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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
consists of two buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height 
from two stories to 16 stories, increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion 
and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story portion of the building; the overall building 
height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the lowest point of the site to the top of 
the South Building. The North Building would include two levels with a rooftop terrace 
containing exclusively commercial uses. The South Building would contain commercial 
uses on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop 
restaurant/lounge on the top level. The project would include approximately 111,339 square 
feet of commercial retail and restaurant uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, 
including 28 affordable housing units, representing approximately 222,564 gross square 
feet of residential space. The project would also provide a central public plaza, public space 
at the northeast comer of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private pool and pool 
deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 
6,900 square feet. Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven
level parking structure housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking 
spaces (295 residential and 554 commercial). The total development would include 



approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and residential space with a maximum 
floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1. 

REQUESTED APPROVALS: Certification of the EIR; Density Bonus pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.22-A,25; Utilization of Parking Option 1 to allow one on-site parking space for 
each Residential Unit of zero to one bedrooms, two on-site parking spaces for each 
Residential Unit of two to three bedrooms, and two-and-one-half on-site parking spaces for 
each Residential Unit of four or more bedrooms; Off-Menu Incentive pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.22-A,25 to allow the lot area including any land to be set aside for street 
purposes to be included in calculating the maximum allowable floor area, in lieu of as 
otherwise required by LAMC Section 17 .05; Off-Menu Incentive pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.22-A,25 to allow a 3:1 Floor Area Ratio for a Housing Development Project located 
within 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in LAMC 
Section 12.22-A,25(f)(4)(ii); Site Plan Review; Conditional Use for the sale and/or 
dispensing of a full line of alcoholic beverages in conjunction with four restaurant/dining 
uses, and the sale of a full line of alcoholic beverages for off-site consumption in conjunction 
with a grocery store; Vesting Tentative Tract Map; Demolition Permits, haul route approval 
and other entitlements and approvals as deemed necessary, as required by the City. 

DOCUMENT REVIEW: If you wish to review a copy of the Final Environmental Impact 
Report (FEIR) or the documents referenced in the FEIR, you may do so by appointment 
during our office hours of 8:00 am to 4:00 pm, in Room 750, City Hall, 200 N. Spring Street, 
Los Angeles CA 90012. Copies of the FEIR are also at the following Library Branches: 

Library Reference Desk, Central Library 
630 West 5th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Library Reference Desk, Fairfax Branch Library 
161 South Gardner Street, Los Angeles, CA 90036 

Library Reference Desk, Will and Ariel Durant Branch Library 
7140 West Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles CA 90046 

Library Reference Desk, John C. Fremont Branch Library 
6121 Melrose Avenue, Los Angeles CA 90038 

The FEIR is also available online at the Department of City Planning's website 
[http://cityplanning.lacity.org/ (click on "Environmental" and then "Final Environmental 
Impact Reports")]. The FEIRs can be purchased on cd-rom for $7.50 per copy. Contact 
William Lamborn of the City of Los Angeles at (213) 978-1470 to purchase one. 

Vincent P. Bertoni, AICP 
Director of Planning 

William Lamborn 
Planning Assistant 
Major Projects and Environmental Analysis Section 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

A.  PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR 

The	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 (“City”),	 as	 the	 Lead	 Agency	 under	 the	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	
(“CEQA”),	has	prepared	this	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	(“Final	EIR”)	for	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	
Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project	(the	“Project”).	 	This	document,	 in	conjunction	with	 the	Draft	Environmental	
Impact	Report	(“Draft	EIR”)	and	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	Draft	EIR	(“RP‐DEIR”),	comprise	the	Final	EIR.	

As	described	in	Sections	15088,	15089,	15090	and	15132	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	the	Lead	Agency	must	
evaluate	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	and	prepare	written	responses	and	consider	the	information	
contained	in	a	Final	EIR	before	approving	a	project.		Pursuant	to	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15132,	a	Final	
EIR	consists	of:	a)	the	Draft	EIR	or	a	revision	of	the	Draft;	b)	comments	and	recommendations	received	on	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 either	 verbatim	 or	 in	 summary;	 c)	 a	 list	 of	 persons,	 organizations,	 and	 public	 agencies	
commenting	on	the	Draft	EIR;	d)	the	responses	of	the	Lead	Agency	to	significant	environmental	points	raised	
in	the	review	and	consultation	process;	and	e)	any	other	information	added	by	the	Lead	Agency.	

Accordingly,	the	Final	EIR	for	the	Project	is	comprised	of	three	parts	as	follows:	

Part 1: Draft EIR and Technical Appendices 

Volume	1:		Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(Chapters	1	through	8)	

Volume	2:		Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	–	Appendices	A	and	B	

Volume	3:		Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	–	Appendices	C	through	E	

Volume	4:		Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	–	Appendices	F	through	I	

Volume	5:		Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	–	Appendix	J	

Part 2: Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR and Technical Appendices 

Volume	 6:	 Recirculated	 Portions	 of	 the	 Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (Chapters	 1	
through	3)	and	Technical	Appendices	A	through	E	

Part 3: Final EIR and Technical Appendices 

Volume	7:	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	–	1.0	Introduction	through	2.B	Responses	to	
Comments	

Volume	8:	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	‐	2.B	Responses	to	Comments	(continued)	

Volume	 9:	 Final	 Environmental	 Impact	Report	 ‐	 2.B	Responses	 to	 Comments	 (continued)	
through	4.0	Mitigation	Monitoring	Program	

Volume	10:	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	‐	Appendix	A	–	Original	Comment	Letters	
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Volume	11	Final	Environmental	 Impact	Report	 –	Appendix	A	–	Original	Comment	Letters	
(continued)	

Volume	12	Final	Environmental	 Impact	Report	 –	Appendix	A	–	Original	Comment	Letters	
(continued)	

Volume	13	Final	Environmental	 Impact	Report	 –	Appendix	A	–	Original	Comment	Letters	
(continued)	

Volume	14	Final	Environmental	 Impact	Report	 –	Appendix	A	–	Original	Comment	Letters	
(continued)	

Volume	15	Final	Environmental	 Impact	Report	 –	Appendix	A	–	Original	Comment	Letters	
(continued)	

Volume	16	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	–	Appendices	A	(continued)	through	D	

Volume	17	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	–	Appendices	E	through	F	

B.  PROJECT SUMMARY 

The	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 at	 8150	W.	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 community	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles,	at	the	foot	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	approximately	seven	miles	northwest	of	Downtown	Los	Angeles.		
The	Project	Site	is	located	within	the	block	bounded	by	Sunset	Boulevard	on	the	north,	Havenhurst	Drive	on	
the	west,	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	on	the	east,	and	multi‐family	residential	uses	within	the	City	of	West	
Hollywood	on	the	south.		The	Project	Site	is	located	in	the	western	portion	of	the	Hollywood	Community	of	
the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	and	therefore	the	site	functions	as	a	part	of	the	eastern	gateway	to	the	Sunset	Strip.		
The	Project	 vicinity	 is	highly	urbanized	and	generally	built‐out.	 	The	Project	Site,	with	 frontage	on	Sunset	
Boulevard,	 lies	 in	 the	more	 active	 regional	 center	 of	 Hollywood	with	 its	mixed‐use	 blend	 of	 commercial,	
restaurant,	bars,	studio/production,	office,	entertainment	and	high	density	residential	uses.	

The	 Project	 would	 include	 approximately	 111,339	 square	 feet	 of	 commercial	 retail	 and	 restaurant	 uses	
within	 three	 lower	 levels	 (of	which	 one	 level	 is	 subterranean)	 and	 one	 rooftop	 level,	 and	 249	 apartment	
units,	including	28	affordable	housing	units,	within	twelve	levels	representing	222,564	gross	square	feet	of	
residential	 space.	 	The	project	would	also	provide	a	new,	approximately	9,134	square‐foot	public	space	at	
the	northeast	corner	of	the	Project	Site	(this	area	is,	and	will	continue	to	be,	owned	by	the	City,	although	the	
Applicant	will	be	required	to	 improve	and	maintain	 the	area),	a	34,050	square‐foot	central	public	plaza	at	
the	site	interior,	public	rooftop	deck/garden	areas	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	a	private	pool	and	pool	deck	area	
for	residents,	as	well	as	other	resident‐only	amenities	totaling	approximately	6,900	square	feet	that	would	
include	 a	 residential	 lobby,	 resident	 recreation	 room,	 fitness	 center,	 business	 center,	 changing	 rooms	and	
library.		Parking	for	all	proposed	uses	would	be	provided	on‐site	via	a	seven‐level	(of	which	three	levels	are	
subterranean	 or	 semi‐subterranean)	 parking	 structure	 housed	within	 the	 podium	 structure	 that	 includes	
849	total	parking	spaces	(295	for	residential	uses	and	554	for	commercial	retail	and	restaurant	uses).		Short‐	
and	long‐term	bicycle	parking	totaling	approximately	985	spaces	would	also	be	provided	on‐site,	including	
428	spaces	for	residential	uses	and	557	spaces	for	commercial	uses.	 	The	total	development	would	include	
up	to	333,903	square	feet	of	commercial	and	residential	space	with	a	maximum	floor‐area	ratio	(FAR)	of	3:1.	
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C.  OVERVIEW OF THE CEQA PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE DRAFT EIR 

In	 compliance	with	 the	 CEQA	Guidelines,	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 (“the	 City”),	 as	 the	 Lead	 Agency	 for	 the	
project,	 has	provided	opportunities	 for	 the	public	 to	participate	 in	 the	 environmental	 review	process.	 	As	
described	below,	throughout	the	environmental	review	process,	an	effort	was	made	to	inform,	contact	and	
solicit	 input	 from	the	public	and	various	Federal,	State,	regional,	and	 local	government	agencies	and	other	
interested	parties	on	the	Project.		

Initial Study/Notice of Preparation 

At	 the	onset	of	 the	environmental	 review	process	 and	pursuant	 to	 the	provisions	of	 Section	15082	of	 the	
State	CEQA	Guidelines,	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	(“the	City”)	circulated	a	Notice	of	Preparation	(“NOP”)	to	State,	
regional,	and	local	agencies,	and	members	of	the	public	for	a	33‐day	review	period,	commencing	September	
12,	2013	and	ending	October	15,	2013.	 	The	purpose	of	 the	NOP	was	to	 formally	convey	that	the	City	was	
preparing	a	Draft	EIR	for	the	proposed	Project,	and	to	solicit	 input	regarding	the	scope	and	content	of	 the	
environmental	 information	 to	 be	 included	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 See	 Appendix	 A‐1,	 Initial	 Study/Notice	 of	
Preparation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	(Volume	2).	

In	addition,	a	public	scoping	meeting	was	held	on	October	2,	2013	from	5:30	P.M.	to	7:30	P.M.	at	the	Will	and	
Ariel	 Durant	 Branch	 Library,	 located	 at	 7140	 W.	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 Los	 Angeles,	 California	 90046.	 	 The	
presentation	materials	and	other	documentation	 from	 the	Scoping	Meeting	are	provided	 in	Appendix	A‐3,	
Scoping	Meeting	Materials,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 (Volume	 2),	 while	 public	 comments	 received	 at	 the	 Scoping	
Meeting	are	contained	in	Appendix	A‐4,	Scoping	Meeting	Public	Comments	(Volume	2).			

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

In	 accordance	 with	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15085,	 upon	 completion	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 Notice	 of	
Completion	 and	 Availability	 (“NOCA”)	 as	 well	 as	 CD	 copies	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	were	 submitted	 to	 the	 State	
Clearinghouse,	Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	for	distribution	to	State	Agencies.		The	Draft	EIR	
was	circulated	for	a	62‐day	public	review	on	November	20,	2014	through	January	20,	2015,	in	compliance	
with	 Section	 15105(a)	 of	 the	 State	CEQA	Guidelines.	 	 As	 required	 under	 Section	 15086	 of	 the	 State	CEQA	
Guidelines,	 a	 NOCA	 requesting	 comments	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 CDs	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 were	 distributed	 to	
approximately	54	public	agencies	and	other	interested	parties.		In	addition,	copies	of	the	NOCA	and,	in	some	
cases,	CDs	of	 the	Draft	EIR	were	mailed	 to	approximately	133	agencies,	 organizations,	or	 individuals	who	
had	previously	requested	notice	or	expressed	an	interested	in	the	Project,	commented	on	the	Project	during	
the	public	review	period,	or	attended	the	public	scoping	meeting	conducted	for	preparation	of	the	Draft	EIR.		
Furthermore	 copies	 of	 the	 NOCA	 were	 mailed	 to	 approximately	 950	 property	 owners	 and/or	 occupants	
located	within	a	500‐foot	 radius	of	 the	 site.	 	 In	 compliance	with	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	 Section	15087	 the	
NOCA	was	published	in	the	Los	Angeles	Times	and	posted	with	the	Los	Angeles	County	Clerk	on	November	
20,	2014.	 	Copies	of	the	Draft	EIR	were	placed	at	the	Will	and	Ariel	Durant	Branch	Library,	Fairfax	Branch	
Library,	John	C.	Fremont	Branch	Library,	and	Los	Angeles	Central	Library.		The	Draft	EIR	was	also	available	
for	review	at	the	City’s	Planning	Department,	Environmental	Analysis	Section	and	on	the	City’s	website.		Also	
available	 for	 review	 at	 the	City’s	 Planning	Department	was	 a	 CD	of	 references	 used	 in	 preparation	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR.	

During	the	Draft	EIR	public	review	period	the	City	Planning	Department	received	975	comment	 letters	on	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 from	 agencies,	 organizations,	 and	 individuals	 through	 written	 correspondence	 and	 emails.		
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Comments	 received	 during	 the	 public	 review	 period	 are	 presented	 and	 responded	 to	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	
Comments	and	Responses,	of	this	Final	EIR.					

Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 

As	noted	above,	during	the	public	review	period	the	City	Planning	Department	received	975	comment	letters	
on	the	Draft	EIR	from	agencies,	organizations,	and	individuals	through	written	correspondence	and	emails.		
Based	on	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR,	the	applicant	developed	a	new	Project	Alternative,	Alternative	
9,	the	Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative.			

Therefore,	 as	 was	 done	 for	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 as	 discussed	 above,	 in	 accordance	 with	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	
Section	15085,	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Planning	Department,	the	lead	agency	for	the	Project,	published	the	
RP‐DEIR,	a	Notice	of	Completion	and	Availability	(“NOCA”)	as	well	as	CD	copies	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	which	were	
submitted	 to	 the	State	Clearinghouse,	Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	 for	distribution	 to	State	
Agencies.		The	RP‐DEIR	was	circulated	for	a	61‐day	public	review	on	September	10,	2015	through	November	
9,	2015,	exceeding	 the	requirements	of	Section	15105(a)	of	 the	State	CEQA	Guidelines.	 	As	 required	under	
Section	15086	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	a	NOCA	requesting	comments	on	the	RP‐DEIR	and	CDs	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	were	distributed	to	approximately	54	public	agencies	and	other	interested	parties.		In	addition,	copies	
of	 the	 NOCA	 and,	 in	 some	 cases,	 CDs	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 were	 mailed	 to	 approximately	 133	 agencies,	
organizations,	or	 individuals	who	had	previously	 requested	notice	or	expressed	an	 interest	 in	 the	Project,	
commented	 on	 the	 Project	 during	 the	 public	 review	 period,	 or	 attended	 the	 public	 scoping	 meeting	
conducted	for	preparation	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Furthermore	copies	of	the	NOCA	were	mailed	to	approximately	
950	property	owners	and/or	occupants	located	within	a	500‐foot	radius	of	the	site.		In	compliance	with	State	
CEQA	Guidelines,	 Section	15087	 the	NOCA	was	published	 in	 the	Los	Angeles	Times	 and	 filed	with	 the	Los	
Angeles	 County	 Clerk	 on	 September	 10,	 2015.	 	 Copies	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	were	 placed	 at	 the	Will	 and	 Ariel	
Durant	 Branch	 Library,	 Fairfax	 Branch	 Library,	 John	 C.	 Fremont	 Branch	 Library,	 and	 Los	 Angeles	 Central	
Library.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 was	 also	 available	 for	 review	 at	 the	 City’s	 Planning	 Department,	 Environmental	
Analysis	Section	and	on	the	City’s	website.		Also	available	for	review	at	the	City’s	Planning	Department	was	a	
CD	of	references	used	in	preparation	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

D.  ORGANIZATION OF FINAL EIR  

The	Final	EIR	(Volumes	7	through	10	of	the	EIR)	consists	of	the	following	four	chapters:	

Chapter	1.0,	Introduction.			This	chapter	describes	the	purpose	of	the	Final	EIR,	provides	a	summary	of	the	
proposed	Project,	 summarizes	 the	Final	EIR	public	review	process,	and	presents	 the	contents	of	 this	Final	
EIR.			

Chapter	2.0,	Comments	and	Responses.	 	This	chapter	presents	all	comments	received	by	the	City	during	
the	62‐day	public	review	period	of	the	Draft	EIR	(November	20,	2014	through	January	20,	2015)	and	the	61‐
day	public	 review	period	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 (September	10,	2015	 through	November	9,	2015)	as	well	 as	 the	
responses	to	those	comments.		Letters	received	during	the	public	comment	period	are	included	in	Appendix	
A,	 Original	 Comment	 Letters.	 	 Additional	 information	 used	 to	 respond	 to	 comments	 regarding	 geologic	
hazards,	 fire	 flow	 capacity,	 public	 transit	 facilities,	 traffic	 and	 circulation,	 and	 construction‐related	 health	
risks	is	incorporated	in	the	Final	EIR	Appendices	as	listed	below.	
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Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR.		This	chapter	includes	revisions	to	the	Draft	EIR	
and	RP‐DEIR	that	represent	minor	changes	or	additions	in	response	to	some	of	the	comments	received	on	
the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	and	additional	edits	 to	provide	clarification.	 	Changes	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐
DEIR	are	shown	with	strikethrough	text	for	deletions	and	double	underline	text	for	additions.		These	changes	
are	 minor	 and	 do	 not	 add	 significant	 new	 information	 that	 would	 affect	 the	 analysis	 or	 conclusions	
presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.	

Chapter	 4.0,	 Mitigation	 Monitoring	 Program.	 	 The	 Mitigation	 Monitoring	 Program	 (“MMP”)	 is	 the	
document	that	will	be	used	by	the	enforcement	and	monitoring	agencies	responsible	for	the	implementation	
of	 the	Project’s	mitigation	measures	and	Project	Design	Features.	 	Mitigation	measures	and	Project	Design	
Features	are	listed	by	environmental	topic.			

Appendices 

Appendix	A	–	Original	Comment	Letters	

Appendix	B	–	Geology	and	Soils	Report	Addendum	and	Related	Correspondence	

Appendix	C	–	Fire	Department	Correspondence	and	Fire	Flow	Report		

Appendix	D	–	Metro	Correspondence	

Appendix	E	–	Supplemental	Traffic	Data	and	Traffic	Study	Appendices	

Appendix	F	–	Construction	Health	Risk	Assessment		
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2.0  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  

Section	 15088(a)	 of	 the	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 states	 that	 “The	 lead	 agency	 shall	 evaluate	 comments	 on	
environmental	 issues	 received	 from	 persons	 who	 reviewed	 the	 draft	 EIR	 and	 shall	 prepare	 a	 written	
response.	 	 The	 Lead	 Agency	 shall	 respond	 to	 comments	 that	were	 received	 during	 the	 noticed	 comment	
period	and	any	extensions	and	may	respond	to	late	comments.”		In	accordance	with	these	requirements,	this	
Chapter	of	this	Final	EIR	provides	responses	to	each	of	the	written	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	
received	 during	 each	 respective	 public	 comment	 periods.	 	Table	2‐1,	 Summary	of	Comments	on	 the	8150	
Sunset	Boulevard	Project	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	which	 starts	on	page	2‐3,	provides	 a	 list	 of	 the	 comment	
letters	received	and	a	summary	of	the	issues	raised	in	response	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.			

Section	 2.A,	 Topical	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 provides	 a	 comprehensive	 response	 by	 issue	 to	 address	
multiple	 comments	 that	 have	 been	 raised	 on	 certain	 topics	 during	 the	 public	 review	period.	 	 The	Topical	
Responses	in	this	section	include	the	following:	

 TR‐1:	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	

 TR‐2:	Land	Use	and	Planning	

 TR‐3:	Historical	Resources		

 TR‐4:	Traffic	and	Parking	

 TR‐5:	Geology	and	Soils	

 TR‐6:	Public	Services	and	Utilities	

 TR‐7:	Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project	(ELDP)	Certification	

 TR‐8:	Noise	and	Vibration	

Section	 2.B,	 Responses	 to	 Individual	 Comments	 presents	 comments	 submitted	 during	 each	 of	 the	 public	
comment	 periods	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 from	 State,	 County,	 and	 City	 agencies,	 as	 well	 as	 from	
individuals	and	organizations	as	 listed	on	Table	2‐1.	 	The	 individual	 letters	are	each	assigned	a	 letter	and	
number,	based	on	the	affiliation,	if	any	of	the	commenter,	and	arranged	alphabetically,	as	indicated	in	Table	
2‐1.		Each	comment	that	requires	a	response	within	the	letters	is	also	assigned	a	number.		For	example,	the	
first	State	Agency	(Letter	A1)	to	provide	comments	was	the	Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research,	State	
Clearinghouse	 and	 therefore	 this	 is	 Letter	 Number	 A1.	 	 The	 first	 comment	 received	 from	 the	 State	
Clearinghouse	is	therefore	labeled	Comment	A1‐1	and	the	responses	to	each	comment	are	correspondingly	
numbered,	 (i.e.,	 Response	 A1‐1).	 	 A	 copy	 of	 each	 comment	 letter	 is	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A,	 Original	
Comment	Letters,	of	this	Final	EIR.	

Comment	letters	addressed	in	this	Chapter	are	organized	as	follows:	Agency	letters	(designated	by	an	“A”	in	
the	 letter	 number),	 Organization	 letters	 (designated	 by	 a	 “B”	 in	 the	 letter	 number),	 Individual	 letters	
(designated	by	a	“C”	in	the	letter	number),	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Form	Letters	(designated	by	a	“D”	in	the	
letter	number),	 and	Confirmation/Proof	of	Mailing	 letters	 (designated	by	an	 “E”	 in	 the	 letter	number).	 	 In	
addition,	 among	 the	 various	 individual	 letters	 submitted	 to	 the	City,	 a	 number	of	 somewhat	 standardized	
letters	were	received	that	were	grouped	due	to	the	similarity	in	issues	raised,	which	are	herein	referred	to	as	
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“Form	Letters”,	or	more	specifically	Form	Letter	Nos.	1	through	6	(which	are	separate	from	the	Save	Sunset	
Boulevard	 Form	 Letter	 “D”	 letters).	 	 As	 such,	where	 an	 individual	 letter	 includes	 a	 comment	 identical	 or	
substantially	 similar	 to	one	provided	 in	one	of	 the	 six	Form	Letters,	 the	 response	 refers	 to	 the	 respective	
Form	 Letter	 response.	 	 The	 Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Form	 Letters	 (“D”	 letters),	 unlike	 the	 aforementioned	
Form	Letter	Nos.	1	through	6,	are	each	verbatim	and	thus	the	contents	of	the	main	body	of	the	D	letters	are	
not	 reproduced	 in	 this	 section.	 	 Rather,	 only	 those	 “Additional	 Comments”	 inserted	 by	 the	 commenter	 as	
optional	 personalized	 comments	 (in	 addition	 to	 the	 verbatim	 text	 in	 the	 body	 of	 the	 letter)	 are	 provided	
along	with	responses	to	those	comments.					

As	required	by	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	Section	15088	(c),	 the	 focus	of	 the	responses	to	comments	 is	on	
“the	disposition	of	significant	environmental	issues	raised.”		Therefore,	detailed	responses	are	not	provided	
to	comments	that	do	not	relate	to	environmental	issues.	
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A1	 City	of	Los	Angeles		
Pascal	Challita,	Geotechnical	Engineer	III	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

A2	 State	of	California		
Scott	Morgan,	Director	Governor's	
Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street	
P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A3	 CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES		
Ali	Poosti,	Division	Manager	
Wastewater	Engineering	Services	Division,	LA	
Sanitation	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	

A4	 LADWP		
Delon	Kwan,	P.E.,	Water	Resources	Development	
111	N.	Hope	Street.	Room	1460	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	

A5	 City	of	West	Hollywood		
Scott	Lunceford,	AICP,	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning	
slunceford@weho.org	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
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A6	 State	of	California		
Scott	Morgan,	Director	
Governor's	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street	
P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A7	 State	of	California		
Scott	Morgan,	Director	
Governor's	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street	
P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A8	 State	of	California		
Scott	Morgan,	Director	
Governor's	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street	
P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A9	 City	of	West	Hollywood		
Scott	Lunceford,	AICP,	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 X	
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A10	 CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES		
Ali	Poosti,	Division	Manager	
Wastewater	Engineering	Services	Division,	LA	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	

A11	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Water	and	Power		
Earl	Moosbrugger,	PE	
Resources	Development	and	Supply	Assessment	
Group	Water	System	Executive	Office	/	Water	
Resources	Section	
111	N.	Hope	Street,	Room	1450	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	

A12	 City	of	Los	Angeles		
John	Weight,	Grading	Division	Chief	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	
201	North	Figueroa	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

A13	 City	of	West	Hollywood		
Scott	Lunceford,	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning	
8300	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069‐6216	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	
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A14	 State	of	California		
Scott	Morgan,	Director,	State	of	California	
Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street	
P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	CA	95812‐3044	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A15	 City	of	West	Hollywood		
Lindsey	Horvath,	Mayor	
8300	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069‐6216	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

A16	 State	of	California		
Scott	Morgan,	Director,	State	of	California	
Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street	
P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	CA	95812‐3044	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A17	 City	of	West	Hollywood		
Scott	Lunceford,	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning	
8300	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069‐6216	

X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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A18	 Srimal	Hewawitharana	
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

A19	 Srimal	Hewawitharana	
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A20	 William	Lamborn		
Major	Projects,	Department	of	City	Planning	
200	N.	Spring	Street,	Rm	750	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A21	 State	of	California		
Scott	Morgan,	Director,	State	of	California	
Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street	
P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	CA	95812‐3044	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

A22	 City	of	Los	Angeles		
William	Lamborn	
Department	of	City	Planning	
Major	Projects	
200	N.	Spring	Street,	Rm	750	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

B1	 Save	Sunset	Boulevard		 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	
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B2	 Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council		
Cyd	Zeigler,	PLUM	Committee	Chair	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 X	

B3	 Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council		
Casey	Maddren,	Infrastructure	Chair	
2141	Cahuenga	Blvd.,	Apt.	17	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	

B4	 West	Angeles	Community	Development	
Corporation		
Donnicus	L.	Cook,	Director	of	Economic	
Development	
6028	Crenshaw	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles.	CA	90013	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

B5	 The	Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations,	
Inc.		
Marion	Dodge,	Chairman	
P.O.Box	27404	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	

	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 X	

B6	 West	Hollywood	Preservation	Alliance		
Jen	Dunbar,	President‐	
PO	BOX	46073	
West	Hollywood	CA	90046‐0073	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐9	
	

B7	 Los	Angeles	Conservancy		
Adrian	Scott	Fine,	Director	of	Advocacy	
523	West	Sixth	Street,	Suite	826	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90014	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

B8	 Save	Sunset	Boulevard		
Andrew	Macpherson,	Treasurer	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

B9	 Save	Sunset	Boulevard		
Andrew	Macpherson,	Treasurer	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

B10	 Crescent	Heights	‐Havenhurst	Neighborhood	
Preservation	Association		
Grafton	P.	Tanquary,	President	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	

B11	 City	of	West	Hollywood		
Scott	Lunceford,	AICP,	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning	
slunceford@weho.org	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

B12	 Crescent	Heights‐Havenhurst	Neighborhood	
Preservation	Association		
Julie	Summers	
<jsumer@aol.com>	

X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐10	
	

B13	 Alla	Nazimova	Society		
Jon	Ponder	&	Martin	Turnbull	
1045	North	Kings	Road,	Number	110	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

B14	 Rory	Barish	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

B15	 Leslie	Monsour,	(on	behalf	of	The	Stanley	Hills	
Drive	Community	of	Neighbors	Laurel	Canyon)	
2062	Stanley	Hills	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

B16	 Residents	of	Beverly	Glen	Zoning	Committee		
Charles	Buell,	Zoning	Chairman	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

B17	 The	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council		
Carl	Peter	Ripaldi,	Environmental	Chair	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

B18	 Colonial	House	HOA		
Rory	Barish,	President	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	

B19	 1327	Havenhurst	HOA		
Phil	Hammond,	President	
1327	Havenhurst	Drive,	Unit	1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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B20	 Los	Angeles	Conservancy		
Adrian	Scott	Fine,	Director	of	Advocacy	
523	West	Sixth	Street,	Suite	826	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90014	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

B21	 Hollywood	Heritage,	Inc.		
Bryan	Cooper,	President	
P.O.	Box	2586	
Hollywood,	California	90078	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

B22	 Rory	Barish	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

B23	 Los	Angeles	Conservancy		
Adrian	Scott	Fine,	Director	of	Advocacy	
523	West	Sixth	Street,	Suite	826	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90014	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

B24	 Hollywood	Heritage,	Inc.		
Bryan	Cooper,	President	
P.O.	Box	2586	
Hollywood,	California	90078	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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B25	
	

Hollywoodians	Encouraging	Logical	Planning	
[HELP]	
1921	North	Saint	Andrews	Place	
Hollywood,	California	90068	
	
Citizen	Coalition	Los	Angeles	[CCLA]	
Post	Office	Box	3354	
Santa	Monica,	California	90408	

X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

B26	 Hollywoodians	Encouraging	Logical	Planning	
[HELP]	
1921	North	Saint	Andrews	Place	
Hollywood,	California	90068	
	
Citizen	Coalition	Los	Angeles	[CCLA]	
Post	Office	Box	3354	
Santa	Monica,	California	90408	

X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

B27	 Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council		
Anastasia	Mann,	President	
8721	W	Sunset	Blvd,	Suite	200	
West	Holly	wood,	CA	90069	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	
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B28	 HHWNC		
Carl	Peter	Ripaldi,	Environmental,	Beautification,	
and	Preservation	Chairman	
<ripaldi2001@yahoo.com>	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

B29	 HHWNC		
Carl	Peter	Ripaldi,	Environmental,	Beautification,	
and	Preservation	Chairman	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

B30	 GREGORY	WIDEN	
<gregorywiden@mac.com>	

X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 	

B31	 Laurel	Canyon	Association		
Jamie	T.	Hall,	President	
jhall@laurelcanyon.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

B32	 Casey	Maddren	
2141	Cahuenga	Blvd.,	Apt.	17	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	

	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	

B33	 Friends	of	Edinburgh	Bungalow	Court	HCM		
save750edibnburgh@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

B34	 Gregory	Widen		
Gregory	Widen	(and	175	co‐signers)	
West	Hollywood,	CA		

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	
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B35	 Save	Residential	Hollywood,	Inc.		
Helen	Berman,	President	
7135	Hollywood	Boulevard,	Suite	1004	
Los	Angeles,	CA	91146	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

B36	 Jamie	T.	Hall,	President		
Laurel	Canyon	Association	
jhall@laurelcanyon.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

B37	 The	Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations,	
Inc.		
Wendy‐Sue	Rosen,	Vice	President	
P.O.	Box	27404	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

B38	 Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	
Protective	Association		
Grafton	P.	Tanquary,	President	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

B39	 Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst		Neighborhood	
Protective	Association		
Grafton	Tanquary,	President	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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B40	 Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	
Protective	Association		
Grafton	P.	Tanquary,,	President	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

B41	 Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	
Protective	Association		
Grafton	P.	Tanquary,	President	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

B42	 Coats	Consulting		
Michelle	D.	Coats	
PO	Box	1356	
Carmel,	CA	93921	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	

B43	 Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council		
Anastasia	Mann,	President	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	

FL1	 Form	Letter	No.	1	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

FL2	 Form	Letter	No.	2	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

FL3	 Form	Letter	No.	3	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

FL4	 Form	Letter	No.	4	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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FL5	 Form	Letter	No.	5	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

FL6	 Form	Letter	No.	6	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C1	 Dr.	James	McFadden	
171.1	N.	Ogden	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C2	 Michael	Shores	
1682	Marmont	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C3	 James	Productions		
Judith	James	Dreyfuss	
2418	Laurel	Pass	Ave	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C4	 Brad	Lipton	
lipton.brad@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C5	 Eliza	Congdon	&	Adam	Cherney	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C6	 Chris	Becker	
1720	N	Fuller	Ave	#544	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C7	 Bob	Hofler	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	LA	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C8	 Hillary	Ripps	
1425	North	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	#104	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C9	 Joyce	Dillard	
P.O.	Box	31377	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90031	

	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 	

C10	 Suzette	Ervin	Resident	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#208	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

C11	 Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	
Preservation	Association		
Grafton	P.Tanquary	President	
Gpt1287@sbcglobal.net	

	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C12	 Rory	Barish	
N2SWIMNG@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C13	 Adam	G.	Bass	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	
C14	 Michael	Peretzian	

2235	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C15	 Suzette	Ervin	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#208	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C16	 Ric	Abramson	
ric@workplays.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C17	 Climate	Resolve		
Jonathan	Parfrey.,	Executive	Director	
1000	North	Alameda	Street,	Suite	240	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C18	 Julie	D.	Summers	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights,	#307	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C19	 Carter	Cox	
813	North	Sweetzer	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C20	 Jon	Frishman	
<jon@frishmanarc.com>	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C21	 Suzette	Ervin	
suzervin@aol.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C22	 Harry	Morton	
hm@hanymortonholdings.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C23	 Julie	D.	Summers	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights,	#307	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

C24	 Camden	Lambertson	
camdenlamberstson@yahoo.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C25	 Macfly	Corp.		
Andrew	Macpherson	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

X	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C26	 Macfly	Corp.		
Andrew	Macpherson	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

X	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C27	 James	McAndrew	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#309	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C28	 Ryan	Baksh	
ryanbaksh@gmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C29	 4	Real	Estate		
Rory	Barish	Lane	
439	North	Canon	Drive	#300	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90210	

	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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C30	 Marne	Carmean	
<marne.poet@gmail.com>	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

C31	 H.	Dietrich	Nelson	
2359	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C32	 Carolyn	Ramsay	
6380	Wilshire	Blvd.	#1618	
LA,	CA	90048	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C33	 Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	Alex	Rose	Productions	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C34	 Christina	Santos	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
cmsantos7722@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C35	 Evan	Shuman	
507	North	Citrus	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C36	 Kathleen	Small	
<kathysmall@mac.com>	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C37	 Tony	Tucci	
P.O.	Box	5976	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90209	
radio	cave@earthlink.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C38	 Ebon	Alabastur	
alabaster@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C39	 Ebon	Alabastur	
alabaster@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C40	 Ryan	Baksh	
ryanbaksh@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C41	 Carter	Bravmann	
CarterBrav@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C42	 Coats	Consulting		
Michelle	D.	Coats	
PO	Box	1356	
Carmel,	CA	93921	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C43	 Meryl	S.	Cohen	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive	Apartment1B	
West	Hollywood,	CA.	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

C44	 Susan	Dynner	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	#203	
West	Hollywood,	Ca	90046	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C45	 Robert	Givens	
robert.d.givens@gmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C46	 David	Gold	
8707	St.	Ives	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	California	90210	

	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	
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C47	 Michael	L.	Grace	
1415	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C48	 	
Ashley	Hanna	
1430	N.	Harper	Avenue	
West	Hollywood,	CA	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C49	 Marie‐Odile	Lambersens	
<molambersens@hotmail.com>	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C50	 Camden	Gordon	
camdenlambertson@yahoo.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C51	 Jane	And	Don	Lockhart	
1424	No.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	#47	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C52	 Andrew	Macpherson	Macfly	Corp	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	LA	CA	90069	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	

C53	 Andrew	Macpherson	Macfly	Corp.	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C54	 Andrew	Macpherson	Macfly	Corp.	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
<macfly@macfty.com>	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C55	 Emma	Riordan	
emma.riordan@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C56	 Alex	Rose	Productions		
Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C57	 Alex	Rose	Productions		
Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C58	 Michael	Shores	
1682	Marmont	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C59	 Mason	A.	Sommers	
DrMSommers@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C60	 Lauren	Soroky	
7940	Blackburn	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C61	 Paul	and	Melody	St	John	
1525	N.	Crescent	Hgts	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	Ca.	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

C62	 Julie	D.	Summers	
<jsumer@aol.com>	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C63	 Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	
Preservation	Association.		
Grafton	P.Tanquary,	President	
Gpt1287@sbcglobal.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C64	 Frank	Taplin	
franktaplin@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C65	 Gregory	Widen	
gregorywiden@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C66	 Randy	Myer	
rmyer813@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C67	 Deborah	Cannon	
Debmican@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C68	 Meher	Dhondy	
meherdhondy@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C69	 Alexander	Friedman	
Hollywood,	California	
alek3000@sbcglobal.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C70	 Jamison	and	Lisa	Jones	
jamison@jonesfilms.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C71	 INTERACTIONS	‐	Effective	Communication		
DEVRA	KORWIN,	MAOM,	PCC,	Principal	
dk@devrakorwin.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C72	 Larry	McQueen	
2225	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C73	 Randall	Rumage	
1910	Mt.	Olympus	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C74	 Miriam	Stark	
miriamstark44@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C75	 Management,	Inc.		
Michael	Black	
9701	Wilshire	Blvd.,10th	Floor	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90212	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C76	 BETTY	JANE	BRUCK	
1131	Alta	Loma	Road,	Apt.	326	
WEST	HOLLYWOOD,	CA.	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C77	 DC	
dchun02@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C78	 David	Forbes	
david@accidentalwine.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C79	 K.C.	Fox	
kcfoxworks@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C80	 Matthew	Friedman	
2148	Stanley	Hills	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C81	 Dan	and	Elaine	Furst	
2114	Beech	Knoll	Rd	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C82	 Jonathan	Hart	
jonohart@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C83	 Lyn	Healy	
lynhealy@me.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C84	 Inge	Korver	
kikbenik@yahoo.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C85	 Rob	Lewine	
8929	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	USA	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C86	 Linda	Marder	
8835	Wonderland	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C87	 vicky	miller	
vickyreps@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C88	 Philippe	Mora	West	Hollywood	
morafilms@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C89	 Michael	Peretzian	
2235	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C90	 Bradley	Ross,	CPA	Bemel	&	Ross,	LLP	
11601	Wilshire	Blvd.	#2150	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90025	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C91	 St.	James	+	Canter	Team	Berkshire	Hathaway	
Homeservices	California	Properties		
Adara	Salim,	Sales	Associate	
9696	Wilshire	Blvd.3rd	Floor	
Beverly	Hills,	California	90212	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C92	 David	Sardy.	
2040	N	Alta	Vista	Ave.	/2039	N	Alta	Vista	ave	La	Ca	
90046	
LA	CA	90046.	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C93	 Fred	Selden	
seldenmusic@mac.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C94	 Dr.	Debbie	Semsky	
debbielyn@mac.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C95	 Suzanne	Sergile	
8960	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C96	 Kelly	Bevan	Spirer	&	Peter	Spirer	
1531	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C97	 William	&	Muriel	Wheatley	
wheatscottley@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C98	 Debra	Dresbach	
8978	Wonderland	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C99	 Tom	Moore	
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

C100	 Tom	Moore	
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

C101	 Cori	Allvey	
Kirkwood	Drive	
Laurel	Canyon	
cori_gordon@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C102	 Sarah	Petrie	
sarahpetrie@me.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C103	 Adrienne	Walt	
8810	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C104	 Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C105	 Bob	Hofler	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	
LA	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C106	 Joyce	Dillard	
dillardjoyce@yahoo.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C107	 Jamie	Melas	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
jamiemelas@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C108	 Tommy	Cano	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
C109	 Susan	H.	Cuscuna	

8938	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1836	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C110	 Ashley	Holt	
1430	North	Harper	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐30	
	

C111	 Joshua	and	Kate	Scher	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C112	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C113	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C114	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C115	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C116	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C117	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C118	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C119	 Kate	Hodgman	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C120	 Miriam	Stark	
miriamstark44@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C121	 Brad	Ungar	and	Audra	Baran	
1425	N.	Crescent	Hts.	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	

	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C122	 Cori	Allvey	
8253	Kirkwood	Drive	
LA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C123	 Susanne	Konigsberg	
2355	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
W.Hollywood	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C124	 Michael	Grace	
mlpgrace@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C125	 Suzanne	Sergile	
8960	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C126	 Matthew	Friedman	
2148	Stanley	Hills	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C127	 Adelle	Lutz	
7964	Willow	Glen	Rd	
90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

C128	 Linda	Marder	
lm@lindamarder.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C129	 Dr.	Debra	Semsky	
debbiesemsky@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C130	 Dr.	Debra	Semsky	
debbiesemsky@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C131	 Dr.	Debra	Starkman	
<drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com>	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C132	 Michael	Grace	
mipgrace@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C133	 Joel	Peel	
joelpeel@sbcglobal.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C134	 Michael	Phillips	
1501	Gilcrest	Dr	
BH	90210	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C135	 Annenberg	Space	for	Photography		
Patricia	Lanza,	Director,	Talent	&	Content	
2000	Avenue	of	the	Stars,	Suite	1000S	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90067	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C136	 Adam	Bersin	
abersin07@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C137	 Brandon	Cane	
brandoncane@gmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C138	 Jeff	Gold	
jeffreydgold@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C139	 Joan	Hoffman	
joan@hoffmanarc.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C140	 Aaron	Luber	
aaron.luber@gmail.com>	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C141	 Croft	Homeowners	Association		
Spencer	Villasenor,	President	
spencer.villasenor@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C142	 Kate	Nevels	
katherine.nevels@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C143	 Marie	Nguyen	Sundance	Institute	
5900	Wilshire	Boulevard,	Suite	800	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C144	 Ryan	Lawrence	
rrlawrence@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C145	 Peter	Leeb	
peterleeb@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C146	 Nancy	Jagielski	Bazzell	
1632	N.	Laurel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C147	 Spectacle	Entertainment	Group		
Andy	Gould	
10350	Santa	Monica	Blvd,	Ste	350	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90025	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C148	 Sandra	Hitt	
sandralhitt@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C149	 Designers	&	Agents		
Barbara	Kramer	CoFounder	
bk@designersandagents.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C150	 Chloe	Popescu	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C151	 Justine	Schmidt	
justine@schmidt.net	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	
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C152	 Bill	Swearinger,	Esq.	
PO	Box	691755	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C153	 Tamra	Spivey	
nativeangeleno@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C154	 Sean	Knecht,	CMO	and	Co‐Founder	
PrideBites,	LLC	
sean@pridebites.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C155	 P.	Owens	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	
C156	 Sheldon	Bond	

sdbond87@gmail.com	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C157	 Ashley	Hanna	
1430	N	Harper	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C158	 john	page	
jepage99@yahoo.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C159	 Ryan	Handel	
simplethings	sandwich	and	pie	shop	
ryanahandel@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C160	 Alan	Dymond	Studio	City	Residents	Association	
12069	Ventura	Place,	Ste	H	
Studio	City,	California	91604	
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐36	
	

C161	 Grafton	Tanquary	
gpt1287@sbcglobal.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C162	 Adara	Salim	
adarasalim@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C163	 Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C164	 William	Josephs,	Ph.D.	
8110	Willow	Glen	Road	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C165	 Judith	Fraser	
jfrasermft@att.net	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C166	 Justine	Schmidt	
justine@schmidt.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C167	 Michael	Comp	(signed	Mitchell	Comp)	
farinello@sbcglobal.net	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C168	 Alex	Rose	Productions		
Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C169	 Sarit	Freiberg	
1351	N.	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	#203	
W.	Hollywood,	CA.	90046	

X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C170	 William	Bergmann	
bergmandesig@earthlink.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C171	 Justine	Schmidt	
justine@schmidt.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C172	 Rosie	Bornstein	
rosie.bornstein@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C173	 Sue	Bellord	
sue@white‐spark.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C174	 Clive	Whitcher	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
C175	 Joe	Eastwood	

j.eastwood310@gmail.com	
	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C176	 Carter	C.	Bravmann,	A.I.A.	Architect	
CarterBrav@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C177	 Jeff	Kaye	
Jeffrey.kaye@mac.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C178	 Larry	Boring	
larrydaleb1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C179	 Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations		
Marian	Dodge,	President	
president@hillsidefederation.org	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C180	 Ward	Productions	Inc.		
Tiffany	Ward,	President	
Amber	Ward	Vice	President	Jay	Ward	Productions,	
Inc	

X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C181	 Susan	Townes	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
C182	 Sean	Knecht	

Sean@pridebites.com	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C183	 John	Monsour	
2062	Stanley	Hills	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C184	 Anonymous	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
C185	 CREED	LA		

Jeff	Modrzejewski	
501	Shatto	Place,	Suite	200	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C186	 Aaron	Wolf	
8380	Waring	Ave	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C187	 Lisa	Gluck	
1415	North	Stanley	Avenue	#104	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C188	 Dawn	Clark	
dawnrudling@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C189	 Jesus	Cruz	
1632	N.	Laurel	Avenue	#113	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C190	 CREED	LA		
Jeff	Modrzejewski	
501	Shatto	Place,	Suite	200	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C191	 CREED	LA		
Jeff	Modrzejewski	
501	Shatto	Place,	Suite	200	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C192	 Adara	Salim	
adarasalim@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C193	 Wadley	Fatwad	
wadleyb@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C194	 David	l.Gold	
74	Breckenwood	Way	
Sacramento,	California	95864	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C195	 Inspire	Communities	Nationwide		
David	Gold,	Chief	Executive	Officer	
11335	Gold	Express	Drive,	Suite	100	
Gold	River,	CA	95670	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C196	 Michael	Black	Michael	Black	Management,	Inc.		
9701	Wilshire	Blvd.,	
10th	Floor	Beverly	Hills,	CA	90212	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C197	 Rory	Barish	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 	

C198	 J.	
mile.1111@hotmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C199	 J.	
mile.1111@hotmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C200	 1327	Havenhurst	HOA		
Phil	Hammond,	President	
1327	Havenhurst	Drive,	Unit	1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C201	 Anonymous	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
C202	 Anonymous	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
C203	 E	Cho	

Echo5903@hotmail.com	
X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C204	 Jim	Altschuler	
proptyjha@ca.rr.com	

	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C205	 Clive	Whitcher	 X	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
C206	 J.	Eastwood	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C207	 Chris	Becker	
1720	N	Fuller	Ave	#544	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C208	 David	Gold	
dgold@inspirecom.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C209	 Jamie	Melas	
jamiemelas@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C210	 Ashley	Holt	
1430	North	Harper	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C211	 Alex	Nicholas,	Assistant	to	Rory	Barish	
alex@lane4realestate.com	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C212	 Joe	Eastwood	
1327	N.	Havenhurst	Dr.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C213	 Croft	Homeowners	Association		
Spencer	Villasenor,	President	
spencer.villasenor@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C214	 Arthur	Scotti	
arthur.scotti@gmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C215	 Bill	Swearinger	
PO	Box	691755	
West	Hollywood,	CA		90069	

X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C216	 Bob	Gray	
improvbob@gmail.com	

	 X		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C217	 Keller	Williams	Realty	Beverly	Hilss		
Christian	Stevens	
439	N.	Canon	Dr.	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90210	
90210@misterbeverlyhills.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C218	 Coby	Brown	
coby14@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C219	 Dean	&	Lynne	Goodhill	
dgedits@gmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C220	 Debra	Dresbach	
debradresbach@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C221	 Diane	Cary	Parriott	
8235	Lincoln	Terrace	
LA.	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C222	 Edward	Smith	
1550	N.	Fairfax	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C223	 Elaine	Jesmer	
85191/2	Nash	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jesmer_e@pacbell.net	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C224	 Eric	Wald	
8238	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
waldowald@aol.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C225	 Jeff	Hersh	and	Rich	Ayers	
1344	N.	Spaulding	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jhersh01@ca.rr.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C226	 Jeff	McDonough	
music4picture@gmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C227	 Jeremy	Gardiner	
8751	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Lauren	Canyon,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C228	 Joe	Eastwood	
j.eastwood310@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C229	 Joy	Barr	
joyface@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C230	 Dreyfuss/James	Productions		
Judith	James	
2418	Laurel	Pass	Ave.	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
judith@djprods.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐44	
	

C231	 Lara	Curci	
1533	N.	Oragne	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
frelapub@yahoo.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C232	 Larry	McQueen	
2225	Nichols	Canyon	Rd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C233	 Marc	Levin	
1641	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
marc.levin@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C234	 Margaret	Black	
8464	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C235	 Mark	Woodland	
mawoodland@hotmail.uk	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C236	 Max	Rivkind	
8148	sunset	blvd	
LA	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C237	 Micki	Sauer	
mickisauer@aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C238	 Mike	Gryciuk	
mikegdrummer@hotmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C239	 Rand	Sagers	
alecdelta@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C240	 Randall	Rumage	
1910	Mt.	Olympus	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rumage@pacbell.net	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C241	 Robert	Sallin	
mail@robertsallin.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C242	 Sarah	Boyer	
Franklin	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sarahboyer1@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C243	 sondra	anderson	
1566	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C244	 Thomas	Garrick,	M.D.	
tgarrick@mindspring.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C245	 Vanessa	Beletic	
9091	Wonderland	Park	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Vanessa.beletic@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C246	 Wayne	Marmorstein	
1861	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
LA	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C247	 Wendel	Meldrum	
wendelmeldrum@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C248	 Alex	Shohet	
alexs@wonderlandepa.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C249	 Andrew	&	Irene	Robinson	
2671	Byron	Place	
L.A.	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C250	 Barbara	Bagley	
1650	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rosenthalb@ca.rr.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C251	 Designers	&	Agents		
Barbara	Kramer,	Co‐Founder	
bk@designersandagents.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C252	 Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
burtgoralnick@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C253	 Cori	Allvey	
cori_gordon@hotmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C254	 Elyse	Eisenberg	
elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C255	 Elyse	Wyman	
designworks.elyse@sbcglobal.net	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C256	 Eric	Politzer	
2131	Kew	Drive	
LA,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C257	 Chris	Iovenko	
ciovenko@gmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C258	 Claudia	Lewis	
claudia.lewis@fox.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C259	 James	Teel	
1328	Havenhurst	Drive,	Ste.	105	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C260	 Jana	Richey	
8071	Selma	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jana.richey@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C261	 Jasmine	Madatian	
8033	Sunset	Blvd	#515	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jasmine.madatian@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C262	 Jennifer	Cheyne	
8610	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C263	 Joanna	Connor	
joculaire@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C264	 Joanna	Connor	
joculaire@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C265	 Jocelyn	Medawar	
jmedawar@hw.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C266	 Joie	Magidow	
<joiemagidow@yahoo.com>	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C267	 Kaelyn	Kelly‐Colon	
beezyshrugged@gmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C268	 Keith	and	Beverly	Wildasin	
1627	Courtney	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wildasin@prodigy.net	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C269	 Lynn	Healy	
lynnhealy@me.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C270	 Linda	Boyd	
linda@boydcomm.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C271	 Mark	Grossan	
fireworkee@aol.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐49	
	

C272	 Marsha	Berger	
8335	Kirkwood	Drive	
LA,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C273	 Nathalie	Samanon	
1444	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C274	 Neal	Ames	or	Wayne	Marmorstein	
7947	Melrose	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
nealames@aol.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C275	 Nina	Storm	
theninastorm@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C276	 HOK		
Pam	Light,	Senior	Vice	President	
9530	Jefferson	Boulevard	
Culver	City,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C277	 Pamela	Bothwell	
1522	N.	Fairfax	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
pbothwell@pacbell.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C278	 Scott	Altomare	
saltomare@highseasent.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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C279	 Sheila	Scott	
sheilascott@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C280	 Sheila	Scott	
sheilascott@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C281	 Susan	Novotny	
rndesign@earthlink.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C282	 Susan	Pinkus	
shpinkus@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C283	 Suzanne	Sergile	
ssergile@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C284	 William	Josephs	
8110	Wilow	Glen	Road	
LA	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	

C285	 Barbara	Eich	
beich@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C286	 Carol	Gray	
caroldhgray@gmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C287	 Donna	Arost	
darost@darost.com	

	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C288	 Frank	Pennino	
frank@frankpre.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C289	 Halle	Sherwin	
halle@kismettv.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C290	 James	Minchin	III	
james@jamesminchin.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C291	 Jim	Nelson	
8551	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
motherco@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C292	 Jim	Nelson	
8551	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C293	 Lisa	Hansen	
leezaah@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C294	 Matthew	Schneider	
racer810@sbcglobal.net	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C295	 Matthew	Schneider	
mathewevanschneider@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C296	 Matthew	Schneider	
mschneider@mgm.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C297	 Robinne	Burrell	
robinneb@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C298	 Susan	Cuscuna	
scuscuna@mac.om	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C299	 Adrienne	Walt	
adrienne.walt@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C300	 Amy	Minchin	
amy@iamesminchin.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C301	 Ari	Randall	
700	Westmount	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C302	 Donna	Arost	
darost@darost.com	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C303	 Joyce	Deep	
joycedeep@aol.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C304	 Judy	Stabile	
judystabile@aol.com	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

C305	 Miyoka	Adams	
five5yearplan@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C306	 Philippe	Mora	
1400	North	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C307	 Scott	Sapire	
scott@sweetwaterspice.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C308	 Tom	Moore	
mooretommoore@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐53	
	

C309	 Vicky	Radovsky	
vrad@mac.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C310	 Wanda	DecCA	
danielawanda@mac.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C311	 Wanda	Decca	
danielawanda@mac.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C312	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C313	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C314	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C315	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C316	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C317	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C318	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C319	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐54	
	

C320	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C321	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C322	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C323	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C324	 Petition	‐	Save	the	Sunset	Strip		
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C325	 Lala	Khanian	
lkhanian@yahoo.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C326	 Rob	Lewine	
rob@roblewine.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C327	 Mary	Ann	Collins	
mary.ann.collins08@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C328	 Jon	Frishman	
<jon@frishmanarc.com>	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C329	 Ruth	Simon	
8551	Appian	Way	
LA,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐55	
	

C330	 Cathy	Blaivas,	23	residents	of	West	Hollywood	
photoop13@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C331	 Michael	Dolan	and	Jesus	Fuentes	
7280	½	Fountain	Ave.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5722	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C332	 Julia	Verdin,	President/Producer	
1424	N.	Kings	Road	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C333	 Joshua	Donfeld	
Joshua.Donfeld@soros.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C334	 Jonny	Coyne	
jonny.coyne@yahoo.co.uk	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C335	 Heidi	Jo	Markel	
7510	Sunset	Blvd.	#517	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90045	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C336	 Serge	Masche	
sergemasche@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C337	 Robert	Smith	and	Katherine	Wise	
1351	North	Spaulding	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
minksnopes@me.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐56	
	

C338	 Diane	Abbitt	
8644	Allenwood	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C339	 Jasmine	Youssefzadeh	
jasmineyoussefzadeh@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C340	 Micheal	Eselun	
mleselun@me.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C341	 Teri	Proust	
8732	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C342	 Yoshiko	Rabin	
yoshikori1@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C343	 D.	Schneider	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C344	 Wayne	Marmorstein	
1861	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
LA,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C345	 Santa	Monica	Chrysalis		
Dara	Papel,	Site	Director	
1853	Lincoln	Blvd	
Santa	Monica,	CA	90404	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C346	 David	Agell	
davidagell@mac.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐57	
	

C347	 David	Forbes	
dmforbes@pacbell.net	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C348	 Rob	Sabala	
richmarin33@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C349	 Adam	Baer	
22321	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
adambaer@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C350	 Aidan	O’Brien	MD	
8382	Grand	View	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1918	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C351	 Alex	Kaufman	
alexjaykaufman@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C352	 Amy	Cotteleer	
amy@a2g.la	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C353	 Angela	Alvarado	Rosa	
alverago@phvx.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C354	 Bredon	Morse	
bmorse954@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C355	 Burt	Goralnik	
burtgoralnick@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C356	 Caorlyn	Hennesy	
qofspain	@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐58	
	

C357	 Casey	Kriley	
casey.kriley@magicalelves.coM	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C358	 Damian	Remus	
damiannorman1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C359	 David	Bonicatto	
dbonicatto@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C360	 Dolors	Scozzesi	
dscozzesi@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C361	 Donna	Bertisch	
Mygymdonna@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C362	 Elissa	Kline	
elk@elissakline.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C363	 George	Underwood	
gu310@ca.rr.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C364	 Grayson	Edwards	
grayson.eswards7@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C365	 James	Parriott	
jamesparriott@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C366	 Jason	Reilly	
jasonpreilly@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C367	 Jeanne	Manos	
jeanmanos@aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐59	
	

C368	 Jeff	Hiner	
jeffhiner@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C369	 Joan	Lissauer	
emilyjl@att.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C370	 Joel	Thurm	
joelthurm@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C371	 Joel	Thurm	
joelthurn@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C372	 John	Hesse	
johnahesse@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C373	 	John	Powell	
powellarch@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C374	 John	Ptak	
ptak@arsenaHilm.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C375	 John	Titizian	
johntitizian@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C376	 Josie	Wade	
jo753wade@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C377	 Judy	Stabile	
judystabile@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C378	 Judy	Stabile	
judystabile@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C379	 Justine	Schmidt	
2139	Nichols	Canyon	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C380	 Karen	Kondazian	
karen.kondazian@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C381	 Kath	Osborne	
ko_images@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C382	 Kelbe	Bensinger	
kelbeb@aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C383	 Kelly	Mayfield	
kellym@dslextreme.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C384	 Lian	Lunson	
lianbpay@gmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C385	 Lisa	Goodman	
glisa101@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C386	 Lee	Clay	
leeclay@	icloud.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C387	 Lisa	Hsu	and	John	Benet	
Lisakhsu@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C388	 Lotus	Donovan	Testa	
emailforlotus@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C389	 Mary	Gritsch	
mariafgritsch	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C390	 Marieke	Boorman	
mariekeb@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C391	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C392	 Mark	Woodland	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
C393	 Masha	Stout	

mtivyan@gmail.com	
	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C394	 Melanie	Stagnaro	
stagnaromei@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C395	 Michael	Peretzian	
peretzian@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C396	 Michael	Rivkind	
mochmen@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C397	 Michele	Goralnik	
dreamskinspabeverlyhills@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C398	 Mirian	Stark	
Miriamstark44@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C399	 Mitchell	T.	Kaplan	
7088	La	Presa	Drive	
LA,		CA	90068	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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C400	 Mitch	Kaplan	
mkaplan@kaplanstahler.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C401	 Norbert	Weinberg	
norofra@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C402	 Pamela	Raber	
pamelaraber@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C403	 Patricia	Lanza	
lanzafoto@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C404	 Paulo	Derezende	
derezende@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C405	 Peter	Grean	
pgrean@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C406	 Phil	Hammond	
philhammond@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C407	 Randall	Kahn	
randalkahn@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C408	 Richard	Donner	
dondicker2@me.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C409	 Rob	McConnell	
mcconne@usc.edu	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C410	 Robert	Norvinger	
steven@c1r.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C411	 Robert	Schwartz	
schastrup@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C412	 Rochelle	Firestone	
firestone8@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C413	 Roland	Lopez	
rolandl333@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C414	 Rosie	Bornstein	
rosie.bornstein@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C415	 Roz	Wolpert	
Roz.wolpert@altour.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C416	 Selene	Ting	
1400	N.	Genesee	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C417	 Sheldon	Bond	
sdbond87@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C418	 The	Kirkwood	Bowl	Foundation		
Skip	Haynes,	Project	Coordinator	
animalco@pacbell.net	

	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C419	 Stephen	Badger	
Stephen.badger@effem.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C420	 Sue	Mason	(Bellord)	
sue@white‐spark.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C421	 Sukee	Chew	
sukeechew@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C422	 Susan	Ertag	
susanertag@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C423	 Ted	Andre	
tedandre@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C424	 Thomas	Pfeffer	
Thomas.a.pfeffer@kp.org	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C425	 Wells	Freedman	Laughlin	Lynne	Elliott	
cwdwfw@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C426	 Wendy	Kneedler	
kneedlersr@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C427	 William	Caldwell	
wcaldwell66@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C428	 Stephen	J.	Yoder	
1421	½	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

C429	 Adam	Bersin	
abersin07@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C430	 Alan	Toben	
1784	N.	Crescent	Heights	Bl	
altoben@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C431	 Beverly	Matheney	
katt.tv@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C432	 Bob	Curran	
bobcurran@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C433	 Carol	Cetrone	
perpetua99@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C434	 Carter	Bravmann	
carterbrav@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C435	 Cherie	Grubb	
cherie@ejmdevelopment.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C436	 Cheryl	Alu	
1589	Marmont	Avenue	
LA,	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C437	 Chris	Becker	
1720	N	Fuller	Ave	#544	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	

C438	 Clare	Diane	
clarediane1@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C439	 Dan	A.	Sniderman	
1556	No.	Curson	Ave.	
L.A.,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C440	 Gene	Sokolovsky,	Director	of	Operations	Academy	
Ground	Transportation	Worldwide	
1356	N	Stanley	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C441	 Harlan	Allen	
940	N	Ardmore	#202	
LA,	CA	90029	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C442	 Jeffrey	Gold	
Jeffreydgold@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C443	 Lara	Voloshin	
lvoloshin@hotmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C444	 Lauren	Soroky	
lsoroky@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C445	 Lee	Bartlett	
leebee1411@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C446	 Michaline	Babich	
mbabichtmtp@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C447	 Mila	Marburg	
milmar4@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C448	 Peter	Woodcock	
rbandpc@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C449	 Robert	Balzebre	
robert@balzebre.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C450	 Stan	Berkman	
1691	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C451	 Tony	Testa	
tonytesta@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C452	 Karina	Grotz	
karinagrotz@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C453	 Hakimfar	Law		
David	Hakimfar	
8746	Holloway	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C454	 Bruce	Remick	
bruce@bruceremick	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C455	 Bruce	Remick	
bruce@bruceremick	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C456	 Bruce	Remick	
bruce@bruceremick	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C457	 Burt	Goralnik	
burtgoralnick@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C458	 Christine	Gleim	
clumpkins@att.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C459	 Collette	Leonard	
colletteleonard@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C460	 Dale	B.	Chapman	
1425	N	Alta	Vista	Blvd	Apt	407	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐4376	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C461	 Daniel	Collins	
900	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	#2	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C462	 Dola	Cherepinsky	
1541	N	Formosa	Ave	Apt	3	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C463	 Daniel	Son	
sondaniel@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C464	 David	Bonicatto2	
dbonicatto@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C465	 Lawrence	Marmorstein	
elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C466	 Heinrik	Rouf	
heinrikrouf@gmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C467	 Howard	Rosenblate,	M.D.	
hroser@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C468	 Jane	Lee	
mrsjanelee@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C469	 Joanne	Steuer	
1555	N	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C470	 John	Bollard	
jcbollard@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C471	 John	Khamneipur	
7249	Franklin	Ave	Unit	303	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐833	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C472	 Colonial	House		
Jonathon	Komack	Martin	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive	
Penthouses	6A/6C	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C473	 Kaoru	Shimizu	
lovelybaby1209@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C474	 Joseph	Grajeda	
joways.amazing@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C475	 Jun	Kim	
junhwkim@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C476	 Katie	Sears	
900	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	#2	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C477	 Kevin	Kim	
kevkim32@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C478	 Lily	Mariye	
wingleburt@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C479	 Mara	New	
1247	Hilldale	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C480	 Marcia	Brandwynne	
mbrandwynne	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C481	 Mary	Berg	
mhberg@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C482	 Michael	Phillips	
jmp.intl@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C483	 Paul	DeBenedittis	
Paul.Debenedittis@disney.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C484	 Peter	Amsden	
pjamsden@gmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C485	 Richard	Geddes	
richardgeddes7@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C486	 Richard	Schenkman	
doubleosix@aol.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C487	 RJ	Cappadona	
brokenspokesaloon25th@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C488	 Ryan	Lawrence	
rrlawrence@gmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C489	 Samuel	Son	
handonenine@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C490	 Save	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C491	 Shari	Gronwald	
ssgronwald@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C492	 Tej	Khalsa	
tejkk@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C493	 Tej	Khalsa	
tejkk@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C494	 Tej	Khalsa	
tejkk@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C495	 Tyler	Naifeh	
mistertyler_a@hotmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C496	 Joseph	Tuchmayer	
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C497	 Chris	Murphy	
1691	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C498	 James	Caballes	
7950	W	Sunset	Blvd	Apt	329	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C499	 Jane	Daly	
1419	N	Pointsettia	Pl	Apt	304	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C500	 Jill	Kraft	
jill.kraft.email@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C501	 Kate	Jackson	
kate.lillian@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C502	 Katrina	Demidova	
949	Larrabee	St	Apt	205	
West	Hollywood,	CA	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C503	 Kelley	Harron	
sideroadmedia@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C504	 Lauren	Wood	
woody90069@mac.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C505	 Linda	Finnell	
8225	Hillside	Ave.	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C506	 Lionel	B.	Levin,	M.D.	
8108	Laurel	View	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069‐1616	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C507	 Marie	Drouin	
mariefranced10@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C508	 Maris	Clement	
drmaris711@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C509	 Masayo	Suzuki	
masayomasayo123@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C510	 Michelle	Milosh	
mmilosh@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C511	 Michelle	Milosh2	
mmilosh@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C512	 Nastassja	Graham	
nhgraham009@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C513	 Priya	Ghai	
priya@passionfruitdirect.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C514	 Rosemarie	P	Cobin	
1621	Vista	Del	Mar	
Hollywood,	CA	90028	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C515	 Scott	Carnwath	
7400	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	723	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C516	 Sergio	Jarquin	Jr.	
sjarquinjr@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C517	 Sharon	McKnight	
sharonmcnight@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C518	 Taisuke	Matsuda	
t.matsuda326@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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C519	 Tamara	Cascardo	
tmello414@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C520	 Tayna	
solarcomparison@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C521	 TC	Conroy	
tc@westcoastcoaching.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C522	 Tranna	Salim	
trms20@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C523	 	Yuna	Kim	
ykim1993@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C524	 Zoe	Sher	
Clareyal@	aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C525	 Dave	Haynes		
davidnhaynes@gmail	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C526	 DeeDee	Schneider	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C527	 Jeffery	Masino	
jmasino28@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C528	 Marjorie	Harris	
allison_r_harris@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C529	 Michael	Schwartz	
schwartzberg@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐75	
	

C530	 Michael	Shores2	
mshores90069@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C531	 Robert	ONeill	
robertdoneill@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C532	 Save	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C533	 Joseph	Tuchmayer	
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C534	 Serge	Masche	
sergemasche@msn.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C535	 sherry	sexton	
sherrysexton7@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C536	 Studio	M	Photography	Photo	studio_m_	
photo@msn.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C537	 Susan	Townes	
susantownes@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C538	 Tamara	Bergman	
sbsierra@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C539	 Wayne	Marmorstein	
waymarr@earthllnk.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C540	 A.	Carrollman	
ajctrust@aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐76	
	

C541	 Allison	Gottlieb	
allisoncaine@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C542	 Amy	Harris	
amybharris@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C543	 Andrea	Ambandos	
penthousef@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C544	 Andrea	Ambandos	
andrea.ambandos@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C545	 Arnie	Semsky	
debbielyn@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C546	 Ayako	Yamauchi	
ayakoyamauching@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C547	 Bev	Shea	
bevshea@aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C548	 Christine	Runge	
runge@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C549	 Courtney	Small	
cs@csandfs.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C550	 Dave	Skwarczek	
Dave99	@eatyourlunch.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C551	 David	Bagley	
dgbagley@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐77	
	

C552	 Debra	Semsky	
debbielyn@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C553	 Diane	Goodman‐Tuchmayer	
dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C554	 Ellen	Weisman	
a_tooth_fairy@msn.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C555	 Erik	McDowell	
emcdowell@	manatt.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C556	 Halsted	Sullivan	
HalstedSullivan	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C557	 Joerg	Fent	
8405	Hollywood	Blvd	
Hollywood	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C558	 Joseph	A.	Costa	
1610	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C559	 Joseph	Tuchmayer	
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C560	 Judith	Sable	
1333	N	Stanley	Ave	Apt	4	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C561	 Katelyn	Curran	
kcurran112@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐78	
	

C562	 Katherine	Wise2	
kittywise@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C563	 Kristen	Stavola	
Stavolasays@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C564	 Michael	&	Ro	Cobin	
cobin1621@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C565	 Monique	Muraciov	
monimu22@yahoo.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C566	 Present	Phyllis	
ppresent1@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C567	 Robin	Smalley	
robinsmalley@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C568	 Sean	O'Brien	
seannyo@icloud.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C569	 Shira	Boardman	
shira.boardman@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C570	 Stephen	Steelman	
stephensteelman@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C571	 Susan	Taylor	
susandavistaylor@yahoolcom	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐79	
	

C572	 Susanne	Konigsberg	
2355	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069‐1208	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C573	 Wendy	Riche	
wendyriche@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C574	 David	Nicksay	
david@nicksay.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C575	 Kristen	Stavola	
Stavolasays@gmail.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	

C576	 Donald	Wasson	
donaldwasson@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C577	 Eduardo	Braniff	
eabraniff@mac.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C578	 Julia	Mason	
deedub111@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C579	 Lara	Curci2	
frelapub@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C580	 Mike	Sikowitz	
msikowitz@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C581	 Robyn	Weisman	
rweisman@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐80	
	

C582	 AJ	Sklar	
4310	Ventura	Canyon	Avenue	#3	
Sherman	Oaks,	CA	91423	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C583	 Adriana	Mardirosian	
arosian100@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C584	 Alex	Nicholas	
antrash@icloud.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C585	 Alex	Rose	
nemorose@sbcglobal.net	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C586	 Amy	Lee	
amyjlee@live.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C587	 Angela	Alvarado	
alvarado@phvx.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C588	 Annie	Son	
annieson23@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C589	 Barbara	Witkin	
samsweetheartes@aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C590	 Bradford	Cobb	
bradford@directmanagement.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C591	 Brian	Harris	
jbrianharris@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐81	
	

C592	 Bryant	Cameron	
bryanttcameron@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C593	 Charles	Cha	
charlesjcha@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C594	 Charlie	McBrearty	
shortlist@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C595	 Cherilyn	Smith	
cheriks@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C596	 Christina	Son	
ckson7@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C597	 Christine	Kang	
ckang022@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C598	 Darlene	Chan	
darlenechan@roadrunner.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C599	 Darragh	Marmorstein	
darraghm@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C600	 David	Yost	
dyost333@mac.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C601	 DeeDee	Schneider2	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C602	 Denise	Durfield	
1600	Vine	Street	Apt	349	
Hollywood,	CA	90028	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C603	 Denmark50	(Dave	Haynes)	
info@denmark50.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C604	 Dietrich	Nelson	
dnelson@dnaepr.com	

X	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C605	 Dietrich	Nelson	
<dnelson@dnaepr.com>	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C606	 Donna	Casey	Aira	
donna.aira@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C607	 Ellyn	Leahy	
1967	N	Beachwood	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C608	 Florian	Schaugg	
schaugg	@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C609	 Frederrick	Villanueva	
frederrick.villanueva@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C610	 Gayle	Gale	
gaylegale@att.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C611	 Gayle	Gale2	
gaylegale@att.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C612	 Gayle	Gale	
gaylegale@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C613	 Julia	Trainor	
heyladyyent@hotmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C614	 Greg	Morrow	
8766	Arlene	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C615	 Gregory	Widen2	
crown72@mac.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C616	 Gregory	Widen	
crown72@mac.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C617	 Gregory	Widen	
crown72@mac.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	

C618	 Gregory	Widen	
crown72@mac.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C619	 Gwen	Hitchcock	
writebrain@writebrain.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C620	 Heather	Fox	
hfoxen@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C621	 Hope	Levy	
1335	N	Fairfax	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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C622	 James	Teel	
jamesateal@gmail.com	

X	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C623	 Jamie	Kiffel	Alcheh	
editorpublishing@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C624	 Janet	Carper	
jante.carper12@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C625	 Janey	Marks	
janey.marks@gettyimages.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C626	 Janna	Zinzi	
Swirlpr@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C627	 Jeanine	DiTomasso	
jeanine311@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C628	 Joel	Loquvam	
joel@laestateplan.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C629	 John	Zahitis	
zahitisjohn@yahoo.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C630	 Joie	Resnick	
1333	N	Martel	Ave	Apt	302	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C631	 Judy	Stabile	
jusystabile@aol.com	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐85	
	

C632	 Rene	and	June	Averseng	
bruceremick@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C633	 Karen	Smalley	
124	N.	Flores	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA		90048	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C634	 Kate	Nevels	
katherine.nevels@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C635	 Kathy	Small	
kathysmall@mac.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C636	 Keiko	Shores	
piazzotti@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C637	 Kennon	Raines	
kraines@sbcglobal.net	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C638	 Kim	Martin	
kimm.nyc@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C639	 Krisy	Gosney	
kgosney@sbcglobal.net	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C640	 Lauri	Dickinson	
lauridickinson@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C641	 Lawrence	Marmorstein	
elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	
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C642	 Lenore	Zerman	
lenor@libermanzerman.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C643	 Lillya	Miryem	
7960	Selma	Ave	#304	
Los	Angeles	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C644	 Lynn	Roth	
lyro@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C645	 Lynne	Hendel	
denon1824@aol.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C646	 M.	Fruehstorfer	
madman@dslexterme.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C647	 Margo	Hamilton	
margolhamilton@yahoo.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C648	 Marissa	Coloma	
mcoloma91@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C649	 Marne	Carmean	
marne.poet@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C650	 Martin	Schneider	
msdsinc@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C651	 Maura	Mejia	
mejiam574@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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C652	 Michael	Grajeda	
grajeda_michael@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C653	 Mona	Sabeti,	MD	
monasabeti@gmail	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C654	 Nancy	Beyda	
nancybeyda@earthlink.net	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C655	 Peter	Wentzel	and	Jeff	Masino	
jmasino28@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C656	 Robert	Givens	
robert.d.givens@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C657	 Ron	Hoffman	
8111	Laurelmont	Dr.	
LA	CA	90046	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C658	 Sarah	Foelske	
sara.foelske@gmail.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C659	 Sarah	In	
in_sarah@yahoo.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C660	 Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C661	 Serge	Masche3	
sergemasche@msn.com	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	
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C662	 Shafia	Paglar	
shafiapaglar@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C663	 Sin	Wong	
thesinwong@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C664	 Stephanie	Savage	
mike.stephanie@prodigy.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C665	 Steven	Luftman	
124	N.	Flores	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

C666	 Terry	Laughlin	
ajctrust@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C667	 Wayne	Marmorstein3	
artfuldodgerinc@earthlink.net	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C668	 	Yvette	Rojas	
7760	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
yvetterojas36@yahoo.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C669	 A.J.	Sklar	
4310	Ventura	Canyon	Avenue	#3	
Sherman	Oaks,	CA	91423	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C670	 Alexander	Friedman	
1330	N	Orange	Dr	Apt	106	
Los	Angeles	CA	90028	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C671	 Aliya	Astiphan	
1211	Sunset	Plaza	Dr	Apt	402	
West	Hollywood	CA	90069	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C672	 Anita	and	Karim	Mawji	
anitamawji@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C673	 Catherine	Olim	
catherine.olim@pmkbnc.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C674	 Chris	Roginski	
833	N.	Edinburgh	Ave.	PH5	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C675	 Derek	Stephens	
1611	N	Formosa	Ave	#209	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C676	 Desislava	Filipova	
fdesislava@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C677	 Edward	Baxley	
e_baxley@aol.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C678	 Emma	Espi	
emma.espi@me.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C679	 Erik	Jaffe	
7205	Fountain	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C680	 Geoff	Clark	
7250	franklin	ave	#316	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C681	 Gigi	Fontane	
gigifontane@outlook.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C682	 Henry	Von	Seyfried	
8055	Willow	Glen	Rd	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C683	 James	Caballes	
jcaballes@msn.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C684	 John	Tyler	Martin	
1355	N	Alta	Vista	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C685	 Jack	McCourt	
jack.mccourt@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

C686	 John	J.	Tilley	
tilley220@hotmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C687	 Jon	Carmody	
7200	Franklin	Ave	Apt	225	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C688	 	Julie	Moran	
<sjm611@hotmail.com>	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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C689	 Kimberly	Burke	
burkekimberly20@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C690	 Maurice	Mitchell	
1435	Havenhurst	Dr	Apt	202	
West	Hollywood	CA	90046	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C691	 Michael	Echols	
7095	Hollywood	Blvd.	#305	
Los	Angeles	CA	90028	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C692	 Michael	L.	Grace	
1415	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C693	 R.A.	Poons	
	
L.A.	CA	90068	
poonsy6603@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

C694	 Robert	Givens	
Robert.d.givens@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C695	 Sean	Leffers	(Lepper)	
lefferssean@hotmail.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C696	 Susan	Whyberd	
2155	Outpost	Drive	
Los	Angeles	CA	90068	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	
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C697	 Wendy	Parker	
wendy_0119_Parker@mail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C698	 John	W.	McCourt	
jack.mccourt@yahoo.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	

C699	 Wendy	Kneedler2	
kneedlersr@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C700	 Jennifer	Rudy	and	Parker	Van	Zyl	
jennifervanzyl@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C701	 Robin	Lerner	
robbeewa@aol.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 X	

C702	 Richard	Haas‐Winkelman	
safaripro@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C703	 Timothy	Armitage	
timarmitage@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

C704	 Alexandria	Banks	
1813	W	Pico	Boulevard	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90006	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C705	 Jack	Gipson	
520	North	Croft	Ave#	103	
West	Hollywood,	CA	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C706	 Judy	and	Shelly	Asher	
villarosarentals@yahoo.com	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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C707	 Lewis	Evans	
1315	N	Poinsettia	Pl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐4359	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C708	 Strephon	Turner	
5852	Willoughby	Ave	
Los	Angeles	CA	90038	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C709	 Chloe	Popescu	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
chloepopescu@gmail.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C710	 Barry	Poznick	
barry@barracudaprod.com	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C711	 Jorge	Cueva	
2301	Apollo	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐2060	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C712	 Margarita	Cueva	
2301	Apollo	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐2060	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	

C713	 Roy	Barish	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 X	 	 X	
C714	 Matthew	Schneider		

matthewevanschneider@gmail.com	
X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

C715	 Carol	Gray	
<caroldhgray@gmail.com>	

X	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D1	 Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Form	Letter	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
D2	 Ted	Andre	

8787	Shoreham	Drive,	Suite#	506	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
tedandre@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D3	 Agnes	Baddoo	
531	N	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
agnesbaddoo@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D4	 Clare	Beresford	
8533	Sunset	Bid	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Clare@workdlocations.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D5	 Kim	Bowen	
506	S	Norton	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90021	
thekimbowen@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D6	 Siobhan	Carmean	
8764	Lookout	Mt	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Smcarmean	@att.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D7	 Sukee	Chew	
8714	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sukeechew@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D8	 Art	Conn	
1253	N	Hayworth	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
artconn2@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D9	 Jessica	Cox	
200	East	16th	Street	Apt	3C	
New	York,	NY	10003	
jcoxlives@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D10	 Elaine	Furst	
2114	Beech	Knoll	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Efurst@prodigy.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D11	 David	Gardner	
141	South	Clark	Drive	#111	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90048	
gcduk628@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D12	 Richard	Geddes	
8714	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
richardgeddes7@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D13	 Joanna	Haddield	
1135	112N	Hoover	st	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90029	
Joanna@joannahadfield.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D14	 Cary	Lee	
1115	Larrabee	St	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
carylee2002@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D15	 Manon	Manoeuvre	
1260	N	Hayworth	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90160	
manoeuvremanon@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D16	 Ron	Manus	
8440	Brier	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rmanus@alfred.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐97	
	

D17	 Amy	Nadine	
656	N	Las	Casas	Ave	
Pacific	Palisades,	CA	90272	
amynadine13@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D18	 John	Pearson	
5209	Louise	Avenue	
Encino,	CA	91316	
jbp.1	@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D19	 Rikki	Poulos	
8305	Yucca	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
redezine@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

D20	 Dennis	Rider	
931	Hilldale	Avenue	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
drider1	@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D21	 Robert	Rumage	
1910	Mt	Olympus	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rockyjunkyard‐staples@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐98	
	

D22	 Peter	Sanderson	
8344	Kirkwood	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sanderson81	@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D23	 Yaelle	Shaphir	
7654	Fountain	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
acu4stars@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D24	 Diane	Abbitt	
8460	Utica	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
daveabbitt@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D25	 Nathan	Adlen	
8660	Edwin	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
nathanb8@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D26	 Lesley	Aitken	
Wonderland	park	ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Lealeyaitken	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐99	
	

D27	 Cori	Allvey	
8253	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
cori_gordon@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D28	 Debra	Arnold	
1327	N	Havenhurst	Drive	#4	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
lloydarnold	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D29	 Adam	Baer	
22321	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
adambaer@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D30	 Jimmy	Bayan	
8600	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jimmy.bayan@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D31	 Vanessa	Beletic	
9091	Wonderland	Park	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Vanessa.beletic@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D32	 Diane	Berliner,	CAnyongal@aol.com	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
2160	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐100	
	

D33	 Donna	Bertisch	
8839	Hollywood	Hills	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Mygymdonna@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D34	 Steve	Bigler	
1201	S	La	Cienega	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	89444	
bigler.steve@gmall.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D35	 Shira	Boardman	
9001	Wonderland	Prk	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
shira.boardman@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D36	 Marieke	Boorman	
2351	Sunset	Heights	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mariekeb@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D37	 Coby	Brown	
8133	Elrita	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
coby14@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐101	
	

D38	 Sean	Carrick	
8665	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
seancarrickhair@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D39	 Thomas	Castaneda	
8721	Sunset	Blvd.	Penthouse	9	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
thomas	@nbronson.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D40	 Eric	Ciambra	
10	Crestview	Court	
Montclair,	NJ	7042	
eric.ciambra@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D41	 Ezra	Clark	
1036	South	Burnside	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90019	
PCiark777@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D42	 Jon	Cortez	
12222	Moorpark	
Studio	City,	CA	91604	
jc91607@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐102	
	

D43	 Sara	Crow	
8575	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
straypoodle@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D44	 Paulo	De	Rezende	
8921	Holly	Pl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
derezende@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D45	 Terry	DeBellis	
2540	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
terry@lawyerlee.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D46	 Wanda	DecCA	
2745	Carmar	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
danielawanda@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D47	 Joyce	Deep	
8360	Ridpath	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
joycedeep@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐103	
	

D48	 Georg	Egloff	
2660	Harlesden	ct	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
g.egloff@	me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D49	 Sarah	Essex	
9007	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	angeles,	CA	90046	
sarahofessex@rocketmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D50	 Catherine	Finkenstaedt	
8761	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Catfinkusa@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D51	 Molly	Flanegin	
8868	Lookout	Mountain	ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mflanegin@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D52	 David	Forbes	
8409	Yucca	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dmforbes@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐104	
	

D53	 Carol	Fox	
2175	Sunset	Crest	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
cfox@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D54	 James	Frucht	
8922	Wonderland	Park	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
intl50@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D55	 Steffi	Gaines	
8107	McKim	Court	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
steffanigaines@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D56	 Thomas	Garrick	
2617	Mar	Lu	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
tgarrick@mindspring.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D57	 David	Gerber	
Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
djgerber@post.harvard.edu”	

	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D58	 Yoav	Getzler	
10012	Charter	Oak	Ln	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90210	
Yoavgetzler@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D59	 Karen	Gilman	
4941	Elmwood	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
gilperson2@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D60	 Michael	Gilman	
4941	Elmwood	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
gilperson2@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D61	 Dennie	Gordon	
2044	LewisTerrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dennieg	@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D62	 Krisy	Gosney	
Palm	Ave	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90069	
kgosney@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D63	 Kim	Gottlieb‐Walker	
2157	Stanley	Hills	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Kim@Largedoor.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D64	 Margo	Hamilton	
8233	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
margolhamilton@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D65	 Lisa	Hansen	
9043	Burroughs	Rd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
lhansenalt@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D66	 Marjorie	Harris	
906	N	Doheny	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
allison_r_harris@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D67	 John	Harris	
906	N	Doheny	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
allison_r_harris@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D68	 Kelley	Harron	
1400	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
West	Hollywood		,	CA	90046	
ka.harron@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D69	 David	Haynes	
1856	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
davidnhaynes@gmail	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D70	 Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D71	 Theresa	Hoover	
8630	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Terry24CA@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

D72	 G.	Curtin	Hughes	
8221	DeLongpre	Ave	#1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
GCHughes@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D73	 Janet	Lovino	
7095	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90028	
iovinojanet@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D74	 Karis	Jagger	
2705	Carmar	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Jagwat@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D75	 Kate	James	
1138	N	Poinsettia	PI	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
K8james	@earthlink.ne	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D76	 Elaine	Jesmer	
85191/2	Nash	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jesmer_e@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D77	 Elissa	Kline	
660	Wild	Iris	Lane	
Sant	Cruz	,	CA	95060	
elk@elissakline.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D78	 Susanne	Konigsberg	
2355	Sunset	Plaza	Drive”	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90069	
Susannekonigsberg	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D79	 Devra	Korwin	
2205	Beech	Knoll	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
devrak@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D80	 Jane	Kurson	
8221	Yucca	Trl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kurson@	mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D81	 Patricia	Lanza	
8569	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lanzafoto@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D82	 Maria	Lennon	
1833	Jewett	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mtlennon	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D83	 Stuart	Lessner	
La	Granada	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
stuartlessner@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D84	 Marci	Levine	
2120	Ridgemont	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
marcilevine@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D85	 Lenny	Lipton	
8642	Allenwood	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lipton3d	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D86	 Christopher	Litten	
8310	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dickthompson@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D87	 Jessica	Lovenko	
7521	Lolina	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jessicaiovenko@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D88	 Jasmine	Madatian	
8033	Sunset	Blvd	#515	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jasmine.madatian@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D89	 Linda	Marder	
8835	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
lm@	lindamarder.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D90	 B.	Martins	
1626	Montana	Avenue	#500	
Santa	Monica,	CA	90403	
samodrama@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D91	 Andrea	McNichol	
2363	Hermits	Glen	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
amcnichol@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D92	 James	Minchin	
8920	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
james@jamesminchin.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D93	 Amy	Minchin	
8920	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
james@jamesminchin.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D94	 Dee	Miyamura	
1961	West	231st	Street	
Torrance	,	CA	90501	
ladyjinnkenobi@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D95	 Robert	Moore	
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mooretommoore@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D96	 Linda	Moore	
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mooretommoore@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D97	 Lisa	Moore	
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mooretommoore@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐113	
	

D98	 Jason	Morphew	
PO	BOX	461514	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jasonmorphew@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D99	 Tracey	Nelson	
1335	Fairfax	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
motherco@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D100	 Aidan	O'Brien	
1035	N	Gardner	#8	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
badgerdaveo@	gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D101	 Lee	Papa	
11000	S	Rastern	Ave	#1423	
Henderson,	CA	89052	
lee@papa.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D102	 Stephen	Pappas	
1131	Horn	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
stephen	@spiinteriors.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐114	
	

D103	 Joan	and	Stuart	Pappe	
9045	Hollywood	Hills	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
pappe@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D104	 Charles	Pelham	
26	Lots	Road	
London	SW10	
cppelham	@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D105	 Laura	Perlman	
8932	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Ljperl@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D106	 Sarah	Petrie	
8000	Honey	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sarahpetrie@	me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D107	 Nimi	Ponnudurai	
1252	N	Flores	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
nimilicious1	@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐115	
	

D108	 Nina	Potts	
3927	W	Grant	St	
Phoenix,	AZ	85009	
nina@thecarmonster.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D109	 Teri	Poust	
8732	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
teri.poust@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D110	 John	Ptak	
8464	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
ptak@arsenaHilm.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D111	 Irene	Pusztai	
8845	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
a.i.s.h@	sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D112	 Dianne	Quinn	
3927	W	Grant	St	
Phoenix,	AZ	85009	
dianne	@thecarmonster.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐116	
	

D113	 Alex	Rader	
8443	Brier	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
alex.rader.email@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D114	 Florence	Ratzsch	
8476	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Florence@	radarc.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D115	 Serena	Reid	
8620	Lookout	Mountain	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
courtneyreid@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D116	 Courtney	Reid	
8620	Lookout	Mountain	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
courtneyreid@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D117	 Brian	Reilly	
1632	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jasonpreilly@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐117	
	

D118	 Wendy	Riche	
2500	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Wendyriche	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D119	 Elizabeth	Roewe	
2411	Zorada	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lizroewe@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D120	 Robert	Rosenheck	
2030	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Rob@capobianco.biz	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D121	 Phillip	Rothschild	
8401	Wyndham	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rothschildprop@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D122	 Phil	Rubin	
8305	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
blackboxgroup@yahoo	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐118	
	

D123	 Rand	Sagers	
8403	Yuca	Trl	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
alecdelta	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D124	 Linnaea	Saunders	
2464	N	Catalina	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	
Linnaea.saunders@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D125	 Stephanie	Savage	
2153	Groveland	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mike.stephanie@	prodigy.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D126	 Matthew	Schneider	
1531	Selma	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D127	 Martin	Schneider		
1531	Selma	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐119	
	

D128	 Dee	Dee	Schneider	
1531	Selma	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D129	 Sheila	Scott	
8704	Hollywood	Hills	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Sheilascott@	me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D130	 Fred	Selden	
1855	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
seldenmusic@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D131	 Ruth	Simon	
8561	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ruthala@sbcglobal.	net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D132	 Roy	Snell	
54	Summerley	Street	
london	sw184ex	
Roysnell@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐120	
	

D133	 Jeffrey	Hersh	
1344	North	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jhersh01	@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D134	 Ann	Song	
8451	Grand	View	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
emailasong	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D135	 Miriam	Stark	
2162	Beech	Knoll	Rd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Miriamstark44@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D136	 Sue	Stemp	
8848	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sue@suestemp.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D137	 Allison	Taylor	
1528	Rising	Glen	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
allisont2@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐121	
	

D138	 Eric	Timperman	
2620	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
erictimperman@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D139	 Liam	Toohey	
8508	Brier	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ltoohey@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D140	 Stella	Valente	
8181	Gould	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	80046	
Stellav123@icloud.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D141	 Kurt	Waldheim	
2333	High	Tower	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
videocoffee@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D142	 Lucinda	Walker	
4362	W	Kling	Street	
Burbank	,	CA	91505	
tvwalker@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐122	
	

D143	 Art	Weeks	
8888		Hollywood	Hills	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Art_weeks@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D144	 Friend	Wells	
349	North	Wilton	Place	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90004	
fwells@sprynet.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D145	 Adam	Wolfe	
2674	Carmar	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
adamlee6219@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D146	 Jeffrey	Wolf	
1424	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
West	Holllywod,	CA	90046	
wolf	.jeffrey@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D147	 Lenore	Zerman	
8925	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Lzerman@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐123	
	

D148	 Janna	Zinzi		
8575	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Swirlpr@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D149	 Anonymous	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
D150	 Dave	Abbitt	

8460	Utica	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
daveabbitt@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D151	 David	Agell	
8146	Laurel	View	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
davidagell@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D152	 Robert	Balzebre	
9378	Flicker	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
robert@balzebre.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D153	 Melissa	Barak	
1351	N	Crescents	Heights	Blvd	#318	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
mbarak@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐124	
	

D154	 Joy	Barr	
8584	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Joyface@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D155	 Frank	Barron	
1711	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
idakilder@sbcgolbal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D156	 Sandra	Baughman	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sadny2b2002@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D157	 Louise	Berggren	
8526	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
louises3dlashes@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D158	 Todd	Bianco	
8914	Cynthia	Ave	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90069	
toddbianco@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D159	 Michael	Blum	
2573	Greenvalley	Rd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
michael@	riverstreet.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐125	
	

D160	 Mary	Brock	
2415	Vado	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	

D161	 Michelle	Byrne	
8119	Willow	Glen	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
michellermurphy@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D162	 Gary	Calamar	
0	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
garycalamar@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D163	 Daniel	Chun	
8520	Allenwood	Rd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
dchun02	@yahoo.com	8520	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D164	 Lee	Clay	
8926	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
leeclay@	icloud.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐126	
	

D165	 Bradford	Cobb	
1417	N	Laurel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
bradford	@directmanagement.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D166	 Steven	Dersh	
330	S	Almont	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
smdersh	@verizon.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D167	 Meher	Dhondy	
1424	N	Stanley	ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Meherdhondy@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D168	 Debra	Dresbach	
8978	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
debradresbach@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D169	 Laura	Dutton	
2607	Greenvaley	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lauradutton@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐127	
	

D170	 Dara	Dworman	
8010	Rothdell	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lcbeads@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D171	 Clark	Eddy	
2671	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Clarkeddy@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D172	 Eric	Edmunds	
2576	Cordelia	Rd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90049	
lalhasa@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D173	 Grayson	Edwards	
814	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
emailyavin@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D174	 Michael	Fassett	
2127	Beech	Knoll	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
fassetmj@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐128	
	

D175	 Kelly	Forbes	
8409	Yucca	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dmforbes@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D176	 Marilyn	Frandsen	
8336	Livingston	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
poette@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D177	 Janet	Freund	
740	Hyperion	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90029	
janetplanetstar@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D178	 Phil	Friedman	
826	S	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
TaylorSFriedman	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D179	 Brooke	Funderburk	
8221	1/2	Yucca	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
brookef1	@live.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D180	 Nika	Futterman	
8241	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
nfutterman@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D181	 Lisa	Gaffney	
65	W	Harriet	St	
Altadena	,	CA	91001	
lisafbgaffney@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D182	 Angelica	Gallardo	
8297	Presson	PI	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mian.gallardo@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D183	 Jeremy	Gardiner	
8751	Wonderland	Park	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D184	 Lynda	Gluck	
1728	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
eara@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D185	 Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
burtgoralnick@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D186	 B.	Goralnick	‐2	
1847	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
burtgoralnick@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D187	 Michele	Goralnick	
1847	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
burtgoralnick@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D188	 Gina	Greblo	
807	N	Doheny	Drive	
Beverly	Hills	,	CA	90210	
ggreblo@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D189	 Cherie	Grubb	
1414	N	Harper	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
cherie@ejmdevelopment.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D190	 Phil	Hammond	
1327	Havenhurst	Drive	Unit	1	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
philhammond@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D191	 Barbara	Hearn	
8169	Gould	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
bjhearn@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D192	 John	F.	Hegelmeyer	
8513	Nash	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jh90046@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D193	 Carolyn	Hennesy	
844	North	Maple	St	
Burbank	,	CA	91505	
qofspain	@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D194	 Sandra	Hitt	
8527	Walnut	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
SandraLHitt@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D195	 Michael	Hoover	
8630	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Terry24CA@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

D196	 Mona	Houghton	
8544	Walnut	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
mhdp03@gmall.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D197	 Colleen	Keane	
1330	N	Sweetzer	Ave	#203	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90069	
cfk726@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D198	 Wendy	Kneedler	
1515	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kneedlersr@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D199	 Brian	Linse	
8593	Lookout	Mountain	ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
linsefilm@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D200	 Joel	J.	Loquvam	
9701	Wilshire	Boulevard	
Beverly	Hills	,	CA	90012	
joel@laestateplan.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D201	 Lian	Lunson	
2850	Ocean	Park	Blvd	
Santa	Monica,	CA	90405	
lianbpay@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D202	 Kelly	Mayfield	
1807	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
kellym@dslextreme.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D203	 Scott	Michel	
8284	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
scotthmichel@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D204	 Jim	Mills	
8219	Yucca	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
quaco2@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D205	 Greg	Morrow	
8766	Arlene	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
gmorrow13	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D206	 Tyler	Naifeh	
8584	Wonerland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mistertyler_a@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D207	 David	Naylor	
8359	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
ddnaylor@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D208	 Robin	Neuman	
8170	Laurel	View	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D209	 Sarah	Orvilas	
909	S	Wooster	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90035	
snorvilas@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D210	 Steven	Poster	
9663	Santa	Monica	Blvd	
Beverly	Hills	,	CA	90210	
stevenasc@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D211	 Lisa	Pugliese	
614	N	Beachwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
Lisa@iworksus.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D212	 Ryan	Quigley	
135	Elrita	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ryanquigley@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D213	 Jana	Richey	
8071	Selma	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jana.richey@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D214	 Debbie	Semsky	
8743	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
debbielyn@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D215	 Arnie	Semsky	
8743	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
debbielyn@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D216	 Brooke	Senior	
1515	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
brookesenior@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D217	 Sherry	Sexton	
8286	Presson	Pl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
sherrysexton7@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D218	 Eyal	Sher	
8701	Arlene	Ter	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Clareyal@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D219	 Zoe	Sher	
8701	Arlene	Ter	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Clareyal@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D220	 Courtney	Small	
1416	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
kathysmall@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D221	 Kathy	Small	
1416	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
kathysmall@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D222	 Steven	Smith	
1427	N	Gardner	St#14	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
larryks@usa.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D223	 Debbie	Spafford	
4817	Sancola	Ave	
North	Hollywood,	CA	91601	
dspaff@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D224	 Joshua	Stabile	
1335	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kmstabile@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D225	 Shane	Stabile	
1335	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kmstabile@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D226	 Debbie	Starkman	
8743	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D227	 Kristen	Stavola	
0	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Stavolasays@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D228	 Christian	Stevens	
8411	Coreyell	Pl	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
9021O@misterbeverlyhills.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D229	 Beth	Stiller	
8636	Edwin	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bethtd@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D230	 Catherine	Sullivan	
1541	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
HalstedSullivan	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D231	 Olanna	Taskey	
8359	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
olanna323@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D232	 Chloe	Trig	
101	S.	Orange	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90026	
Chloet@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D233	 Nicolas	Valle	
4825	Toland	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90042	
buzzcut2000@speakeasy.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D234	 Bryan	Wark	
9013	Wonderland	Park	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
bryan@bryanwarkdesigns.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D235	 Gena	Wilder	
5555	Melrose	Ave	
Hollywood,	CA	90038	
gena_wilder@paramount.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D236	 Clare	Witt	
8701	Arlene	Ter	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Clarediane1	@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D237	 Lauren	Wood	
710	N	Orlando	Ave	#204	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
woody90069@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D238	 Chris	Young	
8328	Livingston	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Plantymcflowers@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D239	 Gabriel	Abraham	
127	S	Lucerne	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
gabdabraham	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D240	 Roman	Alonso	
650	N	Robertson	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
roman@communedesign.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D241	 Scott	Altomare	
8475	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
saltosea@gmall	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D242	 Ferdinand	Andrekowisch	
1400	N	Martel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
andrekowisk@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D243	 Vanessa	Atlan	
6158	Temple	Hill	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
vanessa.atlan@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D244	 Kane	Austin	
7176	W	Sunset	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kane@paperchasepress.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D245	 Dori	Aveau	
1075	S	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90019	
doriaveau	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D246	 Zach	Bamea	
8978	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Bzagyb@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D247	 Ashley	Batyko	
2042	N	Beachwood	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
agbatyko	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D248	 Claudia	Benvenuto	
1548	N.	Kings	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
claudiaben@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D249	 Bill	Bonk	
8909	Wonderland	Park	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
billbonk@	billbonk.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐143	
	

D250	 Kim	Campbell	
2424	Castilian	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
2013johncampbell@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D251	 D.M.	Casper	
1354	N	Harper	#302	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
CasperVonDj	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D252	 Michael	Citrone	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90004	
michael@globalfitness.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D253	 Craig	Clark	
1036	South	Burnside	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90019	
PCiark777@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D254	 Sebastian	Copeland	
1626	N	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sebastian@sebastiancopeland.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D255	 Susan	Cuscuna	
8938	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
scuscuna@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐144	
	

D256	 Pamela	Dompe	
2084	Lewis	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kdompehaskins@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D257	 Kevin	Dompe	
2084	Lewis	Terrace	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
kdompehaskins@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D258	 Chip	Garamella	
3334	Rowena	Avenue	B	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	
cgaramella@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D259	 Stephen	Gehman	
227	W	Lincoln	Rd	
Stockton	,	CA	95207	
crstnbassplayer777@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D260	 Bonnie	Goodman	
11601	Canton	Pl	
Studio	City,	CA	91604	
bgoodmancomm@	roadrunner.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐145	
	

D261	 Susan	Greenwood	
8831	Lookout	Mountain	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
susanlgreenwood@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D262	 Eric	Griffin	
5805	Whitsett	Ave	
Valley	village,	CA	91607	
Truehollywood@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D263	 Jez	Guito	
8667	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
canmuse@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D264	 Kate	Hardie	
Lookout	mountain	ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Katekenji	@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D265	 Matt	Henson	
12232	Oxnard	st	
North	Hollywood,	CA	91606	
Mattrhenson	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐146	
	

D266	 Jeffery	Hersh	
1344	North	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jhersh01	@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D267	 Sheila	Irani	
2657	Zorada	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
pathcom@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D268	 Christopher	Janney	
4260	Holly	Knoll	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	
christopherj929@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D269	 Barry	Johnson	
4166	Farmdale	Ave	
Studio	City,	CA	91604	
bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D270	 Simon	Jones	
8287	Marmont	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
simonvjones1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐147	
	

D271	 Judith	Kaplan	
8410	Coreyell	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mkaplan263@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D272	 Phyllis	Katz	
8929	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Brainfun@roadrunner.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D273	 Misty	Lake	
814	N	Hayworth	Ave	#3	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90049	
parallaxplace	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D274	 Donovan	Leitch	
2164	Rockledge	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
hollywoodhigh@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D275	 Kat	Lester	
316	N	Rossiter	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90004	
lakatmeow@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐148	
	

D276	 Liana	Levi	
100	S.	Doheny	Dr.	414	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
lanalevi21@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D277	 Samantha	Leyva	
392	Gamay	Ct	
Manteca,	CA	95337	
samanthaleyva50@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D278	 Dave	Lundberg	
2240	Winery	Rd	
Pahrump,	NV	89048	
David.I.lundberg@usps.gov	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D279	 Adelle	Lutz	
7964	Willow	Glen	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
adellel@mac.com	

	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D280	 Abel	Lynch	
Manteca,	CA	93557	
dokkenfan80s@	gmal.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D281	 Linda	McDonough	
9460	Sierra	Mar	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
LindaMcDonough@		mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐149	
	

D282	 Paul	Mock	
1791	N	Sycamore	Ave	Apt303	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90028	
paulmock1	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D283	 Randy	Myer	
1969	De	Mille	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	
Rmyer813@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D284	 Ashley	Namasondhi	
546	N	Plymouth	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
anamasondhi@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D285	 Robin	Neuman2	
8170	Laurel	View	Dr	
Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D286	 Ben	Nichols	
8419	Edwin	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bennichols1	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D287	 Christina	Nickerson	
509	S	Gramercy	Pl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	
Tutten@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐150	
	

D288	 Charles	Noice	II	
1629	N	Fair	Oaks	Ave	
Passadena,	CA	91103	
charles@	mercenary‐audio.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D289	 Erik	Olson	
2020	N	Gramercy	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
erix31@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D290	 Carolina	Ore	
6717	Leland	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90028	
Carolinaaore@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D291	 Leland	Orser	
8033	Sunset	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Lelandorser@	me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D292	 Joanna	Parol	
8287	Marmont	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
jparol@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐151	
	

D293	 Jan	Pomerans	
3028	West	11th	St	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90023	
janpomerans@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D294	 James	Provenzano	
3438	Merrimac	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90049	
jjpro@roadrunner.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D295	 Fran	Reichenbach	
2751	Westshire	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
FranReichenbach@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

D296	 Tim	Rhomberg	
1926	N	Las	Palmas	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
timrhomberg@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D297	 Andrew	and	Irene	Robinson	
2671	Byron	Place	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
arobinso@usc.edu	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐152	
	

D298	 Storm	Rolls	
1413	Littell	Ave	
Clinton,	OK	73601	
Storm_rolls@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D299	 Jairo	Roque	
1300	N	Orange	Grove	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jairoroque72@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D300	 Nina	Rosenfield	
1545	Umeo	Road	
Pacific	Palisades,	CA	90272	
ninarosenfield		@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D301	 Suzanne	Rosentswieg	
1669	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
s.rosentsweig@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D302	 Bradley	Ross	
736	N	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
riccoross95	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐153	
	

D303	 Louise	Salter	
8847	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
laboratoryfilm	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D304	 Yesenia	Sanchez	
1117	N.	Baker	St	
Santa	Ana,	CA	92703	
yesse1349@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D305	 Margo	L.	Shapiro	
8731	Arlene	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
margoshapiro@		sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D306	 Paul	Shepherd	
1557	N	Stanley	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
kate.shepherd@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D307	 Michael	Shores	
1682	Marmont	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mshores90069	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐154	
	

D308	 Keiko	Shores	
1682	Marmont	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mshores90069	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D309	 Randy	Skinner	
12424	Wilshire	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90025	
randski@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D310	 Dave	Skwarczek	
8332	Livingston	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Dave99	@eatyourlunch.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D311	 Barbara	Somlo	
8597	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Bsomlo@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D312	 Jodi	Teti	
8916	Hollywood	Hills	Rd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jodi.teti@blueprintlsat.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐155	
	

D313	 Camilla	Trigano	
101	S	Orange	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
camillatrigano@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D314	 Kelsey	Vensel	
8293	Grand	View	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kvensel7@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D315	 Meghan	Von	Gremp	
Griffin	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90031	
Mvongremp@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D316	 Jane	Wald	
8236	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
abigailrose@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D317	 Susan	Weber	
514	Eastview	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90042	
sweber12@	pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐156	
	

D318	 Barry	Weiss	
4270	Satsuma	Ave	
Studio	City,	CA	91602	
BarryWeissLA@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D319	 Mark	Woodland	
7949	Selma	Ave”	
West	Hollwood	,	CA	90046	
Mawoodland@		hotmail.co.uk	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D320	 John	Woodward	
8589	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
tazfilms@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D321	 Patrick	Zulinov	
4453	Main	St	
Vancouver,	BC	V5V0A2	
patrickzulinov@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D322	 Studio	City	Residents	Association	Association	
12069	Ventura	Place,	Ste	H	
Studio	City,	CA	91604	
dymondSCRA34@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐157	
	

D323	 Vesna	Juliana	Bamberger	
2753	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
vesnabamberget@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D324	 Ric	Cantor	
8973	Wonderland	Park	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
riccantor@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D325	 Steven	Curtis	
2590	Greenvalley	Rd	“	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
bustercurt@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D326	 Naomi	Falk	
8206	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
peterandrenafalk@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D327	 Michael	Gryciuk	
2416	Outpost	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90068	
mikegdrummer@		hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐158	
	

D328	 Jennifer	Kentner	
1264	Kings	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Jennikakes@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D329	 Eric	Mills	
8219	Yucca	Trail	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
quaco2@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D330	 Johnny	Otto	
1621	N	Martel	Ave	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
johnny@johnnyotto.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D331	 Ava	Lynn	Roth	
1112	Sunset	Plaza	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
lyro@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D332	 Sylvie	Sabatier	
1467	Queens	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
sylviesabatier@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐159	
	

D333	 Randye	Soref	
8250	Woodshill	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Randyesoref@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D334	 Christopher	Zwirner	
3430	S	Hill	St	#104	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90007	
Zwirner1	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D335	 Michaela	(no	last	name)	
1414	North	Harper	apt	11	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
justmicaela@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D336	 Neil	Ansari	
2753	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
neilansari@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D337	 Olivia	Benavides	
5628	Hazelbrook	Ave	
Lakewood,	CA	90713	
olivialynnbenavides@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐160	
	

D338	 Jovana	Brown	
8133	Elrita	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
coby14@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D339	 Diane	Gallemore	
587	N.	Ventu	Park	Road	#222	
Newbury	Park,	CA	91320	
gallemorephotos@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D340	 Lyn	Healy	
8112	Gould	Ave	
Los	angeles,	CA	90046	
Lynhealy@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D341	 Christine	Kantner	
3924	W	Sunset	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90029	
christinekantner@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D342	 Michael	Rivkind	
1867	Rising	Glen	Road	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
mochmen@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐161	
	

D343	 Nathalie	Saphier	
935	N	Vendome	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90026	
nathaliesaphier@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D344	 Michael	Speziali	
1351	N	Crescent	Heights	blvd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
drums4mikey@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D345	 Melanie	Stabile	
1335	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kmstabile@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D346	 Jennifer	Weill	
1520	N	Hayworth	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
JennX2014@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D347	 Jack	and	Pamela	Wishard	
1438	N	Kings	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
pamwishard@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐162	
	

D348	 Alexis	Carlson	
8135	Deseret	Ave	
Fair	oaks,	CA	95628	
metalmaniagirl@hotmail	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D349	 Mary	Cellini	
2508	Glen	Green	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
illletheshoe	®yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D350	 Holly	Miela	
3147	Warick	Rd	
Royal	Oak,	MI	48073	
Hollymiela@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D351	 Patrick	O'Shea	
4324	Perlita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90039	
etsu2@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D352	 Victoria	
8100	Gould	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
vickyreps@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐163	
	

D353	 Concerned	Resident	(no	name	given)	
Wonderland	park	ave	
Los	Angeles	
unidentifiedcaller@yahoolcom	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D354	 Please	don't	change	(no	name	given)	
8110	Gould	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
carole@thelastcrumbbaskets.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D355	 Dmitriy	Kolegayev	
1351	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#217	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dkolegayev@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D356	 Carrie	Landers	
1925	Grace	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
Carrielanders@rocketmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D357	 Mary	Lawson	
137	S	Turner	Ave	
West	Covina,	CA	91791	
maryl88766@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐164	
	

D358	 Ross	Mandeville	
1408	1/2	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
ross.mandeville@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D359	 Jordan	Von	Johnson	
1530	Poinsettia	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
acevonjohnson@icloud.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D360	 Marina	Yaney	
8420	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
yaniac54@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D361	 Elizabeth	Ashdjian	
6929	Sepulveda	Blvd	#21	
Van	Nuys,	CA	91405	
eashdjian@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D362	 Daniel	Hinton	
1537	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
drh064@juno.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐165	
	

D363	 Lisa	Hsu	
8825	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Lisakhsu@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D364	 Joseph	Tuchmayer	
2307	Laurelmont	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D365	 David	Benz	
6446	Innsdale	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
david@vaughanbenz.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D366	 Curtis	Wayne	Brown	
2333	San	Marco	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
Rascalcbrown@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D367	 Eda	Hallinan	
2593	1/2	Beachwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
TinseltownEda@Gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐166	
	

D368	 Julie	Olen	
1270	Havenhurst	Dr	#14	
Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
julieolen@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D369	 Chau	Phan	
8952	Wonderland	Ave	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
chauberry@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D370	 Slobodanka	Andric	
1629	N	Curson	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90054	
bobamaxx@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D371	 Nanci	and	Larry	Bazzell	
1632	N	Laurel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
momlalaland@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D372	 Nancy	J.	Bazzell	
1632	N	Laurel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bazelln1@gmailcom	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐167	
	

D373	 Meryl	S.	Cohen	
1416	N	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90048	
auntiemer4x@yahoo.com	“	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D374	 Amy	Jacks	
1400	N	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90053	
amyejacks@	sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D375	 Richard	Kendall	
1560	N	Laurel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90052	
rkjamsam@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D376	 Sharon	Lake	
814	N	Hayworth	Ave	#3	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90049	
parallaxplace	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D377	 Brandi	Montague	
8555	Walnut	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Brandi.montague@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐168	
	

D378	 Michael	Moran		
1428	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
glockjock44cal@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D379	 Deborah	Rankin	
8078	Fareholm	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90050	
nosphera@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D380	 Bruce	Remick	
1408	North	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90051	
bruce@bruceremick	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D381	 Colin	Spitler	
1200	N	Flores	St	#314	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
semicon60@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D382	 Judy	Whitman	
P.O	Box	291815	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90029	
judithwhitm@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐169	
	

D383	 Richard	Callahan	
1220	Havenhurst	Dr	#6	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
jumpflip@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D384	 Kristin	Cummins	
1401	N	Fairfax	Ave	#104	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
shiniette@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D385	 Aisha	Edilby	
3609	1/2	Brunswick	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90039	
aishae85@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D386	 Sylvia	Gold	
1284	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
sunny310@roadrunner.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D387	 William	Kilby	
3609	1/2	Brunswick	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90039	
rem.cure.82@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐170	
	

D388	 Robert	Lamkie	
1408	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
robinlamkie@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D389	 Dessislava	Markovsky	
2105	Ridgemont	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D390	 Justine	Schmidt	
2139	Nichols	Cayon	
los	angeles,	CA	90046	
justine@schmidt.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D391	 Kristen	Stabile	
1335	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kmstabile@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D392	 Masha	Stout	
8883	Sunset	Crest	PI	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mtivyan@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐171	
	

D393	 Ian	Webber	
2101	Prospect	Tr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ianwebber@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D394	 Michael	Boeh	
8490	Cole	Crest	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
boehmichael@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D395	 Robinne	Burrell	
8035	Hemet	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
robinneb@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D396	 Lou	Cutell	
1923	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Jaythaddus@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D397	 Tina	De	La	Celle	
8000	Honey	Dr	#2	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
baileythevampire@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐172	
	

D398	 Jeff	Dorman	
8010	Rothdell	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
piz@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D399	 Rochelle	Firestone	
7985	Santa	Monica	Blvd	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
firestoneB@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D400	 Barbara	Kramer	
2527	Jalmia	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
nylagrl1	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D401	 Jim	Nelson	
1335	Fairfax	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
motherco@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D402	 Milena	Simonova	
8319	Waring	Ave.	#3	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90069	
milena.simonova@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐173	
	

D403	 Rory	Barish	
1416	HAvenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
n2swimng@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D404	 Marylin	Lawenda	
1415	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lawenda@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D405	 Andrew	Macpherson	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
amacfly@	mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D406	 Kathy	Small	
1416	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
kathysmall@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D407	 Sayeed	Hasnat	
8595	Cole	Crest	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co.uk	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐174	
	

D408	 Jim	Nelson	
1335	Fairfax	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
motherco@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D409	 Craig	Ryan	
BOO	hollywood	way	
burbank,	CA	91505	
craigryan2007@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D410	 Jonathon	Martin	
1416	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
dtfasst@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D411	 Sue	Mason	
8016	Willow	Glen	Rd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
suejm3@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D412	 Sean	Rogers	
8400	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
seanfrancis23@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐175	
	

D413	 Florian	Schaugg	
1416	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
schaugg	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D414	 Lotus	Donovan	
8145	Tianna	Road	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
emailforlotus@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D415	 Megan	Golden	
8490	Cole	Crest	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
megancgolden@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D416	 Marc	Levin	
marc.levin@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D417	 Roddy	
8706	Lookout	Mtn	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mdesign@	earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D418	 Charles	Silver	
1825	Weepah	Way	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
csilver@	smsla.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐176	
	

D419	 Janna	Zinzi	
8575	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Swirlpr@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D420	 Harry	Carmean	
8764	Lookout	Mt	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
Smcarmean	@att.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D421	 Julia	Miller	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
jemiller59@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D422	 Christopher	Sherman	
8601	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Chris@roosterfilms.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D423	 1@uswest72.myserverhosts.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
D424	 Amy	Armistead	

7206	Hawthorn	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
amy@nancylangdon.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐177	
	

D425	 Lloyd	Arnold	
1327	N	Havenhurst	Drive	#4	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
lloydarnold	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D426	 David	Bagley	
1650	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dgbagley@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D427	 Barbara	Bagley	
1650	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dgbagley@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D428	 Cathy	Blaivas	
1143	N	Vista	Street	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
photoop13@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D429	 Charles	Baron	
1841	N	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
crbaron@	earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐178	
	

D430	 Harriet	Belkin	
516	N	Laurel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
harrietbelkin	@joimail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D431	 Karen	Berch	
8033	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	4	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Karen@	murthaagency.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D432	 Margaret	Black	
8464	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
ptakfam	@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D433	 Carmen	Boothe	
827	N	Laurel	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
novacboothe@	hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D434	 Larry	Boring	
1428	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
larrydaleb1	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐179	
	

D435	 Ken	Bruce	
838	N	Doheny	Dr	#404	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
ktb1@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D436	 John	Campbell	
2424	Castilian	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
2013johncampbell@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D437	 Robin	Carr	
7810	Hillside	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
robincarr@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D438	 Elaine	Cartens	
723	Westomount	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
lemad@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D439	 Margaret	Chen	
941	N	Highland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90038	
shopchen@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐180	
	

D440	 Dorothy	Clark	
1036	South	Burnside	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90019	
PCiark777@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D441	 Michele	Dev	
1867	Rising	Glen	Rd	
los	angeles,	CA	90069	
micheledv9@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D442	 Ernest	Diaz	
6100	Afton	Place	#20	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90028	
ernestg.diazjr@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D443	 Margaret	Easley	
907	N	Crescent	Heights	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sheva213@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D444	 Richard	Frost	
1204	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
rjfro22@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐181	
	

D445	 Thomas	Gerbing	
7630	Willow	Glen	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
gerbnet@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D446	 Mary	Sue	Girardin	
22	Ward	Rd	
Hardwick,	NJ	7825	
marysuegirardin@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D447	 Jose	Gonzalez	
1802	S	Kingsley	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90006	
djlatnhouse@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D448	 Angelo	Graham	
8230	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Anegeles	,	CA	90069	
evangelograham143@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D449	 Karina	Grotz	
8221	De	Longpre	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
karinagrotz@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐182	
	

D450	 Michael	Hollingsworth	
1260	N	Harper	Ave	Apt	G	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
Lmagnif@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D451	 Lynn	Hoopingarner	
940	Westbourne	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
lynnh@	sonic.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D452	 Brian	Hotchkis	
950	Larrabee	St	#407	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
brianxone	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D453	 Bill	Josephs	
8110	Willow	Glen	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ladrbill@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D454	 Herluf	Kanstrup	
1230	Horn	Ave	#	607	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Schastrup	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐183	
	

D455	 Robert	Klausner	
543	N	Fairfax	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
ctmevp@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D456	 Johnathan	Lajiness	
1032	N	Sweetzer	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Jonlajiness@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D457	 John	Larsen	
1218	N	Laurel	Ave	#14	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
johnnyboy1@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D458	 J	Lissauer	
1235	N	Hayworth	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
emilyjl@att.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D459	 Sal	LoCurto	
346	N	Harper	Ave	
Los	Angels,	CA	90048	
Salloc12@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐184	
	

D460	 Joie	Magidow	
7570	Delongpre	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
joiemagidow@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D461	 Sasha	Marcus	
8371	Blackburn	Ave	#3	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
marcusasha@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D462	 Kevin	McCarty	
851	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kmccart@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D463	 Sharon	McKnight	
1725	Camino	Palmero	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sharonmcn@	juno.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D464	 Joan	Nagler	
7309	Franklin	Ave	#203	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jnagler@roadrunner.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐185	
	

D465	 Shaun	Neale	
West	Hollywood	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
shaunneale@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D466	 Sarina	Neer	
1330	N	Crescent	Heights	#	16	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
tourbtch@	hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D467	 Michael	Peretzian	
2235	Nichols	Canyon	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
peretzian@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D468	 Eddie	Perez	
652	N	Edinburgh	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
m5perez@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D469	 Milo	Perichitch	
1715	Fairfax	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90066	
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐186	
	

D470	 Karen	Rocchio	
607	N	Harper	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
rocckandy@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D471	 Phil	Rodriguez	
8124	Willoughby	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
phil@phii‐Rodriguez.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D472	 June	Sale	
1455	Oriole	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
junessale@gmail.com	

	 X	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D473	 Allison	Samon	
1124	N	Sherbourne	Dr	
Hollywood	,	CA	90069	
allisonmegabox@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D474	 Kathryn	Sartore	
1632	N	Gardner	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kasartore@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐187	
	

D475	 Joan	Satt	
1406	Belfast	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
jsrecycle@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	

D476	 Robert	Schwartz	
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
proptrends@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D477	 Steven	Schwartz	
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
proptrends@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D478	 Arthur	Scotti	
8130	Norton	Ave	Apt	11	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
arthur.scotti	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D479	 Max	Shapiro	
8731	Arlene	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
margoshapiro@		sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐188	
	

D480	 Lorelei	Shark	
343	N	Alfred	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
l.shark@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D481	 Dan	Sniderman	
1556	North	Curson	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,,	CA	90046	
dansniderman@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D482	 Nina	Storm	
1625	N	Laurel	Ave	#28	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
theninastorm	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D483	 Janet	Tinkle	
11565	Huston	St	
Valley	Village,	CA	91601	
jlinkle@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D484	 Diane	Tuchmayer	
2307	Laurelmont	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐189	
	

D485	 Robert	A.	Uhl	
2119	Sunset	Crest	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
robertauhl@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D486	 Jennifer	Vian	Dennis	
806	N.	Sweetzer	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
jenvden2@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D487	 Eric	Wald	
8236	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
abigailrose@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D488	 Ruth	Wald	
8236	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
abigailrose@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D489	 Roland	WeHo	
1130	N	Laurel	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
rolandl333@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐190	
	

D490	 Clive	Whitcher	
2107	Mt	Olympus	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90047	
clivelsw@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D491	 Maryann	Wilcox	
941	North	La	Jolla	Avenue	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
maryannwx@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D492	 Ruth	Williams	
7548	Lexington	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
ruthwh@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D493	 Mark	Witko	
1417	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
mwitko@	hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D494	 Celia	Wyatt‐Twiss	
1715	N	Fairfax	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐191	
	

D495	 Arielle	Zurzolo	
Stanley	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
nalijkwest@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D496	 Leticia	Alvarez	
633	1/2	North	Orange	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
Lett_alvarez@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D497	 Mark	Andrew	
8218	DeLongpre	Ave	#2	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
Markcandrew@	gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D498	 Ninon	Aprea	
727	N	Martel	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ninonaprea@	gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D499	 Michael	Bronstein	
2225	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	angeles,	CA	90046	
mialbro@roadrunner.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐192	
	

D500	 Chris	Brown	
8133	Elrita	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
coby14@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D501	 Michael	Eselun	
1124	Greenacre	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
Michael@michaeleselun.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D502	 Thom	Fennessey	
919	North	Alfred	St	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
thorn@collaborationfactory.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D503	 DE	Finkelstein	
POB	480948	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
deflaca@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D504	 Sidra	Franklin	
346	N	Harper	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
sidrafranklin@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐193	
	

D505	 Amy	Galaudet	
6120	W	5th	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
amyg93@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D506	 Trevor	Goff	
458	N	Orlando	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
clubhev@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D507	 Brigette	Goulet	
4900	Overland	Ave	#24	
Culver	City,	CA	90230	
brigette.goulet@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D508	 Susan	Hanks	
430	S	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
shanks@	littler.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D509	 R	King	
520	S	Burnside	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90036	
rayafromca@webtv.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐194	
	

D510	 Robert	Krumpholz	
1416	North	Hayworth	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
rkivsf@prodigy.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D511	 Jessica	Lam	
1641	N	Curson	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jlam4579@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D512	 Harley	Lond	
2274	Alcyona	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
harleyl@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D513	 Jill	Lummus	
950	N	Kings	Rd,	#256	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
DrJLummus@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D514	 Philip	Luque	
1348	N	Sierra	Bonita	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Plcityboy@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐195	
	

D515	 Larry	McQueen	
2225	Nichols	Canyon	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
thecollection	@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D516	 Leslie	Militzok	
1556	N	Fairfax	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
4dreamdogs@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D517	 Sumie	Mishima	
1556	NFairfax	Ave	
Los	Angels	,	CA	90046	
sumie@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D518	 Dave	O'Brien	
1035	N	Gardner	#8	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
badgerdaveo@	gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D519	 Lesley	O'Toole‐Roque	
1300	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
lesleyotoole@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐196	
	

D520	 Christina	Pitcher	
342	N	Flores	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
cpitcher37	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D521	 Susan	Ray	
7906	Santa	Monica	Blvd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
hermahoot@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D522	 Ricco	Ross	
736	N	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
riccoross95	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D523	 Marya	Shahriary	
837	Euclid	St	
Santa	Monica,	CA	90403	
marya.shahriary@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D524	 Julie	Shannon	
736	N	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
julieshannon@mail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐197	
	

D525	 Norman	Timares	
2223	Nichols	Canyon	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ntimares	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D526	 Susan	Townes	
8581	Walnut	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
susantownes@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D527	 Abigail	Wald	
8236	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
abigailrose@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D528	 Cathy	Waldman	
1219	Larrabee	St	#2	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Catwaldla@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D529	 Helen	Berman	
7135	Hollywood	Boulevard	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
helenberman®	mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 X	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐198	
	

D530	 J	Bernstein	
327	N	Kilkea	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
natrhikr@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D531	 Elyse	Eisenberg	
1230	Horn	Avenue	#526	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D532	 Stuart	Fine	
1550	N	Genesee	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
StuAFine@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D533	 Brian	Hamilton	
8233	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
margolhamilton		@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D534	 Bruce	Remick	
1408	North	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90051	
bruce@bruceremick	.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐199	
	

D535	 Fred	Selden	1	
1855	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
seldenmusic@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D536	 Thomas	Challener	
6120	W	5th	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
t.challener@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D537	 Mark	R.	Edwards	
814	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
emailyavin@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D538	 Ken	Hudson	
522	N	Edinburgh	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
Kenphudson	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D539	 Beverly	Karam	
1201	N	Crescent	Heights	#81	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
beverly_karam		@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐200	
	

D540	 Gary	Manning	
1648	Mountcrest	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
garydarby8	®yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D541	 Thomas	Pfeffer	
7095	Hollywood	Blvd	#663	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90028	
Thomas.a.pfeffer@kp.org	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D542	 Adriana	
7510	Sunset	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
arosian1OO@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D543	 Kelbe	Bensinger	
1418	N	Genesee	Ave”	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
kelbeb@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D544	 Marcia	Brandwynne	
1400	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mbrandwynne	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐201	
	

D545	 Tracy	Broaddus	
1607	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
tbbroaddus@	mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D546	 Michael	Cinquemani	
1441	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
michaeljcinquemani@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D547	 Lara	Cody	
1533	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
frelapub	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D548	 Amy	Cotteleer	
1610	N	Orange	Grove	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
amycotteleer@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D549	 Alex	de	Cordoba	Cordoba	
1424	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lakersalex@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐202	
	

D550	 Kathy	Evans	Fogel	
1328	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
M.fog@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D551	 Mark	Grossan	
802	N	Martel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
fireworkee@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D552	 Jeffrey	Hersh	
1344	North	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jhersh01	@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D553	 Malena	Hougen	
1623	Courtney	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
malena.hougen@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D554	 Karen	Klein	
1414	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kkphonehome@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐203	
	

D555	 Toni	Kotite	
1637	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Toniduck@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D556	 Casey	Kriley	
1640	N	Stanley	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
casey.kriley@magicalelves.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D557	 Renee	Lamkiae	
1408	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
reneelamkie@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D558	 Marilyn	Lawenda	
1415	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lawenda@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D559	 Jeanne	Manos	
1636	N	Vista	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
JeanManos@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐204	
	

D560	 Wayne	Marmorstein	
1861	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
waymarr@earthllnk.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D561	 Francine	Matarazzo	
1617	N	Courtney	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
francinematarazzo@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D562	 Melanie	Mayron	
1435	N	Oggden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
maymay@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D563	 Erik	McDowell	
1557	N	Curson	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
emcdowell@	manatt.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D564	 Scott	Messer	
1338	N.	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
scott.n.messer@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐205	
	

D565	 Daniel	Mitchell	
1325	North	Ogden	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
wehodan@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D566	 Michael	Moran		
1428	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
glockjock44cal@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D567	 Jeffery	Jon	Masino	
1566	Courtney	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jmasino28@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D568	 Rabbi	Norbert	Weinberg	
1317	N	Crescent	Heights	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rabbiweinberg@htbel.org	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D569	 Robert	Oneill	
1545	N	Stanley	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
robertdoneill@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐206	
	

D570	 Lily	and	Jim	Oppenheim	
1413	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wingleburt@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D571	 Kathe	Osborne	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ko_images@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D572	 Julia	Rask	
1328	North	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jmrask@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D573	 Jason	Reilly	
1632	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jasonpreilly@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D574	 Nathalie	Samanon	
1444	N	Orange	Grove	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D575	 Florian	Schaugg	
1416	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
schaugg	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐207	
	

D576	 Jonah	Schwartz	
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
proptrends@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D577	 Kristen	Stabile	
1335	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kmstabile@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D578	 Halsted	Sullivan	
1541	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
HalstedSullivan@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D579	 Selene	Ting	
1400	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
selene.ting@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D580	 Maria	Veronica	
1730	Camino	Palmero	St	#3	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
swedishmaria@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐208	
	

D581	 Brian	Wadley	
7974	1/2	Melrose	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
fatwadks@	hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D582	 Paul	Wang	
1351	Crescent	Hts	bl	118	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
Paulthomaswang	@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D583	 Robyn	Weisman	
1637	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rweisman@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D584	 Glenn	Williamson	
1351	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
glenn.williamson	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D585	 Vicotor	Zolfo	
1338	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
victorjzolfo@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐209	
	

D586	 Suzanne	Good	
2652	Byron	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
goodggood@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D587	 Erica	Hornung	
1330	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollwood	,	CA	90046	
erica.hornung@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D588	 Serge	Masche		
6861	Iris	Circle	
Hollywood,	CA	90068	
sergemasche@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D589	 Micki	Sauer	
617	N.	Alta	Vista	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
mickisauer@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D590	 Suzanne	(mightycompanions.org)		
1500	Sunset	Place	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
suzanne@mightlycompanions.org	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐210	
	

D591	 Jeanne	Barney		
1525	N	Gardner	St	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
HollywoodCatLady@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D592	 Barbara	Eich		
1301	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
beich@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D593	 Matthew	Harper		
2530	Laurel	Pass	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
emskat@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D594	 Douglas	Hutchinson		
1468	N	Kings	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
dshutchin@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D595	 Serge	Masche		
6861	Iris	Circle	
Hollywood,	CA	90068	
sergemasche@msn.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐211	
	

D596	 Katherine	D.	Wiise		
1351	N	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kittywise@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D597	 Stephen	Yoder		
stephnejyoder@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D598	 Scott	Abbott		
906	N	Doheny	Drive	
West	Hollywod,	CA	90069	
ScottCharlesAbbott@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D599	 Peter	Amsden		
Horseshoe	Canyon	Ad	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
pjamsden@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D600	 Peter	Anton		
7777	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	309	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
panton@	mednet.ucla.edu	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D601	 Jody	Blake		
6703	W	Olympic	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90048	
jorablake@icloud.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐212	
	

D602	 Jill	Gwen	Braginets		
1745	Wellesley	Drive	
Santa	Monica,	CA	90405	
jill.gwen@fox.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D603	 Barry	Brennan	929	N	San	Vicente	Blvd	#10	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
ermovick@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D604	 Darlene	Chan	950	N	Kings	Road	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Firebox6@	roadrunner.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D605	 Michael	Conway		
9336	Civic	Center	Dr	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90210	
conwaym@	unitedtalent.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D606	 Daniel	Coplon		
1301	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
daniel.coplon@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D607	 Joseph	Culliton	(	
1541	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
JosephC859@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐213	
	

D608	 Joseph	Eastwood		
1327	Havenhurst	Dr	#5	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
jeastwood31O@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D609	 Bradford	Elsinger		
7135	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	504	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bradelsinger@	sbcglobal.net“	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D610	 Susan	Ertag		
8574	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
susanertag@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D611	 Wayne	Feit		
6703	W	Olympic	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
wlfeit@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D612	 Bill	Fiala		
7337	W	85th	St	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90045	
billfiala@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐214	
	

D613	 Taylor	Friedman		
826	S	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
TaylorSFriedman	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D614	 Robert	Gray,	CAroldhgray@gmail.com	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
8301	Marmont	Ln	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D615	 Allison	Harris		
906	N	Doheny	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
allison_r_harris@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D616	 Thomas	Joseph	Hatten		
1759	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
tomhatten@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D617	 Alan	Henderson		
8182	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
acad23@	pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D618	 William	Keith	Henning		
7135	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	504	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐215	
	

D619	 William	Keith	Henning2		
7135	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	504	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D620	 Scott	Jackson		
10201	West	Pico	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90035	
Scott.Jackson@fox.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D621	 Linda	Kay		
5747	Waring	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90038	
lkay8@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D622	 Laurel	Kuppin		
2321	Sunset	Plaza	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
lbk90069@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D623	 Matt	Labov		
1669	Virginia	Rd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90019	
mlabov@forefrontmedia.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐216	
	

D624	 Roy	Lawrence		
5748	Satsuma	Ave	
North	Hollywood,	CA	91601	
elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D625	 Susan	Levine		
2120	Ridgemont	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
marcilevine		@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D626	 Claudia	Lewis		
8484	Harold	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
claudia.lewis@fox.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D627	 John	Lorick		
124	South	Harper	Avenue	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90048	
john	Iorick@att.net”	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D628	 Blaine	Mallory		
9192	Crescent	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
malloryblaine@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D629	 Carolyn	Manetti	234	N	Norton	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90047	
carolynmanetti@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐217	
	

D630	 Darby	Manning		
1648	Mountcrest	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
garydarby8	®yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D631	 Darragh	Marmorstein		
1861	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
waymarr@earthllnk.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D632	 Wendel	Meldrum		
2019	Cyprean	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 X	 	 	 	

D633	 Janice	Melton		
2630	West	View	St	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90016	
jmworkroom@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D634	 Susana	Mendoza		
10201	W.	Pico	Blvd	
Los	Anegeles,	CA	90035	
susanamendoza@fox.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐218	
	

D635	 H.F.	Menefee		
1747	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
petemenefee@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D636	 Adam	Minton		
10201	W	Pico	Blv	Bldg38/Rm116	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90064	
Adam.Minton@fox.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D637	 Kevin	Minucci		
1221	Kings	Rd	
West	hollywood,	CA	90046	
Kjminucci@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D638	 Annette	O'Keefe		
564	N	Lucerne	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
raycib@	sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D639	 Vincent	Panettiere		
1841	N.	Fuller	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	9046	
vpane13@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐219	
	

D640	 Josephine	Powell		
1249	N	Crescent	Hgts	Blvd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90048	
jopowell@eathlin.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D641	 Yoshiko	Rabin		
1861	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
yoshikor1	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D642	 Robert	Sallin		
1345	N	Wetherly	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
sallin@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D643	 Elizabeth	Sayre		
609	16th	Street	
Santa	Monica,	CA	90402	
sayre.liz@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D644	 Mary	Sherwood	Brock		
2415	Vado	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 X	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐220	
	

D645	 Max	Silva		
1301	N	Ogden	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
silvmax@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D646	 Larry	Smith		
1427	N	Gardner	St#14	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
larryks@usa.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D647	 Susan	Solomon		
2014	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
SSOLOMON@PYENT.COM	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D648	 Christian	Stevens		
8411	Coreyell	Pl	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
9021O@misterbeverlyhills.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D649	 John	Steward		
406	N	Windsor	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90004	
annabelleaardvar@		aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐221	
	

D650	 Laura	Stoneman		
536	N	June	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
Stonehen@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D651	 Isabelle	Sugimoto		
2337	Midvale	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90064	
izzysugi@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D652	 Joan	Temple		
5747	Waring	#8	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90038	
joanie.tee@gmail.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D653	 Joel	Thurm		
8485	Brier	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
joelthurm@	aol.com”	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D654	 Gary	Tieche		
1036	S	Burnside	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA		90019	
gktieche@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D655	 Julia	Trainor		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
heyladyent@	hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐222	
	

D656	 Anya	Varda		
1265	Poinsettia	Place	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
vardavox@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D657	 Joseph	A.	Viola		
820	Schumacher	Dr	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90048	
JoeViola@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D658	 Wadley	Wadley		
7974	1/2	Melrose	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
fatwadks@	hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D659	 Ben	Wilkinson		
13019	Rose	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90066	
rmichaelwilkinson@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D660	 Robert	Wilkinson		
13019	Rose	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90066	
rmichaelwilkinson@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐223	
	

D661	 David	Wood		
710	N	Orlando	Ave	#204	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
woody90069@mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D662	 Rosie	Bornstein		
1415	N	HarperApt	3	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
rosie.bornstein@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D663	 Charles	Boswell		
1601	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Boswellcharles@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D664	 Patty	Clark		
1036	South	Burnside	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90019	
PCiark777@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D665	 Gail	Dodge	Altman		
1601	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Gailandcharles@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐224	
	

D666	 Diane	Ettinger		
PO	Box	69126	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
DAVIDDIANEORTH1999®YAHOO.COM	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D667	 Ines	Gerson		
8152	Cornett	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
inesgerson@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D668	 Peter	Grean		
8390	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
pgrean@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D669	 Matthew	Hutchison		
1235	N	Havenhurst	Dr.	#9	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
Mghutch@gmail.com”	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D670	 Kevin	Kane		
1745	Camino	Palmero	#302	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kevkane@	pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐225	
	

D671	 Eric	Lawrence		
5748	Satsuma	Ave	
North	Hollywood	,	CA	91601	
elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D672	 Andrew	Macpherson		
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
amacfly@	mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D673	 David	Orth		
1110	Hacienda	PI	#305	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
eugenebound@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D674	 S.	Rutberg		
P.O.	Box	48739	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
klezcorner@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D675	 Robin	Schorr		
141	Salmont	Dr	
Beverly	Hills	,	CA	90211	
robinschorr@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐226	
	

D676	 Diane	Stellman		
950	North	Kings	Road	#240	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
urberteddy@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D677	 Stephanie	Striegel		
527	North	Bronson	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
stephanie.streak@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D678	 Marilyn	Szatmary		
967	Hammond	Street	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Marilynds967@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D679	 Jessica	Abrams		
616	N	Plymouth	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
jessiloua@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D680	 John	Brown		
8133	Elrita	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
coby14@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐227	
	

D681	 Jane	De	Haven		
322	North	Arden	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
Hooliganmom@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D682	 Megan	Farley		
5836	Carlton	Way	
Hollywood,	CA	90028	
Mlynnf@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D683	 John	Hesse		
1505	Queens	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
johnahesse@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D684	 Steven	Luftman		
124	N	Flores	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
sluftman	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D685	 LIsa	Meldrum	2019	Cyprean	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D686	 Donale	Meldrum		
2019	Cyprean	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐228	
	

D687	 Eve	Meldrum		
2019	Cyprean	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D688	 Laura	Rae‐Yates		
7532	Kimdale	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
llradiates@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D689	 John	Rodgers		
1412	1/2	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
sox415@	gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D690	 S.	Shea		
1406	HavenhurstDr	
Los	angeles,	CA	90046	
Sheams54@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D691	 Stacy	Sillins		
7542	Kimdale	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lupio@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐229	
	

D692	 Ara	Berberian		
1347	N	Stanley	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Arazamo@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D693	 Linda	Boyd		
2938	Westbrook	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Linda@boydcomm		.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D694	 Maria	Gritsch		
8854	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mariafgritsch	@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D695	 Linda	Hamanaka		
8278	Marmont	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Nserra@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D696	 Katherine	Karabian		
Blue	Heights	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kkarabian	@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐230	
	

D697	 Virginia	Knight		
749	S	Citrus	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
ginyknight@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D698	 Tom	Moore		
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mooretommoore@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D699	 Philippe			
1400	North	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
morafilms@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D700	 Susan	Pinkus		
950	N.	Kings	Rd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
shpinkus@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D701	 Phyllis	Present		
7839	Electra	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ppresent®	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐231	
	

D702	 Alexandra	Rose		
8291	Presson	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
alex_rose@	sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D703	 Sherry	Sexton	8286	Presson	Pl	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90069	
sherrysexton7@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D704	 Warren	TenHouten		
8854	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wtenhout@ucla.edu	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D705	 JR			
8360	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
shamepyle@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D706	 Ebon	Alabastur		
1344	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
Alabastur@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D707	 Angela	Alvarado		
8273	Marmont	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
alvarado@phvx.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐232	
	

D708	 Sondra	Anderson		
1566	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
shanafe3@	sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D709	 Vincent	James	Arcuri		
1138	N	Poinsettia	PI	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
K8james	@earthlink.ne	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D710	 Caitlin	Ary		
1329	N	Niagara	St	
Burbank,	CA	91505	
Caitlinapple@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D711	 Steven	Badger		
1698	Marmont	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Stephen.badger@effem.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D712	 Jon	Basinger‐Flores		
14474	Judd	St.	
Arleta,	CA	91331	
argylejon@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐233	
	

D713	 Wayne	Beau		
7985	Santa	Monica	Blvd.,	#72	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
waynebeau23@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D714	 Tamara	Bergman		
1521	N.	Sierra	Bonita	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sbsierra@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D715	 Fab	Brandt		
3672	Dixie	Canyon	Ave	
Sherman	Oaks,	CA	91423	
fabrandt@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D716	 Devon	Brooks		
8292	Marmont	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
devonbro@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D717	 Madonna	Cacciatore		
5870	Franklin	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90028	
shlmgmt@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐234	
	

D718	 Andy	Carmichael		
4427	Lemp	Ave	
Studio	City,	CA	91602	
Acarmichael@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D719	 Susan	Collette		
Transporation	Engineer	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
susanc90025@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D720	 AA	Completely		 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
D721	 Jon	Cortez		

12222	Moorpark	
Studio	City,	CA	91604	
jc91607@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D722	 Lou	Cutell		
1923	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Jaythaddus@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D723	 Blanche	D'Souza		
11812	San	Vicente	Blvd#	100	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90049	
blanchedsouza@	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐235	
	

D724	 Janet	Eckholm		
7433	Kimdale	Lane	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
janeteckholm@		sbcglobal.net”	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D725	 Peter	Falk		
8206	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
peterandrenafalk@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D726	 Rena	E.	Falk	8206	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
peterandrenafalk@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D727	 Alex	Federico		
1315	N	Genesee	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ajfederico66@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D728	 Carol	Gray		
8301	Marmont	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
caroldhgray@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D729	 Mary	Haskell		
8424	Santa	Monica	Blvd	A863	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
maryhaskell22@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐236	
	

D730	 Lyn	Healy	
8112	Gould	Ave	
Los	angeles,	CA	90046	
Lynhealy@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D731	 Simon	Jones		
8287	Marmont	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
simonvjones1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D732	 Brandon	Frederick	Jones		
8287	Marmont	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
simonvjones1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D733	 Melissa	Lee		
1115	Larrabee	St	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
carylee2002@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D734	 Rob	Lewine		
8929	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
rob@roblewine.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐237	
	

D735	 Cousteau	Magee		
5121	Klump	Ave.	#202	
North	Hollywood,	CA	91601	
artofalternity@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D736	 Joanna	P.	Mockenhaupt		
749	N	La	Jolla	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
joanna@	joannaparol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D737	 Raymond	Morgan		
1655	Marmont	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
laraymond7@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D738	 Joanna	Parol		
8287	Marmont	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
jparol@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D739	 James	Parriott		
8235	Lincoln	Terrace”	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jamesparriott®gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 

 
Table 2‐1 (Continued) 

 
Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐238	
	

D740	 Diane	Cary	Parriott		
8235	Lincoln	Terrace”	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jamesparriott®gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D741	 Steven	Poster		
9663	Santa	Monica	Blvd	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90210	
stevenasc@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D742	 Steve	Pride		
10871	Kling	St	
North	Hollywood,	CA	91602	
PUBLIC@PRIDEONSCREEN.COM	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D743	 Christopher	Rice		
1424	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.#74	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
c.rice78@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D744	 Matthew	Schneider		
1531	Selma	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐239	
	

D745	 Jonah	Schwartz		
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
proptrends@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D746	 Michael	Schwartz		
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
proptrends@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D747	 Lisa	Present	Susser		
7839	Electra	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ppresent®	aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D748	 Pauline	Szkolnik		
8211	Blackburn	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90048	
bowwowbf@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D749	 Lisa	Whalen		
P.O.	Box	13944	
Tampa,	FL	33681	
lwhalenO@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



2.0 Comments and Responses    May 2016 
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐240	
	

D750	 Laura	Whipple		
752	N	McCadden	PI	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90038	
Whipple0@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D751	 Robert	Wilson		
8605	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
robertr872@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D752	 Carol			
511	N.	sycamore	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
dirtypaws29@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D753	 Anonymous			 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
D754	 Koelen	Andrews		

1305	N.	Laurel	Ave.	Apt	110	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
koelenandrews@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D755	 Carter	Bravmann		
1625	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Carterbrav@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐241	
	

D756	 Billy	Childers		
8225	Lincoln	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
billychilders@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D757	 Meryl	Cohen		
1416	N	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood	,	CA	90048	
auntiemer4x@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D758	 Lynne	DuFresne		
1716	1/2	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lynneduf28@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D759	 Michaela	Goorahoo		
1716	1/2	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mgoorahoo@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D760	 Elio	Lupi		
7542	Kimdail	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
eliolup@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐242	
	

D761	 Frank	Pennino		
9229	W.	Sunset	Blvd.	#602	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
frank@frankpre.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D762	 John	Powell		
1249	N	Crescent	Hgts	Blvd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90048	
jopowell@earthlink.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D763	 Courtenay	Raia		
8390	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
plscortena@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D764	 Halle	Sherwin		
1021	N.	Sweetzer	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
kismettv@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D765	 Norm	Garr		
6600	Moore	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048‐5328	
norm.garr@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐243	
	

D766	 Scott	Nixon		
8806	Wonderland	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
citadelgrad@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D767	 Alison	Simard		
2226	Stanly	Hills	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
alisimard@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D768	 Ruth	Sugerman		
630	N.	McCadden	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
rsugerperson@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D769	 Julie	Olen		
1270	Havenhurst	Dr	#14	
Hollywood	,	CA	90046	
julieolen@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D770	 Halle		
Sweetzer	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
kismettv@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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Summary of Comments on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

	 	

LE
T
T
ER
	N
O
.	

SUMMARY	OF	WRITTEN	COMMENTS	 PR
O
JE
CT
	D
ES
CR
IP
T
IO
N
	

A
ES
T
H
ET
IC
S/
V
IS
U
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

A
IR
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y/
G
R
EE
N
H
O
U
SE
	G
A
S	

EM
IS
SI
O
N
S	

P A
LE
O
N
T
O
LO
G
IC
A
L/
	

A
R
CH

EO
LO
G
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

G
EO
LO
G
Y	
A
N
D
	S
O
IL
S	

H
IS
T
O
R
IC
A
L	
R
ES
O
U
R
CE
S	

H
A
ZA
R
D
S	

H
YD
R
O
LO
G
Y/
W
A
T
ER
	Q
U
A
LI
T
Y	

LA
N
D
	U
SE
	

N
O
IS
E	

PO
PU
LA
T
IO
N
/H

O
U
SI
N
G
/	

EM
PL
O
YM

EN
T
	

T
R
A
N
SP
O
R
T
A
T
IO
N
/P

A
R
K
IN
G
	

P U
B
LI
C	
SE
R
V
IC
ES
	

U
T
IL
IT
IE
S	

A
LT
ER
N
A
T
IV
ES
	

S U
PP
O
R
T	

O
T
H
ER
	C
O
M
M
EN

T
S	

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐244	
	

D771	 Lala	Khanian		
7638	W	Hampton	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
lkhanian@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D772	 Shawn	Flannigan		
7962	Norton	Ave.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
shawnflannigan@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D773	 Mark	Grossan2		
802	N	Martel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
fireworkee@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D774	 Jeff	McDonough		
9460	Sierra	Mar	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
LindaMcDonough@		mac.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D775	 Nick	Rufca	
2434	Benedict	Canyon	Driive	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90210	
nick.rufca@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	



May 2016    2.0 Comments and Responses 
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐245	
	

D776	 Denise	Philibert		
8262	Norton	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
dphilibert888@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D777	 Kristen	Slawosky		
1241	N.	Harper	Ave.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
kslawosky125@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D778	 M	L	Lawson		
137	S	Turner	Ave	
West	covina,	CA	91791	
maryl88766@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D779	 Joie	Magidow		
7570	Delongpre	Ave	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
joiemagidow@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D780	 Marc	Fogel		
1328	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
M.fog@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐246	
	

D781	 Deborah	Goncalves		
1039	1/2	North	Sweetzer	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90063	
deborah.goncalves@fox.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D782	 Erin	Gunnette		
535	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90058	
eringunnette@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D783	 111111		
1@uswest72.myserverhosts.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D784	 	
dsujxmwaj@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D785	 Samuel	Joseph	
1541	N.	Laurel	Ave.	#103	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
samuelwj1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D786	 Herbert	Loughery	
396	Huntington	Road	
Scotland,	CT	06264	
hloughery@msn.com	

	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐247	
	

D787	 Thomas	Albon	
16326	Itasca	Street	
North	Hills,	CA	91343	
dow@tdasys.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D788	 Wanda	Borisenko	
1428	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wandagaledesign@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D789	 	
pwqvgbrxpw@gmail.com	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D790	 	
ilubtg@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D791	 111111	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
D792	 Robinne	Burrell	

8035	Hemet	Pl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
robinneb@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	

D793	 1111111	 	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	
D794	 Josh	Stabile	

1531	Selma	Drive	
Los	Anglees,	CA	90046	
josh@intyss.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐248	
	

D795	 Alex	Kaufman	
1325	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
alexjaykaufman@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D796	 Amy	Flemming	
1356	N.	Genesee	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Amyflemming123@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D797	 Angie	Hill	
1428	N.	Genessee	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
savesunsetblvd@angiehill.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D798	 Anita	Mawji	
1623	N.	Orange	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
akmanglani@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D799	 Capote	Stevens	
8282	Yucca	
Los	Anglees,	CA	90046	
patricky17@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 2‐249	
	

D800	 Catherine	Olim	
1328	N.	Spaulding	Ave.	
Los	Anglees,	CA	90046	
catherine.olim@pmkbnc.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D801	 Charles	Rumsey	
1720Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	Apt	D	
Los	Anglees,	CA	90046	
lesrumsey@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D802	 Daniel	Goldman	
1524	Courtney	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
brainysmf@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D803	 David	Bonicatto	
1309	N.	Ogden	Ave.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
dbonicatto@yahool.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D804	 Edward	Smith	
1550	N.	Fairfax	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lawsmith46@netscape.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D805	 Edward	Weiant	
1528	North	Curson	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
weiantdesign@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D806	 Ellen	Pittleman	
1720	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
tuckaho@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D807	 Ever	Carradine	
355	S.	Grand	Ave.	#	1710	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90071	
everdawn4@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D808	 Fance	and	John	Rouard	
1632	Courtney	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
susiklein7@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D809	 George	Underwood	
1414	N.	Genesse	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
gu310@ca.rr.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D810	 Jeff	Hiner	
1400	N.	Hayworth	Ave.	
West	Hollwyood,	CA	90046	
jeffalan@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D811	 Jeremy	Davidson	
1735	N.	Fuller	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jeremy268Wsbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D812	 John	Obrien	
1254	N.	Fairfax	Ave.	#4	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
calljohnob@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D813	 Jon	Kinally	
8328	Livinston	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jonkinally@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D814	 Kate	Shephered	
1557	N.	Stanely	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kate.shepherd@me.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D815	 Keith	Wildasin	
1627	Courtney	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
wildasin@prodigy.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D816	 Kryrstin	Munson	
1388	N.	Ogden	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
songsailher@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D817	 Lala	Khanian	
7638	W.	Hampton	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lkhanian@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D818	 Larry	Boring	
1428	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐3902	
larrydaleb1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D819	 Linda	Pianigiani	
1264	N.	Kings	Road	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
pianilinda@yahoo.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D820	 MA	de	Castro	
1616	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
madecastro@sbcglobal.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D821	 Mark	Thomas	
432	S.	curson	Ave.	#4H	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
mat5@mindspring.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D822	 Mary	Coley	
1515	Courtney	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
maryteresacoley@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D823	 Melanie	Stagnaro,	Ph.D.	
8689	Lookout	Mountain	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
stagnaromel@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D824	 Michael	Hershberger	
1325	N.	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
weboburg@hotmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D825	 Pam	Griffiths	
1309	N.	Spaulding	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ppgnyc@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D826	 Pamela	Bothwell	
1522	N.	Fairfax	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
pbothwel@pacbell.net	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

D827	 Patricia	Springer	
113	Gale	Ave.	
Liverpool,	NY	13088	
tccspringer@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D828	 Robert	Smith	
1351	N.	Spaulding	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
flemsnopes1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D829	 Sarah	Boyer	
1524	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
saraboyer1@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	
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D830	 Susan	Whitin	
1427	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
whitinsusan@gmail.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 X	

D831	 Susi	Klein	
1628	Courtney	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
susiklein7@aol.com	

	 X	 	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 	 	 	 	 	

E1	 Certified	Mail	Receipts	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
E2	 Certified	Mail	Delivery	Slips	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
E3	 Certified	Mail	Delivery	Slips	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
E4	 Agency	Certified	Mail	Returns	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
E5	 Returned	Public	NOA	Mailings	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
E6	 NOP	Recirculation	

announcement@pcrnet.com	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

E7	 NOA	email	
announcement@pcrnet.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

E8	 Srimal	Hewawitharana	reponse	to	Adara	Salim	
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	

E9	 Extension	of	Public	Comment	Period	
announcement@pcrnet.com	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 X	
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TR‐1 (AESTHETICS/VISUAL RESOURCES) 

There	 were	 numerous	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	 focused	 on	 the	 Project’s	 physical	 bulk,	
height,	 and	 scale.	 	 Common	 areas	 of	 concern	 included:	 	 (i)	 impacts	 to	 views	 from	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood,	particularly	 from	the	Hollywood	Hills	 to	 the	north	of	 the	Project	Site;	 (ii)	 impacts	 to	visual	
character	 and	 quality	 related	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale;	 (iii)	 shade	 and	 shadow	 effects	 on	 neighboring	
uses;	 and	 (iv)	 Project	 alternatives	 that	 reduce	 building	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 Responses	 to	 these	 issues	 are	
provided	below.	 	 In	 regard	 to	 comments	 related	 to	 the	effects	of	 the	Project’s	height	 and	 scale	on	off‐site	
historical	 resources	 (including	 shade/shadow)	and	 issues	associated	with	height	and	scale	 related	 to	 land	
use	compatibility	and	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies,	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐3	(Historical	
Resources)	and	TR‐2	(Land	Use	and	Planning).		

1.  VIEWS FROM SURROUNDING COMMUNITY AND HOLLYWOOD HILLS 

A	number	of	comments	were	received	regarding	the	Project’s	potential	effects	on	views	 from	surrounding	
properties,	most	notably	from	the	single‐family	residences	in	the	Hollywood	Hills	to	the	north	of	the	Project	
Site	and	views	from	taller	multi‐family	residences	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	Project.		As	discussed	on	
page	 4.A‐14	 in	 Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	
Guide	(2006)	provides	that	an	analysis	of	Project	impacts	to	visual	resources	must	include	analysis	of	views	
from	such	public	places	as	designated	scenic	highways,	corridors,	parkways,	roadways,	bike	paths	and	trails.		
Under	 the	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	 a	 viewing	 location	must	 include	 views	 of	 scenic	 resources	 that	 are	
available	to	the	public.		CEQA,	as	implemented	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	does	not	require	consideration	of	a	
project’s	impacts	on	private	views	from	private	property,	such	as	an	office	building	or	private	residence.	The	
analysis	 of	 impacts	 on	 views	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 accordingly	 and	 appropriately	 focuses	 on	 scenic	 vistas	 and	
publicly	available	views.					

In	addition	to	the	guidance	provided	in	the	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	the	focus	on	publicly‐available	views	
in	the	Draft	EIR	is	also	consistent	with	established	legal	interpretations	of	CEQA.			Although	California	courts	
have	 recognized	 that	 there	 is	 no	 authority	 for	 a	 general	 rule	 that	 “private	 views	 are	 not	 environmentally	
significant	 under	 CEQA”	 (Ocean	 View	 Estates	Homeowners	Assn.,	 Inc.	 v.	Montecito	Water	Dist.	 (2004)	 116	
Cal.App.4th	396,	402),	the	courts	have	also	recognized	that	“obstruction	of	a	few	private	views	in	a	project’s	
immediate	 vicinity	 is	 not	 generally	 regarded	 as	 a	 significant	 environmental	 impact.”	 (Bowman	 v.	 City	 of	
Berkeley	(2004)	122	Cal.App.4th	572,	586.)		This	principle	is	particularly	applicable	where,	as	here,	the	views	
allegedly	 lost	 are	 of	 an	 urban	 landscape	 and	 not	 a	 recognized	 “scenic	 resource.”	 (Id.	 at	 p.	 592;	 Cal.	 Pub.	
Resources	Code,	§	21084,	subd.	(c)).		Accordingly,	although	some	commenters	complained	that	their	views	of	
an	urban	environment	would	be	significantly	impaired,	these	limited,	private	complaints	regarding	views	of	
a	developed	area	do	not	constitute	significant	environmental	impacts	under	CEQA.		

Additionally,	as	discussed	on	page	4.A‐10	of	the	Draft	EIR,	on	September	27,	2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	
Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	2014.		The	purpose	of	SB	743	was	to	streamline	
the	 review	under	CEQA	 for	 several	 categories	of	 development	projects	 including	 the	development	of	 infill	
projects	in	transit	priority	areas.		The	bill	added	Chapter	2.7	(Modernization	of	Transportation	Analysis	for	
Transit‐Oriented	Infill	Projects)	to	CEQA.		In	particular,	the	bill	added	Section	21099	to	CEQA.		Pursuant	to	
Section	21099(d)(1),	“Aesthetic	and	parking	impacts	of	a	residential,	mixed‐use	residential,	or	employment	
center	project	on	an	infill	site	within	a	transit	priority	area	shall	not	be	considered	significant	impacts	on	the	
environment.”			As	described	further	on	pages	4.A‐10	and	4.A‐11	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	proposed	
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Project	 meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d)	 to	 qualify	 as	 a	 covered	 “mixed‐use	 residential”	
project,	 and	 for	 this	 reason,	 the	proposed	Project’s	 effects	on	aesthetics,	 including	views,	 and	 lighting	and	
glare	 are	 not	 required	 to	 be	 analyzed	 under	 CEQA.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 has	 provided	
subsequent	guidance	regarding	SB	743	requirements	for	preparation	of	CEQA	documentation	for	qualifying	
projects	within	Transit	Priority	Areas.	 	Specifically,	Department	of	City	Planning	Zoning	Information	File	ZI	
No.	 2452	 clarifies	 which	 projects	 qualify	 for	 exemption	 from	 analysis	 of	 aesthetic	 and	 parking	 impacts,	
conditions	 that	 preclude	 such	 exemption	 (i.e.,	 if	 the	 site	 is	 within	 the	 boundaries	 of	 a	 Specific	 Plan,	
Community	 Design	 Overlay,	 or	 Historic	 Preservation	 Overlay	 Zone),	 and	 instructions	 for	 determining	 if	
projects	qualify.1	

Notwithstanding	the	limitations	of	CEQA’s	reach,	however,	for	purposes	of	disclosure	and	to	ensure	that	the	
Draft	EIR	facilitates	informed	decision	making,	the	Draft	EIR	provides	an	evaluation	of	potential	impacts	to	
additional	 views,	 including	 private	 views,	 that	 may	 result	 from	 implementation	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 The	
discussion	of	private	view	 impacts	 is	 further	 supported	by	photo‐realistic	visual	 simulations	 from	various	
locations	surrounding	the	Project	Site	(Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12),	 including	several	 locations	 from	the	
Hollywood	Hills	to	the	north	that	are	representative	of	private	views.		As	depicted	in	the	visual	simulations	
and	concluded	in	the	discussion	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	result	 in	significant	view	obstruction	
from	surrounding	vantage	points,	as	the	proposed	structures	would	not	comprise	a	substantial	portion	of	the	
view	field	and	thus	would	not	substantially	obstruct	(1)	panoramic	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	areas	
to	the	south	of	the	Project	Site,	(2)	panoramic	views	of	the	Los	Angeles	Basin	from	areas	in	the	Hollywood	
Hills	north	of	the	Project	Site,	including	the	Downtown	Los	Angeles	skyline	and	other	high‐rise	clusters	and	
Baldwin	Hills,	or	(3)	focal	views	of	historically	or	architecturally	prominent	buildings	in	the	Project	vicinity.	

In	 response	 to	 a	 number	 of	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 an	 additional	 Project	 Alternative,	
Alternative	 9	 (the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative),	 has	 been	
proposed	which	provides	 varied	 structural	 heights,	massing,	 and	building	orientation	 that	would	 create	 a	
north‐south	view	corridor	across	the	central	portion	of	the	Project	Site.		As	described	and	analyzed	in	further	
detail	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	has	been	designed	by	Gehry	Partners	as	an	ensemble	of	
interrelated	and	complementary	buildings	to	break	down	the	scale	of	the	overall	development	density	into	a	
massing	composition	that	is	more	compatible	with	the	character	of	adjacent	buildings	and	topography.		The	
taller	 residential	 buildings	 are	 oriented	 north‐south	 to	 open	 view	 corridors	 from	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	
towards	 the	 south	 and	 from	 West	 Hollywood	 towards	 the	 north.	 	 The	 two	 taller	 building	 elements	 at	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	are	set	back	from	Sunset	Boulevard	by	approximately	150	
feet	and	65	feet,	respectively,	in	order	to	alleviate	the	impression	of	their	mass.		The	design	also	identifies	a	
marker	building,	visible	from	multiple	vantage	points,	to	be	placed	on	the	eastern	portion	of	the	Project	Site,	
punctuating	the	intersection	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards	and	creating	a	gateway	element	to	
the	 Sunset	 Strip.	 	 The	 taller	 buildings	 range	 in	 heights	 from	 11	 stories	 to	 15	 stories,	 with	 the	maximum	
height	of	 the	15‐story	western	building	approximately	234	 feet	 relative	 to	 the	grade	at	Havenhurst	Drive.		
The	 variety	 of	 building	heights	help	break	up	 the	 scale	 and	mass	of	 the	 development	while	 improving	 its	
relationship	with	the	immediate	context,	such	as	the	Chateau	Marmont,	Granville	Towers,	and	Sunset	Tower,	
as	well	as	the	other	buildings	in	the	Hollywood	Hills	(please	see	Figures	2‐2	through	2‐5	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	 for	visual	 simulations	of	Alternative	9	 in	 the	context	of	 surrounding	development).	 	With	similar	
overall	 building	 heights	 as	 the	 Project	 but	with	massing	 and	 design	 elements	 that	 create	 a	 view	 corridor	
																																																													
1		 City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	Zoning	 Information	File	(ZI)	No.	2452:	Transit	Priority	Areas	(TPAs)	/	Exemptions	 to	Aesthetics	and	Parking	

Within	TPAs	Pursuant	to	CEQA.		Available	at:	http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2452.pdf.		Accessed	April	2016.	
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across	 the	Project	 Site,	 Alternative	 9	would	 address	many	 concerns	 regarding	 view	 impacts	 expressed	by	
commenters.		As	noted	on	page	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	design	changes	under	Alternative	9	would	further	
reduce	the	Project’s	already	insignificant	view	impacts.		

2.  VISUAL CHARACTER AND QUALITY RELATED TO HEIGHT AND SCALE 

Several	comments	were	received	expressing	concern	regarding	the	effects	of	the	Project’s	height	and	scale	
with	respect	to	visual	character	and	quality	of	the	surrounding	community.		As	discussed	on	page	4.A‐25	in	
Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	one	of	the	purposes	of	the	Project	is	to	provide	a	
landmark	building	that	would	be	distinguished	among	existing	notable	buildings	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	
corridor	 and,	 thus,	 contribute	 to	 the	 visual	 character	 of	 the	 area.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 provide	 unified	
architecture,	 landscaping,	 and	pedestrian	 amenities	 at	 a	 site	 currently	 characterized	by	 surface	parking,	 a	
range	of	 competing	 signage,	 fast	 food	 restaurants,	 and	non‐cohesive	 architectural	 design.	 	 The	 analysis	 of	
visual	character	impacts	presented	on	pages	4.A‐21	through	4.A‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	concludes	that	although	
it	would	be	taller	than	other	structures	in	the	immediate	vicinity,	the	Project	would	be	designed	in	a	unified	
fashion	to	complement	the	surrounding	environment	and	provide	visual	interest	through	articulated	design,	
variations	 in	 building	 heights,	 and	 setbacks.	 	 The	 Project,	 therefore,	 would	 not	 substantially	 degrade	 the	
existing	 visual	 character	 or	 quality	 of	 the	 site	 and	 its	 surroundings.	 	 Indeed,	 the	 Project	 would	 replace	
existing	outdated	 structures	 and	provide	new	public	 amenities,	 such	 as	 the	Corner	Plaza	 and	 landscaping	
improvements.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 also	 follow	 the	 existing	 pattern	 of	 development	 that	 juxtaposes	more	
intense	 commercial	 uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 residential	 neighborhoods	 on	 the	 side	 streets.		
Particularly	 in	 light	of	existing	visual	 conditions	on	 the	Project	Site,	which	 form	the	baseline	 for	analyzing	
visual	impacts,	the	Project	would	not	create	a	pattern	of	development	that	would	substantially	degrade	the	
existing	visual	character	of	the	area	by	damaging	valued	aesthetic	resources.	 	Therefore,	the	Project	would	
have	a	less	than	significant	impact	with	respect	to	visual	character.	

3.  SHADE AND SHADOW EFFECTS ON SURROUNDING USES 

Comments	have	been	provided,	primarily	by	residents	to	the	west	and	north	of	the	Project	site,	claiming	that	
the	 Project’s	 structures	 would	 result	 in	 adverse	 shading	 impacts	 at	 several	 properties.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	
analyzed	the	impacts	of	the	Project’s	shade	and	shadow	effects	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		
The	Project	would	add	new	structures	to	the	Project	Site	including	the	two‐story	North	Building	and	the	9‐	
to16‐story	South	Building.		To	determine	the	extent	of	the	shading	from	these	uses,	shading	diagrams	were	
prepared	to	indicate	the	shading	patterns	that	would	occur	during	the	times	specified	in	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	
Thresholds	Guide.2	 	Uses	 that	would	be	sensitive	 to	shading	 impacts	 include	outdoor	areas	associated	with	
single	 and	 multi‐family	 residences,	 schools,	 parks,	 pedestrian	 plazas,	 outdoor	 dining	 areas,	 golf	 courses,	
swimming	 pools	 and	 recreation	 areas,	 and	 solar	 collectors.	 	 These	 uses	 are	 considered	 sensitive	 because	
sunlight	is	important	to	function,	physical	comfort,	or	commerce.			

Shading	diagrams	are	presented	for	winter	and	summer	solstices	as	well	as	the	spring	and	fall	equinoxes	in	
Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16,	 in	Section	4.A.	 	Shadows	for	all	other	times	of	 the	year	can	be	 interpolated	

																																																													
2		 Per	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	a	significant	shade	impact	would	occur	if	one	or	more	shade‐sensitive	uses	are	shaded	for	

a	period	of	more	than	three	hours	between	the	hours	of	9	AM	and	3	PM	Pacific	Standard	Time	between	early	November	and	mid‐
March,	 or	 for	more	 than	 four	 hours	 between	 the	hours	 of	 9	AM	 and	 5	PM	Pacific	Daylight	Time	 between	mid‐March	 and	 early	
November.	
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between	these	four	seasonal	peaks,	as	they	would	not	exceed	the	shadows	identified	as	occurring	at	 these	
four	points	in	time.		Shadow	lengths,	based	on	the	Project’s	building	heights,	are	identified	for	specific	times	
of	the	day	and	vary	according	to	the	season	of	the	year.		In	the	Project	area,	sensitive	receptor	sites	include	
outdoor	 areas	 associated	with	 single‐family	 and	multi‐family	 residences	 to	 the	west	 of	Havenhurst	Drive;	
multi‐family	residences	to	the	south	of	Sunset	Boulevard,	west	of	Havenhurst	Drive;	single‐family	and	multi‐
family	residences	to	the	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard;	and	multi‐family	residences	to	the	south	of	the	Project	
Site.			

As	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16	and	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐44	through	4.A‐51	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	Project	would	not	 result	 in	 significant	 shading	effects	on	any	surrounding	shade‐sensitive	uses	during	
winter	solstice,	spring	equinox,	summer	solstice,	or	fall	equinox	conditions	based	on	the	significance	criteria	
contained	in	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide.	 	Similarly,	as	shown	in	Figure	2‐6	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	also	would	not	result	in	significant	shading	effects,	and	in	fact,	overall	shading	would	
be	 reduced	 compared	 to	 the	 Project,	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 one	 location	 (single‐family	 and	 multi‐family	
residential	uses	immediately	west	of	the	Project	Site	across	Havenhurst	Drive)	where	winter	solstice	shading	
would	increase	from	less	than	30	minutes	to	less	than	one	hour,	but	would	still	be	well	below	the	three‐hour	
significance	threshold.		

4.  BUILDING HEIGHT AND SCALE OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Numerous	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	were	received	suggesting	that	the	Project	would	result	in	significant	
view,	visual	character,	and	shade/shadow	effects	related	to	building	height	and	scale,	and	that	the	Draft	EIR	
must	 explore	 a	 range	 of	 alternatives	 to	 address	 issues	 of	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 5,	
Alternatives,	 the	Draft	EIR	assesses	the	relative	 impacts	of	eight	Project	Alternatives,	which	exhibit	a	wide	
range	of	building	heights.		Of	the	eight	Alternatives	considered	in	the	Draft	EIR,	seven	would	have	maximum	
building	heights	that	are	comparable	to	or	lower	than	those	under	the	Project.	Specifically,	Alternatives	4,	5,	
and	8	would	have	building	heights	similar	to	those	of	the	Project,	and	Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	and	6	would	have	
maximum	building	heights	that	are	reduced	relative	to	the	Project.		Only	Alternative	7	would	have	building	
heights	that	are	substantially	higher	than	those	of	the	Project.		Alternative	9	would	have	maximum	building	
heights	 slightly	 higher	 than	 those	 of	 the	Project	 (i.e.,	 234	 above	 grade	 compared	 to	 216	 feet	 above	 grade	
under	the	proposed	Project).		Please	see	Chapter	2.0,	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	a	detailed	description	of	Alternative	
9	and	a	discussion	of	impacts	relative	to	the	proposed	Project.		

Alternative	1	would	maintain	the	existing	uses	and	associated	building	heights	on	the	Project	Site	as	under	
existing	conditions,	and	therefore	this	Alternative	would	not	improve	the	existing	visual	character	or	quality	
of	 the	Project	Site	as	would	occur	under	the	Project.	 	As	such,	although	this	Alternative	would	represent	a	
substantial	reduction	in	terms	of	building	height	and	scale,	the	current	visual	conditions	on	the	Project	Site	
result	in	impacts	that	are	comparably	greater	than	those	of	the	Project.	In	other	words,	the	Project‐related	
improvements	 to	 the	 visual	 character	 of	 the	 outdated	 Project	 Site	 would	 not	 occur.	 	 Existing	 building	
intensity	and	massing	would	be	less	than	what	is	contemplated	under	the	Project,	resulting	in	fewer	impacts	
to	views	and	less	shade/shadow	impacts.		These	impacts,	however,	were	already	determined	to	be	less	than	
significant	under	the	proposed	Project	development.	

Alternative	2	would	allow	new	development	on	the	property	with	heights	up	to	45	feet	above	grade,	which	
would	 include	 new	 buildings	with	 unified	 architecture,	 landscaping,	 and	 other	 improvements	 that	would	
enhance	 the	 Project	 Site’s	 visual	 character	 relative	 to	 existing	 conditions.	 	 This	 Alternative	 would	 also	
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substantially	 reduce	 building	 height	 and	 scale	 relative	 to	 the	 Project,	 but	 would	 result	 in	 similar	 visual	
character	 improvements,	 thereby	 providing	 comparable	 benefits	 in	 this	 regard	 as	 the	 Project.	 	 Building	
intensity	and	massing	would	be	less	than	what	is	contemplated	under	the	Project,	resulting	in	fewer	impacts	
to	views	and	less	shade/shadow	impacts.		These	impacts,	however,	were	already	determined	to	be	less	than	
significant	under	the	proposed	Project	development.	

Alternative	3	would	have	the	same	development	footprint	as	the	Project	but	would	have	maximum	heights	of	
two	stories	at	 the	North	Building	and	10	to	12	stories	at	 the	South	Building	(a	reduction	of	 four	stories	 in	
maximum	height	at	the	South	Building	western	tower	component	but	an	increase	of	one	story	at	the	South	
Building	 eastern	 component).	 	 This	 Alternative	 would	 include	 new	 buildings	 with	 unified	 architecture,	
landscaping,	 open	 space	 and	 other	 improvements	 as	 would	 occur	 under	 the	 Project.	 	 Although	 this	
Alternative	would	 reduce	 building	 height	 and	 scale	 relative	 to	 the	 Project,	 it	 would	 result	 in	 comparable	
visual	 character	 impacts	 based	 on	 the	 limited	 overall	 reduction	 in	 building	 massing	 and	 similarity	 of	
proposed	 improvements	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Building	 intensity	 and	 massing	 would	 be	 less	 than	 what	 is	
contemplated	under	the	Project,	resulting	in	fewer	impacts	to	views	and	less	shade/shadow	impacts.		These	
impacts,	 however,	 were	 already	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 under	 the	 proposed	 Project	
development.	

Alternative	6	would	have	a	modified	development	footprint	compared	to	the	Project,	with	maximum	heights	
of	two	stories	at	the	North	Building	and	12	to	14	stories	at	the	South	Building.		More	specifically,	Alternative	
6	would	 reduce	 the	maximum	height	of	 the	South	Building	western	 tower	 component	by	 two	 stories,	 but	
increase	the	height	of	South	Building	eastern	component	by	three	stories).	 	This	Alternative	would	include	
new	 buildings	 with	 unified	 architecture,	 landscaping,	 open	 space	 and	 other	 improvements,	 though	 the	
architecture	and	other	design	elements	would	vary	from	those	under	the	Project.		Although	this	Alternative	
would	reduce	building	height	and	scale	relative	to	the	Project,	it	would	result	in	comparable	visual	character	
impacts	based	on	the	limited	overall	reduction	in	building	massing	and	similarity	of	proposed	improvements	
to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Building	 intensity	 and	 massing	 would	 be	 less	 than	 what	 is	 contemplated	 under	 the	
Project,	resulting	in	fewer	impacts	to	views	less	and	shade/shadow	impacts.		These	impacts,	however,	were	
already	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	under	the	proposed	Project	development.	

Alternative	 9,	 the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative,	 would	 have	
building	heights	ranging	from	three	stories	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	retail	frontage	to	15	stories	at	the	South	
Building’s	western	 tower	 element,	 similar	 to	 the	Project,	 though	 the	massing	 of	 the	 buildings	would	 vary	
from	 that	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 South	 Building	 would	 include	 two	 tower	 elements,	 one	 along	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 15	 stories	 in	 height	 (or	 approximately	 234	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	 measured	 from	 the	
lowest	point	on	 the	Project	Site	at	 the	southwest	corner	of	 the	property),	 and	one	along	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	at	11	stories	(or	approximately	174	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	with	the	areas	between	the	two	towers	ranging	from	one	to	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	
feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	 corner	of	 the	property),	 thereby	 creating	 a	 large,	 open	
north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	between	the	taller	tower	elements	that	provides	views	across	the	Project	
Site	vice‐versa.	 	This	Alternative	would	 include	new	buildings	with	unified	architecture,	 landscaping,	open	
space	and	other	 improvements,	 though	the	architecture	and	other	design	elements	would	vary	from	those	
under	the	Project.			

As	discussed	above,	Alternative	9	has	been	included	as	a	design	concept	that	responds	to	public	comments	
on	the	Draft	EIR	related	to	visual	character	and	quality,	but	still	achieves	most	of	the	Project	objectives.		The	
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variety	 of	 building	 heights	 help	 break	 up	 the	 scale	 and	 mass	 of	 the	 development	 while	 improving	 the	
relationship	 of	 the	 development	 with	 the	 immediate	 context	 (including	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont,	 Granville	
Towers,	and	Sunset	Tower,	as	well	as	the	buildings	 in	the	Hollywood	Hills).	 	The	Alternative	9	design	also	
steps	down	in	scale	from	the	taller	tower	elements	at	the	Project	Site	interior	to	mid‐rise	building	elements	
as	 it	 meets	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 low‐rise	 building	 elements	 along	 the	
Sunset	Boulevard	 frontage.	 	The	massing	of	 the	Sunset	Boulevard‐adjacent	 retail	 building	 is	 articulated	 to	
have	an	important	street	front	presence	and	includes	a	marquee	element	which	relates	 in	character	of	the	
building	 to	 the	 billboards	 adjacent	 to	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont.	 	 This	 design	 incorporates	 the	 proposed	
development	 into	 the	existing	architectural	 landscape	and	 is	 intended	 to	 reinforce	 the	perception	 that	 the	
immediate	area	functions	as	a	gateway	to	the	Hollywood	Hills	at	the	pedestrian	scale.		The	retail	component	
at	 the	 ground	 level	 promotes	 an	 accessible	 pedestrian	 experience	 and	 activates	 both	 the	 street	 and	 an	
internal	plaza	space.		Due	to	the	topography	of	the	Project	Site,	portions	of	the	parking	podium	would	still	be	
above	 grade	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 but	 the	 podium	 height	 would	 be	
substantially	reduced	compared	to	the	Project	(i.e.,	from	over	58	feet	to	approximately	22	feet	above	grade	
as	viewed	from	the	lowest	elevation	on‐site	along	Havenhurst	Drive).		The	massing	of	the	base,	therefore,	is	
scaled	to	relate	with	the	existing	neighborhood	context	and	the	geometry	is	articulated	to	support	a	strong	
pedestrian	 experience.	 	 Additionally,	 vehicular	 entries	 are	 located	 as	 far	 south	 as	 possible	 to	 avoid	
pedestrian	vehicular	crossings	along	the	sidewalk	and	reinforce	pedestrian	activity	along	Sunset	Boulevard.		
Each	building	within	the	Alternative	9	design	would	have	a	different	architectural	style,	creating	a	distinct	
character	and	contributing	to	the	scale	and	variety	of	buildings	in	the	neighborhood.	

Impacts	to	views	and	shade/shadow	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	and	incrementally	less	than	
under	the	Project	given	the	overall	reduction	in	building	intensity	and	massing.		Please	see	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	for	a	description	of	Alternative	9	and	a	discussion	of	impacts	relative	to	the	proposed	Project.	

While	Alternatives	1,	2,	and	3	would	reduce	building	height	and	scale	relative	to	the	Project,	and	thus	would	
reduce	 impacts	 related	 to	 views	 and	 shade/shadow	 effects,	 such	 impacts	 would	 already	 be	 less	 than	
significant	under	the	Project.		In	addition,	these	Alternatives	would	not	reduce	already	insignificant	impacts	
related	to	visual	character	or	quality	of	the	Project	Site.		As	discussed	on	pages	5‐19,	5‐47	–	5‐48,	5‐75	–	5‐76,	
and	 5‐180	 –	 5‐182	 and	 summarized	 in	 Table	 5.I‐2	 (Comparison	 of	 Alternatives	 ‐	 Ability	 to	 Meet	 Project	
Objectives)	 on	 pages	 5‐254	 –	 5‐255	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 these	 Alternatives	 would	 not	 achieve	 many	 of	 the	
Project	 objectives.	 	 Specifically,	 Alternative	 1	would	 not	meet	 any	 of	 the	 Project	 objectives;	 Alternative	 2	
would	 fully	meet	 five	and	only	partially	meet	 four	of	 the	Project’s	15	objectives;	Alternative	3	would	 fully	
meet	 all	 the	 Project	 objectives;	 and	 Alternative	 6	 would	 fully	 meet	 12	 and	 partially	 meet	 three	 of	 the	
objectives.		Similarly,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	also	fully	meet	12	and	
partially	 meet	 three	 of	 the	 objectives.	 	 Although	 further	 height	 reductions	 could	 incrementally	 reduce	
shade/shadow	effects	on	nearby	properties,	 the	associated	reduction	 in	density	would	only	 further	 impair	
achievement	of	Project	objectives.	
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TR‐2 (LAND USE AND PLANNING) 

There	 were	 numerous	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	 focused	 on	 the	 Project’s	 physical	
development	 in	 terms	 of	 building	 massing,	 height,	 and	 scale.	 	 Common	 areas	 of	 concern	 included:	 	 (i)	
whether	 the	 Project’s	 density	 and	 height	 are	 allowed	 under	 the	 City’s	 Planning	 and	 Zoning	 Code;	 (ii)	 the	
Project’s	 consistency	with	development	 standards;	 (iii)	 conflicts	with	 applicable	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	plans	
and	 policies	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale;	 (iv)	 consistency	 with	 development	 patterns	 in	 the	 City	 of	West	
Hollywood;	 and	 (v)	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development.	 	 Responses	 to	 each	 of	 these	 issues	 are	
provided	 below.	 Generally,	 it	 is	worth	 noting	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	with	
applicable	 plans,	 policies,	 regulations,	 and	 development	 standards	 and	 overall	 compatibility	 with	
surrounding	development	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.	 	The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	 related	 issues	 regarding	
views,	visual	character,	and	shade/shadow	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	issues	related	to	
historical	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 a	 Historical	
Resources	Assessment	Report,	included	in	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR.			

1.  METHODOLOGY FOR LAND USE ANALYSIS 

As	discussed	on	page	4.F‐16	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR	under	Subsection	3a,	Methodology:	

The	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15125(d)	requires	that	an	EIR	discuss	any	project	inconsistencies	
with	applicable	general	plans,	 specific	plans,	and	regional	plans.	 	For	purposes	of	 this	analysis,	 the	
Project	 is	 considered	 consistent	 with	 regulatory	 plans	 if	 it	 meets	 the	 general	 intent	 of	 the	 plans	
and/or	 would	 not	 preclude	 the	 attainment	 of	 their	 primary	 goals.	 	 The	 criterion	 for	 determining	
significance	with	respect	to	a	land	use	plan	emphasizes	conflicts	with	plans	adopted	for	the	purpose	
of	 avoiding	 or	 mitigating	 an	 environmental	 effect,	 recognizing	 that	 an	 inconsistency	 with	 a	 plan,	
policy,	or	regulation	does	not	necessarily	equate	to	a	significant	physical	impact	on	the	environment.			

As	discussed	on	page	4.F‐17	 in	Section	4.F	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	when	determining	 the	 significance	of	 impacts	
related	to	land	use	consistency,	the	LA	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	(2006)	states	that	the	analysis	should	consider	
(1)	 whether	 the	 proposal	 is	 inconsistent	 with	 the	 adopted	 land	 use/density	 designation	 in	 the	 existing	
Community	 Plan,	 Redevelopment	 Plans	 or	 Specific	 Plans	 for	 the	 Site;	 and	 (2)	 whether	 the	 proposal	 is	
inconsistent	with	the	General	Plan	or	adopted	environmental	goals	or	policies	contained	in	other	applicable	
plans.	 	 Based	 on	 these	 factors,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 included	 the	 following	 threshold	 of	 significance	 to	 assess	
potential	impacts	associated	with	land	use	plans	and	policies:			

LU‐1:	 Substantially	conflicts	with	the	adopted	Community	Plan	or	with	relevant	environmental	
policies	in	the	General	Plan	or	other	regional	and	local	plans	adopted	for	the	purpose	of	
avoiding	or	mitigating	an	environmental	effect.	

In	determining	the	significance	of	 impacts	related	to	 land	use	compatibility,	 the	LA	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	
(2006)	states	that	the	analysis	should	consider:		(1)	the	extent	of	the	area	that	would	be	impacted,	the	nature	
and	 degree	 of	 impacts,	 and	 the	 types	 of	 land	 uses	 within	 that	 area;	 (2)	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 existing	
neighborhoods,	communities,	or	land	uses	would	be	disrupted,	divided,	or	isolated	and	the	duration	of	the	
disruptions;	and	(3)	the	number,	degree,	and	type	of	secondary	impacts	to	surrounding	land	uses	that	could	
result	 from	 implementation	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 Based	 on	 these	 factors,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 included	 the	 following	
threshold	of	significance	for	assessing	land	use	compatibility:	
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LU‐2:	 Substantially	 and	 adversely	 change	 the	 existing	 relationships	 between	 numerous	 land	
uses	 or	 properties	 in	 a	 neighborhood	 or	 community	 or	 have	 the	 long‐term	 effect	 of	
adversely	altering	a	neighborhood	or	community	through	ongoing	disruption,	division	or	
isolation.	

2.  QUALIFICATION FOR INCENTIVES 

Several	 comments	were	 received	on	 the	Draft	EIR	 indicating	 that	 the	density	and	height	proposed	 for	 the	
Project	 is	not	 allowable	 for	 the	property	under	 the	City’s	 land	use	 regulations.	 	However,	 as	discussed	on	
page	4.F‐11	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Section	12.22‐A,25	of	the	LAMC	provides	for	density	
bonuses	as	 incentives	 for	projects	 that	 include	specified	percentages	of	affordable	housing.	 	Under	Section	
12.22‐A,25(c),	 the	 inclusion	 of	 11	 percent	 very	 low	 income	 housing	 units	 allows	 a	 density	 bonus	 of	 35	
percent.		The	purpose	of	this	incentive	is	to	encourage	an	increase	in	affordable	housing	pursuant	to	State	of	
California	Government	Code	Sections	65915‐65918.	 	Additionally,	projects	that	qualify	 for	a	density	bonus	
are	 eligible	 for	 Affordable	Housing	 Incentives	 provided	 under	 Section	 12.22‐A,25(f)	 and	 (g),	 including	 an	
increase	in	Floor	Area	Ratio	(FAR)	not	to	exceed	3:1	in	lieu	of	the	applicable	FAR,	provided	that	(1)	a	parcel	
is	 located	 in	a	commercial	 zone	 in	Height	District	1	and	 fronts	a	Major	Highway	as	 identified	 in	 the	City’s	
General	Plan;	(2)	the	project	includes	the	number	of	Restricted	Affordable	Units	sufficient	to	qualify	for	a	35	
percent	density	bonus;	and	(3)	50	percent	or	more	of	the	commercially	zoned	parcel	is	located	within	1,500	
feet	of	a	transit	stop	or	major	employment	center.			

As	noted	in	Table	4.F‐5,	Comparison	of	the	Project	to	Applicable	Land	Use	Regulations	of	the	LAMC,	on	page	
4.F‐48	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use:	(1)	the	Project	Site	is	located	in	a	commercial	zone	in	Height	District	1	and	
fronts	 Sunset	Boulevard,	 a	Major	Highway	 identified	 in	 the	General	Plan	Transportation	Element;3	 (2)	 the	
Project	would	provide	11	percent	very	low	income	rental	units,	which	would	qualify	for	a	35	percent	density	
bonus;	and	(3)	50%	or	more	of	the	parcel	is	located	within	1,560	feet	of	a	Metro	Transit	Stop.		Because	the	
Project	Site	is	60	feet	beyond	the	1,500‐foot	distance	requirement	for	50%	of	the	property,	the	Applicant	has	
requested	 approval	 of	 an	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 FAR	 for	 a	 Housing	
Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio.		Accordingly,	as	stated	in	the	Draft	
EIR,	with	the	approval	of	the	incentive,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	LAMC,	as	the	Project	would	
meet	 the	 intent	 of	 LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐A,25	 to	 encourage	 development	 of	 affordable	 housing	 near	 public	
transit	even	though	the	Project	Site	 is	60	feet	further	than	the	on‐menu	incentive	requirement	for	a	major	
transit	stop.	

3.  COMPLIANCE WITH DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS – BUILDING HEIGHT AND SCALE 

A	number	of	comments	were	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	indicating	that	the	Project	does	not	comply	with	the	
development	 standards	 provided	 in	 the	 City’s	 Planning	 and	 Zoning	 Code	 related	 to	 density	 and	 building	
heights.		As	discussed	on	page	4.F‐2	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	(Subsection	2.d)	of	the	Draft	EIR	the	Project	Site	
has	a	General	Plan	land	use	designation	of	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	and	a	C4‐1D	zoning	designation.		

																																																													
3		 Per	Mobility	Plan	2035,	which	was	adopted	by	 the	City	Council	on	 January	20,	2016	and	 supersedes	 the	Transportation	Element,	

Sunset	 Boulevard	 is	 now	 classified	 as	 an	 Avenue	 I	 roadway.	 	However,	 this	 change	 in	 roadway	 designation	 does	 not	 affect	 the	
Project’s	qualification	 for	Affordable	Housing	 Incentives.	 	Furthermore,	as	 the	Project	proposes	a	Vesting	Tenative	Tract	Map,	 the	
application	 for	which	was	 filed	prior	 to	 the	adoption	of	 the	Mobility	Plan	2035,	 the	Project	 is	 subject	 to	 the	 requirements	of	 the	
Transportation	Element	and	not	those	of	the	Mobility	Plan	2035.	
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The	 “C4”	 indicates	 that	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 designated	 for	 commercial	 uses,	which	 allows	 a	wide	 range	 of	
commercial	activity	as	well	as	residential	development	pursuant	 to	 the	requirements	of	 the	R4	residential	
zone.	 	 Commercial	 and/or	 residential	 uses	may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	 components	 of	mixed	 use	
projects.		The	“1D”	is	a	Height	District	designation.		While	Height	District	1	typically	allows	floor	area	ratios	
(FAR)	of	1.5:1,	the	D	condition	at	the	Project	Site	limits	the	FAR	to	1:1.		However,	as	discussed	previously,	the	
LAMC	provides	 that	 projects	with	 specified	percentages	 of	 affordable	 housing	units	 and	 that	 qualify	 for	 a	
density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	an	increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.		
In	addition,	Height	District	1	does	not	impose	a	maximum	height	limit	for	structures.		Although	the	LAMC’s	
Commercial	 Corner	Development	 standards	 limit	 the	 height	 of	 structures	 to	 45	 feet	where	 commercially‐
zoned	corner	lots	adjoin	or	are	across	a	street	from	any	lot	zoned	for	or	improved	with	any	residential	use,	
this	height	limit	does	not	apply	to	mixed	use	projects,	such	as	the	Project.4				

4.  CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES PLANS AND POLICIES RELATED TO 

HEIGHT AND SCALE 

Several	comments	were	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	indicating	that	the	Project	does	not	comply	with	various	
City	of	Los	Angeles	plans	and	policies	related	to	the	scale	and	height	of	development	projects.		However,	as	
discussed	on	pages	4.A‐51	through	4.A‐63	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	on	pages	4.F‐19	
through	4.F‐55	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	applicable	plans	
and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale,	which	include	Policy	3.2.4,	Objective	3.7,	Objective	3.8,	Objective	3.9,	
Objective	 4.2,	 and	 Policy	 5.5.1	 	 of	 the	 General	 Plan	 Framework	 Element;	 Objective	 3	 of	 the	 Hollywood	
Community	Plan;	Objective	1:	Entrances	(Policy	2),	Objective	1:	Relationship	to	Adjacent	Buildings	(Policies	
1	and	2),	Objective	2:	Pedestrian	Scale	(Policies	1	and	3),	and	Objective	2:	Building	Façade	and	Form	(Policies	
1	 and	 2)	 of	 the	 Citywide	 Design	 Guidelines;	 Building	 Façade	 (Goal	 2)	 of	 the	 Walkability	 Checklist;	 and	
Sections	 12.16‐C	 and	 12.21.1	 of	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Municipal	 Code.	 	 As	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	be	substantially	
consistent	 with	 applicable	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 plans	 and	 policies	 related	 to	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	
development,	 which	 is	 generally	 attributable	 to	 Project	 characteristics	 such	 as	 providing	 lower	 scale	
development	along	street	frontages	with	taller	elements	set	back	from	the	street,	landscaping	to	soften	the	
appearance	of	buildings	and	provide	visual	interest,	and	architectural	design	features	and	building	materials	
to	create	a	transition	between	Project	structures	and	surrounding	development.	 	Furthermore,	the	analysis	
of	the	Project	did	not	identify	any	General	Plan	or	land	use	plan	elements	or	policies	with	which	the	Project	is	
inconsistent.	 	 Because	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 substantially	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 plans,	 policies,	 and	
regulations,	and	would	not	result	in	significant	physical	impacts	associated	with	the	issues	they	address,	as	
analyzed	in	Chapter	4,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	it	would	have	a	less	than	significant	
impact	with	respect	to	adopted	plans.	

5.  COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT 

Several	comments	were	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	indicating	that	the	Project	is	not	consistent	with	the	scale	
and	height	of	development	along	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	Site,	both	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 the	 City	 of	West	Hollywood.	 	 The	Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 impacts	 related	 to	 scale	 and	 height	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	and	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	stated	on	pages	4.F‐56	and	4.F‐57	in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR:	
																																																													
4	 Commercial	Corner	Development	regulations	do	not	apply	to	mixed	use	projects	pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22,A‐23(d)(1).	
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Existing	high	rise	elements	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	which	are	generally	ten	stories	at	the	highest	in	
the	area,	are	 interspersed	among	 low‐rise	commercial	uses.	 	 	The	high	rise	components	associated	
with	 the	Project	would	 emulate	 this	 pattern.	 	 Although	 taller	 than	 other	 high‐rise	 elements	 in	 the	
area,	the	aspect	of	height	as	experienced	from	the	street	would	be	reduced	by	the	deep	setbacks	of	
the	 nine‐	 to	 16‐story	 South	 Building.	 	 The	 South	 Building	 would	 be	 set	 back	 a	 minimum	 of	
approximately	120	feet	from	Sunset	Boulevard,	approximately	48	feet	from	Havenhurst	Drive	(above	
podium	levels,	which	would	have	no	setback	 from	the	property	 line),	and	31	 feet	 from	the	eastern	
property	line	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		With	these	deep	setbacks	associated	with	the	more	
massive	South	Building,	the	Project’s	two‐story	retail	component	in	the	North	Building	would	be	the	
most	 prominent	 feature	 along	 the	 street	 front	 and,	 thus,	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	 other	 two‐story	
commercial	districts	or	development	patterns	in	the	area.		The	setbacks	created	by	the	Corner	Plaza	
and	the	deeper	sidewalks,	and	interest	created	by	street	facing	retail	uses,	would	also	help	to	blend	
the	edge	of	the	Project	into	the	existing	land	use	pattern	of	the	area.			

The	 Project	 incorporates	 a	 number	 of	 characteristics	 and	 provides	 several	 benefits	 that	 are	 intended	 to	
foster	compatibility	between	proposed	uses	and	the	surrounding	community.	 	These	 features	and	benefits	
include	the	following:	

 Varied	building	profiles	with	lower	structural	heights	along	street	frontages	with	setbacks	for	taller	
elements;	

 Extensive	landscaping,	unified	architectural	theme,	and	differentiated	building	materials	to	improve	
visual	quality	and	soften	the	appearance	of	structures;	

 On‐	and	off‐site	open	space	areas,	 including	the	Corner	Plaza,	which	provides	a	usable	public	open	
space	feature	for	the	entire	community;	

 Retail	and	restaurant	uses	to	serve	Project	residents/patrons	as	well	as	surrounding	neighborhoods;	

 249	residential	units,	 including	28	very	 low	income	affordable	housing	units,	 to	provide	additional	
housing	opportunities	in	the	area;	

 Sustainability	 features	 such	 as	 water‐	 and	 energy‐efficient	 fixtures	 and	 equipment,	 efficient	
insulation	 and	windows,	materials	 recycling	 facilities,	 transportation	 demand	 reduction	 programs,	
and	no	net	increase	in	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	(as	certified	by	the	California	Air	Resources	Board).	

Similarly,	despite	the	general	compatibility	of	the	Project	relative	to	the	surrounding	development	pattern,	
the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	potential	for	secondary	impacts	to	surrounding	land	uses	due	to	implementation	
of	the	Project,	including	such	impacts	as	additional	traffic	in	the	area,	increased	air	pollutant	emissions	and	
noise	generation,	greater	shade/shadow	effects,	increased	demand	for	public	services	and	natural	resources,	
and	so	forth.		However,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	secondary	impacts	such	as	
effects	 on	 views,	 visual	 character,	 light	 and	 glare,	 and	 shade/shadow	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 and	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 operational	 effects	 on	
surrounding	land	uses	associated	with	stationary	and	mobile	air	pollutant	and	noise	sources	would	also	be	
less	than	significant.		Finally,	as	concluded	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	
operation	 of	 proposed	 uses	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 impact	 related	 to	 traffic,	 access,	 alternative	
transportation,	or	parking	with	 implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.	 	As	such,	no	significant	
secondary	land	use	effects	would	result	from	Project	implementation.	
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As	 concluded	 on	 page	 4.F‐57	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 because	 the	 Project	would	 be	 consistent	with	 the	 existing	
pattern	of	development	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	enhance	patterns	of	movement	and	activity	currently	
occurring	 at	 the	 site,	 it	 would	 not	 adversely	 change	 the	 relationships	 between	 existing	 land	 uses	 or	
properties	in	the	neighborhood	and	community.		The	Project	would	not	adversely	alter	the	neighborhood	or	
community	 through	ongoing	disruption,	division	or	 isolation.	 	Therefore,	 impacts	with	respect	 to	 land	use	
compatibility	would	not	be	significant.	

Furthermore,	although	aesthetic	and	land	use	impacts	associated	with	height	and	scale	of	the	Project	were	
found	to	be	less	than	significant,	in	response	to	comments	received	during	circulation	of	the	NOP	and	at	the	
public	scoping	meeting,	several	alternatives	were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	address	concerns	related	to	
the	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 evaluated	 in	 Chapter	 5,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 these	 alternatives	 include	
Alternative	 1:	 No	 Project/No	 Build	 Alternative,	 Alternative	 2:	 Existing	 Zoning	 Alternative,	 Alternative	 3:	
Reduced	Height	Alternative,	and	Alternative	6:	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative.		As	such,	
the	Draft	EIR	was	responsive	to	public	comments	regarding	the	height	and	scale	of	the	Project.	

In	 response	 to	 public	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 regarding	 compatibility	 of	 the	 Project	 with	
surrounding	 lower‐scale	 residential	 uses,	 the	 Applicant	 has	 proposed	 an	 additional	 Project	 Alternative,	
Alternative	9,	which	would	reduce	the	height	of	the	parking	podium	structure	from	over	58	feet	above	grade	
(under	the	proposed	Project)	to	approximately	22	feet	above	grade	(as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	of	
the	 Project	 Site	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive)	 by	 adding	 an	 additional	 subterranean	 level	 that	 would	 provide	
more	on‐site	structured	parking.		This	Alternative,	referred	to	as	the	Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	
Underground	Parking	Alternative,	is	described	and	evaluated	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	reduction	
in	the	height	of	the	podium	would	soften	the	visual	appearance	of	the	structure	as	viewed	from	surrounding	
lower	scale	residential	uses,	thereby	enhancing	the	overall	compatibility	of	the	development.		As	concluded	
on	 page	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	would	 have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 regarding	 land	 use	
compatibility	 that	would	 be	 incrementally	 reduced	 relative	 to	 the	 Project	 given	 the	 reduction	 in	 podium	
structure	 height,	 variation	 in	 building	massing	 and	 setbacks,	 connectivity	with	 surrounding	 streets	 at	 the	
pedestrian	scale,	and	unique	iconic	design	features.	

6.  CONSISTENCY WITH DEVELOPMENT IN THE CITY OF WEST HOLLYWOOD 

Several	comments	were	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	indicating	that	the	Project,	with	building	heights	of	up	to	
16	stories	or	216	feet	above	grade,	is	not	consistent	with	the	scale	and	height	of	development	along	Sunset	
Boulevard	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		Impacts	related	to	height	and	scale	are	addressed	in	Section	4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	stated	on	page	4.A‐32	in	Section	
4.A	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Sunset	Strip	vicinity,	 immediately	 to	 the	west	of	 the	Project	Site,	 contains	several	
buildings	ranging	in	height	from	nine	to	31	stories.		Page	66	of	the	City	of	West	Hollywood’s	Sunset	Specific	
Plan	(1996)	illustrates	existing	building	heights	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	within	the	City	of	West	
Hollywood,	with	maximum	heights	 for	some	structures	reaching	over	190	feet	above	grade.	 	Furthermore,	
although	 the	Project	 is	not	 located	 in	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	and	 is	not	 subject	 to	 the	Sunset	Specific	
Plan,	 the	Plan	 identifies	 “Target	Sites”	 in	 the	 study	area	 that	 allow	 for	 increased	density	and	height	 limits	
based	on	several	criteria,	which	include	the	following:	

a. They	 are	 suitable	 to	 accommodate	 additional	 development	 because	 of	 their	 location	 context,	
physical	characteristics,	and	access.	
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b. These	 are	 large	 sites	which	 are	 generally	 under	 single	 ownership	 or	 have	 only	 a	 few	 owners.	
Target	 Sites	which	have	 numerous	 owners	must	 be	 consolidated	under	 a	 single	 ownership,	 or	
developed	in	a	coordinated	manner,	to	receive	the	height	and	density	bonuses	allowed	for	Target	
Sites.	

c. The	City	envisions	the	provision	of	a	significant	public	amenity	at	these	locations,	such	as	open	
space,	 a	 landmark	 building,	 or	 a	 special	 use.	 Development	 projects	 that	 can	 provide	 these	
amenities	are	allowed	increased	square	footage	(FARs).	

d. These	 sites	 are	 located	where	 the	environmental	 impacts	 from	development,	 such	as	 shadows,	
interference	with	views,	etc.	 can	be	most	 successfully	mitigated.	Most	are	 located	on	 the	south	
side	of	the	street.	

e. These	 sites	 are	 generally	 located	 at	 major	 intersections	 or	 locations	 with	 multiple	 street	
frontages	offering	increased	accessibility.	

f. They	 are	 geographically	 dispersed	 along	 the	 length	 of	 Sunset	Boulevard.	 	 Significant	 and	well‐
designed	projects	on	these	sites	will	act	as	design	anchors	for	the	entire	street.	

Although	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	and	as	such	these	factors	do	not	
apply	to	the	Project,	 the	Project	Site	would	generally	meet	these	criteria	and	would	be	consistent	with	the	
Sunset	Specific	Plan’s	vision	for	development	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	where	increased	heights	
and	 density	 may	 be	 appropriate.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 suitable	 to	 accommodate	 additional	
development	 given	 its	 location	 context,	 physical	 characteristics,	 and	 access;	 it	 is	 a	 large	 site	 that	 is	 under	
single	ownership;	the	Project	provides	a	significant	public	amenity,	the	Corner	Plaza	open	space	area,	as	well	
as	a	landmark	building;	the	Project	qualifies	for	increased	FAR	based	on	provision	of	affordable	housing;	the	
Project	 Site	 is	 located	 where	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 from	 development,	 such	 as	 shadows	 and	
interference	 with	 views	 are	 less	 than	 significant	 (as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics	 and	 Visual	
Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR),	and	is	located	on	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard;	the	Project	Site	is	located	
at	a	major	intersection	with	multiple	street	frontages	offering	increased	accessibility;	and	the	Project	Site	is	
geographically	 dispersed	 along	 the	 length	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 relative	 to	 other	 high‐rise	 developments	
along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	the	Project	is	intended	to	act	as	a	design	anchor	for	the	entire	street.	

The	Project	 Site	 is	 adjacent	 to	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	 to	 the	 immediate	west	 and	 south.	 	The	Project	
would	be	consistent	with	the	uses	and	pedestrian‐generating	activities	that	characterize	Sunset	Boulevard	in	
West	 Hollywood,	 and	 would	 also	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 Sunset	 Specific	 Plan’s	 criteria	 for	 identifying	
appropriate	 Target	 Sites	 for	 projects	with	 increased	 density	 and	 structural	 heights.	 	 As	 is	 encouraged	 for	
Target	Sites	with	increased	density	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	the	Project	would	provide	a	number	
of	public	benefits,	 including	increased	accessibility,	public	open	space,	additional	housing	and	employment	
opportunities,	retail	and	restaurant	uses,	and	a	landmark	structure	with	modern	architecture	and	cohesive	
design.	 	 Because	 of	 these	 factors	 and	 because	 other	 high‐rise	 buildings	 are	 currently	 located	 on	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 in	 West	 Hollywood,	 consistent	 with	 the	 vision	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Specific	 Plan,	 which	 has	 visual	
continuity	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 generally	 consistent	 with	 the	 scale	 and	
character	of	the	area,	including	along	the	Sunset	Strip	portion	of	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		In	addition,	as	
discussed	above,	the	Draft	EIR	fully	evaluated	a	number	of	Project	Alternatives	that	are	intended	to	address,	
among	other	 issues,	 building	height	 and	 scale.	 	 Specifically,	 as	discussed	 in	Chapter	5,	Alternatives,	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR,	Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	4,	and	6	would	substantially	reduce	overall	density	and/or	building	heights	
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relative	 to	 the	 Project	 and	 would	 therefore	 incrementally	 reduce	 impacts	 related	 to	 density,	 height,	 and	
scale.	 	 Similarly,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 although	 Alternative	 9	 would	 have	 similar	
maximum	building	heights	to	the	Project,	the	massing	of	the	structures	under	Alternative	9	would	be	broken	
up	 into	 distinct	 elements	 in	 order	 to	 be	 more	 responsive	 to	 scale	 and	 neighborhood	 context,	 and	 thus	
impacts	related	to	density,	height,	and	scale	would	be	incrementally	reduced	compared	to	the	Project.	
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TR‐3 (HISTORICAL RESOURCES) 

There	were	numerous	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	that	 focused	on	historical	resources.	 	Common	
areas	 of	 concern	 included:	 1)	 disagreement	 with	 the	 finding	 that	 the	 former	 Lytton	 Savings	 and	 Loan	
Association	building	(Bank),	now	occupied	by	Chase	Bank,	was	not	determined	eligible	for	designation	in	the	
California	Register;	 2)	 requests	 that	 the	Bank	 be	 designated	 as	 an	Historic‐Cultural	Monument	 (HCM);	 3)	
opposition	to	removal	of	the	Bank;	4)	indirect	impacts	on	off‐site	historical	resources	due	to	height	and	scale,	
shade/shadow	effects,	and	obstruction	of	private	views;	and,	5)	concerns	regarding	the	need	for	and	effects	
of	alterations	to	the	Bank	under	the	Draft	EIR’s	preservation	alternatives.	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	potential	impacts	on	historical	resources	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	with	
supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 a	Historical	 Resources	 Assessment	 Report	 (“Assessment	 Report”)	 included	 in	
Appendix	C‐3	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Analysis	 relevant	 to	historical	 resources	was	also	provided	 in	Section	4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	on	pages	2‐26	and	2‐27	of	
the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.			

1.  ELIGIBILITY FINDINGS/STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The	 Project	 Site	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 had	 not	 been	 evaluated	 for	 historical	 resources	 prior	 to	
completion	of	the	Assessment	Report.		At	the	time	the	Assessment	Report	was	completed	in	September	2014	
SurveyLA	 survey	data	was	unavailable	 for	 the	Project	 Site.	 	 The	 architectural	 description	 and	 significance	
evaluation	of	the	property	was	provided	under	the	heading	“Evaluation	of	8150	W.	Sunset	Boulevard,	APN:	
5554‐007‐014	 (Project	 Site)	 on	 pages	 93	 through	 139	 of	 the	 Assessment	 Report,	 and	 on	 pages	 4.C.2‐7	
through	4.C.2‐13,	under	the	subheading	“Historical	Resources	Identified	within	the	Project	Site,”	 in	Section	
4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	conclusion	of	 the	 significance	evaluation	provided	 in	 the	
Assessment	Report	is	as	follows:	

The	Project	Site	 is	 found	 ineligible	under	national	and	state	criteria	and	 is	conservatively	determined	
eligible	under	local	criteria	for	its	architecture.		Therefore,	the	Project	Site	is	a	historical	resource	under	
CEQA.		As	originally	completed	in	1960,	the	design	of	the	Bank	was	strategically	conceived	as	a	Modern	
multi‐media	 showcase	 for	Modern	 art,	 architecture	 and	 interior	 design	which	 related	 directly	 to	 its	
Sunset	Boulevard	context	with	a	drive‐up	teller	(removed)	and	ample	parking,	and	a	distinctive	folded	
plate	 concrete	 roof	 (extant).	 	 Substantial	 alterations	 including	 removal	 and	 alteration	 of	 original	
features,	materials	and	 finishes	and	construction	of	 the	1972	office	addition	and	1987	retail	building	
have	 resulted	 in	 substantial	material	 changes	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 such	 that	 it	 no	 longer	 conveys	 the	
original	program	and	design	 concepts	of	Kurt	Meyer	and	Adele	Faulkner.	 	Today,	 the	building	 is	an	
altered	 example	 of	 a	 Mid‐Century	 Modern	 Bank,	 a	 relatively	 common	 building	 type	 in	 Southern	
California.		The	Bank’s	glazing	and	fenestration	has	been	replaced,	the	auto	teller	was	removed,	some	of	
the	original	materials	and	finishes	on	both	exterior	and	interior	are	altered,	and	the	interior	design	and	
integrated	art	was	removed	and	the	interiors	renovated.		As	it	exists	today,	all	that	remains	is	the	Bank	
architecture	 (altered),	 two	 nearly	 intact	 works	 of	 art	 in	 situ,	 and	 the	 Lytton	 Center	 structure	
(substantially	altered).		Due	to	the	removal	and	alteration	of	the	majority	of	the	design	features	and	art	
collection,	the	Project	Site	no	longer	conveys	the	entirety	of	Kurt	Meyer’s	and	Adele	Faulkner’s	original	
program	and	design	concept,	and	the	integrity	of	the	Home	Branch	and	Lytton	Center	has	been	seriously	
compromised.	
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While	 the	Bank	has	 lost	 its	 setting	and	 interior	design,	 it	 remains	 today	as	an	early	example	of	Kurt	
Meyer’s	work	which	may	have	been	instrumental	in	his	success	as	a	S	&	L	architect	for	Lytton	Savings	
and	American	 Savings.	 	 The	Bank	may	 also	 be	 an	 early	 example	 in	 Southern	 California	 of	 the	Mid‐
Century	Modern	Bank	building	type,	and	the	Bank’s	structure	with	 its	 large	folded‐plate	concrete	roof	
can	be	considered	an	example	of	Modern	prefabricated	concrete	construction.		However,	the	Bank	is	not	
a	well‐recognized	work	of	Kurt	Meyer	who	 is	better	known	 for	 the	New	Formalist‐style	Lytton	S	&	L	
Pomona	Branch	(1965),	and	the	Canoga	Park	Branch	(1966)	which	was	featured	in	Arts	&	Architecture	
and	won	an	honor	award	from	the	Precast	Concrete	Institute.		The	Pomona	and	Canoga	Park	branches	
express	the	classical	 ideals	of	New	Formalist	architecture	 in	their	overall	design,	 form,	materials,	and	
reverence	 of	 the	 classical	 concept/scheme	 and	 were	 described	 as	 “temples”	 by	 David	 Gebhard	 and	
Robert	Winter.		Furthermore,	the	Lytton	Savings	Home	Branch	is	not	associated	with	important	trends	
or	patterns	in	history,	or	significant	events	or	persons.		Lytton	Savings	and	the	Hollywood	Home	Branch	
had	a	minor	role	in	the	development	of	the	S	&	L	industry	in	California	in	contrast	with	larger	and	more	
successful	financial	institutions.		Lytton	Savings	was	the	fifth	largest	savings	and	loan	association	in	the	
United	States	but	by	1968	Lytton	Savings	had	gone	bankrupt	after	only	ten	years	of	operation,	and	the	
economic	 significance	 of	 Lytton	 Savings	 as	 compared	 to	 Home	 Savings	 and	 American	 Savings	 is	
insignificant	by	comparison.		While	Bart	Lytton,	the	founder	of	Lytton	Savings,	was	an	important	local	
social	figure,	his	most	influential	contribution	was	to	the	local	arts	movement	and	not	to	the	history	of	
the	S	&	L	industry;	however,	the	Lytton	Center	is	no	longer	an	identifiable	feature	of	the	property	due	to	
removal	 of	 the	 museum	 use	 and	 substantial	 alterations	 that	 have	 rendered	 the	 museum	 nearly	
unrecognizable.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Bank	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 does	 not	 appear	 eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	
National	Register	or	 the	California	Register.	 	The	extant	Bank	building	alone,	however,	has	 sufficient	
integrity	of	design	for	consideration	as	a	potential	historical	resource	at	the	local	level.	
	
The	 two	art	works	on	 the	Project	Site	are	eligible	as	 contributors	because	 the	primary	 resource,	 the	
Bank,	is	eligible.	 	However,	they	are	not	eligible	individually	because	they	are	works	of	fine	art	and	do	
not	meet	any	of	the	above	criteria.		Per	the	California	Art	Preservation	Act,	the	two	existing	integrated	
artworks	on	the	Project	Site	including	Roger	Darricarrere’s	Screen	and	David	Green’s	The	Family	are	of	
recognized	quality.	
	

As	reflected	above	and	supported	by	other	content	in	the	Assessment	Report,	including	Table	2,	Comparison	
of	 Historic	 and	 Current	 Appearance,	 on	 pages	 97	 through	 111,	 and	 Table	 3,	 Matrix	 Table	 of	 Character‐
Defining	Features	of	Bank,	Lytton	Center,	 and	Landscape,	 on	pages	112	 through	115,	 the	Project	 Site	was	
found	ineligible	under	national	and	state	criteria.		Contrary	to	expressed	concerns,	the	Draft	EIR	did	provide	
justification	 as	 to	 why	 Lytton	 Savings	 Bank	 was	 not	 found	 California	 Register	 eligible.	 	 The	 significance	
evaluation	is	presented	on	pages	119	–	129	of	the	Assessment	Report	and	on	pages	4.C.2‐7	through	4.C.2‐13	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 which	 found	 the	 subject	 property	 ineligible	 under	 national	 and	 state	 criteria,	 but	
conservatively	determined	the	Bank	eligible	under	 local	criteria	 for	architecture	as	discussed	below	under	
the	sub‐heading,	Architectural	Merit	under	National	Register	Criterion	C/California	Criterion	3.			

Historical Significance under National Register Criterion A/ California Criterion 1/ Local 

Criteria 

The	period	of	significance	associated	with	the	former	Home	Branch	and	Lytton	Center	situated	on	the	subject	
property	 is	 from	 1959	 through	 1969,	 from	 the	 time	 the	 existing	 Bank	 building	was	 constructed	 in	 1959	
through	the	closure	of	the	Lytton	Center	in	1969	and	the	change	in	property	ownership.	Historical	themes	
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associated	 with	 the	 Project	 Site	 that	 are	 developed	 in	 the	 Historic	 Context	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 in	
Appendix	 C‐3	 of	 the	 DEIR	 include	 Post‐World	War	 II	 Transformation	 1955	 –	 Present,	 the	 Bank	 Building	
Property	 Type,	 Savings	 and	 Loan	 Industry,	 Integration	 of	 Art	 and	 Bank	Design,	 Bart	 Lytton	 (1912‐1969),	
Kurt	 Werner	 Meyer,	 Architect	 (1922‐Present),	 Adele	 Faulkner‐Quinn,	 Interior	 Designer	 (1911‐2000),	
Integrated	Art	Components,	Dalle	de	Verre,	Roger	Darricarrere,	Artist	(1912	‐	1983),	and	David	Green	(1908‐
2000).		The	Assessment	Report	found	the	Lytton	Savings	Bank	ineligible	under	National	Register	Criterion	A,	
California	Criterion	1,	and	the	local	criteria	for	history	because,	in	contrast	to	a	number	of	other	larger	and	
more	 successful	 S&Ls,	 Lytton	 Savings	 did	 not	 have	 a	 formative	 role	 or	 important	 key	 influence	 in	 the	
development	 and	 transformation	 of	 the	 Savings	 and	 Loan	 industry	 during	 the	 postwar	 period.	 	 Within	
California’s	unique	Savings	and	Loan	industry,	Howard	Ahmanson’s	Home	Savings	&	Loan	was	the	biggest	in	
California	 and	 the	United	 States,	 and	 S.	Mark	Taper’s	 First	 Charter	 Financial	 Corporation	 of	Beverly	Hills,	
California,	was	the	biggest	publicly	held	savings	and	loan	holding	company.		While	these	companies	showed	
strong	 financial	 performance	 and	 continued	 to	 grow	 and	 thrive	 over	 the	 years,	 Lytton	 Savings	 had	 a	
financially	volatile	history	which	ultimately	led	to	its	ruin	and	collapse	and	forced	disposal	of	its	assets	to	its	
competitors.			

From	modest	beginnings	in	1958,	Lytton	Savings	quickly	grew	to	be	the	fifth	largest	savings	and	loan	in	the	
United	 States	 by	 1963.	 	However,	 Lytton’s	 financial	 troubles	 began	 around	1965	when	 tight	money	put	 a	
serious	crimp	in	California	home	building.		Lytton	took	sharp	financial	losses	for	several	years	and	by	1968,	
Lytton’s	empire	was	teetering	on	the	edge	of	a	financial	crisis	that	led	to	founder	Bart	Lytton’s	ouster.		The	
collapse	of	the	Southern	California	real	estate	market	hit	Lytton	Financial	hard,	forcing	the	disposal	of	multi‐
millions	 worth	 of	 foreclosed	 property,	 savings	 accounts	 and	 loans	 which	 were	 handed	 over	 to	 two	
competitor	 S	 &	 Ls.5	 	 While	 there	 may	 be	 some	 difference	 of	 opinion,	 there	 is	 no	 substantive	 evidence	
available	to	show	that	the	existing	Bank	building	played	a	significant	role	in	the	development	and	growth	of	
the	region,	or	in	the	transformation	of	the	bank	industry	or	architecture.		It	can	be	easily	acknowledged	that	
the	 Savings	 and	 Loan	 industry	 as	 a	 whole	 was	 significant	 in	 our	 nation’s	 economic	 history	 and	 in	 the	
development	 of	 Southern	 California,	 however,	 no	 substantial	 new	 information	 has	 been	 uncovered	 that	
shows	that	Lytton	Savings	had	a	key	importance	in	the	development	and	transformation	of	the	Savings	and	
Loan	industry	during	the	postwar	period.		The	fact	that	the	Bank	building	was	associated	with	Lytton	Savings	
and	the	Savings	and	Loan	industry	does	not	itself	mean	the	property	meets	the	threshold	of	significance	for	
the	 California	 Register	 under	 Criterion	 1,	 unless	 it	 can	 be	 shown	 to	 meet	 the	 burden	 of	 proof	 that	 the	
property	was	associated	with	an	event	or	pattern	in	history	that	contributed	to	bringing	about	a	significant	
change	in	the	course	of	history.	

As	 discussed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 on	 pages	 4.C.2‐7	 through	 4.C.2‐9,	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 Hollywood	 property	
constructed	 between	 1959	 and	 1962	 was	 comprised	 of	 three	 components:	 the	 Bank,	 the	 Plaza,	 and	 the	
Lytton	Center.		Since	its	construction,	however,	the	original	design	of	the	Lytton	Savings	Hollywood	property	
has	lost	its	integrity	because	of	the	construction	of	the	1972	office	addition	and	1987	retail	building;	removal	
of	 the	 museum	 use,	 landscape	 plaza,	 and	 automobile	 accessibility	 features;	 and	 alterations	 to	 the	 total	
integrated	design	of	the	Home	Branch.		In	addition,	the	Lytton	Center	has	been	substantially	altered	and	its	
collections	have	been	removed.	It	is	no	longer	an	identifiable	feature	of	the	Project	Site	and	is	obscured	from	
view	by	 the	 1972	office	 addition.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 spaces	 and	 features	of	 the	Lytton	Center,	 such	 as	 the	

																																																													
5	“Finance:	Black	Bart’s	Red	Ink,”	Time,	April	19,	1968	
(http://content.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,838252,00.html).	
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museum	entrance,	 lobby,	galleries,	and	auditorium,	are	not	extant	as	 they	were	substantially	altered	 for	a	
health	club	and	self‐storage	 facility	during	 the	1970s	and	1980s.	 	The	Plaza	has	been	removed	and	paved	
over	by	a	parking	lot	and	is	no	longer	extant.		As	detailed	below,	the	Bank	building	is	only	partially	intact	and	
has	lost	the	majority	of	its	character‐defining	features.		As	a	result	of	these	substantial	alterations	including	
removal	of	the	majority	of	the	Bank	building’s	original	integrated	art	program,	interior	design	and	landscape	
setting,	 and	 other	 alterations	 to	 the	 Bank	 building	 itself,	 neither	 the	 building	 nor	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	
Hollywood	property	as	a	whole	retains	enough	integrity	of	design,	materials,	workmanship,	setting	or	feeling	
to	exemplify	its	historical	associations.			

As	stated	and	supported	in	the	Assessment	Report	and	Draft	EIR,	the	Lytton	Savings	Hollywood	property	is	
substantially	 altered	 and	 the	 Bank	 building	 does	 not	 retain	 enough	 integrity	 of	 design,	 materials,	
workmanship,	 setting	 or	 feeling	 to	 exemplify	 its	 historical	 associations.	 	 Therefore,	 because	 it	 lacks	 both	
significance	and	integrity	(and	for	the	more	detailed	reasons	below),	the	Project	Site	does	not	appear	eligible	
for	 the	National	 Register	 under	 Criterion	A	 or	 the	 California	 Register	 under	 Criterion	 1.	 	 The	 Project	 site	
likewise	 does	 not	 appear	 to	 be	 eligible	 for	 the	 local	 register	 for	 history,	 but	 is	 conservatively	 considered	
eligible	for	its	architecture	as	discussed	below.			

Architectural Merit under National Register Criterion C/ California Register Criterion 3/ 

Local Criteria 

The	Bank	was	also	evaluated	under	National	Register	Criterion	C,	California	Register	Criterion	3	and	the	local	
criteria	 for	 architectural	 merit.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 character‐defining	 features	 of	 the	 Bank,	 the	 California	
Register	follows	the	National	Register	and	similarly	requires	that	a	resource	retain	the	majority	of	its	seven	
aspects	 of	 integrity	 (location,	 design,	 setting,	 materials,	 workmanship,	 feeling,	 and	 association)	 from	 its	
period	 of	 significance	 so	 as	 to	 be	 recognizable	 as	 a	 historical	 resource	 and	 to	 convey	 the	 reasons	 for	 its	
significance.	 	 The	 Bank	 must	 retain	 the	 majority	 of	 its	 physical	 features	 that	 enable	 it	 to	 convey	 its	
significance	as	defined	by	 its	period	of	 significance	 from	1959	 through	1969,	 from	 the	 time	 the	Bank	was	
constructed	 in	 1959	 through	 the	 closure	 of	 the	 Lytton	 Center	 in	 1969.	 	 A	 comprehensive	 analysis	 of	 the	
integrity	 of	 the	 Bank	 was	 included	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 in	 Chapter	 III.	 Environmental	 Setting,	 C.	
Evaluation	of	8150	W.	Sunset	Boulevard,	APN:	5554‐007‐014	(Project	Site),	2.	Integrity,	on	pages	95	through	
119.		The	historic	appearance	of	the	Bank	and	subsequent	alterations	are	illustrated	on	pages	97‐111	of	the	
Assessment	Report,	and	existing	original	features,	alterations	and	removed	features	are	identified	in	Table	3,	
Matrix	 Table	 of	 Character‐Defining	 Features	 of	 Bank,	 Lytton	 Center,	 and	 Landscape,	 on	 pages	 112‐115.		
Narrative	 discussion	 on	 each	 of	 the	 seven	 aspects	 of	 integrity	 is	 provided	 on	 pages	 116‐119	 of	 the	
Assessment	Report.		Based	upon	this	detailed	analysis	it	was	found	a	majority	of	original	features	(16	out	of	
27,	approximately	60	percent)	are	no	 longer	 intact.	 	Eleven	(11)	character‐defining	 features	remain	 intact	
and	are	original,	while	 ten	(10)	 features	have	been	altered,	and	six	 (6)	 features	have	been	removed.	 	As	a	
result	 of	 these	 changes,	 the	 Bank	 does	 not	 retain	 the	 majority	 of	 its	 seven	 aspects	 of	 integrity	 intact	 as	
required	for	National	Register	or	California	Register	designation.		The	following	matrix	provides	a	summary	
of	the	results	of	the	Assessment	Report	integrity	analysis.		
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As	discussed	 in	the	Draft	EIR	on	pages	4.C.2‐10	through	4.C.2‐12,	while	substantially	altered	and	retaining	
only	 partial	 integrity	 of	 design,	 materials,	 and	 workmanship,	 the	 Bank	 building	 still	 has	 enough	 exterior	
features	 and	 some	 remaining	 interior	 features	 and	 spaces	 to	 conservatively	 meet	 the	 local	 criteria	
considerations	 for	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	 architecture	 and	 to	 be	 determined	 eligible	 as	 a	 Los	Angeles	
Historic‐Cultural	Monument.	 	Additionally,	 the	Bank	 is	an	altered	eclectic	Mid‐Century	Modern	style	S	&	L	
building	 with	 Modern	 New	 Formalist	 and	 Googie	 architectural	 elements,	 that	 in	 its	 original	 condition	
represented	an	early	example	 in	Southern	California	of	 the	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	building	type.	 	As	 it	
stands	today,	the	Bank	building’s	structure	with	its	 large	folded‐plate	concrete	roof	can	also	be	considered	
an	example	of	Modern	prefabricated	concrete	construction.		In	summary,	while	substantially	altered	and	not	
eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	or	California	registers,	from	a	conservative	perspective	the	Bank	remains	
locally	 eligible	 as	 an	 altered	 early	 example	 in	Los	Angeles	 of	 the	Mid‐Century	Modern	Bank	building	 type	
with	 a	 folded	 plate	 roof,	 and	 as	 an	 altered	 early	 example	 of	 Kurt	 Meyer’s	 work	 that	 may	 have	 been	
instrumental	 in	his	 success	 as	 an	architect	 for	 Savings	 and	Loan	 institutions	 including	Lytton	Savings	 and	
American	Savings.	

As	 discussed	 above,	 substantial	 alterations	 resulted	 in	material	 changes	 to	 the	 Bank	 building	 Project	 Site	
such	that	it	no	longer	conveys	the	original	program	and	design	concepts	of	Kurt	Meyer	and	Adele	Faulkner.		
Such	alterations	to	original	features,	materials	and	finishes	include:		

January	 1960	 addition	 (10	 feet	 by	 16	 feet)	 built	 onto	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 Bank	 for	 Bart	 Lytton’s	
private	patio	access	to	his	executive	office.	

May	1961,	interior	partitions	and	ceilings	added	in	the	Bank	(150	by	100	feet).	

December	1961,	additional	interior	partitions	and	ceiling	installed	in	the	Bank	valued	at	$20,800.	

1987	one‐story	electrical	station	(25	feet	by	43	feet)	built	 in	front	of	west	façade	of	Bank	at	southwest	
corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive.	

1987	removal	of	Plaza	and	grading	for	parking	lot.	

2002	Bank	restrooms	and	staff	room	upgraded	to	comply	with	Title	24	requirements	valued	at	$55,000.	

2010	Bank	interior	remodeled	for	approximately	$55,000	

2013	Bank	interior	remodeled	for	approximately	$72,700.	

Construction	of	the	1972	office	addition	and	1987	retail	building	

Replacement,	alteration	and	infill	of	the	Bank’s	glazing	and	fenestration	

Removal	of	the	auto	teller,	automobile	driveway	and	original	parking	lot	design	

Integrity Matrix
 

	 Location  Design   Setting   Materials  Workmanship  Feeling  Association 

Integrity	
Status	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	

YES	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	
NO	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	

PARTIAL	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	
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Removal	 of	 the	 interior	 design	 including	 custom	 carpet,	 finishes,	 integrated	 artwork,	 light	 fixtures,	
banking	counters	and	furniture	and	subsequent	renovation	of	the	interior	

Removal	of	 the	museum	use,	 including	entrance,	 lobby,	 galleries,	 and	auditorium	 to	 allow	 for	 a	health	
club	 and	 storage	 facility	 such	 that	 the	 Lytton	 Center	 is	 no	 longer	 an	 identifiable	 feature	 of	 the	
property	

Removal	 of	 the	 public	 Plaza	with	 pavilion,	 reflecting	 pool	 and	Modern	 landscaping	 and	 conversion	 of	
area	into	an	asphalt	parking	lot	

Removal	of	Lytton’s	private	patio	on	west	elevation,	including	decorative	concrete	blocks,	metal	gate	and	
private	parking	area	

Unsympathetic	replacement	of	travertine	panels	on	east	elevation		

Alteration	of	sculpture	The	Family	by	David	Green	

Removal	of	Lytton	Savings	and	Loan	Pole	Sign	
Other	factors	related	to	changes	in	the	setting	and	association	that	relate	to	the	significance	determination	
being	focused	at	the	local	level	included:		

Substantial	erosion	and	loss	of	the	important	related	automobile‐associated	context	on	Sunset	Boulevard	
from	the	1960s		

The	Bank	 is	 an	 altered	 example	 of	 a	Mid‐Century	Modern	Bank,	 a	 relatively	 common	building	 type	 in	
Southern	California	

Kurt	Meyer’s	other	bank	projects	are	better	examples	of	Modern	bank	design	

Other	better	examples	of	Modern	bank	design	also	exist	by	other	notable	architects	in	the	region.	

2.  REMOVAL OF THE BANK BUILDING AND PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVES 

A	 full	 evaluation	 of	 impacts	 on	historic	 resources,	 including	 removal	 of	 the	Bank	building,	 is	 provided	 in	
Chapter	 IV,	 CEQA	 Impacts	Analysis,	 of	 the	Assessment	Report,	 and	on	pages	4.C.2‐22	 through	4.C.2‐29	 in	
Section	4.C.3,	Historical	Resources	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	 further	described	 therein,	 the	Project	proposes	 to	
demolish	 the	 Bank	 to	 construct	 a	 mixed‐use	 residential	 and	 retail	 development,	 two‐story	
commercial/retail	building	with	a	roof	garden	at	 the	northwest	corner	of	 the	Project	Site	with	the	overall	
site	 redeveloped	with	 a	mix	 of	 residential	 and	 retail	 uses.	 	 Accordingly,	 demolition	 of	 the	Bank	 building,	
which	was	determined	eligible	as	a	Los	Angeles	Historic‐Cultural	Monument,	would	result	 in	a	significant	
impact	on	historical	resources.			

Mitigation	measures	were	provided	to	address	this	impact	on	pages	4.C.2‐26	through	4.C.2‐28,	of	the	Draft	
EIR.	 	 These	 measures	 include	 Mitigation	 Measure	 HIST‐1:	 Recordation,	 Mitigation	 Measure	 HIST‐2:	
Relocation	of	Two	Artworks,	and	Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐3:	Relocation	of	Bank.		Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐
3,	Relocation	of	Bank,	involves	a	study	to	investigate	the	feasibility	of	relocation,	and	in	the	event	relocation	
is	determined	feasible,	and	an	interested	party	is	 found	to	relocate	the	Bank,	 it	provides	that	 it	be	carried	
out	pursuant	to	a	Rehabilitation	and	Relocation	Plan.	 	 In	the	event	relocation	occurs,	 it	would	remove	the	
Bank	 from	 its	 original	 location	 and	 context,	 and	 would	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 substantially	 impair	 the	
building	 through	 the	 relocation	 process.	 	 Nonetheless,	 if	 the	 Bank	were	 to	 be	 relocated	 to	 a	 compatible	
location	 and	 rehabilitated	 in	 conformance	with	 the	 Standards,	 impacts	 on	 historical	 resources	 would	 be	
reduced	to	a	 less	than	significant	 level.	 	However,	because	relocation	may	be	 infeasible,	and	an	 interested	
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party	may	not	be	found	to	relocate	the	Bank,	it	was	conservatively	concluded	in	the	Draft	EIR	that	impacts	
due	to	demolition	of	the	Bank,	would	remain	significant	and	unavoidable	after	implementation	of	mitigation	
measures.	

In	addition	to	prescribing	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	historical	resources,	
the	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	 three	alternatives	 that	 included	preservation	of	 the	Bank	building	 to	 further	
explore	means	for	reducing	impacts	on	historical	resources.	 	Alternatives	to	the	Project	were	evaluated	in	
Chapter	 5,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 alternatives	 that	 retained	 the	 Bank	 building	 included	
Alternative	 5,	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 evaluated	 on	 pages	 5‐111	 through	 5‐148,	 Alternative	 6,	
Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 evaluated	 on	 pages	 5‐149	 through	 5‐182,	 and	
Alternative	7,	On‐Menu	Alternative,	evaluated	on	pages	5‐183	through	5‐217,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Alternatives	
5	and	6	would	entail	the	removal	of	all	existing	buildings	on	the	Project	Site	with	the	exception	of	the	on‐site	
Bank	 building,	which	would	 be	 retained	 in	 its	 current	 location.	 	 Alternative	 7,	would	 retain	 a	 number	 of	
existing	 uses	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 including	 the	 Bank	 building	 and	 a	 fast	 food	 drive‐through	 restaurant.		
Under	 each	 of	 these	 alternatives	 the	 Bank	 building	 would	 be	 rehabilitated	 for	 commercial	 use	 in	
conformance	 with	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Standards	 (Standards).	 	 A	 summary	 of	 the	 basic	
characteristics	of	these	alternatives	and	how	they	compare	to	the	Project	is	provided	below.		

The	approach	 to	 rehabilitation	of	 the	Bank	building	under	Alternatives	5,	6	and	7	 is	 the	same.	 	As	 further	
described	in	the	Draft	EIR,	under	these	Alternatives	the	Bank	building	would	be	retained	and	rehabilitated	
for	commercial	use	in	conformance	with	the	Standards.		Under	each	of	these	alternatives,	the	alterations	and	
additions	at	the	west	end	of	the	Bank	building	would	be	removed.		The	original	Bouquet	Canyon	stone	wall	
would	 be	 retained	 on	 the	north	 façade	 along	 Sunset	Boulevard,	 and	The	Family,	 by	 sculptor	David	Green,	
would	 be	 retained	 and	 preserved	 in	 approximately	 its	 current	 location.	 	 The	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 frontage	
would	be	 improved	with	compatible	 landscaping	 in	keeping	with	 the	original	Mid‐Century	Modern	design	
intent.		To	ensure	conformance	with	the	Standards,	a	qualified	preservation	consultant	would	be	retained	by	
the	 applicant	 to	 provide	 input	 during	 design	 development,	 review	 the	 plans	 for	 conformance	 with	 the	
Standards,	 and	 conduct	 construction	 monitoring	 to	 address	 preservation	 issues	 that	 could	 arise	 during	
construction.	 	 Under	 each	 of	 these	 alternatives,	 alterations	 for	 future	 commercial	 use	 would	 include	
replacement	 of	 the	 existing	 non‐original	 ground	 floor	windows	 and	 replacement	 of	 exterior	 ground	 floor	
walls	on	the	south	and	east	elevations	with	new	compatible	windows,	 to	 improve	transparency	and	views	
through	 the	 building.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 existing	 false	 clerestory	 windows	 would	 be	 replaced	 with	 new	
compatible	 windows	 to	 allow	 natural	 light	 into	 the	 upper	 floor	 and	 provide	 views	 through	 the	 new	
clerestory	 windows	 of	 the	 folded‐plate	 roof.	 	 The	 Bank’s	 interior	 space	 would	 be	 divided	 for	 the	 use	 of	
several	 tenants.	 	This	would	require	 introduction	of	a	new	second	 floor	 in	 the	double‐height	atrium	space	
which	would	be	enclosed.	 	To	accommodate	the	necessary	circulation	program	and	provide	for	the	ingress	
and	 egress	 requirements	 for	 the	 new	 commercial	 use,	 the	 existing	 floating	 staircase	would	 be	 potentially	
rotated	 180	 degrees.	 	 The	 staircase	 is	 currently	 in	 need	 of	 repair	 and	 would	 be	 restored	 in	 its	 new	
configuration	 while	 maintaining	 original	 fabric	 and	 materials	 as	 far	 as	 feasible;	 where	 materials	 are	 too	
deteriorated	to	be	repaired,	they	would	be	replaced	in‐kind.				
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  Residential Units
Residential Floor 

Area
Commercial Floor 

Area 
Total Floor 

Area
Building 
Heights

 
Impacts 

Proposed	Project	 249 222,564 111,339	 333,903 2‐16 Significant	and	Unavoidable	

Alternative	5:	Bank	Preservation	 291 271,969 62,231	 334,200 2‐16
Less	

(Less	Than	Significant	with	
Mitigation)	

Alternative	6:	Reduced	Height	&	Bank	Preservation	 291 271,969 62,231	 334,200 2‐13
Less	

(Less	Than	Significant	with	
Mitigation)	

Alternative	7:	On‐Menu	 146 228,032 50,000	 278,032 2‐28
Less	

(Less	Than	Significant	with	
Mitigation)	

Alternative	9:		Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	
Underground	Parking	Alternative	 249 269,200 65,000	 334,200 1‐15

Similar	
(Significant	and	Unavoidable)	
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Mitigation	Measures	

With	regard	to	artwork	within	the	Bank	building,	and	as	further	described	in	Chapter	2.0	Project	Description	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 pursuant	 to	 the	 California	 Art	 Preservation	 Act,	 the	 existing	 integrated	 artwork	 on	 the	
Project	Site,	Roger	Darricarrere’s	Screen,	 is	of	recognized	quality.	 	This	piece	would	be	either	 incorporated	
into	the	Project	design	on‐site	or	relocated	to	an	off‐site	location	for	preservation	in	accordance	with	CEQA.		
The	 family	 of	 the	 artists	 would	 be	 notified	 of	 the	 extant	 artwork	 and	 every	 attempt	 would	 be	 made	 to	
relocate	 the	 artwork.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Mitigation	 Measure	 HIST‐2	 on	 page	 4.C.2‐27	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	
relocation	plan	for	the	artwork	would	be	prepared	by	a	qualified	professional	conservator	and	implemented	
in	 accordance	 with	 nationally	 recognized	 conservation	 guidelines	 including	 the	 Code	 of	 Ethics	 and	 the	
Guidelines	 for	 Practice	 of	 the	 American	 Institute	 for	 Conservation	 of	 Historic	 and	 Artistic	Works.	 	 As	 the	
Project	would	result	in	the	on‐	or	off‐site	preservation	of	this	artwork,	impacts	associated	with	its	relocation	
would	be	less	than	significant.				

Because	 the	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 Bank	 Preservation	 and	 Reduced	 Height	 Alternative,	 and	 On‐
Menu	Alternative	would	retain	the	existing	Bank	building	in	its	current	location,	and	would	rehabilitate	the	
building	in	conformance	with	the	Standards,	no	significant	impacts	to	the	building	would	occur,	and	it	would	
remain	eligible	for	listing	as	a	City	of	Los	Angeles	Historic‐Cultural	Monument	(HCM).		While	there	would	be	
potential	 for	 impacts	 to	 art	 under	 the	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 as	 with	 the	 Project,	 following	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐2,	this	impact	would	be	less	than	significant.	

As	 stated	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 under	 the	 Preservation	Alternatives,	 the	Bank	 building	would	 be	 retained	 and	
rehabilitated	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Standards	 for	 Rehabilitation.	 	 To	 ensure	
conformance	with	the	Standards,	a	qualified	preservation	consultant	would	be	retained	by	the	applicant	to	
provide	 input	 during	 design	 development,	 review	 the	 plans	 for	 conformance	 with	 the	 Standards,	 and	
conduct	construction	monitoring	 to	address	preservation	 issues	 that	could	arise	during	construction.	 	The	
Project	would	be	reviewed	by	the	Office	of	Historic	Resources	as	part	of	 the	approval	process	 for	projects	
involving	 Historical	 Resources	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 The	 applicant	 may	 seek	 Cultural	 Heritage	
Commission	 review	and	 comment	on	 the	 final	 design,	 and	 it	 is	 possible	 the	 applicant	may	 also	 seek	HCM	
status	for	the	Bank	building;	however,	this	is	not	necessary	to	ensure	conformance	with	the	Standards	and	is	
not	a	requirement	under	the	Preservation	Alternatives	for	compliance	with	CEQA.	

3.  INDIRECT IMPACTS TO HISTORICAL RESOURCES  

Historical	resources	located	off‐site	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	were	described	in	the	Assessment	Report	on	
pages	91	through	93,	and	also	on	pages	4.C.2‐5	through	4.C.2‐7,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	of	the	
Draft	EIR.		The	potential	for	the	Project	to	result	in	indirect	impacts	on	off‐site	historical	resources,	as	well	as	
additional	 information	on	 these	 resources,	was	provided	 in	 the	Assessment	Report	 on	pages	143	 through	
154,	 and	 also	on	pages	 4.C.2‐23	 and	4.C.2‐26,	 in	 Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	
potential	 for	 indirect	 effects	 was	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 and	 Draft	 EIR	 for	 a	 total	 of	 29	
properties	located	within	an	approximate	¼‐mile	radius	of	the	Project	Site.		Of	the	29	properties,	identified	
through	a	records	search,	eight	were	determined	to	be	within	 the	viewshed	of	 the	Project	Site,	which	was	
characterized	as	the	Indirect	Impact	Study	Area.		Of	the	eight	properties	located	within	the	Indirect	Impact	
Study	Area,	concerns	regarding	the	following	historical	resources	were	mentioned	in	comments	on	the	Draft	
EIR:	 the	 Andalusia	 Apartments,	 Chateau	Marmont,	 Colonial	House,	 Ronda	Apartments,	 The	 Granville,	 and	
The	 Savoy	 Plaza.	 	 The	 Harper	 Avenue	 Historic	 District	 listed	 on	 the	 National	 Register	 is	 one	 of	 the	 21	
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properties	that	is	not	located	within	the	Indirect	Impacts	Study	Area	and	does	not	have	a	direct	view	of	the	
Project,	as	addressed	on	pages	91	and	145	of	the	Assessment	Report.		Indirect	impacts	were	analyzed	in	the	
Assessment	Report	 and	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 to	determine	 if	 the	Project	would	 result	 in	 a	 substantial	material	
change	to	the	integrity	and	significance	of	historical	resources	within	the	Project	vicinity.		Areas	of	concern	
raised	in	the	Draft	EIR	comments	focused	on	the	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	Project	buildings	and	their	
compatibility	 with	 off‐site	 historical	 resources,	 the	 effects	 of	 proposed	 Project	 buildings	 on	 views	 of	
historical	resources	in	the	vicinity,	and	shade/shadow	effects	on	historical	resources.		Each	of	these	issues	is	
addressed	under	the	headings	below.		

Height, Scale, Compatibility and Views 

The	 analysis	 of	 potential	 indirect	 impacts	 on	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	 acknowledged	 that	 new	
construction	associated	with	the	Project	would	introduce	improvements	that	are	substantially	larger	in	scale	
and	 massing	 than	 existing	 conditions	 on	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 As	 stated	 on	 page	 4.C.2‐24	 of	 Section	 4.C.2,	
Historical	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	accordance	with	CEQA	Thresholds,	the	Project	would	not	materially	
impair	the	immediate	surroundings	and	significance	of	historical	resources	in	the	Project	vicinity	to	a	degree	
that	would	be	considered	substantial.		In	relation	to	the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds,	the	Project	would	not	
cause	 a	 substantial	 adverse	 change	 in	 the	 significance	 of	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity.	 	 Key	
factors	identified	in	the	Assessment	Report	and	Draft	EIR	that	supported	this	finding	that	indirect	impacts	on	
off‐site	historical	resources	would	not	be	significant	include	the	following:	

 The	 historic	 setting	 of	 historic	 resources	 in	 the	 Project	 Vicinity	 have	 eroded	 considerably,	 most	
notably,	 after	 the	 Garden	 of	 Allah	 was	 demolished	 in	 1959,	 redevelopment	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	
substantially	 altered	 its	 relationship	 to	 proximate	 historical	 resources,	 such	 as	 the	 Andalusia	
Apartments,	 Colonial	 House,	 The	 Granville,	 Ronda	 Apartments,	 and	 Chateau	Marmont.	 	 Therefore,	
due	 to	 the	redevelopment	of	 the	project	Site	 in	1959,	and	other	more	recent	construction	 that	has	
occurred	 in	the	area	since	 the	historical	resources	were	built,	new	construction	on	the	Project	Site	
would	not	materially	impact	the	historic	setting	of	these	and	other	resources	in	the	vicinity,	and	the	
significance	of	these	resources	would	not	be	materially	impaired.			

 The	Project	would	be	differentiated	from	the	surrounding	built	environment	and	would	be	generally	
compatible	with	the	historic	materials,	features,	and	massing	of	the	adjacent	buildings	to	protect	the	
integrity	of	the	properties	in	the	surrounding	environment.		For	example,	and	as	discussed	on	pages	
151	and	152	of	the	Assessment	Report,	while	the	distinctive	profile	of	Colonial	house	as	seen	looking	
north	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 is	 currently	 viewed	 against	 the	 sky,	 after	 Project	 completion	 the	
distinctive	 profile	 of	 Colonial	 house	would	 still	 be	 predominant	 as	 it	would	 be	 viewed	 against	 the	
tower	 of	 the	 new	 construction.	 	 This	 change	 in	 character	 of	 view	 would	 not	 detract	 from	 the	
historical	 or	 architectural	 significance	 of	 Colonial	 House,	 therefore,	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 a	 less	
than	significant	indirect	impact	on	this	historical	resource.	

 The	 Project	 would	 be	 set	 back	 from	 the	 street	 and	 adjacent	 properties	 and	 there	 would	 be	 no	
significant	 visual	 change	 in	 the	 public	 experience	 of	 the	 historical	 resources.	 	 For	 example,	 as	
discussed	on	pages	4.A‐32	and	4.A‐41,	and	as	shown	in	Visual	Simulation	#12	on	page	4.A.‐39	of	the	
Draft	EIR,	focal	views	of	the	Colonial	House	and	the	Ronda	Apartments,	located	80	feet	and	200	feet	
to	 the	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 respectively,	 are	 considered	 valued	 visual	 resources,	 due	 to	 their	
historic	 status,	 however,	 because	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 located	 in	 the	 background,	 it	 would	 not	
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substantially	 obstruct	 or	 alter	 an	 existing	 recognized	 or	 valued	 public	 view	 of	 these	 resources.		
Similarly,	public	views	of	the	Andalusia	Apartments,	 located	directly	across	Havenhurst	Drive	 from	
the	Project	Site,	 face	away	from	the	Project	Site,	and	therefore	new	Project	construction	would	not	
obstruct	 or	 alter	 views	 of	 this	 historical	 property.	 	 As	 stated	 on	 page	 4.C.2‐25	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	
Historical	Resources	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	regard	to	the	Chateau	Marmont,	located	to	the	north	across	
Sunset	Boulevard,	and	upslope	from	the	Project	Site,	public	views	to	this	resource	are	experienced	
looking	 west	 and	 east	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 looking	 north	 from	 the	 intersections	 at	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	Therefore,	new	Project	Construction	would	not	
materially	change	public	views	to	the	historical	resource.	 	Accordingly,	the	impact	of	the	Project	on	
views	 of	 these	 historical	 resources,	 as	 evaluated	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 applicable	 threshold	 of	
significance	derived	from	CEQA	Guidelines	Appendix	G	and	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	
Guide	(Thresholds	Guide),	would	be	less	than	significant.		It	should	also	be	noted	that	the	Thresholds	
Guide	provides	that	an	analysis	of	Project	 impacts	to	visual	resources	must	 include	views	of	scenic	
resources	 available	 to	 the	 public,	 and	 that	 a	 private	 residence	would	not	 be	 considered	 a	 viewing	
location.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 California	 courts	 have	 routinely	 held	 that	 “obstruction	 of	 a	 few	 private	
views	 in	 a	 Project’s	 immediate	 vicinity	 is	 not	 generally	 regarded	 as	 a	 significant	 environmental	
impact.”		Banker’s	Hill,	Hillcrest,	Park	West	Community	Preservation	Group	v.		City	of	San	Diego,	139	
Cal.		App.		4th	249,	279	(2006).	

 Standards	nine	and	ten	of	the	“Standards	for	Rehabilitation,”	which	can	be	appropriately	applied	to	
the	potential	impacts	of	new	construction	in	the	environment	of	historical	resources,	were	evaluated	
on	page	154	and	155	of	the	Assessment	Report.		The	evaluation	demonstrates	that	the	Project	would	
comply	with	Standard	9	and	Standard	10,	as	relates	to	effects	on	historical	resources	in	the	vicinity.		
Generally,	 a	 project	 that	 follows	 the	 Standards,	 is	 considered	 not	 to	 have	 a	 significant	 impact	 on	
historical	 resources	 and	 shall	 be	 considered	 as	mitigated	 to	 a	 level	 of	 less	 than	 significant	 impact.		
Related	new	construction	that	is	differentiated	from	the	old	and	does	not	destroy	historic	materials,	
features	 and	 spatial	 relationships	 that	 characterize	 a	 historic	 property	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 in	
conformance	 with	 Standard	 9.	 	 When	 removed	 in	 the	 future,	 new	 construction	 that	 does	 not	
materially	 impair	 the	 eligibility	 of	 a	 historical	 resource	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 in	 conformance	 with	
Standard	10.			

 Furthermore,	under	CEQA,	a	project	that	does	not	materially	impair	the	characteristics	of	a	resource	
that	make	it	eligible	for	designation	and	retains	the	eligibility	of	the	historical	resource	is	considered	
to	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	historical	resources.			

 Similar	 to	 the	 Project,	 as	 discussed	 on	 pages	 2‐26	 and	 2‐27	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	
historical	resources	surrounding	the	Project	Site	would	be	less	than	significant	under	the	Alternative	
9	 and	 this	 Alternative	 would	 not	 negatively	 impact	 the	 character	 or	 setting	 of	 nearby	 historical	
resources	such	that	the	eligibility	of	the	historical	resources	would	be	materially	impaired.			

 Under	Alternative	9,	maximum	building	heights	would	be	comparable	to	those	of	the	Project	but	with	
varied	 building	 massing,	 setbacks	 and	 architecture.	 	 	 Similar	 to	 the	 Project,	 Alternative	 9	 would	
introduce	 improvements	 that	are	substantially	 larger	 in	scale	and	massing	than	existing	conditions	
on	 the	 Project	 Site	 or	 in	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Figures	 2‐2	 through	 2‐5	 in	
Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	while	the	background	of	public	views	would	be	aesthetically	changed	by	
the	introduction	of	large	scale	improvements	on	the	project	site,	Alternative	9	would	not	materially	
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or	 physically	 impair	 historical	 resources	 or	 their	 immediate	 surroundings	 such	 that	 the	 eligibility	
and	 significance	 of	 the	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity	would	 be	 substantially	 changed.		
Therefore,	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 CEQA	 Thresholds,	 Alternative	 9	 would	 not	 cause	 a	
substantial	adverse	change	in	the	significance	of	historical	resources	in	the	Project	vicinity.				

 Each	 building	 element	within	 Alternative	 9	 has	 been	 designed	 to	 respond	 to	 the	 variety	 of	 scales	
existing	 in	 the	 built	 environment	 surrounding	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	 retail	 element	 along	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 is	 limited	 to	 three	 stories	 with	 ample	 terrace	 spaces.	 	 The	 East	 tower	 element	 along	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 is	 simpler	 in	articulation	compared	 to	other	parts	of	 the	Alternative	9	
development,	but	its	massing	is	broken	down	to	relate	to	the	scale	of	the	neighboring	buildings.		The	
central	tower	element	has	the	most	articulation	and	is	designed	to	draw	visitors	and	pedestrians	to	
the	 interior	retail	courtyard.	 	The	massing	of	 the	west	building	tower	element	 is	scaled	to	create	a	
visual	 relationship	 with	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont.	 	 The	 glazed	 façade	 has	 certain	 degrees	 of	
transparency	that	allows	the	massing	to	appear	lighter	and	better	relate	to	the	surroundings.		These	
building	elements	are	united	at	a	 common	plaza	accessible	 from	 the	street	 level.	Building	material	
selection	 is	 in	 an	 early	 stage;	 however,	 commonalities	 in	 the	 choice,	 color,	 texture	 of	 the	material	
employed	for	Alternative	9	are	compatible	with	the	surrounding	built	environment.			

 Similar	to	the	Project,	as	discussed	on	pages	2‐11	and	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	public	view	of	existing	
residences	along	Havenhurst	Drive	would	be	unimpaired	and	the	distinctive	profile	of	Colonial	house	
as	seen	looking	north	on	Havenhurst	Drive	would	still	be	visually	prominent.		Rather	than	open	sky,	
however,	 the	 tower	of	Alternative	9	would	be	 visible	 in	 the	background.	 	 This	 change	 in	 aesthetic	
character	of	view	would	not	detract	from	the	historical	or	architectural	significance	of	Colonial	House	
or	other	properties	 in	 the	vicinity	as	eligible	historical	 resources.	 	Alternative	9	would	be	set	back	
from	 the	 street	 and	 adjacent	 properties	 and	 there	would	 be	no	 substantial	material	 change	 in	 the	
integrity	of	historical	resources	which	would	still	remain	visually	prominent.	

 As	discussed	on	page	2‐9	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	massing	of	the	western	building	element	on	Havenhurst	
Drive	 under	 Alternative	 9	 has	 two	 parts	 separated	 by	 a	 horizontal	 break	 at	 the	 amenity	 level	
approximately	72	feet	from	the	Project	plaza	level.	The	building	has	a	north‐south	oriented	massing	
to	provide	a	view	corridor	to	the	north	and	south	and	steps	in	from	the	south	edge	of	the	parcel	by	30	
feet.	 	 The	 horizontal	 break	 in	 the	 massing	 allows	 the	 lower	 portion	 along	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
façade	to	respond	to	the	surrounding	neighboring	scale	while	the	upper	portion	of	the	building	steps	
into	the	center	of	the	site,	helping	to	alleviate	taller	building	elements	along	the	smaller	scale	street.		
The	exterior	façade	will	have	solid	material,	for	example	stone,	with	punched	windows	relating	to	the	
neighboring	 residential	 characteristics.	 	The	 tower	element	 is	 set	back	 from	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
from	Havenhurst	Drive,	and	 is	elevated	from	the	amenity	 level	and	envisioned	to	have	transparent	
glazed	facades	surrounded	by	landscaped	terraces.		Focal	views	of	the	Colonial	House	and	the	Ronda	
Apartments,	located	80	feet	and	200	feet	to	the	south	of	the	Project	Site	respectively,	are	considered	
valued	visual	resources,	due	to	their	historic	status,	however,	because	the	Project	would	be	located	in	
the	background,	it	would	not	substantially	obstruct	or	alter	an	existing	recognized	or	valued	public	
view	of	these	resources	from	the	public	right	of	way.			

 Similarly,	 as	 concluded	 on	 page	 2‐27	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 public	 views	 of	 the	 Andalusia	 Apartments,	
located	directly	across	Havenhurst	Drive	from	the	Project	Site,	would	face	away	from	the	Project	Site.		
Alternative	9	would	not	obstruct	or	alter	views	of	this	historical	property.		
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 As	also	discussed	on	page	2‐27	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	the	Chateau	Marmont,	which	is	located	
to	the	north	across	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	upslope	from	the	Project	Site,	public	views	of	this	resource	
are	 experienced	 looking	 west	 and	 east	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 looking	 north	 from	 the	
intersections	at	Havenhurst	Drive	 and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	 The	building	 element	 fronting	
Sunset	Boulevard	under	Alternative	9	has	been	kept	 low	in	height	 to	support	 the	vantage	point	on	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 looking	 west	 which	 is	 a	 prominent	 view.	 	 The	 north‐south	 view	 corridors	 at	
vantage	 points	 both	 from	 West	 Hollywood	 and	 from	 up	 the	 hills	 are	 supported	 by	 the	 overall	
architectural	composition.	Therefore,	Alternative	9	would	not	materially	impair	public	views	to	the	
historical	 resources.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 indirect	 impact	 of	 Alterative	 9	 on	 views	 to	 and	 from	 these	
historical	resources,	as	evaluated	in	accordance	with	the	applicable	threshold	of	significance	derived	
from	CEQA	Guidelines	Appendix	G	and	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	would	be	less	
than	 significant.	 	 Furthermore,	 Alternative	 9	 would	 not	 materially	 alter	 any	 features	 in	 the	
surrounding	setting	that	materially	contribute	to	the	eligibility	of	historical	resources	in	the	project	
vicinity,	and	the	eligibility	of	historical	resources	in	the	project	vicinity	would	be	retained	intact.			

Shading Effects 

Impacts	 associated	with	 shade/shadow	effects	were	evaluated	on	pages	4.A‐44	 through	4.A‐51,	 in	Section	
4.A.,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 including	 the	 results	 of	 shadow	modeling	 depicted	 in	
Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	the	residential	use	and	pool	deck	immediately	to	
the	 south	 at	 1425	 N.	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 which	 is	 not	 a	 historical	 resource,	 would	 be	 the	 most	
impacted.		However,	the	level	of	shading	would	not	exceed	the	L.A.	CEQA	Threshold	Guide	threshold	of	more	
than	 three	 hours	 between	 the	 hours	 of	 9:00	 A.M.	 and	 3:00	 P.M.	 PST	 (between	 early	 November	 and	mid‐
March),	or	for	more	than	four	hours	between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	and	5:00	P.M.	PDT	(between	mid‐March	
and	early	November).		Because	the	Project	would	not	exceed	the	City’s	threshold	standard,	shading	impacts	
were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.			

In	response	to	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR,	the	modeling	described	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐
16	 has	 been	 examined	 more	 closely	 to	 specifically	 identify	 shading	 effects	 on	 the	 following	 historical	
resources:	 the	 Andalusia	 Apartments,	 Colonial	House,	 Ronda	Apartments,	 The	 Granville,	 The	 Savoy	 Plaza,	
and	 Chateau	 Marmont.	 	 	 This	 assessment	 shows,	 consistent	 with	 the	 shading	 represented	 in	 Draft	 EIR	
Figures	4.A‐13	 through	4.A‐16,	 that	due	 to	 their	 location	 in	 relation	 to	 the	Project	Site	and	sun	angles,	no	
shading	would	occur	during	any	 season	at	 the	Colonial	House,	Ronda	Apartments,	The	Granville,	 and	The	
Savoy	 Plaza.	 These	 historical	 resources	 are	 all	 located	 to	 the	 south	 and	 southeast	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.		
Accordingly	no	shade/shadow	impacts	would	occur	on	these	historical	resources.			

Regarding	the	Andalusia	Apartments,	which	are	located	immediately	west	of	the	Project	Site,	shading	during	
all	 four	 seasons	would	 be	well	 below	 the	 City’s	 shade	 threshold	 used	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 	Winter	 shadows	
would	be	less	than	15	minutes	in	duration,	spring	shadows	would	be	less	than	90	minutes	in	duration,	and	
summer	 and	 fall	 shadows	would	 be	 less	 than	 two	 hours	 in	 duration.	 	 In	 regard	 to	 the	 Chateau	Marmont	
Hotel,	 located	 across	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 the	 north	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 as	 stated	 on	 page	 4.A‐45	 in	
Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	pool	deck	and	cottages	
would	be	shaded	only	during	Winter	Solstice	beginning	at	approximately	9:00	A.M.		By	11:00	A.M.,	the	shadow	
would	have	moved	completely	out	of	hotel	property	 (no	shading	of	 the	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	pool	deck	
and	 cottages	 would	 occur	 during	 any	 other	 seasons).	 	 Accordingly,	 shading	 from	 the	 Project	 would	 not	
exceed	the	City’s	shade	threshold	of	three	hours	at	this	property	and	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.		
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Alternative	9	would	have	similar	overall	building	heights	but	different	building	massing	and	setbacks	than	
the	 Project,	 which	would	 generally	 result	 in	 decreased	 shading	 durations	 at	 off‐site	 shade‐sensitive	 uses.		
The	specific	shadows	cast	by	this	Alternative	under	worst‐case	winter	solstice	conditions	are	illustrated	in	
Figure	 2‐6	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 2‐6,	 shading	duration	 at	 all	 off‐site	 shade‐
sensitive	uses,	 including	 identified	historical	 resources	such	as	 the	Andalusia	Apartments	and	 the	Chateau	
Marmont	Hotel,	would	be	reduced	relative	to	the	Project,	with	the	exception	of	the	single‐family	and	multi‐
family	residential	uses	immediately	west	of	the	Project	Site	across	Havenhurst	Drive	(north	of	the	Andalusia	
Apartments),	for	which	shading	duration	would	be	increased	by	30	minutes	(i.e.,	from	less	than	30	minutes	
to	less	than	one	hour)	under	this	Alternative,	which	is	comparable	to	the	shading	effects	under	Alternative	7	
at	 this	 location.	 	 However,	 the	 one‐hour	 shading	 duration	 at	 this	 location	 during	 the	 worst‐case	 winter	
solstice	 conditions	 is	well	 below	 the	 three‐hour	 significance	 threshold	 for	 shading	 impacts.	 	 Thus,	 shade‐
related	 impacts	 to	off‐site	historical	 resources	would	be	 less	 than	significant	according	 to	 the	City’s	 shade	
impact	thresholds.	
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TR‐4  TRAFFIC AND PARKING 

There	were	numerous	comments	received	on	 the	Draft	EIR	 that	 focused	on	 traffic,	 circulation,	access,	and	
parking.	 	 Common	areas	of	 concern	 included:	1)	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	resulting	
from	 Project‐related	 traffic	 generation;	 2)	 safety	 risks	 to	 vehicles	 due	 to	 Project‐related	 traffic	 and	 the	
Project’s	 on‐site	 circulation	 plan;	 3)	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 safety	 concerns	 associated	 with	 removal	 of	 the	
existing	traffic	island	and	dedicated	right‐turn	lane	4)	impacts	related	to	the	provision	of	adequate	parking	
and	 potential	 off‐site	 spillover;	 and,	 5)	 availability	 of	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 facilities	 in	 the	 area	 and	
potential	safety	risks	to	pedestrians	and	cyclists	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	potential	impacts	related	to	traffic,	circulation,	access,	public	transit,	and	alternative	
(non‐vehicular)	transportation	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	provided	
in	the	Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA)	and	associated	studies	and	correspondence	included	in	Appendix	
H‐1,	Traffic	and	Parking,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Traffic	and	circulation	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	were	
evaluated	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A,	Air	Quality,	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	Noise,	and	Traffic	Data	for	
Alternative	9,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

1.  TRAFFIC GENERATION AND RELATED IMPACTS 

Traffic Impact Analysis Approach and Methodology 

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 projected	 traffic	 generation	 and	 related	 impacts	 to	 intersections,	
roadway	segments,	and	regional	facilities	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 trip	 generation	 estimation	
methodology	 and	 resulting	 Project‐related	 trip	 calculations	 (including	 for	 both	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	
site	 uses)	 were	 discussed	 with	 and	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	
Transportation	 (“LADOT”)	 prior	 to	 the	 initiation	 of	 the	 TIA	 (see	 Memorandum	 of	 Understanding,	 dated	
August	1,	2013	included	in	Appendix	H‐4	of	the	Draft	EIR).		The	trip	generation	rates	and	assumptions	used	
in	the	Project’s	TIA	(dated	November	2013)	reflect	the	direction	and	requirements	for	estimation	of	both	the	
existing	on‐site	development	and	the	proposed	project’s	uses,	as	identified	in	LADOT’s	Traffic	Study	Policies	
and	 Procedures,	 June	 2013.6	 	 These	 policies	 and	 procedures	 provide	 a	methodology	 designed	 to	 produce	
consistent	trip	generation	and	associated	impact	analyses	for	various	projects	 located	throughout	the	City,	
regardless	of	short‐term	variability	in	the	operations	of	existing	uses	(that	may	be	removed	or	modified	in	
order	to	develop	new	projects)	due	to	economic	or	other	factors	that	could	result	in	temporary	atypical	(e.g.,	
reduced)	trip	generation	activity	for	such	existing	uses.	

Further,	 the	 resulting	 November	 2013	 TIA	 was	 also	 submitted	 to	 LADOT	 for	 review,	 and	 approved	 on	
February	28,	2014	(see	LADOT	approval	 letter	 included	as	Appendix	H‐5	of	 the	Draft	EIR).	 	Therefore,	 the	
trip	generation	estimates	 for	both	 the	Project	and	 the	existing	on‐site	uses,	as	well	as	 the	net	 incremental	
traffic	 resulting	 from	 development	 of	 the	 project	 used	 to	 determine	 its	 potential	 traffic‐related	 impacts,	
adhere	 to	 LADOT’s	 current	 standard	 policies,	 and	 as	 noted	 in	 LADOT’s	 February	 28,	 2014	 traffic	 study	
																																																													
6			 Note	that	this	document	has	since	been	updated	and	revised	several	times	subsequent	to	the	preparation	of	the	project	traffic	study,	

with	the	current	version	dated	“August	2014”,	although	all	pertinent	information	and	policies	related	to	the	estimation	of	Project‐
related	trip	generation	remain	unchanged	from	the	June	2013	document.			
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review	and	approval	memorandum,	the	Project	TIA	“…adequately	evaluates	the	project‐related	impacts	on	
the	surrounding	community”.	

Project Trip Generation 

Development	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 generate	 trips	 on	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 street	 system.	 	 Table	 4.J‐3	 in	
Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Table	2	in	the	Project	TIA	summarize	the	Project’s	daily	and	peak	hour	trips.		
As	shown	in	Table	4.J‐3,	the	Project	would	generate	an	estimated	net	increase	of	1,077	daily	trips,	including	a	
reduction	 of	 82	 trips	 during	 the	 A.M.	 peak	 hour	 and	 an	 increase	 of	 216	 trips	 during	 the	 P.M.	 peak	 hour.		
Pursuant	 to	 LADOT	 guidelines,	 as	 identified	 in	 its	 Traffic	 Study	 Policies	 and	 Procedures,	 the	 Project	 TIA	
utilized	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (“ITE”)	 Trip	 Generation	 manual	 to	
estimate	 the	 traffic	generated	by	both	 the	Proposed	Project	and	 the	existing	site	uses.	 	This	publication	 is	
based	 on	 empirical	 traffic	 data	 collected	 from	 numerous	 sites	 and	 identifies	 the	 traffic‐generating	
characteristics	of	 a	variety	of	 common	 land	uses,	 including	commercial	 (retail,	 restaurant,	office,	 etc.)	 and	
residential	(apartments)	uses	such	as	those	currently	existing	or	proposed	for	the	Project	Site.		The	ITE	data	
are	typically	used	in	most	TIA’s	conducted	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	surrounding	jurisdictions,	including	
the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		

Some	commenters	suggested	that,	rather	than	using	the	ITE	traffic	generation	data	to	describe	the	existing	
traffic	 conditions,	 empirical	 traffic	 counts	 from	 the	 existing	 facilities	 should	 have	 been	 or	 should	 be	
conducted.	 	However,	 the	 site‐specific	 empirical	 traffic	 count	 data	would	 be	 dependent	 on	 several	 factors	
that	 influence	the	number	of	trips	generated	by	the	existing	site,	such	as	current	economic	conditions	that	
could	result	in	“underperforming”	uses,	or	seasonal	variation	in	the	operations	of	the	uses.		In	this	instance,	
as	 explained	 in	more	detail	 below,	unique	 circumstances	 have	 resulted	 in	underutilization	of	 the	 site.	 	 As	
such,	the	empirical	counts	of	the	existing	site	would	not	be	indicative	of	the	typical	long‐term	operations	of	
the	 site,	 as	 they	 would	 simply	 reflect	 a	 “snapshot”	 of	 the	 on‐site	 activity	 at	 the	 time	 the	 counts	 were	
conducted,	 and	 therefore,	would	not	 correlate	 to	 the	actual	 trip	generation	of	 the	existing	uses	over	 time.		
Further,	 the	 use	 of	 site‐specific	 empirical	 count	 data	 to	 identify	 the	 existing	 site	 trip	 generation	 would	
introduce	discrepancies	in	the	estimation	of	traffic	produced	by	“like”	uses	within	the	existing	and	proposed	
developments.		For	example,	the	trip	generation	for	an	existing	“retail”	use	would	be	expected	to	be	the	same	
as	that	for	a	similarly‐sized	new	“retail”	use	that	would	replace	it.				Therefore,	the	use	of	any	empirical	trip	
generation	 data	 for	 the	 existing	 site	 that	 is	 not	 also	 applied	 to	 the	 proposed	 uses	 would	 imply	 that	 the	
current	 and	 proposed	 “like”	 uses	 would	 operate	 differently,	 and	 introduce	 additional	 and	 inconsistent	
elements	to	the	assessment	of	the	potential	net	traffic	resulting	from	the	proposed	development.			

LADOT	addresses	 this	 issue	 in	Section	F,	 “Trip	Generation	Calculations”,	of	 their	Traffic	Study	Policies	and	
Procedures,	which	directs	that	“the	latest	edition	of	ITE’s	Trip	Generation	Handbook	for	trip	generation	rates	
and	 formulas	 should	 be	 used	 to	 estimate	 the	 Project’s	 trip	 generation”;	 this	 directive	 also	 includes	 the	
estimation	 of	 traffic	 associated	with	 any	 existing	 uses	 on	 a	 project	 site	 that	may	 be	 removed	 in	 order	 to	
develop	a	project.		Although	LADOT	does	allow	for	the	use	of	site‐specific	empirical	trip	generation	data	for	
“unique	 uses”	 for	which	 trip	 generation	 rates	 are	 not	 available	 in	 the	 ITE	Trip	Generation	Handbook,	 the	
existing	 site	 development	 does	 not	 contain	 any	 such	 uses	 (the	 existing	 site	 uses	 consist	 of	 typical	 retail,	
restaurant,	fast	food,	banking,	and	storage	facilities).		The	LADOT	policy	followed	in	this	EIR	is	a	reasonable	
method	of	determining	existing	conditions	for	purposes	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	a	balanced	approach	of	
utilizing	 site‐specific,	 “snapshot”	 empirical	 data	 for	 unique	 uses	 where	 more	 general	 data	 would	 not	 be	
relevant,	but	 for	more	common	uses	 like	 those	at	 the	existing	site,	 it	uses	a	methodology	based	on	a	 large	
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data	set	designed	to	produce	consistent	trip	generation	and	impact	analyses	for	projects	throughout	the	City,	
regardless	of	short‐term	variability	in	the	operations	of	existing	uses	due	to	economic	or	other	factors	that	
could	result	in	temporary	atypical	(e.g.,	reduced)	trip	generation	activity.	

A	number	of	comments	also	indicated	that	the	Project	Site	is	not	currently	fully	occupied,	and	that	this	factor	
should	 have	 been	 or	 should	 be	 incorporated	 into	 the	 estimates	 of	 the	 amount	 of	 traffic	 generated	 by	 the	
existing	 site	 uses.	 	 In	 fact,	 the	 current	 vacancies,	 resulting	 from	 leasing	 decisions	made	 in	 anticipation	 of	
significant	 redevelopment	 on‐site,	 are	 the	 reason	 that	 estimates	 of	 existing	 conditions	 using	 LADOT’s	
formula	are	warranted	here.	 	The	existing	development	 at	 the	Project	 Site	 currently	 exhibits	 a	number	of	
vacancies,	 primarily	 as	 a	 result	 of	 non‐renewal	 of	 leases	 for	 previous	 tenants	 in	 anticipation	 of	 the	
development	of	 the	proposed	Project.	 	However,	 the	Project	Site	was	fully	 leased	and	occupied	at	 the	time	
the	 TIA	 was	 conducted,	 so	 the	 Project	 TIA	 accurately	 reflects	 the	 conditions	 at	 the	 existing	 site	 and	 its	
associated	uses	at	the	time	the	TIA	was	prepared.	

A	 number	 of	 comments	 cited	 the	 current	 vacancies	 at	 the	 Project	 site	 in	 reference	 to	 the	 California	
Environmental	Quality	Act	(“CEQA”)	requirements	that	the	“existing”	uses	at	the	time	the	Project’s	Notice	of	
Preparation	 (“NOP”)	was	 circulated	be	 analyzed,	 and	 that	 the	 trips	 associated	with	 these	 existing	 uses	be	
specifically	 identified,	 implying	 that	 only	 site‐specific	 empirical	 traffic	 count	 data	 will	 satisfy	 the	 CEQA	
mandates.	 	 However,	 this	 requirement	 only	 concerns	 the	 issue	 of	 when	 the	 baseline	 conditions	 are	
determined,	and	not	 the	 issue	of	how	the	baseline	conditions	are	determined.	 	As	 indicated	above,	LADOT	
has	reasonably	established	a	methodology	for	how	to	determine	existing	conditions;	that	methodology	uses	
site‐specific	 counts	 at	 the	 time	of	 the	NOP	under	 certain	 circumstances	 involving	unique	uses,	 but	 it	 uses	
ITE’s	methodology	based	on	broad‐based	data	for	more	common	uses.		Courts	have	recognized	that	where,	
as	here,	 the	 baseline	 conditions	have	been	 artificially	 and	 temporarily	 altered,	 site‐specific	 empirical	 data	
might	not	accurately	describe	the	existing	environment	 for	purposes	of	establishing	the	baseline	 for	CEQA	
analysis.	 (San	 Joaquin	 Raptor	 Rescue	 Center	 v.	 County	 of	 Merced	 (2007)	 149	 Cal.	 App.	 4th	 645,	 658	
[“[E]stablished	 levels	 of	 a	 particular	 use	 have	 been	 considered	 to	 be	 part	 of	 an	 existing	 environmental	
setting.”];	 Fairview	Neighbors	 v.	 County	 of	 Ventura	 (1999)	 70	 Cal.App.4th	 238,	 242.)	 More	 pointedly,	 the	
California	Court	of	Appeals	recently	held	that	lead	agencies	may,	in	their	discretion	when	backed	by	evidence	
of	historic	uses,	establish	a	traffic	baseline	that	assumes	a	fully	occupied	existing	site.		(N.	County	Advocates	v.	
City	 of	 Carlsbad	 (2015)	 241	 Cal.	 App.	 4th	 94,	 106.)	 LADOT’s	 traffic	 study	 policies	 also	 allow	 for	 trip	
generation	 “adjustments”	 for	 other	 factors	 that	 may	 be	 associated	 with	 specific	 development	 projects	 or	
locations	that	are	not	included	in	the	“baseline”	ITE	trip	generation	rates,	including	“internal	interaction”	or	
“shared	patronage”	 between	on‐site	 uses,	 “walk‐in”	 patronage,	 “pass‐by”	 traffic	 activity,	 and	use	 of	 public	
transit	 by	 residents	 or	 employees	 of	 the	 proposed	 Project.	 	 Each	 of	 these	 factors	 individually,	 or	 in	
combination	 with	 each	 other,	 can	 be	 instrumental	 in	 more	 accurately	 describing	 the	 number	 of	 trips	
generated	by	potential	developments,	including	mixed‐use	projects	such	as	the	proposed	Project.		

Furthermore,	 even	 if	 the	estimation	of	 existing	 traffic	 generation	were	 required	 to	 account	 for	 temporary	
vacancies	at	 the	Project	Site	(which,	as	 indicated	above,	 is	not	required),	 the	changes	 in	 impacts	would	be	
nominal.	 Additional	 analysis	 conducted	 by	 the	 Project	 traffic	 engineer	 assumed	 that	 approximately	 4,637	
square	 feet	 of	 general	 retail	 use	was	 vacant	 at	 the	 time	 the	 NOP	was	 published	 and	 the	 Project	 TIA	was	
prepared;	 the	 results	 indicate	 that	 the	 changes	 in	 impacts	 would	 be	 nominal.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 total	 net	
Project	traffic	would	increase	by	approximately	99	trips	per	day,	the	Project’s	net	A.M.	peak	hour	trips	would	
only	increase	by	two	(inbound)	trips,	and	its	net	P.M.	peak	hour	trips	would	only	increase	by	nine	trips	(four	
inbound,	five	outbound).	 	The	results	of	the	analyses	indicate	that	there	would	be	only	nominal	changes	in	



2.A  Topical Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 	 	 	 2.A‐31	
	

the	impacts	at	a	few	of	the	study	intersections,	but	no	changes	in	the	conclusions	of	the	overall	study,	since	
only	one	intersection	impact	(Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive)	during	the	P.M.	peak	hour	would	occur,	
which	would	be	the	same	as	under	the	proposed	Project,	and	can	be	mitigated	through	the	installation	of	a	
new	traffic	signal	at	that	location.		Similarly,	no	additional	neighborhood	street	segment,	freeway	facility,	or	
CMP	arterial	intersection	impacts	will	occur.			

As	described	in	detail	in	the	Project	TIA,	internal	interaction	reflects	the	use	of	a	mixed‐use	project’s	on‐site	
services	 and	amenities	by	other	patrons	or	 residents	of	 the	development.	 	As	 it	 applies	 specifically	 to	 the	
Proposed	 Project,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 residents	 of	 the	 Project	 will	 shop	 at	 the	 new	 on‐site	 retail	 and/or	
supermarket,	 dine	 at	 one	 of	 the	 new	 restaurants,	 and/or	 utilize	 the	 proposed	 bank	 or	 health/fitness	
facilities,	thereby	reducing	the	number	of	vehicle	trips	to	and	from	the	site	(since	there	is	a	reduced	need	for	
Project	residents	to	shop	or	dine	elsewhere).	 	Following	review	of	pertinent	data	related	to	this	factor	and	
consultation	with	LADOT,	it	was	estimated	that	approximately	15	percent	of	the	patronage	(and	associated	
traffic)	typically	associated	with	the	Proposed	Project’s	“market”	(grocery	store),	approximately	10	percent	
of	the	Project’s	retail	and	restaurant	uses,	and	approximately	five	percent	of	the	bank	and	yoga/dance	studio	
use	traffic	will	occur	due	to	on‐site	resident	patronage,	which	are	considered	to	be	conservative	estimates.		
As	identified	in	Appendix	C	of	the	2nd	Edition	of	ITE’s	Trip	Generation	Handbook,	June	2004	(a	component	of	
the	9th	Edition	of	ITE’s	Trip	Generation	manual),	studies	of	various	mixed‐use	projects	have	identified	that	
internal	 trip	 capture	 (aka,	 “internal	 interaction”)	 rates	 between	 on‐site	 residential	 and	 retail	 uses	 range	
between	30	and	42	percent,	while	the	internal	capture	between	residential	and	(sit‐down)	restaurant	uses	
can	be	52	to	54	percent,	and	between	residential	and	bank	uses	of	between	48	and	62	percent.		Additionally,	
research	 conducted	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	National	 Cooperative	Highway	Research	 Program.	 Project	 8‐51	
(“NCHRP	 Project	 8‐51”),	 summarized	 in	 the	 August	 2010	 edition	 of	 the	 ITE	 Journal,	 estimates	 internal	
interaction	between	on‐site	residential	and	retail	uses	at	approximately	42	percent,	and	between	residential	
and	restaurant	uses	at	approximately	21	percent.		While	it	is	acknowledged	that	there	is	some	discrepancy	in	
the	 internal	 interaction	 factors	 for	 “restaurant”	 uses	 between	 these	 two	 sources,	 it	 is	 apparent	 that	 the	
internal	 interaction	 factor	 of	 10	percent	 for	 this	 use	 assumed	 in	 the	Proposed	Project’s	TIA	 is	well	 below	
even	the	lowest	of	the	factors	cited	in	either	the	Trip	Generation	Handbook	or	the	NCHRP	Project	8‐51	data.		
By	comparison,	 the	cumulative	effects	of	 the	 “internal	 interaction”	 factors	applied	 to	 the	Proposed	Project	
results	in	a	relatively	nominal	overall	reduction	(from	the	total	baseline	ITE	trip	generation	estimates	for	the	
Project’s	 total	 commercial	 component	 trips)	 of	 approximately	 11	 percent	 for	 each	 of	 the	 time	 periods	
analyzed	 in	 the	study	(daily,	A.M.	peak	hour,	P.M.	peak	hour).	 	Therefore,	 the	“internal	 interaction”	 factors	
identified	in	the	Project	TIA	are	appropriate.	

The	 internal	 interaction	 factor	can	also	 include	“multi‐purpose”	trips	by	non‐residents	of	 the	site,	wherein	
patrons	of	one	retail	store	will	shop	at	other	stores	during	a	single	trip	to	the	project,	or	may	shop	and	then	
stay	on‐site	 to	dine	 in	one	of	 the	restaurants,	 thereby	 further	 reducing	 the	number	of	vehicle	 trips	 to	and	
from	the	site.		However,	no	“multi‐purpose”	trip	adjustments	were	assumed	in	the	Project	TIA,	since	the	ITE	
“shopping	 center”	 trip	 generation	 rate	 used	 to	 estimate	 the	 amount	 of	 traffic	 associated	with	 the	 “retail”	
components	 of	 both	 the	 existing	 use	 and	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 is	 assumed	 to	 intrinsically	 include	multi‐
purpose	trips	(as	a	consequence	of	the	basic,	multiple	retailer	configuration	of	typical	shopping	centers).	

The	proposed	Project	will	 also	 provide	 a	 number	 of	 local‐serving	 facilities	 (particularly	 the	 supermarket)	
within	convenient	walking	distance	for	residents	of	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	 	Walk‐in	patronage	 is	
similar	to	internal	interaction	in	that	it	eliminates	vehicular	trips	(since	walk‐in	patrons,	by	definition,	do	not	
drive	 to	 or	 from	 the	 site),	 but	 reflects	 the	 use	 of	 the	 Project’s	 facilities	 by	 off‐site	 rather	 than	 on‐site	
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residents.	 	Although	several	of	the	Project’s	proposed	uses	(including	the	retail,	bank,	and	restaurant	uses)	
are	 expected	 to	 experience	 some	 level	 of	 walk‐in	 utilization	 from	 residents	 of	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhoods,	only	the	supermarket	was	assumed	to	exhibit	any	measurable	walk‐in	activity,	estimated	to	
be	approximately	five	percent	of	its	total	patronage.		While	it	is	likely	that	some	level	of	walk‐in	activity	also	
occurs	 for	 some	 of	 the	 existing	 on‐site	 uses	 (particularly	 the	 bank	 and	 restaurant/fast	 food	 facilities),	 no	
walk‐in	 patronage	 was	 assumed	 for	 the	 current	 development,	 in	 order	 to	 remain	 consistent	 with	 the	
approach	applied	to	the	Proposed	Project.		

Pass‐by	traffic	involves	the	“capture”	of	an	existing	trip	passing	by	the	Project	Site.		These	existing	trips	are	
already	on	the	area	roadway	network	for	other	purposes,	such	as	a	trip	to	or	 from	work,	or	perhaps	to	or	
from	other	shopping	destinations.		As	these	trips	travel	past	the	Project	Site,	the	specific	convenient	facilities	
provided	by	 the	Project,	 or	other	 factors	produces	a	 stop	at	 the	 site.	 	 Such	activity	 is	 considered	 to	be	an	
interim	 stop	 along	 a	 trip	 which	 existed	 without	 the	 development	 of	 the	 Project,	 and	 therefore	 vehicles	
making	these	stops	are	not	considered	to	be	newly	generated	Project‐related	traffic.		LADOT	has	developed	a	
series	 of	 recommended	 pass‐by	 trip	 reduction	 factors	 for	 a	 variety	 of	 development	 types	 and	 sizes	
(Attachment	 I	 of	 LADOT’s	 Traffic	 Study	 Policies	 and	 Procedures,	 June	 2013).	 	 Based	 on	 these	
recommendations,	 it	 is	assumed	that	the	retail	components	of	the	existing	site	development	experience	an	
approximately	50	percent	pass‐by	trip	reduction,	while	the	proposed	Project’s	retail	and	supermarket	uses	
will	 each	 exhibit	 an	 approximately	 40	 percent	 pass‐by	 reduction.	 	 The	 existing	 and	 proposed	 bank	 uses,	
proposed	health/fitness	(yoga/dance	studio)	facilities,	and	existing	restaurant	uses	(including	the	ice	cream	
parlor)	 are	 each	 assumed	 to	 exhibit	 an	 approximately	 20	percent	 pass‐by	 trip	 reduction	 factor,	while	 the	
proposed	“quality”	restaurant	facilities	experience	an	approximately	10	percent	pass‐by	factor.		Additionally,	
LADOT	identifies	an	approximately	50	percent	pass‐by	adjustment	factor	for	most	fast	food	uses.	 	As	such,	
the	trip	generation	estimates	for	the	existing	McDonald’s	restaurant	incorporate	that	assumption,	although	
due	to	their	less	visible	locations	in	the	interior	of	the	site,	the	other	existing	fast	food	uses	are	assumed	to	
exhibit	 a	 somewhat	 reduced	 pass‐by	 factor	 of	 approximately	 35	 percent.	 	 No	 pass‐by	 adjustments	 are	
applicable	for	the	site’s	existing	dental	office,	martial	arts	studio,	or	art	storage	facility,	which	are	assumed	to	
be	“destination”	uses	with	little	pass‐by	activity.	 	Therefore,	the	pass‐by	trip	generation	factors	used	in	the	
Project	TIA	are	consistent	with,	or	more	conservative	than,	those	recommended	by	LADOT	for	similar	uses.	

The	proposed	Project	is	located	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard;	both	of	these	roadways	exhibit	a	number	of	public	transit	bus	lines	that	provide	stops	at	
or	within	 convenient	walking	distance	 (about	 one‐quarter	mile)	 of	 the	Project	 Site,	 including	Metro	Lines	
2/302,	and	Metro	Line	218,	which	directly	serve	 the	Project	site,	and	 together	provide	a	 total	of	about	20	
buses	per	hour,	and	nearly	270	buses	per	day,	as	well	as	Metro	Lines	217	and	780,	and	the	West	Hollywood	
CityLine,	which	do	not	stop	at	the	Project	site	but	provide	stops	within	convenient	walking	distance.	Based	
on	the	availability	of	the	existing	public	transit	service	in	the	Project	vicinity,	the	Project	TIA	assumed	that	
approximately	 five	 percent	 of	 the	 Project’s	 residential	 trips	 would	 occur	 via	 public	 transit,	 although	 no	
specific	public	transit	use	was	assumed	for	the	Project’s	commercial	components.						

Project Traffic Impacts and Mitigation 

Under	Existing	(2013)	Plus	Project	conditions,	the	Project,	along	with	its	associated	changes	in	site‐related	
traffic	volumes	and	 travel	patterns	would	result	 in	 incremental	changes	 in	 the	Critical	Movement	Analysis	
(CMA)	or	vehicular	delay	values	at	each	of	the	study	intersections	to	varying	degrees,	depending	upon	the	
intersection’s	proximity	to	the	Project	Site,	its	location	along	the	anticipated	Project	traffic	travel	routes,	or	
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the	specific	lane	geometries/configurations	and/or	operating	characteristics	of	the	intersection.		As	shown	in	
Tables	4.J‐4a	and	4.J‐4b	in	Section	4.J,	most	of	these	incremental	Project‐related	changes	in	either	the	CMA	or	
vehicular	 delay	 values	 are	 relatively	 nominal,	 and	 during	 the	 A.M.	 peak	 hour,	 slight	 improvements	 in	 the	
operations	of	several	of	the	locations	could	occur	due	to	the	anticipated	reduction	in	total	site‐related	trips	
during	 this	 time	 period.	 	 However,	 Project‐generated	 vehicular	 delays	 at	 the	 unsignalized	 intersection	 of	
Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive	could	be	expected	to	increase	by	nearly	50	seconds	per	vehicle	during	
the	P.M.	peak	hour.		Although	a	change	in	the	LOS	would	not	occur,	based	on	the	significance	criteria,	and	as	
identified	 in	Table	4.J‐4b,	 the	Project	would	result	 in	a	significant	 impact	during	the	P.M.	peak	hour	at	 the	
unsignalized	 intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive	 located	 in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	 In	
order	 to	 address	 this	 impact,	 Mitigation	 Measure	 TR‐1	 requires	 the	 installation	 of	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 this	
intersection.			

Under	Future	(Year	2018)	Without	and	With	Project	conditions,	future	traffic	volumes	would	increase	in	and	
around	 the	 study	 area	 due	 to	 a	 combination	 of	 ambient	 traffic	 growth	 throughout	 the	 region	 and	 traffic	
generated	 by	 the	 related	 projects.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 traffic	 conditions	 would	 worsen	 at	 all	 of	 the	 study	
intersections	by	the	Future	(Year	2018)	Without	Project	scenario.	 	As	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐4a	and	4.J‐4b	 in	
Section	4.J,	the	Future	(Year	2018)	Without	Project	scenario	the	four	study	intersections	along	Santa	Monica	
Boulevard	 (at	 La	 Cienega	 Boulevard,	 Sweetzer	 Avenue,	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue)	
would	deteriorate	to	LOS	F	operations	during	both	peak	hours.	 	 In	addition,	 the	 intersection	of	Hollywood	
Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 would	 experience	 a	 slight	 reduction	 in	 level	 of	 service	 from	 its	
existing	LOS	A	conditions	to	still‐acceptable	forecast	LOS	B	operations	during	both	peak	hours.		Further,	the	
intersection	of	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue	could	deteriorate	from	its	current	acceptable	LOS	D	
operations	 to	 undesirable	 LOS	 E	 conditions	 during	 the	 A.M.	 peak	 hour,	 and	 from	 existing	 LOS	 C	 to	 still‐
acceptable	LOS	D	during	the	P.M.	peak	hour.		Finally,	the	operations	at	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	
and	Fairfax	Avenue	are	forecast	to	be	reduced	from	LOS	B	to	LOS	C	during	both	the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours.		
As	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.J‐4a	 and	 4.J‐4b,	 the	 Future	 (Year	 2018)	 With	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 nominal	
incremental	changes	in	the	CMA	or	vehicular	delays	at	most	of	the	study	intersections	during	the	A.M.	and	
P.M.	 peak	 hours,	 with	 the	 exception	 of	 the	 unsignalized	 Fountain	 Avenue/Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersection,	
which	could	experience	 increases	 in	vehicular	delay	of	nearly	80	seconds	per	vehicle	during	the	P.M.	peak	
hour.	 	 The	 Project‐generated	 traffic	 would	 result	 in	 a	 change	 to	 the	 levels	 of	 service	 at	 the	 Fountain	
Avenue/Sweetzer	Avenue	intersection,	which	would	be	reduced	from	its	Future	(Year	2018)	Without	Project	
LOS	A	conditions	 to	still‐acceptable	LOS	B	operations	during	the	P.M.	peak	hour.	 	No	other	Project‐related	
changes	in	LOS	are	expected	at	any	of	the	other	study	intersections	during	either	peak	hour.		Therefore,	the	
Project	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 impact	 during	 the	 P.M.	 peak	 hour	 at	 the	 unsignalized	 Fountain	
Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive	intersection	located	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	in	the	Future	(Year	2018)	With	
Project	scenario.			

While	 the	 Project’s	 Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 Plan	 would	 likely	 reduce	 the	 overall	
magnitude	of	 the	 impact	at	 the	study	 intersections	under	Existing	(2013)	and	Future	(2018)	conditions,	 it	
would	not	fully	mitigate	the	significant	Project	impacts	at	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	
Drive.	 	As	such,	this	impact	is	considered	potentially	significant.	 	However,	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	would	
require	 the	 installation	of	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive,	which	
would	reduce	 impacts	 to	 less	 than	significant.	 	Furthermore,	 to	ensure	 implementation	of	 the	TDM	Plan,	a	
Regulatory	 Measure	 (Regulatory	 Measure‐Traffic‐1)	 has	 been	 added	 to	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	
requires	 that	 the	 Project‐specific	 TDM	 Plan	 be	 prepared	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 LADOT	 and	
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implemented	 throughout	 Project	 operation.	 	 Regulatory	 Measure‐Traffic‐1	 is	 provided	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	
Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

A	 number	 of	 public	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 also	 expressed	 concern	 regarding	
traffic	 associated	 with	 occasional	 special	 events	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 which	 would	 involve	 attendance	 of	
between	 50	 and	 500	 guests.	 	 While	 the	 specific	 details	 of	 such	 future	 events,	 including	 the	 number,	
frequency,	 time	of	day,	duration,	and	attendance	are	not	currently	known,	such	events	would	generally	be	
scheduled	 outside	 of	 peak	 traffic	 periods	 and	 regular	 business	 hours	 in	 order	 to	minimize	 conflicts	 with	
future	 on‐site	 land	 uses	 and	 associated	 operations.	 	 In	 addition,	 given	 the	 lack	 of	 details	 regarding	 such	
future	events,	a	Project	Design	Feature	(PDF‐Traffic‐2)	has	been	added	to	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR	(please	
see	 Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	Additions	 to	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	RP‐DEIR,	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR)	 that	 requires	
implementation	 of	 an	 LADOT‐approved	 Special	 Event	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	Management	 Plan.	 	 The	 Special	
Event	Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan	provides	a	number	of	 strategies	be	 implemented	 to	minimize	
issues	related	 to	 temporary	 traffic	and	parking	effects	of	special	events,	 the	specific	combination	of	which	
would	be	determined	prior	to	each	future	event.		Strategies	provided	in	the	Special	Event	Traffic	and	Parking	
Management	Plan,	which	are	anticipated,	in	part,	to	facilitate	more	direct	routing	to	off‐street	parking	lots	(if	
necessary),	may	 include	but	not	be	 limited	to	 the	 following:	(1)	establish	an	Event	Coordination	Plan	with	
affected	 on‐site	 commercial	 tenants	 and	 residential	 management	 that	 may	 include	 additional	 measures	
related	 to	 events,	 visitor	 enhancements,	 parking,	 loading,	 etc.;	 (2)	 implement	 traffic	 and	 parking	
management	measures	 for	 the	Project,	 as	appropriate;	 (3)	encourage	and	 identify	alternate	 travel	options	
(ridesharing,	 	 public	 transit)	 in	 event‐related	 marketing/media	 information;	 (4)	 deploy	 lane	 use	 signs,	
changeable	message	 signs,	 etc.,	 as	may	 be	 necessary	 to	 direct	 traffic	 to	 use	 	 designated	 travel	 routes;	 (5)	
reschedule	Project	operating	hours,	activities,	programs,	etc.,	that	are	not	related	to	a	planned	special	event	
to	a	different	day	or	non‐peak	periods	whenever	possible	in	order	to	minimize	typical	Project‐related	traffic	
on	event	days;	 (6)	contract	with	parking	operators	 to	provide	attendants,	 flagmen,	valets,	etc.,	 to	expedite	
vehicle	movement	in	or	out	of	the	Project	parking	garage;	(7)	secure	additional	off‐site	parking	spaces	and	
locations,	which	may	include	round‐trip	shuttle	service	to	the	site	for	selected	events;	(8)	assign	personnel	
(e.g.,	 parking	 monitors)	 to	 redirect	 traffic	 as	 needed	 between	 the	 on‐site	 parking	 areas	 depending	 on	
congestion,	 and	 to	direct	 any	overflow	vehicles	 to	 approved	designated	off‐site	 locations;	 and	 (9)	provide	
and	promote	certain	designated	passenger	loading	areas	as	approved	by	the	City.	 	With	implementation	of	
the	Special	Event	Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan,	temporary	traffic	impacts	in	the	Project	area	during	
future	special	events	would	be	minimized.	

With	regard	to	 impacts	to	 local	street	segments,	as	shown	in	Table	4.J‐5	 in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	
Project	would	result	in	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	the	four	street	segments	(Havenhurst	Drive	between	
Sunset	Boulevard	 and	Fountain	Avenue,	 Fountain	Avenue	between	Harper	Avenue	 and	Havenhurst	Drive,	
Fountain	Avenue	between	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	Fountain	Avenue	between	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Avenue)	 included	 in	 this	 analysis	 under	 the	 Existing	 (Year	 2013)	
With	 Project	 and	 Future	 (Year	 2018)	 With	 Project	 scenarios.	 	 Therefore,	 no	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
necessary.			

Regarding	regional	Congestion	Management	Program	(CMP)	facilities,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐52	and	4.J‐
53	of	the	Draft	EIR,	net	Project‐generated	traffic	at	the	affected	CMP	intersections	would	be	below	the	CMP’s	
50‐trip	 threshold,	 and	 therefore	 no	 additional	 analyses	 of	 these	 intersections	 are	 required.	 	 The	 Project‐
generated	 traffic	 potentially	 travelling	 through	 these	 CMP	 arterial	monitoring	 intersections	would	 not	 be	
sufficient	to	produce	significant	impacts,	and	as	such,	no	traffic	mitigation	measures	are	necessary	at	any	of	
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the	CMP	locations.		With	regard	to	CMP	freeway	segment	analysis,	the	Project	would	result	in	a	net	reduction	
in	trips	during	the	A.M.	peak	hour,	and	therefore,	the	Project	would	not	affect	the	freeway	system	during	this	
time	period.	 	During	 the	P.M.	 peak	hour	 the	Project	would	 generate	158	net	 inbound	 trips,	 exceeding	 the	
CMP’s	150	directional	trip	threshold.		However,	only	a	portion	of	the	158	P.M.	peak	hour	trips	would	travel	
into	or	out	of	the	immediate	study	area	or	use	any	of	the	nearby	freeways.		Only	the	US‐101	is	located	near	
enough	to	the	Project	Site	to	potentially	be	affected	by	Project‐generated	traffic.		The	Project	would	result	in	
64	 net	 new	 inbound	 retail/commercial	 trips	 and	 94	 net	 new	 inbound	 residential	 trips.	 	 Assuming	
conservatively	 that	 approximately	 10	 percent	 of	 the	 net	 retail/commercial	 trips	 and	 approximately	 five	
percent	of	the	net	residential	trips	would	use	the	US‐101,	the	Project	would	result	 in	a	total	of	11	net	new	
directional	(inbound)	trips	(approximately	6	retail/commercial	and	5	residential	trips)	on	the	freeway	in	the	
Project	Site	vicinity.		Therefore,	the	Project’s	trip	additions	to	any	segment	of	the	US‐101	would	be	less	than	
the	CMP’s	150‐trip	threshold,	and	would	not	result	in	any	measurable	effects.		Therefore,	no	further	analysis	
of	Project‐generated	traffic	impacts	to	the	area	freeway	system	is	necessary.	

It	should	also	be	noted	that,	as	mentioned	above	and	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	proposed	
Project	will	be	required	under	City	ordinance	(Section	12.26‐J	of	the	LA.M.C)	to	implement	a	TDM	program	
to	 reduce	 its	 traffic.	 	 The	details	 of	 this	 program	will	 be	 identified	 and	 a	 detailed	TDM	Plan	 submitted	 to	
LADOT	 for	 review	 and	 approval	 prior	 to	 the	 issuance	 of	 any	 Certificates	 of	 Occupancy	 for	 the	 proposed	
Project,	as	is	the	typical	procedure	for	such	plans	and	programs	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.		This	program	is	
expected	 to	 include	 options	 for	 carpooling/ridesharing,	 transit	 passes,	 preferential	 parking	 for	
rideshare/carpool/	vanpool	vehicles,	flexible	work	hours,	and	other	means	of	increasing	vehicle	ridership	or	
encouraging	use	of	public	transit	or	other	non‐vehicular	modes	of	travel	(walking,	bicycling,	etc.).		However,	
while	 the	 required	 TDM	 program	 is	 expected	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	 trips	 generated	 by	 the	 proposed	
Project,	it	is	not	utilized	for	mitigation	of	potential	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.			

Therefore,	while	 the	Project	would	 result	 in	 an	 overall	 net	 increase	 in	 traffic	 affecting	 local	 intersections,	
neighborhood	street	segments,	and	regional	CMP	intersections	and	freeway	segments,	such	increases	would	
not	 trigger	 a	 significant	 impact	under	 the	City’s	 traffic	 impact	 assessment	 criteria	with	 implementation	of	
applicable	mitigation	measures,	and	impacts	would	be	further	reduced	(below	an	insignificant	level)	through	
ongoing	implementation	of	the	Project’s	TDM	program.	

2.  VEHICULAR ACCESS/SAFETY 

A	full	evaluation	of	vehicular	access	and	safety	was	provided	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	
the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		
As	discussed	on	page	4.J‐56	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	greater	detail	on	pages	40	through	47	of	the	Project	TIA,	
based	on	the	Project’s	operational	characteristics,	expected	minimum	driveway	capacities	 for	both	 ingress	
and	 egress,	 and	 the	 projected	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hour	 driveway	 traffic	 volumes,	 the	 proposed	 site	 access	
would	 provide	 adequate	 capacity	 to	 accommodate	 the	 anticipated	maximum	 vehicular	 demands	 for	 both	
entering	 and	 exiting	 traffic	 at	 each	 of	 the	 Project	 Site’s	 individual	 driveways.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	
driveways	would	 accommodate	 the	 total	 traffic	 demands	 for	 the	 Project	 and	 no	 significant	 access	 impact	
would	occur.		With	regard	to	on‐site	vehicular	queuing,	the	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway	would	provide	a	total	
of	approximately	100	feet	of	vehicle	queuing	space	(the	single	entry	lane	flares	to	provide	two	lanes	at	the	
gate	arms),	while	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	would	provide	approximately	140	feet;	and	the	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway	 would	 provide	 approximately	 60	 feet.	 	 The	 three	 driveways	 would	 provide	
sufficient	 queuing	 space	 between	 the	 entry‐controlling	 ticket	 dispenser/gate	 arm	 mechanisms	 and	 the	
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property	 line	 (back	 of	 the	 adjacent	 sidewalk)	 to	 accommodate	 the	 anticipated	 inbound	 vehicle	 queues	
without	overhanging	the	adjacent	sidewalks	or	resulting	 in	vehicles	queuing	onto	the	adjacent	streets	and	
disrupting	traffic	flows.		As	indicated	in	LADOT’s	current	Traffic	Study	Policies	and	Procedures	(June	2013),	
it	 is	 recommended	 that	 driveways	 serving	 between	 100	 and	 300	 parking	 spaces	 (the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
driveway	would	 serve	 approximately	 295	 residential	 parking	 spaces)	 should	 provide	 a	minimum	 vehicle	
“reservoir”	 distance	 between	 the	 back	 of	 sidewalk	 and	 any	 ticket	 dispenser/gate	 arms	 of	 40	 feet,	 while	
driveways	 serving	more	 than	 300	 spaces	 (such	 as	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
driveways,	which	provide	access	to	the	557	commercial	spaces)	should	provide	a	minimum	vehicle	reservoir	
distance	 of	 60	 feet.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 anticipated	 that	 each	 of	 the	 Project’s	 driveways	 would	 function	
adequately,	 with	 sufficient	 entry	 and	 exit	 capacity	 and	 internal	 vehicular	 queuing	 space	 such	 that	 no	
significant	vehicular	queuing	or	disruption	of	either	pedestrian	or	vehicular	traffic	flows	on	the	Project	Site‐
adjacent	streets	would	occur.	 	Further,	a	review	of	 the	proposed	site	plan	also	indicates	that	the	proposed	
vehicular	circulation	within	the	parking	structure	is	designed	to	prevent	internally‐queued	vehicles	(waiting	
to	 exit	 from	 the	 Project	 Site)	 from	 interfering	 with	 on‐site	 vehicular	 flows	 and	minimizes	 other	 internal	
conflicts.	 	Additionally,	 regarding	 left‐turn	exits	 from	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway,	 if	 the	existing	traffic	
island	 is	 removed,	 this	 driveway	would	 be	 designed	 to	 physically	 deter	 left‐turns	 through	 a	 raised	 island	
within	the	driveway	or	some	other	barrier	to	prohibit	this	exit	move.		This	feature	has	been	added	to	Section	
4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	as	a	Project	Design	Feature,	which	will	be	required	be	 implemented	to	
physically	prevent	left‐turn	movements	for	vehicles	exiting	the	Project	Site	onto	Havenhurst	Drive	(refer	to	
Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		As	such,	the	Project	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	access	or	internal	vehicular	circulation	impacts.	

3.  TRAFFIC ISLAND RECONFIGURATION 

The	proposed	modifications	to	the	site‐adjacent	(southwest)	corner	of	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	
and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	are	shown	in	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		
As	shown	in	Figure	2‐12,	the	Project	proposes	to	reconfigure	the	southwest	quadrant	of	the	intersection	to	
remove	 the	 independent	eastbound	right‐turn	only	 lane	and	replace	 it	with	a	more	 typical	 right‐turn	 lane	
located	at	the	intersection.	 	The	Project	traffic	engineer	met	with	LADOT,	including	their	Geometric	Design	
Section,	 to	get	 input	regarding	reconfiguring	the	 intersection	 in	April	2013.	 	 	At	 that	meeting,	LADOT	staff	
indicated	 their	 support	 for	 both	 the	 reconfiguration	 concept	 and	 the	 preliminary	 design.	 	 Further,	 they	
considered	the	elimination	of	the	existing	“no	left	turn”	prohibition	from	the	Crescent	Heights	driveway,	and	
in	LADOT’s	February	28,	2014	approval	of	the	Project	TIA,	 indicated	that	the	existing	prohibition	could	be	
removed	as	long	as	the	intersection	of	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	was	modified	as	proposed.		In	other	words,	
retaining	the	island,	as	some	comments	advocated	for,	would	prevent	the	left	out	option.		Retaining	the	“no	
left	turn”	prohibition	would	in	turn	affect	traffic	patterns	predicted	by	the	modeling	done	for	the	project,	but	
as	further	explained	below	and	supported	by	the	supplemental	traffic	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	E	of	this	
Final	EIR,	would	not	rise	to	the	level	of	a	significant	impact.	

The	modifications	 illustrated	 in	Figure	2‐12	are	conceptual,	and	the	 final	design	 for	 this	 improvement	will	
need	to	be	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	appropriate	City	agencies.		Such	future	review	may	indicate	a	need	
for	a	larger	radius	for	the	corner	between	the	proposed	new	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	right‐turn	lane	and	
southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	in	order	to	accommodate	larger	vehicles	and/or	semi‐trailer	trucks	
without	 encroachment	 into	 the	 oncoming	 northbound	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 A	 potential	
revised	design	is	shown	in	the	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	
RP‐DEIR.	 	 Note	 that	 the	 potential	 (and	 still	 conceptual)	 revised	 design	 for	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	
intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	increases	the	curb	return	radius	from	the	
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original	(and	existing)	22‐foot	radius	to	an	approximately	37‐foot	radius.		This	relatively	minor	modification	
would	allow	a	typical	semi‐trailer	truck	(American	Association	of	State	Highway	and	Transportation	Officials	
[“AASHTO”]	design	vehicle	designation	WB‐50,	exhibiting	a	55‐foot	bumper‐to‐bumper	length)	to	make	the	
eastbound	 right‐turn	 from	 the	 proposed	 new	 right‐turn	 lane	 without	 encroaching	 into	 the	 oncoming	
(northbound)	left‐turn	or	through	travel	lanes	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.			

Some	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	refer	to	the	existing	eastbound	right‐turn	only	“roadway”,	which	
would	be	removed	as	part	of	the	proposed	intersection	modifications	and	replaced	by	a	more	typical	right‐
turn	only	lane,	as	a	“free	right	turn”	lane.		This	description	is	inaccurate,	since	“free	right‐turn	lanes”	typically	
do	 not	 require	 that	 vehicles	 stop	 or	 yield	 to	 traffic	 on	 the	 “receiving”	 roadway.	 	 The	 existing	 right‐turn	
“roadway”	 is	 STOP	 sign	 controlled	 at	 its	 intersection	with	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 Further,	 vehicles	
using	 this	 right‐turn	 “roadway”	 do	 not	 have	 the	 right‐of‐way	 and	 as	 such,	 must	 merge	 with	 southbound	
through	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(drivers	must	also	look	back	over	their	shoulder	to	the	left	at	
an	extreme	angle	and	uphill	 in	order	to	see	southbound	through	vehicles	approaching	on	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard,	a	view	that	 is	also	partially	obstructed	by	existing	 light	poles	and	other	signage	on	the	existing	
triangular	median	 island).	 	Further,	vehicles	using	the	current	right‐turn	“roadway”	must	also	be	aware	of	
traffic	entering	and	exiting	the	Project	Site	via	the	existing	driveway	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	which	is	
located	 only	 50	 to	 60	 feet	 south	 of	 the	 right‐turn	 “roadway’s”	 merge	 with	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.		
Therefore,	 not	 only	 is	 the	 existing	 right‐turn	 only	 “roadway”	 not	 a	 “free	 right	 turn”	 facility,	 it	 exhibits	
numerous	conflict	points	with	other	 traffic	using	other	streets	and	driveways	 in	 the	 immediate	area.	 	The	
proposed	 intersection	modifications	would	 alleviate	 these	 existing	 conflicts,	 and	 are	 expected	 to	 improve	
eastbound	 “right‐turn	 on	 red”	 operations	 (compared	 to	 that	 of	 the	 current	 right‐turn	 only	 “roadway”),	
should	 such	 turns	be	permitted	 in	 the	 future,	due	 to	 improved	visibility	 of	 southbound	 through	 traffic	on	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 the	 proposed	 improvements	 would	 not	
exacerbate	existing	traffic	conditions	at	the	intersection,	as	suggested	by	some	comments;	rather,	they	could	
potentially	improve	traffic	flow	for	eastbound	right‐turn	movements	and	overall	function	of	the	intersection.	

Additionally,	comments	were	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	that	suggested	that	the	reconfiguration	of	the	Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	 would	 result	 in	 increased	 delays	 associated	 with	
pedestrian	 traffic	 utilizing	 crosswalks.	 	 However,	 the	 proposed	modifications	would	 result	 in	 a	 relatively	
standard	intersection	design,	where	the	right‐turn	lane	extends	to	the	intersection	itself	(vehicle	limit	line	or	
crosswalk	boundary),	and	pedestrians	cross	the	street	(Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	“in	front”	of	the	right‐
turn	lane,	generally	during	a	controlled	“walk”	pedestrian	indication	in	the	traffic	signal	cycle.		As	described	
above	and	illustrated	in	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	proposed	intersection	modifications	
would	 remove	 an	 existing	 right‐turn	 only	 “roadway”	 that	 diverges	 from	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
approximately	150	feet	west	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	reconnects	to	that	street	approximately	150	
feet	 south	of	 Sunset	Boulevard.	 	However,	 this	 existing	 condition	 is	unsafe	 for	pedestrians,	particularly	 at	
night,	as	there	is	no	“walk/don’t	walk”	control	for	pedestrians	crossing	the	right‐turn	“roadway”	between	the	
“main”	Project	Site	and	the	raised	triangular	 island	at	the	very	southwest	corner	of	the	intersection,	nor	is	
there	any	indication	or	warning	for	vehicles	intent	on	using	this	right‐turn	“roadway”	that	pedestrians	may	
be	crossing	their	path.		The	proposed	intersection	modifications	would	remove	this	existing	safety	hazard.		A	
review	of	 the	existing	eastbound	right‐turn	volumes	at	 the	subject	 intersection,	as	shown	in	Figures	10(a)	
and	10(b)	 of	 the	Project	TIA,	 indicates	 that	 the	demands	 for	 this	move	 are	 relatively	 light,	with	 a	 total	 of	
approximately	62	vehicles	making	the	right‐turn	during	the	A.M.	peak	hour,	and	about	82	vehicles	turning	
right	 during	 the	 P.M.	 peak	 hour.	 	 Further,	 after	 the	 Project	 is	 completed,	 occupied,	 and	 fully	 operational	
(anticipated	 by	 the	 year	 2018),	 the	 forecast	 peak	hour	 traffic	 volumes	 for	 the	 eastbound	 right‐turn	move	



2.A  Topical Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 	 	 	 2.A‐38	
	

(including	 ambient	 traffic	 growth	 and	 trips	 generated	 by	 the	 38	 identified	 “related	 projects”	 in	 the	 study	
area),	are	only	expected	to	be	about	107	vehicles	during	the	A.M.	peak	hour,	and	about	100	vehicles	during	
the	P.M.	peak	hour.		Even	with	these	anticipated	levels	of	traffic	in	the	future,	the	new	eastbound	right‐turn	
lane	(following	implementation	of	the	proposed	intersection	modifications)	would	be	expected	to	typically	
serve	 approximately	 five	 to	 six	 vehicles	 per	 signal	 cycle	 (assuming	 a	 peak	 arrival	 rate	 of	 1.5	 times	 the	
average	arrival	rate,	and	a	signal	cycle	length	of	120	seconds,	or	30	cycles	per	hour).		This	level	of	traffic	is	
not	 expected	 to	 experience	 any	 atypical	 delays	 or	 other	 impacts	 associated	with	 pedestrians	 crossing	 the	
south	leg	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(compared	to	other	similar	locations).	

However,	it	is	important	to	note	that,	as	described	in	detail	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	left‐turns	exiting	
the	 Project’s	 proposed	 driveway	 on	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 (for	 the	 Project	 as	well	 as	 for	 all	 Project	
alternatives)	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 contingent	 on	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	 intersection	
improvement	 at	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 which	 itself	
would	result	in	the	removal	of	the	existing	eastbound	right‐turn	“lane”	and	its	associated	conflicts	with	left‐
turn	exit	moves	from	this	site	driveway.		If	the	proposed	intersection	improvement	is	not	constructed,	it	is	
anticipated	that	the	left‐turn	exit	move	from	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	assumed	for	
the	Project	and	its	alternatives	would	not	be	permitted	(as	is	the	current	condition	at	that	driveway	location	
under	existing	conditions).		Therefore,	a	supplemental	evaluation	of	the	potential	traffic	pattern	changes	and	
associated	traffic	impacts	of	eliminating	the	assumed	left‐turn	exit	move	from	this	driveway	was	conducted.	

The	Project,	along	with	each	of	the	various	project	alternatives	(except	Alternative	9),	would	allow	for	both	
residential	 and	 commercial	 component	 traffic	 to	 exit	 to	Havenhurst	Drive.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 elimination	 of	 the	
assumed	left‐turn	exit	from	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	would	likely	result	in	some	or	all	of	the	
commercial	traffic	from	the	Project	(and	all	alternatives	except	Alternative	9)	redirecting	within	the	Project’s	
parking	 structure	 to	 instead	 exit	 via	 a	 right‐turn	 at	 the	 Project’s	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 commercial	 driveway	
toward	Sunset	Boulevard	(as	left‐turn	exits	from	the	site’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways	are	prohibited	for	all	
alternatives),	then	travel	east	on	Sunset	Boulevard	to	the	intersection	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	turn	
left	 onto	 northbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (toward	 northbound	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard)	 or	 to	
continue	 eastward	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 along	 their	 previously‐assumed	 travel	 paths.	 	 Note	 that	 no	
residential	 component	 trips	were	originally	 assumed	 to	make	 the	 left‐turn	exit	 from	 the	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	 driveway,	 and	 therefore,	 residential	 component	 trips	 would	 be	 unaffected	 by	 the	 potential	
elimination	 of	 this	 left‐turn	move.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 same	 number	 of	 Project‐related	 trips	 would	 continue	 to	
travel	 through	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 as	 are	 currently	
assumed	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	(although	now	on	the	eastbound	left‐turn	moves	and	through	moves	
rather	 than	 on	 the	 previously‐assumed	 northbound	 through	 and	 right‐turn	 moves),	 and	 as	 a	 result,	 no	
significant	 changes	 to	 the	 impacts	 previously	 identified	 at	 that	 intersection,	 which	 would	 be	 the	 only	
intersection	affected	by	 this	assumed	change	 in	Project‐related	 traffic	 travel	patterns,	 are	anticipated.	 	No	
other	changes	to	the	Project‐related	traffic	travel	patterns,	traffic	volumes,	or	traffic	impacts	would	occur	at	
any	of	the	other	study	intersections	or	street	segments	analyzed	in	the	Draft	EIR	under	this	scenario.	

However,	in	order	to	provide	a	“worst	case”	evaluation	of	the	potential	effects	of	the	elimination	of	the	left‐
turn	move	from	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway,	 it	was	conservatively	assumed	that	all	
Project‐related	commercial	trips	making	the	left‐turn	exit	at	this	driveway	would	continue	to	exit	from	the	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	(rather	than	divert	to	use	the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	as	
described	 earlier),	 although	 they	would	 now	 be	 assumed	 to	make	 a	 right‐turn	 out	 of	 that	 driveway,	 and	
travel	a	more	circuitous	route	along	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	eastbound	Fountain	Avenue,	
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and	 northbound	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 to	 access	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 or	 to	 continue	 north	 on	 Fairfax	
Avenue	to	turn	west	on	Hollywood	Boulevard	in	order	to	access	northbound	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard.		This	
assumption	would	therefore	result	in	changes	in	to	the	Project’s	impacts	at	several	of	the	study	intersections	
compared	to	the	previous	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	analyses.	 	These	potential	effects	were	analyzed,	and	the	
analysis	concluded	that	potential	elimination	of	left‐turn	exits	from	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
driveway	 the	 changes	would	not	 result	 in	 any	 significant	 changes	 to	 the	 previously‐identified	 impacts	 for	
either	the	Project	or	any	of	its	alternatives	(including	Alternative	9).	

This	analysis	is	summarized	in	the	following	discussion.		

As	 described	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 and	most	 of	 the	 Project	 alternatives	 (except	 for	 Alternative	 9)	
assume	that	all	of	the	Project’s	residential	component	traffic	will	exit	from	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway,	
and	therefore,	 the	potential	elimination	of	 the	assumed	 left‐turn	exit	 from	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
driveway	would	not	affect	the	trip	assignment	assumptions	used	in	the	previous	Draft	EIR	analyses	for	this	
Project	component.		However,	the	“outbound”	trips	associated	with	the	Project	and	most	of	the	alternatives	
(again,	except	Alternative	9)	exiting	 the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	would	be	diverted	based	on	
the	alternative	travel	path(s)	described	earlier,	and	the	assumed	redistribution	percentages	for	this	Project	
component	are	shown	in	Figure	P‐1	in	the	supplemental	traffic	data	included	in	Appendix	E‐1	of	this	Final	
EIR.	 	The	changes	 in	 the	daily,	A.M.	peak	hour	and	P.M.	peak	hour	Project‐related	commercial	 component	
trips	resulting	from	the	assumed	alternative	travel	path	were	then	identified	as	shown	in	Figures	P‐2(a)	and	
P‐2(b)	in	Appendix	E‐1,	and	added	to	the	original	residential	component	trips	to	develop	the	revised	“no	left‐
turn	exit	from	Crescent	Heights”	Project‐related	traffic	estimates,	as	shown	in	Figures	P‐3(a)	and	P‐3(b).		The	
results	of	 this	process,	 including	 identification	of	 the	 “net	 site‐related	 trips”	 (reflecting	 the	 removal	of	 the	
trips	 associated	 with	 the	 existing	 site	 development),	 shown	 in	 Figures	 P‐4(a)	 and	 P‐4(b),	 and	 both	 the	
existing	and	future	“With	Project	(no	left‐turn	exits	at	Crescent	Heights”	intersection	traffic	volumes	shown	
in	Figures	P‐7(a)	and	P‐7(b)	(existing	year)	and	Figures	P‐8(a)	and	P‐8(b)	(future	year)	were	then	analyzed	
using	the	same	analysis	methodologies	and	procedures	described	in	the	Draft	EIR.		Additionally,	the	changes	
to	 the	Project’s	driveway	volumes	resulting	 from	the	potential	 elimination	of	 the	previously‐assumed	 left‐
turn	movement	at	the	Project	Site’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	are	shown	in	Figures	P‐5(a)	and	P‐
5(b),	while	the	effects	on	the	Project’s	local/residential	traffic	are	identified	in	Figure	P‐6	in	Appendix	E‐1	of	
this	Final	EIR.	 	The	results	of	these	supplemental	analyses	are	shown	in	Table	P‐1(a)	through	Table	P‐3	 in	
Appendix	E‐1	of	this	Final	EIR.	

As	 shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 the	 potential	 elimination	 of	 the	 previously‐assumed	 left‐turn	 exits	 from	 the	
Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	would	not	be	expected	 to	 result	 in	any	new	or	previously‐
unidentified	significant	impacts	for	the	Project,	which	would	continue	to	exhibit	only	one	significant	impact,	
at	 the	 intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	during	 the	P.M.	peak	hour	only	 (this	 impact	
would	 be	 identical	 to	 that	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 if	 left‐turns	 exits	 at	 the	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
driveway	 are	 allowed),	which	would	 continue	 to	be	 fully	mitigated	 through	 the	proposed	 installation	of	 a	
new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 that	 location	 (potentially	 including	 restriping	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 through	 the	
intersection	 in	 order	 to	 install	 new	 eastbound	 and	 westbound	 left‐turn	 lanes),	 as	 was	 identified	 in	 the	
original	 Draft	 EIR	 analyses.	 	 Additionally,	 as	 described	 in	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	
Project	 is	 expected	 to	 generate	more	 commercial	 trips	 than	 any	 of	 the	 alternatives	 exhibiting	 similar	 site	
access	configurations	(i.e.,	Alternatives	2	through	8),	and	as	such,	based	on	the	results	of	the	analysis	of	the	
Project	described	in	the	preceding	discussion,	no	significant	changes	to	the	results	of	the	previous	analyses	
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for	any	of	those	alternatives	would	be	anticipated,	and	as	such,	no	supplemental	analyses	of	these	alternative	
projects	is	necessary.	

Conversely,	 Alternative	 9	 does	 not	 propose	 to	 provide	 any	 commercial	 component	 traffic	 exits	 onto	
Havenhurst	Drive,	and	therefore,	all	of	 its	commercial	component	trips	would	be	required	to	exit	 from	the	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway.		As	such,	these	trips	were	assumed	to	be	diverted	in	much	the	same	
manner	 as	 described	 earlier	 for	 the	 commercial	 trips	 associated	 with	 the	 Project,	 although	 it	 was	 also	
conservatively	assumed	that	approximately	five	percent	of	this	traffic	would	travel	“around	the	block”	along	
southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	westbound	Fountain	Avenue,	and	northbound	Havenhurst	Drive	in	
order	to	reorient	themselves	onto	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard,	 in	order	to	ultimately	turn	left	at	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	to	travel	northbound	on	that	roadway	(this	assumption	was	included	in	order	to	assure	
that	 any	 potential	 new	 impacts	 to	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 were	 identified).	 	 Additionally,	 note	 that	 some	 of	
Alternative	 9’s	 commercial	 trips	 that	 were	 previously	 assumed	 to	 turn	 left	 out	 of	 the	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 driveway	 were	 also	 assumed	 to	 make	 a	 (northbound)	 left	 turn	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	 in	 order	 to	 travel	 to	 the	west	 of	 the	Project	 Site	 along	 Sunset	
Boulevard,	 and	 these	 trips	 were	 reassigned	 to	 westbound	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Sweetzer	 Avenue	 as	 an	
alternative	travel	route.		Finally,	unlike	the	Project	or	Alternatives	2	through	8,	the	previous	analyses	for	the	
Alternative	 9	 project	 assumed	 that	 some	 of	 its	 residential	 component	 trips	 (both	 apartment	 and	
condominium)	would	turn	left	out	of	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway,	and	these	trips	were	either	
reassigned	to	use	the	applicable	residential	driveways	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	or	to	make	the	right‐turn	move	
from	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	in	a	manner	similar	to	the	Alternative	9	project’s	commercial	
component	 trips.	 	 The	 modified	 Alternative	 9	 residential	 and	 commercial	 component	 trip	 assignment	
percentages,	 reflecting	 the	 assumption	 that	 no	 left‐turn	 exits	would	 be	 permitted	 at	 the	 Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	driveway,	are	shown	in	Figures	A‐1(a)	through	A‐1(c)	in	Appendix	E‐2	of	this	Final	EIR.			

The	 revised	 Alternative	 9	 residential	 and	 commercial	 component	 trips	 through	 each	 of	 the	 study	
intersections	 were	 then	 identified	 based	 on	 these	 alternative	 travel	 path	 assumptions,	 and	 are	 shown	 in	
Figures	A‐2(a)	through	A‐2(c)	for	the	A.M.	peak	hour,	and	in	Figures	A‐3(a)	through	A‐3(c)	for	the	P.M.	peak	
hour	in	Appendix	E‐2	of	this	Final	EIR.		The	associated	total	Alternative	9‐only	trips	(assuming	no	left‐turn	
exit	from	the	site’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway)	are	shown	in	Figures	A‐4(a)	and	A‐4(b),	while	the	
“net	site‐related	trips”	(reflecting	the	removal	of	the	existing	on‐site	uses’	trips)	are	identified	in	Figures	A‐
5(a)	and	A‐5(b).		Finally,	the	existing	and	future	“With	Alternative	9	(no	left‐turn	exits	at	Crescent	Heights)”	
intersection	traffic	volumes	are	shown	in	Figures	A‐8(a)	and	A‐8(b)	(existing	year)	and	in	Figures	A‐9(a)	and	
A‐9(b)	 (future	 year).	 	 Additionally,	 the	 revised	Alternative	 9	 project’s	 driveway	 volumes	 (again	 assuming	
that	left	turns	are	prohibited	at	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway)	are	shown	in	Figure	A‐6,	while	the	
effects	of	the	potential	elimination	of	left‐turn	exits	from	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	site	driveway	are	
identified	 in	 Figure	 A‐7.	 	 The	 results	 of	 this	 procedure	 were	 then	 analyzed	 using	 the	 same	 analysis	
methodologies	and	procedures	as	described	in	the	Draft	EIR,	and	the	results	of	these	supplemental	analyses	
are	shown	in	Tables	A‐1(a)	through	A‐3	in	Appendix	E‐2	of	this	Final	EIR.	

As	 shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 the	 potential	 elimination	 of	 the	 previously‐assumed	 left‐turn	 exits	 from	 the	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway	 under	 Alternative	 9	 (including	 its	 apartment,	 condominium,	 and	
commercial	components)	would	not	result	in	any	new	significant	impacts	to	any	of	the	study	intersections	or	
street	segments	analyzed	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	compared	to	 the	results	of	original	analyses	 for	 this	alternative;	
while	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 impact	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 (during	 the	 P.M.	 peak	 hour	 only)	 under	 the	 modified	 access	 scenario	 (similar	 to	 that	
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identified	in	the	original	analyses),	this	impact	can	again	be	fully	mitigated	by	the	recommended	installation	
of	the	new	traffic	signal	at	this	location.		

Therefore,	the	results	of	these	supplemental	analyses	included	in	Appendix	E	of	this	Final	EIR	indicate	that	
the	 potential	 elimination	 of	 left‐turn	 exits	 from	 the	 Project’s	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway	 (if	 the	
proposed	 traffic	 island	reconfiguration	 improvement	at	 the	 intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 is	 not	 implemented)	 would	 not	 result	 in	 any	 significant	 changes	 to	 the	 previously‐
identified	 impacts	 for	 either	 the	 Project	 or	 any	 of	 its	 alternatives	 (including	 Alternative	 9),	 and	 the	
conclusions	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	related	to	each	of	the	Project	development	alternatives	remain	the	
same.	

4.   PARKING ADEQUACY 

As	 discussed	 with	 regard	 to	 aesthetics	 and	 visual	 resources	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 on	 September	 27,	 2013,	 Governor	 Brown	 signed	 Senate	 Bill	 (SB)	 743,	which	
became	effective	on	 January	1,	2014.	 	The	purpose	of	 SB	743	 is	 to	 streamline	 the	 review	under	CEQA	 for	
several	 categories	 of	 development	 projects	 including	 the	 development	 of	 infill	 projects	 in	 transit	 priority	
areas.		The	bill	adds	to	the	CEQA	Statute,	Chapter	2.7,	Modernization	of	Transportation	Analysis	for	Transit‐
Oriented	 Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	 particular	 Section	21099.	 	 Pursuant	 to	 Section	 21099(d)(1)	 “Aesthetic	 and	
parking	impacts	of	a	residential,	mixed‐use	residential,	or	employment	center	project	on	an	infill	site	within	
a	 transit	 priority	 area	 shall	 not	 be	 considered	 significant	 impacts	 on	 the	 environment.”	 	 The	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	 has	 provided	 subsequent	 guidance	 regarding	 SB	 743	 requirements	 for	 preparation	 of	 CEQA	
documentation	 for	 qualifying	 projects	 within	 Transit	 Priority	 Areas.	 	 Specifically,	 Department	 of	 City	
Planning	Zoning	Information	File	ZI	No.	2452	clarifies	which	projects	qualify	for	exemption	from	analysis	of	
aesthetic	 and	 parking	 impacts,	 conditions	 that	 preclude	 such	 exemption	 (i.e.,	 if	 the	 site	 is	 within	 the	
boundaries	 of	 a	 Specific	 Plan,	 Community	 Design	 Overlay,	 or	 Historic	 Preservation	 Overlay	 Zone),	 and	
instructions	for	determining	if	projects	qualify.7		The	proposed	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	forth	in	Section	
21099(d),	 and	 for	 this	 reason,	 the	 proposed	 Project’s	 effects	 related	 to	 parking	 are	 not	 required	 to	 be	
analyzed	under	the	State	CEQA	Statute.			

Nonetheless,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	 included	as	
Appendix	H‐1.		Vehicular	parking	required	for	the	Project	under	the	current	City	of	Los	Angeles	Zoning	Code,	
a	component	of	the	LA.M.C,	is	summarized	in	Table	4.J‐6	on	pages	4.J‐60	and	4.J‐61.		As	shown	in	Table	4.J‐6,	
the	Project	 proposes	 to	 provide	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 554	 vehicular	 parking	 spaces	 for	 its	 commercial	
uses,	approximately	60	spaces	more	than	is	required	(494	spaces).			

Both	vehicular	and	bicycle	parking	for	the	proposed	Project	is	provided	in	accordance	with	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Zoning	Code	or	pursuant	to	California	Government	Code	Section	65915(p),	which	identifies	parking	
rates	 applicable	 to	projects	 that	provide	 inclusionary	 affordable	housing.	 	As	described	 in	 the	Project	TIA	
(included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 and	 summarized	 in	 Table	 2‐2,	 Project	 Parking	 Code	
Requirements,	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 a	 total	 of	

																																																													
7	City	of	Los	Angeles.		Zoning	Information	File	(ZI)	No.	2452:	Transit	Priority	Areas	(TPAs)	/	Exemptions	to	Aesthetics	and	Parking	Within	

TPAs	Pursuant	to	CEQA.		Available	at:	http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2452.pdf.		Accessed	April	2016.	
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approximately	849	vehicular	parking	spaces,	including	554	commercial	and	295	residential	parking	spaces,	
exceeding	 the	 applicable	 commercial	 vehicular	 parking	 requirement	 of	 494	 spaces	 by	 approximately	 60	
spaces,	and	meeting	the	vehicular	parking	requirement	of	295	spaces	for	its	residential	uses.	 	Additionally,	
the	Project	would	provide	a	total	of	985	bicycle	spaces,	approximately	221	spaces	more	than	the	total	of	764	
bicycle	spaces	required	by	the	LA.M.C.			

It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 for	 purposes	 of	 analysis,	 the	 commercial	 component	 parking	 requirement	 was	
reduced	by	a	total	of	123	spaces	(i.e.,	from	617	spaces	to	494	spaces,	or	a	20‐percent	reduction)	to	account	
for	provision	of	bicycle	parking	(both	required	and	voluntary).		As	also	noted	earlier,	however,	the	Proposed	
Project	will	provide	a	total	of	554	commercial	vehicular	parking	spaces.	

As	noted	above,	on‐site	parking	for	commercial	uses	would	exceed	LA.M.C	requirements	and	is	expected	to	
accommodate	actual	parking	demands	 related	 to	 these	uses	 such	 that	off‐site	 spillover	parking	would	not	
occur.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 residential	 parking,	 residents	 and	 their	 guests	 would	 be	 able	 to	 park	 within	 the	
residential	 parking	 levels	within	 the	 Project	 parking	 structure,	with	 residents	 having	 pre‐paid	 or	 fee‐free	
parking	and	residential	guests	receiving	parking	validation	or	a	similar	mechanism	that	allows	them	to	park	
on‐site	 free	of	 charge.	 	 Thus,	 residential	uses	would	not	be	expected	 to	 result	 in	off‐site	 spillover	parking	
associated	 with	 residents	 or	 their	 guests	 parking	 off‐site	 to	 avoid	 parking	 fees.	 	 Furthermore,	 on‐street	
parking	on	adjacent	streets	surrounding	the	Project	Site	is	restricted	during	evening	hours,	with	only	local	
residents	with	a	valid	parking	permit	allowed	to	park	overnight.		Therefore,	the	potential	for	substantial	off‐
site	parking	spillover	from	operation	of	proposed	uses	is	considered	minimal.		

Furthermore,	while	the	Project	is	not	expected	to	result	in	off‐site	parking	spillover,	in	response	to	numerous	
public	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	that	suggested	that	the	Project	would	not	provide	adequate	parking	on‐
site,	the	applicant	has	developed	an	additional	Project	Alternative,	Alternative	9,	which	provides	additional	
parking	 to	 accommodate	 proposed	 uses.	 	 Specifically,	 Alternative	 9,	 the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	
Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative,	 would	 provide	 a	 total	 of	 820	 spaces	 on‐site,	 which	 is	 144	
spaces	more	than	the	676	spaces	required	by	the	LA.M.C.	 	Please	refer	to	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	a	
description	of	Alternative	9	and	a	discussion	of	 impacts	 relative	 to	 the	proposed	Project.	 	As	discussed	 in	
Chapter	3.0	 of	 this	 Final	EIR,	 an	 additional	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	 incorporated	 into	 Section	4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	to	address	traffic	and	parking	during	on‐site	special	events,	
which	 could	 have	 attendance	 of	 up	 to	 500	 people.	 	 This	 Project	 Design	 Feature	 requires	 that	 the	 Project	
implement	a	City‐approved	Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan	during	any	future	special	events	on‐site	in	
order	 to	 ensure	 that	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 does	 not	 occur.	 	 The	Traffic	 and	Parking	Management	Plan	
would	implement,	as	necessary,	one	or	more	of	the	following	strategies	to	address	parking	during	occasional	
special	 events:	 (1)	 establish	 an	 Event	 Coordination	 Plan	 with	 affected	 on‐site	 commercial	 tenants	 and	
residential	 management	 that	 may	 include	 additional	 measures	 related	 to	 events,	 visitor	 enhancements,	
parking,	 loading,	 etc.;	 (2)	 implement	 traffic	 and	 parking	 management	 measures	 for	 the	 Project,	 as	
appropriate;	 (3)	 encourage	 and	 identify	 alternate	 travel	 options	 (ridesharing,	 	 public	 transit)	 in	 event‐
related	marketing/media	information;	(4)	deploy	lane	use	signs,	changeable	message	signs,	etc.,	as	may	be	
necessary	to	direct	traffic	to	use		designated	travel	routes;	(5)	reschedule	Project	operating	hours,	activities,	
programs,	 etc.,	 that	 are	 not	 related	 to	 a	 planned	 special	 event	 to	 a	 different	 day	 or	 non‐peak	 periods	
whenever	 possible	 in	 order	 to	 minimize	 typical	 Project‐related	 traffic	 on	 event	 days;	 (6)	 contract	 with	
parking	operators	to	provide	attendants,	flagmen,	valets,	etc.,	to	expedite	vehicle	movement	in	or	out	of	the	
Project	parking	garage;	(7)	secure	additional	off‐site	parking	spaces	and	locations,	which	may	include	round‐
trip	shuttle	service	 to	 the	site	 for	selected	events;	 (8)	assign	personnel	(e.g.,	parking	monitors)	 to	redirect	
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traffic	 as	 needed	 between	 the	 on‐site	 parking	 areas	 depending	 on	 congestion,	 and	 to	 direct	 any	 overflow	
vehicles	 to	 approved	 designated	 off‐site	 locations;	 and	 (9)	 provide	 and	 promote	 certain	 designated	
passenger	loading	areas	as	approved	by	the	City.				Furthermore,	irrespective	of	future	parking	rates	on‐site,	
free	or	 validated	parking	be	provided	 for	 commercial	 employees,	 on‐site	 residents,	 and	 residential	 guests	
(guests	would	be	valet	parked),	which	would	further	reduce	the	potential	for	off‐site	parking	spillover.		The	
Project	would	conform	to	the	applicable	vehicular	and	bicycle	parking	requirements	(for	both	the	individual	
commercial	and	residential	components,	as	well	as	for	the	Project	in	its	entirety),	and	would	accommodate	
parking	demands	of	all	proposed	uses	within	the	Project’s	on‐site	parking	areas.		As	such,	no	significant	off‐
site	“spill	over”	parking	impacts	onto	adjacent	residential	streets	or	into	nearby	commercial	areas	as	a	result	
of	inadequate	on‐site	vehicular	parking	are	anticipated.			

5.   PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES AND SAFETY 

The	Project	 involves	 a	number	of	 improvements	 and	 features	 that	 facilitate	pedestrian	 and	bicycle	 access	
and	safety.		As	noted	on	page	4.J‐31	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	
would	be	required	to	make	any	necessary	improvements	to	the	Project	Site‐adjacent	portions	of	the	Sunset	
Boulevard,	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	a	portion	of	Havenhurst	Drive	 in	compliance	with	 the	LA.M.C,	
LADOT,	 and	 or	 Bureau	 of	 Engineering	 requirements.	 	 While	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 frontage	 meets	 the	
required	roadway	width,	an	additional	dedication	of	approximately	two	feet	for	the	provision	of	additional	
sidewalk	 width	 would	 be	 required	 in	 order	 to	 provide	 adequate	 space	 for	 safe	 pedestrian	 travel.		
Additionally,	as	shown	in	Figures	2‐4,	2‐5,	2‐9,	2‐10,	and	2‐11	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	short‐	and	long‐term	bicycle	parking	would	be	provided	on	various	levels,	both	inside	and	outside	the	
proposed	 structure,	 in	 order	 to	 serve	 the	 various	 uses	 on‐site.	 	 The	 Project	would	 provide	 a	 total	 of	 985	
bicycle	 parking	 spaces,	 and	 it	 is	 not	 required	 to	 provide	 other	 bicycle‐related	 improvements	 beyond	 the	
Project	 Site	 itself,	 however,	 the	 Project	 does	 propose	 potential	 crosswalk	 enhancements	 associated	 with	
proposed	intersection	improvements	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	at	Fountain	
Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Avenue.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	pedestrian	and	bicycle	safety	as	relates	to	the	Project’s	proposed	improvements	
in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	
provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		As	discussed	therein,	the	proposed	driveways	would	
function	 adequately	with	 no	 significant	 vehicular	 queuing	 or	 disruption	 of	 either	 pedestrian	 or	 vehicular	
traffic	 flows.	 	As	such,	no	significant	 impact	would	occur	relative	to	bicycle	and	pedestrian	safety	 from	the	
proposed	 driveways.	 	 The	 proposed	 valet	 drop‐off	 turnout	 lane	would	 be	 located	 along	 the	 reconfigured	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 frontage	 just	 north	 of	 the	 parking	 structure	 driveway.	 	 This	 drop‐off	 lane	 is	
intended	as	a	convenience	for	patrons	of	the	restaurant	and/or	retail	uses.		The	primary	valet	drop‐off	and	
pick‐up	location	would	be	located	within	the	parking	structure.		The	on‐street	valet	drop‐off	turnout	would	
provide	two	lanes,	including	one	used	primarily	for	patron	drop‐off,	with	the	other	serving	as	a	bypass	lane	
to	allow	unloaded	vehicles	 to	 travel	past	unloading	vehicles	ahead	of	 them	 in	 the	queue,	 in	order	 to	more	
efficiently	accommodate	the	anticipated	demands	and	to	minimize	the	potential	for	vehicles	queuing	into	the	
southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	traffic	flows.		In	addition,	this	valet	drop‐off	facility	would	operate	
with	 a	 one‐way	 traffic	 flow,	with	 patron‐driven	 vehicles	 entering	 from	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 at	 its	
northern	 end	 and	 valet‐driven	 vehicles	 exiting	 the	 facility	 directly	 into	 the	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
driveway.		Due	to	its	proximity	to	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	the	
valet	drop‐off	could	result	in	a	potential	conflict	to	vehicular,	pedestrian	and	bicycle	safety.		Therefore,	this	
impact	is	considered	potentially	significant.		However,	a	mitigation	measure	is	recommended	to	ensure	that	
the	entry	to	the	on‐street	valet	drop‐off	turnout	lane	be	restricted	to	right‐turn	entry	only	from	southbound	
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Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(no	 left‐turn	entry	 from	northbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard).	 	Further,	as	
noted	above,	the	proposed	intersection	modifications	to	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
intersection	would	 reduce	 safety	 hazards	 to	 pedestrians	 compared	 to	 existing	 conditions.	 	 Therefore,	 the	
Project	would	not	result	in	a	safety	hazard	to	pedestrians	and	bicyclists	at	or	near	the	Project	Site.	

Beyond	Project	 specific	 requirements	and	provisions	 for	bicycle	parking,	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	plans	 for	
bicycle	facilities	at	the	citywide	level.		The	adopted	City	of	Los	Angeles	2010	Bicycle	Plan	describes	existing	
and	proposed	bicycle	 facilities	throughout	the	City.	 	The	2010	Bicycle	Plan	 lists	existing	and	future	bicycle	
facilities	in	the	matrix	entitled	“Existing	and	Future	Facilities	by	Networks”	in	Appendix	D	of	the	Bicycle	Plan	
document,	and	also	illustrates	these	facilities	in	three	maps,	which	include:		

 The	Designated	Bikeways	Map	illustrates	the	vision	for	all	existing,	funded	or	future	bicycle	paths,	
bicycle	lanes,	bicycle	routes	and	bicycle	friendly	streets	throughout	the	City	and	their	connections	to	
surrounding	geographic	areas.	

 The	 Citywide	 Bikeway	 System	 illustrates	 the	 bicycle	 facilities	 designated	 on	 the	 Backbone	 and	
Neighborhood,	and	Green	Bikeway	Networks.	

 The	Existing	and	Funded	Bikeways	Map	displays	the	bikeways	built	 to	date,	and	those	that	have	
been	 funded	 and	 slated	 for	 design	 and	 construction.	 All	 other	 designated	 facilities	 that	 are	 not	
existing	or	funded	bikeways	are	future	bikeways	and	are	not	included	on	this	map.	

As	shown	in	the	Plan	matrix	and	associated	maps,	several	existing	and	planned	bicycle	facilities	are	located	
within	 a	 reasonable	 walking	 or	 biking	 distance	 from	 the	 Project	 Site,	 including	 existing	 bike	 lanes	 along	
Hollywood	 Boulevard,	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	 to	 the	 east	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 at	 Fairfax	
Avenue,	 and	 existing	 designated	 Bicycle	 Friendly	 Streets	 along	 Selma	Avenue	 east	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	
along	Laurel	Avenue	between	Selma	Avenue	and	Sunset	Boulevard,	as	shown	on	the	Designated	Bikeways	
Map.		The	bicycle	lanes	on	Hollywood	and	Sunset	Boulevards	noted	above	are	also	designated	as	part	of	the	
City’s	Backbone	Bikeway	Network,	while	the	bike	lane	on	Fountain	Avenue	and	the	Bicycle	Friendly	Street	
segments	 on	 Selma	 Avenue	 and	 Laurel	 Avenue	 noted	 above	 are	 designated	 as	 part	 of	 the	 City’s	
Neighborhood	Bikeway	Network,	as	illustrated	on	the	Citywide	Bikeway	System	map.		Lastly,	the	segment	of	
Fairfax	Avenue	between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue	and	along	Fountain	Avenue	eastward	are	
designated	as	Existing	Bicycle	Routes	on	the	Existing	and	Funded	Bikeways	Map.			

In	addition	to	the	adopted	2010	Bicycle	Plan,	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	is	currently	in	the	process	of	updating	
the	City’s	General	Plan	Mobility	Element,	 otherwise	known	as	 the	Mobility	Plan	2035.	 	The	Draft	Mobility	
Plan	2035	document,	dated	February	2014,	provides	a	roadmap	for	achieving	a	transportation	system	that	
balances	 the	needs	of	all	 road	users.	As	an	update	 to	 the	City’s	General	Plan	Transportation	Element	 (last	
adopted	 in	 1999),	 Mobility	 Plan	 2035	 incorporates	 "Complete	 Streets"	 principles	 and	 lays	 the	 policy	
foundation	for	how	future	generations	of	Angelenos	interact	with	their	streets.		In	2008,	the	California	State	
Legislature	 adopted	 AB	 1358,	 The	 Complete	 Streets	 Act,	which	 requires	 local	 jurisdictions	 to,	 "plan	 for	 a	
balanced,	 multimodal	 transportation	 network	 that	 meets	 the	 needs	 of	 all	 users	 of	 streets,	 roads,	 and	
highways,	 defined	 to	 include	motorists,	 pedestrians,	 bicyclists,	 children,	 persons	with	 disabilities,	 seniors,	
movers	of	 commercial	 goods,	 and	users	of	public	 transportation,	 in	a	manner	 that	 is	 suitable	 to	 the	 rural,	
suburban	 or	 urban	 context"	 (Draft	 Mobility	 Plan	 2035	 page	 6).	 	 Map	 C1	 in	 the	 Draft	Mobility	 Plan	 2035	
depicts	 a	 network	 of	 approximately	 800	 miles	 of	 collector,	 local,	 and	 some	 arterial	 streets	 identified	 to	
provide	 a	 calm	 and	 safe	 environment	 for	walking,	 biking,	 and	 circulation	 of	 slower	moving	modes,	which	
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comprise	 the	Neighborhood	Enhanced	Network.	 	Street	segments	 in	 the	Project	area	 that	are	 identified	as	
part	 of	 the	 Neighborhood	 Enhanced	 Network	 include	 Selma	 Avenue	 between	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 and	 Laurel	
Avenue,	Laurel	Avenue	between	Selma	Avenue	and	the	corporate	boundary	of	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
and	Fountain	Avenue	east	of	Fairfax	Avenue.			

Maps	D1	and	D2	of	the	Draft	Mobility	Plan	2035	depict	a	network	of	arterial	streets	and	other	rights‐of‐way	
prioritized	 for	 bicycle	 movement.	 	 Priority	 segments	 identified	 in	 Maps	 C1‐C5	 (Neighborhood	 Enhanced	
Network)	 provide	 gap	 closures	 to	 the	 protected	 bicycle	 (cycle	 tracks)	 lane	 system	 within	 the	 Bicycle	
Enhanced	Network.		The	Bicycle	Enhanced	Network	consists	of:	

 Bicycle	Paths	 ‐	Bicycle	 facilities	 outside	of	 the	 roadway,	 such	 as	 the	LA	River	bicycle	 path.	Bicycle	
Paths	cover	approximately	150	miles.	

 Protected	 Bicycle	 Lanes	 (cycle	 tracks)	 ‐	 Bicycle	 facilities	 on	 arterials	 roadways	 with	 physical	
separation.	Protected	Bicycle	Lanes	 cover	approximately	300	miles	and	are	a	 subset	of	 the	Bicycle	
Lane	Network.	

 Priority	Neighborhood	Enhanced	Network	 ‐	 Bicycle	 facilities	 on	neighborhood‐serving	 streets	 that	
provide	connections	within	the	cycle	track	system.	Covers	approximately	50	miles.	

The	Bicycle	Lane	Network	consists	of:	

 Bicycle	Lanes	 ‐	Bicycle	 facilities	on	arterial	 roadways	with	striped	separation.	 	Bicycle	Lanes	cover	
approximately	700	miles.	 	A	 subset	of	 the	 lanes	 are	proposed	 to	be	upgraded	 to	protected	bicycle	
lanes.				

Bicycle	Enhanced	Network	facilities	in	the	Project	area	include	a	Protected	Bicycle	Lane	(also	designated	as	a	
Priority	 Planned	 Bicycle	 Lane)	 on	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 east	 of	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	 planned	 bicycle	 lane	 on	
Sunset	Boulevard	east	of	Fairfax	Avenue,	and	an	existing	bicycle	lane	on	Fairfax	Avenue	between	Hollywood	
Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue.		It	should	be	noted	that	while	cyclists	may	incidentally	utilize	sidewalks	for	
travel	where	no	dedicated	bicycle	lanes	or	paths	exist,	LA.M.C	Section	56.15	prohibits	the	riding	of	bicycles	
(or	other	human	power	devices)	on	sidewalks	(bikeways	or	boardwalks)	with	a	willful	or	wanton	disregard	
for	the	safety	of	persons	or	property.		Additionally,	Assembly	Bill	(AB)	1371,	otherwise	known	as	the	Three	
Feet	 for	Safety	Act,	requires	that	drivers	provide	at	 least	 three	feet	of	clearance	to	cyclists	 traveling	 in	the	
public	right‐of‐way,	which	is	intended	to	increase	safety	for	cyclists	throughout	California.	

Although	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	Angeles,	 Project‐related	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	
traffic	could	also	utilize	sidewalks	and	bicycle	routes	within	the	adjacent	City	of	West	Hollywood.		According	
to	the	West	Hollywood	General	Plan	and	Climate	Action	Plan	2035	Mobility	Element	(page	6‐15),	the	City	of	
West	 Hollywood	 has	 a	 comprehensive	 pedestrian	 network	 that	 is	 served	 by	 approximately	 87	 miles	 of	
sidewalks.	A	significant	proportion	of	the	streets	have	street	trees	and,	in	commercial	areas,	wider	sidewalks	
enhance	the	pedestrian	experience.	All	residential	neighborhoods	are	within	walking	distance	of	commercial	
areas.		At	the	same	time,	there	are	opportunities	to	improve	the	City’s	pedestrian	environment	that	would	be	
important	 to	 address	 in	 the	 future.	 These	 include	 improved	 street	 crossings	 and	 signaling	 at	 some	
intersections,	and	limiting	new	curb‐cuts	or	garage	frontages	on	some	sidewalks.	The	General	Plan	provides	
general	policies	to	address	some	of	these	issues,	while	the	West	Hollywood	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	Mobility	



2.A  Topical Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 	 	 	 2.A‐46	
	

Plan	(2003)	sets	forth	specific	strategies	for	increasing	pedestrian‐oriented	design	features	within	the	street	
network.	

As	 also	 noted	 in	 the	West	Hollywood	General	 Plan	 and	 Climate	 Action	 Plan	 2035	Mobility	 Element,	most	
bicycle	travel	in	West	Hollywood	occurs	on	streets	without	bikeway	designations.	However,	West	Hollywood	
adopted	the	2003	Bicycle	and	Pedestrian	Mobility	Plan	to	further	develop	its	own	bike	network.	It	identifies	
an	additional	11.3	miles	of	bike	lanes	and	routes	for	implementation,	which	would	represent	approximately	
37%	of	 the	 street	 network.	 In	 2011,	 the	 City	 convened	 a	 Bicycle	 Task	 Force	 of	 community	members	 and	
bicycle	experts	to	recommend	improvements	to	bicycle	infrastructure	and	programs.		In	addition,	the	2010	
Sunset	Boulevard	Beautification	Project	included	installation	of	bicycle	detection	traffic	signals	pursuant	to	
state	 requirements.	The	City	 actively	 collaborates	with	 regional	partners	 to	 improve	 regional	 connectivity	
and	 coverage	 for	 bike	 routes.	 	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 currently	 updating	 the	 2003	 Bicycle	 and	 Pedestrian	
Mobility	Plan.		The	Plan	will	build	on	the	success	of	recent	planning	efforts	that	address	safety	and	mobility	
in	the	City,	including	the	Bicycle	Task	Force	Report	(2011),	the	General	Plan	2035	and	Climate	Action	Plan,	
and	 the	 Avenues	 Streetscape	 Master	 Plan.	 The	 Plan	 Update	 will	 assess	 the	 City’s	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	
network	 and	 facilities	 and	 develop	 recommendations	 to	 improve	 access	 and	 safety	 for	 pedestrians	 and	
cyclists.	

There	are	currently	5.4	miles	of	existing	bicycle	lanes	and	routes	within	West	Hollywood,	which	represents	
approximately	 12%	 of	 the	 City’s	 street	 network.	 Dedicated	 bike	 lanes	 are	 located	 along	 Santa	 Monica	
Boulevard	between	Almont	Drive	and	Kings	Road.	Class	 III	bike	routes	on	San	Vicente	Boulevard,	Beverly	
Boulevard,	 Melrose	 Avenue,	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	 between	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 and	 La	 Brea	
Avenue	are	signed	bike	routes	without	dedicated	lanes.	The	City	also	has	an	adopted	ordinance	which	allows	
bicycles	to	operate	on	sidewalks	in	areas	where	there	are	no	bike	lanes.	 	 In	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	Site,	
West	Hollywood	bicycle	facilities	include	an	existing	bike	route	with	“Share	the	Road”	signage	along	Fairfax	
Avenue	 between	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Santa	Monica	 Boulevard,	which	 connects	 to	 another	 existing	 bike	
route	with	“Share	the	Road”	signage	along	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	between	Sweetzer	Avenue	and	La	Brea	
Avenue,	 as	 well	 as	 a	 planned	 bike	 “sharrow”	 (shared	 lane	 marking)	 along	 Fountain	 Avenue	 between	
Sweetzer	Avenue	and	La	Brea	Avenue	with	convenient	access	from	the	Project	Site	via	Havenhurst	Drive	and	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	

As	 discussed	 above,	 the	 Project	would	 not	 create	 conflicts	 or	 other	 safety	 hazards	 related	 to	 bicycle	 and	
pedestrian	transportation	(though	it	should	be	noted	that	mitigation	is	required	to	minimize	impacts	at	the	
Project’s	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway),	 and	 the	 proposed	 traffic	 island	 reconfiguration	 would	
actually	 improve	 traffic	 circulation	 and	 pedestrian	 safety	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 intersection.	 	While	 the	Project	 does	 not	 involve	 off‐site	 improvements	 to	 bicycle	 facilities,	 the	
Cities	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 West	 Hollywood	 have	 developed	 plans	 and	 policies	 that	 address	 long‐term	
demands	on,	and	associated	improvements	to,	their	respective	bicycle	facilities	networks.	 	Implementation	
of	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles’	 2010	 Bicycle	 Plan	 and	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood’s	 Bicycle	 and	 Pedestrian	
Mobility	Plan	will	provide	additional	opportunities	for	bicycle	transportation	in	the	Project	area	and	improve	
overall	 safety	 and	 mobility	 for	 cyclists.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐26	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	
evaluation	of	pedestrian	and	bicycle	access	and	safety	is	based	on	whether	or	not	the	Project	would	result	in	
“a	 regular	 increase	 in	 pedestrian/vehicle	 or	 bicycle/vehicle	 conflict	 due	 to	 project	 parking	 and	 traffic	 as	
compared	with	existing	conditions.”	 	As	stated	above,	while	the	Project	may	result	 in	 increased	pedestrian	
and	 bicycle	 activity	 in	 the	 immediate	 area	 compared	 to	 existing	 conditions,	 the	 proposed	 traffic	 island	
reconfiguration,	 mitigation	 measures	 to	 address	 overall	 traffic	 flow	 and	 pedestrian/bicycle	 safety	 (i.e.,	
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Mitigation	Measures	TR‐1	and	TR‐2),	and	future	implementation	of	bicycle	facility	improvements	as	part	of	
city‐wide	 efforts	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 West	 Hollywood	 would	 minimize	 potential	 vehicle/pedestrian	 and	
vehicle/cyclist	conflicts	and	improve	overall	pedestrian	and	bicycle	mobility	in	the	Project	area.		However,	it	
should	be	noted	that	the	lack	of	bicycle	facilities	 in	the	immediate	area	surrounding	the	Project	Site	under	
existing	conditions	does	not	suggest	that	the	Project	should	be	responsible	for	improving	or	expanding	such	
facilities,	 as	 that	 is	 the	 responsibility	 of	 the	 respective	 municipal	 jurisdictions.	 	 Therefore,	 an	 evaluation	
regarding	the	lack	of	existing	facilities	in	the	area	is	not	required	by	CEQA.				
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TR‐5 (GEOLOGY AND SOILS) 

There	 were	 numerous	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	 focused	 on	 risks	 to	 the	 Project	 and	
surrounding	development	from	earthquakes	associated	with	the	Hollywood	Fault.		Common	areas	of	concern	
included:	 	(i)	impacts	to	proposed	structures	from	surface	fault	rupture	along	the	Hollywood	Fault	and	(ii)	
impacts	 associated	 with	 seismic	 ground	 shaking	 and	 related	 secondary	 seismic	 effects	 from	 earthquakes	
along	the	Hollywood	Fault	or	other	known	active	faults	in	the	region.		Responses	to	these	issues	are	provided	
below.		

1.  SURFACE FAULT RUPTURE HAZARDS – HOLLYWOOD FAULT  

A	 number	 of	 comments	 were	 received	 regarding	 potential	 adverse	 effects	 due	 to	 the	 proximity	 of	 the	
Hollywood	 Fault	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	Hollywood	 Fault	 is	 an	 active	 fault	 for	which	 an	 official	 State	 of	
California	Earthquake	Fault	Zone	was	recently	designated	pursuant	 to	 the	Alquist‐Priolo	Earthquake	Fault	
Zoning	Act.		As	discussed	on	page	4.D‐16	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Alquist‐Priolo	
Earthquake	 Fault	 Zoning	 Act	 requires	 the	 State	 Geologist	 to	 establish	 regulatory	 zones,	 known	 as	
“earthquake	fault	zones,”	around	the	surface	traces	of	active	faults	and	to	 issue	appropriate	maps	to	assist	
cities	 and	 counties	 in	planning,	 zoning,	 and	building	 regulation	 functions.	 	According	 to	 the	Alquist‐Priolo	
Earthquake	Fault	Zoning	Act,	before	a	project	that	is	within	an	earthquake	fault	zone	can	be	permitted,	cities	
and	 counties	 shall	 require	 a	 geologic	 investigation,	 prepared	 by	 a	 licensed	 geologist,	 to	 demonstrate	 that	
buildings	 will	 not	 be	 constructed	 across	 active	 faults.	 	 If	 an	 active	 fault	 is	 found,	 a	 structure	 for	 human	
occupancy	cannot	be	placed	over	the	trace	of	the	fault	and	must	be	set	back.		Although	setback	distances	may	
vary,	a	minimum	50‐foot	setback	is	required.			

As	 a	 result	 of	 concerns	 raised	 in	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Project’s	 Notice	 of	 Preparation,	 and	 given	
uncertainties	regarding	the	presence	and	specific	location	of	the	Hollywood	Fault	trace	in	the	Project	area,	a	
site‐specific	 Fault	 Assessment	Report	was	 prepared	 by	Golder	Associates	 in	 January	 2014	 in	 consultation	
with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	 Safety	 using	 the	 Guidelines	 for	 Evaluating	 the	
Hazard	of	Surface	Fault	Rupture	published	by	the	California	Geological	Survey	(CGS).	The	Golder	report	was	
included	in	the	Draft	EIR,	as	Appendix	D‐2,	Fault	Assessment	Report.	 	Golder’s	work	involved,	but	was	not	
limited	to,	field	investigations	using	hollow‐stem	auger	boreholes	to	about	100	to	155	feet	below	the	Project	
Site,	 and	 14	 CPT	 soundings	 extending	 up	 to	 about	 185	 feet	 below	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Golder’s	 opinion	
presented	 in	 Appendix	 D‐2	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 indicated	 that	 while	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 within	 the	
proposed	Hollywood	 fault	earthquake	 fault	zone,	 the	principal	 trace	of	 the	active	Hollywood	 fault	was	not	
present	within	the	Project	Site	based	on:	

 Analysis	and	review	of	available	maps,	historical	aerial	photographs,	published	academic	papers	and	
consultant	reports.	The	data	review	indicates	that	a	tectonic	geomorphology	that	would	indicate	the	
presence	of	a	surface	fault	trace	of	the	Hollywood	fault	is	not	present	on	the	site.	

 The	 January	 8,	 2014	 Preliminary	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Earthquake	 Fault	 Zone	 Map	 indicates	 that	 the	
mapped	Hollywood	fault	trace	is	located	more	than	100	feet	northwest	of,	but	not	within,	the	site.	

 A	soil	 stratigraphy	 that	 records	deposition	 throughout	 the	Holocene	and	 latest	Pleistocene	Epochs	
(present	 day	 to	 more	 than	 30,000	 years	 ago)	 is	 generally	 continuous	 across	 the	 site.	 Major	
stratigraphic	discontinuities	that	could	indicate	the	presence	of	a	vertical	fault	offset	are	absent.	
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 An	absence	of	groundwater	to	depths	of	at	least	100	to	155	feet	across	the	site.	

Subsequent	 to	 completion	 of	 the	 Golder	 report,	 CGS	 completed	 a	 final	 map	 and	 Supplement	 to	 its	 Fault	
Evaluation	Report	in	November	2014,	which	was	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR	along	with	the	City	
of	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	 and	Safety	 (LADBS)’s	 correction	 letter	 for	 the	Golder	 report	dated	
November	21,	2014	and	Golder’s	responses	to	LADBS	comments	in	a	letter	dated	May	18,	2015.8		Following	
receipt	of	Golder’s	responses,	LADBS	submitted	another	correction	letter	dated	June	29,	2015	regarding	the	
Golder	 report	 and	 responses,	 in	 response	 to	 which	 Golder	 prepared	 a	 subsequent	 response	 letter	 and	
Addendum	No.	1	 to	 the	Golder	Report,	both	dated	August	10,	2015;	upon	review	of	Golder’s	second	set	of	
responses	and	Addendum	No.	1	to	the	Golder	Report,	the	LADBS	issued	a	Geology	and	Soils	Report	Approval	
Letter	dated	October	19,	2015.		The	June	2015	LADBS	correction	letter,	August	2015	Golder	response	letter,	
August	2015	Addendum	No.	1	to	the	Golder	Report,	and	October	2015	LADBS	approval	letter	are	all	included	
in	Appendix	B	of	 this	 Final	EIR.	 	 The	 final	Alquist‐Priolo	Earthquake	Fault	 Zone	Map	 (dated	November	6,	
2014)	did	not	change	the	previous	conditions	shown	in	relation	to	the	Project.		The	Project	Site	is	not	located	
within	the	Hollywood	Fault	earthquake	fault	zone.	 	The	trace	of	the	fault	 is	located	approximately	100	feet	
northwest	of,	and	not	within,	the	Project	Site.		Therefore,	consistent	with	the	final	Alquist‐Priolo	Earthquake	
Fault	Zone	Map	for	the	Hollywood	Fault,	and	consistent	with	the	investigations	conducted	by	Golder	on	the	
Project	 Site,	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 properly	 concluded	 that	 there	 would	 be	 no	
significant	 impacts	 associated	 with	 surface	 fault	 rupture	 along	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault	 due	 to	 Project	
implementation.	

2.  SEISMIC GROUND SHAKING AND RELATED HAZARDS – HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

Several	comments	also	expressed	concern	with	potential	impacts	related	to	earthquakes	and	related	seismic	
effects	due	to	the	Project’s	proximity	to	the	Hollywood	Fault.	 	As	discussed	on	pages	4.D‐21	and	4.D‐22	 in	
Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 the	 Geotechnical	 Exploration	 and	 Recommendations	
Report	prepared	by	Golder	(see	Appendix	D‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	the	CGS	Fault	Evaluation	Report	Supplement	
and	Golder’s	responses	to	LADBS	comments	on	the	Geotechnical	Exploration	and	Recommendations	Report	
(both	 included	 in	 Appendix	 B	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR),	 as	 well	 as	 Addendum	 No.	 1	 to	 the	 Project	 Geotechnical	
Exploration	 and	 Recommendations	 Report	 (dated	 August	 10,	 2015),	 a	 Surface	 Fault	 Rupture	 Hazard	
Assessment	prepared	by	Golder	(dated	May	18,	2015),	and	LADBS’	approval	letter	dated	October	19,	2015	
(all	three	of	which	are	included	in	Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR),	despite	the	proximity	of	the	Project	Site	to	
the	Hollywood	Fault,	the	likelihood	of	an	earthquake	occurring	along	the	Hollywood	Fault	with	a	magnitude	
capable	 of	 causing	 substantial	 damage	 to	 structures	 is	 not	 measurably	 higher	 than	 the	 likelihood	 of	 an	
earthquake	 occurring	 along	 any	 of	 the	 other	 known	 active	 faults	 in	 the	 region.	 	 In	 other	 words,	 the	
probability	of	a	large	earthquake	that	produces	strong	ground	shaking	at	the	Project	Site	to	cause	significant	
impacts	is	not	necessarily	affected	by	its	location	relative	to	any	given	earthquake	fault,	as	a	large	earthquake	
along	a	distant	fault	could	produce	greater	ground	shaking	effects	than	a	small	earthquake	along	a	proximate	
fault.	 	As	such,	risks	associated	with	strong	seismic	ground	shaking	and	related	secondary	hazards	such	as	
liquefaction	or	landslides	are	not	exacerbated	by	the	presence	of	a	nearby	active	fault.		Nonetheless,	the	Draft	
EIR	provides	mitigation	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	Project	 is	 designed	and	 constructed	 to	 address	 known	 seismic	
hazards	at	the	Project	Site,	most	notably	strong	seismic	ground	shaking,	which	would	be	reduced	to	less	than	
significant	 through	 compliance	 with	 applicable	 building	 and	 seismic	 safety	 codes	 and	 implementation	 of	
																																																													
8		 California	 Geological	 Survey.	 	 Fault	 Evaluation	 Report	 FER	 253	 Supplement	No.	 1,	 The	Hollywood	 Fault	 in	 the	Hollywood	 7.5’	

Quadrangle	 Los	 Angeles	 County,	 California.	 	 Prepared	 by	 Janis	 L.	 Hernandez,	 Engineering	 Geologist.	 	November	 5,	 2014.	 	 This	
document	is	included	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	
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Project‐specific	geotechnical	recommendations	to	be	provided	in	the	final	geotechnical	report.		As	discussed	
in	Section	4.D,	based	on	the	lack	of	shallow	groundwater	conditions	and	gradually	sloping	topography	of	the	
property,	 no	 liquefaction	 or	 landslide	 potential	 exists	 at	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	 Site’s	
proximity	to	the	Hollywood	Fault	would	not	have	any	effect	on	the	potential	for	secondary	seismic	effects	to	
occur.			
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TR‐6 (PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES) 

There	 were	 numerous	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	 suggest	 that	 the	 Project	 could	 result	 in	
increased	 public	 safety	 risks	 associated	with	 Project‐related	 traffic	 congestion	 and	 associated	 emergency	
vehicle	response	times.		Additionally,	several	comments	were	received	that	suggested	that	the	infrastructure	
serving	 the	Project	 Site,	which	 includes	water	 and	wastewater	 facilities,	 is	not	 adequate	or	does	not	have	
sufficient	capacity	 to	accommodate	Project‐related	demands.	 	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	 fire	protection	and	
emergency	medical	 services	 in	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	 Services,	while	police	
protection	services	are	evaluated	 in	Section	4.I.2,	Police	Protection,	with	related	data	and	correspondence	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 G.	 	 Utilities	 and	 infrastructure	 are	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.K,	 Utilities	 and	 Service	
Systems,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	I.	 	Responses	to	these	comments	are	
provided	below.	

1.  EMERGENCY SERVICES (POLICE AND FIRE/EMS) AND EMERGENCY VEHICLE 

RESPONSE TIMES 

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 related	 to	 emergency	 services	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	
Emergency	Medical	Services,	and	Section	4.I.2,	Police	Protection,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Based	on	correspondence	
with	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Fire	 Department	 (LAFD),	which	 is	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 G	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 as	
discussed	on	page	4.I.1‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	Site	is	served	by	three	fire	stations	located	between	
0.9	 to	 2.5	 miles	 from	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 the	 average	 response	 times	 for	 emergency	 fire	 and	 medical	
services	for	these	LAFD	facilities	range	from	five	minutes,	four	seconds	(5:04	minutes)	from	Fire	Station	27	
to	 six	minutes	 (6:00	minutes)	 from	Fire	Station	97.	 	According	 to	 the	LAFD,	 the	 response	 standard	 is	 five	
minutes	for	90	percent	of	emergency	medical	services	(EMS)	responses	and	5:20	minutes	for	90	percent	of	
fire	 (non‐EMS)	 incidence	 responses.	 	 More	 recent	 data	 provided	 by	 LAFD	 show	 that	 in	 2014,	 non‐EMS	
response	times	from	Fire	Station	27	averaged	3:17	minutes	and	EMS	response	times	averaged	3:50	minutes,	
which	meets	 both	 the	 EMS	 and	 non‐EMS	 LAFD	 response	 time	 standards.9	 	 As	 specified	 in	 the	 Fire	 Code,	
Section	 57.09.06,	 Division	 9,	 Table	 9‐C,	 Fire	 Station	 41	meets	 the	 LAFD	 distance	 criteria	 of	 one	 mile	 for	
commercial	uses	and	1.5	miles	for	residential	uses	for	a	truck	company.			

Further,	as	described	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	Project‐related	traffic	
would	significantly	impact	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive	and	the	roadway	segment	
of	Havenhurst	Drive	between	the	Project	Site	and	Fountain	Avenue	within	the	Project	vicinity.		Accordingly,	
traffic	 associated	with	 the	 Project	 could	 potentially	 affect	 emergency	 vehicle	 response	 times	 in	 the	 area.		
Impacts	on	 traffic	 that	 could	 cause	delays	 in	 emergency	 response	 times	are	 addressed	 through	Mitigation	
Measure	TR‐1	provided	 in	Section	4.J,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	 through	 implementation	of	 the	Project’s	
TDM	program,	which	would	 incorporate	 the	 trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	 identified	 in	 the	City	of	
Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(LAMC	Section	12.26‐J	‐	amended	by	Ordinance	
168,700).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	appropriate	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	
in	 the	 City’s	 ordinance,	 including	 components	 that	 would	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	
telecommuting,	and	other	 trip‐reducing	programs.	 	Temporary	 increases	 in	 traffic	during	construction	are	
expected	to	have	a	significant,	unmitigatable	impact,	but	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐26	and	4.J‐27	in	Section	

																																																													
9		 Los	 Angeles	 Fire	 Department.	 	 FireStatLA	 Fire	 Station	 Response	 Metrics	 01/2014‐01/2015	 –	 Fire	 Station	 27.		

http://www.lafd.org/sites/default/files/pdf_files/02‐10‐2014_AllStations.pdf.		Accessed	February	2015.			
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4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 such	 impacts	would	be	 reduced	 to	 the	extent	 feasible	
through	 implementation	 of	 a	 Construction	 Traffic	 Management	 Plan	 approved	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	
Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT).		Although	construction	activities	were	conservatively	determined	to	
result	 in	 temporary	mid‐day	 (off‐peak)	 traffic	 impacts,	 the	 Project’s	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	would	 be	
mitigated	to	a	less	than	significant	level.	 	Nonetheless,	 it	 is	still	expected	that	the	Project	operations	would	
incrementally	increase	traffic.		These	increases	in	traffic	could	delay	emergency	response	times	compared	to	
current	conditions.	 	As	discussed	on	page	4.I.1‐14	 in	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	
Services,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	several	factors	influence	emergency	response	times	in	addition	to	traffic,	including	
alarm	 transfer	 time,	 alarm	 answering	 and	 processing	 time,	 mobilization	 time,	 risk	 appraisal,	 geography,	
distance,	traffic	signals,	and	roadway	characteristics.		In	response	to	issues	that	have	been	raised	regarding	
emergency	response	times	and	associated	reporting,	the	LAFD	has	recently	been	taking	a	number	of	steps	to	
improve	their	related	systems,	processes	and	practices.		Upgrades	underway	or	pending	include:	installation	
of	 automated	vehicle	 locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	 replacement	of	 fire	 station	alerting	systems	
that	control	fire	station	dispatch	audio,	signal	lights,	and	other	fire	station	alerting	hardware	and	software;	
development	 of	 a	 new	 computer	 aided	 dispatch	 system	 to	 manage	 fire	 and	 emergency	 medical	 service	
incidents	from	initial	report	to	conclusion	of	an	incident;	and,	use	of	traffic	pre‐emption	systems.	 	A	traffic	
pre‐emption	system	allows	the	normal	operation	of	traffic	lights	to	be	preempted	by	an	emergency	vehicle	to	
improve	response	times	by	stopping	conflicting	traffic	in	advance,	providing	the	emergency	vehicle	the	right‐
of‐way.	 	 In	 addition	 to	 these	 improvements	 being	 implemented	 by	 the	 LAFD,	 emergency	 response	 is	 also	
routinely	facilitated,	particularly	for	high	priority	calls,	through	use	of	sirens	to	clear	a	path	of	travel,	driving	
in	 the	 lanes	 of	 opposing	 traffic,	 use	 of	 alternate	 routes,	 and	 multiple	 station	 response.	 	 Thus,	 with	
implementation	of	 the	 traffic‐related	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	and	 the	Project’s	TDM	program,	along	with	
the	 multiple	 steps	 being	 taken	 by	 the	 LAFD	 to	 improve	 response	 times,	 Project	 impacts	 on	 emergency	
response	times	are	considered	less	than	significant.	

In	 addition,	 since	 the	 publication	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR,	 LAFD	 has	 provided	 subsequent	
correspondence	 regarding	 the	Project	dated	May	10,	2016	 (included	 in	Appendix	C	of	 this	Final	EIR)	 that	
further	clarifies	that	absent	mitigation,	Project	 implementation	would	increase	the	need	for	fire	protection	
and	emergency	medical	services	in	the	Project	area,	which	could	potentially	have	a	cumulative	impact	on	fire	
protection	services.	 	However,	 in	order	to	address	such	potential	 impacts	to	 fire	protection	services,	LAFD	
has	 identified	 conditions	with	 respect	 to	 Firefighting	 Personnel	 Access	 and	 Firefighting	Apparatus	Access	
that	would	minimize	 such	 impacts	 and	 assist	 LAFD	 in	 providing	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	 response	
services	to	the	Project.		The	LAFD	letter	further	enumerates	the	Project‐specific	conditions	and	clarifies	that	
prior	to	issuance	of	any	building	permit,	definitive	plans	shall	be	submitted	to	LAFD	to	ensure	that	necessary	
requirements	are	satisfied.	

With	regard	to	police	protection	services,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.I.2‐13	and	4.I.2‐14,	when	an	emergency	
call	 is	 received	 by	 the	 LAPD,	 the	 closet	 mobile	 police	 unit	 to	 the	 emergency	 incident	 location	 typically	
responds.		The	LAPD’s	ability	to	respond	to	a	call	requesting	assistance	in	a	timely	fashion	is	determined	in	
part	by	their	ability	to	navigate	roadways	successfully	and	efficiently.	 	As	such,	response	times	are	affected	
by	geographic	proximity,	traffic	conditions,	and	the	ability	to	navigate	roadways	using	means	including	the	
use	of	 sirens	 to	 clear	 a	path	of	 travel,	 driving	 in	 the	 lanes	of	 opposing	 traffic,	 use	of	 alternate	 routes,	 and	
multiple	station	response.		Emergency	access	to	the	Project	Site	is	provided	via	Sunset	Boulevard,	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 As	 noted	 above	with	 regard	 to	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	
medical	 services,	 impacts	 on	 traffic	 that	 could	 cause	 delays	 in	 emergency	 response	 times	 are	 addressed	
through	 implementation	 of	 the	Project’s	 TDM	Program	and	 applicable	mitigation	 contained	 in	 Section	4.J,	
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Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 which	 would	 minimize	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 affected	
intersections	 and	 street	 segments	 such	 that	 emergency	 response	 times	 would	 not	 be	 notably	 affected.		
Furthermore,	 the	 Project	 also	 incorporates	 transportation	 demand	 reduction	 strategies	 such	 as	 providing	
complementary	 land	 uses	 on	 the	 same	 site,	 providing	 extensive	 bicycle	 storage	 facilities	 and	 pedestrian	
improvements,	 and	 locating	 proposed	 uses	 in	 proximity	 to	 public	 transit	 facilities,	 all	 of	 which	 would	
encourage	visitors,	 residents,	and	employees	 to	 reduce	vehicular	 traffic	on	 the	adjacent	 streets	during	 the	
peak	hours.	

As	such,	given	implementation	of	Project	characteristics	and	applicable	mitigation	measures	related	to	traffic	
and	transportation,	Project‐related	impacts	to	emergency	response	times	and	associated	public	safety	risks	
were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	in	the	Draft	EIR.			

2.  ADEQUACY OF INFRASTRUCTURE SERVING THE PROJECT SITE 

The	Draft	EIR	discusses	utilities	and	related	infrastructure	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply,	and	Section	4.K.2,	
Wastewater,	 including	 domestic	 water	 service	 and	 wastewater	 conveyance	 and	 treatment,	 respectively.		
Water	 infrastructure‐related	 issues	associated	with	 fire	protection	are	also	addressed	 in	section	4.I.1,	Fire	
Protection	 and	Emergency	Medical	 Services.	 	A	number	of	 comments	on	 the	Draft	EIR	were	 received	 that	
suggested	 that	 the	 water	 infrastructure	 serving	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 adequate	 to	 meet	 LAFD	 fire	 flow	
requirements	 of	 9,000	 gallons	 per	 minute	 (gpm)	 flowing	 simultaneously	 from	 four	 hydrants.	 	 Several	
comments	 received	 also	 indicated	 that	 the	 sewer	 pipelines	 that	 would	 convey	 the	 Project’s	 wastewater	
flows,	some	of	which	are	owned	and	operated	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	(local	sewers)	or	Los	Angeles	
County	(trunk	sewers),	do	not	have	sufficient	capacity	to	accommodate	Project‐related	flows.			

First,	 with	 regard	 to	 required	 fire	 flows,	 the	 LAFD	 has	 indicated	 in	 previous	 correspondence	 dated	
September	19,	2013,	which	is	included	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR,	that	a	fire	flow	of	9,000	gpm	flowing	
simultaneously	 from	 four	 to	 six	 hydrants,	 while	 maintaining	 a	 minimum	 residual	 water	 pressure	 of	 20	
pounds	per	square	inch	(psi)	would	be	necessary	to	serve	the	Project.	 	As	discussed	on	pages	4.I.1‐15	and	
4.I.1‐16	in	Section	4.I.1	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	existing	eight‐inch	water	main	in	Sunset	Boulevard	that	serves	
the	Project	Site	 can	provide	a	 flow	of	up	 to	3,750	gpm	at	35	psi,	 and	as	 such	 fire	 flow	 improvements	and	
installation	 of	 hydrants	 would	 be	 necessary	 to	 accommodate	 LAFD	 requirements,	 in	 compliance	 with	
Division	9,	Section	57.09.06	of	the	City	Fire	Code.	 	However,	an	updated	fire	flow	report	was	subsequently	
prepared	for	the	Project	by	LADWP	in	March	2016,	which	demonstrates	that	a	fire	flow	of	up	to	9,000	gpm	
with	 a	minimum	 of	 50	 psi	 residual	 water	 pressure	 from	 six	 hydrants	 flowing	 simultaneously	 is	 possible	
under	existing	conditions.	 	Two	of	 the	six	 fire	hydrants	are	 located	on	 the	Project	Site’s	Sunset	Boulevard	
frontage,	two	hydrants	are	located	on	the	west	side	of	Havenhurst	Drive	adjacent	to	and	south	of	the	Project	
Site,	 respectively,	 and	 two	hydrants	 are	 located	 on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 (one	 on	 either	 side	of	 the	
street)	south	of	the	Project	Site.		The	fire	flow	assessment	provided	by	LADWP,	including	a	map	showing	the	
locations	of	the	six	fire	hydrants	that	would	serve	the	Project	Site,	is	included	in	Appendix	C	of	this	Final	EIR.	
Although	the	LADWP	fire	flow	report	indicates	that	a	total	fire	flow	of	9,000	gpm	can	be	accommodated	by	
the	existing	water	system,	 it	 is	possible	that	some	improvements	may	be	required	prior	to	LAFD	approval	
regarding	 fire	 flow.	 	 As	 stated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 with	 the	 recommended	 water	 system	 improvements	 (if	
necessary),	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 both	 LAFD	 and	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	Water	 and	
Power	(LADWP),	the	Project	would	either	achieve	the	required	fire	flows	prescribed	by	LAFD,	or	provide	a	
combination	 of	 lower	 fire	 flows	 and	 other	 fire	 life	 safety	 features	 to	 the	 satisfaction	 of	 LAFD,	 such	 that	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.		Such	water	system	improvements	or	fire	life	safety	features	would	be	
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implemented	 in	 the	 course	 of	 other	 Project‐related	 construction	 activities,	 as	 described	 in	 the	 respective	
analyses	of	 construction‐related	 impacts,	 and	 could	 involve	 short‐term	 trenching	 and	pipeline	 installation	
(some	of	which	would	occur	within	the	public	right‐of‐way)	and	associated	temporary	lane	closures.	 	Such	
work	would	be	carried	out	in	compliance	with	the	requirements	of	the	Project‐specific	Construction	Traffic	
Management	Plan,	and	would	also	be	required	to	implement	a	City‐approved	detailed	worksite	construction	
traffic	 control	 plan.	 	 These	 limited	 temporary	 construction	 activities	 would	 not	 represent	 a	 meaningful	
increase	in	duration	or	intensity	of	construction	impacts	relative	to	the	overall	construction	effort	evaluated	
in	the	Draft	EIR,	and,	as	such,	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Irrespective	 of	 fire	 flow‐related	 facilities	 and	 improvements,	 with	 incorporation	 of	 applicable	 regulatory	
requirements	 (i.e.,	 building	 design,	 fire	 safety	 features,	 emergency	 safety	 provisions,	 LAFD	 access,	
construction	traffic	management	plan,	and	plot	plan	review),	along	with	the	fact	that	LAFD	has	no	known	or	
proposed	plans	 to	expand	their	Hollywood	facilities,10	 the	Project	 is	not	expected	to	result	 in	a	substantial	
increase	 in	demand	 for	additional	 fire	protection	services	 that	would	exceed	 the	capability	of	 the	LAFD	to	
serve	the	Project	such	that	it	would	require	construction	of	new	fire	facilities.		Even	if	a	new	fire	station,	or	
the	 expansion,	 consolidation,	 or	 relocation	 of	 a	 station	 was	 determined	 warranted	 by	 LAFD,	 and	 was	
foreseeable,	the	Hollywood	community	is	highly	developed,	and	the	site	of	a	fire	station	or	expansion	of	a	fire	
station	would	likely	be	on	an	infill	lot	that	would	likely	be	less	than	an	acre	in	size.			Development	at	this	scale	
is	unlikely	to	result	in	significant	unavoidable	impacts,	and	projects	involving	the	construction	or	expansion	
of	 a	 fire	 station	 are	 typically	 addressed	 pursuant	 to	 CEQA	 through	 categorical	 exemptions	 or	 negative	
declarations.		Further,	the	protection	of	public	safety	is	the	first	responsibility	of	local	government	and	local	
officials	 have	 an	 obligation	 to	 give	 priority	 to	 the	 provision	 of	 adequate	 public	 safety	 services,	which	 are	
typically	 financed	 through	 the	 City	 general	 funds.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 need	 for	 additional	 fire	 protection	
services	as	part	of	an	unplanned	fire	station	at	this	time	is	not	an	environmental	impact	that	the	Project	is	
required	to	mitigate.11	 	Based	on	the	relatively	limited	incremental	impact	of	the	Project	within	the	service	
area	and	 the	established	methodology	 for	assessment	of	 impacts	related	 to	 fire	protection	and	emergency	
medical	 services	 provided	 in	 City’s	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide,	 the	 addition	 of	 a	 new	 fire	 facility,	 or	 the	
expansion,	consolidation,	or	relocation	of	an	existing	facility,	 is	not	foreseeably	needed	to	maintain	service	
levels	 and	 the	 potential	 for	 physical	 impacts	 associated	 with	 construction	 of	 fire	 protection	 facilities	 are	
considered	less	than	significant.	

As	 relates	 to	 sewer	 capacity,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.K.2,	Wastewater,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	Department	of	Public	Works,	Bureau	of	Engineering	(LABOE)	prepared	a	Sewer	Capacity	Availability	
Request	(SCAR)	for	the	Project	dated	July	1,	2013	(included	in	Appendix	I	of	the	Draft	EIR),	which	indicated	
that	the	Project	would	connect	directly	to	sewer	facilities	owned	and	operated	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	
concluded	that	the	City’s	facilities	had	adequate	capacity	to	convey	Project‐related	flows	based	on	available	
existing	flow	data;	however	the	SCAR	also	indicated	that	Los	Angeles	County	be	contacted	regarding	capacity	
availability	within	 the	County‐owned	portions	of	 the	sewer	system.	 	Subsequent	correspondence	 from	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	Bureau	of	Sanitation	(LABOS)	dated	July	8,	2014	(also	included	in	Appendix	I	of	the	Draft	
EIR)	suggested	that	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	sewers	would	convey	flows	from	the	Project	Site	via	Los	Angeles	

																																																													
10		 Per	correspondence	with	the	LAFD,	no	planned	improvements	are	known	or	proposed	to	fire	protection	facilities	in	the	service	area	

of	the	Project.		See	correspondence	included	in	Appendix	G‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR.	
11		 Court	 of	Appeal	 of	 the	 State	 of	 California,	 First	Appellate	District,	Division	 Three,	 Filed	 11/30/15;	 City	 of	Hayward	 v.	Board	 of	

Trustees	 (Alameda	 County	 Superior	 Court	 No.	 RG09480852);	 Hayward	 Planning	 Association	 et	 al.,	 v.	 Board	 of	 Trustees	 of	 the	
California	State	University,	http://law.justia.com/cases/california/court‐of‐appeal/2015/a131412a.html,	accessed	February	2016.	
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County‐operated	sewers	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	and	other	County‐operated	trunk	sewer	facilities	to	
the	 Hyperion	 Treatment	 Plant,	 which	 has	 adequate	 capacity	 to	 treat	 Project‐related	 wastewater	 flows.		
However,	 the	 LABOS	 letter	 also	 stated	 that	 “[t]he	 current	 flow	 level	 (d/D)	 in	 the	 10‐inch	 line	 cannot	 be	
determined	at	this	time	without	additional	gauging.”		The	LABOS	letter	also	concluded	the	following	(refer	to	
Comment	Letter	A3	for	original	correspondence	from	LABOS):	

Based	on	the	estimated	 flows,	 it	appears	 the	City	sewer	system	might	be	able	 to	accommodate	 the	
total	flow	for	your	proposed	project.		The	developers	will	be	required	to	contact	Los	Angeles	County	
Sanitation	District	 to	 verify	 capacity	 availability	 of	 the	County	 lines.	 	 Further	detailed	gauging	 and	
evaluation	will	be	needed	as	part	of	the	permit	process	to	identify	a	sewer	connection	point.	 	If	the	
public	sewer	has	 insufficient	capacity	 then	the	developer	will	be	required	to	build	sewer	 lines	 to	a	
point	 in	 the	 sewer	 system	 with	 sufficient	 capacity.	 	 A	 final	 approval	 for	 sewer	 capacity	 and	
connection	permit	will	be	made	at	that	time.		

Based	 on	 the	 correspondence	 from	 LABOE	 and	 LABOS,	 which	 provides	 inconsistent	 or	 inconclusive	
information	 regarding	 the	 existing	 capacity	 of	 sewers	 serving	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 discussion	 of	
infrastructure	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.K.2,	Wastewater,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 stated	 that	while	 the	 sewer	 system	
serving	 the	 Project	 Site	 may	 be	 adequate	 to	 accommodate	 Project‐related	 flows,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	
correspondence	from	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	some	system	improvements	may	be	necessary	if	it	is	ultimately	
determined	that	affected	sewer	pipelines	are	not	adequate	to	convey	the	additional	flows.	 	To	address	this	
uncertainty,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.K.2‐6	and	4.K.2‐7	in	Section	4.K.2,	the	Project	would	be	required,	as	with	
other	development	projects	 in	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	 to	verify	 that	adequate	sewer	capacity	exists	 in	 the	
system	before	a	sewer	connection	permit	is	granted;	if	it	is	determined	that	sufficient	capacity	does	not	exist,	
then	the	Project	would	be	required	to	make	necessary	improvements	to	provide	adequate	capacity.	 	Given	
that	this	is	a	standard	procedure	for	obtaining	a	sewer	connection	permit	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	and	the	
potential	 for	 changes	 in	 sewer	 capacity	over	 time,	 a	 sewer	 capacity	 study	was	not	 conducted	prior	 to	 the	
release	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Nonetheless,	as	discussed	on	page	4.K.2‐6	and	4.K.2‐7	in	Section	4.K.2,	the	Draft	EIR	
did	account	for	potential	impacts	associated	with	infrastructure	upgrades	in	its	evaluations	of	construction	
impacts.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 concluded,	 therefore,	 that	 based	 on	 the	 estimated	 available	 sewage	 capacity	 and	
regulatory	requirements,	impacts	to	wastewater	facilities	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Based	 on	 comments	 received	 by	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	 expressed	 concerns	
regarding	 sewer	 capacity	 within	 that	 jurisdiction,	 a	 Project‐specific	 Sewer	 Area	 Study,	 which	 included	
physical	 gauging	 of	 affected	 downstream	 sewers,	 was	 prepared	 by	 Psomas	 in	 June	 2015	 (included	 in	
Appendix	C	of	the	RP‐DEIR).	 	This	study	indicated	that,	in	contrast	to	the	information	from	the	LABOE	and	
LABOS	relied	on	in	the	Draft	EIR,	the	sewers	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	that	would	serve	the	Project	
are,	 in	 fact,	owned	and	operated	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	The	Sewer	Area	Study	further	concluded	
that	 the	 local	 sewers	 (both	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood)	 that	would	 serve	 the	
Project	are	 currently	operating	well	within	 their	design	capacity.	 	 Specifically,	 as	noted	 in	 the	Sewer	Area	
Study,	 based	on	 the	 calibrated	 results,	 using	 actual	 gauged	 flows,	 the	 sewer	 through	West	Hollywood	has	
more	 than	 sufficient	 excess	 capacity.	 	 The	 proposed	 Project,	 therefore,	 would	 have	 a	 minimal	 impact	 to	
downstream	 sewer	 capacities.	 	 The	 proposed	 Project	 only	 makes	 use	 of	 2%	 of	 the	 remaining	 46%	 flow	
capacity	 in	 the	 downstream	 sewers	 based	 on	 the	 calibrated	 flow	 analysis.	 	 Therefore	 there	 still	 remains	
ample	capacity	in	the	sewer	for	many	projects	within	this	sewer	tributary.		As	such,	the	text	in	Section	4.K.2	
regarding	 existing	 wastewater	 infrastructure	 and	 necessary	 Project‐related	 improvements	 has	 been	
corrected	to	reflect	these	conditions,	as	shown	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	
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the	RP‐DEIR.	 	Accordingly,	as	 the	Project	Site	 is	served	by	sewer	 infrastructure	 that	 is	currently	operating	
well	 under	 design	 capacity	 (per	 the	 Sewer	Area	 Study),	 Project‐related	 improvements	 to	 address	 existing	
sewer	infrastructure	deficiencies	would	not	be	necessary.			

As	 noted	 on	 pages	 4.K.2‐4	 and	 4.K.2‐5	 in	 Section	 4.K.2,	Wastewater,	 Los	 Angeles	Municipal	 Code	 (LAMC)	
Section	64.15	 requires	 that	 the	City	 prepare	 a	 SCAR	when	 any	person	 seeks	 a	 sewer	permit	 to	 connect	 a	
property	 to	 the	City’s	sewer	collection	system,	proposes	additional	discharge	through	 their	existing	public	
sewer	 connection,	 or	 proposes	 a	 future	 sewer	 connection	 or	 future	 development	 that	 is	 anticipated	 to	
generate	 10,000	 gallons	 or	more	 of	 sewage	 per	 day.	 	 The	 City	 prepared	 a	 SCAR	 for	 the	 Project,	 as	 noted	
above,	which	indicated	that	the	Project	would	connect	directly	to	sewer	facilities	owned	and	operated	by	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	and	concluded	that	the	City’s	 facilities	had	adequate	capacity	to	convey	Project‐related	
flows	based	on	available	existing	flow	data;	this	was	confirmed	by	the	results	of	the	Sewer	Area	Study.			

Additionally,	LAMC	Sections	64.11	and	64.12	require	the	payment	of	fees	for	new	connections	to	the	sewer	
system	to	assure	the	sufficiency	of	sewer	infrastructure.	As	such,	although	the	existing	sewer	system	serving	
the	Project	Site	was	determined	to	have	adequate	capacity	to	accommodate	projected	sewer	flows	from	the	
Project,	 the	Project	would	still	be	required	to	pay	requisite	 fees	 for	connecting	to	 the	City’s	system,	which	
provides	additional	funding	for	ongoing	system	maintenance	and/or	improvements	throughout	the	service	
area.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 requested	 by	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood,	 a	 Project	 Design	 Feature	 (PDF‐WW‐1)	
requiring	coordination	with	and	payment	of	fair‐share	contributions	to	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	has	been	
added	 to	 Section	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 provide	 ongoing	 operation	 and	 maintenance	 of	
sewers	facilities	serving	the	Project	Site	that	are	located	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	(refer	to	Chapter	
3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR).		

Despite	 the	 adequacy	 of	 sewage	 capacity	 to	 serve	 the	 Project,	 limited,	 temporary	 construction	 activities	
involving	 utility	 and/or	 other	 infrastructure	 connections	 would	 be	 necessary	 as	 part	 of	 project	
implementation.	 	 However,	 such	 activities	 were	 accounted	 for	 within	 the	 construction	 related	 analyses	
presented	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Future	 water	 or	 sewer	 line	 connections	 would	 not	 represent	 a	 meaningful	
increase	 in	 the	 duration	 or	 intensity	 of	 construction	 impacts	 or	 change	 the	 findings	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
associated	 with	 the	 overall	 construction	 effort.	 	 Therefore,	 any	 utility	 and/or	 infrastructure	 construction	
impacts	(including	 impacts	 to	air	quality,	noise,	and	construction‐related	traffic)	would	not	be	measurably	
increased	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 Project’s	 overall	 construction	 effort	 given	 implementation	 of	 applicable	
mitigation	measures	and	the	Project’s	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan.		It	should	be	noted,	however,	
that	overall	impacts	related	to	construction	noise	and	vibration	and	construction	truck	traffic	would	remain	
significant	and	unavoidable.	
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TR‐7 (ELDP CERTIFICATION) 

The	Jobs	and	Economic	Improvement	through	Environmental	Leadership	Act	of	2011	(AB	900,	as	amended	
by	SB	743	(2013)),	which	 is	codified	 in	Sections	21178	–	21189.3	of	 the	California	Public	Resources	Code,	
was	drafted	and	approved	to	encourage	California’s	economic	recovery	by	providing	a	streamlined	process	
for	 judicial	review	of	compliance	with	CEQA	for	development	projects	 like	the	Project	 that	are	certified	by	
the	 Governor	 as	 an	 Environmental	 Leadership	 Development	 Project.	 	 There	 were	 numerous	 comments	
received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	 questioned	 the	 Project’s	 qualification	 for	 certification	 and	 requested	
clarification	 regarding	 the	 criteria	 and	means	by	which	 a	development	project	 is	 certified.	 	A	 response	 to	
these	inquiries	is	provided	below.	

1.  ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) CERTIFICATION 

The	 Draft	 EIR	 describes	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 Project	 had	 previously	 obtained	 Environmental	 Leadership	
Development	 Project	 (ELDP)	 Certification	 under	 AB	 900	 in	 the	 discussions	 of	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	
(page	4.E‐37	in	Section	4.E,	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	of	the	Draft	EIR)	and	land	use	(page	4.F‐15	in	Section	
4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR).		

Regarding	 comments	which	 suggested	 that	 the	Project	 does	not	qualify	 as	 an	ELDP	project,	 the	Draft	 EIR	
merely	describes	the	fact	that	the	Governor	had	previously	made	the	determinations	necessary	to	issue	that	
certification	 pursuant	 to	 the	 procedures	 set	 forth	 in	 AB	 900;	 it	 is	 not	 the	 role	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	
independently	evaluate	the	Project’s	qualifications	for	ELDP	certification.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	
Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	applicant	submitted	an	application	to	the	State	of	California	in	January	2013	
that	provided	requisite	 technical	data	 regarding	 the	Project,	 including	GHG	emissions	and	 traffic	 analyses.		
On	April	8,	2014,	Governor	Brown	certified	that	the	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	forth	in	the	statute	and	on	
May	8,	2014	the	Joint	Legislative	Budget	Committee	concurred	in	the	certification		(refer	to	Appendix	J	of	the	
Draft	EIR	for	the	Governor’s	certification	and	related	documents).		Prior	to	certifying	the	Project	as	an	ELDP,	
the	 Governor	 confirmed	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 a	 minimum	 investment	 of	 $100	 million,	 would	
create	high‐wage	jobs,	and	would	not	result	in	net	additional	GHG	emissions,	as	determined	by	the	California	
Air	Resources	Board	 (CARB).	 	With	respect	 to	GHG	emissions,	as	discussed	 in	Section	4.E	of	 the	Draft	EIR	
(Greenhouse	 Gas	 Emissions),	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 any	 net	 additional	 GHGs	 including	 GHG	
emissions	from	employee	transportation,	and	this	conclusion	was	supported	by	CARB	(refer	to	Appendix	J	of	
the	Draft	EIR	for	correspondence	from	CARB).			

The	Governor’s	certification	determined	that	the	Project	complied	with	additional	requirements	applicable	
to	mixed‐use	projects	applying	for	ELDP	certification.	 	Specifically,	the	Governor	determined	the	Project:	is	
located	on	an	infill	site;	is	designed	to	achieve	Leadership	in	Energy	&	Environmental	Design	(LEED)	silver	
certification,	is	consistent	with	the	relevant	regional	sustainable	communities	strategy;	and	will	exceed	by	at	
least	10	percent	the	transportation	efficiency	for	comparable	projects.			
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TR‐8  NOISE AND VIBRATION 

There	were	numerous	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	that	 focused	on	noise	and	vibration.	 	Common	
areas	 of	 concern	 included:	 1)	 adverse	 effects	 of	 construction‐related	 noise	 and	 vibration	 on	 surrounding	
sensitive	receptors	(e.g.,	residences);	2)	long‐term	noise	effects	associated	with	the	Project’s	on‐site	outdoor	
areas	 and	 associated	 events,	 rooftop	 terraces	 and	 lounge,	 and	 other	 stationary	 sources;	 and,	 3)	 concerns	
regarding	 noise	 generated	 by	 additional	 Project‐related	 vehicular	 activity	 (i.e.,	mobile‐source	 noise).	 	 The	
Draft	EIR	evaluated	potential	 impacts	 related	 to	noise	and	vibration	 in	Section	4.G,	Noise	with	 supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	F	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

1.  CONSTRUCTION NOISE AND VIBRATION 

A	 number	 of	 comments	were	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 that	 expressed	 concerns	 regarding	 the	 effects	 of	
construction‐related	noise	and	vibration	on	nearby	noise‐	and	vibration‐sensitive	uses.	 	The	Draft	EIR	fully	
addressed	potential	 construction‐related	noise	 and	vibration	 impacts	on	pages	4.G‐18	 through	4.G‐21	and	
4.G‐29	through	4.G‐31,	respectively,	in	Section	4.G,	Noise	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F	of	the	
Draft	EIR.			

As	discussed	on	pages	 2‐33	 and	2‐34	 in	Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	Description,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 Project‐related	
construction	activities	are	anticipated	to	occur	over	an	approximately	26‐month	time	 frame	 in	 five	phases	
which	 include:	 (1)	 site	 clearing	 and	 demolition,	 (2)	 shoring	 and	 excavation,	 (3)	 garage	 construction,	 (4)	
building	 construction,	 and	 (5)	 site	work/finishing.	 	 Nearby	 noise‐	 and	 vibration‐sensitive	 uses,	which	 are	
identified	in	Figure	4.G‐2	in	Section	4.G	of	the	Draft	EIR,	would	be	potentially	affected	throughout	each	of	the	
construction	phases.		These	sensitive	uses,	as	described	on	page	4.G‐5,	include	multi‐family	residential	uses	
on	 both	 sides	 of	Havenhurst	Drive,	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 the	 southern	 side	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	
approximately	50	feet,	100	feet,	and	5	feet	from	the	Project	Site,	respectively;	multi‐family	residential	uses	
located	on	the	eastern	side	of	Harper	Avenue,	 the	western	side	of	Laurel	Avenue,	and	both	sides	of	Laurel	
Canyon	Boulevard	approximately	260	feet,	300	feet,	and	400	feet	from	the	Project	Site,	respectively;	single‐
family	 residential	 uses	 located	 on	 both	 sides	 of	 Selma	 Avenue	 and	 the	 northern	 side	 of	 Monteel	 Road	
approximately	250	feet	and	400	feet	from	the	Project	Site,	respectively;	and	Havenhurst	Park	located	on	the	
western	side	of	Havenhurst	Drive	approximately	370	feet	from	the	Project	Site.		

As	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.G‐1	 on	 page	 4.G‐91,	 the	 existing	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 at	 the	 nearby	 noise‐sensitive	
receptors,	 including	 single‐	 and	 multi‐family	 residential	 uses	 in	 the	 surrounding	 area,	 exceed	 the	 City’s	
presumed	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 for	 residential	 areas	 (specified	 as	 50	 dBA	 for	 daytime	 and	 40	 dBA	 for	
nighttime	in	the	LAMC	Sec.	111.03	Table	II).	 	In	addition,	the	measured	Community	Noise	Equivalent	Level	
(CNEL)	at	the	Project	Site	ranged	from	71	to	78	CNEL	at	the	Project	Site	boundaries	(Locations	R1	and	R2),	
while	daytime	noise	levels	(Leq)	ranged	from	61	to	71	dBA	at	Locations	R3	through	R6.			

Additionally,	 as	 relates	 to	 construction	 vibration	 and	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.G‐11,	 there	 are	 several	 multi‐
family	residential	uses	 located	within	the	area	(within	50	feet)	with	the	potential	 for	perceptible	vibration	
due	 to	 short‐term	 construction	 activities,	 while	 the	 closest	 multi‐family	 residential	 buildings	 are	 located	
approximately	5	feet	from	the	Project	Site	boundary.		As	the	Project	Site	is	also	located	within	50	feet	of	two	
major	roadways,	Sunset	Boulevard	to	the	north	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	the	east,	it	is	likely	that	
the	site	is	exposed	to	ground	vibration	level	of	0.004	inches	per	second	peak	particle	velocity	(PPV),	which	is	
well	below	the	perception	threshold	of	0.04	inches	per	second	PPV.	
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As	discussed	on	page	4.G‐19,	with	regard	to	construction	noise,	Project	construction	would	require	the	use	of	
mobile	heavy	equipment	with	high	noise	level	characteristics.	 	Individual	pieces	of	construction	equipment	
that	would	be	used	for	Project	construction	would	produce	maximum	noise	levels	of	75	dBA	to	82	dBA	at	a	
reference	distance	of	50	feet	from	the	noise	source,	as	shown	in	Table	4.G‐4	on	page	4.G‐20.		These	maximum	
noise	 levels	 would	 occur	 when	 equipment	 is	 operating	 under	 full	 power	 conditions.	 	 However,	 pieces	 of	
equipment	used	on	construction	sites	often	operate	under	less	than	full	power	conditions,	or	part	power	as	
shown	 in	 the	 second	 column	 in	 Table	 4.G‐4.	 	 To	 more	 accurately	 characterize	 construction‐period	 noise	
levels,	the	average	(Hourly	Leq)	noise	level	associated	with	each	construction	stage	was	calculated	based	on	
the	quantity,	type,	and	usage	factors	for	each	type	of	equipment	that	would	be	used	during	each	construction	
stage	and	what	 is	 typically	attributable	 to	multiple	pieces	of	equipment	operating	simultaneously.	 	Within	
the	 analysis,	 all	 construction	 equipment	was	 assumed	 to	 operate	 simultaneously	 at	 the	 construction	 area	
nearest	 to	 potentially	 affected	 residential	 receptors.	 	 These	 assumptions	 represent	 a	 worst‐case	 noise	
scenario	as	construction	activities	would	routinely	be	spread	throughout	the	construction	site	further	away	
from	 noise	 sensitive	 receptors.	 	 In	 addition,	 noise	 from	 different	 construction	 stages,	 which	 have	 the	
potential	 to	occur	simultaneously	were	added	together	to	provide	a	composite	construction	noise	 level.	 	A	
summary	of	the	construction	noise	impacts	at	the	nearby	sensitive	receptors	is	provided	in	Table	4.G‐5	on	
page	 4.G‐21.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.G‐5,	 construction	 noise	 levels	 would	 exceed	 the	 Project’s	 significance	
threshold	 at	 multi‐family	 residential	 uses	 (R3	 and	 R4)	 and	 single‐family	 residential	 uses	 (R5),	 prior	 to	
implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.		However,	even	with	implementation	of	these	mitigation	
measures,	 which	 require	 installation	 of	 temporary	 noise	 barriers	 during	 construction,	 noise	 levels	 at	
Location	R4	would	exceed	the	significance	threshold.	 	As	such,	although	construction‐period	noise	impacts	
would	 be	 significant	 under	 these	worst‐case	 conditions	 at	 Location	R4,	 such	 conditions	would	 only	 occur	
intermittently	during	the	overall	construction	period.	 	Likewise,	although	construction‐related	noise	 levels	
would	still	generally	exceed	daytime	noise	thresholds	at	the	closest	noise‐sensitive	receptors	(Location	R4)	
throughout	 the	 approximately	 26‐month	 construction	 period,	 impacts	 would	 only	 occur	 during	 daylight	
hours	(i.e.,	during	allowable	construction	hours).	

With	regard	to	construction‐related	vibration,	as	discussed	on	page	4.G‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR,	construction	of	
the	Project	would	generate	ground‐borne	construction	vibration	during	demolition,	shoring	and	excavation,	
and	 large	 bulldozer	 operation.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.G‐30,	 vibration	 velocities	 from	 operation	 of	
construction	 equipment	would	 be	 a	maximum	 of	 0.03	 inches	 per	 second	 PPV	 at	 residences	 50	 feet	 from	
equipment	 operating	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 (below	 the	 perception	 threshold)	 and	 would	 range	 from	
approximately	0.076	to	0.089	inches	per	second	PPV	at	25	feet	from	the	source	of	activity.		The	nearest	off‐
site	residential	structures	are	the	multi‐family	residential	buildings	located	approximately	five	feet	south	of	
the	construction	site,	immediately	south	of	the	Project	Site	on	Havenhurst	Drive.		As	also	discussed	on	page	
4.G‐30,	these	uses	would	be	exposed	to	vibration	velocities	ranging	approximately	from	0.85	to	0.995	inches	
per	 second	 PPV.	 	 As	 these	 values	 are	 lower	 than	 the	 1.0	 inches	 per	 second	 PPV	 significance	 threshold	
regarding	 potential	 building	 damage	 for	 off‐site	 residential	 buildings,	 vibration	 impacts	 associated	 with	
potential	building	damage	from	Project	construction	would	be	less	than	significant.			

However,	vibration	velocities	ranging	approximately	from	0.85	to	0.995	inches	per	second	PPV	would	exceed	
the	0.04	inches	per	second	PPV	vibration	perception	threshold.	 	These	noticeable	vibration	impacts	during	
construction	 would	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 even	 with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	
measures	 at	 the	 adjacent	multi‐family	 residential	 use	 (R4).	 	 But	 these	 impacts	would	 also	 be	 temporary.		
Furthermore,	 as	 discussed	 above	 regarding	 construction	 noise,	 this	 represents	 the	 worst‐case	 scenario	
where	the	equipment	is	operating	at	the	perimeter	of	the	Project	Site,	in	very	close	proximity	to	the	adjacent	
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multi‐family	 residential	 uses.	 	 The	 worst‐case	 scenario	 would	 occur	 only	 periodically	 during	 the	
approximately	four‐month	site	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	construction.			

2.  OPERATIONAL STATIONARY SOURCE NOISE 

Numerous	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	were	received	that	expressed	concerns	over	long‐term	noise	impacts	
to	 surrounding	 noise‐sensitive	 receptors	 associated	 with	 operation	 of	 on‐site	 uses.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	
comprehensively	 addressed	 stationary	 source	 noise	 impacts,	 including	 noise	 from	 fixed	 mechanical	
equipment	 (e.g.,	 rooftop	 HVAC	 equipment),	 outdoor	 areas	 and	 special	 events,	 the	 proposed	 emergency	
helipad,	 the	 loading	 dock	 and	 refuse	 collection	 areas,	 the	 parking	 structure,	 and	 overall	 composite	 noise	
generated	on‐site,	in	Section	4.G,	Noise	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.			

Fixed Mechanical Equipment 

As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.G‐24,	 the	 operation	 of	 mechanical	 equipment	 such	 as	 air	 conditioners,	 fans,	 and	
related	equipment	may	generate	audible	noise	levels.		These	types	of	equipment	would	likely	be	used	within	
the	Project	Site.		Mechanical	equipment	would	typically	be	located	on	rooftops	or	within	buildings,	shielded	
from	nearby	land	uses	to	attenuate	noise	and	avoid	conflicts	with	adjacent	uses.		In	addition,	all	mechanical	
equipment	would	be	designed	with	appropriate	noise	control	devices,	such	as	sound	attenuators,	acoustics	
louvers,	or	sound	screen/parapet	walls,	to	comply	with	noise	limitation	requirements	provided	in	the	LAMC.		
Therefore,	operation	of	mechanical	equipment	would	not	exceed	the	Project	thresholds	of	significance	and	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Outdoor Areas and Special Events 

The	Project	would	include	the	Sunset	Terrace,	which	would	provide	outdoor	dining	and	event	space	on	top	
of	the	North	Building	located	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	includes	a	roof	garden	dining	area	on	the	western	
portion	 and	 an	 event	 terrace	 on	 the	 eastern	 end.	 	 	 The	 roof	 garden	on	 the	western	 portion	 of	 the	 Sunset	
Terrace	would	be	utilized	regularly	as	an	outdoor	dining	area,	while	the	event	terrace	on	the	eastern	portion	
would	be	used	as	a	special	event	area	with	the	capacity	to	host	occasional	events	and	create	an	active	space.		
The	 nearest	 residential	 uses	 are	 located	 approximately	 220	 feet	 from	 the	 Sunset	 Terrace	 along	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	(R3)	and	approximately	250	feet	from	the	Sunset	Terrace	along	Selma	Avenue	(R5).		The	
measured	 noise	 levels	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (R3)	 and	 Selma	 Avenue	 (R5)	 are	 considered	
representative	 of	 the	 existing	 noise	 environment	 of	 the	 closest	 residential	 uses	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	and	along	the	north	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	beyond	the	commercial	frontage.		According	to	the	
applicant,	as	stated	on	page	4.G‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	operation	hours	of	the	Sunset	Terrace	would	be	10	
A.M.	to	10	P.M.	(Sunday	through	Thursday)	and	10	A.M.	to	Midnight	(Friday	and	Saturday).		The	Project	would	
limit	attendance	to	a	maximum	of	500	guests	per	event	(not	including	event	staff,	security/safety	personnel,	
etc.).		Only	low‐level	background	music	would	be	allowed,	pursuant	to	Project	Design	Feature	PDF‐Noise‐2,	
which	 states	 that	 overall	 event‐related	 sound	 levels	 (amplified	 sound	 and	 crowd	 noise)	 from	 the	 Sunset	
Terrace	 perimeter	 shall	 not	 exceed	 86	 dBA.	 	 As	 further	 described	 on	 page	 4.G‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	
required	by	Project	Design	Feature	PDF‐Noise‐2,	noise	from	amplified	music	would	be	controlled	by	limiting	
the	allowable	volume	level	from	equipment,	and	prohibiting	live	bands,	public	address	(PA)	system	use,	or	
loud	amplified	music	(please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	
revisions	to	Project	Design	Feature	PDF‐Noise‐2).		Noise	levels	generated	by	crowds	(applause	and	cheers),	
were	also	accounted	for	in	the	Draft	EIR	analysis,	and	could	be	as	high	as	86	dBA	(maximum	sound	level)	at	
the	back	row	of	the	event	terrace	based	on	measurements	of	similar	events.		The	nearest	noise‐sensitive	uses	
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along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(R3)	and	along	Selma	Avenue	(R5)	are	approximately	220	feet	southeast	
of	the	proposed	Sunset	Terrace	area	and	approximately	270	feet	north	of	the	proposed	Sunset	Terrace	area,	
respectively.		As	discussed	on	page	4.G‐25,	the	maximum	event‐related	sound	level	(i.e.	sound	amplification	
system	and	crowd	noise,	which	would	be	expected	to	generate	the	highest	noise	levels	during	events)	of	62	
dBA	at	 sensitive	 receptor	Location	R3	and	60	dBA	at	 sensitive	 receptor	Location	R5	 from	outdoor	events	
would	not	exceed	the	thresholds	of	significance	of	69	dBA	and	65	dBA,	respectively.		As	such,	impacts	from	
outdoor	events	would	be	less	than	significant.	

The	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace	would	open	as	early	as	10	A.M.	to	serve	breakfast	and	close	as	late	as	2	A.M.		Live	
music,	amplified	speech,	or	 loud	amplified	music	would	be	not	allowed,	as	required	by	the	revised	Project	
Design	Feature	PDF‐Noise‐2.		Noise	levels	generated	by	dining	activities	of	up	to	approximately	500	people	
with	 background	music	 could	 be	 as	 high	 as	 73	 dBA	 at	 40	 feet	 from	 the	 boundary	 of	 the	 Rooftop	 Lounge	
Terrace.	 	The	nearest	residential	uses	south	of	the	Project	Site	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(Location	
R3)	 are	 approximately	 18012	 feet	 from	 the	 Rooftop	 Lounge	 Terrace.	 	 Accounting	 for	 distance	 attenuation	
(minimum	13	dBA	loss),	the	maximum	event‐related	sound	level	(i.e.	sound	amplification	system)	of	60	dBA	
at	the	nearest	sensitive	receptor	(R3)	would	not	exceed	the	threshold	of	significance	69	dBA.		Based	on	the	
existing	measured	averaged	daytime	noise	level	of	71	dBA	and	nighttime	noise	level	of	64	dBA	at	the	nearest	
noise‐sensitive	 use	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (R3),	 noise	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 Rooftop	
Lounge	Terrace	would	not	significantly	alter	existing	conditions.	 	Therefore,	 these	noise	 impacts	would	be	
less	than	significant.	

The	 residential	 component	of	 the	Project	would	 include	amenities	 such	as	 a	private	pool/pool	deck	 (Pool	
Terrace)	on	Level	9,	which	could	serve	as	a	potential	noise	source	for	nearby	sensitive	receptors.		The	Pool	
Terrace	is	located	approximately	94	feet	above	ground.		While	the	nearest	residential	uses	(Location	R3)	are	
located	approximately	20	feet	from	the	Pool	Terrace	in	terms	of	horizontal	distance,	since	the	Pool	Terrace	is	
located	 approximately	 74	 feet	 above	 the	 top	 of	 the	 residential	 uses	 (Location	R3),	 the	 actual	 line‐of‐sight	
distance	 from	the	Pool	Terrace	to	 these	residential	uses	would	be	approximately	77	 feet.	 	Although	 future	
pool‐related	activities	would	generate	noise,	the	nearest	noise‐sensitive	receptors	south	of	the	Project	Site	at	
Location	R3	would	not	be	exposed	 to	adverse	noise	 levels	due	 to	 sound	attenuation	provided	by	distance	
(approximately	77	feet)	and	due	to	partial	shielding	provided	by	the	parapet	walls	around	the	Pool	Terrace.		
Therefore,	 use	of	 the	Pool	Terrace	would	not	 result	 in	 a	 substantial	 increase	 in	 ambient	 noise	 levels,	 and	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

The	operation	hours	of	 the	 Internal	Patios	 and	 the	Central	Plaza	would	be	10	A.M.	 to	2	 A.M.	daily.	 	 	Under	
normal	circumstances,	the	Internal	Patios	and	the	Central	Plaza	would	operate	passively	as	outdoor	seating,	
dining,	or	gathering	areas	with	no	special	events	or	unusually	noise‐intensive	activities.		However,	as	is	the	
case	 for	 the	 Sunset	 Terrace	 discussed	 above,	 the	 Internal	 Patios	 and	 Central	 Plaza	would	 occasionally	 be	
utilized	 for	 special	 events.	 	 The	 estimated	 maximum	 noise	 levels	 generated	 by	 occasional	 special	 event	
activities	on	Internal	Patios	and	in	the	Central	Plaza	were	assumed	to	be	associated	with	music	(amplified)	
and	 groups	 of	 people	 (including	 periodic	 applause	 and	 cheering).	 	 Noise	 from	 amplified	music	would	 be	
controlled	 by	 limiting	 the	 allowable	 volume	 level	 from	 equipment	 as	 required	 by	 Project	 Design	 Feature	
PDF‐Noise‐3,	which	requires	 that	exterior	amplified	music	 from	the	event	areas	of	 Internal	Patios	and	 the	
																																																													
12		 The	rooftop	lounge	terrace	would	be	located	approximately	166	feet	higher	than	the	nearest	residential	uses,	so	although	these	uses	

are	 located	approximately	60	 feet	 from	 the	Project’s	 South	Building,	 the	 line‐of‐sight	distance	 to	 reach	 these	 sensitive	 receptors	
would	be	approximately	180	feet	when	accounting	for	the	horizontal	and	vertical	distance.	
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Central	Plaza	be	limited	to	a	maximum	sound	level	of	80	dBA	at	approximately	10	feet	from	the	event	area	
boundaries,	and	also	prohibits	 live	bands,	PA	system	use,	or	 loud	amplified	music	(please	see	Chapter	3.0,	
Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	revisions	to	Project	Design	Feature	PDF‐Noise‐
3).	 	 Noise	 levels	 generated	 by	 groups	 of	 people	 in	 these	 areas,	 however,	 could	 be	 as	 high	 as	 86	 dBA	
(maximum	sound	level)	at	the	back	row	of	the	event	terrace	based	on	measurements	of	similar	events.		The	
nearest	 noise‐sensitive	 use	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 (R4)	 is	 located	 approximately	 60	 feet	 west	 of	 the	
proposed	Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza.	 	Based	on	the	existing	measured	daytime	noise	level	of	62	dBA	
and	nighttime	noise	 level	of	55	dBA,	and	accounting	 for	distance	attenuation	 (minimum	13	dBA	 loss)	and	
partial	shielding	due	to	the	presence	of	the	proposed	buildings	between	the	Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	
and	the	nearest	residential	uses	(minimum	additional	5	dBA	loss),	the	maximum	event‐related	sound	level	
(i.e.	sound	amplification	system)	of	59	dBA	from	outdoor	events	at	the	nearest	sensitive	receptor	(R4)	would	
not	exceed	the	threshold	of	significance	of	60	dBA.		As	such,	impacts	from	activities	and	occasional	events	in	
the	Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Rooftop Emergency Helipad 

The	Project	would	include	an	emergency	helipad	(or	other	specific	life	safety	features	subject	to	review	and	
approval	 by	 the	 LAFD)	 pursuant	 to	 LAMC	 requirements.13	 	 As	 such,	 the	 helipad,	 if	 required	 by	 the	 LAFD,	
would	be	used	for	emergency	purposes	only.		Due	to	the	infrequent	and	“emergency‐only”	nature	of	helipad	
use,	if	any,	adverse	noise	impacts	related	to	the	proposed	rooftop	helipad	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Loading Docks and Refuse Collection Areas 

Under	 existing	 conditions,	 truck	 loading/unloading	 activities	 occur	 either	 on‐site	within	 the	 Project	 Site’s	
upper	(northern)	or	lower	(southern)	surface	parking	lots	or	immediately	off‐site	within	the	central	painted	
median	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		Trash	collection	activities	currently	occur	in	the	lower	(southern)	
parking	lot	at	the	trash	container	enclosure	near	the	Project	Site’s	existing	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway.		As	
such,	 existing	 truck	 loading/unloading	 and	 trash	 collection	activities	occur	outdoors	with	 incidental	noise	
attenuation	provided	only	by	existing	 intervening	structures,	 topography,	 landscaping,	and	 the	distance	 to	
surrounding	uses.		Under	the	proposed	Project,	however,	loading	activities	would	occur	in	two	fully	enclosed	
areas	within	the	Level	B1	parking	level,	as	illustrated	in	Figure	2‐10	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	
Draft	 EIR,	 including	 one	 loading	 area	 for	 the	 subterranean	 grocery	 store	 and	 another	 for	 all	 other	
commercial	 uses.	 	 The	 grocery	 store	 loading	 area	would	be	 located	 south	of,	 and	 adjacent	 to,	 the	 grocery	
store	space,	while	the	other	loading	area	would	be	located	in	the	south‐central	portion	of	the	Project	Site	and	
would	 include	 a	 receiving	 area	 and	dedicated	 commercial	 freight	 elevator	 to	deliver	 goods	 to	 commercial	
uses	 within	 Levels	 1	 and	 2.	 	 Loading	 for	 residential	 uses	 would	 also	 access	 the	 Project	 Site	 via	 the	
commercial	 truck	 loading	 driveway	 off	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 but	 would	 utilize	 the	 residential	 lobby	 and	
dedicated	residential	freight	elevator	on	Level	B1	for	residential	deliveries.	 	Trash	collection	would	also	be	
carried	 out	 exclusively	 via	 the	 commercial	 truck	 driveway,	 with	 trash	 collection	 bins	 for	 the	 entire	
development	 located	in	the	center	of	Level	B1.	 	Although	loading	dock	and	refuse	service‐related	activities	
such	as	 truck	movements/idling	and	 loading/unloading	operations	would	occur	 in	an	enclosed	area,	 there	
would	be	potential	 for	 the	Project	 to	generate	noise	 levels	 that	 could	adversely	 impact	adjacent	 land	uses	

																																																													
13		 Los	Angeles	Fire	Department.	 	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department	Requirement	No.	10:	Emergency	Helicopter	Landing	Facilities	(EHLF)	

Requirements.	 	Revised	September	24,	2014.	 	Located	online	at:	http://www.ccala.org/Att_Files/CCAD1002/helipad1.pdf.	Accessed	
March	24,	2015.			
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during	 long‐term	operations.	 	Based	on	measured	noise	 levels,	delivery	trucks	(at	 loading	dock)	and	trash	
compactors	(from	refuse	collection)	would	generate	noise	levels	of	approximately	71	dBA	(Leq)	and	66	dBA	
(Leq)	at	50	feet	distance,	respectively.		The	nearest	noise‐sensitive	uses,	the	multi‐family	residential	uses	on	
Havenhurst	Drive	(R4),	are	approximately	50	feet	west	of	the	proposed	loading	dock	and	refuse	service	area.		
Although	the	loading	dock	area	would	be	located	on	the	B1	level	in	a	fully	enclosed	area,	the	automated	door	
to	the	truck	access	along	Havenhurst	Drive	would	intermittently	open	toward	these	residential	uses	when	a	
delivery	or	 garbage	collection	 truck	 requires	access,	but	would	close	again	once	 the	 truck	has	 cleared	 the	
door.		Based	on	a	noise	level	source	strength	of	71	dBA	at	a	reference	distance	of	50	feet,	and	accounting	for	
barrier‐insertion	 loss	 (minimum	 15	dBA	 insertion	 loss),	 loading	 dock	 noise	 would	 be	 56	 dBA	 at	 the	
residential	 property	 line	 and	 would	 not	 increase	 existing	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 at	 this	 location.	 	 As	 the	
existing	daytime	ambient	noise	level	of	66	dBA	would	not	materially	change,	and	would	not	increase	by	the	5	
dBA	significance	criterion,	impacts	to	surrounding	uses	would	be	less	than	significant.		

Parking Structure 

The	 Project	 would	 have	 three	 subterranean	 or	 semi‐subterranean	 levels	 within	 the	 proposed	 parking	
structure	and	five	 levels	of	above‐grade	structured	parking.	 	Automobile	movements,	car	alarms,	and	horn	
noise	events	are	major	noise	sources	in	parking	structures.		The	existing	surface	parking	is	generally	an	open	
area,	 the	majority	of	which	would	not	have	any	physical	obstacles	 to	 the	adjacent	multi‐family	 residential	
uses	 (i.e.,	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 surface	 parking	 lot(s)	 with	 line‐of‐sight	 to	 nearby	 residences).	 	 While	 the	
proposed	parking	structure	would	have	louvered	openings,	the	adjacent	multi‐family	residential	uses	would	
be	partially	shielded	from	noise	generated	within	 it	by	the	physical	structure	and	intervening	surfaces.	 	 In	
addition,	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 additional	 parking	 spaces	 provided	 in	 the	 proposed	 parking	 structure	
(compared	 to	 the	 existing	 lot)	would	be	 located	 at	 a	 considerable	distance	away	 from	 the	adjacent	multi‐
family	residential	uses	along	Havenhurst	Drive	and	to	the	south	of	the	Project	Site,	or	within	subterranean	
parking	 levels,	 and	 thus	 there	would	 be	no	 line‐of‐sight	 to	 these	noise‐sensitive	 uses.	 	 Therefore,	 parking	
structure‐related	noise	levels	would	be	consistent	with	the	existing	ambient	parking	lot	noise	levels,	parking	
facility	noise	would	not	increase	ambient	noise	levels	at	the	surrounding	sensitive	receptors,	and	potential	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Composite Noise Level Impacts 

An	 evaluation	 of	 noise	 from	 all	 the	 Project’s	 noise	 sources	 (i.e.,	 composite	 noise	 level)	was	 conducted	 to	
conservatively	ascertain	 the	potential	maximum	project‐related	noise	 level	 increase	 that	may	occur	at	 the	
noise‐sensitive	receptor	locations	included	in	the	analysis	in	Section	4.G	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	overall	sound	
environment	at	the	areas	surrounding	the	Project	is	comprised	of	contributions	from	each	individual	noise	
source	associated	with	the	typical	daily	operation	of	the	Project.		Primary	noise	sources	associated	with	the	
proposed	 Project	would	 include	 traffic	 on	 nearby	 roadways,	 on‐site	mechanical	 equipment,	 event	 related	
noise,	 on‐site	 loading	 dock/refuse	 collection	 areas,	 and	 parking	 areas.	 	 Based	 on	 a	 review	 of	 the	 noise‐
sensitive	receptors	and	the	Project	noise	sources,	the	only	noise‐sensitive	location	wherein	composite	noise	
impacts	could	occur	is	to	adjoining	multi‐family	residences	on	Havenhurst	Drive	(R4).		Due	to	a	combination	
of	distance	and	the	presence	of	intervening	structures	that	would	serve	as	noise	barriers,	the	predominant	
Project	noise	source	that	could	potentially	affect	the	other	noise‐sensitive	locations	is	roadway	noise.			

Based	 on	 the	 traffic	 noise	 analysis	 presented	 on	 pages	 4.G‐22	 through	 4.G‐24	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Project‐
generated	 traffic	 is	 expected	 to	 increase	 the	 traffic‐related	 noise	 by	 a	maximum	of	 0.8	 dBA	 (CNEL)	 along	
Havenhurst	Drive,	 north	of	 Fountain	Avenue,	which	 is	 represented	by	 the	 receptor	Location	R4	 shown	 in	
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Figure	4.G‐2.	 	Noise	associated	with	activities	 in	the	parking	structure	and	at	 the	 loading	docks	and	refuse	
collection	 transference	 would	 not	 increase	 the	 overall	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity.		
Mechanical	equipment‐related	noise	is	expected	to	be	a	minimum	of	10	dBA	below	the	ambient	noise	levels,	
which	 would	 have	 a	 contribution	 of	 less	 than	 1.0	 dBA	 to	 the	 composite	 noise	 level,	 since	 according	 to	
industry	engineering	references,	a	10	dB	difference	between	two	noise	sources	results	in	an	increase	of	less	
than	1.0	dBA	to	the	composite	noise	level	of	the	two	sources.14		Event‐related	noise	would	not	increase	the	
overall	 ambient	 noise	 level	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity	 with	 implementation	 of	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Overall,	
relative	to	the	existing	noise	environment,	the	Project	is	estimated	to	increase	the	ambient	noise	level	at	the	
nearest	noise‐sensitive	receptors	(Locations	R4),	but	by	a	less	than	significant	margin.		Composite	noise	level	
increases	at	all	other	receptor	locations	are	expected	to	be	less	than	significant	as	well,	given	their	distance	
from	the	Project	Site	and	the	presence	of	intervening	structures.		As	such,	the	composite	noise	level	impact	
due	to	the	proposed	Project’s	future	operations	would	be	less	than	significant.			

Canyon Effects 

Several	comments	were	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	that	suggested	that	the	presence	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	to	
the	north	of	the	Project	Site	would	contribute	to	increased	noise	levels	or	create	other	adverse	noise‐related	
effects	on	nearby	sensitive	receptors,	due	to	“amphitheater”	effects.		The	Project	Site	is	located	immediately	
south	 of	 a	 hillside	 area	 (i.e.,	 the	Hollywood	Hills)	where	 sounds	 travel	 irregularly.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 same	
generated	noise	level	might	be	audible	over	a	great	distance	or	it	might	be	almost	inaudible,	depending	on	
the	location	of	a	given	sensitive	use	and	the	topography	of	the	specific	area.	 	Generally,	where	the	viewer’s	
line‐of‐sight	is	obscured	by	hills	or	dense	vegetation,	sound	transmission	is	reduced	in	a	similar	manner	as	a	
building	 or	 other	 barrier	 placed	 between	 a	 noise	 source	 and	 the	 receiver.	 	 Occasionally,	 “canyon	 effects”	
occur	where	 the	 surrounding	 topography	 creates	 a	 channel	 for	 sound	 reflection	 and	 carries	 it	 over	 great	
distances.	 	 Studies	 of	 highway	 noise	 through	 canyons	 have	 shown	 that	 canyon	 effects	 can	 result	 in	 noise	
increases	 of	 up	 to	 3	dBA.15	 	 The	 canyon	walls,	 to	 some	extent,	 act	 as	parallel	 sound	walls	with	 respect	 to	
multiple	reflections.		However,	unless	the	slopes	adjacent	to	the	noise	source	are	vertical,	the	potential	for	a	
build‐up	of	reflections	that	could	measurably	increase	noise	levels	is	limited	due	to	slope	angles	and	lack	of	
uniformity	 in	 the	 reflective	 surfaces.	 	 Further,	 the	 California	 Department	 of	 Transportation’s	 Technical	
Supplement	 to	 the	 Traffic	 Noise	 Analysis	 Protocol	 indicates	 that	 hard	 surfaces	 (e.g.,	 sound	 walls)	 only	
increase	noise	by	a	maximum	0.6	dBA	due	 to	 reflection.	 	The	majority	of	 slopes	within	 the	vicinity	of	 the	
Project	 Site	 are	 covered	with	 soft,	 noise‐absorbing	 vegetation	 and/or	 are	 not	 large	 vertical	 surfaces	 (i.e.,	
varied	 topography	 including	 single‐family	 homes	 at	 differing	 elevations	 and	 orientations	 and	 associated	
landscaping),	and	therefore	noise	increases	due	to	reflections	from	hard	surfaces	are	not	expected	to	occur.		
Additionally,	reflected	noise	is	expected	to	be	substantially	reduced	relative	to	the	noise	levels	experienced	
directly	 from	the	noise	source	(i.e.,	receptor	with	direct	 line‐of‐sight	 to	noise	source)	due	to	 the	 increased	
distance	 the	 noise	would	 need	 to	 travel	 between	 the	 source,	 the	 point(s)	 of	 reflection,	 and	 the	 receptor.		
Therefore,	potential	canyon	effects	are	anticipated	to	be	imperceptible	given	existing	ambient	noise	levels	in	
the	area	and	the	anticipated	noise	levels	generated	by	the	Project.	

																																																													
14		 Engineering	Noise	Control,	Bies	&	Hansen,	1988.	
15		 Technical	 Noise	 Supplement,	 TeNS,	 A	 Technical	 Supplement	 to	 the	 Traffic	 Noise	 Analysis	 Protocol,	 California	 Department	 of	

Transportation	(October	1998),	pp.	N‐192	
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3.  OPERATIONAL MOBILE SOURCE NOISE 

Several	 comments	on	 the	Draft	EIR	 raised	concerns	 regarding	 the	effect	of	 traffic‐related	noise	on	off‐site	
noise‐sensitive	receptors.	 	The	Draft	EIR	comprehensively	evaluated	long‐term,	off‐site	traffic‐related	noise	
impacts	 associated	 with	 Project	 operations	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	F.		As	discussed	on	page	4.G‐22	of	the	Draft	EIR,	future	roadway	noise	levels	were	calculated	along	
various	arterial	segments	adjacent	to	the	Project	Site	based	on	data	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	
Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR).	 	Roadway‐noise	attributable	 to	Project	operation	was	calculated	using	the	
traffic	 noise	model	 described	 on	pages	 4.G‐9	 and	4.G‐10	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	 compared	 to	 baseline	noise	
levels	 that	 would	 occur	 under	 the	 “without	 Project”	 condition.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.G‐6,	 the	 maximum	
increase	 in	 Project‐related	 traffic	 noise	 levels	 over	 existing	 traffic	 noise	 levels	 would	 be	 0.8	 dBA,	 which	
would	occur	along	Havenhurst	Drive,	north	of	Fountain	Avenue.		For	future	Project	buildout,	the	maximum	
Project‐related	noise	increase	of	0.8	dBA	under	future	traffic	conditions	would	also	occur	along	Havenhurst	
Drive,	north	of	Fountain	Avenue.		However,	since	these	increases	fall	well	below	the	5	dBA	CNEL	significance	
threshold,	roadway	noise	level	increases	would	be	less	than	significant.		Thus,	no	long‐term	adverse	effects	
on	off‐site	noise‐sensitive	receptors	related	to	Project‐related	traffic	are	anticipated.		
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LETTER	NO.	A1	

City	of	Los	Angeles	
Pascal	Challita,	Geotechnical	Engineer	III		
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐1	

The	Grading	Division	of	the	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	has	reviewed	the	Tentative	Tract	72370	with	
Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 City	 Planning	 receipt	 stamp	 dated	 and	 the	 referenced	 reports	 that	 provide	
recommendations	 for	 a	 proposed	 multi‐level	 residential	 and	 commercial	 development,	 including	 one	
building	with	a	9‐story	and	a	16‐story	portion	and	a	separate	3	story	building.		Two	subterranean	levels	are	
proposed.	 	 According	 to	 the	 reports,	 the	 site	 gently	 slopes	 to	 the	 south	 and	 is	 occupied	 by	 commercial	
developments.		All	of	the	existing	structures	are	to	be	removed	to	accommodate	the	proposed	development.		
The	earth	materials	at	the	subsurface	exploration	locations	consist	of	alluvium.	

The	 property	 is	 located	 within	 a	 now	 official	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Earthquake	 Fault	 Zone	 (APEFZ)	 that	 was	
established	(November	6,	2014)	by	the	California	Geological	Survey	for	the	Hollywood	fault	on	the	USGS	7.5	
minute	Hollywood	Quadrangle.		The	APEFZ	shows	the	trace	of	the	Hollywood	fault	northwest	of	the	site.		The	
edge	 of	 the	 APEFZ	 traverses	 the	 southeast	 comer	 of	 the	 site.	 	 A	 surface	 fault	 rupture	 hazard	 assessment	
report	 (dated	 01/27/2014)	was	 prepared	 to	 determine	 if	 the	 site	 is	 impacted	 by	 active	 faults.	 	 The	 fault	
investigation	included	a	transect	of	CPT	soundings	and	continuous	core	borings.		Young	(Holocene)	alluvium	
was	encountered	to	a	depth	of	about	47‐70	feet,	which	represent	deposits	of	the	Laurel	Canyon	alluvial	fan.		
Older	 (Pleistocene)	 alluvium	 underlies	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	 alluvial	 fan	 deposits.	 	 Age	 assessments	 of	 the	
geologic	 units	 were	 made	 by	 radio	 carbon	 dating	 and	 observations	 of	 pedological	 development.	 	 The	
subsequent	 10/03/2014	 report	 provided	 geotechnical	 recommendation	 for	 design	 of	 the	 proposed	
construction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐1	

The	 commenter	 acknowledges	 receipt	 and	 review	 of	 Project‐related	 technical	 reports	 and	 summarizes	
information	presented	in	the	Project	Geotechnical	Report	and	Fault	Study	(included	as	Appendices	D‐1	and	
D‐2,	 respectively,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR),	 both	 prepared	 by	 Golder,	 Inc.	 (Golder),	 regarding	 the	 proposed	
development	 and	 geologic	 conditions	 at	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	 summary	 provided	 is	 consistent	 with	
information	presented	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	and	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐2	

The	review	of	the	subject	reports	cannot	be	completed	at	this	time	and	will	be	continued	upon	submittal	of	
an	addendum	to	the	report	which	shall	include,	but	not	be	limited	to,	the	following:	

(Note:	Numbers	 in	parenthesis	 ()	 refer	 to	 applicable	 sections	of	 the	2014	City	of	LA	Building	Code.	 	P/BC	
numbers	refer	the	applicable	Information	Bulletin.		Information	Bulletins	can	be	accessed	on	the	internet	at	
LADBS.ORG.)	
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1. The	 exploratory	 transect,	 which	 included	 14	 CPT	 soundings	 and	 2	 continuous	 core	 borings,	
extended	from	the	southwest	comer	of	the	site	and	along	Havenhurst	Drive	on	the	west	side	of	
the	 site.	 	 This	 exploration	 covered	 the	 area	 from	 the	 southwest	 edge	 of	 the	 APEFZ	 to	 the	
northwest	 corner	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	 exploration	 did	 not	 extend	 50	 feet	 beyond	 the	 property	
boundary.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Department	 policy	 is	 that	 the	 presence	 of	 an	 active	 fault	 must	 be	
considered	to	exist	just	beyond	the	property	line.	

The	 consultants	 argue	 that	 the	 setback	 or	 reinforced	 foundations	 are	 not	 necessary.	 	 The	
argument	 is	 primarily	 based	 on	 a	 fairly	 recent	 paper	 by	 Petersen	 and	 others	 titled	 "Fault	
Displacement	Hazard	for	Strike‐Slip	Faults",	published	in	the	Bulletin	of	the	Seismological	Society	
of	 America	 (BSSA),	 Vol.	 	 101,	 No.	 A	 2,	 pages	 805	 to	 825.	 	 In	 general,	 the	 paper	 presents	 a	
methodology,	data	and	regression	equations	to	calculate	the	potential	for	off‐fault	deformations	
near	steeply‐dipping	strike‐slip	faults	that	are	well	developed	and	regularly	active.		This	type	of	
faulting,	 however,	 does	 not	 apply	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 fault,	 which	 is	 not	 well	 developed	 and	
overlain	 by	 thick	 un‐faulted	 young	 alluvium.	 	 Paleoseismic	 data	 is	 also	 very	 spars	 [sic]	 for	 the	
Hollywood	fault.	

Based	on	 the	above,	 the	nature	of	what	 is	known	about	Hollywood	 fault	 seems	 to	apply	 to	 the	
caveats	discussed	at	the	end	of	the	Peterson	and	others	BSSA	paper.		In	sum,	there	are	too	many	
epistemic	and	aleatory	uncertainties	regarding	the	Hollywood	fault	to	warrant	disregarding	the	
required	setback.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐2	

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 further	 information	must	 be	 provided	 in	 order	 for	 the	 City	 Department	 of	
Building	and	Safety	to	complete	review	of	the	Project	geotechnical	studies	included	as	Appendices	D‐1	and	
D‐2	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 provides	 specific	 technical	 comments	 regarding	 the	 analysis	 presented	 therein.		
Golder	 prepared	 a	 detailed	 response	 to	 these	 comments	 in	 their	May	 18,	 2015	 addendum	 to	 the	 original	
report,	which	was	 included	 in	Appendix	B	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	This	addendum	has	also	been	provided	 to	 the	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety.	

It	 is	acknowledged	that	 it	 is	 the	City	Department	of	Building	and	Safety’s	policy	to	consider	that	within	an	
Alquist‐Priolo	Earthquake	Fault	Zone	the	active	trace	of	a	fault	is	present	just	beyond	the	area	that	has	been	
investigated.	Because	the	subsurface	exploration	for	the	Project	did	not	extend	50	feet	beyond	the	property,	
an	 active	 trace	 is	 assumed	 to	 exist	 immediately	 northwest	 of	 the	 boring	 at	 the	 northwest	 side	 of	 the	
property.		In	order	to	confirm	whether	an	active	trace	of	the	Hollywood	fault	is	50	feet	or	greater	from	the	
property	boundary,	explorations	would	need	to	be	undertaken	50	feet	northwest	of	the	property	boundary	
in	Sunset	Boulevard.	However,	drilling	in	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	logistically	difficult	and	disruptive	to	
traffic	on	such	a	major	thoroughfare.		Therefore,	any	proposed	structure	must	either	be	set	back	50	feet	from	
the	northwest	property	boundary	or	the	structure	would	be	designed	to	accommodate	some	off‐fault	surface	
deformation.	

It	is	further	acknowledged	that	there	is	limited	available	information	regarding	the	nature	and	recurrence	of	
primary	rupture	on	the	Hollywood	fault,	and	 limited	data	to	establish	the	 likelihood	and	extent	of	any	off‐
fault	 deformation.	 It	 is	 anticipated,	 however,	 that	 the	 predominately	 left‐lateral	 displacement	 sense	 for	
Holocene	surfaces	ruptures	suggested	by	Dolan	et	al.	(1997)	and	Dolan	et	al.	(2000)	are	the	best	estimates	
available	 at	 present.	 Golder	 also	 considered	 that	 the	 peer‐reviewed	 research	 of	 Petersen	 et	 al.	 (2011)	
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represents	 the	 best‐available	 science	 to	 estimate	 off‐fault	 deformations	 on	 predominately	 strike‐slip	 fault	
and	oblique	strike‐slip	faults	such	as	the	Hollywood	fault.		

It	 is	 noted	 that	 when	 considering	 design‐level	 earthquake	 shaking	 hazards,	 the	 2013	 California	 Building	
Code	(CBC)	uses	two‐thirds	of	the	shaking	from	a	maximum	considered	earthquake	(MCE)	that	has	a	return	
period	of	2,475‐years.	The	amount	of	off‐fault	deformation	on	the	Hollywood	fault	estimated	for	a	2,475‐year	
return	period	using	the	research	of	Petersen	et	al.	(2011)	is	zero.	Golder	proposes,	however,	to	increase	the	
return	period	for	the	consideration	of	off‐fault	deformation	to	twice	that	considered	for	the	MCE	in	the	2013	
CBC,	or	5,000	years.	 	This	 length	of	 time	 is	close	 to	 the	estimated	recurrence	 interval	 for	surface	ruptures	
along	the	Hollywood	fault.		Based	on	the	off‐fault	hazard	curve	Golder	developed	from	the	work	of	Petersen	
et	al.	(2011	),	a	horizontal	displacement	of	75	mm	(3	inches)	can	be	considered	for	the	zone	within	50	feet	of	
the	northwest	corner	of	 the	8150	Sunset	property	 line.	 	Based	on	an	assumed	5:1	left‐lateral	horizontal	to	
vertical	 displacement	 ratio	 for	 the	 Hollywood	 fault,	 the	 considered	 vertical	 deformation	 is	 15	 mm	 (0.6	
inches).	These	values	are	recommended	for	off‐fault	displacement	for	structures	proposed	within	50	feet	of	
the	northwest	property	boundary.		Based	on	the	discussion	above,	the	analysis	and	conclusions	presented	in	
Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 and	 Appendix	 D	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 remain	 valid	 and	 no	 further	 response	 is	
necessary.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐3	

2. Provide	a	revised	map	and	transect	cross	sections	(01/27/2014	fault	study	report)	 to	reflect	a	
standard	 engineer's	 scale.	 	 This	 would	 be	 helpful	 in	 comparing	 the	 interpretive	 figures/cross	
sections	with	the	field	data.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐3	

In	response	to	this	comment,	Golder	has	prepared	a	revised	map	and	transect	cross	sections	with	a	standard	
engineer	scale.		The	revised	figures	(Figures	5,	6A,	and	6B)	were	included	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR	as	
attachments	to	the	May	18,	2015	Golder	Response	Letter.		

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐4	

3. Review	 and	 provide	 the	 pertinent	 data	 from	 the	 investigation	 that	was	 performed	 just	 to	 the	
southwest	of	the	site	at	1433‐1437	Havenhurst	Drive	(West	Hollywood	reference	fault	study	17).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐4	

As	 requested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 Golder	 has	 reviewed	 the	 report	 entitled	 "Fault	 Investigation	 for	 the	
Property	 at	 1433‐37	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood,	 Los	 Angeles	 County,	 California"	
prepared	by	Earth	Consultants	International,	Inc.	(ECI),	dated	October	19,	2001.	The	report	was	included	in	
Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR	as	attachments	to	the	May	18,	2015	Golder	Response	Letter.		The	following	is	a	
summary	of	the	scope	of	work	performed	and	the	findings	from	that	report:	

ECI's	Scope	of	Work	

• Reviewed	 in‐house	 published	 and	 unpublished	 reports	 and	maps	 on	 the	 Hollywood	 fault	 and	 the	
geology	of	the	area.	

• Reviewed	aerial	photographs	and	historic	topographic	maps.	
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• Drilled	five	(5)	continuous‐core	hollow‐stem‐auger	boreholes	to	depths	ranging	from	94	to	100	feet	
below	ground	surface.	

• Radio‐carbon	dated	select	samples	collected	to	establish	age	of	soils	encountered.	

• Developed	 two	 cross‐sections	 across	 the	 Havenhurst	 site	 to	 assess	 the	 continuity	 of	 subsurface	
geologic	stratigraphy.	

ECI's	Key	Findings	

• ECI	concluded	that	there	were	no	fault	breaks	in	the	soil	stratigraphic	units	they	encountered.		They	
estimated	the	thickness	of	Holocene	alluvium	at	1433	Havenhurst	Drive	to	be	approximately	50	feet,	
which	 is	 in	good	agreement	with	 the	approximately	40	 to	70	 feet	 thickness	Golder	encountered	at	
8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	

• Based	on	their	data	review,	ECI	concluded	that	the	active	Hollywood	fault	is	near	or	beneath	Sunset	
Boulevard,	at	a	minimum	of	175	feet	to	the	northwest	of	the	Havenhurst	site.	

• Groundwater	was	not	encountered	up	to	a	depth	of	100	feet	below	ground	surface.	As	mentioned	in	
Golder's	 and	 ECI's	 report,	 previous	 studies	 have	 shown	 that	 the	 Hollywood	 fault	 acts	 as	 a	
groundwater	barrier,	with	groundwater	encountered	at	shallow	depths	(<30	feet)	north	of	the	fault	
and	at	greater	depths	(>100	feet)	south	of	the	fault.	

ECI's	 scope	 of	 work	 is	 similar	 to	 the	 scope	 of	 work	 performed	 by	 Golder	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Project‐related	
geologic	 investigations.	 	 In	 addition,	 ECI's	 key	 findings	 are	 consistent	with	 Golder's	 conclusions	 for	 8150	
Sunset	Boulevard.	Therefore,	based	on	this	review,	the	findings	and	recommendations	contained	in	Section	
4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	and	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR	remain	unchanged.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐5	

4. Clarify	either	 that	no	artificial	 fill	was	encountered	 in	borings,	or	 indicate	 fill	on	 the	boring	 log	
and	include	in	the	discussion	(10/03/2014	soils	report).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐5	

Artificial	 fill	 soils	were	not	encountered	 in	 the	borings	drilled	on	Project	Site.	 	However,	grading	has	been	
performed	in	the	past	at	the	property	and	artificial	fill	is	likely	present	on‐site.		Specifically,	fill	is	expected	to	
be	encountered	behind	(to	the	north	of)	a	retaining	wall	with	an	east‐west	orientation	in	the	middle	portion	
of	the	property,	and	a	height	of	approximately	18	feet.		The	wall	is	located	under	existing	site	buildings.	It	is	
likely	the	artificial	fill	consists	of	reworked	native	soils	from	the	southern	part	of	the	Project	Site	(south	of	
the	retaining	wall).	 	The	proposed	development	 is	expected	 to	have	 two	basement	 levels	 in	 the	south	and	
three	 basement	 levels	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 The	 bottom	 of	 the	 basement	 level	 is	 at	 an	 approximately	
elevation	of	377.5	feet	above	mean	sea	level	(amsl).	 	This	elevation	is	approximately	10	feet	below	ground	
surface	 in	the	southern	portion	of	 the	Project	Site,	and	approximately	30	 feet	below	ground	surface	 in	the	
northern	portion.		Therefore,	the	artificial	fill,	if	present,	would	be	removed	during	site	excavation	activities	
and	the	buildings	would	therefore	be	founded	on	native	soils.	
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COMMENT	NO.	A1‐6	

5. Provide	a	geotechnical	map	for	the	10/03/2014	soils	report,	at	an	appropriate	scale	showing	the	
location	of	the	proposed	buildings.	 	Provide	cross	sections	where	basements,	retaining	walls,	or	
temporary/permanent	 excavations	 are	 existing	 or	 proposed.	 	 The	 geotechnical	map	 and	 cross	
sections	 shall	 clearly	 show	 the	 site	 boundaries,	 location	 and	 size	 of	 all	 existing	 and	 proposed	
buildings	and	structures,	the	location	of	all	exploratory	excavations,	earth	material	contacts,	and	
the	 extent	 of	 the	 proposed	 grading	work.	 	 The	map	 shall	 be	 legible	 and	 reproducible.	 	 (P/BC	
2014‐113)	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐6	

As	requested	by	the	commenter,	Golder	has	prepared	a	geotechnical	map	and	two	cross	sections,	which	were	
provided	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR	as	attachments	to	the	May	18,	2015	Golder	Response	Letter	and	will	
be	 included	 in	 the	 revised	 geotechnical	 report.	 	 These	 figures	 illustrate	 the	 locations	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	
boundaries,	existing	and	proposed	buildings,	exploratory	excavations,	earth	material	contacts,	and	proposed	
grading	work	(basement	excavation).		These	figures	do	not	indicate	any	differences	in	geologic	conditions	at	
or	near	 the	Project	Site	 and	 thus	 the	 conclusions	and	 recommendations	 contained	 in	Section	4.D,	Geology	
and	Soils,	and	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR	remain	valid.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐7	

6. Provide	 justification	 for	 recommended	 bearing	 capacities	 in	 Tables	 2	 and	 3	 on	 page	 11	 in	 the	
10/03/2014	soils	report,	and	justification	that	static	settlements	will	not	exceed	1"	for	the	most	
critical	footings.		It	is	noted	that	no	direct	shear	test	data	was	provided	in	said	report.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐7	

Based	 on	 Golder’s	 analysis,	 the	 soils	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 are	 sands	 and	 gravels,	 and	 thus	 shear	 strength	
parameters	were	estimated	using	 the	soil	 classification	and	SPT	blow	count.	Golder	 suggests	 that	 this	 is	a	
more	 reliable	 way	 of	 estimating	 the	 soil	 properties.	 	 The	 average	 SPT	 blow	 count	 below	 the	 foundation	
elevation	 is	15.	 	Based	on	this	N‐value,	a	conservative	 friction	angle	of	32	degrees	and	cohesion	of	0	were	
estimated	 using	 correlations	 (Duncan	 and	 Wright,	 2005;	 and	 Manual	 on	 estimating	 Soil	 Properties	 for	
Foundation	Design).	The	following	approach	was	used	to	calculate	bearing	capacities:	

• The	spread	footing	bearing	capacity	was	calculated	using	Terzaghi's	bearing	capacity	equation	and	a	
factor	of	safety	of	3	was	applied	to	obtain	an	allowable	bearing	capacity.	

• Settlements	were	 then	calculated	using	 the	method	developed	by	Burland	and	Burbridge	 (Burland	
and	Burbridge,	1985).	

• The	allowable	bearing	capacities	presented	in	Tables	2	and	3	on	page	11	of	the	geotechnical	report	
(Appendix	 D‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 correspond	 to	 the	 lower	 value	 between	 the	 allowable	 bearing	
capacity	calculated	per	Bullet	1	above,	and	the	bearing	capacity	inducing	a	settlement	of	one	inch	as	
calculated	per	Bullet	2	above.	

The	 allowable	 bearing	 capacities	 presented	 in	 Tables	 2	 and	 3	 decrease	with	 footing	 size	 in	 order	 to	 limit	
settlements	to	1	inch.	The	bearing	capacity	equations	control	the	allowable	bearing	for	footing	widths	of	2	
and	 5	 feet.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 conclusions	 and	 recommendations	 contained	 in	 the	 Project	 Geotechnical	 Report	
(Appendix	D‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	regarding	bearing	pressures	and	foundation	design	remain	unchanged.	
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COMMENT	NO.	A1‐8	

7. The	 10/03/2014	 soils	 report	 recommends	 that	 footings	 may	 alternatively	 be	 founded	 in	
compacted	fill.		It	shall	be	noted	that	the	Department	requires	that	compacted	fill	for	the	support	
of	foundations	extend	laterally	beyond	the	footings	a	minimum	distance	equal	to	the	depth	of	the	
fill	below	the	bottom	of	 footings	or	a	minimum	of	3	 feet	whichever	is	greater	(1809.2,	7011.3).		
Where	 recommendations	 are	 provided	 for	 a	 lesser	 lateral	 overexcavation,	 the	 Department	
requires	that	analyses	be	provided	demonstrating	that	the	proposed	compacted	fill	and	adjacent	
undocumented	 fill	 and	 native	 soils	 will	 have	 the	 lateral	 and	 vertical	 bearing	 capacities	
recommended.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐8	

Despite	the	soils	report	recommendations,	it	is	not	expected	that	footings	would	be	founded	on	compacted	
fill.	 	 In	 general,	 as	 noted	 above,	 the	 footings	 would	 be	 founded	 on	 native	 soil	 following	 Project	 Site	
excavation.		However,	it	is	possible	that	if	new	shallow	footings	were	required	for	the	Project,	they	could	be	
founded	on	compacted	fill.		To	account	for	the	possibility,	the	Project	Geotechnical	Report	(Appendix	D‐1	of	
the	Draft	EIR)	has	been	revised	to	include	the	following	language:	

Compacted	 fill	beneath	 footings	 shall	 extend	horizontally,	beyond	 the	edge	of	 the	 footing,	a	
distance	equal	to	the	depth	of	compacted	fill	below	the	bottom	of	the	footing	or	a	minimum	of	
three	 feet,	 whichever	 is	 greater.	 If	 locations	 are	 encountered	 during	 design/construction	
where	this	condition	cannot	be	met,	the	geotechnical	engineer	shall	be	notified	to	perform	a	
location‐specific	 analyses	 to	 confirm	 that	 the	 recommended	 lateral	 resistance	 and	 vertical	
bearing	capacities	are	applicable.	

The	revised	language	is	included	in	the	May	18,	2015	Golder	Response	Letter	,	which	was	provided	
in	 Appendix	 B	 of	 this	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 These	 changes,	 however,	 do	 not	 materially	 affect	 the	 analysis,	
conclusions,	or	mitigation	measures	presented	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐9	

8. Under	 section	4.3.2.2	 titled	 "Lateral	Resistance"	 in	 the	10/03/2014	 soils	 report,	 continuing	 on	
page	 12,	 an	 ultimate	 base	 friction	 factor	 of	 0.50	 is	 recommended.	 	 The	Department	 requires	 a	
minimum	factor	of	safety	of	1.50	on	lateral	sliding	and	does	not	allow	it	to	be	based	directly	on	
the	ultimate	base	friction.		Provide	clarification/correction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐9	

The	base	friction	factor	provided	is	an	ultimate	friction	factor.		The	geotechnical	report	has	been	revised	to	
indicate	that	the	Project	structural	engineer	would	need	to	include	an	appropriate	factor	of	safety	based	on	
Building	 Code	 requirements	 and	 that	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 requires	 a	minimum	 factor	 of	 safety	 of	 1.5.		
These	changes,	however,	do	not	materially	affect	the	analysis,	conclusions,	or	mitigation	measures	presented	
in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐10	

9. Under	 section	 4.3.3.1	 titled	 "Axial	 Capacity",	 clarify	what	 is	meant	 by	 "unfactored"	 (ultimate?)	
compressive	capacity,	and	demonstrate	that	the	recommended	friction	capacity	will	not	result	in	
a	factor	of	safety	on	the	supporting	soils	less	than	2.0	as	allowed	per	Code	section	1810.3.3.1.7	
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RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐10	

The	friction	capacity	presented	for	drilled	shafts	is	an	ultimate	axial	capacity.		The	structural	engineer	would	
apply	 the	 appropriate	 factor	 of	 safety	 to	 comply	with	 Building	 Code	 requirements.	 	 Golder	 provided	 this	
clarification	in	the	May	18,	2015	Golder	Response	Letter,	which	was	included	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐11	

10. Discuss	the	low	blow	count	data	for	the	predominately	granular	soils	encountered	in	the	borings,	
which	appears	to	imply	loose	to	medium	dense	deposits	the	full	depth	explored.		It	is	unclear	how	
the	consultant	has	calculated	bearing	capacities.		The	Department	generally	requires	that	bearing	
capacities	and	skin	friction	resistance	be	based	on	direct	shear	test	data.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐11	

According	to	Golder,	the	average	SPT	N‐value	below	the	base	of	the	foundation	is	15,	and	the	soils	below	the	
foundation	are	medium	dense.		The	loose	soils	above	the	foundation	elevation	would	be	removed.		There	are	
numerous	correlations	available	 in	the	relevant	 literature	that	have	been	successfully	used	to	estimate	the	
properties	 of	 granular	 soils	 since	 the	 1960s.	 	 The	 methods	 used	 to	 calculate	 the	 bearing	 capacities	 are	
summarized	below:	

• Ultimate	bearing	capacity	calculated	using	bearing	capacity	formula	for	soil	with	a	friction	angle	of	32	
degrees	and	cohesion	of	0.	

• Allowable	bearing	capacity	calculated	using	Terzaghi's	bearing	capacity	equation	applying	a	 factor‐
of‐safety	of	3	to	the	ultimate	bearing	capacity	calculated.	

• Allowable	bearing	capacity	to	limit	total	settlement	to	1	inch	calculated	using	method	by	Burland	and	
Burbridge	assuming	an	SPT	blow	count	of	15	below	the	proposed	foundation	(bottom	of	basement	at	
approximate	Elevation	365	feet	amsl).	

• Ultimate	pile	capacities	based	on	skin	friction	were	calculated	using	the	CPT	and	SPT	data	collected	
in	the	field.	CPT‐based	capacities	were	calculated	using	the	LCPC	method	(Bustamante	and	Gianeselli,	
1982)	while	the	SPT	‐based	capacities	were	calculated	using	the	FHWA	design	method	(FHWA	2010).	

Therefore,	 based	 on	 the	 above,	 the	 findings	 and	 recommendations	 contained	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	
Soils,	and	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR	remain	unchanged.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐12	

11. The	Department	requires	that	saturated	shear	strengths	and	unit	weights	of	earth	materials	be	
utilized	 in	 long‐term	 slope	 stability	 and	 retaining	 wall	 analyses	 where	 these	 result	 in	 more	
critical	 computed	 factors	 of	 safety.	 	 Provide	 direct	 shear	 test	 data	 on	 the	 earth	material	 to	 be	
retained.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐12	

The	subsurface	soils	at	the	Project	Site	consist	of	alluvium	made	up	mostly	of	sandy	soils.		These	soils	do	not	
allow	for	the	collection	of	high	quality	undisturbed	soil	samples	which	can	then	be	tested	in	a	direct	shear	
testing	 device	 in	 the	 lab.	 	 It	 is	 Golder's	 opinion	 that	 direct	 shear	 testing	 of	 samples	 collected	 in	 the	 field	
would	 give	 results	 which	 are	 not	 representative	 of	 the	 field	 conditions	 due	 to	 sample	 disturbance.		
Therefore,	material	properties	have	been	estimated	using	generally	accepted	correlations	 to	material	 type	
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and	other	testing,	such	as	SPT	blow	counts	and	CPT	tip	resistance.		The	SPT	data	are	included	in	Appendix	A,	
and	 the	 CPT	 data	 are	 included	 in	 Appendix	 B	 of	 the	 Project	 Geotechnical	 Report	 dated	 October	 3,	 2014	
(included	as	Appendix	D‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR).	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐13	

12. Where	 basement/retaining	 walls	 exceed	 6	 feet	 in	 retained	 height,	 the	 Code	 requires	 a	
determination	of	static	lateral	earth	pressures	on	foundation	and	retaining	walls	with	a	factor	of	
safety	against	failure,	no	less	than	1.50,	on	the	retained	earth.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐13	

Cantilever‐type	 retaining	walls	 of	 over	6	 feet	 in	 height	 are	not	 anticipated	 for	 the	Project.	 	 The	basement	
walls	 are	 restrained	 against	movement	 and	 therefore	would	 be	 designed	 for	 an	 earth	 pressure	 of	 57	 pcf,	
which	 is	 more	 than	 1.5	 times	 the	 active	 earth	 pressure.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 findings	 and	 recommendations	
contained	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	and	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR	remain	unchanged.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐14	

13. Where	 basement/retaining	 walls	 exceed	 6	 feet	 in	 retained	 height,	 the	 Code	 requires	 a	
determination	of	dynamic	seismic	lateral	earth	pressures	on	foundation	and	retaining	walls	due	
to	 design	 earthquake	 ground	 motions	 (1803.5.12).	 	 The	 Department	 requires	 that	 the	
acceleration	to	be	applied	to	the	retained	mass	not	be	less	than	½	of	⅔	of	the	PGAM	(Maximum	
Considered	Earthquake‐Geometric	Mean,	MCE0	adjusted	for	site	effects,	ASCE	7‐10	Eq.		11.8‐1).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐14	

The	recommendations	presented	in	Section	4.4	of	the	Project	Geotechnical	Report	(Appendix	D‐1	of	the	Draft	
EIR)	are	approximately	80	percent	of	2/3	of	the	PGAM.	This	exceeds	the	requirements	of	the	Department.		As	
such,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐15	

14. Provide	 recommendations	 for	 temporary	 excavations.	 	 Where	 an	 excavation	 would	 remove	
lateral	support	 (as	defined	 in	Code	Section	3307.3.1)	 from	an	adjacent	public	way,	property	or	
structure,	it	shall	be	noted	that	unbraced/unshored	excavations	are	not	allowed	and	excavations	
need	to	be	shored	or	made	by	the	ABC	slot‐cut	method.		Analysis	shall	demonstrate	that	slot‐cut	
excavations	or	shoring	have	an	acceptable	factor	of	safety	(FS	≥	1.25)	against	failure	based	on	the	
shear	strength	parameters	of	the	earth	materials	in	which	the	excavation	is	made	or	the	shoring	
is	 to	 support,	 at	 the	most	 critical	degree	of	 saturation	 that	 is	 expected	 to	occur.	 	All	 surcharge	
loads	shall	be	considered.		(P/BC	2014‐113)	

It	is	noted	that	the	soils	encountered	appear	to	be	cohesionless	or	to	have	little	cohesion,	and	do	
not	appear	suitable	for	slot‐cut	excavations	which	require	the	soil	to	be	able	to	stand	vertically.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐15	

The	 basement	 excavation	 is	 deep	 enough	 that	 the	 excavation	will	 be	 shored,	 and	 slot	 cutting	will	 not	 be	
allowed.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 findings	 and	 recommendations	 contained	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 and	
Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR	remain	unchanged.	
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COMMENT	NO.	A1‐16	

15. Where	 laboratory	 data	 utilized	 in	 engineering	 analysis	 is	 provided	 by	 another	 firm,	 the	
consultant	shall	provide	a	statement	that	he	has	reviewed	the	laboratory	data,	concurs	with	the	
results	 and	 accepts	 responsibility	 for	 use	 of	 said	 data.	 	 (P/BC	 2014‐113).	 	 The	 Department	
requires	that	the	statement	include	the	phrase	"concurs	with".		Provide	said	statement.	

The	laboratory	data	shall	be	appended	to	the	consultant's	report	on	the	data	sheets/letterhead	of	
the	 approved	 laboratory	with	 a	 cover	 letter	 from	 the	 same	 signed	 by	 the	 responsible	 licensed	
engineer.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐16	

As	 requested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 Golder	 has	 added	 the	 requested	 cover	 letter	 from	 the	 geotechnical	
laboratory	 report	 by	 Hushmand	 Associates	 Inc.	 (HAI)	 and	 the	 following	 statement	 in	 the	 May	 18,	 2015	
Golder	Response	Letter	(which	was	included	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR):		

Golder	 has	 reviewed	 the	 laboratory	 data	 provided	 by	Hushmand	 Associates	 Inc.	 (HAI)	 and	
concurs	with	the	results.		Golder	accepts	responsibility	for	use	of	this	laboratory	data.	

COMMENT	NO.	A1‐17	

The	 geologist	 and	 soils	 engineer	 shall	 prepare	 a	 report	 containing	 the	 corrections	 indicated	 in	 this	 letter.		
The	report	shall	be	in	the	form	of	an	itemized	response.	 	 It	 is	recommended	that	once	all	correction	items	
have	 been	 addressed	 in	 a	 response	 report,	 to	 contact	 the	 report	 review	 engineer	 and/or	 geologist	 to	
schedule	a	verification	appointment	to	demonstrate	compliance	with	all	the	corrections.		Do	not	schedule	an	
appointment	until	all	corrections	have	been	addressed.		Bring	three	copies	of	the	response	report,	including	
one	unbound	wet‐signed	original	for	microfilming	in	the	event	that	the	report	is	found	to	be	acceptable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A1‐17	

The	procedural	requirements	of	the	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	are	noted.		Substantive	responses	to	
the	comments	contained	in	this	 letter	are	provided	above	in	Responses	to	Comments	A1‐1	through	A1‐17.		
The	 Project	 will	 comply	 with	 all	 applicable	 procedures	 and	 requirements	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	with	regard	to	preparation	of	geologic	reports.	Additional	comments	from	
the	Department	of	Building	and	Safety,	and	Golder’s	responses	to	those	comments,	as	well	the	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety’s	Geology	and	Soils	Report	Approval	Letter	are	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR.		
Please	also	see	Responses	to	Letter	A12	(Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	Letter	A12).	
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LETTER	NO.	A2	

Scott	Morgan	
Director	
State	of	California	
Governor's	Office	of	Planning	and	Research		
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit		
1400	Tenth	Street		
P.O.	Box	3044		
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

COMMENT	NO.	A2‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	forwarded	the	above‐mentioned	project	to	your	agency	for	review	on	November	20,	
2014	with	incorrect	review	dates.		Please	make	note	of	the	following	information	for	your	files:	

Review	period	ends:	January	5,	2015	

We	apologize	for	any	inconvenience	this	may	have	caused.		All	other	project	information	remains	the	same.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A2‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	acknowledges	an	 internal	error	regarding	 the	Draft	EIR	public	review	period	and	
clarifies	 the	 correct	 end	 date	 at	 the	 time	 the	 letter	 was	 written.	 	 This	 comment	 does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	
specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	
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LETTER	NO.	A3	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	
Ali	Poosti,	Division	Manager	
Wastewater	Engineering	 Services	 Division	
LA	Sanitation	

COMMENT	NO.	A3‐1	

WASTEWATER	REQUIREMENT	

The	 Bureau	of	 Sanitation,	Wastewater	 Engineering	Services	 Division	 (WESD)	 is	 charged	with	the	task	
of	evaluating	 the	local	sewer	conditions	and	to	determine	if	available	wastewater	capacity	 exists	for	 future	
developments.		The	evaluation	will	determine	 cumulative	 sewer	 impacts	and	 guide	 the	 planning	 process	
for	 any	 future	 sewer	 improvements	 projects	 needed	 to	 provide	 future	 capacity	 as	 the	 City	 grows	 and	
develops.		

Projected	Wastewater	Discharges	for	the	Proposed	Project:	

Type	Description	 Average	Daily	Flow	per	Type	
Description (GPD/UNIT)

Proposed	No.		
of	Units	

Average	Daily	
Flow(GPD)	

Proposed 	
Residential:	 Studio 75	GPD/DU 73DU 5,475

1‐BDRM 110 GPD/DU 130DU 14,300
2‐BDRMS 150	GPD/DU 38DU 5,700
3‐BDRMS 190GPD/DU 8DU 1,520

Lobby	 &Recreation
Room

50	GPD/1000	 SQ.FT 2,652	SQ.FT 133

Fitness	&	Changing
Room

200	GPD/1000	 SQ.FT 2,553	SQ.FT 511

Business	Center 120	GPD/1000	SQ.FT 536	SQ.FT 64
Library 30	GPD/1000	SQ.FT 1,140	 SQ.FT 34

Swimming	Pool
backwash	Rate

190/GPM 5MIN 950

Commercial‐Retail 25 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 51,150 S_Q.FT 1,279
Restaurant 300	GPD/1000	SQ.FT 22,189	SQ.FT 6,657

Supermarket 50	GPD/1000	 SQ.FT 24,811	SQ.FT 1,241

Health	Club/Fitness 200	GPD/1000	SQ.FT 8,085	SQ.FT 1,619

Bank 50	GPD/1000	SQ.FT 5,094	SQ.FT 255

Total	 39,738
	
RESPONSE	NO.	A3‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	wastewater	generation	in	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater	with	supporting	data	provided	
in	Appendix	I	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	on	page	4.K.2‐8	in	Section	4.K.2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	is	
estimated	to	generate	approximately	49,023	gallons	per	day	(gpd)	of	wastewater,	which	is	based	on	sewage	
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generation	 factors	provided	 in	 the	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	 (2006).	 	 The	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	Bureau	of	
Sanitation’s	 estimate	 of	 39,738	 gpd	 for	 the	Project’s	 proposed	 land	uses,	 as	 summarized	 in	 the	 comment,	
represents	 a	 reduction	 of	 9,285	 gpd,	 and	 as	 such	 the	 analysis	 presented	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 is	 considered	
conservative.	 	 This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decisionmakers	 for	 their	 consideration.		
Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	
is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	A3‐2	

SEWER	 AVAILABILITY	

The	 sewer	 infrastructure	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 proposed	 project	 includes	 an	 existing	 10‐inch	 line	 on	
Sunset	 Blvd.		The	sewage	 from	 the	 10‐inch	 line	feeds	into	a	Los	Angeles	 County	sewer	 line	 on	Havenhurst	
Dr.	 	The	 sewage	 from	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 County	 sewer	 line	 feeds	 into	 a	 12‐inch	 City	 sewer	 pipe	 at	 the	
downstream	 and	 passes	 through	 15‐inch	 line	 before	 discharge	 into	an	 18‐inch	line	on	 LA	Cienega	 Blvd.		
Figure	l	 shows	 the	details	 of	 the	 sewer	 system	 within	 the	 vicinity	of	the	 project.		The	 current	 flow	 level	
(d/D)	 in	 the	10‐inch	line	 cannot	be	determined	 at	 this	 time	without	additional	 gauging.	

The	 current	 approximate	flow	 level	 (d/D)	and	 the	design	 capacities	at	 d/D	 of	 50%	 in	 the	 sewer	system	
are	as	follows:	

Pipe	Diameter	
(in)	

Pipe	Locations Current	Gauging	d/D	
(%)	

50%	Design	Capacity

10	 Sunset	Blvd. * 415,790	GPD
15	 LA	Cienega	Blvd 47 2.01	MGD
15	 LA	Cienega	Blvd 54 1.73	MGD
18	 LA	Cienega	Blvd 56 3.02	MGD

	 *No	gauging	available	

Based	 on	 the	 estimated	flows,	 it	 appears	 the	 City	 sewer	 system	might	 be	 able	 to	accommodate	the	total	
flow	for	 your	proposed	 project.		The	developers	·will	be	required	 to	contact	 Los	Angeles	County	 Sanitation	
District	to	 verify	 capacity	 availability	of	 the	 County	lines.		Further	 detailed	gauging	and	evaluation	will	be	
needed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 permit	 process	 to	 identify	 a	 sewer	 connection	 point.	 	 If	 the	 public	 sewer	 has	
insufficient	 capacity	 then	 the	 developer	 will	 be	 required	 to	 build	 sewer	 lines	 to	 a	 point	 in	 the	 sewer	
system	with	 sufficient	 capacity.		A	final	approval	 for	sewer	 capacity	 and	 connection	permit	 will	 be	made	
at	 that	 time.		Ultimately,	 this	 sewage	 flow	will	 be	conveyed	 to	the	Hyperion	 Treatment	 Plant,	which	 has	
sufficient	 capacity	 for	the	project	

If	you	have	any	questions,	 please	call	Kwasi	Berko	of	my	staff	at	(323)	342‐1562.			

RESPONSE	NO.	A3‐2	

The	 comment	 indicates	 that	 the	 wastewater	 conveyance	 infrastructure	 serving	 the	 Project	 Site	 may	 be	
adequate	 to	 serve	 Project‐related	 flows,	 including	 facilities	 within	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 that	 are	
operated	 by	 Los	 Angeles	 County.	 	 However,	 based	 on	 input	 from	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 staff	 (see	
correspondence	 in	 response	 to	 the	 Project	 NOP	 included	 in	 Appendix	 A	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 as	 well	 as	 the	
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results	 of	 a	 recent	 Sewer	 Area	 Study	 prepared	 by	 Psomas	 Inc.	 (Psomas)	 in	 June	 2015	 (and	 included	 in	
Appendix	C	of	 the	RP‐DEIR),	 it	was	determined	 that	 the	affected	 local	 sewer	 lines	within	 the	City	of	West	
Hollywood	are	owned	and	operated	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	rather	than	Los	Angeles	County.			

The	Sewer	Area	Study	indicates	that	the	affected	local	sewer	lines	within	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	City	of	
West	Hollywood	are	currently	operating	well	within	their	design	capacity,	as	based	on	the	results	of	sewer	
gauging	 conducted	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Sewer	 Area	 Study,	 the	 Project	 would	 contribute	 nominal	 flows	 to	 the	
affected	 sewers.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 Project	 would	 require	 up	 to	 two	 percent	 (2%)	 of	 the	 remaining	 sewer	
capacity	in	the	most	constrained	part	of	the	system	serving	the	Project	Site,	and	thus	this	percentage	would	
be	 even	 lower	 elsewhere	 in	 the	 system.	 	 Therefore,	 sufficient	 wastewater	 conveyance	 capacity	 currently	
exists	in	the	system	to	accommodate	the	Project‐related	flows	as	well	as	those	of	other	future	developments	
within	the	service	area.		Based	on	this	recent	information,	corrections	have	been	made	on	pages	4.K.2‐1	and	
4.K.2‐6	 through	4.K.2‐7	 in	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	
and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	However,	this	information	does	not	change	the	findings	in	
the	Draft	EIR,	and	impacts	would	remain	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	
adequacy	of	wastewater	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.			

COMMENT	NO.	A3‐3	

STORMWATER	REQUIREMENTS	

The	Bureau	 of	 Sanitation,	Watershed	Protection	 Division	(WPD)	is	 charged	with	 the	 task	 of	ensuring	 the	
implementation	 of	 the	Municipal	 Stormwater	 Permit	 requirements	 within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	We	
anticipate	 the	following	requirements	would	apply	 for	this	project.	

POST‐CONSTRUCTION	MITIGATION	REQUIREMENTS	

The	project	 requires	 implementation	 of	stormwater	mitigation	 measures.		These	 requirements	 are	based	
on	 the	 Standard	 Urban	 Stormwater	 Mitigation	 Plan	 (SUSMP)	 and	 the	 recently	 adopted	 Low	 Impact	
Development	(LID)	 requirements.		The	projects	 that	are	subject	 to	SUSMP/LID	 are	required	 to	incorporate	
measures	 to	 mitigate	 the	 impact	 of	 stormwater	 runoff.	 	The	 requirements	are	 outlined	 in	 the	 guidance	
manual	 titled	"Development	 Best	Management	Practices	Handbook	‐	Part	 B:	 Planning	 Activities".	 	Current	
regulations	prioritize	infiltration,	capture/use,	 and	 then	biofiltration	 as	the	 preferred	 stormwater	control	
measures.	 	 The	 relevant	 documents	 can	 be	 found	 at:	 www.lastormwater.org.	 	 It	is	 advised	 that	 input	
regarding	 SUSMP	 requirements	 be	 received	in	the	 early	phases	of	 the	project	from	WPD's	plan‐checking	
staff.	

GREEN	STREETS	

The	 City	 is	 developing	 a	 Green	 Street	 Initiative	 that	 will	 require	 projects	 to	 implement	 Green	 Street	
elements	 in	 the	 parkway	 areas	 between	 the	 roadway	 and	 sidewalk	 of	 the	 public	 right‐of‐	 away	 to	
capture	 and	 retain	 stormwater	 and	 urban	 runoff	 to	mitigate	 the	 impact	 of	stormwater	runoff	 and	other	
environmental	 concerns.	 	 The	 goals	 of	 the	 Green	 Street	 elements	 are	 to	 improve	 the	 water	 quality	 of	
stormwater	runoff,	recharge	 local	 ground	water	 basins,	 improve	air	quality,	reduce	the	heat	island	effect	of	
street	pavement,	enhance	pedestrian	use	of	sidewalks,	and	 encourage	alternate	 means	 of	 transportation.		
The	 Green	 Street	 elements	 may	 include	 infiltration	 systems,	 biofiltration	 swales,	 and	 permeable	
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pavements	 where	 stormwater	 can	 be	 easily	 directed	 from	 the	 streets	 into	 the	 parkways	 and	 can	 be	
implemented	in	conjunction	 with	the	SUSMP/LID	 requirements.	

CONSTRUCTION	 REQUIREMENTS	

The	 project	 is	 required	 to	 implement	 stormwater	 control	 measures	 during	 its	 construction	 phase.	 	All	
projects	 are	 subject	 to	a	set	of	 minimum	 control	measures	 to	 lessen	 the	 impact	 of	 stormwater	pollution.		
In	 addition	 for	projects	 that	 involve	 construction	during	 the	 rainy	 season	 that	 is	between	 October	 1	 and	
April	 15,	a	 Wet	Weather	 Erosion	 Control	 Plan	 is	 required	 to	 be	 prepared.	 	 Also	 projects	 that	 disturb	
more	than	one‐acre	of	 land	 are	subject	 to	the	California	 General	Construction	 Stormwater	Permit.		As	part	
of	 this	 requirement	 a	Notice	 of	 Intent	(NOI)	 needs	 to	be	 filed	with	 the	 State	of	 California	and	 a	 Stann	
Water	 Pollution	Prevention	Plan	 (SWPPP)	needs	to	be	prepared.	 	The	SWPPP	must	be	maintained	on‐site	
during	the	duration	of	construction.	

If	there	 are	 questions	regarding	the	 stormwater	requirements,	please	 call	 Kosta	 Kaporis	 at	 (213)	485‐
0586,	 or	 WPD's	 plan‐checking	 counter	 at	 (213)	 482‐7066.	 	WPD's	 plan‐checking	 counter	 can	 also	 be	
visited	 at	201	N.		Figueroa,	3rd	 Fl,	Station	 18	

RESPONSE	NO.	A3‐3	

The	 Project’s	 compliance	 with	 applicable	 stormwater	 regulations	 and	 associated	 requirements	 was	
addressed	 on	pages	B‐17	 through	B‐21	 in	 Section	 IX,	Hydrology	 and	Water	Quality	 of	 the	Project’s	 Initial	
Study	(included	as	Appendix	A‐1	in	the	Draft	EIR).		As	discussed	on	page	B‐17	of	the	Initial	Study,	the	Project	
would	comply	with	all	applicable	requirements	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	
Board	 (RWQCB)	 related	 to	 stormwater	 management,	 including	 implementing	 the	 City’s	 Low	 Impact	
Development	(LID)	Ordinance	requirements,	and	preparation	and	implementation	of	a	Stormwater	Pollution	
Prevention	Plan	(SWPPP)	and	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	(WQMP)	for	the	Project	during	construction	
and	 operation,	 respectively.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 also	 incorporate	 Green	 Street	 elements	 into	 the	 Project	
design,	 as	 necessary,	 as	 part	 of	 the	 WQMP	 in	 order	 to	 comply	 with	 future	 Green	 Street	 Initiative	
requirements.		This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decisionmakers.			

COMMENT	NO.	A3‐4	

SOLID	RESOURCE	REQUIREMENTS	

The	City	has	a	standard	 requirement	that	 applies	 to	all	 proposed	 residential	 developments	of	 four	or	more	
units	or	where	the	addition	of	floor	areas	is	25	percent	 or	more,	and	all	other	development	 projects	where	
the	addition	 of	 floor	 area	 is	30	 percent	 or	more.		Such	developments	must	set	aside	a	recycling	area	or	
room	 for	 onsite	 recycling	 activities.	 	 For	 more	 details	 of	 this	 requirement,	 please	 contact	 Daniel	
Hackney	of	the	Special	Project	Division	at	(213)	485‐3684.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A3‐4	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 solid	waste	management	 and	 recycling	 in	 Section	4.K.3,	 Solid	Waste	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	 I	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	discussed	on	page	4.K‐3‐6	 in	
Section	4.K.3,	 “The	City	of	Los	Angeles	Recycling	Space	Allocation	Ordinance	 (Ordinance	No.	171687)	was	
adopted	on	August	13,	1997	in	accordance	with	the	California	Solid	Waste	Reuse	and	the	Recycling	Access	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐15	
	

Act	of	1991.	 	The	Ordinance	establishes	requirements	 for	 the	 inclusion	of	recycling	areas	or	rooms	within	
development	projects.”		The	solid	resource	requirements	noted	in	this	comment,	are	referenced	in	the	Draft	
EIR	and	the	Project	would	comply	with	this	and	all	other	applicable	solid	waste	and	recycling	requirements.					

	

Attachment	Figure	1	Sewer	Map	
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LETTER	NO.	A4	

Delon	Kwan,	P.E.	
LADWP‐	Water	Resources	Development	
111	N.	Hope	Street.	Room	1460	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

COMMENT	NO.	A4‐1	

We	are	submitting	to	you	the	following	comments	to	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(DEIR)	for	the	
8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project.	These	comments	reflect	our	review	of	the	Water	Supply	chapter	
only	for	matters	related	to	water	resources	for	the	project;	you	may	receive	additional	comments	from	other	
divisions	at	LADWP	separately	to	other	respective	areas	in	the	DEIR	such	as	water	infrastructure	capacity,	
etc.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A4‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Response	to	Comment	A4‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	A4‐2	

The	first	two	sentences	of	the	last	paragraph	of	p.	4.K.1‐17	of	the	DEIR,	see	below,	appears	to	imply	that	the	
net	increase	in	project	water	demand	expressed	as	0.008%	percent	is	within	the	total	30%	increase	in	total	
City	water	demand	through	2035	and	is	a	basis	for	determining	that	the	additional	demand	is	accounted	for	
in	LADWP's	2010	UWMP.	

Excerpt	from	DEIR.	p.	4.K.1‐17:	

"The	 54.0	 AF	 per	 year	 net	 increase	 in	water	 demand	 generated	 by	 the	 Project	would	 constitute	
approximately	 0.008	 percent	 of	 the	 City's	 total	 increase	 in	 water	 demand	 through	 2035.	 The	
proposed	 Project	would	 fall	within	 the	 available	 and	 projected	water	 supplies	 of	 LADWP's	 2010	
UWMP."	

However,	the	methodology	for	determining	whether	the	project's	demand	is	included	in	supply	projections	
is	not	 related	 to	 that	percentage.	 Instead,	 it	 is	based	on	demographic	projections	 included	 in	 the	Regional	
Transportation	Plan	by	the	Southern	California	Association	of	Governments,	and	by	extension,	consistency	
with	the	City's	General	Plan.	Therefore,	additional	clarification	should	be	provided	as	follows:	

Replace	above	Excerpt	from	DEIR.	p.	4.K.1‐17	with	the	following:	

The	 54.0	 AF	 per	 year	 net	 increase	 in	 water	 demand	 generated	 by	 the	 Project	 would	 constitute	
approximately	0.008	percent	of	 the	City's	 total	 increase	 in	water	demand	 through	2035.	Proposed	
Project	 conforms	with	 the	use	and	 intensity	of	development	permitted	by	 the	City's	General	Plan.	
Consistency	 with	 the	 demographic	 projection	 for	 the	 City	 from	 the	 2012	 RTP	 is	 required	 for	
Proposed	Project.	City's	water	demand	projection	 in	 the	2010	UWMP	was	developed	based	on	 the	
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2008	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 (RTP)	 demographic	 projection	 by	 the	 Southern	 California	
Association	 of	 Governments	 (SCAG)	 using	 the	 2000	 U.S.	 Census	 for	 the	 City.	 The	 2012	 RTP	
demographic	projection	for	the	City	was	based	on	the	2010	U.S.	Census,	and	is	lower	than	the	2008	
RTP	 demographic	 projection.	 The	 region's	 economic	 growth	 is	 usually	 a	major	 factor	 behind	 net	
migration	 and	 the	 consequent	 population	 growth.	 The	 economic	 recession	 of	 2007‐2009	 had	 a	
negative	impact	on	the	region's	population	growth,	resulting	in	a	decrease	in	population	growth	from	
the	2000	Census	 to	 the	2010	Census.	Our	preliminary	analysis	 shows	 that	 the	City	water	demand	
projection	to	year	2035	based	on	demographic	projection	from	2012	RTP	using	population,	housing	
and	 employment,	 as	well	 as	water	 conservation,	 and	weather	will	 be	 lower	 than	 the	 City's	water	
demand	projection	in	the	2010	UWMP.	As	a	result,	City's	water	supply	projections	in	the	2010	UWMP	
are	sufficient	to	meet	the	City's	water	demand	projections	based	on	the	2012	RTP.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A4‐2	

The	suggested	corrections	to	the	text	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply	of	the	Draft	EIR	are	noted.		In	response	
pages	 4.K.1‐17	 and	 4.K.1‐18	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 have	 been	 revised	 accordingly,	with	minor	modifications	 to	
address	 grammar	 and	 syntax.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Project	 approval,	 the	 Project	 has	
requested	 an	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive	 pursuant	 to	 LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐A,25	 ,	 which	 allows	 the	
development	 intensity	 on	 the	Project	 Site	 to	 increase	 to	 3:1	 FAR	 from	 the	1:1	 FAR	under	 the	 base	C4‐1D	
zoning	and	D	limitation	of	the	Project	Site.		However,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.H‐10	through	4.H‐12	in	Section	
4.H,	Population,	Housing,	and	Employment,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project‐related	population	growth	would	be	
well	 within	 the	 SCAG	 growth	 projections	 for	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 area	 and	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles,	which	are	based	on	the	latest	2012	RTP	projections.		As	such,	Project‐related	growth	and	associated	
water	demands	are	accounted	for	in	the	2010	UWMP.		Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	
the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	in	this	Final	EIR.		
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LETTER	NO.	A5	

Scott	Lunceford,	AICP	
Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning		
City	of	West	Hollywood		
slunceford@weho.org	

COMMENT	NO.	A5‐1	

I	heard	that	the	Draft	EIR	comment	period	for	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	may	have	been	extended.		Is	
this	the	case,	or	are	final	comments	still	due	by	January	5,	2015?	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	A5‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	 inquiry	regarding	the	extension	of	 the	public	review	period	for	the	Draft	EIR,	
which	was	extended	until	January	20,	2015.		This	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	
RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	
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LETTER	NO.	A6	

Scott	Morgan	
Director	
State	of	California	
Governor's	Office	of	Planning	and	Research		
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit		
1400	Tenth	Street		
P.O.	Box	3044		
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

COMMENT	NO.	A6‐1	

The	 State	 Clearinghouse	 submitted	 the	 above	 named	Draft	 EIR	 to	 selected	 state	 agencies	 for	 review.	 The	
review	period	closed	on	January	5,	2015,	and	no	state	agencies	submitted	comments	by	that	date.	This	letter	
acknowledges	 that	 you	 have	 complied	 with	 the	 State	 Clearinghouse	 review	 requirements	 for	 draft	
environmental	documents,	pursuant	to	the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act.	

Please	call	the	State	Clearinghouse	at	(916)	445‐0613	if	you	have	any	questions	regarding	the	environmental	
review	 process.	 If	 you	 have	 a	 question	 about	 the	 above‐named	 project,	 please	 refer	 to	 the	 ten‐digit	 State	
Clearinghouse	number	when	contacting	this	office.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A6‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	acknowledges	compliance	with	agency	review	requirements	and	states	that	no	state	
agency	comments	were	received	by	the	reference	date.		This	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	
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LETTER	NO.	A7	

Scott	Morgan	
Director	
State	of	California	
Governor's	Office	of	Planning	and	Research		
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit		
1400	Tenth	Street		
P.O.	Box	3044		
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

COMMENT	NO.	A7‐1	

Pursuant	 to	 the	attached	 letter,	 the	Lead	Agency	has	extended	the	review	period	 for	 the	above	referenced	
project	to	January	20,	2015	to	accommodate	the	review	process.		All	other	project	information	remains	the	
same.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A7‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	acknowledges	receipt	of	the	Notice	of	Extension	of	the	public	review	period	for	the	
Draft	EIR	 from	January	5,	2015	to	 January	20,	2015.	 	This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	
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LETTER	NO.	A8	

Scott	Morgan	
Director	
State	of	California	
Governor's	Office	of	Planning	and	Research		
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit		
1400	Tenth	Street		
P.O.	Box	3044		
Sacramento,	California	95812‐3044	

COMMENT	NO.	A8‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	 submitted	 the	above	named	Draft	EIR	 to	 selected	 state	 agencies	 for	 review.	 	The	
review	period	 closed	on	 January	20,	 2015,	 and	no	 state	 agencies	 submitted	 comments	by	 that	date.	 	 This	
letter	 acknowledges	 that	 you	 have	 complied	 with	 the	 State	 Clearinghouse	 review	 requirements	 for	 draft	
environmental	documents,	pursuant	to	the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act.	

Please	call	the	State	Clearinghouse	at	(916)	445‐0613	if	you	have	any	questions	regarding	the	environmental	
review	process.	 	 If	 you	have	 a	question	about	 the	above‐named	project,	 please	 refer	 to	 the	 ten‐digit	 State	
Clearinghouse	number	when	contacting	this	office.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A8‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	acknowledges	compliance	with	agency	review	requirements	and	states	that	no	state	
agency	comments	were	received	by	the	reference	date.		This	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	
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LETTER	NO.	A9	

Scott	Lunceford,	AICP	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning		
City	of	West	Hollywood	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐1	

Attached	please	 find	a	pdf	copy	of	 the	comments	 letter	 from	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	pertaining	to	 the	
Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (DEIR)	 for	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Mixed‐Use	 Project.	 I	 will	 be	
sending	you	the	attachments	separately,	as	they	are	too	large	for	your	email	system.	I	am	also	sending	you	a	
hardcopy	via	USPS.		

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	A9‐2	through	A9‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐2	

SECTION	3	‐	GENERAL	DESCRIPTION	AND	ENVIRONMENTAL	SETTING		

The	mixed‐use	 development	 located	within	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 at	 8350	 Santa	Monica	 Boulevard	
needs	to	be	included	in	the	list	of	Related	Projects	(TABLE	3‐1).	The	project	consists	of	a	48,574	square	foot	
building	 located	 on	 the	 northwest	 corner	 of	 Santa	 Monica	 Boulevard	 and	 Kings	 Road,	 and	 includes	 48	
residential	units	and	5,850	square	feet	of	retail	space.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐2	

The	 list	 of	 related	 projects	 utilized	 in	 the	 evaluation	 of	 cumulative	 impacts	 is	 provided	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	
General	Description	of	Environmental	Setting,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	as	 indicated	by	 the	commenter.	 	The	 list	of	
related	projects	provided	in	Chapter	3	of	the	Draft	EIR	was	compiled	based	on	information	available	at	the	
time	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	for	the	Project	was	filed	with	the	County	Clerk	on	September	12,	2013.		
Pursuant	 to	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15130(b)(1),	 the	 EIR	 need	 only	 consider	 past,	 present,	 and	
probable	future	projects	known	at	the	time	of	the	NOP	or	projects	described	as	part	of	projections	contained	
in	relevant	planning	documents.		While	additional	applications	for	development	projects	in	the	Project	area	
have	been	submitted	subsequent	to	the	filing	of	the	NOP,	the	Draft	EIR	need	not	consider	such	development	
in	 the	 analysis	 of	 cumulative	 impacts	 pursuant	 to	 Section	 15125	 of	 the	 State	 CEQA	Guidelines.	 	 To	 do	 so	
would	place	an	unreasonable	burden	on	the	City	as	this	would	require	that	the	various	cumulative	analyses	
provided	in	the	Draft	EIR	account	for	all	such	projects	prior	to	the	release	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	public	review.		
No	changes	to	the	list	of	related	projects	presented	in	Chapter	3	of	the	Draft	EIR	are	required.		Furthermore,	
the	referenced	project	is	located	over	½‐mile	away	from	the	Project	Site	and	its	addition	to	the	list	of	related	
projects	would	not	 change	 the	 conclusions	of	 the	 various	 cumulative	 analyses	presented	 in	 the	Draft	EIR.		
This	 is	 due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 8350	 Santa	 Monica	 Boulevard	 does	 not	 entail	 a	 substantial	 amount	 of	
development,	and	thus	 the	 incremental	growth	associated	with	 this	project	would	not	represent	a	notable	
change	in	the	overall	amount	of	cumulative	development	considered	in	conjunction	with	the	Project.			
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The	 analysis	 of	 cumulative	 traffic	 impacts	 also	 included	 an	 annual	 growth	 factor	 to	 account	 for	 smaller	
developments	that	were	not	included	in	the	list	of	related	projects,	including	8350	Santa	Monica	Boulevard,	
and	 thus	 the	 growth	 associated	 with	 this	 project	 has	 likely	 already	 been	 accounted	 for	 in	 background	
ambient	 growth.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	analysis	of	 cumulative	 impacts	 also	does	not	 account	 for	 the	potential	
traffic	 system	 improvements	 that	 could	 be	 implemented	 as	mitigation	 required	 to	 address	 the	 individual	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 various	 related	 projects	 listed	 in	 Chapter	 3	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 which	would	 serve	 to	
further	reduce	the	additive	effect	of	incidental	projects	such	as	the	one	cited	by	the	commenter.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐3	

SECTION	4.1.	‐	PARKS	AND	RECREATION	

Not	all	of	the	existing	parks	and	recreation	facilities	located	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	were	included	in	the	
DEIR	impact	analysis.	The	following	parks,	2	of	which	are	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	were	not	listed	
on	Table	4.I.3‐1	and	need	to	be	included	in	the	DEIR:	

 Laurel	Avenue	Park‐	0.19	mile	southeast,	located	at	1343	N.	Laurel	Avenue,	West	Hollywood	

 West	 Hollywood	 Park	 ‐	 1.6	 miles	 southwest,	 located	 at	 647	 N.	 San	 Vicente	 Boulevard,	 West	
Hollywood	

 Poinsettia	Recreation	Center	‐	1.19	miles	southeast,	located	at	7341	Willoughby	Avenue,	Los	Angeles	

Based	on	the	above	correction,	the	number	of	parks	within	City	of	West	Hollywood	listed	as	located	within	
0.5‐mile	of	the	Project	needs	to	be	updated	from	2	to	3	parks.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐3	

The	commenter’s	suggestion	that	these	additional	parks	and	recreational	facilities	be	included	in	Table	4.I.3‐
1	in	Section	4.I.3,	Parks	and	Recreation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	is	noted.		While	information	regarding	these	facilities	
was	 not	 provided	 in	 correspondence	 from	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Recreation	 and	 Parks	
(included	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR)	at	the	time	the	Project’s	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	was	filed,	and	
also	 was	 not	 provided	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood’s	 comment	 letter	 in	 response	 to	 the	 NOP,	 this	
information	was	 incorporated	 into	 the	discussion	of	 existing	parks	and	 recreational	 facilities	presented	 in	
Section	4.I.3,	as	shown	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		It	should	
be	noted	that	the	inclusion	of	this	new	information	does	not	change	the	analysis	or	conclusions	presented	in	
the	Draft	EIR,	as	the	Project	would	still	be	required	to	comply	with	Mitigation	Measure	PRK‐1	which	requires	
provision	of	park	facilities,	parkland	dedication,	or	payment	of	applicable	in‐lieu	fees	for	park	improvements,	
irrespective	of	which	specific	parks	are	located	in	proximity	to	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐4	

Table	4.1.3‐1	lists	the	incorrect	amenities	available	at	William	S.	Hart	Park.	The	actual	amenities	available	at	
Hart	Park	include	the	following:	community	building	with	restrooms,	water	feature,	off‐leash	dog	area,	and	
paths.	Also,	the	supporting	discussion	for	Impact	Statement	PRK‐1	erroneously	states	that	Hart	Park	is	not	
accessible	from	Sunset	Boulevard.	The	park	is	accessible	from	Sunset	Boulevard.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐4	

The	commenter’s	suggestions	that	the	facilities	at	William	S.	Hart	Park	are	not	accurate	as	presented	in	Table	
4.I.3‐1	and	the	assertion	that	the	statement	on	page	4.I.3‐13	regarding	access	to	this	facility	 is	 incorrect	 in	
Section	4.I.3,	Parks	and	Recreation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	are	noted.		In	response,	both	Table	4.I.3‐1	and	the	text	on	
page	4.I.3‐13	of	 the	Draft	EIR	have	been	revised.	 	Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	
Draft	EIR,	in	the	RP‐DEIR.			Please	also	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	A9‐3	above;	the	inclusion	of	this	new	
information	would	not	change	the	analysis	or	conclusions	presented	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	with	regard	to	parks	
and	recreational	facilities.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐5	

Increased	 pet	 populations	 were	 not	 taken	 in	 consideration	 when	 determining	 impacts	 on	 local	 parks.	
Analysis	of	this	impact	on	local	parks	needs	to	be	included	in	the	DEIR,	especially	given	the	Project's	close	
proximity	to	the	off‐	leash	dog	area	at	Hart	Park.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐5	

The	potential	 increase	 in	pet	populations	 in	 the	Project	area	associated	with	 the	Project	 is	not	known	and	
there	 is	no	 reliable	method	with	which	 to	predict	 this	 increase.	 	 Further,	 it	 is	not	 currently	known	 if	pets	
would	 be	 allowed	 in	 the	 proposed	 residential	 units.	 	 As	 such,	 speculation	 as	 to	 the	 number	 of	 pets	 being	
walked	 on	 local	 streets	 or	 utilizing	 pet‐friendly	 park	 facilities	 is	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 analysis	 of	 impacts	
presented	in	the	Draft	EIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐6	

SECTION	4.J.‐	TRANSPORTATION	AND	CIRCULATION	

The	City	of	West	Hollywood	requested	detailed	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA)	of	10	key	intersections	as	part	
of	 the	 October	 14,	 2013	 comment	 letter	 to	 the	 NOP	 to	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Environmental	 Analysis	
Section.	All	requested	study	intersections	are	included	in	the	DEIR	with	the	exception	of	Sunset	Boulevard	
and	 Roxbury	 Road/Harper	 Avenue.	 This	 intersection	 is	 the	 first	 intersection	 immediately	 west	 of	 the	
proposed	 project	 site	 and	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 be	 most	 impacted.	 Analysis	 of	 this	 intersection	 must	 be	
included.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐6	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	
supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H.		The	“intersection”	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Roxbury	
Road/Harper	 Avenue	 noted	 by	 the	 commenter	 is	 actually	 two	 adjacent	 but	 separate	 intersections;	 the	
signalized	three‐way	(“tee”)	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Roxbury	Road	(controlled	by	a	simple	two‐
phase	signal)	and	the	unsignalized	tee	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Harper	Avenue	immediately	to	
the	west.	 	The	 signal	 at	 Sunset	Boulevard	and	Roxbury	Road	does	not	 control	 any	of	 the	moves	at	Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Harper	Avenue.		These	intersections	were	not	included	in	the	Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	
(TIA,	included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	because,	despite	its	location	approximately	450	feet	west	of	
the	Project	Site	(about	400	feet	west	of	Havenhurst	Drive),	 it	 is	not	anticipated	that	either	 location	will	be	
significantly	impacted	by	the	proposed	Project.			
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First,	no	Project‐related	traffic	(existing	or	proposed	uses)	is	anticipated	to	travel	along	either	Roxbury	Drive	
or	Harper	Avenue	when	travelling	either	 to	or	 from	the	Project	Site,	since	neither	street	provides	a	viable	
alternative	route	to	reach	the	site’s	driveways	on	Sunset	Boulevard,	Havenhurst	Drive,	or	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard,	nor	do	they	exhibit	any	significant	potential	to	be	used	as	“cut‐through”	routes	by	Project‐related	
traffic	 to	avoid	 congestion	 in	 the	 study	area.	 	Therefore,	 all	Project‐related	 traffic	 travelling	 through	 these	
intersections	would	 do	 so	 only	 along	 eastbound	 and	westbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	with	 no	 turns	 onto	 or	
from	Roxbury	Drive	or	Harper	Avenue,	thereby	minimizing	the	number	of	traffic	moves	affected	by	Project‐
related	trips.			

Further,	as	shown	in	Figures	6(a)	and	6(b)	of	the	Project	TIA	(AM	and	PM	peak	hour	“Total	Net	New	Site‐
Related	Traffic	Volumes”,	respectively),	the	proposed	Project	is	expected	to	result	in	a	net	reduction	in	site‐
related	 trips	 travelling	along	Sunset	Boulevard	 through	 these	 locations	during	 the	AM	peak	hour	of	 about	
five	trips	(increase	of	19	net	westbound	trips,	reduction	of	24	net	eastbound	trips),	although	it	is	anticipated	
to	 result	 in	 an	 increase	 of	 approximately	 66	 total	 net	 trips	 (increases	 of	 30	 net	 westbound	 and	 36	 net	
eastbound	trips).		By	comparison,	as	shown	in	the	Project	TIA	in	Figures	10(a)	and	10(b)	(existing	year	2013	
traffic	volumes),	Sunset	Boulevard	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 these	 intersections	(near	Sweetzer	Avenue,	about	500	
feet	 to	 the	west),	currently	carries	a	 total	of	approximately	3,000	vehicles	per	hour	(total	both	directions)	
during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	approximately	3,150	vehicles	per	hour	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		As	such,	the	
proposed	Project’s	incremental	traffic	additions	result	in	only	an	approximately	two	percent	increase	in	the	
total	 amount	of	 Sunset	Boulevard	 traffic	 (during	 the	PM	peak	hour;	 as	described	 earlier,	 it	would	 slightly	
reduce	the	amount	of	traffic	on	Sunset	Boulevard	during	the	AM	peak	hour).	

Additionally,	 it	 is	 of	 note	 that	 the	 nearby	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Sweetzer	 Avenue,	 a	 four‐
approach	 intersection	 also	 controlled	 by	 a	 simple	 two‐phase	 traffic	 signal,	 and	 which	 is	 also	 shown	 in	
Figures	 6(a)	 and	 6(b)	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 will	 also	 accommodate	 approximately	 the	 same	 amount	 of	 net	
Project‐related	traffic	as	the	subject	intersections.		Although	this	intersection	exhibits	additional	potentially	
conflicting	moves	on	Sunset	Boulevard	(westbound	left‐turns,	which	“conflict”	with	the	eastbound	through	
move),	 as	 well	 as	 added	 traffic	 to	 the	 intersection’s	 minor	 street	 approach	 (northbound	 approach	 of	
Sweetzer	Avenue),	it	is	not	expected	to	be	significantly	impacted	by	the	proposed	Project.		As	shown	in	Table	
9(b)	of	the	Project	TIA,	this	location	would	only	exhibit	a	net	impact	of	approximately	0.1	seconds	of	delay	
during	 the	PM	peak	hour	 (the	 applicable	 “significance”	 threshold	 for	 an	 impact	 at	 this	 intersection	 is	 five	
seconds,	 per	 the	City	 of	West	Hollywood	 impact	 criteria),	while	 the	AM	peak	hour	Project‐related	 impact	
would	be	a	reduction	of	0.1	seconds.	 	Therefore,	since	this	location	exhibits	a	greater	potential	for	impacts	
(due	 to	 the	 increased	 number	 of	 potential	 conflicting	moves	 to	multiple	 approaches)	 than	 do	 the	 subject	
locations,	 but	would	not	 itself	 be	 significantly	 impacted,	 neither	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	Boulevard	 and	
Roxbury	Drive	nor	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Harper	Avenue	were	deemed	necessary	for	inclusion	in	the	study.		
Nonetheless,	this	comment	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐7	

The	DEIR	TIA	states	that	a	5%	trip	reduction	was	applied	to	the	affordable	housing	component	of	the	project.	
The	TIA	states	that	"lower	income"	residents	tend	to	have	a	higher	reliance	on	public	transit	or	other	non‐
vehicular	means	of	transportation.	While	this	may	be	a	reasonable	assumption,	the	TIA	applied	an	additional	
5%	transit	reduction	to	the	entire	residential	component	of	the	project.	This	effectively	double	counted	the	
trip	reduction	for	transit	for	the	affordable	units.	This	error	in	assumption	should	be	corrected.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐7	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	
supporting	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 The	 commenter	 is	 incorrect	 in	 stating	 that	 a	 five	
percent	(transit	use)	trip	reduction	was	applied	to	the	Project’s	proposed	“affordable”	residential	units	due	
to	higher	reliance	on	public	transit	or	other	non‐vehicular	means	of	transportation.		In	actuality,	as	described	
in	detail	 in	the	Project’s	TIA,	the	standard	ITE	“apartment”	trip	generation	rates	used	in	the	Project	TIA	to	
estimate	the	number	of	trips	resulting	from	development	of	the	proposed	apartments	are	based	on	typical	
“market	rate”	residential	units;	the	ITE	data	does	not	include	trip	generation	profiles	for	“affordable”	or	“low	
income”	 apartment	 units.	 	 However,	 while	 not	 specifically	 identified	 in	 the	 ITE	 data,	 it	 is	 generally	
acknowledged	that	low‐income	residential	developments	typically	generate	traffic	at	a	lower	“per	unit”	ratio	
than	do	market	rate	developments,	due	to	such	factors	as	lower	per	capita	vehicle	ownership	and	a	higher	
reliance	 on	 public	 transit	 or	 other	 non‐vehicular	 means	 of	 transportation,	 thereby	 reducing	 the	 trip	
generation	associated	with	low‐income	residential	units	as	compared	to	market‐rate	units.		In	recognition	of	
this	 factor,	 both	 LADOT’s	 then‐current	 (June	 2013)	 and	 current	 (August	 2014)	 Traffic	 Study	 Policies	 and	
Procedures	 allow	 for	 up	 to	 a	 five	 percent	 reduction	 in	 the	 amount	 of	 traffic	 generated	 by	 affordable	
residential	units,	based	on	the	percentage	of	the	total	number	of	dwelling	units	reserved	as	affordable	units	
(see	 Section	 F.7	 of	 the	 referenced	 LADOT	 document	 available	 at	
http://www.ladot.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph266/f/lacityp_029521.pdf).	 	 As	 it	 applies	 to	 the	 proposed	
Project,	 its	 28	 affordable	 units	 represent	 approximately	 11	 percent	 of	 the	 249	 total	 residential	 units	
proposed,	which	based	on	LADOT’s	policy	on	 this	 issue,	 results	 in	an	“affordable	housing”	 trip	adjustment	
(reduction)	of	approximately	0.60	percent	(six‐tenths	of	one	percent)	in	the	baseline	trips	generated	by	the	
total	number	of	proposed	residential	units.	 	However,	as	shown	in	Table	2(a)	of	the	Project	TIA,	the	use	of	
this	 “affordable	housing”	adjustment	 factor,	which	as	noted	above	 is	 consistent	with	LADOT’s	current	 trip	
generation	and	TIA	methodologies	and	assumptions,	only	produces	a	 reduction	of	10	residential	 trips	per	
day,	including	a	reduction	of	only	one	(outbound	only)	trip	during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	one	(inbound	only)	
trip	during	the	PM	peak	hour.	 	Therefore,	the	use	of	this	factor,	while	applicable	and	appropriate,	does	not	
result	 in	 an	 unrealistic	 or	 substantial	 change	 to	 the	 number	 of	 trips	 generated	 by	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	
residential	 component,	 and	 does	 not	 significantly	 affect	 the	 results	 of	 the	 analyses.	 See	 also	 Response	 to	
Comment	B1‐78	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).			

The	five	percent	“transit	utilization”	trip	adjustment	factor,	which	the	commenter	correctly	notes	is	applied	
to	both	the	Project’s	market‐rate	and	affordable	residential	units,	is	in	addition	to	the	0.6	percent	affordable	
unit	trip	reduction	factor,	but	does	not	“double	count”	the	transit	reductions	associated	with	the	affordable	
units,	since	as	noted	earlier,	the	“affordable	unit”	trip	reduction	factor	is	due	to	a	number	of	factors,	and	not	
just	 to	 transit	 usage	 (e.g.,	 lower	 vehicle	 ownership	 rates	 and	 higher	 reliance	 on	 public	 transit	 and	 non‐
vehicular	 transportation).	 	 With	 regard	 to	 the	 five	 percent	 “transit	 utilization”	 trip	 adjustment	 factor,	
pursuant	to	LADOT’s	current	Traffic	Study	Policies	and	Procedures	(August	2014),	a	residential	project	(or	
residential	 component	 of	 a	multi‐use	 project)	 can	 receive	 up	 to	 a	 15‐percent	 trip	 reduction	 credit	 if	 it	 is	
located	within	one	quarter	mile	of	a	RapidBus	stop,	or	up	to	a	10‐percent	trip	reduction	credit	under	other	
circumstances.	 	As	described	in	the	Project	TIA,	the	Project	is	located	within	one	quarter	mile	of	the	Metro	
780	 (RapidBus)	 stop	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	 and	 as	 such,	 a	 15‐percent	 transit‐related	
reduction	 in	 the	 Project’s	 residential	 trips	 would	 be	 applicable.	 	 However,	 in	 order	 to	 present	 the	 most	
conservative	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Project’s	 potential	 trip	 generation	 levels	 and	 associated	 traffic	 impacts,	 a	
relatively	nominal	transit	use	factor	of	only	five	percent	was	assumed	(or	one‐third	the	maximum	applicable	
level).	 	 This	 is	 considered	 to	 be	 a	 highly	 conservative	 assumption,	 given	 that,	 as	 detailed	 in	 the	 “Transit	
Impact”	section	of	the	Project	TIA,	the	Project	Site	is	directly	served	by	three	existing	bus	lines	(Metro	2/302,	
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and	Metro	218),	which	together	provide	a	total	of	nearly	270	bus	stops	per	day,	and	approximately	20	bus	
stops	during	both	the	AM	and	PM	peak	hours.	 	This	number	of	available	busses	does	not	include	the	three	
lines	 that	do	not	directly	serve	the	Project	Site	but	have	stops	 located	within	approximately	¼	mile	of	 the	
Project	Site	(Metro	217,	Metro	780,	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	CityLine).	 	As	shown	in	Table	2	of	the	
Project	TIA,	the	conservative	5‐percent	transit	use	assumption	results	in	a	total	residential	component	trip	
reduction	of	only	about	82	trips	per	day,	 including	only	6	 trips	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	only	8	 trips	
during	the	PM	peak	hour,	and	as	further	described	in	the	“Transit	Impact”	section	of	the	Project	TIA,	equates	
to	potential	new	residential	component	transit	ridership	of	only	about	187	persons	per	day,	including	only	
about	14	persons	during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	about	17	persons	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		These	assumed	
levels	of	potential	Project‐related	transit	ridership	are	anticipated	to	be	easily	achievable	for	the	proposed	
249	residential	unit	project.			

However,	even	if,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter,	the	five	percent	transit	utilization	factor	was	applied	only	
to	the	trips	generated	by	the	Project’s	221	market‐rate	units	(without	the	“affordable	unit”	reductions),	the	
results	would	be	essentially	the	same	as	identified	in	the	Project	TIA,	with	reductions	of	six	trips	during	the	
AM	peak	hour	 (one	 inbound,	 five	outbound)	and	 seven	 trips	 (five	 inbound,	 two	outbound)	during	 the	PM	
peak	 hour.	 	 These	 market‐rate	 only	 transit	 reductions	 are	 identical	 to	 the	 total	 residential	 component	
transit‐related	trip	reductions	shown	in	Table	2(a)	of	 the	Project	TIA,	and	only	one	(outbound)	 trip	 fewer	
during	the	PM	peak	hour.	 	Therefore,	 the	application	of	both	the	0.6	percent	“affordable	housing”	and	 five	
percent	transit	usage	factors	together	results	in	a	difference	of	only	one	PM	peak	hour	trip	compared	to	the	
application	of	the	transit	use	factor	to	the	market‐rate	units	alone,	primarily	due	to	“rounding”	of	fractional	
trips.		This	nominal	difference	in	trips	would	not	affect	the	conclusions	of	the	TIA	or	the	findings	presented	
in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 	 	 In	 other	words,	 applying	 the	 five	 percent	 transit	 usage	 factor	 to	 the	 28	
affordable	housing	units	 results	 in	a	negligible	 reduction	 in	estimated	 trips,	 such	 that	whether	or	not	 it	 is	
included	does	not	noticeably	change	the	analysis	one	way	or	the	other.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐8	

The	DEIR	TIA	utilized	ITE	Trip	Generation	rates	to	estimate	trips	from	the	exiting	project	site.	The	existing	
trips	are	discounted	from	the	proposed	project	trips	which	yield	the	net	traffic	trips	which	potential	traffic	
impacts	 are	 determined.	 The	 site	 has	 a	 significant	 number	 of	 commercial	 tenant	 spaces	 that	 have	 been	
vacant	for	a	few	years.	The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	the	significant	vacancies	as	part	of	the	baseline	
conditions	 of	 the	 project	 site,	 and	 thus	 the	 estimated	 existing	 trip	 credits	 are	 overstated.	 This	 ultimately	
yields	a	much	lower	net	project	trips	calculation,	thereby	understating	the	potential	traffic	impacts.	Pursuant	
to	the	ruling	from	Citizens	for	East	Shore	Parks	v.	California	State	Lands	Commission	[(2011)	202	Cal.	App.	
4th	 549,	 561],	 the	 description	 of	 the	 environmental	 setting	 required	 by	 CEQA	 Guidelines§	 15125(a)	 that	
constitutes	the	baseline	physical	conditions	of	a	property	must	include	existing	conditions,	even	when	those	
conditions	 have	 never	 been	 reviewed.	 Thus,	 the	 TIA	 needs	 to	 be	 updated	 to	 accurately	 reflect	 existing	
conditions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐8	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	
supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H.		It	is	acknowledged	that	the	existing	development	at	
the	Project	Site	currently	exhibits	a	number	of	vacancies,	primarily	as	a	result	of	non‐renewal	of	leases	for	
previous	tenants	in	anticipation	of	the	development	of	the	proposed	Project.		However,	the	Project	Site	was	
fully	 leased	and	occupied	at	 the	 time	the	traffic	counts	utilized	 for	 the	TIA	were	conducted,	and	as	such,	a	
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higher	 level	 of	 existing	use‐related	 traffic	 is	 intrinsically	 included	 in	 those	data	 as	 compared	 to	 the	 traffic	
generated	by	the	current	occupancy	levels	for	the	site.		The	vacant	units,	totaling	4,637	square	feet,	did	have	
prospective	tenants,	but	were	not	leased	due	to	anticipated	future	site	development,	and	all	other	units	were	
leased.	 	 However,	 even	 if	 the	 4,637	 square	 feet	 had	 remained	 vacant	 at	 the	 time	 the	 Project	 TIA	 was	
prepared,	 there	would	be	no	change	to	the	conclusions	of	 the	 impact	analysis	 for	the	Project	based	on	the	
limited	 change	 in	 existing	 traffic	 generation	 (please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 detailed	
discussion	 regarding	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation,	 including	 trip	 generation	 and	 and	 associated	
traffic	impacts	of	the	4,637	square	feet	of	on‐site	vacancies).		Thus,	the	TIA	accurately	reflects	the	operations	
of	the	existing	site	and	its	associated	uses	at	the	time	the	TIA	was	prepared.	

Empirical	traffic	counts	at	the	existing	site	to	validate	the	trip	generation	assumptions	are	not	appropriate.		
Such	counts	would	be	dependent	on	several	 factors	that	 influence	the	actual	number	of	trips	generated	by	
the	 existing	 site,	 such	 as	 economic	 conditions	 and/or	 “underperforming”	 uses	 that	would	 be	 replaced	 by	
potentially	more	successful	“like”	uses,	and	would	simply	reflect	a	“snapshot”	of	the	activity	at	the	site	at	the	
time	 the	 counts	were	 conducted	 rather	 than	 providing	 any	meaningful	 correlation	 to	 the	 trip	 generating	
potential	of	the	entitled	uses.	See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐75	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	generation.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐9	

The	DEIR	TIA	assumes	pass‐by	trip	reduction	for	the	retail/commercial	component	of	the	proposed	project.	
While	pass‐by	reduction	is	reasonable	for	uses	such	as	restaurants	and	supermarkets,	pass‐by	reduction	is	
not	appropriate	for	dance/yoga	studios	since	they	are	destination	uses	(i.e.	usage	is	dictated	by	appointment	
or	class	time).	The	TIA	should	be	revised	to	reflect	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐9	

The	 pass‐by	 assumptions	 associated	 with	 both	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	 uses	 are	 consistent	 with	 the	
recommendations	for	such	factors	and	uses	as	noted	in	Attachment	I	of	LADOT’s	Traffic	Study	Policies	and	
Procedures	 (available	at	http://www.ladot.lacity.org/sites/g/files/wph266/f/lacityp_029521.pdf).	See	also	
Response	to	Comment	B1‐76	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).		While	the	proposed	dance/yoga	studio	use	
may	offer	classes	or	appointments	for	patrons	at	various	times	throughout	the	day,	this	operation	does	not	
preclude	pass‐by	trip	activity,	particularly	during	the	peak	hour	periods.	 	It	is	likely	that	some	patrons	will	
decide	to	attend	classes	or	other	activities	at	the	proposed	dance/yoga	studio	in	the	morning	prior	to	going	
to	work	or	during	the	evening	when	returning	from	work	(or	other	destinations),	thereby	making	a	stop	at	
the	 proposed	 facility	 part	 of	 an	 existing	 home‐to‐work	 or	work‐to‐home	 trip,	which	 is	 the	 definition	 of	 a	
“pass‐by”	trip.		Therefore,	the	20	percent	pass‐by	factor	applied	to	this	use	in	the	Project	TIA,	which	results	
in	trip	reductions	of	only	two	trips	(one	inbound,	one	outbound)	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	only	six	trips	
(three	inbound,	three	outbound)	during	the	PM	peak	hour,	is	appropriate	and	is	consistent	with	LADOT	trip	
generation	policies.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐10	

The	proposed	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	along	with	the	proposed	mitigation	of	
signalizing	 the	 intersection	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	would	effectively	make	Havenhurst	
Drive	a	cut‐through	route	and	would	impact	the	residential	neighborhood	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	The	DEIR	
TIA	does	not	take	into	account	the	potential	non‐project	related	trips	that	the	two	proposed	traffic	signals	
may	 induce.	 Also,	 adding	 the	 proposed	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 Fountain/Havenhurst	 intersection	 is	
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geometrically	problematic	as	Fountain	Avenue	is	not	wide	enough	to	accommodate	installation	of	a	left	turn	
pocket.	Left	turning	vehicles	attracted	to	this	intersection	will	cause	congestion	and	delay	to	through	traffic	
on	 Fountain	Avenue.	Based	 on	 the	 anticipated	 impacts	 along	Havenhurst	Drive	 and	 Fountain	Avenue,	 the	
City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 would	 like	 the	 project	 to	 eliminate	 site	 access	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 Also,	
deliveries	and	services	(i.e.	trash	collection,	moving	vans,	etc.)	should	be	required	to	only	ingress	and	egress	
the	Project	via	the	driveways	on	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐10	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	
supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	The	 installation	of	new	signals	at	both	ends	of	 the	
segment	of	Havenhurst	Drive	between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue	is	not	anticipated	to	result	in	
any	significant	cut‐through	traffic	along	this	street,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.		First,	there	are	already	a	
series	 (three)	of	 speed	humps	along	 this	 segment	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	which	are	 intended	 to	 slow	 traffic	
speeds	 along	 this	 roadway,	 making	 it	 a	 less	 viable	 (time‐saving)	 cut‐through	 route.	 	 Further,	 it	 is	
recommended	by	the	Project	traffic	consultant	that	the	two	new	traffic	signals	(at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	at	
Fountain	Avenue)	be	intentionally	“mis‐timed”	so	that	potential	cut‐through	vehicles	entering	one	end	of	this	
street	segment	will	have	 to	wait	at	 the	opposite	“exit”	 location,	 further	 increasing	their	delays	and	 further	
reducing	the	viability	of	this	segment	of	Havenhurst	Drive	as	a	cut‐through	route.		As	a	result,	the	potential	
installation	of	both	proposed	signals	is	not	expected	to	encourage	any	additional	cut‐through	traffic	on	the	
subject	segment	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	and	no	significant	“secondary”	impacts	due	to	additional	traffic	on	this	
street	are	anticipated.	See	also	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐83	through	B1‐85	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	
B1).			

The	commenter	also	notes	that	Fountain	Avenue	at	Havenhurst	Drive	(and	throughout	the	general	Project	
vicinity	west	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	 is	not	wide	enough	to	accommodate	 the	 installation	of	a	 left‐
turn	 pocket	 along	 with	 the	 installation	 of	 the	 proposed	 new	 (mitigation‐related)	 traffic	 signal	 at	 that	
intersection,	and	that	left‐turning	vehicles	“attracted”	to	that	intersection	by	the	provision	of	the	new	signal	
will	cause	congestion	and	delay	to	through	traffic	on	Fountain	Avenue.		Fountain	Avenue,	generally	west	of	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	currently	provides	two	travel	lanes	at	all	times	in	the	westbound	direction,	and	
therefore,	while	any	westbound	vehicles	wishing	to	 turn	 left	 (onto	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	
Fountain	Avenue)	would	temporarily	block	westbound	through	traffic	 in	 the	“inner”	 lane,	 there	 is	another	
westbound	travel	lane	for	vehicles	to	use	to	pass	such	left‐turning	vehicles,	reducing	delays	and	congestion.		
Similarly,	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 period	 (4:00	 PM	 to	 7:00	 PM),	 on‐street	 parking	 along	 the	 south	 side	 of	
Fountain	 Avenue	 is	 prohibited,	 and	 as	 such,	 two	 eastbound	 travel	 lanes	 are	 provided;	 again,	 while	 it	 is	
acknowledged	 that	 eastbound	 left‐turning	 vehicles	 (accessing	 northbound	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 north	 of	
Fountain	Avenue)	would	temporarily	block	eastbound	through	traffic	in	the	“inner”	lane,	a	second	eastbound	
travel	 lane	 is	 provided	 during	 this	 period	 for	 vehicles	 to	 use.	 	 However,	 during	 the	AM	peak	 period	 (and	
during	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	 day),	 eastbound	 Fountain	 Avenue	 provides	 one	 travel	 lane	 plus	 on‐street	
parking.		It	should	be	noted	that	obstruction	of	through	traffic	at	this	location	currently	occurs	under	existing	
conditions	(any	eastbound	left‐turning	vehicle	will	block	eastbound	through	traffic).		However,	as	described	
in	 further	detail	 below,	 the	Project	would	 reduce	AM	peak	hour	 left	 turns	by	 three	vehicles	per	hour	and	
would	only	increase	PM	peak	hour	left	turns	by	20	vehicles	per	hour	(while	Alternative	9	would	reduce	AM	
peak	hour	left	turns	by	two	vehicles	per	hour	and	would	increase	PM	peak	hour	left	turns	by	19	vehicles	per	
hour).	 	 Since	eastbound	 through	 traffic	 is	heavier	 than	westbound	 traffic	during	 the	PM	peak	hour	 (when	
Project‐related	 left‐turn	 volume	 increases	 are	 expected	 to	 occur),	 the	 potential	 impacts	 of	 Project‐related	
increases	in	PM	left‐turn	volumes	would	be	minimized.		Further,	the	potential	restriping	of	Fountain	Avenue	
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at	Havenhurst	Drive,	as	shown	in	Figure	4.J‐10	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	would	eliminate	the	potential	
blockage	 of	 the	 eastbound	 through	 traffic	 during	 off‐peak	 periods,	 as	 currently	 occurs	 under	 existing	
conditions,	by	providing	an	exclusive	left‐turn	lane,	thereby	improving	the	current	condition.		Also,	it	should	
be	 noted	 that	 on‐street	 parking	 is	 currently	 prohibited	 on	 the	 north	 side	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 between	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	about	170	feet	west	of	Havenhurst	Drive	through	a	combination	of	signage	
and	 red	 curb	prohibitions	 (on‐street	parking	 along	westbound	Fountain	Avenue	 is	 also	prohibited	 east	 of	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard).	

The	 recommended	 installation	 of	 the	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	
Havenhurst	Drive	is	not	proposed	to	include	any	changes	to	these	existing	lane	configurations	or	operations	
other	 than	 the	 potential	 provision	 of	 left‐turn	 lanes	 and	 associated	 restriping	 noted	 above	 and	 shown	 in	
Figure	 4.J‐10.	 	 The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 additional	 traffic	 using	 the	 left‐turn	 lane	 (either	 due	 to	 the	
proposed	Project	itself	or	from	potential	cut‐through	traffic)	would	create	additional	delays	and	congestion	
at	this	location	if	a	left‐turn	lane	is	not	provided.	 	First,	as	discussed	above,	the	installation	of	a	new	traffic	
signal	 at	 this	 intersection	 (in	 conjunction	 with	 the	 proposed	 new	 Project‐feature	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive)	 is	not	anticipated	 to	create	additional	non‐Project	 related	 (cut‐through)	
traffic	along	Havenhurst	Drive	in	either	the	northbound	or	southbound	directions	(the	operations	of	the	two	
potential	new	traffic	signals	will	be	designed	so	as	to	discourage	cut‐through	traffic).		Further,	as	discussed	
on	page	2‐22	 in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 vehicular	entry	 at	 the	proposed	Project’s	
Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	would	be	restricted	to	residential	 inbound	traffic	only,	and	as	shown	in	Figure	
5(c)	of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	only	about	30	percent	of	such	traffic	is	
anticipated	to	make	an	eastbound	left‐turn	from	Fountain	Avenue	onto	northbound	Havenhurst	Drive,	while	
traffic	 associated	with	 the	 existing	 on‐site	 development	will	 be	 removed	 from	 this	move.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 as	
shown	 in	 Figure	 6(a)	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 the	 proposed	 Project	 is	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 a	 net	 reduction	 of	
approximately	 three	 eastbound	 left‐turn	 trips	during	 the	AM	peak	hour	 (when	only	 one	 eastbound	 travel	
lane	 is	 present	 on	 Fountain	 Avenue,	 but	 “inbound”	 Project‐related	 residential	 trips	 are	 nominal),	 thereby	
slightly	 reducing	 the	 potential	 for	 delays	 for	 eastbound	 travel	 during	 this	 time	 period,	 as	 summarized	 in	
Table	9(b)	 and	 in	 the	 supporting	 intersection	 analysis	worksheets	provided	 in	 the	 appendices	 of	 the	TIA.		
During	the	PM	peak	hour,	the	proposed	Project	is	expected	to	result	in	a	modest	increase	of	approximately	
20	net	new	left‐turn	trips,	although	as	noted	earlier,	during	this	time	period,	there	are	two	eastbound	travel	
lanes	on	Fountain	Avenue,	and	through	traffic	in	this	direction	will	be	able	to	divert	around	any	left‐turning	
vehicles,	reducing	the	potential	for	increased	delays.	

Finally,	 the	 commenter	 states	 that	 Fountain	 Avenue	 is	 “…not	 wide	 enough	 to	 accommodate…a	 left‐turn	
pocket”.	 	However,	as	shown	in	the	conceptual	drawing	provided	in	Figure	4.J‐10	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 new	 left‐turn	 lanes	 in	 both	 the	 eastbound	 and	 westbound	 directions	 can	 be	 installed	 within	 the	
existing	roadway	width	(approximately	52	 feet	curb‐to‐curb	west	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	and	55	feet	east	of	
Havenhurst	 Drive).	 	 In	 order	 to	 implement	 such	 lanes,	 the	 existing	 “No	 Stopping	 4	 PM	 –	 7	 PM”	 parking	
restrictions	 evident	 along	 the	 south	 side	 of	 Fountain	Avenue	west	 of	Havenhurst	Drive	would	need	 to	 be	
extended	 for	 approximately	 98	 feet	 to	 the	 east	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 resulting	 in	 the	 removal	 of	
approximately	 five	to	seven	on‐street	parking	spaces.	 	However,	 this	removal	of	existing	on‐street	parking	
would	occur	only	for	a	three‐hour	period	(4:00	PM	to	7:00	PM),	and	as	such,	 is	not	expected	to	result	 in	a	
significant	(secondary)	 impact	to	parking	in	the	area.	 	The	installation	of	 the	potential	new	eastbound	and	
westbound	 left‐turn	 lanes	 on	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 would	 address	 the	 commenter’s	
concerns	regarding	potential	operational	issues	at	this	intersection	related	to	the	recommended	new	traffic	
signal	at	this	location.	
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The	 commenter	 also	 indicates	 that	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 recommends	 that	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	
driveway	on	Havenhurst	Drive	be	eliminated	“…based	on…anticipated	impacts	along	Havenhurst	Drive	and	
Fountain	 Avenue.”	 	 As	 detailed	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 the	 proposed	 Project	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 any	
significant	 impacts	to	Havenhurst	Drive	 itself,	and	the	removal	of	 the	proposed	driveway	on	this	 facility	 is	
not	warranted	on	 this	basis.	 	Further,	 the	potential	Project‐related	 impacts	at	 the	 intersection	of	Fountain	
Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	are	due	to	a	combination	of	both	the	left‐	and	right‐turning	Project	trips	and	
“through”	Project	trips	on	Fountain	Avenue.		While	elimination	of	the	Project	driveway	on	Havenhurst	Drive	
would	eliminate	the	Project’s	(eastbound)	left	and	(westbound)	right	turns	at	this	intersection,	it	would	not	
be	expected	to	substantially	change	the	total	number	of	Project‐related	trips	in	either	direction	of	Fountain	
Avenue,	as	Project	traffic	would	continue	to	use	this	street	to	travel	to	and	from	either	the	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	or	Sunset	Boulevard	Project	driveways.		The	removal	of	the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	
would	therefore	not	be	anticipated	to	eliminate	the	potential	Project‐related	traffic	impact	at	the	intersection	
of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive,	and	installation	of	the	proposed	(mitigation‐related)	traffic	signal	
at	this	intersection	would	still	be	recommended.		Furthermore,	site	circulation	and	access	under	Alternative	
9	would	restrict	commercial	passenger	vehicle	access	to	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway,	
with	only	residential	passenger	vehicle	access	allowable	from	Havenhurst	Drive	(in	addition	to	truck	access	
for	deliveries	and	garbage	collection).	

Regarding	 the	 commenter’s	 concerns	 associated	 with	 the	 Project’s	 truck‐related	 deliveries	 and	 services	
(trash	collection,	moving	vans,	etc.),	a	separate	driveway	is	provided	along	Havenhurst	Drive	(north	of	the	
residential	access	driveway),	and	all	truck‐related	activities	at	the	site,	including	those	specifically	noted	by	
the	commenter,	would	occur	entirely	within	the	parking	structure	on	the	Project	Site.	As	further	discussed	
on	 pages	 4.J‐51	 and	 52	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 delivery	 truck	 traffic	 is	 expected	 to	 be	 nominal	 and	 relatively	
infrequent,	and	is	not	anticipated	to	result	in	any	significant	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive	traffic	operations.		
Additionally,	 delivery	 schedules	 for	 both	 the	 commercial	 and	 residential‐related	 (such	 as	moving	 trucks)	
components	of	the	Project	would	be	coordinated	and	controlled	to	assure	that	they	do	not	occur	during	peak	
traffic	periods	either	on	Havenhurst	Drive	or	throughout	the	general	Project	vicinity.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐11	

The	 proposed	 project	 would	 increase	 both	 vehicular	 and	 pedestrian	 traffic	 in	 the	 surrounding	 area.	 The	
potential		Resonse:		increase	in	pedestrian	levels	warrants	an	upgrade	to	the	existing	pedestrian	crosswalk	
located	south	of	 the	project	site	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	As	part	of	 the	mitigation,	 the	City	of	West	
Hollywood	 would	 like	 the	 project	 to	 upgrade	 the	 current	 crosswalk	 to	 a	 mid‐block	 pedestrian	 signal.	
Pedestrian	visibility	enhancements	should	also	be	incorporated	into	the	signalization	of	this	crosswalk	(i.e.	
sidewalk	bulb‐outs,	refuge	island,	reflective	markings,	etc.).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐11	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 pedestrian	 safety	 impacts	 as	 relates	 to	 traffic	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	with	 supporting	data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	 The	 commenter	
requests	 that,	 due	 to	 increases	 in	 vehicular	 and	 pedestrian	 traffic	 from	 the	proposed	Project,	 the	 existing	
mid‐block	pedestrian	crosswalk	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	south	of	the	Project	Site	should	be	upgraded	
to	 include	 a	pedestrian	 signal.	 	While	 it	 is	possible	 that	 the	proposed	Project’s	new	commercial	uses	may	
encourage	an	increase	in	the	use	of	the	site	by	area	residents,	there	are	existing	crosswalks	across	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	provided	directly	adjacent	 to	 the	Project	 Site	 (controlled	by	 the	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard),	 and	 approximately	 950	 feet	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 at	 the	
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intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	 it	 is	anticipated	 that	 the	majority	of	
any	Project‐related	pedestrian	 traffic	 (or	 increases	 in	current	pedestrian	 traffic	 levels)	would	utilize	 these	
more	typical	crosswalk	locations	to	walk	to	or	from	the	Project	Site.		Further,	as	also	identified	in	the	Project	
TIA,	traffic	generated	by	the	38	identified	ongoing	or	proposed	developments	within	the	study	area	(“related	
projects”,	identified	in	Table	5	of	the	TIA),	including	26	projects	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	itself,	is	
expected	to	add	substantially	more	traffic	to	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	than	is	the	proposed	Project,	with	a	
total	 of	 314	 related	 projects	 trips	 (total	 both	 directions)	 during	 the	 AM	 peak	 hour	 (compared	 to	 a	 net	
reduction	of	41	trips	on	this	facility	due	to	the	proposed	Project)	and	a	total	of	402	trips	(compared	to	52	net	
Project‐related	 trips)	during	 the	PM	peak	hour.	 	 Such	potential	 increases	 in	non‐Project	 traffic	 in	 the	area	
would	 therefore	 contribute	 much	 more	 toward	 possible	 increases	 in	 conflicts	 between	 vehicles	 and	
pedestrians	 than	 the	proposed	Project	 itself,	and	as	such,	 there	 is	no	nexus	between	 the	proposed	Project	
and	 any	 significant	 pedestrian‐related	 impacts	 that	 would	 require	 upgrades	 to	 the	 existing	 mid‐block	
crosswalk.			

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐12	

On	Fountain	Avenue,	the	level	of	service	calculations	show	worsening	conditions	at	all	 intersections	which	
were	 studied.	 Although	 the	 signalized	 intersections	 of	 Fountain/Olive	 and	 Fountain/Laurel	 were	 not	
included	 in	 the	 analysis,	 they	 too	 will	 be	 impacted.	 To	 mitigate	 the	 worsening	 of	 conditions	 at	 these	
intersections,	 the	 developer	 should	 be	 required	 to	 fund	 the	 upgrade	 of	 the	 traffic	 signal	 controller	
equipment,	replacing	existing	170	controllers	with	2070	controllers,	as	well	as	 fund	 installation	of	battery	
back‐up	 systems	 for	 the	 following	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 signalized	 intersections:	 Fountain/La	 Cienega;	
Fountain/Olive;	 Fountain/Sweetzer;	 Fountain/Crescent	Heights;	 and	Fountain/Laurel	 (Fountain/Fairfax	 is	
not	 included,	 as	 that	 intersection	 already	 has	 an	 upgraded	 2070	 controller	 and	 has	 a	 battery	 back‐up	
system).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐12	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	
supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H.	 	The	specific	cause	of	 the	“worsening	conditions”	at	
the	 study	 intersections	 on	 Fountain	 Avenue	 (La	 Cienega	 Boulevard,	 Sweetzer	 Avenue,	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue)	 noted	 by	 the	 commenter	 is	 not	 identified,	 although	 for	
purposes	of	this	response,	it	is	assumed	to	indicate	that	these	worsening	conditions	are	the	result	of	traffic	
generated	by	the	proposed	Project.	 	The	commenter	also	implies	that,	although	not	specifically	analyzed	in	
the	Project	TIA,	the	intersections	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Olive	Drive	(located	between	La	Cienega	Boulevard	
and	Sweetzer	Avenue),	and	Fountain	Avenue	and	Laurel	Avenue	(between	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	
Fairfax	Avenue),	will	also	be	“impacted”.		However,	it	is	important	to	note	that,	although	it	is	acknowledged	
that	each	of	the	five	studied	intersections	along	Fountain	Avenue	will	exhibit	incremental	changes	in	overall	
delay	to	some	degree	due	to	the	proposed	Project’s	net	traffic,	the	levels	of	service	at	most	locations	will	not	
change	from	their	existing	or	forecast	“without	Project”	conditions,	with	the	exception	of	Fountain	Avenue	
and	Sweetzer	Avenue,	which	could	deteriorate	slightly	from	its	forecast	future	(year	2018)	LOS	A	operations	
to	LOS	B	conditions	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		In	addition,	as	also	described	in	the	Project	TIA,	despite	any	
potential	 changes	 in	 LOS,	 none	 of	 the	 study	 intersections	 along	 Fountain	 Avenue	 are	 expected	 to	 be	
significantly	impacted	by	the	proposed	Project	except	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		Further,	it	is	
of	note	that	none	of	the	intersections	“bracketing”	the	two	locations	identified	by	the	commenter	(Fountain	
Avenue	and	La	Cienega	Boulevard,	and	Fountain	Avenue	and	Sweetzer	Avenue,	bracketing	the	intersection	of	
Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Olive	 Drive,	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 Fountain	
Avenue	and	Fairfax	Avenue,	bracketing	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Laurel	Avenue)	are	expected	
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to	be	significantly	impacted	by	the	proposed	Project.		The	four	studied	(“bracketing”)	intersections	exhibit	a	
higher	 potential	 for	 impacts	 than	 the	 two	 locations	 noted	 by	 the	 commenter,	 since	 they	 generally	 exhibit	
multiple	 Project‐related	 trip	 turning	movements	 on	multiple	 intersection	 approaches	 (thereby	 increasing	
the	likelihood	for	additional	vehicular	turning‐movement	conflicts	and	added	intersection	delays),	whereas	
the	 two	 intersections	 identified	 by	 the	 commenter	 exhibit	 only	 eastbound/westbound	 “through”	 Project	
traffic,	with	little	potential	for	increased	vehicular	conflicts	or	additional	delays.		Therefore,	since	none	of	the	
intersections	bracketing	the	two	additional	locations	will	be	significantly	impacted	by	the	proposed	Project,	
it	 can	 reasonably	 be	 concluded	 that	 the	 potential	 Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 the	 two	 additional	 locations	
identified	by	the	commenter	will	also	be	less	than	significant,	and	no	new	analyses	of	these	intersections	is	
necessary.	

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 proposed	 Project	 be	 required	 to	 fund	 the	 upgrade	 of	 the	 traffic	 signal	
controller	equipment,	including	installation	of	battery	back‐up	systems,	at	all	of	the	signalized	intersections	
on	Fountain	Avenue	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	including	three	of	the	four	study	intersections	as	well	as	
the	 two	 additional	 locations	 (La	 Cienega	 Boulevard,	 Olive	 Drive,	 Sweetzer	 Avenue,	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard,	 and	Fairfax	Avenue;	 the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	Avenue	 and	 Fairfax	Avenue	does	 not	 require	
such	upgrades)	 in	order	to	“mitigate”	the	Project’s	 impacts.	 	As	described	previously,	 the	proposed	Project	
does	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 impacts	 at	 any	 of	 these	 intersections,	 and	 as	 such,	 there	 is	 no	 nexus	 for	
requiring	such	improvements	from	the	proposed	Project	alone.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐13	

SECTION	4.K.2.	‐	UTILITIES	AND	SERVICE	SYSTEMS‐	WASTEWATER		

The	 City	 of	West	Hollywood	 comments	 in	 our	 letter	 dated	October	 14,	 2013	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 City	 of	
West	 Hollywood	 owned	 sewer	 infrastructure	 seem	 to	 have	 been	 ignored.	We	 reiterate	 our	 concerns	 and	
request	preparation	of	a	sewer	capacity	study.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐13	

In	 response	 to	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood’s	 request,	 a	 Sewer	 Area	 Study	 that	 meets	 the	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood’s	sewer	study	requirements	has	been	prepared	for	the	Project	and	was	provided	in	Appendix	C	of	
the	RP‐DEIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	the	results	of	the	Sewer	Area	Study	and	the	
adequacy	of	sewer	infrastructure.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐14	

The	second	paragraph	under	Environmental	Setting	on	page	4.K.2‐1	is	incorrect.	The	draft	report	states	the	
project	site	is	served	by	a	City	of	Los	Angeles	owned	10‐inch	sewer	line	in	Sunset	Boulevard,	which	continues	
southwesterly	 to	 the	Hyperion	 Treatment	 Plant,	 in	 Playa	Del	 Rey.	 Actually,	 the	 City	 of	 LA	 owned	 10‐inch	
sewer	 in	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 connects	 to	 an	 8‐	 inch	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 owned	 sewer	 line	 located	 in	
Havenhurst	Drive.	The	sewer	line	in	the	Havenhurst	Drive	flows	in	a	southerly	direction,	discharging	into	a	
westerly	 flowing	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 owned	 15‐inch	 sewer	 line	 in	 Norton	 Ave,	 discharging	 into	 a	
southerly	flowing	City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	15‐inch	sewer	line	in	Sweetzer	Avenue,	discharging	into	a	
westerly	flowing	inch	City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	15‐inch	sewer	line	in	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	an	
alley	south	of	Santa	Monica	Boulevard,	and	finally	discharging	into	a	Los	Angeles	County	Sanitation	District	
owned	 trunk	 line	 located	 in	 La	 Cienega	 Boulevard.	 Flowing	 through	 the	 los	 Angeles	 County	 Sanitation	
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District	owned	 trunk	 line	and	City	of	 los	Angeles	owned	 trunk	 lines,	 the	 sewage	 travels	approximately	15	
miles	to	the	City	of	Los	Angeles'	Hyperion	Treatment	Plant	in	Playa	Del	Rey.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐14	

The	 commenter’s	 suggestion	 that	 the	discussion	of	 sewage	 facilities	 serving	 the	Project	 Site	presented	 on	
page	4.K.2‐1	in	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	of	the	Draft	EIR	is	not	accurate	is	noted.		In	response,	the	text	on	
page	4.K.2‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR	has	been	revised.		Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	
EIR,	in	the	RP‐DEIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	sewer	infrastructure.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐15	

The	 Regulatory	 Framework	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.K.2‐4	 through	 4.K.2‐5	 is	 incomplete	 as	 it	 discusses	 the	
regulatory	framework	for	accommodation	of	sewer	capacity	without	addressing	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	
owned	sewer	lines	which	would	carry	flow	discharged	from	the	Project	Site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐15	

The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 discussion	 of	 applicable	 wastewater	 regulations	 presented	 on	 page	 4.K.2‐4	
through	4.K.2‐5	in	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	of	the	Draft	EIR	is	noted.		In	response,	the	text	on	pages	4.K.2‐4	
and	4.K.2‐5	of	the	Draft	EIR	has	been	revised.		Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	
EIR,	 in	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	applicable	City	of	West	Hollywood	
sewer	regulations.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐16	

Impact	 Statement	WW‐1B	on	page	4.K.2‐7	 is	 not	 correct,	 nor	 supported	by	 technical	 analysis.	 The	City	 of	
West	Hollywood	owned	sewer	lines	 located	downstream	from	the	Project	Site	have	limited	capacity	under	
existing	conditions,	particularly	the	portion	of	sewer	aligned	in	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	in	an	alley	south	
of	Santa	Monica	Boulevard.	The	proposed	Project	will	essentially	discharge	six	times	the	amount	of	sewage	
when	compared	to	existing	conditions.	Technical	analysis	has	not	been	provided	in	the	EIR	for	impacts	to	the	
City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	sewer	lines.	The	subject	City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	sewer	lines	also	need	
to	 accommodate	 service	 to	 development	 of	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood's	 tributary	 parcels.	 The	 technical	
analysis	needs	to	address	impacts	to	the	West	Hollywood	sewer	lines	if	all	remaining	capacity	is	taken	up	by	
the	 sewer	 discharged	 by	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 provide	 mitigation	
measures	to	ensure	that	future	capacity	of	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	sewer	lines	are	not	precluded	
for	West	Hollywood	parcels.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐16	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 potential	 impacts	 to	 West	 Hollywood	 sewer	 facilities	 and	
associated	Project‐related	improvements.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐17	

The	 Cumulative	 Impacts	 discussion	 on	 pages	 4.K.2‐9	 through	 4.K.2‐11	 is	 not	 correct.	 Per	 the	 above	
comments,	West	Hollywood	sewers	are	involved	with	the	flow	discharged	from	the	proposed	project.	The	3rd	
sentence	 in	 the	 4th	 paragraph	 on	 page	 4.K.2‐11	 is	 not	 correct.	 It	 states	 "The	 proposed	 Project	would	 not	
involve	 the	 use	 of	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 facilities,	 and	 therefore	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 contribute	 to	 a	
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cumulative	 impact	 on	 such	 facilities."	 After	 a	 proper	 sewer	 capacity	 study	 is	 prepared	 for	 the	 proposed	
project,	 this	section	needs	 to	be	rewritten	 to	 reflect	 impacts	and	mitigation	measures	 for	 the	City	of	West	
Hollywood	owned	sewer	system.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐17	

The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 ownership	 of	 sewer	 lines	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 and	 associated	
cumulative	impacts	to	those	facilities	is	noted.		In	response	the	text	on	pages	4.K.2‐9	through	4.K.2‐11	of	the	
Draft	EIR	has	been	revised.		Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	
in	this	Final	EIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	impacts	to	City	of	West	Hollywood	sewer	
facilities	and	associated	Project‐related	improvements.		

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐18	

APPENDIX	1	‐	UTILITY	CORRESPONDENCE	AND	TECHNICAL	DATA		

The	letter	dated	July	8,	2014	from	Ali	Poosti	of	the	Bureau	of	Sanitation	contains	incorrect	 information	on	
page	 2	 in	 the	 section	 titled	 Sewer	 Availability.	 In	 the	 1st	 paragraph	 it	 incorrectly	 states	 that	 the	 sewer	
infrastructure	downstream	from	the	project	site	is	owned	by	Los	Angeles	County.	Per	the	above	comments,	
City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	sewers	are	involved	with	the	flow	discharged	from	the	proposed	project.	In	
the	2nd	sentence	of	the	2nd	paragraph,	it	incorrectly	states	that	the	developers	will	be	required	to	contact	Los	
Angeles	County	Sanitation	Districts	to	verify	capacity	availability	of	the	County	lines.	Instead,	this	sentence	
should	 state	 the	 developers	 are	 required	 to	 verify	 the	 capacity	 availability	 of	 the	City	 of	West	Hollywood	
owned	 lines.	 If	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 owned	 sewers	 have	 insufficient	 capacity,	 then	 the	 developer	
needs	to	be	required	to	construct	sewer	line	relief	systems	to	provide	sufficient	capacity.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐18	

This	 comment	 is	noted.	 	Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	A9‐14	above	as	well	 as	Topical	Response	TR‐6	
regarding	impacts	to	West	Hollywood	sewer	facilities.	

COMMENT	NO.	A9‐19	

REVIEW	

The	above	items	need	to	be	addressed	prior	to	certification	of	the	Final	EIR	for	the	Project.	In	addition,	the	
following	are	key	conditions	that	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	requests	be	applied	to	the	Project:	

 Eliminate	site	access	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	

 Require	deliveries	and	services	(i.e.	trash	collection,	moving	vans,	etc.)	to	only	ingress	and	egress	the	
Project	via	the	driveways	on	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	

 Upgrade	 the	 existing	 pedestrian	 crosswalk	 located	 south	 of	 the	 project	 site	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	to	a	mid‐block	pedestrian	signal	and	incorporate	other	pedestrian	visibility	enhancements	
into	 the	 signalization	 of	 this	 crosswalk	 (i.e.	 sidewalk	 bulb‐outs,	 refuge	 island,	 reflective	markings,	
etc.)	
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 Fund	the	upgrade	of	the	traffic	signal	controller	equipment,	replacing	existing	170	controllers	with	
2070	 controllers,	 and	 installation	 of	 battery	 back‐up	 systems	 for	 the	 following	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood	 signalized	 intersections:	 Fountain/La	 Cienega,	 Fountain/Olive,	 Fountain/Sweetzer,	
Fountain/Crescent	Heights,	and	Fountain/Laurel.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A9‐19	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 summary	 of	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	above	in	Responses	to	Comments	A9‐2	through	A9‐18.	
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LETTER	NO.	A10	

Ali	Poosti,	Division	Manager	
Wastewater	Engineering	Services	Division	
LA	Sanitation	

COMMENT	NO.	A10‐1	

This	 is	 in	 response	 to	 your	 September	 10,	 2015	 letter	 requesting	 a	 review	 of	 your	 proposed	 multi–use	
building	 project	 located	 at	 8150	W.	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 Los	 Angeles,	 CA	 90046.	 LA	 Sanitation	 has	 conducted	 a	
preliminary	evaluation	of	the	potential	impacts	to	the	wastewater	and	stormwater	systems	for	the	proposed	
project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A10‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introductory	statement	regarding	LABOS	review	of	the	RP‐DEIR	and	comments	
provided	in	this	letter.				Responses	to	comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	
Comments	A10‐2	through	A10‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	A10‐2	

WASTEWATER	REQUIREMENT	

LA	Sanitation,	Wastewater	Engineering	Services	Division	(WESD)	is	charged	with	the	task	of	evaluating	the	
local	sewer	conditions	and	to	determine	if	available	wastewater	capacity	exists	for	future	developments.	The	
evaluation	will	 determine	 cumulative	 sewer	 impacts	 and	guide	 the	planning	process	 for	 any	 future	 sewer	
improvements	projects	needed	to	provide	future	capacity	as	the	City	grows	and	develops.	

Projected	Wastewater	Discharges	for	the	Proposed	Project:	
Type	Description	 Average	Daily	Flow	per	

Type	Description	
(GPDIUNIT)	

Proposed	No.	of	Units Average	Daily	Flow	
(GPD)	

Proposed	 	
Residential:	Studio	 75	GPD/DU	 73DU	 5,475	

1‐BDRM	 110	GPD/DU	 130DU	 14,300	
2‐BDRMS	 150	GPD/DU	 38DU	 5,700	
3‐BDRMS	 190	GPD/DU	 SDU	 1,520	

Lobby	&	Recreation	
Room	

50	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 2,652	SQ.FT	 133	

Fitness	&	Changing	
Room	

200	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 2,553	SQ.FT	 511	

Business	Center	 120	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 536	SQ.FT	 64	
Library	 30	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 1,140	SQ_FT	 34	

Swimming	Pool	
backwash	Rate	

190/GPM	 5MIN	 950	

Commercial‐Retail	 25	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 51,150	SQ_FT	 1,279	
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Restaurant	 300	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 22,189	SQ.FT	 6,657	
Supermarket	 50	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 24,811	SQ.FT	 1,241	

Health	Club/Fitness	 200	GPD/1000	SQ.FT	 8,095	SQ.	FT	 1,619	
Bank	 50	GPD/	1000	SQ.FT	 5,094	SQ.FT	 255	

Total	 39,738	
	

RESPONSE	NO.	A10‐2	

Refer	to	Response	A3‐1	(Ali	Poosti,	LABOS	Letter	A3).	

COMMENT	NO.	A10‐3	

SEWER	AVAILABILITY	

The	sewer	infrastructure	in	the	vicinity	of	the	proposed	project	includes	an	existing	10‐inch	line	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	The	sewage	 from	the	10‐inch	 line	 feeds	 into	a	Los	Angeles	County	sewer	 line	on	Havenhurst	Dr.	The	
sewage	from	the	Los	Angeles	County	sewer	line	feeds	into	a	12‐inch	City	sewer	pipe	at	the	downstream	and	
passes	 through	15‐inch	 line	before	discharge	 into	an	18‐inch	 line	on	LA	Cienega	Blvd.	Figure	1	shows	 the	
details	of	the	sewer	system	within	the	vicinity	of	the	project.	The	current	flow	level	(d/D)	in	the	10‐inch	line	
cannot	be	determined	at	this	time	without	additional	gauging.	

The	current	approximate	flow	level	(d/D)	and	the	design	capacities	at	d/D	of	50%	in	the	sewer	system	are	as	
follows:	

Pipe	Diameter	
(in)	

Pipe	Location	 Current	Gauging	d/D	
(%)	

50%	Design	Capacity	

10	 Sunset	Blvd.	 *	 415,790	GPD	
15	 La	Cienega	Blvd.	 47	 2.01	MGD	
15	 La	Cienega	Blvd.	 54	 1.73	MGD	
18	 La	Cienega	Blvd.	 56	 3.02	MGD	

*No	gauging	available	

Based	on	the	estimated	flows,	it	appears	the	City	sewer	system	might	be	able	to	accommodate	the	total	flow	
for	your	proposed	project.	The	developers	will	be	required	to	contact	Los	Angeles	County	Sanitation	District	
to	verify	capacity	availability	of	the	County	lines.	Further	detailed	gauging	and	evaluation	will	be	needed	as	
part	of	the	permit	process	to	identify·	a	sewer	connection	point.	If	the	public	sewer	has	insufficient	capacity	
then	 the	 developer	 will	 be	 required	 to	 build	 sewer	 lines	 to	 a	 point	 in	 the	 sewer	 system	 with	 sufficient	
capacity.	A	final	approval	for	sewer	capacity	and	connection	permit	will	be	made	at	that	time.	Ultimately,	this	
sewage	flow	will	be	conveyed	to	the	Hyperion	Treatment	Plant,	which	has	sufficient	capacity	for	the	project.	

If	you	have	any	questions,	please	call	Kwasi	Berko	of	my	staff	at	(323)	342‐1562.		

RESPONSE	NO.	A10‐3	

Refer	to	Response	A3‐2	(Ali	Poosti,	LABOS	Letter	A3).	
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COMMENT	NO.	A10‐4	

STORMWATER	REQUIREMENTS	

The	 LA	 Sanitation,	 Watershed	 Protection	 Division	 (WPD)	 is	 charged	 with	 the	 task	 of	 ensuring	 the	
implementation	 of	 the	 Municipal	 Stormwater	 Permit	 requirements	 within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 We	
anticipate	the	following	requirements	would	apply	for	this	project.	

POST‐CONSTRUCTION	MITIGATION	REQUIREMENTS	

The	project	requires	implementation	of	stormwater	mitigation	measures.	These	requirements	are	based	on	
Stormwater	Low	Impact	Development	(LID)	requirements.	The	projects	that	are	subject	to	LID	are	required	
to	incorporate	measures	to	mitigate	the	impact	of	stormwater	runoff.	The	requirements	are	outlined	in	the	
guidance	 manual	 titled	 "Development	 Best	Management	 Practices	Handbook	 ‐	 Part	 B:	 Planning	 Activities".	
Current	 regulations	prioritize	 infiltration,	 capture/use,	 and	 then	biofiltration	 as	 the	preferred	 stormwater	
control	measures.	The	relevant	documents	can	be	found	at:	w\vw.lastormwater.org.	It	is	advised	that	input	
regarding	LID	requirements	be	received	in	the	early	phases	of	the	project	from	WPD's	plan‐checking	staff.	

GREEN	STREETS	

The	City	is	developing	a	Green	Street	Initiative	that	will	require	projects	to	implement	Green	Street	elements	
in	the	parkway	areas	between	the	roadway	and	sidewalk	of	 the	public	right‐of‐away	to	capture	and	retain	
stormwater	 and	 urban	 runoff	 to	 mitigate	 the	 impact	 of	 stormwater	 runoff	 and	 other	 environmental	
concerns.	 The	 goals	 of	 the	 Green	 Street	 elements	 are	 to	 improve	 the	water	 quality	 of	 stormwater	 runoff,	
recharge	 local	 ground	water	 basins,	 improve	 air	 quality,	 reduce	 the	heat	 island	 effect	 of	 street	pavement,	
enhance	 pedestrian	 use	 of	 sidewalks,	 and	 encourage	 alternate	means	 of	 transportation.	 The	 Green	 Street	
elements	may	include	infiltration	systems,	biofiltration	swales,	and	permeable	pavements	where	stormwater	
can	be	easily	directed	from	the	streets	 into	the	parkways	and	can	be	implemented	in	conjunction	with	the	
LID	requirements.	

CONSTRUCTION	REQUIREMENTS	

The	 project	 is	 required	 to	 implement	 stormwater	 control	 measures	 during	 its	 construction	 phase.	 All	
projects	are	subject	to	a	set	of	minimum	control	measures	to	lessen	the	impact	of	stormwater	pollution.	In	
addition	for	projects	that	involve	construction	during	the	rainy	season	that	is	between	October	1	and	April	
15,	a	Wet	Weather	Erosion	Control	Plan	is	required	to	be	prepared.	Also	projects	that	disturb	more	than	one‐
acre	 of	 land	 are	 subject	 to	 the	 California	 General	 Construction	 Stormwater	 Permit.	 As	 part	 of	 this	
requirement	 a	 Notice	 of	 Intent	 (NOI)	 needs	 to	 be	 filed	 with	 the	 State	 of	 California	 and	 a	 Storm	 Water	
Pollution	Prevention	Plan	(SWPPP)	needs	to	be	prepared.	The	SWPPP	must	be	maintained	on‐site	during	the	
duration	of	construction.	

If	there	are	questions	regarding	the	stormwater	requirements,	please	call	Kosta	Kaporis	at	(213)	485‐0586,	
or	WPD's	plan‐checking	counter	at	(213)	482‐7066.	WPD's	plan‐checking	counter	can	also	be	visited	at	201	
N.	Figueroa,	3rd	Fl,	Station	18.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	A10‐4	

Refer	to	Response	A3‐3	(Ali	Poosti,	LABOS	Letter	A3).	

COMMENT	NO.	A10‐5	

SOLID	RESOURCE	REQUIREMENTS	

The	City	has	a	standard	requirement	that	applies	to	all	proposed	residential	developments	of	four	or	more	
units	or	where	the	addition	of	floor	areas	is	25	percent	or	more,	and	all	other	development	projects	where	
the	addition	of	floor	area	is	30	percent	or	more.	Such	developments	must	set	aside	a	recycling	area	or	room	
for	 onsite	 recycling	 activities.	 For	more	 details	 of	 this	 requirement,	 please	 contact	 Daniel	Hackney	 of	 the	
Special	Project	Division	at	(213)485‐3684.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A10‐5	

Refer	to	Response	A3‐4	(Ali	Poosti,	LABOS	Letter	A3).		
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LETTER	NO.	A11	

Earl	Moosbrugger,	PE	
Resources	Development	and	Supply	Assessment	Group	
Water	System	Executive	Office	/	Water	Resources	Section	
Los	Angeles	Department	of	Water	and	Power	
111	N.	Hope	Street,	Room	1450	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

COMMENT	NO.	A11‐1	

Water	 Resources	 Development	 Group	 submitted	 a	 comment	 on	 the	 original	 DEIR	 for	 the	 8150	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 Mixed‐Use	 Project	 (ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	 to	 City	 Planning	 on	 December	 30,	 2014	 (See	 e‐mail	
below).	However,	City	Planning	has	requested	for	us	to	review	and	comment	on	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	
Draft	 EIR	 (RP‐DEIR)	 with	 generally	 reduced	 commercial	 scope	 (Alternative	 9).	 Water	 Resources	 is	
submitting	to	you	the	following	comment	to	RP‐DEIR.	This	comment	reflects	our	review	for	matters	related	
to	water	 resources	 for	 the	project;	 you	may	 receive	additional	 comments	 from	other	divisions	at	LADWP,	
separately,	referring	to	other	respective	areas	in	RP‐DEIR,	such	as	water	infrastructure	capacity,	etc.	

Our	 understanding	 is	 that	 Environmental	 will	 compile	 all	 comments	 and	 submit	 to	 the	 City	 Planning	
Department	by	October	26,	2015.	

Links	to	NOC	and	RP‐DEIR:	

NOP:	http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/RDEIR/Notice_of_Completion&Availability.pdf	

RP‐DEIR:	http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/rdeir/index.html.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A11‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
substantive	comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Response	to	Comment	A11‐2	and	A11‐
3.	

COMMENT	NO.	A11‐2	

Water	Resources	Development	Comment:	

1.	PAGE	3·25.	3.0	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR.	4.K.1	Utilities	and	Service	Systems	–	
Water	Supply	
Comment:	
Article	4.K.1.1	on	page	3‐25	of	RP‐DEIR	(see	last	paragraph	on	that	page)	indicates	replacement	of	the	last	
paragraph	of	DEIR	page	4.K.1‐17	with	the	text	shown	in	quotes	and	reproduced	immediately	below.	
However,	our	comment	sent	to	Planning	on	December	30,	2014,	was	to	replace	only	the	first	two	sentences	
of	the	last	paragraph	of	p.	4.K.1‐17	of	the	DEIR	with	the	same	text.	Therefore,	please	revise	correction	shown	
in	4.K.1.1	of	RP‐DEIR,	accordingly.	
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"The	 54.0	 AF	 per	 year	 net	 increase	 in	 water	 demand	 generated	 by	 the	 Project	 would	 constitute	
approximately	0.008	percent	of	 the	City's	 total	 increase	 in	water	demand	 through	2035.	Proposed	
Project	 conforms	with	 the	 use	 and	 intensity	 of	 development	 permitted	 by	 the	 City's	 General	 Plan.	
Consistency	 with	 the	 demographic	 projection	 for	 the	 City	 from	 the	 2012	 RTP	 is	 required	 for	
Proposed	Project.	City's	water	demand	projection	 in	 the	2010	UWMP	was	developed	based	on	 the	
2008	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 (RTP)	 demographic	 projection	 by	 the	 Southern	 California	
Association	 of	 Governments	 (SCAG)	 using	 the	 2000	 U.S.	 Census	 for	 the	 City.	 The	 2012	 RTP	
demographic	projection	for	the	City	was	based	on	the	2010	U.S,	Census,	and	is	lower	than	the	2008	
RTP	 demographic	 projection.	 The	 region's	 economic	 growth	 is	 usually	 a	 major	 factor	 behind	 net	
migration	 and	 the	 consequent	 population	 growth.	 The	 economic	 recession	 of	 2007‐2009	 had	 a	
negative	impact	on	the	region's	population	growth,	resulting	in	decrease	in	population	growth	from	
2000	Census	to	2010	Census.	Our	preliminary	analysis	shows	that	the	City	water	demand	projection	
to	 year	 2035	 based	 on	 demographic	 projection	 from	 2012	 RTP	 using	 population,	 housing	 and	
employment,	as	well	as	water	conservation,	and	weather	will	be	lower	than	the	City's	water	demand	
projection	 in	 the	 2010	UWMP.	As	 a	 result,	 City's	water	 supply	 projections	 in	 the	 2010	UWMP	are	
sufficient	to	meet	the	City's	water	demand	projections	based	on	the	2012	RTP."	

RESPONSE	NO.	A11‐2	

As	suggested	by	the	commenter,	 the	referenced	text	on	page	4.K.1‐17	of	 the	Draft	EIR	has	been	revised	to	
reflect	these	changes,	as	shown	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	
this	Final	EIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	A11‐3	

Srimal,	

We	are	submitting	to	you	the	following	comments	to	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(DEIR)	for	the	
8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project.	These	comments	reflect	our	review	of	the	Water	Supply	chapter	
only	for	matters	related	to	water	resources	for	the	project;	you	may	receive	additional	comments	from	other	
divisions	at	LADWP	separately	to	other	respective	areas	in	the	DEIR	such	as	water	infrastructure	capacity,	
etc.	

The	first	two	sentences	of	the	last	paragraph	of	p.	4.K.1‐17	of	the	DEIR,	see	below,	appears	to	imply	that	the	
net	increase	in	project	water	demand	expressed	as	0.008%	percent	Is	within	the	total	30%	increase	in	total	
City	water	demand	through	2035	and	is	a	basis	for	determining	that	the	additional	demand	is	accounted	for	
in	LADWP's	2010	UWMP.	

Excerpt	from	DEIR.	p.	4.K.1‐17:	

"The	 54.0	 AF	 per	 year	 net	 increase	 in	water	 demand	 generated	 by	 the	 Project	would	 constitute	
approximately	 0.008	 percent	 of	 the	 City's	 total	 increase	 in	 water	 demand	 through	 2035.	 The	
proposed	 Project	would	 fall	within	 the	 available	 and	 projected	water	 supplies	 of	 LADWP's	 2010	
UWMP."	

However,	the	methodology	for	determining	whether	the	project's	demand	is	included	in	supply	projections	
is	not	 related	 to	 that	percentage.	 Instead,	 it	 is	based	on	demographic	projections	 included	 in	 the	Regional	
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Transportation	Plan	by	the	Southern	California	Association	of	Governments,	and	by	extension,	consistency	
with	the	City's	General	Plan.	Therefore,	additional	clarification	should	be	provided	as	follows:	

Replace	above	Excerpt	from	DEIR.	p.	4.K.1‐17	with	the	following:	

The	 54.0	 AF	 per	 year	 net	 increase	 in	 water	 demand	 generated	 by	 the	 Project	 would	 constitute	
approximately	0.008	percent	of	 the	City's	 total	 increase	 in	water	demand	 through	2035.	Proposed	
Project	 conforms	with	 the	use	and	 intensity	of	development	permitted	by	 the	City's	General	Plan.	
Consistency	 with	 the	 demographic	 projection	 for	 the	 City	 from	 the	 2012	 RTP	 Is	 required	 for	
Proposed	Project	City's	water	demand	projection	 In	 the	2010	UWMP	was	developed	based	on	 the	
2008	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 (RTP)	 demographic	 projection	 by	 the	 Southern	 California	
Association	 of	 Governments	 (SCAG)	 using	 the	 2000	 U.S.	 Census	 for	 the	 City.	 The	 2012	 RTP	
demographic	projection	for	the	City	was	based	on	the	2010	U.S.	Census,	and	is	lower	than	the	2008	
RTP	 demographic	 projection.	 The	 region's	 economic	 growth	 is	 usually	 a	major	 factor	 behind	 net	
migration	 and	 the	 consequent	 population	 growth.	 The	 economic	 recession	 of	 2007‐2009	 had	 a	
negative	impact	on	the	region's	population	growth,	resulting	in	decrease	in	population	growth	from	
2000	Census	to	2010	Census.	Our	preliminary	analysis	shows	that	the	City	water	demand	projection	
to	 year	 2035	 based	 on	 demographic	 projection	 from	 2012	 RTP	 using	 population,	 housing	 and	
employment,	as	well	as	water	conservation,	and	weather	will	be	lower	than	the	City's	water	demand	
projection	 in	 the	2010	UWMP.	As	 a	 result,	City's	water	 supply	projections	 in	 the	2010	UWMP	are	
sufficient	to	meet	the	City's	water	demand	projections	based	on	the	2012	RTP.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A11‐3	

These	comments	were	provided	by	LADWP	previously	in	Letter	A4	(Delon	Kwan,	LADWP).	 	Please	refer	to	
responses	to	Letter	A4.	
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LETTER	NO.	A12	

John	Weight,	Grading	Division	Chief	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	
City	of	Los	Angeles	
201	North	Figueroa	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

COMMENT	NO.	A12‐1	

The	 Grading	Division	 of	 the	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	 Safety	 has	 reviewed	 the	 referenced	 reports	 that	
concern	a	proposed	multi‐	 level	residential	and	commercial	development,	 including	one	building	with	a	9‐
story	and	a	16‐story	portion	and	a	separate	3	story	building.	Two	subterranean	levels	are	proposed.	Cross‐
sections	in	the	reports	indicate	that	basement	emanations	are	proposed	up	to	the	property	lines	on	all	sides,	
to	depths	of	some	27	feet	along	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards,	and	some	12	feet	deep	along	the	
rear	property	line.	According	to	the	reports,	the	site	gently	slopes	to	the	south	and	is	occupied	by	commercial	
developments.	All	of	the	existing	structures	are	to	be	removed	to	accommodate	the	proposed	development.	
The	earth	materials	at	the	subsurface	exploration	locations	consist	of	alluvium.	Although	not	encountered	in	
the	exploration,	 some	artificial	 fill	 is	 expected	 to	be	present	on	 site	 related	 to	 existing	 retaining	walls.	All	
existing	structures	on	the	site	are	 to	be	demolished.	The	consultants	recommend	to	support	 the	proposed	
structures	 on	 conventional,	 mat‐type	 and/or	 drilled‐pile	 foundations	 bearing	 on	 native	 undisturbed	 soils	
and/or	properly	placed	fill.	

The	property	is	located	within	an	Official	Alquist‐Priolo	Earthquake	Fault	Zone	(APEFZ)	that	was	established	
(November	 6,	 2014)	 by	 the	 California	 Geological	 Survey	 for	 the	 Hollywood	 fault	 on	 the	 USGS	 7.5	minute	
Hollywood	Quadrangle.	The	fault	investigation	consisted	of	a	transect	of	continuous	core	borings	and	CPT's	
within	the	street	along	the	western	edge	of	the	site	(Havenhurst	Drive)	and	within	the	southwest	portion	of	
the	site.	Based	on	the	continuity	of	stratigraphy,	the	consultants	conclude	that	no	active	faults	underlie	the	
site.	 Because	 the	 exploration	 did	 not	 extend	 50	 feet	 beyond	 the	 northern	 part	 of	 the	 site,	 a	 reinforce	
foundation	area	is	recommended	at	the	northwest	comer	of	the	site	to	reduce	the	impact	of	minor	off‐fault	
deformation	in	the	event	that	an	active	fault	is	located	just	beyond	the	site	exploration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A12‐1	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	Project	 development	 program	 and	 construction	 techniques,	 as	well	 as	 those	
related	 to	 the	 lack	 of	 on‐site	 earthquake	 faults	 (as	 concluded	 by	 on‐site	 investigations)	 are	 noted.	 	 The	
recommended	foundation	design	options	 to	account	 for	 the	potential	presence	of	 the	off‐site	 fault	 trace	of	
the	 Hollywood	 Fault	 are	 discussed	 in	 Addendum	 No.	 1	 to	 the	 Project	 Geotechnical	 Report,	 included	 in	
Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR.		The	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	subsequently	concurred	with	Golder’s	
responses	 and	 revisions,	 and	 issued	 a	 Geology	 and	 Soils	 Report	 Approval	 Letter	 dated	October	 19,	 2015,	
which	is	also	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	A12‐2	

The	 referenced	 reports	 are	 acceptable,	 provided	 the	 following	 conditions	 are	 complied	 with	 during	 site	
development:	
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(Note:	Numbers	 in	 parenthesis	 ()	 refer	 to	 applicable	 sections	 of	 the	 2014	City	 of	 LA	Building	 Code.	 P/BC	
numbers	refer	the	applicable	Information	Bulletin.	Information	Bulletins	can	be	accessed	on	the	internet	at	
LADBS.ORG.).	

16. The	Department	has	 concerns	 regarding	 the	 recommendations	 for	drilled	 cast‐in‐place	 friction	
piles.	 In	a	discussion	with	 the	soil	engineer,	 it	was	noted	 that	 current	plans	are	 to	support	 the	
proposed	building(s)	on	a	mat	foundation,	and	that	piles	are	not	currently	proposed.	Hence,	this	
approval	does	not	extend	to	piles	at	this	time.	If	pile	are	to	be	considered	later,	a	supplemental	
report	 shall	 be	 submitted	 for	 review	 to	 the	 Grading	Division	 providing	 details	 of	 the	 analyses	
which	 support	pile	 recommendations,	 in	particular,	 justification	of	 the	OCRs	 that	were	utilized	
for	determinations	of	K0	for	the	Holocene	age	sands	with	SPT	blow	counts,	N,	averaging	15.	

17. The	geologist	and	soils	engineer	shall	review	and	approve	the	detailed	plans	prior	to	issuance	of	
any	permits.	This	approval	shall	be	by	signature	on	the	plans	that	clearly	indicates	the	geologist	
and	soils	engineer	have	reviewed	the	plans	prepared	by	the	design	engineer	and	that	the	plans	
include	the	recommendations	contained	in	their	reports.	(7006.1)	

18. All	 recommendations	 of	 the	 report	 by	 Golder	 Associates	 dated	 08/10/2015	 response	 report	
signed	by	Ryan	Hillman,	RCE	71988	and	Alan	Hull,	CEG	2315,	and	the	05/18/2015	soils	report	
and	the	05/18/2015	response	report	signed	by	Anthony	Augetto,	RCE	55314	and	Alan	Hull,	CEG	
2315,	which	in	addition	to	or	more	restrictive	than	the	conditions	contained	herein	shall	also	be	
incorporated	into	the	plans	for	the	project.	(7006.1)	

19. A	 copy	 of	 the	 subject	 and	 appropriate	 referenced	 reports	 and	 this	 approval	 letter	 shall	 be	
attached	to	the	District	Office	and	field	set	of	plans.	Submit	one	copy	of	the	above	reports	to	the	
Building	Department	Plan	Checker	prior	to	issuance	of	the	permit.	(7006.1)	

20. A	grading	permit	shall	be	obtained.	(1	06.1.2)	

21. During	 construction,	 the	 project	 engineering	 geologist	 shall	 observe	 and	 log	 in	 detail	 the	
proposed	 basement	 excavations	 where	 the	 natural	 alluvial	 soils	 are	 exposed.	 The	 project	
engineering	geologist	shall	post	a	notice	on	the	job	site	for	the	City	Grading	Inspector/Geologist	
and	 the	 Contractor	 stating	 that	 the	 excavation	 (or	 portion	 thereof)	 has	 been	 observed	 and	
documented	and	meets	 the	 conditions	of	 the	 report.	No	 fill	 or	 lagging	 shall	be	placed	until	 the	
LADBS	 geologist	 has	 verified	 the	 documentation.	 If	 evidence	 of	 active	 faulting	 is	 observed,	 the	
Grading	Division	shall	be	notified	immediately.	(Code	Section	91.7009)	

22. A	supplemental	report	that	summarizes	the	geologist's	observations	(including	photographs	and	
logs	 of	 excavations)	 shall	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 Grading	 Division	 of	 the	 Department	 upon	
completion	of	the	excavations.	

23. All	man‐made	 fill	 shall	be	compacted	to	a	minimum	90	percent	of	 the	maximum	dry	density	of	
the	fill	material	per	the	latest	version	of	ASTM	D	1557.	Where	cohesionless	soil	having	less	than	
15	percent	finer	than	0.005	millimeters	is	used	for	fill,	it	shall	be	compacted	to	a	minimum	of	95	
percent	relative	compaction	based	on	maximum	dry	density	(01556).	Placement	of	gravel	in	lieu	
of	compacted	fill	is	allowed	only	if	complying	with	Section	91.7011.3	of	the	Code.	(7011.3)	
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24. Existing	 uncertified	 fill	 shall	 not	 be	 used	 for	 support	 of	 footings,	 concrete	 slabs	 or	 new	 fill.	
(1809.2)	10.	Compacted	fill	pads	for	the	support	of	footings	shall	consist	of	removing	all	existing	
fill	and	unsuitable	soils	and	replacing	with	properly	compacted	fill,	as	recommended.		

25. Compacted	 fill	 shall	 be	 placed	 on	 competent	 native	 soils	 approved	 for	 support	 by	 the	 soils	
engineer	by	bottom	inspection.	

26. Compacted	 fill	 for	 the	 support	 of	 foundations	 shall	 extend	 beyond	 the	 footings	 a	 minimum	
distance	 equal	 to	 the	 depth	 of	 the	 fill	 below	 the	 bottom	 of	 footings	 or	 a	 minimum	 of	 3	 feet,	
whichever	is	greater.	(7011.3)	

Where	lateral	overexcavation	cannot	be	carried	out,	a	supplemental	report	providing	alternative	
recommendations	supported	by	appropriate	analysis	justifying	bearing	capacities	and	that	total	
and	 differential	 settlements	 are	 within	 acceptable	 limits	 shall	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 Grading	
Division	for	review.	

27. If	 import	 soils	 are	 used,	 no	 footings	 shall	 be	 poured	 until	 the	 soils	 engineer	 has	 submitted	 a	
compaction	 report	 containing	 in‐place	 shear	 test	 data	 and	 settlement	 data	 to	 the	 Grading	
Division	of	the	Department,	and	obtained	approval.	(7008.2)	

28. Drainage	 in	 conformance	 with	 the	 provisions	 of	 this	 Code	 shall	 be	 maintained	 during	 and	
subsequent	to	construction.	(7013.12)	

29. Grading	 shall	 be	 scheduled	 for	 completion	 prior	 to	 the	 start	 of	 the	 rainy	 season,	 or	 detailed	
temporary	erosion	control	plans	shall	be	filed	in	a	manner	satisfactory	to	the	Grading	Division	of	
the	Department	and	the	Department	of	Public	Works,	Bureau	of	Engineering,	B‐Permit	Section,	
for	any	grading	work	in	excess	of	200	cu	yd.	(7007	.1)	

201	N.	Figueroa	Street	Room	770,	LA	(213)	977‐6063	

30. The	 applicant	 is	 advised	 that	 the	 approval	 of	 this	 report	 does	 not	waive	 the	 requirements	 for	
excavations	contained	in	the	State	Construction	Safety	Orders	enforced	by	the	State	Division	of	
Industrial	Safety.	(330	1.1)	

31. Construction	of	 trenches	or	excavations	which	are	5	 feet	or	deeper	and	 into	which	a	person	 is	
required	 to	 descend	 requires	 a	 permit	 from	 the	 State	 Division	 of	 Industrial	 Safety	 prior	 to	
obtaining	a	grading	permit.	(3301.1)	

32. Prior	to	the	issuance	of	any	permit	which	authorizes	an	excavation	where	the	excavation	is	to	be	
of	 a	 greater	 depth	 than	 are	 the	walls	 or	 foundation	of	 any	 adjoining	 building	or	 structure	 and	
located	closer	to	the	property	line	than	the	depth	of	the	excavation,	the	owner	of	the	subject	site	
shall	provide	the	Department	with	evidence	that	the	adjacent	property	owner	has	been	given	a	
30‐day	written	notice	of	such	intent	to	make	an	excavation.	(3307	.1)	

33. Where	any	excavation	would	remove	lateral	support	(as	defined	in	3307.3.1)	from	a	public	way	
or	adjacent	property	or	structure,	unshored	excavations	are	not	allowed	and	the	excavation	shall	
be	shored	as	recommended.	
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34. Shoring	 shall	 be	designed	 for	 lateral	 earth	pressures	no	 less	 than	 specified	 in	 the	08/10/2015	
Addendum	 No.	 A12	 for	 the	 corresponding	 conditions	 of	 wall	 restraint	 indicated	 therein;	 all	
surcharge	loads	shall	be	included	into	the	design.	

35. The	 soils	 engineer	 shall	 review	and	approve	 the	 shoring	plans	prior	 to	 issuance	of	 the	permit.	
(7006.1)	

36. Installation	 of	 shoring,	 shall	 be	 performed	 under	 the	 inspection	 and	 approval	 of	 the	 soils	
engineer.	(7008.2,	7009)	

37. Where	 an	 excavation	 removes	 lateral	 support	 (as	 defined	 in	 3307.3.1)	 from	 an	 adjacent	
structure,	the	shoring	shall	be	designed	for	a	maximum	lateral	deflection	limit,	specified	by	the	
soils	engineer	to	prevent	damage	to	the	adjacent	structures.	A	maximum	lateral	deflection	limit	
greater	 than	 Y2	 inch	 shall	 be	 justified	 by	 analysis	 in	 a	 supplemental	 report	 submitted	 to	 the	
Grading	 Division	 for	 review.	 Where	 an	 excavation	 removes	 lateral	 support	 (as	 defined	 in	
3307.3.1)	 from	an	adjacent	public	way	or	property,	a	maximum	lateral	deflection	 limit	shall	be	
specified	by	the	soils	engineer	to	prevent	damage	to	the	adjacent	public	way.	A	recommendation	
for	more	 than	 1	 inch	 shall	 be	 justified	 by	 analysis	 in	 a	 supplemental	 report	 submitted	 to	 the	
Grading	Division	for	review.	

38. Prior	 to	 the	 issuance	 of	 the	 permits,	 the	 soils	 engineer	 and/or	 the	 structural	 designer	 shall	
evaluate	the	surcharge	loads	used	in	the	report	calculations	for	the	design	of	the	retaining	walls	
and	 shoring.	 If	 the	 surcharge	 loads	 used	 in	 the	 calculations	 do	 not	 conform	 to	 the	 actual	
surcharge	 loads,	 the	 soil	 engineer	 shall	 submit	 a	 supplementary	 report	 with	 revised	
recommendations	to	the	Department	for	approval.	

39. End	bearing	 foundations	shall	be	supported	 in	competent	natural	soils	or	approved	compacted	
fill,	as	recommended	and	approved	by	the	soils	engineer	by	inspection.	

40. The	 seismic	 design	 shall	 be	based	on	 a	 Site	Class	D	 as	 recommended.	All	 other	 seismic	design	
parameters	shall	be	reviewed	by	LADBS	building	plan	check.	

41. Response	12	in	the	05118/2015	response	report	indicates	that	all	retaining	and	basement	walls	
exceeding	6	feet	in	height	shall	be	designed	for	an	EFP	of	no	less	than	57	pcf(for	an	FS=1.50	on	
retained	 earth).	 In	 the	 section	 titled	 "Lateral	 Earth	 Pressures	 for	 Retaining	Walls"	 starting	 on	
page	15	of	the	05/18/2015	geotechnical	report	it	is	noted	that	the	at‐rest	pressure	for	the	design	
of	restrained	walls	is	57	pcf.	All	surcharge	loads	shall	be	incorporated	into	the	design.	

42. Retaining/basement	walls	 shall	 be	 designed	 for	 additional	 loadings	 due	 to	 earthquake	 ground	
motions	 (in	 plf	 of	 wall)	 of	 30H2(H	 in	 feet)	 applied	 at	 0.6H	 above	 the	 base	 of	 wall,	 as	
recommended	on	page	16	of	the	05/18/2015	geotechnical	report.	(1803.5.12)	

43. All	retaining	walls	shall	be	provided	with	a	standard	surface	backdrain	system	and	all	drainage	
shall	be	conducted	to	the	street	in	an	acceptable	manner	and	in	a	non‐erosive	device.	(70	13.11)	

44. All	 retaining	 walls	 shall	 be	 provided	 with	 a	 subdrain	 system	 to	 prevent	 possible	 hydrostatic	
pressure	behind	 the	wall,	 as	 recommended.	Prior	 to	 issuance	of	 any	permit,	 the	 retaining	wall	
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subdrain	system	recommended	in	the	soil	report	shall	be	incorporated	into	the	foundation	plan	
which	shall	be	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	soils	engineer	of	record.	

45. Prefabricated	 drainage	 composites	 (Miradrain)	 (Geotextiles)	 may	 be	 only	 used	 in	 addition	 to	
traditionally	 accepted	 methods	 of	 draining	 retained	 earth.	 The	 minimum	 accepted	 subdrain	
method	allowed	by	the	Department	 is	12"	x	12"	x	12"	rock	pockets	with	weep	hole	 to	daylight	
spaced	no	more	than	8	feet	on	center.	

46. Installation	 of	 the	 subdrain	 system	 shall	 be	 inspected	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 soils	 engineer	 of	
record	and	the	City	grading/building	inspector.	(7008.2	&	1	08.9)	

47. Basement	 walls	 and	 floors	 shall	 be	 waterproofed/dampproofed	 with	 an	 L.A.	 City	 approved	
"Below‐grade"	waterproofing/dampproofing	material	with	a	research	report	number.	(1703)	

48. Where	 no	 hydrostatic	 pressure	 will	 occur,	 basement	 walls	 and	 floor	 slabs‐on‐grade	 shall	 be	
dampproofed	(1805.2).	

49. The	structures	shall	be	connected	to	the	public	sewer	system.	(P/BC	2014‐027)	

50. All	roof	and	pad	drainage	shall	be	conducted	to	the	improved	street	or	other	location	in	a	manner	
that	 is	 acceptable	 to	 the	 Department	 and	 acceptable	 to	 the	 Department	 of	 Public	 Works.	
(7013.10)	

51. Prior	 to	 excavation,	 an	 initial	 inspection	 shall	 be	 called	 with	 LADBS	 Inspector	 at	 which	 time	
sequence	of	shoring,	protection	fences	and	dust	and	traffic	control	will	be	scheduled.	

52. Any	 recommendations	 prepared	 by	 the	 geologist	 and/or	 the	 soils	 engineer	 for	 correction	 of	
geological	 hazards	 found	 during	 grading	 shall	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	 Grading	 Division	 of	 the	
Department	for	approval	prior	to	utilization	in	the	field.	(7008.3)	

53. The	 geologist	 and	 soils	 engineer	 shall	 inspect	 all	 excavations	 to	 determine	 that	 conditions	
anticipated	 in	 the	 report	 have	 been	 encountered	 and	 to	 provide	 recommendations	 for	 the	
correction	of	hazards	found	during	grading.	(7008	&	1705.6)	

54. A	registered	grading	deputy	inspector	approved	by	and	responsible	to	the	soils	engineer	shall	be	
required	to	provide	inspection	for	shoring,	tie‐back,	and	pile	installation.	(1705.6)	

55. All	 friction	pile	or	caisson	drilling	and	installation	shall	be	performed	under	the	inspection	and	
approval	 of	 the	 geologist	 and	 soils	 engineer.	 The	 geologist/soils	 engineer	 shall	 indicate	 the	
distance	 that	 friction	 piles	 or	 caissons	 penetrate	 into	 competent	 alluvium	 in	 a	 written	 field	
memorandum.	(1803.5.5,	1704.9)	

56. Prior	 to	 the	pouring	of	 concrete,	 a	 representative	of	 the	 consulting	 soils	 engineer	 shall	 inspect	
and	 approve	 the	 footing	 excavations.	He/She	 shall	 post	 a	 notice	 on	 the	 job	 site	 for	 the	 LADBS	
Building	Inspector	and	the	Contractor	stating	that	the	work	so	inspected	meets	the	conditions	of	
the	 report,	 but	 that	 no	 concrete	 shall	 be	 poured	 until	 the	 City	 Building	 Inspector	 has	 also	
inspected	and	approved	the	footing	excavations.	A	written	certification	to	this	effect	shall	be	filed	
with	the	Grading	Division	of	the	Department	upon	completion	of	the	work.	(I	08.9	&	7008.2)	
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57. Prior	 to	 the	 placing	 of	 compacted	 fill,	 a	 representative	 of	 the	 soils	 engineer	 shall	 inspect	 and	
approve	the	bottom	excavations.	He/She	shall	post	a	notice	on	the	 job	site	 for	the	City	Grading	
Inspector	and	 the	Contractor	stating	 that	 the	soil	 inspected	meets	 the	conditions	of	 the	report,	
but	that	no	fill	shall	be	placed	until	the	LADBS	Grading	Inspector	has	also	inspected	and	approved	
the	 bottom	 excavations.	 A	 written	 certification	 to	 this	 effect	 shall	 be	 included	 in	 the	 final	
compaction	report	filed	with	the	Grading	Division	of	the	Department.	All	fill	shall	be	placed	under	
the	 inspection	 and	 approval	 of	 the	 soils	 engineer.	 A	 compaction	 report	 together	 with	 the	
approved	soil	report	and	Department	approval	letter	shall	be	submitted	to	the	Grading	Division	
of	 the	Department	upon	completion	of	 the	compaction.	 In	addition,	an	Engineer's	Certificate	of	
Compliance	with	the	legal	description	as	indicated	in	the	grading	permit	and	the	permit	number	
shall	be	included.	(70	11.3)	

58. No	 foundations	 or	 slabs‐on‐grade	 supported	 in	 new	 compacted	 fill	 shall	 be	 poured	 until	 the	
compaction	report	is	submitted	and	approved	by	the	Grading	Division	of	the	Department.	

59. The	installation	and	testing	of	tie‐back	anchors	shall	comply	with	the	recommendations	included	
in	the	report	or	the	standard	sheets	titled	"Requirements	For	Temporary	Tieback	Earth	Anchors",	
whatever	is	more	restrictive.	(Research	Report	#23835)		

RESPONSE	NO.	A12‐2	

The	commenter	provides	various	requirements	with	which	the	Project	will	be	required	to	comply	in	order	to	
address	 geotechnical	 and	 seismic	 conditions.	 	 These	 conditions	 are	 acknowledged	 and	 have	 been	
incorporated	 into	 the	 revised	 responses	 to	 LADBS	 comments	 on	 the	 Project	 Geotechnical	 Report	 and	
reflected	 in	 the	LADBS	Geology	and	Soils	Report	Approval	Letter	 included	 in	Appendix	B	of	 this	Final	EIR.		
Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	 regarding	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault	 and	 Project‐related	 seismic	
hazards	for	a	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	geotechnical	and	seismic	conditions	on	the	Project.	
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LETTER	NO.	A13	

Scott	Lunceford	
Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning	
City	of	West	Hollywood	
8300	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069‐6216	

COMMENT	NO.	A13‐1	

Attached	 please	 find	 a	 PDF	 copy	 of	 a	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 comment	 letter	 regarding	 the	 Recirculated	
Portions	of	the	DEIR	to	the	above	referenced	project.	This	letter	addresses	additional	concerns	that	were	not	
listed	in	our	November	4,	2015	letter	in	regards	to	the	items	that	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	believes	were	
not	properly	analyzed	in	either	the	DEIR	or	the	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	DEIR.	

If	you	have	any	questions	regarding	this	 letter,	please	contact	Scott	Lunceford,	AICP,	Associate	Planner	for	
the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood’s	 Current	 and	 Historic	 Preservation	 Planning	 at	 (323)848‐6427	 or	
slunceford@weho.org.		

RESPONSE	NO.	A13‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Response	to	Comments	A13‐2	and	A13‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	A13‐2	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	
Report	(DEIR)	regarding	use	of	Alternative	9	of	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project	(Project).	

The	following	is	an	additional	concern	to	the	outstanding	items	listed	in	our	November	4,	2015	letter	that	the	
City	of	West	Hollywood	deems	were	not	properly	analyzed	in	either	the	DEIR	or	the	Recirculated	Portions	of	
the	DEIR	completed	for	the	Project:	

RESPONSE	NO.	A13‐2	

This	comment	provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	additional	comment	raised	in	this	letter.		A	response	to	
the	comment	is	provided	below	in	Response	to	Comment	A13‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	A13‐3	

SECTION	4.K.2‐	UTILITIES	AND	SERVICE	SYSTEMS‐WASTWATER		

Thank	you	for	providing	the	sewer	capacity	study.	As	noted	in	our	January	20,	2015	letter	‐	"After	a	proper	
sewer	 capacity	 study	 is	 prepared	 for	 the	 proposed	 project,	 this	 section	 needs	 to	 be	 rewritten	 to	 reflect	
impacts	and	mitigation	measures	for	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	sewer	system."	
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While	 the	 sewer	 capacity	 study	 shows	 that	 there	 is	 adequate	 capacity,	 this	development	 shall	mitigate	 its	
impact	by	paying	a	fair‐share	cost	of	the	on‐going	maintenance	of	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	owned	sewer	
utility	system.	

Thank	you	again	 for	 this	opportunity	 to	provide	 input	on	 the	environmental	 review	of	 this	project.	Please	
provide	a	copy	of	any	notice	of	determination	that	may	be	filed	with	respect	to	the	Project,	pursuant	to	the	
provisions	of	Public	Resources	Code	Section	21197	(f).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A13‐3	

As	noted	by	the	commenter,	the	Sewer	Area	Study	(included	as	Appendix	C	of	the	RP‐DEIR)	demonstrated	
that	adequate	capacity	exists	in	all	sewer	lines	serving	the	Project	Site	and	would	be	able	to	accommodate	
the	 projected	 flows	 from	 the	 Project.	 	 However,	 in	 response	 to	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood’s	 request	 for	
mitigation	to	require	payment	of	fair‐share	contributions	to	sewer	system	improvements	within	the	City	of	
West	Hollywood,	a	Project	Design	Feature	(PDF‐WW‐1)	has	been	added	to	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater	of	the	
Draft	EIR.		Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR.	
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LETTER	NO.	A14		

Scott	Morgan	
Director,	State	Clearinghouse	
State	of	California	
Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street,	P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	CA	95812‐3044	

COMMENT	NO.A14‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	 submitted	 the	above	named	Draft	EIR	 to	 selected	 state	 agencies	 for	 review.	 	The	
review	period	 closed	on	October	26,	 2015,	 and	no	 state	 agencies	 submitted	 comments	by	 that	date.	 	This	
letter	 acknowledges	 that	 you	 have	 complied	 with	 the	 State	 Clearinghouse	 review	 requirements	 for	 draft	
environmental	 documents,	 pursuant	 to	 the	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act.	 	 Please	 call	 the	 State	
Clearinghouse	at	(916)	445‐0613	if	you	have	any	questions	regarding	the	environmental	review	process.		If	
you	have	a	question	about	the	above‐named	project,	please	refer	to	the	ten‐digit	State	Clearinghouse	number	
when	contacting	this	office.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A14‐1	

The	 State	 Clearinghouse	 indicates	 that	 the	 Clearinghouse	 submitted	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 to	 state	 agencies	 for	
review,	 that	 no	 state	 agencies	 submitted	 comments	 by	 the	 close	 of	 the	 public	 comment	 period,	 and	 that	
Clearinghouse	review	requirements	have	been	complied	with.		This	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	
to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.			
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LETTER	NO.	A15	

Lindsey	Horvath,	Mayor	
City	of	West	Hollywood	
8300	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069‐6216	

COMMENT	NO.	A15‐1	

Thank	you	 for	hearing	comments	 from	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	on	 the	proposed	development	at	8150	
Sunset	Boulevard.	We	share	the	City	of	Los	Angeles'	desire	to	see	this	site	become	a	more	vibrant,	successful	
property	that	embraces	the	culture	of	the	Sunset	Strip	and	addresses	the	21st	century	realities	and	needs	of	
the	surrounding	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A15‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	A15‐2	through	A15‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	A15‐2	

Our	City	staff	has	offered	official	comment	on	the	DEIR.	In	addition	to	their	analysis,	I	would	like	to	offer	the	
following	requests	for	consideration.	They	have	come	up	in	most	of	the	conversations	I've	had	with	residents	
and	leaders	 in	my	community	with	regard	to	this	project,	and	appear	to	be	the	three	most	critical	 impacts	
that	 the	adjacent	neighborhoods	have	 raised,	 in	addition	 to	a	 comprehensive	 construction	mitigation	plan	
coordinated	with	City	of	West	Hollywood	staff:	

RESPONSE	NO.	A15‐2	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	A15‐3	through	A15‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	A15‐3	

1)	Height	 Limit	 ‐	 Since	 there	 appears	 to	 be	 an	 oversight	 on	 limiting	 the	 height	 on	 this	 parcel	 of	 land,	we	
understand	 that	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 will	 consider	 a	 height	 that	 is	 taller	 than	 the	 current	 buildings.	
However,	not	enforcing	a	height	 limit	 to	be	compatible	with	 the	neighborhood	will	not	serve	either	of	our	
cities,	as	evidenced	by	comments	from	residents	of	both.	Please	consider	reducing	the	height	on	the	current	
proposal	to	be	more	mindful	of	and	compatible	with	the	surrounding	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A15‐3	

The	commenter	suggests	that	there	 is	an	“oversight”	regarding	the	building	height	standards	applicable	to	
the	Project	Site;	to	the	contrary,	while	the	Project	Site	does	not	have	a	specified	height	limit,	it	does	have	a	
floor‐area	ratio	(FAR)	limitation	of	1:1	(or	up	to	111,339	square	feet	of	development	on	the	111,339	square‐
foot	parcel).		However,	with	approval	of	the	proposed	City	of	Los	Angeles	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	for	
the	Project,	the	allowable	FAR	on‐site	would	be	increased	to	3:1	(or	approximately	334,000	square	feet	on	
the	111,339	square‐foot	parcel).		An	FAR	of	3:1	could	allow,	for	example,	development	of	a	single,	three‐story	
structure	with	 a	 footprint	 comprising	 the	 entire	 site,	 a	 six‐story	 structure	with	 a	 footprint	 of	 half	 the	 site	
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area,	a	twelve‐story	structure	on	one‐quarter	of	the	site,	and	so	forth.		However,	in	the	case	of	the	Project,	the	
development	includes	a	variety	of	lower	and	higher	elements	that,	while	allowing	for	a	3:1	FAR,	also	break	
up	the	massing	of	the	structures	by	providing	at‐grade	open	space	areas,	setbacks,	and	other	features	that	
provide	visual	relief	and	a	transition	to	surrounding	lower‐scale	development.		As	such,	the	Project	does	not	
violate	or	conflict	with	any	height	limits	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	
regarding	 visual	 character	 effects	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	
Project’s	 qualification	 for	 such	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	 and	 compatibility	 of	 the	 Project	 with	
surrounding	 land	 uses	 in	 both	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 in	 the	 city	 of	 West	 Hollywood.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	
Alternative	9	was	proposed,	 in	part,	 to	respond	to	public	comments	regarding	concerns	over	compatibility	
with	 surrounding	development,	 including	 issues	 related	 to	height,	 scale,	 and	massing	of	 structures	on	 the	
Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	A15‐4	

2)	 Sewer	 Impacts	 ‐	 Given	 that	 the	 project	 impacts	West	 Hollywood's	 existing	 sewer	 system,	 a	 fair	 share	
payment	should	be	provided	to	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	for	the	on‐going	maintenance	and	repair	of	the	
City	of	West	Hollywood‐owned	sewer	utility	system.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A15‐4	

As	requested	by	the	commenter	and	City	of	West	Hollywood	staff	in	other	comments	submitted	on	the	Draft	
EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	a	new	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	added	to	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater	of	the	Draft	EIR	
to	require	payment	of	fair	share	contributions	to	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	for	operation	and	maintenance	
of	sewer	facilities	within	that	jurisdiction.		Please	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	
and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	A15‐5	

3)	Traffic	 Island/Dedicated	Right	Turn	‐	Preserving	the	dedicated	right	turn	 lane	on	the	eastbound	lane	of	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 is	 very	 important	 to	 the	 traffic	 flow	 of	 the	 intersection.	 Please	 consider	modifying	 the	
proposal	to	include	protection	of	the	traffic	island,	which	provides	for	the	protected	right‐hand	turn	lane.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A15‐5	

The	commenter	 indicates	 that	 removal	of	 the	 traffic	 island	and	dedicated	right‐turn	 lane	at	 the	southwest	
corner	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 would	 adversely	 affect	 traffic	 flow	 and	
associated	traffic	impacts.		However,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	would	not	result	in	any	significant	traffic	or	circulation	impacts,	and	
in	 fact,	 is	 supported	 by	 LADOT	 as	 it	 would	 allow	 for	 better	 line‐of‐sight	 for	 drivers	 and	 thus	 safer	 turn	
movements	 for	 vehicles	 turning	 onto	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 from	 eastbound	 Sunset	
Boulevard.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	
traffic	system	impacts.				

COMMENT	NO.	A15‐6	

I	recognize	the	ultimate	decision	on	this	project	is	that	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	My	comments	are	intended	
to	continue	the	conversation	I've	had	with	members	your	City's	leadership,	as	well	as	the	conversation	that	
both	of	our	communities	are	having.	 I	 thank	you	 for	 the	opportunity	 to	provide	comment	on	behalf	of	my	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐55	
	

community,	 who	 will	 share	 your	 roads	 and	 patronize	 your	 new	 businesses.	 Please	 let	 me	 know	 if	 I	 can	
answer	any	questions	you	may	have.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A15‐6	

The	comments	regarding	the	City	of	Los	Angeles’	approval	authority	for	the	Project	and	suggested	ongoing	
communication	between	the	affected	jurisdictions	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			
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LETTER	NO.	A16	

Scott	Morgan,	Director	
State	of	California	
Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street,	P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	CA	95812‐3044	

COMMENT	NO.	A16‐1	

Pursuant	 to	 the	attached	 letter,	 the	Lead	Agency	has	extended	the	review	period	 for	 the	above	referenced	
project	to	November	9,	2015	to	accommodate	the	review	process.	All	other	project	information	remains	the	
same.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A16‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	indicates	that	the	review	period	for	the	RP‐DEIR	has	been	extended.		This	comment	
does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.			
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LETTER	NO.	A17	

Scott	Lunceford	
Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning	
City	of	West	Hollywood	
8300	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069‐6216	

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	
Report	(DEIR)	regarding	use	of	Alternative	9	of	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project	(Project).		

The	following	is	a	list	of	outstanding	items	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	deems	were	not	properly	analyzed	in	
either	the	DEIR	or	the	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	DEIR	completed	for	the	Project:	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	A17‐2	through	A17‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐2	

SECTION	3	‐	GENERAL	DESCRIPTION	AND	ENVIRONMENTAL	SETTING	

The	mixed‐use	 development	 located	within	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 at	 8350	 Santa	Monica	 Boulevard	
needs	to	be	included	in	the	list	of	Related	Projects	(TABLE	3‐1).	The	project	consists	of	a	48,574	square	foot	
building	 located	 on	 the	 northwest	 corner	 of	 Santa	 Monica	 Boulevard	 and	 Kings	 Road,	 and	 includes	 48	
residential	units	and	5,850	square	feet	of	retail	space.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐2	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).	

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐3	

SECTION	4.J.	‐	TRANSPORTATION	AND	CIRCULATION	

The	City	of	West	Hollywood	requested	detailed	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA)	of	10	key	intersections	as	part	
of	 the	 October	 14,	 2013	 comment	 letter	 to	 the	 NOP	 to	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Environmental	 Analysis	
Section.	All	requested	study	intersections	are	included	in	the	DEIR	with	the	exception	of	Sunset	Boulevard	
and	 Roxbury	 Road/Harper	 Avenue.	 This	 intersection	 is	 the	 first	 intersection	 immediately	 west	 of	 the	
proposed	 project	 site	 and	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 be	 most	 impacted.	 Analysis	 of	 this	 intersection	 must	 be	
included.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐6	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).	

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐4	

The	DEIR	traffic	study	states	that	a	5%	trip	reduction	was	applied	to	the	affordable	housing	component	of	
the	project.	The	TIA	states	that	"lower	income"	residents	tend	to	have	a	higher	reliance	on	public	transit	or	
other	non‐vehicular	means	of	transportation.	While	this	may	be	a	reasonable	assumption,	the	TIA	applied	an	
additional	5%	 transit	 reduction	 to	 the	entire	 residential	 component	of	 the	project.	This	 effectively	double	
counted	the	trip	reduction	for	transit	for	the	affordable	units.	This	error	in	assumption	should	be	corrected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐7	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).	

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐5	

The	DEIR	TIA	utilized	ITE	Trip	Generation	rates	to	estimate	trips	from	the	exiting	project	site.	The	existing	
trips	are	discounted	from	the	proposed	project	trips	which	yield	the	net	traffic	trips	which	potential	traffic	
impacts	 are	 determined.	 The	 site	 has	 a	 significant	 number	 of	 commercial	 tenant	 spaces	 that	 have	 been	
vacant	for	a	few	years.	The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	the	significant	vacancies	as	part	of	the	baseline	
conditions	 of	 the	 project	 site,	 and	 thus	 the	 estimated	 existing	 trip	 credits	 are	 overstated.	 This	 ultimately	
yields	a	much	lower	net	project	trips	calculation,	thereby	understating	the	potential	traffic	impacts.	Pursuant	
to	the	ruling	from	Citizens	for	East	Shore	Parks	v.	California	State	Lands	Commission	[(2011)	202	Cal.	App.	
4th	 549,	 561],	 the	 description	 of	 the	 environmental	 setting	 required	by	 CEQA	Guidelines	 §	 15125(a)	 that	
constitutes	the	baseline	physical	conditions	of	a	property	must	include	existing	conditions,	even	when	those	
conditions	 have	 never	 been	 reviewed.	 Thus,	 the	 traffic	 study	 needs	 to	 be	 updated	 to	 accurately	 reflect	
existing	conditions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐8	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).	

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐6	

The	DEIR	TIA	assumes	pass‐by	trip	reduction	for	the	retail/commercial	component	of	the	proposed	project.	
While	pass‐by	reduction	is	reasonable	for	uses	such	as	restaurants	and	supermarkets,	pass‐by	reduction	is	
not	appropriate	for	dance/yoga	studios	since	they	are	destination	uses	(i.e.	usage	is	dictated	by	appointment	
or	class	time).	The	TIA	should	be	revised	to	reflect	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐9	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).	

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐7	

The	proposed	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	along	with	the	proposed	mitigation	of	
signalizing	 the	 intersection	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	would	effectively	make	Havenhurst	
Drive	a	cut‐through	route	and	would	impact	the	residential	neighborhood	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	The	DEIR	
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TIA	does	not	take	into	account	the	potential	non‐project	related	trips	that	the	two	proposed	traffic	signals	
may	 induce.	 Also,	 adding	 the	 proposed	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 Fountain/Havenhurst	 intersection	 is	
geometrically	problematic	as	Fountain	Avenue	is	not	wide	enough	to	accommodate	installation	of	a	left	turn	
pocket	without	the	use	of	substandard	lane	widths.	In	addition,	the	existing	sidewalks	are	not	wide	enough	
for	any	proposed	signal	poles	and	equipment	without	negatively	affecting	handicapped	pass‐through	access	
on	the	sidewalks	to	and	from	the	intersection.	Left	turning	vehicles	at	this	intersection	will	cause	congestion	
and	delay	to	through	traffic	on	Fountain	Avenue.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐10	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).		In	addition,	
with	regard	to	sidewalk	widths	at	the	referenced	location,	all	intersection	improvements	would	be	designed	
and	 constructed	 in	 accordance	with	 all	 applicable	 regulations	 and	 requirements,	 including	 the	 Americans	
with	 Disabilities	 Act	 (ADA),	 to	 ensure	 that	 adequate	 access	 for	 pedestrians,	 including	 persons	 with	
disabilities.	 	The	 installation	of	potential	 eastbound	and	westbound	 left‐turn	 lanes	on	Fountain	Avenue	at	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 would	 not	 rely	 on	 the	 use	 of	 substandard	 lane	 widths.	 	 It	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 the	
preliminary	plan	for	such	installation	(see	Figure	4.J‐10	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR)	shows	nine‐foot	wide	
left‐turn	 pockets;	 this	 lane	 width	 was	 assumed	 in	 order	 to	 provide	 slightly	 wider	 curb	 lanes	 in	 both	
directions	of	travel	on	Fountain	Avenue	(minimum	of	11.5	feet).		However,	if	requested	by	the	City	of	West	
Hollywood,	 the	 curb	 lanes	 can	 each	 be	 reduced	 by	 ½	 foot,	 and	 the	 left‐turn	 lanes	 can	 be	 widened	 to	 a	
standard	10‐foot	width.		This	modified	configuration	would	result	in	a	minimum	of	11‐foot	wide	curb	lanes	
in	both	directions	of	travel	on	Fountain	Avenue,	and	10‐foot	wide	“interior”	travel	lanes	(including	the	left‐
turn	 lanes).	 	 Since	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	already	provides	10‐foot	wide	 interior	 travel	 lanes	 in	both	
directions	of	Fountain	Avenue	in	the	vicinity	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	the	proposed	lane	widths	are	considered	
acceptable.		

With	 regard	 to	 the	 comment	about	 lack	of	 adequate	 space	 for	 traffic	 signal	 equipment,	 the	 intersection	of	
Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	currently	provides	sufficient	space	for	 installation	of	the	proposed	
new	traffic	signal	at	this	location.		Although	it	is	acknowledged	that	sidewalk	and	street	right‐of‐way	widths	
at	 this	 intersection	are	minimal,	 the	 intersection	already	exhibits	existing	street	 light	standards	(poles)	on	
each	corner.		Similar	to	the	nearby	intersections	of	both	Fountain	Avenue/Sweetzer	Avenue	to	the	west	and	
Fountain	Avenue/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	the	east,	these	existing	street	light	poles	could	be	modified	
or	replaced	in	order	to	accommodate	the	proposed	signal	head	mast	arms.	 	Additionally,	there	is	adequate	
parkway	width	to	accommodate	the	required	signal	control	boxes	at	this	 intersection	without	encroaching	
on	 the	 existing	 sidewalk	widths.	 	 It	 should	be	noted	 that	 the	 nearby	 intersection	of	 Fountain	Avenue	 and	
Sweetzer	Avenue	exhibits	similar	sidewalk	and	street	right‐of‐way	width	restrictions,	but	these	conditions	
did	not	preclude	the	installation	of	the	necessary	signal	equipment	at	that	location.		

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐8	

Based	on	the	anticipated	impacts	along	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Fountain	Avenue,	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	
would	 like	 the	project	 to	eliminate	site	access	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	The	proposed	 left‐turn	prohibition	
improvements	shown	in	Figure	4.J‐5	will	not	be	adequate	to	address	all	of	the	anticipated	impacts,	nor	will	
the	 proposed	 improvements	 eliminate	 the	 possibility	 of	 making	 left‐hand	 turns	 out	 of	 the	 proposed	
driveways	without	proper	enforcement.	Also,	deliveries	and	services	(i.e.	trash	collection,	moving	vans,	etc.)	
should	only	access	the	Project	via	the	driveways	on	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐10	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).		With	regard	
to	 the	 left‐turn	 prohibition	 improvements	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 4.J‐5	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	
Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	these	features	are	conceptual	but	are	intended	to	discourage	and,	
to	the	extent	feasible,	prevent	left‐turn	movements	for	exiting	vehicles.		As	these	improvements	are	merely	
conceptual	 in	 nature,	 the	 specific	 improvements	 or	 other	measures	 ultimately	 employed	 to	minimize	 left	
turns	at	this	location	would	be	determined	based	on	input	from	LADOT	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	as	
applicable.			

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐9	

The	 proposed	 project	 would	 increase	 both	 vehicular	 and	 pedestrian	 traffic	 in	 the	 surrounding	 area.	 The	
potential	 increase	 in	 pedestrian	 levels	 warrants	 an	 upgrade	 to	 the	 existing	 pedestrian	 crosswalk	 located	
south	of	the	project	site	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	As	part	of	the	mitigation,	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	
would	like	the	project	to	upgrade	the	current	crosswalk	to	a	midblock	pedestrian	signal.	Pedestrian	visibility	
enhancements	should	also	be	 incorporated	 into	the	signalization	of	 this	crosswalk	(i.e.	sidewalk	bulb‐outs,	
refuge	island,	reflective	markings,	etc.).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐11	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).			

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐10	

On	Fountain	Avenue,	the	level	of	service	calculations	show	worsening	conditions	at	all	 intersections	which	
were	 studied.	 Although	 the	 signalized	 intersections	 of	 Fountain/Olive	 and	 Fountain/Laurel	 were	 not	
included	 in	 the	 analysis,	 they	 too	 will	 be	 impacted.	 To	 mitigate	 the	 worsening	 of	 conditions	 at	 these	
intersections,	 the	 developer	 should	 be	 required	 to	 fund	 the	 upgrade	 of	 the	 traffic	 signal	 controller	
equipment,	replacing	existing	170	controllers	with	2070	controllers,	as	well	as	 fund	 installation	of	battery	
back‐up	 systems	 for	 the	 following	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 signalized	 intersections:	 Fountain/La	 Cienega;	
Fountain/Olive;	 Fountain/Sweetzer;	 Fountain/Crescent	Heights;	 and	Fountain/Laurel	 (Fountain/Fairfax	 is	
not	 included,	 as	 that	 intersection	 already	 has	 an	 upgraded	 2070	 controller	 and	 has	 a	 battery	 back‐up	
system).	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐12	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).			

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐11	

REVIEW	
The	above	items	have	not	been	adequately	addressed	by	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	DEIR,	and	continue	to	
be	 outstanding	 items	 that	 need	 to	 be	 addressed	 prior	 to	 certification	 of	 the	 Final	 EIR	 for	 the	 Project.	 In	
addition,	 the	 following	are	key	conditions	 that	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	still	 requests	be	applied	 to	 the	
Project:	

 Eliminate	site	access	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	
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 Require	deliveries	and	services	(i.e.	trash	collection,	moving	vans,	etc.)	to	only	ingress	and	egress	the	
Project	via	the	driveways	on	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	

 Upgrade	 the	 existing	 pedestrian	 crosswalk	 located	 south	 of	 the	 project	 site	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 to	 a	 mid‐block	 pedestrian	 signal,	 and	 incorporate	 other	 pedestrian	 visibility	
enhancements	 into	 the	 signalization	 of	 this	 crosswalk	 (i.e.	 sidewalk	 bulb‐outs,	 refuge	 island,	
reflective	markings,	etc.).	

 Fund	upgrading	the	traffic	signal	controller	equipment,	replacing	existing	170	controllers	with	2070	
controllers,	 and	 installation	 of	 battery	 back‐up	 systems	 for	 the	 following	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	
signalized	 intersections:	 Fountain/La	 Cienega,	 Fountain/Crescent	 Heights,	 Fountain/Sweetzer,	
Fountain/Olive,	and	Fountain/Laurel.	

Thank	you	again	 for	 this	opportunity	 to	provide	 input	on	 the	environmental	 review	of	 this	project.	Please	
provide	a	copy	of	any	notice	of	determination	that	may	be	filed	with	respect	to	the	Project,	pursuant	to	the	
provisions	of	Public	Resources	Code	Section	21197	(f)	.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐19	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9	–	Scott	Lunceford).			

COMMENT	NO.	A17‐12	

For	any	infrastructure	related	questions,	please	call	Sharon	Perlstein,	P.E.,	City	Engineer,	at	323‐848‐6383	or	
sperlstein@weho.org.	

For	 any	 traffic	 related	 questions,	 please	 contact	 Bob	 Cheung,	 Senior	 Transportation	 Planner,	 at	 323‐848‐
6346	or	bcheung@weho.org.	

Attached	please	find	copies	of	correspondence	from	residents	of	West	Hollywood	commenting	on	the	revised	
Project	(Alternative	9).	

If	you	have	any	questions	regarding	this	letter,	please	feel	free	to	contact	me.	

RESPONSE	NO.	A17‐12	

The	 commenter	provides	 contact	 information	 for	City	 staff	 related	 to	 issues	 raised	 in	 the	 comment	 letter.		
Comment	 letters	 submitted	 by	 West	 Hollywood	 residents	 that	 are	 referenced	 by	 the	 commenter	 are	
addressed	individually	in	Responses	to	Comment	Letters	C196	(Michael	Black),	C200	(Phil	Hammond),	C211	
(Alex	Nicholas),	C212	(Joe	Eastwood),	C259	(James	Teel),	C287	(Donna	Arost),	C306	(Philippe	Mora),	C344	
(Wayne	Marmorstein),	and	C713	(Rory	Barish).			
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LETTER	NO.	A18	

Srimal	Hewawitharana	
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org	
	
COMMENT	NO.	A18‐1	

Srimal	Hewawitharana	<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>		 Tue,	Nov	10,	2015	at	10:12	AM	

To:	William	Lamborn	<william.lamborn@lacity.org>	

RESPONSE	NO.	A18‐1	

The	comment	is	an	email	forward	of	Comment	Letter	A15	(Lindsey	Horvath,	City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	
A15).		As	such,	please	see	Response	to	Letter	A15.	

	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐63	
	

LETTER	NO.	A19	

Srimal	Hewawitharana	
csrimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org	

COMMENT	NO.	A19‐1	

Srimal	Hewawitharana	<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>		 Tue,	Nov	10,	2015	at	10:08	AM	

To:	William	Lamborn	<william.lamborn@lacity.org>	

RESPONSE	NO.	A19‐1	

The	 comment	 is	 an	 email	 forward	 of	 Comment	 Letter	 B37	 (Wendy‐Sue	 Rosen,	 Federation	 of	Hillside	 and	
Canyon	Associations	Letter	B37).		As	such,	please	see	Response	to	Letter	B37.	
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LETTER	NO.	A20	

William	Lamborn	
Major	Projects	
Department	of	City	Planning	
200	N.	Spring	Street,	Rm	750	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

COMMENT	NO.	A20‐1	

Mr.	McCourt,	

Thanks	for	your	email.	Please	see	responses	below.		The	original	project	includes	heights	ranging	from	2	to	
16	stories	(overall	building	height	approximately	216	feet	as	measured	from	the	low	point	of	the	Project	Site	
at	Havenhurst	Drive).	 	Alternative	9,	which	is	addressed	in	the	recirculated	DEIR,	 includes	heights	ranging	
from	3	to	15	stories	(overall	building	height	approximately	234	feet	as	measured	from	the	low	point	of	the	
Project	 Site	 Havenhurst	 Drive).	 	 For	 a	 complete	 description	 of	 Alternative	 9,	 please	 see	 Page	 21,	 Project	
Description	 of	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR:	 	 http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html	
The	project	cannot	get	started	until	after	certifying	the	Final	EIR	and	going	through	the	City's	review	process,	
through	which	the	project	could	be	approved	or	denied.			

RESPONSE	NO.	A20‐1	

The	comment	is	an	e‐mail	response	from	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	staff	to	an	e‐mail	
from	a	Mr.	McCourt	concerning	the	heights	of	the	proposed	buildings	under	the	proposed	Project	and	Under	
Alternative	9,	and	when	the	Project	can	“get	started”.		The	information	in	the	comment	is	provided	on	page	
2‐25	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 and	 is	 correct.	 	This	 comment	does	not	 raise	 an	 issue	
specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.			
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LETTER	NO.	A21	

Scott	Morgan,	Director	
State	of	California	
Governor’s	Office	of	Planning	and	Research	
State	Clearinghouse	and	Planning	Unit	
1400	Tenth	Street,	P.O.	Box	3044	
Sacramento,	CA	95812‐3044	

COMMENT	NO.	A21‐1		

The	 State	 Clearinghouse	 submitted	 the	 above	 named	Draft	 EIR	 to	 selected	 state	 agencies	 for	 review.	 The	
review	period	closed	on	November	9,	2015,	and	no	state	agencies	submitted	comments	by	 that	date.	This	
letter	 acknowledges	 that	 you	 have	 complied	 with	 the	 State	 Clearinghouse	 review	 requirements	 for	 draft	
environmental	 documents,	 pursuant	 to	 the	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act.	 	 Please	 call	 the	 State	
Clearinghouse	at	(916)	445‐0613	if	you	have	any	questions	regarding	the	environmental	review	process.	If	
you	have	a	question	about	the	above‐named	project,	please	refer	to	the	ten‐digit	State	Clearinghouse	number	
when	contacting	this	office.			

RESPONSE	NO.	A21‐1	

The	State	Clearinghouse	acknowledges	 compliance	with	agency	 review	requirements	 for	 the	RP‐DEIR	and	
states	that	no	state	agency	comments	were	received	by	close	of	the	public	comment	period	on	the	referenced	
date.		However,	because	the	comments	do	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐
DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		
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LETTER	NO.	A22	

William	Lamborn	
Major	Projects	
Department	of	City	Planning	
200	N.	Spring	Street,	Rm	750	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

COMMENT	NO.	A22‐1	

Mr.	McCourt,	

Thanks	for	your	email.		Please	see	responses	below.		The	original	project	includes	heights	ranging	from	2	to	
16	stories	(overall	building	height	approximately	216	feet	as	measured	from	the	low	point	of	the	Project	Site	
at	Havenhurst	Drive).	 	Alternative	9,	which	is	addressed	in	the	recirculated	DEIR,	 includes	heights	ranging	
from	3	to	15	stories	(overall	building	height	approximately	234	feet	as	measured	from	the	low	point	of	the	
Project	Site	at	Havenhurst	Drive).	 	For	a	complete	description	of	Alternative	9,	please	see	Page	2‐1,	Project	
Description	 of	 the	 recirculated	DEIR:	 	 http://planning.la	 city.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.	 Html	
The	project	cannot	get	started	until	after	certifying	the	Final	EIR	and	going	through	the	City's	review	process,	
through	which	the	project	could	be	approved	or	denied.		

RESPONSE	NO.	A22‐1	

The	comment	is	a	repeat	of	Comment	No.	A20‐1	(Department	of	City	Planning	Letter	A20).		As	such,	please	
see	Response	to	Comment	A20‐1.	
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LETTER	NO.	B1	

Save	Sunset	Boulevard		

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐1	

GENERAL	NOTES	AND	COMMENTS:	

The	EIR's	Executive	Summary	should	lay	out	for	the	general	public	what	is	permissible	under	both	the	City's	
General	Plan	and	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan	of	1988	that	is	currently	in	force.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐1	

The	Executive	 Summary	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR	was	 prepared	 in	 accordance	with	 “Summary”	 requirements	 and	
recommendations	 provided	 in	 Section	 15123	 of	 the	 CEQA	 Guidelines.	 	 As	 stated	 therein,	 “An	 EIR	 shall	
contain	 a	 brief	 summary	 of	 the	 proposed	 actions	 and	 its	 consequences.”	 	 Section	 15123	 requires	
identification	 of	 the	 Project’s	 significant	 impacts,	 mitigation	 measures,	 alternatives,	 and	 “areas	 of	
controversy.”		The	Draft	EIR’s	Executive	Summary	includes	the	content	specified	in	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	
15123,	and	though	it	does	not	include	a	discussion	of	what	is	permissible	under	both	the	City's	General	Plan	
and	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	any	inconsistencies	with	these	and	other	plans	are	addressed	
in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	in	the	Draft	EIR,	as	required	by	CEQA.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐2	

The	EIR	needs	to	be	more	accessible	to	the	general	public.	The	EIR	consultants	must	evaluate	each	existing	
business	side‐by‐side	with	each	of	the	proposed	new	business	uses	in	a	chart	or	table.	Specifically;	

 What	are	parking	requirements	for	each	of	the	current	land	uses	on	site	and	for	the	proposed	land	
uses	based	on	floor	area	(square	footage)	and	spaces	allocated/required?	

 What	 are	 the	 metrics	 for	 trips	 generated	 for	 each	 of	 the	 current	 land	 uses	 on	 site	 and	 for	 the	
proposed	 land	 uses,	 again	 with	 square	 footage,	 proposed	 patronage,	 and	 individual	 business	 or	
residential	use	related	vehicle	movements?	

 These	metrics	should	identify	all	the	current	commercial	uses	including	Art	Storage	uses	that	are	a	
substantial	portion	of	the	commercial	uses	currently.	

If	 some	 of	 this	 information	 is	 already	 contained	 in	 the	 report	 please	 indicate	 where	 it	 is	 shown.	 If	 it	 is	
missing,	please	include	this	information	in	the	revised	draft.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐2	

This	 comment	 raises	 various	 issues	 on	 the	 availability	 and	 content	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Responses	 to	 each	
statement	are	provided	below.	

The	 first	sentence	addresses	 the	availability	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	City	has	complied	with	or	exceeded	the	
Draft	 EIR	 public	 circulation	 requirements	 of	 CEQA,	 and	 provided	 several	 means	 of	 access	 to	 review	 the	
document	and	related	materials.		Specifically,	the	Draft	EIR	and	associated	Notice	of	Availability	(NOA)	were	
made	 available	 for	 review	 at	 the	Department	 of	 City	 Planning	 and	were	 also	 distributed	 to	 various	 State,	
regional,	and	local	agencies,	the	State	Clearinghouse,	four	(4)	local	libraries	in	the	proposed	Project	vicinity,	
and	electronic	 files	were	posted	on	the	City’s	website	 for	review.	 	The	Draft	EIR,	 including	all	Appendices,	
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was	 and	 continues	 to	 be	 posted	 on	 the	 Department	 of	 City	 Planning’s	 Web	 site	 at	
http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150%20Sunset/DEIR/index.html).			

The	 second	 sentence	 addresses	 the	 format	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Subsequent	 bullet	 points	 provide	 specific	
examples	of	the	requested	formats.		An	EIR	need	not	follow	any	particular	format	as	long	as	it	contains	the	
information	required	by	CEQA	and	CEQA	Guidelines	(CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15160).			

The	first	bullet	point	in	this	comment	inquires	about	the	parking	requirements	for	each	of	the	current	land	
uses	 on	 site	 and	 for	 the	 proposed	 land	 uses	 based	 on	 floor	 area	 (square	 footage)	 and	 spaces	
allocated/required.	 	On	 September	27,	 2013,	Governor	Brown	 signed	 Senate	Bill	 (SB)	 743,	which	became	
effective	 on	 January	1,	 2014.	 	 The	purpose	 of	 SB	743	 is	 to	 streamline	 the	 review	under	CEQA	 for	 several	
categories	of	development	projects	including	the	development	of	infill	projects	in	transit	priority	areas.		The	
bill	 adds	 to	 the	CEQA	Statute,	 Chapter	 2.7,	Modernization	 of	 Transportation	Analysis	 for	Transit‐Oriented	
Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	particular	 Section	21099.	 	 Pursuant	 to	 Section	21099(d)(1)	 “…	parking	 impacts	 of	 a	
residential,	mixed‐use	residential,	or	employment	center	project	on	an	infill	site	within	a	transit	priority	area	
shall	not	be	considered	significant	impacts	on	the	environment.”		The	proposed	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	
forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d),	 and	 for	 this	 reason,	 the	 proposed	 Project’s	 effects	 related	 to	 parking	 are	 not	
required	to	be	analyzed	under	the	State	CEQA	Statute.		Nonetheless,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	
parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	with	 supporting	 data	 and	
information	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1.	 	 The	 existing	 parking	 facilities	 on	 the	
Project	Site	are	described	on	page	4.J‐8	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	
noted	on	page	4.J‐8,	“[t]he	existing	shopping	center	provides	a	total	of	approximately	222	on‐site	vehicular	
parking	spaces,	including	approximately	116	spaces	located	in	a	surface	parking	lot	(near	Sunset	Boulevard)	
on	the	upper	portion	of	the	Project	Site	as	well	as	an	approximately	64‐space	surface	lot	located	on	the	lower	
portion	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 along	 the	 southern	 boundary.	 	 An	 approximately	 42‐space	 parking	 garage	 is	
located	 under	 the	main	 shopping	 center	 building.”	 	 The	 proposed	 Project’s	 parking	 requirements	 and	 an	
assessment	of	compliance	with	these	requirements	is	provided	on	page	4.J‐59	through	page	4.J‐62,	including	
Tables	4.J‐6	 and	4.J‐7	on	pages	4.J‐60	and	4.J‐61,	 respectively,	 in	Section	4.J	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 as	well	 as	 in	
Tables	2‐13	and	2‐14	on	pages	2‐54	 through	2‐56	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.	 	As	shown	
therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	exceed	the	parking	requirements	of	the	LAMC.	

The	second	and	third	bullet	points	inquire	about	the	metrics	for	trips	generated	for	each	of	the	current	land	
uses	on‐site	and	for	the	proposed	land	uses.		A	trip	summary	for	the	existing	and	proposed	uses	is	provided	
in	Table	4.J‐3	on	page	4.J‐40	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		A	more	detailed	
breakdown	of	the	existing	and	Project	trip	generation	rates	is	provided	in	Table	1,	Project	and	Existing	Uses	
Trip	Generation	Rates,	beginning	on	page	11	of	the	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA,	included	as	Appendix	H‐1	in	
the	Draft	EIR).		All	trip	generation	rates	for	the	existing	and	proposed	uses	were	based	on	rates	provided	in	
the	 9th	 Edition	 of	 the	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (“ITE”)	 Trip	 Generation	 Manual.	 	 The	 data	
contained	in	this	publication	is	typically	used	as	the	basis	for	most	traffic	studies	conducted	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 surrounding	 jurisdictions,	 including	 the	City	 of	West	Hollywood.	 	 Table	 2	 (a‐b)	 beginning	 on	
page	 16	 in	 the	 TIA	 provides	 a	 detailed	 breakdown	 of	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	 Project’s	 trip	 generation	
based	on	 the	 individual	 land	use	 components	 of	 the	 existing	 and	proposed	uses.	 	Due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 the	
various	existing	retail	tenants	on	the	Project	Site	have	and	continue	to	change	over	time,	the	use	of	ITE	trip	
generation	factors	provides	a	more	consistent	and	reliable	means	of	gauging	existing	traffic	over	time	than	
empirical	data	based	on	a	snapshot	of	conditions	at	any	given	time.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	Project	trip	generation	and	associated	traffic	impacts.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐3	

The	EIR	completely	 fails	 to	address	three	specific	project	alternatives	that	the	community	had	asked	to	be	
included	during	the	Consultant's	initial	scoping	meetings.		These	were:	

 Commercial	only	development	up	to	the	allowable	111,000	sq.	feet.	

 Mixed	use	development	up	to	the	allowable	111,000	sq.	feet	(with	the	same	commercial/residential	
ratio	of	the	proposed	project)	

 Mixed	use	development	with	affordable	housing	bonus	up	to	the	allowable	111,000	sq.	feet	

Please	 objectively	 evaluate	 these	 project	 alternatives	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 parking	 requirements,	 traffic	
impacts,	 trip	 generations,	 considerations	 with	 or	 without	 affordable	 housing	 and	 construction‐related	
impacts.	Also	would	these	project	alternatives	require	that	the	applicant	to	request	discretionary	actions	or	
variances	in	order	to	comply	with	the	code?	

Please	 have	 the	 Consultant	 evaluate	 each	 of	 these	 potential	 alternatives	 under	 the	 criteria	 for	
Environmentally	Superior	Alternatives.	

Project	 Alternatives	 #3,	 #4,	 #5,	 #6	 &	 #7	 all	 involve	 development	 options	 that	 were	 NOT	 raised	 by	 the	
community	during	seeping	[sic]	process.	There	was	no	explanation	as	to	why	these	were	considered	based	
on	the	public	scoping	process.	Most,	if	not	all,	appear	to	be	non‐code	compliant	options.	Please	disclose	who	
generated	 these	 alternatives,	 and	 why	 they	 were	 considered	 as	 viable	 alternatives	 with	 respect	 to	 the	
General	Plan	or	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	considerations?	

The	EIR	(ref.	Executive	Summary,	Page	ES‐10,	paragraph	1)	concludes	that	Alternatives	#4	and	#5	are	the	
environmentally	 superior	 alternatives.	 The	 Consultants	 should	 re‐evaluate	 this	 conclusion	 as	 it	 is	 not	
supported	in	the	Report,	and	in	fact	only	Alternative	#2	is	identified	as	reducing	one	of	the	impacts.	A	careful	
study	of	the	three	alternatives	that	were	suggested	by	the	community	during	the	scoping	meeting	will	yield	
different	 results.	 Please	 consider	 the	 environmental	 superiority	 of	 these	 options	 and	 then	 re‐address	 the	
current	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐3	

The	range	of	Alternatives	evaluated	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	includes	the	mandatory	No	
Project	 Alternative,	 as	 well	 as	 seven	 other	 alternatives,	 and	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 evaluated	 a	 ninth	 alternative,	
Alternative	 9.	 All	 of	 these	 alternatives	 were	 selected	 based	 on	 (1)	 their	 ability	 to	 reduce	 the	 Project’s	
environmental	effects,	and	particularly	its	significant	effects,	and	(2)	their	ability	to	meet	the	stated	Project	
objectives.	 	While	a	number	of	 these	alternative	development	scenarios	were	not	 raised	during	 the	public	
scoping	process,	they	were	developed	during	the	preparation	of	the	Draft	EIR	to	facilitate	public	discussion	
regarding	the	proposed	Project.	Alternative	9	was	developed	in	response	to	comments	received	on	the	Draft	
EIR,	in	order	to	address	Project‐related	impacts,	including	impacts	and	concerns	raised	by	the	public,	while	
still	achieving	most	of	the	identified	Project	objectives.			

Further,	pursuant	to	Section	15126.6	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	the	Draft	EIR	is	not	required	to	evaluate	
every	 conceivable	 alternative	 scenario.	 	 It	 need	 only	 explore	 in	 detail	 a	 reasonable	 range	 of	 alternatives,	
meaning	alternatives	that	would	feasibly	attain	most	of	the	basic	objectives	of	the	Project	but	would	avoid	or	
substantially	lessen	any	of	the	significant	effects	of	the	Project.		The	eight	alternatives	evaluated	in	detail	in	
Chapter	 5.0,	Alternatives,	 of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 as	well	 as	Alternative	9	 evaluated	 in	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 constitute	 a	
reasonable	 range	 of	 alternatives	 and	 include	 at	 least	 one	 of	 the	 alternatives	 described	 by	 the	 commenter	
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(specifically,	Alternative	2,	which	evaluated	a	commercial‐only	alternative	with	a	1:1	FAR,	or	up	to	111,339	
square	feet	of	development	(See	Alternative	2)).			

The	 remaining	 alternatives	 proposed	 by	 the	 commenter	 were	 considered	 for	 evaluation	 as	 a	 result	 the	
scoping	process,	but	did	not	warrant	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	for	the	following	reasons:	

1. A	mixed‐use	development	with	the	same	proportion	of	commercial	and	residential	square	footage	as	
the	Project	but	with	a	maximum	intensity	of	111,000	square	feet	would	result	in	a	development	with	
37,013	 square	 feet	 of	 commercial	 uses	 (or	 less	 than	 half	 of	what	 exists	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 under	
existing	conditions)	and	73,987	square	feet	of	residential	uses	including	83	total	dwelling	units	and	
all	 related	 open	 space,	 common	 areas,	 amenities,	 and	 other	 spaces.	 	 This	 amount	 of	 development	
would	not	achieve	many	of	the	core	objectives	of	the	Project,	including	those	related	to	the	provision	
of	affordable	housing,	concentration	of	density	and	housing	in	activity	areas	near	transit,	enhancing	
pedestrian	activity	and	neighborhood	commercial	street	life	(Corner	Plaza),	and	providing	additional	
employment	 opportunities.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 limited	 intensity	 of	 development	 may	 not	 be	
economically	 feasible	 given	 the	 costs	 required	 to	 redevelop	 the	 Project	 Site	 with	 new	 uses.	 	 In	
addition,	 implementation	of	 this	development	scenario	would	still	 result	 in	significant	unavoidable	
impacts	 to	 historical	 resources,	 as	 the	 existing	 Bank	 building	 would	 still	 be	 removed,	 and	
construction	 activities	would	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	 temporary	 impacts	 related	 to	 truck	
traffic	and	noise	and	vibration.		Though	the	duration	of	such	impacts	would	be	incrementally	reduced	
relative	to	the	Project,	they	would	not	be	reduced	to	an	insignificant	level.		As	such,	this	development	
scenario	was	not	considered	in	the	Draft	EIR.	

2. Regarding	a	mixed‐use	project	with	a	similar	breakdown	of	uses	as	the	Project,	but	with	affordable	
housing	 incentives,	 such	 a	 development	 scenario	 is	 not	 feasible	 or	 realistic.	 	 This	 is	 because	 the	
Project	 proposes	 to	 include	 28	 very‐low	 income	 units,	 or	 11%	of	 the	 total	 number	 of	 units	 in	 the	
Project,	which	qualifies	the	Project	for	a	35%	density	bonus.		Development	projects	that	qualify	for	a	
density	 bonus	 pursuant	 to	 California	 Government	 Code	 Section	 65915	 et	 seq.	 and	 LAMC	 Section	
12.22‐A.25	et	seq.	by	providing	on‐site	affordable	housing	units	may	request	one	or	more	incentives,	
including	an	 increase	 in	FAR	 to	3:1.	 	A	mixed‐use	development	with	a	1:1	FAR	on	 the	Project	 Site	
would	 not	 require	 a	 density	 bonus	 and	 thus	 the	 applicant	 would	 not	 be	 compelled	 to	 provide	
affordable	housing.	 	Additionally,	 in	the	absence	of	such	a	density	bonus	and	associated	increase	in	
square	 footage,	 the	development	would	not	achieve	“critical	mass”	 to	be	economically	 feasible	at	a	
density	of	1:1,	For	this	reason,	and	the	reasons	mentioned	above,	 it	would	not	achieve	many	of	the	
basic	 objectives	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 Accordingly,	 this	 development	 scenario	was	 not	 considered	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR.			

The	commenter	also	states	that	the	Draft	EIR	identified	Alternatives	4	and	5	as	the	environmentally	superior	
alternatives,	but	 this	statement	 is	 incorrect.	 	As	stated	on	page	ES‐10	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	Executive	Summary	
and	page	5‐249	in	Chapter	5,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	only	Alternative	6	(the	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	
Preservation	Alternative)	was	considered	the	environmentally	superior	alternative,	as	it	would	eliminate	a	
significant	 unavoidable	 impact	 to	 on‐site	 historical	 resources	 (i.e.,	 the	Bank	building),	would	 result	 in	 the	
fewest	significant	and	unavoidable	impacts	of	the	build	Alternatives,	and	would	achieve	some	of	the	Project	
objectives.	 	 Specifically,	 this	Alternative	would	only	partially	 achieve	 the	 following	objectives:	 (1)	provide	
high‐quality	 commercial	 uses	 to	 serve	 residents	 of	 the	westernmost	 area	 of	 Hollywood	 in	 a	manner	 that	
contributes	to	a	synergy	of	uses	and	enhances	the	character	of	the	area;	(2)	bring	convenient	neighborhood‐
serving	commercial	uses	within	walking	distance	of	numerous	apartments	and	single‐family	 residences	 in	
the	westernmost	area	of	Hollywood;	and	 (3)	maintain	and	enhance	 the	economic	vitality	of	 the	 region	by	
providing	jobs	that	attract	commercial	and	residential	tenants.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	RP‐DEIR	further	
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discussed	 the	environmentally	superior	alternative	on	pages	2‐63	and	2‐64,	and	as	concluded	 therein,	 the	
Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	was	considered	the	environmentally	superior	alternative.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐4	

Section	D	 of	 the	 Executive	 Summary	 does	 not	 list	 "Hydrology"	 and	 underground	water	 impacts	 resulting	
from	the	proposed	new	concrete	parking	structure	and	building	foundation	walls.	The	project	is	being	built	
on	a	thick	alluvial	fan	that	during	El	Nino	years	will	still	contain	massive	amounts	of	run‐off	from	the	hills,	
and	 is	within	 100	 feet	 of	 the	 recently	 confirmed	Alquist‐Priolo	 fault	 line.	 The	 consequences	 of	 these	 very	
serious	dangers	must	be	addressed	clearly	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐4	

Hydrology	 and	 groundwater	 impacts	 were	 addressed	 in	 Section	 IX,	 Hydrology	 and	 Water	 Quality	 in	 the	
Initial	 Study	 prepared	 for	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Initial	 Study	 is	 included	 as	 Appendix	 A‐1	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.		
Hydrology‐groundwater	 impacts	 were	 evaluated	 and	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 in	 the	 Initial	
Study.		As	discussed	therein,	according	to	the	Phase	I	ESA	prepared	for	the	Project	Site,	groundwater	depths	
on‐site	are	anticipated	to	be	approximately	166	feet	below	ground	surface	(bgs).1		Additionally,	as	noted	on	
page	4.D‐14	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	groundwater	was	not	encountered	in	any	of	
the	 boreholes	 drilled	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 to	 a	 depth	 of	 155	 feet	 bgs.	 	 Given	 the	 estimated	 depth	 to	
groundwater	 on‐site	 and	 anticipated	 depths	 of	 proposed	 excavation,	 groundwater	 impacts	would	 be	 less	
than	significant.	 	Other	hydrology	and	water‐related	 impacts	would	 likewise	be	 less	 than	significant,	given	
mandatory	compliance	with	applicable	stormwater	regulations	(e.g.,	MS4	and	LID	requirements).		Hydrology	
and	 Water	 Quality	 related	 issues	 were	 appropriately	 excluded	 from	 the	 list	 of	 issues	 under	 “Areas	 of	
Controversy/Issues	to	be	Resolved”	of	the	Executive	Summary.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐5	

The	 EIR	 states	 that	 the	 developer	 is	 asking	 for	 249	 units	 of	 residential.	 The	 Hollywood	 Community	 plan	
specifies	a	maximum	for	Med‐High	Density	Units	 ‐40‐60	per	acre.	Then	the	2.55	of	Site	Acres	would	allow	
them	just	151	units.	If	you	add	a	35%	density	bonus	that	is	52.85	(53)	units,	for	a	total	of	204	units.	This	is	
the	actual	maximum	number	units	allowed	under	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(1988)	in	the	case	that	the	
project	would	be	granted	a	3:1	FAR.	

Where	 is	 the	developer	getting	the	density	 figures	 from?	The	EIR	must	show	how	these	 figures	have	been	
arrived	at.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐5	

The	commenter	states	that	the	Project	exceeds	the	allowable	residential	density	under	the	1988	Hollywood	
Community	Plan.	 	However,	as	noted	on	page	2‐2	 in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	
Project	Site	is	designated	as	Neighborhood	Commercial	on	the	General	Plan	Land	Use	Map	for	the	Hollywood	
Community	 Plan	 area	 (dated	 July	 15,	 2008	 and	 subsequently	 revised	 April	 2014)2,	 and	 is	 not	 limited	 to	
residential	uses	as	asserted	by	the	commenter.		As	such,	the	density	information	cited	by	the	commenter	is	
not	applicable	to	the	Project	Site.		The	Project	site	is	zoned	C4‐1D,	which	corresponds	to	the	Neighborhood	
Commercial	land	use	designation,	and	which	allows	one	unit	for	each	400	square	feet	of	lot	area.		Given	the	
																																																													
1	 IVI	 Assessment	 Services,	 Inc.,	 “Phase	 I	 Environmental	 Site	 Assessment	 –	 Suncrest	 Shopping	 Center	 8148‐8182	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 Los	

Angeles,	California	90046.”		July	7,	2011.	
2		 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 General	 Plan	 Land	 Use	 Map.	 	 Accessible	 at	

http://planning.lacity.org/CPU/hollywood/Maps/hwd_GenPlan.pdf.		April	2014.	
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Project	site’s	area	of	111,339	square	feet,	a	total	of	278	units	would	be	permitted.		Therefore,	the	249	units	
proposed	 for	 the	Project	would	be	 less	 than	 the	number	of	units	permitted	by	 the	Hollywood	Community	
Plan	 and	 the	 C4‐1D	 zone.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	
development	standards	and	qualification	for	housing	incentives	including	increased	density.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐6	

The	EIR	does	not	conform	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(1988)	or	CEQA	

The	EIR	admits	that	the	Lytton	Center	on	the	project	site	''was	found	conservatively	eligible	as	a	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 Historic	 Cultural	 Monument	 as	 a	 historical	 resource.	 Therefore	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 considered	 a	
historical	 resource	 under	 section	 15064.5(a)	 (2)	 of	 the	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 and	 the	 Project	 would	 have	
significant	and	unavoidable	impacts	in	historical	resources	due	to	demolition	of	the	Bank."	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	EIR	

"If	a	project	would	render	an	eligible	historic	resource	ineligible,	then	there	would	be	a	significant	adverse	
effect	under	CEQA."	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	EIR	

Here	the	EIR	admits	that	its	plan	has	significant	adverse	effects	under	CEQA	since	by	demolishing	the	Lytton	
Center,	 it	 renders	 an	 eligible	 historic	 resource	 ineligible.	 Also,	 the	 demolition	 plan	 is	 against	 the	 clear	
language	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	to	encourage	preservation	as	quoted	below.	

The	Hollywood	Community	Plan	serves	to	"encourage	the	preservation	and	enhancement	of	the	varied	and	
distinctive	residential	character	of	the	community"‐pg.1,	section	3	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐6	

Impacts	to	the	on‐site	Bank	building	were	fully	evaluated	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	with	supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report,	Appendix	C‐
3	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 existing	 Bank	 building	 was	 determined	 to	 be	 a	 historical	
resource	under	CEQA	and	thus	even	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	the	Project	was	
determined	 to	have	 a	 significant	unavoidable	 impact	 on	 this	 resource	 if	 it	were	demolished	 and	 removed	
from	 the	 site.	 	 However,	 a	 determination	 of	 a	 significant	 unavoidable	 impact	 does	 not	 equate	 to	 non‐
conformance	with	CEQA;	in	fact,	the	disclosure	of	this	impact	is	required	by	CEQA.		As	relates	to	consistency	
with	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	regarding	historical	resources,	the	citation	provided	by	the	commenter	
is	 not	 relevant	 to	 historical	 resources,	 but	 rather	 pertains	 to	 preservation	 and	 enhancement	 of	 the	
community’s	 residential	 character.	Nonetheless,	 as	discussed	with	 regard	 to	Objective	3	 in	Table	 4.F‐2	on	
page	4.F‐28	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	preserve	and	enhance	the	residential	
character	 of	 the	 surrounding	 community	 by	 limiting	 development	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 providing	
residential	uses	on	a	commercially	zoned	property.		Thus,	as	concluded	in	Section	4.F,	the	Project	would	be	
substantially	consistent	with	the	objectives	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	and	impacts	were	determined	
to	be	less	than	significant	in	this	regard.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	
applicable	land	use	plans	and	policies	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources	
in	the	Project	area.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐7	

"There	 are	 twenty‐nine	 known	 historical	 resources	 located	 in	 a	 1‐mile	 radius	 of	 the	 project	 site"	 "eight	
historical	 resources	 are	 located	within	 the	 visual	 view‐shed	 or	 indirect	 impacts	 study	 area	 of	 the	 project	
site."	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	EIR	

These	 twenty‐nine	historical	 resources	 constitute	 ''varied	 and	distinctive	 residential	 character".	 The	EIR's	
bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	 existing	
character	 of	 the	 project	 site	 and	 vicinity	 and	 would	 not	 physically	 divide	 an	 established	 community	 is	
completely	 unsupported	 by	 the	 facts	 and	 obvious	 overwhelming	 impacts	 of	 building	 a	 glass	 and	 steel	
skyscraper	of	 216	 foot	 tall	 in	 this	modest	Chateau,	 Spanish	Colonial	 revival	 neighborhood	of	 two	 to	 eight	
story	buildings.	

Context	should	be	respected	in	the	design	of	new	buildings	to	be	constructed	near	historic	landmarks	and	in	
areas	 of	 established	 historical	 character.	 The	 new	 and	 old	 can	 stand	 next	 to	 one	 another	 with	 pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	complemented	by	the	new.	

"Therefore	the	demolition	of	 the	mid	twentieth	century	resources	on	the	project	site	would	not	materially	
impact	the	historic	setting""	because	the	setting	of	these	resources	have	already	been	compromised."	

Pg	151	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	EIR	

Here	the	EIR	claims	that	because	there	are	newer	buildings	in	the	area,	demolition	will	have	no	impact.	This	
reasoning	is	disingenuous	at	best.	There	are	3	properties	bordering	the	property	on	the	National	Register	of	
Historic	Places.	The	United	States	Federal	Government	found	these	properties	worthy	of	preservation	even	
though	they	border	newer	properties,	as	should	the	applicant.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐7	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 direct	 impacts	 on	 on‐site	 historical	 resources	 (the	 existing	 Bank)	 and	 indirect	
impacts	 to	 off‐site	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report	 included	as	Appendix	C‐3.	 	As	discussed	on	pages	
149	 and	 150	 of	 the	 Assessment	 Report,	 the	 Study	 Area	 for	 historical	 resources	 is	 a	 product	 of	 visual	
proximity	to	the	Project	Site	influenced	by	elevation	and	natural	features.	The	Study	Area	includes	the	extent	
to	which	the	Project	Site	would	likely	be	visible	from	historical	resources	and	the	extent	to	which	conjunctive	
views	may	be	experienced	of	 the	 subject	 site	 and	historical	 resources.	For	 the	purpose	of	 the	Assessment	
Report,	the	Study	Area	may	therefore	be	described	as	follows:	

 The	area	occupied	by	properties	that	flank	the	corridor	that	extends	westward	from	the	Project	Site	
along	W.	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 the	 southerly	 bend	 in	 the	 Boulevard	 and	 includes	 8210	W.	 Sunset	
Boulevard	to	the	south	and	the	Chateau	Marmont	to	the	north;		

 The	area	occupied	by	properties	that	flank	the	corridor	the	extends	eastward	from	the	Project	Site	
along	W.	Sunset	Boulevard	to	the	eastern	side	of	N.	Laurel	Avenue;	
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 The	area	occupied	by	properties	that	flank	the	intersections	of	streets	north	of	W.	Sunset	Boulevard,	
between	Selma	Avenue	and	N.	Laurel	Avenue;	

 The	 area	 occupied	 by	 properties	 that	 are	 located	 within	 viewing	 range	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 along	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	N.	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	located	north	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	south	of	
Sunset	Boulevard.	

A	 preliminary	 plan	 review	 was	 conducted	 to	 determine	 whether	 or	 not	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	
potentially	 significant	 impacts	 to	 the	historical	 resources	on	 the	project	 site	 and/or	within	 the	 immediate	
vicinity,	to	comply	with	CEQA.		As	further	discussed	in	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	several	properties	in	
the	 vicinity	 that	 are	 listed	 or	 deemed	 eligible	 for	 listing	 would	 be	 indirectly	 impacted	 by	 the	 Project,	
however,	 impacts	would	 be	 not	 be	 significant	 because	 the	 eligibility	 of	 the	 listed	 resources	would	 not	 be	
materially	impaired.	It	should	be	noted	that	properties	located	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	were	also	evaluated	
against	City	of	Los	Angeles	CEQA	 thresholds.	However,	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	does	not	have	specific	
CEQA	thresholds,	therefore,	properties	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	were	evaluated	in	accordance	with	the	
State	 CEQA	Guidelines.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.C.2‐23	 in	 Section	 4.C.2	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 as	 discussed	
beginning	on	page	150	of	the	Historic	Resources	Assessment	Report	included	as	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	Project	 implementation	would	result	 in	a	change	in	the	existing	setting	at	the	Project	Site,	but	“would	
not	 materially	 impair	 the	 immediate	 surroundings	 and	 significance	 of	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	 Project	
vicinity	 to	 a	 degree	 that	would	 be	 considered	 substantial.”	 	 As	 such,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 acknowledges	 that	 the	
Project	 would	 result	 in	 a	 change	 to	 the	 visual	 character	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 related	 to	 architecture	 and	
massing,	but	that	the	associated	impact	to	nearby	historical	resources	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.	

Impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility	 are	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	
discussed	in	Sections	4.C.2	and	4.F,	impacts	on	on‐site	historical	resources	were	determined	to	be	significant	
and	unavoidable	even	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	while	as	noted	above,	indirect	
impacts	to	surrounding	off‐site	resources	and	impacts	related	to	land	use	compatibility	were	concluded	to	be	
less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐8	

There	is	no	discussion	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	project	makes	no	attempt	to	
''fit	 in"	 or	 to	match	 the	 character	 of	 the	 neighborhood.	Other	 principals	 and	 policies	 from	 the	Hollywood	
General	Plan	should	be	discussed	and	reconciled	with	the	project.	The	lack	of	any	discussion	and	reference	to	
the	 policies	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 General	 Plan	 makes	 the	 ElR	 inadequate	 at	 best,	 and	 beyond	 the	 legal	
requirements	at	worst.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐8	

Impacts	 related	 to	 aesthetics	 and	 visual	 resources	 were	 comprehensively	 evaluated	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	comment	states	that	the	EIR	lacked	any	discussion	of	the	
policies	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 General	 Plan.	 	 To	 the	 contrary,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	 Project	 impacts	 associated	 with	 visual	 character,	 views,	 light/glare,	 shade	 shadow,	 and	
consistency	 with	 applicable	 plans	 and	 policies	 (including	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 General	 Plan	 Framework	 and	
Hollywood	Community	 Plan)	 related	 to	 aesthetics/visual	 resources	were	 evaluated	 and	 determined	 to	 be	
less	 than	 significant.	 	 Additionally,	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 the	 applicable	 policies,	 plans,	 and	
regulations,	 including	 those	 contained	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	 were	 also	 comprehensively	
addressed	 in	Table	4.F‐2	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	and	 impacts	were	concluded	to	be	 less	
than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 resources	 impacts	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies.		
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐9	

"Generally	 a	 project	 that	 follows	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior's	 standards	 for	 the	 treatment	 of	 historic	
properties	guidelines	 for	preserving,	 rebuilding,	 restoring,	and	reconstructing,	historic	buildings"	 "shall	be	
considered	as	mitigated	to	the	level	of	less	than	a	significant	impact	on	the	historic	resource."	

The	EIR	goes	on	to	say:	

"Related	 to	 new	 construction	 will	 not	 destroy	 historic	 materials,	 features	 and	 spatial	 relationships	 that	
characterize	 the	property.	The	new	work	shall	be	differentiated	 from	 the	old	and	will	be	 compatible	with	
historic	 materials	 features,	 size,	 scale,	 and	 proportion,	 and	 mass	 seeing	 to	 protect	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	
property	and	its	environment."	

Pg	154‐155	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report.	

"The	 building	 is	 'generally	 compatible	 with	 the	 historic	 materials,	 features	 and	 massing	 of	 the	 adjacent	
buildings."	

Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	EIR.	

Here	 the	 Appellant	 [sic]	 does	 not	make	 a	 fair	 argument	 and	 no	 substantial	 evidence	 exists	 that	 proves	 it	
"Generally	compatible".	Thus	the	EIR	is	incomplete	and	inaccurate	without	specifics.	Most	of	the	Appellant's	
assertions	are	purely	speculative,	with	no	proof	in	the	record	to	substantiate	these	claims.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐9	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 direct	 impacts	 on	 on‐site	 historical	 resources	 (the	 existing	 Bank)	 and	 indirect	
impacts	 to	 off‐site	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 C‐3.	 	 The	 analysis	 and	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 C‐3,	 Historical	 Resources	
Assessment,	constitutes	substantial	evidence	in	support	of	the	conclusions	presented	in	Section	4.C.2,	of	the	
Draft	EIR.		Specifically,	as	stated	on	page	4.C.2‐23	in	Section	4.C.2	of	the	Draft	EIR:	

…the	Project	would	conform	to	Standards	9	and	10	with	regard	to	potential	 impacts	of	new	
construction	 in	 the	 environment	 of	 a	 historical	 resource.	 	While	 the	 Project	will	 introduce	
improvements	that	are	larger	in	scale	and	massing	than	the	existing	conditions,	the	Project	is	
designed	to	be	set	back	from	the	street	adjacent	properties	to	protect	spatial	relationships	that	
are	 important	 for	experiencing	the	character	and	design	of	nearby	historical	resources.	 	The	
Project	would	not	destroy	spatial	relationships	that	characterize	the	settings	and	environment	
of	 identified	 historic	 resources	 within	 the	 immediate	 Project	 vicinity	 including	 Andalusia	
Apartments,	 Colonial	 House,	 Ronda	 Apartments,	 Chateau	 Marmont,	 The	 Granville,	 The	
Tuscany,	The	Savoy	Plaza,	or	the	Stahl	House.	 	The	demolition	of	the	Garden	of	Allah	 for	the	
construction	of	Lytton	Savings	Home	Branch	in	1959,	the	Lytton	Center	in	1961‐62,	the	1972	
office	addition,	and	1987	retail	building	substantially	altered	the	historic	setting	in	the	Project	
vicinity.	 	Likewise,	the	1950s	and	1960s	automobile‐oriented	commercial	development	along	
the	Sunset	Strip,	along	with	commercial	high	rise	buildings,	significantly	altered	the	historic	
setting	during	the	latter	half	of	the	20th	Century	to	the	present.		Therefore,	construction	of	the	
Project	 would	 not	 materially	 impact	 the	 historic	 settings	 and	 environment	 of	 identified	
historic	resources	within	the	Project	vicinity	which	has	been	eroded	considerably.	 	While	the	
scale	 and	 location	 of	 the	 Project	would	 change	 the	 existing	 setting,	 this	 change	would	 be	
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comparable	to	the	existing	scale	and	massing	of	improvements/developments	on	the	southeast	
corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards	and	further	east	on	Sunset	Boulevard.	

Additionally,	a	detailed	discussion	of	indirect	impacts	to	each	of	the	identified	off‐site	historical	resources	in	
the	Project	area,	including	the	Andalusia	Apartments,	Colonial	House,	Ronda	Apartments,	Chateau	Marmont,	
The	Granville,	The	Tuscany,	The	Savoy	Plaza,	and	the	Stahl	House	is	provided	on	pages	4.C.2‐24	and	4.C.2‐25	
in	Section	4.C.2,	which	specifically	addresses	potential	 impacts	to	each	of	these	properties.	 	Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐10	

The	 EIR	 violates	 its	 own	 standards	 even	 though	 it	won't	 admit	 it.	 The	 historic	 buildings	 surrounding	 the	
building	site	do	not	make	use	of	Glass	and	Steel	modern	architecture.	They	are	not	20+	stories	high.	They	do	
not	make	 use	 of	 3:1	 FAR	 and	 off	menu	Multi‐Use	 zoning.	 The	 building	 proposed	 does	 change	 the	 spatial	
relationship	 of	 the	 block	 by	 creating	 a	 216	 foot	 tall	 neighborhood	 dividing	 block	 of	 a	 building,	 especially	
separating	all	the	neighboring	low	rise	buildings	from	the	hills,	and	blocking	out	the	view	of	the	community	
from	all	the	adjacent	buildings	on	the	hill.	There	is	no	discussion	of	how	this	violates	the	specific	policies	in	
the	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	 (1988)	 and	 provides	 only	 inaccurate	 and	 speculative	 assumptions	 of	 "no	
impact"	or	"less	than	significant	impact".	

The	EIR	should	 illustrate	how	it	satisfies	 the	objectives	and	policies	of	 the	 law	 in	reaching	 its	conclusions.	
Discussions	of	the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	EIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	
and	 how	 the	 facts	 and	 studies	 support	 the	 conclusions.	 The	 conclusions	 appear	 erroneous	 because	 the	
project	appears	to	violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	Policies.	
A	full	discussion	in	the	EIR	of	the	policies	and	principals	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	which	are	
satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	 enumerated	 in	 the	 EIR.	 The	 following	
principals	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	 in	 the	EIR:	 It	 is	 insufficient	 to	simply	state	
bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐10	

Please	refer	to	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐7	and	B1‐8	above.		The	Draft	EIR	acknowledges	that	the	Project	
would	result	in	a	change	in	the	visual	character	at	the	Project	Site	and	would	also	affect	views	of	and	across	
the	Project	Site	from	surrounding	locations;	however,	 impacts	were	determined	to	be	 less	than	significant.		
As	 illustrated	 in	 the	 Project‐specific	 visual	 simulations	 provided	 in	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12	 and	
discussed	on	pages	4.A‐25	through	4.A‐41	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	
Project	would	not	substantially	obstruct	or	alter	an	existing	recognized	or	valued	public	view	from	various	
locations	 surrounding	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Further,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 comprehensively	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	
consistency	with	applicable	plans,	policies,	principles,	and	regulations,	including	the	Hollywood	Community	
Plan.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 consistency	 with	 the	 applicable	 objectives	 of	 the	 Hollywood	
Community	Plan	on	page	4.A‐54	 in	 Section	4.A,	pages	4.F‐27	 through	4.F‐29	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	 and	
page	 4.H‐20	 in	 Section	 4.H,	 Population,	 Housing,	 and	 Employment,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 impacts	 were	
concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 resources	
impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐11	

The	established	neighborhood	character	should	also	be	respected.	 In	some	cases,	 formal	height	 limits	and	
other	building	controls	may	be	required	to	assure	that	prevailing	heights	or	building	lines	or	the	dominance	
of	certain	buildings	and	features	will	not	be	broken	by	new	construction.	
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The	Hollywood	General	plan	mandates	that	we	must:	

"protect	lower	density		housing	from	the	scatted	[sic]	intrusion	of	apartments"		

page	1:	section	3.	

"promote	the	preservation	of	views,	natural	character	and	topography	of	mountainous	parts	of	the	
Community"	page	1:section	7	

And	that;	

"Transitional	 building	 heights	 should	 be	 imposed,	 especially	 in	 the	 Medium	 density	 housing	
designated	 area	 where	 this	 designation	 is	 immediately	 adjacent	 to	 properties	 designated	 Low	
Medium	1	or	more	restrictive"	page	3	

The	 immediate	neighboring	homes	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	 some	of	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	
discussed	 in	 the	 EIR,	 are	 between	 two	 and	 seven	 stories	 tall.	 Similarly,	 the	 conclusion	 that	 the	 proposed	
project	would	not	conflict	with	an	adopted	 land	use	plan	or	policy	adopted	 for	 the	purpose	of	avoiding	or	
mitigating	 an	 environmental	 effect	 (The	 Hollywood	 Plan	 and	 its	 various	 Elements)	 is	 completely	
unsupported.	The	scale	and	mass	of	the	project	is	Neighborhood	Dividing	and	this	is	a	major	CEQA	issue	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐11	

As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR,	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	an	existing	commercial	
zone,	located	on	and	oriented	to	Sunset	Boulevard.		Residential	neighborhoods	are	adjacent	to	this	zone	and	
typify	 the	 land	 use	 pattern	 of	 interfacing	 residential	 neighborhoods	 and	 commercial	 uses	 along	 the	 City’s	
commercial	 corridors.	 	 The	 intent	 of	 the	 cited	 language	 from	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 is	 to	 protect	
established	residential	neighborhoods	from	intrusive	uses	within	those	established	neighborhoods,	such	as	
new	multi‐family	residences	within	an	established	single‐family	neighborhood,	or	high‐density	multi‐family	
projects	within	a	medium	density	multi‐family	neighborhood.		Because	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	within	
a	 residential	 neighborhood,	 and	 is	 contained	within	 the	 existing	 commercial	 site,	 it	 is	 not	 considered	 an	
intrusion	 into	 an	 established	 residential	 neighborhood.	 	 As	 illustrated	 in	 the	 Project‐specific	 visual	
simulations	 provided	 in	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12	 and	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.A‐25	 through	 4.A‐41	 in	
Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	Project	would	not	 substantially	 obstruct	 or	
alter	an	existing	recognized	or	valued	public	view	from	various	locations	surrounding	the	Project	Site,	and	
thus	impacts	related	to	views	would	be	less	than	significant.		Additionally,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	any	
adverse	 effects	 to	 the	 natural	 character	 and	 topography	 of	 mountainous	 areas,	 as	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	
located	 in	 such	 an	 area.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 providing	 transitional	 building	 heights,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	
consistent	with	this	policy	language.		Specifically,	as	described	on	page	4.A‐18	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	Project	would	provide	two‐story	retail	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	with	a	roof‐top,	landscaped	terrace.		
The	 street‐facing	buildings	would	be	between	42	and	55	 feet	 in	height	 relative	 to	 Sunset	Boulevard.	 	The	
nine‐story	component	would	be	approximately	108	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	the	16‐
story	component	would	be	approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	low‐rise	retail	
frontage	and	street‐oriented	landscaped	terrace	would	reduce	the	sense	of	building	mass	along	the	Sunset	
Boulevard	street	 front	and	 the	Project	 is,	 thus,	 found	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 to	not	adversely	affect	 the	aesthetic	
character	or	scale	of	the	setting.	

Similarly,	 as	discussed	 in	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	provide	 setbacks	 for	 the	west	
residential	 tower	 component	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 ranging	 from	 14	 to	 40	 feet	 from	 the	 property	 line,	
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setbacks	along	the	southern	edge	of	the	Project	Site	ranging	from	15	to	30	feet	from	the	property	line	for	the	
East	and	West	 tower	elements,	respectively,	 to	64	 feet	 for	 the	central	 tower	element,	and	setbacks	 for	 the	
East	tower	element	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	ranging	from	four	to	28	feet	 from	the	property	 line.		
The	four‐foot	setback	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	be	located	adjacent	to	the	proposed	Corner	
Plaza	and	thus	the	East	tower	element	would	be	located	at	a	considerable	distance	from	the	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	 right‐of‐way.	 	 The	 massing	 of	 the	West	 tower	 element	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 has	 two	 parts	
separated	 by	 a	 horizontal	 break	 at	 the	 amenity	 level	 approximately	 72	 feet	 above	 the	 plaza	 level.	 	 This	
building	would	have	a	north‐south	oriented	massing	to	provide	a	view	corridor	to	the	north	and	south	and	
would	step	in	from	the	south	edge	of	the	property	line	by	approximately	30	feet.		The	horizontal	break	in	the	
massing	 allows	 the	 lower	 portion	 along	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 façade	 to	 respond	 to	 the	 surrounding	
neighboring	scale	while	the	upper	portion	of	the	building	steps	into	the	center	of	the	site,	helping	to	alleviate	
taller	building	elements	along	the	smaller	scale	street.		Additionally,	in	contrast	to	the	Project,	Alternative	9	
incorporates	 a	 distinctive	 massing	 pattern	 with	 contrasting	 surface	 orientations,	 overhangs,	 and	 rooftop	
spaces/terraces	that	not	only	create	a	sense	of	visual	interest	but	also	minimize	the	monolithic	appearance	
of	large,	flat	building	surfaces.		As	such,	visual	quality	impacts	with	respect	to	massing	and	setbacks	would	be	
comparatively	less	than	the	visual	quality	impacts	for	the	Project,	which	were	already	determined	to	be	less	
than	significant	in	their	own	right.		

Please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 views	 impacts	 and	 the	 Project’s	
compatibility	with	surrounding	land	uses	and	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies,	respectively.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐12	

"There	are	twenty‐nine	known	historical	resources	located	in	a	%	mile	radius	of	the	project	site"	and	"...eight	
historical	 resources	 are	 located	within	 the	 visual	 view‐	 shed	or	 indirect	 impacts	 study	area	of	 the	project	
site."	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	EIR	

Of	these	twenty‐nine	historic	buildings,	the	EIR	states	that	there	is	no	impact,	or	no	significant	impact	to	any	
of	them.	The	methodology	for	coming	to	this	conclusion	should	be	examined	in	detail,	as	it	is	not	supported	
by	the	facts.	

The	EIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	one	
lot	in	a	historic	neighborhood.	The	EIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	directly	applicable	
policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐7	above	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.		Contrary	to	
the	commenter’s	suggestion,	 the	Project	does	not	 involve	a	change	of	zoning.	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards,	 qualification	 for	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	
and	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 regulations	 related	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale.		
Regarding	methodology	and	how	the	Draft	EIR	arrived	at	the	conclusion	that	the	Project	would	not	have	a	
significant	impact	on	off‐site	historic	buildings,	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3.		



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐79	
	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐13	

On	the	left	is	the	2	story	National	Historic	Register	building,	The	Andalusia,	directly	across	the	street	is	the	
8150	project	site	where	the	220	foot	building	with	its	seven	story	concrete	walled	car	parking	structure	is	
proposed,	will	completely	over	shadow	it.	

	

The	projects	[sic]	seven	story	concrete	parking	structure	is	within	feet	of	this	modest	two	story	neighboring	
building	on	the	right.	
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The	views	of	and	from	The	Colonial	House	(right),	another	National	Historic	Register	building,	will	be	gone	
once	a	216	foot	tall	skyscraper	is	built	on	the	left	hand	portion	of	these	photos.	
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Below	is	an	illustration	of	how	completely	out	of	scale	the	proposed	220	foot	building	is	with	the	2‐8	story	
context	of	the	neighborhood.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐13	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	Project‐related	indirect	impacts	to	nearby	historical	resources,	
including	the	Andalusia	and	Colonial	House	properties	noted	by	the	commenter.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐14	

Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project	

Where	are	the	improvements	mandated	to	gain	an	ELDP	status	and	exemption?	How	does	this	project	meet	
the	threshold?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐14	

Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐7	 regarding	 the	Project’s	Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project	
certification.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐15	

The	ELDP	states;	

"The	project	creates	high	wage,	highly	skilled	jobs	that	pay	prevailing	wages	and	living	wages	and	provide	
construction	jobs	and	permanent	 jobs	for	Californians"‐	page	15,	appendix	 j,	ELDP	certification	documents	
(City	of	LA	Notice	of	Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project)	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	what	type	of	high	wage	jobs	it	will	be	creating.	The	EIR	fails	to	certify	that	these	will	be	
new	jobs	and	not	 just	 the	high	wage	 jobs	that	exist	already	 in	 the	8150	site,	particularly	the	 jobs	at	Chase	
Bank	currently	in	the	Lytton	building.	The	EIR	fails	to	adequately	estimate	the	number	of	jobs	being	merely	
transferred	from	other	parts	of	the	community.	Under	ELDP	the	project	must	create	high	wage	jobs,	but	the	
EIR	 fails	 to	 subtract	 the	 amount	 of	 already	 existing,	 high	wage	 jobs	 that	 already	 exist	 from	 operating	 to	
proposed	 tenants.	Where	 are	 the	 specific	 figures	 for	 creating	new	 jobs?	Most	 importantly,	 can	 the	people	
who	work	at	the	building	afford	to	live	at	the	building	at	current	market	rates?	

THE	EIR	fails	to	discuss	in	detail	the	wages	and	what	type	of	jobs	and	what	they	will	be	paid.	They	said	they	
would	provide	300	jobs.	Currently	on	site	there	are	already	217	jobs.	
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The	EIR	fails	 to	state	the	difference	between	creating	and	 just	 transferring	 jobs.	The	EIR	fails	 to	state	how	
many	restaurant	worker	jobs	will	be	created	and	if	these	are	classified	as	high	wage,	highly	skilled	jobs.	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	how	many	of	these	jobs	part	time	or	full	time	jobs.	

The	ELDP	states	that	the	project	within	½	a	mile	of	major,	high	quality	transit	stop.	The	nearest	bus	stop	is	
on	Fairfax.	The	EIR	misstates	 the	nature	of	 the	 transit	 stop	Fairfax.	The	building	 is	 beyond	 the	mandated	
1500	feet	of	We	have	included	pictures	located	on	the	subsequent	pages.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐15	

The	 specific	 details	 of	 future	 on‐site	 employment	 could	 not	 be	 determined	 at	 the	 time	 the	Draft	 EIR	was	
prepared	 and	 would	 not	 provide	 meaningful	 new	 information	 in	 support	 of	 an	 adequate	 CEQA	 analysis.	
However,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.H,	Population,	Housing,	and	Employment	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	was	
estimated	to	generate	a	net	increase	of	169	new	employment	positions	(which	are	assumed	to	be	full‐time	
equivalent	positions),	and	the	analysis	supported	why	there	would	be	less	than	significant	impacts	regarding	
employment	growth	(please	also	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
for	 revisions	 to	 employment	 projections	 provided	 in	 Table	 4.H.3	 in	 Section	 4.H).	 	 The	 cited	 ELDP	
requirements	 for	 certification	do	not	differentiate	between	 full	 or	part‐time	 jobs	and	does	not	 specify	 the	
required	number	or	 types	of	positions,	 but	 requires	 that	 they	are	 “jobs	 that	pay	prevailing	wages,”	which	
means	that	all	construction	workers	employed	in	the	execution	of	the	Project	will	receive	at	least	the	general	
prevailing	rate	of	per	diem	wages	for	the	type	of	work	and	geographic	area,	as	determined	by	the	Director	of	
Industrial	Relations	pursuant	to	Sections	1773	and	1773.9	of	the	Labor	Code.		Further,	the	specific	type	and	
wages	 of	 positions	 provided	 by	 the	 Project	 is	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 analysis	 of	 employment	 impacts	 under	
CEQA	 pursuant	 to	 the	 methodology	 provided	 by	 the	 LA	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 (2006).	 	 The	 CEQA	
Thresholds	Guide	states,	“For	nonresidential	uses,	estimate	the	population	associated	with	employees	based	
on	 the	 type	 of	 use	 and	 the	 corresponding	 type	 of	 employment	 (e.g.,	 degree	 of	 skill	 required,	wage	 levels,	
likelihood	 of	 causing	 in‐migration).”	 (page	 J.1‐4)	 	While	 the	 type	 of	 employment	 is	 specified	 as	 relates	 to	
potential	population	growth,	the	type	of	employment	positions	was	not	relevant	to	the	estimation	of	Project‐
related	employment.	 	The	commenter	is	correct	that	the	Project	Site	 is	 located	within	½‐mile	of	the	Metro	
Rapid	transit	stop	located	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Fairfax	Avenue.	 	The	qualification	for	a	“transit	priority	
area”	under	the	ELDP	requires	that	a	project	site	be	located	within	½‐mile	(or	2,640	feet)	of	a	major	transit	
stop,	 rather	 than	 the	1,500‐foot	distance	 cited	by	 the	 commenter.	 	 Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐7	
regarding	 ELDP	 certification,	 as	 well	 as	 Appendix	 D	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 for	 an	 illustration	 of	 the	 measured	
distance	to	the	referenced	major	transit	stop.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐16	

The	ELDP	states	the	project	must	have	a	net	reduction	of	greenhouse	emissions,	but	the	11,693	new	vehicle	
movements	this	project	will	generate	will	massively	degrade	both	the	neighborhood,	community	and	city	air	
quality.	

How	does	 this	project	get	 the	same	streamlining	as	Apple's	new	campus?	There	 are	 no	 solar	 panels	
because	all	 the	outside	 space	 is	 given	 to	noise	making	 activities	 that	will	 destroy	 the	 community,	 and	 the	
building	casts	a	massive	shadow	across	a	wide	area,	preventing	the	neighbors	from	going	solar.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐16	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐7	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 qualification	 for	 ELDP	 certification.	 	 Impacts	
related	 to	 traffic	 and	 air	 quality	 were	 addressed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	and	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	respectively.		As	concluded	therein,	the	Project	would	result	in	less	
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than	 significant	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	 and	 air	 quality	 impacts	 with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	
mitigation	measures.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 for	
further	discussion.	 	The	commenter	asserts	that	Project‐related	traffic	and	air	emissions	would	“massively	
degrade”	 the	 surrounding	 environment,	 but	 this	 statement	 is	 conclusory	 as	 it	 provides	 no	 basis	 for	 this	
determination	and	does	not	cite	any	specific	analysis	or	finding	in	the	Draft	EIR.		The	maximum	annualized	
GHG	 emissions	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.E‐5,	 Estimated	
Unmitigated	Annual	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	in	Section	4.E,	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		
As	shown	in	Table	4.E‐5,	the	net	total	Project	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	SCAQMD	Tier	3	annual	mass	
emission	 indicator	of	3,000	MTCO2e	with	or	without	 the	provision	 to	obtain	green	power	or	RECs/carbon	
offsets.	 	Therefore,	the	Project	would	result	in	a	less	than	significant	impact	with	regard	to	GHG	emissions.		
The	emissions‐reduction	features	of	other	previously	certified	ELDP	project	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	
or	 the	 analyses	 presented	 therein.	 	With	 regard	 to	 noise,	 the	 Project	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	
long‐term	operational	noise	impacts,	including	those	taking	place	at	the	Project’s	proposed	outdoor	spaces,	
as	discussed	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Similarly,	the	shading	effects	of	the	Project,	as	illustrated	
in	 Figures	 4.A‐13	 through	 4.A‐16	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	
established	thresholds	of	the	LA	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	for	the	duration	of	shadows	cast	on	nearby	shade‐
sensitive	uses.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐17	

ZONING,	HEIGHT,	DENSITY,	AND	TRANSIT	

 Zoning:	C4‐1D	

 FAR:1:1	with	"D"	Height	restriction	

 Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	–	"Neighborhood	Commercial"	

 Regional	Center	or	Neighborhood	Center:	No	

 Mixed	Use	Boulevard:	No	

 TOD:No	

 Alquist	Priolo	Earthquake	Hazard	Zone:	Yes	

 General	Plan	Framework	‐	City	of	Los	Angeles	

 Community	Plan:	Hollywood	Community	Plan	1988	

 Housing	Element:	December	2013	City	of	Los	Angeles	

 Units	per	acre	=		203	units	

 Med‐High	Density	Units‐	40‐60	per	acre		@		2.55	Acres=	151	units	

 plus	35%	density		bonus	52.85	(53)	units		=		204	units	(Hollywood	Community	Plan	1988)	

 Off	Menu	Requests:Many	

 FAR	Increase	Request:	Yes	

 Air	Rights	Request:	Yes	

 Condo	to	Apartments:	?	

This	area	is	not	designated	a	"Regional	Center,"	but	the	project	is	an	"infill"	project.	Pursuant	to	Senate	Bill	
743	 ("SB	743"),	 recently	passed	by	 the	California	 legislature,	 aesthetic	 and	parking	 impacts	of	 residential,	
mixed	use	residential,	and	employment	center	projects	on	 infill	sites	within	 transit	priority	areas	(such	as	
the	proposed	Project)	"shall	not	be	considered	significant	impacts	on	the	environment."	
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However,	SB	743	also	states	that	local	agencies	may	continue	to	set	their	own	thresholds,	including	those	for	
aesthetic	 impacts.	 As	 such,	 the	 analysis	 presented	 below	 evaluates	 aesthetics,	 views,	 light/glare,	 and	
shade/shadow	 impacts	per	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles'	 local	CEQA	guidelines,	which	are	 contained	 in	 the	Los	
Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	discussed	below.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐17	

The	 commenter	 lists	 various	 facts	 and	 statistics,	 and	 references	 text	 from	 page	 4.A‐15	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR	but	does	not	cite	any	specific	issues	or	questions	regarding	the	
Draft	EIR.	 	These	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
Because	the	comments	do	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	
warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐18	

APPLICANT	TEXT	

b.	Regulatory	Framework	

(1)	State	of	California‐	Senate	Bill	No.	B743	

On	September	27,	2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	
2014.	The	purpose	of	SB	743	is	to	streamline	the	review	under	CEQA	for	several	categories	of	development	
projects	 including	 the	 development	 of	 infill	 projects	 in	 transit	 priority	 areas.	 The	 bill	 adds	 to	 the	 CEQA	
Statute,	 Chapter	 2.7,	Modernization	 of	 Transportation	 Analysis	 for	 Transit‐Oriented	 lnfill	 Projects,	 and	 in	
particular	Section	21099.	Pursuant	to	Section	21099(d)	

(1)	 "Aesthetic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 of	 a	 residential,	mixed‐use	 residential,	 or	 employment	 center	
project	on	an	 infill	site	within	a	transit	priority	area	shall	not	be	considered	significant	 impacts	on	
the	environment."	

"Transit	priority	area"	means	an	area	within	one‐half	mile	of	a	major	transit	stop	that	is	existing	or	planned,	
if	 the	planned	stop	is	scheduled	to	be	completed	within	the	planning	horizon	included	in	a	Transportation	
Improvement	Program	adopted	pursuant	 to	Section	450.216	or	450.322	of	Title	23	of	 the	Code	of	Federal	
Regulations.	

"Major	 transit	 stop"	 is	 defined	 by	 PAC	 Section	 21064.3	 to	mean	 a	 site	 containing	 an	 existing	 rail	 transit	
station,	 a	 ferry	 terminal	 served	 by	 either	 a	 bus	 or	 rail	 transit	 service,	 or	 the	 intersection	 of	 two	 or	more	
major	bus	routes	with	a	frequency	of	service	interval	of	15	minutes	or	less	during	the	morning	and	afternoon	
peak	commute	periods.	

The	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 approximately	 1,500	 feet	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	
Avenue,	which	is	served	by	two	or	more	major	bus	routes	with	a	frequency	of	service	interval	of	15	minutes	
or	 less	during	 the	morning	and	afternoon	peak	 commute	periods,	 including	Metro	 routes	2,	 217,	 302	and	
780.	

The	 proposed	 Project	meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d),	 and	 for	 this	 reason,	 the	 proposed	
Project's	effects	on	aesthetics,	including	views,	and	lighting	and	glare	are	not	required	to	be	analyzed	under	
the	State	CEQA	Statute.	
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COMMENT	

We	dispute	the	applicants	assertion		based	on	its	non‐compliance	with	the	current	law.	

4.A‐11.	

Chapter	 5	 of	 the	General	 Plan	 Framework	 applies	 to	 urban	 form	 and	 neighborhood	 design.	 "Urban	 form"	
refers	to	the	general	pattern	of	building	heights	and	development		intensity	and	the	structural	elements	that	
define	 the	 City	 physically,	 such	 as	 natural	 features,	 transportation	 corridors,	 activity	 centers,	 and	 focal	
elements.	"Neighborhood	design"	refers	to	the	physical	character	of	neighborhoods	and	communities	within	
the	City.	With	respect	to	neighborhood	design,	this	chapter	encourages	growth	in	areas	that	have	a	sufficient	
base	 of	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential	 development	 to	 support	 transit	 service.	 The	 General	 Plan	
Framework	also	states	that	the	livability	of	all	neighborhoods		would	be	improved	by	upgrading	the	quality	
of	 development	 and	 improving	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 public	 realm.	Urban	 form	 policies	 applicable	 to	 the	
Project	Site	include	Objective	5.8,	which	applies	to	neighborhood	districts	and	community	districts.	
This	 objective	 is	 to	 reinforce	 and	 encourage	 the	 establishment	 of	 a	 strong	 pedestrian	 orientation	 in	
designated	neighborhood	districts.	 community	centers,	and	pedestrian‐oriented	subareas	within	regional	
centers,	 	so	that	these	districts	and	centers	can	serve	as	a	focus	of	activity	for	the	surrounding	community	
and	a	focus	for	investment	in	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐18	

The	 commenter	 cites	 text	 from	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 regarding	 SB	 743	 and	 the	 Project’s	 compliance	 with	 its	
requirements,	 but	 provides	 no	 substantive	 comment	 on	 this	 content.	 	 Furthermore,	 it	 should	 be	noted	 as	
suggested	in	the	comment	that	evaluation	of	aesthetics	and	parking	impacts	are	not	required	for	the	Project	
pursuant	 to	SB	743,	however,	 these	 issues	were	nonetheless	evaluated	 in	 the	DEIR.	 	The	commenter	 then	
disputes	the	“applicants	assertion”	but	does	not	indicate	which	assertion	is	the	subject	of	this	comment,	and	
then	cites	text	from	the	Regulatory	Framework	discussion	presented	on	page	4.A‐11	and	4.A‐12	in	Section	
4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 with	 emphasis	 on	 text	 related	 to	 Objective	 5.8	 of	 the	
General	Plan	Framework.		As	discussed	on	page	4.A‐52	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	
Objective	5.8	of	the	General	Plan	Framework	Element,	as	it	would	establish	a	strong	pedestrian	orientation	
at	the	Project	Site	so	it	can	serve	as	a	focus	of	activity	for	the	surrounding	community.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐19	

General	Plan	Framework	Chapter	6,	Open	Space	and	Conservation,	 addresses	outdoor	 recreation	needs	of	
the	City's	residents.	Objective	6.4	applies	 to	 the	provision	of	usable	open	space	and	maximizing	the	use	of	
public	open	space	resources	through	private	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐19	

The	commenter	cites	text	from	the	Draft	EIR	but	does	not	provide	a	specific	comment.		Because	the	comment	
does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐20	

4.A‐15	

b.Thresholds	of	Significance	
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(1)	Visual	Character	and	Aesthetics	

(a)	Appendix	G	to	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	

Appendix	G	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	provides	sample	questions	for	use	in	an	Initial	Study	to	determine	a	
project's	 potential	 for	 environmental	 impacts.	 According	 to	 the	 sample	 questions	 included	 in	 Appendix	 G	
under	Section	I,	Aesthetics,	a	project	would	have	a	potentially	significant	aesthetic	impact	if	it	would:	

 a.)	Have	a	substantial	adverse	effect	on	a	scenic	vista;	or	

 b.)	Substantially	damage	scenic	resources,	including	but	not	limited	to	trees,	rock	outcroppings,	and	
historic	 buildings	 or	 other	 locally	 recognized	 desirable	 aesthetic	 natural	 feature	 within	 a	 city‐
designated	scenic	highway;	or	

 c.)	Substantially	degrade	the	existing	visual	character	or	quality	of	the	site	and	its	surroundings.	

	

	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐20	

The	 commenter	 cites	 text	 from	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 provides	 a	 rendering	 that	 inaccurately	 portrays	 the	
proposed	development	on	 the	Project	Site.	 	An	accurate	depiction	of	proposed	Project	development	at	 the	
corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	is,	however,	provided	in	Figure	4.A‐10,	Visual	Simulation	
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#7,	on	page	4.A‐37	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Because	a	comment	is	not	
provided	that	raises	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐21	

The	 EIR	 for	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 fails	 to	 provide	 information	 and/or	 detail	 on	 transit	 and	 street	
improvements	related	to	construction	and	general	after	construction	operations.	The	project	proposes	very	
reduced	vehicle		parking		with	high	use	of	limited	close	by	transit,	use	of	bikes		and	walking		for	the	majority		
or	users		without	needed		improvements	needed	for	operation	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐21	

The	 comment	 states	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 failed	 to	 provide	 information	 and	 detail	 on	 transit	 and	 street	
improvements	related	to	Project	construction	and	operation.		However,	page	4.J‐31	and	4.J‐32,	in	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 includes	 a	 discussion	 that	 the	 Project	would	 involve	 the	
relocation	of	 the	exiting	 transit	 stop	 from	the	 traffic	 island	 to	 the	east	side	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	
while	the	proposed	modifications	to	the	traffic	island	and	affected	street	segments	are	illustrated	in	Figure	2‐
12,	Proposed	Intersection	Improvements,	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description.		The	modifications	presented	in	
Figure	2‐12	are	conceptual,	and	in	response	to	public	comments	regarding	the	proposed	design	concept,	the	
plan	 was	 subsequently	 revised	 to	 provide	 a	 larger	 turn	 radius	 that	 would	 eliminate	 potential	 vehicular	
conflicts	as	 illustrated	in	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐
DEIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	removal	of	the	existing	traffic	island.		Construction	
activities	would	 be	 carried	 out	 in	 accordance	with	 an	 LADOT‐approved	 Construction	Traffic	Management	
Plan,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐26	and	4.J‐27	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	which	would	minimize	adverse	
traffic	 impacts	 throughout	 construction.	 	As	 concluded	 in	Section	4.J,	 the	Project	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	impacts	to	public	transit	facilities	and	services,	as	the	Project	would	cause	a	nominal	increase	in	
transit	 ridership	 compared	 to	 existing	 conditions,	 and	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	
reduced	to	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.		And,	contrary	to	the	
comment	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 “…very	 reduced	 vehicle	 parking…,”	 as	 noted	 in	 Section	 4.J	 and	
discussed	 on	 pages	 4.J‐59	 through	 4.J‐62,	 the	 Project	would	 provide	 off‐street	 parking	 to	 serve	 proposed	
uses	 in	 excess	 of	 that	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC,	 and,	 as	 such,	 impacts	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐22	

The	 project	 site,	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 at	 Crescent	 Heights	 is	 not	 located	 in	 a	 regional	 center,	 mixed	 use	
boulevard,	 or	 center	 or	 such	 designated	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 or	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan.	 The	
project	 site	 is	not	 an	 employment	hub,	 or	 considered	an	 entertainment	 center	 area.	That	 is	designated	 as	
such	east	of	La	Brea.	The	project	site	does	not	fit	the	common	"transit	oriented	development"	definition	as	
the	site	is	located	almost		two	(2)	miles	from	major	rail	transit	‐	Red	Line.	While	there	is	a	local	bus	stops	on	
Sunset	 	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	and	Fairfax	Ave	has	a	local	rapid	bus	stop,	but	this	bus	is	constantly	detoured	
due	to	numerous	Hollywood	Blvd	street	closures.	The	current	local	bus	stop	locations	and	sidewalks	cannot	
support	 	or	accommodate	high	volume	 	 transit	 riders	without	 	 significant	 improvements	 to	all	 bus‐transit	
stop	locations	within	the	project		vicinity.	

 Intersections	and	streets	in	the	area	surrounding	the	project	site	in	the	City	of	Los	Angles	and	City	of	
West	Hollywood	are	already	operating	a	"Fail"	during	peak	hours	and	beyond.	

 Sunset	Blvd,	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	around	the	project	site	have	No	bike	lanes	now	or	
planned.	 The	 sidewalks	 are	 narrow	 and	 not	 able	 to	 support	 bike	 riding.	 	 Therefore	 it	 would	 be	
expected	 that	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project	 site	 from	 the	 immediate	 neighboring	 hillsides	 and	
surrounding	areas	will	be	by	car	at	all	times	of	operation,	especially	during	later	night	time	hours.	
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 The	projects	proposed	height,	size,	density,	design	and	proposed	high‐volume	use	are	incompatible	
with	the	neighborhood	character	and	infrastructure	capabilities.	

 The	projects	proposed	high	volume	commercial	activity	and	 late	night	use	will	have	overwhelming	
and	 permanent	 negative	 impact	 on	 the	 surrounding	 community	 and	 daily	 commuter	 travelers	 on	
Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Fountain	Ave.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐22	

As	 relates	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 being	 located	 in	 a	 “transit	 priority	 area”	 as	 defined	 by	 SB	 743,	 the	 relevant	
distance	is	within	½‐mile	of	a	major	transit	stop,	which	is	satisfied	by	the	Metro	Rapid	bus	stop	located	at	the	
Sunset	 Boulevard/Fairfax	Avenue	 intersection,	which	 provides	 the	 level	 of	 transit	 service	 specified	 in	 the	
legislation.		Specifically,	per	Section	21064.3	of	the	California	Public	Resources	Code,	a	“’[m]ajor	transit	stop’	
means	a	site	containing	an	existing	rail	transit	station,	a	ferry	terminal	served	by	either	a	bus	or	rail	transit	
service,	 or	 the	 intersection	 of	 two	 or	 more	 major	 bus	 routes	 with	 a	 frequency	 of	 service	 interval	 of	 15	
minutes	 or	 less	during	 the	morning	 and	 afternoon	peak	 commute	periods.”	 	 The	 commenter’s	 statements	
regarding	 the	 status	 of	 bus	 service	 serving	 this	 location	 and	 overall	 adequacy	 and	 utilization	 of	 existing	
transit	and	pedestrian	facilities	is	not	supported	by	evidence.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
Project‐related	traffic	impacts,	public	transit	impacts,	and	pedestrian	and	bicycle	facilities	in	the	Project	area,	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 land	 uses,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.		As	discussed	in	greater	detail	in	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	the	Project	
would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 study	 area	 intersections	 and	 street	 segments	 with	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐23	

The	projects	proposed	height,	size,	density,	design	and	proposed	high	volume	use	is	incompatible	with	the	
neighborhood	character	and	infrastructure	capabilities.	It	proposes	a	high	volume	of	commercial	activity	and	
late	night	use	which	will	have	overwhelming	and	permanent	negative	impact	on	the	surrounding	community	
and	commuters	on	Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Fountain	Ave.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐22	above.		The	commenter	suggests	that	the	proposed	Project	will	have	
an	“overwhelming	and	permanent	negative	impact	on	the	surrounding	community”	but	does	not	specify	the	
type	or	nature	of	 these	negative	effects	or	raise	any	 issues	or	questions	regarding	the	content	of	 the	Draft	
EIR.		As	discussed	on	pages	4.G‐24	through	4.G‐28	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	
result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 long‐term	 operational	 noise	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 related	 to	 outdoor	
activities	 and	 events.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	 compatibility	with	 surrounding	 land	 uses,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 noise	 impacts,	 and	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐24	

The	EIR	fails	to	provide	a	complete	description	of	the	existing	building	uses	on	the	site.	The	floor	areas	and	
parking	counts	currently	allocated	to	each	use,	and	to	the	proposed	uses	must	be	shown.	This	 information	
should	be	in	the	"Master	Land	Use	Application"	online	on	the	City's	website	link	for	this	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐24	

The	comment	states	that	the	Draft	EIR	fails	to	provide	a	complete	description	of	existing	building	uses	on	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 However,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 Site	 Background	 and	 Existing	
Conditions,	 states	 that	 the	 site	 is	 occupied	 by	 two	 commercial	 buildings	 and	 associated	 parking.	 	 The	
discussion	 states	 that	 the	 two	 structures	 contain	 80,000	 square	 feet	 of	 retail	 tenancy	 inclusive	 of	 the	
following	uses:	 fast	 food	 restaurants,	 check	 cashing	 facility,	 dry‐cleaners	 (off‐site	 dry	 cleaning),	 ice	 cream	
shop,	walk‐in	bank	facility,	fitness,	massage	parlor,	pet	grooming	services,	storage	facility	and	dental	office.		
Lytton	Bank	comprises	approximately	20,000	square	feet	of	additional	floor	area.		More	detailed	discussions	
of	 existing	 conditions	 are	 contained	 in	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 (Existing	 Conditions,	 Parking	 and	
Access)	of	the	Draft	EIR,	which	lists	the	floor	area	of	each	use	and	states	that	the	existing	shopping	center	
provides	a	total	of	approximately	222	on‐site	parking	spaces,	including	approximately	116	spaces	located	in	
a	 surface	 parking	 lot	 (near	 Sunset	 Boulevard)	 on	 the	 upper	 portion	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 as	 well	 as	 an	
approximately	 64‐space	 surface	 lot	 located	 on	 the	 lower	 portion	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 along	 the	 southern	
boundary.	 	An	approximately	42‐space	parking	garage	is	 located	under	the	main	shopping	center	building.		
The	222	parking	 spaces	 required	 for	 the	existing	 structures	were	determined	 to	be	adequate	pursuant	 to	
Case	No.	ZA	92‐1141(CUZ)(CCR)(ZV),	which	approved,	among	other	things,	a	variance	to	permit	222	parking	
spaces	 for	 the	existing	structures.	However,	because	existing	parking	and	existing	uses	would	be	removed	
and	replaced	by	the	mixed‐use	Project,	the	issue	of	existing	parking	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	parking	
analysis	and	conclusions.		

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐25	

The	EIR	fails	to	mention	that	the	zoning	was	changed/downsized	from	3:1	FAR	to	1:1	FAR	("Q	Condition")	
over	a	period		of	years,	and	that	this	was	compliant	and	in	accordance	with	the	currently	in	use	Hollywood	
Community	 Plan.	 For	 correct	 public	 and	 legal	 consideration,	 the	 EIR	must	 show	 the	 reason	 the	 FAR	was	
downsized.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐25	

CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15125	 requires	 that	 an	 “EIR	 must	 include	 a	 description	 of	 the	 physical	
environmental	 conditions	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	Project,	 as	 they	 exist	 at	 the	 time	 the	notice	 of	 preparation	
[NOP]	 is	 published,	 or	 if	 no	 notice	 of	 preparation	 is	 published,	 at	 the	 time	 environmental	 analysis	 is	
commenced,	from	both	a	local	and	regional	perspective.		This	environmental	setting	will	normally	constitute	
the	 baseline	 physical	 conditions	 by	 which	 a	 lead	 agency	 determines	 whether	 an	 impact	 is	 significant.”		
Accordingly,	 the	Draft	EIR	provided	a	description	of	 the	physical	setting	and	applicable	 land	use/planning	
characteristics,	 policies,	 etc.	 as	 they	 exist	 at	 the	 time	 the	 NOP	 was	 published.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	
potential	physical	impacts	to	the	environment	associated	with	implementation	of	the	Project	in	light	of	these	
baseline	 conditions	 in	 accordance	with	 CEQA	 requirements.	 	 A	 “history”	 of	 the	 zoning	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	
beyond	 the	 zoning	 that	 currently	 applies	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	would	 not	 change	 the	 evaluation	 of	 physical	
impacts	provided	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	its	evaluation	of	consistency	with	land	use	plans	and	policies.		Thus,	the	
inclusion	of	 such	 “history”	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 is	not	necessary	or	 relevant	 to	 the	Draft’s	EIR’s	 assessment	of	
environmental	 impacts.	 	 Also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C25‐2	 (Andrew	 MacPherson	 Letter	 C25).	
Notwithstanding,	the	existing	Project	Site	zoning,	 including	the	D	limitation	that	limits	the	Project	Site	to	a	
1:1	FAR,	is	described	on	page	2‐2	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐26	

Also	please	justify	permitting	a	development	with	a	height	of	220	feet	on	this	site	without	a	variance	from	
Code		Section	SEC.	12.22.A.25.f.5	
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Specifically:	 (5)	Height.	A	percentage	 increase	 in	 the	height	requirement	 in	 feet	equal	 to	 the	percentage	of	
Density	 Bonus	 for	which	 the	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 is	 eligible.	 This	 percentage	 increase	 in	 height	
shall	be	applicable	over	the	entire	parcel	regardless	of	the	number	of	underlying	height	limits.	For	purposes	
of	this	subparagraph,	Section	12.21.1	A.10.	of	this	Code	shall	not	apply.	

(i)	 In	 any	 zone	 in	 which	 the	 height	 or	 number	 of	 stories	 is	 limited,	 this	 height	 increase	 shall	 permit	 a	
maximum	of	 eleven	 additional	 feet	 or	 one	 additional	 story,	whichever	 is	 lower,	 to	 provide	 the	 Restricted	
Affordable	Units.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐26	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐3	(Andrew	MacPherson	Letter	C25).	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐27	

New	Residential	Units	

249	 units	 for	 505‐528	 new	 residents	where	 there	 are	 currently	 none.	 The	 project	 plans	 or	 EIR	 does	 not	
include	or	address	onsite	or	 local	parks	and	necessities	or	amenities	 for	children,	seniors	or	pets	 that	will	
live	at	the	project	site;	

 What	amenities	and	recreation	play	areas	will	be	provided	for	children	and	where?	

 What	amenities	and	recreation	area	will	be	provided	for	seniors	and	where?	

 What	is	the	proposed	rents	for	market	rate	and	affordable	housing	units?	

 What	amenities	will	be	provided	for	the	residents	pets?	

 Where	will	residents	walk	their	dogs	or	pets,	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights?	

 Residents	can	rent	additional	parking	spaces	from	where?	The	commercial	parking	or	off	site?		What	
cost?	

 Most	 project	 open	 space	 is	 proposed	 for	 entertainment	 and	 commercial	 type	 use.	Where	 are	 the	
studies	 for	 noise	 pollution	 of	 these	 events?	Where	will	 the	 overflow	 parking	 be	 located	 for	 these	
events?	

 What	school	or	child	care	amenities	will	be	provided?	

 Will	each	apartment	have	a	full	sized	parking	stall?	

 Will	each	apartment	have	a	second	parking	stall?	

 Where	will	residents	guests	park?	

 Where	is	the	commercial	parking,	on	site	or	off	site?	

 What	is	the	parking	cost?	

The	EIR	must	correct	address	and	recirculate	the	answers	to	all	these	concerns.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐27	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 on‐site	 recreational	 amenities	 and	 impacts	 related	 to	 existing	 parks	 and	
recreational	facilities	in	Section	4.I.3,	Parks	and	Recreation,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	
in	Appendix	G.	 	As	concluded	therein,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	substantial	adverse	impacts	on	parks	
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and	 recreational	 facilities	 in	 the	 area,	 but	 the	 analysis	 of	 impacts	 does	 not	 differentiate	 between	 facilities	
intended	 to	 serve	 children,	 senior	 citizens,	 or	 pets,	 as	 this	 is	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 evaluation	 of	 impacts	
pursuant	to	the	LA	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide.			Comments	regarding	potential	rental	costs	for	market‐rate	or	
affordable	units,	potential	rental	and	associated	cost	of	additional	parking	spaces	by	residents,	the	locations	
where	 Project	 residents	would	walk	 their	 pets,	 and	 potential	 Project‐related	 child	 care	 amenities	 are	 not	
relevant	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	analyses	presented	therein.		Project‐related	impacts	to	schools	were	analyzed	on	
pages	B‐25	and	B‐26	of	the	Project	Initial	Study	(included	in	Appendix	A	of	the	Draft	EIR)	and	as	discussed	
therein,	the	payment	of	school	mitigation	fees	included	in	Mitigation	Measure	XIV‐1	would	reduce	impacts	to	
schools	to	less	than	significant,	and	as	such,	further	analysis	of	this	issue	in	the	Draft	EIR	was	not	required.		
Noise	impacts	of	the	Project,	including	those	associated	with	outdoor	events,	were	evaluated	in	Section	4.G,	
Noise	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F,	which	were	determined	to	be	less	than	
significant.	 	 In	addition,	as	discussed	on	page	3‐10	 in	Chapter	3.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	Project	Design	Features	
PDF‐Noise‐2	and	PDF‐Noise‐3	have	been	revised	to	specifically	prohibit	the	use	of	live	bands,	public	address	
(PA)	systems,	or	 loud	amplified	music.	 	Parking	 impacts	were	evaluated	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1,	while	the	specific	LAMC	parking	
requirements	and	proposed	Project	parking	supply	were	summarized	in	Tables	4.J‐6	and	4.J‐7	on	pages	4.J‐
60	and	4.J‐61.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	the	Project	would	provide	on‐site	vehicular	and	bicycle	parking	in	
excess	of	LAMC	parking	requirements	and	impacts	related	to	parking	supply	would	be	less	than	significant.		
The	LAMC	parking	rates	for	the	various	proposed	land	uses	accounts	for	the	provision	of	parking	for	resident	
guest	vehicles	as	well	as	resident	vehicles;	as	such,	parking	for	residential	visitors	has	been	accounted	for	in	
the	assessment	of	parking	impacts.		As	also	noted	in	Section	4.J,	all	parking	for	the	Project	would	be	provided	
on‐site,	 including	 parking	 for	 commercial	 employees	 and	 patrons,	 though	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 on‐site	
businesses	would	provide	paid	parking	 for	employees	and	also	may	elect	 to	provide	validated	parking	 for	
patrons.		Nonetheless,	parking	for	all	on‐site	uses	would	be	adequate	to	meet	projected	demands	and	would	
exceed	LAMC	parking	requirements	as	noted	above.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐28	

PARKS	AND	GREEN	OPEN	SPACE	

The	project	site	[sic]	the	Havenhurst	Park	as	a	local	park	to	be	used	by	residents.	However	Havenhurst	Park	
is	a	Very	small	 immediate	resident	serving	pocket	park,	open	 from	9am	to	dusk	and	 located	 in	 the	City	of	
West	Hollywood.	Hardly	a	major	park,	not	even	a	small	size	park.	The	EIR	does	not	identify	any	other	public	
open	space	or	park	space	they	would	contribute	to	the	existing	community	or	that	their	residents	would	be	
using.	Nor	does	the	EIR	identify	any	contributions	to	editing	[sic]	parks	and	open	space.	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

The	Project	Site	is	also	located	within	a	quarter‐mile	of	open	space/park	uses	at	Havenhurst	Park.	

COMMENT	

As	can	be	seen	from	the	images	below,	this	one‐building	lot,	pocket	park	cannot	be	considered	as	open	space	
for	a	project	of	this	density,	size,	scale	and	mass.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐28	

The	comment	states	that	the	Draft	EIR	did	not	identify	parks	other	than	Havenhurst	Park	and	did	not	identify	
any	 Project	 contributions	 to	 parks	 and	 open	 space.	 However,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 related	 to	
existing	 parks	 and	 recreational	 facilities	 in	 Section	 4.I.3,	 Parks	 and	 Recreation,	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	
information	provided	in	Appendix	G.	 	Table	4.I.3‐1	in	Section	4.I.3	lists	a	number	of	parks	and	recreational	
facilities	that	could	be	impacted	by	the	Project	given	their	proximity	to	the	Project	Site.		Further,	the	analysis	
of	 impacts	 presented	 in	 Section	4.I.3	 concludes	 that	 impacts	 to	 such	 facilities,	 including	Havenhurst	 Park,	
would	be	less	than	significant.		As	such,	the	Draft	EIR	considered	impacts	to	various	parks	and	recreational	
facilities	in	the	Project	area,	not	just	Havenhurst	Park	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.	As	discussed	on	pages	
4.I.3‐12	 through	 4.I.3‐14	 in	 Section	 4.I.3,	 the	 Project	would	provide	 private	 and	 public	 open	 space	 on	 the	
Project	 Site,	 as	well	 as	 the	 off‐site	 public	 Corner	 Plaza.	 	 The	 proposed	 open	 space	 under	 Alternative	 9	 is	
discussed	on	page	2‐40	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	The	Project	would	provide	public	and	private	open	
space	 and	 private	 recreation	 amenities,	which	 can	 be	 counted	 toward	 the	 Public	 Recreation	 Plan	 (PRP)’s	
open	space	standards,	but	would	not	provide	any	on‐site	parkland.	 	The	Project	would	not	meet	the	PRP’s	
short‐	 or	 long‐range	 standards	 of	 two	or	 four	 acres	 per	 1,000	 residents,	 respectively,	 and	 impacts	 in	 this	
regard	 would	 be	 considered	 potentially	 significant.	 	 However,	 Mitigation	 Measure	 PRK‐1,	 requires	 the	
dedication	of	parkland,	payment	of	in‐lieu	fees,	or	provision	of	comparable	on‐site	recreational	 facilities	in	
compliance	with	the	LAMC.		Therefore,	impacts	related	to	parks	and	recreational	facilities	were	determined	
to	be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐29	

COMMERCIAL	USE	AND	JOBS	

The	EIR	proposes	111,000	square	feet	of	new	restaurants	and	commercial	use	with	hundreds	of	permanent	
highly	skilled,	high	paying	jobs	in	addition	to	construction	jobs.	

However	the	EIR	fails	to	provide	information	or	detail	regarding;	

 The	project	projects	net	94	new	jobs	over	what	the	existing	mall	provided.	

 Will	the	jobs	be	lower	wage	part‐time	restaurant	and	gym	type	jobs?	

 Will	jobs	be	local	hire?	

 What	is	the	proposed	average	wage	for	the	projects	jobs?	

 What	family	friendly	restaurants	and	neighborhood	serving	retail	is	proposed?	

 All	restaurants	are	proposed	to	serve	a	 full	 line	of	alcoholic	beverages	and	remain	open	until	2am.	
This	is	neither	neighborhood	serving	nor	"family	friendly".	

 Will	 the	 average	 employee	wage	 support	 being	 able	 to	 afford	 the	 projects	market	 rate	 residential	
units	on	site?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐29	

As	discussed	in	Section	4.H,	Population,	Housing,	and	Employment	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	summarized	in	Table	
4.H‐3,	 the	 Project	 would	 generate	 a	 net	 increase	 of	 169	 employment	 positions	 (total	 Project‐related	
employment	was	 estimated	 at	 311	 positions)	 and	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 regarding	
population,	housing,	and	employment	growth	(please	also	see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	
Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	for	revisions	to	Table	4.H.3).		As	noted	previously,	the	specific	employment	types	
and	wages	provided	as	part	of	the	Project	are	not	known	at	this	time	and	nonetheless	this	information	is	not	
pertinent	to	the	evaluation	of	impacts	to	population,	housing,	and	employment.		Similarly,	the	specific	types	
of	 restaurants	 and	 retail	 uses	 to	 be	 located	 on‐site	 are	 not	 currently	 known	 and	 this	 information	 is	 not	
germane	 to	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 suggestion	 that	 providing	 alcoholic	 beverage	 service	 on‐site	
would	not	be	neighborhood	serving	or	family	friendly	is	also	not	pertinent	to	the	evaluation	of	impacts	in	the	
Draft	 EIR,	 as	 is	 the	 comment	 regarding	 the	 potential	 for	 future	 on‐site	 employees	 to	 afford	 the	 Project’s	
proposed	market‐rate	residential	units.		These	comments	are	nonetheless	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐30	

TRAFFIC	

The	 traffic	 analysis	 in	 the	DEIR	 is	 inadequate	 to	 answer	 the	 issues	we	 have	 raised	 in	 our	 review	 and	we	
believe	 the	 impacts	 are	 grossly	 understated.	 	 We	 request	 that	 the	 applicant	 redo	 the	 analysis	 as	
suggested	and	that	the	DEIR	be	reissued	for	another	45	days	for	further	review	and	comment.	

Our	traffic	consultant,	Allyn	Rifkin,	former	Bureau	Chief	of	the	LA	DOT	Planning	Bureau	has	calculated	that	
the	real	figure	for	New	Vehicle	Trips	generated	by	the	project	as	it	is	proposed	will	be	2751.	This	has	been	
correctly	calculated	using	the	I.T.E	Trips	Generation	Manual,	9th	Ed,	Vol6.	
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The	wildly	inaccurate	analysis	in	the	EIR	must	be	redone	and	recirculated.	It	goes	without	saying	that	since	
the	traffic	figures	are	so	flawed,	the	figures	used	to	calculate	the	parking,	both	within	the	structure	and	its	
massive	neighborhood	destroying	overflow,	must	also	be	realistically	recalculated	and	recirculated.	

The	EIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Project	 fails	to	provide	information	and	or	detail	on	many	important	transit	
and	 street	 improvements	 related	 to	 construction	 and	 general	 after	 construction	 operations.	 	 The	 project	
proposes	very	reduced	vehicle	parking	with	high	use	of	limited	close	by	transit,	use	of	bikes	and	walking	for	
the	majority	or	users	without	needed	improvements	needed	for	operation	

The	project	 site,	 8150	Sunset	Blvd	at	Crescent	Heights	 is	not	 located	 in	 a	 regional	 center,	 on	a	mixed	use	
boulevard,	or	center	or	such	as	designated	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	or	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	The	
project	site	is	not	an	employment	hub,	or	considered	an	entertainment	center	area.	That	designation	is	only	
to	the	east	of	La	Brea.	

The	project	site	does	not	fit	 the	definition	of	a	"transit	oriented	development"	as	the	site	 is	 located	almost	
two	(2)	miles	from	any	rail	transit	(Red	Line).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐30	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐75	through	B1‐86	below	for	formal	responses	to	the	issues	raised	in	
this	 comment.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 assumptions	 and	methodology	 regarding	 trip	
generation	 utilized	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 are	 in	 accordance	 with	 accepted	 traffic	 impact	 analysis	 industry	
standards	and	approved	by	LADOT.		Thus,	the	commenter’s	assertion	that	the	Project	would	result	in	2,751	
net	new	vehicle	trips	(instead	of	1,007	net	new	vehicle	trips	as	stated	in	the	Project	TIA)	is	not	accurate.		As	
explained	 in	more	detail	 in	Responses	 to	Comments	B1‐31	through	B1‐35	below,	and	 in	Topical	Response	
TR‐4,	the	trip	generation	calculations	for	the	Project	are	sound,	the	Project	provides	adequate	parking	for	the	
proposed	uses,	and	the	public	transportation	options	are	accurately	described	in	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐31	

While	there	is	a	local	bus	stop	on	Sunset	Blvd	for	Laurel	Canyon,	only	Fairfax	Ave	has	a	local	and	rapid	bus	
stops,	but	 simple	posts	 in	 the	pavement	cannot	be	described	as	a	 "regional	 transport	hub"	and	 it	also	 lies	
beyond	 the	 mandated	 1500	 feet	 from	 the	 development.	 That	 bus	 is	 also	 constantly	 detoured	 due	 to	
numerous	Hollywood	Boulevard	closures.	The	current	local	bus	stop	locations	and	sidewalks	cannot	support	
or	 accommodate	 high	 volume	 transit	 riders	 without	 significant	 improvements	 to	 all	 bus‐transit	 stop	
locations	within	the	project	vicinity.	The	intersections	and	streets	adjacent	to	8150	in	the	City	of	Los	Angles	
and	City	of	West	Hollywood	are	already	operating	a	"Fail"	during	peak	and	normal	hours.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐31	

The	Project	Site	is	located	within	½‐mile	of	a	major	transit	stop	as	defined	by	Section	21064.3	of	the	Public	
Resources	 Code,	 but	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 makes	 no	 reference	 to	 a	 “regional	 transport	 hub”	 as	 cited	 by	 the	
commenter.		Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐22	above.		As	described	in	detail	and	shown	in	Table	
2(a)	of	the	Project	TIA,	for	purposes	of	evaluating	the	potential	trip	generation	and	associated	traffic‐related	
impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 it	 was	 conservatively	 assumed	 that	 only	 five	 percent	 of	 the	 Project’s	
residential‐related	trips	would	occur	via	public	transit	(thereby	resulting	in	higher	trip	generation	estimates	
and	 associated	 potential	 for	 traffic	 impacts	 for	 the	 Project),	 which	 would	 result	 in	 a	 potential	 transit	
ridership	 for	 this	Project	 component	of	 approximately	98	persons	per	day,	 including	about	seven	persons	
during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	10	persons	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		However,	for	the	separate	purposes	of	
evaluating	potential	 impacts	to	the	public	 transit	 facilities	serving	the	Project	Site	and	general	vicinity,	 the	
TIA	 further	 assumed	 that	 the	 Project’s	 total	 transit	 utilization	 could	 be	 as	 high	 at	 10	 percent,	 while	
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employees	of	the	Project’s	commercial	components	could	also	exhibit	an	approximately	five	percent	transit	
utilization;	 this	 assumption	 regarding	potential	 commercial/retail	 employee	 ridership	was	 also	 applied	 to	
the	existing	site	uses	(since	existing	employees	of	the	on‐site	uses	are	also	expected	to	utilize	the	available	
public	 transit	 facilities	 serving	 the	 site).	 	 As	 a	 result,	 and	 as	 described	 on	 page	 117	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA	
(“Transit	Impact”	section	of	the	report),	assuming	the	higher	Project‐related	transit	utilizations	for	both	the	
proposed	 residential	 and	 commercial	 uses,	 and	 accounting	 for	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 current	 transit	 usage	
associated	with	 the	existing	on‐site	uses,	 the	proposed	Project	 is	 anticipated	 to	 result	 in	 a	net	 increase	 in	
public	transit	(bus)	ridership	of	approximately	157	persons	per	day,	including	about	two	persons	during	the	
AM	peak	 hour	 and	 21	 persons	 during	 the	 PM	peak	 hour.	 	 Since	 the	 three	 bus	 lines	 currently	 serving	 the	
Project	Site	provide	a	total	of	nearly	270	buses	per	day	(total	of	all	directions	of	service),	including	about	20	
buses	during	both	the	AM	and	PM	peak	commute	hours,	potential	ridership	increases	on	any	single	bus	are	
expected	to	be	nominal	(two	or	fewer	new	riders	per	bus),	and	as	such,	no	significant	impacts	to	the	current	
area	public	 transit	operations,	 including	the	public	sidewalks	serving	the	Project	Site	and	nearby	bus	stop	
locations	or	the	existing	bus	stops	themselves,	are	expected.		Impacts	to	public	transit	services	and	facilities	
under	Alternative	9	are	discussed	on	page	2‐52	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐32	

The	EIR	is	asking	for	'Green	Bonuses'	by	providing	parking	for	over	1,300	bicycles.	With	each	bicycle	space	
taking	 at	 least	 6	 square	 feet,	 that's	 a	 minimum	 of	 6,000	 square	 feet	 of	 encouraging	 the	 use	 of	 bicycles.	
However	the	EIR	fails	to	recognize	the	unsuitability	of	the	area	for	cyclists.	The	heavily	trafficked	junction	of	
Sunset	Boulevard,	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	is	already	one	of	the	most	dangerous	in	the	City	of	LA,	
and	has	had	several	bicycle	fatalities	in	recent	years.	The	hillside	roads	are	all	narrow,	extremely	steep	and	
already	overburdened	by	massive	amounts	of	traffic,	making	them	completely	unsuitable	and	dangerous	for	
any	kind	of	weekday	transport/transit	cycling.	

Despite	 the	 inherent	 dangers	 on	 the	 main	 roads	 and	 the	 unsuitability	 of	 the	 steep	 hillsides	 narrow	 and	
already	overcrowded	streets,	the	EIR	fails	to	mention	bicycle	safety	or	bicycle	routes	for	its	proposed	1300	
cyclists.	Where	 are	 the	 bike	 lanes	 being	proposed	or	 planned?	The	 sidewalks	 are	 certainly	 too	narrow	 to	
support	even	a	very	few	cyclists,	and	with	the	proposed	increase	in	pedestrian	traffic	the	project	says	it	will	
generate,	they	will	be	completely	unsuitable	for	cyclists.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐32	

As	 described	 on	 page	 2‐1	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 includes	 985	
bicycle	parking	spaces,	and	not	1,300	as	indicated	by	the	commenter.	 	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	alternative	
transportation,	 including	bicycle	 transportation,	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	
EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	Project	
TIA	 does	 not	 assume	 that	 there	 will	 be	 1,300	 bicyclists.	 	 The	 bicycle	 parking	 provided	 by	 the	 proposed	
Project	 is	consistent	with	the	requirements	and	provisions	of	the	current	City	of	Los	Angeles	Zoning	Code.		
However,	 the	provision	of	 the	required	(and	additional)	bicycle	parking	spaces	by	 the	proposed	Project	 is	
not	assumed	to	significantly	reduce	 the	amount	of	vehicular	 traffic	generated	by	 the	Project	 for	either	 the	
residential	 or	 commercial	 (employee)	 components,	 and	 as	 shown	 in	 Table	 2(a)	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 no	
reductions	to	the	trip	generation	for	the	proposed	Project	due	to	bicycle	ridership	are	assumed,	in	order	to	
provide	a	conservative	evaluation	of	the	potential	traffic‐related	impacts	of	the	Project.	 	The	commenter	is	
also	 directed	 to	 the	 adopted	 2010	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Bicycle	 Plan,	 which	 identifies	 both	 existing	 and	
proposed	bicycle	facilities	throughout	the	City.		A	review	of	this	plan	indicates	that	no	new	bicycle	lanes	or	
facilities	are	currently	proposed	along	either	Sunset	Boulevard	or	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	immediately	
adjacent	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 although	 new	 bicycle	 lanes	 are	 proposed	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 between	
Fairfax	 Avenue	 (approximately	 one‐quarter	 mile	 east	 of	 the	 Project	 Site)	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	
(approximately	4.5	miles	farther	east),	to	connect	to	existing	bicycle	lanes	on	Sunset	Boulevard	to	the	east	of	
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Fountain	Avenue.	 	Therefore,	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	anticipates	that	new	bicycle	lanes	will	be	provided	in	
the	 future	 (no	 specific	 timeline	 is	 identified	 in	 the	City’s	Bicycle	Plan)	 that	are	easily	accessible	 to	Project	
residents	and	employees	who	choose	to	bicycle	to	and	from	the	site.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐33	

It	 is	 glaringly	 obvious	 that	 all	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project	 site	 from	 all	 the	 neighboring	 hillsides	 and	
surrounding	areas	will	be	by	car	at	all	times	of	operation,	especially	during	later	night	time	hours.	It	must	be	
noted	that;	

 Intersections	and	streets	in	the	area	surrounding	the	project	site	in	the	Cities	of	Los	Angles	and	West	
Hollywood	are	already	operating	a	"Fail"	during	peak	hours	and	beyond.	

 Sunset	Blvd,	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	have	no	bike	lanes	now	or	planned.	The	sidewalks	
are	narrow	and	unable	to	support	safe	bike	riding.	

 Therefore	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 all	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project	 site	 from	 the	 immediate	 neighboring		
hillsides	and	surrounding	areas	will	be	by	car	at	all	times	of	operation,	especially	during	later	night	
time	hours.	

 The	projects	proposed	height,	size,	density,	design	and	proposed	volume	use	is	incompatible	with	the	
neighborhood	character	and	infrastructure	capabilities.	

 The	projects	proposed	high	volume	commercial	activity	and	 late	night	use	will	have	overwhelming	
and	 permanent	 negative	 impact	 on	 the	 surrounding	 community	 and	 daily	 commuter	 travelers	 on	
Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Fountain	Ave.	

These	comments,	and	those	in	Allyn	Rifkin's	letter	(addendum	#1)	must	all	be	addressed	and	circulated	in	
the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐33	

The	commenter’s	assertion	that	“all	travel	to	and	from	the	project	site	from	all	the	neighboring	hillsides	and	
surrounding	 areas	 will	 be	 by	 car	 at	 all	 times	 of	 operation,	 especially	 during	 later	 night	 time	 hours,”	 is	
speculative	 and	 not	 supported	 by	 evidence.	 Nevertheless,	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 analysis	 does	 not	 assume	
bicycle	use	 as	 a	minimization	measure.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	Response	 to	Comment	B1‐22	above	 regarding	 the	
bullet	points	raised	in	this	comment,	as	they	are	duplicative.		Responses	to	the	comments	provided	by	Allyn	
Rifkin	cited	by	the	commenter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐74	through	B1‐86.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐34	

RESIDENT	AND	GUEST	PARKING	

Resident	parking	figures	are	nothing	short	of	ridiculous	according	to	the	EIR.	

 Residential	Units	249	for	505‐528	residents	=	210	

 233	resident	will	Not	have	parking	

 •	Studio			73	units		=	73	vehicle		parking	spaces	

 One	Bedroom	=	130	vehicle	parking	spaces	

 Two	Bedroom	=	76	vehicle	parking	spaces	
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 Three	Bedroom	=	16	vehicle		parking		spaces	

 Total	Resident	Vehicle	Parking	Spaces	=	295	

Resident	&	Guest	Parking	consequences	on	the	neighboring	community.	

 505‐528	new	residents	where	there	are	currently	none.	

 528	new	residents	minus		(‐)	295	resident	/	guest	parking	spaces	=	

 233	residents	with	NO	on‐site	parking	will	create	a	massive	overflow	

 Guest	Parking=?	(zero)		which	will	also	create		a	massive	parking	overflow	

The	project	assumes	that	210	to	233	residents	will	not	have	a	car,	but	will	walk,	ride	a	bike	or	take	the	bus.	
How	 do	 these	 high	 income,	 high	 value	 units	 sell	 to	 people	 with	 no	 car	 in	 a	 city	 with	 no	 realistic	 public	
transport	alternatives?	The	EIR	needs	to	suitably	demonstrate	how	people	who	are	spending	$1500	a	square	
foot	to	buy	an	apartment	in	the	proposed	site	(or	rent	at	comparative	rates)	will	not	have	a	car.	It	is	possible	
in	New	York,	Paris	or	London,	but	it	is	totally	impossible	on	the	border	of	West	Hollywood.	

What	about	the	Guests	of	the	residents?	

 One	 onsite	 parking	 space	 per	 Studio	 and	 One	 Bedroom	 ‐	 additional	 or	 second	 resident	 vehicle	
parking	space	would	be	available	for	rented	or	purchased.	

 Where	would	the	additional	rented	vehicle	parking	space	come	from	–	the	commercial	parking	or	off	
site?	

 What	will	be	 the	weekly	or	monthly	charge	 to	residents	 for	a	second	or	additional	vehicle	parking	
space	on‐site?	

 What	will	be	parking	charges	be	for	those	in	the	affordable	housing	units?	

These	figures	are	completely	out	of	step	with	all	the	City	studies	on	parking.	The	consequence	of	the	parking	
overflow	in	such	a	busy	area	will	be	massive	and	neighborhood	destroying	congestion	and	pollution.	For	the	
community	to	take	the	EIR	seriously	this	must	be	addressed	in	a	serious,	sensible	and	realistic	manne	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐34	

On	September	27,	2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	
2014.		The	purpose	of	SB	743	is	to	streamline	the	review	under	CEQA	for	several	categories	of	development	
projects	 including	 the	 development	 of	 infill	 projects	 in	 transit	 priority	 areas.	 	 The	 bill	 adds	 to	 the	 CEQA	
Statute,	 Chapter	 2.7,	Modernization	 of	 Transportation	 Analysis	 for	 Transit‐Oriented	 Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	
particular	Section	21099.	 	Pursuant	 to	Section	21099(d)(1)	“…	parking	 impacts	of	a	residential,	mixed‐use	
residential,	 or	 employment	 center	 project	 on	 an	 infill	 site	 within	 a	 transit	 priority	 area	 shall	 not	 be	
considered	 significant	 impacts	 on	 the	 environment.”	 	 The	proposed	Project	meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	
Section	21099(d),	and	for	this	reason,	the	proposed	Project’s	effects	related	to	parking	are	not	required	to	be	
analyzed	 under	 the	 State	 CEQA	 Statute.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 parking	
impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	
provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 Parking	 for	 the	 proposed	 Project	 (for	 both	 the	
residential	 and	 commercial	 components)	 is	 consistent	with	 the	 current	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Zoning	 Code.		
Resident	guest	parking	 is	expected	 to	be	provided	within	 the	residential	use	parking	 fields,	 though	guests	
could	also	potentially	 choose	 to	park	within	 the	 commercial	parking	areas;	most	 residential	 guest	activity	
occurs	in	the	evenings,	when	many	of	the	proposed	commercial	(retail)	uses	at	the	Project	Site	will	be	closed	
or	experiencing	reduced	(not	peak)	activity	levels.		As	such,	there	are	expected	to	be	unused	parking	spaces	
within	the	Project’s	commercial	parking	field	to	accommodate	parking	for	guests	of	the	Project’s	residents	if	
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some	of	them	opt	to	park	in	the	commercial	parking	areas.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
adequacy	of	parking.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐35	

PARKING	FOR	RESTAURANT,	EMPLOYEE	AND	RETAIL	PATRONS	

Unrealistically	limited	commercial	&	employee	shared	parking.	

The	 EIR	 states	 that	 the	 originally	 proposed	 617	 vehicle	 parking	 spaces	 will	 be	 further	 reduced	 by	 123	
additional	 vehicle	 parking	 spaces	 to	 allow	 for	 380	 more	 bike	 parking	 spaces,	 leaving	 just	 	 	 494	 shared	
vehicle	parking	spaces.	

 The	EIR	assumes	that	more	than	half	the	guests,	employees	and	patrons	will	not	have	a	car,	but	will	
ride	a	bike.	

 The	projects	EIR	and	study	assumes	that	approximately	689	employees	and	patrons	will	not	have	a	
car,	but	will	walk,	ride	a	bike	or	take	the	bus.	This	number	is	completely	unrealistic	for	such	a	'high	
end'	establishment,	especially	one	open	after	all	public	transport	stops.	

 There	are	No	bike	paths	or	bike	lanes	now	or	proposed	in	the	project	plans.	Due	to	the	high	volume	
vehicle	traffic,	safe,	protected	bike	lanes	for	adults	and	children,	with	designated	bike	access	from	all	
surrounding	 streets	 to	 and	 from	 project	 site	 must	 be	 included	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 Crescent	 Heights,	
Laurel	Canyon,	Fountain	Ave	and	Havenhurst	Dr.	

 The	EIR	fails	to	provide	an	adequate	layout	map	of	the	parking.	How	many	spaces	will	be	tandem?	

 The	EIR	 fails	 to	provide	 an	 adequate	 community	benefit	 to	 parking	 spaces	being	 taken	out	 on	 the	
sunset	side	of	their	property	and	being	replaced	by	a	taxi	line.	How	does	this	benefit	the	community?	

 The	EIR	fails	to	address	the	traffic	impact	of	a	permanent	taxi	line	on	Sunset	Blvd.	

 Taxi	line	up	on	SUNSET	Blvd,	will	take	over	the	3rd	lane	on	Sunset	at	Havenhurst,	there	is	no	mention	
in	the	EIR	of	the	impact	to	traffic	traveling	east	on	Sunset	or	residents,	employees	and	patrons	exiting	
the	building	from	Havenhurst	on	to	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐35	

The	 proposed	 Project	 meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d),	 as	 stated	 in	 Response	 No.	 B1‐34,	
above.		Nevertheless,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	commenter	states	that	the	proposed	Project	provides	a	total	of	494	vehicular	parking	
spaces	for	its	commercial	components;	however,	this	number	is	the	amount	of	vehicular	parking	required	for	
the	Project	under	the	current	City	of	Los	Angeles	Zoning	Code,	as	identified	in	Table	4(a)	of	the	Project	TIA.		
The	 Project	 actually	 proposes	 to	 provide	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 554	 vehicular	 parking	 spaces	 for	 its	
commercial	uses,	which	is	approximately	60	spaces	more	than	is	required.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	 regarding	parking	adequacy	and	 regarding	bicycle	 facilities	 in	 the	Project	 vicinity.	 	 It	 should	also	be	
noted	that	the	Project	is	not	requesting	shared	parking	for	on‐site	uses	and	the	analysis	of	traffic	generation	
presented	in	the	Project	TIA	does	not	assume	trip	reductions	associated	with	bicycle	usage	or	the	provision	
of	bicycle	parking	facilities	on	the	Project	Site.		The	Draft	EIR	illustrates	the	parking	configuration	in	Figures	
2‐4,	2‐5,	and	2‐9	through	2‐11	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	including	the	locations	of	
compact	 and	 tandem	 parking	 spaces.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 provide	 parking	 within	 the	 on‐site	 parking	
structure	and	thus	would	remove	all	existing	parking	on	the	Project	Site,	and	would	not	provide	a	“taxi	line”	
along	the	Project	Site’s	Sunset	Boulevard	frontage.		As	such,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	“parking	spaces	
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being	 taken	 out”	 and	 “replaced	 by	 a	 taxi	 line”	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter.		
Furthermore,	the	Project	would	provide	a	dedicated	right‐turn	pocket	at	the	eastbound	approach	of	Sunset	
Boulevard	at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	thus	would	maintain	three	through	lanes	at	this	 intersection	
(starting	 just	 east	of	Havenhurst	Drive	as	under	 existing	 conditions),	 and	 therefore	 the	Project	would	not	
“take	over	the	3rd	lane	on	Sunset	at	Havenhurst”	and	no	further	analysis	of	this	issue	is	necessary.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐36	

The	 EIR	 assumes	 that	 more	 than	 half	 of	 residents,	 guests,	 employees	 and	 patrons	 of	 this	 'high	 income	
destination'	will	not	have	a	 car,	but	will	 ride	a	bike.	How	 this	 completely	unrealistic	 figure	arrived	at	 and	
justified?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐36	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐32	 above	 regarding	 bicycle	 parking.	 	 The	 Project	 TIA	 does	 not	
assume	 that,	 despite	 the	 provision	 of	 extensive	 on‐site	 bicycle	 parking,	 Project‐related	 traffic	 would	 be	
notably	offset	or	otherwise	reduced	by	bicycle	usage	by	Project	residents,	patrons,	employees,	or	guests.		The	
provision	of	bicycle	parking	is	intended	to	foster	bicycle	ridership	and	vehicle	trip	reduction,	but	the	analysis	
presented	in	the	TIA	and	the	Draft	EIR	does	not	assume	or	rely	upon	trip	reductions	associated	with	bicycle	
usage.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation	and	TIA	assumptions.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐37	

The	EIR	also	assumes	that	approximately	689	employees	and	patrons	of	this	'high	income	destination'	will	
not	have	a	car,	but	will	walk,	ride	a	bike	or	take	the	bus.	This	is	completely	unrealistic	for	this	location,	and	
must	be	suitably	addressed	and	circulated	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐37	

The	commenter	states	that	the	Draft	EIR	assumes	that	689	employees	and	patrons	of	the	Project	would	not	
have	a	 car	or	would	otherwise	utilize	alternative	 transportation,	but	provides	no	citation	or	 reference	 for	
this	 statement.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 trip	 generation	 and	 associated	 TIA	
assumptions.		Please	also	see	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐31	and	B1‐32	above	for	further	discussion	of	trip	
reductions	related	to	bicycle	and	public	transit	use.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐38	

The	also	[sic]	EIR	fails	to	mention	the	history	of	the	developers	overcharging	for	parking	at	this	site.	The	EIR	
must	 reflect	 and	 discuss	 this	 as	 it	 throws	 into	 question	 their	 ability	 to	 safeguard	 their	 tenants,	 residents,	
commercial	operators	and	act	as	responsible		operators	of	a	neighborhood	serving	destination.	

See:"Sunset	 Stripmall	 Owner	 Sued	 by	 Tenants	 Over	 Parking	 Fees	 I	 WEHOville	
http://www.wehovilie.com/2013/04/1?/sunset‐stripmall‐owner‐sued‐by‐tenants‐	over‐parking‐fees/	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐38	

The	history	of	previous	parking	operations	and	practices	on	the	existing	Project	Site	is	not	germane	to	the	
Draft	EIR	or	the	evaluation	of	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	Project.		As	such,	no	further	response	is	
warranted.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐39	

1365	BICYCLE	PARKING	SPACES	

The	EIR	states	 that	bicycle	parking	 spaces	have	been	 increased	by	380,	 for	a	 total	of	1365.	This	has	been	
achieved	by	reducing	123	commercial	and	residential	vehicle	parking	spaces.	Further	the	project	states	the	
future	studies	for	possible	bike	paths	were	suggested	as	part	of	a	study	farther	east	from	the	project	site	‐	
Fairfax,	Hollywood	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

This	 cynical,	 bonus	 grabbing	 antic	 provides	 on‐site	 (mostly	 short	 term)	 bike	 parking,	 but	 is	 completely	
unsuitable	for	this	location.	The	EIR	fails	to	reflect	how	the	'high	income'	individuals	residing	in,	frequenting,	
or	 working	 at	 their	 'newly	 created	 high	 income	 jobs'	 	 will	 chose	 to	 risk	 their	 lives	 in	 one	 of	 the	 most	
hazardous	and	congested	areas	of	Hollywood.	

With	 no	 bike	 paths	 or	 safe	 access	 for	 bikes	 provided	 at	 or	 around	 the	 surrounding	 area,	 the	 EIR	 fails	 to	
provide	information	or	detail	as	to	how	the	surrounding	streets	and	sidewalks	will	accommodate	1,365	bike	
riders.	Further	the	EIR	does	not	provide	information	or	detail	on	future	bike	paths	and	which	streets	would	
accommodate	safe	bike	travel	and/or	exactly	which	street	and	how	many	surrounding	streets	would	lose	a	
vehicle	 travel	 lane	 for	 bike	 travel.	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 Crescent	 Heights,	 Laurel	 Canyon,	 Fairfax	 Ave,	 Hollywood	
Blvd?	

The	 EIR	must	 demonstrate	 how	 it	 arrived	 at	 this	 figure	 as	 a	 percentage	 of	 residents,	 guests,	 patrons	 and	
employees	who	would	use	a	bicycle	as	a	 form	of	 transport,	and	give	real	world	examples	of	buildings	 in	a	
similarly	hilly,	high	traffic	density	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐39	

The	 proposed	 Project	 meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d),	 as	 stated	 in	 Response	 No.	 B1‐34,	
above.		Nevertheless,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	The	commenter	 states	 that	 the	Project’s	bicycle	parking	 spaces	have	been	 increased	by	
380,	for	a	total	of	1,365	bicycle	parking	spaces.	However,	as	stated	in	the	Project	EIR	and	TIA,	the	proposed	
Project	will	actually	provide	a	total	of	approximately	985	bicycle	parking	spaces	(representing	the	combined	
total	of	residential	and	commercial	bicycle	parking	spaces).	 	As	described	in	detail	on	P.	4.J‐59	0f	the	Draft	
EIR,	it	is	true	that	the	Project	proposes	to	reduce	its	commercial	vehicular	parking	requirement	(as	allowed	
under	the	City	Zoning	Code)	by	approximately	95	spaces	through	the	provision	of	380	“additional”	bicycle	
parking	 spaces	 above	 and	 beyond	 the	 minimum	 number	 of	 110	 bicycle	 parking	 spaces	 required	 to	 be	
provided	 by	 the	 Zoning	 Code	 for	 the	 Project’s	 commercial	 uses	 (the	 Project	 is	 intrinsically	 allowed	 a	
reduction	in	commercial	vehicular	parking	of	28	spaces	through	provision	of	the	minimum	required	amount	
of	 bicycle	 parking).	 	 The	 380	 “additional”	 bicycle	 parking	 spaces	 are	 already	 included	 in	 the	 985	 spaces	
provided,	and	are	not	“in	addition	to”	these	spaces	(as	implied	in	the	commenter’s	statement:	985	+	380	=	
1,365).	 	Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐35	above	(explaining	why	the	parking	space	available	 is	
appropriate	given	 the	mix	of	 commercial	uses)	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	 facilities	and	
safety,	and	the	current	and	future	expectations	and	plans	for	bicycle	use	in	the	area.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐40	

The	EIR	must	also	provide	full	details	on	bike	parking:	

 Where	in	the	structure	is	short	term	bike	parking?	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐102	
	

 What	constitutes	“long	term”	and	"short	term"	bike	parking?	Minutes,	hours	or	days	of	parking	use?	

 Will	exterior	bike	parking	be	covered	and	lighted?	

 Will	bike	parking	areas	provide	24	hours	security?	

 Will	there	be	a	fee	or	charge	for	long	term	or	short	term	bike	parking?	

 Will	shower	and	lockers	be	available	to	all	employees	and/or	patrons	using	bicycles?	

 What	times	of	the	day	will	showers	and	lockers	be	open	and	available?	

 Will	there	be	a	charge	(fee)	for	use	of	showers	and	lockers?	

 Will	there	be	valet	bike	parking	and	at	what	charge?	

 The	project	state	that	bikes	lanes	and	bike	paths	are	being	"studied”		for	future	application;	however,	
the	EIR	 fails	 to	provide	 information	or	detail	 on	 the	 time	horizon	of	 the	 study,	 is	 it	 five	years,	 ten	
years,	never?	

 Who	will	be	conducting	the	study	and	installation	of	the	bike	paths	and	lanes?	

 What	streets	are	the	bike	paths	and	bike	lanes	to	be	installed	on?	

 How	will	it	affect	traffic	and	parking?	

 Which	and	how	many	vehicle	travel	lanes	will	be	removed	to	accommodate	the	new	bike	paths	and	
bike	lanes?	

 What	is	the	location	of	a	safe	bike	path	feeding	directly	into	and	out	of	the	project	site?	

 Will	bike	riders	be	expected	to	share	the	sidewalk	with	pedestrians?	

 Will	bike	paths	be	actual	protected	bike	paths	and	bike	lanes	or	minimal	non	safety	sharrows?	

 How	many	vehicle	travel	lanes	and	what	length	of	the	street	will	be	lost	on	each	street	to	apply	new	
bike	paths	

 How	will	cyclists,	including	children,	safely	access	the	site	and	bike	parking?	

 Will	a	security	guard	be	stationed	at	bike	parking	area	all	the	time?	

There	 are	 no	 bike	 paths	 or	 bike	 lanes	 now,	 or	 proposed	 in	 the	 plans.	 Due	 to	 the	 high	 volume	motorized	
traffic,	putting	1,000+	cyclists	 in	 the	dense	and	dangerous	 traffic	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Crescent	Heights,	Laurel	
Canyon,	 even	 Fountain	 Ave	 and	Havenhurst	 Dr	without	 protected	 bike	 lanes	 for	 adults	 and	 children,	 is	 a	
public	safety	debacle.	This	must	be	suitably	addressed	and	circulated	in	the	final	EIR.	

Designated	bike	access	 from	all	surrounding	streets	 to	and	 from	project	site	must	be	 included	 for,	but	 the	
current	layout	of	these	streets	makes	this	an	impossibility.	

This	must	be	suitably	addressed	and	circulated	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐40	

The	 proposed	 Project	 meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d),	 as	 stated	 in	 Response	 No.	 B1‐34,	
above.		Nevertheless,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1.		As	depicted	in	Figures	2‐4,	2‐5,	2‐9,	and	2‐10	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	short‐	and	long‐term	bicycle	parking	facilities	are	 located	throughout	Levels	B2,	B1,	B1M,	Plaza	Level,	
and	 Level	 2,	 with	 long‐term	 facilities	 located	 within	 the	 parking	 structure	 intended	 to	 serve	 mainly	 the	
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Project	 residents	 and	 short‐term	 facilities	 located	 generally	 outside	 of	 the	 parking	 structure	 or	 within	
publicly‐accessible	areas	within	the	parking	structure	(e.g.,	valet	pickup	area)	intended	to	serve	the	needs	of	
Project	 patrons,	 visitors,	 and	 employees.	 	 Both	 short‐	 and	 long‐term	 parking	 facilities	would	 be	 self‐park	
facilities	and	free	of	charge,	but	most	of	the	long‐term	facilities	would	only	be	accessible	for	use	by	Project	
residents	with	key	card	access	to	the	various	parking	levels	where	these	facilities	are	located	as	noted	above.		
Short‐term	 facilities,	 therefore,	 would	 be	 located	 outside	 or	 in	 public	 access	 areas,	 though	 the	 specifics	
regarding	security,	showers,	lockers,	lighting,	and	other	features	for	short‐term	bicycle	parking	areas	are	not	
known	at	this	time.		However,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	
implement	 a	 Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 Program	 that	 could	 include	 features	 such	 as	
showers	and	lockers	for	on‐site	employees	that	bike	to	work	or	visitors.	 	Regardless,	bicycle	parking	areas	
would	be	provided	on‐site	 in	accordance	with	LAMC	and	other	applicable	requirements,	 if	any.	 	Regarding	
bicycle	 safety,	 it	 is	 speculative	 to	 assume	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 put	 1,000+	 cyclists	 on	 roadways	 in	 the	
vicinity	as	suggested	by	the	comment.		Furthermore,	bicycle	facilities	for	the	Project	have	been	proposed	to	
meet	 LAMC	 requirements,	 and	 there	 are	 no	 changes	 in	 circulation	 associated	with	 the	Project	 that	would	
create	new	safety	hazards.		Furthermore,	a	general	assessment	of	the	safety	of	streets	in	the	Hollywood	area	
to	accommodate	bicycle	use	is	beyond	the	scope	of	the	EIR.			Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐32,	above,	
and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	in	the	Project	area.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐41	

PARKING	CHARGE	&	VALET	CHARGE	

The	project	states	that	all	parking	will	be	by	Valet	only.	The	EIR	does	not	provide	details	regarding	the	fees	
and	charges	for	parking;	

 Resident	 may	 rent	 or	 purchase	 an	 additional	 vehicle	 parking	 space.	 What	 would	 the	 weekly	 or	
monthly	fee	per	space?	

 What	is	the	cost	or	charge	to	park	and	Valet	parking?		Long	term	‐	Short	term	

 Is	self	parking	option	provided?	

 Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	or	free	parking?		What	cost?	

 Will	employees	be	charged	to	park	?		What	cost?	

 Will	 transit	 passes	 and	 discounts	will	 be	 offered;	What	 type‐	 How	many?	What	 cost	 and	 for	 how	
many	years?	For	residents,	employees,	patrons,	guests?	

 The	developer	tried	out	the	pay	parking	at	this	location	charging	$3	for	15	minutes	to	park.	It	failed.	
Will	the	developer	be	charging	these	rates	again?	

The	EIR	states	that	8150	will	be	100%	valet	parking.	Does	this	apply	to	the	affordable	housing	units	as	well?		
How	will	they	pay	for	this	service	or	will	the	other	residents	subsidize	this	cost	in	their	charges?	

The	EIR	must	evaluate	the	street	parking	available	in	the	area.	What	conditions	will	be	applied	to	ensure	that	
there	no	impacts	to	the	adjacent	streets?	The	site	is	currently	self‐parked	with	free	parking,	so	the	EIR	must	
also	evaluate	whether	free	self‐parking	will	help	mitigate	impacts	of	the	2751	new	vehicle	trips	this	project	
will	generate	on	the	adjacent	streets.	(figure	re	I.T.E	Trips	Generation	Manual,	9th	Ed,	Vol	6‐	please	quote,	
confirm	and	recirculate	in	the	new	EIR).	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐41	

The	 proposed	 Project	 meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d),	 as	 stated	 in	 Response	 No.	 B1‐34,	
above.		Nevertheless,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1.		Parking	for	the	Project	would	be	provided	via	self‐parking	or	valet	for	Project	employees	
and	 Project	 residents	 (and	 resident	 guests),	 and	 valet‐only	 parking	 for	 commercial	 patrons	 and	 non‐
residential	visitors	during	peak	parking	hours,	contrary	to	the	commenter’s	statement.		Actual	parking	fees	
would	 be	 determined	 by	market	 forces	 and	 parking	 demand,	 which	 are	 not	 currently	 known.	 	 Similarly,	
specific	 details	 regarding	 costs	 for	 purchase	 or	 rent	 of	 additional	 parking	 spaces	 by	 Project	 residents,	
parking	costs	for	employees,	and	costs	of	transit	passes/discounts	are	also	not	currently	known.		However,	
as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	 in	 Section	4.J	 of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Project	would	 implement	 a	Transportation	
Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 Program	 that	 could	 include	 features	 such	 as	 transit	 passes	 and	 discounts,	
reduced	cost	or	free	valet	parking	for	high	vehicle	occupancy,	or	other	incentives	to	reduce	vehicle	trips.		The	
Project	would	provide	off‐street	parking	pursuant	to	LAMC	requirements	and	as	concluded	in	Section	4.J	of	
the	Draft	EIR,	impacts	associated	with	off‐site	parking	spillover	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐42	

VANPOOL	&	CARPOOL	

The	EIR	states	that	multiple	van	pool,	ride	home	and	car	pool	options	will	be	available.	However	the	EIR	does	
not	provide	further	information	or	operational	detail	of	this	proposal;	

 Will	these	ride	options	be	provided	by	the	building	management	or	by	individual	establishments?	

 How	long	will	this	service	be	guaranteed	to	employees,	commercial	operators	and	most	importantly,	
the	community?	

 Who	and	how	will	the	operation	of	the	Van	Pool	and	Ride	Share	be	policed?	

 What	measures	are	in	place	to	guarantee	it	remains	enforced	for	the	life	of	the	building?	

 How	will	 the	 community,	 the	 City	 and	 the	 Neighborhood	 Council	 be	 reimbursed	 if	 new	 landlords	
decide	they	no	longer	want	to	offer	it?	

 Where	will	the	van	pool	and	ride	share	pick	up	and	drop	be?	

 What	times	and	frequency	will	this	service	be	available?	

 Will	all	ride	share	and	ride	home	options	be	available	daily,	day	&	late	night	service	and	what	charge	
I	tee?	

 Will	the	"Van	Pool"	service	be	available	for	all	residents,	guests,	employees?	

 Will	three	or	more	per	car	will	be	offered	parking	discounts‐what	discounts?	

 How	will	that	be	available,	to	who	and	at	what	cost?	

 The	 project	 requests	 80%	 vehicles	 spaces	 to	 be	 Compact	 cars.	 	 The	 EIR	 does	 not	 explain	why,	 or	
discuss	the	lower	ride	sharing	suitability	of	these?	

 How	many	free	parking	spaces?	

 What	is	the	charge	for	ride	share	at	the	Valet?	

 Will	valet	charge	increase	at	night	or	evening	hours?	
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 Will	parking	be	validated	by	on	site	commercial	establishments	‐	How	many	minutes	at	what	charge?	

 How	much	handicap	parking	will	there	be,	and	will	it	be	free?	

 How	many	Electric	car	spaces	w/plug	in	will	be	provided?.	

 What	voltage/wattage/hours	to	charge	and	at	what	costs	to	residents,	patrons	and	guests?	

 What	protections	to	existing	neighborhood	residents	will	the	project	provide?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐42	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	traffic	and	transportation	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	 included	as	
Appendix	H‐1.		The	proposed	Project	will	be	required	under	City	ordinance	(Section	12.26‐J	of	the	LAMC)	to	
implement	 a	 Transportation	 Demand	Management	 (“TDM”)	 program	 to	 reduce	 its	 traffic.	 	 Elements	 that	
could	 be	 included	 in	 the	 TDM	 program	 are	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 	 This	 program	 is	
expected	 to	 include	 options	 for	 carpooling/ridesharing,	 transit	 passes,	 preferential	 parking	 for	
rideshare/carpool/vanpool	vehicles,	flexible	work	hours,	and	other	means	of	increasing	vehicle	ridership	or	
encouraging	 use	 of	 public	 transit	 or	 other	 non‐vehicular	 modes	 of	 travel	 (walking,	 bicycling,	 etc.).	 	 The	
details	 of	 this	 program	 will	 be	 identified	 and	 a	 detailed	 TDM	 Plan	 submitted	 to	 LADOT	 for	 review	 and	
approval	 prior	 to	 the	 issuance	 of	 any	Certificates	 of	Occupancy	 for	 the	 proposed	Project,	 as	 is	 the	 typical	
procedure	 for	 such	plans	and	programs	 in	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	However,	 it	 is	 important	 to	note	 that,	
while	 the	 required	 TDM	 program	 is	 a	 City	 requirement	 and	 is	 expected	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	 trips	
generated	 by	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 it	 is	 not	 accounted	 for	 in	 the	 calculation	 of	 Project	 vehicle	 trips	 or	
required	as	mitigation	for	potential	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	under	CEQA.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	
Project	is	requesting	an	off‐menu	incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	compact	spaces	for	commercial	uses	from	
40%	 to	 60%,	 not	 80%	as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 provision	 of	 increased	 compact	
parking	 spaces	 at	 the	 Project	 site	 is	 not	 expected	 to	measurably	 reduce	 the	 potential	 for	 ride‐sharing	 or	
carpooling	efforts	as	part	of	the	Project’s	TDM	program.		Parking	validation	may	be	offered	for	commercial	
uses	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 subject	 to	 voluntary	 participation	 by	 future	 commercial	 tenants,	 but	 parking	
validation	for	commercial	patrons	is	not	assumed	in	the	evaluation	of	Project‐related	parking	demands	and	
associated	 impacts,	 which	 are	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 The	 Project,	 as	 with	 any	 other	
development	project,	would	be	required	to	provide	the	requisite	number	of	handicapped‐accessible	parking	
spaces	 in	 accordance	 with	 LAMC	 standards,	 and	 would	 also	 provide	 electric	 vehicle	 charging	
stations/parking	 spaces	 as	 required	 by	 the	 Green	 Building	 Code	 and	 as	 required	 for	 LEED	 for	 LEED	
certification	 (pages	 2‐33,	 4.B‐45,	 and	 4.E‐36	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR).	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	parking	adequacy.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐43	

VEHICLE	TRAFFIC	&	CIRCULATION	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

Fountain	Avenue	is	designated	as	a	Secondary	or	Modified	Secondary	Highway	within	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
and	 as	 a	 Collector	 Street	 within	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood.	 Within	 the	 study	 area,	 Fountain	 Avenue	 is	
typically	 striped	 to	 provide	 for	 two	 travel	 lanes	 in	 each	 direction,	 with	 left‐turn	 lanes	 provided	 at	 key	
intersections,	 and	 limited	 on‐street	 parking	 is	 permitted.	However,	 along	 its	western	 segments	 (generally	
between	Havenhurst		Drive	and	La	Cienega	Boulevard),	on‐	street	parking	is	allowed	along	the	south	side	of	
the	street	throughout	much	of	the	day,	reducing	eastbound	travel	to	one	lane,	with	the	exception	of	during	
the	afternoon	peak	period,	when	such	parking	is	prohibited,	thereby	allowing	for	a	second	eastbound	lane.	
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CORRECTION	

Fountain	Ave	is	a	Collector	Street	throughout	the	project	study	area,	from	La	Cienega	to	La	Brea	and	solely	
the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		Fountain	Ave	as	a	"Modified"	Secondary	Highway	within	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
starts	 at	 La	 Brea	 to	 the	 east.	 	 However,	 "Modified"	 street	 standards	 as	 specified	 as	 part	 of	 the	 2012	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	Update	(HCPU)	were	terminated	with	the	Superior	Court	Order,	to	set	aside	the	
HCPU;	and	therefore	are	no	longer	in	effect	 for	all	and	any	"modified"	streets	surrounding	the	project	site.	
These	streets	include;	Crescent	Heights,	Laurel	Canyon,	Hollywood	Blvd,	Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain	Ave.	

COMMENT	

Streets	 surrounding	 the	 project	 site	 should	 not	 have	 been	 studied	 as	 "modified"	 street	 standards	 for	 the	
project's	traffic	study.	The	EIR	must	reflect	the	correct	current	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	

The	EIR	fails	to	provide	information	and	detail	on	why	the	project	proposes	to	use	and	incorporate	the	City	
of	Los	Angeles	owned	traffic	island,	street	and	right	turn	lane,	making	it	a	part	of	their	project.	

The	 removal	 of	 the	 City	 owned	 traffic	 island,	 street	 and	 right	 turn	 would	 cause	 irreversible	 and	 severe	
negative	 impact	 on	 traffic	 for	 the	 entire	 surrounding	 area	 forever.	 This	 proposed	 change	 should	 be	
eliminated	from	the	project	plan.	

The	EIR	must	review	the	lasting,	negative	effects	of	eliminating	the	City	owned	traffic	island	and	dedicated	
right	turn	lane	and	moving	the	Metro	bus	stop.	

The	 EIR	 also	 fails	 to	 provide	 detail	 as	 to	 how	 the	 increase	 in	 vehicle	 traffic,	 traffic	 flow,	 transit	 riders,	
pedestrians	and	bike	riders	would	safely	co‐exists	and	move	to	and	from	the	project	site	and	throughout	the	
neighborhoods	and	community.	

The	current	City	of	Los	Angeles	owned	traffic	 island	should	remain	and	be	 improved	 to	accommodate	 the	
new	increase	in	transit	user	volume,	pedestrians	and	bike	riders.	Traffic	Island	should	not	be	incorporated	
into	the	project.	

The	EIR	must	examine	how	articulated	fire	engines,	 large	trucks,	private	buses,	and	other	 long	wheel	base	
vehicles	would	make	that	right	turn.	The	removal	of	the	island	would	make	it	impossible	for	anything	large	
than	a	compact	car	to	make	the	almost	hairpin	turn	that	would	remain	the	only	southbound	option.	

The	elimination	of	the	traffic	island	would	prevent,	or	at	minimum,	severely	limit	Metro	and	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 from	 any	 future	 enhancements	 and	 additions	 of	 new	 transit	 service.	 Any	 future	 or	 new	 transit	
service	that	would	require	the	right	or	left	turn	at	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	no	longer	be	an	
option	for	the	City	or	Metro.	

Elimination	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	 current	 dedicated‐sweeping	 	 right	 turn	would	make	 very	 dangerous	
conditions	for	vehicles	attempting	to	make	the	right	turn	onto	Crescent	Heights	and	also	vehicles	turning	left	
onto	Sunset	from	Crescent	Heights	left.	

Since	all	 turning	 traffic	would	now	have	 to	wait	 for	pedestrians	 and	bike	 riders	 to	 clear	 the	 junction,	 this	
would	cause	further	back‐ups	along	Sunset	Blvd.	This	would	fray	tempers,	putting	pedestrian	and	cyclists	at	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐107	
	

the	crosswalk	in	further	danger	while	adding	even	more	pollution	to	the	neighborhood	than	the	2751	new	
vehicle	trips	the	project	will	generate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐43	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	access	and	circulation	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	
roadway	designations	(or	classifications)	of	the	various	streets	identified	in	the	Project	TIA	and	on	pages	4.J‐
2	through	4.J‐6	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	are	those	currently	indicated	in	
Appendix	 D,	 Inventory	 of	 Modified	 Street	 Designations,	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 General	 Plan	
Transportation	Element.	 	Further,	 the	standard	street	designations	or	modified	street	designations	(which	
are	specific	to	each	community	plan	area)	do	not	affect	the	analysis,	results,	or	conclusions	of	the	study,	and	
the	descriptions	of	the	streets	and	highways	in	the	study	area	are	provided	for	informational	purposes	only.	

Project‐related	 site	access	and	circulation	 issues,	 including	vehicular	access	and	bicycle/pedestrian	access	
and	safety,	are	comprehensively	addressed	on	pages	4.J‐54	through	4.J‐58	and	4.J‐62,	respectively,	in	Section	
4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 regarding	 site	 access	 and	 circulation,	 and	 related	
pedestrian	and	bicycle	 safety,	would	be	 less	 than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	
traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

Additionally,	 regarding	 the	 commenter’s	 concerns	 related	 to	 truck‐turning	 movements	 and	 pedestrian	
impacts	 on	 traffic	 flows	 and	 operations	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 due	 to	 the	 proposed	modification	 of	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 that	 intersection,	 please	 refer	 to	
Responses	to	Comments	B1‐80	and	B1‐82	below.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	removal	
of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	 associated	 impacts	 to	 vehicular	 access	 and	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 safety.	 	 With	
regard	to	relocation	of	the	existing	bus	stop	to	the	east	side	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	Metro	staff	have	
indicated	support	for	the	proposed	location,	as	shown	in	correspondence	from	Metro	included	in	Appendix	D	
of	this	Final	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐44	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

Approximately	60	percent	of	the	Project's	residential	component	inbound	traffic	is	anticipated	to	enter	the	
Project	Site's	Havenhurst		Drive	driveway	from	the	south	(via	Fountain	Avenue),	with	about	one‐half	of	this	
traffic	(30	percent)	turning	onto	Havenhurst		Drive	from	both	eastbound	and	westbound	Fountain	Avenue.	

COMMENT	

The	project	proposes	a	signal	light	at	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	Dr	to	mitigate	traffic.	The	EIR	traffic	study	
fails	to	provide	detail	of	the	severe	negative	impacts	due	to	vehicles	backing	up	on	Fountain	Ave;	

 A	 dedicated	 left	 turn	 lane	 for	 eastbound	 vehicle	 travel	 on	 Fountain	 Ave	 would	 be	 required	 to	
accommodate	 the	project's	anticipated	hundreds	of	new	resident	vehicles	 turning	 left	 (north)	onto	
Havenhurst	 	 Dr.	 to	 access	 the	 project	 site.	 The	 absence	 of	 a	 dedicated	 left	 turn	 lane	would	 cause	
extreme	 back	 up	 on	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 the	west,	 especially	 during	 hours	 of	 the	 day	when	 only	 one	
vehicle	travel	lane	is	available	for	eastbound	traffic.	This	in	addition	to	peak	hours.	

 Fountain	Ave;	Necessity	of	dedicated	eastbound	 left	 turn	 lane	at	Havenhurst	Dr.	 is	not	 included	 in	
traffic	study.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐44	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	 EIR	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.		
Fountain	Avenue	at	Havenhurst	Drive	currently	provides	two	westbound	travel	lanes	at	all	times.		Therefore,	
while	 any	westbound	vehicles	wishing	 to	 turn	 left	 (onto	 southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	 south	of	 Fountain	
Avenue)	would	temporarily	block	westbound	through	traffic	in	the	“inner”	lane,	there	is	another	westbound	
travel	lane	for	vehicles	to	use	to	pass	such	left‐turning	vehicles,	reducing	delays	and	congestion.	 	On‐street	
parking	on	the	south	side	of	Fountain	Avenue	is	prohibited	during	the	PM	peak	period	(4:00	PM	to	7:00	PM)	
in	 order	 to	 provide	 two	 eastbound	 travel	 lanes	 during	 this	 period;	 again,	 while	 it	 is	 acknowledged	 that	
eastbound	 left‐turning	 vehicles	 (onto	 northbound	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 north	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue)	 would	
temporarily	block	eastbound	through	traffic	in	the	“inner”	lane,	a	second	eastbound	travel	lane	is	provided	
during	this	period	for	vehicles	to	use.		However,	during	the	AM	peak	period,	and	during	the	remainder	of	the	
day,	eastbound	Fountain	Avenue	provides	one	travel	lane	plus	on‐street	parking.			

The	 recommended	 installation	 of	 the	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	
Havenhurst	Drive	is	not	proposed	to	include	any	changes	to	these	existing	lane	configurations	or	operations.		
The	commenter	suggests	that	“hundreds	of	new	resident	vehicles”	from	the	proposed	Project	will	 turn	left	
from	eastbound	Fountain	Avenue	on	to	Havenhurst	Drive,	creating	delays	and	congestion	at	this	location	if	a	
left‐turn	lane	is	not	provided.			

Vehicular	 entry	 at	 the	 proposed	 Project’s	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway	 will	 be	 restricted	 to	 residential	
inbound	traffic	only,	and	as	shown	in	Figure	5(c)	of	the	Project	TIA,	only	about	30	percent	of	such	traffic	is	
expected	to	turn	left	from	eastbound	Fountain	Avenue	onto	northbound	Havenhurst	Drive.	 	Further,	traffic	
associated	with	the	existing	on‐site	development	will	be	removed	from	this	location,	which	would	partially	
offset	the	number	of	new	Project‐related	right‐turn	movements	into	the	driveway.		As	a	result,	as	shown	in	
Figure	6(a)	of	 the	Project	TIA,	 the	proposed	Project	 is	expected	to	result	 in	a	net	reduction	of	about	 three	
eastbound	 left‐turn	 trips	 during	 the	 AM	 peak	 hour	 (when	 only	 one	 eastbound	 travel	 lane	 is	 present	 on	
Fountain	Avenue,	but	“inbound”	Project‐related	residential	trips	are	nominal),	thereby	slightly	reducing	the	
potential	 for	delays	 for	 eastbound	 travel	during	 this	 time	period,	 as	 summarized	 in	Table	9(b)	 and	 in	 the	
supporting	 intersection	 analysis	worksheets	 provided	 in	 the	 appendices	 of	 the	 TIA.	 	 During	 the	 PM	 peak	
hour,	the	proposed	Project	is	expected	to	result	in	a	modest	increase	of	approximately	20	net	new	left‐turn	
trips,	although	as	noted	earlier,	during	this	 time	period,	 there	are	 two	eastbound	travel	 lanes	on	Fountain	
Avenue,	and	through	traffic	in	this	direction	will	be	able	to	divert	around	any	left‐turning	vehicles,	reducing	
the	 potential	 for	 increased	 delays.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐65	 and	 4.J‐66	 and	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.J‐8,	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive/Fountain	 Avenue	 intersection	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.	

Additionally,	new	left‐turn	lanes	can	be	installed	in	both	directions	of	Fountain	Avenue	at	Havenhurst	Drive	
within	the	existing	roadway	width,	as	illustrated	in	Figure	4.J‐10	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	existing	
“No	Stopping	4	PM	–	7	PM”	parking	 restrictions	 evident	 along	 the	 south	 side	of	 Fountain	Avenue	west	 of	
Havenhurst	 Drive	would	 need	 to	 be	 extended	 for	 approximately	 98	 feet	 to	 the	 east	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	
resulting	 in	 the	 removal	 of	 about	 five	 to	 seven	 on‐street	 parking	 spaces,	 although	 only	 for	 a	 three‐hour	
period	 (4:00	PM	 to	7:00	PM),	 and	as	 such,	 is	not	expected	 to	 result	 in	a	 significant	 (secondary)	 impact	 to	
parking	 in	 the	 area.	 	 The	 installation	 of	 the	 potential	 new	 eastbound	 and	 westbound	 left‐turn	 lanes	 on	
Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 would	 address	 the	 commenter’s	 concerns	 regarding	 potential	
operational	issues	at	this	intersection	related	to	the	recommended	new	traffic	signal	at	this	location.	See	also	
Response	to	Comment	A9‐10	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐45	

The	project	proposes	to	mitigate	pedestrian	and	bike	safety	by	prohibiting	left	turn	from	Crescent	Heights	
into	the	project	site.	This	is	already	an	illegal	turn,	but	regardless	of	that,	the	EIR	fails	to	provide	information	
on	how	this	would	affect	traffic	and	circulation	into	and	out	of	the	project	site;	

 What	type	of	left	turn	"blocking"	measure	would	be	added	to	Crescent	Heights?	

 How	these	added	measures	would	impact	regular	high	volume	traffic	flow?	

 How	Crescent	Heights	northbound	vehicles	and	bikes	will	 access	 the	project	 site	parking	area	and	
valet	drop	off	area?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐45	

Contrary	 to	 the	 commenter’s	 assertion,	 the	proposed	Project	does	not	propose	 to	prohibit	 left‐turns	 from	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	into	the	Project	Site,	and	such	turns	are	not	currently	prohibited	or	“illegal”	as	
identified	 by	 the	 commenter.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	
Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 pedestrian	 and	
bicycle	safety.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐46	

The	project	proposes	the	use	of	the	current	Crescent	Heights	street	vehicle	travel	"merge"	lane	for	their	valet	
parking	 drop	 off	 and	 queuing.	 However	 the	 EIR	 fails	 to	 address	 or	 provide	 detail	 regarding	 these	 safety	
issues;	

 Valets	in	the	street.	

 Drivers	exiting	on	Crescent	Heights,	especially	those	turning	north.	

 Mitigation	 and	 "blocking"	measures	 that	would	prohibit	U‐Turns	 into	 the	 valet	 drop‐off	 area	 from	
vehicles	traveling	from	the	north	(Crescent	Heights)	turning	into	the	valet	drop	off	area.	

 Access	proposed	valet	queuing	area	from	Sunset	Blvd,	around	traffic	island?	

 Increase	traffic	making	right	hand	turn	on	to	Crescent	Heights	from	Sunset	

 Emergency	service	right	turn	and	parking	for	Fire,	Police,	Ambulance	

 Vehicles	merging	from	Crescent	Heights	into	oncoming	traffic	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐46	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	access	and	circulation	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	
commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 presence	 of	 valet	 employees	 in	 the	 street	 rights‐of‐way	 could	notably	 affect	
traffic	and	circulation.	 	However,	valet	operations	at	 the	street	 level	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	
occur	 entirely	 within	 the	 optional	 valet	 drop‐off	 area,	 which	 would	 occupy	 space	 currently	 used	 for	 the	
“merge”	lane	from	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		This	valet	drop‐
off	area	would	be	located	outside	of	travel	lanes	and	is	provided	as	an	optional	convenience	to	commercial	
patrons,	with	the	majority	of	valet	drop‐off	activities	anticipated	to	occur	in	the	main	valet	drop‐off/pick‐up	
area	located	in	the	parking	structure	on	Level	B1.		Given	that	valet	employees	would	not	be	required	to	enter	
travel	lanes	in	order	to	carry	out	parking	operations,	it	is	reasonable	to	assume	that	the	potential	for	valet	
employees	to	substantially	affect	traffic	is	minimal.		The	access	and	circulation	analysis	presented	on	pages	
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4.J‐54	 through	 4.J‐56	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 takes	 into	 account	 the	 proposed	 ingress	 and	 egress	
movements	 at	 the	 various	Project	driveways	 and	 the	 removal	of	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island	adjacent	 to	 the	
Project	 Site.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 when	 assuming	 left‐turn	 egress	 from	 the	 Project’s	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 driveway	 (among	 other	 access	 changes)	 and	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	intersection,	 impacts	related	to	vehicle	access,	queue	lengths,	and	vehicular	safety	were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	commenter’s	suggestion	that	u‐turns	by	drivers	on	northbound	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	reach	the	Project’s	valet	drop‐off	area	would	require	mitigation	is	speculative	
and	not	supported	by	evidence.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	removal	of	the	traffic	island	and	
further	 discussion	 of	 site	 access	 from	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	
emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐47	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

All	of	 the	Project's	 residential	component	 trips	must	exit	 from	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	 toward	 the	
north;	approximately	10	percent	of	the	Project's	residential	trips	exiting	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	are	
expected	 to	utilize	an	 "around	 the	block"	 route	 to	access	Fountain	Avenue,	 turning	right	 from	Havenhurst	
Drive	 onto	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 then	 turning	 right	 again	 onto	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	before	continuing	along	westbound	Fountain	Avenue.	

COMMENT	

 The	EIR	proposes	to	eliminate	the	current	traffic	island,	bus	stop	and	traffic	lights	and	streets	lights.	

 The	EIR	proposes	to	eliminate	the	current	dedicated	right	turn	lane	form	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	to	
southbound	Crescent	Heights.	

 The	EIR	proposes	moving	the	bus	stop	further	east,	away	from	the	site.	

 The	EIR	proposes	all	 residential	vehicles	must	exit	on	Havenhurst	and	travel	north	to	Sunset	Blvd.	
the	vehicles	that	don't	turn	west	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	have	to	turn	east	on	Sunset	Blvd,	then	TURN	
RIGHT	around	the	tip	of	the	deleted	traffic	island	(now	the	project's	plaza)	onto	Crescent	Heights	in	
order	to	access	Fountain	Ave	or	travel	south	on	Crescent	Heights.	

 Vehicles	 making	 the	 right	 turn	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 Crescent	 Height	 will	 be	 increased	 by	 many	
thousands	of	vehicle	trips	daily	from	residents,	employees	and	vehicles	retuning	to	the	valet	drop	off.	

 All	these	vehicles	will	have	to	skirt	the	taxi	and	limo	drop	off	for	the	proposed	concerts,	and	open	air	
entertainments,	 as	well	 the	multitude	of	 restaurants,	 creating	 a	massive	bottle‐neck,	 adding	 to	 the	
traffic	mess	generated	by	the	SBE	venue,	and	Chateau	Marmont's	drop	off,	both	directly	across	the	
street.	

 Right	turns	around	the	deleted	traffic	island	from	all	this	new	traffic	would	create	tremendous	back‐
ups	on	Sunset	Blvd	as	all	right	turning	vehicles	will	now	be	forced	to	wait	for	pedestrians	and	bikes	
to	cross	Crescent	Heights	at	Sunset	Blvd.	

 Thousands	 of	 passenger	 vehicles,	 large	 delivery	 trucks	 and	 emergency	 vehicles	 would	 now	 be	
attempting	to	make	this	almost	hairpin	right	turn	daily.	

 All	long	wheel	base	vehicles,	including	Fire	Trucks,	would	be	forced	into	opposing	traffic	lane	when	
attempting	to	make	this	tight	and	unsafe	right	turn.	

 This	will	impede	the	already	heavy	eastbound	traffic	flow	on	Sunset	Blvd,	especially	during	PM	peak	
commute	hours	(Today	that	lasts	from	3pm‐8pm)	
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 What	 will	 adding	 thousands	 more	 vehicles	 into	 such	 a	 heavy	 trafficked	 intersection	 that	 already	
operates	at	"E"	to	"F"	do	to	the	quality	of	life	and	the	air	quality	of	the	neighborhood	and	community?	

 It	makes	No	Sense	in	regard	to	traffic	flow,	turn	capabilities	and	vehicle,	pedestrian	and	bike	safety	to	
remove	the	current	dedicated	turn	lane	and	traffic	 island.	The	mass	of	pedestrians,	bike	riders	and	
bus	 riders	 generated	 by	 the	 project	 crossing	 Crescent	Heights	 to	 access	 and	 leave	 the	 project	 site	
makes	removing	the	traffic	island	even	more	non‐sensical.	

 Moving	the	bus	stop	farther	away	from	the	project	site,	forcing	transit	riders	to	walk	back	and	cross	
Crescent	Heights	is	also	neither	safe	nor	sensible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐47	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	and	access	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	
EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	Project	
would	reconfigure	the	existing	traffic	island	and	replace	the	existing	right‐turn	“lane”	with	a	dedicated	right‐
turn	 pocket	 at	 the	 eastbound	 approach	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 As	 such,	 the	
Project	 would	 continue	 to	 provide	 a	 right‐turn	 lane	 at	 this	 location.	 	 The	 commenter	 states	 that	 the	
eastbound	right‐turn	 from	Sunset	Boulevard	to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	will	 “be	 increased	
by	thousands	of	vehicle	trips	daily”,	when,	in	fact,	the	eastbound	right‐turn	is	not	a	significant	move	at	this	
intersection,	with	existing	(year	2013)	traffic	volumes	of	only	62	vehicles	per	hour	during	the	AM	peak	hour	
and	82	vehicles	per	hour	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		As	shown	in	Figures	15(a)	and	15(b)	of	the	Project	TIA,	
even	 under	 the	 forecast	 future	 (year	 2018)	 “with	 Project”	 conditions,	 these	 volumes	 will	 exhibit	 only	
nominal	increases,	to	a	total	(including	Project	traffic)	of	approximately	107	vehicles	per	hour	during	the	AM	
peak	hour	and	about	100	vehicles	per	hour	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		Nonetheless,	Project	residents	would	
be	 able	 to	 exit	 the	 Project	 Site	 via	 the	 primary	 residential	 driveway	 on	 Havenhurst	 or	 via	 the	 Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway,	 such	 that	 some	 proportion	 of	 residents	 leaving	 the	 site	 would	 opt	 to	 exit	
directly	 onto	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 to	 avoid	 having	 to	 make	 right	 turns	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 from	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	from	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	analysis	of	Project‐related	
traffic	impacts	accounts	for	future	development	in	the	Project	area,	including	implementation	of	38	related	
projects	 in	 the	 Cities	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	West	 Hollywood,	 as	well	 as	 an	 ambient	 growth	 factor,	 which	 is	
considered	to	be	a	conservative	estimate	of	future	cumulative	traffic	conditions	within	the	Project	TIA	study	
area.	

Regarding	 the	 commenter’s	 concerns	 related	 to	 the	 “almost	 hairpin”	 right	 turn	 from	 eastbound	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 a	 modification	 of	 the	 preliminary	 and	 conceptual	
design	 for	 this	 intersection	 contained	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 will	 address	 the	 issues	 associated	 with	 vehicles	
entering	 into	 the	opposing	 (northbound)	 lanes.	The	 revised	 intersection	modification	plan	 is	presented	 in	
Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	This	refinement	of	
the	 design	 will	 not	 substantially	 affect	 the	 analysis	 of	 project‐related	 impacts	 at	 this	 or	 other	 analyzed	
intersections;	as	 identified	in	the	DEIR,	no	significant	project	 impacts	are	anticipated	at	the	intersection	of	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 refinements	 of	 the	 proposed	 improvement	 at	 this	
location	would	not	 create	any	new	or	previously	unidentified	 significant	 impacts.	 	Please	 see	Response	 to	
Comment	 B1‐80	 below.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 removal	 of	 the	 existing	 traffic	
island	and	pedestrian	and	bicycle	access	and	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐48	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

Project	component	traffic	is	anticipated	to	travel	to	and	from	the	Project	Site	along	Fountain	Avenue	east	of	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 The	 Project's	 residential	 component	 is	 estimated	 to	 generate	 a	 total	 of	
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approximately	 1,564	net	 daily	 trips,	 and	 therefore,	would	 result	 in	 approximately	 469	 (northbound	only)	
daily	trips	on	the	segment	of	Havenhurst		Drive	between	the	Project	Site	and	Fountain	Avenue),	as	well	as	a	
total	 of	 approximately	 314	 new	 trips	 per	 day	 on	 Fountain	 Avenue	 west	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 a	 total	 of	
approximately	313	new	trips	per	day	on	Fountain	Avenue	between	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard,	 and	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 78	new	daily	 trips	 per	 day	 on	 Fountain	 east	 of	 Crescent	Heights.	
Therefore,	 the	 Project's	 combined	 retail/commercial	 and	 residential	 components	 are	 estimated	 to	 add	
approximately	469	new	(northbound	only)	trips	per	day	to	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	Project	Site,	along	
with	 approximately	 654	 new	 daily	 trips	 on	 Fountain	 Avenue	 west	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 a	 total	 of	
approximately	 653	 new	 daily	 trips	 on	 Fountain	 Avenue	 between	Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard,	and	a	total	of	approximately	418	new	trips	per	day	on	Fountain	Avenue	east	of	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard.	

Table	4.J‐5,	 Local/Residential	 Street	Traffic	 Impact	Analysis	 Summary,	 it	 is	 recommended	 	 that	 the	 entry‐
only	loading	dock	driveway	on	Havenhurst	Drive	be	restricted	to	southbound	left‐turn	moves	only	(requiring	
all	 trucks	 accessing	 the	 loading	 docks	 to	 enter	 via	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard).	 The	 trucks	
would	 then	 exit	 the	 Project	 Site	 from	 the	 exclusive	 truck	 driveway	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
immediately	 south	 of	 the	 Project's	main	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway.	 Since	most	 truck	 delivery	
traffic	is	expected	to	occur	during	off‐peak	periods	when	Project‐related	traffic	(as	well	as	traffic	on	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard)	is	reduced,	the	potential	for	conflicts	with	Project	patron‐related	vehicles	turning	right	
out	 of	 the	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway	 are	 anticipated	 to	 be	 minimal.	 Therefore,	 no	 turn	
restrictions	at	this	truck	exit	driveway	are	considered	to	be	necessary.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐48	

The	commenter	cites	text	from	pages	4.J‐51	through	4.J‐52	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	
the	Draft	EIR.		However,	this	comment	does	not	raise	any	questions	or	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR.		As	such,	
no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐49	

COMMENTS	CONTINUED	

The	 project	 proposes	 all	 patron	 and	 employee	 vehicles,	 delivery	 trucks	 and	 service	 trucks	 will	 exit	 onto	
Crescent	 Heights	 turning	 left	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd	 and	 right	 turns	 to	 Fountains	 Ave.	 However	 the	 EIR	 fails	 to	
address	and	provide	information	and	detail	regarding	realistic	traffic	operations;	

 Left	turn	vehicle	safety	issues	

 Right	turn	vehicle	safety	issues	

 Obstruction	of	current	traffic	flow	

 Safety	and	traffic	flow	measures	for	turning	vehicles	and	on	coming	traffic	

 Vehicles	merging	and/or	waiting	in	area	of	operation	

 Vehicle	back	up	from	cars	attempting	exit	project	site	to	cross	Crescent	Heights	and	turn	left	toward	
Sunset	Blvd	

 Vehicle	attempting	exit	project	site	to	cross	and	Crescent	Heights	and	merge	across	lanes	of	traffic	to	
turn	right‐west	bound	on	Sunset	Blvd	

 Pedestrian	and	bike	safety	wile	mixing	with	hundreds	of	vehicles	exiting	the	project	site	on	Crescent	
Heights	
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All	these	comments	in	this	VEHICLE	TRAFFIC	&	CIRCULATION	section	must	all	be	addressed	and	circulated	
in	the	new	EIR,	as	well	as	the	comments	made	by	our	Traffic	Consultant,	Allyn	Rifkin	in	his	attached	letter,	
Appendix	#1	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐49	

The	Draft	EIR	fully	evaluated	impacts	related	to	vehicular	access	and	circulation,	and	pedestrian	and	bicycle	
safety,	on	pages	4.J‐54	through	4.J‐58	and	4.J‐62,	respectively,	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	
with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	discussed	
therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 impacts	 with	 regard	 to	 driveway	 access	 and	 turning	
movements,	vehicle	queues,	or	traffic	 lane	obstruction	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	necessary.	 	Impacts	
related	 to	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 access	 and	 safety	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
mitigation	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐62	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	 Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	
removal	of	the	existing	traffic	island,	site	access	from	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	pedestrian	and	bicycle	
facilities	and	safety.						

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐50	

PUBLIC	TRANSIT,	CIRCULATION	AND	IMPROVEMENTS	

Local	Bus	Stop:	Yes	

Transit	Stop:	Sunset	and	Fairfax	

Proposed	Improvements	to	Transit	and	Transit	Bus	Stop:	None	

Bus	Stop:	Removed	from	site	

Dash	Bus:No	

Bike	Lanes	I	Bike	Path:	No	

Proposed	Bike	Lanes	I	Paths:	No	

Bike	Access	to	Project	Site:	None	shown	in	EIR	

Bike	Lane	Improvements:	None	

APPLICANT	TEXT:		

(d)	Public	Transit	

As	discussed	above	under	Project	Characteristics,	 the	existing	Metro	bus	 stop	at	 the	 south	west	 corner	of	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	would	 be	 relocated	 to	 a	 new	 location	 east	 of	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	as	part	of	the	Project.	The	new	bus	stop	would	still	be	located	on	the	south	side	of	Sunset	
Boulevard,	approximately	400	feet	east	of	its	current	location,	and	would	continue	to	provide	public	transit	
service.	The	bus	stop	relocation	would	be	completed	prior	to	 initiation	of	Project	construction	activities	 in	
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order	to	ensure	that	uninterrupted	transit	service	is	provided	throughout	Project	implementation.	As	such,	
no	 adverse	 impacts	 to	public	 transit	 service	 associated	with	 the	 relocation	of	 the	 existing	Metro	bus	 stop	
would	occur.	

It	 is	 estimated	 that	 approximately	 240	 of	 the	 Project's	 retail/commercial	 daily	 trips	would	 occur	 via	 the	
public	 transit	 services	 in	 the	Project	 vicinity.	 	Using	an	AVO	 factor	of	 1.2	 to	 convert	 these	vehicle	 trips	 to	
person	 trips,	 the	 Project's	 retail/	 commercial	 component	 could	 result	 in	 an	 increase	 in	 bus	 ridership	 of	
approximately	288	persons	per	day	

In	addition,	it	is	estimated	that	approximately	156	of	the	Project's	total	daily	residential	trips	could	actually	
occur	via	the	area	transit	facilities	rather	than	in	privately‐owned	vehicles.	

Using	 the	 AVO	 factor	 of	 1.2	 persons	 per	 vehicle,	 the	 Project's	 residential	 component	 could	 result	 in	 a	
potential	increase	in	area	transit	ridership	of	approximately	187	persons	per	day,	

While	it	is	acknowledged	that	bus	utilization	in	the	Project	vicinity	can	be	heavy	during		the	peak		weekday	
commute	periods,	this	nominal	level	of	new	rider	demand	would	likely		be	divided	among	the	three	bus	lines	
(Metro	Lines	2/302,	and	Metro	Line	218)	providing	direct		service	to	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	

Only	local	bus	service	is	available	at	the	site,	and	the	EIR	also	states	that	a	Dash	Bus	Service	is	available	at	the	
project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐50	

This	 comment	 is	noted	and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	As	 stated	on	
pages	4.J‐6	and	4.J‐7	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	three	local	Metro	bus	lines	(Metro	Lines	
2/302	and	218)	directly	serve	the	Project	Site.		Contrary	to	the	commenter’s	suggestion,	the	Draft	EIR	does	
not	state	that	DASH	service	is	available	at	the	Project	Site;	rather,	as	noted	on	page	4.J‐6,	“[o]ther	providers	
such	as	LADOT	(DASH)	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	(CityLine)	operate	bus	lines	in	areas	farther	from	the	
Project	Site.”			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐51	

CORRECTION	

The	project	site	is	more	than	1500	feet	from	a	main	bus	line,	and	1.9	miles	from	the	Red	Line	at	Hollywood	&	
Highland,	 far	beyond	 the	distance	a	 commuter	would	consider	walking.	The	project	misleadingly	used	old	
and	outdated	information	from	the	now	scrapped	2012	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Update.	The	Dash	bus	
was	withdrawn	on	Aug	1,	2010	due	to	it	not	enough	riders	to	make	economical	sense.	
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There	is	No	Dash	Bus	service	in	the	area.	Hollywood‐West	Hollywood	Dash	Bus	was	eliminated	in	2010	and	
never	reinstated.	

The	EIR	states	there	are	additional	bus	lines	farther	east	to	service	the	project	site,	but	it	does	not	address	
the	Metro	Bus	detours	due	to	numerous	street	and	lane	closures	on	Hollywood	Blvd.	Bus	riders	must	wait	
and	transfer	or	walk	the	extra	1/2	mile	to	the	nearest	rail	Red	line	at	Hollywood	&	Highland.	

Metro	Service	Changes	I	December	2013	Service	Changes	and	Detours	
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COMMENT	

Metro	 bus	 lines	 2	 I	 302	 and	 218	 are	 located	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 and	 Crescent	 Heights.	 Improvements	 to	
sidewalks,	 upgrades	 to	 bus	 stop	 waiting	 areas	 will	 be	 necessary	 in	 order	 to	 accommodate	 the	 mass	 of	
anticipated	new	bus	riders,	pedestrians	and	bike	riders	that	will	all	share	the	sidewalk.	

Re‐location	of	Bus	Stop.	The	project	proposes	the	relocation	of	the	local	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	bus	to	8000	
Sunset	 during	 construction.	 However	 for	 appropriate	 operation	 and	 function	 of	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 this	
location	would	not	be	feasible,	safe	or	practical.	

The	EIR	 fails	 to	provide	 information	and	detail	 for	 future	operations,	 including	 improvements	 that	will	be	
provided	as	part	of	the	project	to	bus	stops,	transit,	transit	safety,	transit	accommodation	during,	after	and	
for	the	future.	

 The	 proposed	 location	 and	 sidewalk	 could	 not	 accommodate	 the	 projects	 anticipated	 increase	 of	
transit	riders	due	to	the	narrow	sidewalk.	

 The	current	sidewalk	cannot	accommodate	bus	shelters,	benches,	pedestrians,	and	bike	riders,	nor	
would	it	be	American	Disabilities	Act	(ADA)	compliant.	

 The	current	sidewalk	cannot	accommodate	pedestrians,	bus	riders	and	bicycles	

 Relocation	of	 the	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	bus	would	 force	riders	 to	pass	 the	project	site,	 then	walk	
back	down	a	narrow	sidewalk	and	have	to	cross	Crescent	Heights	to	access	the	project	site.	

 Relocation	of	the	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	bus	would	also	contribute	to	vehicle	back	up	on	Sunset	Blvd,	
as	right	turning	vehicles	will	have	to	wait	for	pedestrians	and	bike	riders	to	cross	the	street.	

 Relocation	the	local	bus	stop	to	the	east	side	of	Sunset	Blvd	would	cause	a	traffic	hazard,	due	to	the	
almost	blind	north‐east	turn	lane.	Cars	looking	back	at	the	traffic	they	have	to	merge	into	will	be	at	
greatly	increased	risk	of	rear	ending	the	stopped	bus.	

 At	completion,	an	upgraded	sheltered,	lighted	bus	stop	should	be	located	at	the	west	side	of	Sunset	
Blvd	(8150	Sunset	Blvd.)	This	will	allow	for	safer	transit	rider‐	pedestrian	access	going	to	and	from	
the	project	site,	without	having	to	cross	the	Crescent	Heights.	Additionally	the	current	bus	location	
can	accommodate	significant	improvements	and	upgrades	for	transit	and	bus‐bike	riders	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐51	

The	comment	regarding	the	distance	of	the	Project	Site	to	the	nearest	major	transit	stop	and	Red	Line	station	
is	noted.	 	The	commenter	suggests	 that	 the	Draft	EIR	used	outdated	 information	 from	the	rescinded	2012	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	Update,	but	does	not	specify	the	 information	 in	question.	 	As	noted	 in	Section	
4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 was	 evaluated	 with	 regard	 to	 consistency	 with	 the	 1988	
Hollywood	Community	Plan,	rather	than	the	2012	Community	Plan	Update	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.		
The	discontinuance	of	 the	DASH	 line	 that	 formerly	 served	 the	Project	 Site	 is	 noted,	 but	 this	 circumstance	
does	not	change	the	analysis	or	conclusions	presented	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	or	the	supporting	documentation	provided	in	Appendix	H.	 	As	relates	to	periodic	reroutes	of	bus	
lines	and	 temporary	detours,	 such	changes	 in	 transit	 service	are	 inevitable	and	are	necessary	 to	maintain	
service	during	construction	activities	or	other	circumstances	where	alternate	routes	must	be	utilized.		Such	
changes	 cannot	 be	 reasonably	 predicted	 and	 thus	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 evaluate	 the	 potential	 impacts	
associated	with	variations	 in	service	 routes	or	other	 incidental	changes.	 	As	noted	by	 the	commenter,	and	
discussed	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	involve	the	relocation	of	the	existing	bus	stop	to	
the	east	side	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		As	noted	in	Section	4.J,	impacts	to	transit	services	and	facilities	
would	be	less	than	significant	and	no	mitigation	measures	would	be	required.		The	commenter	asserts	that	
Project‐related	transit	ridership	would	trigger	a	need	to	increase	the	capacity	of	sidewalks	and	crosswalks	in	
the	Project	area	.		In	fact,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐54	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	total	transit	ridership	at	
the	Project	Site	 is	projected	to	 increase	by	157	persons	per	day,	with	an	 increase	of	 two	people	 in	the	AM	
peak	hour	and	an	increase	of	21	people	in	the	PM	peak	hour.		This	increase,	in	light	of	the	fact	that	three	bus	
lines	 serving	 the	Project	 Site	 provide	 approximately	 270	buses	 per	 day	 at	 this	 location,	 is	 not	 considered	
substantial	 and	 therefore	 the	 improvements	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter	 are	 not	warranted	 or	 required.		
With	 regard	 to	 the	 location	 of	 the	 future	 relocated	 bus	 stop,	 the	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 proposed	
location	is	not	“feasible,	safe	or	practical”	but	does	not	offer	any	substantive	support	for	this	statement.		The	
sidewalk	along	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	in	front	of	the	8000	Sunset	Boulevard	development	is	ten	
feet	wide,	though	it	may	appear	narrower	due	to	the	zero‐setback	of	the	building	and	the	presence	of	tree	
planters	intermittently	along	the	street	side	of	the	sidewalk;	despite	this	perception,	there	is	adequate	space	
to	 safely	 locate	 and	 operate	 a	 bus	 stop	 (including	 benches	 and	 a	 shelter)	 while	 maintaining	 access	 for	
pedestrians	and	cyclists.	 	The	appropriateness	of	 the	proposed	bus	stop	location	and	the	specific	design	of	
the	 facility,	 as	 well	 as	 any	 associated	 intersection	 or	 lane	 modifications	 would	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	
approval	by	Metro	and/or	LADOT,	which	would	ensure	 that	 the	proposed	design	meets	established	 traffic	
engineering	design	and	safety	criteria.		While	the	final	details	regarding	the	relocated	bus	stop	have	not	been	
determined,	Metro	staff	has	indicated	support	for	the	proposed	location	(please	see	Appendix	D	of	this	Final	
EIR	for	correspondence	from	Metro	staff).	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐52	

LATE	NIGHT	BUS	SERVICE	

The	EIR	proposes	late	night	operations	and	events	running	until	2am	close.	However,	there	is	not	the	service	
to	support	this.	

 The	 local	 bus	 late	 night	 "Owl	 Service"	 only	 runs	 every	 hour	 after	 11:30pm,	 and	 has	 a	 limited	
weekend/holiday	service.	

 There	is	also	no	Rapid	bus	service	nights	or	weekends	or	holidays	

 Rapid	bus	is	constantly	redirected	for	Hollywood	Blvd	event	closures	

 Red	line	doesn't	run	beyond	11pm	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐52	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 public	 transit	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 impacts	 to	 public	 transit	 services	 and	
facilities	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	The	Project’s	potential	 impacts	to	area	public	transit	service	were	
evaluated	during	the	peak	weekday	AM	and	PM	commute	traffic	periods,	when	new	Project‐related	ridership	
would	be	at	its	peak	levels.		Project‐related	ridership	or	changes	to	current	transit	ridership	levels	would	be	
substantially	 lower	during	weekday	off‐peak	periods	or	evenings,	or	on	weekends	and	holidays,	when	 the	
reduced	bus	service	noted	by	the	commenter	would	occur.		Since	the	Project	is	not	expected	to	result	in	any	
significant	impacts	to	public	transit	operations	during	the	peak	ridership	periods,	no	significant	impacts	are	
anticipated	during	other	times	of	the	day	or	week.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐53	

BUS	STOP	IMPROVEMENTS	

Significant	improvements	required	for	all	current	bus	stops	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights	
and	at	Fairfax	Ave	&	Sunset	Blvd.	The	EIR	does	not	provide	information	or	detail	on	what	improvement	are	
proposed	for	current	bus	stop	location	and	when	improvement	will	take	place.	

 The	project	anticipates	hundreds	of	new	residents,	employees	and	patrons	will	travel	by	bus	to	and	
from	the	project	site.	

 All	 bus	 stops	 serving	 the	 project	 site	 Must	 be	 upgraded	 to	 be	 sheltered	 and	 lighted	 (Absolute	
minimum)	

 Safety	upgrades	needed	at	all	bus	stops	to	accommodate	Hundreds	of	new	and	future	transit	riders	

 Sidewalk	upgrades	around	all	bus	stops	to	accommodate	Hundreds	of	new	and	future	transit	riders	

 Moving	the	bus	stop	farther	away	from	the	project	site,	forcing	transit	riders	to	walk	back	and	cross	
Crescent	Heights	is	ridiculous,	when	the	City	owned	traffic	island	could	become	a	City	owned	"transit	
island"	providing	better,	safe	service	for	all	transit	riders.	Disability	service,	seniors,	children,	transit	
riders	with	bikes,	etc.	

Proposed	placement	of	moved	bus	stop	in	front	of	the	8000	Sunset	building	
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APPLICANT	TEXT:		

(e)	Access	

Note	also	 that	 these	 ridership	estimates	do	not	 include	 the	use	of	 several	 additional	bus	 lines	 that	do	not	
serve	the	Project	Site	directly	but	which	provide	stops	within	convenient	walking	distance	(Metro	Lines	217	
and	 780,	 and	 the	 West	 Hollywood	 Cityline),which	 would	 further	 reduce	 the	 potential	 new	 "per	 bus"	
ridership.	

COMMENT	

Sunset	Blvd	&	Fairfax	Ave	bus	stops	are	not	acceptable	"high	quality	or	major	transit	stops"	
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Bus	Stop‐Line	780	on	Fairfax	Ave	‐	west	side	at	Sunset	Blvd	

	

Bus	Stop	‐	eastbound	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	Fairfax	
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Bus	Stop‐Line	780	northbound	on	Fairfax	Ave	‐	east	side	at	Sunset	Blvd	

The	proposed	re‐location	of	 the	 local	bus	stop	 is	 to	a	narrow	sidewalk	that	would	not	accommodate	a	bus	
stop	with	 shelter	 and	 could	 also	 not	 accommodate	 pedestrians	 and	 bus	 riders	 and	 bicycles.	 It	 is	 also	 not	
American	Disability	Act	(ADA)	compliant.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐53	

Please	refer	 to	Response	to	Comment	B1‐51	above.	 	The	Project	would	not	result	 in	significant	 impacts	 to	
public	 transit	 facilities,	 and	as	such	no	additional	 improvements	beyond	 the	proposed	bus	stop	relocation	
would	be	necessary	to	address	transit‐related	impacts.		The	installation	of	the	relocated	bus	stop	would	not	
involve	 notable	 construction	 activities,	 as	 it	 would	 potentially	 entail	 placement	 of	 a	 modular	 shelter,	
bench(es),	 and	 signage	 on	 the	 existing	 sidewalk,	 which	 would	 not	 require	 the	 use	 of	 heavy	 equipment,	
substantial	 truck	 or	 other	 vehicle	 traffic,	 or	 other	 activities	 that	 could	 result	 in	 adverse	 environmental	
effects.		The	proposed	relocation	of	the	bus	stop	would	be	carried	out	in	compliance	with	applicable	design	
and	 safety	 standards,	 including	 Americans	 with	 Disabilities	 Act	 (ADA)	 requirements,	 and	 any	 associated	
intersection	or	lane	modifications	would	be	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	Metro	and/or	LADOT,	which	
would	ensure	that	the	proposed	design	meets	established	traffic	engineering	design	and	safety	criteria.				

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐54	

ADDITIONAL	PUBLIC	TRANSIT	COMMENTS	

The	EIR	also	does	not	discuss	the	project's	plans	 for	 improvements	and	upgrades	to	the	current	bus	stops	
along	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 Crescent	 Heights,	 Laurel	 Canyon,	 Fairfax	 Ave	 and	 sidewalks	 that	 would	 be	 needed	 to	
accommodate	the	projects	anticipated	pedestrians,	bike	riders	and	future	generated	transit	use.	This	must	be	
addressed	and	circulated	in	the	EIR.	

The	 Bus	 Stop	 location	 should	 be	 evaluated	 as	 part	 of	 the	 EIR	 as	 the	 adjacent	 streets	 are	 impacted	 by	 its	
location.	Moving	the	location	east	to	mid‐block	between	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	could	work	if	the	right	
turn	lane	and	triangular	median	at	the	east	lane	of	Crescent	Heights	were	improved.	

Maintaining	the	current	bus	stop	location	at	the	project	site	could	accommodate	the	bus	and	anticipated	new	
bus	riders	and	riders	with	bikes.	This	would	mean	that	residents,	employees	and	patrons	wouldn't	need	to	
cross	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 catch	 the	 bus,	 increasing	 pedestrian	 congestion	 at	 the	 already	 dangerous	 and	
overcrowded	intersection.	A	state	of	the	art	bus	stop	could	be	placed	on	the	current	traffic	island	with	using	
green	technologies,	such	as	solar	shelter	roofs	for	lighting.	
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Please	study	how	this	new	location	and	improvements	might	help	mitigate	impacts	for	this	Project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐54	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	B1‐51	above.		The	specific	location	and	design	of	the	relocated	bus	stop	
would	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	Metro	 and	 LADOT	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 facility	 is	 located	 and	
designed	in	the	safest	and	most	efficient	manner	possible.		However,	there	is	both	adequate	sidewalk	width	
and	 distance	 from	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	 to	 allow	 for	 the	 safe	
placement	and	operation	of	a	bus	stop	at	this	location.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐55	

ADDITIONAL	TRAFFIC	FLOW	COMMENTS	

1.)	Removing	the	traffic	island	on	the	south	west	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	will;	

 Make	it	all	but	impossible	for	eastbound	traffic	on	Sunset	to	turn	south,	especially	for	long	wheelbase	
vehicles.	 This	will	 add	 congestion	 to	 Sunset	 by	 forcing	 all	 heavy	 traffic	 to	 remain	 on	 Sunset	 until	
Fairfax,	and	then	adding	more	traffic	to	Fairfax.	This	is	must	be	addressed	and	circulated	in	the	EIR.	

 Any	vehicle	larger	than	a	small	SUV	turning	south	onto	Crescent	Heights	from	Sunset	will	be	forced	to	
'invade'	the	north‐bound	lane	of	opposing	traffic.	

 The	 removal	 of	 the	 easy‐access	 right	 turn	 lane	 means	 all	 drivers	 will	 be	 forced	 to	 wait	 for	 ALL	
PEDESTRIANS	 crossing	 Crescent	 Heights.	 This	 takes	 "forever"	 as	 there	 are	 always	 numerous	
stragglers	paying	little	heed	to	the	duration	of	the	crossing	light;	so	by	the	time	the	last	pedestrian	
completes	 his	 crossing,	 the	 SOUTHBOUND	 vehicles	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 are	 already	 crossing	 the	
intersection	on	their	way	to	Fountain	Ave.	The	result	will	be	a	massive	build‐up	of	 the	East	bound	
traffic	behind	the	vehicle	making	the	almost	impossible	right	turn.	

 The	traffic	island	acts	as	a	"safety	buffer"	and	several	minutes	of	"free"	time	(as	the	pedestrians	take	
a	 few	 minutes	 to	 cross	 the	 rather	 large	 triangle)	 for	 the	 easy‐access	 right	 turning	 traffic	 to	
accomplish	their	turns	into	the	Southbound	Crescent	Heights	traffic	flow.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐55	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐47,	above,	and	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐80	and	B1‐82	below.		Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	removal	of	the	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐56	

2.)	 The	 misguided	 concept	 of	 adding	 yet	 another	 traffic	 light	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Havenhurst	
mentioned	 both	 in	 the	 EIR	 and	 in	 the	 HHWNC	 PLUM	 meeting	 on	 the	 Jan	 8th	 will	 have	 disastrous	
consequences	for	the	already	congested	East‐	West	traffic	on	Sunset	Boulevard.	

 Besides	 the	 stoplight	 on	 Crescent	 Heights,	 there	 is	 another	 traffic	 light	 2	 1/2	 blocks	 west	 on	 the	
corner	 of	 Roxbury	 Road	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 that	 creates	 traffic	 tie‐ups	 during	 morning	 and	
evening	rush	hour	traffic.	

 That	light	is	very	badly	timed,	often	unnecessarily	long	waits	for	it	to	change,	and	that	is	from	a	tiny,	
almost	private	road	with	no	more	than	4‐5	residences.	
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 Adding	 this	 new	 light	 in	 an	 area	 in	 two	 different	 municipalities	 will	 be	 fraught	 with	 massive	
congestion	issues	since	two	of	these	lights	are	the	province	of	the	City	of	LA	and	the	third	(Roxbury	
Road)	West	Hollywood,	there	is	no	hope	of	ever	getting	the	two	traffic	departments	to	synchronize	
the	lights	‐	they	haven't	been	able	to	work	it	out	since	the	Roxbury	light	was	installed	‐	approximately	
8	years	ago.	

 From	 the	 stop	 light	 at	 Crescent	 Heights	 and	 a	 new	 one	 installed	 on	 the	 corner	 of	 Havenhurst	 is	
around	100	feet.	To	regulate	traffic	twice	in	such	a	short	distance	guarantees	that	there	will	be	traffic	
trailing	into	the	North‐South	traffic	flow	of	Crescent	Heights	at	almost	every	change	of	the	light.	

 Drivers	will	scrunch	in	to	the	traffic	ahead	to	'beat	the	light',	disrupting	not	only	the	East‐West	traffic,	
but	the	North‐South	traffic	at	the	lights,	and	the	pedestrians	crossing	who'll	be	endangered		as	they	
walk	around	the	gridlock	blocking	their	crosswalk.	

 This	will	all	have	a	massive	negative	impact	the	quality	of	life	of	the	community	and	the	air	quality	of	
the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐56	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 traffic	 system	 and	 pedestrian	 safety	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	
Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 The	 commenter	 states	 that	 the	 distance	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
between	 the	 existing	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 proposed	 new	 (Project‐feature)	
traffic	 signal	 at	Havenhurst	Drive	 is	 100	 feet.	 	 However,	 this	 distance	 is	 approximately	 450	 feet	 from	 the	
existing	vehicle	 “stop”	 line	 (at	 the	 crosswalk)	 for	 eastbound	 traffic	 at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	 the	
anticipated	 “stop”	 line/crosswalk	 for	 the	 new	 signal	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 This	 distance	 is	 adequate	 to	
control	traffic	flows	between	traffic	signal	locations	without	resulting	in	significant	increases	in	congestion	
or	delay.		Further,	the	proposed	new	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	is	designed	to	
facilitate	 left‐turns	 from	 northbound	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 to	 westbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 as	 well	 as	
westbound	 left‐turns	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 onto	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 so	 that	 traffic	 waiting	 for	 adequate	
“gaps”	 in	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 traffic	 to	 make	 these	 moves	 does	 not	 create	 lengthy	 vehicular	 queues	 or	
otherwise	impede	traffic	flows	on	either	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive.	 	The	new	traffic	signal	is	
expected	 to	be	 fully	actuated,	 in	order	 to	minimize	disruption	 to	Sunset	Boulevard	“through”	 traffic	 flows,	
providing	a	“green”	indication	for	northbound	Havenhurst	Drive	only	when	traffic	on	this	approach	begins	to	
exhibit	 unacceptable	 delays	 or	 lengthy	 queues	 due	 to	 high	 volumes	 and/or	 limited	 “gaps”	 in	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 traffic,	 particularly	 during	 the	 critical	 AM	 and	PM	peak	 traffic	 periods.	 	 For	 further	 discussion,	
please	see	the	traffic	signal	warrant	analysis	on	pages	51,	90‐91	and	123,	and	in	Appendix	D,	of	the	TIA.	

With	regard	to	pedestrian	safety,	the	Draft	EIR	concludes	in	Section	4.J	that	impacts	to	pedestrians	would	be	
less	than	significant	with	mitigation.		The	commenter’s	suggestion	that	pedestrians	will	engage	in	dangerous	
behavior	 due	 to	 Project‐related	 traffic	 is	 speculative	 and	 not	 supported	 by	 any	 evidence.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	
addressed	air	quality	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	
B.	 	 As	 noted	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 air	 quality	 impacts,	
including	impacts	associated	with	mobile‐source	(vehicular)	emissions.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐57	

3.)	The	current	site	does	not	have	a	problem	entering	at	Crescent	Heights	or	exiting	to	the	south.	However	
there	appears	to	be	a	carriage	or	drop	off	lane	proposed	on	Crescent	Heights.	If	there	is	only	an	"insignificant	
increase	in	the	daily	trips",	what	is	this	for?	Other	projects	in	the	area	and	on	similar	corners	do	not	have	this	
feature.	Is	this	feature	necessitated	by	recommendation	from	the	Consultant	allowing	new	northbound	turns	
on	to	Crescent	Heights?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐57	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 traffic	 and	 access	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	 included	as	
Appendix	H‐1.	 	The	“carriage	or	drop	off	 lane”	noted	by	the	commenter	 is	provided	as	an	alternative	valet	
drop‐off	 location	 for	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 valet	 station(s)	within	 the	 Project’s	 parking	
garage.		The	proposed	valet	drop‐off	“lane”	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	is	not	intended	to	function	as,	nor	
is	 it	 needed	 as,	 a	 dedicated	 southbound	 right‐turn	 lane	 into	 the	 Project’s	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
driveway.	 	 The	 proposed	 valet	 drop‐off	 lane	 is	 not	 related	 to	 the	 ability	 to	 turn	 left	 (onto	 northbound	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	from	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway;	this	exiting	left‐turn	
move	 is	 currently	 prohibited	 due	 to	 the	 proximity	 of	 the	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 southbound	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	right‐turn	“lane”	 to	 the	site	driveway,	and	 the	potential	 for	vehicular	conflicts	
between	 the	 exiting	 left‐turn	 move,	 southbound	 through	 traffic	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 the	
“merging”	vehicles	using	the	right‐turn	“lane”.	 	The	removal	of	this	existing	right‐turn	“lane”	as	part	of	 the	
proposed	 modifications	 to	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	will	remove	the	conflict	with	the	right‐turn	“lane”	vehicles	and	provide	better	visibility	of	
southbound	 traffic	 from	 the	 site	 driveway,	 and	 therefore,	 following	 their	 detailed	 review	of	 the	 proposed	
improvement,	LADOT	indicated	that	the	existing	left‐turn	exit	prohibitions	at	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	 driveway	 could	 be	 removed.	 	 It	 should	 further	 be	 noted,	 as	 discussed	 above,	 that	 the	 Project	
would	reconfigure	the	existing	traffic	island	and	replace	the	existing	right‐turn	“lane”	with	a	dedicated	right‐
turn	 pocket	 at	 the	 eastbound	 approach	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 As	 such,	 the	
Project	 would	 continue	 to	 provide	 a	 right‐turn	 lane	 at	 this	 location.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	and	circulation	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐58	

4.)	There	is	no	safe	provision	of	entry,	exit,	or	riding	of	the	1,365	bicycles	they	are	proposing	to	park.	There	
are	no	bike	paths	on	Sunset	and	the	ridership	suggested	by	the	number	is	not	supported	by	any	current	use	
patterns	on	Sunset.	This	extraordinarily	large	quantity	is	clearly	an	unrealistic	proposal.	Real	data	needs	to	
be	evaluated	much	more	accurately	and	carefully	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐58	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	 impacts	 to	bicycle	access	and	safety	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐39	above	regarding	bicycle	parking	and	Response	to	
Comment	B1‐32	above	regarding	planned	bicycle	 facilities	 in	 the	Project	area.	 	The	Project	would	provide	
985	bicycle	parking	spaces,	and	not	1,365	bicycle	spaces	as	the	commenter	claims,	but	that	does	not	equate	
to	the	expectation	that	985	bicycles,	or	any	other	number	of	them,	would	be	utilized	on	a	regular	basis	or	on	
a	 given	 day	 under	 current	 conditions.	 Proposed	 bicycle	 parking	 facilities	 within	 the	 Project	 Site	 are	
illustrated	 in	 Figures	 2‐4,	 2‐5,	 and	 2‐9	 through	 2‐11	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	Description,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.		
Nonetheless,	it	should	be	noted	that	the	Project	would	be	required	to	comply	with	applicable	bicycle	parking	
siting	 requirements	 of	 the	 LAMC	 regarding	 the	 specific	 location	 of	 bicycle	 parking	 on‐site.	 	 The	Draft	 EIR	
does	 not	 assume	 any	 specific	 amount	 of	 bicycle	 ridership,	 but	 rather	 provides	 bicycle	 parking	 to	 foster	
bicycle	use	and	ownership	pursuant	to	LAMC	parking	requirements.	Further,	the	Draft	EIR	does	not	suggest	
that	 direct	 bicycle	 facility	 connections	 are	 available	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 but	 notes	 that	 such	 facilities	 are	
located	within	a	reasonable	distance.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	
safety.			
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐59	

5.)	EIR	fails	to	provide	detail	on	the	bus	stop.	While	we	understand	relocating	the	bus	stop	on	the	east	side	of	
crescent	 heights	 during	 construction.	 	 Relocating	 the	 bus	 stop	 permanently	 will	 probably	 not	 be	 ADA	
compliant.	You	need	7	unobstructed	feet.	It	is	on	a	slope	and	there	is	not	enough	depth	of	sidewalk.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐59	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐51	and	B1‐53	above.		The	relocation	of	the	transit	stop	is	addressed	
on	 pages	 4.J‐31	 through	 4.J‐32	 and	 4.J‐54	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	
which	concludes	that	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.		The	proposed	relocation	of	the	bus	stop	would	
be	 carried	 out	 in	 compliance	 with	 applicable	 design	 and	 safety	 standards,	 including	 Americans	 with	
Disabilities	Act	(ADA)	requirements,	and	any	associated	intersection	or	lane	modifications	would	be	subject	
to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 Metro	 and/or	 LADOT,	 which	 would	 ensure	 that	 the	 proposed	 design	 meets	
established	 traffic	 engineering	 design	 and	 safety	 criteria.	 	 Please	 see	 Appendix	 D	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR	 for	
correspondence	from	Metro	staff	indicating	support	for	the	proposed	location	of	the	relocated	bus	stop.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐60	

MAYOR	OF	WEST	HOLLYWOOD	JOHN	D'AMICO	ON	TRAFFIC	

"I	 am	very	 concerned	about	 the	mega	development	proposal	 that	has	been	 floated	 for	 the	MTA	 lot	at	 San	
Vicente	 and	 Santa	 Monica	 (http://www.wehoville.com/2013/02/01/cohen‐brothers‐mta‐reach‐exclusive‐
agreement‐for‐proposed‐mega‐	 complex‐at‐weho‐depotl)	 and	 the	 proposed	 development	 just	 outside	 our	
city	 borders	 at	 Crescent	 Heights	 and	 Sunset	 (http://www.wehoville.com/2015/01/06/	 study‐projects‐
traffic‐impact‐fountain‐avenue‐8150‐sunset‐project!).	 Developments	 like	 these	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 exact	
great	harm	on	this	part	of	 the	LA	Basin	and	West	Hollywood	specifically.	A	development	as	 large	as	 these	
should	not	be	considered	until	mass	transit	reaches	the	area,	and	West	Hollywood	should	do	all	it	can	to	fight	
the	 approval	 of	 these	developments	 in	 their	 current	 incarnations.	And	developments	 like	 these	 should	be	
brought	to	the	voters	for	approval	not	simply	presented	to	the	council	members	for	an	up	or	down	vote."	

Source:	wehoville.com	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐60	

The	 commenter’s	 citation	 of	 the	Mayor	 of	West	 Hollywood	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.	 	Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR,	 no	 further	 response	 is	 warranted.	 	 Responses	 to	 other	 comments	 regarding	 the	 Project	
submitted	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	are	provided	in	Comment	Letters	Nos.	A5,	A9,	A13,	A15,	and	A17.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐61	

The	Hollywood	General	Plan	states	"No	increase	in	density	shall	be	effected	by	zone	change	or	subdivision	
unless	 it	 is	 determined	 that	 the	 local	 streets,	 major	 and	 secondary	 highways,	 freeways,	 and	 public	
transportation	available	in	the	area	of	the	property	involved,	are	adequate	to	serve	the	traffic	generated"	pg	
4	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐61	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	
concluded	 therein,	 the	 Project	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 public	 transit	 services	 and	
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facilities	 and	 the	 overall	 traffic	 system	 with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures.		
Furthermore,	as	noted	on	pages	4.F‐46	through	4.F‐50	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	
would	not	require	a	zone	change,	and	the	increased	floor	area	on	the	Project	Site	is	not	associated	with	the	
requested	subdivision	for	condominium	air	lots,	but	rather	with	an	off‐menu	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	in	
connection	with	the	provision	of	11%	very	low	income	housing	units.		As	such,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	
with	the	cited	policy	language	from	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(1988).			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐62	

The	intersection	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	is	rated	a	LOS	F.	How	is	a	failing	grade	considered	adequate?	
Does	the	criteria	for	defining	"adequate"	streets	include	the	current	traffic	counts?	

These	comments	must	be	reviewed,	addressed	and	circulated	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐62	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	
noted	 therein,	 the	measure	 of	 a	 project’s	 impact	 to	 an	 intersection	 is	 related	 to	 its	 contribution	 of	 traffic	
(volume‐to‐capacity	 ratio	 [V/C]	 and	 associated	 Level	 of	 Service	 [LOS])	 or	 associated	 delays	 (in	 seconds)	
relative	to	existing	conditions,	with	the	trigger	for	a	significant	impact	being	lower	as	the	LOS	or	delay	of	the	
intersection	worsens.	 	 In	other	words,	 the	worse	 that	an	 intersection	 is	 currently	 functioning,	 the	 less	 the	
amount	 of	 additional	 traffic	 that	 is	 needed	 at	 that	 location	 to	 trigger	 a	 significant	 impact.	 	 As	 such,	 as	
discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐43	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 fact	 that	 an	 existing	 intersection	 at	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 is	 currently	 functioning	 at	 LOS	 “F”	 (or	 a	 V/C	 of	 greater	 than	
0.900)	means	that	the	trigger	for	a	significant	impact	is	an	increase	in	V/C	of	0.010.		As	shown	in	Table	4.J.‐4a	
on	 page	 4.J‐45,	 Project‐related	 traffic	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	
would	result	in	a	maximum	increase	in	V/C	of	0.006	(under	2018	with	Project	conditions	during	the	PM	peak	
hour).	 	As	such,	the	Project	would	not	trigger	a	significant	impact	at	this	location	per	LADOT	traffic	impact	
analysis	guidelines,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	necessary.		

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐63	

NOISE	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

The	Project	would	include	three	areas	where	events	could	be	held,	including	gatherings	of	50	to	500	guests	
accompanied	by	amplified	background	music.	Each	is	discussed	in	detail	separately.	

 Sunset	 Terrace‐	 500	 patrons	 plus	 event	 staff,	 security/safety	 personnel,	 etc	 According	 to	 the	
applicant,	 the	 operation	 hours	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Terrace	 would	 be	 10AM	 to	 10PM.	 (Sunday	 through	
Thursday)	and	10	AM.	to	Midnight	(Friday	and	Saturday)	

 Rooftop	 Lounge	 Terrace	 ‐	 The	 Rooftop	 Lounge	 Terrace	 would	 open	 as	 early	 as	 10AM	 to	 serve	
breakfast	and	close	as	late	as	2AM.	Noise	levels	generated	by	dining	activities	of	approximately	500	
people	 with	 background	 music	 could	 be	 as	 high	 as	 73	 dBA	 at	 40	 feet	 from	 the	 boundary	 of	 the	
Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace.	

 Pool	Terrace	‐	Level	9	‐	The	residential	component	of	the	Project	would	include	amenities	such	as	a	
private	pool/pool	deck	(Pool	Terrace)	on	Level	9.	The	Pool	Terrace	is	located	approximately	94	feet	
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above	 ground.	 The	 nearest	 residential	 uses	 (R4)	 is	 located	 approximately	 20	 feet	 from	 the	 Pool	
Terrace.	

 However,	the	Pool	Terrace	is	located	approximately	74	feet	above	the	top	of	the	nearest	residential	
uses	(R4).	

 Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	‐	The	operation	hours	of	Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	would	be	
10AM	to	2AM	daily.	Noise	generated	by	operation	of	the	Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	generally	
includes	music	(amplified)	and	crowds	of	people	(applause	and	cheer).	Noise	from	amplified	music	
would	be	controlled	by	limiting	the	allowable	volume	level	from	equipment.	Noise	levels	generated	
by	crowds	(applause	and	cheers),	however,	could	be	as	high	as	86	dBA	(maximum	sound	level)	at	the	
back	row	of	the	event	terrace	based	on	measurements	of	similar	events.	

COMMENTS	

The	project	states	 the	mall,	 restaurants,	bars,	 lounges	and	entertainment	activity,	will	operate	on	multiple	
levels	until	2AM.	The	EIR	does	not	provide	information	regarding	noise	mitigation	for	the	residents.	

The	 EIR	 fails	 to	 adequately	 assess	 indoor	 pollutants	 and	 noise	 pollution	 created	 by	 the	 commercial	 and	
restaurant	tenants	that	will	affect	the	residential	tenants.	Including	but	not	limited	to	noise	from	bar	patrons,	
noise	from	loading	and	unloading	trucks,	noise	from	valet	line,	noise	from	taxi	line.	Indoor	pollutants	such	as	
lingering	smells,	cooking	pollutants,	second	hand	smoke,	amplified	music,	concerts	and	applause.	

The	EIR	fail	to	state	what	activity	will	be	taking	place	on	the	roof.	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	the	hours	of	use/operation	of	any	resident	only	common	area.		

The	EIR	fails	to	state	the	policing	of	the	hours	of	use/operation	of	any	resident	only	common	area,	and	how	
the	community	can	control	this	noise	pollution.	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	if	any	of	the	projects	open	spaces	can	be	used	for	special	event	parties.	

All	open	space	use,	 including	sound	and	 light	pollution,	especially	 to	 residents	on	 the	hill	who	will	have	a	
direct	line	of	sight	and	sound	to	these	areas,	must	be	fully	studied,	addressed	and	circulated	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐63	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 comprehensively	 addressed	 anticipated	 on‐site	 activities	 and	 associated	 noise	 impacts	 in	
Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.		As	discussed	on	pages	4.G‐25	through	4.G‐
28	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 although	 the	 Project	 would	 increase	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 in	 the	 Project	 area,	 impacts	
associated	 with	 noise	 from	 outdoor	 events,	 rooftop	 terraces,	 rooftop	 lounge	 terrace,	 pool	 terrace,	 and	
internal	 patios	 and	 the	 Central	 Plaza	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 and	 no	 mitigation	 measures	 are	
necessary,	 as	 noise	 levels	 associated	 with	 these	 uses	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 City’s	 established	 noise	
thresholds	 at	 nearby	 sensitive	 receptors.	 	 The	Draft	 EIR	describes	 anticipated	hours	 of	 operation	 and	 the	
type	 and	 location	 of	 outdoor	 activities	 on	 pages	 4.G‐25	 through	 4.G‐28	 and	 evaluates	 the	 potential	 noise	
impacts	of	each	activity/area,	including	noise	associated	with	special	events	and	related	amplified	music	and	
crowd	noise.		Similarly,	as	discussed	on	page	4.G‐29,	noise	impacts	to	on‐site	residents	were	evaluated	and	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	given	compliance	with	applicable	regulatory	requirements	that	would	
achieve	acceptable	interior	noise	standards.		Operation	of	proposed	uses	would	be	subject	to	the	City’s	Noise	
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Ordinance	which	specifies	noise	 limits	during	various	hours	of	 the	day/night	and	days	of	 the	week,	which	
would	serve	as	 the	mechanism	to	enforce	noise	 limits	and	address	nuisance	noise	sources.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	air	quality	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	
B.		As	concluded	therein,	operation	of	proposed	uses	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	related	to	
air	 pollutant	 emissions,	 including	 impacts	 to	 on‐site	 residents.	 	 Impacts	 related	 to	 light	 and	 glare	 were	
addressed	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	impacts	
related	to	introduction	of	light	and	glare	to	the	Project	area,	including	effects	on	residential	uses	in	the	hills	
to	 the	north	or	 in	 general	proximity	of	 the	Project	 Site,	were	determined	 to	be	 less	 than	 significant	 given	
compliance	with	 applicable	LAMC	 requirements.	 	 It	 should	be	noted	 that	 revised	Project	Design	 Features,	
including	PDF‐Noise‐1	and	PDF‐Noise‐2	specifically	prohibit	live	bands	and	the	use	of	loud	amplified	music	
or	 public	 address	 (PA)	 systems	 in	 outdoor	 areas,	 as	 shown	 on	 page	 3‐10	 in	 Chapter	 3.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.				
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	Project‐related	noise	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐64	

SOLAR	TECHNOLOGY	USE	

As	 an	ELDP	beneficiary,	 this	building	 should	have	all	 open	areas	 covered	 in	 solar	panels,	 but	 it	makes	no	
mention	of	any	solar	or	other	environmentally	conscious	 technology	to	offset	 the	11693	new	vehicle	 trips	
worth	of	pollution	it	is	going	to	generate.	

The	EIR	fails	to	provide	detail	regarding	the	project's	use	of	solar	technologies,	solar	panel	use,	placements,	
impacts	to	surrounding	properties	and	any	health	affects	to	surrounding	neighborhood	and	properties.	

The	EIR	fails	to	provide	a	breakdown	and	information	or	detail	regarding	impacts	to	existing	buildings	and	
properties	surrounding	the	project	site	as	to	how	many	properties	will	no	longer	have	the	ability	to	use	solar	
energy	technologies	and	or	the	level	of	reduced	capacity	and	capability	surrounding	property	sites	will	have	
when	 utilizing	 solar	 technology	 in	 the	 future	 due	 to	 shadowing	 effects	 from	 the	 out	 of	 scale	 and	 context	
building	height.	

The	EIR	 fails	 to	 provide	 information	 and/or	 detail	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 future	 use	 of	 solar	 for	 city	 street	
lights,	 bus	 stops	 and	 other	 infrastructure	 that	 would	 use	 solar	 technology	 as	 part	 of	 their	 sustainable	
upgrades.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐64	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐7	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 ELDP	 certification.	 	 The	 Project’s	 ELDP	
certification	does	not	specify	what	features	or	technologies	would	be	employed	to	achieve	the	net‐zero	GHG	
emission	target	required	by	AB	900.		As	such,	the	Project	is	not	required	to	provide	solar	panels	as	part	of	the	
Project,	 though	 their	 use	 would	 not	 be	 precluded	 in	 the	 future.	 	 As	 relates	 to	 effects	 on	 surrounding	
properties	 related	 to	 potential	 for	 solar	 energy	 systems,	 as	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 Project‐related	 shading	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 City’s	 established	 thresholds	
regarding	 impacts	 to	 shade‐sensitive	 uses,	 and	 therefore	 impacts	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		The	use	of	solar	energy	for	public	facilities	and	infrastructure	is	under	the	jurisdiction	of	the	City	
and	as	such	is	beyond	the	control	of	the	Project	and	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐65	

AFFORDABLE	HOUSING	
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The	 project's	 residential	 unit	 count	 appears	 to	 be	 based	 on	 density	 bonuses	 provided	 under	 the	 City's	
housing	 policy.	 It	 appears	 that	 the	 total	 proposed	 amount	 of	 affordable	 housing	 at	 11%	 of	 the	 total	
residential	units.	How	does	the	Applicant	arrive	at	the	unit	counts	that	qualify	for	this	bonus?	

State	Code	Section	65915	discusses	that	the	bonus	should	reflect	what	is	necessary	to	offset	costs.	

This	project	does	not	appear	to	qualify	of	an	off‐menu	incentive	 for	Affordable	Housing	because	it	 is	more	
than	1500	 feet	 from	a	major	 transit	 stop.	The	Applicant	 is	asking	 for	a	Variance	 in	order	 to	qualify	 for	an	
incentive/bonus	density.	This	is	not	legal.	A	developer	cannot	ask	for	a	variance	to	qualify	for	a	bonus.	This	
puts	the	City	(and	taxpayers)	at	risk	of	losing	more	expensive	lawsuits.	

The	EIR	fails	to	adequately	state	where	the	affordable	housing	units	will	be	placed	within	the	building.	Will	
they	 be	 on	 a	 separate	 floor?	Will	 the	 affordable	 housing	 tenants	 be	 given	 less	 desirable	 units?	 	 Will	 the	
affordable	housing	tenants	have	the	same	finishes	and	appliances	as	market	rate	units?	Will	they	share	the	
same	entrance,	parking,	pools	and	decks?	The	EIR	fails	to	include	adequate	information	on	what	services	the	
affordable	income	tenants	will	be	allowed	to	use.	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	if	the	affordable	income	occupants	will	be	able	to	use	the	resident	valet	for	free	without	
tip	 since	 at	many	 times	 there	 will	 be	 no	 self	 park	 option	 for	 them.	 How	will	 free	 parking	without	 tip,	 if	
provided	 to	 the	affordable	 income	tenants,	be	enforced	by	 the	owners	 in	perpetuity	 through	outside	valet	
companies?	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	at	what	price	and	how	many	affordable	income	units	will	sell	if	they	choose	to	condo	
the	building.	

The	EIR	does	not	state	the	layout	and	size	of	the	affordable	income	units,	or	wether	[sic]	affordable	income	
occupants	and	guests	will	be	able	to	use	the	same	door	as	"market	rate"	residents	as	proposed	in	their	West	
Hollywood	building.	http://www.latimes.com/local/westside/la‐me‐poor‐doors‐20140811‐story.html	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐65	

As	described	on	Pages	2‐5	and	4.F‐11of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	proposes	to	provide	11%	of	the	total	249	
units,	or	28	units,	as	affordable	units	reserved	for	very‐low	income	households,	which	thereby	qualifies	the	
Project	for	a	density	bonus	and	incentives	pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25	and	state	law.			

Regarding	 the	 reference	 to	 State	 [Government]	 Code	 Section	 65915,	 this	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	
issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

Regarding	the	assertion	that	“a	developer	cannot	ask	for	a	variance	to	qualify	for	a	bonus,”	the	Applicant	has	
not	 requested	 approval	 of	 a	 variance,	 nor	 would	 one	 be	 required	 if	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 incentive	 is	
approved	by	the	City.		Pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(g)(3),	the	Applicant	is	requesting	approval	of	an	
“off‐menu”	 incentive	 	 to	permit	a	3:1	FAR	as	an	 incentive	under	 the	Density	Bonus	Law	 for	a	project	 that	
misses,	by	a	matter	of	60	feet,	qualifying	for	the	requested	FAR	as	an	on‐menu	incentive	for	a	project	located	
within	1,500	feet	of	a	major	transit	stop.		To	assist	in	its	implementation,	the	Density	Bonus	Law	provides	a	
nonexclusive	list	of	covered	“concessions	and	incentives,”	defining	these	terms	to	include	“A	reduction	in	site	
development	standards	or	a	modification	of	zoning	code	requirements	or	architectural	design	requirements	.	
.	 .	 including,	but	not	 limited	to,	a	reduction	in	setback	and	square	footage	requirements	and	in	the	ratio	of	
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vehicular	parking	spaces	that	would	otherwise	be	required	that	results	in	identifiable,	financially	sufficient,	
and	actual	cost	reductions.”		(Id.,	§	65915,	subd.	(k)	(1).)		Since	its	inception,	the	Density	Bonus	Law	has	been	
structured	to	allow	developers	to	request	a	“[r]educ[tion	in]	local	building,	housing,	or	zoning	standards	that	
indirectly	 boost	 housing	 costs,	 such	 as	 minimum	 square	 footage,	 off‐street	 parking	 requirements,	
architectural	 review,	 height	 limitations,	 or	 lot	 set	 back	 requirements.”	 	 Office	 of	 Planning	 and	 Research,	
“Advice	on	Implementing	Bonus	Incentives	for	Affordable	Housing	(AB	1151,	Roos)”	(Mar.	6,	1980),	

The	Draft	EIR	does	not	specify	the	location	of	the	proposed	affordable	housing	units	or	differentiate	between	
these	 units	 and	market‐rate	 units	 in	 the	 various	 analyses	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 Environmental	 Impact	
Analysis,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		It	is	assumed	that	affordable	and	market‐rate	units	would	have	access	to	the	same	
amenities	and	facilities	on	the	Project	Site,	including	usage	of	the	residential	lobby	and	the	resident‐only	self‐
parking	facilities	accessible	via	the	Project’s	southern	driveway	entrance	on	Havenhurst	Drive.		Similarly,	the	
size	and	layout	of	affordable	units,	as	well	as	the	price	and	number	of	condominium	units	that	may	be	sold	in	
the	future	(if	such	a	scenario	were	to	occur),	are	not	known	at	this	time	and	would	be	determined	by	final	
Project	designs	and	would	be	driven	by	market	conditions	at	the	time.		Nonetheless,	this	issue	is	not	germane	
to	the	Draft	EIR	and	as	such	no	further	response	is	warranted.		

More	 generally,	 and	 notwithstanding	 the	 explanations	 provided	 here,	 response	 to	 this	 comment	 is	 not	
required	 because	 the	 comment	 does	 not	 question	 the	 adequacy	 of	 the	 EIR	 as	 a	 tool	 for	 assessing	 the	
environmental	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 More	 specifically,	 it	 does	 not	 “disclose	 new	 or	 conflicting	 data	 or	
opinions	 that	 cause	 concern	 that	 the	agency	may	not	have	 fully	 evaluated	 [the	environmental	 impact]	 the	
project	and	its	alternatives.	.	.	.”		Cleary	v.	County	of	Stanislaus	(1981)	118	Cal.App.3d	348,	357.		The	comment	
addresses	 economic	 matters	 that	 do	 not	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 lead	 to	 physical,	 environmental	 impacts	
(meaning	 impacts	 that	affect	people	or	 the	environment	generally,	not	 individuals).	 	 (See	Mira	Mar	Mobile	
Community	v.	City	of	Oceanside	 (2004)	119	Cal.App.4th	477,	492	 [“Under	CEQA,	 the	question	 is	whether	 a	
project	 will	 affect	 the	 environment	 of	 persons	 in	 general,	 not	 whether	 a	 project	 will	 affect	 particular	
persons.”].)	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 affordable	 housing	 units	will	 be	 required	 to	 comply	with	 the	 performance	
standards	 contained	 in	 the	City’s	Affordable	Housing	 Incentives	Guidelines,	 including	 standards	 related	 to	
design,	location	of	units	within	the	Project,	and	use	of	Project	amenities.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐66	

EARTHQUAKE	‐	SEISMIC	STUDY	

With	the	release	of	the	latest	data	for	the	Hollywood	Earthquake	Fault,	the	community	should	be	informed	
about	the	location	or	assumed	location	of	the	fault	at	this	site.	Please	have	the	Consultant	 indicate,	 in	Map	
form	in	the	Report,	where	the	testing	was	undertaken	on	the	site	and	what	were	the	results.	

The	EIR	fails	to	estimate	emissions	if	trenching	is	needed	as	it	is	in	the	Alquist‐	Priolo	Earthquake	Zone.	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	what	emergency	evacuation	plans	will	be	as	it	is	in	Alquist‐	Priolo	Earthquake	Zone.	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	what	impact	the	valet	only	residential	parking	will	have	on	evacuation	measures.	How	
will	valet	only	parking	effect	the	evacuation	of	the	sick	and	disabled	whose	only	viable	means	of	evacuation	
might	be	by	car?	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	evacuation	methods	pursuant	to	ADA	guidelines	within	the	Alquist‐Priolo	Earthquake	
Fault	Zoning	Act.	
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The	EIR	does	not	adequately	define	what	trenching	methods	will	take	place	on	the	property	as	it	is	in	Alquist	
Priolo	zone.	

The	EIR	also	fails	to	examine	the	dangers	of	hydrology	on	an	alluvial	fan.		The	consequence	of	constructing	
the	correct	barrier	will	lead	to	a	diversion	of	groundwater	and	the	increased	likelihood	of	liquefaction	under	
neighboring	building	such	at	8000	Sunset,	 the	historic	Granville	Towers,	the	Andalusia,	 the	Colonial	House	
etc,	etc.,	in	the	event	of	a	bad	quake,	especially	following	a	period	of	intense	rain,	which	is	usual	in	an	El	Nino	
year.	This	must	be	addressed	in	the	EIR,	and	it	should	be	signed	off	on	by	the	state	geologist	to	ensure	that	
the	 city	 will	 not	 be	 open	 to	 massive	 and	 costly	 lawsuits	 in	 the	 unfortunate	 event	 of	 any	 such	 damage	
occurring.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐66	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 earthquakes	 and	 related	 seismic	 hazards	 in	 Section	 4.D,	
Geology	and	Soils,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	 in	Appendix	D	and	 further	
supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		As	discussed	therein,	and	shown	on	Figure	
4.D‐4,	geologic	testing	(including	hollow‐stem	auger	[HSA]	borings	and	cone	penetrometer	tests	CPT])	was	
conducted	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 to	 verify	 that	 the	Hollywood	 Fault	 trace	 does	 not	 traverse	 the	 property.	 	 If	
future	trenching	is	required,	given	the	temporary	nature	and	limited	scope	and	intensity	of	such	activities,	
impacts	related	 to	air	pollutant	emissions,	noise,	and	short‐term	traffic	 lane	closures	would	be	nominal	 in	
the	context	of	the	Project’s	overall	27‐month	construction	schedule.		As	such,	impacts	associated	with	future	
trenching	 on	 or	 near	 the	 Project	 Site	 has	 been	 accounted	 for	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR’s	 evaluation	 of	 Project	 air	
quality,	noise,	and	traffic	impacts.		The	Project’s	proximity	to	the	Hollywood	Fault	Alquist‐Priolo	Earthquake	
Fault	 Zone	would	not	 affect	 the	City’s	 emergency	 response	or	 evacuation	plans	 and	procedures	or	 impair	
their	 implementation,	 as	 the	Alquist‐Priolo	 requirements	 relate	 to	 structural	 features	 intended	 to	 address	
potential	strong	seismic	ground	shaking	and	not	the	emergency	response	plans	and	procedures	of	any	given	
jurisdiction.		However,	as	noted	previously,	the	Project	would	comply	with	all	applicable	ADA	requirements	
regarding	 access	 and	 emergency	 evacuation.	 	 As	 noted	 above	 in	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐65,	 Project	
residents	would	have	access	to	self‐parking	facilities.	

As	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.D‐15	 and	 4.D‐21	 in	 Section	 4.D	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 depths	 to	 ground	water	 on	 the	
Project	 Site	 have	been	determined	 to	be	 greater	 than	150	 feet	 below	ground	 surface	 (bgs),	 and	 therefore	
there	would	be	no	potential	for	the	Project	to	notably	affect	groundwater	levels	or	increase	hazards	either	
on‐	 or	 off‐Site	 related	 to	 liquefaction	 or	 other	 groundwater‐related	 impacts.	 	 Please	 also	 see	Response	 to	
Comment	B1‐4	above.		As	such,	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐67	

COMMUNITY	IMPACT	

The	EIR	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	the	correct	conclusions	and	
findings	regarding	the	project's	impact	on	both	the	local	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

Placing	a	new	216	foot	tall	building	with	a	bulk	of	333,903	square	feet	next	to	a	building	of	14,318	square	
feet	is	overwhelming	and	the	EIR	does	not	discuss	adequately	(except	to	draw	the	conclusion	that	it	will	not	
create	a	significant	impact)	how	such	a	project	complies	with	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	

The	 EIR	 incorrectly	 labels	 the	 neighboring	 homes	 on	 Selma,	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	Heights	 as	multi	 family	
units,	but	many	of	them	are	single‐family	residences.	
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There	is	no	discussion	in	the	EIR	of	the	principals	noted	above	from	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	merely	
a	 conclusion	 that	 the	 building	 is	 not	 disruptive	 and	 causes	 no	 significant	 impact.	 This	 conclusion	 is	 not	
supported	by	any	demonstrated	facts.	An	in‐depth	discussion	is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	
sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	
of	'no	impact'	or	'less	than	significant	impact'	on	such	a	historical	neighborhood.	

The	 EIR	 does	 not	 state	 the	 economic	 impact	 of	more	 traffic,	more	 shade,	more	 glare	 on	 buildings	 on	 the	
property	values	of	Havenhurst.	

The	EIR	does	not	state	the	 impact	on	hillside	residents	whose	views	will	be	dominated	and	their	property	
prices	devastated	by	the	out‐of‐scale	and	context	216	foot	tower.	

The	 EIR	 states	 that	 the	 Billboard	 on	 the	 site	 was	 digital	 and/or	 illuminated.	 The	 billboard	 is	 lit	 up	 by	
spotlights	at	night,	but	has	never	been	a	digital	board.	What	outside	advertising	there	will	be?	Will	there	be	
any	digital	displays	facing	the	street	causing	light	pollution	and	visual	blight.	

The	EIR	does	not	state	whether	cell	 towers	will	be	placed	on	the	site,	 this	must	be	addressed	for	both	the	
present	and	the	future.	

The	EIR	fails	to	address	the	"respect	other	neighbors"	policy	in	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	There	is	a	10‐
story	West	Hollywood	height	limit	that	must	addressed	[sic]	and	discussed	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐67	

The	Draft	EIR	fully	evaluated	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	of	
the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	C‐3.	 	Impacts	related	to	consistency	
with	applicable	plans	and	policies,	 including	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	as	well	as	 impacts	related	to	
compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development,	 were	 evaluated	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.		
Impacts	related	to	visual	character,	views	(including	views	from	the	hills	to	the	north),	light	and	glare,	and	
consistency	 with	 policies	 and	 regulations	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 were	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Sections	 4.C.2,	 4.F,	 and	 4.A,	 impacts	 were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant	for	these	issues.		The	indication	of	residential	uses	as	multi‐family	on	
Figure	2‐2	 in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	 is	noted	and	 this	and	other	 figures	with	 this	
error	was	 corrected	as	 shown	 in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	 to	 the	Draft	EIR,	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR.		
Economic	 impacts	 of	 a	 Project	 are	 not	 germane	 to	 a	 Draft	 EIR	 unless	 the	 economic	 effects	 of	 the	 Project	
translate	to	a	physical	impact	on	the	environment	(i.e.,	visual	blight,	physical	deterioration	of	buildings,	etc.).			
In	the	case	of	the	Project,	long‐term	impacts	to	traffic,	shade,	and	light	and	glare	(from	Project	lighting	and	
signage)	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	either	with	or	without	mitigation.		As	such,	there	is	no	
nexus	between	economic	conditions	and	the	physical	impacts	of	the	Project	and	thus	no	further	analysis	is	
required.	 	 The	 comment	 addresses	 economic	 matters	 that	 do	 not	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 lead	 to	 physical,	
environmental	impacts	(meaning	impacts	that	affect	people	or	the	environment	generally,	not	individuals).		
(See	Mira	Mar	Mobile	Community	v.	City	of	Oceanside	 (2004)	119	Cal.App.4th	477,	 492	 [“Under	CEQA,	 the	
question	 is	whether	a	project	will	affect	 the	environment	of	persons	 in	general,	not	whether	a	project	will	
affect	 particular	 persons.”].)	 	 Long‐term	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	mitigation	as	discussed	 in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation.	 	As	noted	
above,	impacts	to	views,	including	representative	views	from	the	residential	neighborhoods	in	the	hills	to	the	
north	of	the	Project	Site,	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		As	discussed	on	page	2‐26	in	Chapter	2	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 “[n]ew	 site	 signage	 would	 be	 used	 for	 building	 identification	 and	 commercial	 tenant	
advertising/branding.	 	 It	 would	 be	 designed	 and	 located	 to	 be	 compatible	 with	 the	 architecture	 and	
landscaping	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 Commercial	 signage	 would	 be	 similar	 to	 other	 signage	 along	 the	 street	
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commercial	 frontages	 in	 the	 area…	 Site	 lighting	 would	 be	 designed	 and	 implemented	 in	 a	 manner	 that	
minimizes	 the	potential	 for	adverse	 light‐and	glare‐related	 impacts	 to	surrounding	residents.”	 	Further,	all	
Project‐related	lighting	and	signage	would	be	in	compliance	with	applicable	LAMC	requirements	and	lighting	
standards,	as	discussed	on	page	4.A‐43	of	the	Draft	EIR.		No	cellular	telecommunication	towers	or	facilities	
are	proposed	as	part	of	the	Project.		The	commenter	suggests	that	there	is	a	“respect	other	neighbors”	policy	
in	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	 but	 provides	 no	 specifics	 regarding	 this	 policy	 and	 does	 not	 indicate	
where	 in	 the	 Plan	 this	 policy	 language	 is	 found;	 therefore,	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 evaluate	 the	 Project’s	
consistency	with	such	a	policy.	 	The	Project	Site	 is	 located	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	thus	the	adopted	
plans	and	regulations	of	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	do	not	apply	to	the	Project.		However,	please	see	Topical	
Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 development	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood,	
compatibility	 of	 the	 Project	 with	 surrounding	 uses,	 and	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 plans	 and	 policies	
including	those	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐68	

FIRE	AND	SAFETY	

The	EIR	 fails	 to	use	statistics	and	response	 time	 from	 fire	station	41.	 It	uses	only	statistics	 for	Station	27.	
Please	 inquire	 why	 a	 station	 that	 also	 serves	 this	 area	 was	 not	 included?	 Please	 get	 the	 response	 times	
information	from	this	Station	41.	

LAFD	 requires	 9000	 gallon	 a	 minute	 from	 4	 hydrants	 known	 as	 the	 GPM	 flowing	 simultaneously.	 The	
hydrants	currently	at	the	site	produce	less	then	[sic]	4000	gallons	per	minute.	This	is	insufficient	according	
to	the	LA	City	Fire	Code.	The	EIR	does	not	contain	plans	to	remedy	this	massive	and	exceptionally	dangerous	
oversight	in	public	safety.	(see	attached	LAFD	letters‐	Addendum	#2)	

The	EIR	fails	to	accurately	represent	the	reduced	response	time	for	fire	and	first	responders	traveling	to	and	
from	adjacent	Hillside	Communities.	The	Loss	Of	Service	standards	of	measure	for	everyday	drivers	is	not	an	
accurate	estimate	of	delay	time	for	first	responders	when	seconds	count.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐68	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	related	to	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	in	Section	4.I.1,	
Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 G.		
Contrary	to	the	comment,	and	as	summarized	in	Table	4.I.1‐1	in	Section	4.I.1,	the	distance	from	the	Project	
Site,	 average	 response	 time,	 staffing,	 and	 equipment	 for	 Stations	 27,	 41,	 and	97	 are	 provided.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 LAFD	 fire	 flow	 requirements	 and	 Project‐related	 infrastructure	
improvements,	as	well	as	Project	impacts	related	to	emergency	vehicle	response	times.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐69	

SAFETY	DURING	CONSTRUCTION	

The	community	traffic	will	suffer	an	unavoidable	"significant	impact"	during	construction.	Can	the	applicant	
limit	start	construction	later	in	the	morning	in	order	to	correspond	with	our	later	commute	time	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	A	10:00	am	start	time	would	be	ideal.	

Pedestrian	safety	during	construction	is	not	addressed	in	the	EIR	

The	EIR	fails	to	state	mitigation	efforts	to	reduce	construction	worker's	cars	idling	and	blocking	lanes.	
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La	Cienega	 and	Sunset	Blvd.	 construction	worker	 pulled	over	 the	black	 SUV	pictured,	 blocked	half	 a	 lane,	
then	ran	across	the	street	while	leaving	car	idling.	
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La	Cienega	and	Sunset	Blvd.	Pedestrian	with	no	sidewalk,	forced	to	dangerously	walk	in	road.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐69	

The	Draft	EIR	fully	evaluated	impacts	related	to	construction	traffic,	access,	circulation,	and	pedestrian	and	
bicycle	safety	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	
in	 the	Project	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 the	 temporary	 impact	 of	 construction	
truck	traffic	during	the	mid‐day	peak	hour	was	conservatively	concluded	to	be	significant	and	unavoidable	
but	 only	 during	 the	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 phase	 of	 construction.	 	 As	 such,	 construction‐related	 traffic	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	for	the	remainder	of	the	overall	construction	period.		Nonetheless,	as	
discussed	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	construction	activities	would	be	carried	out	in	accordance	with	the	
requirements	of	a	Project‐specific	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan,	which	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐26	
would	 “specify	 construction	hours,	 truck	haul	 routes,	 construction	 staging	 and	worker	 parking	 areas,	 and	
other	 requirements	 to	 minimize	 adverse	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 throughout	
construction.”	 	 Such	 details	 as	 pedestrian	 access	 and	 detours	 (if	 necessary),	 shuttle	 service	 for	 off‐site	
construction	worker	parking,	and	traffic	safety	features	on	and	near	the	Project	Site	would	be	determined	as	
part	of	the	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan,	which	would	be	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	LADOT.		
The	conditions	at	the	construction	site	referenced	by	the	commenter	and	illustrated	in	the	attached	photos	
are	not	applicable	to	the	Project	Site	or	the	analysis	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR.		As	such,	no	further	response	
is	warranted.		

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐70	

A	NEW	COMPREHENSIVE	HISTORIC	SURVEY	MUST	BE	COMPLETED	BEFORE	CERTIFICATION	

The	Department's	 initial	 broad‐brush	 analysis	was	 that	 the	 project	would	have	No	 Significant	 Impacts	 on	
nearby	Historic	Resources	and	that	'no	mitigation	measures	are	necessary'	again	stands	as	a	bare	conclusion	
without	adequate	discussion	or	support.	Not	only	is	this	position	wrong	as	a	matter	of	law,	even	to	the	casual	
observer,	 it	was	obvious	 from	the	beginning	 that	 it	was	reasonable	 to	believe	 that	 that	 the	project,	unless	
mitigated	 will	 lead	 to	 significant	 majorly	 adverse	 impacts	 on	 Hollywoods	 [sic]	 original	 residential	
neighborhood.	

These	resources	represent	a	variety	of	 important	architectural	styles	starting	from	the	early	20th	century;	
three	on	Havenhurst	alone	are	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.		This	neighborhood	also	exhibits	a	
consistent	development	pattern	including	height,	scale,	bulk,	massing,	rhythm,	architectural	detail	and	use	of	
materials	that	creates	cohesive	groupings	of	buildings,	districts	and	neighborhoods.	

The	EIR	 indicates	numerous	potential	and	acknowledged	historic	resources	but	concludes	 that	no	 impacts	
will	occur	because	previous	development	in	the	50's	and	60's	have	nullified	a	need	to	preserve	our	historic	
buildings,	and	nullified	the	need	to	respect	our	buildings	from	the	20's	and	30's.	Therefore,	the	EIR	does	not	
meet	accepted	professional	standards.	

By	 design,	 a	 Survey	 or	 Historic	 Resources	 Evaluation	 Report	 is	 intended	 to	 prioritize	 the	 evaluation	 of	
properties	 that	are	directly	 impacted	by	 the	proposed	project.	The	approach	used	here	 is	 inadequate	as	a	
matter	of	law.	The	full	and	complete	analysis	of	the	impacts	of	the	project	cannot	be	deferred	or	separated	
from	approval	and	certification	of	 the	 final	EIR.	 In	order	 to	comply	with	 law	the	EIR	must	adequately	and	
completely	fully	disclose	all	potential	impacts	to	the	historic	resources	in	the	area	impacted	by	the	project.	
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There	is	only	dismissive	analysis	as	to	how	this	conclusion	is	reached.	A	specific	analysis	of	the	impact	on	the	
potential	 historic	 properties	 requires	 that	 a	 EIR	 be	 adequate,	 complete,	 and	 a	 good	 faith	 effort	 at	 full	
disclosure	per	CEQA	Guideline	15151.	

It	 is	 unthinkable	 that	 this	 project	 could	 go	 forward	 without	 such	 a	 complete	 survey.	 The	 lack	 of	
comprehensive	 survey	 shifts	 the	 burden	 of	 monitoring	 to	 the	 neighborhood,	 creates	 a	 reactive	 process	
rather	 than	proactively	planning	 for	 the	 treatment	of	historic	 resources,	and	 leaves	open	 the	potential	 for	
development	 decisions	 to	 be	 made	 about	 properties	 without	 the	 benefit	 of	 knowing	 whether	 they	 are	
Historic	Resources.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐70	

The	Draft	EIR	 included	extensive	analysis	of	 the	Project’s	potential	effects	upon	historical	resources	 in	the	
Project	 area.	 	 Specifically,	 Section	 4.C.2	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 analyzed	 the	 Project’s	 potential	 effects	 upon	
historical	resources	located	within	an	approximately	0.25‐mile	radius	from	the	project	site,	supported	by	a	
169‐page	 technical	 analysis	 contained	 in	 Appendix	 C	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 Pages	 4.C.2‐23	
through	4.C.2‐26	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	not	materially	impair	the	immediate	surroundings	and	
significance	 of	 any	 surrounding	 early	 twentieth‐century	 historical	 resources	 to	 a	 degree	 that	 would	 be	
considered	substantial,	and	therefore	would	have	no	significant	impacts	upon	such	resources.		Regarding	the	
contention	that	only	a	“broad	brush”	analysis	of	indirect	impacts	on	historical	resources	was	undertaken,	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3.			

		To	the	extent	that	the	commenter	is	asserting	that	the	Project	will	negatively	impact	the	historic	character	
of	the	neighborhood,	CEQA	is	concerned	with	the	impacts	of	the	Project,	and	the	baseline	conditions	(current	
development)	are	already	inconsistent	with	the	historic	neighborhood	character	dating	back	to	the	1920’s	or	
1930’s.	 	Please	see	Response	 to	Comment	B1‐7	above	regarding	methodology	and	assumptions	utilized	 in	
the	evaluation	of	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources	in	the	Project	area.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐71	

CONCLUSION	

The	Department	is	presenting	an	EIR	to	the	public	which	is	at	best	incomplete	and	at	worst	both	inaccurate	
and	 completely	 unrepresentative	 of	 the	 consequences	 of	 the	 project.	 A	 request	 for	 certification	 on	 such	 a	
document	 is	 directly	 contrary	 to	 CEQA.	 "The	 courts	 have	 looked	 not	 for	 perfection	 but	 for	 adequacy,	
completeness,	and	a	good	faith	effort	at	full	disclosure."	(CEQA	Guidelines,	15151.)	

The	ultimate	decision	of	whether	to	approve	a	project,	be	that	decision	right	or	wrong,	 is	a	nullity	if	based	
upon	 an	 EIR	 that	 does	 not	 provide	 the	 decision‐makers,	 and	 the	 public,	 with	 the	 information	 about	 the	
project	 that	 is	 required	 by	 CEQA.1"	 (San	 Joaquin	 Raptor/Wildlife	 Rescue	 Center	 v.	 County	 of	 Stanislaus,	
supra,	27	Cal.App.4th	at	pp.	721‐722.	quoting	Santiago	County	Water	Dist.	v.	County	of	Orange	(1981)	118	

Cal.App.3d	818,	829	[173	Cal.Rptr.	602]).	 If	 the	description	of	the	environmental	setting	of	the	project	site	
and	surrounding	area	is	inaccurate,	incomplete	or	misleading,	the	EIR	does	not	comply	with	CEQA.	Without	
accurate	and	complete	information	pertaining	to	the	setting	of	the	project	and	surrounding	uses,	it	cannot	be	
found	 that	 the	 EIR	 adequately	 investigated	 and	 discussed	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 of	 the	 development	
project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐71	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	However,	because	
the	 comment	 only	 generally	 alleges	 that	 the	 environmental	 setting	 is	 described	 inaccurately,	 without	
identifying	 any	 particular	 errors,	 the	 comment	 does	 not	 provide	 the	 City	 with	 sufficient	 information	 to	
respond.	 	The	comment	does	not	provide	any	evidence	or	explanation	to	support	a	 fair	argument	that	any	
aspect	 of	 the	 environmental	 setting	 has	 been	 misrepresented.	 (Paulek	 v.	Department	 of	Water	 Resources	
(2014)	231	Cal.App.4th	35,	48	[“Where	a	general	comment	is	made,	a	general	response	is	sufficient”].)	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐72	

Save	Sunset	Boulevard	would	like	to	conclude	our	comments	by	reminding	the	City	that	the	force	of	public	
opinion	is	against	this	completely	out	of	scale	development.	As	of	9pm	on	Jan	19th	783	letters	of	objection	
have	been	forwarded	to	the	City	Planning	Office,	Tom	LeBonge	and	Jonathan	Brand	from	our	website.	The	
full	contents	of	the	letter,	and	also	the	names,	emails	and	address	of	the	concerned	and	disgusted	citizens	in	
our	community	are	added	to	the	addendum	list.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐72	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 However,	
because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	
is	 warranted.	 	 Nonetheless,	 responses	 to	 comments	 included	 in	 the	 comment	 letters	 referenced	 in	 the	
addendum	list	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐73	through	B1‐86.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐73	

Addendum	list,	submitted	by	email	and	in	person.	

1.		Allyn	Rifkin	Traffic	Report	
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2.			Letter	from	LA	City	Fire	Department	#1	

3.			Letter	from	LA	City	Fire	Department	#2	

4.			City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan	Framework	

5.		1988	(currently	in	force)	Hollywood	Community	Plan	

6.		Council	Member	Tom	LeBonge's	letter	

7.		City	of	West	Hollywood	letter	

8.			City	of	LA	ELDP	notification	

9.			City	of	LA	Traffic	Assessment	

10.	The	full	list	of	the	783	petitioners	who	joined	the	"Letter	of	Objection"	campaign	to	the	city	through	Save	
Sunset	Boulevard's	website.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐73	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐74	

This	letter	is	a	summary	of	my	comments	on	the	traffic	sections	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	
(DEIR)	 for	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 I	 reviewed	 the	 DEIR	 Chapter	 4.J	 ‐	 Environmental	 Impact	 Analysis	 ‐
Transportation	and	Circulation	(66	pages)	and	Appendix	H‐Traffic	and	Parking	(724	pages).		The	length	and	
complexity	 of	 those	 documents	 should	 be	 justification	 for	 an	 extended	 review	 period.	 	 Within	 the	 time	
constraints	 I	have	not	been	able	to	do	an	extensive	review	and	may	have	additional	comments	to	make	at	
future	 review	points	 to	 this	project.	 	 In	 summary,	 there	are	questions	 regarding	 the	present	 analysis	 that	
would	require	additional	study	and	a	re‐circulation	of	the	DEIR.	

I	have	an	extensive	background	 in	 traffic	 impact	analysis.	 	For	your	 information	a	copy	of	my	resume	and	
qualifications	to	conduct	this	review	is	attached.		I	have	worked	over	30	years	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
Department	 of	Transportation,	 including	 the	Chief	 of	 the	Transportation	Planning	Bureau	which	 conducts	
the	review	of	all	development	related	traffic	analyses	within	the	City.	 	Due	to	the	limited	time	for	review,	I	
have	 limited	 my	 comments	 to	 impacts	 on	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Circulation,	 the	 area	 for	 which	 I	 am	most	
qualified	to	comment.		I	am	registered	in	the	State	of	California	as	Professional	Engineers	(PE)	both	in	Civil	
and	Traffic	Engineering.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐74	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	 contained	 in	 this	 letter	 are	 provided	 below	 in	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 B1‐75	 through	 B1‐86.		
With	 regard	 to	 the	 comment	 about	 the	 limited	 time	 to	 review	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	
original	public	review	period	for	the	Draft	EIR	was	from	November	20,	2014	through	January	6,	2015,	but	
was	extended	to	January	20,	2015.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B1‐75	

1.	Trip	Generation	

The	Trip	Generation	analyses	utilize	a	number	of	discounts	from	a	multitude	of	assumptions	(page	4.J‐17).		
These	 discounts	 are	 not	 applied	 consistently	 to	 the	 existing	 use	 project,	 leading	 to	 an	 over‐estimate	 of	
vehicle	 trips	 for	 the	existing	development	and	an	under‐estimate	of	vehicle	 trips	 for	 the	proposed	project.		
The	result	of	these	differing	assumptions	results	in	a	significant	underestimate	of	the	number	of	vehicle	trips	
and	thus	would	affect	the	conclusions	regarding	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐75	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	trip	generation	
rates	 and	 assumptions	 used	 in	 the	 Project’s	 TIA	 (dated	 “November	 2013”)	 reflect	 the	 direction	 and	
requirements	 for	 estimation	 of	 both	 the	 existing	 on‐site	 development	 and	 the	proposed	Project’s	 uses,	 as	
identified	 in	 LADOT’s	 then‐current	 Traffic	 Study	 Policies	 and	 Procedures,	 June	 2013.	 (Note	 that	 this	
document	has	 since	been	updated	and	 revised	 several	 times	 subsequent	 to	 the	preparation	of	 the	Project	
TIA,	with	the	current	version	dated	“August	2014”,	although	all	pertinent	information	and	policies	related	to	
the	estimation	of	Project‐related	trip	generation	remain	unchanged	from	the	June	2013	document).	 	These	
policies	 and	 procedures	 provide	 a	 methodology	 designed	 to	 produce	 consistent	 trip	 generation	 and	
associated	 impact	 analyses	 for	 various	 projects	 located	 throughout	 the	 City,	 regardless	 of	 short‐term	
variability	 in	 the	 operations	 of	 existing	 uses	 (that	may	 be	 removed	 or	modified	 in	 order	 to	 develop	 new	
projects)	 due	 to	 economic	 or	 other	 factors	 that	 could	 result	 in	 temporary	 atypical	 (e.g.,	 reduced)	 trip	
generation	activity	for	such	existing	uses.	

The	 trip	 generation	 estimation	methodology	 and	 resulting	 Project‐related	 trip	 calculations	 (including	 for	
both	the	existing	and	proposed	site	uses)	were	discussed	with	and	reviewed	and	approved	by	LADOT	prior	
to	the	initiation	of	the	TIA	(see	attached	Memorandum	of	Understanding,	dated	August	1,	2013).		Further,	the	
resulting	November	2013	Project	TIA	was	also	submitted	to	LADOT	for	review,	and	approved	on	February	
28,	 2014	 (see	 attached	 LADOT	 approval	 letter).	 	 Therefore,	 the	 trip	 generation	 estimates	 for	 both	 the	
proposed	 Project	 and	 the	 existing	 on‐site	 uses,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 net	 incremental	 traffic	 resulting	 from	
development	of	the	Project	used	to	determine	its	potential	traffic‐related	impacts,	adhere	to	LADOT’s	current	
standard	 policies,	 and	 as	 noted	 in	 LADOT’s	 February	 28,	 2014	 TIA	 review	 and	 approval	 memorandum,	
“…adequately	evaluates	the	project‐related	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community”.	

Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation	and	associated	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐76	

The	most	glaring	errant	assumption	relates	to	internal	trip	discounts	between	various	uses	in	the	proposed	
shopping	center.		Tables	2a	and	2b	of	the	Traffic	Study	reveal	the	"parsing"	of	various	proposed	uses	in	the	
shopping	center	and	the	application	of	different	assumptions	for	those	uses.		The	reality	is	that	uses	within	a	
shopping	center	change	over	the	life	of	the	project.	The	analysis	should	have	used	generalized	trip	rates	for	
shopping	 center.	 	 The	 ITE	 Trip	 Generation	 Manual	 (9111	 Edition)	 describes	 what	 may	 be	 expected	 in	 a	
Shopping	Center	(Land	Use	Code	820)	according	to	data	contained	in	there	data	base	(see	Exhibit	l	).	Surveys	
of	vehicle	 trips	 from	those	projects	already	 include	 the	"internal"	discounts	assumed	 in	 the	DEIR	analysis.	
Treating	both	 the	shopping	center	components	 for	 the	existing	and	 the	proposed	projects	equally	without	
"parsing"	out	 individual	components	 is	 illustrated	 in	my	Exhibit	2,	utilizing	the	vehicle	 trip	rates	 from	ITE	
Land	Use	Code	820.		The	differences	in	estimated	vehicle	trips	are	1,674	daily,	219	am	peak	hour,	and	38	pm	
peak	hour.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐76	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	and	 information	provided	 in	 the	Project	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	Although	 the	 ITE	
Trip	 Generation	 manual’s	 “Shopping	 Center”	 trip	 generation	 rates	 were	 used	 to	 estimate	 the	 amount	 of	
traffic	generated	by	the	“retail”	components	of	both	the	existing	uses	and	proposed	Project,	the	application	of	
these	 rates	 to	 the	 overall	 commercial	 components	 of	 either	 the	 existing	 site	 development	 or	 proposed	
Project	is	inappropriate,	for	several	reasons.		First,	the	existing	site	development	contains	a	number	of	uses	
not	 typically	 associated	with	 shopping	 centers,	 including	 a	 large	 (approximately	 27,625	 square	 foot)	 “art	
storage	 facility”	 that	 comprises	more	 than	 one‐third	 of	 the	 total	 floor	 area	 (approximately	 80,000	 square	
feet)	of	the	existing	site	uses.		Additionally,	the	existing	site	exhibits	an	extraordinarily	high	percentage	of	its	
floor	space	as	“fast	food”	or	dining	uses	(a	total	of	approximately	11,646	square	feet,	or	nearly	15	percent	of	
the	total	site	floor	area),	which	can	exhibit	trip	generation	rates	(particularly	during	the	critical	peak	hour	
periods)	of	up	to	seven	to	eight	times	higher	than	typical	“shopping	center”	uses.	 	Further,	the	existing	site	
also	contains	an	exceptionally	large	walk‐in	bank	facility	(total	of	20,172	square	feet,	or	over	one‐quarter	of	
the	total	existing	floor	area),	of	which	about	42	percent	is	utilized	as	office	or	ancillary	uses;	walk‐in	banks	
are	also	very	high	trip	generators,	with	“per	square	foot”	 trip	generation	rates	of	up	to	three	times	that	of	
shopping	center	 facilities.	 	The	existing	site	also	contains	an	approximately	2,630	square	 foot	dental	office	
and	3,550	square	foot	gym/health	club,	neither	of	which	are	typical	shopping	center	tenants.		As	a	result,	the	
existing	site	contains	a	total	of	only	about	14,647	square	feet	(about	18	percent)	of	the	typical	“retail”	uses	
generally	associated	with	“shopping	centers”	as	reflected	in	the	ITE	data.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	existing	Project	Site	traffic	generation.	

Similarly,	 the	 proposed	 uses	 are	 also	 not	 anticipated	 to	 operate	 as	 a	 shopping	 center.	 	 The	 commercial	
components	of	the	proposed	Project	contain	only	about	51,000	square	feet	of	“retail”	use,	or	less	than	one‐
half	(about	46	percent)	of	the	total	proposed	commercial	area	(111,339	square	feet).		The	proposed	Project	
also	includes	an	approximately	25,000	square	foot	“market”	use	not	typically	found	in	shopping	centers	(and	
comprising	 approximately	 22	 percent	 of	 the	 total	 proposed	 floor	 area),	 along	 with	 a	 relatively	 large	
percentage	of	 floor	area	(total	of	22,000	square	 feet,	or	about	20	percent)	devoted	 to	high‐end	(“quality”)	
restaurants;	 most	 typical	 shopping	 centers	 contain	 high	 trip	 generating	 dining	 uses	 such	 as	 fast	 food	 or	
“high‐turnover	 sit‐down”	 restaurants,	 which	 produce	 25	 to	 30	 percent	 more	 traffic	 than	 “quality”	
restaurants.	 	The	 remainder	of	 the	proposed	Project’s	 commercial	 floor	 area	 contains	 a	5,000	 square	 foot	
walk‐in	bank,	and	8,000	square	foot	dance/yoga	studio;	while	the	bank	is	a	relatively	typical	shopping	center	
component,	the	dance/yoga	studio	is	not.	

Therefore,	the	use	of	the	ITE’s	typical	shopping	center	trip	generation	rate	to	estimate	the	potential	traffic	
generated	 by	 either	 the	 existing	 or	 proposed	 site	 uses	 results	 in	 an	 oversimplification	 of	 the	 actual	
operations	of	 these	developments,	 and	 ignores	 the	 specific	 and	 complex	 interactions	 between	 the	 various	
existing	and	proposed	uses.	 	As	a	result,	the	ITE	“Shopping	Center”	trip	generation	rate	is	not	appropriate.		
Please	 see	 also	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐75,	 which	 notes	 that	 LADOT	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 the	 trip	
generation	rates	and	assumptions	used	in	the	Project’s	TIA.	

The	 commenter	 also	 notes	 that	 “different	 assumptions”	 were	 applied	 to	 the	 individual	 uses	 for	 both	 the	
existing	and	proposed	site	development.		Although	the	commenter	is	not	clear	regarding	which	assumptions	
are	being	referenced	(other	than	the	use	of	individual	trip	generation	rates	for	the	various	land	uses	rather	
than	the	generic	“shopping	center”	rate,	which	is	addressed	in	the	preceding	discussions),	it	is	assumed	that	
the	use	of	the	“internal	interaction”	and/or	“pass‐by”	trip	reductions	are	the	focus	of	the	comment.		First,	the	
commenter	mistakenly	implies	that	the	internal	interaction	reductions	assumed	in	the	Project	TIA	apply	to	
what	are	typically	referred	to	as	“multi‐purpose”	trips,	which	account	for	“crossover”	patronage	between	the	
various	 retail	 and	 other	 commercial	 uses	within	 a	 shopping	 center,	 and	 suggests	 that	 a	more	 reasonable	
approach	would	be	 to	use	his	 recommended	 “shopping	 center”	 trip	 generation	 rates	 to	 evaluate	 the	 trips	
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generated	 by	 both	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	 commercial	 uses,	 as	 the	 ITE	 shopping	 center	 rate	 already	
intrinsically	accounts	for	“internal”	trip	reductions	between	the	various	on‐site	uses.		However,	as	described	
in	 detail	 in	 the	 preceding	 discussions,	 the	 use	 of	 the	 ITE	 “shopping	 center”	 trip	 generation	 rate	 is	 not	
considered	to	be	appropriate	for	application	to	either	the	existing	or	proposed	commercial	uses,	for	a	variety	
of	reasons	as	identified	in	those	earlier	discussions.	 	Further,	the	“internal	interaction”	factors	identified	in	
the	 Project	 TIA	 do	 not	 refer	 to	 “multi‐purpose”	 commercial	 “crossover”	 trips;	 in	 fact,	 observations	 of	 the	
existing	site	development	indicate	that	very	little,	if	any,	such	activity	currently	or	historically	occurs	at	the	
Project	 Site,	 and	 that	 each	 of	 the	 current	 uses	 generally	 operate	 independently	 of	 and	 do	 not	 contribute	
significantly	to	patronage	at	any	of	the	other	existing	on‐site	businesses.	 	As	such,	in	order	to	provide	for	a	
conservative	 estimate	 of	 the	 potential	 traffic	 of	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 although	 the	 proposed	 Project’s	
commercial	 uses	 are	 anticipated	 to	 be	 more	 “integrated”	 and	 complementary	 to	 each	 other	 (thereby	
encouraging	“multi‐purpose”	trips)	than	are	the	existing	site	uses,	no	such	“multi‐purpose”	trip	reductions	
were	 applied	 to	 any	 of	 the	 proposed	 commercial	 uses	 (so	 as	 to	 not	 unfairly	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	 trips	
associated	with	the	proposed	Project	compared	to	that	for	the	existing	site	uses).			

As	 clearly	noted	 in	 the	Project	TIA	and	 shown	 in	Table	2(a),	 the	 “internal	 interaction”	 factors	used	 in	 the	
Project	TIA	apply	only	 to	 the	use	of	 the	proposed	on‐site	 commercial	uses	by	Project	 residents.	 	This	 is	 a	
valid	trip	adjustment	assumption	(applicable	only	to	the	proposed	Project,	since	the	existing	site	exhibits	no	
residential	component),	since	the	use	of	such	on‐site	services	and	amenities	by	on‐site	residents	is	a	primary	
objective	in	the	development	of	mixed‐use	projects,	as	they	reduce	overall	 traffic	by	reducing	the	need	for	
Project	 residents	 to	 travel	 off‐site	 for	 shopping,	 dining,	 banking,	 or	 recreational	 activities,	 and	 the	
commenter	does	acknowledge	its	applicability	to	the	proposed	Project.	 	However,	the	commenter	assumes	
that	the	“internal	interaction”	factor	will	result	in	a	reduction	in	the	Project’s	residential‐generated	trips	due	
to	the	provision	of	the	Project’s	on‐site	facilities	and	services,	which	is	an	inappropriate	application	of	this	
factor,	 and	 then	 only	 by	 a	 nominal	 amount	 (10	 percent),	 which	 is	 particularly	 low,	 especially	 during	 the	
critical	peak	hours.		Since	residential	trips	are	expected	to	occur	during	these	time	periods	regardless	of	the	
existence	 of	 any	 on‐site	 commercial	 facilities	 (such	 as	 for	 to	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 work	 or	 other	 off‐site	
destinations),	residents	using	the	on‐site	amenities	would	still	have	to	travel	home	from	any	off‐site	location	
in	 order	 to	 utilize	 these	on‐site	 facilities,	 and	 as	 such,	 no	 significant	 reduction	 in	 the	number	of	 resident‐
related	 trips	 is	 anticipated.	 	However,	 once	 on‐site,	 the	 residents	 can	utilize	 the	 proposed	 retail,	 banking,	
restaurant,	and	other	amenities	without	using	their	vehicles,	resulting	in	reductions	to	the	number	of	trips	
generated	 by	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 commercial	 components,	 thereby	 reducing	 the	 number	 of	 trips	
associated	with	those	uses	compared	to	a	similar	“stand	alone”	facility.		Therefore,	the	assumptions	used	in	
the	Project	TIA,	which	reflect	reduced	vehicular	use	of	the	proposed	commercial	components	resulting	from	
the	 anticipated	 “walk‐in”	 patronage	 by	 Project	 residents,	 represent	 the	 appropriate	 application	 of	 the	
various	“internal	interaction”	factors.			

As	shown	in	Table	2(a)	in	the	Project	TIA,	it	is	anticipated	approximately	15	percent	of	the	patronage	(and	
associated	traffic)	typically	associated	with	the	Project’s	proposed	“market”	(grocery	store)	component	will	
occur	due	to	on‐site	resident	patronage,	while	approximately	10	percent	of	 the	Project’s	proposed	general	
retail	and	restaurant	uses,	and	approximately	five	percent	of	the	bank	and	yoga/dance	studio	use	traffic,	will	
exhibit	 such	 “internal	 interaction”	 trip	 reductions	 compared	 to	 similar	 “stand	 alone”	 uses.	 	 These	 are	
considered	to	be	relatively	conservative	estimates	of	the	number	of	trips	associated	with	the	residential‐to‐
commercial	 “internal	 interaction”	 within	 the	 proposed	 Project.	 	 As	 identified	 in	 Appendix	 C	 of	 the	 2nd	
Edition	of	ITE’s	Trip	Generation	Handbook	(June	2004),	which	is	a	component	of	Volume	1	of	the	9th	Edition	
of	 ITE’s	 Trip	 Generation	 manual,	 studies	 of	 various	 mixed‐use	 projects	 have	 identified	 that	 internal	 trip	
capture	(aka,	“internal	interaction”)	rates	between	on‐site	residential	and	retail	uses	range	between	30	and	
42	percent,	while	the	 internal	capture	between	residential	and	(sit‐down)	restaurant	uses	can	be	52	to	54	
percent,	and	between	residential	and	bank	uses	of	between	48	and	62	percent.	 	Additionally,	the	results	of	
research	 conducted	 under	 the	 auspices	 of	 National	 Cooperative	 Highway	 Research	 Program	 Project	 8‐51	
(“NCHRP	Project	 8‐51”),	 as	 summarized	 in	 the	August	 2010	 edition	 of	 the	 ITE	 Journal,	 estimates	 internal	
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interaction	between	on‐site	residential	and	retail	uses	at	approximately	42	percent,	and	between	residential	
and	restaurant	uses	at	approximately	21	percent.		While	it	is	acknowledged	that	there	is	some	discrepancy	in	
the	 internal	 interaction	 factors	 for	 “restaurant”	 uses	 between	 these	 two	 sources,	 it	 is	 apparent	 that	 the	
internal	interaction	factor	of	10	percent	for	this	use	assumed	in	the	Project	TIA	is	well	below	even	the	lowest	
of	the	factors	cited	in	either	the	Trip	Generation	Handbook	or	the	NCHRP	Project	8‐51	data.		Consequently,	
as	shown	in	Table	2(a)	of	the	Project	TIA,	the	application	of	the	proposed	“internal	interaction”	factors	(to	
account	 for	 Project	 resident	 use	 of	 the	 proposed	 on‐site	 commercial	 components)	 results	 in	 a	 relatively	
nominal	 overall	 reduction	 (from	 the	 total	 baseline	 ITE	 trip	 generation	 estimates	 for	 the	 Project’s	 total	
commercial	component	trips)	of	approximately	11	percent	for	each	of	the	time	periods	analyzed	in	the	study	
(daily,	AM	peak	hour,	PM	peak	hour).		Therefore,	the	use	of	the	“internal	interaction”	factors	identified	in	the	
Project	 TIA	 is	 appropriate,	 and	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 underestimate	 the	 amount	 of	 traffic	 generated	 by	 the	
proposed	Project.	

Finally,	regarding	the	assumed	pass‐by	trip	reduction	factors	also	described	in	the	Project	TIA	and	shown	in	
Tables	 2(a)	 and	 2(b),	 for	 the	 proposed	 and	 existing	 commercial	 uses,	 respectively,	 these	 factors	 were	
generally	taken	directly	from	Attachment	1	of	LADOT’s	current	Traffic	Study	Policies	and	Procedures	(June	
2013,	and	subsequently	updated	August	2014),	and	which	are	“…derived	from	surveys	published	in	the	‘Trip	
Generation	Handbook:	An	ITE	Recommended	Practice’,	2003”.		As	shown	in	Tables	2(a)	and	2(b),	the	pass‐by	
trip	 reduction	 factors	 assumed	 for	 both	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	 site	 uses	 are	 taken	 directly	 from	 the	
LADOT	Attachment	1	table	 for	each	of	 the	various	uses,	with	the	exception	of	 the	pass‐by	discount	 for	the	
“interior”	fast	food	restaurant	uses	of	the	existing	site,	which	as	described	in	detail	in	the	Project	TIA,	were	
conservatively	 estimated	 to	 exhibit	 a	 reduced	 pass‐by	 factor	 of	 only	 35	 percent	 (due	 to	 their	 somewhat	
“hidden”	locations	within	the	existing	site,	making	an	“impulse	or	“last	second”	pass‐by	trip	somewhat	less	
likely).	 	However,	other	 than	 this	conservative	assumption,	all	pass‐by	 trip	 factors	used	 in	 the	Project	TIA	
and	DEIR	are	applied	consistently	and	pursuant	to	LADOT’s	applicable	policies	and	procedures.		It	should	be	
noted	 that	 the	 commenter	 omits	 the	 effects	 of	 pass‐by	 trips	 in	 his	 calculations	 of	 the	 potential	 traffic	
generated	by	both	the	existing	and	proposed	uses,	and	does	not	 include	a	discussion	or	recognition	of	this	
important	 trip	 generation	 factor.	 	 As	 described	 in	 detail	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 pass‐by	 traffic	 reflects	 the	
“capture”	of	an	existing	trip	passing	by	the	Project	Site.		These	existing	trips	are	already	on	the	area	roadway	
network	 for	 other	 purposes,	 such	 as	 a	 trip	 to	 or	 from	 work,	 or	 perhaps	 to	 or	 from	 other	 shopping	
destinations.		As	these	trips	pass	by	the	Project	Site,	the	various	services	or	facilities	provided	by	the	Project	
(or	the	existing	site	uses)	results	in	a	stop	at	the	site.		Such	activity	is	considered	to	be	an	interim	stop	along	a	
trip	which	 existed	without	 the	 development	 of	 the	Project	 (or	 independent	 of	 the	 existing	 site	 uses),	 and	
therefore	vehicles	making	these	stops	are	not	considered	to	be	newly	generated	Project‐related	traffic.		As	a	
result,	pass‐by	trips	are	a	real	and	recognized	factor	in	the	accurate	estimation	of	the	actual	number	of	trips	
generated	 by	 various	 developments	 (including	 both	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	 site	 uses),	 and	 have	 been	
properly	included	in	the	trip	generation	calculations	for	both	the	existing	and	proposed	uses	in	the	Project	
TIA.			

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐77	

Because	the	existing	shopping	center	is	currently	occupied,	an	opportunity	exists	to	validate	the	magnitude	
of	these	differences	in	assumptions.	 	The	applicant	should	be	requested	to	provide	a	survey	of	the	existing	
shopping	center	vehicle	trip	generation	and	report	these	in	a	document	for	re‐circulation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐77	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 existing	 traffic	 generation	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1.		
Empirical	 traffic	 counts	 at	 the	 existing	 site	 to	 “…validate	 the	 [trip	 generation]	 assumptions…”	 are	 not	
appropriate.	 	Such	counts	would	be	dependent	on	several	 factors	that	 influence	the	actual	number	of	trips	
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generated	by	 the	existing	site,	 such	as	economic	conditions	and/or	“underperforming”	uses	 that	would	be	
replaced	by	potentially	more	successful	“like”	uses,	and	would	simply	reflect	a	“snapshot”	of	the	activity	at	
the	site	at	the	time	the	counts	were	conducted	rather	than	providing	any	meaningful	correlation	to	the	trip	
generating	potential	of	the	entitled	uses;	see	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐75.		Further,	it	is	of	note	that	the	
commenter	does	not	disagree	with	the	use	of	the	ITE	data	to	identify	the	trips	associated	with	the	existing	
(or	proposed)	uses,	as	 indicated	in	Comment	B1‐76,	which	suggests	only	that	different	ITE	trip	generation	
rates	from	those	used	in	the	TIA	should	be	utilized.		See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐76.		Further,	the	use	
of	 empirical	 count	 data	 to	 identify	 the	 existing	 site	 trip	 generation	would	 introduce	 discrepancies	 in	 the	
estimation	of	traffic	produced	by	“like”	uses	within	the	existing	and	proposed	developments.	 	For	example,	
the	trip	generation	for	an	existing	“retail”	use	would	be	expected	to	be	the	same	as	that	for	a	similarly‐sized	
new	 “retail”	 use	 that	would	 replace	 it.	 	 	 	 Therefore,	 the	 use	 of	 any	 empirical	 trip	 generation	 data	 for	 the	
existing	site	that	 is	not	also	applied	to	the	proposed	uses	would	 imply	the	underlying	assumption	that	the	
current	 and	 proposed	 “like”	 uses	 would	 operate	 differently,	 and	 introduce	 additional	 and	 inconsistent	
elements	to	the	assessment	of	 the	potential	net	traffic	resulting	from	the	proposed	development.	 	As	such,	
the	suggested	empirical	trip	generation	“correlation”	counts	for	the	existing	site	uses	are	not	appropriate.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐78	

An	additional	discount	that	is	provided	in	the	DEIR	analysis	is	an	assumed	discount	of	0.6%	for	"affordable"	
units.	 The	 documents	 provide	 no	 evidence	 that	 occupants	 of	 affordable	 units	 travel	 less	 frequently	 than	
market	rate	units.		This	evidence	should	be	included	in	a	revised	document.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐78	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	ITE	“apartment”	
trip	generation	rates	used	in	the	Project	TIA	to	estimate	the	number	of	trips	resulting	from	development	of	
the	proposed	apartments	are	based	on	typical	“market	rate”	residential	units;	the	ITE	data	does	not	include	
trip	generation	profiles	 for	 “affordable”	or	 “low	 income”	apartment	units.	 	However,	while	not	 specifically	
identified	in	the	ITE	data,	 it	 is	generally	acknowledged	that	 low‐income	residential	developments	typically	
generate	traffic	at	a	lower	“per	unit”	ratio	than	do	market	rate	developments,	due	to	such	factors	as	lower	
per	 capita	 vehicle	 ownership	 and	 a	 higher	 reliance	 on	 public	 transit	 or	 other	 non‐vehicular	 means	 of	
transportation,	 thereby	 reducing	 the	 trip	 generation	 associated	 with	 low‐income	 residential	 units	 as	
compared	 to	market‐rate	units.	 	 In	 recognition	of	 this	 factor,	both	LADOT’s	 then‐current	 (June	2013)	 and	
current	(August	2014)	Traffic	Study	Policies	and	Procedures	allow	for	up	to	a	five	percent	reduction	in	the	
amount	of	traffic	generated	by	affordable	residential	units,	based	on	the	percentage	of	the	total	number	of	
dwelling	 units	 reserved	 as	 affordable	 units	 (see	 Section	 F.7	 of	 the	 referenced	 LADOT	 document).	 	 As	 it	
applies	to	the	proposed	Project,	its	28	affordable	units	represent	approximately	11	percent	of	the	249	total	
residential	units	proposed,	which	based	on	LADOT’s	policy	on	this	issue,	results	in	an	“affordable	housing”	
trip	adjustment	(reduction)	of	approximately	0.60	percent	(six‐tenths	of	one	percent)	 in	the	baseline	trips	
generated	by	the	total	number	of	proposed	residential	units.		However,	as	shown	in	Table	2(a)	of	the	Project	
TIA,	the	use	of	this	“affordable	housing”	adjustment	factor,	which	as	noted	above	is	consistent	with	LADOT’s	
current	trip	generation	and	TIA	methodologies	and	assumptions,	only	produces	a	reduction	of	10	residential	
trips	 per	 day,	 including	 a	 reduction	 of	 only	 one	 (outbound	 only)	 trip	 during	 the	 AM	 peak	 hour	 and	 one	
(inbound	 only)	 trip	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 use	 of	 this	 factor,	 while	 applicable	 and	
appropriate,	does	not	result	in	an	unrealistic	or	substantial	change	to	the	number	of	trips	generated	by	the	
Project’s	proposed	residential	component,	and	does	not	significantly	affect	the	results	of	the	analyses.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐79	

2.	Parking	
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According	 to	 the	DEIR,	 a	 significant	 parking	 impact	would	 incur	 if	 the	 Project	 provides	 less	 parking	 than	
needed	as	determined	through	an	analysis	of	demand	from	the	project	(page	4.J‐59	of	the	DEIR).	Tabulations	
included	 in	 the	 document	 fail	 to	 show	 "demand"	 for	 parking	 and	 only	 provides	 an	 analysis	 of	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	code	required	parking	with	"allowable"	discount	in	comparison	to	the	provided	parking.		Any	short‐
fall	 in	 the	"actual"	demand	for	parking	can	result	 in	 impacts	 to	 the	surrounding	residential	community.	 	A	
revised	shared	parking	analysis	utilizing	a	data	source	on	actual	demand	for	parking	(such	as	 ITE	Parking	
Generation	Manual)	should	be	included	in	a	revised	document	with	proposals	for	mitigation	of	any	projected	
short‐fall	in	parking.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐79	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 parking‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	and	 information	provided	 in	 the	Project	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	On	September	27,	
2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	2014.		The	purpose	
of	SB	743	is	to	streamline	the	review	under	CEQA	for	several	categories	of	development	projects	including	
the	development	of	 infill	projects	 in	 transit	priority	areas.	 	The	bill	adds	 to	 the	CEQA	Statute,	Chapter	2.7,	
Modernization	 of	 Transportation	 Analysis	 for	 Transit‐Oriented	 Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	 particular	 Section	
21099.	 	 Pursuant	 to	 Section	 21099(d)(1)	 “…	 parking	 impacts	 of	 a	 residential,	 mixed‐use	 residential,	 or	
employment	center	project	on	an	infill	site	within	a	transit	priority	area	shall	not	be	considered	significant	
impacts	on	the	environment.”		The	proposed	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	forth	in	Section	21099(d),	and	for	
this	reason,	the	proposed	Project’s	effects	related	to	parking	are	not	required	to	be	analyzed	under	the	State	
CEQA	 Statute.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	
Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 Both	 vehicular	 and	 bicycle	 parking	 for	 the	 proposed	 Project	 is	
provided	in	accordance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Zoning	Code,	a	component	of	the	City’s	Municipal	Code	
(“LAMC”),	 or	 pursuant	 to	 California	 Government	 Code	 Section	 65915(p),	 which	 identifies	 parking	 rates	
applicable	 to	 projects	 that	 provide	 inclusionary	 affordable	 housing.	 	 As	 described	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 and	
discussed	on	pages	4.J‐59	 through	4.J‐62	 in	 Section	4.J	 of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Project	will	 provide	a	 total	 of	
approximately	849	vehicular	parking	spaces,	including	554	commercial	and	295	residential	parking	spaces,	
exceeding	 the	 applicable	 commercial	 vehicular	 parking	 requirement	 of	 494	 spaces	 by	 approximately	 60	
spaces,	and	meeting	the	vehicular	parking	requirement	of	295	spaces	for	its	residential	uses.	 	Additionally,	
the	Project	will	provide	a	total	of	985	bicycle	spaces,	approximately	221	spaces	more	than	the	total	of	764	
bicycle	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 proposed	 Project	 will	 conform	 to	 the	 applicable	
vehicular	and	bicycle	parking	requirements	(for	both	the	individual	commercial	and	residential	components,	
as	well	as	for	the	Project	in	its	entirety),	and	no	significant	off‐site	“spill	over”	parking	impacts	onto	adjacent	
residential	streets	or	 into	nearby	commercial	areas	as	a	result	of	 inadequate	on‐site	vehicular	parking	are	
anticipated.	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	adequacy	of	parking	for	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐80	

3.		Sunset	Boulevard	at	Crescent	Heights	

The	DEIR	and	Traffic	Study	propose	a	physical	 change	 to	 remove	 the	existing	 free	 right	 turn	 from	east	 to	
south.		According	to	my	field	observations,	the	resultant	right	turn	around	the	existing	channelization	island	
is	not	feasible	for	larger	vehicles,	with	possible	conflict	with	the	northbound	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights.	 	A	
study	 of	 the	 physical	 road	 geometry	 with	 a	 Turn‐Template	 analysis	 should	 be	 included	 in	 a	 revised	
document.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐80	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	vehicular	access	and	circulation	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	
proposed	modifications	to	the	site‐adjacent	(southwest)	corner	of	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	shown	in	Figure	8	of	the	Project	TIA	are	conceptual,	and	the	final	design	for	this	
improvement	will	need	to	be	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	appropriate	City	agencies.		These	reviews	may	
indicate	a	need	 for	a	 larger	radius	 for	 the	corner	between	 the	proposed	new	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	
right‐turn	lane	and	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	in	order	to	accommodate	larger	vehicles	and/or	
semi‐trailer	 trucks	 without	 encroachment	 into	 the	 oncoming	 northbound	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard.		A	potential	revised	design	is	shown	in	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	
the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		Note	that	the	potential	(and	still	conceptual)	revised	design	for	the	southwest	
corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 increases	 the	 curb	 return	
radius	 from	 the	 original	 (and	 existing)	 22‐foot	 radius	 to	 an	 approximately	 37‐foot	 radius.	 	 This	 relatively	
minor	modification	would	 allow	 a	 typical	 semi‐trailer	 truck	 (American	 Association	 of	 State	 Highway	 and	
Transportation	 Officials	 [“AASHTO”]	 design	 vehicle	 designation	 WB‐50,	 exhibiting	 a	 55‐foot	 bumper‐to‐
bumper	 length)	 to	 make	 the	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 from	 the	 proposed	 new	 right‐turn	 lane	 without	
encroaching	 into	 the	 oncoming	 (northbound)	 left‐turn	 or	 through	 travel	 lanes	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard.	 	 It	 also	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 commenter	 refers	 to	 the	 existing	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 only	
“roadway”,	which	will	be	removed	as	part	of	the	proposed	intersection	modifications	and	replaced	by	a	more	
typical	right‐turn	only	lane,	as	a	“free	right	turn”	lane.		This	description	is	inaccurate,	since	“free	right‐turn	
lanes”	typically	do	not	require	that	vehicles	stop	or	yield	to	traffic	on	the	“receiving”	roadway.		The	existing	
right‐turn	“roadway”	 is	STOP	sign	controlled	at	 its	 intersection	with	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	Further,	
vehicles	 using	 this	 right‐turn	 “roadway”	 do	 not	 have	 the	 right‐of‐way	 and	 as	 such,	 must	 merge	 with	
southbound	through	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(drivers	must	also	look	back	over	their	shoulder	
to	 the	 left	 at	 an	 extreme	 angle	 and	 uphill	 in	 order	 to	 see	 southbound	 through	 vehicles	 approaching	 on	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	a	view	that	is	also	partially	obstructed	by	existing	light	poles	and	other	signage	
on	the	existing	triangular	median	island).		Finally,	vehicles	using	the	current	right‐turn	“roadway”	must	also	
be	 aware	 of	 traffic	 entering	 and	 exiting	 the	 Project	 Site	 via	 the	 existing	 driveway	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard,	which	is	located	only	50	to	60	feet	south	of	the	right‐turn	roadway’s	merge	with	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard.	 	 Therefore,	 not	 only	 is	 the	 existing	 right‐turn	 only	 “roadway”	 not	 a	 “free	 right	 turn”	 facility,	 it	
exhibits	numerous	conflict	points	with	other	traffic	using	other	streets	and	driveways	in	the	immediate	area.		
The	proposed	 intersection	modifications	will	 alleviate	 these	 existing	 conflicts,	 and	 is	 expected	 to	 improve	
eastbound	 “right‐turn	 on	 red”	 operations	 (compared	 to	 that	 of	 the	 current	 right‐turn	 only	 “roadway”),	
should	 such	 turns	be	permitted	 in	 the	 future,	due	 to	 improved	visibility	 of	 southbound	 through	 traffic	on	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	removal	of	the	existing	traffic	
island.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐81	

The	capacity	analysis	(Critical	Movement	Analysis	‐	CMA,	page	4.1‐45)	notes	that	the	Level	of	Service	(LOS)	
for	 this	 intersection	 has	 been	 "manually"	 adjusted	 to	 LOS	 F,	 in	 spite	 of	 the	 calculations	 presented	 in	 the	
Traffic	Study	and	DEIR	that	display	the	Volume/Capacity	(V/C)	ratio	as	0.756	(LOS	C).		While	I	do	not	dispute	
the	observation	 that	 the	 intersection	 is	over‐capacity	during	 the	PM	peak	hour,	 the	analysis	 should	be	re‐
done	 so	 that	 the	 adjustments	 are	 disclosed	 and	 validated	 so	 that	 the	 before	 and	 after	 V/C	 ratios	 are	
calculated	 consistently	 over	 0.90.	 	 Findings	 of	 no	 impact	 cannot	 be	 relied	 upon	 without	 a	 more	 analytic	
presentation	of	the	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐81	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1.	 	 The	 commenter	
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misunderstands	the	adjustments	to	the	CMA	analyses	described	in	the	Project	TIA	and	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	
EIR.	 	No	actual	modifications	to	the	calculations	included	in	those	analyses	(for	either	Sunset	Boulevard	or	
Santa	Monica	Boulevard)	were	performed.		Rather,	only	the	resulting	levels	of	service	(“LOS”)	were	adjusted	
from	the	calculated	values	to	set	them	at	LOS	F	(for	all	intersections	along	Sunset	Boulevard)	or	LOS	E	(for	all	
intersections	 along	 Santa	Monica	 Boulevard)	 during	 both	 the	 AM	 and	 PM	 peak	 hours,	 in	 order	 to	 reflect	
observed	conditions	on	those	facilities	during	these	time	periods.		This	adjustment	is	a	typical	and	accepted	
methodology	 for	 evaluating	 potential	 Project‐related	 impacts	 at	 intersections	 that	 exhibit	 high	 levels	 of	
congestion	and/or	reduced	 traffic	 flow	progression,	which	can	result	 in	 reduced	 traffic	volumes	 travelling	
through	 such	 intersections	 (due	 to	 congestion	 on	 the	 “far	 side”	 of	 the	 intersection	 that	 prevents	 vehicles	
from	 entering	 or	 passing	 through	 the	 intersection),	 which	 in	 turn	 results	 in	 inordinately	 good	 levels	 of	
service	at	these	locations	(associated	with	the	lower	intersection	“throughput”).		However,	the	adjustment	of	
the	 LOS	 to	 reflect	 LOS	 E	 or	 LOS	 F	 conditions	 also	 reduces	 the	 threshold	 for	 significant	 impacts	 at	 these	
locations,	 thereby	 making	 it	 more	 likely	 that	 a	 project’s	 incremental	 traffic	 could	 produce	 a	 significant	
impact.		Therefore,	the	CMA	modifications	noted	by	the	commenter	represent	a	more	conservative	analysis	
of	potential	Project‐related	 impacts	 than	 the	use	of	unadjusted	 levels	of	service	based	solely	on	 the	actual	
traffic	volumes	passing	through	the	intersections.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐82	

Further,	the	impact	of	removing	this	free	right	turn	from	the	intersection	is	likely	to	have	significant	impacts,	
particularly	 with	 the	 volume	 of	 pedestrian	 traffic.	 	 No	 analysis	 is	 provided	 for	 the	 intersection	with	 and	
without	the	proposed	circulation	change.		A	revised	study	should	address	this	issue.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐82	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic‐related	 pedestrian	 safety	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	
commenter	 states	 that	 the	 proposed	 modification	 of	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 “…is	 likely	 to	 have	 significant	 impacts,	 particularly	 with	 the	
volume	of	pedestrian	traffic”,	but	does	not	provide	any	evidence	(pedestrian	traffic	count	data	or	analyses)	
to	 support	 this	 assertion.	 	 Further,	 the	 proposed	 modifications	 will	 result	 in	 a	 relatively	 standard	
intersection	 design,	 where	 the	 right‐turn	 lane	 extends	 to	 the	 intersection	 itself	 (vehicle	 limit	 line	 or	
crosswalk	boundary),	and	pedestrians	cross	the	street	(Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	“in	front”	of	the	right‐
turn	lane,	generally	during	a	controlled	“walk”	pedestrian	indication	in	the	traffic	signal	cycle.		As	detailed	in	
the	Project	TIA,	the	proposed	intersection	modifications	will	remove	an	existing	right‐turn	only	“roadway”	
that	diverges	from	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	approximately	150	feet	west	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
and	 reconnects	 to	 that	 street	 approximately	 150	 feet	 south	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 However,	 this	 existing	
condition	 is	 unsafe	 for	 pedestrians,	 particularly	 at	 night,	 as	 there	 is	 no	 “walk/don’t	 walk”	 control	 for	
pedestrians	crossing	the	right‐turn	roadway	between	the	“main”	Project	Site	and	the	raised	triangular	island	
at	the	very	southwest	corner	of	the	intersection,	nor	is	there	any	indication	or	warning	for	vehicles	intent	on	
using	 this	 right‐turn	 “roadway”	 that	 pedestrians	 may	 be	 crossing	 their	 path.	 	 The	 proposed	 intersection	
modification	will	remove	this	existing	safety	hazard.		A	review	of	the	existing	eastbound	right‐turn	volumes	
at	 the	 subject	 intersection,	 as	 shown	 in	 Figures	 10(a)	 and	 10(b)	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 indicates	 that	 the	
demands	for	this	move	are	relatively	 light,	with	a	total	of	approximately	62	vehicles	making	the	right‐turn	
during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	about	82	vehicles	turning	right	during	the	PM	peak	hour.	 	Further,	after	the	
Project	is	completed,	occupied,	and	fully	operational	(anticipated	by	the	year	2018),	the	forecast	peak	hour	
traffic	volumes	for	the	eastbound	right‐turn	move	(including	ambient	traffic	growth	and	trips	generated	by	
the	38	identified	“related	projects”	in	the	study	area),	is	only	expected	to	be	about	107	vehicles	during	the	
AM	peak	hour,	and	about	100	vehicles	during	the	PM	peak	hour	as	shown	in	Figures	15(a)	and	15(b)	of	the	
Project	TIA.	 	Even	with	 these	anticipated	 levels	of	 traffic	 in	 the	 future,	 the	new	eastbound	 right‐turn	 lane	
(following	implementation	of	the	proposed	intersection	modifications)	would	be	expected	to	typically	serve	
approximately	 five	 to	 six	 vehicles	 per	 signal	 cycle	 (assuming	 a	 peak	 arrival	 rate	 of	 1.5	 times	 the	 average	
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arrival	 rate,	 and	 a	 signal	 cycle	 length	 of	 120	 seconds,	 or	 30	 cycles	 per	 hour).	 	 This	 level	 of	 traffic	 is	 not	
expected	to	experience	any	atypical	delays	or	other	impacts	associated	with	pedestrians	crossing	the	south	
leg	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(compared	to	other	similar	locations).	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	removal	of	the	existing	traffic	island	and	pedestrian	and	bicycle	access	and	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐83	

4.		New	Traffic	Signals	for	Hayvenhurst	[sic]	Avenue	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue	

Two	new	traffic	signals	are	proposed	to	assist	the	project	access	plans	for	Hayvenhurst	[sic]	Avenue,	a	local	
residential	street.		Hayvenhurst	[sic]	Avenue	is	a	short	block	west	of	Crescent	Heights,	a	congested	Secondary	
Highway.	 	 There	may	 be	 tradeoffs	 between	 the	 project	 access	 needs	 and	 the	 traffic	 flows	 on	 Sunset	 and	
Fountain.		A	revised	study	should	include	a	traffic	flow	simulation	(such	as	provided	in	NETSIM)	to	evaluate	
the	traffic	flow	impacts	of	these	new	traffic	signals.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐83	

The	Draft	EIR	discussed	Project‐related	traffic	system	improvements	and	intersection	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1.		The	proposed	new	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	is	proposed	as	
a	Project	feature	to	facilitate	the	Project’s	proposed	“no	left‐turn”	exit	restrictions	from	its	Havenhurst	Drive	
driveway	 (which,	 in	 turn,	 are	 proposed	 in	 order	 to	 reduce	 Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 the	 residential	
developments	 on	 this	 street	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site).	 	 This	 proposed	 signal	 will	 be	 actuated	 for	 the	
northbound	Havenhurst	 Drive	 approach,	 in	 order	 to	minimize	 disruptions	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 “through”	
traffic	 flows	 by	 providing	 a	 “green”	 signal	 indication	 for	 vehicles	 approaching	 the	 intersection	 from	
Havenhurst	Drive	only	when	vehicles	are	present	on	this	approach,	and	which	is	expected	to	occur	primarily	
during	the	morning	periods	when	residents	of	the	Project	Site	are	leaving.	 	Note	that	this	traffic	signal	will	
also	 provide	 enhanced	 access	 to	 westbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 for	 current	 (non‐Project)	 residents	 of	
Havenhurst	Drive	between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue,	who	are	anticipated	to	take	advantage	of	
this	new	signal	to	eliminate	the	long	waits	for	gaps	in	Sunset	Boulevard	traffic	to	turn	left	(westbound),	or	
the	 “around	 the	block”	 travel	 south	 to	Fountain	Avenue	 then	westward	 (potentially	 to	 the	already	heavily	
congested	 intersection	 at	 La	 Cienega	 Boulevard)	 to	 travel	 back	 north	 to	 reacquire	 westbound	 Sunset	
Boulevard.		This	new	signal	will	also	be	coordinated	with	the	existing	signal	at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
approximately	 450	 feet	 to	 the	 east	 (and	 with	 the	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Roxbury	 Drive	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood,	 about	 400	 feet	 to	 the	 west,	 if	 necessary	 or	 appropriate)	 in	 order	 to	 minimize	 operational	
conflicts	and	enhance	through	traffic	flows	on	Sunset	Boulevard.			

The	 commenter	 has	 indicated	 that	 the	 Project	 TIA	 should	 include	 a	 “…traffic	 flow	 simulation	 (such	 as	
provided	 in	 NETSIM)	 to	 evaluate	 the	 traffic	 flow	 impacts…”	 of	 the	 proposed	 new	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Havenhurst	 Drive	 project‐feature	 traffic	 signal	 (as	 well	 as	 for	 the	 proposed	 new	 signal	 at	
Fountain	 Avenue/Havenhurst	 Drive,	 which	 is	 recommended	 to	 mitigate	 the	 Proposed	 Project’s	 only	
significant	traffic	impact).		However,	the	analyses	prepared	for	the	Project	TIA	(contained	in	Appendix	H‐1	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR)	 fully	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 effects	 (and	 effectiveness)	 associated	with	 the	 proposed	 new	
traffic	signals,	and	as	such,	the	additional	analyses	(NETSIM)	suggested	by	the	commenter	are	unnecessary	
for	 several	 reasons.	 	 First,	 as	 noted	 earlier	 in	 this	 response,	 the	 new	 traffic	 signal	 proposed	 at	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 substantially	 affect	 the	 traffic	 flows	 along	 Sunset	
Boulevard,	since	its	operations	will	be	coordinated	with	those	of	the	two	“bracketing”	existing	traffic	signals	
(at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	to	the	east,	and	at	Roxbury	Drive	in	the	City	of	West	
Hollywood	 to	 the	 west).	 	 Additionally,	 as	 also	 noted	 above,	 the	 proposed	 location	 of	 this	 new	 signal	 is	
consistent	with	the	current	signal	locations	along	Sunset	Boulevard	through	the	study	area	(within	both	the	
City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood),	 as	 it	 is	 located	 approximately	 mid‐way	 between	
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Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	Roxbury	Drive	(450	feet	to	the	east	and	400	feet	to	the	west,	respectively,	as	
noted	 above);	 other	 existing	 traffic	 signals	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 within	 the	 study	 area	 are	 located	 at	
Sweetzer	 Avenue,	within	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood,	 approximately	 560	 feet	west	 of	 the	 Roxbury	 Drive	
signal,	 as	well	 as	 several	 existing	 signals	 located	within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 east	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard,	 including	 signals	 at	 Laurel	 Avenue,	 about	 330	 feet	 east	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 at	
Hayworth	 Avenue,	 about	 370	 feet	 east	 of	 Laurel	 Avenue,	 and	 at	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	 about	 340	 feet	 east	 of	
Hayworth	Avenue.		Therefore,	Sunset	Boulevard	through	the	Project	vicinity	currently	exhibits	a	total	of	six	
(6)	 existing	 traffic	 signals	 within	 an	 approximately	 2,500‐foot	 segment	 (between	 Sweetzer	 Avenue	 and	
Fairfax	 Avenue),	 representing	 an	 average	 distance	 between	 the	 signals	 of	 about	 420	 feet.	 	 As	 such,	 the	
proposed	new	Project‐feature	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	represents	a	relatively	
typical	distance	between	traffic	signals	along	the	subject	segment	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	is	not	expected	to	
significantly	impact	traffic	flows	along	this	transportation	corridor.	 	Further,	as	noted	earlier,	the	proposed	
new	signal	will	be	fully	actuated	(with	Sunset	Boulevard	traffic	stopped	only	briefly	when	demands	on	the	
northbound	 approach	 of	Havenhurst	 Drive	 dictate),	 and	will	 also	 be	 equipped	with	 and	 connected	 to	 the	
existing	City	of	Los	Angeles	ATSAC/ATCS	signal	coordination	system,	which	will	minimize	or	eliminate	any	
potential	 additional	 delays	 that	 may	 otherwise	 occur	 due	 to	 the	 installation	 of	 the	 proposed	 new	 signal.		
Finally,	 it	 is	 important	 to	note	 that	 the	Project	TIA	 included	a	detailed	 traffic	 signal	 “warrant”	 analysis,	 in	
order	to	determine	whether	the	installation	of	the	new	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	is	
needed	(or	should	be	considered	due	to	existing	and/or	 forecast	area	traffic	conditions).	 	These	“warrant”	
analyses	include	an	evaluation	of	the	distances	from	the	proposed	signal	to	the	next	nearest	existing	signals,	
to	assure	that	traffic	signals	are	not	placed	too	closely	together.	 	As	described	on	pages	51,	90‐91	and	123,	
and	in	Appendix	D,	of	the	Project	TIA,	not	only	do	the	signal	“warrant”	analyses	indicate	that	the	intersection	
of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	 is	 a	 location	 that	 should	be	 considered	 for	a	new	 traffic	 signal	
(based	on	current	and	 future	 traffic	volumes	and	 intersection	operations),	 it	meets	 the	applicable	warrant	
(“Warrant	 6”)	 regarding	 acceptable	 distances	 to	 the	 nearest	 existing	 signals,	 and	 as	 such,	 will	 not	 be	
expected	to	result	in	significant	impacts	to	traffic	flows	along	Sunset	Boulevard.	

The	 second	 new	 traffic	 signal	 is	 a	 proposed	 Project	 impact	 mitigation	 measure	 for	 the	 intersection	 of	
Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 Similar	 to	 the	 Project‐feature	 signal	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Havenhurst	 Drive,	 this	 new	 signal	 will	 also	 be	 actuated	 for	 vehicles	 using	 both	 the	 northbound	 and	
southbound	approaches	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	and	will	be	coordinated	with	the	existing	signals	at	Fountain	
Avenue	 and	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 (about	 360	 feet	 to	 the	 east)	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Sweetzer	
Avenue	(about	800	feet	to	the	west)	in	order	to	minimize	delays	for	Fountain	Avenue	“through”	traffic.	 	As	
with	 the	 proposed	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	Havenhurst	 Drive	 described	 earlier	 in	 this	
response,	and	as	analyzed	on	pages	51,	90‐91	and	123,	and	in	Appendix	D,	of	the	Project	TIA,	the	location	of	
the	proposed	new	signal	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	(regarding	its	distances	from	the	nearest	
“bracketing”	 signals	 at	 Sweetzer	Avenue	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard),	 and	as	 such,	 is	not	expected	 to	
substantially	affect	traffic	flows	along	Fountain	Avenue.		Additionally,	as	with	the	proposed	signal	at	Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 this	 signal	 will	 also	 be	 fully	 actuated	 based	 on	 traffic	 demands	 on	
Havenhurst	Drive,	and	will	 also	be	 coordinated	with	 the	operations	of	 the	 two	bracketing	 intersections	 to	
minimize	delays	along	Fountain	Avenue.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐84	

The	DEIR	 and	Traffic	 Study	 do	 not	 present	 analyses	 examining	 the	 ''Warrants"	 and	 justification	 for	 these	
traffic	 signal	and	an	analysis	of	 the	possible	 traffic	 flow	 impacts	on	 the	 intersecting	arterial	 streets.	These	
additional	items	should	be	included	in	a	revised	study.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐84	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1.	 	 The	 commenter	
erroneously	 states	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 Project	 TIA	 do	 not	 present	 any	 “warrants”	 for	 either	 of	 the	
proposed	 new	 (Project‐feature	 or	mitigation‐related)	 traffic	 signals.	 	 The	warrants	 for	 the	 signals	 at	 each	
location,	along	with	all	warrant	worksheets	and	supporting	data	and	calculations,	are	presented	in	Appendix	
D	 of	 the	 TIA,	 and	 discussed	 as	 appropriate	 on	 page	 4.J‐66	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 shown	 in	
Appendix	D	of	the	TIA,	the	proposed	Project‐feature	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	will	
meet	 five	 of	 the	 applicable	 11	 signal	 warrants.	 	 Conversely,	 the	 potential	 mitigation‐related	 signal	 at	
Fountain	 Avenue	 and	Havenhurst	 Drive	will	 not	meet	 any	 of	 the	 11	 technical	warrants,	 although	 as	 also	
described	in	Appendix	D,	failure	to	meet	the	warrants	does	not	preclude	the	installation	of	a	signal,	and	there	
are	a	number	of	other	reasons	why	such	a	signal	is	recommended,	including	enhanced	access	(and	reduced	
delays)	to	and	from	Fountain	Avenue	for	(non‐Project)	residents	on	Havenhurst	Drive	(both	north	and	south	
of	Fountain	Avenue).		The	Project	TIA	already	includes	the	requested	signal	warrants,	and	as	such,	no	further	
analyses	are	necessary.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐85	

Also,	the	provision	of	two	new	traffic	signals	on	a	residential	street	has	the	potential	of	attracting	by‐	pass	
traffic	from	the	parallel	congested	arterial,	Crescent	Heights.		The	possible	diverted	traffic	may	increase	the	
level	of	traffic	so	that	a	conclusion	of	significant	residential	traffic	impacts	to	that	street	is	 likely,	requiring	
additional	traffic	mitigation	measures.		A	revised	study	should	address	this	issue.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐85	

The	Draft	EIR	discussed	Project‐related	traffic	system	improvements	and	intersection	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	 It	 is	 not	 anticipated	 that	 the	 installation	 of	 new	 signals	 at	 both	 ends	 of	 the	 segment	 of	
Havenhurst	Drive	between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue	will	result	in	any	significant	cut‐through	
traffic,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.	 	First,	 there	are	already	a	series	(three)	of	speed	humps	along	this	
segment	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	which	are	intended	to	slow	traffic	speeds	along	this	roadway,	making	it	a	less	
viable	(time‐saving)	cut‐through	route.	 	Further,	as	is	the	case	in	similar	circumstances,	 it	is	recommended	
that	the	two	new	traffic	signals	(at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	at	Fountain	Avenue)	be	intentionally	“miss‐timed”	
so	 that	 potential	 cut‐through	 vehicles	 entering	 one	 end	 of	 this	 street	 segment	 will	 have	 to	 wait	 at	 the	
opposite	“exit”	location,	further	increasing	their	delays	and	further	reducing	the	viability	of	this	segment	of	
Havenhurst	Drive	as	a	cut‐through	route	(without	excessively	increasing	typical	delays	at	either	location	for	
residents	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive).	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 potential	 installation	 of	 both	 proposed	 signals	 is	 not	
expected	to	encourage	any	additional	cut‐through	traffic	on	the	subject	segment	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	and	no	
significant	“secondary”	impacts	due	to	additional	traffic	on	this	street	are	anticipated.	

COMMENT	NO.	B1‐86	

5.		Driveway	on	Sunset	Boulevard	

One	major	driveway	is	proposed	for	access	to	the	Shopping	Center	from	Sunset	Boulevard.		According	to	the	
project	description	 this	driveway	would	have	 limited	egress	 (right	 turn	only).	 	This	 is	 explanation	 for	 the	
proposed	new	 traffic	 signal	 at	Hayvenhurst	 [sic]	Avenue	and	Sunset.	 	There	are	no	 limitations	on	 ingress.		
From	field	observations,	from	the	levels	of	congestion	on	Sunset	Boulevard,	there	would	appear	to	be	major	
difficulties	in	making	a	westbound	left	turn	into	this	shopping	center	driveway.		Left	turn	ingress	should	be	
restricted	 because	 of	 impacts	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 assumed	 left	 turns	 at	 this	 driveway	 need	 to	 be	
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reassigned	 to	west‐bound	 left	 turns	at	Crescent	Heights	 and	evaluated	 tor	 impacts	 at	 that	 intersection.	 	A	
revised	study	should	address	this	issue.	

In	 summary,	 there	 are	 a	 number	 of	 traffic	 and	 circulation	 issues	 raised	 in	 the	DEIR	 that	 have	 inadequate	
analysis.		It	is	my	opinion	that	the	Traffic	Study	needs	to	be	corrected	and	the	additional	analysis	should	be	
re‐circulated	in	a	revised	DEIR.	

If	there	are	any	questions	regarding	the	above	comments,	please	do	not	hesitate	to	contact	me.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B1‐86	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	access	and	circulation	 impacts	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1.	 	 The	 commenter	
states		that	the	proposed	project	driveway	on	Sunset	Boulevard	would	provide	(right	turn	only)	egress	and	
that	this	is	the	justification	for	the	installation	for	the	proposed	new	Project‐feature	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 However,	 the	 Project	 driveway	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 is	 designed	 (and	
described	and	analyzed	in	the	Project	TIA	and	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR)	as	an	entry‐only	driveway	for	the	
Project’s	commercial	components	 (no	residential	entry	at	 this	driveway	 is	envisioned),	with	both	 left‐turn	
and	right‐turn	entry	moves	allowed,	and	no	exits	onto	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	existing	site	driveway,	which	is	
in	approximately	the	same	location	as	the	Project’s	proposed	new	entry‐only	driveway,	also	currently	allows	
both	left‐turn	and	right‐turn	entry	moves,	although	it	also	allows	both	left‐turn	and	right‐turn	exits	from	the	
site	onto	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	with	the	existing	site	driveway,	westbound	left‐turn	entry	at	this	location	is	
anticipated	to	be	relatively	light,	with	only	about	six	vehicles	making	this	move	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	
about	16	vehicles	making	the	move	during	the	PM	peak	hour	(as	shown	in		Figures	7(a)	and	7(b)	on	pages	43	
and	44	of	the	Project	TIA),	due	primarily	to	high	traffic	volumes	and	limited	“gaps”	in	traffic	on	eastbound	
Sunset	Boulevard	(as	also	 indicated	 in	Appendix	A	of	 the	Project	TIA,	approximately	15	vehicles	currently	
make	the	westbound	left‐turn	into	the	Project	Site	at	the	existing	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway	during	the	AM	
peak	hour,	and	about	12	vehicles	do	so	during	the	PM	peak	hour).	 	Therefore,	 the	proposed	Project	 is	not	
expected	to	substantially	change	the	westbound	left‐turn	volume	into	the	site’s	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway,	
and	no	 increased	effects	on	Sunset	Boulevard	 traffic	 flows	due	 to	 the	proposed	operations	of	 the	new	site	
driveway	are	expected.	 	For	 further	discussion	of	Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 traffic,	 transportation,	 access,	
and	parking,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐152	
	

LETTER	NO.	B2	

Cyd	Zeigler	
PLUM	Committee	Chair	
Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐1	

The	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	PLUM	Committee	held	a	meeting	Wednesday,	 Jan.7,	with	
stakeholders	and	AG	SCH	8150	Sunset	Boulevard,	the	developers	of	the	property	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
meeting	was	 held	 in	 accordance	with	 the	 Brown	Act	 Approximately	 100	 stakeholders	were	 present.	 This	
letter	 is	 submitted	 with	 the	 approval	 of	 the	 HHWNC	 PLUM	 Committee	 on	 Jan.14,	 2015	 (3	 yes,	 0	 no,	 1	
abstain).	

The	meeting	on	 Jan.7	was	a	 two‐hour	exploration	of	 the	DEIR	 for	 the	project.	Various	questions	were	 left	
unanswered.	The	committee	requests	the	further	study	of	these	issues:	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐1	

This	comment	provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	B2‐2	through	B2‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐2	

 How	effective	are	"right	turn	only"	signs	coming	out	of	structures,	as	 is	proposed	on	Hayvenhurst?	
[sic]	Many	on	the	committee	have	seen	these	signs	and	efforts	completely	ignored,	even	as	close	as	
the	structure	at	8000	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐2	

As	stated	on	page	4.J‐28	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 in	the	Draft	EIR,	the	egress	point	at	
the	Havenhurst	Drive	 (non‐commercial	 truck)	driveway	would	be	 “right‐turn	only	 exit	 for	 residential	 and	
commercial	 traffic.”	 	 In	 addition	 to	 the	 proposed	 “No	 Left	 Turn”	 exit	 signage	 at	 the	 proposed	 Project’s	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway,	 the	 actual	 driveway	 exit	 lane	 itself	 will	 be	 designed	 and	 constructed	 to	
physically	prevent	vehicles	from	turning	left	(to	the	extent	feasible)	onto	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive.		In	
response	 to	 this	 comment	 and	 others	 regarding	 left‐turn	 movements	 from	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 exit	
driveway,	a	Project	Design	Feature	that	would	prevent	exiting	vehicles	from	making	left‐turns	was	added	to	
Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 as	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.J‐5	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	
Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐3	

 LAFD	code	requires	 that	 four	hydrants	at	site	deliver	9,000	gallons	per	minute	(gpm)	 for	high‐rise	
alternatives.	 Current	water	main	 only	 has	 capacity	 to	 deliver	 3,750	 gpm.	The	DEIR	 refers	 to	DWP	
Service	Advisory	Request	 38449,	 but	 it	 is	 not	 contained	 in	DEIR.	What	 is	 the	DWP's	 timetable	 for	
making	upgrades	to	infrastructure	required	by	code?	And	what	are	the	developer's	plans	to	pay	for	
the	DWP	upgrades	necessary	for	their	project?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐3	

Issues	 related	 to	 fire	 flow	 and	 requirements	 and	 associated	 impacts	were	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	
Protection	 and	 Emergency	Medical	 Services,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 G	 of	 the	
Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 comment	 states	 that	 the	Draft	 EIR	 did	 not	 provide	 an	 assessment	 of	water	 infrastructure	
upgrades	that	might	be	required,	and	did	not	include	a	SAR..		However,	as	indicated	in	the	Draft	EIR	table	of	
contents	on	page	ii,	utility	correspondence	and	technical	data,	including	the	referenced	SAR,	was	provided	in	
the	document,	in	Appendix	I.		It	should	be	noted,	however,	that	there	was	a	typographical	error	in	a	footnote	
on	page	4.1.1‐5,	in	Section	I.1,	Fire	Protection	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	accurately	reflected	in	the	Draft	EIR	table	
of	 contents,	 the	 SAR	was	 included	 in	Appendix	 I	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 not	Appendix	G.	 	 This	 correction	 to	 the	
footnote	on	page	4.1.1‐5,	 in	Section	I.1,	Fire	Protection	of	the	Draft	EIR	was	incorporated	into	Chapter	3.0,	
Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	in	the	RP‐DEIR.			

An	assessment	of	the	Project’s	required	fire	flow	is	provided	on	pages	4.I.1‐15	and	4.I.1‐16	of	the	Draft	EIR.		
As	 discussed	 therein,	 per	 correspondence	 from	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Fire	 Department	 (LAFD)	 dated	
September	 19,	 2013,	 a	 fire	 flow	 of	 9,000	 gpm	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 from	 four	 to	 six	 fire	 hydrants	would	 be	
required	 to	 adequately	 serve	 the	 site.	 	 According	 to	 a	 fire	 flow	 assessment	 performed	 for	 the	 Project	 by	
LADWP	in	March	2016,	existing	water	facilities	serving	the	Project	Site	could	achieve	up	to	9,000	gpm	from	
six	 hydrants	 flowing	 simultaneously,	 which	 would	 satisfy	 the	 stated	 LAFD	 fire	 flow	 requirement	 for	 the	
Project	 (please	 see	 Appendix	 C	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR	 for	 fire	 flow	 assessment	 results	 provided	 by	 LADWP).		
Nonetheless,	 fire	 flow	 and	 installation	 of	 hydrants	 for	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	
requirements	of	Division	9,	Section	57.09.06	of	the	Fire	Code	and	subject	to	the	review	and	approval	of	the	
LAFD	during	plan	check.		All	on‐site	fire	flow‐related	improvements	would	be	constructed	and	funded	by	the	
Project	Applicant,	as	would	any	necessary	Project‐specific	off‐site	upgrades	required	to	meet	applicable	fire	
flow	requirements	in	the	Fire	Code.	All	necessary	infrastructure	improvements/upgrades	to	meet	fire	flow	
requirements	would	be	required	to	be	made	prior	to	building	occupancy.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	to	serve	Project‐related	demands,	including	required	fire	flows.	

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐4	

 What	is	the	impact	of	8150	Sunset	business	employee	parking	on	hillside	streets	‐	both	flow	of	traffic	
and	available	parking?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐4	

It	should	be	noted	that,	as	discussed	on	page	4.A‐10	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	pursuant	to	
Senate	Bill	743	(Public	Resources	Code	Section	21099(d)(1))	“…parking	impacts	of	a	residential,	mixed‐use	
residential,	 or	 employment	 center	 project	 on	 an	 infill	 site	 within	 a	 transit	 priority	 area	 shall	 not	 be	
considered	significant	impacts	on	the	environment.”		As	such,	parking	impacts	for	the	Project	are	not	to	be	
considered	significant.		Nonetheless,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation.	Specifically,	parking	impacts	are	analyzed	under	Impact	Statement	TR‐7	beginning	on	page	
4.J‐59.		As	analyzed	therein,	no	significant	off‐site	spill	over	parking	impacts	onto	adjacent	residential	streets	
or	into	nearby	commercial	areas	as	a	result	of	inadequate	on‐site	parking	are	anticipated	and	no	significant	
impact	relative	to	parking	would	occur.		Also,	the	parking	requirement	calculations	provided	therein	include	
parking	for	business	employee	parking.		It	should	be	noted	that	on‐street	parking	in	the	surrounding	area	is	
generally	limited	to	permit‐restricted	parking	during	the	evening	hours.		Specifically,	Havenhurst	Drive	and	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	adjacent	to	and	south	of	the	Project	Site	(i.e.,	south	of	Sunset	Boulevard)	allow	
parking	on	the	street	between	7	PM	and	6	AM	daily,	with	permit‐only	parking	allowed	outside	these	hours,	
and	no	on‐street	parking	is	allowed	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	Parking	on	
Laurel	Avenue	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	is	two‐hour	maximum	between	8	AM	and	6	PM,	and	permit‐only	
outside	these	hours,	while	south	of	Sunset	Boulevard	parking	is	permit‐restricted	during	evening	hours	but	
is	not	limited	to	two	hours	during	the	day.		On	Monteel	Road	and	Selma	Avenue	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard,	
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parking	on	the	street	is	limited	to	a	two‐hour	maximum	between	6	AM	and	10	PM,	with	no	parking	allowed	
outside	these	hours.		Parking	on	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	is	meter‐controlled	just	
north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	but	farther	north	is	limited	to	two‐hour	maximum	between	8	AM	and	6	PM	and	
permit‐restricted	during	 the	evening.	 	Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 for	 further	discussion	of	 the	
Project’s	parking	impacts.		

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐5	

 What	will	be	 the	 location	of	approximately	1,000	bicycle	racks,	and	how	will	 that	many	bikes	 flow	
into	and	out	of	the	property	on	a	given	day?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐5	

As	shown	in	Figures	2‐4,	2‐5,	2‐9,	2‐10,	and	2‐11	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	short‐	
and	 long‐term	bicycle	parking	would	be	provided	on	various	 levels,	both	 inside	and	outside	 the	proposed	
structure,	 in	order	to	serve	the	various	uses	on‐site.	 	As	discussed	on	page	4.J‐9	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	although	
there	 are	 presently	 no	 bicycle	 routes	 within	 proximity	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 there	 are	 a	 number	 of	 study	
corridors	and	proposed	bike	lanes	in	the	vicinity	under	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	the	City’s	2010	
Bicycle	 Plan.	 	 Bicycle	 parking	 is	 accordingly	 provided	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 in	 order	 to	 facilitate	 bicycle	
transportation	in	accordance	with	LAMC	requirements.	The	number	of	bicycles	that	may	eventually	be	used	
on	a	given	day,	as	well	as	the	routes	utilized,	is	speculative	at	this	time	and	beyond	the	scope	of	the	EIR.		See	
Response	to	Comment	B2‐6	below	for	more	information	on	potential	future	bicycle	usage.	

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐6	

 What	 plans	 are	 there	 for	 bike	 lane	 improvements	 on	 the	 nearby	 streets	 to	 accommodate	 the	
proposed	increase	in	bicycle	usage?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐6	

The	Project	will	include	bicycle	parking,	as	noted	above	in	Response	to	Comment	B2‐5,	but	will	not	provide	
other	bicycle‐related	improvements	beyond	the	Project	Site	itself	with	the	exception	of	potential	crosswalk	
enhancements	 associated	 with	 proposed	 intersection	 improvements	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	and	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		However,	both	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	
the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 have	 developed	 plans	 and	 programs	 for	 bicycle‐related	 facilities	 and	 other	
improvements	 to	 facilitate	bicycle	use	within	 their	 respective	 jurisdictions,	which	are	 further	discussed	 in	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	safety.			

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐7	

 What	is	the	cumulative	effect	of	a	reasonable	projection	of	future	projects	in	the	area?	We	would	like	
to	 see	 projections	 based	 on	 current	 projects	 under	 consideration	 and	 assuming	 the	 same	 rate	 of	
approved	construction	over	the	previous	three	years.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐7	

The	basis	and	approach	for	evaluating	cumulative	impacts	associated	with	past,	present	and	future	projects	
is	described	in	Chapter	3.0,	General	Description	of	Environmental	Setting,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	stated	therein,	
buildout	 of	 the	proposed	Project	 is	 forecasted	 to	 occur	 in	2017.	 	Accordingly,	 the	Draft	EIR	 considers	 the	
effects	 of	 other	 known	proposed	development	projects	 that	may	be	 constructed	between	2013	 and	2018.		
The	list	of	related	projects	was	provided	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	
and	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood,	 and	 was	 expanded	 based	 on	 review	 of	 other	 recent	 environmental	
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documents.		The	area	for	which	the	related	projects	are	identified	is	the	study	area	that	was	identified	for	the	
traffic	 analysis,	 i.e.	 the	 area	 in	 which	 the	 Project	 might	 substantially	 affect	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 The	
development	of	38	related	projects	is	anticipated	in	the	Project	study	area	(12	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	
26	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood).		Table	3‐1,	Related	Projects,	in	the	Draft	EIR	summarizes	the	location,	land	
use,	 and	size	of	 each	 related	project.	 	The	analysis	of	 cumulative	development	 also	assumes	a	1.0	percent	
average	 annual	 growth	 factor	 in	 traffic	 levels	 between	 2013	 and	 2018.	 	 The	 projected	 cumulative	
development	is	addressed	in	the	analyses	of	each	of	the	environmental	issues	in	Chapter	4.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		
Each	 sub‐section	 in	 Chapter	 4.0	 includes	 a	 cumulative	 impact	 assessment	 following	 the	 Project‐specific	
assessment	of	impacts.						

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐8	

 What	 is	 the	 impact	 of	 increased	 traffic	 on	 Hollywood	 Blvd.	 west	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon?	 Currently	
commuters	are	using	it	as	an	alternative	to	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐8	

Traffic	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	are	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	in	the	
Draft	 EIR,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 noted	 in	 the	 Project’s	 Memorandum	 of	
Understanding	with	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	which	is	included	as	Appendix	
H‐4	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	study	intersections	were	identified	on	Hollywood	Boulevard	west	of	Laurel	Canyon	
Boulevard	 per	 LADOT’s	 traffic	 analysis	 methodology.	 	 The	 proposed	 Project	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 result	 in	
significant	 increases	 in	 traffic	 volumes	 on	 the	 segments	 of	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 west	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	
Boulevard,	 since,	 at	 this	 point,	 westward	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 becomes	 a	 winding,	 two‐lane	 residential	
street	that	is	generally	not	conducive	to	through	traffic.		Additionally,	the	proposed	Project	is	not	expected	to	
significantly	 impact	 the	 intersection	 of	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard,	 which	 is	 the	
eastern	 access	 to	 the	 portions	 of	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 to	 the	 west.	 	 Further,	 ingress	 to	
southbound/westbound	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 west	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 is	 available	 only	 from	
southbound	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	(no	left‐turns	from	northbound	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	or	through	
traffic	from	westbound	Hollywood	Boulevard	is	allowed).		Project‐related	traffic	impacts	to	the	intersection	
of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(the	continuation	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	south	of	
approximately	Hollywood	Boulevard)	or	to	any	of	the	intersections	along	Sunset	Boulevard	are	expected	to	
be	 less‐than‐significant	 based	 on	 impact	 criteria	 from	 both	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood,	 and,	 as	 such,	 no	 substantial	 increases	 in	 traffic	 volumes	 along	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 west	 of	
Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	due	to	the	development	of	the	proposed	Project	are	anticipated.	

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐9	

 We	have	conflicting	reports	about	the	assumed	current	number	of	trips	into	and	out	of	the	property.	
We	would	like	to	see	the	current	level	further	validated,	and	we	would	also	like	to	see	some	research	
into	the	probable	amount	this	has	increased	or	decreased	over	the	last	five	years.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐9	

Traffic	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	are	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	in	the	
Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1.		The	existing	traffic	generation	at	the	Project	Site	
was	discussed	on	page	4.J‐9	 in	 Section	4.J	 of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	 Empirical	 traffic	 counts	 at	 the	 existing	 site	 to	
“validate”	the	site’s	current	trip	generation	levels	are	not	appropriate.		Such	counts	would	be	dependent	on	
several	 factors	 that	 influence	 the	 actual	 number	 of	 trips	 generated	 by	 the	 existing	 site,	 such	 as	 economic	
conditions	and/or	“underperforming”	uses	that	would	be	replaced	by	potentially	more	successful	“like”	uses,	
and	would	simply	reflect	a	“snapshot”	of	the	activity	at	the	site	at	the	time	the	counts	were	conducted	rather	
than	providing	any	meaningful	correlation	to	the	trip	generating	potential	of	the	Project	Site’s	current	uses.		
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See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐75	and	B1‐77	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	and	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation	and	related	traffic	impacts.	

Regarding	the	request	for	additional	information	on	and	study	of	historic	traffic	conditions,	such	information	
is	not	relevant	for	purposes	of	CEQA,	which	takes	environmental	conditions	as	they	exist	at	the	time	of	the	
NOP	and	determines	the	likely	impacts	of	a	proposed	action	on	those	conditions.		

COMMENT	NO.	B2‐10	

 What	is	the	current	vacancy	rate	for	residential	and	commercial	spaces	within	a	mile?	The	DEIR	talks	
about	 the	 need	 for	 housing,	 yet	we	 see	 vacancy	 signs	 for	 business	 and	 residential	 spaces.	 Having	
vacant	spaces	hurts	the	neighborhood,	so	we	would	like	to	see	true	vacancy	rates	studies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B2‐10	

Economic	and	social	impacts	of	a	project,	though	they	may	be	considered	in	an	EIR,	do	not,	standing	alone,	
constitute	 “significant”	 impacts	 on	 the	physical	 environment	 that	must	be	 analyzed.	 	 (CEQA	Guidelines	 §§	
15064,	15382.)		However,	to	the	extent	that	a	change	in	economic	circumstances	may	be	an	indirect	source	
of	a	change	 in	 the	physical	environment,	 the	economic	change	may	be	relevant	 to	a	discussion	of	whether	
physical	 changes	 are	 “significant.”	 (Public	 Resources	 Code	 §§	 21068,	 21100,	 21151;	 CEQA	 Guidelines	 §	
15131(a)‐(b).)	 	 An	 analysis	 whether	 a	 project	 might	 be	 the	 economic	 catalyst	 for	 physical	 decay	 is	
accordingly	 often	 required	 to	 assess	 the	 impacts	 of	 large	 retail	 centers	 with	 the	 potential	 to	 negatively	
impact	 sales	 at	 existing	 stores	 in	 the	 urban	 center.	 The	 Project	 at	 issue	 here,	 however,	 would	 not	
substantially	increase	competition	for	retail	and	commercial	uses,	but	rather	would	create	a	complementary	
mix	of	commercial	uses	on	 the	Project	Site.	 	The	Project	Site	already	accommodates	80,000	square	 feet	of	
commercial	 and	 retail	 uses,	 and	 the	 total	 commercial	 floor	 area	 of	 the	 build	 alternatives	 does	 not	 exceed	
111,339	sf.		The	Reduced	Density	Alternative	(Alternative	4)	would	provide	only	83,500	square	feet	for	retail	
and	commercial	uses	and	the	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	(Alternative	5)	and	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	
Preservation	Alternative	(Alternative	6)	would	both	provide	less	commercial	space	than	currently	offered	–	
just	62,231	square	feet.		The	On‐Menu	Alternative	(Alternative	7)	has	only	50,000	square	feet	of	commercial	
space,	 the	Residential	 and	Hotel	Alternative	 (Alternative	8)	proposes	only	7,000	 square	 feet	of	 restaurant	
uses,	 and	 the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative	 (Alternative	 9)	
would	provide	65,000	square	feet	of	commercial	uses.		Please	see	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	a	detailed	
discussion	 of	 impacts	 under	 Alternative	 9.	 	 The	 suggestion	 that	 the	 Project	 will	 significantly	 impact	
competition	for	commercial	tenants	is	not	supported	by	the	facts.	

Furthermore,	the	comment	generally	discusses	vacancy	signs	in	the	neighborhood,	without	suggesting	that	
decay	or	deterioration	is	an	existing	condition	in	the	neighborhood	or	a	reasonably	foreseeable	consequence	
of	 the	 economic	 effects	 caused	by	 the	proposed	Project.	 	 Assumptions	 about	 the	 cascading	 effects	 of	 new	
competition	do	not	 trigger	 a	 legal	 obligation	 to	 conduct	 further	 analysis	under	CEQA.	 	Absent	 evidence	of	
blight,	 the	 vacancy	 signs	 observed	 by	 the	 commenter	 are	more	 likely	 than	 not	 evidence	 of	 unremarkable	
business	and	residential	turnover.		

Regarding	the	impacts	of	potential	residential	vacancies,	as	noted	in	Table	4.H‐2	in	Section	4.H,	Population,	
Housing,	 and	 Employment,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 housing	 growth	within	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 area	
between	 2013	 and	 2017	 is	 estimated	 to	 be	 3,176	 units,	 and	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.H‐6,	 the	most	 recent	
(2013‐2021)	SCAG	Regional	Housing	Needs	Assessment	(RHNA)	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	identifies	a	need	
for	82,002	housing	units	to	be	provided	by	2021.		Furthermore,	the	Project	is	being	proposed	in	response	to	
favorable	 market	 conditions	 that	 suggest	 that	 there	 is,	 in	 fact,	 a	 demand	 for	 new	 housing	 and	 quality	
commercial	uses	in	the	Project	area.					
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LETTER	NO.	B3	

Casey	Maddren	
Infrastructure	Chair,	
Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	
Home	Address:	
2141	Cahuenga	Blvd.,	Apt.	17	
Los	Angeles,	CA			90068	

COMMENT	NO.	B3‐1	

Below	 is	a	 comment	 that	 I	would	 like	 to	make	on	 the	DEIR	 for	 the	above	referenced	project,	8150	Sunset	
Blvd.,	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.	

I'd	also	like	to	say	that	I	was	frustrated	in	my	attempt	to	post	the	comment	on‐line	at	the	DCP's	web	page.		
While	 the	 page	 seemed	 to	 display	 properly,	 the	 text	 box	 indicated	 for	 comments	 was	 completely	
unresponsive.	 	I	hope	that	the	DCP	will	fix	this	problem	as	soon	as	possible.	 	 	Many	area	stakeholders	have	
shown	an	interest	in	commenting	on	this	project,	and	I	would	imagine	that	they	are	as	frustrated	as	I	am	by	
this	technical	problem.	

Thank	you	for	your	time.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B3‐1	

This	comment	provides	a	general	 introduction	to	 the	comment	raised	 in	 this	 letter,	which	 is	responded	to	
below	in	Response	to	Comment	B3‐2.		In	addition,	the	comment	pertaining	to	the	City’s	website	is	noted,	and	
the	 City	 apologizes	 for	 any	 inconvenience	 resulting	 from	 this	 issue.	 	 The	 City	 has	 not	 been	 aware	 of	 any	
recurring	technical	problems	on	the	website,	and	the	Department	of	City	Planning	made	every	effort	to	make	
the	website	and	commenting	procedure	as	“user	friendly”	as	possible.		Moreover,	this	comment	letter	and	a	
subsequent	 comment	 provided	 by	 the	 same	 commenter	 (Casey	 Maddren,	 HHWNC	 Infrastructure	 Chair	
Letter	 B32)	 regarding	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 were	 received	 on	 January	 11,	 2015	 and	 November	 9,	 2016,	 which	 is	
within	the	respective	public	review	periods	for	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	and	responses	to	the	comments	
in	these	letters	are	provided	in	this	Final	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B3‐2	

I	 believe	 there	 are	 numerous	 deficiencies	 in	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 project,	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR,	
including	 inadequate	 or	misleading	 information	 regarding	 traffic,	 public	 transit,	 wastewater	management	
and	other	potential	 impacts.	 	 	However,	by	 far	 the	most	serious	omission	 is	 the	 lack	of	 information	on	the	
upgrades	 necessary	 to	 meet	 the	 LAFD	 code.	 	 I'm	 referring	 specifically	 to	 the	 failure	 to	 provide	 a	 DWP	
assessment	of	upgrades	required	to	provide	the	necessary	water	flow	to	the	4	fire	hydrants	which	will	serve	
the	site.	

The	DEIR	 clearly	 states	 that	 the	 4	 hydrants	must	 provide	 a	 flow	of	 9,000	 gallons	 per	minute	 (gpm)	 for	 a	
project	of	this	height.		It	also	clearly	states	that	the	capacity	of	current	infrastructure	will	only	provide	3,750	
gpm.	 	The	DWP	apparently	completed	a	Service	Advisory	Request	(SAR	Number	38449),	approved	in	 July,	
2013.	 	 The	 SAR	 is	 referenced	 in	 a	 footnote	 on	 page	 4.1.1‐5,	 with	 a	 note	 saying	 that	 it	 can	 be	 found	 in	
Appendix	G	of	the	DEIR.	However,	the	SAR	is	nowhere	to	be	found	in	the	appendix.	
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I	have	contacted	the	DWP	twice	asking	to	obtain	a	copy	of	the	SAR,	and	have	not	yet	received	it.		I	believe	this	
is	a	crucial	piece	of	 information	 if	stakeholders	are	to	assess	the	project's	 fire	safety.	 	While	the	developer	
apparently	has	assumed	responsibility	for	upgrades	in	order	to	meet	the	project's	daily	water	requirements,	
there	is	no	discussion	of	upgrades	which	will	meet	the	LAFD	code	requirement	of	9,000	gpm	fire‐flow.	

I	 am	 particularly	 concerned	 because	 the	 condition	 of	 the	 existing	 water	 infrastructure	 in	 the	 area	 is	
deteriorating.	The	rupture	of	a	water	main	on	Sunset	last	year	received	a	good	deal	of	media	attention.		The	
DWP	has	stated	that	the	area's	water	infrastructure	is	aging	and	that	corrosion	is	a	problem,	but	so	far	they	
have	not	made	public	a	plan	for	addressing	these	issues.	

I	believe	that	because	the	DEIR	does	not	address	this	issue	of	adequate	fire‐flow,	it	is	incomplete.		The	SAR	
needs	 to	 be	made	 public	 so	 that	 area	 stakeholders	 can	 assess	whether	 or	 not	 the	 proposed	 development	
meets	fire	safety	requirements.	 	This	 is	not	an	entitlement	that	can	be	negotiated	or	an	impact	that	can	be	
mitigated.		This	is	a	clear	cut	question	of	whether	the	high‐rise	alternatives	proposed	in	the	DEIR	will	satisfy	
LAFD	code	requirements.	 	We're	 talking	about	public	safety.	 	The	DWP	needs	 to	guarantee	 that	necessary	
upgrades	will	be	in	place	before	the	completion	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B3‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 traffic	 and	 transit	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	 supporting	data	 and	analysis	provided	 in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	
supply	and	wastewater	services	and	related	infrastructure	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply,	and	Section	4.K.2,	
Wastewater,	respectively,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	I.		Issues	related	to	fire	
flow	 and	 requirements	 and	 associated	 impacts	 were	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	
Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 G	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.		
Regarding	the	statement	that	the	Draft	EIR	did	not	provide	an	assessment	of	water	infrastructure	upgrades	
that	might	be	required,	and	did	not	include	a	SAR,	as	indicated	in	the	Draft	EIR	table	of	contents	on	page	ii,	
utility	correspondence	and	technical	data	was	provided	 in	 the	document,	 including	the	referenced	SAR.	 	 It	
should	be	noted,	however,	that	there	was	a	typographical	error	in	the	referenced	footnote	on	page	4.1.1‐5,	in	
Section	 I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 where	 the	 appendix	 number	 was	 misstated.	 	 As	 accurately	
reflected	in	the	Draft	EIR	table	of	contents,	the	SAR	was	included	in	Appendix	I	of	the	Draft	EIR,	not	Appendix	
G.	 	 This	 correction	 to	 the	 footnote	 on	 page	 4.1.1‐5,	 in	 Section	 I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 was	
incorporated	into	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	in	the	RP‐DEIR.			

Regarding	the	comment	that	the	Draft	EIR	did	not	address	the	issue	of	adequate	fire‐flow,	an	assessment	of	
the	 Project’s	 required	 fire	 flow	 is	 provided	 on	 pages	 4.I.1‐15	 and	 4.I.1‐16	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	 per	 correspondence	 from	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Fire	 Department	 (LAFD)	 dated	 September	 19,	
2013,	 a	 fire	 flow	 of	 9,000	 gpm	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 from	 four	 to	 six	 fire	 hydrants	 would	 be	 required	 to	
adequately	serve	the	site.		According	to	a	fire	flow	assessment	performed	for	the	Project	by	LADWP	in	March	
2016,	 existing	 water	 facilities	 serving	 the	 Project	 Site	 could	 achieve	 up	 to	 9,000	 gpm	 from	 six	 hydrants	
flowing	simultaneously,	which	would	satisfy	 the	stated	LAFD	 fire	 flow	requirement	 for	 the	Project	 (please	
see	Appendix	C	of	this	Final	EIR	for	fire	flow	assessment	results	provided	by	LADWP).		Nonetheless,	fire	flow	
and	 installation	 of	 hydrants	 for	 the	 Project	would	 be	 in	 compliance	with	 the	 requirements	 of	 Division	 9,	
Section	57.09.06	of	the	Fire	Code	and	subject	to	the	review	and	approval	of	the	LAFD	during	plan	check.		All	
on‐site	fire	flow‐related	improvements	would	be	constructed	and	funded	by	the	Project	Applicant,	as	would	
any	necessary	Project‐specific	 off‐site	 upgrades	 required	 to	meet	 applicable	 fire	 flow	 requirements	 in	 the	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐160	
	

Fire	 Code.	 All	 necessary	 infrastructure	 improvements/upgrades	 to	meet	 fire	 flow	 requirements	would	 be	
required	to	be	made	prior	to	building	occupancy.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	
of	infrastructure	to	serve	Project‐related	demands,	including	required	fire	flows.	
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LETTER	NO.	B4	

Donnicus	L.	Cook	
Director	of	Economic	Development	
WEST	ANGELES	COMMUNITY	DEVELOPMENT	CORPORATION	
6028	Crenshaw	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles.	CA	90013	

COMMENT	NO.	B4‐1	

West	Angeles	CDC	is	pleased	to	submit	the	attached	letter	of	support	for	the	above	reference	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B4‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Response	to	Comment	B4‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	B4‐2	

West	Angeles	CDC	 is	 a	 faith‐based	organization	 founded	 in	1994	as	an	outreach	ministry	of	West	Angeles	
Church	 of	 God	 in	 Christ	 located	 in	 the	 Crenshaw	District.	 	 Over	 the	 past	 20	 years,	West	Angeles	 CDC	has	
developed	nearly	$50	million	of	real	estate,	 is	 the	manager	of	over	a	dozen	community	programs,	and	is	a	
leader	in	economic	development	along	the	Crenshaw	Corridor.		Our	current	portfolio	includes	more	than	350	
units	of	affordable	housing	and	our	recently	developed	West	Angeles	Plaza,	which	houses	Union	Bank,	Metro	
Health	&	Wellness	Center,	and	the	99	Cents	Only	Store,	a	project	bringing	much	needed	jobs	to	the	Crenshaw	
community.		Like	Townscape,	we	are	committed	to	the	revitalization	of	underserved	communities.	

While	 the	 Crenshaw	 District	 has	 been	 our	 primary	 focus,	 West	 Angeles	 CDC	 recognizes	 thoughtful	
developments	 all	 over	 Los	 Angeles	 that	 take	 into	 consideration	 the	 great	 need	 for	 affordable	 housing	 for	
seniors	and	low‐to‐moderate	income	families.	

West	Angeles	CDC	offers	more	than	a	cursory	statement	of	support.	 	We	understand	 the	positive	 impact	a	
project	like	this	can	bring	to	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	increase	the	quality	of	living	for	those	who	might	be	
unable	 to	 afford	 living	 in	 Hollywood	 in	 the	 current	 market.	 	 Moreover,	 we	 proudly	 support	 the	 339	
anticipated	permanent	jobs	and	the	1,375	anticipated	total	jobs	directly	related	to	the	project's	creation.	

West	Angeles	CDC	recognizes	the	opportunities	that	the	Townscape	project	creates	by	providing	a	variety	of	
housing	 options	 in	 close	 proximity	 to	 public	 transportation,	most	 notably	 the	 Sunset	&	 Fairfax	Rapid	Bus	
lines	 and	 employment	 centers.	 	With	 easy	 access	 to	 public	 transit,	many	 of	 the	 hundreds	 of	 jobs	 created	
could	be	filled	by	individuals	that	live	in	the	Crenshaw	District	and	other	areas	of	South	Los	Angeles,	who	are	
in	need	of	work.	

West	Angeles	CDC	sees	8150	Sunset	as	a	project	 that	 is	not	only	of	benefit	 to	Hollywood,	but	 rather	 is	an	
example	of	what	 forward‐thinking	and	quality	development	 should	 strive	 to	be.	 	We	are	 excited	 and	very	
much	look	forward	to	seeing	8150	Sunset	come	to	life	through	Townscape's	vision.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B4‐2	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	B5	

The	Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations,	Inc.	
Marion	Dodge,	Chairman	
P.O.Box	27404	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐1	

How	does	the	proposed	Project	comply	with	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	the	General	Plan	when	it	
far	exceeds	height	limits	and	density	and	increases	the	FAR	from	1.1:l	to	3:1?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	 fully	evaluated	the	Project’s	consistency	with	 the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	the	City’s	
General	 Plan	 on	 pages	 4.F‐19	 through	 4.F‐29	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 Project	
would	 not	 conflict	with	 the	 applicable	 objectives	 and	 policies	 of	 the	Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 and	 the	
General	 Plan	 Framework,	 and	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	 plans	 and	 land	 use	 planning	 objectives	were	
determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 B1‐5,	 B1‐8,	 and	 B1‐10	 (Save	
Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	for	a	discussion	of	the	Project’s	FAR	and	
height	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 City’s	 applicable	 development	 standards	 and	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	
applicable	plans	and	policies	including	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐2	

What	alternative	projects	have	been	considered	that	would	keep	the	project	compliant	with	the	1.1:1	FAR?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	includes	an	analysis	of	alternatives	to	the	Project	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives.	 	Alternative	1,	
the	 No	 Project/No	 Build	 Alternative,	 provides	 an	 FAR	 of	 0.72:1,	 while	 Alternative	 2,	 the	 Existing	 Zoning	
Alternative,	provides	a	FAR	of	1:1.		A	total	of	eight	alternatives	to	the	Project	are	analyzed	in	Chapter	5.0	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 a	 ninth	 alternative,	 the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	
Alternative,	was	evaluated	in	the	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐3	

How	will	the	existing	infrastructure	accommodate	the	increased	density?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	and	wastewater	infrastructure	impacts	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply,	
and	 Section	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 respectively,	 police	 protection	 and	 fire	 protection/emergency	 medical	
services	 impact	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	Emergency	Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively,	 and	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 with	
supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	 in	 the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR).	 	As	
discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 in	 these	 regards	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation	 measures	
(operational	 traffic‐related	 impacts)	 or	 without	 mitigation	 measures	 (water	 supply	 and	 wastewater	
impacts).		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	the	adequacy	of	infrastructure	to	serve	Project‐
related	 demands	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 response	 times,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	and	associated	infrastructure	improvements.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B5‐4	

The	traffic	study	appears	disingenuous.	If	the	commercial	space	is	to	increase	40%	and	249	condominiums	
are	to	be	constructed,	how	do	they	calculate	decreased	traffic?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐4	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 trip	 generation	 and	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 The	 EIR	
does	not	conclude	that	the	Project,	as	proposed,	will	reduce	traffic.		

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐5	

How	 does	 this	 project,	 with	 its	 added	 traffic	 and	 people	 congestion	 at	 an	 already	 very	 busy	
intersection/thoroughfare	 at	 the	 base	 of	 the	 mountains,	 affect	 the	 fire	 and	 police	 response	 time	 to	 the	
hillside	residents,	as	well	as	the	hillside	community	evacuation	time	in	case	of	an	emergency?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐5	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 fire	 and	 police	 response	 times	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	
Medical	 Services,	 and	Section	4.I.2,	Police	Protection,	 respectively.	 	As	discussed	 in	both	of	 these	 sections,	
Project	 implementation	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 regarding	 emergency	 access	 with	
implementation	of	the	applicable	Project	design	features	and	mitigation	measures,	as	well	as	compliance	to	
applicable	 regulatory	requirements.	 	Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	services	
and	emergency	vehicle	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐6	

How	can	the	Project	be	considered	transit	oriented	development	when	there	is	no	nearby	transportation?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐6	

The	commenter	states	 that	 there	 is	no	nearby	 transportation.	However,	 there	are	numerous	public	 transit	
opportunities	available	in	the	nearby	project	vicinity.		The	public	transit	available	to	serve	the	Project	Site	is	
described	 beginning	 on	 page	 4.J‐6	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	
discussed	therein,	public	transit	within	the	Project	vicinity	consists	primarily	of	multiple‐stop,	local‐serving	
bus	lines	that	provide	convenient	access	to	shopping,	business,	and	entertainment	destinations	throughout	
the	 Project	 vicinity.	 	 Figure	 9	 on	 page	 61	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR)	
provides	an	illustration	of	the	transit	stops	on	the	Project	vicinity.	

The	Project	 represents	a	high	density	 residential	use	 that	would	 intensify	development	along	Metro	Lines	
2/302	and	218;	within	approximately	0.25‐mile	from	the	West	Hollywood	City	Line	and	the	Fairfax	Avenue	
major	public	transit	corridor;	and	directly	across	Sunset	Boulevard	from	the	Selma	Avenue	Bikeway	Study	
Corridor.	 	Proximity	 to	 these	existing	and	 future	 facilities	would	potentially	minimize	automobile	 trips.	As	
such,	the	Project	would	provide	mobility	options	for	the	Project’s	future	residents.					

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐7	

The	Project	provides	985	bicycle	parking	spaces.	How	many	people	do	you	realistically	think	will	ride	their	
bicycles	over	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains	from	the	Valley?	How	many	bicyclists	will	take	the	suicidal	ride	on	
already	congested	Sunset	Blvd.?	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐164	
	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐7	

The	City	cannot	speculate	on	the	number	of	bicycle	riders	that	would	cycle	over	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains,	
as	this	information	is	not	readily	available	and	is	beyond	the	scope	of	the	EIR.	 	 	Nonetheless,	the	Draft	EIR	
addressed	impacts	related	to	bicycle	facilities	and	safety	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	
supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR).	 	The	
Draft	EIR	and	TIA	impact	analyses	do	not	anticipate	that	all	of	the	bicycles	accommodated	by	the	proposed	
bicycle	parking	spaces	would	be	utilized	by	Project	residents,	guests,	employees,	or	patrons	to	travel	to	and	
from	the	Project	Site,	especially	during	the	peak	commute	periods.		Rather,	the	bicycle	spaces	are	provided	in	
part	due	 to	 the	 requirements	of	 the	 current	City	Zoning	Code,	 and	 in	part	as	an	added	amenity	 to	Project	
residents	 and	 patrons.	 	 The	 Project	 TIA	 impact	 analyses	 conservatively	 assume	 that	 no	 bicycle	 ridership	
would	occur	(beyond	that	nominal	amount	that	may	be	intrinsically	included	in	the	assumed	trip	generation	
rates).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	a	discussion	of	bicycle	parking	and	safety	issues.	

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐8	

How	can	the	project	get	credit	for	providing	tor	[sic]	Public	Space	when	that	land	belongs	to	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐8	

The	proposed	conversion	of	the	existing	traffic	island	to	usable	public	open	space	is	discussed	on	page	2‐22	
in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	Section	4.I.3,	Parks	and	Recreation.		As	discussed	
therein,	the	Applicant	is	requesting	that	the	existing	traffic	island	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevards	 be	 reconfigured	 to	 adjoin	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Although	 this	 “Corner	 Plaza”	 would	 be	
considered	an	off‐site	improvement	and	would	remain	public	property,	it	would	provide	over	9,000	square	
feet	of	street‐level	open	space	 that	would	be	 functionally	 integrated	with	 the	Project	 through	 landscaping,	
outdoor	 dining,	 and	 other	 common	 elements.	 	 The	 public	 Corner	 Plaza	would	 foster	 outdoor	 activity	 and	
interaction	 between	 the	 various	 land	 uses	 on‐site.	 	 Note	 that	 the	 on‐site	 open	 space	 requirements	 of	 Los	
Angeles	Municipal	 Code	 (LAMC)	 Section	 12.21	 only	 apply	 to	 the	 Private/Residential	 open	 space	 listed	 in	
Table	4.I.3‐2	in	the	Draft	EIR.		As	explained	on	page	4.I.3‐15	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	public	open	space	from	the	
Corner	Plaza	and	the	additional	55,718	square	feet	of	public	open	space	do	not	count	toward	LAMC	Section	
12.21	requirements.	

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐9	

How	 can	 a	 Project	 located	 near	 a	 known	 earthquake	 fault	 be	 considered	 safe	 to	 build	 without	 doing	
earthquake	trenching'!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐9	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	geology	and	seismic	impacts	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	Appendix	D	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	additional	supporting	 information	 in	Appendix	B	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	
and	subsequent	revisions	and	addenda	to	this	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	 this	Final	EIR.	A	
comprehensive	geotechnical	evaluation	was	prepared	 to	support	 the	necessary	CEQA	analysis	provided	 in	
the	Draft	EIR.		Figure	4.D‐4,	Project	Site	Geologic	Exploration	Plan,	illustrates	the	locations	of	the	onsite	test	
borings	and	CPT	soundings	conducted	as	part	of	the	geotechnical	field	exploration	activities	and	the	location	
of	 the	Hollywood	 fault	 near	 the	 site	 based	on	 the	best	 and	most	 recent	 data	 available	 to	 the	 geotechnical	
consultant.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.D,	no	known	active	or	potentially	active	faults	underlie	the	Project	Site.		
All	 future	buildings	 in	 the	City,	 including	the	Project,	would	be	subject	 to	compliance	with	applicable	 local	
and	 State	 building	 requirements	 regarding	 seismic	 safety	 considerations	 due	 to	 nearby	 fault	 lines/zones.		
Section	 4.D	 concludes	 that	 seismic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
prescribed	 mitigation	 measure	 (Mitigation	 Measure	 GEO‐1).	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	
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regarding	 the	 Project	 Site’s	 location	 relative	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault	 and	 potential	 for	 seismic‐related	
impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	B5‐10	

There	are	numerous	large	projects	currently	on	the	drawing	board	in	Hollywood.	What	are	the	cumulative	
impacts	of	all	of	these	projects	on	the	area?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B5‐10	

The	basis	and	approach	for	analyzing	cumulative	impacts	is	described	in	Chapter	3.0,	General	Description	of	
Environmental	Setting,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	stated	therein,	build	out	of	the	proposed	Project	is	forecasted	to	
occur	 in	 2017.	 	 Accordingly,	 this	 Draft	 EIR	 considers	 the	 effects	 of	 other	 known	 proposed	 development	
projects	that	may	be	constructed	between	2013	and	2018.		The	list	of	related	projects	was	provided	by	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	The	area	for	
which	the	related	projects	are	identified	is	the	study	area	that	was	identified	for	the	traffic	analysis,	i.e.	the	
area	 in	 which	 the	 Project	 might	 substantially	 affect	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 The	 development	 of	 38	 related	
projects	 is	 anticipated	 in	 the	Project	 study	 area	 (12	 in	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 and	26	 in	 the	City	 of	West	
Hollywood).		Table	3‐1,	Related	Projects,	in	the	Draft	EIR	summarizes	the	location,	land	use,	and	size	of	each	
related	project.		The	analysis	of	cumulative	development	also	assumes	a	1.0	percent	average	annual	growth	
factor	in	traffic	levels	between	2013	and	2018.	 	The	projected	cumulative	development	is	addressed	in	the	
analyses	of	each	of	the	environmental	issues	in	Chapter	4.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Each	sub‐section	in	Chapter	4.0	
includes	a	cumulative	impact	assessment	following	the	Project‐specific	assessment	of	impacts.						
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LETTER	NO.	B6	

West	Hollywood	Preservation	Alliance		
Jen	Dunbar,	President‐		
PO	BOX	46073	
West	Hollywood	CA	90046‐0073	

COMMENT	NO.	B6‐1	

On	behalf	of	the	West	Hollywood	Preservation	Alliance	(WHPA),	thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	
on	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	DEIR	for	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project.	

The	WHPA	along	with	the	Los	Angeles	Conservancy,	the	Conservancy's	Modern	Committee,	and	Hollywood	
Heritage	believe	that	the	Lytton	Savings/	Chase	Bank	building,	located	within	the	proposed	project,	warrants	
preservation	 and	 adaptive	 re‐use	 due	 to	 its	 cultural	 significance.	 While	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	
boundaries	of	West	Hollywood,	its	immediate	adjacency	bears	an	impact	on	the	West	Hollywood	community	
and	general	consideration	of	nearby	cultural	resources.	Our	comments	on	the	D‐	EIR	are	as	follows:	

1.	 	 	 The	 EIR	 should	 identify	 Lytton	 Savings	 as	 eligible	 for	 both	 local	 and	 California	 register	
designation.	

The	Lytton	Savings	appears	to	meet	both	criteria	1	and	3	for	its	association	with	postwar	bank	architecture	
and	its	innovative	use	of	materials,	integrated	art	program,	and	high	level	of	craftsmanship.	The	DEIR	fails	to	
justify	why	the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building	is	not	eligible	for	the	California	Register	after	pointing	out	that	
it	was	the	fifth	largest	savings	and	loan	association	after	1963.	Furthermore,	many	of	the	primary	character	
defining	features	of	the	building	are	still	intact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B6‐1	

Historical	Resources	were	addressed	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	
data	and	analysis	provided	 in	a	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report	 (Assessment	Report),	 included	as	
Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	comment	suggests	that	the	DEIR	fails	to	justify	why	the	Lytton	Savings	
bank	building	 is	not	eligible	 for	 the	California	Register.	However	as	 further	described	 in	Topical	Response	
TR‐3,	Historical	Resources,	the	Draft	EIR	and	Assessment	Report	provided	substantial	justification	as	to	why	
the	Bank	building	was	not	found	eligible	at	the	federal	and	State	levels.	Also,	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	
Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 four	 Alternatives	 (i.e.,	 Alternatives	 1,	 5,	 6,	 and	 7)	 that	 included	 preservation	 and/or	
adaptive	 re‐use	 of	 the	 existing	 Bank	 building.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 alternatives	
evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	that	involved	adaptive	re‐use	of	the	Bank	building	and	also	regarding	eligibility	for	
Criteria	1	and	3.		

COMMENT	NO.	B6‐2	

2.	 	 	The	EIR	should	 further	evaluate	and	select	a	preservation	alternative	to	eliminate	a	significant	
impact	on	a	cultural	resource.		

Alternatives	 Five	 and	 Six	 appear	 to	 achieve	 the	 preservation	 of	 the	 building	 and	 its	 integration	 into	 the	
overall	 project.	 The	 WHPA	 strongly	 believes	 that	 either	 of	 these	 two	 alternatives	 have	 the	 capability	 of	
meeting	the	stated	project	objectives	while	reducing	the	significant	impact	on	the	cultural	resource.	We	urge	
the	City	of	Los	Angeles	as	the	lead	agency	and	the	applicant	to	select	one	of	these	preservation	alternatives	as	
the	preferred	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B6‐2	

This	commenter’s	support	of	Alternatives	5	and	6	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	
their	consideration.	 	Also	note,	that	Alternative	7,	On‐Menu	Alternative,	would	also	avoid	demolition	of	the	
Bank	Building.		In	addition,	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	further	discussion	of	the	Preservation	alternatives	
evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B6‐3	

3.			The	Lytton	Savings	should	be	designated	as	a	Historic‐Cultural	Monument	(HCM)	as	an	additional	
safeguard	and	to	ensure	that	the	Secretary	of	the	Interiors	Standards	is	met.	

We	highly	recommend	that	the	applicant	seek	Historic	Cultural	Monument	(HCM)	status	for	this	building.	In	
doing	so,	 the	city's	Cultural	Heritage	Commission	can	review	and	comment	on	the	design	of	elements	 that	
directly	affect	the	Lytton	Savings	Bank	building	to	ensure	compatibility	and	appropriateness.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B6‐3	

In	analyzing	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	a	potential	HCM,	the	Draft	EIR	conservatively	presumed	that	the	
Lytton	 Savings	 Bank	might	 be	 eligible	 for	 such	 status	 and	 recognized	 that	 demolition	 of	 the	 Bank	would	
accordingly	have	a	significant	impact.	The	analysis	of	the	proposed	Project	and	other	alternatives	that	would	
demolish	the	Bank	accordingly	complies	with	the	requirements	of	CEQA.	

The	Draft	EIR	additionally	analyzes	an	alternative	that	would	support	efforts	to	classify	the	Bank	as	a	HCM.		
As	explained	in	the	Draft	EIR,	under	the	Alternatives	5,	6	and	7,	the	Lytton	Savings	Bank	building	would	be	
retained	and	rehabilitated	in	accordance	with	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Standards	for	Rehabilitation.		To	
ensure	 conformance	 with	 the	 Standards,	 a	 qualified	 preservation	 consultant	 would	 be	 retained	 by	 the	
applicant	to	provide	input	during	design	development,	review	the	plans	for	conformance	with	the	Standards,	
and	 conduct	 construction	monitoring	 to	 address	 preservation	 issues	 that	 could	 arise	 during	 construction.		
The	Project	would	then	be	reviewed	by	the	Office	of	Historic	Resources	as	part	of	the	approval	process	for	
projects	 involving	Historical	Resources	 in	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles.	 	 The	 applicant	 could	 also	 seek	Cultural	
Heritage	 Commission	 review	 and	 comment	 on	 the	 final	 design,	 and	 Historic‐Cultural	 Monument	 (HCM)	
status	 for	 the	 Bank	 building;	 although	 pursuing	 this	 status	 is	 not	 a	 requirement	 under	 the	 Preservation	
Alternatives	for	compliance	with	CEQA.	
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LETTER	NO.	B7	

Adrian	Scott	Fine	
Director	of	Advocacy	
Los	Angeles	Conservancy	
523	West	Sixth	Street,	Suite	826	
Los	Angeles,	CA		90014	

COMMENT	NO.	B7‐1	

On	 behalf	 of	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Conservancy,	 thank	 you	 for	 the	 opportunity	 to	 comment	 on	 the	 Draft	
Environmental	Impact	Report	(DEIR)	for	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project.	

The	Conservancy,	along	with	our	Modern	Committee	and	Hollywood	Heritage,	have	recognized	 the	Lytton	
Savings	and	current	Chase	Bank	building	as	being	historic	and	warranting	preservation.		We	strongly	believe	
there	is	a	viable	opportunity	to	retain	and	integrate	this	building	as	part	of	the	proposed	redevelopment	of	
this	site.	While	we	oppose	plans	for	demolition,	the	Conservancy	appreciates	the	conversations	to	date	with	
the	 applicant	 and	 project	 team	 to	 consider	 alternatives	 and	 we	 are	 hopeful	 this	 ultimately	 leads	 to	 a	
preservation	outcome.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B7‐1	

This	comment	provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.		This	comment’s	support	
for	alternatives	that	would	preserve	the	Bank	building	on	the	Project	Site	(Alternatives	5‐7	in	the	Draft	EIR)	
is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Responses	to	the	comments	
contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	B7‐2	through	B7‐5.		Please	also	see	
Responses	to	Comments	B20‐1	through	B20‐5	(Adrian	Fine,	Los	Angeles	Conservancy	Letter	B20).			

COMMENT	NO.	B7‐2	

I.		 The	 EIR	 should	 identify	 Lytton	 Savings	 as	 eligible	 for	 both	 local	 and	 California	 Register	
designation	

As	stated	in	our	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	comments,	the	Conservancy	strongly	considers	Lytton	Savings		
to	be	 significant	both	 locally	and	on	 the	 regional	 level	 as	an	example	 that	 is	 illustrative	of	American	bank	
design	and	architecture	during	the	postwar	era.	Savings	and	loans	were	in	high	demand	in	the	postwar	years	
as	 they	 financed	 the	massive	 residential	 development	 boom.	 Their	 growth,	 along	with	 the	 growth	 of	 the	
region,	translated	to	the	need	for	increased	office	space.	As	such	it	is	one	of	Los	Angeles'	earliest	remaining	
examples	of	this	transformative	shift	in	postwar‐era	bank	design.	

Postwar	prosperity	changed	the	banking	industry	forever,	as	"the	middle	class	and	its	spending	power	were	
finally	 recognized."	 [fn1]	 	 We	 believe	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 bank	 building	 played	 a	 significant	 role	 in	 this	
process	and	is	eligible	locally	but	also	for	the	California	Register.	It	appears	to	meet	both	criteria	1	and	3	for	
its	 association	 with	 postwar	 changes	 in	 bank	 architecture	 and	 the	 industry	 transformation,	 and	 its	
innovative	use	of	materials,	integrated	art	program,	and	high	level	of	craftsmanship.	The	DEIR	fails	to	justify	
why	 Lytton	 Savings	 is	 not	 California	 Register	 eligible.	 At	 one	 point	 the	 DEIR	 states	 that	 by	 1963	 Lytton	
Savings	was	the	fifth	largest	savings	and	loan	association	in	the	United	States	but	then	claims	it	"played	only	
a	minor	role	in	the	development	of	the	savings	and	loan	during	the	early	1960s."	While	Lytton	Savings	later	
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went	bankrupt	 in	1968	 the	Conservancy	believes	 the	building	 represents	 a	 significant	 contribution	 to	 the	
savings	and	loan	industry	and	history	and	more	than	sufficiently	meets	California	Register	criteria.	

[fn1]	Belfoure,	Charles.	Monuments	to	Money:	The	Architecture	of	American	Banks.	Jefferson,	NC:	McFarland,	
2005:245.	

Furthermore,	many	of	the	primary	character‐defining	features	of	the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building	are	intact.	
While	 there	were	 subsequent	 changes	 to	 the	overall	 site	and	 the	adjacent	Lytton	Center,	 the	Conservancy	
disagrees	with	 the	DEIR	 findings	 that	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 building	 is	 so	 compromised	 to	 only	warrant	 its	
eligibility	at	the	local	level.	Overall	we	recommend	the	Final	Environmental	Impact	Report	(FEIR)	revaluate	
this	aspect	to	assess	Lytton	Savings'	eligibility	for	California	Register	listing.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B7‐2	

The	Bank	was	evaluated	for	eligibility	both	locally	and	regionally	as	well	as	on	the	state	and	national	levels.		
The	history	 of	 the	 Savings	 and	Loan	 Industry	 is	 discussed	 in	 the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report	
(Assessment	Report),	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Chapter	III	Environmental	Setting,	A.	Historic	Context,	6.	
Savings	and	Loan	Industry,	pages	24‐25.		Contrary	to	the	comment,	the	Draft	EIR	did	provide	justification	as	
to	why	Lytton	Savings	was	not	found	California	Register	eligible.		The	significance	evaluation	is	presented	on	
pages	119	–	129	of	 the	Assessment	Report	and	on	pages	4.C.2‐7	 through	4.C.2‐13	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Those	
discussions	explain	in	great	detail	why	the	subject	property	is	ineligible	under	national	and	state	criteria,	but	
conservatively	determined	that	the	Bank	may	be	eligible	under	local	criteria	for	architecture.			

The	 Assessment	 Report	 found	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 Bank	 ineligible	 under	 National	 Register	 Criterion	 A,	
California	Criterion	1,3	and	the	local	criteria	for	history	because,	in	contrast	to	a	number	of	other	larger	and	
more	successful	S&Ls,	Lytton	Savings	played	only	a	minor	role	 in	the	development	of	 the	savings	and	loan	
industry,	 and	 does	 not	 appear	 to	 have	 made	 a	 significant	 contribution	 to	 economic	 history.	 	 Within	
California’s	unique	Savings	and	Loan	industry,	Howard	Ahmanson’s	Home	Savings	&	Loan	was	the	biggest	in	
California	 and	 the	United	 States,	 and	 S.	Mark	Taper’s	 First	 Charter	 Financial	 Corporation	 of	Beverly	Hills,	
California,	was	the	biggest	publicly	held	savings	and	loan	holding	company.		While	these	companies	showed	
strong	 financial	 performance	 and	 continued	 to	 grow	 and	 thrive	 over	 the	 years,	 Lytton	 Savings	 had	 a	
financially	volatile	history	which	ultimately	led	to	its	ruin.		From	modest	beginnings	in	1958,	Lytton	Savings	
grew	 to	 be	 the	 fifth	 largest	 savings	 and	 loan	 in	 the	 United	 States	 by	 1963.	 	 However,	 Lytton’s	 financial	
troubles	began	around	1965	when	tight	money	put	a	serious	crimp	in	California	home	building.		Lytton	took	
sharp	financial	losses	for	several	years	and	by	1968,	Lytton’s	empire	was	teetering	on	the	edge	of	a	financial	
crisis	that	led	to	founder	Bart	Lytton’s	ouster.		The	collapse	of	the	Southern	California	real	estate	market	hit	
Lytton	Financial	hard,	forcing	the	disposal	of	foreclosed	property,	savings	accounts	and	loans	worth	millions	
of	dollars.		These	assets	and	liabilities	were	handed	over	to	two	competitor	S	&	Ls.4		In	the	larger	context	of	
the	history	of	S	&	L	operations,	Lytton	Savings	played	a	relatively	small	part.	 	 	Furthermore,	for	properties	
that	are	considered	significant	under	National	Register	Criteria	A,	National	Register	Bulletin	15:	How	to	Apply	

																																																													
3		 A	property	is	eligible	under	National	Register	Criterion	A	if	it	is	associated	with	events	that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	to	

the	broad	patterns	of	our	history	and	under	California	Register	Criterion	1	if	it	is	associated	with	events	that	have	made	a	significant	
contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	local	or	regional	history	or	the	cultural	history	of	California	or	the	United	States.	

4	“Finance:	Black	Bart’s	Red	Ink,”	Time,	April	19,	1968	(http://content.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,838252,00.html). 
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the	National	Register	Criteria	for	Evaluation	explains,	“a	property	that	is	significant	for	its	historic	association	
is	 eligible	 if	 it	 retains	 the	essential	physical	 features	 that	made	up	 its	 character	or	 appearance	during	 the	
period	of	its	association	with	the	important	event,	historical	pattern,	or	person(s).”5		Generally,	the	California	
Register	follows	the	guidance	set	forth	by	the	National	Register.		Therefore,	as	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR	on	
pages	4.C.2‐10	through	4.C.2‐12,	 the	property	does	not	retain	enough	integrity	to	exemplify	 its	association	
with	any	events	that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	our	economic	or	cultural	
history	(National	Register	Criterion	A	and	California	Register	Criterion	1).	

Furthermore,	 and	 as	 detailed	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report,	 as	 a	 result	 of	 substantial	 alterations,	 the	 Lytton	
Savings	Hollywood	property	does	not	retain	enough	integrity	of	design,	materials,	workmanship,	setting	or	
feeling	 to	exemplify	 its	association	with	any	events	 that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	 to	 the	broad	
patterns	 of	 our	 economic	 or	 cultural	 history.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	 Site	 does	 not	 appear	 eligible	 for	 the	
National	 Register	 under	 Criterion	 A,	 the	 California	 Register	 under	 Criterion	 1,	 or	 the	 local	 register.	 	 As	
discussed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 on	 pages	 4.C.2‐7	 through	 4.C.2‐9,	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 Hollywood	 property	
constructed	 between	 1959	 and	 1962	 was	 comprised	 of	 three	 components:	 the	 Bank,	 the	 Plaza,	 and	 the	
Lytton	 Center.	 	 The	 Lytton	 Center	 is	 substantially	 altered,	 its	 collections	 removed,	 and	 it	 is	 no	 longer	 an	
identifiable	feature	of	the	Project	Site	and	is	obscured	from	view	by	the	1972	office	addition.		The	Plaza	has	
been	removed	and	paved	over	by	a	parking	 lot	 and	 is	no	 longer	extant.	 	The	original	design	of	 the	Lytton	
Savings	Hollywood	property	has	lost	its	integrity	because	of	the	construction	of	the	1972	office	addition	and	
1987	retail	building;	removal	of	the	museum	use,	landscape	plaza,	and	automobile	accessibility	features;	and	
alterations	to	the	total	integrated	design	of	the	Home	Branch.	 	Furthermore,	the	spaces	and	features	of	the	
Lytton	Center,	such	as	 the	museum	entrance,	 lobby,	galleries,	and	auditorium,	are	not	extant	as	 they	were	
substantially	altered	for	a	health	club	and	self‐storage	facility	during	the	1970s	and	1980s.	 	 	As	a	result	of	
these	 alterations,	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 Hollywood	 property	 does	 not	 retain	 enough	 integrity	 of	 design,	
materials,	workmanship,	 setting	 or	 feeling	 to	 exemplify	 its	 association	with	 any	 events	 that	 have	made	 a	
significant	contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	our	economic	or	cultural	history.	 	Therefore,	and	as	stated	
and	 supported	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 and	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 Site	 does	 not	 appear	 eligible	 for	 the	
National	Register	under	Criterion	A,	the	California	Register	under	Criterion	1,	or	the	local	register.	

The	Bank	was	also	evaluated	under	National	Register	Criterion	C,	California	Register	Criterion	3	and	the	local	
criteria	 for	 architectural	 merit.6	 	 With	 regard	 to	 character‐defining	 features	 of	 the	 Bank,	 the	 California	
Register	follows	the	National	Register	and	similarly	requires	that	a	resource	retain	the	majority	of	its	seven	

																																																													
5		 “A	 property	 retains	 association	 if	 it	 is	 the	 place	where	 the	 event	 or	 activity	 occurred	 and	 is	 sufficiently	 intact	 to	 convey	 that	

relationship	 to	an	observer.	 	Like	 feeling,	association	 requires	 the	presence	of	physical	 features	 that	 convey	a	property’s	historic	
character.	 	Because	 feeling	and	association	depend	on	 individual	perceptions,	 their	 retention	alone	 is	never	 sufficient	 to	 support	
eligibility	of	a	property	for	the	National	Register.”	 	from	National	Register	Bulletin	15:	How	to	Apply	the	National	Register	Criteria	
for	Evaluation,	44‐45,	http://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/pdfs/nrb15.pdf,	accessed	April	26,	2016.	

6		 A	property	is	eligible	under	National	Register	Criterion	A	if	it	embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method	
of	 construction,	 or	 represents	 the	work	 of	 a	master,	 or	 that	 possesses	 high	 artistic	 values,	 or	 that	 represents	 a	 significant	 and	
distinguishable	entity	whose	 components	may	 lack	 individual	distinction;	under	California	Register	Criterion	1	 if	 it	embodies	 the	
distinctive	characteristics	of	a	type,	period,	region	or	method	of	construction	or	represents	the	work	of	a	master	or	possesses	high	
artistic	values;	and	under	local	criteria	if	it	embodies	the	distinguishing	characteristics	of	an	architectural‐type	specimen,	inherently	
valuable	 for	 study	 of	 a	 period,	 style,	 or	method	 of	 construction,	 or	 is	 a	 notable	work	 of	 a	master	 builder,	 designer,	 or	
architect	whose	individual	genius	influenced	his	or	her	age.  
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aspects	 of	 integrity	 (location,	 design,	 setting,	 materials,	 workmanship,	 feeling,	 and	 association)	 from	 its	
period	 of	 significance	 so	 as	 to	 be	 recognizable	 as	 a	 historical	 resource	 and	 to	 convey	 the	 reasons	 for	 its	
significance.	 	 The	 Bank	 must	 retain	 the	 majority	 of	 its	 physical	 features	 that	 enable	 it	 to	 convey	 its	
significance	as	defined	by	 its	period	of	 significance	 from	1959	 through	1969,	 from	 the	 time	 the	Bank	was	
constructed	 in	 1959	 through	 the	 closure	 of	 the	 Lytton	 Center	 in	 1969.	 	 A	 comprehensive	 analysis	 of	 the	
integrity	 of	 the	 Bank	 was	 included	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 in	 Chapter	 III.	 Environmental	 Setting,	 C.	
Evaluation	of	8150	W.	Sunset	Boulevard,	APN:	5554‐007‐014	(Project	Site),	2.	Integrity,	on	pages	95	through	
119.		The	historic	appearance	of	the	Bank	and	subsequent	alterations	are	illustrated	on	pages	97‐111	of	the	
Assessment	Report,	and	existing	original	features,	alterations	and	removed	features	are	identified	in	Table	3,	
Matrix	 Table	 of	 Character‐Defining	 Features	 of	 Bank,	 Lytton	 Center,	 and	 Landscape,	 on	 pages	 112‐115.		
Narrative	 discussion	 on	 each	 of	 the	 seven	 aspects	 of	 integrity	 is	 provided	 on	 pages	 116‐119	 of	 the	
Assessment	Report.	 	Based	upon	this	detailed	analysis	it	was	found	that	a	majority	of	original	features	(16	
out	of	27,	approximately	60	percent)	are	no	 longer	 intact.	 	Eleven	(11)	character‐defining	 features	remain	
intact	and	are	original,	while	ten	(10)	features	have	been	altered,	and	six	(6)	features	have	been	removed.			

The	assessment	report	found	that	the	integrity	of	the	Bank	is	substantially	compromised.		Only	the	following	
primary	character‐defining	features	remain	intact:		

 Seven	slender,	rectangular	concrete	piers	with	white	precast	 facing	supporting	the	 folded	concrete	
plate	roof	dividing	the	north	and	south	elevations	into	six	bays	

 Bouquet	Canyon	stone	accent	wall	on	primary	(north)	elevation	

 White	Facing	Soffit	on	Roof	

 Folded	Plate	Concrete	Roof	with	Plastic	Coating	

 False	Clerestory	Windows	(Enamel	Glass)	Below	Folded	Plate	Roof	

 Open	central	 interior	plan	with	a	 full‐height	 lobby	with	views	of	 the	underside	of	 the	 folded	plate	
roof	

 2nd	floor	interior	perimeter	walkway	or	balcony	with	a	modern	balustrade	

 Roger	Darricarrere’s	dalle	de	verre	stained	glass	Screen	

 Northeast	 corner	 floating	 concrete	 stair	 (Schiefer	 strong	 floor,	walnut	 and	 aluminum	 railing,	 plate	
glass	panels	below	the	railing,	concrete	steps	with	an	abrasive	finish,	stone	veneer	wall)	

 Mechanical	area	contained	by	a	decorative	concrete	block	wall	and	decorative	metal	gate	

 Landscape	in	Planting	Area	In	Front	of	Primary	(North)	Elevation	

The	 majority	 of	 the	 Bank’s	 character‐defining	 features	 have	 been	 altered	 or	 removed,	 including	 the	
following:		

 January	1960	addition	10	by	16	 square	 feet	built	 onto	 southwest	 corner	of	Bank	 for	Bart	Lytton’s	
private	patio	access	to	his	executive	office.	

 May	1961,	interior	partitions	and	ceilings	added	in	the	Bank	(150	by	100	feet).	

 December	1961,	additional	interior	partitions	and	ceiling	installed	in	the	Bank	valued	at	$20,800.	
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 1987	 one‐story	 electrical	 station	 (25	 feet	 by	 43	 feet)	 built	 in	 front	 of	 west	 façade	 of	 Bank	 at	
southwest	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive.	

 1987	removal	of	Plaza	and	grading	for	parking	lot.	

 2002	 Bank	 restrooms	 and	 staff	 room	 upgraded	 to	 comply	 with	 Title	 24	 requirements	 valued	 at	
$55,000.	

 2010	interior	of	Bank	remodeled	for	approximately	$55,000	

 2013	Bank	interior	remodeled	for	approximately	$72,700.	

 Construction	of	1972	office	addition	and	1987	retail	building	

 Removal	of	Double	Glass	Doors	on	Side	(East)	Elevation	and	Primary	(North)	Elevation;	double	doors	
have	been	replaced,	but	transom	is	original.	

 Alteration	of	ground	floor	glazing:	1)	each	window	bay	has	been	divided	into	three	plate	glass	lights	
with	 aluminum	 frames	where	 originally	 each	window	 bay	 had	 two	 plate	 glass	 lights;	 2)	 ATM	 has	
been	installed	in	a	window	bay	that	was	originally	glazed	on	the	east	elevation;	3)	the	eastern	most	
bay	on	the	rear	(south)	elevation	was	re‐glazed	and	partially	in‐filled;	4)	doors	replaced	on	the	entry	
bays	on	the	side	(east)	elevation	and	primary	(north)	elevation.	

 Infill	of	textured	glass	(gray)	window	just	to	south	of	floating	stair	with	natural	stone.	

 Removal	of	mailbox	on	architectural	concrete	bay	on	east	elevation	

 Removal	of	auto	teller,	automobile	motor	court	and	landscape	

 Removal	 of	 parking	 spots	 and	 decorative	 concrete	 wall	 and	 construction	 of	 one‐story	 electrical	
station,	and	blockage	of	view	of	the	cantilever	from	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive.	

 Alteration	of	the	cantilevered	second	floor	by	application	of	the	Chase	blue	band	along	the	bottom	of	
the	travertine	panels	on	the	second	floor	of	the	north	and	east	elevations.			

 Replacement	of	some	of	the	travertine	panels	with	lower	quality	panels.	

 Removal	of	Adele	Faulkner	interior	design.	

 Alteration	of	the	Lytton	Center	for	Visual	Arts	

 Alteration	of	the	automobile	ramp	and	pedestrian	stairs	

 Alteration	of	the	stairway	and	planting	area	along	west	portion	of	lot.	

 Removal	of	public	plaza,	park,	pavilion,	and	reflecting	pool.	

 Removal	of	planting	area	island	in	rear	parking	lot	in	front	of	auto	teller	window.	

 Alteration	of	sculpture	The	Family	by	David	Green	

 Removal	of	Lytton	Savings	and	Loan	Pole	Sign	

As	 a	 result	 of	 these	 changes,	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 Bank	 for	 listing	 in	 the	 California	 Register	 has	 been	
substantially	 compromised	because	 the	Bank	does	not	 retain	 the	majority	of	 its	 seven	aspects	of	 integrity	
intact	as	required	for	National	Register	or	California	Register	designation.			Other	factors	related	to	changes	
in	 the	 setting	and	association	 that	 relate	 to	 the	 significance	determination	being	 focused	at	 the	 local	 level	
include	substantial	erosion	and	loss	of	important	automobile‐related	context	on	Sunset	Boulevard	from	the	
1960s.	 	Furthermore,	 the	Bank	 is	an	altered	example	of	a	Mid‐Century	Modern	Bank,	a	relatively	common	
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building	 type	 in	 Southern	California,	 and	 there	 are	other	better	 examples	of	Modern	bank	design	by	Kurt	
Meyer	and	other	notable	architects	in	the	region.		A	matrix	summarizing	the	results	of	the	integrity	analysis	
is	provided	below.	 	 In	addition	to	the	integrity	recommendations	provided	at	the	national	and	state	 levels,	
eligibility	standards	are	defined	at	 the	 local	 level.	 	SurveyLA	outlines	the	required	 integrity	considerations	
that	 properties	 need	 to	 retain	 in	 order	 to	 be	 eligible	 under	 historical	 themes	 and	 property	 types.	 	 For	 a	
property	to	be	eligible,	 it	should	have	integrity	of	 location,	design,	setting,	materials,	workmanship,	 feeling	
and	 association.	 	 While	 the	 Bank	 does	 not	 meet	 the	 California	 Register	 or	 National	 Register	 integrity	
thresholds,	the	Bank	still	retains	some	of	its	exterior	and	interior	character‐defining	features	and	spaces	to	
conservatively	meet	the	local	criterion	for	its	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	architecture.			

As	discussed	 in	the	Draft	EIR	on	pages	4.C.2‐10	through	4.C.2‐12,	while	substantially	altered	and	retaining	
only	 partial	 integrity	 of	 design,	materials,	 and	workmanship,	 the	Bank	 appears	 to	 be	 an	 early	 example	 in	
Southern	California	of	the	Mid‐Century	Modern	Bank	building	type,	and	is	an	early	example	of	Kurt	Meyer’s	
work	that	may	have	been	instrumental	in	his	success	as	a	S	&	L	architect	for	Lytton	Savings	and	American	
Savings.	

Integrity	Matrix	
	

The	comment	does	not	identify	any	information	that	the	foregoing	analysis	and	the	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR	
failed	 to	 take	 into	 account.	 	While	 the	 comment	 suggests	 that	 the	 EIR	 should	 have	 found	 Lytton	 Savings	
eligible	 for	 California	 Register	 listing,	 and	 that	 the	 issue	 should	 be	 re‐evaluated	 in	 the	 Final	 EIR,	 the	
information	presented	above	and	in	the	Draft	EIR	supports	the	finding	in	the	Draft	EIR	that	the	property	is	
not	eligible	 for	 listing	 in	 the	California	Register.	 	 	The	commenter’s	disagreement	with	the	outcome	of	 this	
analysis	does	not	suggest	that	the	analysis	was	improper	under	CEQA.		

COMMENT	NO.	B7‐3	

II.	 The	 FEIR	 should	 further	 evaluate	 and	 select	 a	 preservation	 alternative	 to	 eliminate	 a	
significant	impact	on	a	cultural	resource	

As	the	proposed	project	currently	stands,	there	will	be	a	significant	impact	to	Lytton	Savings	and	a	cultural	
resource.	 	 In	 our	 NOP	 comments	 we	 urged	 the	 City	 to	 mandate	 consideration	 of	 a	 range	 of	 potentially	
feasible	preservation	alternatives	to	demolition	in	the	DEIR.		In	addition	to	the	required	No	Project/No	Build	
Alternative,	seven	alternatives	were	provided	and	analyzed	at	varying	levels.		

While	 different	 from	 one	 another,	 Alternatives	 Five	 and	 Six	 are	 the	 primary	 alternatives	 that	 call	 for	 the	
preservation	of	the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building	and	its	integration	into	the	overall	project.	 	Based	on	our	

	 Location	 Design		 Setting		 Materials	 Workmanship	 Feeling	 Association
Integrity	
Status	

	 	 	 	 	 	 	

YES	 X	 	 	 	 	 	 	
NO	 	 	 X	 	 	 X	 X	

PARTIAL	 	 X	 	 X	 X	 	 	
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review,	we	believe	Alternatives	Five	and	Six	appear	to	have	the	greatest	ability	to	achieve	this	outcome	while	
still	allowing	for	an	economically	viable	project	at	the	site	to	proceed.	

The	"Alternative	Five:	Bank	Preservation	Alternative"	calls	for	an	increase	in	residential	units	(from	249	to	
291	units)	with	a	 substantial	decrease	 (from	111,339	sq.	 ft.	 to	62,231sq.	 ft.)	 in	overall	 commercial	 square	
footage.	All	but	 the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building	would	be	redeveloped	on	the	site	with	new	construction	
ranging	 from	 two	 to	 sixteen	 stories	 in	 height.	 The	 "Alternative	 6:	 Reduced	Height	 and	Bank	Preservation	
Alternative"	 is	 very	 similar	 in	 overall	 scope	 but	 caps	 the	 height	 of	 the	 new	 construction	 to	 twelve	 and	
fourteen	 stories	 overall.	 Both	 alternatives	 offer	 similar	 building	 heights	 and	 setbacks	 as	 the	 Project	 but	
appear	 to	 provide	 for	 more	 variation	 in	 overall	 building	 massing	 and,	 most	 importantly,	 a	 preservation	
solution	 for	 the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building.	 It	 is	worth	noting	 that	 this	approximates	 the	original	 intent	
and	vision	for	the	1960s	redevelopment	of	this	site	where	a	twelve‐story	office	tower	was	planned	for	the	
rear	of	the	site	yet	never	built.	

Both	Alternatives	 Five	 and	 Six	 call	 for	 the	 retention	 of	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 bank	building	 and	plans	 for	 its	
commercial	use	in	conformance	with	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior's	Standards	for	Rehabilitation	(Standards).	
We	 believe	 this	 is	 an	 appropriate	 plan	 for	 reuse	 but	 have	 questions	 regarding	 some	 of	 the	 proposed	
alterations	outlined	within	the	DEIR.	

The	 building's	 three‐level	 interior	 is	 divided	 into	 a	 full‐height	 banking	 floor	 inside	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
entrance,	which	 receives	natural	 light	 from	 the	 clerestories	 and	 expansive	 glazing	 along	 the	 ground	 floor,	
and	two	upper	levels	of	office	and	administrative	spaces	located	beyond	the	banking	floor.	As	proposed,	this	
double‐height	interior	atrium	space	would	be	enclosed	with	a	new	floor,	we	believe	to	accommodate	more	
leasible	[sic]	space.	Near	the	front	of	the	building	the	floating	concrete	staircase	would	be	potentially	rotated	
180	degrees.	No	explanation	is	provided	as	to	why	this	might	be	required	or	 if	 this	can	be	done	while	still	
maintaining	 original	 fabric	 and	materials.	 	 Further,	 the	 dalle	 de	 verre	 (faceted	 glass}	 and	 concrete	 screen	
designed	by	acclaimed	artist‐craftsman	Roger	Darricarrere	is	slated	for	relocation,	either	within	the	building,	
onsite,	or	to	another	site	altogether.	This	is	one	of	Lytton	Savings'	most	distinctive	elements.		The	eight‐foot	
by	 fifty‐foot	 screen,	 which	 is	 significant	 as	 Darricarrere's	 first	 commercial	 commission,	 is	 illuminated	
internally	and	serves	both	as	an	integrated	component	of	abstract	art	and	to	separate	the	ground	level	public	
area	from	that	containing	the	executive	offices.	

While	 it	 is	stated	that	 these	alterations	will	comply	with	 the	Standards,	 the	Conservancy	 is	concerned	and	
would	like	additional	details	provided	within	the	FEIR	that	discuss	the	purpose	and	need	for	these	changes	
and	an	updated	assessment	on	eligibility.	 	The	DEIR	goes	 into	great	 length	about	previous	alterations	and	
brings	up	some	existing	problems	with	integrity.		Cummulatively	[sic]	more	alterations,	especially	those	that	
affect	significant	character‐defining	features,	may	jeopardize	the	continued	eligibility	of	Lytton	Savings	as	an	
historical	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B7‐3	

Alternatives	 to	 the	 Project	 were	 evaluated	 in	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 while	 a	 ninth	
Alternative	was	evaluated	 in	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	The	alternatives	evaluated	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 that	
retained	the	Bank	building	included	Alternative	5,	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	evaluated	on	pages	5‐111	
through	5‐148,	Alternative	6,	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	evaluated	on	pages	5‐149	
through	 5‐182,	 and	 Alternative	 7,	 On‐Menu	 Alternative,	 evaluated	 on	 pages	 5‐183	 through	 5‐217	
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(collectively	 the	 Preservation	 Alternatives).	 	 Under	 each	 of	 these	 alternatives,	 to	 accommodate	 a	 new	
commercial	 use,	 the	 Bank’s	 interior	 space	 would	 be	 divided	 for	 the	 use	 of	 several	 tenants.	 	 This	 would	
require	introduction	of	a	new	second	floor	in	the	double‐height	atrium	space	which	would	be	enclosed.		To	
accommodate	the	necessary	circulation	program	and	provide	for	the	ingress	and	egress	requirements	for	the	
new	commercial	use,	the	existing	floating	staircase	would	be	potentially	rotated	180	degrees.		The	staircase	
is	 currently	 in	 need	 of	 repair	 and	would	 be	 restored	 in	 its	 new	 configuration	while	maintaining	 original	
fabric	and	materials	as	 far	as	 feasible;	where	materials	are	 too	deteriorated	to	be	repaired,	 they	would	be	
replaced	in‐kind.	

With	regard	to	artwork	within	the	Bank	building,	and	as	further	described	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 pursuant	 to	 the	 California	 Art	 Preservation	 Act,	 the	 existing	 integrated	 artwork	 on	 the	
Project	Site,	Roger	Darricarrere’s	Screen,	 is	of	recognized	quality.	 	This	piece	would	be	either	 incorporated	
into	the	Project	design	on‐site	or	relocated	to	an	off‐site	location	for	preservation	in	accordance	with	CEQA.		
The	 family	 of	 the	 artists	 would	 be	 notified	 of	 the	 extant	 artwork	 and	 every	 attempt	 would	 be	 made	 to	
relocate	the	artwork.	 	As	discussed	in	Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐2	on	page	4.C.2‐27,	 if	 this	alternative	were	
selected,	a	 relocation	plan	would	be	prepared	by	a	qualified	professional	conservator	and	 implemented	 in	
accordance	 with	 nationally	 recognized	 conservation	 guidelines	 including	 the	 Code	 of	 Ethics	 and	 the	
Guidelines	 for	 Practice	 of	 the	 American	 Institute	 for	 Conservation	 of	 Historic	 and	 Artistic	Works.	 	 As	 the	
Project	would	result	in	the	on‐	or	off‐site	preservation	of	this	artwork,	impacts	associated	with	its	relocation	
would	be	less	than	significant.					

As	 to	 the	 concern	 expressed	 about	 cumulatively	 more	 alterations	 that	 may	 affect	 significant	 character‐
defining	features,	see	the	discussion	of	eligibility	provided	above	under	Response	to	Comment	B7‐2.	 	Since	
the	 integrity	 of	 the	Bank	has	 already	been	 compromised	 and	 the	 building	 retains	 only	 partial	 integrity	 of	
design,	materials	and	workmanship,	further	alterations	could,	in	fact,	affect	those	remaining	intact	character‐
defining	 features.	 	As	 stated	on	page	5‐127	 in	Chapter	5	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 if	 any	of	 the	Bank	Preservation	
Alternatives	 is	 selected,	a	qualified	preservation	consultant	would	be	retained	by	 the	applicant	 to	provide	
input	 during	 design	 development,	 review	 the	 plans	 for	 conformance	 with	 the	 Standards,	 and	 conduct	
construction	monitoring	 to	 address	 preservation	 issues	 that	 could	 arise	 during	 construction.	 	 The	Project	
would	be	reviewed	by	the	Office	of	Historic	Resources	as	part	of	the	approval	process	for	projects	involving	
Historical	Resources	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.		This	review	process	would	afford	adequate	consideration	of	
integrity	and	potential	cumulative	impacts	would	be	avoided.	

Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	the	historical	resources	impacts	of	the	Project	and	various	
alternatives,	including	Alternative	9.	

COMMENT	NO.	B7‐4	

III.		 Designate	Lytton	Savings	as	an	Historic‐Cultural	Monument	(HCM)	as	an	additional	safeguard	
and		to	ensure	it	meets	Standards	

With	either	Alternative	Five	or	Six,	it	seems	appropriate	that	the	city's	Cultural	Heritage	Commission	review	
and	comment	on	the	ultimate	design	of	new	elements	that	directly	affect	the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building.	
We	highly	recommend	that	the	applicant	seek	Historic‐Cultural	Monument	(HCM)	status.	This	review	should	
occur	prior	to	any	issuance	of	building	permits	for	all	phases	of	development	to	ensure	final	details	of	design,	
siting,	cladding	materials,	and	other	elements	of	compatibility	are	adequately	considered.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B7‐4	

As	stated	in	Response	to	Comment	B7‐3	above,	and	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	under	the	
Preservation	 Alternatives,	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 Bank	 building	 would	 be	 retained	 and	 rehabilitated	 in	
accordance	 with	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Standards	 for	 Rehabilitation.	 	 A	 qualified	 preservation	
consultant	would	be	retained	by	the	applicant	to	provide	input	during	design	development,	review	the	plans	
for	 conformance	with	 the	 Standards,	 and	 conduct	 construction	monitoring	 to	 address	 preservation	 issues	
that	could	arise	during	construction.	 	The	Project	would	be	reviewed	by	the	Office	of	Historic	Resources	as	
part	 of	 the	 approval	 process	 for	 projects	 involving	 Historical	 Resources	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 The	
applicant	may	seek	Cultural	Heritage	Commission	review	and	comment	on	the	final	design,	and	it	is	possible	
the	applicant	may	also	seek	Historic‐Cultural	Monument	(HCM)	status	for	the	Bank	building;	however,	this	is	
not	necessary	to	ensure	conformance	with	the	Standards	and	is	not	a	requirement	under	the	Preservation	
Alternatives	 for	 compliance	 with	 CEQA.	 	 If	 the	 City	 selects	 an	 alternative	 that	 is	 not	 a	 Preservation	
Alternative,	the	Bank	would	be	demolished	and	the	Draft	EIR	considers	the	significance	of	this	impact	with	
mitigation.		

COMMENT	NO.	B7‐5	

IV.		 Conclusion	

The	 Conservancy	 appreciates	 the	 efforts	 of	 the	 applicant	 and	 project	 team	 to	 consider	 a	 range	 of	 viable	
preservation	 alternatives	 as	 we	 oppose	 the	 demolition	 of	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 bank	 building.	We	 strongly	
believe	either	Alternative	Five	or	Six	have	the	capability	of	meeting	the	stated	project	objectives	while	also	
reducing	 a	 significant	 impact	 on	 a	 cultural	 resource.	 	 We	 have	 some	 questions	 regarding	 the	 proposed	
alterations	to	the	historic	building	and	ask	that	these	be	addressed	in	the	FEIR.		At	this	time	we	strongly	urge	
the	City	as	the	lead	agency	and	the	applicant	to	select	one	of	these	preservation	alternatives	as	the	preferred	
project.	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	DEIR	for	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project.		
Please	feel	free	to	contact	me	at	(213)	430‐4203	or	afine@laconservancy.org	should	you	have	any	questions.	

About	the	Conservancy	

The	 Los	 Angeles	 Conservancy	 is	 the	 largest	 local	 historic	 preservation	 organization	 in	 the	 United	 States,	
established	 in	 1978	 to	 preserve	 and	 revitalize	 the	 significant	 architectural	 and	 cultural	 heritage	 of	 Los	
Angeles	 through	advocacy	and	education.	The	Conservancy's	all‐volunteer	Modern	Committee	has	been	at	
the	forefront	of	preserving	mid‐century	architecture	since	its	inception	in	1984.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B7‐5	

This	comment	provides	a	general	summary	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.	 	This	comment’s	support	
for	alternatives	that	would	preserve	the	Bank	building	on	the	Project	Site	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	Detailed	responses	 to	 the	comments	contained	 in	 this	 letter	are	
provided	above	in	Responses	to	Comments	B7‐1	through	B7‐4.	
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LETTER	NO.	B8	

Andrew	Macpherson	
Treasurer,	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	

COMMENT	NO.	B8‐1	

Please	enter	this	letter	into	the	public	record,	and	confirm	your	receipt	of	it.	

Also	please	note	that	due	to	the	size	of	this	PDF	I	am	sending	the	addendum's	under	separate	cover.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B8‐1	

The	 commenter	 provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 contents	 of	 the	 comment	 letter	 attached	 to	 the	 e‐mail	
transmission.	 	 The	 attached	 letter	 referenced	 by	 the	 commenter	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 Letter	 B1	 (Save	 Sunset	
Boulevard),	without	attachments.		Please	see	Responses	to	Letter	B1	for	responses	to	comments	contained	in	
this	letter.			
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LETTER	NO.	B9	

Andrew	Macpherson	
Treasurer,	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	

COMMENT	NO.	B9‐1	

Please	 enter	 these	 addendums	 to	 Save	 Sunset	Boulevard's	 letter	 into	 the	 public	 record,	 and	 confirm	your	
receipt	of	them.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B9‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	the	contents	of	the	comment	letter	addenda	attached	to	the	e‐
mail	transmission.		The	attached	documents	referenced	by	the	commenter	are	duplicates	of	the	attachments	
provided	 in	 Letter	 B1	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard).	 	 Please	 see	 Responses	 to	 Letter	 B1	 for	 responses	 to	
comments	contained	in	this	letter.			
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LETTER	NO.	B10	

Crescent	 Heights	‐ 	 	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	 Preservation	 Association	
Grafton		P.	Tanquary,	President	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.		
West	Hollywood,	CA	 90046	

COMMENT	NO.	B10‐1	

The	 following	 are	questions	we	neighbors	have	 relating	 to	the	DEIR	for	8150	 Sunset	Boulevard:		

Does	 the	proposed	 project	 conform	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan?	 Is	 the	 project	 "compatible	with	
the	objectives,	 policies,	 general	 land	 uses	 and	 programs	 specified	 in	 the	 general	 plan"?	 	 Please	 have	 the	
consultant	 include	 a	 summary	 of	 the	 general	 land	 use	 parameters	 for	 this	 site	 as	 envisioned	 by	 the	
Community	 Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B10‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	compliance	with	applicable	land	use	and	planning	documents,	including	the	General	
Plan	 Framework	 Element	 and	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use.	 	 The	 Project’s	
consistency	 with	 the	 applicable	 land	 use	 plans	 begins	 on	 page	 4.F‐19	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 under	 Impact	
Statement	 LU‐1.	 	 Specifically,	 the	Project’s	 consistency	with	 the	Framework	Element	 is	 discussed	on	page	
4.F‐20	and	 in	Table	4.F‐1.	 	The	Project’s	 consistency	with	 the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	 is	discussed	on	
page	4.F‐27	and	in	Table	4.F‐2.		The	analysis	under	Impact	Statement	LU‐1	concludes	that	the	Project	would	
be	substantially	 consistent	with	 the	objectives	and	policies	of	 the	applicable	 land	use	plans,	and	 therefore	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	respect	to	adopted	plans.			

Moreover,	it	is	important	to	note	that	CEQA	requires	discussion	of	any	inconsistencies	with	applicable	plans,	
and	then	only	to	the	extent	that	such	inconsistencies	may	provide	evidence	of	environmental	impacts.	Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	for	a	further	discussion	of	the	Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	land	use	
polices	and	development	standards.		

COMMENT	NO.	B10‐2	

Density	 introduces	 the	 greatest	 impacts	 because	 of	 scale,	 parking	 requirements	 and	 availability,	 trips	
generated,	 underground	 evacuation	 and	 street	 interruptions	 for	 deliveries.	 This	 property	 has	 been	
downzoned	 twice,	the	 first	 time	 in	 1984	 to	 an	 FAR	or	[sic]	 1.5:1	 and	the	 second	 time	 in	 1989	 when	 the	
FAR	was	 further	 reduced	 to	1.1:1.	Ask	 the	consultant	 to	review	 the	reports	and	 analyses	 associated	with	
these	density	reductions	 and	add	this	information	 to	the	EIR.		Then,	 justify	permitting	 a	development	 with	
a	FAR	of	3:1	on	this	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B10‐2	

The	Applicant	has	requested	an	off‐menu	incentive	to	allow	a	3:1	FAR,	as	described	 in	detail	on	Pages	2‐5	
and	 4.F‐48	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 comment	 does	 not	 identify	 substantial	 evidence	 that	 supports	 a	 fair	
argument	 that	 permitting	 a	 development	 with	 a	 FAR	 of	 3:1,	 as	 proposed	 by	 the	 Project,	 could	 have	 an	
environmental	 impact	 that	 has	 not	 been	 considered,	 or	 has	 been	 improperly	 analyzed,	 in	 the	 EIR.	 The	
written	response	to	comments	on	a	Draft	EIR	need	only	address	“major	environmental	issues	raised	when	
the	lead	agency’s	position	is	at	variance	with	recommendations	and	objections	raised	in	the	comments	.	.	.	.”		
(Cal.	Code	of	Regs.,	tit.	14,	§	15088.)	 	Furthermore,	in	responding	to	comments,	CEQA	does	not	require	the	
EIR	 authors	 to	 perform	 all	 research	 suggested	 by	 commenters.	 “CEQA	 does	 not	 require	 a	 lead	 agency	 to	
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conduct	 every	 recommended	 test	 and	 perform	 all	 recommended	 research	 to	 evaluate	 the	 impacts	 of	 a	
proposed	project.	The	 fact	 that	additional	studies	might	be	helpful	does	not	mean	 that	 they	are	required.”	
(Association	of	 Irritated	Residents	v.	County	of	Madera	 (2003)	107	Cal.App.4th	1383,	1396,	133	Cal.Rptr.2d	
718;	Guidelines,	§	15204,	subd.	(a).)	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 The	
environmental	impacts	of	the	Project	with	a	FAR	of	3:1	have	been	analyzed	in	the	EIR,	as	well	as	a	Project	
Alternative	(Alternative	2,	Existing	Zoning	Alternative)	with	an	FAR	of	1:1	as	requested	by	the	commenter.		
Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	B10‐7	below	and	Response	to	Comment	B5‐2	(Marian	Dodge),	which	
discuss	Project	Alternatives	with	reduced	FARs	compared	to	the	proposed	Project.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	
potential	physical	impacts	to	the	environment	associated	with	implementation	of	the	Project	in	light	of	these	
baseline	conditions	in	accordance	with	CEQA	requirements.		The	comment	suggests	that	the	FAR	in	the	area	
of	the	Project	was	reduced	over	the	years	for	environmental	reasons,	but	does	not	provide	a	basis	for	this	
suggestion.		The	baseline	conditions	for	the	analysis	of	environmental	impacts	is	established	at	the	time	that	
the	Project	NOP	is	filed,	in	accordance	with	CEQA.	

COMMENT	NO.	B10‐3	

The	 applicant	 has	made	 reference	 to	 the	 site	 being	 close	 to	 a	major	 transit	 stop.	 Is	 the	site	within	 1,500	
feet	 of	 the	 Traffic	 Stop	 at	 the	corner	of	Fairfax	and	 Santa	Monica	 Boulevards?	 	 Show	 the	map	 used	 to	
calculate	 this	distance.		 Is	 the	distance	 measured	in	a	straight	 line,	"as	 the	crow	 flies",	 or	 by	 following	 the	
pedestrian	 pathways?	 Have	 the	 consultant	 show	 how	 this	 distance	 is	 calculated	 and	 determine	 the	
number	 of	residents	or	commercial	 customers	 who	would	use	this	transit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B10‐3	

As	noted	on	page	2‐5	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	closest	major	transit	stop	to	the	
Project	 Site	 is	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,5607	 feet	 of	 the	 Metro	 Rapid	 transit	 stop	 located	 at	 the	
southwest	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue,	rather	than	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	
Avenue	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.		This	distance	was	measured	by	a	licensed	surveyor	as	illustrated	in	
Appendix	D	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	public	transit	available	to	serve	the	Project	Site	is	described	beginning	on	
page	4.J‐6	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	in	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	public	transit	
within	the	Project	vicinity	consists	primarily	of	multiple‐stop,	local‐serving	bus	lines	that	provide	convenient	
access	 to	 shopping,	business,	 and	entertainment	destinations	 throughout	 the	Project	vicinity.	 	 Figure	9	on	
page	61	of	the	Traffic	Study	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	in	the	Draft	EIR)	provides	an	illustration	of	the	transit	
stops	in	the	Project	vicinity.		As	relates	to	the	projected	number	of	residents	or	commercial	customers	that	
would	utilize	public	transit,	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	provides	estimated	
ridership	for	both	commercial	and	residential	uses.		As	noted	on	page	4.J‐54	in	Section	4.J,	when	accounting	
for	 existing	 transit	 ridership	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 Project	would	 result	 in	 a	 net	 increase	 in	 site‐related	
transit	ridership	of	approximately	157	persons	per	day,	including	a	net	increase	of	two	persons	(decrease	of	
four	inbound,	increase	of	six	outbound)	during	the	A.M.	peak	hour,	and	an	increase	of	21	persons	(increase	of	
15	inbound,	increase	of	six	outbound)	during	the	P.M.	peak	hour.			

COMMENT	NO.	B10‐4	

It	 appears	 in	 the	site	 plan	 that	 the	 sidewalk	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	 adjacent	 to	 the	 property	 has	 been	
removed.	 	 Is	 there	 a	 sidewalk	 on	 the	 east	 side	 of	 the	 project	 on	 Crescent	 Heights?	 How	 does	 a	
pedestrian	walk	 north	 to	the	Sunset	intersection	along	the	west	 side	of	Crescent	Heights?	

																																																													
7	50%	of	the	Project	site	is	located	within	1,560	feet	of	the	Metro	Rapid	transit	stop.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B10‐4	

As	illustrated	in	Figure	2‐3	and	discussed	on	page	2‐21	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	commenter	is	correct	that	the	existing	sidewalk	on	the	east	side	of	the	Project	Site	along	Crescent	Heights	
would	 be	 removed	 during	 project	 demolition	 activities.	 	 However,	 a	 new	 sidewalk	would	 be	 constructed	
along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	new	crosswalks	would	be	 installed	at	 the	Project	driveway	on	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard,	and	the	Corner	Plaza	would	provide	pedestrian‐friendly	public	open	space,	thus	allowing	
pedestrians	to	safely	walk	north/south	along	the	western	side	of	Crescent	Heights.	

COMMENT	NO.	B10‐5	

The	 applicant	 is	 requesting	a	 subdivision	 of	 the	 property,	 so	 the	 project	 must	 be	 evaluated	 as	 if	
condominiums	 will	 be	 built.	 	 What	 are	 the	 parking	 requirement	 for	 new	 condominiums	 where	
parking	off‐site	is	 unavailable?	 Is	 this	 is	what	 is	called	for	in	the	 present	plan?	 What	 is	 the	 amount	of	
parking	that	 is	reduced	because	 of	 the	addition	of	 the	affordable	housing	 units?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B10‐5	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation.	 	 The	 Project’s	
parking	 requirements,	 including	 reductions	 resulting	 from	 affordable	 housing	 units,	 are	 discussed	 under	
Impact	Statement	TR‐7	on	page	4.J‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Also,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐14	in	Section	4.J,	while	
the	standard	LAMC	residential	(apartment)	parking	requirements	are	1.0	space	per	studio	unit,	1.5	spaces	
for	each	1‐bedroom	unit,	and	2.0	spaces	 for	2‐bedroom	and	 larger	units,	given	 the	provision	of	affordable	
housing	as	part	of	the	Project,	the	parking	requirements	are	1.0	space	per	studio	or	1‐bedroom	unit	and	2.0	
spaces	per	2‐	or	3‐bedroom	unit.		As	such,	only	the	parking	requirements	for	1‐bedroom	units	are	reduced	
by	0.5‐space	as	a	result	of	the	Affordable	Housing	Incentive.				Based	on	the	analysis	presented	in	Section	4.J,	
no	significant	off‐site	spill	over	parking	impacts	onto	adjacent	residential	streets	or	into	nearby	commercial	
areas	as	a	result	of	inadequate	on‐site	parking	are	anticipated	and	no	significant	impact	relative	to	parking	
would	occur.	 	Additionally,	 as	discussed	with	 regard	 to	 aesthetics	and	visual	 resources	 impacts	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	on	September	27,	2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	Senate	
Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	2014.		The	purpose	of	SB	743	is	to	streamline	the	review	
under	CEQA	 for	 several	 categories	of	development	projects	 including	 the	development	of	 infill	 projects	 in	
transit	 priority	 areas.	 	 The	 bill	 adds	 to	 the	 CEQA	 Statute,	 Chapter	 2.7,	 Modernization	 of	 Transportation	
Analysis	 for	 Transit‐Oriented	 Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	 particular	 Section	 21099.	 	 Pursuant	 to	 Section	
21099(d)(1)	“…parking	impacts	of	a	residential,	mixed‐use	residential,	or	employment	center	project	on	an	
infill	site	within	a	transit	priority	area	shall	not	be	considered	significant	impacts	on	the	environment.”		The	
proposed	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	forth	in	Section	21099(d),	and	for	this	reason,	the	proposed	Project’s	
effects	 related	 to	 parking	 are	 not	 required	 to	 be	 analyzed	 under	 the	 State	 CEQA	 Statute.	 Please	 also	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	parking	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	B10‐6	

The	traffic	study	appears	faulted.	There	is	a	40%	increase	in	the	commercial	space,	including	a	market,	and	
construction	of	239	new	condominiums,	yet	the	study	shows	a	decrease	in	traffic	during	the	day.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B10‐6	

The	 trip	 generation	 calculations	 for	 the	 proposed	 Project	 are	 shown	 in	 Tables	 2(a)	 through	 2(c)	 of	 the	
Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA,	included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR).		The	commenter	states	that	
the	study	indicates	that	the	proposed	Project	will	result	in	a	decrease	in	traffic	during	the	day.		However,	as	
shown	 in	 these	 tables,	 the	proposed	Project	 is	expected	 to	result	 in	a	net	 increase	of	approximately	1,077	
trips	 per	 day,	 including	 an	 increase	 of	 approximately	 216	 trips	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour	 (although	 the	
commenter	would	be	correct	that	the	proposed	Project	will	result	in	a	slight	reduction	of	approximately	82	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐184	
	

site‐related	trips	during	the	AM	peak	hour).		While	it	is	also	true	that	Table	2(c)	indicates	that	the	proposed	
Project	will	 result	 in	 a	 reduction	 in	 site‐related	 commercial	 trips	 of	 approximately	 487	 trips	 per	 day	 and	
approximately	 202	 trips	 during	 the	 AM	 peak	 hour,	 it	 will	 result	 in	 a	 net	 increase	 of	 approximately	 71	
commercial‐related	 trips	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour.	 	 The	 daily	 and	 AM	 peak	 hour	 trip	 reductions	 and	
relatively	 nominal	 increase	 in	 PM	 peak	 hour	 trips	 for	 the	 Project’s	 commercial	 components	 (despite	 the	
commenter’s	 correct	 statement	 that	 the	 overall	 site	 commercial	 area	 will	 increase	 by	 approximately	 40	
percent)	is	due	to	the	replacement	by	the	Project	of	the	existing	high	trip	generating	uses	such	as	fast	food	
(which	 accounts	 for	 approximately	 15	 percent	 of	 the	 existing	 site	 floor	 area,	 and	 includes	 a	 high	 traffic	
McDonald’s	 restaurant	 with	 a	 drive‐through	 window)	 with	 substantially	 lower	 trip	 generating	 quality	
restaurants	as	well	as	a	number	of	site‐serving	uses	(which	reduce	traffic	due	to	patronage	from	the	Project’s	
residents).	

COMMENT	NO.	B10‐7	

The	 city	 has	 taken	 action	 in	 the	 past	 to	 ensure	 that	 a	 large,	 impactful	 project	 not	 be	 built	 at	 this	
intersection.	 Why	 has	 the	 EIR	 consultant	 failed	 to	 study	 a	project	 that	 meets	 the	 city's	vision	 as	
expressed	 in	 the	 Hollywood	Community	Plan?	 	 The	public	was	 told	 that	 the	 EIR	 process	 is	set	 up	 to	
ensure	for	 "opportunities	for	meaningful	input	from	 the	public".	 The	 public	 has	 asked	for	 an	 analysis	
of	 an	 alternative	plan	 for	a	mixed	 project	with	 a	1.1:	1	 FAR	 as	 called	for	 in	 the	 Community	 Plan,	 and	
has	 been	reflected	in	the	 actions	the	city	 has	 previously	taken	 to	downsize	this	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B10‐7	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 B10‐1	 above	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 the	 Hollywood	
Community	Plan.		

The	Project	(and	associated	environmental	impacts	analyzed	in	the	Draft	EIR)	is	the	project	being	proposed	
by	 the	Applicant.	 	 Neither	 the	 Project	 nor	 any	 of	 its	 requested	 discretionary	 actions/approvals	were	 pre‐
approved	 by	 the	 City.	 	 The	 proposed	 Project,	 along	 with	 its	 requested	 discretionary	 approvals,	 was	 and	
continues	to	be	subject	to	the	City’s	environmental	review	under	CEQA	and	approval	process	under	state	and	
local	law.		The	City	will	consider	all	public	comments	raised	during	the	environmental	review	process	in	its	
decision‐making.	 	 This	 process	 has	 provided	 opportunities	 for	 meaningful	 input	 from	 the	 public,	 as	
documented	 in	 	 Chapter	 1.0,	 Introduction,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 (describing	 the	 “EIR	 Scoping	 Process,”	 which	
included	numerous	 opportunities	 for	public	 input	 on	 the	Draft	 EIR)	 and	Chapter	 1.0,	 Introduction,	 of	 this	
Final	EIR,	(describing	the	Final	EIR	process,	whereby	additional	opportunities	for	input	were	and	will	still	be	
provided).		It	should	also	be	noted	that	the	RP‐DEIR,	which	fully	evaluated	Alternative	9,	was	circulated	for	
public	review	from	September	10,	2015	through	November	9,	2015	and	responses	 to	all	public	comments	
received	on	the	RP‐DEIR	are	addressed	in	this	Final	EIR.	

With	regard	to	an	alternative	with	a	1:1	FAR,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluates	two	alternatives	with	an	FAR	of	1:1	or	
less,	 including	 the	 No	 Project/No	 Build	 Alternative	 and	 the	 Existing	 Zoning	 Alternative.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	
Chapter	5,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	No	Project/No	Build	Alternative	would	result	in	the	continued	
operation	of	 approximately	80,000	 square	 feet	 of	 retail,	 restaurant,	 and	 other	 commercial	 uses,	while	 the	
Existing	Zoning	Alternative	would	redevelop	the	Project	Site	with	up	to	111,339	square	feet	of	commercial	
uses	with	an	FAR	of	1:1.	 	However,	as	concluded	in	Chapter	5	of	the	Draft	EIR,	neither	of	these	alternatives	
would	 achieve	 most	 of	 the	 Project’s	 objectives,	 though	 both	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 Hollywood	
Community	 Plan	 as	 noted	 on	 pages	 5‐11	 through	 5‐12	 (Alternative	 1)	 and	 5‐33	 (Alternative	 2).		
Furthermore,	as	related	to	a	mixed‐use	project	with	an	FAR	of	1:1,	this	development	scenario	would	result	in	
37,013	 square	 feet	 of	 commercial	 uses	 (or	 less	 than	half	 of	what	 exists	 on	 the	Project	 Site	under	 existing	
conditions)	and	73,987	square	feet	of	residential	uses	including	83	total	dwelling	units	and	all	related	open	
space,	common	areas,	amenities,	and	other	spaces.		This	amount	of	development	would	not	achieve	many	of	
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the	 core	 objectives	 of	 the	 Project,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 the	 provision	 of	 affordable	 housing,	
concentration	 of	 density	 and	 housing	 in	 activity	 areas	 near	 transit,	 enhancing	 pedestrian	 activity	 and	
neighborhood	commercial	street	life	(Corner	Plaza),	and	providing	additional	employment	opportunities.		As	
such,	a	development	scenario	that	provides	a	mixed‐use	commercial	and	residential	project	with	an	FAR	of	
1:1	was	not	considered	in	the	Draft	EIR.		
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LETTER	NO.	B11	

Scott	Lunceford,	AICP	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning	
City	of	West	Hollywood	
slunceford@weho.org	

Grafton		P.	Tanquary,	President	
Crescent	Height‐Havenhurst	Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐1	

Please	accept	these	comments	in	response	to	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	City	Case	no.	ENV‐
2013‐2552‐EIR	issued	for	public	review	on	November	20,	2014.	These	comments	are	not	as	comprehensive	
and	potentially	helpful	to	the	City,	because	the	draft	E.I.R	does	not	summarize	the	existing	conditions	and	the	
proposed	 land	 use	 load	 assumptions	 in	 a	 publically	 accessible	 chart	 or	 graphics	 that	most	 other	 Reports	
generally	 follow.	 Instead	 the	 public	 is	 asked	 to	 play	 detective	 and	 try	 to	 wade	 through	 confusing	 and	
sometimes	contradictory	exhibits,	appendices	and	separate	studies	merely	to	understand	the	proposal.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐1	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐1	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐2	

GENERAL	COMMENTS:	

First,	 the	 current	 site	 is	 indeed	 in	 need	 of	 an	 upgrade,	 and	 a	 new	 sustainably	 patterned	 and	 thoughtfully	
designed	and	programmed	project	would	be	very	welcome	on	this	site.	However,	 it	 is	very	difficult	 for	the	
public	to	provide	insightful	feedback	on	a	proposed	project	when	the	description	and	analysis	of	the	existing	
conditions	compared	to	the	proposed	project	is	lacking	fundamental	information.	

A.	 Existing	 Conditions:	 The	 Report	 describes	 the	 existing	 site	 development	 pattern	 as	 containing	 "two	
commercial	uses	and	other	site	improvements"	along	with	222	parking	spaces.	In	order	to	more	effectively	
evaluate	 the	 proposed	 project,	 it	 would	 be	 helpful	 to	 have	 the	 final	 environmental	 document	 be	 more	
descriptive	in	terms	of	summarizing	the	current	conditions	and	site	usage.	Namely.	what	are	the	currently	
land	uses	and	floor	areas	and	how	are	the	parking	spaces	allocated	and	configured	for	each	of	them?	

For	example:	

a.	Total	Existing	Commercial	Land	Uses	=	80,000	s.f.	

Bank	Building	=			 s.f.	(eg.	@	1	space	per	???	s.f.	=	no.	of	spaces	allocated)	

Retail	Uses	=		 	 s.f	

Drive‐Thru	Restaurant	=		 s.f.	Restaurant/Cafe	Spaces	=		 	 	s.f.	
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Art	Storage=		 	 s.f.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐2	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐3	

b.	Parking	Spaces:	Current	%	of	Standard	+	%	of	Compact	Spaces	=	???	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐3	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐3	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐4	

B.	Current	Zoning	&	Applicable	Ordinances:	The	Report	does	adequately	break	out	the	general	description	of	
the	proposed	Project.	However,	with	respect	to	this	specific	property,	it	does	not	appear	to	describe	for	the	
public	the	adopted	Community	Plan	vision,	adopted	ordinances	that	affect	the	allowable	density,	the	baseline	
zoning	allowances	and	the	allowable	increases	permitted	by	State	Law	and	L.A.	City	Ordinances	with	respect	
to	affordable	housing	and	transit	proximity.	

In	 the	 final	Report	please	 include	an	easily	accessible	summary	of	 the	Community	Plan,	applicable	
ordinances	and	baseline	zoning	 for	 this	parcel.	 In	addition	please	 indicate	how	 the	addition	of	28	
affordable	 housing	 for	 low	 income	 households	 impacts	 the	 baseline	 density	 and	 parking	
requirements,	exclusive	of	variances	to	qualify	for	off	menu	incentives.	

For	example:	

1	.	Baseline	Zoning	for	the	site:	
Site	Area‐2.56	acres(@	43,560	s.f./acre)	=	±	111,500	s.f.	(0.71:1	FAR)		
Maximum	Allowable	Density(@	I:1	FAR)	=	±	111,500	s.f.	
Height	District	1	=	45	feet	maximum	
Community	Plan	provisions:	???	
Maximum	Residential	Density:	???	(i.e.	Maximum	unit	count	follows	R4	provisions?)	
Residential	Parking	Requirements:	(i.e.	Condominiums	in	an	impacted	parking	zone?)	

2.	Affordable	Housing	Incentives:	
Up	to	a	maximum	of	35%	increase	in	density	may	be	granted	if	the	Project	sets	aside	units	for	lower	
income	households.	

‐	 Maximum	 Allowable	 Residential	 Density	 w/	 Incentives=	 1.35:1	 FAR	 (applies	 to	 the	
residential	portion	of	the	project	only,	in	order	to	better	accommodate	the	residential	units?)	

The	basis	for	many	conclusions	in	the	draft	Report	relies	on	"existing	conditions	and	credits"	yet	this	data	is	
not	readily	found	in	the	document.	If	it	is	in	the	draft,	please	reference	its	location,	and,	if	not,	please	include	
it	in	the	revisions	to	the	Report.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐4	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐4	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐5	

C.	Proposed	Project	Comparison:	Although	there	are	some	numbers	spread	throughout	the	Report	in	various	
sections,	it	would	be	helpful	to	have	a	breakdown	of	the	proposed	

Commercial	Use	mix	with	the	proposed	commercial	parking	as	well	as	the	proposed	Residential	allocations	
and	the	change	this	proposal	represents:	

Proposed	Comm'l	Floor	Area=	111,339	s.f.	(1:1	FAR)		
Current	Comrn'1	Floor	Area	=	80,000	s.f.	
Proposed	Increase	in	Comm'l	Floor	Area=	31,339	s.f.	
Percentage	increase	in	Floor	Area	=	39%	increase	in	commercial	floor	area	

Proposed	Increase	in	Residential	Floor	Area=	222,564	s.f.	(2:1	FAR	increase)	
Current	Residential	Floor	Area	=	None	
Proposed	Number	of	Units=	249	dwelling	units,	including	28	affordable	units(±	11%	set	aside)	
Proposed	Number	of	One‐	Bed	and	Two‐Bed	etc.	units?	

Proposed	Site	Density=	3.0:1	FAR		
Allowable	Site	Density=	1.0:1	FAR		
Current	Site	Density=	0.71:1	FAR	
Increase	to	Site	Density=	317%	proposed	increase	(333,903	s.f‐80,000	s.f.	/	80,000	s.f.)	

Proposed	Comn'l	Parking=	554	spaces	(4.98	per	1000	s.f.	average	load)		
Current	Comm'I	Parking	=	222	spaces	
Increase	to	Comm'l	Parking=	331spaces	(49%	increase)	

Proposed	Increase	to	Resid'l	Parking	=	295	spaces	(allocated	at	1.18	spaces	per	unit)	
Current	Resid'l	Parking=	None	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐5	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐5	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐6	

D.		Public	Plaza:	An	off‐site	public	plaza	is	referred	to	throughout	the	document	as	part	of	this	project.	The	
Applicant	 does	 not	 own	 this	 property	 nor	 does	 the	 proposed	Project	 appear	 to	 be	 part	 of	 a	 development	
agreement	that	might	take	into	account	a	public	benefit	such	as	this	plaza.	In	fact,	the	neighbors	and	City	of	
West	Hollywood	were	 told	 that	 the	 current	median	was	already	part	of	 a	previous	entitlement	across	 the	
street.	 Therefore,	 it	 should	 be	 the	 responsibility	 of	 that	 previous	 Applicant	 to	 perform	 improvements.	
Regardless,	 the	 proposed	plaza	 is	 an	 independent	 question	 and	 any	 consideration	 of	 its	 design	 should	 be	
handled	 as	 part	 of	 a	 separate	 stakeholder	 outreach	 process	 distinct	 and	 independent	 from	 the	 proposed	
Project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐6	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐6	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐7	

E.	Affordable	Housing	Incentives/Concessions:	The	proposed	Project	looks	to	affordable	housing	incentives	
to	 justify	 significantly	 large	 "off	menu"	density	bonus	requests.	 In	order	 to	qualify	 for	 this	bonus,	 selected	
criteria	 must	 be	 met.	 The	 Applicant	 has	 presented	 an	 opinion	 that	 the	 site	 rests	 1560	 feet	 from	 Major	
Stop/Transit.	 The	 burden	 falls	 to	 the	 City	 to	 make	 a	 written	 finding	 assessing	 the	 applicability	 of	 each	
incentive	as	well	as	the	need	tor	[sic]	specific	requests.	Please	request	that	the	EIR	Consultant	prepare	an	
independent	 Map	 indicating	 the	 distance	 from	 Major	 Stop/Transit	 AND	 a	 description	 how	 this	
distance	the	method	through	which	this	distance	was	determined.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐7	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐7	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐8	

Under	 State	 Law	 (Gov't	 Code	 Section	 65915‐18),	 upon	 receipt	 of	 an	 Applicant's	 proposal	 for	 the	 specific	
incentives	or	concessions,	the	city	"shall	grant	the	concession	or	incentive	requested	by	the	applicant	unless	
the	city,	county,	or	city	and	county	makes	a	written	finding,	based	upon	substantial	evidence,	of	following:	

(A)	 .The	concession	m·i11centive	 [sic]	 is	not	required	 in	order	to	provide	 for	affordable	
housing	costs,	as	defined	in	Section	50052.5	of	the	Health	and	Safety	Code,	or	for	rents	for	the	
targeted	units	to	be	set	as	specified	in	subdivision	(c).	

(B)	 The	 concession	 or	 incentive	 would	 have	 a	 specific	 adverse	 impact	 as	 defined	 in	
paragraph	(2)	of	subdivision	(d)	of	Section	65589.5,	upon	public	health	a1td	safety	or	the	
physical	environment	or	on	any	real	property	that	 is	 listed	 in	the	California	Register	of	
Historical	Resources	and	for	which	there	is	no	feasible	method	to	satisfactorily	mitigate	
or	ovoid	the	specific	adverse	impact	without	rendering	the	development	unaffordable	to	
low‐	and	moderate‐income	households.	

The	 draft	 Report	 did	 not	 look	 at	 an	 alternative	 that	 would	 have	 included	 the	 feasibility	 of	 what	 most	
developers	would	have	proposed	 for	 this	property	 (Ref:	 the	Wells	Fargo	Mixed	Use	Project	on	Sunset	and	
Hayworth	 two	 blocks	 away),	 namely	 a	 1:1	 FAR	 Mixed	 Use	 Project	 that	 requested	 35%	 density	 bonus	
incentives	for	affordable	housing.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐8	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐8	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐9	

SPECIFIC	COMMENTS	ON	THE	REPORT:	
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A.	Areas	of	Controversy	and	Issues	to	be	Resolved	(SEC.	D,	Draft	page	ES‐2)	

1.	Based	on	attendance	at	previous	scoping	and	community	meetings,	two	issues	were	raised	as	key	areas	of	
study,	yet	they	are	not	identified	in	this	section	of	summarized	items.	

First,	HYDROLOGY	concerns	were	raised	with	respect	to	the	underground	parking	proposed.	This	portion	of	
the	 City	 has	 had	many	 dealings	with	 subsurface	water	 issues	when	 underground	 parking	more	 than	 one	
story	is	undertaken.	The	current	site	is	parked	fully	on‐grade	and	therefore	has	no	real	sub‐surface	impacts.	
Specifically	 how	 will	 the	 new	 multiple	 level	 subterranean	 parking	 and	 foundation	 walls	 affect	 the	
underground	water	by	damming	the	existing	flow	and	diverting	water	into	the	adjacent	sites	some	of	which	
have	very	old,	one‐story	subterranean	parking	garages?	Will	there	be	impacts	on	the	foundation	systems	of	
the	adjacent	residential	properties?	How	can	this	site	specific	condition	be	mitigated	if	at	all?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐9	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐9	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐10	

Second,	SEISMIC	concerns	were	raised.	Surely	studied	in	the	Report,	how	were	these	concerns	not	at	 least	
deemed	to	be	''less	than	significant"	with	mitigations	knowing	that	the	Hollywood	fault	is	proximate	to	this	
construction?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐10	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐10	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐11	

B.	Significant	Unavoidable	Impacts	(SEC.	E,	Draft	page	ES‐3)	

1.	Beyond	the	historic	and	construction‐related	 impacts,	 there	docs	[sic]	not	appear	to	be	any	unavoidable	
impacts	related	to	the	underground	water	table	and	to	the	proposed	vehicular	access/egress	locations	with	
respect	 to	 the	 ability	 to	move	 in	 all	 four	 directions	when	 leaving	 the	 property.	 Please	 explain	 how	 these	
result	in	a	"less	than	significant	impact"?.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐11	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐11	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐12	

C.	Project	Alternatives	(SEC.	F,	Draft	page	ES‐4	thru	ES10)	

1.	The	"Alternatives"	segment	of	the	Report	is	a	bit	perplexing.	Alternative	#1	is	a	mandated	alternative.	Of	
the	 remaining	 seven	 "Alternatives",	 only	 one	 alternative	 (Alternative	 #2)	 studied	 a	 conventional	
"commercial	only"	Project	based	on	 the	Community	Plan	and	 the	Zoning	Code.	Six	other	alternatives	were	
studied	that	would	involve	in'‐'Teased	[sic]	density	(and	in	some	cases	height)	not	permitted	under	current	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐191	
	

incentive	or	bonus	initiatives	adopted	by	the	City.	Who	generated	these	non‐code	compliant	alternatives	and	
why?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐12	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐12	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐13	

2.	Public	comments	and	written	cards	completed	during	the	Scoping	Meetings	had	specifically	requested	that	
at	least	three	project	alternatives	be	studied	under	the	current	Community	Plan	and	Zoning	allowances.	The	
following	three	alternatives	that	had	been	requested	were	never	studied:	

i.	Alternative	A‐	Commercial	Addition	and	Remodel	of	up	to±	31,300	.s.f.	to	upgrade	and	update	
the	site	preserving	the	Bank	building	but,	through	selective	demolition,	adding	neighborhood	serving	
commercial	uses,	new	parking	 if	needed	and	new	 landscaping	 to	activate	pedestrian	 life	on	Sunset	
The	Traffic	consultant's	Report,	 if	accurate,	 indicates	that	the	commercial	trips	generated	would	go	
down	 (5296	 current	 trips	 down	 to	 4809	 trips)	 by	 adding	 new	 commercial	 floor	 area	 of31,339	 s.f	
Please	evaluate	how	this	Addition	and	Remodel	strategy	would	result	 in	a	similar	reduction	
and	would	 result	 in	 benefits	 at	 the	 intersection	 and	 traffic	 flow	 in	 the	 area.	Would	 traffic	
signal	mitigations	at	Havenhurst/Sunset	and	Havenhurst/Fountain	be	eliminated?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐13	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐13	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).		

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐14	

ii.		Alternative	B‐	A	Mixed	Use	Project	of	45	feet	max.	consisting	of	commercial	and	residential	uses	
at	a	density	of	I	:	l	FAR	with	incentives	up	to	35%	density	bonus	and	an	add'l	story	for	affordable	unit	
set	asides	of	20%	unit	count.	This	alternative	should	 include	 the	same	113	comm'l	and	2/3	resid'l	
ratio	 proposed	 by	 the	 Applicant	 (i.e.	 37,075	 s.f.	 commercial	 and	 74,264	 s.f.	 residential).	 Using	 the	
applicants	same	unit	size	ratios	and	assuming	a	35%	density	bonus	on	the	residential	portion,	 this	
would	result	in	a	project	of	112	residential	units.	Comm'l	Parking	(@	5/1000	avg.)	would	require	74	
spaces+	Residential	 Parking(@	1.5.spaces/unit	 avg.)	would	 require	 168	 spaces	 for	 a	 total	 of±	 242	
parking	spaces.	

This	alternative	would	result	in	surface	parking	and	perhaps	one	semi	subterranean	level	of	parking	
if	 necessary	with	 a	 density/intensity	 increase	 of	 57,331	 s.f.	 of	 floor	 area,	 but	 because	 of	 the	 new	
residential	use	the	parking	space	count	would	only	need	to	increase	from	222	spaces	to	approx.	242	
spaces.	Please	evaluate	the	environmental	benefits	or	impacts	of	this	alternative.	Would	traffic	
signal	 mitigations	 at	 Havenhurst/Sunset	 and	 Havenhurst/Fountain	 be	 eliminated	 in	 this	
alternative?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐14	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐14	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B11‐15	

iii.		Alternative	C	‐A	Mixed	Use	Project	+	Bank	Preservation	Project	with	terraced,	tuck‐under	
Surface	Parking.	Because	of	 the	Bank's	 fortunate	 location	on	 the	northwest	corner	of	 the	site	and	
the	 sloping	 nature	 of	 the	 lot,	 a	 new	 Project	 at	 a	 density	 of	 1:1	 FAR	 preserving	 the	 existing	 Bank	
structure,	 and	adding	new	retail	 and	 residential	 floor	area	over	 three	or	 four	 stories	 can	easily	be	
achieved.	This	 strategy	would	 eliminate	 the	need	 for	 currently	proposed	 extensive	 site	 excavation	
and	 a	 large	 amount	 of	 soil	 export	 thus	 eliminating	many	 anticipated	 construction‐related	 impacts.	
Please	evaluate	the	environmental	benefits	or	impacts	of	this	alternative.	Would	traffic	signal	
mitigations	at	Havenhurst/Sunset	and	Havenhurst/Fountain	be	eliminated	in	this	alternative?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐15	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐15	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐16	

Based	on	some	of	the	Report's	conclusions,	any	of	these	three	alternatives	(A,	B	or	C)	would	likely	result	in	a	
far	 more	 sustainable	 and	 desirable	 "environmentally	 superior	 alternative"	 than	 the	 one	 (Alternative	 #6)	
identified	in	the	Report.	Alternative#	6	represents	a	non‐compliant	development	concept	not	supported	by	
the	Community	Plan	or	the	Zoning	Code.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐16	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐16	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐17	

3.	 Alternative	 #7	 refers	 to	 an	 "On‐Menu"	 Alternative.	 The	 Applicant	 has	 elected	 to	 request	 "Off	 Menu"	
incentives	 for	 the	 proposed	 Project	 without	 demonstrating	 how	 these	 incentives	 are	 needed	 to	
accommodate	 the	 added	 units	 for	 affordable	 housing	 under	 State	 Law	 65915.	 If	 the	 applicant	 plans	 to	
include	28	affordable	dwelling	units	of	approx.	18,000	s.f.	 to	19,000	s.f.	of	 floor	area,	how	does	the	Project	
require	an	additional	203,000	s.f.	of	leasable	or	saleable	bonus	floor	area	to	offset	these	costs'!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐17	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐17	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐18	

COMMENTS	RELATED	TO	PROJECT	IMPACTS:	

A.		Parking	and	Traffic	Impacts	

The	public	and	community	members	are	not	specialists	in	this	process	and	must	trust	that	the	Consultants	
are	independent,	objective	and	impartial	in	gathering	and	analyzing	data.	Clearly,	based	on	the	assumptions	
and	the	comments	made	by	the	Consultants	in	the	Report	and	in	the	meetings,	the	Applicant's	team	has	had	a	
direct	influence	on	this	Report.	The	EIR	Consultant	at	the	most	recent	meeting	referred	to	this	EIR	process	as	
a	 "full	disclosure	exercise"	 in	which	 transparency	 is	paramount.	 In	 the	 final	Report,	please	disclose	 the	
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number	of	calls	or	direct	meetings	between	the	Consultant	and	the	Applicant's	team	and	describe	the	
nature	of	direction	given	(i.e.	with	respect	to	programs,	land	uses	assumptions,	project	goals,	etc.).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐18	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐18	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐19	

1.	 Trip	 Generations:	 The	 draft	 Report	 indicates	 that	 31,330	 s.f.	 of	 new	 commercial	 spaces	 will	
necessitate	an	increase	of	332	new	commercial	parking	spaces	(554	spaces	proposed	and	222	spaces	
current).	This	change	represents	a	50%	increase	in	commercial	parking	spaces	yet	the	traffic	study	
finds	that	there	will	be	a	9%	reduction	of	487	commercial	trips	(5296	‐4809	trips)	even	though	the	
site	 will	 be	 intensifying	 with	 a	 new	 supermarket	 and	 new	 restaurant	 floor	 area.	 How	 does	 an	
intensification	 of	 commercial	 use	 and	 a	 50%	 increase	 in	 commercial	 parking	 result	 in	 a	
reduction	in	commercial	trip	generations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐19	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐19	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐20	

Table	ES‐1,	Regional	Traffic	Analysis,	Impact	Statement	TR‐4	concludes	that,	"Project‐generated	
traffic	would	be	below	the	CMP	50‐trip	threshold	at	the	CMP	intersections..."	Given	the	intensification	
in	 land	use	and	the	 introduction	of	well	over	1000	new	trips	and	a	resultant	20%	increase	 in	trips	
{1077	new	trips)	from	the	current	site,	how	can	a	50‐trip	threshold	not	be	exceeded?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐20	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐20	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐21	

2.	Proposed	Driveway	on	Crescent	Heights:	The	draft	Report	 indicates	that	the	Crescent	Heights	
driveway	 will	 be	 used	 for	 commercial	 uses	 on	 the	 site.	 Please	 have	 the	 Consultant	 indicate	 the	
number	trips	per	day	of	 the	total	count	that	will	be	exiting	on	to	Crescent	Heights.	Of	this	number,	
how	many	 trips	 are	 projected	 to	 turn	 left	 (north)	 to	 Sunset.	 The	 left	 turn	 is	 currently	 prohibited	
because	of	mitigations	to	address	previous	impacts	in	this	location.	Please	explain	how	left	turns	
out	of	the	driveway	will	not	result	in	the	impacts	previously	identified?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐21	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐24	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐22	

3.	New	Traffic	Signals	on	Sunset/Havenhurst	and	Sunset/Fountain:	There	is	no	exiting	from	the	
current	site	unto	Havenhurst	Drive.	 In	addition,	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	installed	speed	bumps	
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and	then	subsequently	a	choker	to	mitigate	significant	undesirable	impacts	from	City	of	Los	Angeles	
traffic	short	cutting	up	and	down	Fountain	to	or	from	Sunset	Boulevard.	The	draft	Report	discusses	a	
need	 for	 two	 new	 traffic	 signals	 based	 on	 the	 anticipated	 residential	 entry	 and	 exiting	 and	 the	
commercial	 exiting	 needs	 of	 the	 project.	 The	 Report	 identifies	 1596	 daily	 trips	 for	 the	 residential	
component.	 How	 many	 additional	 trips	 are	 assumed	 for	 the	 commercial	 portion	 on	 Havenhurst?	
Please	address	why	 the	current	design	proposes	 to	 introduce	new	significant	 impacts	on	 to	
Havenhurst	Drive?	Please	explain	 in	 the	revised	Report	how	new	signalization	will	address	
the	City	of	West	Hollywood's	attempts	to	stop	L.A.	City	based	traffic	from	moving	up	and	down	
Havenhurst	Drive?	

A	signal	at	Havehurst	[sic]	and	Fountain	will	not	affect	west	bound	traffic	on	Fountain	at	all,	because	
the	 same	 right	 turns	 heading	 north	will	 still	 take	 place.	 In	 fact,	 the	 greatest	 benefit	 of	 a	 signal	 at	
Havenhurst	and	Fountain	would	be	to	facilitate	left	turns	from	Havenhurst	on	to	Fountain	in	order	to	
head	 east.	 If	 this	 result	 is	 correct,	 it	 would	 encourage	 even	more	 cut	 through	 traffic	 from	 Sunset	
heading	south,	especially	but	not	limited	to	those	who	want	to	divert	down	to	Fountain	to	head	east.	
Please	have	the	Consultant	respond	to	this	concern.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐22	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐25	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐23	

4.	Parking:	If	the	project	did	not	contain	affordable	housing,	the	proposed	project	would	require	well	
over	1100	parking	spaces,	yet	the	project	is	proposing	only	849	spaces	or	approximately	a	300	space	
reduction	because	28	affordable	housing	units	will	be	provided.	Assuming	this	reduction	is	in	fact	
compliant	 per	 laws	 and	 codes,	 please	 study	 the	 potential	 impacts	 on	 adjacent	 streets	 if	 a	
project	contains	a	300	parking	space	reduction	from	conventional	mixed‐use	projects	without	
affordable	housing.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐23	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐26	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐24	

Ref:	TABLE	ES‐1,	SECTION	4.A:	AESTHETICS		

Urban	Design	Analysis	related	to	"Aesthetics"	‐	

a.	Sustainable	Design/Green	Space:	

The	proposed	Project	seeks	to	create	a	large	amount	of	open	space	and	public‐oriented	spaces	by	moving	its	
density	 into	a	vertical	 two‐tower	configuration.	Without	 comment	 specifically	on	 the	proposed	number	of	
stories	or	scale,	in	most	cases	if	the	solar	exposure	is	taken	into	account,	this	can	be	a	sound	strategy	and	in	
this	situation	a	private	courtyard	or	series	of	paseo‐like	spaces	do	make	sense	as	a	general	site	development	
approach.	
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When	tower	solutions	are	pursued,	the	resultant	open	space	solutions	become	critical	to	the	success	of	the	
project.	 In	 these	 cases,	 for	 sustainable	 design	motives,	 one	 looks	 for	 excellent	 sun	 orientation,	 increased	
green	spaces,	new	canopy	trees,	and	ample	permeable	surfaces	to	keep	storm	water	on	site.	Unfortunately,	
because	of	its	substantial	density	requests	and	resultant	subterranean	parking	needs,	this	project	proposal	
does	 not	 accommodate	 the	 effective,	 on‐grade	 planted	 sustainable	 solutions	 and	 urban	 design	
benefits	one	would	expect.	Instead,	plantings	appear	to	be	heavily	reliant	on	pots	sitting	on	concrete	decks	
or	 roof	 decks	 where	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 public	 could	 not	 enjoy	 them.	 The	 general	 public	 space	 is	
overwhelmingly	 concrete	or	hardscape	 surfaces	necessitating	 substantial	 (and	 likely	unnecessary)	 surface	
drainage	provisions	that	will	further	tax	the	storm	drain	system.	

The	 Applicant	 team	 should	 be	 encouraged	 to	 re‐examine	 the	 location	 of	 the	 new	 buildings	 and	
explore	how	moving	 taller	portions	 toward	Sunset	might	result	 in	more	on‐grade	green	space	and	
canopy	trees	planted	in	the	ground.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐24	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐27	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐25	

b.	Site	Topography:	

The	 project	 site	 slopes	 downward	 from	 north	 to	 south	 rather	 significantly.	 The	 existing	 commercial	
development	acknowledges	this	slope	and,	through	a	terracing	strategy,	effectively	situates	the	commercial	
uses	 so	 as	 to	 not	 require	 a	 great	 deal	 of	 excavation	 and	 soil	 export.	 Unfortunately,	 the	 proposed	 project	
appears	to	lack	familiarity	with	the	site	specific	conditions	and	to	have	been	conceived	in	the	computer	as	if	
it	were	more	of	a	flat	site.	As	discussed	above,	a	thoughtful	mixed‐use	design	solution	that	takes	advantage	of	
the	topography	makes	sense	for	this	property	if	more	adequately	sized	to	include	surface	and/or	tuck	under	
commercial	parking	so	that	a	substantive	portion	of	the	property	can	take	advantage	of	the	fertile	soils	that	
took	centuries	to	create	and	that	lie	under	the	current	parking	surface.	

The	 team	 should	 be	 encouraged	 to	 study	 a	more	 terraced	 design	 solution	 that	 not	 only	 cleverly	
integrates	 necessary	 parking	 but	 also	 results	 in	 better	massing	 and	 scale	 variations	 with	more	
distinct	interior	programs	so	the	site	is	more	about	passive	enjoyment	for	the	new	residents	and	less	
a	commercially	based	destination	attracting	cars	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐25	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐28	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐26	

c.		Open	Space	Orientation:	

We	know	 from	a	 long	history	 in	Los	Angeles	 that	north‐oriented,	 south	 side	of	 the	boulevard	 commercial	
uses	 on	 east‐west	 arteries	 are	 difficult.	 In	 this	 case,	 the	 design	 proposes	 a	 grand	 east‐west	 pedestrian‐
oriented	promenade	space	 in	 the	middle	of	 the	site	between	 its	 tall	 towers.	Based	on	 this	orientation,	 the	
promenade	 will	 have	 very	 few	 hours	 of	 sunlight	 because	 of	 the	 shadows	 cast	 by	 the	 towers.	 Should	 the	
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project's	density	move	 to	 the	northerly	portion	near	Sunset,	adjacent	 to	Bank	structure,	 the	 former	public	
plaza	and	promenade	spaces	can	be	repositioned	as	a	south‐oriented	open	space(s)	 for	 the	residents	 thus	
greatly	 reducing	 the	 destination‐based	 strategy	 now	 in	 place	 and	 providing	 a	 buffer	 for	 the	 adjacent	
residential	properties	to	the	south.	

The	Consultant	team	should	study	an	alternative	location	for	the	scale	and	massing	along	the	Sunset	
and	 Crescent	 Heights	 perimeters	 and	 evaluate	 any	 resultant	 benefits	 or	 impacts	 on	 adjacent	
residential	properties.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐26	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐29	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐27	

Urban	Design	Analysis	related	to	"Impacts	on	Streets"‐		

d.	Public	Plaza	at	the	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights	Corner:	

Both	the	Applicant's	representatives	and	Staff	have	discussed	how	dangerous	the	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights	
intersection	has	been	for	pedestrians.	Their	inference	is	that	the	best	solution	is	creating	a	large	+	9000	s.f.	
urban	 plaza	 on	 the	 comer	 as	 a	 grand	 public	 space.	 In	 reality,	 the	 bigger	 problem	 with	 danger	 in	 this	
intersection	 is	 on	 the	 east	 corner	 not	 the	west.	 Nonetheless,	when	 a	 dangerous	 vehicular	 and	 pedestrian	
condition	 exists,	 the	 solution	 is	 not	 to	 introduce	 more	 pedestrians,	 more	 bicycles	 and	 more	 visual	 and	
physical	 distractions	 for	 the	 driver!	 In	 this	 case,	 the	 proposed	 design	 solution	 is	 actually	 backwards.	 The	
Project	would	improve	by	moving	its	density	north	to	better	hold	the	corner	physically	through	a	series	of	
pedestrian‐oriented	facades	(see	Sunset	Plaza,	Larchmont,	etc.)	and	eliminate	any	destination‐based	public	
at	 the	 corner	 altogether.	 The	 corner	median	 is	 a	 separate	 question	 and	 should	 be	 handled	 as	 a	 separate	
process.	It	would	probably	work	better	as	a	non‐occupyable	[sic]	urban	marker	referring	to	its	history	on	the	
Strip.	(Perhaps	a	design	competition	in	the	future?)	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐27	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐30	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐28	

e.	Sunset	Strip	in	Los	Angeles‐	Visual	Compatibility	and	adjacent	Residential	Zones:	

The	Los	Angeles	portion	of	 the	Strip	 itself	starts	with	 the	Chateau	Marmont	as	a	residential/hotel	use	and	
heads	 east	with	 a	majority	 of	 commercial	 uses	 for	 two	miles	 until	 one	 reaches	 the	 heart	 of	Hollywood	 at	
Cahuenga	and	Vine.	Residential	towers	are	rare	with	an	occasional	residential/hotel	project	appearing	once	
or	 twice.	 Historically,	 the	 Strip	 has	 been	 home	 to	 entertainment,	 hospitality,	 service‐oriented	 and	
commercial	uses.	Free‐standing	commercial	structures	and	mini‐malls	have	held	to	surface	parking	one	or	
two	 stories	 for	 this	 stretch	 and	 include	 more	 neighborhood	 serving	 uses.	 A	 new	 five‐story	 mixed‐use	
building	was	constructed	at	Sunset	and	Hayworth	with	 less	 than	exceptional	urban	activating	results	 (ref.	
north‐facing	commercial	uses	discussed	previously).	Crescent	Heights	is	a	residential	street,	so	the	proposed	
mix	 of	 commercial	 and	 residential	 uses	 if	 designed	well	 could	 be	 an	 appropriate	 and	 sustainable‐growth	
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based	solution.	However,	there	is	no	evidence	that	occupants	at	Sunset	and	Hayworth	have	embraced	transit	
when	 their	building	 is	 very	 close	 to	 the	Fairfax/Sunset	 junction.	Therefore,	 granting	 transit‐based	density	
increases	beyond	the	extended	range	already	identified	in	the	Code	is	without	basis	and	the	actual	data	to	
support	it.	The	evidence	based	on	real	life	usage	not	theoretical	thresholds	actually	suggests	otherwise.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐28	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐31	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐29	

f.	Relocation	of	the	Bus	Shelter/Bus	Stop:	

Those	who	live	in	the	area	talk	regularly	of	the	problematic	bus	stop	location.	Many	comments	were	received	
on	this	 topic.	The	Report	does	not	appear	 to	address	re‐location	options,	address	 the	current	problems	or	
suggest	how	the	increased	intensity	on	the	site	and	purported	use	of	transit	by	the	building's	occupants	will	
be	supported.	

Please	have	the	Consultant	team	assess	whether	or	not	improvements	can	be	made	to	the	south	east	
corner	of	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	so	that	the	bus	stop	can	move	closer	to	Sunset/Laurel	(nearer	the	
majority	 of	 the	 current	 residents)	 and	 the	 smaller	 triangular	median	 on	 the	 east	 corner	 can	 be	
modified.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐29	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐32	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐30	

CONCLUSIONS:	

Overall,	while	uninspired	as	currently	conceived	from	a	sustainable	design	and	site	orientation	standpoint,	
the	proposed	uses	described	in	the	project	are	reasonable.	However,	serious	concerns	remain	unaddressed	
in	 the	 draft	 Report	 with	 respect	 to	 environmentally	 superior	 alternatives	 that	 were	 not	 studied	 despite	
public	comments	in	the	scoping	process	to	do	so.	

The	 Report	 itself	 is	 lacking	 in	 project	 information	 and	 detail	 to	 support	 some	 of	 the	 "assumptions"	 and	
conclusions	drawn	within.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐30	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐33	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐31	

The	Report	did	not	study	specific	alternatives	posed	by	 the	public	during	 the	scoping	process	and	 instead	
studied	high	density/high	intensity	alternatives	never	proposed	by	the	public	or	the	applicant.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐31	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐34	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐32	

From	an	urban	programming	standpoint,	the	public	plaza	as	a	destination	space	is	a	complete	misstep	that	
will	introduce	more	problems	than	it	will	solve.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐32	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐35	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐33	

From	an	urban	scale	standpoint,	a	tall	tower	solution	would	visually	be	much	grander	than	anything	in	the	
area,	including	the	historic	Chateau	Marmont.	The	Chateau	is	nettled	[sic]	in	the	hillside	behind	large	growth	
trees	 and	 billboards.	 If	 anything,	 the	 proposed	 towers	would	 not	 visually	 compliment	 [sic]	 it,	 rather	 they	
would	diminish	the	urban	presence	of	the	Chateau	across	the	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐33	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐36	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐34	

With	 respect	 to	 commercial	 uses,	 lower‐scaled,	 more	 neighborhood‐oriented	 uses	 would	 be	 more	
appropriate	(especially	along	Havenhurst	Drive	on	the	westerly	edge).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐34	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐37	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐35	

The	 Bank	 is	 an	 asset	 and	 its	 conservation	 on	 the	 site	 does	 not	 preclude	 a	 mixed‐	 use	 development	 that	
conforms	to	the	underlying	zoning.	Keeping	the	resource	in	place	is	demonstrably	viable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐35	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐38	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐36	

A	more	appropriately	 scaled	 solution	 that	 reflected	 the	Sunset	 Strip's	 character	 and	 further	 enhanced	 the	
Strip's	creativity	and	walkability	would	be	most	welcome.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐36	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐39	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐37	

Based	 on	 the	 well‐documented	 history	 of	 this	 site	 and	 the	 complexity	 associated	 with	 the	 intersection,	
commuting	to	the	San	Fernando	Valley,	tourism	associated	with	the	Strip,	and	adjacent	residential	uses	the	
Project	should	rise	to	exceptional	quality	that	solves	current	issues	without	introducing	new	problems.	The	
applicant	and	its	design	team	have	received	respectful	and	specific	 feedback	about	the	type	of	project	that	
could	work	on	this	site.	The	Project	site	could	benefit	from	re‐development	and	the	proposal	merely	needs	a	
stronger	 vision	 to	 ensure	 economic,	 social	 and	 urban	 design	 success,	 one	 that	 does	 not	 rely	 on	
unsubstantiated	density	and	needless	increases	to	public	space	intensity	as	its	crutch.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐37	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐40	 (Julie	 Summers	 1‐19‐15	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	
Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	Letter	B12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B11‐38	

This	 site	has	had	 its	 density	 reduced	 twice	 in	 recent	 times,	 in	1984	and	1989.	The	EIR	 consultant	 should	
review	the	reasons	for	this	reduction	and	include	those	comments	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B11‐38	

CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15125	 requires	 that	 an	 “EIR	 must	 include	 a	 description	 of	 the	 physical	
environmental	 conditions	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	Project,	 as	 they	 exist	 at	 the	 time	 the	notice	 of	 preparation	
[NOP]	 is	 published,	 or	 if	 no	 notice	 of	 preparation	 is	 published,	 at	 the	 time	 environmental	 analysis	 is	
commenced,	from	both	a	local	and	regional	perspective.		This	environmental	setting	will	normally	constitute	
the	 baseline	 physical	 conditions	 by	 which	 a	 lead	 agency	 determines	 whether	 an	 impact	 is	 significant.”		
Accordingly,	 the	Draft	EIR	provided	a	description	of	 the	physical	setting	and	applicable	 land	use/planning	
characteristics,	 policies,	 etc.	 as	 they	 exist	 at	 the	 time	 the	 NOP	 was	 published.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	
potential	physical	impacts	to	the	environment	associated	with	implementation	of	the	Project	in	light	of	these	
baseline	conditions	in	accordance	with	CEQA	requirements.		A	“history”	of	the	zoning	on	the	site	would	not	
change	the	evaluation	of	physical	impacts	provided	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	its	evaluation	of	consistency	with	land	
use	plans	and	policies.		Thus,	the	inclusion	of	such	“history”	in	the	Draft	EIR	is	not	necessary	or	relevant	to	
the	 Draft’s	 EIR’s	 assessment	 of	 environmental	 impacts.	 	 (Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C25‐2	
[Andrew	MacPherson	Letter	C25]).		
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LETTER	NO.	B12	

Julie	Summers	
Crescent	Heights‐	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	Preservation	Association	
<jsumer@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐1	

Please	accept	these	comments	in	response	to	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	City	Case	no.	ENV‐
2013‐2552‐EIR	issued	for	public	review	on	November	20,	2014.		These	comments	are	not	as	comprehensive	
and	potential	[sic]	helpful	to	the	City	and	the	draft	E.I.R	does	not	summarize	the	existing	conditions	and	the	
proposed	 land	 use	 load	 assumptions	 in	 a	 publically	 accessible	 chart	 or	 graphics	 as	 most	 other	 Reports	
generally	follow.		Instead	the	public	is	asked	to	play	detective	and	try	to	wade	through	exhibits,	appendices	
and	data	embedded	in	the	middle	of	reports	in	order	to	try	to	understand	the	basic	application	request	and	
how	 it	 has	 been	 formulated	 based	 on	 the	 code	 and	 assumptions.	 Overall,	 the	 draft	 E.I.R.	 is	 confusing,	
sometimes	contradictory	and	lacks	a	core	background	for	the	conclusions	drawn.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐1	

Table	ES‐1	in	the	Draft	EIR	Executive	Summary	summarizes	Project	impacts,	design	features,	and	mitigation	
measures.		The	Executive	Summary	comprises	the	first	chapter	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Table	ES‐1	is	listed	in	the	
Table	of	Contents.		It	should	further	be	noted	that	existing	conditions	are	described	in	Chapter	3.0,	General	
Description	 of	 Environmental	 Setting,	 as	 well	 as	 in	 each	 corresponding	 Draft	 EIR	 section	 contained	 in	
Chapter	4.0,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis.		Further,	it	should	be	noted	that	CEQA	does	not	require	EIRs	to	
follow	a	particular	format.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐2	

GENERAL	COMMENTS:	

First,	the	current	property	is	indeed	in	need	of	an	upgrade	and	a	new	sustainably	patterned	and	thoughtfully	
designed	and	programmed	project	would	be	very	welcome	on	this	site.		However,	it	is	very	difficult	for	the	
public	to	provide	insightful	feedback	on	a	proposed	project	when	the	description	and	analysis	of	the	existing	
conditions	compared	to	the	proposed	project	is	lacking	fundamental	information.	

A.	 Existing	 Conditions:	 The	 Report	 describes	 the	 existing	 site	 development	 pattern	 as	 containing	 "two	
commercial	uses	and	other	site	improvements"	along	with	222	parking	spaces.	In	order	to	more	effectively	
valuate	the	proposed	project,	it	would	be	helpful	to	have	the	final	environmental	document	be	more	
descriptive	 in	 terms	of	 summarizing	 the	 current	 conditions	and	 site	usage.	 	Namely,	what	are	 the	
currently	land	uses	and	floor	areas	and	how	are	the	parking	spaces	allocated	and	configured	for	each	
one	of	them?	

Specifically,	with	respect	 to	 the	 food	 facilities,	one	(McDonalds)	has	a	drive	 thru,	and	 two	(Subway	and	El	
Pollo	Loco)	are	more	fast	paced.		Yet	all	three	have	dining	spaces	and	McDonalds	upstairs	is	a	full	sit	down	
restaurant.	The	other	Food	establishments	(Sushi	and	Johnny's)	have	been	regular	eat	in	Restaurants	since	
their	inception.		Each	of	these	facilities	should	be	broken	out	and	identified	in	the	EIR	with	their	individual	
sq.	footage	areas.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐2	

Draft	EIR	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	 Site	Background	and	Existing	Conditions,	 states	 that	 the	 site	 is	
occupied	by	two	commercial	buildings	and	associated	parking.		The	discussion	states	that	the	two	structures	
contain	 80,000	 square	 feet	 of	 retail	 tenancy	 inclusive	 of	 the	 following	 uses:	 fast	 food	 restaurants,	 check	
cashing	 facility,	 dry‐cleaners	 (off‐site	dry	 cleaning),	 ice	 cream	shop,	walk‐in	bank	 facility,	 fitness,	massage	
parlor,	 pet	 grooming	 services,	 storage	 facility	 and	 dental	 office.	 	 Lytton	 Bank	 comprises	 approximately	
20,000	square	feet	of	additional	floor	area.		More	detailed	discussions	of	existing	conditions	are	contained	in	
Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	(Existing	Conditions,	Parking	and	Access)	of	the	Draft	EIR,	which	
states	 that	 the	 existing	 shopping	 center	 provides	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 222	 on‐site	 parking	 spaces,	
including	approximately	116	spaces	 located	 in	a	surface	parking	 lot	(near	Sunset	Boulevard)	on	the	upper	
portion	of	the	Project	Site	as	well	as	an	approximately	64‐space	surface	lot	located	on	the	lower	portion	of	
the	Project	Site	along	the	southern	boundary.	 	An	approximately	42‐space	parking	garage	is	 located	under	
the	main	shopping	center	building.	 	While	this	covered	parking	garage	is	 located	beneath	the	existing	two‐
story	 commercial	 building,	 it	 is	 considered	 only	 partially	 subterranean	 due	 to	 the	 sloping	 nature	 of	 the	
Project	 Site	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 at‐grade	 as	 viewed	 from	 the	 Project	 Site’s	 existing	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
driveway.		The	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	breaks	down	each	existing	business	by	use	and	
floor	area	 in	Table	2(b),	Existing	Site	Trip	Generation	Estimates.	 	The	222	parking	spaces	required	 for	 the	
existing	structures	were	determined	to	be	adequate	pursuant	to	Case	No.	ZA	92‐1141(CUZ)(CCR)(ZV),	which	
approved,	among	other	things,	a	variance	to	permit	222	parking	spaces	for	the	existing	structures.	However,	
because	 existing	parking	 and	 existing	uses	would	be	 removed	and	 replaced	by	 the	mixed‐use	Project,	 the	
issue	of	existing	parking	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	parking	analysis	and	conclusions.		

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐3	

b.	 	 Parking	 Spaces:	 Current%	 of	 Standard+%	 of	 Compact	 Spaces=???	 Please	 indicate	 how	 many	 parking	
spaces	currently	are	standard	and	how	many	are	compact	for	the	upper	public	parking	area	accessed	from	
Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐3	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	describes	 the	number	of	on‐site	parking	 spaces,	 and	
states	 that	 the	 existing	 shopping	 center	 provides	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 222	 on‐site	 vehicular	 parking	
spaces.	 All	 existing	 parking	 would	 be	 demolished	 and	 replaced	 under	 the	 Project.	 The	 division	 between	
existing	 compact	 and	 standard	 spaces	 is	 not	 pertinent	 to	 the	 EIR’s	 evaluation	 of	 parking	 impacts	 of	 the	
Project.		

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐4	

B.	Current	Zoning	&	Applicable	Ordinances:		The	Report	does	adequately	break	out	the	general	description	of	
the	proposed	Project.		But,	with	respect	to	this	specific	property,	it	does	not	appear	to	describe	for	the	public	
the	 adopted	 Community	 Plan	 vision,	 adopted	 ordinances	 that	 affect	 the	 allowable	 density.	 	 the	 baseline	
zoning	allowances	and	the	allowable	increases	permitted	by	State	Law	and	L.A.	City	Ordinances	with	respect	
to	affordable	housing	and	transit	proximity.	

In	 the	 final	Report	please	 include	an	easily	accessible	summary	of	 the	Community	Plan,	applicable	
ordinances	and	baseline	zoning	for	this	parcel.	

In	 addition	please	 indicate	how	 the	 addition	of	28	 affordable	housing	 for	 low	 income	households	
impacts	the	baseline	density	and	parking	requirements.(exclusive	of	variances	 to	qualify	 for	off	menu	
incentives)	
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For	example:	

1.			Baseline	Zoning	for	the	site:	
Site	Area‐	2.56	acres(@		43,560	s.f./acre)	=.:±.	111,500	s.f.	(0.71:1	FAR)	
Maximum	Allowable	Density(@	1:1	FAR)=	.:	±	111,500	s.f.	Height	District	1	=	45	feet	maximum	
Community	Plan	provisions:	???	
Maximum	Residential	Density:???	(i.e.	Maximum	unit	count	follows	R4	provisions?)	Residential	
Parking	Requirements:(i.e.	Condominiums	in	an	impacted	parking	zone?)	

2.		Affordable	Housing	Incentives:	
Up	to	a	maximum	of	35%	increase	in	density	may	be	granted	if	the	Project	sets	aside	units	for	
lower	income	households.	

‐Maximum	Allowable	Residential	Density	w/	Incentives::	1.35:1	FAR	(applies	to	the	
residential	portion	of	the	project	only,	in	order	to	better	accommodate	the	residential	
units?)	

The	basis	for	many	conclusions	in	the	draft	Report	relies	on	"existing	conditions	and	credits"	yet	this	data	is	
not	readily	found	in	the	document.	If	it	is	in	the	draft,	please	reference	its	location	and	if	not	please	include	it	
in	the	revisions	to	the	Report.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐4	

Draft	 EIR,	 Chapter	2.0,	 Project	Description,	 describes	 the	 existing	 zoning	of	 the	Project	 Site,	 the	proposed	
floor	area,	mix	of	uses	by	floor	area	and	units,	affected	land	area,	FAR,	and	eligibility	of	the	Project	for	density	
bonus	incentives	under	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25.		Please	refer	to	Chapter	2,	Section	D,	Planning	and	Zoning,	
for	an	explanation	of	zoning	and	affordable	housing	incentives.		Draft	EIR	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	discusses	the	
objectives	and	goals	of	 the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	evaluates	applicable	policies	 in	Table	
4.F‐2,	Comparison	of	the	Project	to	Applicable	Policies	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐5	

C.		Proposed	Project	Comparison:	Although	there	are	some	numbers	spread	throughout	the	Report	in	various	
sections,	 it	would	be	helpful	to	have	a	breakdown	of	the	proposed	Commercial	Use	mix	with	the	proposed	
commercial	parking	as	well	as	the	proposed	Residential	allocations	and	the	change	this	proposal	represents:	

Proposed	Comm'l	Floor	Area	=	111,339	s.f.(1:1	FAR)		
Current	Comm'l	Floor	Area	=	80,000	s.f.	
Proposed	Increase	in	Comm'l	Floor	Area=	31,339	s.f.	
Percentage	increase	in	Floor	Area	=	39%	increase	in	commercial	floor	area	
Proposed	Increase	in	Residential	Floor	Area=	222,564	s.f.(2:1FAR	increase)		
Current	Residential	Floor	Area	=	None	
Proposed	Number	of	Units=	249	dwelling	units,	including	28	affordable	units	(+	11%	set	aside)	
Proposed	Number	of	One	Bed	and	Two‐Bed	etc.	units?	
Proposed	Site	Density=		3.0:1	FAR		
Allowable	Site	Density=	1.0:1	FAR		
Current	Site	Density=	0.71:1	FAR	
Increase	to	Site	Density	=	317%	proposed	increase	(333,903	s.f	‐80,000	s.f.	/	80,000	s.f.)	
Proposed	Comm'l	Parking=		554	spaces	(4.98	per	1000	s.f.	average	load)		
Current	Comm'l		Parking	=	222	spaces	
Increase	to	Comm'l	Parking=	331spaces	(49%	increase)	
Proposed	Increase	to	Resid'l	Parking=	295	spaces	(allocated	at	1.18	spaces	per	unit)		
Current	Resid'l	Parking=	None	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐5	

Draft	 EIR	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 and	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 describe	 proposed	 floor	 area	 for	
commercial	and	residential	uses,	proposed	FAR,	the	implementation	of	density	bonus	incentives,	proposed	
parking	and	other	features	of	the	Project.	 	CEQA	Guidelines	and	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	do	
not	require	a	discussion	of	the	relative	difference	between	existing	and	proposed	land	uses	with	regard	to	
land	 use	 impacts.	 	 The	 relative	 differences	 between	 former	 or	 existing	 uses	would	 not	 alter	 the	 land	 use	
findings	or	conclusions	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	such,	a	comparison	between	existing	and	future	floor	area	and	
percentages	of	change	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR’s	land	use	analysis.		

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐6	

D.		Public	Plaza:	An	off‐site	public	plaza	is	referred	to	throughout	the	document	as	part	of	this	project.		The	
Applicant	 does	 not	 own	 this	 property	 nor	 does	 the	 proposed	Project	 appear	 to	 be	 part	 of	 a	 development	
agreement	that	might	take	into	account	a	public	benefit	such	as	this	plaza.	In	fact,	the	neighbors	and	City	of	
West	Hollywood	were	told	that	current	median	was	already	part	of	a	previous	entitlement	across	the	street.		
Therefore,	 it	should	be	the	responsibility	of	that	previous	Applicant	to	perform	improvements.	Regardless,	
the	proposed	plaza	is	an	independent	question	and	any	consideration	of	its	design	should	be	handled	as	part	
of	a	separate	stakeholder	outreach	process	distinct	and	independent	from	the	proposed	Project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐6	

The	Draft	EIR	described	the	proposed	improvements	to	the	off‐site	traffic	island	on	page	2‐22	in	Chapter	2,	
Project	 Description,	 and	 on	 page	 4.J‐31	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 and	 also	 provided	
conceptual	illustrations	of	the	improvements	in	Figures	2‐3	and	2‐12	in	Chapter	2.0,	while	a	revised	Figure	
2‐12	was	provided	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		Improvements	to	the	median,	such	as	landscaping,	seating,	
contiguity	 with	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 street	 front,	 and	 other	 features,	 such	 as	 maintenance,	 will	 be	 the	
responsibility	of	the	Applicant,	and	have	appropriately	been	considered	in	the	EIR	for	the	larger	Project.		It	
should	also	be	noted	that	the	reconfigured	traffic	island	would	remain	under	City	ownership	and	control,	and	
as	stated	on	page	4.J‐31	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	reconfiguration	would	require	“B‐Permit”	review	by	the	City’s	
Department	 of	 Public	 Works.	 	 This	 approach	 is	 consistent	 with	 CEQA	 Guidelines,	 which	 require	
environmental	review	to	include	“the	whole	of	the	action.”		(Cal.	Code	of	Regs,	tit.	14,,	§	15378,	subd.	(a);	id.	§	
15165	[recognizing	that	a	lead	agency	can	never	be	over‐inclusive	in	the	scope	of	a	“Project”].)			

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐7	

E.	Affordable	Housing	Incentives/Concessions:	The	proposed	Project	looks	to	affordable	housing	incentives	
to	 justify	significantly	 large	"off	menu"	density	bonus	requests.	 	 In	order	to	qualify	for	this	bonus,	selected	
criteria	 must	 be	 met.	 The	 Applicant	 has	 presented	 an	 opinion	 that	 the	 site	 rests	 1560	 feet	 from	 Major	
Stop/Transit.	 The	 burden	 falls	 to	 the	 City	 to	 make	 a	 written	 finding	 assessing	 the	 applicability	 of	 each	
incentive	as	well	 as	 the	need	 for	 specific	 requests.	 	Please	request	 that	 the	EIR	Consultant	prepare	an	
independent	 Map	 indicating	 the	 distance	 from	 Major	 Stop/Transit	 AND	 a	 description	 how	 this	
distance	the	method	through	which	this	distance	was	determined.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐7	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics,	 b.	 Regulatory	 Framework,	 discusses	 Senate	 Bill	 (SB)	 743.	 	 SB	 743,	 as	
described	in	Section	4.A,	defines	a	Transit	Priority	area	as	an	area	within	one‐half	mile	of	a	major	transit	stop	
(existing	or	planned).		A	Transit	Stop	is	defined	to	include	Metro	Rapid	Bus	stops	such	as	the	Rapid	Bus	stop	
located	on	Fairfax	Avenue,	approximately	one‐quarter	mile	 to	 the	east	of	 the	Project	Site.	 	As	discussed	 in	
Section	2.0,	Project	Description,	50	percent	of	 the	proposed	development	would	be	 located	approximately	
1,560	feet	 from	the	Transit	Stop.	 	All	of	 the	Project	Site	would	be	within	 the	one‐half	mile	Transit	Priority	
radius	defined	under	SB	743.	Projects	where	50%	or	more	of	the	development	site	is	within	1,500	feet	of	a	
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Transit	Stop	may	receive	“on	menu”	incentives	and	projects	where	less	than	50%	of	the	development	site	is	
within	1,500	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop	may	seek	approval	of	an	“off‐menu”	incentive	under	LAMC	Section	12.22‐
A,25(f)(g)(iii).		For	this	reason,	the	applicant	is	seeking	an	“off‐menu”	incentive,	as	further	discussed	on	page	
2‐5	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Distance	to	the	Transit	Stop	has	been	confirmed	through	an	independent	
measurement,	an	illustration	of	which	was	provided	in	Appendix	D	of	the	RP‐DEIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐8	

Under	 State	 Law	 (Gov't	 Code	 Sec6on	 65915‐18),	 upon	 receipt	 of	 an	 Applicant's	 proposal	 for	 the	 specific	
incentives	or	concessions,	the	city	"shall	grant	the	concession	or	incentive	requested	by	the	applicant	unless	
the	city,	county,	or		city	and	county	makes	a	written	finding,	based	upon	substantial	evidence,	of	following:	

(A)	 The	 concession	 or	 Incentive	 Is	 not	 required	 in	 order	 to	 provide	 for	 affordable	
housing	costs,	as	defined	in	Section	50052.5	of	the	Health	and	Safety	Code,	or	for	rents	for	
the	targeted	units	to	be	set	as	specified	in	subdivision	(c).	

(B)	The	 concession	or	 incentive	would	have	a	 specific	adverse	 impact,	as	defined	 in	
paragraph	(2)	of	subdivision	(d)	of	Section	65589.5,	upon	public	health	and	safety	or	
the	 physical	 environment	 or	 on	 any	 real	 property	 that	 is	 listed	 in	 the	 California	
Register	 of	 Historical	 Resources	 and	 for	 which	 there	 is	 no	 feasible	 method	 to	
satisfactorily	 mitigate	 or	 avoid	 the	 specific	 adverse	 impact	 without	 rendering	 the	
development	unaffordable	to	low•	and	moderate‐income	households.	

The	 draft	 Report	 did	 not	 look	 at	 an	 alternative	 that	 would	 have	 included	 the	 feasibility	 of	 what	 most	
developers	would	have	proposed	 for	 this	property	 (Ref:	 the	Wells	Fargo	Mixed	Use	Project	on	Sunset	and	
Hayworth	 two	 blocks	 away),	 namely	 a	 1:1	 FAR	 Mixed	 Use	 Project	 that	 requested	 35%	 density	 bonus	
incentives	for	affordable	housing.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐8	

The	applicant’s	request	for	incentives	is	consistent	with	SB	743	criteria	and	as	provided	for	under	the	LAMC.		
The	purpose	of	the	Draft	EIR	is	to	evaluate	the	Project’s	potential	environmental	impacts	for	review	by	the	
public	and	City	decision	makers.	 	The	Draft	EIR	 specifically	evaluates	 impacts	on	historical	 resources	 that	
include	impacts	to	the	on‐site	two‐story	bank	building	used	as	Lytton	Savings	Hollywood	home	branch	with	
a	Modern	landscaped	plaza	and	integrated	art	(see	Draft	EIR	Section	4.C,	Historical	Resources).		Although	the	
resource	is	not	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	of	Historical	Resources,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluation	
assumed	 it	 would	 be	 eligible	 as	 a	 Los	 Angeles	 Historic‐Cultural	 Monument.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.C,	
mitigation	measures	would	reduce	impacts;	however,	even	with	implementation	of	mitigation	measures,	the	
impact	would	remain	significant	and	unavoidable.		Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐3,	Relocation	of	Bank,	involves	a	
study	 to	 investigate	 the	 feasibility	of	 relocation,	and	 in	 the	event	relocation	 is	determined	 feasible,	and	an	
interested	 party	 is	 found	 to	 relocate	 the	 Bank,	 it	 provides	 that	 relocation	 be	 carried	 out	 pursuant	 to	 a	
Rehabilitation	 and	 Relocation	 Plan.	 	 In	 the	 event	 relocation	 occurs,	 the	 Bank	would	 be	 removed	 from	 its	
original	location	and	context	and	through	the	relocation	process,	the	historic	value	of	the	building	could	be	
substantially	 impaired.	 	 Nonetheless,	 if	 the	 Bank	 were	 to	 be	 relocated	 to	 a	 compatible	 location	 and	
rehabilitated	in	conformance	with	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Standards,	impacts	on	historical	resources	
would	be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level.			

Relocation	may	be	infeasible,	and	an	interested	party	may	not	be	 found	to	relocate	the	Bank.	 	As	such,	the	
Draft	 EIR	 accordingly	 conservatively	 concluded	 that	 impacts	 due	 to	 demolition	 of	 the	 Bank	 would	 be	
significant	and	unavoidable	even	after	 implementation	of	other	conservation‐minded	mitigation	measures.	
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The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	eight	alternatives	to	determine	feasibility	and	to	assess	whether	alternatives	would	
reduce	environmental	 impacts.	 	The	alternatives	evaluation	 included	two	alternatives	 that	would	preserve	
the	bank,	including	Alternative	5,	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	and	Alternative	6,	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	
Preservation	Alternative.	Alternative	6	was	determined	 to	be	 the	environmentally	 superior	Alternative	by	
eliminating	a	 significant	unavoidable	 impact	 to	historical	 resources	 through	preservation	and	reuse	of	 the	
building	 and	 reducing	 but	 not	 eliminating	 a	 significant	 unavoidable	 temporary	 impact	 associated	 with	
construction‐related	noise.		It	would	also	reduce	the	majority	of	Project‐related	impacts	to	some	degree.		

As	 discussed	 in	 detail	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	 (the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	
Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative)	was	evaluated	in	response	to	a	number	of	public	comments	on	
the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 Alternative	 9	would	 not	 retain	 the	 existing	Bank	 building,	 and	 thus	would	not	 eliminate	 a	
potentially	significant	impact	to	historical	resources,	as	it	would	result	in	comparable	direct	environmental	
impacts	 to	 historic	 resources	 as	 the	 proposed	 Project.	 	 Alternative	 9	 would	 respond	 to	 public	 concerns	
regarding	quality	of	design/architecture,	height	and	bulk	of	the	podium	structure,	noise	associated	with	the	
proposed	rooftop	bar/lounge,	north‐south	views	across	the	Project	Site,	and	adequacy	of	parking.	 	None	of	
the	 Alternatives	 would	 eliminate	 the	 significant	 unavoidable	 temporary	 impacts	 related	 to	 construction	
noise	and	vibration.			

Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐3	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	regarding	the	feasibility	of	a	
mixed‐use	Project	alternative	with	an	FAR	of	1:1.		It	should	be	noted	that	as	discussed	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	
Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Existing	 Zoning	 Alternative	 (Alternative	 2)	 would	 redevelop	 the	 Project	 Site	 with	 up	 to	
111,339	square	feet	of	commercial	uses	with	an	FAR	of	1:1.			

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐9	

SPECIFIC	COMMENTS	ON	THE	REPORT:	

A.		AREAS	OF	CONTROVERSY/ISSUES	TO	BE	RESOLVED	(SEC.	D,	Draft	page	ES‐2)	

1.		Based	on	attendance	at	previous	scoping	and	community	meetings,	two	issues	were	raised	as	key	areas	of	
study	yet	they	are	not	identified	in	this	section	of	summarized	items.	

First,	HYDROLOGY	concerns	were	raised	with	respect	to	the	underground	parking	proposed.		This	portion	of	
the	 City	 has	 had	many	 dealings	with	 subsurface	water	 issues	when	 underground	 parking	more	 than	 one	
story	is	undertaken.		The	current	site	is	parked	fully	on‐grade	and	therefore	has	no	real	sub‐surface	impacts.		
Specifically	 how	 will	 the	 new	 multiple	 level	 subterranean	 parking	 and	 foundation	 waifs	 affect	 the	
underground	water	by	damming	existing	flow	and	diverting	water	into	the	adjacent	sites	some	of	which	have	
very	old,	one‐story	subterranean	parking	garages?		Will	there	be	impacts	on	the	foundation	systems	of	the	
adjacent	residential	properties?		How	can	this	site	specific	condition	be	mitigated	if	at	all?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐9	

The	 issue	 of	 hydrology	 was	 addressed	 in	 Attachment	 B,	 Explanation	 of	 Checklist	 Determinations,	 of	 the	
Initial	Study,	contained	in	Appendix	A‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Phase	I	ESA	prepared	for	
the	Project	Site	determined	 that	on‐site	groundwater	depths	are	anticipated	 to	be	approximately	166	 feet	
below	ground	surface	(bgs).8		Given	the	estimated	depth	to	groundwater	and	anticipated	depths	of	proposed	
																																																													
8	 IVI	 Assessment	 Services,	 Inc.,	 “Phase	 I	 Environmental	 Site	 Assessment	 –	 Suncrest	 Shopping	 Center	 8148‐8182	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 Los	

Angeles,	California	90046.”		July	7,	2011.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐207	
	

excavation,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 interruption	 of	 the	 groundwater	 table	would	 not	 occur	 and	 this	 issue	was	
found	 to	not	need	 further	evaluation	 in	 the	Draft	EIR.	However,	 the	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	groundwater	
with	 respect	 to	 the	 location	of	 the	Hollywood	Fault.	 	As	discussed	 in	Section	4.D,	 the	Fault	Rupture	Study	
performed	by	Golder	Associates	(see	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR)	did	not	observe	groundwater	beneath	the	
Project	Site	in	the	two	HSA	boreholes	that	extended	up	to	155	feet.		In	B‐106	(the	97‐foot‐deep	borehole	at	
the	 northwestern	 edge	 of	 the	 Project	 Site)	 Golder	 found	 groundwater	 neither	 immediately	 following	
completion	 of	 the	 borehole	 nor	 three	 days	 later.	 	 Although	 no	 groundwater	 is	 anticipated	 during	
construction	and	operation	of	the	Project’s	subsurface	structure,	any	encountered	water	would	be	extracted	
in	compliance	with	the	conditions	of	the	site‐specific	Stormwater	Pollution	Prevention	Plan	(SWPPP),	which	
is	 required	 for	projects	 of	 this	 scale.	 	With	 regard	 to	 existing	parking	on‐site,	 a	42‐space	 covered	parking	
garage	 is	provided	on	 the	Project	 Site	beneath	 the	main	 commercial	 building.	 	While	 the	 covered	parking	
garage	 is	 located	 beneath	 the	 existing	 two‐story	 commercial	 building,	 it	 is	 considered	 only	 partially	
subterranean	due	to	the	sloping	nature	of	the	Project	Site	and	the	fact	that	it	is	at‐grade	as	viewed	from	the	
Project	 Site’s	 existing	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway.	 	Nonetheless,	 as	discussed	 above,	 due	 to	 the	 estimated	
depths	 to	 groundwater	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 no	 impacts	 related	 to	 groundwater	 hydrology	 under	 existing	
conditions	or	under	the	Project	are	expected	to	occur.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐10	

Second,	SEISMIC	concerns	were	raised.		Surely	studied	in	the	Report,	how	were	these	concerns	not	at	least	
deemed	to	be	"less	than	significant"	with	mitigations	knowing	that	the	Hollywood	fault	is	proximate	to	this	
construction?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐10	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 evaluates	 earthquake	 faulting,	 the	 proximity	 of	 the	 active	
Hollywood	Fault,	and	seismic	safety.	 	Based	on	the	analysis	therein,	impacts	relative	to	seismic	safety	were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	Hollywood	Fault.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐11	

B.			SIGNIFICANT	UNAVOIDABLE	IMPACTS	(SEC.E,	Draft	page	ES‐3)	

1.	 	Beyond	 the	historic	and	construction‐related	 impacts,	 there	does	not	 appear	 to	be	unavoidable	
impacts	related	to	the	underground	water	table	and	to	the	proposed	vehicular	access/egress	
locations	with	respect	to	the	ability	to	move	in	all	four	directions	when	leaving	the	property.		
Please	explain	how	these	result	in	a	“less	than	significant	impact”?.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐11	

As	discussed	above,	on‐site	groundwater	depths	are	anticipated	to	be	approximately	166	feet	bgs	and,	thus,	
groundwater	would	not	be	encountered	and,	thus,	would	not	result	in	a	significant	impact.		Draft	EIR	Section	
4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluates	impacts	related	to	access	(Impact	TR‐6).		As	summarized	in	the	
discussion	of	Impact	TR‐6	on	pages	4.J‐54	through	4.J‐56,	the	Project’s	operational	characteristics,	expected	
minimum	driveway	capacities,	and	 the	projected	peak	hour	driveway	 traffic	volumes	of	 the	Project	would	
provide	 adequate	 capacity	 to	 accommodate	 maximum	 vehicular	 demands	 for	 both	 entering	 and	 exiting	
traffic	at	each	of	the	driveways.		In	addition,	the	driveways	would	provide	sufficient	queuing.		The	Draft	EIR	
evaluates	 the	number	of	 anticipated	hourly	 vehicles,	 certain	 egress	 and	 ingress	 only	 driveways	 and	other	
information	 to	 support	 the	 conclusion	 that	 access	 impacts	would	be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 It	 is	noted	 that	
truck	traffic	will	only	be	allowed	to	enter	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	from	the	north	(travelling	only	a	
short	 distance	 along	 southbound	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard)	 and	 no	 Project‐related	 truck	
traffic	will	occur	on	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	Project	Site	due	to	a	left‐turn	prohibition	at	this	location	
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(please	 see	 discussion	 of	 a	 new	 Project	 Design	 Feature	 to	 restrict	 left‐turns	 at	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
driveways	provided	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		Please	also	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	vehicular	site	access	and	circulation.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐12	

C.		PROJECT	ALTERNATIVES	(SEC.F,	Draft	page	ES‐4	thru	ES‐10)	

1.	 	 The	 "Alternatives''	 segment	 of	 the	 Report	 is	 a	 bit	 perplexing.	 	 Alternative	 #1	 is	 a	 mandated	
alternative.	 	 Of	 the	 remaining	 seven	 "Alternatives,	 only	 one	 alternative	 (Alternative	 #2)	
studied	 a	 conventional	 ''commercial	 only"	 Project	 based	 on	 the	 Community	 Plan	 and	 the	
Zoning	Code.		Six	other	alternatives	were	studied	that	would	involve	increased	density	(and	
in	some	cases	height)	not	permitted	under	current	incentive	or	bonus	initiatives	adopted	by	
the	City.	Who	generated	these	non‐code	compliant	alternatives	and	why?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐12	

In	 compliance	 with	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines,	 Section	 15126.6(a),	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 alternatives	 that	
would	feasibly	attain	most	of	the	basic	objectives	of	the	Project	but	avoid	or	substantially	lessen	any	of	the	
significant	effects	of	the	Project.	 	All	of	the	eight	alternatives	evaluated	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
Alternative	9	evaluated	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	are	specifically	reduced	in	terms	of	density,	floor,	area,	
and/or	scale/massing	relative	to	the	Project.		Contrary	to	the	commenter’s	statement,	Alternatives	3	through	
9	could,	in	fact,	be	permitted	under	the	City’s	current	incentive	and/or	density	bonus	laws.	 	The	nearest	in	
scale	to	the	Project	is	Alternative	8,	which	represents	a	residential	and	hotel	mixed	use.	Although	the	scale	of	
Alternative	8	is	nearest	to	the	Project	in	total	floor	area,	the	Project’s	floor	area	is	incrementally	greater.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐13	

2.	 	 Public	 comments	 and	 written	 cards	 completed	 during	 the	 Scoping	 Meetings	 had	 specifically	
requested	 that	 at	 least	 three	 project	 alternatives	 be	 studied	 under	 the	 current	 Community	
Plan	and	Zoning	allowances.		The	following	three	alternatives	that	had	been	requested	were	
never	studied:	

i.		Alternative	A	‐	Commercial	Addition	and	Remodel	of	up	to	±	31,300	s.f.	to	upgrade	and	update	
the	site	preserving	the	Bank	building	but,	through	selective	demolition,	adding	neighborhood	
serving	commercial	uses,	new	parking	if	needed	and	new	landscaping	to	activate	pedestrian	
life	on	Sunset.		The	Traffic	consultant's	Report,	if	accurate,	indicates	that	the	commercial	trips	
generated	 would	 go	 down	 (5296	 current	 trips	 down	 to	 4809	 trips)	 by	 adding	 new	
commercial	floor	area	of	31,339	s.f.	Please	evaluate	how	this	Addition	and	Remodel	strategy	
would	result	in	a	similar	reduction	and	would	result	in	benefits	at	the	intersection	and	traffic	
flow	 in	 the	 area.	 	 Would	 traffic	 signal	 mitigations	 at	 Havenhurst/Sunset	 and	
Havenhurst/Fountain	be									eliminated?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐13	

Draft	 EIR	 Chapter	 5,	 Alternatives,	 evaluated	 eight	 alternatives,	 including	 a	 “No	 Project”	 Alternative	 as	
required	under	the	CEQA	Guidelines.	In	addition,	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	a	ninth	alternative,	
Alternative	9.		All	alternatives	were	selected	in	accordance	with	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	Section	15126.6(a),	
which	require	an	EIR	to	“describe	the	range	of	reasonable	alternatives	to	the	project,	or	to	the	location	of	the	
project,	which	would	feasibly	attain	most	of	the	basic	objectives	of	the	project	but	will	avoid	or	substantially	
lessen	any	of	the	significant	effects	of	the	project,	and	evaluate	the	comparative	merits	of	the	alternatives.”		
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The	emphasis	of	the	alternatives	evaluation	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	is	to	determine	alternatives	that	
would	reduce	the	Project’s	environmental	impacts	while	still	achieving	most	of	the	project	objectives,	not	to	
find	 a	 substitute	 for	 the	 Project.	 Alternative	 2	 represents	 development	 that	 could	 occur	 under	 existing	
zoning.		However,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	5.0,	this	alternative	would	not	feasibly	attain	a	basic	objective	of	
the	Project	to	provide	housing	and	was	not	considered	the	Environmentally	Superior	Alternative.	 	The	EIR	
accordingly	was	not	required	to	consider	variants	of	a	1:1	FAR	project	that	would	be	similarly	constrained.		
In	addition,	as	noted	above,	pursuant	to	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	the	Draft	EIR	is	not	required	to	evaluate	
every	conceivable	alternative	scenario.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐14	

ii.		Alternative	B	‐	A	Mixed	Use	Project	of	45	feet	max.	consisting	of	commercial	and	residential	uses	
at	 a	 density	 of	 1:1	 FAR	 with	 incentives	 up	 to	 35%	 density	 bonus	 and	 an	 add'l	 story	 for	
affordable	unit	 set	asides	of	20%	unit	 count.	 	This	alternative	should	 include	 the	same	1/3	
comm'l	 and	 213	 resid'l	 ratio	 proposed	 by	 the	 Applicant	 (i.e.	 37,075	 s.f.	 commercial	 and	
74,264	 s.f.	 residential).	 	 Using	 the	 applicants	 same	 unit	 size	 ratios	 and	 assuming	 a	 35%	
density	 bonus	 on	 the	 residential	 portion,	 this	 would	 result	 in	 a	 project	 of	 112	 residential	
units.	 	 Comm'l	 Parking	 (@	 5/1000	 avg.)	 would	 require	 74	 spaces	 +	 Residential	
Parking{@1.5.spaces/unit	avg.}	would	require	168	spaces	for	a	total	of±	242	parking	spaces.	

This	alternative	would	result	in	a	surface	parked	and	perhaps	one	semi	subterranean	level	of	
parking	if	necessary	with	a	density/intensity	increase	of	57,331	s.f.	of	floor	area	but	because	
of	 the	 new	 residential	 use	 the	 parking	 space	 count	would	 only	 need	 to	 increase	 from	222	
spaces	to	approx.	242	spaces.		Please	evaluate	the	environmental	benefits	or	impacts	of	
this	 alternative.	 Would	 traffic	 signal	 mitigations	 Havenhurst/Sunset	 and	
Havenhurst/Fountain	be	eliminated	in	this	alternative?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐14	

The	Draft	EIR	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	evaluates	the	environmental	effects	of	an	Existing	Zoning	Alternative	
(Alternative	 2),	 which	 has	 a	 maximum	 building	 height	 of	 45	 feet.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 this	 Alternative	
would	 not	meet	 the	 housing	 and	 other	 Project	 objectives.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 5	 and	 summarized	 in	
Tables	5.B‐5	and	5.B‐6	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Existing	Zoning	Alternative	would	exceed	threshold	levels	under	
2013	conditions	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	under	2013	and	
2018	conditions	at	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		As	under	the	Project,	a	traffic	
signal	would	be	required	at	this	intersection	to	reduce	traffic	impacts	to	a	less	than	significant	level.		Further,	
as	noted	in	Response	to	Comment	B12‐13	above,	pursuant	to	CEQA	guidelines,	the	Draft	EIR	is	not	required	
to	evaluate	every	conceivable	alternative	scenario,	including	variants	of	a	project	with	a	1:1	FAR.				

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐15	

iii.		Alternative	C‐	A	Mixed	Use	Project	+	Bank	Preservation	Project	with	terraced,	tuck‐under	
Surface	Parking.	Because	of	the	Bank's	fortunate	location	on	the	northwest	corner	of	the	site	
and	the	sloping	nature	of	the	lot,	a	new	Project	at	a	density	of	1:1	FAR,	preserving	the	existing	
Bank	structure,	and	adding	new	retail	and	residential	floor	area	over	three	or	four	stories	can	
easily	be	achieved.		This	strategy	would	eliminate	the	need	for	currently	proposed	extensive	
site	 excavation	 and	 a	 large	 amount	 of	 soil	 export	 thus	 eliminating	 many	 anticipated	
construction‐related	 impacts.	Please	evaluate	 the	environmental	benefits	or	 impacts	of	 this	
alternative.	Would	traffic	signal	mitigations	at	Havenhurst/Sunset	and	Havenhurst/Fountain	
be	eliminated	in	this	alternative?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐15	

Draft	 EIR	 Chapter	 5,	 evaluated	 three	 alternatives	 that	would	 preserve	 the	 bank.	 	 These	 include	 the	 Bank	
Preservation	Alternative	(Alternative	5),the	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	(Alternative	
6),	 and	 the	 On‐Menu	 Alternative	 (Alternative	 7).	 	 The	 evaluation	 of	 these	 alternatives	meets	 the	 criteria	
established	 for	 the	selection	of	 alternatives	under	 the	CEQA	Guidelines.	 	 It	was	not	necessary	 to	 include	a	
bank	 preservation	 with	 1:1	 FAR	 alternative	 given	 that	 the	 less	 constrained	 Alternative	 2	 was	 already	
determined	not	to	achieve	many	of	the	Project	objectives.		

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐16	

	 Based	on	some	of	the	Report's	conclusions,	any	of	these	three	alternatives	(A,	B	or	C)	would	likely	
result	in	a	far	more	sustainable	and	desirable	"environmentally	superior	alternative	than	the	
one	 (Alternative	 #6)	 identified	 in	 the	 Report.	 Alternative	 #	 6	 represents	 a	 non‐compliant	
development	concept	not	supported	by	the	Community	Plan	or	the	Zoning	Code.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐16	

The	evaluation	of	the	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	(Alternative	6)	in	Chapter	5	of	the	
Draft	EIR	determined	that	Alternative	6	would	be	consistent	with	the	applicable	policies	of	 the	Hollywood	
Community	 Plan,	 as	 discussed	 therein	 on	 page	 5‐169.	 	 Specifically,	 Alternative	 6	 would	 (1)	 provide	 new	
commercial	 and	 residential	 development	 within	 the	 Hollywood	 community,	 which	 would	 increase	
employment	opportunities,	 retail	 services,	and	additional	housing	 for	 the	growing	population;	 (2)	provide	
new	commercial	and	residential	uses	on	the	Project	Site	that	would	help	meet	the	growing	market	demands	
for	housing	and	retail	services;	(3)	provide	additional	housing	opportunities,	including	low	income	housing,	
on	 a	 property	 that	 currently	 lacks	 residential	 uses,	 and	would	 also	 preserve	 and	 enhance	 the	 residential	
character	 of	 the	 surrounding	 community	 by	 limiting	 development	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 providing	
residential	 uses	 on	 a	 commercially	 zoned	 property;	 (4)	 provide	 additional	 commercial	 space	 within	 the	
Hollywood	community	in	order	to	meet	current	and	future	market	demands	and	increase	economic	activity	
in	 the	 area;	 (5)	 provide	 all	 necessary	 infrastructure	 improvements	 to	meet	 Project‐related	 demands,	 and	
would	also	provide	extensive	public	and	private	open	space	on	the	Project	Site	to	meet	the	needs	of	both	on‐
site	residents	and	the	public	at‐large;	(6)	implement	a	number	of	traffic	system	improvements	in	the	Project	
area	 to	 accommodate	 Project‐related	 traffic	 increases,	 relocate	 an	 existing	 transit	 stop	 along	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 in	 order	 to	 maintain	 public	 transit	 service	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 locate	 new	 residential	 and	
commercial	 uses	 in	 proximity	 to	 transit	 stops	 and	 within	 two	 miles	 of	 a	 Metro	 Red	 Line	 station	 would	
encourage	additional	public	transit	ridership	by	Project	residents,	patrons,	and	employees;	and	(7)	not	result	
in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 to	 existing	 views	 of	 scenic	 resources,	 including	 views	 of	 and	 from	 the	
Hollywood	Hills	 to	 the	 north	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 In	 addition,	 Alternative	 6	would	 be	 consistent	with	 the	
applicable	policies	of	 the	LAMC	related	 to	permitted	uses	 in	 the	underlying	C4	zone,	which	provides	 for	a	
range	of	commercial	uses,	as	well	as	multi‐family	residential	development	consistent	with	the	R4	zone.			

The	 1:1	 FAR	 alternatives	 proposed	 by	 the	 commenter	 could	 not	 achieve	 most	 of	 these	 objectives.	 A	
meaningful	 amount	 of	 residential	 development	 could	 only	 be	 achieved	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 commercial	
opportunities.	 	Further,	as	noted	in	Response	to	Comment	B12‐13	above,	pursuant	to	CEQA	guidelines,	the	
Draft	EIR	is	not	required	to	evaluate	every	conceivable	alternative	scenario,	 including	variants	of	a	project	
with	 a	 1:1	 FAR.	 	 However,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 5.0	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Existing	 Zoning	 Alternative	
(Alternative	2)	would	redevelop	the	Project	Site	with	up	to	111,339	square	feet	of	commercial	uses	with	an	
FAR	of	1:1.						
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COMMENT	NO.	B12‐17	

3.	 	 	 Alternative	 #7	 refers	 to	 an	 "On‐Menu"	 Alternative.	 The	 Applicant	 has	 elected	 to	 request	 "Off	
Menu"	 incentives	 for	the	proposed	Project	without	demonstrating	how	these	 incentives	are	
needed	to	accommodate	the	added	units	for	affordable	housing	under	State	Law	65915.	If	the	
applicant	plans	to	include	28	affordable	dwelling	units	of	approx.	18,000	s.f.to	19,000	s.f.	of	
floor	 area,	 how	 does	 the	 Project	 require	 an	 additional	 203,000	 s.f.	 of	 leasable	 or	 saleable	
bonus	floor	area	to	offset	these	costs?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐17	

The	LAMC	provides	for	“on	menu”	incentives	for	projects	that	meet	certain	criteria	as	transit	priority,	which	
applies	to	sites	located	on	a	Major	Highway	within	1,500	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	and	other	criteria	which	are	
met	by	the	Project.		The	difference	between	“on	menu”	and	“off	menu”	incentives	is	that	to	meet	“on	menu”	
criteria,	50	percent	of	a	project	site	must	be	within	1,500	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop.		Because	50	percent	of	the	
Project	 site	 is	 within	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 however,	 it	 does	 not	 meet	 the	 criteria	 for	 “on	 menu”	
incentives,	 and	 therefore,	 the	 applicant	 has	 elected	 to	 request	 “off	 menu”	 incentives	 as	 provided	 by	 the	
LAMC.	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐18	

COMMENTS	RELATED	TO	PROJECT	IMPACTS:		

A.			PARKING	&	TRAFFIC	IMPACTS	

The	public	and	community	members	are	not	specialists	in	this	process	and	must	trust	that	the	Consultants	
are	independent,	objective	and	impartial	in	gathering	and	analyzing	data.	Clearly,	based	on	the	assumptions	
and	the	comments	made	by	the	Consultants	in	the	Report	and	in	the	meetings,	the	Applicants	team	has	had	a	
direct	influence	on	this	Report.	The	EIR	Consultant	at	the	most	recent	meeting	referred	to	this	EIR	process	as	
a	 "full	 disclosure	 exercise	 in	 which	 transparency	 is	 paramount.	 In	 the	 final	 Report,	 please	 disclose	 the	
relevant	correspondence	(emails	and	written	documents)	from	City	Staff	to	the	Consultant	and	describe	the	
nature	 of	 direction	 given	 by	 Staff	 and/or	 the	 Applicant’s	 team	 to	 the	 Consultant	 (i.e.	 with	 respect	 to	
programs.	land	uses	assumptions.	project	goals,	etc.).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐18	

Correspondence	between	the	City	and	the	Consultant	is	appropriately	included	in	the	administrative	record,	
but	 not	 in	 the	 EIR	 itself.	 	 The	 nature	 of	 the	 relationship	 between	 the	 City	 Staff,	 the	 applicant,	 and	 the	
preparers	of	 the	EIR	 is	necessarily	collaborative,	as	with	any	similar	development	project	 in	California.	 	 In	
accordance	 with	 CEQA’s	 mandates,	 the	 City	 has	 considered	 information	 submitted	 by	 the	 applicant,	 as	
evaluated	by	consultants	with	CEQA	expertise.	 	Ultimately,	the	conclusions	reached	in	this	Final	EIR	reflect	
the	 independent	 review	 and	 judgment	 of	 the	 City	 and	 staff	 within	 the	 Departments	 of	 City	 Planning	 and	
Transportation,	who	are	well	aware	of	the	environmental	issues	typically	involved	in	the	redevelopment	of	
property	 within	 the	 City	 and	 the	 appropriate	 methods	 for	 analyzing	 impacts.	 	 The	 City	 staff	 planner	
overseeing	the	preparation	of	the	EIR	must	review	and	approve	every	part	of	the	document	and	supporting	
technical	studies,	and	makes	available	specific	EIR	sections	and	technical	reports	to	other	City	department	
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staff	 (e.g.,	 Transportation,	 Building	 and	 Safety,	 Bureau	 of	 Engineering),	 as	 appropriate,	 for	 issue‐specific	
review	and	input	as	part	of	the	City’s	EIR	review	process.			

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐19	

1.	 	Trip	Generations:	 The	 draft	 Report	 indicates	 that	 31,330	 s.f.	 of	 new	 commercial	 spaces	 will	
necessitate	 an	 increase	 of	 332	 new	 commercial	 parking	 spaces	 (554	 spaces	 proposed	 and	
222	spaces	current).	This	change	represents	a	50%	increase	 in	commercial	parking	spaces.	
Somehow	 the	 traffic	 study	 finds	 that	 there	will	be	a	9%	reduction	of	487	commercial	 trips	
(5296	‐4809	trips)	even	though	the	site	will	be	intensifying	with	a	new	supermarket	and	new	
restaurant	floor	area.	How	does	an	intensification	of	commercial	use	and	a	50%	increase	in	
commercial	parking	result	in	a	reduction	in	commercial	trip	generations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐19	

As	discussed	 in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 trip	generation	rates	 for	commercial	
uses	are	based	on	rates	in	the	9th	Edition	of	the	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	(ITE)	Trip	Generation	
manual.9	 	 Various	 land	 use	 ITE	 categories	 were	 used	 as	 appropriate	 for	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	 uses.		
Parking	demand,	however,	is	based	on	the	LAMC	parking	space	requirements,	which	are	determined	according	
to	non‐ITE	criteria.		Because	both	sources	are	established	criteria	and	requirements,	these	are	used	as	the	basis	
for	the	traffic	and	parking	analysis.			

It	 is	 important	 to	 note	 that	 parking	 requirements	 for	 various	 land	 uses	 do	 not	 necessarily	 correspond	
directly	to	the	trip	generation	characteristics	for	those	land	uses.		For	example,	a	use	that	exhibits	high	trip	
generation	 rates	 (per	 unit	 of	 floor	 area)	 may	 also	 exhibit	 a	 high	 parking	 “turnover”	 rate,	 with	 vehicles	
occupying	a	parking	space	for	only	a	limited	amount	of	time;	such	high	parking	turnover	rates	allow	a	single	
parking	space	 to	be	used	multiple	 times	during	a	given	period	(such	as	 the	 “peak	hours”	 typically	used	 to	
evaluate	 a	 land	 use’s	 trip	 generation	 potential),	 reducing	 the	 actual	 number	 of	 parking	 spaces	 needed	 to	
accommodate	 the	 land	 use’s	 traffic.	 	 Similarly,	 land	 uses	 that	 exhibit	 lower	 parking	 turnover	 rates	 will	
typically	require	more	parking	to	accommodate	its	traffic	demands	(since	a	single	space	is	used	for	a	longer	
period	of	time	and	is	not	as	available	for	multiple	users).		The	parking	requirements	for	the	proposed	Project	
are	consistent	with,	and	conform	to,	the	applicable	City	of	Los	Angeles	Zoning	Code	and	other	ordinances	for	
both	the	residential	and	commercial	components,	and	are	directly	affected	by	the	mix	of	uses	proposed.	 	A	
comparison	to	the	parking	provided	for	(or	required	by)	the	existing	site	and	the	proposed	Project’s	uses	is,	
therefore,	not	appropriate.	 	The	daily	and	AM	peak	hour	trip	reductions	and	relatively	nominal	increase	in	
PM	 peak	 hour	 trips	 for	 the	 Project’s	 commercial	 components	 are	 due	 primarily	 to	 the	 replacement	 of	 a	
number	 of	 existing	 high	 trip	 generating	 uses	 (such	 as	 fast	 food	 restaurants)	with	 substantially	 lower	 trip	
generating	 quality	 restaurants	 as	 well	 as	 a	 number	 of	 site‐serving	 uses	 (which	 reduce	 traffic	 due	 to	
patronage	from	the	Project’s	residents).		See	also	Response	to	Comment	B10‐6	(Grafton	Tanquary,	Crescent	
Heights	 –	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	 Preservation	Association)	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 trip	
generation	and	parking	adequacy.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐20	

	 Table	 ES‐1,	 Regional	 Traffic	 Analysis,	 Impact	 Statement	 TR‐4	 concludes	 that,	 "Project‐
generated	traffic	would	be	below	the	CMP	50‐trip	threshold	at	the	CMP	intersections..."	Given	
the	 intensification	 in	 land	 use	 and	 the	 introduction	 of	 well	 over	 1000	 new	 trips	 and	 a	

																																																													
9		 Trip	Generation,	9th	Edition,	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers,	Washington,	D.C.,	2012.	
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resultant	 20%	 increase	 in	 trips	 (1077	 new	 trips)	 from	 the	 current	 site,	 how	 can	 a	 50‐trip	
threshold	not	be	exceeded?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐20	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 describes	 Congestion	 Management	 Program	 (CMP)	
intersection	impacts.		As	discussed	therein,	the	nearest	CMP	intersection	is	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	La	
Cienega	Boulevard	(Study	 Intersection	No.	9).	 	There	are	 four	other	CMP	arterial	monitoring	 intersections	
within	a	three	mile	radius	of	the	Project	Site:	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	Doheny	Drive	(West	Hollywood);	
Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	Highland	Avenue	(Los	Angeles);	Wilshire	Boulevard	and	La	Cienega	Boulevard	
(Beverly	Hills);	Wilshire	Boulevard	and	La	Brea	Avenue	(Los	Angeles).		As	shown	in	trip	distribution	maps	in	
the	Traffic	Report	 (Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR),	 the	Project	would	not	generate	more	 than	50	or	more	
trips	during	the	A.M.	or	P.M.	weekday	peak	hours	at	these	locations.			

The	CMP’s	minimum	50‐trip	impact	analysis	threshold	refers	to	peak	hour	trips,	not	daily	trips.		As	identified	
in	 Tables	 2(a)	 through	 2(c)	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA	 (Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR),	 the	 proposed	 Project	 is	
expected	 to	 result	 in	 a	 net	 reduction	 of	 approximately	 82	 site‐related	 trips	 during	 the	 AM	 peak	 hour,	
although	it	would	result	in	an	increase	of	approximately	216	net	site‐related	trips	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		
However,	as	also	detailed	in	the	Project	TIA	(beginning	on	page	111),	these	additional	trips	are	anticipated	to	
be	dispersed	throughout	the	roadway	network	in	the	Project	vicinity,	and	as	such,	the	potential	net	increases	
in	site‐related	traffic	during	the	PM	peak	hour	due	to	development	of	the	proposed	Project	will	be	below	the	
50‐trip	threshold	at	each	of	the	CMP	intersections	nearest	to	the	Project	Site	(within	a	3‐mile	radius),	and	no	
further	analyses	are	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐21	

	 Some	of	the	current	uses	appear	to	have	been	mischaracterized.	Specifically	the	Bank	building	at	
approx.	20,200	s.f	is	incorrectly	skewing	the	analysis.	For	the	past	25	years	plus	the	Bank	has	
not	functioned	as	the	Home	Savings	corporate	offices	as	originally	conceived	and	the	second	
floor	 has	 been	 abandoned.	 The	 public	 has	 not	 [sic]	 permitted	 upstairs	 or	 in	 the	 basement	
since	 the	 commercial	 retail	 center	 was	 constructed.	 Therefore,	 the	 more	 accurate	 trip	
generation	 figure	 for	 analysis	 purposes	 should	 be	 closer	 to	 5094	 s.f	 of	 daily	 use	 with	 the	
public	as	is	proposed	in	the	Project	as	a	"walk‐in	Bank"..	The	draft	E.I.R	should	be	adjusted	to	
reflect	 the	 more	 accurate	 use	 of	 the	 Bank	 building	 and	 it	 [sic]	 current	 impacts	 on	 traffic	
patterns.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐21	

ITE	trip	generation	methodology	is	based	on	trips	per	gross	floor	area.		This	assumes	maximum	use	of	both	
existing	uses	and	the	Project	and	allows	 for	a	consistent	basis	 for	analysis.	 	The	operations	of	 the	existing	
bank	facility	on	the	Project	Site	were	investigated	in	order	to	accurately	assess	the	potential	traffic	generated	
by	this	use.		As	shown	in	Table	2(b)	of	the	Project	TIA,	only	the	first	floor	of	the	bank	building	(approximately	
11,786	square	feet)	was	assumed	to	operate	as	a	“bank”	facility,	while	the	rest	of	the	building	area	(second	
floor,	containing	approximately	8,386	square	 feet)	 is	acknowledged	to	be	 inaccessible	 to	 the	public,	and	 is	
currently	used	as	office	space	and	other	ancillary	uses	for	the	bank.		It	is	also	important	to	note	that	the	trip	
generation	rates	for	banks	and	most	other	commercial	uses	are	based	on	the	total	“gross	floor	area”	of	the	
use,	which	in	the	case	of	the	bank’s	first	floor,	includes	stairwells,	elevator	shafts,	lobbies	and	other	common	
areas,	as	well	as	“back	of	house”	uses	such	as	private	offices,	conference	rooms,	vaults,	and	other	areas	that	
are	generally	 inaccessible	to	the	public	but	which	are	part	of	the	bank’s	typical	operations.	 	Therefore,	the	
Project	TIA	did	not	overstate	the	operations	of	the	existing	bank	facility.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	and	trip	generation.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B12‐22	

	 In	 addition,	 the	 trips	 attributed	 to	 the	 food	 establishment	 uses	 also	 do	 not	 reflect	 the	 daily	
patterns	 that	have	been	monitored	and	 facilitated	by	onsite	parking	 assistants	 for	 the	past	
two	decades.	Other	than	the	McDonalds	drive	thru	portion	and	two	fast	 food	uses,	all	other	
food	establishments	have	been	conventional	"sit	down"	restaurants	not	open	in	the	mornings	
for	the	past	two	decades	and	should	be	more	accurately	accounted	for	Table	2(b).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐22	

As	shown	in	Table	2(b)	of	the	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	the	trip	generation	estimates	for	the	
existing	 fast	 food	 facilities	on	 the	Project	 Site	 assumes,	 as	 suggested	by	 the	 commenter,	 that	only	 the	5,070	
square	foot	McDonalds	restaurant,	and	the	two	other	“fast	food”	uses,	totaling	3,720	square	feet	(including	the	
El	Pollo	Loco,	at	2,560	square	feet,	and	the	Subway,	at	1,160	square	feet)	are	assumed	to	operate	as	“fast	food”	
facilities.	 	The	other	food	service	uses	at	the	site	(the	2,056	square	foot	“Kuru	Sushi”	restaurant	and	the	800	
square	foot	“Mickey	and	Sam’s”	ice	cream	parlor),	are	specifically	identified	in	Table	2(b),	and	as	suggested	by	
the	commenter,	are	treated	as	typical	“high‐turnover	sit‐down	restaurant”	uses	that	are	closed	during	the	AM	
peak	hour.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐23	

	 Please	provide	a	revised	Table	2(b)	that	more	accurately	reflects	to	past	two	+	decades	of	
use	on	this	site	with	respect	to	the	Bank	{previous	savings	and	loan)	and	commercial	
retail	center	since	it	was	constructed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐23	

See	Responses	to	Comments	B12‐21	and	B12‐22	above.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐24	

2.		Proposed	Driveway	on	Crescent	Heights:	The	draft	Report	indicates	that	the	Crescent	Heights	
driveway	will	be	used	for	commercial	uses	on	the	site.	Please	have	the	Consultant	indicate	the	
number	 trips	per	day	of	 the	 total	 count	 that	will	 be	 exiting	on	 to	Crescent	Heights.	Of	 this	
number,	how	many	trips	are	projected	to	turn	left	(north)	to	Sunset.	The	left	turn	is	currently	
prohibited	because	of	mitigations	to	address	previous	impacts	in	this	location.	Please	explain	
how	left	turns	out	of	the	driveway	will	not	result	in	the	impacts	previously	identified?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐24	

The	number	of	trips	making	left‐turn	exits	from	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	are	shown	
for	 the	 AM	 and	 PM	 peak	 hours	 in	 Figures	 7(a)	 and	 7(b)	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 respectively,	 which	 indicate	
approximately	6	left‐turns	during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	about	28	left‐turns	during	the	PM	peak	hour.		Further,	
as	shown	in	Figure	5(b)	of	the	TIA,	approximately	10	percent	of	the	Project’s	commercial	trips	are	expected	to	
make	this	move.		Therefore,	of	the	proposed	Project’s	6,790	daily	trips	(3,395	entering,	3,395	exiting)	accessing	
the	site	driveways	(including	both	residential	trips	and	commercial	trips),	as	identified	in	Table	2(a),	a	total	of	
approximately	340	trips	per	day	would	be	expected	to	make	the	 left‐turn	exit	move	from	the	site’s	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway.	 	 However,	 as	 indicated	 above,	 most	 of	 these	 trips	 (about	 306	 trips,	 or	
approximately	90	percent	of	the	total	daily	left‐turns)	would	occur	outside	the	most	critical	AM	and	PM	peak	
commute	 traffic	 periods,	when	 area	 traffic	 volumes	 are	 reduced	 from	 their	maximum	daily	 levels.	 	 See	 also	
Response	to	Comment	C25‐8	(Andrew	Macpherson	Letter	C25),	Response	to	Comment	C32‐3	(Carolyn	Ramsay	
Letter	C32),	and	Response	to	Comment	C1‐7	(James	McFadden	Letter	C1).			
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COMMENT	NO.	B12‐25	

3.			New	Traffic	Signals	on	Sunset/Havenhurst	and	Sunset/Fountain:	There	is	no	exiting	from	the	
current	site	on	to	Havenhurst	Drive.	 In	addition	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	installed	speed	
bumps	and	then	subsequently	a	choker	to	mitigate	significant	undesirable	impacts	from	City	
of	Los	Angeles	traffic	short	cutting	up	and	down	Fountain	to	or	from	Sunset	Boulevard.	The	
draft	Report	discusses	a	need	for	two	new	traffic	signals	based	on	the	anticipated	residential	
entry	and	exiting	and	the	commercial	exiting	needs	of	the	project.	The	Report	identifies	1596	
daily	 trips	 for	 the	 residential	 component.	 How	many	 additional	 trips	 are	 assumed	 for	 the	
commercial	 portion	 on	 Havenhurst?	 Please	 address	 why	 the	 current	 design	 proposes	 to	
introduce	 new	 significant	 impacts	 on	 to	 Havenhurst	 Drive?	 Please	 explain	 in	 the	 revised	
Report	how	new	signalization	will	address	the	City	of	West	Hollywood’s	attempts	to	stop	L.A.	
City	based	traffic	from	moving	up	and	down	Havenhurst	Drive?	

	 A	signal	at	Havehurst	[sic]	and	Fountain	will	not	affect	west	bound	traffic	on	Fountain	at	all	as	the	
same	right	turns	heading	north	will	still	take	place.	In	fact,	the	greatest	benefit	of	a	signal	at	
Havenhurst	and	Fountain	would	be	to	facilitate	left	turns	from	Havenhurst	on	to	Fountain	in	
order	to	head	east.	If	this	result	is	correct,	it	would	encourage	even	more	cut	through	traffic	
from	Sunset	heading	south,	especially	but	not	 limited	 to	 those	who	want	 to	divert	down	to	
Fountain	to	head	east.	Please	have	the	Consultant	respond	to	this	concern.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐25	

The	commenter	states	that	there	are	no	exits	allowed	from	the	existing	site	driveway	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	In	
fact,	the	driveway	currently	allows	right‐turn	only	exits.		See	also	Response	to	Comment	C1‐7	(James	McFadden	
Letter	C1).			

The	commenter	suggests	that	both	of	 the	proposed	new	traffic	signals	(at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	
Drive,	 and	 at	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive)	 are	 due	 to	 the	 proposed	 operations	 of	 the	 Project’s	
Havenhurst	Drive	driveway.	 	 In	 actuality,	 only	 the	new	 signal	 at	 Sunset	Boulevard	 and	Havenhurst	Drive	 is	
proposed	 to	 facilitate	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	operations	 (to	allow	Project‐related	vehicles	 to	access	
Sunset	Boulevard	and	thereby	reduce	potential	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	Project	Site);	the	new	
signal	proposed	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	is	recommended	to	mitigate	the	potential	Project‐
related	 significant	 impacts	 at	 that	 intersection,	 which	 are	 due	 primarily	 to	 “through”	 traffic	 increases	 on	
Fountain	Avenue	resulting	from	the	proposed	Project.	

The	commenter	identifies	the	number	of	daily	Project‐related	residential	trips	as	“1,596”.	However,	as	shown	
in	Table	2(a)	of	 the	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR),	 the	actual	number	 is	1,564.	 	The	proposed	
Project	 generates	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 4,809	 daily	 commercial‐related	 trips	 (although	 resulting	 in	 a	 net	
reduction	of	approximately	487	daily	 commercial‐related	 trips	 following	removal	of	 the	existing	site‐related	
trips).		However,	as	described	in	detail	in	the	Project	TIA,	there	will	be	no	Project‐related	commercial	trips	on	
Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	Project	Site,	since	no	commercial	traffic	is	allowed	to	enter	this	driveway	(from	
either	 the	 northbound	 or	 southbound	 directions),	 and	 all	 exiting	 traffic	 (including	 both	 residential	 and	
commercial	trips)	must	turn	right	onto	northbound	Havenhurst	Drive	(toward	Sunset	Boulevard).		In	addition,	
as	discussed	on	page	3‐22	and	shown	in	Figure	4.J‐5	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	a	Project	Design	Feature	
(PDF‐Traffic‐1)	 was	 added	 to	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 provide	 physical	 barriers	 to	 prevent	 left‐turn	
vehicle	movements	from	the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways.		The	commenter	states	that	the	proposed	
Project	will	result	in	significant	impacts	to	Havenhurst	Drive;	however,	as	shown	in	Table	13	of	the	Project	TIA,	
potential	 impacts	 to	 this	 street	will	be	 less‐than‐significant.	 	 See	also	Response	 to	Comment	C25‐8	 (Andrew	
Macpherson	Letter	C25).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B12‐26	

4.	 	 	Parking:	 If	 the	project	did	not	contain	affordable	housing,	 the	proposed	project	would	require	
well	over	1100	parking	spaces,	yet	the	project	is	proposing	only	849	spaces	or	approximately	
a	300	space	reduction	because	28	affordable	housing	units	will	be	provided.	Assuming	 this	
reduction	 is	 in	 fact	 compliant	 per	 laws	 and	 codes,	 please	 study	 the	 potential	 impacts	 on	
adjacent	streets	if	a	project	contains	a	300	parking	space	reduction	from	conventional	mixed‐
use	projects	without	affordable	housing.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐26	

On	September	27,	2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	
2014.		The	purpose	of	SB	743	is	to	streamline	the	review	under	CEQA	for	several	categories	of	development	
projects	 including	 the	 development	 of	 infill	 projects	 in	 transit	 priority	 areas.	 	 The	 bill	 adds	 to	 the	 CEQA	
Statute,	 Chapter	 2.7,	Modernization	 of	 Transportation	 Analysis	 for	 Transit‐Oriented	 Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	
particular	Section	21099.	 	Pursuant	 to	Section	21099(d)(1)	“…	parking	 impacts	of	a	residential,	mixed‐use	
residential,	 or	 employment	 center	 project	 on	 an	 infill	 site	 within	 a	 transit	 priority	 area	 shall	 not	 be	
considered	 significant	 impacts	 on	 the	 environment.”	 	 The	proposed	Project	meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	
Section	21099(d),	and	for	this	reason,	the	proposed	Project’s	effects	related	to	parking	are	not	required	to	be	
analyzed	 under	 the	 State	 CEQA	 Statute.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 parking	
impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	
provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	Parking	is	consistent	with	Code	requirements	and	is	
anticipated	 to	 be	 adequate	 for	 residents	 and	 visitors	 to	 the	 site,	 as	 summarized	 in	 Tables	 4.J‐6	 and	4.J‐7	 in	
Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		In	addition,	parking	on	adjacent	streets	is	restricted	to	permit‐only	for	residents	of	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		No	parking	would	be	allowed	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	
frontage.		Because	parking	on	adjacent	streets	is	restricted,	such	on‐street	parking	evaluation	is	not	applicable	
to	the	EIR	analysis.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐27	

Ref:	TABLE	ES‐1,	SECTION	4.A:	AESTHETICS		

Urban	Design	Analysis	related	to	“Aesthetics"	‐	

a.	 Sustainable	Design/Green	Space:	

The	proposed	Project	 seeks	 to	 create	 a	 large	amount	of	 open	 space	and	public	oriented	 spaces	by	
moving	 its	 density	 into	 a	 vertical	 two‐tower	 configuration.	 Without	 comment	 specifically	 on	 the	
proposed	number	of	stories	or	scale,	in	most	cases	if	the	solar	exposure	is	taken	into	account,	this	can	
be	a	sound	strategy	and	in	this	situation	a	private	courtyard	or	series	of	paseo‐like	spaces	do	make	
sense	as	a	general	site	development	approach.	

When	tower	solutions	are	pursued,	the	resultant	open	space	solutions	become	critical	to	the	success	
of	the	project.	In	these	cases,	for	sustainable	design	motives,	one	looks	for	excellent	sun	orientation,	
increased	green	spaces	and	new	canopy	trees,	and	ample	permeable	surfaces	to	keep	storm	water	on	
site.	Unfortunately,	 because	of	 its	 substantial	 density	 requests	 and	 resultant	 subterranean	parking	
needs,	 this	 project	 proposal	 does	 not	 accommodate	 the	 effective,	 on‐grade	 planted	 sustainable	
solutions	and	urban	design	benefits	one	would	expect.	Instead,	plantings	appear	to	be	heavily	reliant	
on	pots	sitting	on	concrete	decks	or	roof	decks	where	the	majority	of	the	public	could	not	enjoy	them.	
And	 the	 general	 public	 space	 is	 overwhelmingly	 concrete	 or	 hardscape	 surfaces	 necessitating	
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substantial	(and	likely	unnecessary)	surface	drainage	provisions	that	will	further	tax	the	storm	drain	
system.	

The	 Applicant	 team	 should	 be	 encouraged	 to	 re‐examine	 the	 location	 of	 the	 new	 buildings	 and	
explore	how	moving	 taller	portions	 toward	Sunset	might	 result	 in	more	on‐grade	green	space	and	
canopy	trees	planted	in	the	ground.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐27	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐28	

b.		 Site	Topography:	

The	project	site	slopes	downward	from	north	to	south	rather	significantly.	The	existing	commercial	
development	 acknowledges	 this	 slope	 and,	 through	 a	 terracing	 strategy,	 effectively	 situates	 the	
commercial	uses	so	as	 to	not	 require	a	great	deal	of	excavation	and	soil	export.	Unfortunately,	 the	
proposed	project	appears	to	lack	keen	familiarity	with	the	site	specific	conditions	and	to	have	been	
conceived	in	the	computer	as	if	it	were	more	of	a	flat	site.	As	discussed	above,	a	thoughtful	mixed‐use	
design	 solution	 that	 takes	 advantage	 of	 the	 topography	 makes	 sense	 for	 this	 property	 if	 more	
adequately	 sized	 to	 include	 surface	 and/or	 tuck	 under	 commercial	 parking	 so	 that	 a	 substantive	
portion	of	the	property	can	take	advantage	of	the	fertile	soils	that	took	centuries	to	create	and	that	lie	
under	the	current	parking	surface.	

The	 team	 should	 be	 encouraged	 to	 study	 a	 more	 terraced	 design	 solution	 that	 not	 only	
cleverly	 integrates	necessary	parking	but	also	results	 in	better	massing	and	scale	variations	
with	more	distinct	interior	programs	so	the	site	is	more	about	passive	enjoyment	for	the	new	
residents	and	less	a	commercially	based	destination	attracting	cars	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐28	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐29	

c.	 Open	Space	Orientation:	

We	 know	 from	 a	 long	 history	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 that	 north‐oriented,	 south	 side	 of	 the	 boulevard	
commercial	uses	 	on	east‐west	arteries	are	difficult.	 In	 this	case,	 the	design	proposes	a	grand	east‐
west	pedestrian‐oriented	promenade	space	in	the	middle	of	the	site	between	its	tall	towers.	Based	on	
this	orientation,	the	promenade	will	have	very	few	hours	of	sunlight	because	of	the	shadows	cast	by	
the	towers.	Should	the	project's	density	move	to	the	northerly	portion	near	Sunset,	adjacent	to	Bank	
structure,	 the	 former	 public	 plaza	 and	 promenade	 spaces	 can	 be	 repositioned	 as	 a	 south‐oriented	
open	space(s)	for	the	residents	thus	greatly	reducing	the	destination‐based	strategy	now	in	place	and	
providing	a	buffer	for	the	adjacent	residential	properties	to	the	south.	
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The	Consultant	team	should	study	an	alternative	location	for	the	scale	and	massing	along	the	
Sunset	 and	Crescent	Heights	perimeters	 and	 evaluate	 any	 resultant	benefits	or	 impacts	on	
adjacent	residential	properties.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐29	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	a	number	of	Project	alternatives	that	provided	variations	in	building	height,	scale,	and	massing	in	
Chapter	 5,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Specifically,	 as	 discussed	 therein,	 Alternatives	 1,	 2,	 3,	 4,	 and	 6	
reduced	 the	 overall	 building	 heights	 and/or	 density	 of	 the	 development,	 and	 also	 offered	 a	 variety	 of	
building	massing.		In	addition,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	 (the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative)	
would	 provide	 varied	 building	 heights	 and	 massing,	 though	 the	 overall	 development	 density	 would	 be	
similar	to	that	of	the	proposed	Project.		While	the	development	scenario	suggested	by	the	commenter	would	
provide	increased	sunlight	to	the	Project’s	Central	Plaza,	 it	would	not	be	responsive	to	various	City	design	
policies	 of	 the	 Citywide	 Design	 Guidelines	 related	 to	 creation	 of	 pedestrian	 scale	 along	 project	 street	
frontages	(such	as	those	along	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards),	and	would	also	result	in	significant	
shade/shadow	 impacts	 on	 the	 residential	 properties	 to	 the	 north	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 east	 of	 Selma	
Avenue.	 	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C46‐1	(David	Gold	Letter	C46)	 for	 further	discussion	regarding	
this	development	scenario.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐30	

Urban	Design	Analysis	related	to	"impacts	on	Streets"‐		

d.	 Public	Plaza	at	the	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights	Corner:	

Both	the	Applicant's	representatives	and	Staff	have	discussed	how	dangerous	the	Sunset	&	Crescent	
Heights	intersection	has	been	for	pedestrians.	There	inference	is	that	the	best	solution	is	creating	a	
large	+	9000	s.f.	urban	plaza	on	the	corner	as	a	grand	public	space.	In	reality,	the	bigger	problem	with	
danger	 in	 this	 intersection	 is	 on	 the	 east	 corner	 not	 the	 west.	 Nonetheless,	 when	 a	 dangerous	
vehicular	 and	pedestrian	 condition	 exists,	 the	 solution	 is	 not	 to	 introduce	more	pedestrians.	More	
bicycles	and	more	visual	and	physical	distractions	 for	 the	driver!	 In	 this	 case,	 the	proposed	design	
solution	is	actually	backwards.	The	Project	would	improve	by	moving	its	density	north	to	better	hold	
the	corner	physically	through	a	series	of	pedestrian‐oriented	facades	(see	Sunset	Plaza.	Larchmont,	
etc.)	 and	 eliminate	 any	 destination‐based	 public	 at	 the	 comer	 altogether.	 The	 comer	 median	 is	 a	
separate	question	and	should	be	handled	as	a	separate	process.	It	would	probably	work	better	as	a	
non‐occupyable	[sic]	urban	marker	referring	to	its	history	on	the	Strip.(Perhaps	a	design	competition	
in	the	future?}	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐30	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Impacts	related	
to	pedestrian	and	bicycle	safety	were	addressed	in	the	Draft	EIR	on	page	4.J‐62	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	which	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	improvements	and	effects	on	pedestrian	and	bicycle	safety,	
including	 the	 traffic	 island	 reconfiguration.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 existing	
intersection	is	expected	to	result	in	an	improvement	relative	to	pedestrian	safety.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B12‐31	

e.	 Sunset	Strip	in	Los	Angeles‐	Visual	Compatibility	and	adjacent	Residential	Zones:	

The	Los	Angeles	portion	of	the	Strip	itself	starts	with	the	Chateau	Marmont	as	a	residential/hotel	use	
and	 heads	 east	 with	 a	 majority	 of	 commercial	 uses	 for	 two	 miles	 until	 one	 reaches	 the	 heart	 of	
Hollywood	at	Cahuenga	 and	Vine.	Residential	 towers	 are	 rare	with	 an	occasional	 residential/hotel	
project	appearing	once	or	twice.	Historically,	the	Strip	has	been	home	to	entertainment,	hospitality,	
service‐oriented	 and	 commercial	 uses.	 	 Free‐standing	 commercial	 structures	 and	mini‐malls	 have	
held	 to	 surface	parked	one	or	 two	 stories	 for	 this	 stretch	 and	 include	more	neighborhood	 serving	
uses.	A	new	 five‐story	mixed‐use	building	was	 constructed	at	Sunset	and	Hayworth	with	 less	 than	
exceptional	 urban	 activating	 results	 (ref.	 north‐facing	 commercial	 uses	 discussed	 previously).	
Crescent	Heights	 is	 a	 residential	 street	 so	 the	 proposed	mix	 of	 commercial	 and	 residential	 uses	 if	
designed	well	could	be	an	appropriate	and	sustainable‐growth	based	solution.	However,	there	is	no	
evidence	that	occupants	at	Sunset	and	Hayworth	have	embraced	transit	when	their	building	is	very	
proximate	to	the	Fairfax/Sunset	junction.	Therefore,	granting	transit‐based	density	increases	beyond	
the	extended	range	already	identified	in	the	Code	is	without	basis	and	the	actual	data	to	support	it.	
The	evidence	based	on	real	life	usage	not	theoretical	thresholds	actually	suggests	otherwise.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐31	

Aesthetics	and	visual	 character	 impacts	were	evaluated	 in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	 the	
Draft	EIR,	while	impacts	related	to	land	use	compatibility	were	addressed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.	 	Please	
see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 and	 views	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐2	 regarding	 land	use	 compatibility	with	 surrounding	uses,	 consistency	with	applicable	plans	
and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	consistency	with	development	 in	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		
The	comment	that	the	apparent	lack	of	transit	utilization	by	another	mixed‐use	development	in	the	Project	
area	 translates	 to	 a	 lack	 of	 transit	 use	 by	 future	 Project	 residents	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	and	Project	trip	
generation	rates.				

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐32	

f.	 Relocation	of	the	Bus	Shelter/Bus	Stop:	

Those	who	live	in	the	area	talk	regularly	of	the	problematic	bus	stop	location.	Many	comments	were	
received	 on	 this	 topic.	 	 The	 Report	 does	 not	 appear	 to	 address	 re‐	 location	 options,	 address	 the	
current	problems	or	suggest	how	the	increased	intensity	on	the	site	and	purported	use	of	transit	by	
the	building's	occupants	will	be	supported.	

Please	have	 the	Consultant	 team	 assess	whether	 or	not	 improvements	 can	be	made	 to	 the	
south	 east	 corner	 of	 Sunset/Crescent	 Heights	 so	 that	 the	 bus	 stop	 can	 move	 closer	 to	
Sunset/Laurel(nearer	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 current	 residents)	 and	 the	 smaller	 triangular	
median	on	the	east	corner	can	be	modified.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐32	

As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR,	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	the	bus	stop	is	currently	located	on	
the	 north	 edge	 of	 the	 traffic	 island.	 	 This	 stop	 would	 be	 relocated	 to	 the	 east	 side	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard,	which	would	best	serve	the	proposed	Project.		However,	the	re‐location	of	the	bus	stop	would	be	
determined	by	Metro,	 based	on	 review	of	 development	plans,	 information	provided	 in	 this	 Final	 EIR,	 and	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐220	
	

other	transportation	planning	 interests	held	by	Metro.	 	Correspondence	 from	Metro	 indicating	support	 for	
the	new	bus	stop	location	is	provided	in	Appendix	D	of	this	Final	EIR.		Public	transit‐related	impacts	of	the	
Project	 were	 evaluated	 on	 pages	 4.J‐53	 and	 4.J‐54	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 and	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant.			

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐33	

CONCLUSIONS:	

Overall,	the	design	has	yet	to	reach	"iconic"	status	that	has	been	offered	and	also	is	uninspired	as	currently	
conceived	from	a	sustainable	design	and	site	orientation	standpoint.	The	proposed	mix	of	uses	described	in	
the	project	are	reasonable.	However,	serious	concerns	remain	unaddressed	in	the	draft	Report	with	respect	
to	environmentally	superior	alternatives	that	were	not	studied	despite	public	comments	in	the	seeping	[sic]	
process	to	do	so.	

The	 Report	 itself	 is	 lacking	 in	 project	 information	 and	 detail	 to	 support	 some	 of	 the	 "assumptions"	 and	
conclusions	drawn	within.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐33	

The	selection	of	the	eight	alternatives	evaluated	in	Chapter	5,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	is	consistent	with	
the	requirements	of	CEQA	Guidelines,	Section	15126.6(a)	in	that	the	selected	alternatives	represent	a	range	
of	reasonable	alternatives	to	the	Project	that	would	feasibly	attain	most	of	the	basic	objectives	of	the	Project	
but	avoid	or	substantially	 lessen	any	of	 the	significant	effects	of	 the	Project.	All	alternatives	represent	 less	
intensive	development	than	the	Project	and	include	an	alternative	that	would	be	developed	under	existing	
zoning	 (Alternative	 2),	 a	 reduced	 height	 alternative	 (Alternative	 3),	 and	 a	 reduced	 density	 alternative	
(Alternative	 4),	 and	 a	 reduced	 height	 and	 Bank	 preservation	 alternative	 (Alternative	 6),	 which	 was	
determined	 to	 be	 the	 environmentally	 superior	 alternative	 in	 Chapter	 5.0.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	
Corrections	 and	 Additions	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 comparative	 evaluation	 of	 Alternatives	
indicates	that	the	Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative	(Alternative	9)	
would	 reduce	 the	 majority	 of	 environmental	 effects	 of	 the	 Project.	 	 This	 determination	 is	 based	 on	 the	
evaluation	of	air	emissions,	greenhouse	gas	emissions,	trip	generation,	shading,	consistency	with	applicable	
land	use	plans,	effects	on	public	services	and	utilities,	and	evaluation	of	other	environmental	issues	for	each	
alternative.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐34	

The	Report	did	not	study	specific	alternatives	posed	by	 the	public	during	 the	scoping	process	and	 instead	
studied	high	density/high	intensity	alternatives	never	proposed	by	the	public	or	the	applicant.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐34	

Alternatives	 raised	during	 the	 scoping	period	were	 carefully	 considered,	however,	CEQA	does	not	 require	
that	every	conceivable	alternative	be	evaluated,	just	that	a	reasonable	range	of	alternatives	be	assessed.		The	
selected	 alternatives	were	 deemed	 to	meet	 the	 requirements	 of	 CEQA	Guidelines	 Section	 15126.6(a)	 and	
appropriate	for	the	comparative	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR.		It	is	noted	that	an	evaluated	alternative	does	not	
provide	 for	 a	 substitute	 to	 the	Project,	 but	provides	 a	basis	 for	 comparative	 analysis.	 	The	purpose	of	 the	
evaluation	of	alternatives	is	to	compare	alternatives	to	the	Project	and	identify	features	among	alternatives	
that	would	reduce	any	potentially	significant	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	Project.		
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COMMENT	NO.	B12‐35	

From	an	urban	programming	standpoint,	the	public	plaza	as	a	destination	space	is	a	complete	misstep	that	
will	introduce	more	problems	than	it	will	solve.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐35	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐36	

From	an	urban	scale	standpoint,	a	tall	tower	solution	would	visually	be	much	grander	than	anything	in	the	
area,	including	the	historic	Chateau	Marmont.	The	Chateau	is	nettled	[sic]	in	the	hillside	behind	large	growth	
trees	 and	 billboards.	 If	 anything,	 the	 proposed	 towers	would	 not	 visually	 compliment	 [sic]	 it,	 rather	 they	
would	diminish	the	urban	presence	of	the	Chateau	across	the	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐36	

The	Draft	EIR	fully	addressed	impacts	to	historical	resources,	including	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	
resources,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	C‐3.		As	
discussed	on	pages	4.C.2‐24	and	4.C.2‐25	in	Section	4.C.2,	the	Project	would	not	alter	the	surroundings	of	the	
Chateau	Marmont	in	a	manner	that	would	materially	impair	its	significance	as	a	historical	resource.		Please	
see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	 and	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	
character	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐37	

With	 respect	 to	 commercial	 uses,	 lower‐scaled,	 more	 neighborhood‐oriented	 uses	 would	 be	 more	
appropriate	(especially	along	Havenhurst	Drive	on	the	westerly	edge).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐37	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐38	

The	 Bank	 is	 an	 asset	 and	 its	 conservation	 on	 the	 site	 does	 not	 preclude	 a	 mixed‐use	 development	 that	
conforms	to	the	underlying	zoning.	Keeping	the	resource	in	place	is	demonstrably	viable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐38	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
Nonetheless,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 a	 number	 of	 Alternatives	 that	 would	
preserve	the	Bank	building	on‐site,	including	Alternatives	1,	5,	6,	and	7.	

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐39	

A	more	appropriately	 scaled	 solution	 that	 reflected	 the	Sunset	 Strip's	 character	 and	 further	 enhanced	 the	
Strip's	creativity	and	walkability	would	be	most	welcome.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐39	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		
Nonetheless,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	consistency	with	other	development	
in	 the	 Project	 area	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards,	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	character	related	to	height	
and	scale.			

COMMENT	NO.	B12‐40	

Based	 on	 the	 well	 documented	 history	 of	 this	 site	 and	 the	 complexity	 associated	 with	 the	 intersection,	
commuting	to	the	San	Fernando	Valley,	tourism	associated	with	the	Strip,	and	adjacent	residential	uses	the	
Project	should	rise	to	exceptional	quality	that	solves	current	issues	without	introducing	new	problems.	The	
applicant	and	its	design	team	have	received	respectful	and	specific	 feedback	about	the	type	of	project	that	
could	work	on	this	site.	The	Project	site	could	benefit	from	re‐development	and	the	proposal	merely	needs	a	
stronger	 vision	 to	 ensure	 economic,	 social	 and	 urban	 design	 success.	 This	 vision	 should	 not	 rely	 on	
unsubstantiated	density	increases	and	impactful	increases	to	public	space	intensity	as	its	crutch.	Instead,	it	
should	be	founded	on	neighborhood	serving,	benign	trip	generating	uses	that	encourage	local	neighborhood	
participation	and	new	opportunities	for	residential	living	that	do	not	draw	visitors	to	the	site	unnecessarily	
through	public	space	activities.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B12‐40	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	B13	

Jon	Ponder	&	Martin	Turnbull		
Alla	Nazimova	Society	
1045	North	Kings	Road,	Number	110	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	B13‐1	

The	 Alla	 Nazimova	 Society	 is	 a	 group	 of	 historians,	 writers	 and	 film	 aficionados	 who	 are	 dedicated	 to	
preserving	 and	 promoting	 the	 legacy	 of	 Mme.	 Nazimova,	 a	 groundbreaking	 actor,	 writer,	 director	 and	
producer	on	Broadway	and	in	Hollywood	in	the	early	20th	century.		We	are	writing	in	support	of	Townscape	
Partners'	plans	 for	developing	 the	property	at	8150	Sunset,	which	 is	 the	 former	site	of	Nazimova's	estate,	
because	the	partners	have	agreed	to	consider	memorializing	Nazimova's	association	with	the	property	in	the	
new	development.	

Nazimova	acquired	the	estate	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	boulevards	in	1918,	at	a	time	when	she	was	at	
the	height	of	her	wealth	and	fame.	After	a	reversal	of	fortunes	in	the	mid‐1920s,	she	converted	the	2.5‐acre	
property	 into	 a	 residential	 hotel	 with	 28	 free‐standing	 villas.	 	 Nazimova	 soon	 returned	 to	 the	 Broadway	
stage,	selling	the	property	to	new	owners	who	named	it	Garden	of	Allah	Hotel.		An	immediate	draw	among	
the	 celebrity	 crowd,	 the	 Garden	 quickly	 gained	 a	 worldwide	 reputation	 as	 the	 ultimate	 in	 Hollywood	
bohemian	elegance.	

Among	the	Garden's	famous	residents	were	actors	Humphrey	Bogart,	John	Barrymore,	Marlene	Dietrich,	Ava	
Gardner,	 Frank	 Sinatra	 and	 the	 Marx	 brothers;	 writers	 F.	 Scott	 Fitzgerald,	 Dorothy	 Parker,	 Somerset	
Maugham	 and	 Lillian	 Hellman;	 and	 classical	musicians	 Sergei	 Rachmaninoff,	 Igor	 Stravinsky	 and	 Leopold	
Stokowski.	Mobster	Mickey	Cohen	lived	at	the	Garden,	as	did	two	women	closely	associated	with	L.A.	crime	
capo	Benjamin	"Bugsy"	Siegel:	Virginia	Hill	and	the	Countess	di	Frasso.	 	 It	was	also	briefly	home	to	 future	
President	Ronald	Reagan,	who	lived	at	the	Garden	several	years	before	he	married	actress	Nancy	Davis,	who	
happened	to	be	Alla	Nazimova's	goddaughter.	When	Nazimova	returned	to	Hollywood	late	in	her	career,	she	
rented	Villa	24	at	 the	Garden.	 It	was	 there,	 in	 July	1945,	 that	 she	suffered	what	would	prove	 to	be	a	 fatal	
heart	attack.	

The	 hotel	 was	 razed	 in	 1959	 to	 make	 way	 for	 the	 bank	 building	 that	 occupies	 the	 site	 today.	 	 In	 the	
intervening	 years,	memories	 of	 the	 hotel	 and	 its	 founder	 have	 faded,	 and	 it	 is	 our	 hope	 that	 Townscape	
Partners	will	incorporate	historical	elements	into	the	8150	Sunset	project	that	will	inform	future	generations	
about	the	significance	of	Alla	Nazimova	and	the	Garden	of	Allah	Hotel.	 	To	that	end,	 in	the	fall	of	2013,	we	
submitted	 a	 proposal	 laying	 out	 suggestions	 for	 interpreting	 the	 site's	 history	 in	 the	 new	 project.	 The	
proposal	is	available	online.	Click	here	to	view	the	PDF.	

Based	on	our	hope	and	assumption	that	Townscape	Partners	will	seek	ways	to	commemorate	the	history	of	
this	iconic	Hollywood	landmark	in	the	new	development,	the	Alla	Nazimova	Society	is	pleased	to	endorse	the	
partners'	plans	for	8150	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B13‐1	

These	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		They	do	not,	
however,	raise	any	concerns	about	the	sufficiency	of	the	environmental	impacts	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR.		
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With	respect	to	the	Garden	of	Allah,	as	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐24	and	4.C.2‐26	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Garden	
of	 Allah	was	 demolished	 in	 1959,	 the	 Project	 Site	was	 subsequently	 redeveloped,	 and	 other	more	 recent	
construction	 that	 has	 occurred	 in	 the	 area,	 such	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 impact	 the	 Garden	 of	 Allah.		
Therefore,	no	mitigation,	 such	as	a	 commemoration	program,	 is	 required.	 	However,	 the	suggestion	 that	a	
commemoration	program	be	included	in	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	B14	

Rory	Barish	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐1	

My	name	is	Rory	Barish,	and	I	am	President	of	the	HOA	at	the	Colonial	House	at	1416	Havenhurst	Drive	in	
West	Hollywood.	I	live/own	in	a	most	splendid	historic	building,	designated	under	the	Mills	Act	and	listed	in	
the	California	Register	of	Historical	Homes.	It	has	been	featured	in	many	articles,	magazines	and	has	been	a	
home	to	 legendary	stars,	and	many	notables.	 	 	Other	historic	buildings	on	my	street	 include	the	Andalusia	
and	La	Ronda	 (mi	Casa).	 These	buildings	have	been	 filmed	 and	photographed	on	numerous	occasions	 for	
their	 architectural	beauty.	 	These	amongst	other	 treasures	within	a	1‐3	block	 radius	are	 threatened	 to	be	
negatively	 compromised	 by	 this	 proposed	 project.	 The	 idea	 of	 some	 outside	 developer	 coming	 into	 this	
neighborhood	 and	 destroying	 its	 beautiful	 character,	 its	 beauty,	 it's	 [sic]	 history	 and	 its	 value	 is	
preposterous.	

I	will	 comment	on	4.	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	But,	 let	me	 just	 start	off	 by	 saying	 that	 to	pretend	 that	
these	developers	care	about	the	 integrity	of	 the	neighborhood,	care	about	 low‐income	housing,	care	about	
neighborhood	and	 the	environment	 is	 a	 travesty.	 	These	developers	only	 care	 about	 the	 financial	 gain	 for	
themselves	and	will	use	every	loophole	to	get	their	project	passed	and	obtain	gross	variances	along	the	way.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐1	

Comments	regarding	the	historical	status	of	 the	Colonial	House	and	other	historical	residences	 in	the	area	
are	noted	and	addressed	below.	 	Note	 that	Draft	EIR	Sections	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	 and	4.C.2,	
Historical	Resources,	identify	architecturally	notable	and	historical	buildings,	including	the	Ronda/Mi	Casa,	
the	 Colonial	 House,	 and	 the	 Andalusia.	 	 Other	 comments	 regarding	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 developers	 are	 not	
pertinent	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	the	environmental	impacts	discussed	therein.	

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐2	

On	 page	 4.A3	 the	 EIR	 states	 that	 the	 commercial	 nature	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 strongly	 contributes	 to	 the	
visual	character	of	the	area	surrounding	the	project	site.		It	goes	on	to	say	that	it	is	known	for	its	collection	of	
restaurants,	boutiques,		clubs,	hotels,		retail	stores...Nowhere	do	these	developers	site	skyscrapers	existing	in	
this	immediate	area	which	at	216ft	on	the	top	of	uphill	slope,	their	project	will	be.	Page	4.A‐4	to	A‐8	speaks	of	
architecturally	 and	 historically	 notable	 buildings,	 buildings	 listed	 in	 the	 California	 Register	 of	 Historical	
Places	 and	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 Landmarks...	 The	 Chateau	 Marmont,	 the	 Savoy,	 The	 Granville,	 The	
Colonial	House,	La	Ronda.	It	says	that	the	area	is	developed	primarily	with	two	and	three‐story,	multi‐	family	
residences.	It	speaks	of	6	‐10	stories	landmark	buildings.	 	 	They	are	actually	pointing	out,	glaringly	so,	that	
there	is	NOTHING	around	with	the	proposed	height,	mass	and	scale,	(nor	should	there	be)	of	this	project.	 .	
Just	because	a	developer	 feels	 that	he	can	build	something,	does	not	mean	that	he	should.	 	 In	 this	case	he	
should	not	build	this	project	because	it	is	not	suitable	or	characteristic	of	the	neighborhood.	

Look	at	the	views	of	the	existing	site	in	figure	4.	A‐I	through	A‐12.		I	moved	to	this	city	and	chose	to	be	in	this	
city	for	the	beauty	of	its	skyline,	its	openness	and	its	light.	 	I	moved	away	from	Manhattan	to	avoid	exactly	
what	these	developers	are	proposing	and	what	is	now	happening	to	this	city,	building	massive	skyscrapers	
that	take	away	views	and	light.		This	project	has	no	business	here	and	would	most	likely	fit	in	downtown.	An	
LA	Live	or	Vegas	style	monolith	has	no	business	in	this	residential	neighborhood,	with	its	narrow	streets,	on	
an	 intersection	 that	 is	overloaded	and	 in	a	 location	which	has	an	 infrastructure	 that	will	not	 support	 it.	 	 I	
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moved	to	this	area	for	the	richness	of	its	architecture	and	residential	charm.	Whether	you	are	looking	at	the	
proposed	site	from	the	hills	in	4.A‐5	(which	the	developers	are	claiming	that	are	really	not	affected)	from	the	
horrifying	visual	simulation	in	4.A‐7,	4.A‐10,	or	on	my	street,	4A‐12...you	will	see	that	this	project	obliterates	
the	city	and	destroys	your	line	of	vision	from	all	angles	and	kills	the	preservation	of	architectural	landmark	
gems	on	Havenhurst.	

How	can	this	ever	be	allowed?			How	can	the	City	allow	these	buildings	to	be	compromised	and	how	can	the	
developers	justify	doing	so?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics,	 Subsection	 2,	 Existing	 Conditions,	 discusses	 the	 immediate	 setting	 on	
Sunset	Boulevard,	including	the	array	of	billboards,	high	daytime	and	nighttime	activity	levels,	the	character	
of	the	“Sunset	Strip,”	including	the	historic	Chateau	Marmot	and	other	notable	buildings	on	Sunset	Boulevard	
and	adjacent	residential	streets.		As	stated	in	Section	2,	the	10‐story	Sunset	Tower	is	located	approximately	
0.35‐mile	 to	 the	west.	 	 This	 is	 the	 nearest	 high‐rise	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity.		
However,	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 aesthetics	 evaluation	 is	 to	 determine	 whether	 the	 Project	 will	 directly	 or	
indirectly	affect	the	character	of	the	surrounding	area	due	to	height,	mass,	and	other	features.		One	of	these	
factors	is	view	blockage.		Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12	provide	simulations	of	the	Project	as	viewed	
from	 public	 streets,	 such	 as	 north‐facing	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 the	
Hollywood	Hills,	to	ascertain	whether	the	Project	would	substantially	block	panoramic	views	of	the	hills	and	
basin,	 or	 views	 of	 scenic	 resources,	 such	 as	 historic	 buildings.	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 although	 the	 Project	
would	 be	 highly	 visible	 from	 certain	 areas,	 it	 would	 not	 substantially	 obstruct	 or	 alter	 views	 of	 scenic	
resources	or	panoramic	or	 focal	views	from	public	streets.	 	 It	should	also	be	noted	that	the	view	locations	
utilized	in	the	visual	simulations,	although	publicly	accessible,	are	intended	to	be	representative	of	private	
views	in	the	area	including	views	from	residences	in	the	Hollywood	Hills.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	 regarding	aesthetics	 as	 relates	 to	building	height	 and	 scale,	 as	well	 as	Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.			

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐3	

It	looks	as	if	Gotham	City	was	plunked	down	in	this	beautiful	residential	neighborhood.	The	developers	say	
that	they	want	to	maintain	a	"human	scale"	(pg4.A‐57).	

Do	the	visual	simulations	 look	 like	a	human	scale	 to	 the	City	or	really	 in	 truth	to	 the	developers?	There	 is	
nothing	remotely	human	about	this	massive	Project.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐3	

The	 visual	 simulations	 presented	 in	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR	were	prepared	in	accordance	with	accepted	industry	standards	for	photorealistic	
renderings.	 	The	simulations	are	intended	to	be	representative	of	the	true	scale,	height,	materials,	textures,	
colors,	and	other	details	of	the	Project	as	built	in	the	context	of	the	existing	surrounding	environment.		While	
this	comment	references	the	visual	simulations	provided	in	Section	4.A,	it	does	not	raise	a	specific	issue	or	
question	 regarding	 the	 analysis	 presented	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 such,	 no	 further	 response	 is	 warranted.		
However,	 it	should	be	noted	that,	as	further	discussed	on	pages	2‐7	and	2‐8	of	the	RP‐DEIR	and	in	Topical	
Response	TR‐1,	Alternative	9	was	designed	in	part	to	address	issues	related	to	building	massing	and	scale,	
which	were	raised	in	public	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR.	 	Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	
discussion.		
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COMMENT	NO.	B14‐4	

Page	4.A‐54	 says	 that	 it	wants	 to	 promote	 the	 preservation	 of	 views...this	 is	 false.	 They	 continuously	 talk	
about	"setting	back	the	Project's	taller	mass"	and	trying	to	"soften	the	visual	effect	of	the	building	mass"	(pg	
4.A‐57).	

How	can	you	"soften"	a	skyscraper?		They	themselves	are	self‐conscious	and	aware	that	their	project	is	too	
big	for	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐4	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 setbacks	 with	 respect	 to	 their	
purpose.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 be	 primarily	 visible	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 would	 contribute	 to	 the	
experience	of	that	street	front.	 	As	discussed	in	Section	4‐A,	the	setback	of	the	Project’s	tower	components	
would	 reduce	 the	 Project’s	 sense	 of	 height	 as	 viewed	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	would,	 thus,	 soften	 the	
Project’s	visual	effect	from	this	perspective.		It	should	also	be	noted	that	the	Project	would	represent	only	a	
small	portion	of	the	broad	field	of	views	available	from	the	Hollywood	Hills,	and	as	illustrated	in	Figures	4.A‐
11	and	4.A‐12,	views	along	streets	like	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	are	oriented	to	the	
north	and	south	along	the	street	corridor	and	thus	would	not	be	significantly	impacted	by	the	presence	of	the	
proposed	structures.		Additionally,	as	discussed	on	pages	2‐7	and	2‐8	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	in	response	to	public	
comments	regarding,	among	other	 issues,	views	of	and	across	the	Project	Site,	Alternative	9	was	proposed	
that	includes	a	north‐south	view	corridor	by	concentrating	higher	tower	elements	along	east	and	west	edges	
of	the	Project	Site.		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	regarding	impacts	to	views.		

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐5	

Transit	Priority	Area	and	Major	Transit	Stop...the	EIR	states	 that	 this	Project	qualifies	because	 it	 is	within	
"approximately"	1500	ft	of	the	Fairfax	and	Sunset	intersection,	which	is	a	Transit	priority	area.		Google	maps,	
MapQuest,	and	other	sites	show	that	this	is	not	the	case.		These	sites	show	that	the	Project	is	1742.4	ft	from	a	
Transit	Priority	Area..	1742.4	 ft	 is	hardly	"approximately",	1500	sq	 ft.	Approximately	within	 the	End	Zone	
does	not	qualify	you	for	a	Touchdown.	You	actually	have	to	be	in	the	End	Zone.	

Do	they	or	do	they	not	qualify	for	the	variances	and	benefits	associated	with	building	this	project?			

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐5	

According	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A.25,	projects	with	an	affordable	housing	component	located	within	1,500	
feet	of	a	Transit	Stop	may	apply	for	an	“on‐menu”	affordable	housing	incentive	allowing	a	3:1	FAR	density	
bonus.	 	A	Transit	Stop	 is	defined	 to	 include	Metro	Rapid	Bus	stops	such	as	 the	Rapid	Bus	stop	 located	on	
Fairfax	 Avenue	 near	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 on	 page	 2‐5	 in	 Section	 2.0,	 Project	
Description,	because	the	Project	is	located	1,560	feet	and	not	1,500	feet	from	this	Transit	Stop,	the	applicant	
is	seeking	an	“off‐menu”	incentive	to	use	1,560	in‐lieu	of	1,500	feet	and	thus	allow	for	use	of	the	incentive.		
No	variance	is	being	sought	in	relation	to	the	density	bonus.		The	Project	Site	distance	to	the	Transit	Stop	has	
been	confirmed	through	an	independent	measurement,	an	illustration	of	which	was	provided	in	Appendix	D	
of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 qualification	 for	 this	 “off‐menu”	
incentive	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐6	

When	discussing	views	and	light	and	Aesthetics,	the	developers	argue	that	it	does	not	substantially	alter	or	
degrade	the	existing	visual	character	of	the	neighborhood.	This	is	completely	subjective.	It	is	opinion,	(poor)	
judgment,	assumption	and	(their)	belief.	There	is	no	fact	here,	quite	the	opposite.		It	is	all	false.	
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Have	they	physically	entered	into	many	of	the	properties	being	compromised?	

Have	 they	 stood	 up	 in	 the	 hills	 and	 looked	 down	 and	 seen	 that	 the	 City	 views	 and	 landscape	 will	 be	
compromised?	

Do	they	live	in	one	of	these	properties	where	their	values	and	views	will	be	compromised?		

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐6	

The	analyses	in	the	Draft	EIR	are	based	on	State	CEQA	Guidelines	and	the	City’s	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	and	is	
not	a	format	for	Project	proponents.		In	the	preparation	of	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Quality,	the	visual	
character	effects	of	the	Project	as	viewed	and	experienced	from	surrounding	public	streets	were	evaluated,	
though	as	noted	previously,	these	viewpoints	are	also	intended	to	be	representative	of	private	views	in	the	
area.	 	 In	 accordance	with	 the	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	 the	 analysis	 of	 view	 impacts	pertains	 only	 to	public	
views,	 though	private	 view	 impacts	were	 also	 addressed	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR	 for	 disclosure	purposes.	 	 Views	
from	streets	 in	 the	Hollywood	Hills,	 including	Hillside	Avenue,	Bellgave	Place,	Fareholm	Drive,	and	Marley	
Drive	(see	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐4	 through	4.A‐7,	 respectively),	were	evaluated	 in	 the	Draft	EIR,	and	were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		As	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐7	in	Section	4.A,	mid‐distance	
views	of	relatively	low‐scale	urban	uses	would	be	partially	obstructed	by	the	Project,	but	foreground	views	
would	 not	 be	 measurably	 affected	 and	 long‐distance	 views	 of	 valued	 resources	 such	 as	 the	 Downtown	
skyline,	high‐rise	buildings	along	Wilshire	Boulevard	and	in	Century	City,	or	the	Baldwin	Hills	would	not	be	
substantially	obstructed	as	 the	Project	would	comprise	a	small	portion	of	 the	overall	view	 field.	 	Property	
values	of	surrounding	properties	is	not	a	CEQA	issue,	and	thus	this	topic	was	appropriately	not	addressed	in	
the	Draft	EIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	and	visual	quality,	including	
impacts	related	to	Alternative	9.	

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐7	

The	project	calls	for	a	rooftop	lounge	/terrace.	This	was	not	allowed	on	the	comer	of	Alta	Loma	and	Sunset	
after	 the	 surrounding	neighborhood	 fought	 it.	 	 If	 the	 sound	reverberation	would	not	be	 tolerable	 there,	 it	
should	not	be	tolerable	here....	minutes	away.		Not	acceptable.	

Has	 the	 City	 taken	 this	 into	 account?	 	 Do	 the	 developers	 realize	 how	 sound	 carries	 and	 that	 the	 above	
mentioned	on	Alta	Loma	was	rejected	for	that	reason?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐7	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.G,	Noise,	evaluates	event‐related	noise	at	 the	Sunset	Terrace,	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace,	
and	Pool	Terrace.		In	the	Draft	EIR,	an	event	is	defined	as	the	presence	of	50‐500	people	(depending	on	the	
size	of	 the	space)	and	attendant	amplified	music.	 	As	discussed	therein,	 impacts	at	sensitive	receptor	sites	
would	 not	 exceed	 the	 City’s	 noise	 threshold	 standards.	 	 Specifically,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.G‐18,	 Project	
Design	Features	PDF‐Noise‐2	and	PDF‐Noise‐3	would	limit	amplified	music	levels	at	outdoor	event	areas	to	a	
maximum	 of	 86	 dBA	 and	 80	 dBA,	 respectively,	 such	 that	 off‐site	 noise	 levels	 are	 kept	 below	 applicable	
thresholds,	 and	 as	 indicated	 on	 page	 3‐2	 in	 the	 Corrections	 and	 Additions	 section	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 these	
Project	Design	Features	have	been	revised	to	include	a	prohibition	of	live	bands,	public	address	(PA)	system	
use,	and	loud	amplified	music.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	for	further	discussion	of	noise	impacts.			
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COMMENT	NO.	B14‐8	

The	project	calls	for	removal	of	the	traffic	island	which	makes	it	possible	for	the	continuous	flow	of	traffic	on	
Sunset,	south	to	Crescent	Heights.		Instead	the	developers	would	like	to	use	the	island,	integrate	it	into	their	
project	so	it	looks	pretty	and	to	allow	for	pedestrian	activity	and	public	gathering.	

Gathering	place?	Who	will	want	 to	gather	 there?	 	 	On	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights?	 	This,	 in	
place	of	a	much	needed	island	that	assists	traffic	flow	in	one	of	the	most	congested	intersections	in	the	city?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐8	

As	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 2,	 Project	 Description,	 the	 dedicated	 right‐turn	 lane	 from	 eastbound	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 would	 be	 removed	 and	 converted	 to	 public	 open	
space.		The	eastbound	approach	to	the	intersection	would	be	reconfigured	to	add	a	right‐turn	only	lane.		The	
traffic	 analysis	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 found	 no	 secondary	 effects	 with	
respect	to	the	operation	of	the	intersection	with	this	reconfiguration	(also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	with	
respect	to	the	reconfiguration	of	the	intersection).		The	open	space	created	by	the	reconfiguration	would	be	
landscaped	and	provide	seating	and	would	be	contiguous	to	the	Project’s	landscaped	entrance.		As	described	
in	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	 contiguous	 landscaped	areas,	 open	 entrance	 to	 the	Central	 Plaza,	 and	unique	glazing	
design	at	the	Plaza	entrance	would	provide	visual	relief	as	well	as	a	potential	meeting	or	sitting	area.			

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐9	

The	construction	 impacts	 in	this	2	year	period	of	building	will	be	huge	 if	allowed	to	build	a	project	of	 this	
mass	and	scale.	For	those	of	us	on	Havenhurst,	a	street	with	Landmark	buildings,	the	street	will	be	destroyed	
as	will	our	values.		The	same	applies	for	Crescent	Heights	and	the	surrounding	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐9	

Construction	 impacts	 are	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 With	 the	 exception	 of	 construction	 traffic	 and	
construction	noise	and	vibration,	construction	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	or	would	be	reduced	to	
less	than	significant	levels	through	the	implementation	of	mitigation	measures.			

As	 determined	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 project	 construction	 noise	 levels	 and	 vibration	 would	
intermittently	increase	the	daytime	ambient	noise	level	above	the	66	dBA	significance	threshold	at	the	multi‐
family	 residential	uses	south	and	west	of	 the	Project	Site.	 	 	 (Location	R4).	 	There	 is	no	 feasible	means	 for	
reducing	 this	 temporary	 impact	 to	 an	 insignificant	 level.	 	 Thus,	 construction	 noise	 impacts	 would	 be	
significant	 and	unavoidable.	 	 In	 addition,	Draft	 EIR	 Section	4.J,	 Transportation	 and	Circulation,	 found	 that	
temporary	 significant	 impacts	 could	 result	 during	 midday	 (off‐peak)	 hours	 during	 the	 shoring	 and	
excavation	phase	of	the	Project.			

The	Project	would	be	required	to	implement	an	LADOT‐approved	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan,	as	
discussed	in	Section	4.J,	which	would	minimize	adverse	traffic	and	parking‐related	impacts	for	the	duration	
of	construction	activities.		Similarly,	the	Project	would	comply	with	applicable	AQMD	Rules,	the	City’s	Noise	
Ordinance,	and	other	regulations	during	construction,	which	would	also	 limit	adverse	construction‐related	
effects	in	the	surrounding	area.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B14‐10	

The	 traffic,	 already	a	nightmare	 and	 at	 a	 standstill,	will	 be	 completely	unmanageable.	Emergency	vehicles	
will	 not	 be	 able	 to	 get	 through,	 yet	 the	 developers	 say	 that	 they	 want	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	 safety	 of	 the	
community	(pg	4.A‐54).	

How	can	the	developers	plan	is	[sic]	to	add	as	many	cars	as	they	say	that	they	will	to	the	area	when	this	area	
is	unmanageable	now?		How	can	the	City	protect	Havenhurst	as	a	street	with	Landmark	buildings,	from	the	
massive	traffic	flow	that	will	descend	upon	Havenhurst	from	their	project?	

Can	I	be	sent	a	set	of	plans	for	traffic	and	traffic	mitigation	during	construction	and	after	the	project	is	built?	

I	would	like	to	see	their	exact	plan	and	all	alternate	logical	routes	for	traffic.	

Where	are	 the	streets	wide	enough	 to	accommodate	 this	additional	 traffic?	 	Complexes	 like	 this	proposed	
project,	on	the	Vegas	strip	are	accessed	by	6	lane	Boulevards	to	accommodate	traffic.	 	They	are	not	put	on	
one	of	the	busiest	intersections	in	Los	Angeles,	with	limited	lanes	and	with	a	traffic	island	which	they	want	to	
remove!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐10	

Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 Impact	 analysis,	 subsection	 (2)(a),	 Fire	
Protection	Facilities,	evaluated	future	emergency	response	times.		As	discussed	therein,	improvements	being	
implemented	by	the	LAFD	include	installation	of	automated	vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	
replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	control	fire	station	dispatch	audio,	signal	 lights,	and	other	
fire	 station	 alerting	 hardware	 and	 software;	 development	 of	 a	 new	 computer	 aided	 dispatch	 system	 to	
manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	 use	 of	 traffic	 pre‐emption	 systems.	 	 A	 traffic	 pre‐emption	 system	 allows	 the	
normal	operation	of	 traffic	 lights	 to	be	preempted	by	an	emergency	vehicle	 to	 improve	response	 times	by	
stopping	 conflicting	 traffic	 in	 advance,	 providing	 the	 emergency	 vehicle	 the	 right‐of‐way.	 	 Emergency	
response	is	also	routinely	facilitated,	particularly	for	high	priority	calls,	through	use	of	sirens	to	clear	a	path	
of	travel,	driving	in	the	lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	alternate	routes,	and	multiple	station	response.	 	As	
discussed	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 long‐term	operational	 impacts	 to	
study	area	intersections	and	street	segments	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.		Similarly,	with	
implementation	of	the	traffic‐related	Mitigation	Measures	TR‐1	and	the	Project’s	TDM	program	(as	discussed	
on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR),	along	with	the	multiple	steps	being	taken	by	the	LAFD	to	improve	response	
times,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 analysis	 determined	 that	 Project	 impacts	 on	 response	 times	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	congestion‐related	impacts	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.			

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐11	

Page	A‐22	talks	about	demolishing	the	Chase	Bank	which	is	considered	a	historical	resource.		

Why	would	the	City	be	allowing	this?	

If	it	was	not	allowed	for	the	Barry	building,	the	old	Dutton's	bookstore	site	in	Brentwood,	why	would	it	be	
allowed	here?	Both	 great	mid‐century	 architects	 and	 great	 architecture.	But	 on	page	4.A‐54	 they	 say	 that	
they	want	 to	 "preserve"	 and	enhance	 the	 varied	and	 residential	 character	of	 the	Community....this	 is	 false	
statement.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐11	

The	 concern	 expressed	 in	 this	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 consideration,	
however,	the	City	has	not	yet	made	a	decision	on	the	Project.	The	evaluation	of	the	Lytton	Savings	Bank	in	
Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historic	 Resources,	 assumes	 the	 bank	 would	 qualify	 for	 listing	 as	 a	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	Historic	Cultural	Monument.	 	This	resource	would	be	demolished	during	site	preparation,	which	is	
deemed	 a	 significant	 impact	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐3,	 Relocation	 of	 Bank,	 involves	 a	
study	 to	 investigate	 the	 feasibility	of	 relocation,	and	 in	 the	event	relocation	 is	determined	 feasible,	and	an	
interested	 party	 is	 found	 to	 relocate	 the	 Bank,	MM‐HIST‐3	 provides	 that	 relocation	would	 be	 carried	 out	
pursuant	to	a	Rehabilitation	and	Relocation	Plan.	 	In	the	event	relocation	occurs,	the	interested	third	party	
would	 remove	 the	 Bank	 from	 its	 original	 location	 and	 context.	 	 The	 relocation	 could	 damage	 and	
substantially	 impair	 the	historic	 value	of	 the	building.	 	Nonetheless,	 if	 the	Bank	were	 to	be	 relocated	 to	 a	
compatible	location	and	rehabilitated	in	conformance	with	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Standards,	impacts	
on	historical	resources	would	be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level.			

Relocation	may	be	infeasible	or	an	interested	party	may	not	be	found	to	relocate	the	Bank.		The	analysis	in	
the	Draft	 EIR	 accordingly	 conservatively	 concluded	 that	 impacts	 due	 to	 demolition	 of	 the	 Bank	would	 be	
significant	and	unavoidable	after	implementation	of	mitigation	measures		

In	 addition	 to	 the	 mitigation	 measures	 addressing	 demolition	 of	 the	 Bank	 building,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 also	
evaluated	 three	 alternatives	 that	 included	preservation	of	 the	Bank	building	 to	 further	 explore	means	 for	
reducing	impacts	on	historical	resources.	 	See	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	for	further	details	
on	 alternatives	 that	 avoid	 demolition	 of	 the	 Bank	 building,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	
impacts	to	historical	resources.	

The	Draft	EIR	does	not	make	any	final	determinations	as	to	which	alternative	the	City	will	permit.	The	Draft	
EIR	furthermore	concludes	that	options	that	preserve	the	bank	are	environmentally	superior	to	those	that	
do	not.	This	conclusion	is	based	on	the	premise	that	demolition	of	the	bank	would	cause	a	significant	impact.		

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐12	

Page	A‐24	talks	about	Havenhurst	Drive	being	characterized	by	a	number	of	architecturally	and	historically	
notable	buildings.		It	then	goes	on	to	say	that	although	the	Colonial	House	is	not	as	big	as	their	project	(only	6	
stories),	but	it	represents	a	taller	component	in	the	built	environment	along	Havenhurst.	They	say	that	taller	
buildings	may	 be	 located	 next	 to	 smaller	 ones	without	 affecting	 their	 aesthetic	 value,	 visual	 character	 or	
setting	of	historical	settings.	

Are	 they	actually	comparing	 the	Colonial	House	 to	 their	skyscraper?	 	 	This	 is	 ludicrous.	Look	at	my	photo	
attached	of	Havenhurst	and	their	4A‐7	Visual	Simulation	and	4A‐12	Visual	Simulation.	

What	does	the	City	think?		This	is	crazy.		This	project	would	destroy	the	values	and	damage	and	degrade	the	
visual	character	of	Havenhurst	Drive	and	of	its	historical	buildings	and	of	those	in	the	surrounding	area.	

Are	the	developers	willing	to	pay	residents	the	difference	in	value	loss?	

The	EIR	speaks	of	the	Project	being	in	the	Partial	line	of	sight	of	the	Colonial	House,	a	historic	resource.	

Is	 it	 their	opinion,	as	stated,	 that	 it	 is	okay	to	partially	block	the	view	of	a	Landmark	building	because	the	
view	does	not	represent	a	foca1	point	where	the	building's	historical	features	are	present?	 	Please	refer	to	
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the	diagrams	again.	 	And	please	ask	 the	owners	of	 the	penthouse	units,	 specifically	 the	 famed	Bette	Davis	
unit	that	was	sold	for	over	2	million	if	they	agree.		Their	units	are	filled	with	light	and	gorgeous	views	of	the	
Hollywood	Hills.	Because	of	the	wrap	around	views,	these	units	went	for	more	money.	

The	developers	minimize	the	loss	in	stating	that	only	three	floors	will	be	affected.		This	is	false.		Four	floors	
will	be	affected	with	views	and	one	floor	will	be	affected	with	having	its	patio	overlooked	and	shaded.	That	is	
five	out	of	six	stories	that	will	be	affected	as	will	the	entire	building's	light.	

Is	this	acceptable	to	the	City	and	how	can	the	developers	justify	this?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐12	

The	Aesthetics,	Existing	Conditions,	analysis	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	describes	the	Colonial	House,	which	is	
located	within	 an	 all‐residential	 block	 on	Havenhurst	 Drive,	 as	 a	 six‐story	 architecturally	 and	 historically	
notable	 building	 and	 compares	 it	 to	 the	 adjacent,	 primarily	 low‐rise	 character	 of	 that	 residential	 street.		
Section	4A	states	that	the	Project’s	16‐story	component	would	be	approximately	191	feet	above	the	ground	
elevation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 with	 a	 relative	 height	 of	 17	 stories	 (including	 two	mezzanine	 levels)	 and	
approximately	216	feet	above	the	ground	elevation	at	Havenhurst	Drive	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	site	
when	accounting	 for	 the	 lower	parking	 levels.	 	The	Project	 site	 is	 a	 commercial	property	oriented	 toward	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and,	 along	 that	 street	 front,	 is	 not	 adjacent	 to	 low‐rise	 residential	 uses.	 	 A	 comparison	
between	the	Project	and	the	Colonial	House	is	not	intended.	

The	composite	view	described	in	the	Draft	EIR	(Draft	EIR,	Figure	4.A‐5,	Composite	View	2)	is	from	Bellgrave	
Place	 in	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 and	 applies	 to	 panoramic	 views	 of	 the	 Los	Angeles	Basin,	 cityscape,	 and	 the	
horizon.		From	this	viewpoint,	the	Project	would	partially	block	views	toward	the	Colonial	House	because	of	
its	proximity,	but	the	Project	would	not	constrain	broad	views	of	 the	basin.	 	Furthermore,	as	discussed	on	
page	 4.A‐26,	 although	 the	 view	of	 the	 Colonial	House	would	 be	 partially	 blocked,	 because	 of	 the	 distance	
from	 the	 viewer,	 the	 view	 of	 the	 historical	 building	 does	 not	 represent	 a	 focal	 view	where	 the	 building’s	
historical	features	are	visually	prominent.		Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	obstruct	or	alter	an	
existing	recognized	or	valued	view	from	this	location.		Furthermore,	the	views	discussed	are	representative	
of	 private,	 not	 public	 views,	 as	 no	 public	 views	 are	 available	 from	 this	 location.	 	 Accordingly,	 impacts	 on	
views	from	this	location	would	be	less	than	significant.	

With	 regard	 to	 comments	 about	 private	 views,	 the	 L.A.	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 indicates	 that	 a	 viewing	
location	must	 include	views	of	scenic	resources	that	are	available	to	the	public.	 	CEQA,	as	 implemented	by	
the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	does	not	require	consideration	of	a	project’s	impacts	on	private	views	from	private	
property,	such	as	an	office	building	or	private	residence.	The	analysis	of	 impacts	on	views	in	the	Draft	EIR	
accordingly	and	appropriately	focuses	on	scenic	vistas	and	publicly	available	views.		However,	for	purposes	
of	disclosure	and	to	ensure	that	the	Draft	EIR	facilitates	informed	decision	making,	the	Draft	EIR	provides	an	
evaluation	 of	 potential	 impacts	 to	 additional	 views,	 including	 private	 views,	 that	 may	 result	 from	
implementation	of	the	Project.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	for	further	discussion.	

The	comment	regarding	market	demand	is	not	interpreted	to	be	an	issue	that	is	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	
CEQA;	however	all	comments	are	provided	to	decision	makers	 for	consideration.	 	The	comment	regarding	
market	demand	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B14‐13	

Page	4.A‐44	and	onward	speaks	of	shading.	The	developer	makes	very	little	of	the	fact	that	pools	and	homes	
and	the	neighborhood	will	only	shaded	for	2‐4	hrs	due	to	their	project!	That	is	insane.	Guests	and	residents	
of	homes	and	hotels	(such	as	the	Chateau	Marmont)	will	have	to	hope	that	they	are	available	to	run	out	to	
their	pools	when	the	sun	comes	out	for	limited	hours.	Or	as	in	the	case	of	the	Chateau	Marmont	and	others,	
they	will	have	no	sun	between	9‐11	am	but	can	have	it	after	11	when	the	sun's	rays	are	more	harmful.	

Have	the	developers	thought	of	this?		Or	in	the	case	of	the	multi‐family	property	fronting	Crescent	Heights	to	
the	South	of	the	project,	their	pool	will	be	shaded	from	1:30‐5	pm	in	the	summer!!!!	That	is	all	day!!	

Do	the	developers	seem	to	think	this	is	okay?	

Would	 the	developers	want	 their	pool	shaded	all	afternoon?	 	 	Not	acceptable.	Would	 they	want	 to	go	 to	a	
hotel	with	a	shaded	pool?	

Landscaping	will	most	certainly	be	affected	all	around	the	existing	site	if	it	lacks	sunlight	for	2‐4	h.rs	[sic]	a	
day.		There	is	a	very	rare	and	Endangered	tree,	the	Araucaria	araucana	(Monkey	Tail)	at	the	Colonial	House.	
Will	this	be	affected?	They	are	declining	in	abundance.	

Have	 they	had	an	arborist	 study	 this?	 	Can	 they	guarantee	 the	 tree	will	be	okay	and	 thrive	as	 it	has	all	of	
these	years?	

How	 will	 lack	 of	 light	 affect	 people's	 psyche?	 People	 that	 bought	 bright	 units	 in	 their	 building	 now	 are	
affected	for	several	hrs.	

This	 for	 sure	will	 also	 affect	 existing	 real	 estate	 values.	 Selling	 a	dark	property	 is	 not	 as	 easy	 as	 selling	 a	
bright	one.		In	the	case	of	the	Historical	properties,	this	will	change	the	character	of	the	building	itself	should	
it	be	in	the	shade.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐13	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 evaluated	 the	 effect	 of	 shading	 on	 all	 surrounding	
sensitive	uses.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	the	residential	use	and	pool	deck	immediately	to	the	south	would	
be	 the	 most	 impacted.	 	 However,	 the	 level	 of	 shading	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 L.A.	 CEQA	 Threshold	 Guide	
threshold	 of	 more	 than	 three	 hours	 between	 the	 hours	 of	 9:00	A.M.	 and	 3:00	 P.M.	 PST	 (between	 early	
November	and	mid‐March),	or	 for	more	than	 four	hours	between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	and	5:00	P.M.	PDT	
(between	 mid‐March	 and	 early	 November).	 	 Because	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 City’s	 threshold	
standard,	shading	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		As	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐13	through	
4.A‐16,	no	shading	would	occur	at	the	Colonial	House,	which	is	located	well	south	of	the	Project	Site.		

The	other	impacts	alleged	in	the	comment,	especially	real	estate	values	and	the	impacts	to	a	single	tree,	are	
not	environmental	impacts	as	that	term	is	used	and	defined	under	CEQA.			

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐14	

Inclusion	of	bicycle	parking	4.A‐52.	
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The	project	contains	985	parking	areas	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	for	commercial	and	residential	use.		
Under	 site	 planning	 they	 say	 that	 it	 is	 located	 on	 a	 Major	 or	 secondary	 highway	 where	 bike	 routes	 are	
existing	or	planned.	

Is	Sunset	blvd	a	major	highway	or	even	a	secondary	one?		I	think	not.	

Are	 there	 proposals	 for	 bike	 lanes	 in	 the	 immediate	 area?	 	Not	 to	my	knowledge.	 Are	 there	 existing	 bike	
lanes?		Not	to	my	knowledge.	

The	 idea	of	 riding	bicycles	 anywhere	near	 this	 area	 is	 absurd.	 Just	observe	 the	attached	photo	of	Michael	
LeGrande,	director	of	planning,	at	lunch	hour	directly	opposite	the	propose	site.	

Where	would	you	suggest	having	I	bicycle	ride,	 let	alone	over	900?	In	a	triathlon	maybe	with	an	exclusive	
dedicated	area.	

Who	 is	 going	 to	 go	 to	 their	major	 supermarket	 and	 retail	 shops	 on	 a	 bike	with	 the	 idea	 of	 carrying	 back	
groceries	and	merchandise?	

Who	is	riding	up	and	down	the	canyon	hills	to	go	to	their	project	and	return	with	goods?		

This	is	just	another	not	thought	out	plan	and	only	thrown	in	to	try	and	show	how	environmentally	conscious	
these	 developers	 are	 (to	 get	 their	 project	 passed).	 	 If	 they	 had	 any	 consciousness,	 they	 would	 not	 risk	
cyclists'	lives	throwing	them	into	one	of	the	busiest	intersections	in	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐14	

Draft	EIR	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	identifies	Sunset	Boulevard	as	a	Major	Highway	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	General	Plan	and	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	identifies	Sunset	Boulevard	
as	 a	 designated	 Major/Modified	 Major	 Highway	 within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 These	 statements	 are	
consistent	with	the	designation	set	for	these	roadways	in	the	Los	Angeles	General	Plan	Circulation	Element	
(please	 see	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 General	 Plan	 Transportation	 Element,	 Highways	 and	 Freeways,	 Metro	
Subarea,	Map	A5).		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	existing	and	planned	bicycle	facilities	in	
the	Cities	of	Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood.	

The	policy	of	the	City	is	to	increase	city‐wide	bicycle	use,	as	stated	in	the	Bicycle	Ordinance	(City	Ordinance	
No.	 182,386,	 effective	 March	 13,	 2013)	 and	 provided	 under	 the	 recently	 amended	 LAMC	 regulation	 that	
requires	long‐term	and	short‐term	bicycle	parking	for	most	land	uses.	 	Bicycle	parking	is	provided	to	meet	
requirements	of	the	LAMC	and	local	and	regional	policies	that	encourage	bicycle	use.	As	discussed	in	Section	
4.F,	 Land	Use,	 policies	 of	 the	 Citywide	Design	 Guidelines	 and	 SCAG’s	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 are	 to	
provide	bicycle	access	 to	commercial	areas	and	encourage	non‐motorized	transportation.	 	The	City’s	2010	
Bicycle	Plan	also	supports	increased	bicycle	use,	as	does	the	City’s	Draft	Mobility	Element	2035,	which	is	in	
the	 process	 of	 being	 finalized.	 	 With	 continued	 implementation	 of	 City	 policies,	 greater	 bicycle	 access	 is	
anticipated	in	the	area	in	the	future.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	Sunset	Boulevard,	Hollywood	Boulevard,	and	Fairfax	Avenue	are	designated	as	study	corridors	 in	 the	
Bicycle	Plan.		Fairfax	Avenue	between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue	is	shown	as	a	Proposed	Class	
II/III	Bike	Lane.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B14‐15	

Low‐Income	Housing‐	

How	will	the	City	monitor	these	rents?	

Since	it	is	not	a	very	affordable	area	for	many,	with	its	upscale	restaurants,	boutiques	and	clubs,	I	am	curious	
why	the	developers	chose	this	area	to	put	low‐income	housing	in	for	their	site?		Might	it	only	be	to	get	the	
variance	to	increase	their	floor	ratio?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐15	

The	 use	 of	 affordable	 units	 is	 regulated	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 All	 projects	 containing	 restricted	
affordable	units,	such	as	the	28	very	low	income	units	included	in	the	Project,	are	required	to	prepare	and	
record	 an	 affordability	 covenant	 to	 the	 satisfaction	 of	 the	 City’s	 Housing	 and	 Community	 Investment	
Department	 to	 guarantee	 that	 such	 units	 remain	 affordable	 for	 the	 required	 55‐year	 period	 of	 time.	 The	
Housing	and	Community	Investment	Department	thereafter	annually	monitors	projects	containing	restricted	
affordable	units	 for	 the	duration	of	 the	55‐year	 term.	 	The	definition	of	affordability	 is	based	on	city‐wide	
income	and	determined	by	the	City.			

The	 Applicant	 has	 not	 requested	 a	 variance	 to	 increase	 floor	 area.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	
Description,	 and	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Applicant	 has	 requested	 approval	 of	 an	
affordable	housing	 incentive	 to	 allow	an	FAR	of	3:1	 in	 consideration	of	providing	 the	 required	number	of	
restricted	 affordable	 units.	 	 Such	 incentives	 are	 available	 to	 developers	 without	 regard	 to	 the	 perceived	
economic	 class	 of	 the	 surrounding	 homes	 and	 businesses.	 Indeed,	 the	 very	 point	 of	 affordable	 housing	
initiatives	 is	 to	add	diversity	 to	neighborhoods	and	avoid	 limiting	people	 to	neighborhoods	 that	 they	 “can	
afford.”		

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐16	

Cumulative	Impacts...	

In	naming	the	related	projects	(comparables).	None	are.	This	is	a	false	statement.	Not	one	has	the	height	that	
this	one	has.		Not	one.		The	tallest	would	be	8	stories.	Can	they	produce	other	comps	showing	this	height	in	
the	exact	vicinity?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐16	

The	 list	 and	map	 of	 related	 projects	 are	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	 Environmental	
Setting,	Table	3‐1	and	Figure	3‐1,	Location	of	Related	Projects,	 respectively.	 	Related	projects	are	projects	
that,	when	 combined	with	 the	Project,	 could	 cumulatively	 impact	 aesthetics,	 air	 quality,	 noise,	 traffic,	 and	
other	 issue	 areas	 and	 are	 defined	 under	 CEQA	 Guidelines15130(b)(1)	 as	 “potential	 past,	 present,	 and	
reasonably	 anticipated	 future	 projects.”	 	 	 The	 list	 of	 related	 projects	 was	 generated	 from	 information	
provided	by	Hirsch/Green	Transportation	Consultants	(the	Project’s	traffic	consultant),	LADOT,	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood	Community	Development	Department,	 and	 contains	 all	 known	or	 anticipated	 projects	
within	the	traffic	study	area	and	is	consistent	with	known	projects	at	the	time	the	Draft	EIR	was	developed.		
The	 cumulative	 impact	 analysis	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics,	 is	 based	 on	 the	 potential	 combined	
effects	of	the	Project	compared	to	related	projects	within	the	project	study	area.		As	shown	in	Table	3‐1,	only	
related	projects	along	Sunset	Boulevard	were	located	within	the	Project	vicinity.		All	related	projects	located	
along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 (a	 common	 street	 frontage)	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 cumulatively	 impact	 views	 and	
other	visual	 resources.	 	The	evaluation	of	 cumulative	 aesthetic	 impacts	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 is	based	on	more	
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than	 building	 height.	 	 The	 project,	 combined	 with	 related	 projects,	 was	 evaluated	 with	 respect	 to	 visual	
resources,	views,	shading,	and	light	and	glare.		

COMMENT	NO.	B14‐17	

In	conclusion,	this	project	is	completely	wrong	for	the	neighborhood.	It	does	not	have	the	infrastructure	to	
supports	[sic]	its	elements,	it	is	not	a	good	juxtaposition	of	height	and	scale	against	Landmark	and	residential	
buildings	and	this	project	will	degrade	the	aesthetics	of	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B14‐17	

The	 concluding	 comment	 regarding	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 decision	
makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter	 are	 provided	 above	 in	
Responses	to	Comments	B14‐1	through	B14‐16.	
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LETTER	NO.	B15	

Leslie	Monsour	
2062	Stanley	Hills	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
(on	behalf	of	The	Stanley	Hills	Drive	Community	of	Neighbors	Laurel	Canyon)	

COMMENT	NO.	B15‐1	

As	a	longtime	resident	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	third	generation	Angeleno,	I	believe	two	main	areas	of	negative	
impact	 concerning	 this	 project	 should	 not	 be	 ignored.	 	 These	 are:	 1.	 The	 unique	 character	 and	 historical	
background	of	the	gem	called	Hollywood,	whose	future	lies	in	your	hands.		2.	 	The	safety	and	well‐being	of	
the	 public	 and	 the	 quality‐of‐life	 of	 the	 residents	 of	 this	 community.	 	 As	 you	make	 your	 decisions,	 please	
consider	what	future	generations	are	being	robbed	of.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B15‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	evaluates	 the	Project	 relative	 to	 the	visual	character	of	
the	surrounding	area,	and	Draft	EIR	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	evaluates	the	impact	of	the	Project	
on	 historical	 resources,	 including	 culturally	 important	 buildings.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	
Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 directly	 affect	 off‐site	
architecturally	 and	 historically	 notable	 buildings,	 and	would	 have	 less	 than	 significant	 indirect	 effects	 on	
historical	 resources	 in	 the	 vicinity.	 	 In	 terms	 of	 visual	 character,	 as	 further	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Project	would	provide	unified	architecture,	 landscaping,	
and	pedestrian	amenities	at	a	site	currently	characterized	by	surface	parking,	a	range	of	competing	signage,	
fast	food	restaurants,	and	non‐cohesive	architectural	design.			The	setback	of	the	Project’s	tower	components	
from	Sunset	Boulevard	would	also	reduce	the	relative	height	of	the	Project	as	experienced	and	viewed	along	
Sunset	Boulevard.		Regarding	public	safety,	site	security	was	described	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	
the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 potential	 impacts	 on	 police	 services	were	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	 Protection.	
Regarding	 compliance	with	City	plans	 and	policies,	 see	 Section	4.f,	 Land	Use,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 Regarding	
comments	about	“quality	of	life”,	this	issue	is	not	required	to	be	analyzed	under	CEQA,	though	other	issues	
related	 to	quality	of	 life	 such	as	 traffic,	 air	quality,	noise,	population/housing/employment,	and	parks	and	
recreation	 are	 evaluated	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	
discussion	regarding	visual	character	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	 discussion	 of	 public	 safety	 related	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 for	 the	 proposed	 Corner	
Plaza.	

COMMENT	NO.	B15‐2	

Regarding	#1,	the	low‐rise	grace	of	Hollywood's	original	architecture	must	be	preserved.		The	present	bank	
and	shopping	strip	at	this	location	exemplify	this	ideal	by	imposing	no	obstructive	high	rise,	while	providing	
a	model	of	ample	open	parking,	as	well	as	multiple	exits	and	entrances.		WHY	should	a	new	developer	NOT	
be	required	 to	 follow	this	 ideal?	 	The	unique	character	of	Hollywood	 includes	 its	 famous	expansive	vistas,	
sweeping	 to	 the	 south	over	 the	 city	 to	 the	ocean;	 conversely,	 for	 everyone	 travelling	 up	Crescent	Heights	
towards	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills,	 the	 low‐profile	 distinction	 of	 the	 commercial	 buildings	 allows	 citizens	 and	
visitors	an	open	view	of	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains	with	palm	tree	silhouettes	dotting	the	sky	and	glorious,	
unobstructed	 sunsets	 to	 the	 west.	 	 The	 proposed	 oversized,	 16‐story	 structure	 of	 tiresome,	 commercial	
reflections,	will	be	an	enormous	smudge	on	this	landscape,	degrading	the	distinctive	look	of	Hollywood	and	
making	it	appear	as	unremarkable	as	every	other	over‐developed,	poorly	designed	city	in	the	U.S.		Hollywood	
is	 a	 suburb.	 	 It	 is	 not	Downtown.	 	 Please	 consider	what	 future	 generations	will	 never	 know	or	 see	of	 the	
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beautiful,	 unique	 aspects	 of	 this	 place	 called	 Hollywood	 if	 their	 city	 makes	 shortsighted,	 poor	 planning	
decisions.		How	can	we	expect	them	to	value	the	history	and	character	of	any	neighborhood,	if	we	don't?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B15‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 effects	 of	 the	 Project	 relative	 to	 public	
views,	 including	panoramic	views	from	Sunset	Boulevard	and	roads	within	the	Hollywood	Hills	and	north‐
facing	views	 from	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	 (see	Figures	4.A‐4	 through	4.A‐12	 in	
Section	 4.A	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR).	 Based	 on	 simulations	 provided	 in	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12,	 the	 Project	
would	 not	 substantially	 obstruct	 views	 of	 the	 area’s	 scenic	 resources	 from	 north‐facing	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 Regarding	 the	 low‐rise	 character	 of	 the	 area,	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
adjacent	streets	are	not	devoid	of	taller	buildings.		Although	residential	neighborhoods	and	strip	commercial	
uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 are	 primarily	 low‐rise	 (one	 and	 two	 stories),	 the	 area	 is	 distinguished	 by	
architecturally	and	historically	notable	multi‐story	buildings	that	represent	the	architectural	vision	of	their	
day,	 such	 as	 the	 French‐influenced	 Chateau	 Marmont,	 the	 art‐deco	 Sunset	 Tower,	 and	 the	 Italian	
Renaissance‐style	Piazza	del	Sol	Hotel	along	Sunset	Boulevard	described	in	the	Draft	EIR.		Other	distinctive	
buildings	in	the	area	such	the	Granville,	Colonial	House,	La	Ronda	are	also	multi‐story.		Regarding	the	design	
of	 the	Project,	 the	 intent	of	 the	Project	 is	 to	provide	a	unique	architectural	design	as	well	as	an	attractive	
street	 front	 and	 public	 plazas.	 	 In	 addition,	 Alternative	 9	was	 designed	 to	 address	 such	 issues,	 as	 further	
discussed	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	
and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 consistency	 with	
development	standards.	

COMMENT	NO.	B15‐3	

In	 case	 #2,	 City	 Planning	must	 certainly	 be	 aware	 of	 the	 traffic	 congestion	 nightmares	 than	 occur	 at	 the	
intersection	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd.,	an	intersection	which	could	become	a	daily	calamity	if	this	
project	goes	through	as	planned.		In	light	of	existing	hazardous	conditions	in	the	hills	that	feed	into	it,	how	
can	a	project	 like	 this	even	be	 considered?	 	ALL	OF	Laurel	Canyon	pours	out	of	 the	hills	directly	 into	 this	
intersection.	 	 In	 the	 event	 of	 an	 emergency	 evacuation,	which	 can	 occur	 at	 any	 time	 of	 day	 or	 night,	 this	
project	will	 increase	the	danger	to	the	public	of	an	enormous	and	disastrous	gridlock	during	a	wildfire.	 	 It	
would	be	unforgivable	to	allow	public	safety	to	be	put	at	such	great	risk	for	the	sake	of	a	mega‐developer's	
financial	profit.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B15‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 at	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection.	 	 As	 determined	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	
exceed	LADOT	 threshold	standards	and,	as	 such,	 impacts	would	be	 less	 than	significant.	 	Draft	EIR	Tables	
4.J(a)	 and	 4.J(b)	 show	 that	 intersections	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 in	 the	 Cities	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 West	
Hollywood	operate	at	service	level	(LOS)	“F”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	
conditions	 with	 and	 without	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 LOS	 F	 rating	 indicates	 that	 a	 facility	 is	 overloaded	 and	
characterized	 by	 stop‐and‐go	 traffic	with	 stoppages	 of	 long	 duration.	 It	 also	 indicates	 a	 stricter	 threshold	
standard	as	imposed	by	the	LADOT.		It	should	be	noted	that	even	with	this	stricter	threshold,	the	incremental	
traffic	increase	due	to	the	Project	was	below	applicable	thresholds	and	thus	impacts	were	determined	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 at	 this	 location.	 	 	 Emergency	 access	 is	 addressed	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	
Protection	 and	 Emergency	Medical	 Services,	 Impact	 analysis,	 subsection	 (2)(a),	 Fire	 Protection	 Facilities,	
Emergency	Response	Times.	 	As	discussed	therein,	 improvements	being	implemented	by	the	LAFD	include	
installation	of	automated	vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	
systems	 that	 control	 fire	 station	dispatch	audio,	 signal	 lights,	 and	other	 fire	 station	alerting	hardware	and	
software;	development	of	a	new	computer	aided	dispatch	system	to	manage	fire	incidents;	and	use	of	traffic	
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pre‐emption	 systems.	 	 A	 traffic	 pre‐emption	 system	 allows	 the	 normal	 operation	 of	 traffic	 lights	 to	 be	
preempted	by	an	emergency	vehicle	 to	 improve	 response	 times	by	 stopping	 conflicting	 traffic	 in	 advance,	
providing	 the	 emergency	 vehicle	 the	 right‐of‐way.	 	 Emergency	 response	 is	 also	 routinely	 facilitated,	
particularly	 for	 high	 priority	 calls,	 through	 use	 of	 sirens	 to	 clear	 a	 path	 of	 travel,	 driving	 in	 the	 lanes	 of	
opposing	traffic,	use	of	alternate	routes,	and	multiple	station	response.		With	implementation	of	the	traffic‐
related	Mitigation	MeasuresTR‐1	and	the	Project’s	TDM	program,	along	with	the	multiple	steps	being	taken	
by	the	LAFD	to	improve	response	times,	the	Draft	EIR	analysis	determined	that	Project	impacts	on	response	
times	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	
congestion‐related	 impacts,	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	emergency	vehicle	 access	 and	 response	
times.			

COMMENT	NO.	B15‐4	

This	proposed	mega‐project	will	also	add	to	 the	surplus	of	UNaffordable	housing	Los	Angeles	has	 to	offer.		
This	 city	 already	 has	 more	 than	 enough	 unaffordable	 housing.	 	 It	 will	 bring	 in	 more	 minimum‐wage,	
temporary	jobs,	and	workers	who	will	need	public	transportation	to	come	and	go	from	more	affordable	parts	
of	the	city,	increasing	the	demands	on	the	traffic	infrastructure	of	the	entire	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B15‐4	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	note	that,	
as	 discussed	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 28	 new	 affordable	
residential	units.		Regarding	traffic	impacts,	please	refer	to	response	to	Comment	B15‐3	above,	and	Topical	
Response	TR‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	B15‐5	

The	City	of	Los	Angeles	can	do	better	than	this.		I	dearly	hope	and	expect	that	our	City	Planners	will	do	the	
right	thing:		preserve	historical	character	and	guard	public	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B15‐5	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	B16	

Charles	Buell	
Zoning	Chairman	
Residents	of	Beverly	Glen	Zoning	Committee	

COMMENT	NO.	B16‐1	

I	am	writing	you	regarding	the	proposed	new	construction	on	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	Enough	is	enough!	This	is	
beween	[sic]	Beverly	Hills	and	Hollywood	and	encoupasses	[sic]	the	two	of	the	most	travelled	streets	Sunset	
(east‐west)	and	Laurel	Canyon	(north‐south).	This	proposed	project	could	potentially	tie	up	traffic	for	a	5	to	
6	miles	in	either	direction	and	turn	it	into	another	Santa	Monica	situation.	The	area	is	highly	conjested	[sic]	
as	it	is.	If	you	have	tried	to	get	thru	[sic]	either	one	of	these	streets	at	rush	hour	you	will	know	that	they	slow	
down	to	a	crawl.	If	you	allow	this	construction	you	might	as	well	shut	down	that	part	of	the	city	during	rush	
hour	 because	 nothing	 will	 move!	 You	 don't	 need	 an	 envirornmental	 [sic]	 impact	 study	 to	 see	 that.	 The	
congestion	on	Laural	[sic]	Canyon	will	also	force	more	people	over	to	Beverly	Glen	which	is	also	at	maximum	
capacity	during	rush	hour.	

The	Beverly	Glen	Zoning	Committee	asks	you	NOT	to	approve	this	new	construction.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B16‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	therein	and	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐4a	and	4.J‐4b	on	pages	4.J‐45	through	4.J‐47,	Table	4.J‐5	on	page	
4.J‐52,	and	Table	4.J‐8	on	page	4.J‐66,	the	Project,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	would	
not	generate	 significant	 impacts	on	neighborhood	streets	and	 study	area	 intersections	 in	 the	A.M.	 and	P.M.	
peak	hours	under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions.	 	The	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	Hollywood	
Boulevard	 would	 operate	 at	 service	 levels	 (LOS)	 “A”	 during	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2013	
conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2018	conditions,	with	and	without	 the	
Project.	 LOS	 “A”	 indicates	 no	 congestion	with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle	 and	 LOS	 “B”	 indicates	
minimal	 congestion,	 with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle.	 In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 a	
Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 Program,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	
compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	
the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	
City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	
elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	ridesharing,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.	 	The	
TDM,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	further	reduce	overall	projected	trips.			
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LETTER	NO.	B17	

Carl	Peter	Ripaldi	
Environmental	Chair	
The	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	

COMMENT	NO.	B17‐1	

We	reel	in	horror	witnessing	the	destruction	of	the	Cultural	Monuments	of	Palmyra	and	Nimrod	by	ISIS	in	
Iraq	 and	 Syria.	 We	 cannot	 understand	 how	 these	 fanatics	 can	 destroy	 the	 architectural	 monuments	
representing	their	history	and	their	cultural	heritage.	

Yet	here	in	Los	Angeles	we	are	witnessing	the	destruction	of	the	Cultural	Heritage	of	this	City.	A	City	which	
grew	tremendously	during	and	following	the	second	world	war	and	became	a	treasure	trove	of	Mid‐Century	
Modern	Architecture.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B17‐1	

The	Project	 Site	was	 evaluated	under	 the	historical	 themes	of	Post‐	World	War	 II	Transformation	1955	 –	
Present	 and	 the	 Bank	 Building	 Property	 Type,	 which	 included	 the	 following	 sub‐themes	 of	 International	
style,	Mid‐Century	Modern	Banks	(1950s	and	1960s),		and	the	New	Formalist	style.		These	historical	themes	
are	 provided	 on	 pages	 20	 to	 24	 of	 the	 Assessment	 Report,	 Chapter	 III	 Environmental	 Setting,	 A.	 Historic	
Context.	 	The	Project	Site	was	evaluated	for	historical	significance	and	as	summarized	in	Topical	Response	
TR‐3,	the	Bank	building,	an	early	example	in	Southern	California	of	the	Mid‐Century	Modern	Bank	building	
type,	 conservatively	 meets	 the	 criterion	 for	 locally	 significant	 architecture.	 	 Specifically,	 its	 Mid‐Century	
Modern	bank	architecture	makes	the	building	eligible	as	a	Los	Angeles	Historic‐Cultural	Monument,	and	as	a	
result,	 impacts	 to	 the	 Bank	 building	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 even	 with	 the	
implementation	of	recommended	mitigation	measures.		Additionally,	Topical	Response	TR‐3	summarizes	the	
reasons	why	the	bank	is	not	eligible	for	listing	in	the	National	Register	or	the	California	Register	of	historic	
places.		In	regards	to	the	potential	destruction	of	the	Bank	building,	Topical	Response	TR‐3	summarizes	the	
three	Alternatives	(i.e.,	Alternatives	5,	6,	and	7)	that	evaluate	the	preservation	and/or	adaptive	re‐use	of	the	
existing	Bank	building.			

COMMENT	NO.	B17‐2	

The	City	grew	expansively	in	the	1950s	and	1960s	based	on	mobility	and	"car	culture".	The	Freeway	system	
is	unmatched	anywhere	else	in	the	world.	

Modernism	 dominated	 the	 style	 and	 construction	 of	 housing	 developments,	 churches,	 stores,	 restaurants	
and	bank	buildings	during	this	time	reflective	of	the	optimism	and	dynamism	of	the	City	as	it	expanded	its	
borders	and	population	through	the	1950s	and	1960s.	

Notable	architects	contributed	to	the	design	of	the	Case	Study	Houses,	with	the	intent	of	designing	low	cost	
modern	 homes	 for	 the	 returning	 Gl's	 who	 flocked	 to	 Los	 Angeles	 for	 its	 wonderful	 climate	 and	 dynamic	
economy	and	booming	Aerospace	Industry.	

Googie	 Coffee	 Shops	 and	 Burger	 Joints	 like	 Norms,	 Big	 Boys	 and	 Ships	 proliferated	 along	 the	 boulevards	
accommodating	 the	 new	 "car	 culture"	 phenomena.	 These	 Googie	 Restaurants	 introduced	 the	 entire	
population	to	the	new	Modernism	style	even	if	the	guests	lived	in	old‐fashioned	traditional	dwellings.	
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Churches	and	Bank	buildings	cropped	up	accommodating	drive	up	and	drive	though	services.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B17‐2	

As	discussed	in	Response	to	Comment	B17‐1,	the	Project	Site	was	evaluated	under	the	historical	themes	of	
Post‐	World	War	II	Transformation	1955	–	Present	and	the	Bank	Building	Property	Type,	which	included	the	
following	sub‐themes	of	 International	style,	Mid‐Century	Modern	Banks	 (1950s	and	1960s),	 	 and	 the	New	
Formalist	style.		Topical	Response	TR‐3	summarizes	the	eligibility	of	the	Project	Site	under	National	Register	
Criterion	A,	California	Criterion	1,	and	the	local	criteria	for	its	associations	with	patterns	of	history.	

COMMENT	NO.	B17‐3	

Here	in	Hollywood	major	examples	of	these	wonderful	architectural	marvels	include	the	Mosaic	Church,	The	
Capital	Records	Building	and	the	Chase/Lytton	Bank	Building	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

The	Capital	Records	Building	was	a	significant	addition	to	the	Hollywood	Skyline	featuring	a	creative	style	
and	floor	plan	and	architectural	features	not	seen	anywhere	else	previously.	

Likewise	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	was	built	featuring	iconic	Mid‐Century	Modernism	Architectural	features.	
Drive	up	tellers,	the	use	of	a	distinctive	pleated	or	Chevron	Roof	and	the	incorporation	of	decorative	concrete	
blocks	in	its	walls	and	fences.	

The	building	featured	two	story	fenestration	and	a	floating	stairway.	Distinctively	modern	lighting	features	
and	a	dynamic	open	floor	plan.	

In	Palm	Springs,	Donald	Wexler	introduced	the	pleated	roof	design	into	his	modern	housing	developments.	
The	population	embraced	Modernism	and	Los	Angeles	became	the	first	truly	modern	metropolis	in	the	USA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B17‐3	

As	 summarized	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 recognizes	 and	 discusses	 the	 features	 of	 the	
Chase/Lytton	Bank	Building	that	make	it	a	notable	work	of	architect	Kurt	Meyer.		Specifically,	the	discussion	
notes	that	the	Bank	is	an	eclectic	Mid‐Century	Modern	style	S	&	L	building	with	Modern	New	Formalist	and	
Googie	 architectural	 elements	 that	 represents	 an	early	 example	 in	 Southern	California	of	 the	Mid‐Century	
Modern	bank	building	type.	

COMMENT	NO.	B17‐4	

This	wonderful	Mid‐Century	Modernism	Architecture	is	at	great	risk	today.	

Many	people	do	not	recognize	its	uniqueness	and	architectural	significance	in	our	City	and	in	many	places	
the	buildings	are	being	torn	down	and	replaced	with	much	larger	structures	contributing	to	the	congestion	
and	grid‐lock	we	now	witness	everywhere.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B17‐4	

As	 summarized	 under	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3,	 three	 of	 the	 Alternatives	 (i.e.,	 Alternatives	 5,	 6,	 and	 7)	
evaluated	include	preservation	and/or	adaptive	re‐use	of	the	existing	Bank	building.		
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COMMENT	NO.	B17‐5	

These	 wonderful	 Mid‐Century	 Modern	 buildings	 have	 now	 reached	 the	 50	 years	 old	 mark.	 So	 they	 are	
eligible	 for	 Historic	 Designation	 under	 the	 National	 Historic	 Preservation	 Act,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 similar	
legislation	in	California	and	Los	Angeles.	

Under	 Section	 106	 of	 the	 National	 Historic	 Preservation	 Act,	 structures	 50	 years	 old	 or	 older	 can	 be	
protected	as	cultural	resources	and	designated	historic	if	they	feature	one	of	four	criteria	established	under	
the	Act.	

a.	They	are	associated	with	events	of	historic	significance	

b.	They	are	associated	with	the	lives	of	persons	of	historic	significance	

c.	They	embody	a	distinctive	character	of	a	type,	period	or	method	of	construction,	and	possess	high	artistic	
value.	

d.	They	have	yielded	or	are	likely	to	yield	information	important	in	history	or	prehistory.	

Clearly	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	qualifies	for	eligibility	under	criterion	c.	It	embodies	
architectural	 features	 indicative	 of	 distinctive	 character,	 type,	method	 of	 construction	 and	 possesses	 high	
artistic	value.	

Similarly,	it	qualifies	under	the	State	of	California	and	City	of	Los	Angeles	criteria.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B17‐5	

The	Project	Site	was	evaluated	against	all	national,	state,	and	local	criteria	and	further	information	about	the	
Project	Site’s	eligibility	is	provided	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3.		

COMMENT	NO.	B17‐6	

The	 Los	 Angeles	 Conservancy,	 Hollywood	Heritage	 Association,	 numerous	 neighborhood	 associations	 and	
this	stakeholder	strongly	believe	that	the	Bank	building	should	be	preserved.	

Evidently,	this	was	also	the	opinion	of	the	Developer's	Architectural	firm	in	January	of	this	year	when	they	
met	 with	 the	 PLUM	 Committee	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 West	 Neighborhood	 Council	 and	 declared	 their	
intention	in	the	presence	of	the	Developer	to	preserve	the	building	and	incorporate	it	into	the	design	of	the	
8150	Sunset	Blvd.	Development	Project.	

PRC,	[sic]	the	environmental	consultant	for	the	developer	goes	into	great	detail	explaining	the	Federal,	State	
and	 City	 legislation	 regarding	 Historic	 and	 Cultural	 Preservation,	 All	 three	 support	 the	 buildings	 unique	
architectural	 features,	yet	PRC	[sic]	concludes	 that	 the	building	has	 lost	 its	 integrity	because	minor	design	
element	have	been	altered	or	eliminated.	

I	 have	 to	 differ	 with	 their	 opinion	 that	 was	 bought	 and	 paid	 for	 to	 allow	 for	 the	 destruction	 of	 this	
architectural	treasure.	The	modifications	to	the	building	since	its	construction	have	been	minor.	As	you	dive	
by	this	building	along	structure,	you	notice	 its	chief	and	significant	 features:	the	concrete	pleated	roof,	 the	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐246	
	

fenestration,	 the	open	 floor	plan	 the	 floating	staircase.	These	are	 the	 features	of	architectural	 integrity	 for	
this	building!!!	

Now	with	Frank	Gehry	as	the	architect	the	plan	is	to	tear	down	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	and	create	a	"blank	
canvas"	for	Gehry's	design	of	the	site.	

I	 am	 sure	 that	 Frank	Gehry	will	 design	 a	wonderful	 and	 futuristic	 complex	 on	 the	 site,	 however	 I	 do	 not	
understand	why	the	Bank	building	has	to	go.	

For	one	thing	it	sits	in	a	corner	of	the	site	so	everything	else	could	be	designed	and	built	around	it.	

By	 preserving	 the	 building	 and	 designing	 a	 complex	 around	 it,	 Gehry	 has	 an	 opportunity	 to	 create	 a	
refreshing	and	dynamic	design	challenge	not	present	to	my	knowledge	in	his	other	projects.	

As	 the	 years	 go	 by	 the	 building	 will	 be	 recognized	 more	 and	 more	 as	 an	 iconic	 Mid‐Century	 Modern	
landmark.	It	will	surely	be	treasured	for	its	distinctive	design	features,	but	right	now	it	is	at	very	great	risk.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B17‐6	

A	 detailed	 analysis	 of	 the	 Bank	 building’s	 integrity	 (design,	 materials,	 workmanship,	 association,	 feeing,	
setting,	and	 location)	 is	summarized	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐3.	 	The	 integrity	analysis	concluded	the	Bank	
building	 is	 substantially	 altered	 and	 retains	 only	 partial	 integrity	 of	 design,	materials,	 and	workmanship.		
Yet,	the	Bank	building	has	enough	integrity	of	design	to	conservatively	meet	the	local	criterion	for	eligibility	
as	 a	 Los	 Angeles	 Historic‐Cultural	 Monument.	 	 It	 retains	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 exterior	 character‐defining	
features	that	establish	its	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	architecture	as	well	as	some	interior	character‐defining	
features	 and	 spaces.	 	 But	 not	 enough	 of	 these	 features	 have	 been	 retained	 to	 meet	 the	 integrity	 and	
significance	thresholds	of	the	National	and	California	Registers	of	historic	places.		Because	the	Bank	building	
appears	eligible	at	 the	 local	 level,	 three	preservation	alternatives	described	under	Tropical	Response	TR‐3	
are	summarized.		Under	these	three	preservation	alternatives	the	primary	character‐defining	features	of	the	
Bank	building	would	be	retained	and	rehabilitated	in	some	fashion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B17‐7	

In	conclusion	I	state	the	following:	

There	is	plenty	of	room	at	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Site	to	accommodate	a	large	dynamic	development	project.	

There	is	plenty	of	space	for	Frank	Gehry	to	create	an	exciting,	creative,	distinctive	and	iconic	project	which	
preserves	and	incorporates	the	Lytton	Bank	Building.	

There	 is	 plenty	 of	 opportunity	 for	 the	 developer	 to	 make	 lots	 of	 money	 in	 building	 apartments,	
condominiums,	offices	and	stores	on	this	huge	site.	

There	 are	 plenty	 of	 architectural	 historians	 in	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Conservancy,	 The	 Hollywood	 Heritage	
Association	and	residents	in	the	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	who	want	this	building	saved!!	

However,	there	are	not	plenty	of	buildings	like	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	still	in	Los	Angeles.	
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In	fact,	I	am	not	aware	of	any	other	building	featuring	its	distinctive	architectural	elements	in	Hollywood.	

Nor	are	there	any	other	similar	bank	buildings	of	this	design	present	along	the	entire	stretch	of	Sunset	Blvd!!	

So	let's	save	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B17‐7	

Three	Alternatives	 (i.e.,	Alternatives	5,	6,	 and	7)	evaluated	 the	preservation	and/or	adaptive	 re‐use	of	 the	
existing	Bank	building	while	redeveloping	the	remainder	of	the	Project	Site.	 	The	commenter’s	support	for	
the	Project	 Site	 and	Mid‐Century	Modern	 style	 architecture	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 conveyed	 to	 the	 decision	
makers.	 	With	regard	to	 the	comment	about	 the	 lack	of	other	examples	of	similar	buildings	 in	 the	area,	as	
discussed	 on	 pages	 22	 through	 24	 in	 Historical	 Resources	 Assessment	 (Appendix	 C‐3	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	
regarding	historic	context,	there	are	a	number	of	extant	bank	buildings	from	this	period	designed	in	the	Mid‐
Century	and	New	Formalist	style	 in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	 including	the	Great	Western	Savings	and	Loan	
Building	at	7919	Sunset	Boulevard	within	the	study	area.		
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LETTER	NO.	B18	

Rory	Barish,	President	
Colonial	House	HOA	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	

My	name	is	Rory	Barish,	and	I	am	President	of	the	HOA	at	the	Colonial	House	at	1416	Havenhurst	Drive	in	
West	Hollywood.	I	live/own	in	a	most	splendid	historic	building	designated	under	the	Mills	Act	and	listed	in	
the	 California	 Register	 of	 Historical	 Homes.	 It	 has	 been	 featured	 in	many	 articles	 and	 has	 been	 home	 to	
legendary	stars	and	many	notables.	Other	historic	homes	on	my	street	include	La	Ronda	(Mi	Casa)	and	the	
Andalusia.	 These	 buildings	 have	 been	 filmed	 and	 photographed	 (in	 many	 well‐known	 publications),	 on	
numerous	 occasions,	 for	 their	 architectural	 beauty.	 These,	 amongst	 several	 treasures	 within	 a	 1‐3	 block	
radius	are	threatened	to	be	greatly	impacted	if	8150's,	Alternative	9	plan	passes	and	is	allowed	to	be	built.	
The	idea	that	a	developer	can	come	into	a	neighborhood	and	not	understand	the	infrastructure	and	needs	of	
the	neighborhood	and	it's	[sic]	community	is	unfathomable,	which	is	the	case	here.		

In	the	following	paragraphs,	I	will	comment	on	various	aspects	of	8150's	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	and	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	
to	these	comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B18‐2	through	B18‐23	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐2	

ZONING	AND	VARIANCES	

This	project	does	not	conform	to	the	current	zoning	on	the	subject	site.	This	site	has	a	FAR	1.1	ratio	and	the	
developers	are	asking	for	a	variance	for	3.1.	The	developers	state	that	they	will	meet	the	criteria/guidelines	
for	 this	 variance.	 However,	 they	 do	 not	 meet	 the	 criteria	 for	 the	 variance	 but	 want	 special	 favors	 and	
allowances	anyway.	For	example,	 they	are	not	within	1500	ft	of	a	Transit	stop	but	they	state	that	they	are	
approximately	within	in	it.	They	state	that	they	are	within	1,560	ft	but	request	the	variance	anyway	in	lieu	of	
the	1,500	SPECIFIED	and	REQUIRED	in	the	on‐menu	incentive	(LAMC	12.22.).	MapQuest	shows	1,700	+,	but	
even	 if	 it	 is	 1,560,	 it	 does	not	meet	 the	 requirements.	 In	 football,	 if	 you	 are	on	 the	1	 yd	 line,	 this	 is	not	 a	
touchdown	and	you	will	never	get	points	for	it.	It	does	not	count.	The	developers	might	be	on	the	1‐5	yd	line	
but	it	still	does	not	count.	If	Eileen	Ford	said	that	all	models	coming	to	her	agency	had	to	be	5	ft	8	inches,	they	
were.	She	did	not	take	models	that	were	5	ft	7	and	3/4.	She	said	that	she	had	to	have	an	exact	cutoff	because	
there	were	too	many	5	ft	8	models	that	met	all	of	the	criteria	and	she	wanted	to	make	room	for	them.	

How	does	the	City	of	LA	justify	giving	a	variance	for	this	when	they	DO	NOT	meet	the	requirements?	

The	 developers	 also	 want	 to	 increase	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 spaces	 REQUIREMENTS	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	
12.21	provided	 for	 commercial	uses	and	adjust	parking	 for	 residential	 (compact	 spaces)	 ..	 in	 lieu	of	 these	
REQUIREMENTS.	
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They	want	a	variance	to	allow	for	a	fitness	studio,	as	not	otherwise	permitted	in	the	C4	zone.	Why	can't	the	
City	just	say	no?	The	city	has	many	"outs"	with	the	developers.	The	project	is	 just	too	oversized	for	the	lot	
and	the	developers	know	it	but	want	exceptions	to	every	rule	and	variances	to	make	their	project	allowable.	
These	guidelines	and	rules	for	special	incentives	and	variances	should	not	be	broken	for	certain	individuals.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐2	

As	 discussed	 in	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐5,	 the	 Project	 has	 not	 requested	 approval	 of	 a	
variance	to	increase	the	FAR.		Similarly,	the	Project	is	not	requesting	a	variance	for	an	increase	in	compact	
parking	 spaces,	 but	 rather	 is	 requesting	 approval	 of	 an	 off‐menu	 incentive	 in	 accordance	with	 the	 City’s	
Affordable	Housing	Incentives.		Lastly,	the	Project	is	requesting	approval	of	a	variance	to	allow	for	a	fitness	
studio	use	 in	 the	C4	 zone,	 as	part	of	 the	other	 requested	entitlements	and	approvals	 for	 the	Project.	 	The	
commenter’s	 objection	 to	 approval	 of	 this	 variance	 request	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	qualification	
for	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	and	consistency	with	development	standards.		Please	also	see	Appendix	D	
of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 for	an	 illustration	of	 the	measured	distance	 from	the	Project	Site	 to	 the	referenced	 transit	
stop	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Fairfax	Avenue	intersection.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐3	

INFRASTRUCTURE	

What	mitigation	do	the	developers	continue	to	talk	about	in	the	DEIR?	The	only	way	to	mitigate	these	huge	
impacts	is	to	build	something	significantly	smaller.	This	site	was	originally	intended	for	a	structure	such	as	
the	Garden	 of	Allah	 or	 the	 existing	 strip	mall	 that	 is	 two	 stories	 today.	 It	 is	 not	 intended	 for	 a	New	York	
skyscrapers	seen	from	the	Valley	to	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains	to	the	LA	basin	as	the	newspapers	suggest.	

The	infrastructure	is	simply	not	there.	It	 is	not	there	to	support	a	"Disney	Hall"	abutting	a	very	residential	
neighborhood.	Disney	Hall	is	not	in	a	residential	neighborhood.	And	Disney	Hall	is	not	located	on	one	of	the	
most	trafficked	streets	and	intersections	in	the	city.	There	is	a	place	for	this	project	but	it	is	not	here.	

The	developers	might	be	able	to	upgrade	certain	workings	but	what	they	cannot	mitigate	for	all	of	their	talk	
is	 the	 traffic	 nightmare	 .	 They	 cannot	 widen	 Sunset,	 Crescent	 Heights,	 Havenhurst	 or	 Fountain	 and	 that	
would	be	the	ONLY	solution.	

The	traffic	from	this	monster	project	will	clog	up	residential	streets	and	narrow	roads	which	were	not	built	
to	 accommodate	 added	 flow.	 When	 you	 keep	 increasing	 the	 number	 of	 units	 in	 a	 community	 without	
increasing	the	number	of	traffic	lanes	you	are	inviting	a	huge	safety	and	traffic	catastrophe.	Projects	of	this	
mass	and	scale	are	found	in	Las	Vegas	on	the	main	boulevard	but	that	boulevard	has	6	lanes	for	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐3	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 the	 Project	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	potential	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	all	
alternatives	are	fully	evaluated	and	identified	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	described	in	the	Draft	EIR	
and/or	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	its	alternatives	would	result	in	only	one	significant	traffic‐related	impact,	at	
the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour	 only,	 with	 the	
exceptions	of	Alternative	1	 (No	Project	Alternative)	 and	Alternative	8	 (Residential	 and	Hotel	Alternative),	
each	of	which	would	result	in	no	significant	traffic	impacts,	and	Alternative	2	(Existing	Zoning	Alternative),	
which	would	 result	 in	 two	 significant	 impacts,	 including	 the	 impact	 at	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	
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Drive,	 as	 well	 as	 an	 additional	 impact	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard,	as	summarized	in	Table	5.I‐1	on	pages	5‐251	through	5‐253	of	the	Draft	EIR.		However,	all	of	the	
significant	operational	traffic	impacts	identified	for	the	Project	and	its	alternatives	can	be	mitigated	to	less‐
than‐significant	 levels	at	all	 locations	 through	 implementation	of	 the	mitigation	measures	described	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	for	each	alternative.		Further,	neither	the	Project	nor	any	of	the	Project	alternatives	are	
anticipated	 to	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 traffic	 impact	 to	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 as	 also	 shown	 in	 Table	 5.I‐1.		
Therefore,	no	unmitigated	significant	impacts	to	the	area	traffic	infrastructure	due	to	the	development	of	the	
Project	 (or	 any	 of	 its	 alternatives)	 are	 anticipated.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐
related	 trip	 generation	 and	 traffic	 impacts,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐4	

INFRASTRUCTURE	AND	SAFETY	

The	DEIR	(3‐18)	states	that	The	LAFD	has	indicated	that	a	fire	flow	of	9,000	gpm	to	the	Project	site	from	4	
hydrants	would	be	required	to	adequately	serve	the	site.	The	developers	say,	"However,	if	fire	flows	at	9,000	
gpm	at	the	Project	site	are	not	 feasible	(eg:	due	to	 infrastructure	 limitations)	 ,	a	combination	of	 lower	fire	
flows,	building	design	features,	and	other	 fire	 life	safety	features,	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	LAFD,	
may	be	provided	in	lieu	of	requirements.	In	my	mind,	if	they	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	the	LAFD,	then	
this	should	not	be	allowed.	There	should	be	no,	"in	lieu	of".	They	are	telling	us	that	the	infrastructure	is	not	
there	and	that	they	may	provide	alternatives	(once	again,	trying	to	getting	around	requirements).	Would	the	
city	 align	 itself	 with	 the	 developers	 over	 the	 safety	 of	 the	 neighborhood?	 Getting	 around	 requirements	
should	not	be	tolerated	when	speaking	to	the	safety	of	the	neighborhood.	

What	about	LA	Dept	of	Public	Works?	Any	input?		

What	about	LA	Dept	of	Bldg	and	Safety?	Any	input?		

Have	you	approached	these	agencies	about	plans?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐4	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.		In	order	for	
the	Project	or	any	alternatives	to	receive	building	permits,	approval	of	building	plans	including	firefighting	
infrastructure,	 fire	 flows,	escape	routes,	and	other	 fire	 life	safety	 features	by	the	LAFD	would	be	required.		
The	Project	 could	not	be	 constructed	without	 approval	 of	 the	LAFD	 regarding	 these	 features,	which	must	
comply	with	local	and	State	Building	and	Fire	Codes,	such	that	the	Project	would	not	present	an	unusual	risk	
for	 structural	 fires	 that	 could	 threaten	 the	 surrounding	 community.	 	 As	 such,	 although	 the	 LAFD	 has	
indicated	that	9,000	gpm	fire	 flows	are	appropriate	 for	the	Project,	a	sufficient	measure	of	safety	could	be	
achieved	through	other	design	measures	and	structural	features	such	that	lower	fire	flow	capabilities	would	
be	acceptable.		The	Project	would	also	be	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	the	City	Departments	of	Public	
Works	and	Building	and	Safety,	as	appropriate	and	necessary,	prior	to	construction.			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐5	

HEIGHT	

The	DEIR	says	that	this	project	plan	will	be	15	stories	in	height,	234ft	above	grade	(measured	from	the	sw	
corner	 of	 the	 property..lowest	 point),	which	 is	 lower	 than	 the	 former	 proposed	 project.	 How	 can	 that	 be	
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when	 they	 say	 that	 the	 former	 project	 plan	was	 17	 stories	 but	 only	 216ft	 above	 ground	 elevation	 at	 sw	
corner	of	the	site???	If	the	imposing	12	story	Hollywood	Roosevelt	Hotel	is	just	161ft	and	the	13	story	Capitol	
Records	building	is	just	150ft	(	without	the	antenna)	then	how	can	a	tower	of	234ft	be	justified	anywhere	but	
downtown	or	Century	City?	This	project	sits	atop	Sunset	and	it	is	the	feet/	height	that	we	look	at	and	not	the	
stories....You	can	have	4	stories	with	20	or	40ft	ceilings	in	a	150ft	structure	or	design	features	of	the	building	
like	they	describe	(horizontal	breaks	in	between	stories).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐5	

To	 clarify,	 the	Project’s	 taller	 component	 is	 16	 stories,	 not	17	 as	 suggested	by	 the	 commenter,	 but	would	
measure	 216	 feet	 above	 grade	 at	 the	 lower	 point	 on	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	 commenter	 is	 correct	 that	 the	
disparity	in	overall	height	and	number	of	floors	is	different	between	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	is	due	to	
increased	“per	floor”	heights	under	Alternative	9.		As	such,	although	Alternative	9	would	be	a	maximum	of	15	
stories,	 the	 overall	 height	would	 be	 18	 feet	 higher	 than	 under	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 statements	
regarding	the	appropriateness	of	the	Project	and	alternatives	at	the	Project	Site	and	the	proposed	building	
heights	 in	 comparison	 to	 other	 buildings	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		However,	as	these	comments	do	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	
or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		Please	also	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	
of	 impacts	 to	visual	 character	 related	 to	height	and	scale,	 as	well	 as	Topical	Response	TR‐2	 regarding	 the	
Project’s	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards,	 consistency	 with	 other	 development	 in	 the	 area,	
consistency	with	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	land	use	compatibility.			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐6	

TRAFFIC	IMPACTS	

The	City	owned	traffic	island	is	crucial	to	the	continuous	flow	of	Eastbound	traffic	on	Sunset	headed	South.	
Isn't	it	more	important	to	keep	the	traffic	flowing	(thinking	of	emergency	vehicles	as	a	priority)	than	to	have	
8150	take	this	island	for	aesthetic	use?	The	developers	propose	that	this	island	will	be	a	soft	landscaped	area	
(	are	they	thinking	about	watering	in	this	drought?)	where	pedestrians	would	be	drawn	to	gather.	Would	you	
want	to	gather	and	relax	at	one	of	the	busiest	and	noisiest	intersections,	where	horns	are	blaring,	where	cars	
are	flying	down	Laurel	Cyn	and	where	traffic	is	backed	up	on	Sunset?	It	would	be	amazing	to	hear	yourself	
talk,	let	alone	relax	and	gather.	

How	can	 adding	 their	 additional	 traffic	 to	 the	 streets,	 and	backing	up	 traffic,	 (there	 is	 already	 an	 existing	
traffic	 problem)	 not	 adversely	 impact	 the	 quality	 of	 life	 in	 adjacent	 residential	 and	 commercial	
neighborhoods	as	they	state	2‐34?	This	will	be	a	disaster.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐6	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	
regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	 response	 times.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	operational	 traffic	 impacts	
under	 the	 Project	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	mitigation,	 including	 as	 relates	 to	 the	 reconfigured	
traffic	 island,	and	similarly,	 impacts	related	to	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times	would	be	less	
than	 significant	with	 implementation	of	 applicable	 traffic‐related	mitigation,	 including	Mitigation	Measure	
TR‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐7	

HAVENHURST	TRAFFIC	
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At	present,	there	is	a	NO	LEFT	HAND	TURN	sign	at	the	ramp	at	the	driveway	on	Havenhurst	to	the	existing	
project.	Cars	should	not	be	exiting	and	turning	left.	BUT	THEY	DO.	ALL	THE	TIME.	The	developers	[sic]	reps	
admitted	during	a	meeting	that	this	 is	unavoidable.	They	stated	that	they	could	not	monitor	this	or	have	a	
guard	 standing	by	24	hrs.	 They	 state	 in	 the	DEIR	 that	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways	 are	 anticipated	 to	
provide	the	primary	exit	and	entry	locations.	However,	they	now	talk	of	a	physical	barrier	in	this	DEIR	(3‐2)	
to	prevent	exiting	on	Havenhurst.	But	the	only	way	to	rectify	 the	 increased	traffic	problem	on	Havenhurst	
(we	already	have	a	problem)	is	to	either	have	no	entrance	or	exit	on	Havenhurst,	or	put	a	cul‐de‐sac	there	
with	a	light	on	Fountain,	in	the	exact	fashion	that	one	was	put	on	Alta	Loma	prohibiting	entrance	and	exit	to	
all	 cars	going	 into	Equinox.	Havenhurst	deserves	 the	 same	consideration.	There	 should	be	no	entrance	or	
exit	 to	8150	 from	the	start	of	 the	West	Hollywood	border	on	Havenhurst	 to	Fountain.	This	will	also	deter	
cars	 from	 thinking	 of	 Havenhurst	 as	 a	 cut	 through	 street.	 If	 this	 is	 blocked	 off	 and	 there	 is	 a	 cul‐de‐sac,	
emergency	 vehicles	 would	 be	 able	 to	 enter	 or	 exit	 because	 they	 would	 have	 codes	 to	 the	 retractable	
barrier/bollards	on	the	street.	The	DEIR	states	that	there	will	only	be	approx	463	new	trips	on	Havenhurst??	
Firstly,	I	would	argue	way	more	but	even	at	463,	that	is	463	too	many.	

The	DEIR	also	talks	about	having	residential	and	commercial	project‐related	exiting	traffic	being	able	to	turn	
left	on	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	Has	anyone	from	the	City	seen	the	traffic	flying	south	down	Crescent	Heights	
from	Laurel	Canyon,	not	to	mention	cars	turning	right	from	Sunset?	This	is	a	death	wish.	Does	the	City	think	
that	this	is	feasible	and	not	a	safety	hazard?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐7	

The	commenter’s	suggestion	regarding	a	cul	de	sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	 the	Project	Site	 is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		A	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	south	
of	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 warranted	 based	 on	 the	 analysis	 in	 the	 TIA	 due	 to	 potential	 secondary	 traffic	
impacts	resulting	from	the	redirection	of	existing	residential	neighborhood	traffic	and	other	traffic	currently	
using	that	roadway,	reduced	overall	transportation	capacity	in	the	Project	vicinity,	and	potential	impacts	to	
emergency	vehicle	response	times.		Furthermore,	installing	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	would	require	
an	agreement	between	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	City	of	West	Hollywood,	since	it	would	remove	an	existing	
street	from	general	public	“through”	traffic	circulation,	and	such	closures	would	greatly	affect	the	residents	
on	Havenhurst	 Drive	 (resulting	 in	 residents	 living	 north	 of	 the	 cul‐de‐sac	 having	 to	 enter/exit	 via	 Sunset	
Boulevard	and	potentially	creating	hardships	to	those	residents,	as	well	as	to	those	south	of	the	cul‐de‐sac).		
Further,	 the	 Project	 TIA	 did	 not	 identify	 any	 significant	 impacts	 to	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 itself	 (a	 significant	
impact	 is	 identified	 for	 the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue/Havenhurst	 Drive,	 but	 this	 impact	would	 be	
reduced	 to	 less‐than‐significant	 levels	 through	 installation	 of	 the	 recommended	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 this	
location).		Finally,	LADOT’s	review	of	the	Project	TIA	did	not	indicate	a	need	to	install	a	cul‐de‐sac,	since	none	
would	be	warranted	given	the	lack	of	significant	impacts	to	Havenhurst	Drive,	as	noted	above.		Still,	in	order	
to	assure	that	Project‐related	vehicles	do	not	turn	left	out	of	the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways,	each	
of	these	driveways	will	be	designed	and	constructed	to	physically	prevent	vehicles	from	doing	so,	as	shown	
in	a	conceptual	illustration	of	proposed	left‐turn	barriers	in	Figure	4.J‐5	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	See	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	(Section	2,	Vehicle	Access/Safety),	Chapter	3.0,	Additions	and	Corrections	to	DEIR	of	
the	RP‐DEIR,	and	Response	to	Comment	C12‐2	(Rory	Barish	Letter	C12).			

Regarding	 the	 comment	 related	 to	 left	 turns	 from	 the	Project’s	 Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway,	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4,	as	well	as	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13,	Response	to	Comment	C1‐7	
(James	McFadden	Letter	C1),	and	Response	to	Comment	C32‐3	(Carolyn	Ramsay	Letter	C32).	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐8	

PARKING	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐253	
	

Parking	needs	to	be	addressed	on	Havenhurst,	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain.	Will	it	be	addressed?	It	is	hard	
enough	 to	 park	 on	 Havenhurst	 when	 people	 are	 moving	 (reserved	 street	 parking),	 or	 when	 it	 is	 street	
sweeping	day	or	when	 smaller	 scale	 construction	 is	being	done	 (reserved	 street	parking).	With	 residents,	
guests	 and	 visitors	 to	 8150,	 there	 will	 be	 no	 place	 for	 local	 existing	 residents	 and	 guests	 to	 park.	 With	
Alternative	9	there	will	be	just	too	many	cars	added	to	the	street.	Many	people	do	not	like	valet	or	want	to	
pay	 for	 it	 (if	 offered),	 and	 there	will	 not	 be	 enough	 parking	 spaces	 at	 the	 site	 because	 not	 everyone	 has	
compact	 cars	 and	 practically	 nobody	 will	 ride	 bicycles.	 This	 is	 not	 the	 answer	 or	 "mitigation".	 What	
mitigation?	West	Hollywood	streets	all	around	8150	should	have	24	hr	permit	parking.	This	will	deter	any	
and	all	 residents,	 guests	and	visitors	 to	8150	 (because	8150	 is	Los	Angeles)	 from	parking	on	Havenhurst,	
Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain.	The	parking	for	the	site	as	it	exists	now	is	sufficient	for	its	guests,	especially	
with	the	added	Metropolitan	Storage.	It	will	not	be	with	this	proposed	project.	

Where	will	the	valets	park	the	cars	because	there	will	not	be	sufficient	parking	at	the	site?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐8	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1,	while	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	
impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	noted	therein,	the	
Project	 and	 various	 alternatives	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 parking‐related	 impacts	 and	 thus	 no	
mitigation	 is	 required.	 	 However,	 in	 response	 to	 public	 concerns	 regarding	 parking	 adequacy	 on‐site,	
Alternative	 9	 included	 additional	 parking	 than	 is	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC,	 or	 144	 spaces	 over	 the	 City’s	
requirements,	as	shown	in	Tables	2‐13	and	2‐14	on	pages	2‐54	through	2‐56	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	such,	off‐
street	 parking	 to	 serve	 proposed	 uses	 is	 considered	 adequate.	 	 As	 relates	 to	 valet	 parking,	 valet	 services	
would	be	offered	at	all	times,	and	only	required	for	commercial‐related	traffic	during	peak	parking	periods	in	
order	to	maximize	parking	capacity	in	the	Project	parking	structure.		However,	on‐site	residents	and	guests	
would	have	the	option	to	use	self‐parking	facilities	in	residential	parking	areas.		The	Project	is	requesting	an	
off‐menu	 incentive	 to	 allow	 for	 an	 increased	 proportion	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 in	 lieu	 of	 standard	
parking	spaces	for	both	commercial	and	residential	uses,	which	is	subject	to	discretionary	review	by	the	City.		
Nonetheless,	the	Project,	as	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐6	and	4.J‐7	on	pages	4.J‐60	and	4.J‐61	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	
Alternative	9	would	provide	on‐site	parking	in	excess	of	LAMC	requirements.		With	regard	to	bicycle	parking,	
the	 Project	 and	 various	 alternatives	 would	 provide	 on‐site	 bicycle	 parking	 in	 accordance	 with	 LAMC	
requirements,	but	the	Project	TIA	does	not	assume	any	trip	reductions	related	to	bicycle	usage.		Please	also	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy	and	potential	off‐site	parking	spillover.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐9	

BICYCLES	

Countless	pages	of	talk	of	allowances	for	bicycles	and	bicycle	spaces	makes	zero	sense.	We	are	in	Los	Angeles	
(not	 in	 some	 small	 town)	 and	 this	 project	 sits	 on	 Sunset	 at	 one	 of	 the	 busiest	 and	 most	 dangerous	
intersections	in	the	city.	There	are	no	bicycle	lanes	and	no	proposed	ones	in	place.	Nor	would	you	ever	want	
to	 propose	 one	here.	Who	 in	 their	 right	mind	would	propose	 one	here?	You	would	 take	 your	 life	 in	 your	
hands	cycling	here.	I	have	done	triathlons,	I	know.	I	would	never	cycle	here.	The	idea	of	people	riding	bikes	
to	the	supermarket	to	get	groceries	(where	do	they	put	these	groceries?)	or	riding	to	and	from	work	with	
briefcases	 in	dangerous	 traffic,	or	riding	up	and	down	the	Hollywood	Hills,	or	riding	 to	purchase	goods	 in	
these	 expensive	 retail	 shops	 (where	 do	 your	 packages	 go?)	 is	 ludicrous.	 These	 incentives	 for	 developers,	
encouraging	bicycle	use	in	the	city,	should	be	strictly	geographical	because	they	apply	or	make	sense	only	to	
certain	areas.	To	say	that	you	can	have	variances	and	meet	environmental	initiatives	(ie:	encouraging	use	of	
bicycles	and	providing	spaces	for	them)	needs	to	be	evaluated	more.	These	incentives	should	not	be	granted	
unless	the	city	does	a	complete	geographical	check.	
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This	DEIR	report	should	not	be	generated	by	the	developers	because	it	is	one‐sided/	bias,	on	all	counts.	Of	
course	the	developers	will	say	that	every	idea	of	their	project	works	just	fine,	including	the	use	of	bicycles	on	
Sunset..	Does	the	City	agree	that	this	is	not	the	site	for	encouragement	of	bicycles?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐9	

The	traffic	analysis	presented	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	the	Project	
TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1),	as	well	as	 in	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9,	 the	
Project	 does	 not	 rely	 on	 bicycle	 ridership	 to	 reduce	 Project‐related	 vehicular	 trips.	 	 Rather,	 the	 Project	
provides	 ample	 bicycle	 parking	 facilities	 on‐site	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 LAMC.	 	 While	 provision	 of	 such	
bicycle	parking	facilities	may	serve	to	foster	additional	bicycle	ridership	in	the	area,	it	is	not	assumed	in	any	
fashion	 in	 the	 assessment	 of	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 comments	 regarding	 the	
potential	 for	 bicycling	 in	 the	 Project	 area	 and	 suggestions	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 should	 not	 be	 prepared	 by	
developers	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	safety.			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐10	

ALTERNATIVES	

The	developers	have	thrown	out	every	alternative	proposed	by	neighboring	citizens	and	officials	and	came	
up	with	their	own	alternative	because	they	want	to	build	what	they	want	to	build.	This	is	no	doubt	that	they	
are	only	thinking	of	dollar	signs,	maximizing	their	project	site	to	the	fullest	and	their	so	called	logic	makes	no	
sense.	They	want	to	try	to	convince	us	how	building	something	much	smaller	 in	scale	(equivalent	to	8000	
Sunset)	will	not	have	less	of	a	traffic	impact,	or	exhaust	impact	or	view	impact	or	anything	else...They	must	
think	we	are	all	stupid.	They	try	to	find	a	way	to	tell	you	how	none	of	the	other	alternatives	are	good	and	
why	their	idea	is	the	best.	They	would	rather	justify	giving	people	a	green	space	to	sit	(on	one	of	the	busiest	
streets	and	intersections,	I	might	add)	than	to	preserve	the	safety	of	the	neighborhood.	Does	the	City	agree	
with	this	alternative?	

Beverly	Hills	real	estate	development	firm	Bolour	Associates	and	Portland,	Oregon	hotel	management	firm	
Provenance	Hotels	are	building	a	hotel	 in	Hermosa	Beach.	When	residents	weren't	 thrilled	with	 their	 first	
peek	at	plans	(it	was	15ft	above	the	city's	maximum	building	height),	the	developers	encouraged	community	
discussions.	This	 led	 the	developers	 to	DRASCTICALLY	 [sic]	 alter	 the	hotel's	design	 concept	 and	 the	hotel	
ended	 up	 being	 only	 30ft	 high.	 Community	 dissidents	 felt	 all	 of	 their	 issues	 were	 addressed	 and	 had	 a	
compromise	that	was	more	than	expected.	These	developers	were	very	sensitive	to	the	needs	and	wants	of	
the	community,	whereas	the	8150	developers	are	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐10	

The	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	explored	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐
DEIR	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐
DEIR	evaluated	nine	Alternatives	(eight	of	which	are	“build”	alternatives),	which	were	developed	with	the	
intent	 of	 addressing	 Project‐related	 environmental	 impacts	 and	 various	 community	 concerns	 while	 still	
attempting	to	meet	the	basic	objectives	of	 the	Project.	 	As	such,	 the	Draft	EIR,	 in	Chapter	5.0	on	pages	5‐1	
through	 5‐254,	 and	 RP‐DEIR,	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 on	 pages	 2‐1	 through	 2‐76,	 presented	 and	 fully	 evaluated	 a	
reasonable	range	of	alternatives	as	required	by	CEQA.		The	commenter’s	statements	regarding	other	projects	
are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 comments	 regarding	
other	 projects	 do	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	
addressed	therein.		However,	the	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B18‐11	

AFFORDABLE‐LOW	INCOME	HOUSING	

Both	of	their	plans	called/call	for	affordable	or	"very"	low	income	housing	and	the	developers	express	caring	
for	 those	 in	need.	 If	 this	 is	 true	 then	why	not	build	 in	neighborhoods	where	 there	are	 affordable,	 grocery	
stores,	fitness	centers	(like	the	Y),	retail	shops,	and	restaurants?	Are	these	affordable	or	"very"	low‐income	
housing	 occupants	 shopping	 at	 Bristol	 Farms,	 going	 to	 private	 Fitness	 Centers,	 eating	 at	 the	 Chateau	
Marmont	 or	 the	 Tower	 Bar	 or	 going	 to	 the	Hyde	 Lounge?	 Because	 this	 is	what	 is	 available	 to	 these	 low‐
income	tenants	in	the	immediate	vicinity.	I	think	not.	They	propose	affordable	housing	ONLY	to	get	their	FAR	
ratio	 increased	 from	 a	 1.	 1to	 3.1.	 They	do	not	 care	 about	 low‐income	 residents	 as	 demonstrated	by	 their	
"poor	door"	policy	at	8899	Beverly	Blvd	(see	my	last	paragraph,	IN	CLOSING).	

How	will	this	low‐income	housing	be	monitored?	When	the	initial	occupants	move	in,	how	will	the	city	of	LA	
monitor	what	they	are	paying?	When	the	occupants	move	out	and	new	occupants	move	in,	how	can	the	city	
of	LA	monitor	what	they	are	paying?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐11	

The	 comments	 regarding	 affordable	 housing,	 the	 lifestyles	 of	 those	 residing	 within	 it,	 and	 statements	
regarding	the	intentions	of	the	Applicant	and	other	development	projects	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 use	 of	 affordable	 units	 is	 regulated	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles.		All	projects	containing	restricted	affordable	units,	such	as	the	28	very	low	income	units	included	in	
the	 Project,	 are	 required	 to	 prepare	 and	 record	 an	 affordability	 covenant	 to	 the	 satisfaction	 of	 the	 City’s	
Housing	 and	 Community	 Investment	 Department	 to	 guarantee	 that	 such	 units	 remain	 affordable	 for	 the	
required	55‐year	period	of	 time.	The	Housing	and	Community	 Investment	Department	 thereafter	annually	
monitors	projects	containing	restricted	affordable	units	for	the	duration	of	the	55‐year	term.		The	definition	
of	 affordability	 is	 based	 on	 city‐wide	 income	 and	 is	 determined	 by	 the	 City’s	 Housing	 and	 Community	
Investment	Department.10			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐12	

COMPACT	CARS	

Can	the	developers	really	require	occupants	of	their	project	to	buy	compact	cars	or	buy	bicycles	when	these	
occupants	buy	expensive	condos	or	pay	a	lot	in	rent?	They	will	narrow	their	market	for	buyers	and	renters	
and	 you	will	 see	 a	 lot	 of	 empty	 units	 in	 this	 project	 like	 elsewhere	 in	 the	 city.	 Is	 it	 fair	 to	 make	 buyers	
purchase	 compact	 cars	 because	 the	 developers	might	 have	parking	 issues	 and	have	maxed	out	 their	 site?	
Does	 the	 city	 agree	 that	 parking	 is	 not	 adequate	 and	 the	 developers	 are	 compensating	 with	 spaces	 for	
compact	cars	and	bicycles?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐12	

The	Project	would	not	require	on‐site	residents	to	buy	compact	cars	or	bicycles,	but	rather	would	provide	
parking	with	a	higher	percentage	of	compact	spaces	than	would	be	allowable	under	the	LAMC;	however,	this	
would	also	 require	 the	use	of	 attendant	parking	 to	 ensure	 the	most	 efficient	use	of	 the	parking	provided.		
Therefore,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B18‐8	 above,	 the	 Project	 is	 requesting	 an	 off‐menu	
incentive	to	allow	for	an	increased	proportion	of	compact	parking	spaces	in	lieu	of	standard	parking	spaces	

																																																													
10		See	http://hcidla.lacity.org/Land‐use‐rent‐income	for	definition	and	discussion.	
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for	both	commercial	and	residential	uses,	which	is	subject	to	discretionary	review	by	the	City.		Nonetheless,	
the	Project,	as	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐6	and	4.J‐7	on	pages	4.J‐60	and	4.J‐61	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	Alternative	9,	
as	shown	in	Tables	2‐13	and	2‐14	on	pages	2‐54	through	2‐56	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	would	provide	on‐site	parking	
in	 excess	of	 LAMC	requirements.	 	The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 future	Project	 residents’	 vehicle	
and	 bicycle	 purchases	 and	 the	 occupancy	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	adequacy	of	parking.			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐13	

HISTORIC	VALUE	

The	DEIR	talks	about	the	Colonial	House,	The	Andalusia,	La	Ronda	(Mi	Casa),	The	Granville,	The	Savoy,	etc.	
These	are	buildings	that	have	historic	value	and	are	recognized	buildings	in	the	National	Register.	They	are	
protected	by	the	Mills	Act	and	guidelines	require	preservation	and	restoration	of	these	buildings.	Does	the	
state	or	 city	define	preservation	of	 these	buildings	on	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	as	allowing	 these	
buildings	 to	have	 their	 views	blocked,	 their	 light	 altered	 (shade,	 shadows	and	glare)	 and	 their	 residential	
streets	 turned	 into	 freeways?	 Is	 that	 the	 definition	 of	 preservation?	 Values	 will	 for	 sure	 be	 damaged.	 A	
feeling	 of	 local	 identity	 will	 be	 lost	 if	 planning	 officials	 fail	 to	 recognize	 local	 community	 wishes.	
Communities	such	as	these,	sprinkled	with	architectural	gems	will	lose	their	identity	and	feel	like	anywhere	
in	the	U.S..	Powerful	developers	with	deep	pockets	can	now	change	master	plans	(ie:	The	Valleywide	plan)	
that	were	designed	to	protect	neighborhoods,	that	could	never	be	built	upon	and	they	can	now	nullify	these	
plans.	This	is	all	wrong	and	needs	to	be	stopped.	

If	 the	Los	Angeles	City	Council	banned	building	McMansions	 in	 the	 immediate	neighborhood	because	they	
were	concerned	that	their	size	(2	stories)	was	changing	the	character	of	the	neighborhoods,	then	why	is	it	
okay	 to	 allow	 a	 skyscraper	 in	 the	 same	 area?	 So	 this	 only	 applies	 to	 residential	 structures?	 Commercial	
buildings	are	immune	from	this?	How	can	this	make	any	sense?	Does	the	proposed	Alternative	9	not	change	
the	character	of	the	neighborhood?	This	is	a	question	that	I	would	love	the	city	to	answer.	

There	 is	 also	 a	 moratorium	 on	 the	 issuance	 of	 building	 and	 demolition	 permits	 for	 proposed	 Historic	
Preservation	 Overlay	 Zones.	 If	 the	 city	 does	 care	 about	 Historic	 Preservation,	 why	 not	 protect	 the	 Chase	
Bank	building	on	the	8150	site	and	the	architectural	gems	that	surround	it?	A	city	report	states	that	the	ban	
came	 amid	 a	 proliferation	 of	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 threaten	 the	 cohesion	 and	 character	 of	
neighborhoods.	 Therefore,	 is	 it	 not	 logical	 to	 say	 that	 it	 would	 be	 hypocritical	 to	 allow	 this	 proposed	
Alternative	to	be	built?	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 a	 SIGNIFICANT	 and	 UNAVOIDABLE	 direct	 impact	 to	
historical	 resources	 (2‐26),	 even	 with	 the	 Mitigation	 Measures	 HIST‐1through	 HIST‐4	 because	 the	 Bank	
Building	would	be	removed	and	demolished.	Why	is	this	unavoidable?	They	can	choose	to	not	tear	it	down,	
redesign	their	plans	and	have	a	smaller	scale	project	in	keeping	with	the	neighborhood.	Correct?	

When	discussing	the	Bank	building,	formerly	Lytton	Savings	and	now	Chase	Bank,	former	paragraphs	speak	
of	preservation.	Why	was	it	so	important	to	keep	the	old	Duttons	bookstore,	also	known	as	The	mid‐century	
Barry	Building	on	San	Vicente	in	Brentwood	or	Norms	Diner	on	La	Cienega?	But	then	why	is	it	okay	to	tear	
down	 the	 iconic	mid‐century	 Lytton	 Savings	 (now	Chase	 bank)	 at	 8150	 Sunset?	 Can	 the	 City	 answer	 this	
question?	 Especially	 when	 the	 architect	 of	 that	 building,	 Kurt	 Meyer,	 a	 passionate	 advocate	 for	 great	
architecture	(and	architects)	was	recognized	and	honored	for	his	great	work	around	the	city.	Why	does	he	
does	not	gain	the	same	respect	from	the	city,	Frank	Gehry	or	the	developers?	Does	the	city	randomly	choose	
which	 iconic	 buildings	 to	 save	 or	 not,	 depending	 upon	 which	 developer	 is	 involved	 and	 how	 deep	 their	
pockets	are?	I	wonder.	
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The	DEIR	states	that	Alternative	9	would	not	detract	from	the	historical	or	architectural	significance	of	the	
Colonial	 House	 (2‐26).	 Their	 rational	 is	 because	 you	 can	 still	 see	 it	 looking	 up	 the	 street	 and	 although	
dwarfed	from	the	monolith	project,	it	has	not	disappeared.	Do	the	residents	of	the	building	agree?	Like	those	
buyers	who	purchased	units	like	the	famed	Bette	Davis	unit	with	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	and	beautiful	
light	to	the	north?	Or	like	mine	whose	patio	will	be	completely	overlooked	and	shadowed	and/or	glared	by	
their	 towers?	 Or	 whose	 street	 will	 become	 a	 freeway	 because	 this	 project	 would	 increase	 existing	 daily	
traffic?	That	sure	does	change	the	character	and	value	of	the	building	and	it's	[sic]	units.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐13	

The	commenter’s	concern	of	 the	 indirect	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 to	 the	historic	setting	 is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Summarized	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 are	 the	
topics	 of	 Eligibility	 Findings/Statement	 of	 Significance,	 Removal	 of	 the	 Bank	 Building	 and	 Preservation	
Alternatives,	Indirect	Impacts	to	Historical	Resources	including	the	sub‐topics	of	Height,	Scale,	Compatibility,	
and	 Views	 and	 Shading	 Effects.	 	 The	 issues	 addressed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 cover	 the	 commenter’s	
questions	 and	 demonstrate	 that	 the	 City,	 through	 this	 EIR,	 has	 considered	 their	 merits.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	
discussed	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	three	build	alternatives	(Alternatives	5,	6,	
and	7)	that	would	preserve	and	adaptively	re‐use	the	existing	Bank	building	in	its	current	location.	

The	Project	Site	is	not	located	in	a	Historic	Preservation	Overlay	Zone	(HPOZ);	the	closest	designated	HPOZ	
to	 the	Project	Site	 is	 the	Spaulding	Square	HPOZ	 located	between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fountain	Avenue	
east	 of	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 over	¼‐mile	 east	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 It	 is	 not	 subject	 to	 the	 ban	 on	 “McMansions”	
because	it	is	located	along	the	commercial	corridor	created	by	Sunset	Boulevard.	Removal	of	the	bank	is	only	
an	 unavoidable	 impact	 under	 certain	 alternatives	 (meaning,	 if	 any	 of	 those	 alternatives	were	 chosen,	 the	
impacts	to	the	bank	could	not	be	completely	avoided).		

With	regard	 to	 impacts	 to	neighborhood	street	 segments,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐48	 through	4.J‐52	and	
shown	in	Table	4.J‐5,	impacts	to	street	segments,	including	Havenhurst	Drive,	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐14	

EXHAUST	

The	developers	state	that	having	underground	parking	now	should	alleviate	the	impacts	of	exhaust	fumes.	
Well	so	now	we	do	not	have	to	look	at	the	cars	above	grade	but	I	ask...where	will	these	exhausts	be	vented	
out	to?	They	still	need	to	be	vented	out	to	the	street	right?	So	the	question	still	remains,	how	and	where	will	
this	be	alleviated?	

How	will	the	noise	level	be	monitored	and	measured?	The	vents	will	make	noise	at	all	hours	of	the	day	and	
night,	inside	and	outside	of	the	structure.	How	can	the	neighborhood	be	assured	that	this	will	not	be	a	noise	
nuisance?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐14	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	air	quality	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	
in	 Appendix	 B,	 and	 noise	 and	 vibration	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	F,	while	Chapter	2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	9	with	
supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	 noted	 therein,	 operational	 impacts	 related	 to	 air	 pollutant	
emissions	and	noise,	including	those	associated	with	vehicular	activities	in	the	proposed	parking	structure,	
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would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 without	 the	 need	 for	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 This	 is	 because	 the	 parking	
structure	would	be	at	least	partially	above	grade,	with	louvered	openings	in	each	level	to	allow	for	air	to	flow	
freely	 through	 the	 structure	 (without	 the	 need	 for	 exhaust	 fans	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter),	 but	
minimizing	noise	emissions	to	the	surrounding	area.		Exhaust	fans	for	subterranean	parking	levels	would	be	
installed	 within	 the	 building’s	 interior	 and/or	 shielded	 from	 surrounding	 uses	 such	 that	 no	 perceptible	
increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	would	occur.		Building	ventilation	systems	for	the	parking	garage	would	be	
part	of	the	Project’s	heating,	ventilation	and	air	conditioning	(HVAC)	systems,	which	as	determined	in	4.G‐24	
and	4.G‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR,	would	not	generate	noise	in	excess	of	applicable	standards	and	thus	would	be	
less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	operational	noise.			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐15	

MASSING	AND	SCALE	AND	MATERIALS	

The	DEIR	talks	about	softening	the	massing	with	their	design.	This	is	an	oxymoron.	If	they	admit	that	there	is	
so	much	mass	and	massing,	 there	 is	no	 real	way	 to	 soften	 it.	They	 state	on	2‐27	 "The	horizontal	break	 in	
massing	allows	the	 lower	portion	along	the	Havenhurst	 facade	to	respond	to	 the	surrounding	neighboring	
scale.	Have	they	ever	walked	down	the	street	and	seen	the	height	and	architecture	of	 the	buildings	 there?	
Really?	They	state	that	that	the	upper	portion	of	the	building	steps	up	into	the	center	of	the	site,	HELPING	TO	
ALLEVIATE	taller	building	elements	along	the	smaller	scale	street.	The	developers	really	do	know	that	the	
scale	 of	 the	 street	 is	 small	 and	 try	 to	 justify	 overpowering	 the	 neighborhood	with	 flowery	 design	 jargon.	
They	 speak	of	minimizing	visual	 effects	 associated	with	 the	podium	structure	on	 surrounding	 lower‐scale	
residential	development	(3‐3}.	They	are	in	essence,	trying	to	mask	the	giant,	with	words	and	design	features,	
which	is	impossible.	Does	the	City	agree	with	their	assessment	of	the	scale	of	the	street	in	relation	to	their	
project?	

They	 also	 say	 on	 page	 2‐10,	 "building	 material	 selection	 is	 currently	 at	 an	 early	 stage."	 They	 have	 not	
presented	 their	materials	 to	 us.	How	 can	we	determine	what	 effects/impacts	 this	 project	will	 have	 on	 us	
(glare,	shade,	heat..}	 if	we	are	not	fully	informed.	This	could	be	another	Disney	Hall	all	over	again.	Will	the	
city	require	materials	presented	now?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐15	

The	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	the	height	and	massing	of	 the	Project	and	alternatives	are	noted	and	
will	 be	provided	 to	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 regarding	
visual	character	effects	associated	with	height	and	scale.	 	As	discussed	in	further	detail	 therein,	 impacts	to	
visual	character	related	to	building	height	and	scale	would	be	less	than	significant.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 comments	about	proposed	building	materials,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B27‐9	
(Anastasia	 Mann,	 HHWNC	 Letter	 B27).	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 shade/shadow	
effects.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐16	

ARCHEOLOGICAL	AND	PALEONTOLOGICAL	RESOURCES	

They	state	 that	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 incrementally	 greater	potential	 impacts	 to	archeological	 and	
paleontological	resources	due	to	the	incrementally	increased	excavation.	They	then	state	that	these	impacts	
would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	What	mitigation?	Again,	they	do	not	state	what	that	mitigation	
would	be.	like	many	politicians,	who	state	that	they	will	bring	about	reform	and	never	say	how	(they	tell	you	
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that	they	will	have	the	answer	after	they	are	elected),	these	developers	talk	of	mitigation	several	times	but	
do	not	state	how.	

Hazardous	materials	needs	to	be	addressed...soil	and	anything	else	during	excavation.	What	happens	if	the	
soil	is	determined	to	be	hazardous?	It	then	cannot	remain	exposed	or	at	the	site.	How	will	this	be	dealt	with?	
They	will	be	trucking	tons	of	excavated	soil	off‐site	and	I	would	want	to	know	where	it	is	going??	How	will	
the	city	of	LA	and	West	Hollywood	deal	with	the	truck	queue?	Trucking	will	add	to	already	impacted	traffic	
and	noise.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐16	

The	Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 to	 cultural	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	with	 supporting	
information	provided	 in	Appendix	C,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	 9	on	pages	 2‐26	 and	2‐27.	 	As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	would	be	 reduced	 to	 less	 than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measures	 ARCH‐1	 through	 ARCH‐4	 and	 PALEO‐1	 through	
PALEO‐4	on	pages	4.C.1‐18	through	4.C.1‐20.			

With	regard	to	hazardous	materials,	as	discussed	on	pages	B‐11	through	B‐17	in	the	Project	Initial	Study	and	
in	the	Phase	I	Environmental	Site	Assessment	prepared	for	the	Project	Site	(both	included	in	Appendix	A	of	
the	Draft	EIR),	no	listed	hazardous	materials	sites	are	located	on	or	near	the	Project	Site	and	the	Project	was	
determined	 to	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 relative	 to	 releases	 of	 hazardous	materials	 into	 the	
environment	with	 implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.	 	Such	mitigation	measures,	however,	
are	not	anticipated	to	be	necessary,	but	rather	are	provided	to	address	the	possibility	of	unknown	hazardous	
materials	contamination	or	other	conditions	beneath	the	Project	Site	that	could	be	discovered	during	future	
excavation	and	construction	activities.		Thus,	this	issue	was	adequately	addressed	and	with	implementation	
of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	if	necessary,	the	excavation	of	the	Project	Site	would	present	a	less	than	
significant	risk	to	construction	workers	and	the	surrounding	community.	

With	regard	to	soil	haul	truck	activities,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐26	and	4.J‐27	and	illustrated	in	Figures	4.J‐
3	and	4.J‐4	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR,	trucks	would	follow	a	prescribed	
haul	 route,	 subject	 to	 approval	 by	 the	 City	 Planning	 Department	 and/or	 the	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	
Safety,	as	appropriate,	between	the	Project	Site	and	the	Hollywood	Freeway	(US‐101),	while	truck	queuing	
would	be	addressed	in	the	LADOT‐approved	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan	prepared	for	the	Project.		
As	also	noted	 in	Section	4.J,	haul	 truck	 traffic	was	conservatively	determined	 to	 result	 in	a	 significant	and	
unavoidable	 traffic	 impact	during	the	mid‐day	(off‐peak)	period,	but	only	during	the	Project’s	shoring	and	
excavation	phase	of	construction.		However,	as	noted	on	pages	4.G‐20	and	4.G‐21	in	Section	4.G,	Noise	of	the	
Draft	EIR,	mobile‐source	noise	 impacts	 including	noise	 from	construction	 truck	 traffic,	would	be	 less	 than	
significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation	measures.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐17	

AESTHETICS	

The	 developers	 state	 that	 they	want	 to	 create	 a	 development	 that	 compliments	 and	 improves	 the	 visual	
character	of	the	westernmost	area	of	Hollywood	and	promotes	quality	living	spaces	....Is	this	not	subjective?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐17	

The	comments	regarding	the	Project	objective	of	complementing	and	improving	visual	character	in	the	area	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	As	 these	comments	do	not	
raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐18	

GEOLOGY	

The	DEIR	states	that	with	this	alternative,	with	reduced	occupancy,	it	will	expose	fewer	people	at	the	site	to	
seismic	hazards	associated	with	 the	Hollywood	Fault!!!	Admitting	 that	 they	are	building	within	very	 close	
proximity	to	this	fault,	they	are	still	asking	to	build	an	enormous	project	and	increase	the	FAR	to	3.1!	How	
ridiculous	 and	 contradictory.	 Why	 would	 the	 City	 allow	 this	 scale	 so	 close	 to	 a	 major	 fault,	 which	 runs	
directly	across	the	street?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐18	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	Hollywood	Fault.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	geology	and	soils	
impacts	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Preliminary	
Geotechnical	Evaluation	and	Fault	Investigation	Report	included	in	Appendix	D,	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	B,	
and	 subsequent	 revisions	 and	 addenda	 to	 these	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 B	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR.	 	 As	 concluded	
therein,	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	impacts	related	to	seismic	ground	shaking	
and	other	geologic	hazards	would	be	less	than	significant	under	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	studied.			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐19	

There	is	no	discussion	of	their	storm	water	pollution	prevention	plan.	What	are	they	doing	about	run‐off?	Is	
the	 run‐off	 going	 into	 the	 city	of	West	Hollywood's	 systems?	What	will	 be	 the	 impact	of	 a	 significant	 rain	
event?	

LA	County	operate	"flood	control"	facilities	within	the	city	of	Los	Angeles.	Is	there	any	water	run‐off	dumping	
into	their	facilities?	From	either	the	city	or	West	Hollywood?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐19	

As	discussed	on	pages	B‐17	 through	B‐21	of	 the	Project	 Initial	Study	(included	 in	Appendix	A	of	 the	Draft	
EIR),	 impacts	 related	 to	hydrology	and	water	quality,	 including	 impacts	 to	 storm	drains	and	 flood	control	
facilities,	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 is	 completely	 developed	 with	 urban	 uses	 and	
currently	contains	very	little	pervious	surfaces	to	allow	for	stormwater	infiltration;	as	such,	redevelopment	
of	the	Project	Site	with	the	Project	or	one	of	the	alternatives	would	not	measurably	increase	runoff	flow	rates	
or	 volumes	 such	 that	 adverse	 impacts	 to	downstream	 facilities	 (irrespective	of	 ownership	or	 jurisdiction)	
would	occur.			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐20	

ALCOHOL	

Alcohol	permits...are	they	planning	on	taking	over	existing	licenses	or	have	they	already	applied?	Or	are	they	
leaving	it	up	to	whomever	will	be	occupying	that	space?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐21	

IN	CLOSING...FRANK	GEHRY	AND	TOWNSCAPE	DEVELOPERS	

It	is	my	opinion	that	the	developers	went	with	a	big	name	to	get	the	project	passed.	I	assume	that	they	figure	
that	if	they	used	FRANK	GEHRY	they	would	impress	the	hell	out	of	citizens	and	City	officials	(Mayor	Garcetti	
is	a	fan)	and	all	would	just	swoon.	Well	Disney	Hall	was	not	without	problems	as	you	recall	because	Gehry's	
shiny	metal	building	was	not	well	thought	out.	Drivers	were	blinded	by	the	glare	and	residents	of	the	condos	
across	the	street	complained	about	the	reflective	heat.	Workers	had	to	sand	down	the	metal	to	dull	the	glass,	
a	 tarp	was	 hung	 over	 the	worst	 area....all	 the	while	 Gehry	 saying	 that	 it	 is	 not	 a	 story	 that	 should	 be	 all	
around	 the	world.	He	did	not	 think	 it	was	a	big	deal.	 So	what	about	 the	materials	 for	 this	mass	oversized	
project?	The	developers	say	that	the	building	material	selection	is	at	an	early	stage	and	have	not	disclosed	
what	materials	will	be	used.	Will	we	have	the	same	problem	as	Disney	Hall?	

The	New	York	Times	reported	That	Frank	Gehy	[sic]	"draws	Ire	for	joining	the	Los	Angeles	River	Restoration	
project.	His	involvement	has	prompted	stinging	criticism	from	advocates	wary	of	gentrification	and	skeptical	
of	the	architect's	ability	to	create	an	appealing	outdoor	space".	So	is	Frank	Gehry	really	the	ticket	for	getting	
this	project	passed?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐21	

The	comments	regarding	the	architect	for	Alternative	9,	the	intent	of	the	Applicant,	and	related	stories	about	
the	architect’s	previous	work	elsewhere	in	the	City	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.	With	regard	to	the	comments	about	proposed	building	materials,	please	see	Response	to	
Comment	B27‐9	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).			

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐22	

TOWNSCAPE	PARTNERS,	 is	known	for	unsavory	practices.	They	planned	to	segregate	 low‐	income	tenants	
from	amenities	 for	condo	owners	at	8899	Beverly	Blvd.	This	 "poor	door	policy"	sparked	outrage	and	they	
were	forced	to	abandon	this	discriminatory	practice.	

At	the	present	site	at	8150	Sunset,	Townscape	was	embroiled	in	a	lawsuit	dispute	with	many	of	their	retail	
tenants.	They	 installed	parking	arms	and	charged	$3.00	for	15	minutes,	 fees	which	tenants	believed	was	a	
sure	 way	 of	 putting	 them	 out	 of	 business	 to	 make	 room	 for	 their	 mixed‐use	 project.	 The	 developers	
succeeded	 because	 it	 destroyed	 and	 hurt	 many	 of	 these	 small	 businesses	 many	 of	 which,	 went	 out	 of	
business.	Townscape	had	to	stop	charging	after	it	was	told	to	do	so	by	the	City	of	LA.	

So	 why	would	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 want	 to	make	 allowances	 and	 concessions,	 give	 variances	 and	 do	
business	 with	 these	 developers	 who	 disrespect	 the	 community	 and	 demonstrate	 unsavory	 practices?	 No	
favors	should	be	done	 for	 these	developers	as	 they	have	shown	no	consideration	 for	Los	Angeles	or	West	
Hollywood	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐22	

The	comments	regarding	the	Project	Applicant,	statements	about	other	development	projects,	and	parking	
issues	 at	 the	 existing	 Project	 Site	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
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consideration.	 	 The	 comments	 do	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	
environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	

COMMENT	NO.	B18‐23	

The	 neighborhood	 would	 definitely	 like	 something	 nice	 to	 be	 built	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	 An	 improvement	 is	
needed...a	much	smaller	scale	project	 that	 is	 tasteful,	upscale	and	which	speaks	to	 the	environment.	When	
visiting	the	site,	Michael	La	Grande,	LA	city	planner,	said	that	the	project	should	not	be	any	higher	than	the	
8000	Sunset	complex...4	stories,	which	 is	directly	across	the	street.	Speaking	of	which,	 the	developers	said	
when	they	thought	about	the	project,	they	thought	about	neighborhood	needs.	They	felt	a	fitness	center	and	
supermarket	would	be	a	good	choice.	Hmmm.	Did	they	really	scope	out	the	area	because	DIRECTLY	across	
the	street	at	the	8000	Sunset	complex	is	a	Trader	Joes	and	Crunch	gym	and	there	is	also	a	Bristol	Farms	just	a	
few	blocks	down.	These	 are	not	needed.	 If	 they	omitted	 these	 from	 their	plans	and	 scaled	way	down,	 the	
impacts	would	be	a	lot	less.	

Alternative	9	is	no	alternative	and	should	not	be	granted	permits,	given	consideration	or	approval	to	be	built.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B18‐23	

The	comments	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project,	 as	well	 as	 those	 regarding	 the	Project	mass	and	scale,	 alleged	
statements	by	Department	of	City	Planning	staff,	and	regarding	the	proposed	mix	of	land	uses	for	the	Project	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	comments	do	not	raise	an	
issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	
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LETTER	NO.	B19	

Phil	Hammond,	President	
1327	Havenhurst	HOA	
1327	Havenhurst	Drive,	Unit	1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	B19‐1	

My	name	 is	Phil	Hammond	and	 I	am	President	of	 the	1327	Havenhurst	HOA	at	1327	Havenhurst	Drive	 in	
West	Hollywood	(on	the	same	block	as	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	project).	

The	8150	Sunset	developer’s	traffic	study	states	that	there	will	be	no	increase	in	traffic	in/out	of	the	project	
compared	to	the	current	flow.		I	don’t	believe	this	is	accurate	and	I	would	like	to	see	an	independent	traffic	
study	done	to	show	the	real	impact	of	the	huge	increase	in	commercial	space	and	the	240+	new	living	units	
where	 there	are	none	presently.	 	 	The	development	 is	planning	 for	THREE	new	driveways	and	semi	 truck	
loading	docks	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	

As	a	resident	of	Havenhurst	Drive	I	am	concerned	about	an	increase	of	traffic	on	our	historic	neighborhood	
street	which	 is	already	used	heavily	 (and	often	unsafely)	as	a	cut‐through	 for	commuters	between	Sunset	
and	Fountain.	 	The	City	of	West	Hollywood	has	 tried	 to	address	 this	previously	with	 the	addition	of	 three	
speed	humps	and	a	traffic	choker.	

In	 conjunction	 with	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 development	 please	 consider	 recommending	 the	 placement	 of	 a	
cul‐de‐sac	at	the	top	of	Havenhurst	Drive	(with	or	without	an	entry	driveway	to	the	project	for	residents)	to	
prevent	through	traffic	between	Sunset	and	Fountain.			This,	combined	with	a	light	at	Havenhurst/Fountain	
will	 improve	 the	 flow	 of	 traffic	 along	 Fountain	 with	 less	 people	 stopping	 traffic	 to	 turn	 North	 onto	
Havenhurst	and	will	provide	easier	and	safer	 left	 turn	onto	Fountain	 from	Havenhurst.	 	This	arrangement	
works	well	on	Alta	Loma	Road	at	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B19‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	and	circulation	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	
Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	
the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	concluded	therein,	operational	traffic	and	circulation	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	mitigation.	 	Contrary	 to	 the	commenter’s	 statement,	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	do	not	 state	 that	 the	
Project	or	any	of	its	alternatives	will	result	in	“no	increase”	in	site‐related	traffic.		Rather,	as	shown	in	Table	
4.J‐3	on	Draft	EIR	page	4.J‐40	regarding	 the	Project,	 in	Draft	EIR	Chapter	5.0	and	Appendix	H‐3	regarding	
Alternatives	1	through	8,	and	on	pages	2‐42	and	2‐43	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9,	
the	Project	and	several	of	the	evaluated	alternatives	would	result	in	a	net	increase	in	trip	generation	relative	
to	existing	conditions.		Regarding	the	comment	related	to	potential	cut‐through	traffic	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	
please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐85	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).		In	addition,	as	discussed	on	page	
3‐22	and	shown	in	Figure	4.J‐5	 in	Chapter	3.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	a	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	added	to	
Section	4.J	of	 the	Draft	EIR	to	require	physical	barriers	to	prevent	 left‐turn	movements	by	vehicles	exiting	
from	the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways.	 	As	discussed	on	page	2‐50	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	no	commercial	
passenger	vehicle	access	would	be	provided	on	Havenhurst	Drive	under	Alternative	9,	which	would	further	
reduce	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐48	 through	 4.J‐52	 and	
shown	 in	 Table	 4.J‐5	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐46	 through	 2‐51	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	not	result	in	significant	impact	to	neighborhood	street	segments	in	the	area,	
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including	Havenhurst	Drive,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.	 	Regarding	the	commenter’s	
suggestion	 of	 a	 cul‐de‐sac	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B18‐7	 (Rory	 Barish,	 Colonial	
House	HOA	Letter	B18).	 	The	commenter’s	opinions	 regarding	 the	Project	TIA	and	 the	analysis	presented	
therein,	as	well	as	the	request	for	a	new	traffic	study	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	their	consideration.	 	Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation	as	well	as	
vehicular	access	 to	 the	 site	under	 the	proposed	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	The	comment	 regarding	 traffic	
increases	 and	 current	 traffic	 conditions	 on	Havenhurst	 Drive,	 as	well	 as	 requests	 and	 opinions	 regarding	
approaches	 to	 limiting	 cut‐through	 traffic	 are	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	B20	

Adrian	Scott	Fine	
Director	of	Advocacy	
Los	Angeles	Conservancy	
523	West	Sixth	Street,	Suite	826	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90014	

COMMENT	NO.	B20‐1	

Given	our	comments	and	letter	are	time	sensitive,	and	given	Srimal's	message,	I	want	to	make	sure	they	are	
received	and	forwarded	to	the	right	individual	within	the	Department	of	City	Planning.	

On	behalf	of	 the	Los	Angeles	Conservancy,	 thank	you	 for	 the	opportunity	 to	comment	on	 the	Recirculated	
Portions	 of	 the	 Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (RP‐DEIR)	 for	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	
Project.	

The	Conservancy,	along	with	our	Modern	Committee	and	Hollywood	Heritage,	has	long	recognized	the	Kurt	
Meyer‐designed	 Lytton	 Savings	 and	 current	 Chase	 Bank	 building	 as	 being	 historic	 and	 warranting	
preservation.	We	are	not	opposed	to	the	proposed	development	of	a	mixed‐use	project	at	this	location,	but	
we	strongly	object	to	the	needless	demolition	of	a	historic	building	that	could	otherwise	be	integrated	and	
reused	as	part	of	the	overall	design.	

In	our	ongoing	discussions	with	the	project	team,	the	Conservancy	has	sought	to	achieve	a	win‐win	solution	
for	the	site	that	would	preserve	Lytton	Savings	as	part	of	the	new	development.	Up	until	the	current	revision	
of	 the	 proposed	 project,	 the	 Conservancy	 had	 been	working	 very	 closely	with	 the	 project	 team	 and	were	
close	 to	 achieving	 agreement	 on	 a	 preservation‐based	 solution.	 The	 new	 alternative	 ‐	 Alternative	
Nine/Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 ‐	 represents	 a	 substantial	 step	
backwards.	The	proposed	demolition	of	Lytton	Savings	is	unjustified	and	will	result	in	a	significant	adverse	
impact	and	loss	to	Los	Angeles'	postwar	heritage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B20‐1	

This	comment	provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter	and	supports	a	mixed‐
use	 project	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 that	 retains	 and	 preserves	 the	 Bank	 building.	 	 Concerns	 are	 focused	 upon	
Alternative	 9/Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 concern	
about	the	proposed	demolition	of	the	Bank	building	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.	Responses	 to	 the	concerns	raised	 in	 this	 letter	are	provided	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐3	
and	discussed	further	below.	 	 	 It	 is	noted,	as	discussed	on	page	2‐1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 that	Alternative	9	was	
added	in	response	to	various	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR,	including	concerns	that	the	Project	would	
obstruct	 views,	 impair	 overall	 visual	 quality,	 result	 in	 potential	 operational	 air	 quality	 impacts,	 increase	
traffic	and	provide	insufficient	on‐site	parking.	

COMMENT	NO.	B20‐2	

I.	 Alternative	Nine	 fails	 to	 address	 significant	 adverse	 impacts	 to	 a	 known	 cultural	 resource	
when	feasible	alternatives	to	demolition	are	provided	within	the	DEIR.	

As	the	proposed	project	currently	stands,	there	will	be	a	significant	and	irreversible	adverse	impact	to	the	
historic	Lytton	Savings	building.	In	our	previous	comments,	the	Conservancy	has	urged	the	City	to	mandate	
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consideration	of	a	range	of	potentially	feasible	preservation	alternatives	to	demolition,	and	two	(Alternatives	
Five	and	Six)	were	evaluated	in	the	original	DEIR.	

Like	the	proposed	project,	Alternative	Nine	calls	for	the	removal	of	all	existing	buildings	on	the	project	site,	
including	Lytton	Savings.	The	RP‐DEIR	states	that	the	new	alternative	aims	to	address	community	concerns	
about	 the	 proposed	 project,	 including	 obstructed	 views,	 impaired	 visual	 quality,	 impacts	 to	 air	 quality,	
increased	 traffic,	 and	 insufficient	 parking.	 Alternative	 Nine,	 however,	 fails	 to	 respond	 to	 community	
objections	to	the	demolition	of	Lytton	Savings,	a	California	Register‐eligible	resource.	Not	only	is	this	a	loss	of	
an	identified	cultural	resource	but	also	fails	to	meet	sustainability	goals,	instead	needlessly	throwing	away	a	
resource	that	could	otherwise	be	retained	and	reused.	

A	 key	policy	under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency's	duty	 to	 "take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	generations	examples	of	major	periods	of	California	history."	<fn1>	To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects."	<fn2>	

<fn1>	Public	Resource	Code,	Sec.	21001	(b),	(c).	

<fn2>	Sierra	Club	v.	Gilroy	City	Council	(1990)	222	Cal.App.3d	30,	41;	also	see	PRC	Sees.	21002,	21002.1.	

Courts	often	refer	 to	 the	EIR	as	"the	heart"	of	CEQA	because	 it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	 in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	 those	 impacts.	<fn3>	Based	on	objective	analyses	 found	 in	 the	EIR,	agencies	"shall	mitigate	or	
avoid	 the	 significant	 effects	 on	 the	 environment	 whenever	 it	 is	 feasible	 to	 do	 so."<fn4>	 The	 lead	 agency	
cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	 project	 with	 significant	
impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.<fn5>	

<fn3>	County	of	Inyo	v.	Yorty	(1973)	32	Cal.App.3d	795;	Laurel	Heights	Improvement	Association	v.	Regents	
of	the	University	of	California	(1993)	6	Cal.4th	1112,	1123.	

<fn4>	Public	Resource	Code,	Sec.	21002.1.	

<fn5>	Public	Resource	Code,	Sec.	21081;	Friends	of	Sierra	Madre	v,	City	of	Sierra	Madre	(2001)	25	Cal.4th	
165,	185.	

The	 RP‐DEIR	 recognizes	 Alternative	 Six/Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative	 as	 the	
environmentally	 superior	 alternative	 because	 it	would	 reduce	 the	majority	 of	 project‐related	 impacts	 and	
eliminate	the	significant	adverse	impact	to	cultural	resources	by	retaining	and	reusing	Lytton	Savings.	This	
alternative	would	also	meet	all	of	the	project	objectives.	Further,	the	existing	building	provides	a	very	similar	
footprint	 and	 overall	 square	 footage	 to	 the	 proposed	 replacement	 building.	 The	 question	 is	 why	 is	 this	
project	 proposing	 to	 demolish	 a	 building	with	 a	 new	 building	 of	 similar	 size	when	 it	 otherwise	 could	 be	
retained	and	reused?	

Despite	meeting	 the	project	objectives,	 the	RP‐DEIR	attempts	 to	undermine	 the	environmental	benefits	of	
Alternative	 Six	 by	 asserting	 that	Alternative	Nine	would	 be	more	 economically	 viable	 because	 it	 provides	
more	commercial/retail	space.<fn6>	This	conclusion,	however,	is	inconsistent	with	an	earlier	description	of	
Alternative	Nine,	which	indicates	that	the	total	area	of	commercial	uses	under	this	Alternative	is	similar	to	
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what	 is	 proposed	 under	 Alternatives	 Five	 and	 Six.<fn7>	 According	 to	 the	 analysis,	 Alternative	 Six	 would	
consist	of	291	residential	units	and	62,231	square	feet	of	commercial	uses,	compared	with	Alternative	Nine's	
proposal	for	249	residential	units	and	65,000	square	feet	of	commercial	uses.	While	there	would	be	a	slight	
reduction	 in	 commercial	 floor	 area	 under	 Alternative	 Six,	 there	 would	 also	 be	 an	 increase	 in	 residential	
square	footage	and	the	number	of	overall	units.	In	other	words,	Alternative	Six	provides	a	fourteen	percent	
(14%)	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 residential	 units	 and	 only	 a	 four	 percent	 (4%)	 decrease	 in	 commercial	
square	footage.	Therefore,	statements	in	the	RP‐DEIR	appear	to	exagerate	[sic]	the	facts	and	are	inaccurate	in	
an	attempt	to	make	a	case	for	Alternative	Nine.	

<fn6>	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles,	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Mixed	 Use	 Project,	 Recirculated	 Draft	 Environmental	
Impact	Report,	September	2015,	2‐64.	

<fn7>	Ibid,	2‐1.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B20‐2	

As	described	in	the	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	there	are	three	(3)	proposed	preservation	alternatives	that	are	
analyzed	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	that	consider	the	retention	and	rehabilitation	of	 the	Bank	building.	They	 include	
Alternative	 5,	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 evaluated	 on	 pages	 5‐111	 through	 5‐148,	 Alternative	 6,	
Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 evaluated	 on	 pages	 5‐149	 through	 5‐182,	 and	
Alternative	7,	On‐Menu	Alternative,	evaluated	on	pages	5‐183	through	5‐217,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Alternatives	5	
and	6	would	entail	the	removal	of	all	existing	buildings	on	the	Project	Site	with	the	exception	of	the	existing	
Bank	 building,	 which	would	 be	 retained	 in	 its	 current	 location.	 	 Alternative	 7	 would	 retain	 a	 number	 of	
existing	uses	on	the	Project	Site,	including	the	Bank	building	and	a	fast	food	drive‐through	restaurant.		Under	
each	of	these	alternatives	the	Bank	building	would	be	rehabilitated	for	commercial	use	in	conformance	with	
the	Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Standards	(Standards).				

Similar	to	the	Project,	as	noted	by	commenter,	the	RP‐DEIR	acknowledges	that	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
a	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 direct	 impact	 to	 historical	 resources,	 even	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	
Mitigation	Measures	HIST‐1	through	HIST‐4,	because	the	Bank	building	would	be	removed	and	demolished.		
The	RP‐DEIR	accurately	noted,	however,	that	Alternative	9	would	provide	more	commercial/retail	space	and	
associated	jobs.				

The	commenter	cites	Public	Resource	Code,	Sec.	21001		(b),	(c)	in	stating	that	a	key	policy	under	the	CEQA	is	
the	 lead	 agency's	 duty	 to	 "take	 all	 action	 necessary	 to	 provide	 the	 people	 of	 this	 state	 with	 historic	
environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	 California	
history."		The	commenter	further	states	that,	to	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	
project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	mitigation	measures	[that]	can	
substantially	lessen	such	effects.	The	commenter,	however,	does	not	include	the	full	language	of	Sec.	21001	
(b),	(c).	In	addition	to	historic	resources,	the	language	to	“Take	all	action	necessary	to…”	and	“preserve	for	
future	generations…”	likewise	refers	to	several	other	environmental	resources	and	impact	areas	such	as	air	
quality,	water	quality,	noise,	aesthetics,	natural	and	scenic	qualities,	and	plant	and	animal	communities.	The	
Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 have	 accordingly	 evaluated	 potential	 environmental	 impacts,	 including	 to	 historic	
resources,	consistent	with	the	Public	Resources	Code,	the	adopted	City	of	Los	Angeles	Thresholds	Guide,	and	
the	State	CEQA	Guidelines.	
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Also,	the	commenter	cites	Public	Resource	Code,	Sec.	21002.1	and	case	law	in	stating	that,	based	on	objective	
analyses	 found	 in	 the	 EIR,	 agencies	 "shall	 mitigate	 or	 avoid	 the	 significant	 effects	 on	 the	 environment	
whenever	 it	 is	 feasible	to	do	so",	and	that	“the	 lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	
considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	significant	 impacts;	 it	must	 first	adopt	 feasible	alternatives	and	
mitigation	measures.”		In	response,	it	is	noted	that	the	City	has	not	made	a	decision	or	adopted	an	alternative	
or	a	Statement	of	Overriding	Considerations	relative	to	the	Project	or	Alternatives.	Rather,	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR	are	disclosure	documents	on	the	potential	impacts	resulting	from	the	Project,	and	they	include	an	
analysis	of	a	reasonable	range	of	alternatives	consistent	with	CEQA	Guideline	Section	15126.6	and	mitigation	
measures,	all	of	which	will	be	provided	to	the	Project	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Project	or	
Alternatives	will	be	considered	for	approval	consistent	with	Public	Resources	Code,	including	Section	21081	
(Necessary	 Findings	 Where	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 Identifies	 Effects),	 which	 is	 cited	 by	 the	
commenter.	 	Furthermore,	the	case	law	cited	by	the	commenter	in	this	instance	(Friends	of	Sierra	Madre	v,	
City	of	Sierra	Madre	(2001)	25	Cal.4th	165,	185)	 is	primarily	concerned	with	whether	an	action	should	be	
considered	a	Project	subject	to	CEQA,	not	decision	making	under	CEQA.	

The	commenter	asks	why	Alternative	9	“is	proposing	to	demolish	a	building	with	a	new	building	of	similar	
size	when	it	otherwise	could	be	retained	and	reused?”		As	noted	by	the	commenter	and	discussed	on	page	2‐
1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	 was	 added	 to	 address	 numerous	 public	 comments	 received	 during	 the	
comment	period	on	the	Draft	EIR	regarding	perceived	problems	related	to,	among	other	things,	aesthetics,	
parking,	and	traffic	that	were	common	among	the	proposed	“build”	alternatives,	including	the	preservation	
alternatives	(i.e.,	Alternatives	5,	6,	and	7).		Alternative	9	offers	significantly	more	underground	parking	and	a	
composition	 of	 buildings	 that	 reduces	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	 north‐south	 view	 corridor	 to	 the	
Hollywood	hills.		Alternative	9	has	also	been	designed	to	address	comments	related	to	a	number	of	the	stated	
project	objectives	listed	on	page	2‐6	in	Chapter	2.0	of		the	Draft	EIR,	including:		

 Provide	an	attractive	retail	face	along	street	frontages;	

 Redevelop	and	revitalize	an	aging,	and	underutilized	commercial	site	and	surface	parking	lot	with	a	
more	efficient	and	economically	viable	mix	of	residential	and	commercial	uses;	

 Build	upon	the	existing	vitality	and	diversity	of	uses	in	Hollywood	by	providing	a	vibrant	urban	living	
development	along	a	major	arterial	and	transit	corridor;	

 Provide	high‐quality	commercial	uses	to	serve	residents	of	the	westernmost	area	of	Hollywood	in	a	
manner	that	contributes	to	a	synergy	of	uses	and	enhances	the	character	of	the	area;	

 Create	a	development	that	complements	and	improves	the	visual	character	of	the	westernmost	area	
of	Hollywood	and	promotes	quality	living	spaces	that	effectively	connect	with	the	surrounding	urban	
environment	through	high	quality	architectural	design	and	detail;	and	

 Enhance	 pedestrian	 activity	 and	 neighborhood	 commercial	 street	 life	 in	 the	 westernmost	 area	 of	
Hollywood.	

The	commenters’	concerns	about	the	proposed	demolition	of	the	Bank	building	under	Alternative	9	is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B20‐3	

No	substantive	evidence	or	analysis	 is	provided	to	demonstrate	 infeasibility	or	compelling	reasons	
for	why	Alternatives	Five	and	Six	are	not	viable.	Though	both	meet	all	of	the	outlined	project	objectives,	
and	CEQA	does	not	require	an	alternative	to	meet	all	of	the	objectives	or	provide	a	certain	rate	of	economic	
return	in	order	for	it	to	be	viable,	especially	if	it	reduces	environmental	impacts.	CEQA	guidelines	are	clear	
on	this	point	and	specifically	state:	

"The	discussion	of	alternatives	shall	focus	on	alternatives	to	the	project	or	its	location	which	are	capable	of	
avoiding	 or	 substantially	 lessening	 any	 significant	 effects	 of	 the	 project,	 even	 if	 these	 alternatives	 would	
impede	to	some	degree	the	attainment	of	project	objectives,	or	would	be	more	costly."<fn8>	

<fn8>	CEQA	Guideline	15126.6(b)	

While	we	raised	questions	in	our	comments	on	the	DEIR	regarding	certain	elements	of	Alternatives	Five	and	
Six,	 including	proposed	modifications	 to	Lytton	 Savings	 as	part	of	 its	 reuse,	we	 strongly	believe	 that	both	
alternatives	 allow	 for	 an	 economically	 viable	 project	 to	 proceed	 at	 the	 site.	 Both	 outline	 a	 path	 for	
preservation	in	conformance	with	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior's	Standards	for	Rehabilitation	and	revitalize	
the	historic	building	as	part	of	a	cohesive	new	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B20‐3	

As	 described	 in	 the	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 described	 Alternative	 6	 as	 the	
environmentally	 superior	 alternative.	 	However,	 it	 should	be	noted	 that	 the	City	has	not	made	 a	decision,	
adopted	an	alternative	or	a	Statement	of	Overriding	Considerations	relative	 to	 the	Project	or	Alternatives.	
Rather,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	RP‐DEIR	 are	 disclosure	 documents	 on	 the	 potential	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 the	
Project,	 a	 reasonable	 range	 of	 alternatives,	 and	mitigation	measures,	 all	 of	which	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
Project	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 The	 EIR	 accordingly	 sets	 forth	 the	 project	 objectives	 and	
discusses	the	ability	of	each	alternative	to	meet	those	objectives,	balanced	with	its	environmental	 impacts.	
Such	discussions	can	be	 found	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	and	 the	RP‐DEIR	discussions	of	Alternatives	5	and	6.	 	The	
Project	 and	 its	 Alternatives	 will	 be	 considered	 for	 approval	 consistent	 with	 the	 Public	 Resources	 Code,	
including	Section	21081	(Necessary	Findings	Where	Environmental	Impact	Report	Identifies	Effects),	which	
is	cited	by	above	the	commenter	in	B20‐2.	
	
The	commenter’s	support	for	both	Alternatives	5	and	6	that	would	preserve	the	Bank	building	on	the	Project	
Site	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.				

COMMENT	NO.	B20‐4	

II.	 The	Final	EIR	should	identify	Lytton	Savings	as	eligible	for	both	local	and	California	Register	
designation	

As	 previously	 stated	 in	 our	 comments	 on	 the	 Notice	 of	 Preparation	 (NOP)	 and	 the	 original	 DEIR,	 the	
Conservancy	strongly	considers	Lytton	Savings	to	be	significant	both	locally	and	on	the	regional	level	as	an	
example	that	is	illustrative	of	American	bank	design	and	architecture	during	the	postwar	era.	Though	the	RP‐
DEIR	does	not	contain	an	updated	analysis	of	cultural	resources,	we	reiterate	our	position	that	the	current	
evaluation	of	the	building's	eligibility	is	flawed.	

Savings	 and	 loans	 were	 in	 high	 demand	 in	 the	 postwar	 years	 as	 they	 financed	 the	 massive	 residential	
development	boom.	Their	growth,	along	with	the	growth	of	the	region,	translated	to	the	need	for	increased	
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office	space.	As	such,	Lytton	Savings	is	one	of	Los	Angeles'	earliest	remaining	examples	of	this	transformative	
shift	 in	postwar‐era	bank	design.	Postwar	prosperity	changed	the	banking	industry	forever,	as	"the	middle	
class	and	its	spending	power	were	finally	recognized."<fn9>	

<fn9>	 9	 Belfoure,	 Charles.	 Monuments	 Money:	 The	 Architecture	 of	 American	 Banks.	 Jefferson,	 NC:	
McFarland,	2005:	245.	

We	believe	the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building	played	a	significant	role	in	this	development	and	is	eligible	for	
local	designation,	as	well	as	listing	on	the	California	Register	of	Historical	Resources.	It	appears	to	meet	both	
criteria	 1and	 3	 for	 its	 association	 with	 postwar	 changes	 in	 bank	 architecture	 and	 the	 industry	
transformation,	and	its	innovative	use	of	materials,	integrated	art	program,	and	high	level	of	craftsmanship.	
Ultimately,	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR	fail	to	justify	why	Lytton	Savings	is	not	California	Register‐eligible.	As	we	
previously	pointed	out,	the	analysis	contains	inconsistencies	in	its	evaluation	of	the	significance	of	the	bank	
in	the	development	of	the	savings	and	loan	industry,	which	leads	to	a	flawed	assessment	of	its	eligibility	for	
the	California	Register.	

Furthermore,	many	of	the	primary	character‐defining	features	of	the	Lytton	Savings	bank	building	are	intact.	
While	 there	were	 subsequent	 changes	 to	 the	overall	 site	and	 the	adjacent	Lytton	Center,	 the	Conservancy	
disagrees	with	the	findings	that	the	integrity	of	the	building	is	so	compromised	to	only	warrant	its	eligibility	
at	 the	 local	 level.	 We	 strongly	 recommend	 the	 Final	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (FEIR)	 revaluate	 this	
aspect	to	assess	Lytton	Savings'	eligibility	for	the	California	Register.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B20‐4		

The	 commenter	 recommends	 the	 Final	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (FEIR)	 revaluate	 Lytton	 Savings'	
eligibility	 for	 the	California	Register	under	criteria	1	and	3.	 	However,	 the	Draft	EIR	did	provide	adequate	
justification	as	to	why	Lytton	Savings	was	not	found	to	be	California	Register	eligible	and	this	is	summarized	
in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐26	and	2‐27	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report	(“Assessment	
Report”).		The	historical	resources	investigations	documented	in	the	Assessment	Report	were	conducted	in	
accordance	 with	 federal,	 state	 and	 local	 guidelines	 and	 followed	 established	 survey,	 research	 and	
documentation	methods,	 and	 the	 subject	 property	was	 evaluated	within	 the	 context	 of	 the	 history	 of	 the	
postwar‐era	 Savings	 and	 Loan	 industry	 and	 bank	 design,	 as	 appropriate.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 the	 lack	 of	 an	
“updated	analysis	of	cultural	resources”	 in	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	 impact	on	cultural	resources	presented	 in	 the	
RP‐DEIR	 does	 not	 require	 further	 analysis	 because	 the	 alternatives,	 including	 Alternative	 9,	 are	 not	
drastically	different	than	the	Project.		Further,	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter	have	not	presented	any	
new	substantial	evidence	or	changes	in	law	that	would	warrant	reconsidering	historical	resource	eligibility.		
While	the	Los	Angeles	Conservancy	has	a	difference	of	opinion,	no	substantial	new	information	is	available	
or	 presented	 in	 the	 comment	 letter	 that	 would	 support	 the	 Bank	 building’s	 eligibility	 for	 the	 California	
Register	under	criteria	1	or	3.			

The	 California	 Register	 of	 Historical	 Resources	 (California	 Register)	 was	 created	 by	 Assembly	 Bill	 2881	
which	was	signed	into	 law	on	September	27,	1992.	 	The	California	Register	 is	“an	authoritative	 listing	and	
guide	to	be	used	by	state	and	local	agencies,	private	groups,	and	citizens	in	identifying	the	existing	historical	
resources	of	 the	state	and	 to	 indicate	which	resources	deserve	 to	be	protected,	 to	 the	extent	prudent	and	
feasible,	from	substantial	adverse	change.”11		The	criteria	for	eligibility	for	the	California	Register	are	based	

																																																													
11	 California	Public	Resources	Code,	Section	5024.1(a).	
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upon	National	Register	criteria.12	For	a	property	to	be	eligible	under	California	Register	Criterion	1	it	should	
be	 “associated	with	 events	 that	 have	made	 a	 significant	 contribution	 to	 the	 broad	 patterns	 of	 California's	
history	and	cultural	heritage.”	 	For	a	property	to	be	eligible	under	California	Register	Criterion	3,	 it	should	
“embody	the	distinctive	characteristics	of	a	type,	period,	region,	or	method	of	construction,	or	represent	the	
work	of	an	important	creative	individual,	or	possess	high	artistic	values.”13	As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR	on	
pages	 4.C.2‐10	 through	 4.C.2‐12,	 the	 property	 does	 not	 (1)	 retain	 enough	 integrity	 and	 significance	 to	
exemplify	its	association	with	any	events	that	have	made	a	significant	contribution	to	the	broad	patterns	of	
our	economic	or	cultural	history	(California	Register	Criterion	1),	or	(2)	represent	a	distinctive	property	type	
or	work	of	a	master	architect	(Criterion	3).				

While	 the	 comment	 argues	 the	 Bank	 building	 meets	 both	 California	 Register	 criteria	 1	 and	 3	 for	 its	
association	with	postwar	changes	 in	bank	architecture	and	the	savings	and	 loan	 industry	(i.e.	Criterion	1),	
and	its	innovative	use	of	materials,	integrated	art	program,	and	high	level	of	craftsmanship	(i.e.	Criterion	3),	
no	 new	 substantial	 information	 was	 provided	 to	 support	 this	 comment.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 potential	
eligibility	 of	 the	Bank	 building	under	 these	 themes	 and	 associations,	 including	postwar	 bank	 architecture	
and	the	savings	and	 loan	 industry,	was	researched	and	the	Bank	building	was	thoroughly	evaluated	under	
these	 themes	 and	 associations	 for	 potential	 eligibility	 under	 California	 Register	 criteria	 1	 and	 3	 and	 the	
results	of	these	investigations	were	presented	in	the	Assessment	Report	in	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
summarized	in	the	Draft	EIR.		The	historical	resources	investigations	did	not	find	substantive	proof	that	the	
Bank	building	played	a	significant	role	in	the	development	and	growth	of	the	region	under	Criterion	1.	 	As	
elaborated	upon	 further	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	 the	Assessment	Report	 found	 the	Lytton	Savings	Bank	
ineligible	under	National	Register	Criterion	A,	California	Register	Criterion	1,	and	the	local	criteria	for	history	
because,	in	contrast	to	a	number	of	other	larger	and	more	successful	S&Ls,	Lytton	Savings	had	a	financially	
volatile	 history	 which	 ultimately	 led	 to	 its	 ruin	 and	 collapse	 and	 forced	 disposal	 of	 its	 assets	 to	 its	
competitors.		The	Bank	building	was	open	for	business	as	the	headquarters	of	Lytton	Savings	for	less	than	a	
decade,	from	the	time	the	Bank	was	designed	and	constructed	in	1959‐1960	until	the	bankruptcy	of	Lytton	
Savings	 in	1968	and	closure	of	 the	Lytton	Center	 in	1969,	and	no	substantial	evidence	was	 found	that	 the	
Bank	building	was	associated	with	significant	events,	patterns	or	trends	that	had	substantial,	 long‐term	or	
key	 importance	 in	 the	 development	 or	 transformation	 of	 the	 savings	 and	 loan	 industry	 during	 this	 brief	
period.			

Furthermore,	 in	 order	 for	 the	 Bank	 building	 to	 be	 potentially	 eligible	 for	 the	 California	 Register	 under	
Criterion	1	(significant	historical	events	and	patterns	of	history)	for	its	brief	role	in	economic	and	real	estate	
development	during	the	short	time	period	Lytton	Savings	was	in	business,	the	Bank	building	would	still	have	
to	retain	its	integrity	(i.e.	historic	appearance)	from	the	period	of	its	operation	(1960	to	1969)	to	meet	the	
eligibility	 threshold.	 	 As	 documented	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 on	 pages	 95	 to	 115,	 the	 property	 is	
substantially	altered	and	only	the	bones	of	the	building	itself	remain	from	the	1960‐69	period	to	indicate	the	
basic	bank	building	property	type.		The	building	has	lost	all	of	its	landscape	setting	and	interior	features	and	
its	 exterior	 has	 been	 partially	 altered.	 	 It	 can	 be	 argued	 that	 the	 threshold	 of	 integrity	 for	 historical	
significance	may	be	lower	under	California	Register	Criterion	1	than	it	is	for	architectural	significance	under	
California	Register	Criterion	3,	since	the	California	Register	generally	follows	the	National	Register,	and	the	
National	Register	threshold	of	integrity	is	lower	for	Criterion	A	(historical	significance)	that	it	is	for	Criterion	
C	(architectural	significance).	 	Therefore,	one	could	potentially	argue	that	the	Bank	building	may	meet	the	
lower	 integrity	 threshold	 under	 California	 Register	 Criterion	 1;	 however,	 given	 the	 substantial	 evidence	

																																																													
12	 California	Public	Resources	Code	Section	5024.1(b).	
13	“California	Register,”	California	State	Parks	Office	of	Historic	Preservation,	http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21238,	accessed	April	

26,	2016.	
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provided	in	the	Assessment	Report,	and	briefly	summarized	below,	the	Bank	building	still	fails	to	meet	the	
necessary	threshold	of	integrity	under	Criterion	1.	
	
For	 the	 following	 reasons,	 the	 argument	 that	 the	 Bank	 building	 lacks	 sufficient	 integrity	 to	 support	 its	
eligibility	 under	 any	 of	 the	 California	 Register	 criteria	 is	 supported	 by	 the	 evidence	 presented	 in	 the	
Assessment	Report.	 	First	and	foremost,	the	Bank’s	appearance	has	been	substantially	altered	from	what	it	
looked	 like	 during	 the	 period	 of	 significance	 (1960‐1969).	 	 As	 a	 result	 of	 these	 substantial	 alterations,	
including	removal	of	the	majority	of	the	original	integrated	art	program	(all	but	two	pieces),	alterations	to	
the	interior	design	and	landscape	setting,	and	alterations	to	the	building	itself,	the	Lytton	Savings	Hollywood	
property	does	not	retain	enough	integrity	of	design,	materials,	workmanship,	setting	or	feeling	to	exemplify	
or	convey	its	historical	associations.		More	specifically,	as	described	in	the	Assessment	Report	on	pages	95‐
115,	the	Bank	building	is	altered	in	the	following	ways:	all	of	the	glazing	and	fenestration	has	been	replaced,	
ATMs	were	 installed	 in	 the	glazing	of	 the	east	elevation,	 the	auto	teller	and	canopy	on	the	north	elevation	
was	removed	and	infilled,	a	band	of	Chase	signage	was	applied	to	the	bottom	of	the	second	floor	travertine	
panels	on	the	north	and	east	elevations,	the	executive	parking	area	contained	by	a	decorative	concrete	block	
wall	 off	 of	 the	 west	 elevation	 was	 removed	 and	 altered,	 the	 Adele	 Faulkner	 designed	 interiors	 were	
substantially	altered	or	entirely	removed,	and	some	of	 the	original	materials	and	 finishes	on	both	exterior	
and	 interior	 were	 removed.	 	 Due	 to	 these	 substantial	 alterations,	 the	 Bank	 building	 does	 not	 retain	 the	
majority	of	its	seven	aspects	of	integrity	intact	as	required	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	under	criteria	
1	or	3.		As	summarized	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	illustrated	on	pages	95‐115	of	the	Assessment	Report,	and	
identified	in	Table	3,	Matrix	Table	of	Character‐Defining	Features	of	Bank,	Lytton	Center,	and	Landscape,	on	
pages	112‐115,	and	in	the	integrity	discussion	provided	on	pages	116‐119	of	the	Assessment	Report,	based	
upon	 a	 detailed	 analysis,	 a	majority	 of	 original	 features	 (16	 out	 of	 27,	 approximately	 60	 percent)	 are	 no	
longer	intact.		As	a	result,	the	Bank	building	has	only	partial	integrity	of	design,	materials	and	workmanship,	
and	lacks	integrity	of	setting,	feeling	and	association.		Thus,	to	be	eligible	under	California	Register	Criterion	
1,	 the	 Bank	 building	 would	 need	 to	 retain	 the	 majority	 of	 its	 integrity	 intact	 and	 resemble	 its	 historic	
appearance	 from	 the	period	of	 significance	 (1960‐1969);	 however,	 the	Bank	building	 retains	 less	 than	30	
percent	 of	 its	 original	 features	 and	 the	 integrity	 of	 its	 historic	 appearance	 has	 been	 substantially	
compromised	such	that	it	only	partially	resembles	its	historic	appearance.			
	
Likewise,	the	comment	maintains	that	Lytton	Savings	may	be	important	under	California	Register	Criterion	3	
for	 its	 association	 with	 postwar	 changes	 in	 bank	 architecture	 as	 one	 of	 Los	 Angeles’	 earliest	 remaining	
examples	of	this	transformative	shift	in	postwar‐era	bank	design,	innovative	use	of	materials,	integrated	art	
program,	 and	 high	 level	 of	 craftsmanship.	 	 However,	 as	 referenced	 above,	 the	 Bank	 building	 retains	 only	
partial	 integrity	 and	 does	 not	 currently	 retain	 the	 necessary	 original	 character‐defining	 features	 from	 its	
period	 of	 significance	 to	 convey	 these	 associations.	 The	 threshold	 of	 integrity	 under	 California	 Register	
Criterion	 3	 for	 architecture	 is	 higher	 than	 Criterion	 1	 because,	 similar	 to	 National	 Register	 Criterion	 C,	 a	
property	must	retain	the	majority	of	its	significant	character	defining	architectural	features	from	its	period	
of	significance.	 	The	building	does	not,	 therefore,	meet	the	threshold	of	 integrity	required	for	 listing	 in	the	
California	Register	under	Criterion	3.		
	
The	threshold	of	 integrity	for	architectural	significance	at	the	local	 level	 is,	however,	 lower	than	either	the	
National	or	 the	State	 level.	 	Thus,	as	an	altered	 (i.e.	30	percent	 intact),	 early	example	of	Modern	post‐war	
bank	 architecture	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 with	 a	 limited	 role	 in	 the	 development	 of	 local	 architecture,	 the	 Bank	
building	 could,	 from	 a	 conservative	 perspective,	 still	 be	 eligible	 for	 local	 designation.	 	 This	 possibility	 is	
explored	in	more	detail	below.		
	
The	 impact	 of	 the	 subject	 bank	 on	 the	 development	 of	 bank	 design	 as	 a	 whole	 in	 Southern	 California	 is	
discussed	on	pages	20	to	24	of	 the	Assessment	Report.	 	The	Report	concluded	that	 the	Bank	building	was	
indeed	an	early	example	of	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	design,	but	 it	was	not	particularly	 influential	 in	 the	
development	 of	 bank	 architecture.	 	 In	 contrast,	 an	 architect	 by	 the	 name	 of	 Wenceslao	 A.	 Sarmiento,	 a	
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student	 of	 the	 master	 architect	 Oscar	 Niemeyer,	 was	 one	 of	 the	 most	 prolific	 S	 &	 L	 architects	 working	
throughout	the	USA	in	the	Mid‐Century	Modern	style,	and	he	revolutionized	the	public	personality	of	banks	
in	postwar	America	between	1952‐1964.		Specifically,	he	designed	many	financial	landmarks	in	communities	
across	the	country,	including	some	notable	local	examples	such	as	Van	Nuys	Savings	(1954);	Newport	Balboa	
Savings	(1954;	1960	addition);	and	Glendale	Federal	(1958).	 	Whereas	Sarmiento’s	broad	influence	on	the	
development	of	banks	can	be	seen	in	both	the	local	and	national	development	of	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	
design,	the	architect	for	the	building	at	issue	here,	Kurt	Meyer,	produced	only	limited,	local	examples	of	Mid‐
Century	Modern	banks.		And	while	Meyer	might	have	been	part	of	a	trend	among	local	architects	in	Southern	
California	 to	 more	 freely	 interpret	 the	 strict	 tenets	 of	 Modern	 design,	 resulting	 in	 the	 emergence	 of	 a	
suburban	 commercial	 bank	 building	 type,	 he	was	 not	 instrumental	 in	 beginning	 this	movement	which	 is	
better	embodied	by	other	structures,	including	the	Mid‐Century	Modern	style	Commonwealth	S	&	L	at	5077	
North	 Lankershim	 Boulevard,	 constructed	 in	 1961.	 	 The	 architect,	 Gerald	 H.	 Bense,	 incorporated	
architectural	ideas	from	roadside	architecture,	the	corporate	tower,	and	indoor‐outdoor	residential	design,	
and	reassembled	them	into	a	single	entity.			
	
Around	this	same	time,	the	more	radical	Mid‐Century	Modern	style	gave	way	to	the	more	conservative	New	
Formalist	style,	focused	on	the	use	of	modern	materials	and	the	creation	of	space	and	light,	dictated	overall	
by	balance,	proportion,	and	a	classical	concept	or	scheme.	For	banks,	the	architectural	conservatism	of	New	
Formalist	 Modernism	was	 combined	with	 the	 forward‐looking	 and	 high‐tech	 use	 of	modern	materials	 to	
create	an	ideal	architectural	identity	for	postwar	banks.		These	buildings	were	often	on	a	platform	or	plinth	
that	opened	onto	a	 landscaped	plaza.	 	This	modern	sub‐type	of	New	Formalism	was	modeled	on	 classical	
architecture	with	its	base	or	plinth	(ground	floor),	column	(vertical	structure),	and	entablature	organization	
(upper	floors	or	roof).		New	Formalist	style	S	&	L	branches	often	had	a	central	plan	with	a	full‐height	banking	
ground	floor	and	second‐story	balcony	overlooking	the	lobby	floor.		The	interior	was	often	designed	by	the	
architect	or	an	interior	designer	and	artwork	was	integrated	into	the	design.			
	
In	addition	to	Mid‐Century	Modern	elements,	Kurt	Meyer’s	Lytton	Savings	building	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	
also	incorporated	New	Formalist	style.		Again,	however,	Meyer’s	work	did	not	contribute	significantly	to	the	
development	of	new	stylistic	elements.			Edward	Durell	Stone	popularized	the	New	Formalist	style	during	the	
early	1960s.		An	example	of	his	work	is	the	Home	Federal	Savings	and	Loan	constructed	in	1962	and	located	
at	9720	Wilshire	Boulevard,	Beverly	Hills.		The	eight‐story	Home	Federal	Savings	building	is	a	simple	glass‐
skinned	high‐rise	completely	sheathed	in	a	pierced	concrete	screen	of	repeating	parabolic	arches.	In	front	of	
the	building	 is	 a	 character‐defining	plaza	 containing	 four	 flagpoles	with	a	dramatic	 circular	 fountain.	 	The	
first	 branch	 building	 constructed	 at	 2501	 W.	 Rosecrans	 Avenue	 in	 Gardena	 by	 Paffard	 Keatinge‐Clay	 of	
Skidmore,	 Owings	 &	 Merrill	 for	 Great	 Western	 S	 &	 L	 in	 1961	 is	 another	 example	 of	 an	 influential	 New	
Formalist	bank.		This	branch	building	became	the	prototype	for	all	other	branches	constructed	as	part	of	the	
bank’s	1960s	expansion	and	relocation	plan.		Another	regionally	important	example	of	a	New	Formalist	style	
bank‐branch	building	is	the	former	Belmont	Savings	Bank	located	at	500	N.	Glendale	Boulevard	in	Glendale,	
California,	designed	by	Ladd	&	Kelsey	in	1964.		The	building	was	constructed	with	a	ground	floor	of	double‐
height	glazed	walls	set	back	from	the	perimeter	of	the	building	with	a	wide	open	floor	plan	and	framed	by	an	
exo‐structure	of	concrete	columns	supporting	concrete	girders	below	a	grid	of	concrete	squares	supporting	
the	roof.		Like	Great	Western	Savings,	Belmont	Savings	is	a	glass	pavilion	on	a	plinth	and	topped	with	wide	
overhanging	roof	supported	by	a	symmetrically	aligned	exo‐structure.		In	summary,	while	Kurt	Meyer’s	Bank	
building	maybe	an	early	example	of	a	Mid‐Century	Modern	style	bank	building,	it	played	a	very	limited	role,	
if	any,	in	the	development	of	bank	architecture	in	the	Los	Angeles	region.		There	is	no	substantial	evidence	
available	 that	 indicates	 the	 subject	 Bank	 building	 had	 a	 formative	 influence	 on	 the	 development	 of	 Bank	
architecture	 and	 it	 appears	 that	 the	work	of	other	architects	 such	as	 those	discussed	above	was	 far	more	
important	in	the	development	of	architecture	and	design.	 	Therefore,	the	Bank	building	does	not	appear	to	
merit	 eligibility	 its	 association	with	 changes	 in	 postwar	 Bank	 architecture	 or	 the	 transformation	 of	 Bank	
design	in	Southern	California	and	does	not	rise	to	the	threshold	of	listing	at	the	State	level.	
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As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR	on	pages	4.C.2‐10	through	4.C.2‐12,	from	a	conservative	perspective	under	the	
local	 criterion	 for	 architecture	 which	 has	 lower	 integrity	 and	 significance	 thresholds,	 the	 Bank	 building,	
although	substantially	altered,	still	may	have	enough	exterior	features	and	some	remaining	interior	features	
and	spaces	(i.e.	30	percent)	to	be	recognized	as	a	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	and	thus	to	be	conservatively	
determined	 to	 be	 eligible	 as	 a	 Los	 Angeles	 Historic‐Cultural	 Monument.	 	 Additionally,	 as	 a	 notable	 work	
within	the	career	of	architect	Kurt	Meyer,	the	Bank	is	an	eclectic	Mid‐Century	Modern	style	S	&	L	building	
with	 Modern	 New	 Formalist	 and	 Googie	 architectural	 elements	 that	 was	 instrumental	 in	 helping	 him	 to	
obtain	further	bank	building	commissions.		Within	the	larger	context	of	Southern	California	architecture,	the	
Bank	building	in	its	original	condition	is	an	early	example	of	the	Mid‐Century	Modern	bank	building	type,	but	
as	 discussed	 above,	 there	 is	 no	 evidence	 that	 indicates	 the	 subject	 Bank	 building	 was	 influential	 in	 the	
development	of	Bank	architecture	and	design	in	Southern	California.		Research	indicates	that	bank	projects	
by	other	architects	such	as	Wenceslao	A.	Sarmiento,	Skidmore,	Owings	&	Merrill,	and	Edward	Durrell	Stone,	
were	of	greater	importance	and	had	a	more	direct	influence	on	the	development	of	bank	architecture	than	
Meyer’s	Bank	building.		As	it	stands	today,	the	Bank	building’s	structure	with	its	large	folded‐plate	concrete	
roof	 can	 be	 considered	 a	 locally	 notable	 example	 of	 Modern	 prefabricated	 concrete	 construction,	 but	
otherwise	the	Bank	building	is	not	architecturally	notable	as	a	work	of	architecture.		In	summary,	the	Bank	is	
locally	 eligible	 as	 an	 altered	 early	 example	 in	Los	Angeles	 of	 the	Mid‐Century	Modern	Bank	building	 type	
with	 a	 folded	 plate	 roof,	 and	 as	 an	 altered	 early	 example	 of	 Kurt	 Meyer’s	 work	 that	 may	 have	 been	
instrumental	 in	his	own	success	as	an	architect	 for	Savings	and	Loan	 institutions	 including	Lytton	Savings	
and	American	Savings.	
	
COMMENT	NO.	B20‐5	

III.	 Conclusion	

The	Conservancy	strongly	urges	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	applicant	to	 identify	and	select	one	of	 the	
preservation	alternatives	as	the	preferred	project	in	order	to	avoid	a	significant	environmental	impact	and	
the	 unwarranted	 and	 needless	 demolition	 of	 a	 cultural	 resource.	 This	 would	 not	 only	 allow	 for	 the	
environmentally	 superior	 alternative	 to	 proceed,	 but	 it	 would	 also	meet	 all	 of	 the	 project	 objectives	 and	
provide	an	opportunity	for	a	dynamic	and	vibrant	urban	project	with	a	mix	of	building	heights	and	styles,	of	
both	historic	and	compatible	new	construction.	
	
Thank	 you	 for	 the	 opportunity	 to	 comment	 on	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 for	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Mixed‐Use	
Project.	Please	feel	 free	to	contact	me	at	(213)	430‐4203	or	afine@laconservancy.org	should	you	have	any	
questions.	

About	the	Conservancy	

The	 Los	 Angeles	 Conservancy	 is	 the	 largest	 local	 historic	 preservation	 organization	 in	 the	 United	 States,	
established	 in	 1978	 to	 preserve	 and	 revitalize	 the	 significant	 architectural	 and	 cultural	 heritage	 of	 Los	
Angeles	 through	advocacy	and	education.	The	Conservancy's	all‐volunteer	Modern	Committee	has	been	at	
the	forefront	of	preserving	mid‐century	architecture	since	its	inception	in	1984.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B20‐5	

This	comment	provides	a	general	summary	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.	 	This	comment’s	support	
for	alternatives	that	would	preserve	the	Bank	building	on	the	Project	Site	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	Detailed	responses	 to	 the	comments	contained	 in	 this	 letter	are	
provided	above	in	Responses	to	Comments	B7‐1	through	B7‐4.	
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LETTER	NO.	B21	

Bryan	Cooper,	President	
Hollywood	Heritage,	Inc.	
P.O.	Box	2586	
Hollywood,	California	90078	

COMMENT	NO.	B21‐1	

Thank	 you	 for	 the	 opportunity	 to	 comment	 on	 the	 recirculated	 portions	 of	 the	DEIR	 for	 the	 8150	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 Mixed‐Use	 Project.	 Hollywood	 Heritage	 continues	 to	 assert	 its	 interest	 in	 obtaining	 a	 viable	
project	 for	 this	 site	 which	 includes	 the	 retention	 of	 the	 historic	 Lytton	 Savings	 building.	 The	 building,	
identified	by	SurveyLA	as	eligible	for	designation,	is	one	of	very	few	Modernist	resources	recognized	in	the	
Hollywood	CPA.	Along	with	the	results	of	the	2009	CRA	Survey	for	the	former	redevelopment	portion	of	the	
Hollywood	CPA,	 Survey	 LA	 is	 the	 tool	which	provides	 the	Planning	Department,	 decision‐makers,	 and	 the	
public	with	valuable	 information	about	 the	historic	resources	 in	our	community.	To	overlook	 the	valuable	
contextual	 information	 provided	 by	 this	 effort	 is	 to	 eliminate	 the	 whole	 picture	 regarding	 the	 built	
environment	 of	 Hollywood.	 It	 is	 within	 the	 context	 of	 the	 built	 environment	 that	 we	 should	 plan	 for	
Hollywood's	future.	Hollywood's	postwar	resources	deserve	to	be	part	of	that	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B21‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	
comment	 suggesting	 that	 the	 analysis	 “overlook[ed]	 the	 valuable	 contextual	 information”	 provided	 by	
SurveyLA,	 at	 the	 time	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 was	 prepared	 in	 September	 2014,	 SurveyLA	 data	 for	 the	
Hollywood	 CPA	 was	 unavailable.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 2009	 CRA	 survey	 did	 not	 evaluate	 the	 property.	
However,	 in	 order	 to	 provide	 such	 contextual	 information,	 the	Assessment	Report	 consulted	 the	National	
Register	 of	 Historic	 Places	 (National	 Register),	 California	 Register	 of	 Historic	 Places	 (California	 Register),	
California	 Historic	 Resources	 Inventory	 (HRI),	 California	 Points	 of	 Historical	 Interest	 (PHI),	 California	
Historical	 Landmarks	 (CHL),	 City	 of	West	Hollywood	Historic	 Inventory	 and	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	Historic‐
Cultural	Monuments	(LAHCM)	to	determine	previously	identified	historical	resources	within	a	quarter‐mile	
radius	of	the	Project	Site.	The	records	search	results	are	included	in	Appendix	H	of	the	Assessment	Report,	as	
described	therein	on	pages	91	to	92.			

SurveyLA,	 released	 in	 November	 2015	 for	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 Area,	 identified	 the	 Lytton	
Savings	building	as	potentially	eligible	at	the	national,	state	and	local	levels	under	history	and	architecture.		
SurveyLA	assigned	the	property	California	Historical	Resources	status	codes	of	3S	(“appears	eligible	for	the	
National	 Register	 as	 an	 individual	 property	 through	 survey	 evaluation”),	 3CS	 (“appears	 eligible	 for	 the	
California	 Register	 as	 an	 individual	 property	 through	 survey	 evaluation”),	 and	 5S3	 (“appears	 to	 be	
individually	eligible	for	local	listing	or	designation	through	survey	evaluation.”		SurveyLA	stated	the	reason	
for	the	property’s	eligibility	under	history	and	architecture	(A/1/1	&	C/3/3):	

Excellent	 example	 of	 a	 1960s	 savings	 and	 loan	 building	 in	 Hollywood.	 Constructed	 by	 the	 Lytton	
Savings	and	Loan	Association,	originally	established	in	1954	by	Bart	Lytton.	This	building	served	as	
Lytton's	headquarters,	and	the	lower	level	contained	an	exhibition	space	and	screening	room	called	
The	 Lytton	 Center	 for	 the	 Visual	 Arts,	 which	 operated	 from	 1965	 to	 1968.	 At	 its	 peak,	 Lytton's	
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financial	 empire	 represented	 one‐fifth	 of	 all	 savings	 and	 loan	 assets	 in	 the	 United	 Savings.	 The	
building	has	been	in	continuous	operation	as	a	bank	since	its	construction.14	

Additionally	SurveyLA	stated	its	potential	significance	under	architecture	(criteria	C/3/3)	as:	

Excellent	 example	 of	 Mid‐Century	 Modern	 bank	 architecture	 in	 Hollywood;	 work	 of	 noted	 Los	
Angeles	 architect	 Kurt	 Meyer	 and	 Associates.	 The	 building	 received	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Beautiful	
Certificate	of	Excellence	 in	1962	for	 its	architectural	 landscaping.	The	building's	 interior	 features	a	
monumental	 wall‐screen	 of	 slab	 glass	 designed	 by	 Roger	 Darricarrere,	 his	 first	 commercial	
commission.	Outside	the	building,	a	bronze	statue	entitled	"The	Family"	was	created	by	David	Green,	
commissioned	by	Lytton	Savings.15	

While	SurveyLA	identified	the	bank	building	to	be	potentially	eligible	at	the	national,	state	and	local	levels,	
such	a	designation	does	not	constitute	significant	new	information	that	might	trigger	reconsideration	of	the	
determinations	already	made	in	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR	on	pages	4.C.2‐10	through	4.C.2‐
12	(with	supporting	information	in	Appendix	C‐3,	Historical	Resources	Assessment,	to	the	Draft	EIR),	under	
the	 local	 criterion	 for	 architecture,	 the	 Bank	 building,	 although	 substantially	 altered,	 was	 conservatively	
determined	 to	 be	 potentially	 eligible	 as	 a	 Los	 Angeles	 Historic‐Cultural	 Monument	 and	 is	 therefore	
considered	 a	 historical	 resource	 under	 CEQA.	 	 Furthermore,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 two	 artworks	
referenced	 above	would	 be	 relocated	 and	 incorporated	 into	 the	Project	 design	 or	preserved	 at	 an	off‐site	
location	as	required	by	Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐2.		

With	regard	to	comments	about	planning	for	Hollywood's	future	in	the	context	of	the	built	environment	and	
Hollywood's	postwar	resources,	these	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B21‐2	

The	 earlier	 DEIR	 includes	 alternatives	 which	 do	 include	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 building	 in	 the	 project	
(Alternatives	 5,	 6,	 and	 7).	 All	 avoid	 the	 significant	 and	 irreversible	 impact	 of	 demolition,	 and	 remain	
environmentally	superior	alternatives	to	the	present	alternative.	Alternative	Six	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	
Preservation	 Alternative)	 reduces	 most	 of	 the	 project	 impacts	 and	 meets	 all	 of	 the	 project	 objectives.	
Therefore,	Hollywood	Heritage	continues	to	urge	adoption	of	Alternative	6.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B21‐2	

The	three	proposed	preservation	alternatives	(Alternatives	5,	6	and	7)	that	consider	the	adaptive	reuse	and	
retention	of	the	Bank	building	are	summarized	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3.		The	commenter’s	support	for	the	
adoption	 of	 Alternative	 6	 that	 would	 preserve	 the	 Bank	 building	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 while	 providing	
redevelopment	 opportunities	 on‐site	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B21‐3	

1.	 The	 project	 does	 not	 appropriately	 protect	 the	 historic	 context.	 Instead	 of	 compatibility	 and	
sustainability,	it	provides	iconography.	

																																																													
14 Historic Resources Group, SurveyLA: Hollywood Individual Resources, Prepared for the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, 1443 

N Crescent Heights Boulevard, pgs 70‐71, http://preservation.lacity.org/sites/default/files/Hollywood_Individual%20Resources.pdf, 
accessed May 10, 2016. 

15 Ibid.	
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The	analysis	provided	in	the	current	document	allows	for	yet	another	permutation	of	 the	project,	 this	one	
designed	by	a	notable	and	well‐regarded	architect,	Frank	Gehry.	In	Appendix	F,	the	firm	states	its	philosophy	
of	the	project.	Using	phrases	like	"ensemble	of	buildings"	and	"clear	and	distinct	pieces",	the	"architectural	
identity	is	created	by	envisioning	the	project	as	an	ensemble	of	buildings	in	conversation	with	surrounding	
buildings",	a	"more	appropriate	relationship	to	the	adjacent	context".	This	is,	indeed,	the	right	philosophy	for	
the	 site.	 An	 architect	 of	 Mr.	 Gehry's	 considerable	 talent	 should	 not	 need	 the	 blank	 slate	 presented	 in	
Alternative	9	to	create	such	an	ensemble.	Due	deference	 is	given	to	the	Sunset	 frontage	by	placing	a	three	
story	mass	at	the	location	of	the	Lytton	Building.	How	easy	would	it	be,	and	how	much	more	sustainable,	to	
keep	Lytton	as	a	part	of	the	project?	

The	 goal	 of	 compatibility	 with	 the	 surrounding	 contexts	 (Sunset	 Strip	 commercial,	 historic	 apartment	
neighborhoods)	 is	 complex.	 Alternative	 9	 chooses	 not	 to	 accept	 this	 challenge,	 focusing	 instead	 on	 yet	
another	"statement"	which	overpowers	the	existing	surroundings.	Figures	2‐3	and	2‐5	show	the	importance	
of	 the	 Sunset	 corridor	 as	 the	west	 gateway	 to	Hollywood	and	 the	 rich	 complexity	 of	 the	Hayvenhust	 [sic]	
historic	 streetscape.	 The	 project	 intends	 to	 create	 a	 "relationship	 with	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont'',	 yet	 its	
intention	 is	 not	 realized.	 Instead,	 the	Marmont	 is	 further	 isolated	 from	 its	 historic	 context	 of	 residential	
buildings	to	the	south.	The	DEIR	asserts	on	page	2‐27	that	the	project	"would	not	materially	change	public	
views	of	existing	residences,	yet	Figure	2‐5	shows	that	the	eye	is	drawn	away	from	the	historic	streetscape	to	
the	completely	contemporary	and	overpowering	mass	at	its	north	end.	

Therefore,	 the	 indirect	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 alternative	 are	 significant.	 The	 conclusion	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	
erroneous.	 Construction	 of	 the	 project	would	materially	 impair	 the	 layperson	 in	 interpreting	 the	 historic	
character	 of	 this	 area	 by	 separating	 views	of	 historic	 resources	 and	diminishing	 the	 impact	 of	 an	historic	
streetscape.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B21‐3	

Indirect	 impacts	 related	 to	 Alternative	 9	 that	 would	 affect	 the	 historic	 setting	 are	 addressed	 in	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐3.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 greater	 detail	 therein,	 Alternative	 9	 would	 not	 materially	 impair	 public	
views	of	historical	resources	in	the	Project	area.		Accordingly,	the	indirect	impact	of	Alterative	9	on	views	to	
and	from	these	historical	resources,	as	evaluated	in	accordance	with	the	applicable	threshold	of	significance	
derived	from	CEQA	Guidelines	Appendix	G	and	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	would	be	less	
than	 significant.	 	 Furthermore,	 Alternative	 9	 would	 not	 materially	 alter	 any	 features	 in	 the	 surrounding	
setting	 that	 materially	 contribute	 to	 the	 eligibility	 of	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity,	 and	 the	
eligibility	of	historical	resources	in	the	Project	vicinity	would	be	retained	intact.		Please	refer	to	pages	2‐10	
and	2‐11	and	2‐26	and	2‐27	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	which	provide	 further	discussion	regarding	 impacts	 to	views	
including	views	of	off‐site	historical	resources	as	shown	in	the	figures	referenced	by	the	commenter	(Figures	
2‐3	and	2‐5	in	the	RP‐DEIR).		As	determined	therein,	impacts	to	views	of	off‐site	historical	resources	under	
Alternative	9,	similarly	to	the	Project,	were	found	to	be	less	than	significant.		Similarly,	view	impacts	under	
the	 Project,	 including	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources,	 were	 also	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐25	through	4.A‐41	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	and	illustrated	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12.	 	In	addition,	please	also	see	further	discussion	of	
indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	 under	 the	 Project	 on	 pages	 143	 through	 155	 of	 the	
Assessment	Report	(included	as	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR).	

Regarding	 the	 compatibility	 of	 the	 project	 with	 surrounding	 contexts,	 the	 Project	 would	 continue	 the	
established	 general	 development	 pattern	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 that	 exists	 under	 current	 conditions.		
Specifically,	as	discussed	on	page	4.A‐22	and	4.A‐23	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	in	Table	4.F‐
1	(Objective	4.2)	on	page	4.F‐23	and	on	pages		4.F‐25,	4.F‐56,	and	4.F‐57	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	 as	 well	 as	 in	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2,	 the	 Project	 would	 follow	 the	 existing	 pattern	 of	
development	 that	 juxtaposes	 more	 intense	 commercial	 uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 residential	
neighborhoods	on	the	side	streets.	 	 In	addition,	the	iconic	building	proposed	under	Alternative	9	would	be	
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architecturally	 unique,	 and	 it	 would	 house	 a	 mix	 of	 restaurants,	 retail	 and	 entertainment	 uses	 that	 have	
proliferated	along	the	Sunset	Strip.		Moreover,	it	would	reintroduce	residential	uses	to	the	site,	and	thereby	
provide	 a	 transition	 point	 from	 the	 bustling	 uses	 along	 the	 Strip	 to	 the	 surrounding	 residential	 uses.		
Alternative	 9	 additionally	 proposes	 a	 less	 dense,	 airy	 design	 that	 will	 interfere	 less	 with	 perceptions	 of	
surrounding	buildings	and	views	from	those	buildings.		

With	regard	to	Alternative	9,	as	discussed	on	page	2‐9	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	each	building	element	
within	the	Alternative	9	design	concept	has	been	designed	to	respond	to	the	variety	of	scales	surrounding	
the	Project	Site.		The	commercial	element	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	frontage	is	limited	to	three	stories	with	
ample	 terrace	 spaces	 with	 the	 purpose	 of	 animating	 the	 pedestrian	 storefront	 experience	 and	 providing	
destination	 views	 from	 the	 various	 terraces.	 	 The	 marquee	 element	 on	 top	 of	 the	 building	 creates	 a	
relationship	 to	 billboards	 along	 the	 Sunset	 corridor	 and	 further	 signifies	 the	 Project	 as	 a	 gateway.	 	 The	
residential	tower	component	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	is	simpler	in	articulation	compared	to	other	
parts	of	the	design,	but	its	massing	is	broken	down	to	relate	to	the	scale	of	the	neighboring	buildings.	 	The	
central	residential	building	would	have	the	most	articulation	of	the	proposed	structures,	which	is	designed	
to	 draw	 pedestrians	 and	 other	 visitors	 to	 the	 interior	 retail	 courtyard.	 	 The	 massing	 of	 the	 western	
residential	tower	component	is	scaled	to	create	a	relationship	with	the	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel.		In	addition,	
as	noted	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	under	Alternative	9,	the	reduction	in	the	
height	of	the	podium	would	soften	the	visual	appearance	of	the	structure	as	viewed	from	surrounding	lower	
scale	residential	uses,	thereby	enhancing	the	overall	compatibility	of	the	development.			

COMMENT	NO.	B21‐4	

2.	Retention	of	the	Lytton	Savings	buildings	is	feasible	and	meets	project	objectives.	

Discussion	of	alternatives	in	this	DEIR	is	well‐articulated	and	easily	discernible	in	the	Comparison	of	Impacts	
with	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternatives	 table	 on	 page	 2‐61.	 The	 document	 asserts,	 however,	 that	 Alternative	 9	
would	"provide	more	 jobs	and	associated	commercial/retail	space".	This	conclusion	does	not	appear	to	be	
supported	 by	 facts	 in	 the	 document.	 Hollywood	 Heritage	 has	 often	 discussed	 feasibility	 of	 retention	 of	
historic	buildings	 in	 terms	of	 economic	analysis.	 Studies	by	Rutgers	University,	 the	National	Park	Service,	
and	 the	 National	 Trust	 for	 Historic	 Preservation	 have	 repeatedly	 shown	 that	 more	 and	 higher	 paying	
construction	 jobs	are	created	 through	historic	rehabilitation	 than	new	construction.	Whatever	retail	 space	
not	accommodated	by	 the	Lytton	Building	could	be	absorbed	elsewhere	on	site.	There	does	not	appear	 to	
have	been	any	 financial	comparison	of	 the	"more	cost	effective"	Alternative	9	with	an	Alternative	6	which	
incorporates	 historic	 preservation	 incentives	 (tax	 credits,	 Mills	 Act	 benefits,	 savings	 on	 demolition	 costs,	
etc.)	

RESPONSE	NO.	B21‐4	

As	summarized	under	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	three	preservation	alternatives	(i.e.,	Alternatives	5,	6,	and	7)	
were	 considered	 and	 evaluated	 that	 include	 preservation	 and/or	 adaptive	 re‐use	 of	 the	 existing	 Bank	
building.			

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 restoration	 work	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 create	 additional	 construction	 jobs	
compared	to	new	construction.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	jobs	discussed	in	the	cited	provisions	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	refer	to	permanent	commercial,	retail	and	service	jobs,	as	the	RP‐DEIR	states	that	Alternative	9	would	
provide	 more	 commercial/retail	 space	 (and	 associated	 jobs)	 compared	 to	 the	 Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	
Preservation	Alternative.	 	Furthermore,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	do	not	assert	that	Alternative	9	is	more	
“cost	effective”,	but	rather	states	that	additional	commercial	space	would	provide	additional	jobs	associated	
with	that	space.			

The	commenter’s	assertion	that	“[w]hatever	retail	space	not	accommodated	by	the	Lytton	Building	could	be	
absorbed	elsewhere	on	 site”	 is	not	 supported	by	 substantial	 evidence.	 	As	hundreds	of	other	 commenters	
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have	made	clear,	there	would	be	significant	opposition	to	any	proposal	to	increase	the	mass	and/or	height	of	
the	 buildings.	 As	 outlined	 on	 Page	 2‐1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	 was	 included	 to	 address	 various	
comments	 about	 the	 Project,	 including	 concerns	 related	 to	 views,	 visual	 quality,	 operational	 air	 quality,	
traffic,	 and	 parking.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 three	 preservation	 alternatives	
(Alternatives	 5	 through	 7)	 in	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 all	 of	 which	 retained	 the	 Bank	 building	 in	 place.			
Please	 refer	 to	 pages	 5‐111	 through	 5‐217	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 these	 preservation	 alternatives	 and	 the	
potential	retail	space	configurations	under	such	scenarios.			

COMMENT	NO.	B21‐5	

3.	Project	approval	needs	to	be	addressed	in	the	context	of	planning	for	Hollywood.	

Hollywood	Heritage	 continues	 to	 stress	 the	 importance	 of	 planning	 for	 the	 historic	 built	 environment	 for	
Hollywood.	The	1988	Community	Plan	and	the	proposed	Community	Plan	contain	policies	for	incorporating	
historic	resources	into	the	planning	process.	No	project	should	be	allowed	to	proceed	without	a	discussion	of	
how	it	furthers	(or	ignores)	these	goals.	The	language	in	the	Alternative	9	analysis	and	preceding	documents	
appears	to	show	that	the	project	meets	many	objectives	of	the	Community	Plan	and	other	planning	tools,	but	
it	 is	 selective	 in	 its	 choice	 of	 references.	 There	 is	 a	 great	 deal	 of	 rhetoric	 about	 "doing	 real	 planning".	On	
paper,	this	project	may,	 in	fact,	comply	with	previously	published	policies.	Missing	from	these,	however,	 is	
the	discussion	of	how	to	protect	 the	existing	historic	character	of	neighborhoods	and	 identified	resources.	
Survey	LA	and	the	2009	CRA	survey	are	planning	documents	also,	and	are	meant	to	serve	as	the	means	to	
fine	 tune	planning	 for	 specific	 sites.	Why	 identify	 resources	when	no	 thought	 is	 given	 to	 their	 future?	For	
now,	CEQA	provides	the	only	forum	in	which	to	address	these	issues,	cautioning	the	lead	agency	to	"take	all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	generations	examples	of	major	periods	of	California	history."	A	 feasible	alternative	 to	demolition	of	
this	resource	exists.	The	lead	agency	must	adopt	this	finding.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B21‐5	

The	recently	completed	Survey	LA	and	the	earlier	2009	CRA	survey	were	baseline	reconnaissance	surveys	
that	 identified	 and	 recorded	 potentially	 eligible	 historical	 resources	 in	 support	 of	 City	 policy	 goals	 and	
processes,	 and	 they	 contain	 basic	 information	 on	 historical	 resources	 to	 provide	 for	 consideration	 of	
historical	resources	in	City	planning	decisions.		Following	the	completion	of	the	Assessment	Report	prepared	
in	September	2015,	SurveyLA	results	for	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Area	were	released	in	November	
2015,	which	found	the	Bank	building	potentially	eligible	at	the	national,	state,	and	local	levels	under	criteria	
A/1/1	and	C/3/3.		However,	the	Project	Site	had	not	been	previously	evaluated	in	the	2009	CRA	survey	or	
SurveyLA	at	 the	time	the	DEIR	was	prepared;	 therefore,	 to	comply	with	CEQA,	since	the	 improvements	on	
the	Project	Site	were	over	45	years	in	age,	the	Assessment	Report	in	Appendix	C‐3	in	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	
the	potential	 significance	of	 the	Bank	building	on	 the	Project	 Site	under	 the	applicable	national,	 state	 and	
local	 eligibility	 criteria,	 and	 found	 the	 Bank	 Building	 potentially	 eligible	 under	 the	 local	 criteria	 as	 a	
representative	 example	 of	 architect	 Kurt	 Meyer’s	 early	 work	 and	 as	 an	 early	 example	 of	 a	 Mid‐Century	
Modern	Bank.		As	such,	the	Bank	building	is	considered	a	historical	resource,	pursuant	to	CEQA.		Accordingly,	
the	Bank	building	was	considered	a	historical	resource	in	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR.				

When	 potentially	 significant	 impacts	 may	 result	 from	 a	 project,	 CEQA	 requires	 that	 an	 EIR	 analyze	 a	
reasonable	 range	 of	 feasible	 alternatives	 to	 reduce	 the	 impacts	 to	 a	 level	 of	 insignificance.	 However,	 the	
number	 and	 type	 of	 alternatives	 is	 not	 specified	 under	 CEQA.	 	 The	DEIR	 and	RP‐DEIR	 acknowledged	 the	
Bank	building	as	a	resource	under	CEQA,	and	analyzed	potential	impacts	to	the	Bank	building	under	both	the	
Project	and	several	Alternatives.	 	 In	particular,	 three	alternatives	 (i.e.,	Alternatives	5,	6,	and	7)	 that	would	
retain	and	rehabilitate	the	Bank	building	were	evaluated	and	are	summarized	under	Topical	Response	TR‐3.		
All	three	of	these	alternatives	would	avoid	the	significant	impacts	to	historical	resources.			Furthermore,	the	
DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR	accordingly	acknowledge	that	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	a	significant	
and	unavoidable	impact	to	the	resource	even	with	mitigation.		
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Regarding	 the	adequacy	of	 the	 analysis	of	Project	 impacts	 on	 “planning	 tools,”	CEQA	 requires	 that	 an	EIR	
identify	and	analyze	any	“[c]onflict[s]	with	any	applicable	 land	use	plan,	policy,	or	regulation	of	an	agency	
with	jurisdiction	over	the	project	(including,	but	not	 limited	to	the	general	plan,	specific	plan,	 local	coastal	
program,	or	zoning	ordinance)	adopted	for	the	purpose	of	avoiding	or	mitigating	an	environmental	effect.”	
(California	Code	of	Regulations,	Title	14,	Chapter	3,	Appendix	G,	§	X,	Land	Use	and	Planning).	 	Accordingly,	
the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	identify	possible	 inconsistencies	with	applicable	 land	use	plans	and	policies	on	
pages	4.F‐19	through	4.F‐55	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	with	regard	to	the	Project	and	on	pages	2‐31	through	2‐
34	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.	

The	commenter	quotes	 language	 from	Public	Resource	Code,	Sec.	21001,	Additional	Legislative	 Intent	 (for	
CEQA).	 The	 commenter,	 however,	 omits	 language	 from	 its	 citation	 to	 the	 statute.	 In	 addition	 to	 historic	
resources,	the	Legislature	has	declared	a	state	policy	to	“Take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	
this	state	with	clean	air	and	water,	enjoyment	of	aesthetic,	natural,	[and]	scenic	 .	 .	 .	environmental	qualities,	
and	 freedom	 from	 excessive	 noise.”	 	 	 The	 DEIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 have	 accordingly	 evaluated	 potential	
environmental	 impacts,	 including	 to	 historic	 resources,	 consistent	 with	 the	 Public	 Resources	 Code,	 the	
adopted	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide,	 and	 the	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines.	 	 The	 substantial	
evidence	does	not	support	the	assertion	that	the	existing	Lytton	Savings	bank	is	an	“example[	]	of	[a]	major	
period[	]	of	California	history”	that	must	be	preserved.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B20‐4	(Adrian	Fine,	
Los	 Angeles	 Conservancy	 Letter	 B20)	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 other	 bank	 buildings	 in	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 area	
designed	by	various	prominent	architects.	

The	 commenter’s	 support	 for	 the	adoption	of	Alternative	6	 that	would	preserve	 the	Bank	building	on	 the	
Project	 Site	 while	 providing	 redevelopment	 opportunities	 on‐site	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 shared	 with	 the	
decision	makers.		However,	for	the	reasons	stated	in	Response	to	Comment	B20‐3,	the	City	is	not	required	to	
adopt	a	finding	that	a	feasible	alternative	to	demolition	of	the	bank	exists	in	this	case.	

COMMENT	NO.	B21‐6	

In	conclusion:	

1.	The	Final	EIR	must	 acknowledge	 the	 significance	of	 the	Lytton	 Savings	Buildings	 as	 an	historic	
resource	eligible	for	both	local	and	California	Register	designation.	

2.	The	Final	EIR	must	acknowledge	the	feasibility	of	retention	of	the	Lytton	Savings	Building	within	a	
project	of	this	size	and	scope.	

3.	 The	 Final	 EIR	must	 acknowledge	 that	 Alternative	 9,	 along	with	 the	 Project	 and	 several	 other	
alternatives,	has	both	direct	and	indirect	impacts	on	historic	resources.	

Thank	 you	 again	 for	 the	 opportunity	 to	 comment	 on	 this	 project.	 Hollywood	 Heritage	 looks	 forward	 to	
continuing	dialogue	in	order	to	refine	the	project	and	create	an	environmentally	superior	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B21‐6	

This	comment	provides	a	general	summary	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.		Detailed	responses	to	the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	above	in	Responses	to	Comments	B21‐1	through	B21‐5.		As	
discussed	 therein,	 and	as	 further	 summarized	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	 the	Bank	building	 conservatively	
meets	 the	 local	 criterion	 under	 architecture,	 however,	 because	 the	 Bank	 building	 has	 not	 retained	 it	
architectural	 integrity,	 it	does	not	rise	to	the	threshold	of	eligibility	at	national	and	state	 levels.	Please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	the	direct	and	indirect	impacts	of	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	on	
historical	resources.					
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The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	discuss	the	direct	and	indirect	impacts	on	historic	resources	of	Alternative	9,	the	
Project,	 and	 several	 other	 alternatives.	 	 It	 should	 also	 be	 noted	 that,	 as	 discussed	 in	 the	 responses	 to	
comments	 above	and	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	historical	 resources	were	 found	 to	be	
less	than	significant.	 	In	addition,	as	also	discussed	in	the	responses	to	comments	above,	Chapter	5.0	of	the	
Draft	EIR	evaluates	Alternatives	5	through	7,	which	include	preservation	of	the	Bank	building,	and	further,	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 recognize	 the	 Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative	 as	 the	
environmentally	superior	alternative.	
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LETTER	NO.	B22	

Rory	Barish	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	B22‐1	

RE:	ADDENDUM	TO	RORY	BARISH	DEIR	COMMENTS	ON	ALTERNATIVE	9		

Dear	Srimal,		

In	addition	to	the	things	that	I	wrote	in	my	letter	dated	October	13,	2015,	I	would	like	to	add	these	additional	
things.	

1.	 	Do	 the	developers	have	 a	 shoring	plan?	 	There	was	 slippage	while	 excavating	 at	 the	8,000	Sunset	 site	
(directly	across	the	street)	and	the	property	slid	and	undermined	the	Granville.	There	were	several	lawsuits	
against	the	developers	and	the	Granville	was	compensated.	This	can	happen	to	the	Historic	Colonial	House,	
which	happens	to	be	brick	and	is	behind	the	project.	

2.		Do	they	know	where	the	ground	water/table	is?		When	will	they	hit	water?	Liquefaction?	They	are	across	
the	street	from	the	Hollywood	fault.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B22‐1	

As	discussed	on	page	4.D‐20	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	comply	with	
all	applicable	provisions	of	the	California	Building	Code,	Los	Angeles	Building	Code,	and	any	Project‐specific	
requirements	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	 Safety	 (LADBS)	 and	 Bureau	 of	
Engineering	 (BOE),	 including	 requirements	 related	 to	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 activities.	 	 Furthermore,	
Mitigation	Measure	GEO‐1	on	page	4.D‐24	and	4.D‐25	of	 the	Draft	EIR	requires	 that	prior	 to	 issuance	of	a	
grading	permit,	the	Applicant	must	submit	a	final	Geotechnical	Report	to	the	LADBS	that	provides	Project‐
specific	 recommendations	 to	 address	 seismic	 safety	 and	 design	 requirements	 for	 foundations,	 retaining	
walls/shoring,	 and	 excavation,	 which	 would	 preclude	 substantial	 adverse	 effects	 on	 adjacent	 properties,	
including	historic	properties.		As	noted	on	page	4.D‐21	of	the	Draft	EIR,	groundwater	is	located	at	a	minimum	
depth	of	100	feet	below	the	ground	surface	based	on	recent	Project	Site	investigations;	as	such,	the	potential	
for	liquefaction	effects	is	considered	low	at	the	Project	Site	irrespective	of	the	presence	of	nearby	earthquake	
faults,	and	impacts	in	this	regard	are	considered	less	than	significant.			Furthermore,	as	discussed	on	page	B‐
18	in	Attachment	B,	Explanation	of	Checklist	Determinations,	of	the	Initial	Study,	contained	in	Appendix	A‐1	
of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Phase	I	ESA	prepared	for	the	Project	Site	determined	that	on‐site	groundwater	depths	
are	anticipated	to	be	approximately	166	feet	below	ground	surface	(bgs).16		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
5	regarding	the	location	of	the	Hollywood	Fault.	

COMMENT	NO.	B22‐2	

3.	 	The	developer'	reps	seem	to	think	that	this	resembles	the	Garden	of	Allah	which	was	previously	at	 the	
8150	 site.	 They	 said	 that	 Frank	 Gehry	 took	 inspiration	 from	 the	 Garden	 of	 Allah	 and	 came	 up	 with	 this	

																																																													
16	 IVI	 Assessment	 Services,	 Inc.,	 “Phase	 I	 Environmental	 Site	 Assessment	 –	 Suncrest	 Shopping	 Center	 8148‐8182	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 Los	

Angeles,	California	90046.”		July	7,	2011.	
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proposed	plan	 so	 that	 it	might	 satisfy	neighborhood	needs	and	wishes.	The	neighborhood	 is	 shocked	and	
offended	 that	 this	absurd	comparison	was	made.	Can	 the	City	of	LA	do	a	Google	 search	 for	 images	of	The	
Garden	 of	 Allah	 and	 tell	 me	 if	 they	 agree	 that	 the	 developers	 can	 make	 comparison?	 How	 can	
Spanish/mission	bungalows	relate	to	a	skyscraper?	

4.		Please	see	these	links:	

http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/07/us/07mit.html?_r=1&		

http://www.cracked.com/article_19682_5‐most‐embarrassing‐architectural‐failures.html		

http://architecture.about.com/od/ideasapproaches/ss/Controversy‐DisneyHall.htm	

Can	this	design	withstand	a	major	earthquake?	Have	these	materials	been	tested	for	heat	and	glare?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B22‐2	

The	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	the	Alternative	9	design	and	relationship	to	previous	developments	on	
the	Project	 Site,	 as	well	 as	 references	 to	 various	websites,	 are	noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	
makers	 for	their	consideration.	 	As	discussed	on	page	4.D‐20	 in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils	of	 the	Draft	
EIR,	 the	 Project	would	 comply	with	 all	 applicable	 provisions	 of	 the	 California	 Building	 Code,	 Los	 Angeles	
Building	Code,	and	any	Project‐specific	requirements	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	
Safety	(LADBS)	and	Bureau	of	Engineering	(BOE),	including	requirements	related	to	seismic	ground	shaking.		
Impacts	 in	 this	 regard	were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	mitigation,	 as	 the	 Project	 and	 all	
alternatives,	including	Alternative	9,	would	be	required	to	meet	applicable	seismic	safety	standards	for	the	
area.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	 regarding	 impacts	 related	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault	 and	
associated	 seismic	 hazards.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 comments	 about	 proposed	 building	materials,	 please	 see	
Response	to	Comment	B27‐9	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).					

COMMENT	NO.	B22‐3	

5.	 	Can	the	City	 think	of	another	project	 this	 large	 in	mass	and	scale,	 that	sits	upon	one	of	 the	busiest	and	
most	dangerous	intersections	and	is	a	main	artery	connecting	to	the	Valley?	The	Beverly	Center,	The	Beverly	
Grove,	Century	City,	Disney	Hall.......ALL	DO	NOT.		Would	the	City	actually	even	consider	approving	something	
like	 this	which	would	 in	 essence	 be	 giving	 the	 developers	 permission	 to	 create	 one	 of	 the	 biggest	 traffic	
nightmares	and	safety	hazards	in	Los	Angeles?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B22‐3	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	mass	 and	 scale	 of	 the	Project	 and	 location	of	 the	Project	 Site	 relative	 to	 the	
traffic	 network,	 and	 suggestions	 regarding	 traffic	 and	 safety	 issues	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	
impacts	and	pedestrian	safety	and	access	impacts.		As	discussed	therein,	operational	traffic	impacts	to	local	
intersections	and	street	segments,	as	well	as	impacts	regarding	pedestrian	access	and	safety,	would	be	less	
than	significant	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measures	TR‐1	and	TR‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	B22‐4	

6.		The	developers	reps	stated	in	a	recent	meeting	that	stories	1‐3	relate	to	residential	scale	while	3‐6	relate	
to	multi‐use	and	commercial	scale	while	the	rest	of	the	tower	of	over	200+	ft	creates	a	marker	and	gateway	
to	Los	Angeles.	
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Can	the	City	and	the	developers	 justify	building	a	 legacy	and	marker	for	the	developers	and	Frank	Gehry's	
ego	(we	did	not	ask	for	a	Gateway	and	it	certainly	cannot	fit	in	any	way	shape	or	form,	here),	and	disregard	
the	infrastructure,	the	safety	and	needs	of	the	residents	in	the	neighborhood,	and	disregarding	[sic]	for	the	
neighborhood	character	and	scale?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B22‐4	

The	comments	regarding	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	Project	and	the	Alternative	9	design	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	
Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 public	 services	 and	 utilities	 and	 associated	 infrastructure,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 proposed	 improvements	 to	 traffic	 and	
transportation‐related	infrastructure.	

COMMENT	NO.	B22‐5	

7.	 	 The	 new	 Alternative	 calls	 for	 3	 entrances/exits	 on	 Havenhurst	 (none	 now	 on	 Sunset)	 including	 truck	
loading	zones.	Does	the	City	agree	that	this	will	destroy	a	 lovely	and	most	beautiful	residential	street	with	
architectural	treasures?	Will	the	city	approve	this?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B22‐5	

The	comments	suggesting	that	the	Project,	including	Alternative	9,	would	“destroy”	this	residential	street	are	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	As	discussed	on	page	3‐22	and	
shown	in	Figure	4.J‐5	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	a	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	added	to	Section	4.J	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 require	 physical	 barriers	 to	 prevent	 left‐turn	 movements	 by	 vehicles	 exiting	 from	 the	
Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways.		In	addition,	as	discussed	on	page	2‐50	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	no	commercial	
passenger	vehicle	access	would	be	provided	on	Havenhurst	Drive	under	Alternative	9,	which	would	further	
reduce	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐48	 through	 4.J‐52	 and	
shown	 in	 Table	 4.J‐5	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐46	 through	 2‐51	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	not	result	in	significant	impact	to	neighborhood	street	segments	in	the	area,	
including	Havenhurst	Drive,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	B22‐6	

8.		The	developers’	representatives	stated	that	there	will	only	be	18	more	cars	a	day.	That	led	to	huge	laughs	
from	the	audience	who	attended	the	meeting	at	the	Durant	Library.	Again,	they	must	think	that	we	are	very	
stupid.	Currently	there	is	a	strip	mall	at	the	8150	site	which	has	half	of	the	stores	closed	and	out	of	business.	
Only	few	remain.		They	now	propose	a	massive	project	with	a	fitness	center,	grocery	store,	retail,	residences	
.....and	expect	us	to	believe	that	there	will	only	be	18	more	cars	a	day????		Who	did	this	traffic	study???		This	
is	a	complete	joke.	The	City	needs	to	do	an	independent	study	of	their	own.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B22‐6	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	 trip	generation	and	associated	 traffic	 impacts.		
As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 estimation	 of	 Project	 trip	 generation	 was	 conducted	 in	 accordance	 with	 traffic	
impact	 analysis	 standard	 procedures	 using	 applicable	 trip	 generation	 rates	 provided	 by	 the	 Institute	 of	
Transportation	 Engineers	 (ITE),	 and	was	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 LADOT.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 opinions	
regarding	the	Project	TIA,	the	analysis	presented	therein	and	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	regarding	traffic	
impacts,	as	well	as	the	request	for	a	subsequent	traffic	impact	analysis	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	B23	

Adrian	Scott	Fine	
Director	of	Advocacy	
Los	Angeles	Conservancy	
523	West	Sixth	Street,	Suite	826	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90014	

COMMENT	NO.	B23‐1	

Srimal	Hewawitharana	<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>	Wed,	Nov	4,	2015	at	7:12	AM	

To:	Karen	Hoo	<karen.hoo@lacity.org>,	Luciralia	Ibarra	<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>,	William	Lamborn	

<william.lamborn@lacity.org>,	David	Crook	<D.Crook@pcrnet.com>	

This	was	sent	to	my	email	address;	not	sure	if	they	also	sent	to	the	planning.envreview	address,	as	well.	

Srimal	

RESPONSE	NO.	B23‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 an	 email	 forward	 of	 a	 duplicate	 letter	 submitted	 previously	 by	 the	 same	 organization.		
Responses	to	the	comments	provided	in	the	attached	email	and	 letter	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Letter	
B20	(Adrian	Fine,	Los	Angeles	Conservancy	Letter	B20).		Please	see	Responses	to	Letter	B20.		
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LETTER	NO.	B24	

Mary	Zickefoose	
Hollywood	Heritage,	Inc.	
P.O.	Box	2586	
Hollywood,	California	90078	

COMMENT	NO.	B24‐1	

The	attached	letter	is	sent	on	behalf	of	Bryan	Cooper,	President,	Hollywood	Heritage,	Inc.	

Mary	Zickefoose	

Hollywood	Heritage,	Inc.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B24‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 an	 email	 forward	 of	 a	 duplicate	 letter	 submitted	 previously	 by	 the	 same	 organization.		
Responses	to	the	comments	provided	in	the	attached	email	and	 letter	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Letter	
B21	(Bryan	Cooper,	Hollywood	Heritage	Letter	B21).		Please	see	Responses	to	Letter	B21.		
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LETTER	NO.	B25	

Hollywoodians	Encouraging	Logical	Planning	[HELP]	
1921	North	Saint	Andrews	Place	
Hollywood,	California	90068	

Citizen	Coalition	Los	Angeles	[CCLA]	
Post	Office	Box	3354	
Santa	Monica,	California	90408	

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐1	

Would	you	be	so	kind	as	to	add	the	attached	to	the	public	record	for	8150	Sunset	Boulevard?	

Also,	please	add	1915	Study	of	Street	Traffic	Conditions	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	by	E.W.	Bannister,	the	Los	
Angeles	 City	 Dept	 of	 Engineering	 to	 the	 public	 Record,	 The	 City	 has	 copies	 of	 is	 own	 study	 and	we	 have	
previously	provided	the	City	with	additional	copies,	both	paper	and	electronic.	It	is	too	long	to	transmit	via	
Gmail.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	and	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	
to	these	comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B25‐2	through	B25‐10	below.	 	Also,	receipt	of	
the	1915	Study	of	Traffic	Conditions	in	the	City	is	acknowledged,	and	it	is	hereby	added	to	the	public	record.	

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐2	

Please	add	HELPS’s	and	CCLA’s	comments	to	the	public	record.	Also	please	add	the	studies	and	documents	
which	HELP	and	CCLA	are	submitting	herewith.	

1.	The	Project	 Is	Based	on	Fatally	Flawed	Data,	Wishful	Thinking	and	 the	Concealment	of	Material	
Information	

This	Project,	 like	almost	all	 if	not	all	other	significant	projects	 in	 the	Hollywood	 is	based	on	 fatally	 flawed	
data,	wishful	 thinking	and	the	concealment	of	material	 information	 from	the	public.	As	a	result,	 the	public	
has	been	deprived	of	an	opportunity	to	make	meaningful	comment.	

This	project	brings	a	transportation	nightmare	to	the	western	portion	of	Hollywood.	It	creates	a	bottleneck	
of	traffic	at	one	of	the	worst	intersections	in	Hollywood,	Crescent	Heights,	Laurel	Canyon,	Sunset	Boulevard.	

The	basis	for	understanding	transportation	within	the	metropolitan	area	of	Los	Angeles	is	the	1915	Study	of	
Street	Traffic	Conditions	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	This	foundational	study	explains	the	inter‐relationship	
of	math,	topography	and	finances	when	it	comes	to	various	types	of	transportation	in	Los	Angeles.	Another	
copy	of	the	1915	Study	is	submitted	herewith.	

One	 thing	which	we	 learned	 from	the	1915	Study	 is	 that	Los	Angeles	 is	a	huge	circular	 (aka	radiant)	 city,	
which	means	that	it	expands	outward	from	its	original	location	at	Olvera	Street	in	all	directions.	Unlike	other	
cities,	 such	 as	 Manhattan,	 which	 is	 an	 island	 2.5	 miles	 v	 11	 miles	 (28	 sq.	 mi),	 the	 city	 of	 Los	 Angeles’s	
transportation	has	to	be	based	on	a	approximately	a	5,000	sq	mile	area.	
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While	the	City	 itself	 is	only	1/10th	that	size	at	497	sq	miles,	 the	 laws	of	math,	physics,	and	finance	do	not	
stop	at	a	city’s	border.	When	it	comes	to	transportation,	the	area	has	to	be	considered	whether	it	is	LA	City,	
Beverly	Hills,	West	Hollywood,	or	cross	town	traffic	due	to	Century	City.	

Because	 the	 city	has	unwisely	 chosen	 to	 increase	 the	density	 in	 the	Basin,	places	 like	Bunker	Hill	 and	 the	
Century	City‐Westwood‐Santa	Monica	triangle	attract	thousands	of	cars	per	day	into	the	Basin.	As	a	result,	
there	are	unnecessary	traffic	nightmares	as	people	approach	the	high	density	areas.	

The	topography	of	this	part	of	Hollywood	is	particularly	important	to	this	project.	It	is	served	by	one	route	to	
the	 San	 Fernando	Valley,	 i.e.	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 This	 route	 over	 the	 hill	 is	 already	beyond	 capacity.	 It	 cannot	
handle	 the	 additional	 traffic	 demands	 which	 are	 created	 by	 this	 and	 other	 high	 density	 projects	 in	
Hollywood.	

The	project	sits	are	[sic]	the	beginning	of	the	Sunset	Strip	–	which	can	be	one	of	the	most	congested	areas	of	
the	City	on	weekends.	During	week	days,	the	intersection	of	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	and	Laurel	Canyon	is	
already	unacceptable	crowded.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic,	 circulation,	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1,	
while	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	concluded	in	the	Draft	EIR,	and	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐4a	and	4.J‐4b	in	Section	4.J,	
impacts	 to	 study	 area	 intersections	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	Boulevard,	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard,	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 without	 the	 need	 for	 mitigation.	 	 Similarly,	 impacts	 to	 these	
intersections	 under	 Alternative	 9	 would	 also	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 without	 the	 need	 for	 mitigation,	 as	
summarized	in	Tables	2‐8	and	2‐9	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	comments	regarding	regional	traffic	
issues	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐3	

There	never	will	be	a	subway	or	fixed	rail	system	to	serve	this	project.	Thus,	that	delusion	need	not	bother	us	
at	this	time,	except	to	note	that	a	viable	subway	system	in	Los	Angles	is	geographically	and	mathematically	
impossible	in	a	huge	circular	type	urban	areas.	

The	 bus	 service	 is	 also	 inadequate	 and	 it	 is	 materially	 misleading	 to	 assert	 that	 buses	 are	 a	 reasonable	
alternative	 form	 of	 transportation.	 The	 buses	 are	 slow	 and	 inconvenient.	 They	 are	 not	 functional	 for	
significant	 shopping	 trips.	 A	 bus	 line	 causes	 undue	 financial	 hardship	 on	 the	 people	 who	 are	 forced	 to	
depend	upon	the	buses.	Time	is	money.	Because	buses	are	so	slow	and	they	require	people	to	walk	to	and	
from	the	bus	stops,	they	end	up	costing	the	riders	far	more	than	the	bus	fare.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐3	

The	comments	regarding	potential	subway	service	and	inadequacy	of	 the	public	 transit	system	in	the	area	
are	noted	and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	As	 these	 comments	do	not	
raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B25‐4	

The	DEIR	and	recirculated	EIR	did	not	discuss	the	adverse	impacts	on	people	who	have	to	use	buses.	As	this	
project	 and	 the	 others	 planned	 in	 Hollywood	 and	 West	 Hollywood	 will	 significantly	 aggravate	 traffic	
congestion,	the	true	cost	of	the	riding	the	bus	will	increase.	Add	15	minutes	to	a	bus	trip	to	and	from	home	
and	destination,	one	adds	30	minutes	per	day	and	within	one	week	 that	 is	2.5	hours	–	more	 time	 for	bus	
riders.	The	City	fails	to	monetize	the	additional	time	it	takes	people	use	mass	transit,	and	thus,	provides	the	
public	a	false	impression	that	mass	transit	is	a	reasonable	alternative.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B25‐2	above	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.		The	indirect	effects	
on	transit	patrons	suggested	by	the	commenter	are	speculative	and	not	supported	by	evidence,	and	further	
such	effects	would	not	be	attributable	to	the	Project.		Since	these	comments	do	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	
on	 the	 content	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 or	RP‐DEIR,	 no	 further	 response	 is	warranted.	 	 Nonetheless,	 it	 should	 be	
noted	that	the	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	account	traffic	associated	
with	 future	 development	 in	 the	 area,	 including	 growth	 associated	with	 the	 38	 identified	 related	 projects	
located	within	the	Cities	of	Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood,	as	summarized	in	Table	3‐1	in	Chapter	3.0	of	
the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐5	

Mixed‐use	Projects	attract	more	vehicles	into	a	[sic]	area	and	as	a	result,	a	mixed‐use	project,	just	be	[sic]	its	
very	existence,	makes	traffic	congestion	significantly	worse	near	the	mixed‐use	project.	

When	one	realizes	that	this	Project	is	shoved	against	the	Hollywood	Hills	with	only	Laurel	canyon	as	the	over	
the	hill	route,	one	can	see	that	the	City	is	creating	another	disaster.	The	people	who	live	and	work	at	8150	
will	 not	 be	 the	 only	 victims.	 Everyone	 who	 has	 a	 home	 within	 a	 mile	 or	 two	 radius	 will	 be	 adversely	
impacted.	

The	 results	 of	 this	 type	 of	 densification	 can	 be	 seen	 on	 Franklin	 Avenue	 as	 it	 runs	 north	 of	 Hollywood‐
Highland	Project.	During	rush	hour,	it	can	take	10	minutes	to	go	from	La	Brea	to	Highland	Avenue.	The	size	
of	 this	 project	 will	 similarly	 impact	 the	 nearby	 streets.	 There	 is	 no	 way	 that	 there	 can	 be	 any	 traffic	
alleviation	to	the	north.	To	the	west	is	the	Sunset	Strip	and	it	cannot	be	widened.	To	the	southwest	is	West	
Hollywood	which	 is	 already	 overly	 dense	 and	 it	 is	 planning	 on	making	 its	 traffic	 congestion	 considerably	
worse.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐5	

The	suggestions	that	mixed‐use	projects	result	in	“significantly	worse”	traffic	congestion	and	that	the	Project	
would	create	a	“disaster”	in	terms	of	traffic,	and	the	commenter’s	statements	about	traffic	elsewhere	in	the	
City	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	Please	see	Response	to	
Comment	B25‐2	above	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts,	including	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard.			

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐6	

2.	The	Lack	of	a	Community	Plan	with	an	Active	Commerce	Section	Makes	this	Commercial	Project,	
and	All	Other	Hollywood	Commercial	Projects	Since	February	11,	2014	Unlawful	

On	January	15,	2014,	Judge	Allan	Goodman	rejected	the	June	19,	2012	Update	to	the	Hollywood	Community	
Plan	and	re‐instituted	the	1988	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	See	SaveHywd	and	HELP	v	City	of	Los	Angeles,	
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Case	#	BS	138370.	The	rejection	of	the	June	19,	2012	update	and	the	re‐	institution	of	the	1988	Hollywood	
Community	Plan	was	effective	February	11,	2014	when	Judge	Goodman	issued	his	Judgment	and	Writ.	

In	 making	 the	 1988	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 the	 operant	 community	 plan,	 Judge	 Goodman	 did	 not	
change	the	fact	that	the	Commerce	Section	had	automatically	expired	in	2010.	Judge	Goodman	took	no	action	
to	 remedy	 this	 known	 defect	 in	 the	 1988	 Plan,	 nor	 did	 Judge	 Goodman	 order	 The	 City	 to	 prepare	 a	 new	
update	to	the	1988	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	

Judge	Goodman’s	 Judgment	and	writ	did,	however,	did	provide	 that	 the	1988	Hollywood	Community	Plan	
would	remain	the	operant	plan	until	new	update	was	provided	and	approved.	The	City	has	chosen	to	update	
the	1988	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	thus,	it	still	have	no	Commerce	Section.	

Because	the	Government	Code	and	other	laws,	sucha	s	[sic]	the	City’s	own	General	Plan,	requires	that	there	
be	a	fully	operant	community	plan	including	a	Commerce	Section,	this	project	may	not	be	approved.	In	fact,	
this	 project	 cannot	 be	 studied	 as	 there	 are	 no	 guidelines,	 standards,	 rules,	 or	 other	 criteria	 by	 which	 to	
evaluate	this	Project.	

Without	a	Commerce	Section,	there	is	no	way	for	the	City	to	have	any	public	deliberations	under	the	Brown	
Act,	other	than	to	discuss	the	lack	of	a	Commerce	Section.	

Until	 the	City	has	an	operational	community	plan	 including	a	Commerce	Section	for	Hollywood,	no	project	
with	a	commerce	element	in	Hollywood	may	be	approved	by	any	committee,	by	any	commission,	or	by	the	
city	council.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐6	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐5	 regarding	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan.	 	 The	
commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 lack	 of	 a	 “Commerce	 Section”	 in	 the	 1988	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	
precludes	approval	of	the	Project	and	all	others	in	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	area.		However,	contrary	
to	the	commenter’s	assertion	that	the	“Commerce	Section”	of	the	Community	Plan	automatically	expired	in	
2010,	 it	 remains	 in	 place	 and	 includes	 the	 standards	 and	 criteria	 for	 commercial	 development	within	 the	
Community	Plan	area.		As	discussed	in	detail	Table	4.F‐2	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	
would	be	consistent	with	the	applicable	policies	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	 ,	since	as	stated	by	the	
commenter,	 it	 is	 the	 adopted	 land	 use	 policy	 document	 currently	 in	 force.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Project	 and	
alternatives	would	not	provide	any	more	commercial	uses	on	the	Project	Site	than	are	already	permitted	by	
right	under	the	base	zoning	designation.			

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐7	

3.	The	Purpose	of	this	Project	is	Illicit	

Like	all	the	other	projects	which	are	being	forced	upon	Hollywood,	this	project	has	no	justification	in	reality.	
It	ignores	the	quality	of	life	of	Hollywoodians	and	is	based	on	one	desire	–	i.e.	the	maximize	the	per	square	
inch	value	of	the	land	on	which	8150	will	sit.	

Transit	Oriented	Districts	[TODs]	are	not	designed	to	improve	the	quality	of	life,	but	rather	they	are	designed	
to	 maximize	 the	 profit	 of	 the	 landowners.	 The	 other	 beneficiaries	 are	 the	 international	 construction	
companies	which	 specialize	 in	 fixed‐rail	 transit	 systems.	 To	 date,	 HELP	 and	 CCLA	 have	 not	 seen	 any	 one	
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foolish	enough	to	suggest	that	we	can	have	train	tracks	run	along	Sunset	Boulevard.	Thus,	8150	is	a	simple	
scam	to	make	the	land	owner	wealthy	to	the	detriment	of	everyone	else.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐7	

The	 commenter’s	 opinions	 regarding	 the	 Project	 and	 transit‐oriented	 districts	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		It	appears	that	the	commenter	is	confusing	mixed‐
use	 projects	with	 Transit‐Oriented	Development	 (“TOD”).	 	Mixed‐use	 projects	 such	 as	 the	 Project	 and	 its	
various	alternatives	typically	provide	a	mix	of	residential	and	commercial	uses	on	a	single	site,	and	tend	to	
rely	 on	 “internal	 interaction”,	 such	 as	 Project	 residents	 using	 the	 on‐site	 commercial,	 retail,	 or	 restaurant	
uses,	or	customers	of	one	on‐site	commercial	business	patronizing	another	on‐site	use	during	a	single	trip,	in	
order	 to	 reduce	 Project‐related	 traffic.	 	 Further,	 the	 retail/commercial	 uses	 provided	 in	many	mixed‐use	
projects	 typically	 include	 site‐serving	 uses	 in	 order	 to	 provide	 better	 amenities	 for	 their	 residents	 and	
promote	 internal	 interaction.	 	 Mixed‐use	 projects	 are	 not	 necessarily	 designed	 to	 cater	 specifically	 to	
adjacent	or	nearby	transit	services	in	order	to	effect	trip	reductions,	unlike	TOD’s,	which	are	designed	and	
located	 specifically	 to	 take	advantage	of	 transit	 opportunities,	 and	 include	 specific	design	and/or	 features	
tailored	 to	 maximize	 transit	 use.	 	 The	 Proposed	 Project	 (and	 its	 various	 alternatives)	 is	 not	 a	 ”Transit	
Oriented	 District”	 and	 has	 not	 been	 presented	 as	 such.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 trip‐making	 characteristics	 and	
potential	 traffic	 issues	 associated	with	 TOD	 projects	 identified	 by	 the	 commenter	 (and	 in	 the	 documents	
attached	to	and	referenced	in	the	comment	letter)	do	not	apply	to	the	Project	or	any	of	its	alternatives.		The	
trip	 making	 characteristics	 of	 the	 Project,	 including	 the	 trip	 reduction	 associated	 with	 the	 internal	
interactions	 between	 proposed	 land	 uses,	 are	 discussed	 and	 quantified	 on	 pages	 4.J‐16	 through	 ‐18	 and	
Table	4.J‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	pages	7‐21	of	the	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	page	2‐43	of	
the	RP‐DEIR,	and	the	Trip	Generation	section	of	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐8	

A.	There	is	no	population	increase	to	justify	the	additional	construction	

The	population	of	the	city	is	growing	too	slowly	to	justify	more	construction.	There	is	a	lot	of	hype,	but	bona	
fide	 evidence	 that	 the	 population	 of	 either	 the	City	 or	 of	Hollywood	 is	 likely	 to	 increase.	 In	 fact	 the	 State	
Department	of	Finance	and	the	Sol	Price	Institute	have	found	the	opposite.	

March	2013,	USC	Sol	Price	School	of	Public	Policy,	The	Generational	Future	of	Los	Angeles:	Projections	 to	
2030	and	Comparisons	to	Recent	Decades,	by	Dowell	Myers	and	John	Pitkin	

Continuing	Low	Population	Growth	

Much	 slower	population	growth	 is	 foreseen	 in	 these	projections	 than	was	expected	 in	 the	early	2000s.	 In	
fact,	 we	 now	 expect	 total	 population	 growth	 in	 each	 of	 the	 coming	 decades	 to	 resemble	 what	 was	
experienced	in	4	of	the	last	5	census	decades.	The	lone	exception	of	high	growth	in	the	1980s	is	increasingly	
viewed	as	an	anomaly	that	has	confused	many	observers	about	what	is	normal	for	a	county	as	large	and	fully	
settled	as	Los	Angeles.	

The	Sol	Price	School	sees	lower	population	growth	and	between	2000	and	2010,	Hollywood’s	CD	13	lost	so	
many	people,	over	15,000	ppl,	that	it	ceased	to	qualify	as	a	legal	council	district.	
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At	best,	this	project	is	growth	inducing	which	is	contrary	to	the	General	Plan.	The	likelihood	that	this	project	
will	reach	capacity	is	slim,	but	it	is	likely	to	attract	enough	people	and	cars	to	have	a	negative	impact	on	this	
portion	of	Hollywood.	

As	 the	projects	have	been	making	Hollywood	a	 less	desirable	place	 to	 live,	 the	crime	rate	has	significantly	
increased.	This	DEIR	and	all	the	other	documents	for	this	project	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐8	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	population,	housing,	and	employment	in	Section	4.H,	Population,	
Housing,	 and	 Employment	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 while	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	discussed	therein,	Project‐related	population	growth	would	be	well	within	
the	 SCAG	 growth	 projections	 for	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 area	 and	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 The	
comments	 and	 citations	 regarding	 population	 trends	 in	 the	 area	 do	 not	 have	 any	 effect	 on	 the	 analyses	
presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		Additionally,	as	discussed	on	pages	6‐22	and	6‐23	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	Project	would	not	result	in	additional	growth	beyond	that	already	anticipated	in	the	area	and	would	also	
not	 eliminate	 any	 impediments	 to	 further	 growth.	 	 The	 comments	 regarding	 projects	 in	 the	 Hollywood	
community,	quality	of	 life,	and	crime	rates	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐9	

B.	The	2001	San	Jose	Mineta	Transportation	Study	Showed	That	TODs	Make	Traffic	Congestion	Worse	

The	City	has	been	provided	many	copies	of	the	2001	San	Jose	Study	about	the	problems	which	TODs	such	
this	Project	cause	for	transportation.	The	theory	on	which	TODs	are	based	has	been	proven	to	be	not	only	
wrong	but	also	directly	opposite	from	its	assumed	impacts.	

The	City	intentionally	conceals	all	the	negative	data	from	its	EIRs	for	its	projects	in	an	endeavor	to	mislead	
the	public.	 Judge	Goodman	found	that	the	EIR	in	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	was	so	misleading	that	 it	
subverted	the	public’s	legal	right	to	participate.	The	documentation	of	this	project	is	equally	lengthy	but	it	is	
not	an	honest	analysis	of	the	impacts	of	the	Project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐9	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B25‐7	 above.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 opinions	 regarding	 transit‐oriented	
districts,	 attached	 documentation,	 and	 suggestions	 regarding	 the	 City’s	 concealment	 of	 data	 from	 CEQA	
documents	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Project	does	
not	comprise	a	“transit	oriented	district”.			

COMMENT	NO.	B25‐10	

4.	Summary:	

The	EIR	on	this	project	like	the	EIRs	on	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	The	target	Store	in	Hollywood,	The	
Millennium	Towers	 in	Hollywood,	 the	 Sunset‐Gordon	Project	 in	Hollywood,	 the	Hollywood‐Gower	Project	
and	others	is	fatally	defective.		It	is	a	sales	job	to	justify	a	project	which	is	unjustifiable.	
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In	 fact,	 this	 Project	 is	 so	 outlandishly	 inappropriate	 for	 this	 site,	 it	 should	 be	 abandoned.	 This	 part	 of	
Hollywood	needs	to	be	down	zoned	and	the	City	needs	to	undertake	steps	to	reduce	the	population	density	
along	Sunset	Boulevard.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B25‐10	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 the	Project	Draft	 EIR,	RP‐DEIR,	 and	EIRs	 for	 other	 projects	 in	 the	
City,	as	well	as	comments	regarding	the	appropriateness	of	the	Project	at	the	Project	Site	are	noted	and	will	
be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		However,	the	commenter	does	not	identify	any	
specific	deficiencies	with	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	and	both	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	fully	and	adequately	
analyze	the	potential	environmental	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	in	accordance	with	CEQA.	
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LETTER	NO.	B26	

Hollywoodians	Encouraging	Logical	Planning	[HELP]	
1921	North	Saint	Andrews	Place	
Hollywood,	California	90068	

Citizen	Coalition	Los	Angeles	[CCLA]	
Post	Office	Box	3354	
Santa	Monica,	California	90408	

COMMENT	NO.	B26‐1	

Study	of	Street	Traffic	
Conditions	
In	The	

City	of	Los	Angeles	

RESPONSE	NO.	B26‐1	

This	 document	 is	 an	 attachment	 referenced	 in	 a	 previous	 letter	 by	 the	 same	 commenter.	 	 Responses	 to	
comments	 related	 to	 this	 attachment	 are	 provided	 in	 Responses	 to	 Letter	 B25	 (H.	Wood,	 Hollywoodians	
Encouraging	Logical	Planning	Letter	B25).		Please	see	Responses	to	Letter	B25.		
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LETTER	NO.	B27	

Anastasia	Mann,	President	
Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	
87	21	W	Sunset	Blvd,	Suite	200	
West	Holly	wood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐1	

This	 letter	was	adopted	unanimously	 (16	yes,	 0	no)	by	a	 vote	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	
Council	at	a	publicly	held	meeting	on	Nov.	4,	2015.	The	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	falls	within	the	
HHWNC	boundaries.	

The	 stakeholders	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 West	 Neighborhood	 Council	 have	 voiced	 many	 concerns,	
compliments	 and	 comments	 about	 the	 large‐scale	 development	 proposed	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 Various	
changes	as	reflected	 in	Alternative	9,	 including	reduction	of	commercial	 space	and	change	 in	architectural	
design,	are	appreciated	by	some	in	the	neighborhood.	We	are	happy	to	see	the	developer	working	with	us.	

However,	we	would	like	to	draw	the	attention	of	the	Planning	Dept.	and	the	developer	to	a	number	of	critical	
issues	that	have	been	voiced	and	continue	to	be	paramount	to	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	and	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	
to	these	comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B27‐2	through	B27‐26	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐2	

1)	The	purpose	of	the	Alternatives	section	of	an	EIR	is	to	assess	alternatives	that	may	reduce	environmental	
impacts.	 Alternative	 9	 exacerbates	 them,	 but	 a	 similar	 design	 scheme	 from	 the	 new	 architect	 at	 a	 lower	
height	and	massing	could	accomplish	the	goal	of	reduced	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐2	

While	the	purpose	of	analyzing	alternatives	under	CEQA	is,	as	stated	by	the	commenter,	to	consider	whether	
feasible	alternatives	could	reduce	significant	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	Project	to	an	insignificant	
level,	CEQA	does	not	prohibit	consideration	of	alternatives	 to	respond	to	public	concerns	not	grounded	 in	
CEQA	or	to	reduce	impacts	that	were	already	less	than	significant	under	the	proposed	project.		Furthermore,	
Alternative	9	would	not	 exacerbate	Project‐related	 impacts	 as	 stated	by	 the	 commenter.	 	As	discussed	on	
pages	2‐61	and	2‐62	in	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	reduce	the	majority	of	 impacts	to	
some	degree,	which	 is	mainly	 attributable	 to	 the	 substantial	 reduction	 in	 commercial	 uses	 relative	 to	 the	
Project	 and	 a	 significant	 increase	 in	 on‐site	 parking.	 	 The	 comments	 regarding	 a	 preference	 for	 a	 similar	
design	with	lower	height	and	massing	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			Chapter	5.0,	
Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	a	number	of	Project	alternatives	that	include	a	reduction	in	building	
heights	and/or	development	intensity,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.			

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐3	

2)	 The	 height	 of	 the	 project	 continues	 to	 be	 the	 paramount	 concern	 to	 the	 neighborhood.	 The	 height	 as	
currently	proposed	is	out	of	scale	with	the	neighborhood	and	interferes	with	the	 iconic	views	to	and	from	
the	hills	and	of	Los	Angeles'	blue	sky.	While	the	neighborhood	has	expressed	these	concerns	from	the	first	
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meetings	with	the	developer,	Alternative	9	is	even	higher	than	the	original	proposal	and	not	in	harmony	with	
the	 existing	 built	 environment	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood.	 We	 would	 like	 to	 know	 what	 shorter	
alternatives	have	been	discussed	with	 the	new	architect,	and	what	shorter	designs	 they	have	created.	The	
maximum	height	as	proposed	in	Alternative	9	is	not	supported	by	this	neighborhood	council.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	 and	 evaluated	 issues	 related	 to	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	concluded	therein,	publicly	available	views	to	and	from	the	Hollywood	Hills	would	not	
be	 substantially	 obstructed	 by	 the	 Project	 or	 various	 alternatives	 studied,	 and	 the	 Project	 and	 various	
alternatives	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards	and	plans,	policies,	and	regulations	
related	to	height	and	scale,	and	would	be	considered	consistent	with	the	general	development	patterns	along	
the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	in	the	area.		The	only	Project	alternative	that	was	designed	by	Gehry	Partners	
is	Alternative	9;	while	no	other	designs	by	this	architect	are	explored	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	several	
other	 “build”	 alternatives,	 including	 Alternatives	 2,	 3,	 and	 6	 provided	 lower	 overall	 building	 heights	
compared	to	the	Project.		The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	proposed	building	heights	under	Alternative	9	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	 character	 impacts	and	Project	alternatives	 related	 to	height	and	scale,	as	
well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 Project	 consistency	 with	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 development	
standards	related	to	height	and	scale,	land	use	compatibility,	and	consistency	with	development	patterns	in	
the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐4	

3)	 In	 less	 general	 terms,	 our	 concern	with	 the	 height	 of	 the	 project	 relates	 to	 two	 environmental	 impact	
categories:	view	impacts	and	shading.		The	DEIR	incorrectly	concludes	in	Impact	Statement	AES‐2	that	“the	
Project	 would	 not	 obstruct	 focal	 or	 panoramic	 views	 across	 the	 Project	 Site.”	 	 We	 disagree!	 	 For	 the	
thousands	of	drivers	per	day	who	cross	over	 the	Hollywood	Hills	via	Laurel	Canyon,	when	 they	reach	 the	
bottom	of	the	canyon	at	Sunset	Boulevard,	they	have	an	“Aha	moment”	as	they	gaze	out	over	the	cityscape	of	
the	City	of	Los	Angeles.		The	proposed	project	will	completely	obliterate	this	panoramic	view.		This	results	in	
a	significant	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐4	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	views	and	shade/shadow	effects	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	 while	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	
concluded	therein,	in	accordance	with	guidance	provided	in	the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	impacts	
in	this	regard	would	be	less	than	significant.		The	commenter’s	disagreement	with	the	conclusions	regarding	
view	impacts	is	noted,	but	this	comment	does	not	offer	any	specific	issues	regarding	the	content	of	the	Draft	
EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	or	any	details	regarding	which	valued	scenic	resources	would	be	obstructed	or	the	degree	to	
which	the	Project	would	cause	such	obstructions.		To	the	contrary,	as	illustrated	in	Figures	4.A‐9	and	4.A‐10	
in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	Figure	2‐4	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9,	
views	southward	from	the	base	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	as	seen	from	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	Selma	
Avenue,	 respectively,	do	not	contain	any	valued	visual	 resources	as	existing	development	and	 landscaping	
currently	 obstruct	 long‐distance	 views	 from	 the	 street	 level.	 	 Therefore,	 implementation	 of	 the	 Project	 or	
various	alternatives	would	not	result	 in	significant	view	obstructions	 from	these	 locations	as	suggested	by	
the	 commenter.	 	 As	 such,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 and	 no	 further	 analysis	 is	
necessary.		
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COMMENT	NO.	B27‐5	

4)	 The	 Shading	 impact	 analysis	 is	 flawed	 from	 the	 get‐go	 in	 that	 it	 incorrectly	 characterizes	 the	 general	
pattern	of	development	in	the	project	vicinity.		It	notes	that	“taller	buildings	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Sunset	Strip	
including	the	31‐story	Sierra	Towers	at	Doheny	Road	and	Sierra	Alta	Road,	the	15‐story	Mondrian	Hotel	at	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Olive	 Drive,	 and	 the	 12‐story	 Andaz	 Hotel	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Kings	 Road,	
generate	some	shading	at	 the	north	and	south	sides	of	Sunset	Boulevard.”	 	These	referenced	tall	buildings	
are	not	 in	 the	project	 vicinity	 and	 are	not	 even	 in	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles.	 	 The	 fact	 that	 the	City	 of	West	
Hollywood	 has	 embraced	 height	 and	 sacrificed	 sun	 light	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 should	 not	 justify	 the	 same	
treatment	in	Los	Angeles.		Further,	the	shadow	analysis	depicted	in	Figure	4.A‐13	clearly	illustrates	that	the	
public	open	space	along	the	sidewalk	on	the	north	side	of	the	project	(south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard)	will	be	
shaded	 from	 11:00	 am	 until	 after	 3:00	 pm,	 exceeding	 the	 three‐hour	 shading	 threshold	 for	 a	 significant	
impact.	 	 The	 public	 open	 space	 portions	 of	 the	 Project	 will	 also	 be	 shaded	 for	 virtually	 the	 entire	 day	
resulting	in	a	shade	impacted	area	within	the	project	site.				

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐5	

Although	the	cited	buildings	noted	by	the	commenter	are	not	in	close	proximity	to	the	Project	Site,	and	may	
not	 be	 located	 within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles,	 they	 exemplify	 the	 existing	 development	 pattern,	 and	
associated	shading	conditions,	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	in	the	surrounding	area.		The	evaluation	
of	shading	impacts	of	the	Project	are	not	dependent	on	such	conditions,	but	rather	the	discussion	is	intended	
to	provide	context	for	the	reader.		The	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	justification	of	building	heights	are	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	commenter	asserts	that	the	
Project	would	 result	 in	 shade	 impacts	 to	 “public	 open	 space”	 along	 the	 sidewalk	 on	 the	north	 side	 of	 the	
Project.	 	 However,	 as	 noted	 on	 page	 A.3‐3	 of	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide,	 “[f]acilities	 and	
operations	 that	 are	 sensitive	 to	 the	 effects	 of	 shading	 generally	 include,	 but	 are	 not	 limited	 to,	 routinely	
useable	outdoor	spaces	associated	with	residential,	recreational	or	institutional	land	uses;	commercial	uses	
such	as	pedestrian‐oriented	outdoor	spaces	or	restaurants	with	outdoor	eating	areas;	nurseries;	and	existing	
solar	collectors.”		The	existing	sidewalk	on	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	along	the	Project	Site	frontage	
is	not	considered	routinely	useable	outdoor	spaces	associated	with	residential,	recreational	or	institutional	
land	uses,	but	rather	part	of	the	public	right‐of‐way.		In	addition,	given	the	zero‐setback	of	the	existing	Bank	
building	on	 the	Project	 Site	 currently,	 this	 sidewalk	 is	 completely	 shaded	 through	much	of	 the	day	under	
existing	conditions.		Although	the	Project	would	include	commercial	uses	with	pedestrian‐oriented	outdoor	
spaces	and	restaurants	with	outdoor	eating	areas	that	would,	in	fact,	be	shaded	for	extended	periods	of	time,	
these	uses	do	not	exist	under	current	“baseline”	conditions,	and	as	such	implementation	of	the	Project	would	
not	introduce	new	shading	effects	that	would	adversely	affect	such	outdoor	activities.	 	Therefore,	although	
on‐site	 outdoor	 spaces	 would	 be	 shaded	 for	 extended	 durations	 during	 various	 parts	 of	 the	 year,	 most	
notably	in	the	winter	months,	such	shading	effects	would	not	be	considered	significant	impacts	under	CEQA.			

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐6	

5)	The	traffic	study	incorporated	in	the	recirculated	DEIR	is	problematic.	Assumptions	in	the	study	are	from	
2013	and	not	 current	 including	 cumulative	projects	 and	 current	 traffic.	 In	 addition,	 the	 traffic	 flow	of	 the	
project	has	changed	with	Alternative	9	and	raises	larger	safety	concerns	about	issues	like	the	intention	for	
left‐hand	turns	out	of	the	project	onto	Crescent	Heights.	In	addition,	we	are	concerned	about	the	bottleneck	
that	 could	 be	 created	 with	 the	 left‐hand	 turns	 from	 northbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 into	 the	 project.	 This	
exchange	 of	 vehicles	 has	 not	 been	 adequately	 studied	 and	 reported.	We	 direct	 the	 city's	 and	 applicant's	
attention	 to	 the	 comments	 submitted	 below	 and	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 undertaken	 by	 a	 new	
independent	firm.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐6	

The	comment	generally	asserts	that	circumstances	have	changed	since	the	2013	Project	TIA	and	implies	that	
there	has	been	a	substantial	increase	in	the	severity	cumulative	and	traffic	impacts.	Regarding	the	comment	
related	to	the	cumulative	projects	included	in	the	DEIR	and	traffic	volumes	relied	on	in	the	impacts	analysis,	
see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐2	(Scott	Lunceford,	City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9).		As	discussed	therein,	
the	list	of	related	projects	utilized	in	the	evaluation	of	cumulative	impacts	is	provided	in	Table	3‐1	in	Chapter	
3.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	list	of	related	projects	provided	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	was	compiled	based	
on	 information	 available	 at	 the	 time	 the	 Notice	 of	 Preparation	 (NOP)	 for	 the	 Project	 was	 filed	 with	 the	
County	Clerk	on	September	12,	2013.		Pursuant	to	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15130(b)(1),	the	EIR	need	
only	consider	past,	present,	and	probable	future	projects	known	at	the	time	of	the	NOP	or	projects	described	
as	 part	 of	 projections	 contained	 in	 relevant	 planning	 documents.	 	 While	 additional	 applications	 for	
development	projects	in	the	Project	area	have	been	submitted	subsequent	to	the	filing	of	the	NOP,	the	Draft	
EIR	need	not	consider	such	development	in	the	analysis	of	cumulative	impacts	pursuant	to	Section	15125	of	
the	State	CEQA	Guidelines.		To	do	so	would	place	an	unreasonable	burden	on	the	City	as	this	would	require	
that	 the	 various	 cumulative	 analyses	 provided	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 account	 for	 all	 such	 projects	 prior	 to	 the	
release	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	public	review.		No	changes	to	the	list	of	related	projects	presented	in	Chapter	3.0	
of	the	Draft	EIR	are	required.			

Regarding	 left‐turns	 from	 the	 Project’s	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway,	 as	 discussed	 in	 detail	
beginning	on	page	26	of	the	Project	TIA	(contained	as	Appendix	H‐1	in	the	Draft	EIR),	existing	and	forecast	
future	 traffic	 volumes,	 speeds,	 and	 congestion	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	adjacent	 to	 the	driveway	
were	considered	in	the	assignment	of	left‐turn	exits	from	this	driveway.		Based	on	these	considerations,	it	is	
acknowledged	that	high	levels	of	traffic	in	both	directions	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	will	likely	hinder	
left‐turn	exits	during	peak	periods	of	 the	day,	and	as	such,	 the	Project	TIA	assigns	only	relatively	nominal	
amounts	of	traffic	to	this	move	during	the	peak	hours,	including	only	about	6	left‐turns	during	the	AM	peak	
hour	 and	 28	 left‐turns	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour	 (less	 than	 one	 left‐turn	 exit	 every	 two	minutes)	 for	 the	
Project	(please	see	page	44	of	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	and	only	18	left‐
turns	during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	60	left‐turns	during	the	PM	peak	hour	(maximum	of	only	one	left	turn	
every	minute)	for	Alternative	9	(please	see	Alternative	9	Project	Total	Driveway	Volumes	figure	in	Appendix	
A	of	the	RP‐DEIR).	 	These	nominal	left‐turn	exit	demands	are	expected	to	be	accommodated	by	gaps	in	the	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	traffic	 flows,	especially	 following	the	removal	of	 the	existing	conflicts	with	the	
existing	eastbound	right‐turn	only	“lane”	as	part	of	the	proposed	reconfiguration	of	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		However,	despite	the	potential	delays	
that	could	occur	for	vehicles	making	left‐turn	exits	from	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	
during	the	peak	commute	traffic	periods,	such	turns	will	be	more	readily	available	during	the	off‐peak	traffic	
periods	of	the	day	when	overall	traffic	volumes	are	reduced.		Peak	hour	traffic	conditions	would	also	result	
in	 intermittent	 limitations	on	 left	 turns	 into	the	Project	Site	 from	northbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	
but	as	discussed	on	Draft	EIR	pages	4.J‐54	through	4.J‐58	in	Section	4.J	regarding	the	Project	and	pages	2‐50	
and	2‐51	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9,	impacts	related	to	vehicular	site	access	and	
circulation	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	
regarding	site	access	and	circulation.	

Regarding	the	potential	for	conflicts	between	northbound	left‐turns	entering	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	 driveway	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 left	 out	 of	 this	 driveway,	 this	 condition	 exists	 at	 all	 two‐way	
driveways,	with	vehicles	entering	and	exiting	a	driveway	 in	 the	same	direction	of	 travel	 (such	as	 left‐turn	
entry	from	and	left‐turn	exits	to	northbound	direction)	crossing	paths	in	order	to	complete	their	respective	
moves.	 	 Due	 to	 the	 relatively	 light	 amount	 of	 traffic	 anticipated	 to	 turn	 left	 out	 of	 the	 Project’s	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	driveway	(see	Response	 to	Comment	3‐13),	no	significant	operational	 issues	 related	 to	
these	typical	driveway	movements	are	anticipated.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B27‐7	

6)	Maintaining	 part	 of	 the	 current	 traffic	 island	 and	 a	 south‐bound	 right‐hand‐turn	 lane	 from	 eastbound	
Sunset	Blvd.	will	continue	to	offer	traffic	relief	from	the	poorly	graded	intersection	at	Crescent	Heights.	We	
would	like	to	see	the	new	traffic	study	re‐incorporate	that	turn	lane.	If	part	or	all	of	the	existing	traffic	island,	
currently	city	property,	is	given	or	sold	to	the	property	owners,	we	do	not	believe	this	square	footage	should	
be	incorporated	into	the	FAR	calculations	for	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐7	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island.	 	With	 regard	 to	
ownership	of	the	traffic	island	property,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	 	The	traffic	
island	would	continue	to	be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	and	further,	this	
property	is	not	utilized	in	the	calculation	of	the	Project’s	FAR,	which	is	based	solely	on	the	property	under	
the	ownership	of	the	Applicant.		It	should	also	be	noted	that	the	reconfigured	intersection	would	still	provide	
a	dedicated	right‐turn	pocket	at	the	eastbound	approach	to	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	which	would	allow	
for	right‐turn	movements	while	maintaining	three	through‐lanes	on	Sunset	Boulevard.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐8	

7)	We	don’t	understand	how	the	project	will	meet	the	9,000	gpm	fire	flow	required	for	a	project	of	this	size.		
Given	that	the	Sunset	water	main	that	serves	the	project	is	old	and	fragile,	and	has	already	experienced	one	
major	 rupture,	 have	 LAFD	 and	 LADWP	 provided	 assurances	 that	 the	 main’s	 integrity	 is	 sufficient	 to	
guarantee	adequate	flow	in	the	event	of	a	major	fire	at	the	site?	Will	they	give	some	kind	of	exemption	to	the	
required	gpm?	Plus,	the	project	site	sits	directly	across	from	a	hillside	area	known	as	the	Kirkwood	Bowl,	Mt.	
Olympus	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 (Hollywood),	 one	 of	 the	 highest‐fire‐danger	 areas	 in	 the	 city.	 Assurance	 of	
continued	water	 flow	and	 supply	 is	of	paramount	 importance,	not	only	 to	 the	project,	 but	 to	 the	adjacent	
hillsides	 and	 surrounding	 area.	 Being	 directly	 adjacent	 to	 a	 Very	High	 Fire	Hazard	 Severity	 Zone	 (VHFHS	
Zone)	water	 and	 emergency	 response	 time	 are	 critical.	We	would	 like	 to	 further	 understand	 the	 plans	 to	
maintain	necessary	water	flow	in	an	emergency.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐8	

Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	adequacy	of	 infrastructure	 serving	 the	Project	Site,	 fire	 flows	
and	fire	life	safety	features	of	the	Project,	and	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	 	As	discussed	
therein,	 an	 updated	 fire	 flow	 report	 was	 prepared	 for	 the	 Project	 by	 LADWP	 in	 March	 2016,	 which	
demonstrates	that	a	fire	flow	of	up	to	9,000	gpm	with	a	minimum	of	50	psi	residual	water	pressure	from	six	
hydrants	flowing	simultaneously	is	possible	under	existing	conditions.		Although	the	LADWP	fire	flow	report	
indicates	that	a	total	fire	flow	of	9,000	gpm	can	be	accommodated	by	the	existing	water	system,	it	is	possible	
that	some	improvements	may	be	required	prior	to	LAFD	approval	regarding	fire	flow.		As	stated	in	the	Draft	
EIR,	with	the	recommended	water	system	improvements	(if	necessary),	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	
both	LAFD	and	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Water	and	Power	(LADWP),	the	Project	would	either	achieve	
the	required	fire	flows	prescribed	by	LAFD,	or	provide	a	combination	of	lower	fire	flows	and	other	fire	life	
safety	 features	 to	 the	 satisfaction	 of	 LAFD,	 such	 that	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Under	 any	
circumstances,	however,	LAFD	approval	of	fire	flows	and	fire	life	safety	features	would	be	required	prior	to	
issuance	of	any	building	permits	for	the	Project.		

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐9	

8)	According	to	the	developer,	the	materials	to	be	used	in	the	external	elements	of	Gehry’s	design	have	not	
yet	 been	 finalized.	 	 Given	 that	 there	 was	 a	 significant	 issue	 with	 glare	 when	 Gehry	 designed	 the	 Disney	
Concert	 Hall,	 which	 was	 not	 addressed	 prior	 to	 completion,	 we	 would	 like	 assurances	 that	 the	 exterior	
material	will	not	create	a	glare	impact.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐301	
	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐9	

Although	not	finalized,	as	noted	by	the	commenter,	the	current	considerations	for	exterior	materials	include	
a	custom	glazed	curtain	wall	and	natural	stone‐clad	façade	with	“punched”	windows,	with	no	exposed	raw	
metallic	 materials	 proposed.	 	 These	 materials,	 mainly	 glass	 and	 natural	 stone,	 are	 commonly	 found	
throughout	 the	existing	built	environment	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	none	of	 the	known	examples	have	
been	reported	to	have	glare	 issues.	 	During	the	design	phase,	 information	 including	glare	data,	reflectivity,	
gloss	 and	 diffusion	 characteristics	 of	 each	 material	 considered	 for	 the	 Project	 will	 be	 carefully	 studied,	
tested,	and	mocked	up	to	assure	that	glare	effects	on	surrounding	properties	are	managed	and	are	consistent	
with	acceptable	standards.		The	assessment	of	glare	effects	includes	a	number	of	assumptions	regarding	the	
proposed	building	materials	 to	be	 implemented	under	the	Project,	as	described	on	page	4.A‐44	 	 in	Section	
4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	page	2‐12	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9,	and	while	the	
specifics	regarding	building	materials	have	not	been	formally	determined,	the		building	materials	ultimately	
selected	would	be	similar	to	those	described	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	and	would	be	submitted	to	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	for	review	as	part	of	final	site	plans	prior	to	Project	approval.		

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐10	

9)	Regarding	construction,	we	want	to	make	sure	all	sidewalks	will	remain	accessible	to	the	public	during	
the	 entire	 construction	 period.	What	 are	 the	 developers'	 plans	 to	 ensure	 the	 safe	 use	 of	 all	 sidewalks	 for	
pedestrians	and	bike	riders	along	Sunset,	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	during	construction?		

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.			

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐11	

10)	The	project	 takes	advantage	of	 increased	density	via	SB	1818	due	 to	 its	proximity	 to	a	 transit	 stop	at	
Fairfax	Ave.	and	Sunset	Blvd.	We	would	like	to	know	1)	how	that	transit	stop	meets	the	requirements	of	a	
transit	stop	for	SB	1818,	and	2)	whether	there	is	a	sufficient	trans	[sic]	stop	within	the	required	1,500	feet	to	
qualify	 for	 SB	1818.	 If	 that	 stop	does	not	meet	 the	 requirements,	we	would	 like	 to	better	understand	 the	
developer's	 plans	 to	 improve	 the	 existing	 transit	 at	 Fairfax	 Ave.	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd.,	 including	 increased	
sidewalk	depth.	We	do	not	believe	the	current	facilities	are	adequate	to	accommodate	what	will	be	increased	
demand.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐11	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	qualification	for	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	and	Response	to	
Comment	 Form	 Letter	 4‐3	 regarding	 the	 criteria	 for	 a	 transit	 stop	 for	 purposes	 of	 Affordable	 Housing	
Incentives.		The	measured	distance	to	the	referenced	transit	stop	is	illustrated	in	Appendix	D	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		
The	 Project	 does	 not	 include	 off‐site	 improvements	 to	 the	 transit	 stop	 located	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Fairfax	Avenue,	nor	is	it	required	to	undertake	any	such	improvements,	and	thus	the	feasibility	of	expanded	
facilities	at	that	location	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐12	

11)	While	 the	project	aims	to	 increase	density	and	 foot	 traffic	 in	 the	area,	we	do	not	believe	the	currently	
proposed	 sidewalk	 depth	 reflects	 the	 need	 for	 “walkable	 streets.”	We	 would	 like	 to	 see	 revisions	 to	 the	
project	that	further	widen	the	sidewalks	and	set	the	buildings	back	from	the	property	line.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐12	

The	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	the	proposed	sidewalks	widths	around	the	Project	Site	are	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		As	noted	on	page	4.J‐31	in	Section	4.J	of	the	
Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	make	any	necessary	improvements	to	the	Project	Site‐adjacent	
portions	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 a	 portion	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 in	
compliance	with	the	LAMC,	LADOT,	and	or	Bureau	of	Engineering	requirements.		While	the	Sunset	Boulevard	
frontage	 meets	 the	 required	 roadway	 width,	 an	 additional	 dedication	 of	 approximately	 two	 feet	 for	 the	
provision	of	additional	sidewalk	width	would	be	required.			

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐13	

12)	For	 all	 future	developments,	 especially	 for	 large	mixed‐use	projects,	 true	 environmental	 leadership	 is	
paramount	to	a	building's	sustainability	and	resiliency,	particularly	in	an	area	of	delicate	topography.	We	see	
many	opportunities	 to	 include	new	 technologies,	 such	as	 state‐of‐the‐art	 solar	 capabilities	and	 recaptured	
water	 source	 to	 utilize	 Los	 Angeles's	 natural	 resources	 and	 reduce	 reliance	 on	 strained	 energy	 grid.	We	
would	like	to	see	the	developer	explore	these	options	and	incorporate	them	into	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐13	

The	 comments	 encouraging	 incorporation	of	 sustainability	 features	 into	 the	Project	 are	noted	and	will	 be	
provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	As	 described	on	Page	2‐33	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	
Project	 would	 be	 designed	 to	 meet	 the	 standards	 for	 Leadership	 in	 Energy	 and	 Environmental	 Design	
(LEED)	 certification	 by	 the	 U.S.	 Green	 Building	 Council	 through	 the	 incorporation	 of	 green	 building	
techniques	and	other	sustainability	features,	including	among	other	things,	passive	ventilation,	use	of	ozone‐
friendly	refrigerants,	stormwater	retention,	and	incorporation	of	water	conservation	features.				

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐14	

13)	We	ask	the	developer	to	address	the	weight	limit	allowed	on	Havenhurst	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	
West	 Hollywood	 and	 the	 weights	 of	 the	 various	 delivery	 trucks	 servicing	 retailers	 at	 8150	 W.	 Sunset	
Boulevard	to	insure	the	trucks	are	in	compliance.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐14	

Regarding	large	vehicles	on	residential	streets,	trucks	are	permitted	to	travel	on	all	streets	within	the	City	of	
Los	 Angeles	 unless	 otherwise	 prohibited.10	 	 According	 to	 LADOT,	 if	 there	 is	 a	 safety	 or	 traffic	 congestion	
issue	caused	by	trucks	using	local	streets	 in	a	particular	neighborhood	to	bypass	arterial	streets,	residents	
can	 request	 an	 investigation	 through	 the	 LADOT	 district	 offices.	 	 If	 warranted,	 LADOT	 will	 post	 signs	
prohibiting	 trucks	 weighing	 three	 or	 more	 tons.	 	 However,	 even	 if	 signs	 are	 posted,	 certain	 oversized	
vehicles	will	be	exempt,	including	(1)	emergency	vehicles,	(2)	transit	or	shuttle	buses,	(3)	trucks	involved	in	
construction	on	the	street,	(4)	trucks	making	deliveries	on	the	street,	and	(5)	vehicles	needing	to	enter	and	
exit	nearby	businesses.			

Similarly,	Section	10.07.110,	Vehicle	Exceeds	Load	Size	Limit,	of	the	West	Hollywood	Municipal	Code	states:	

																																																													
10	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Transportation	 website.	 	 “Trucks	 on	 Residential	 Streets”.		

http://ladot.lacity.org/WhatWeDo/Operations/NeighborhoodServices/TrucksonResidentialStreets/index.htm.	 Accessed	 December	
2015.	
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										(a)	 	 No	 person	 shall	 park	 or	 leave	 standing	 upon	 any	 portion	 of	 a	 city	 street	 or	 highway	 within	 a	
residential	zone,	as	shown	on	 the	official	zoning	map	of	 the	city	as	may	be	amended	 from	 time	 to	
time,	any	vehicle	having	either	of	the	following:	

																(i)			A	manufacturer’s	rated	load	capacity	greater	than	three‐quarters	(3/4)	of	a	ton;	or	

																(ii)		A	length	in	excess	of	twenty‐four	feet.	

										(b)		The	following	vehicles	are	hereby	exempt	from	the	provisions	of	this	section:	

																(i)	 	 	Any	vehicle	properly	displaying	a	 large	vehicle	permit.	Large	vehicle	permits	shall	be	 issued	to	
residents	 for	 their	 use	 and	 the	 use	 of	 their	 guests.	 Notwithstanding	 the	 above,	 large	 vehicle	
permits	shall	not	be	used	under	any	circumstances	on	any	of	the	following	vehicles:	tour	buses,	
movie,	 television	 or	 photographic	 production	 vehicles,	 limousines,	 or	 mobile	 billboards	 in	
accordance	with	Chapter	19.80	of	this	code.	No	more	than	five	one‐day	large	vehicle	permits	may	
be	issued	to	each	residential	unit	within	a	three‐month	period;	

																(ii)	 	Any	authorized	emergency	vehicle,	any	authorized	highway	work	vehicle	or	any	vehicle	used	in	
the	construction,	installation,	or	repair	of	a	utility	or	a	public	utility	in	accordance	with	Sections	
22512	and	35704	of	the	California	Vehicle	Code;	

																(iii)	Any	vehicle	engaged	in	loading	or	unloading;	

																(iv)	Any	vehicle	making	pickups	or	deliveries	of	goods,	wares	and	merchandise;	and	

																(v)		Any	vehicle	picking	up	or	delivering	materials	used	in	the	actual	and	bona	fide	repair,	alteration,	
remodeling	or	construction	of	any	building	or	structure	for	which	an	encroachment	permit	or	a	
building	permit	has	been	obtained.	

Trucks	accessing	the	Project	Site	from	Havenhurst	Drive	via	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	engaged	in	activities	
that	are	considered	exempt	from	the	provisions	of	the	vehicle	weight	limitations	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
and	City	of	West	Hollywood.			

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐15	

14)	 Public	 safety	 is	 of	 the	 utmost	 importance.	We	 request	 the	 developer	 provide	 assurances	 that	 the	 Los	
Angeles	Police	(LAPD)	and	Los	Angeles	Fire	Departments	(LAFD)	have	adequate	access	 to	all	areas	on	the	
property	 at	 street	 level	 and	 inform	 the	 public	 of	 approvals	 by	 Police	 and	 Fire	 that	 said	 access	 for	 either	
department	is	acceptable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐15	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	in	Section	4.I.1,	
Fire	Protection	 and	Emergency	Medical	 Services,	 and	 impacts	 related	 to	police	protection	 in	 Section	4.I.2,	
Police	Protection,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		
As	 discussed	 therein,	 Project	 plans	 would	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 by	 both	 LAPD	 and	 LAFD	 to	 ensure	 that	
adequate	security	measures	and	emergency	vehicle	access	is	provided	for	the	development.		Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.			
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COMMENT	NO.	B27‐16	

15)	We	feel	that	the	demolition	of	the	Lytton	Bank	building	would	present	a	significant	unmitigable	impact	
due	to	the	loss	of	a	cultural	and	historic	resource	and	could	not	be	overridden	by	a	statement	of	overriding	
consideration.	We	request	preservation	of	the	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐16	

There	are	 three	proposed	preservation	alternatives	evaluated	 in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives	of	 the	Draft	EIR	
that	 consider	 the	 adaptive	 reuse	 and	 retention	of	 the	Bank	building,	 including	Alternatives	5,	 6,	 and	7,	 as	
further	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3.		The	Draft	EIR	and	the	RP‐DEIR	recognize	that	alternatives	that	
do	 not	 preserve	 the	 bank	 building	will	 have	 a	 significant,	 un‐mitigatable	 impact.	 	 As	 to	whether	 or	 not	 a	
statement	of	overriding	consideration	would	be	appropriate	for	the	Project,	that	determination	will	be	made	
after	the	decision	makers	have	reviewed	the	Final	EIR.		

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐17	

16)	The	DEIR	does	not	properly	address	the	cumulative	effects	of	the	project.	CEQA	requires	that	the	
cumulative	effects	be	specifically	addressed	in	part	of	the	EIR	process.	A	separate	section	on	cumulative	
effects	needs	to	be	prepared	in	order	to	comply	with	CEQA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐17	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 A9‐2	 (Scott	 Lunceford,	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 Letter	 A9)	 regarding	
cumulative	impacts	and	related	projects.	 	The	basis	for	the	cumulative	impacts	discussion	presented	in	the	
Draft	 EIR	 is	 provided	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	 Environmental	 Setting,	while	 the	 cumulative	
effects	for	each	environmental	issue	are	evaluated	in	each	respective	section	in	Chapter	4.0,	Environmental	
Impact	 Analysis,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 adequately	 and	 comprehensively	 addressed	
cumulative	impacts	of	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐18	

Traffic‐specific	comments	on	8150	DEIR	and	Recirculated	DEIR		

17)	 The	 traffic	 analysis	 assumes	 that	 the	 free‐flow,	 right‐turn	 lane	 on	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	
Crescent	Heights	will	be	removed	(see	Figure	8,	page	50	of	Appendix	H	–	Traffic	and	Parking)	and	replaced	
with	 a	 short,	 right‐turn	 lane.	 	 This	 would	 result	 in	 overflow	 from	 the	 right‐turn	 lane,	 blocking	 the	 third	
through	lane	on	Sunset.		All	level	of	service	calculations	based	on	this	lane	configuration	are	inaccurate	and	
should	be	corrected.		All	renderings	of	the	project	which	incorporate	the	city	right	of	way	for	the	right‐turn	
lane	and	the	adjacent	island	into	the	project	and	make	it	appear	to	contain	more	open	space	than	it	can	on	its	
own	property	are	inaccurate	and	should	be	corrected	to	present	a	fair	picture	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐18	

See	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	of	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island,	 as	well	 as	Response	 to	
Comment	 B1‐80	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1).	 	 As	 further	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 proposed	
reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 anticipated	 to	 reduce	 existing	 conflicts	 and	 improve	 intersection	
operations	at	this	location.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B27‐19	

18)	The	project	site	is	served	by	Metro	transit	routes	218	and	2/302.		The	218	runs	north‐south	on	Crescent	
Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	and	provides	limited	service	at	30	minute	headways	during	most	of	the	day.		Line	
2	and	302	serve	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	with	10‐15	minute	 service	 in	 the	 local	Route	2	 and	10‐40	
minute	 service	 on	 limited	 stop	 Route	 302.	 	 This	 level	 of	 transit	 service	 would	 not	 be	 consistent	 with	
categorization	of	the	project	site	as	appropriate	for	transit	oriented	development.	 	Only	if	a	higher	 level	of	
transit	service	were	guaranteed	into	perpetuity	could	such	a	designation	be	appropriate.	 	Any	one	of	these	
bus	lines	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.			The	DEIR	characterization	of	Metro	lines	217	and	780	
on	Fairfax	Avenue	as	serving	the	project	site	is	inaccurate.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐19	

The	Project	 (and	all	 evaluated	alternatives)	 is	not	considered	 to	be	or	characterized	as	a	Transit	Oriented	
Development	(“TOD”).		See	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19	and	Response	to	Comment	B25‐7	(H.	
Wood,	HELP	Letter	B25).	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐20	

19)	 The	 Existing	 Conditions	 traffic	 counts	 from	 2013	 are	 outdated	 and	were	 representative	 of	 depressed	
economic	conditions	during	the	Great	Recession.		They	are	not	representative	of	existing	conditions	in	2015	
and	should	have	been	updated	for	the	Recirculated	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐20	

The	 traffic	 counts	 used	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 were	 collected	
between	May	and	October	of	2013.		The	City	of	Los	Angeles	(LADOT)	typically	allows	the	use	of	traffic	counts	
up	to	approximately	two	years	old,	depending	on	the	conditions	in	the	area	surrounding	the	subject	project	
(per	the	Traffic	Count	Requirements	on	page	7	of	LADOT’s	August	2014	Traffic	Study	Policies	&	Procedures).		
As	identified	in	the	Project	TIA,	the	anticipated	traffic	growth	rate	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Proposed	Project,	as	
identified	in	the	current	Los	Angeles	County	Congestion	Management	Program	(“CMP”)	is	anticipated	to	be	
approximately	 0.14	 percent	 annually	 through	 the	 year	 2020.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 traffic	 data	 contained	 in	 the	
Project	TIA	is	considered	to	continue	accurately	reflect	the	current	traffic	conditions	in	the	study	area.		See	
also	Response	to	Comment	B27‐6	above	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐21	

20)	The	cumulative	projects	 list	 is	also	outdated	and	should	have	been	updated	for	the	Recirculated	DEIR.		
Figure	12,	page	72	of	Appendix	H	–	Traffic	and	Parking	does	not	show	one	single	project	on	Sunset	Boulevard	
between	Crescent	Heights	and	La	Brea	Avenues,	and	there	are	many	such	proposed	projects.		It	also	does	not	
include	the	Horizon	Hollywood	(Mosaic)	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐2	(Scott	Lunceford,	City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9)	regarding	related	
projects.	 	 As	 explained	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 (at	 page	 3‐2	 and	 elsewhere),	 the	 cumulative	 projects	 analysis	
included	known	(at	the	time	of	the	NOP)	proposed	development	projects	expected	to	undertake	construction	
between	 2013	 and	 2018.	 	 	 The	 comment	 does	 not	 indicate	 that	 any	 of	 the	 proposed	 projects	 allegedly	
missing	from	the	cumulative	projects	analysis	meet	this	reasonable	cutoff	date	for	the	analysis.		With	regard	
to	 the	 project	 cited	 by	 the	 commenter,	 the	 NOP	 for	 the	 7107	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 Project	 (Horizon	
Hollywood	mixed	use	project)	was	circulated	in	November	2014,	or	over	year	after	the	NOP	for	the	proposed	
Project	was	circulated;	therefore,	this	project	was	not	included	in	the	list	of	related	projects.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B27‐22	

21)	The	 list	 of	15	 intersections	 included	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis	does	not	 include	 the	 intersection	of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	at	Laurel	Avenue,	the	intersection	immediately	to	the	east	of	the	project	and	an	intersection	that	
frequently	 backs	 up	 into	 the	 Sunset/Crescent	 Heights	 intersection.	 	 This	 renders	 the	 traffic	 analysis	
inadequate	and	the	level	of	service	analysis	at	the	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	intersection	suspect	as	the	DEIR	
authors	clearly	did	not	understand	the	interrelationship	of	traffic	queues	between	these	two	intersections.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐22	

Although	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Laurel	Avenue	is	the	closest	intersection	to	the	east	of	the	
Project	Site	(except	for	the	site‐adjacent	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard),	a	
review	 of	 the	 Project’s	 and	 various	 alternatives’	 trip	 assignments	 indicates	 that	 all	 Project‐related	 traffic	
passing	 through	 this	 location	 is	 anticipated	 to	 do	 so	 travelling	 directly	 eastbound	or	westbound	 (with	no	
turns	to	or	from	Laurel	Avenue).		This	scenario	is	the	least	likely	to	result	in	any	significant	traffic	impacts,	
since	 any	 additional	 (Project‐related)	 traffic	 would	 not	 add	 to	 any	 “conflicting”	 lane	 movements.		
Additionally,	no	Project‐related	impacts	are	expected	to	occur	for	either	the	Project	or	any	of	its	alternatives	
at	 either	of	 the	 two	 study	 intersections	 “bracketing”	 this	 location;	 Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard,	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 (except	 for	 Alternative	 2,	 which	 would	 result	 in	 a	
“threshold”	significant	impact	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	during	the	PM	peak	hour,	
which	 can	 be	 fully	 mitigated	 by	 the	 proposed	 mitigation	 measures	 identified	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 for	 that	
alternative).	 	 Both	 of	 these	 “bracketing”	 intersections	 carry	 higher	 overall	 traffic	 volumes	 than	 the	
intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Avenue	 (due	 to	 lower	 traffic	 volumes	 on	 Laurel	 Avenue	
compared	 to	 either	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 or	 Fairfax	 Avenue).	 	 Additionally,	 the	 Project	 and	 its	
alternatives	 also	 add	 traffic	 to	 several	 of	 the	 “conflicting”	 or	 turning	 movements	 at	 each	 of	 these	 two	
“bracketing”	 intersections,	 increasing	 the	 potential	 for	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 these	 locations	 compared	 to	 the	
intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Avenue.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 since	 neither	 of	 these	 “bracketing”	
intersections	 exhibit	 a	 project‐related	 significant	 impact	 under	 any	 of	 the	 proposed	 site	 development	
alternatives	(except	as	noted	earlier	under	Alternative	2),	no	significant	impacts	to	the	intersection	of	Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Laurel	Avenue	are	anticipated,	and	no	specific	analyses	of	this	location	are	necessary.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐23	

22)	 The	 conclusions	 of	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 are	 presented	 on	 pages	 96‐100	 of	 Appendix	 H	 –	 Traffic	 and	
Parking	as	follows:	

“As	also	shown	in	Tables	9(a)	and	9(b),	most	of	these	incremental	project‐related	changes	in	either	the	CMA	
or	vehicular	delay	values	are	relatively	nominal,	and	in	fact,	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	slight	improvements	
in	 the	 operations	 of	 several	 of	 the	 locations	 could	 occur,	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 anticipated	 reductions	 in	 site‐
related	traffic	due	to	development	of	the	proposed	project.		However,	as	also	shown	in	Table	9(b),	vehicular	
delays	at	the	unsignalized	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	could	increase	by	nearly	50	
seconds	per	vehicle	during	the	PM	peak	hour	as	a	result	of	the	addition	of	project‐related	trips.	 	However,	
despite	this	rather	substantial	increase	in	vehicular	delay	at	this	particular	(unsignalized)	intersection,	both	
Table	 9(a)	 and	 Table	 9(b)	 show	 that	 the	 net	 new	 incremental	 traffic	 generated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	
would	not	be	expected	to	produce	changes	to	the	current	operating	conditions	(LOS)	at	any	of	the	15	study	
intersections	 (including	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive)	 during	 either	 the	 AM	 or	 PM	 peak	 hour	
analysis	periods.”	

These	conclusions	are	unbelievable	for	a	variety	of	reasons:	
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A.	 The	 level	 of	 service	 calculations	 presented	 in	 both	 Tables	 9(a)	 and	 9(b)	 note	 that	 intersection	
existing	and	future	 level	of	service	was	manually	adjusted	to	LOS	E	or	F	based	on	observations	of	existing	
conditions.		What	this	is	indicating	is	that	the	software	used	to	assess	the	LOS	conditions	in	the	project	area	
was	unable	 to	 accurately	 calculate	 the	 level	 of	 service	due	 to	 the	over‐saturated	 conditions	 (i.e.,	 gridlock)	
currently	 experienced	 at	 8	 out	 of	 the	15	 intersections	 in	 the	 study	 area.	 	 The	 fact	 that	 the	 traffic	 analysis	
software	was	unable	to	accurately	calculate	level	of	service	at	LOS	E	and	F	intersections	(more	than	half	of	
those	 included	 in	 the	 analysis)	 calls	 into	question	 the	accuracy	of	 the	 impact	 analysis	 itself	 at	 all	 of	 these	
locations.	

B.	 The	 traffic	 analysis	 refers	 to	 the	 “net	 new	 incremental	 traffic”	 generated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	
based	on	the	inappropriate	assertion	that	trips	associated	with	all	of	the	existing	on‐site	uses	will	disappear	
from	the	area.		This	is	a	false	assumption.		Residents	of	the	area	who	now	visit	the	site	to	do	banking	or	visit	
their	dentist,	or	even	to	buy	a	cup	of	coffee	or	a	hamburger,	will	not	eliminate	those	trips	in	the	future.		On	
the	 contrary,	 they	will	 continue	 to	 drive	 on	 area	 streets	 to	make	 those	 same	 errands,	 just	 to	 other	 local	
commercial	areas	where	those	businesses	relocate.		The	entire	traffic	analysis	is	called	into	question	by	the	
assumption	 that	 all	 of	 these	 trips	will	 be	 eliminated	 from	 the	 project	 area	 roadways	 and	 that	 the	 project	
takes	credit	for	eliminating	them.		This	calls	into	question	the	cumulative	impact	of	the	project	as	well	as	the	
project‐specific	impact	analysis,	as	cumulative	trips	that	will	remain	have	been	wished	away.	

C.	 The	50	second	 “rather	 substantial	 increase	 in	vehicular	delay”	at	Fountain	and	Havenhurst	 should	
not	be	dismissed	as	insignificant.		It	will	be	felt	as	a	significant	inconvenience	to	all	drivers	who	have	to	use	
that	intersection.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐81	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	regarding	item	“A”	above.	

With	regard	to	item	“B”	above,	while	the	commenter	is	correct	that	the	trips	associated	with	the	existing	site	
development	 were	 assumed	 to	 be	 removed	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 (and	 therefore,	 from	 the	 surrounding	
streets	 and	 intersections),	 as	 is	 the	 current	 and	 accepted	 methodology	 for	 assessing	 such	 traffic,	 the	
commenter	 fails	 to	 acknowledge	 that	 all	 of	 the	 trips	 associated	with	 the	Project	 and	 its	 alternatives	were	
treated	 as	 new	 trips	 to	 the	 area.	 	 In	 fact,	 the	Project	 and	many	of	 the	 alternatives	 include	 site‐	 and	 area‐
serving	uses	such	as	a	bank,	restaurants,	a	supermarket,	and	other	such	uses,	and	it	is	anticipated	that	many	
area	 residents	 who	 currently	 patronize	 the	 existing	 uses	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 will	 patronize	 similar	 uses	
provided	 within	 the	 Project	 or	 its	 alternatives.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 some	 of	 the	 “new”	 trips	
assumed	to	be	generated	by	 the	Project	or	 its	alternatives	will	actually	be	 “existing”	site‐related	 trips	 that	
will	not	disappear	from	the	area	roadways,	but	will	continue	to	patronize	the	Project	Site,	thereby	reducing	
the	number	of	 “new”	 trips	actually	added	 to	 the	Project	vicinity.	 	However,	 the	 trip	generation	and	 traffic	
impact	analysis	assumptions	and	methodologies	identified	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1	of	
the	Draft	EIR)	are	considered	to	present	the	most	conservative	assessment	of	the	net	new	site‐related	traffic,	
and	conform	to	both	LADOT’s	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood’s	current	traffic	impact	analysis	policies	and	
procedures.			

Note	also	that	the	comment	regarding	the	Project’s	cumulative	traffic	is	incorrect;	the	trips	associated	with	
most	 of	 the	 38	 related	 projects	 do	 not	 include	 the	 removal	 of	 any	 existing	 trips	 at	 their	 respective	
development	sites,	and	as	such,	nearly	all	of	the	59,546	daily	trips,	3,896	AM	peak	hour	trips,	and	5,086	PM	
peak	 hour	 trips	 generated	 by	 the	 related	 projects	 (as	 summarized	 in	 Table	 6	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA)	 are	
conservatively	 assumed	 to	 be	 completely	 new	 trips	 to	 the	 area	 roadway	 system.	 	 See	 also	 Response	 to	
Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	regarding	Project	trip	generation	and	traffic	
impact	analysis	methodology	utilized	in	the	Project	TIA.		
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Regarding	item	“C”	above,	the	commenter	states		that	the	Project	TIA	dismisses	the	potential	Project‐related	
50‐second	increase	in	delay	at	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	as	“insignificant”	
[commenter’s	 language].	 	 However,	 the	 commenter	 does	 not	 continue	 the	 excerpted	 language	 from	 the	
Project	TIA,	which	further	indicates	that	despite	this	“rather	substantial”	[Project	TIA	language]	increase	in	
the	 delay	 at	 that	 location,	 the	 increase	 would	 not	 change	 the	 level	 of	 service	 (“LOS”)	 at	 the	 intersection	
during	 either	 the	 AM	 or	 PM	 peak	 hours.	 	 Additionally,	 both	 the	 Project	 TIA	 and	 Draft	 EIR	 subsequently	
identify	 this	 increase	 in	delay	 as	 a	 significant	 impact,	 and	 identify	measures	 to	 reduce	 the	 impact	 to	 less‐
than‐significant	levels	through	the	proposed	installation	of	a	new	traffic	signal	at	the	intersection.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐24	

23)	The	traffic	analysis	does	not	propose	any	mitigation	measures	other	 than	required	TDM	to	reduce	the	
impacts	of	the	project	due	to	the	faulty	traffic	analysis	which	concluded	there	would	be	no	impacts.		This	is	
unacceptable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐24	

The	 commenter	 states	 that	Project‐related	 traffic	mitigation	 is	not	provided	other	 than	 the	 required	TDM	
program.	 	However,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	Project’s	 required	TDM	program,	which	 is	 actually	 not	 required	 to	
mitigate	any	of	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts	(except	for	Alternative	2’s	significant	impact	at	the	intersection	of	
Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard;	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐3	[Rory	Barish,	Colonial	
House	HOA	Letter	B18]),	the	Project	and	all	of	its	alternatives	(except	for	Alternatives	1	and	8,	which	result	
in	no	significant	impacts)	recommend	the	installation	of	a	new	traffic	signal	at	the	intersection	of	Fountain	
Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 (along	 with	 the	 potential	 restriping	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 through	 the	
intersection	 to	provide	new	eastbound	and	westbound	 left‐turn	 lanes,	which	 is	not	required	by	Mitigation	
Measure	TR‐1,	but	could	be	implemented	as	shown	in	the	conceptual	illustration	in	Figure	4.J‐10	in	Chapter	
3.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR)	 in	order	 to	mitigate	 the	 lone	significant	Project‐related	 traffic	 impact,	which	occurs	at	
that	location.		No	additional	traffic	mitigation	measures	are	warranted	since	the	results	of	the	traffic	impact	
analyses	 identified	 no	 other	 significant	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 for	 either	 the	 Project	 or	 any	 of	 its	
alternatives.	 	However,	the	Project	also	proposes	to	install	a	new	traffic	signal	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	Havenhurst	Drive,	which	would	not	 be	 required	 to	mitigate	 any	 significant	 Project‐related	
traffic	impact,	but	which	would	facilitate	traffic	movement	at	that	intersection.	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐25	

24)	The	 analysis	 of	Havenhurst	Avenue	 is	 flawed	 in	 two	ways.	 	 First,	 it	 assumes	 that	 all	 traffic	 related	 to	
existing	land	uses	on	the	site	will	disappear,	which	as	noted	above	will	not	be	the	case.		People	will	still	need	
to	 drive	 to	 their	 bank	 or	 dentist	 office.	 	 It	 also	 assumes	 that	 all	 of	 the	 traffic	 exiting	 the	 driveway	 on	
Havenhurst	will	turn	right	out	of	the	driveway	and	head	north	to	congested	Sunset	Boulevard.		Tell	that	to	
the	folks	on	Laurel	Avenue	south	of	the	8000	Sunset	commercial	complex.		It	is	unreasonable	to	assume	that	
everyone	 will	 obey	 a	 “right‐turn‐only”	 sign	 and	 doing	 so	 results	 in	 a	 traffic	 analysis	 that	 inaccurately	
portrays	 the	 impact	on	Havenhurst	 south	of	 the	project.	 	 	 	This	 is	particularly	 true	 if	 the	project	 installs	a	
traffic	signal	at	Havenhurst	and	Fountain	as	a	“project	mitigation	measure.”		It	will	attract	traffic	Havenhurst	
as	have	the	traffic	signals	on	Laurel	Avenue,	which	used	to	be	a	quiet	residential	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐25	

Regarding	the	comment	related	to	the	assumed	trip	credits	associated	with	the	removal	of	the	existing	site	
trips,	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B27‐23	above	regarding	 item	“B”.	 	Regarding	 the	comment	related	 to	 the	
restriction	of	 left‐turn	 from	 the	Project’s	Havenhurst	 driveways,	 as	discussed	on	page	3‐22	 and	 shown	 in	
Figure	4.J‐5	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	a	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	added	to	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	
EIR	 to	 require	 physical	 barriers	 to	 prevent	 left‐turn	 movements	 by	 vehicles	 exiting	 from	 the	 Project’s	
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Havenhurst	Drive	driveways.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	as	well	as	Response	to	Comment	B18‐7	
(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18)	and	Response	to	Comment	C12‐2	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	
HOA	Letter	C12).	

COMMENT	NO.	B27‐26	

25)	Table	 2(b)	 in	Appendix	H‐	Traffic	 and	Parking	 lists	 theoretical	 trip	 generation	 rates	 by	 land	use	 type	
supposedly	representative	of	 the	existing	 land	uses	on	the	site.	 	 It	presents	a	 theoretical	calculation	of	 the	
amount	of	traffic	generated	by	the	existing	site.	 	It	would	have	been	more	accurate	for	the	DEIR	authors	to	
collect	 empirical	 trip	 generation	data	by	 counting	 traffic	movements	 in	 and	out	of	 the	existing	driveways.		
They	similarly	could	have	counted	the	distribution	of	 traffic	by	driveway.	 	 Instead	Figure	5(b)	presents	an	
assumed	distribution	 of	 existing	 traffic	 by	 driveway,	 suggesting	 that	 only	 10%	of	 existing	 traffic	 uses	 the	
Havenhurst	driveway.		Where	is	the	empirical	data	to	substantiate	that	assumption?		Based	on	a	theoretical	
calculation	using	national	 average	 trip	 generation	 rates,	 often	based	 on	 suburban	 retail	 centers,	 the	DEIR	
calculates	 in	 Tables	 2	 (a),	 (b)	 and	 (c)	 that	 the	 existing	 site	 generates	 5,296	 trips	 per	 day	 and	 that	 the	
proposed	project	will	generate	6,373	for	a	net	increase	of	1,077	trips	per	day.		What	if	empirical	data	showed	
that	 this	 more‐urban	 shopping	 center	 generates	 only	 4,000	 trips	 per	 day.	 	 The	 net	 increase	 in	 trips	
attributable	 to	 the	 project	 would	 be	 2,373.	 	 Without	 empirical	 trip	 generation	 data	 for	 the	 existing	 site,	
something	 that	 would	 have	 been	 easy	 to	 collect	 with	 driveway	 counts,	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 is	 called	 into	
question	 for	 potentially	 inflated	 the	 site’s	 existing	 trips	 and	 thereby	 reducing	 the	 projected	 net	 trip	
generation.												

RESPONSE	NO.	B27‐26	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation	and	the	suggestion	to	collect	empirical	
trip	generation	data,	as	well	as	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐75	through	B1‐78	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	
B1).			
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LETTER	NO.	B28	

Carl	Peter	Ripaldi	
<ripaldi2001@yahoo.com>	
HHWNC	
Environmental,	Beautification,	and	Preservation	Chairman	

COMMENT	NO.	B28‐1	

Having	reviewed	the	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd.,	I	find	that	the	document	does	not	satisfactorily	provide	a	
section	on	Cumulative	Effects.	

CEQA	requires	that	every	project	evaluate	the	cumulative	effects	that	it	may	generate	along	with	the	other	
projects	in	the	area.	

In	Hollywood	we	have	 60	major	 projects	 ion	 [sic]	 the	 planing	 [sic],	 EIR	 or	 construction	phase.	 	 The	8150	
Sunset	development	needs	to	evaluate	its	impacts	as	they	relate	to	these	other	projects.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B28‐1	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 A9‐2	 (Scott	 Lunceford,	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 Letter	 A9)	 regarding	
cumulative	impacts	and	related	projects.	 	The	basis	for	the	cumulative	impacts	discussion	presented	in	the	
Draft	 EIR	 is	 provided	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	 Environmental	 Setting,	while	 the	 cumulative	
effects	for	each	environmental	issue	are	evaluated	in	each	respective	section	in	Chapter	4.0,	Environmental	
Impact	 Analysis,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 adequately	 and	 comprehensively	 addressed	
cumulative	impacts	of	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	B28‐2	

For	example,	8150	Sunset	will	generate	over	200,000	truck	loads	of	dirt	which	must	be	hauled	of	the	site	to	
the	 freeway	and	 to	 a	 landfill.	 	Other	projects	 in	 the	area	along	Sunset	Blvd,	 such	as	 the	Crossroads	of	 the	
World	Development	and	the	Palladium	Project	will	also	generate	tremendous	numbers	of	truck	loads	of	dirt.	

There	needs	to	be	an	evaluation	of	the	combined	impact	of	all	these	trucks	along	Sunset	Blvd,	hauling	of	dirt	
from	the	construction	sites.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B28‐2	

The	commenter	states	that	the	Project	would	require	200,000	truckloads	of	dirt.		However,	as	noted	on	page	
2‐34	 in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Project	would	 require	off‐site	 transport	and	
disposal	 of	 approximately	58,500	 cubic	 yards	of	 soils.	 	 It	was	 assumed	 that	10‐cubic‐yard	 capacity	 trucks	
would	haul	the	soil	off‐site,	which	represents	approximately	5,850	total	truck	trips	(round‐trip),	not	200,000	
trips	as	stated	by	 the	commenter.	 	However,	under	Alternative	9,	deeper	excavation	would	be	required	 to	
accommodate	 the	 additional	 underground	 parking	 level,	 which	would	 increase	 the	 excavation	 volume	 by	
approximately	2.3	times,	or	a	volume	of	about	136,500	cubic	yards	as	noted	on	page	2‐20	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		In	
order	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	 truck	 trips,	 it	 was	 assumed	 that	 larger	 capacity	 haul	 trucks	 would	 be	
employed	 for	 off‐site	 disposal,	 which	would	 translate	 to	 10,500	 total	 round‐trip	 truck	 trips,	 or	 less	 than	
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double	 the	number	of	haul	 trips	compared	 to	 the	Project.	 	Even	so,	with	regard	 to	additive	effects	of	such	
truck	trips,	the	specific	timing	of	construction	of	the	related	projects	in	the	area,	as	well	as	details	regarding	
the	number	 of	 trucks,	 haul	 routes,	 and	 other	 details	 are	 not	 currently	 available	 to	 allow	 for	 a	meaningful	
analysis	 of	 such	 impacts.	 	 While	 it	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 construction	 activities	 and	 haul	 truck	 trips	
associated	 with	 other	 developments	 in	 the	 area	 could	 occur	 simultaneously	 with	 the	 Project,	 it	 is	 not	
possible	to	reliably	estimate	potential	impacts	to	such	a	level	of	detail.		As	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐33	through	
4.J‐39	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	be	constructed	in	five	
different	 phases,	 with	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	 haul	 truck	 trips	 occurring	 during	 the	 shoring	 and	 excavation	
phase,	and	thus	this	phase	of	construction	activity	represents	the	peak	period	of	truck	traffic.		The	phasing	of	
construction	activities	under	Alternative	9	would	be	comparable	to	that	of	the	Project,	and	thus	peak	truck	
traffic	would	also	occur	during	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase	under	Alternative	9.		As	discussed	on	page	
4.J‐36	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 a	 review	 of	 the	 traffic	 conditions	 in	 the	 study	 area	 (from	 the	 Project	 traffic	 study)	
indicates	 that	 much	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 corridor	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity	 and	 through	 much	 of	 the	
Hollywood	 community	 (between	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 the	 Hollywood	 Freeway)	 currently	 exhibits	 or	 is	
forecast	 to	 operate	 at	 LOS	 F	 during	 both	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 in	 the	 future	 (“without	 Project”	
conditions).		Therefore,	it	is	possible	that,	although	no	peak	hour	impacts	to	these	locations	are	anticipated,	
temporary	 significant	 impacts	 could	 result	during	 some	of	 the	midday	 (off‐peak)	hours.	 	However,	 the	26	
directional	pce	trips	per	hour	anticipated	during	the	off‐peak	hours	of	operations	of	the	Project’s	shoring	and	
excavation	phase	are	not	anticipated	to	result	in	significant	regional	traffic	impacts	to	the	US‐101	Freeway	or	
any	 of	 the	 other	 haul	 route	 freeway	 facilities.	 Similarly,	 given	 the	 near	 doubling	 of	 truck	 trips	 during	 the	
shoring	and	excavation	phase	under	Alternative	9,	temporary	significant	impacts	to	intersections	along	the	
proposed	 haul	 route	 could	 result	 during	 some	 of	 the	 midday	 (off‐peak)	 hours,	 and	 thus	 impacts	 are	
conservatively	 concluded	 to	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable.	 	 Furthermore,	 because	 the	 projected	 future	
“without	Project”	conditions	account	for	traffic	generated	by	both	ambient	growth	and	growth	from	nearby	
related	projects	within	the	Project	TIA	study	area,	the	traffic	analysis	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	
addresses	cumulative	impacts.	 	Nonetheless,	although	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	are	concluded	to	result	
in	 temporary	 significant	 construction	 traffic	 impacts,	 substantial	 disruption	 to	 traffic	 conditions	 along	 the	
proposed	haul	route	would	be	minimized	based	on	the	temporary	nature	of	Project‐related	haul	truck	trips	
that	would	only	occur	during	off‐peak	hours	(i.e.,	9	a.m.	to	4	p.m.	Monday	through	Saturday)	and	only	during	
the	Project's	shoring	and	excavation	phase.		As	such,	the	analysis	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	is	
considered	adequate.	

COMMENT	NO.	B28‐3	

Likewise	 here	 [sic]	 needs	 to	 be	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 various	 projects	 on	 Emergency	 and	
Fire/Safety	operations	and	access	within	Hollywood.		Will	emergency	vehicles	be	able	to	maneuver	along	the	
streets	with	all	this	construction	going	on.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B28‐3	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐6	
regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	 response	 times.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	operational	 traffic	 impacts	
would	be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	which	 is	 also	 required	 to	
reduce	impacts	related	to	emergency	vehicle	access	to	less	than	significant.		As	noted	on	pages	4.J‐63	and	4.J‐
64	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	analysis	of	traffic‐related	impacts	accounts	for	cumulative	growth	in	the	
area,	including	ambient	growth	and	growth	associated	with	specific	development	projects	listed	in	Table	3‐1	
in	 Chapter	 3.0	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 be	 required	 to	 implement	 an	 LADOT‐approved	
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Construction	 Traffic	 Management	 Plan	 throughout	 construction	 activities,	 which	 would	 minimize	 traffic‐
related	effects	associated	with	construction	of	the	Project	and	ensure	that	vehicular	access	is	maintained.	

COMMENT	NO.	B28‐4	

Likewise,	the	DWP	plans	to	replace	the	water	distribution	system	in	Hollywood	over	the	next	several	years	
as	 it	 is	 in	 a	 state	 of	 catastrophic	 failure.	 	 The	 replacement	 of	 the	water	 distribution	 system	will	 result	 in	
reduced	lanes	along	many	of	Hollywoods	[sic]	arterials.	 	How	will	this	impact	the	transport	of	hundreds	of	
thousands	of	truckloads	of	dirt	within	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B28‐4	

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 construction	 activities	 associated	with	 a	 system‐wide	 replacement	 of	 aging	
water	distribution	pipelines	and	other	facilities	would	result	in	reduction	in	roadway	capacities	in	the	area	
due	to	lane	closures	or	other	physical	impediments	to	vehicular	travel.		However,	the	specific	locations	and	
timing	of	such	activities	is	not	currently	known,	and	it	is	speculative	to	suggest	that	such	conditions	would	
exist	during	the	Project’s	temporary	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	construction,	during	which	haul	truck	
trips	 would	 be	 occurring.	 	 Again,	 as	 discussed	 above	 in	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B28‐2,	 the	 commenter’s	
statement	regarding	“hundreds	of	thousands	of	truckloads”	is	not	accurate,	but	nonetheless	the	potential	for	
substantial	adverse	effects	to	result	from	LADWP	activities	in	conjunction	with	the	Project	is	not	supported	
by	 evidence.	 	 Additionally,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	
temporary	 construction‐related	 haul	 truck	 traffic	 was	 conservatively	 concluded	 to	 result	 in	 a	 significant	
unavoidable	impact	during	the	mid‐day	(off‐peak)	period.			

COMMENT	NO.	B28‐5	

None	of	these	cumulative	impacts	are	being	evaluated	in	any	of	the	EIRs	as	far	as	I	am	able	to	determine.	

This	must	be	done	 to	 satisfy	CEQA	 and	provide	 a	meaningful	 analysis	 of	what	 the	 impacts	 of	 these	many	
large	projects	will	have	on	traffic,	circulation,	emergency	vehicle	access,	Fire/Safety	issues.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B28‐5	

The	commenter	provides	a	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	these	comments	
are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B28‐1	through	B28‐4	above.	
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LETTER	NO.	B29	

Carl	Peter	Ripaldi	
HHWNC	
Environmental,	Beautification	and	Preservation	Chairman	

COMMENT	NO.	B29‐1	

We	reel	in	horror	witnessing	the	destruction	of	the	Cultural	Monuments	of	Palmyra	and	Nimrod	by	ISIS	in	
Iraq	and	Syria.		We	cannot	understand	how	these	fanatics	can	destroy	the	architectural	monuments	
representing	their	history	and	their	cultural	heritage.	

Yet	here	in	Los	Angeles	we	are	witnessing	the	destruction	of	the	Cultural	Heritage	of	this	City.	A	City	which	
grew	tremendously	during	and	following	the	second	world	war	and	became	a	treasure	trove	of	Mid‐Century	
Modern	Architecture.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B29‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B17‐1	(Carl	Ripaldi,	HHWNC	Letter	B17).	

COMMENT	NO.	B29‐2	

The	City	grew	expansively	in	the	1950s	and	1960s	based	on	mobility	and	“car	culture”.	The	Freeway	system	
is	unmatched	anywhere	else	in	the	world.	

Modernism	dominated	the	style	and	construction	of	housing	developments,	churches,	stores,	restaurants	
and	bank	buildings	during	this	time	reflective	of	the	optimism	and	dynamism	of	the	City	as	it	expanded	its	
borders	and	population	through	the	1950s	and	1960s.	

Notable	architects	contributed	to	the	design	of	the	Case	Study	Houses,	with	the	intent	of	designing	low	cost	
modern	homes	for	the	returning	GIʼs	who	 locked	to	Los	Angeles	for	its	wonderful	climate	and	dynamic	
economy	and	booming	Aerospace	Industry.	

Googie	Coffee	Shops	and	Burger	Joints	like	Norms,	Big	Boys	and	Ships	proliferated	along	the	boulevards	
accommodating	the	new	“car	culture”	phenomena.		These	Googie	Restaurants	introduced	the	entire	
population	to	the	new	Modernism	style	even	if	the	guests	lived	in	old‐fashioned	traditional	dwellings.	

Churches	and	Bank	buildings	cropped	up	accommodating	drive	up	and	drive	though	services,	all	a	part	of	Los	
Angelesʼ	“Car	Culture”.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B29‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B17‐2	(Carl	Ripaldi,	HHWNC	Letter	B17).	

COMMENT	NO.	B29‐3	

Here	in	Hollywood	major	examples	of	these	wonderful	architectural	marvels	include	the	Mosaic	Church,	The	
Capital	Records	Building,	The	Cinerama	Dome	Theater	and	the	Chase/Lytton	Bank	Building	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd.	
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The	Capital	Records	Building	was	a	significant	addition	to	the	Hollywood	Skyline	featuring	a	creative	style	
and	floor	plan	and	architectural	features	not	seen	anywhere	else	previously.	

Likewise	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	was	built	featuring	iconic	Mid‐Century	Modernism	Architectural	features.		
Drive	up	tellers,	the	use	of	a	distinctive	pleated	or	Chevron	Roof	and	the	incorporation	of	decorative	concrete	
blocks	in	its	walls	and	fences.	

The	building	featured	two	story	fenestration	and	a	floating	stairway.		Distinctively	modern	lighting	features	
and	a	dynamic	open	floor	plan.	

In	Palm	Springs,	Donald	Wexler	introduced	the	pleated	roof	design	into	his	modern	housing	developments.		
The	population	embraced	Modernism	and	Los	Angeles	became	the	first	truly	modern	metropolis	in	the	USA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B29‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B17‐3	(Carl	Ripaldi,	HHWNC	Letter	B17).	

COMMENT	NO.	B29‐4	

This	wonderful	Mid‐Century	Modernism	Architecture	is	at	great	risk	today.	

Many	people	do	not	recognize	its	uniqueness	and	architectural	significance	in	our	City	and	in	many	places	
the	buildings	are	being	torn	down	and	replaced	with	much	larger	structures	contributing	to	the	congestion	
and	grid‐lock	we	now	witness	everywhere.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B29‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B17‐4	(Carl	Ripaldi,	HHWNC	Letter	B17).		

COMMENT	NO.	B29‐5	

These	wonderful	Mid‐Century	Modern	buildings	have	now	reached	the	50	years	old	mark.		So	they	are	
eligible	for	Historic	Designation	under	the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act,	as	well	as	the	similar	
legislation	in	California	and	Los	Angeles.	

Under	Section	106	of	the	National	Historic	Preservation	Act,	structures	50	years	old	or	older	can	be	
protected	as	cultural	resources	and	designated	historic	if	they	feature	one	of	four	criteria	established	under	
the	Act.	

a.	 They	are	associated	with	events	of	historic	significance	

b.	 They	are	associated	with	the	lives	of	persons	of	historic	significance	

c.	 They	embody	a	distinctive	character	of	a	type,	period	or	method	of	construction,	and	possess	high	
artistic	value.	

d.	 They	have	yielded	or	are	likely	to	yield	information	important	in	history	or	pre‐	history.	
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The	State	of	California	has	established	eligibility	criteria	similar	to	the	Federal	Criteria.	Under	Criteria	3,	a	
building	is	eligible	if	it:	“	embodies	the	distinctive	characteristics	of	a	type,	period,	region,	or	method	of	
construction,	or	represents	the	work	of	an	important	creative	individual,	or	possesses	high	artistic	values.	

Additionally,	a	historic	resource	eligible	for	listing	in	the	California	Register	must	retain	enough	of	its	historic	
character	or	appearance	to	be	recognizable	as	a	historic	resource.	I	believe	that	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	has	
retained	its	Mid‐Century	Architectural	features	to	the	extent	that	it	meets	this	requirement.	

The	City	of	Los	Angeles	Cultural	Heritage	Ordinance	establishes	similar	criteria	for	designating	local	historic	
resources	as	City	Monuments.		Under	their	third	criteria	the	building	must	“embody	the	distinguishing	
characteristics	of	an	architectural	type	specimen,	inherently	valuable	for	a	study	of	a	period,	style	or	method	
of	construction.	

Clearly	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	qualifies	for	eligibility	under	these	criteria.		It	
embodies	architectural	features	indicative	of	the	distinctive	character,	type,	criteria.		It	embodies	
architectural	features	indicative	of	the	distinctive	character,	type,	method	of	construction	of	Mid‐Century	
Modern	Architecture	and	possesses	high	artistic	value.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B29‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B17‐5	(Carl	Ripaldi,	HHWNC	Letter	B17).	

COMMENT	NO.	B29‐6	

The	Los	Angeles	Conservancy,	Hollywood	Heritage	Association,	numerous	neighborhood	associations	and	
many	stakeholders	strongly	believe	that	the	Bank	building	should	be	preserved.	

Evidently,	this	was	also	the	opinion	of	the	Developerʼs	Architectural	 irm	in	January	of	this	year	when	they	
met	with	the	PLUM	Committee	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	and	declared	their	
intention	in	the	presence	of	the	Developer	to	preserve	the	building	and	incorporate	it	into	the	design	of	the	
8150	Sunset	Blvd.	Development	Project.	

PRC,	[sic]	the	environmental	consultant	for	the	developer	goes	into	great	detail	explaining	the	Federal,	State	
and	City	legislation	regarding	Historic	and	Cultural	Preservation,		All	three	support	the	buildings	unique	
architectural	features,	yet	PRC	[sic]	concludes	that	the	building	has	lost	its	integrity	because	minor	design	
element	have	been	altered	or	eliminated.	

I	have	to	differ	with	their	opinion	that	would	allow	for	the	destruction	of	this	architectural	treasure.		The	
modifications	to	the	building	since	its	construction	have	been	minor.	As	you	dive	by	this	building	along	
structure,	you	notice	its	chief	and	significant	features:	the	concrete	pleated	roof,	the	fenestration,	the	open	
floor	plan	the	floating	staircase.	These	are	the	features	of	architectural	integrity	for	this	building!!!	

Now	with	Frank	Gehry	as	the	architect	the	plan	is	to	tear	down	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	and	create	a	“blank	
canvas”	for	Gehryʼs	design	of	the	site.	

I	am	sure	that	Frank	Gehry	will	design	a	wonderful	and	futuristic	complex	on	the	site,	however	I	do	not	
understand	why	the	Bank	building	has	to	go.	
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For	one	thing	it	sits	in	a	corner	of	the	site	so	everything	else	could	be	designed	and	built	around	it.	

As	the	years	go	by	the	building	will	be	recognized	more	and	more	as	an	iconic	Mid‐	Century	Modern	
landmark.	It	will	surely	be	treasured	for	its	distinctive	design	features,	but	right	now	it	is	at	very	great	risk.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B29‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B17‐6	(Carl	Ripaldi,	HHWNC	Letter	B17).	

COMMENT	NO.	B29‐7	

In	conclusion	I	state	the	following:	

There	is	plenty	of	room	at	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Site	to	accommodate	a	large	dynamic	development	project.	

There	is	plenty	of	space	for	Frank	Gehry	to	create	an	exciting,	creative,	distinctive	and	iconic	project	which	
preserves	and	incorporates	the	Lytton	Bank	Building.	

There	is	plenty	of	opportunity	for	the	developer	to	make	lots	of	money	in	building	apartments,	
condominiums,	offices	and	stores	on	this	huge	site.	

There	are	plenty	of	architectural	historians	in	the	Los	Angeles	Conservancy,	The	Hollywood	Heritage	
Association	and	residents	in	the	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	who	want	this	building	saved!!	

However,	there	are	not	plenty	of	buildings	like	the	Lytton	Bank	Building	still	in	Los	Angeles.	

In	fact,	I	am	not	aware	of	any	other	building	featuring	its	distinctive	architectural	elements	in	Hollywood.	

Nor	are	there	any	other	similar	bank	buildings	of	this	design	present	along	the	entire	stretch	of	Sunset	Blvd!!	

So	letʼs	save	the	Lytton	Bank	Building!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B29‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B17‐7	(Carl	Ripaldi,	HHWNC	Letter	B17).	
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LETTER	NO.	B30	

GREGORY	WIDEN		
<gregorywiden@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐1	

Attached	are	my	comments	and	supporting	documents	on	Alternative	9	on	Behalf	of	Save	Sunset	Blvd	in	
reference	to	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.	Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	and	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	
to	these	comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B30‐2	through	B30‐75	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐2	

In	reference	to	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR	

Please	enter	the	following	comments	on	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(DEIR)	for	the	proposed	
project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	California	into	the	public	record,	and	address	
each	one.	These	comments	were	also	submitted	on	the	previous	DEIR	comment	period	but	the	new	
Alternative	9	as	reviewed	has	not	answered	any	of	these	questions	to	our	satisfaction.	

Please	also	enter	into	the	public	record	that	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	is	a	coalition	of	neighbors	who	are	
horrified	at	the	size,	scale,	mass,	traffic,	shading,	and	geological	consequences	of	this	project	on	our	historic	
neighborhood.	This	letter	is	added	to	the	over	250	(at	last	count)	letters	from	our	neighbors	that	have	been	
submitted	against	Alternative	9,	as	well	as	the	over	700	letters	submitted	against	the	other	alternatives	
during	the	last	comment	period.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐2	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comment	Letter	B1	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	for	responses	to	previously	
submitted	 comments	 cited	 by	 the	 commenter.	 	 The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project,	 including	
comments	regarding	the	perceived	community	sentiment	about	the	Project,	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Responses	to	these	comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	
Comments	B30‐3	through	B30‐75	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐3	

GENERAL	NOTES	AND	COMMENTS:	

The	EIRs	Executive	Summary	should	lay	out	for	the	general	public	what	is	permissible	under	both	the	City's	
General	Plan	and	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan	of	1988	that	is	currently	in	force.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐1	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐4	

The	EIR	needs	to	be	more	accessible	to	the	general	public.	The	EIR	consultants	must	evaluate	each	existing	
business	side‐by‐side	with	each	of	the	proposed	new	business	uses	in	a	chart	or	table.	Specifically;	

 What	are	parking	requirements	for	each	of	the	current	land	uses	on	site	and	for	the	proposed	land	
uses	based	on	floor	area	(square	footage)	and	spaces	allocated/required?	

 What	 are	 the	 metrics	 for	 trips	 generated	 for	 each	 of	 the	 current	 land	 uses	 on	 site	 and	 for	 the	
proposed	 land	 uses,	 again	 with	 square	 footage,	 proposed	 patronage,	 and	 individual	 business	 or	
residential	use	related	vehicle	movements?	

 These	metrics	should	identify	all	the	current	commercial	uses	including	Art	Storage	uses	that	are	a	
substantial	portion	of	the	commercial	uses	currently.	

If	some	of	this	information	is	already	contained	in	the	report	please	indicate	where	it	is	shown.	If	it	is	
missing,	please	include	this	information	in	the	revised	draft.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐2	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐5	

The	EIR	completely	fails	to	address	three	specific	project	alternatives	that	the	community	had	asked	to	be	
included	during	the	Consultant's	initial	scoping	meetings.	These	were;	

 Commercial	only	development	up	to	the	allowable	111,000sq	ft	

 Mixed	 use	 development	 up	 to	 the	 allowable	 111,000sq	 ft	 (with	 the	 same	 commercial/residential	
ratio	of	the	proposed	project)	

 Mixed	use	development	with	affordable	housing	bonus	up	to	the	allowable	111,000sq	ft	

Please	objectively	evaluate	these	project	alternatives	with	respect	to	the	parking	requirements,	traffic	
impacts,	trip	generations,	considerations	with	or	without	affordable	housing	and	construction‐related	
impacts.	Also	would	these	project	alternatives	require	that	the	applicant	to	request	discretionary	actions	or	
variances	in	order	to	comply	with	the	code?	

Please	have	the	Consultant	evaluate	each	of	these	potential	alternatives	under	the	criteria	for	
Environmentally	Superior	Alternatives.	

Project	Alternatives	#3,	#4,	#5,	#6	&	#7	all	involve	development	options	that	were	NOT	raised	by	the	
community	during	scoping	process.	There	was	no	explanation	as	to	why	these	were	considered	based	on	the	
public	scoping	process.	Most	if	not	all	appear	to	non‐code	compliant	options.	Please	disclose	who	generated	
these	alternatives,	and	why	they	were	considered	as	viable	alternatives	with	respect	to	the	General	Plan	or	
the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	considerations?	

The	DEIR	(ref.	Executive	Summary,	Page	E5‐10,	paragraph	1)	concludes	that	Alternatives	#	4	and	#5	are	the	
environmentally	superior	alternatives.	The	Consultants	should	re‐evaluate	this	conclusion	as	it	is	not	
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supported	in	the	Report	and	in	fact	only	Alternative	#	2	is	identified	as	reducing	one	of	the	impacts.	A	careful	
study	of	the	three	alternatives	that	were	suggested	by	the	community	during	the	scoping	meeting	will	yield	
different	results.	Please	consider	the	environmental	superiority	of	these	options	and	then	re‐address	the	
current	conclusions.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐3	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	 	The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	 in	
fact,	 both	 identify	 the	 Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative	 (Alternative	 6)	 as	 the	
environmentally	 superior	 alternative.	 	 Alternative	 2	 (the	 Existing	 Zoning	 Alternative)	 would	 require	
demolition	of	the	Chase	Bank,	which	as	analyzed	in	the	EIR	is	presumed	to	have	a	significant,	unmitigatable	
impact.		

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐6	

Section	D	of	the	Executive	Summary	does	not	list	"Hydrology"	and	underground	water	impacts	resulting	
from	the	proposed	new	concrete	parking	structure	and	building	foundation	walls.	The	project	is	being	built	
on	a	thick	alluvial	fan	that	during	El	Nino	years	will	still	contain	massive	amounts	of	run‐off	from	the	hills,	
and	is	within	100ft	of	the	recently	confirmed	fault	line.	The	consequences	of	these	very	serious	dangers	must	
be	addressed	clearly	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐4	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐7	

The	DEIR	states	that	the	developer	is	asking	for	249	units	of	residential.	The	Hollywood	Community	plan	
specifies	a	maximum	for	Med‐High	Density	Units	‐	40‐60	per	acre.	Then	the	2.55	of	Site	Acres	would	allow	
them	just	151	units.	If	you	add	a	35%	density	bonus	that	is	52.85	(53)	units,	for	a	total	of	204	units.	This	is	
the	actual	maximum	number	units	allowed	under	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(1988)	in	the	case	that	the	
project	would	be	granted	a	3:1	FAR.	

Where	is	the	developer	getting	the	density	figures	from?	How	did	the	developers	come	at	their	figures?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐5	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐8	

The	DEIR	does	not	conform	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(1988)	or	CEQA	

The	DEIR	admits	that	the	Lytton	Center	on	the	project	site	“was	found	conservatively	eligible	as	a	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Historic	Cultural	Monument	as	a	historical	resource.	Therefore	the	Project	Site	is	considered	a	
historical	resource	under	section	15064.5(a)	(2)	of	the	CEQA	Guidelines	and	the	Project	would	have	
significant	and	unavoidable	impacts	in	historical	resources	due	to	demolition	of	the	Bank.”	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	DEIR	
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“If	a	project	would	render	an	eligible	historic	resource	ineligible,	then	there	would	be	a	significant	adverse	
effect	under	CEQA”	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	DEIR	

Here	the	DEIR	admits	that	its	plan	has	significant	adverse	effects	under	CEQA	since	by	demolishing	the	
Lytton	center	it	renders	an	eligible	historic	resource	ineligible.	Also,	the	demolition	plan	is	against	the	clear	
language	of	the	Hollywood	Community	plan	to	encourage	preservation	as	quoted	below.	

The	Hollywood	Community	Plan	serves	to	“encourage	the	preservation	and	enhancement	of	the	varied	and	
distinctive	residential	character	of	the	community”	–pg.1,	section	3	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐8	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐6	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1).	 	 As	 summarized	 in	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐3,	 the	 Bank	 building	 conservatively	meets	 the	 local	 criterion	 under	 architecture	 as	 an	 early	
example	in	Southern	California	of	the	Mid‐Century	Modern	Bank	building	type.				Even	with	the	incorporation	
of	three	mitigation	measures,	 impacts	due	to	the	demolition	of	the	Bank	building	would	remain	significant	
and	unavoidable.			

Redevelopment	 of	 the	 site	 under	 an	 alternative	 that	 does	 not	 preserve	 the	 bank	would	 not,	 however,	 be	
inconsistent	with	the	cited	provision	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	as	the	bank	does	not	contribute	to	
the	“varied	and	distinctive	residential	character	of	the	community.”		Furthermore,	as	discussed	with	regard	
to	Objective	 3	 in	 Table	 4.F‐2	 on	 page	 4.F‐28	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	Use,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	would	
preserve	and	enhance	 the	residential	character	of	 the	surrounding	community	by	 limiting	development	 to	
the	Project	Site	and	providing	residential	uses	on	a	commercially	zoned	property.			

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐9	

	“There	are	twenty‐nine	known	historical	resources	located	in	a	¼	mile	radius	of	the	project	site”	“eight	
historical	resources	are	located	within	the	visual	viewshed	or	indirect	impacts	study	area	of	the	project	site.”	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	DEIR	

These	29	historical	resources	constitutes	“varied	and	distinctive	residential	character”.	The	DEIR’s	bare	
conclusions	that	the	proposed	project	would	have	a	less‐than‐significant	impact	on	the	existing	character	of	
the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	is	completely	
unsupported	by	the	facts	and	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	building	a	glass	and	steel	skyscraper	of	216	
ft	tall	in	this	modest	Chateau,	Spanish	Colonial	revival	neighborhood	of	two	to	eight	story	buildings.	

Context	should	be	respected	in	the	design	of	new	buildings	to	be	constructed	near	historic	landmarks	and	in	
areas	of	established	historical	character.	The	new	and	old	can	stand	next	to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	if	there	is	a	similarity	or	successful	transition	in	scale,	building	form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	complemented	by	the	new.	

“Therefore	the	demolition	of	the	mid	twentieth	century	resources	on	the	project	site	would	not	materially	
impact	the	historic	setting”	“	because	the	setting	of	these	resources	have	already	been	compromised.”	
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Pg	151	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	DEIR	

Here	the	DEIR	claims	that	because	there	are	newer	buildings	in	the	area,	demolition	will	have	no	impact.	
This	reasoning	is	disingenuous	at	best.	There	are	3	properties	bordering	the	property	on	the	National	
Register	of	Historic	Places.	The	United	States	Federal	Government	found	these	properties	worthy	of	
preservation	even	though	they	border	newer	properties,	as	should	the	applicant.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐9	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐7	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1).	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 historical	
resources	are	summarized	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3.		The	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	Project	buildings	
and	their	compatibility	with	off‐site	historical	resources,	the	effects	of	proposed	Project	buildings	on	views	
of	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	 vicinity,	 and	 shade/shadow	 effects	 on	 historical	 resources	 are	 provided	 in	
Topical	Response	TR‐3.				

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 direct	 impacts	 on	 on‐site	 historical	 resources	 (the	 existing	 Bank)	 and	 indirect	
impacts	 to	 off‐site	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report	 included	as	Appendix	C‐3.	 	As	discussed	on	pages	
149	and	150	of	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report	(included	as	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR),	the	
Study	Area	for	historical	resources	is	a	product	of	visual	proximity	to	the	Project	Site	influenced	by	elevation	
and	natural	 features.	The	 Study	Area	 includes	 the	 extent	 to	which	 the	Project	 Site	would	 likely	be	 visible	
from	historical	resources	and	the	extent	to	which	conjunctive	views	may	be	experienced	of	the	subject	site	
and	 historical	 resources.	 For	 the	 purpose	 of	 the	 Assessment	 Report,	 the	 Study	 Area	 may	 therefore	 be	
described	as	follows:	

 The	area	occupied	by	properties	that	flank	the	corridor	that	extends	westward	from	the	Project	Site	
along	W.	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 the	 southerly	 bend	 in	 the	 Boulevard	 and	 includes	 8210	W.	 Sunset	
Boulevard	to	the	south	and	the	Chateau	Marmont	to	the	north;		

 The	area	occupied	by	properties	that	flank	the	corridor	the	extends	eastward	from	the	Project	Site	
along	W.	Sunset	Boulevard	to	the	eastern	side	of	N.	Laurel	Avenue;	

 The	area	occupied	by	properties	that	flank	the	intersections	of	streets	north	of	W.	Sunset	Boulevard,	
between	Selma	Avenue	and	N.	Laurel	Avenue;	

 The	 area	 occupied	 by	 properties	 that	 are	 located	 within	 viewing	 range	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 along	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	N.	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	located	north	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	south	of	
Sunset	Boulevard.	

A	 preliminary	 plan	 review	 was	 conducted	 to	 determine	 whether	 or	 not	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	
potentially	 significant	 impacts	 to	 the	historical	 resources	on	 the	project	 site	 and/or	within	 the	 immediate	
vicinity,	to	comply	with	CEQA.		As	discussed	in	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	as	discussed	beginning	on	
page	150	of	 the	Historic	Resources	Assessment	Report	 included	as	Appendix	C‐3	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 several	
properties	 in	 the	vicinity	 that	are	 listed	or	deemed	eligible	 for	 listing	would	be	 indirectly	 impacted	by	the	
Project,	however,	impacts	would	be	not	be	significant	because	the	eligibility	of	the	listed	resources	would	not	
be	 materially	 impaired.	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 properties	 located	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 were	 also	
evaluated	against	City	of	Los	Angeles	CEQA	thresholds.	However,	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	does	not	have	
specific	CEQA	thresholds,	therefore,	properties	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	were	evaluated	in	accordance	
with	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines.	 	Project	implementation	would	result	 in	a	change	in	the	existing	setting	at	
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the	Project	Site,	but	“would	not	materially	impair	the	immediate	surroundings	and	significance	of	historical	
resources	 in	 the	Project	vicinity	 to	a	degree	that	would	be	considered	substantial.”	 	As	such,	 the	Draft	EIR	
acknowledges	that	the	Project	would	result	in	a	change	to	the	visual	character	of	the	Project	Site	related	to	
architecture	and	massing,	but	that	the	associated	 impact	to	nearby	historical	resources	would	be	less	than	
significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐10	

There	is	no	discussion	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	project	makes	no	attempt	to	
“fit	in’	or	to	match	the	character	of	the	neighborhood.		Other	principals	and	policies	from	the	Hollywood	
General	Plan	should	be	discussed	and	reconciled	with	the	project.	The	lack	of	any	discussion	and	reference	to	
the	policies	in	the	Hollywood	General	Plan	makes	the	DEIR	inadequate	at	best,	and	beyond	the	legal	
requirements	at	worst.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐8	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐11	

“Generally	a	project	that	follows	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	standards	for	the	treatment	of	historic	
properties	guidelines	for	preserving,	rebuilding,	restoring,	and	reconstructing,	historic	buildings”	“shall	be	
considered	as	mitigated	to	the	level	of	less	than	a	significant	impact	on	the	historic	resource.”	

The	DEIR	goes	on	to	say:	

“Related	to	new	construction	will	not	destroy	historic	materials,	features	and	spatial	relationships	that	
characterize	the	property.	The	new	work	shall	be	differentiated	from	the	old	and	will	be	compatible	with	
historic	materials	features,	size,	scale,	and	proportion,	and	mass	seeing	to	protect	the	integrity	of	the	
property	and	its	environment.”	

Pg	154‐155	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	DEIR	

“The	building	is	‘generally	compatible	with	the	historic	materials,	features	and	massing	of	the	adjacent	
buildings’.”	

Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	DEIR.	

Here	the	Appellant	does	not	make	a	fair	argument	and	no	substantial	evidence	exists	that	proves	it	
“Generally	compatible”.	The	EIR	is	incomplete	and	inaccurate	without	specifics.	Most	of	the	Appellant’s	
assertions	are	purely	speculative,	with	no	proof	in	the	record	to	substantiate	these	claims.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐11	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐9	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1).	 	 The	 Project	 and	 Alternatives	
were	reviewed	for	conformance	with	the	Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Standards	and	against	the	CEQA	impact	
thresholds	 for	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts,	 as	 required	 for	 compliance	 with	 CEQA.	 	 Impacts	 to	 historical	
resources	 are	 discussed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 and	 detailed,	 substantial	 evidence	 is	 provided	 in	 The	
Assessment	 Report,	 Appendix	 C‐3	 pages	 143‐155	 of	 the	 original	 DEIR,	 and	 in	 the	 Historical	 Resources	
section	of	the	DEIR	on	pages	4.C.2‐21	through	4.C.2‐26,	and	in	the	RP‐DEIR,	pages	2‐26	and	2‐27.			
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐12	

The	DEIR	violates	its	own	standards	even	though	it	won’t	admit	it.	The	historic	buildings	surrounding	the	
building	site	do	not	make	use	of	Glass	and	Steel	modern	architecture.	They	are	not	20+	stories	high.	They	do	
not	make	use	of	3:1	FAR	and	off	menu	Multi‐Use	zoning.	The	building	proposed	does	change	the	spatial	
relationship	of	the	block	by	creating	a	216	foot	tall	neighborhood	dividing	block	of	a	building,	especially	
separating	all	the	neighboring	low	rise	buildings	from	the	hills,	and	blocking	out	the	view	of	the	community	
from	all	the	adjacent	buildings	on	the	hill.	There	is	no	discussion	of	how	this	violates	the	specific	policies	in	
the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(1988)	and	provides	only	inaccurate	and	speculative	assumptions	of	“no	
impact”	or	“less	than	significant	impact”.	

The	DEIR	should	illustrate	how	it	satisfies	the	laws	objectives	and	policies	in	reaching	its	conclusions.	
Discussions	of	the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	
and	how	the	facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	
project	appears	to	violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	Hollywood	General	Plan	and	Policies.	A	
full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	the	policies	and	principals	of	the	Hollywood	General	Plan	and	which	are	
satisfied	and	which	violated	by	the	proposed	project	should	be	enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	
principals	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	
bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐10	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐13	

The	established	neighborhood	character	should	also	be	respected.	In	some	cases,	formal	height	limits	and	
other	building	controls	may	be	required	to	assure	that	prevailing	heights	or	building	lines	or	the	dominance	
of	certain	buildings	and	features	will	not	be	broken	by	new	construction.	

The	Hollywood	General	plan	mandates	that	we	must:	

“protect	lower	density	housing	from	the	scatted	intrusion	of	apartments”		

pg.1,	section	3	

“promote	the	preservation	of	views,	natural	character	and	topography	of	mountainous	parts	of	the	
Community”	

pg.1	section	7	

And	that;	

	“Transitional	building	heights	should	be	imposed,	especially	in	the	Medium	density	housing	
designated	area	where	this	designation	is	immediately	adjacent	to	properties	designated	Low	
Medium	1	or	more	restrictive”	

pg	3	
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The	immediate	neighboring	homes	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	some	of	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	
discussed	in	the	DEIR,	are	between	two	and	seven	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	
project	would	not	conflict	with	an	adopted	land	use	plan	or	policy	adopted	for	the	purpose	of	avoiding	or	
mitigating	an	environmental	effect	(The	Hollywood	Plan	and	its	various	Elements)	is	completely	
unsupported.	The	scale	and	mass	of	the	project	is	Neighborhood	Dividing	and	this	is	a	major	CEQA	issue	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐11	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐14	

	“There	are	twenty‐nine	known	historical	resources	located	in	a	¼	mile	radius	of	the	project	site”	

“eight	historical	resources	are	located	within	the	visual	viewshed	or	indirect	impacts	study	area	of	the	
project	site.”	

Pg	143	of	Appendix	C3,	Historic	Resource	Appendix	Report,	8150	SUNSET	DEIR	

Of	these	twenty‐nine	historic	buildings,	the	DEIR	states	that	there	is	no	impact,	or	no	significant	impact	to	
any	of	them.	The	methodology	for	coming	to	this	conclusion	should	be	examined	in	detail,	as	it	is	not	
supported	by	the	facts	on	the	ground	

	
The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	a	historic	neighborhood.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	directly	
applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐12	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐15	

On	the	left	is	the	2	story	National	Historic	Register	building,	The	Andalusia;	directly	across	the	street	
is	the	8150	project	site	where	the	20+	story	building	will	shadow	it.	

	
The	views	of	and	from	The	Colonial	House	(right),	another	National	Historic	Register	building,	will	be	
gone	once	a	216	ft	tall	skyscraper	is	built	on	the	left	hand	portion	of	these	photos.	
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A	Two	Story	building	directly	bordering	the	8150	project	site.	The	project	proposes	a	seven	story	
concrete	parking	structure	within	twelve	feet	of	this	modest	neighboring	building.	

	

	
Below	is	an	illustration	of	how	completely	out	of	scale	the	proposed	220	foot	(NOW	234	FEET)	
building	is	with	the	2‐8	story	context	of	the	neighborhood.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐15	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐13	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1).	 	 A	 summary	 of	 the	 indirect	
impacts	to	historical	resources,	including	the	Andalusia	and	the	Colonial	House,	as	well	as	a	concise	analysis	
of	height,	scale,	compatibility	and	views,	is	provided	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐16	

ELDP	

Where	are	the	improvements	mandated	by	ELDP?	Does	this	project	meet	the	threshold?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐14	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐17	

The	ELDP	states;	

“The	project	creates	high	wage,	highly	skilled	jobs	that	pay	prevailing	wages	and	living	wages	and	provide	
construction	jobs	and	permanent	jobs	for	Californians”	–	page	15,	appendix	j,	ELDP	certification	documents	
(City	of	LA	Notice	of	Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project)	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	what	type	of	high	wage	jobs	it	will	be	creating.	The	DEIR	fails	to	certify	that	these	will	
be	new	jobs	and	not	just	the	high	wage	jobs	that	exist	already	in	the	8150	site,	particularly	the	jobs	at	Chase	
Bank	currently	in	the	Lytton	building.	The	DEIR	fails	to	adequately	estimate	the	number	of	jobs	being	merely	
transferred	from	other	parts	of	the	community.	Under	ELDP	the	project	must	create	high	wage	jobs,	but	the	
DEIR	fails	to	subtract	the	amount	of	already	existing,	high	wage	jobs	that	already	exist	from	operating	to	
proposed	tenants.	Where	are	the	specific	figures	for	creating	new	jobs?	Most	importantly,	can	the	people	
who	work	at	the	building	afford	to	live	at	the	building	at	current	market	rates?	

THE	DEIR	fails	to	discuss	in	detail	the	wages	and	what	type	of	jobs	and	what	they	will	be	paid.	They	said	they	
would	provide	300	jobs.	Currently	on	site	there	is	217	jobs.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	the	difference	between	creating	and	just	transferring	jobs.		

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	how	many	restaurant	worker	jobs	will	be	created	and	if	these	are	classified	as	high	
wage,	highly	skilled	jobs.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	how	many	of	these	jobs	part	time	or	full	time	jobs.		

The	ELDP	states	that	the	project	within	½	a	mile	of	major,	high	quality	transit	stop.	The	nearest	bus	stop	is	
on	Fairfax.	The	DEIR	misstates	the	nature	of	the	transit	stop	Fairfax.	The	building	is	beyond	the	mandated	
1500	feet	of	We	have	included	pictures	located	on	the	subsequent	pages	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐15	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐18	

How	does	this	project	get	the	same	streamlining	as	Apple’s	new	campus?	There	are	no	solar	panels	
because	all	the	outside	space	is	given	to	noise	making	activities	that	will	destroy	the	community,	and	the	
building	casts	a	massive	shadow	across	a	wide	area,	preventing	the	neighbors	from	going	solar.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐16	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐19	

ZONING,	HEIGHT,	DENSITY,	AND	TRANSIT	

 Zoning:	C4‐1D	

 FAR:	1:1	with	"D"	Height	restriction	

 Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	‐	"Neighborhood	Commercial"	

 Regional	Center	or	Neighborhood	Center:	No	

 Mixed	Use	Boulevard:	No	

 TOD:	No	

 Alquist	Priolo	Earthquake	Hazard	Zone:	Yes	

 General	Plan	Framework	‐	City	of	Los	Angeles	

 Community	Plan:	Hollywood	Community	Plan	1988	

 Housing	Element:	December	2013	City	of	Los	Angeles	

 Units	per	acre	=	203	units	

 Med‐High	Density	Units	‐	40‐60	per	acre	@	2.55	Acres	=	151	units	 	

 plus	35%	density	bonus	52.85	(53)	units		=	204	units	(Hollywood	Community	Plan	1988)	

 Off	Menu	Requests:	Many	

 FAR	Increase	Request:	Yes	

 Air	Rights	Request:	Yes	

 Condo	to	Apartments:	?	

This	area	is	not	designated	a	"Regional	Center",	but	the	project	is	"infill"	project.	The	City	of	Los	Angeles	can	
make	tighter	standards..	if	they	choose	to	do	so.	

It	should	be	noted	that	pursuant	to	Senate	Bill	743	(“SB	743”),	recently	passed	by	the	California	legislature,	
aesthetic	and	parking	impacts	of	residential,	mixed	use	residential,	and	employment	center	projects	on	infill	
sites	within	transit	priority	areas	(such	as	the	proposed	Project)	“shall	not	be	considered	significant	impacts	
on	the	environment.”	However,	SB	743	also	states	that	local	agencies	may	continue	to	set	their	own	
thresholds,	including	those	for	aesthetic	impacts.	As	such,	the	analysis	presented	below	evaluates	aesthetics,	
views,	light/glare,	and	shade/shadow	impacts	per	the	City	of	Los	Angeles’	local	CEQA	guidelines,	which	are	
contained	in	the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	discussed	below.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐17	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐20	

APPLICANT	TEXT	

b.	Regulatory	Framework	

(1)	State	of	California	–	Senate	Bill	No.	743	

On	September	27,	2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	
2014.	The	purpose	of	SB	743	is	to	streamline	the	review	under	CEQA	for	several	categories	of	development	
projects	including	the	development	of	infill	projects	in	transit	priority	areas.	The	bill	adds	to	the	CEQA	
Statute,	Chapter	2.7,	Modernization	of	Transportation	Analysis	for	Transit‐Oriented	Infill	Projects,	and	in	
particular	Section	21099.	Pursuant	to	Section	21099(d)(1)	“Aesthetic	and	parking	impacts	of	a	
residential,	mixed‐use	residential,	or	employment	center	project	on	an	infill	site	within	a	transit	
priority	area	shall	not	be	considered	significant	impacts	on	the	environment.”	

“Transit	priority	area”	means	an	area	within	one‐half	mile	of	a	major	transit	stop	that	is	existing	or	planned,	
if	the	planned	stop	is	scheduled	to	be	completed	within	the	planning	horizon	included	in	a	Transportation	
Improvement	Program	adopted	pursuant	to	Section	450.216	or	450.322	of	Title	23	of	the	Code	of	Federal	
Regulations.	

“Major	transit	stop”	is	defined	by	PRC	Section	21064.3	to	mean	a	site	containing	an	existing	rail	transit	
station,	a	ferry	terminal	served	by	either	a	bus	or	rail	transit	service,	or	the	intersection	of	two	or	more	
major	bus	routes	with	a	frequency	of	service	interval	of	15	minutes	or	less	during	the	morning	and	afternoon	
peak	commute	periods.	

The	Project	Site	is	located	within	approximately	1,500	feet	of	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
Fairfax	Avenue,	which	is	served	by	two	or	more	major	bus	routes	with	a	frequency	of	service	interval	of	15	
minutes	or	less	during	the	morning	and	afternoon	peak	commute	periods,	including	Metro	routes	2,	217,	302	
and	780.	

The	proposed	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	forth	in	Section	21099(d),	and	for	this	reason,	the	proposed	
Project’s	effects	on	aesthetics,	including	views,	and	lighting	and	glare	are	not	required	to	be	analyzed	under	
the	State	CEQA	Statute.	

4.A‐11	
Chapter	5	of	the	General	Plan	Framework	applies	to	urban	form	and	neighborhood	design.	“Urban	form”	
refers	to	the	general	pattern	of	building	heights	and	development	intensity	and	the	structural	elements	that	
define	the	City	physically,	such	as	natural	features,	transportation	corridors,	activity	centers,	and	focal	
elements.	“Neighborhood	design”	refers	to	the	physical	character	of	neighborhoods	and	communities	within	
the	City.	With	respect	to	neighborhood	design,	this	chapter	encourages	growth	in	areas	that	have	a	sufficient	
base	of	both	commercial	and	residential	development	to	support	transit	service.	The	General	Plan	
Framework	also	states	that	the	livability	of	all	neighborhoods	would	be	improved	by	upgrading	the	quality	of	
development	and	improving	the	quality	of	the	public	realm.	Urban	form	policies	applicable	to	the	Project	
Site	include	Objective	5.8,	which	applies	to	neighborhood	districts	and	community	districts.	This	
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objective	is	to	reinforce	and	encourage	the	establishment	of	a	strong	pedestrian	orientation	in	designated	
neighborhood	districts,	community	centers,	and	pedestrian‐oriented	subareas	within	regional	centers,	so	
that	these	districts	and	centers	can	serve	as	a	focus	of	activity	for	the	surrounding	community	and	a	focus	for	
investment	in	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐18	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐21	

General	Plan	Framework	Chapter	6,	Open	Space	and	Conservation,	addresses	outdoor	recreation	needs	of	
the	City’s	residents.	Objective	6.4	applies	to	the	provision	of	usable	open	space	and	maximizing	the	use	of	
public	open	space	resources	through	private	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐19	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐22	

4.A‐15	PAGE	

b.	Thresholds	of	Significance	

(1)	Visual	Character	and	Aesthetics	

(a)	Appendix	G	to	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	

Appendix	G	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	provides	sample	questions	for	use	in	an	Initial	Study	to	determine	a	
project’s	potential	for	environmental	impacts.	According	to	the	sample	questions	included	in	Appendix	G	
under	Section	I,	Aesthetics,	a	project	would	have	a	potentially	significant	aesthetic	impact	if	it	would:	

a.	Have	a	substantial	adverse	effect	on	a	scenic	vista;	or	

b.	Substantially	damage	scenic	resources,	including	but	not	limited	to	trees,	rock	outcroppings,	and	historic	
buildings	or	other	locally	recognized	desirable	aesthetic	natural	feature	within	a	city‐designated	scenic	
highway;	or	

c.	Substantial!y	degrade	the	existing	visual	character	or	quality	of	the	site	and	its	surroundings.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐22	

The	commenter	provides	a	citation	from	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	of	the	Draft	EIR,	but	does	
not	provide	any	substantive	comment.		As	such,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐23	

The	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Project	fails	to	provide	information	and	or	detail	on	many	important	transit	
and	street	improvements	related	to	construction	and	general	after	construction	operations.	The	project	
proposes	very	reduced	vehicle	parking	with	high	use	of	limited	close	by	transit,	use	of	bikes	and	walking	for	
the	majority	or	users	without	needed	improvements	needed	for	operation	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐21	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐24	

The	project	site,	8150	Sunset	Blvd	at	Crescent	Heights	is	not	located	in	a	regional	center,	mixed	use	
boulevard,	or	center	or	such	designated	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	or	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	The	
project	site	is	not	an	employment	hub,	or	considered	an	entertainment	center	area.	That	is	designated	as	
such	east	of	La	Brea.	The	project	site	does	not	fit	the	common	"transit	oriented	development"	definition	as	
the	site	is	located	almost	two	(2)	miles	from	major	rail	transit	‐	Red	Line.	While	there	is	a	local	bus	stops	on	
Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	and	Fairfax	Ave	has	a	local	rapid	bus	stops	at,	this	bus	is	constantly	detoured	due	
to	numerous	Hollywood	Blvd	street	closures.	The	current	local	bus	stop	locations	and	sidewalks	can	not	
support	or	accommodate	high	volume	transit	riders	without	significant	improvements	to	all	bus‐transit	stop	
locations	within	the	project	vicinity.	
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 Intersections	and	street	in	the	area	surrounding	the	project	site	in	the	City	of	Los	Angles	and	City	of	
West	Hollywood	are	already	operating	a	Fail	during	peak	hours	and	beyond.	

 Sunset	Blvd,	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	around	the	project	site	have	No	bike	lanes	now	or	
planned.	 The	 sidewalks	 are	 narrow	 and	 not	 able	 to	 support	 bike	 riding.	 Therefore	 it	 would	 be	
expected	 that	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project	 site	 from	 the	 immediate	 neighboring	 hillsides	 and	
surrounding	areas	will	be	by	car	at	all	times	of	operation,	especially	during	later	night	time	hours..	

 The	projects	 proposed	height,	 size,	 density,	 design	 and	proposed	high	 volume	use	 is	 incompatible	
with	the	neighborhood	character	and	infrastructure	capabilities.	

 The	projects	proposed	high	volume	commercial	activity	and	 late	night	use	will	have	overwhelming	
and	 permanent	 negative	 impact	 on	 the	 surrounding	 community	 and	 daily	 commuter	 travelers	 on	
Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Fountain	Ave.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐22	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐25	

The	projects	proposed	height,	size,	density,	design	and	proposed	high	volume	use	is	incompatible	with	the	
neighborhood	character	and	infrastructure	capabilities.	It	proposes	a	high	volume	of	commercial	activity	and	
late	night	use	which	will	have	overwhelming	and	permanent	negative	impact	on	the	surrounding	community	
and	commuters	on	Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Fountain	Ave.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐23	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐26	

The	EIR	fails	to	provide	a	complete	description	of	the	existing	building	uses	on	the	site.	The	floor	areas	and	
parking	counts	currently	allocated	to	each	use,	and	to	the	proposed	uses	must	be	shown.	This	information	
should	be	in	the	"Master	Land	Use	Application"	online	on	the	City's	website	link	for	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐24	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐27	

The	EIR	fails	to	mention	that	the	zoning	was	changed/downsized	from	3:1	FAR	to	1:1	FAR	(“Q	Condition”)	
over	a	period	of	years,	and	that	this	was	compliant	and	in	accordance	with	the	currently	in	use	Hollywood	
Community	Plan.	For	correct	public	and	legal	consideration,	the	EIR	must	show	the	reason	the	FAR	was	
downsized.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐25	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐28	

Also	please	justify	permitting	a	development	with	a	height	of	220	feet	(NOW	234	FEET)	on	this	site	without	a	
variance	from	Code	Section	SEC.	12.22.A.25.f.5	Specifically:	(5)	Height.	A	percentage	increase	in	the	height	
requirement	in	feet	equal	to	the	percentage	of	Density	Bonus	for	which	the	Housing	Development	Project	is	
eligible.	This	percentage	increase	in	height	shall	be	applicable	over	the	entire	parcel	regardless	of	the	
number	of	underlying	height	limits.	For	purposes	of	this	subparagraph,	Section	12.21.1	A.10.	of	this	Code	
shall	not	apply.	(i)	In	any	zone	in	which	the	height	or	number	of	stories	is	limited,	this	height	increase	shall	
permit	a	maximum	of	eleven	additional	feet	or	one	additional	story,	whichever	is	lower,	to	provide	the	
Restricted	Affordable	Units.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐28	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐3	(Andrew	MacPherson	Letter	C25).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐29	

New	Residential	Units	

249	units	for	505‐528	new	residents	where	there	are	currently	none.	The	project	plans	or	DEIR	does	not	
include	or	address	onsite	or	local	parks	and	necessities	or	amenities	for	children,	seniors	or	pets	that	will	
live	at	the	project	site;	

 What	amenities	and	recreation	play	areas	will	be	provided	for	children	and	where?	

 What	amenities	and	recreation	area	will	be	provided	for	seniors	and	where?	

 What	is	the	proposed	rents	for	market	rate	and	low	income	units?	

 What	amenities	will	be	provided	for	the	residents	pets?	

 Where	will	residents	walk	their	dogs	or	pets,	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights?	

 Residents	can	rent	additional	parking	spaces	from	where	‐	the	commercial	parking	or	off	site?	What	
cost?	

 Most	 project	 open	 space	 is	 proposed	 for	 entertainment	 and	 commercial	 type	 use.	Where	 are	 the	
studies	 for	 noise	 pollution	 of	 these	 events?	Where	will	 the	 overflow	 parking	 be	 located	 for	 these	
events?	

 What	school	or	child	care	amenities	will	be	provided?	

 Will	each	apartment	have	a	full	sized	parking	stall?	

 Will	each	apartment	have	a	second	parking	stall?	

 Where	will	residents	guests	park?	

 Where	is	the	commercial	parking,	on	site	or	off	site?	

 What	is	the	parking	cost?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐27	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐30	

PARKS	AND	GREEN	OPEN	SPACE	

The	project	site	[sic]	the	Havenhurst	Park	as	a	local	park	to	be	used	by	residents.	However	Havenhurst	Park	
is	a	Very	small	immediate	resident	serving	pocket	park,	open	from	9am	to	dusk	and	located	in	the	City	of	
West	Hollywood.	Hardly	a	major	park,	not	even	a	small	size	park.	The	DEIR	does	not	identify	any	other	
public	open	space	or	park	space	they	would	contribute	to	the	existing	community	or	that	their	residents	
would	be	using.	Nor	does	the	DEIR	identify	any	contributions	to	editing	[sic]	parks	and	open	space.	

EIR	applicant	text:	

The	Project	Site	is	also	located	within	a	quarter‐mile	of	open	space/park	uses	at	Havenhurst	Park.	Pocket	
park	images	below.	

	
RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐28	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐31	

COMMERCIAL	USE	AND	JOBS	

The	EIR	proposes	111,000	square	feet	of	new	restaurants	and	commercial	use	with	hundreds	of	permanent	
highly	skilled,	high	paying	jobs	in	addition	to	construction	jobs.	

However	the	DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	or	detail	regarding;	

 The	project	projects	net	94	new	jobs	over	what	the	existing	mall	provided.	

 Will	the	jobs	be	lower	wage	par‐time	restaurant	and	gym	type	jobs?	 	

 Will	jobs	be	local	hire?	
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 What	is	the	proposed	average	wage	for	the	projects	jobs?	

 What	family	friendly	restaurants	and	neighborhood	serving	retail	is	proposed?	

 All	restaurants	are	proposed	to	serve	a	 full	 line	of	alcoholic	beverages	and	remain	open	until	2am.	
This	is	neither	neighborhood	serving	nor	"family	friendly".	

 Will	 the	 average	 employee	wage	 support	 being	 able	 to	 afford	 the	 projects	market	 rate	 residential	
units	on	site?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐29	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐32	

TRAFFIC	

The	figures	and	metrics	used	to	show	traffic	increases	are	laughably	innacurate.	Our	traffic	consultant,	Allyn	
Rikin,	a	former	Bureau	Chief	of	the	LA	DOT	Planning	Bureau,	has	calculated	that	the	real	figure	for	New	
Vehicle	Trips	generated	by	the	project	as	it	is	proposed	will	be	11,693	using	the	I.T.E	Trips	Generation	
Manual,	9th	Ed,	Vol	6.	

The	absurdly	inaccurate	analysis	in	the	EIR	must	be	redone	and	recirculated.	It	goes	without	saying	that	
since	these	figures	are	so	flawed	that	the	figures	used	for	parking,	both	in	the	structure	and	its	massive	
neighborhood	destroying	overflow,	must	also	be	recalculated	and	recirculated.	

The	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Project	fails	to	provide	information	and	or	detail	on	many	important	transit	
and	street	improvements	related	to	construction	and	general	after	construction	operations.	The	project	
proposes	very	reduced	vehicle	parking	with	high	use	of	limited	close	by	transit,	use	of	bikes	and	walking	for	
the	majority	or	users	without	needed	improvements	needed	for	operation	

The	project	site,	8150	Sunset	Blvd	at	Crescent	Heights	is	not	located	in	a	regional	center,	on	a	mixed	use	
boulevard,	or	center	or	such	as	designated	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	or	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	The	
project	site	is	not	an	employment	hub,	or	considered	an	entertainment	center	area.	That	designation	is	only	
to	the	east	of	La	Brea.		

The	project	site	does	not	fit	the	common	"transit	oriented	development"	definition	as	the	site	is	located	
almost	two	(2)	miles	from	any	rail	transit	(Red	Line).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐30	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐33	

While	there	is	a	local	bus	stop	on	Sunset	Blvd	for	Laurel	Canyon	only	Fairfax	Ave	has	a	local	and	rapid	bus	
stops,	but	simple	post	in	the	pavement	can	not	be	described	as	a	“regional	transport	hub”	and	it	lies	beyond	
the	mandated	1500	feet	from	the	development.	That	bus	is	also	constantly	detoured	due	to	numerous	
Hollywood	Boulevard	closures.	
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The	current	local	bus	stop	locations	and	sidewalks	can	not	support	or	accommodate	high	volume	transit	
riders	without	significant	improvements	to	all	bus‐transit	stop	locations	within	the	project	vicinity.	

Intersections	and	streets	in	the	area	surrounding	the	project	site	in	the	City	of	Los	Angles	[sic]	and	City	of	
West	Hollywood	are	already	operating	a	“Fail”	during	peak	hours	and	beyond	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐31	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐34	

The	EIR	is	asking	for	‘Green	Bonuses’	for	providing	parking	for	over	1,000	bicycles.	With	each	space	taking	6	
sq	ft,	that’s	is	a	total	of	6,000	sqaure	feet	of	encouraging	the	use	of	bicycles.	However	the	EIR	fails	to	
recognize	the	unsuitability	of	the	area	for	cyclists.	The	junction	of	Sunset	Boulevard,	Crescent	Heights	and	
Laurel	Canyon	is	already	one	of	the	most	dangerous	in	the	City	of	LA,	and	has	had	several	bicycle	fatalities	in	
recent	years.	

Despite	this	inherent	danger	of	the	main	rounds	and	unsuitability	of	the	steep	hillside	terrains	narrow	and	
already	overcrowded	streets,	the	EIR	fails	to	make	any	mention	of	bike	lanes	being	proposed	or	planned.	The	
sidewalks	are	narrow	and	not	able	to	support	bike	riding.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐32	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐35	

Therefore	it	would	be	expected	that	travel	to	and	from	the	project	site	from	the	immediate	neighboring	
hillsides	and	surrounding	areas	will	be	by	car	at	all	times	of	operation,	especially	during	later	night	time	
hours.	

 Intersections	and	street	in	the	area	surrounding	the	project	site	in	the	City	of	Los	Angles	and	City	of	
West	Hollywood	are	already	operating	a	Fail	during	peak	hours	and	beyond.	

 Sunset	Blvd,	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	around	the	project	site	have	No	bike	lanes	now	or	
planned.	 The	 sidewalks	 are	 narrow	 and	 not	 able	 to	 support	 bike	 riding.	 Therefore	 it	 would	 be	
expected	 that	 travel	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project	 site	 from	 the	 immediate	 neighboring	 hillsides	 and	
surrounding	areas	will	be	by	car	at	all	times	of	operation,	especially	during	later	night	time	hours..	

 The	projects	 proposed	height,	 size,	 density,	 design	 and	proposed	high	 volume	use	 is	 incompatible	
with	the	neighborhood	character	and	infrastructure	capabilities.	

 The	projects	proposed	high	volume	commercial	activity	and	 late	night	use	will	have	overwhelming	
and	 permanent	 negative	 impact	 on	 the	 surrounding	 community	 and	 daily	 commuter	 travelers	 on	
Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Fountain	Ave.	

This	must	be	suitably	addressed	and	circulated	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐33	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐36	

RESIDENT	AND	GUEST	PARKING	

Resident	Parking.	

 Residential	Units	249	for	505‐528	residents		=	210	

 233	resident	will	Not	have	parking	

 Studio	73	units		=	73	vehicle	parking	spaces	

 One	Bedroom	=	130	vehicle	parking	spaces	

 Two	Bedroom	=	76	vehicle	parking	spaces	

 Three	Bedroom	=	16	vehicle	parking	spaces	

 Total	Resident	Vehicle	Parking	Spaces	=	295	

Resident	&	Guest	Parking	

 505‐528	new	residents	where	there	are	currently	none.	

 528	new	residents	minus	(‐)	295	resident	/	guest	parking	spaces	=	

 233	residents	with	No	on‐site	parking	

 Guest	Parking	=	?	(zero)	

The	project	assumes	that	210	to	233	residents	will	not	have	a	car,	but	will	walk,	ride	a	bike	or	take	the	bus.	
What	about	the	Guests	of	the	residents?	

 One	 onsite	 parking	 space	 per	 Studio	 and	 One	 Bedroom	 ‐	 additional	 or	 second	 resident	 vehicle	
parking	space	would	be	available	for	rented	or	purchased.	

 Where	would	the	additional	rented	vehicle	parking	space	come	from	‐	the	commercial	parking	or	off	
site?	

 What	will	be	 the	weekly	or	monthly	charge	 to	residents	 for	a	second	or	additional	vehicle	parking	
space	on‐site?	

 What	will	be	parking	charges	be	for	those	in	the	affordable	housing	units?	

These	figures	are	completely	out	of	step	with	all	the	City	studies	on	parking.	The	consequence	of	the	parking	
overflow	in	such	a	busy	area	will	be	massive	and	neighborhood	destroying	congestion	and	pollution.	For	the	
community	to	take	the	EIR	seriously	this	must	be	addressed	in	a	serious,	sensible	and	realistic	manner.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐34	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐37	

PARKING	FOR	RESTAURANT,	EMPLOYEE	AND	RETAIL	PATRONS	

Commercial	&	Employee	Shared	Parking,	617	vehicle	parking	spaces	further	Reduced	=	494	shared	vehicle	
parking	spaces.	123	additional	vehicle	parking	spaces	were	replaced	with	380	more	bike	parking	spaces.	

 The	projects	DEIR	and	study	assumes	that	more	than	half	of	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	
will	not	have	a	car,	but	will	ride	a	bike.	

 The	projects	DEIR	and	study	assumes	that	approximately	689		employees	and	patrons	will	not	have	
a	car,	but	will	walk,	ride	a	bike	or	take	the	bus.	

 There	are	No	bike	paths	or	bike	lanes	now	or	proposed	in	the	project	plans.	Due	to	the	high	volume	
vehicle	traffic,	safe,	protected	bike	lanes	for	adults	and	children,	with	designated	bike	access	from	all	
surrounding	 streets	 to	 and	 from	 project	 site	 must	 be	 included	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 Crescent	 Heights,	
Laurel	Canyon,	Fountain	Ave	and	Havenhust	Dr.	

 The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	an	adequate	layout	map	of	the	parking.	How	many	spaces	will	be	tandem?	

 The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	an	adequate	community	benefit	to	parking	spaces	being	taken	out	on	the	
sunset	side	of	their	property	and	being	replaced	by	a	taxi	line.	How	does	this	benefit	the	community?	

 The	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	traffic	impact	of	a	permanent	taxi	line	on	Sunset	Blvd.	

 Taxi	line	up	on	SUNSET	Blvd,	will	take	over	the	3rd	lane	on	sunset	at	havenhurst,	there	is	no	mention	
in	 the	DEIR	of	 the	 impact	 to	 traffic	 traveling	east	on	sunset	or	residents	 trying	 to	exit	 the	building	
from	Havenhurst	on	to	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐37	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐35	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐38	

The	EIR	assumes	that	more	than	half	of	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	of	this	‘high	income	
destination’	will	not	have	a	car,	but	will	ride	a	bike.	How	this	completely	unrealistic	figure	arrived	at	and	
justified?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐38	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐36	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐39	

The	EIR	also	assumes	that	approximately	689	employees	and	patrons	of	this	‘high	income	destination’	will	
not	have	a	car,	but	will	walk,	ride	a	bike	or	take	the	bus.	This	is	completely	unrealistic	and	must	be	suitably	
addressed	and	circulated	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐39	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐37	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐40	

Bicycle	Parking	‐	Resident‐Guest‐Patron‐Employee	Parking	

Bicycle	parking	space	was	further	Increased	by	380,	by	reducing	123	commercial	vehicle	parking	spaces;	On‐
site,	mostly	short	term	bike	parking:	1,365	bike	parking	spaces		The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	detail	on	bike	
parking:	

 Where	is	short	term	bike	parking?	

 Will	exterior	bike	parking	be	covered	and	lighted?	

 Will	bike	parking	areas	provide	24	hours	security?	

 Will	there	be	a	fee	or	charge	for	long	term	or	short	term	bike	parking?	

 Why	is	the	charge	of	fee	for	all	bike	parking?	

 Will	shower	and	lockers	be	available	to	all	employees?	

 Will	shower	and	lockers	be	available	to	all	patrons?	

 What	times	of	the	day	will	showers	and	lockers	be	open	and	available?	

 Will	there	be	a	charge	(fee)	for	use	of	showers	and	lockers?	

 Will	there	be	valet	bike	parking	and	at	what	charge?	

 There	are	no	bike	paths	or	bike	lanes	now,	or	proposed	in	the	project	plans.	Due	to	the	high	volume	
motorized	 traffic,	 putting	 1,000+	 cyclists	 in	 the	 dense	 and	 and	 dangerous	 traffic	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	
Crescent	Heights,	Laurel	Canyon,	even	Fountain	Ave	and	Havenhurst	Dr	without	protected	bike	lanes	
for	adults	and	children,	is	a	public	safety	debacle.	This	must	be	suitably	addressed	and	circulated	in	
the	final	EIR.	

 Designated	bike	access	from	all	surrounding	streets	to	and	from	project	site	must	be	included	for,	but	
the	current	layout	of	these	streets	makes	this	an	impossibility.	This	must	be	suitably	addressed	and	
circulated	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐40	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐40	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐41	

Parking	Charge‐Valet	Charge	

The	project	states	that	all	parking	will	be	by	Valet	only.	The	DEIR	does	not	provide	details	regarding	the	fees	
and	charges	for	parking;	

 Resident	 may	 rent	 or	 purchase	 an	 additional	 vehicle	 parking	 space.	 What	 would	 the	 weekly	 or	
monthly	fee	per	space?	

 What	is	the	cost	or	charge	to	park	and	Valet	parking?		Long	term	‐	Short	term	

 Is	self	parking	option	provided?	

 Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	or	free	parking?		What	cost?	
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 Will	employees	be	charged	to	park	?		What	cost?	

 Will	transit	passes	and	discounts	will	be	offered;	What	type	‐	How	many	?	What	cost	‐	for	how	many	
years?	For	residents,	employees,	patrons,	guests?	

 The	developer	tried	out	the	pay	parking	at	this	location	charging	$3	for	15	minutes	to	park.	It	Failed.	
Will	the	developer	be	charging	these	rates	again?	

 The	project	is	proposing	100%	valet.	Does	this	apply	to	the	low‐income	units	as	well?		How	will	they	
pay	for	this	service	or	will	the	other	residents	subsidize	this	cost	in	their	charges?	

 Please	evaluate	the	street	parking	available	in	the	area.	Will	there	be	conditions	that	can	be	applied	
to	 ensure	 no	 impacts	 to	 the	 adjacent	 streets?	 The	 site	 is	 currently	 self‐parked	 with	 free	 parking.	
Please	 evaluate	 in	 the	Report	whether	 free,	 self‐parked	 vehicles	will	 help	mitigate	 impacts	 on	 the	
adjacent	streets.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐41	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐41	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐42	

Vanpool	&	Carpool	

The	project	states	that	multiple	van	pool,	ride	home	and	car	pool	options	will	be	available.	The	DEIR	does	not	
provide	further	information	or	operational	detail	of	this	proposal;	

 Will	these	ride	options	be	provided	by	the	project	or	individual	establishments	?	

 Van	pool	and	ride	share	will	be	to	and	from	where	pick	up	‐	drop	off	?	

 What	times	and	frequency	will	this	service	be	available?	

 Will	all	ride	share	and	ride	home	options	be	available	daily,	day	&	late	night	service	and	what	charge	
/	fee?	

 Will	the	"Van	Pool"	service	be	available	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons?	

 Three	or	more	per	car	will	be	offered	parking	discounts‐what	discounts?	

 How	will	that	be	available,	to	who	and	at	what	cost	?	

 The	project	requests	80%	vehicles	spaces	to	be	Compact	cars	

 How	many	free	parking	spaces?	

 What	is	the	charge	for	Valet?	

 Will	valet	charge	increase	at	night	or	evening	hours	

 Will	parking	be	validated	by	on	site	commercial	establishments	‐	How	many	minutes	at	what	charge?	

 Handicap	parking	‐	free?	

 Electric	car	spaces	w/	plug	in.	How	many	‐	How	many	hours	to	charge	‐	Discounts	for?	

 What	protections	to	existing	neighborhood	residents	will	the	project	provide?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐42	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐42	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐43	

"Sunset	Stripmall	Owner	Sued	by	Tenants	Over	Parking	Fees	|	WEHOville	

http://www.wehoville.com/2013/04/17/sunset‐stripmall‐owner‐sued‐by‐	tenants‐over‐parking‐fees/	

“Charging	for	parking	is	standard	practice	in	Los	Angeles,	and	most	certainly	in	high	demand	areas	like	the	
Sunset	Strip,”	said	the	landlord,	referred	to	as	“AG‐SCH	8150	Sunset.”	“The	plain	language	of	each	lease	
allows	the	landlord	to	charge	for	parking	within	the	shopping	center	at	rates	that	it	determines	are	
appropriate.”	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐43	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐38	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐44	

VEHICLE	TRAFFIC	&	CIRCULATION	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

Fountain	Avenue	is	designated	as	a	Secondary	or	Modified	Secondary	Highway	within	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	and	as	a	Collector	Street	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	Within	the	study	area,	Fountain	Avenue	
is	typically	striped	to	provide	for	two	travel	lanes	in	each	direction,	with	left‐turn	lanes	provided	at	key	
intersections,	and	limited	on‐street	parking	is	permitted.	However,	along	its	western	segments	(generally	
between	Havenhurst	Drive	and	La	Cienega	Boulevard),	on‐street	parking	is	allowed	along	the	south	side	of	
the	street	throughout	much	of	the	day,		reducing	eastbound	travel	to	one	lane,	with	the	exception	of	
during	the	afternoon	peak	period,	when	such	parking	is	prohibited,	thereby	allowing	for	a	second	eastbound	
lane.	

CORRECTION	

Fountain	Ave	is	a	Collector	Street	throughout	the	project	study	area,	from	La	Cienega	to	La	Brea	and	solely	
the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	Fountain	Ave	as	a	"Modified"	Secondary	Highway	within	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
starts	at	La	Brea	to	the	east.	However,	"modified"	street	standards	as	specified	as	part	of	the	2012	Hollywood	
Community	Plan	Update	(HCPU)	were	terminated	with	the	Superior	Court	Order	to	set	aside	the	HCPU	and	
therefore	no	longer	in	effect	of	all	and	any	"modified"	streets	surrounding	the	project	site.	these	streets	
include;	Crescent	Heights,	Laurel	Canyon,	Hollywood	Blvd,	Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain	Ave.	

COMMENT	

 Streets	surrounding	the	project	site	should	not	have	been	studied	as	"modified"	street	standards	for	
the	project's	traffic	study.	
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The	project	proposes	to	use	and	incorporate	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	owned	traffic	island,	street	and	
right	turn	lane	as	part	of	their	project.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	and	detail	on;	

 Removal	of	 the	City	owned	traffic	 island,	street	and	right	turn	would	cause	 irreversible	and	severe	
negative	impact	on	traffic	 for	the	entire	surrounding	area	forever.	This	proposed	change	should	be	
eliminated	from	the	proposed	project	plan.	

 The	 lasting,	 negative	 effects	 of	 eliminating	 the	 City	 owned	 traffic	 island,	 City	 street	 and	 dedicated	
right	turn	lane	and	moving	the	Metro	bus	stop.	

 The	DEIR	also	 fails	 to	provide	 information	and	detail	as	 to	how	the	new	 increase	 in	vehicle	 traffic,	
traffic	flow,	transit	riders,	pedestrians	and	bike	riders	would	safely	co‐exists	and	move	to	and	from	
the	project	site	and	throughout	the	neighborhoods	and	community.	

 The	current	City	of	Los	Angeles	owned	traffic	island	and	function	should	remain	and	be	improved	to	
accommodate	 the	 new	 increase	 in	 transit	 user	 volume,	 pedestrians	 and	 bike	 riders.	 Traffic	 Island	
should	not	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	

 Fire	engine,	police,	ambulance	and	large	truck	would	make	the	right	turn	how?	

 Elimination	of	the	traffic	island	would	prevent,	or	at	minimum,	severely	limit	Metro	and	the	City	of	
Los	Angeles	from	any	future	enhancements	and	additions	of	new	transit	service.	Any	future	or	new	
transit	service	that	would	require	the	right	or	left	turn	at	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	no	
longer	be	an	option	for	the	City	or	Metro.	

 Elimination	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	 current	 dedicated‐sweeping	 right	 turn	 would	 make	 very	
dangerous	conditions	for	vehicles	attempting	to	make	the	right	turn	onto	Crescent	Heights	and	also	
vehicles	turning	left	onto	Sunset	from	Crescent	Heights	left.	

 Pedestrians	and	bike	rider	safety	would	be	at	risk.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐44	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐43	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐45	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

Approximately	60	percent	of	the	Project’s	residential	component	inbound	traffic	is	anticipated	to	
enter	the	Project	Site’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	from	the	south	(via	Fountain	Avenue),	with	about	
one‐half	of	this	traffic	(30	percent)	turning	onto	Havenhurst	Drive	from	both	eastbound	and	
westbound	Fountain	Avenue.	

COMMENT	

The	project	proposes	a	signal	light	at	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhust	Dr	to	mitigate	traffic.	

The	DEIR	traffic	study	fails	to	provide	detail	regarding	severe	negative	impacts	due	to	vehicle	back	up	on	
Fountain	Ave;	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐344	
	

 A	 dedicated	 left	 turn	 lane	 for	 eastbound	 vehicle	 travel	 on	 Fountain	 Ave	 would	 be	 required	 to	
accommodate	 the	project's	anticipated	hundreds	of	new	resident	vehicles	 turning	 left	 (north)	onto	
Havenhust	Dr.	to	access	the	project	site.	The	absence	of	a	dedicated	left	turn	lane	lane	would	cause	
extreme	 back	 up	 on	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 the	west,	 especially	 during	 hours	 of	 the	 day	when	 only	 One	
vehicle	travel	lane	is	available	for	eastbound	traffic.	This	in	addition	to	peak	hours.	

 Fountain	Ave;	Necessity	of	dedicated	eastbound	 left	 turn	 lane	at	Havenhurst	Dr.	 is	not	 included	 in	
traffic	study.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐45	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐44	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐46	

The	project	proposes	to	mitigate	pedestrian	and	bike	safety	by	prohibiting	left	turn	from	Crescent	
Heights	into	the	project	site.	

However	the	DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	on	how	this	would	affect	traffic	and	circulation	into	and	out	of	
the	project	site;	

 What	type	of	left	turn	"blocking"	measure	would	be	added	to	Crescent	Heights?	

 How	these	added	measures	would	impact	regular	high	volume	traffic	flow?	

 How	Crescent	Heights	northbound	vehicles	and	bikes	will	 access	 the	project	 site	parking	area	and	
valet	drop	off	area?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐46	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐45	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐47	

The	project	proposes	the	use	of	the	current	Crescent	Heights	street	vehicle	travel	"merge"	lane	for	
their	valet	parking	drop	off	and	queuing.	

However	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	or	provide	detail	regarding	safety	issues;	

 Valets	in	the	street.	

 Drivers	exiting	their	vehicles	along	Crescent	Heights.	

 Mitigation	 and	 "blocking"	measures	 that	would	prohibit	U‐Turns	 into	 the	 valet	 drop‐off	 area	 from	
vehicles	traveling	from	the	north	(Crescent	Heights)	turning	into	the	valet	drop	off	area.	

 Access	proposed	valet	queuing	area	from	Sunset	Blvd,	around	traffic	island?	

 Increase	traffic	making	right	hand	turn	on	to	Crescent	Heights	from	Sunset	Blvd	

 Emergency	service	right	turn	and	parking	‐	Fire,	Police,	Ambulance	

 Vehicle	merge	from	Crescent	Heights	into	on	coming	traffic	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐47	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐46	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐48	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

All	of	the	Project’s	residential	component	trips	must	exit	from	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway14	toward	the	
north;	approximately	10	percent	of	the	Project’s	residential	trips	exiting	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	are	
expected	to	utilize	an	“around	the	block”	route	to	access	Fountain	Avenue,	turning	right	from	Havenhurst	
Drive	onto	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	then	turning	right	again	onto	southbound	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	before	continuing	along	westbound	Fountain	Avenue.	

COMMENTS	CONTINUED	

 The	project	 proposes	 to	 eliminate	 the	 current	 traffic	 island,	 bus	 stop	 and	 traffic	 lights	 and	 streets	
lights.	

 The	project	proposes	to	eliminate	the	current	dedicated	right	turn	lane	form	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	
to	southbound	Crescent	Heights.	

 The	project	also	proposes	moving	the	bus	stop	further	east	away	from	the	project	site.	

 The	 project	 also	 proposes	 the	 addition	 of	 1,365	 bicycles	 and	 new	 bike	 riders	 in	 addition	 to	
pedestrians.	

 All	 residential	vehicles	must	exit	Havenhust	 [sic]	and	 travel	north	 to	Sunset	Blvd.	 the	vehicles	 that	
don't	turn	west	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	have	to	turn	east	on	Sunset	Blvd,	then	TURN	RIGHT	around	the	
tip	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 (project's	 plaza)	 onto	 Crescent	Heights	 in	 order	 to	 access	 Fountain	Ave	 or	
travel	south	on	Crescent	Heights.	

 Vehicles	making	the	right	turn	from	Sunset	Blvd	to	Crescent	Height	would	be	hundred	to	thousands	
daily	from	residents,	employees	and	vehicles	to	the	valet	drop	off	

 Right	 turns	around	 the	 the	 traffic	 island	 from	new	residents	and	vehicles	using	 the	project's	Valet	
drop	off	on	Crescent	Heights	would	cause	tremendous	traffic	back	up	on	Sunset	Blvd	as	right	turning	
vehicles	wait	for	pedestrians	and	bike	to	cross	Crescent	Heights	at	Sunset	Blvd.	

 It	 is	anticipated	 that	hundreds	 to	 thousands	of	passenger	vehicles	along	with	 large	delivery	 trucks	
and	emergency	vehicles	would	be	attempting	to	make	this	right	turn	daily.	

 Trucks	 and	 larger	 vehicles,	 including	 Fire	Trucks	would	 be	 forced	 into	 opposing	 traffic	 lane	when	
attempting	to	make	this	very	tight	and	unsafe	right	turn.	

 Would	 impede	already	heavy	traffic	 flow	eastbound	on	Sunset	Blvd,	especially	duty	very	heavy	PM	
peak	hours	

 Add	hundreds	more	vehicles	to	a	heavy	trafficked	intersection	that	already	operates	at	"E"	to	"F".	

 It	makes	No	Sense	 in	regard	to	 traffic,	 traffic	 flow,	 turn	capabilities	and	vehicle,	pedestrian	or	bike	
safety	to	remove	the	current	dedicated	turn	lane	and	traffic	island.	Especially	with	pedestrians,	bike	
riders	 and	 bus‐	 transi	 [sic]	 riders	 crossing	 the	 street	 at	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 access	 and	 leave	 the	
project	site.	
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 This	 is	 not	 safe	 or	 good	 practice.	Moving	 the	 bus	 stop	 farther	 away	 from	 the	 project	 site,	 forcing	
transit	riders	to	walk	back	and	cross	Crescent	Heights	is	ridiculous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐48	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐47	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐49	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

Project	component	traffic	is	anticipated	to	travel	to	and	from	the	Project	Site	along	Fountain	Avenue	east	of	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	The	Project’s	residential	component	is	estimated	to	generate	a	total	of	
approximately	1,564	net	daily	trips,	and	therefore,	would	result	in	approximately	469	(northbound	only)	
daily	trips	on	the	segment	of	Havenhurst	Drive	between	the	Project	Site	and	Fountain	Avenue),	as	well	as	a	
total	of	approximately	314	new	trips	per	day	on	Fountain	Avenue	west	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	a	total	of	
approximately	313	new	trips	per	day	on	Fountain	Avenue	between	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard,	and	a	total	of	approximately	78	new	daily	trips	per	day	on	Fountain	Avenue	east	of	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	

Therefore,	the	Project’s	combined	retail/commercial	and	residential	components	are	estimated	to	add	
approximately	469	new	(northbound	only)	trips	per	day	to	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	Project	Site,	along	
with	approximately	654	new	daily	trips	on	Fountain	Avenue	west	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	a	total	of	
approximately	653	new	daily	trips	on	Fountain	Avenue	between	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard,	and	a	total	of	approximately	418	new	trips	per	day	on	Fountain	Avenue	east	of	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	Table	4.J‐5,	Local/Residential	Street	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	Summary	,	it	is	
recommended	that	the	entry‐only	loading	dock	driveway	on	Havenhurst	Drive	be	restricted	to	
southbound	left‐turn	moves	only	(requiring	all	trucks	accessing	the	loading	docks	to	enter	via	
Havenhurst	Drive	from	Sunset	Boulevard).	The	trucks	would	then	exit	the	Project	Site	from	the	exclusive	
truck	driveway	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	immediately	south	of	the	Project’s	main	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	driveway.	Since	most	truck	delivery	traffic	is	expected	to	occur	during	off‐peak	periods	when	
Project‐related	traffic	(as	well	as	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	is	reduced,	the	potential	for	conflicts	
with	Project	patron‐related	vehicles	turning	right	out	of	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	are	
anticipated	to	be	minimal.	Therefore,	no	turn	restrictions	at	this	truck	exit	driveway	are	considered	to	
be	necessary.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐49	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐48	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐50	

COMMENTS	CONTINUED	

The	project	proposes	all	patron	and	employee	vehicles,	delivery	trucks	and	service	trucks	will	exit	
onto	Crescent	Heights	turning	left	to	Sunset	Blvd	and	right	turns	to	Fountains	Ave.	However	the	DEIR	
fails	to	address	and	provide	information	and	detail	regarding	realistic	traffic	operations;	

 Left	turn	vehicle	safety	issues	
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 Right	turn	vehicle	safety	issues	

 Obstruction	of	current	traffic	flow	

 Safety	and	traffic	flow	measures	for	turning	vehicles	and	on	coming	traffic	

 Vehicle	merge	and	or	waiting	area	operation	

 Vehicle	back	up	from	cars	attempting	exit	project	site	to	cross	Crescent	Heights	and	turn	left	toward	
Sunset	Blvd	

 Vehicle	attempting	exit	project	site	to	cross	and	Crescent	Heights	and	merge	across	lanes	of	traffic	to	
turn	right‐west	bound	on	Sunset	Blvd	

 Pedestrian	and	bike	safety	wile	mixing	with	hundreds	of	vehicles	exiting	the	project	site	on	Crescent	
Heights	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐50	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐49	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐51	

BIKE	LANES	and	BIKE	PARKING	

The	project	proposes	a	further	reduction	in	vehicle	parking	by	123	vehicle	parking	spaces	to	494	vehicle	
parking	spaces	and	further	increase	of	380	short	term	bike	parking	to	1,365	short	term	bike	parking	spaces	
for	employees	and	patrons.	Further	the	project	states	the	future	studies	for	possible	bike	paths	were	
suggested	as	part	of	a	study	farther	east	from	the	project	site	‐	Fairfax,	Hollywood	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

However,	With	no	bike	paths	or	safe	access	for	bikes	provided	at,	around	or	surrounding	the	project	site	the	
DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	or	detail	as	to	how	the	surrounding	streets	and	sidewalks	will	
accommodate	1,365	bike	riders.	Further	the	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	detail	on	future	bike	
paths	and	which	streets	would	accommodate	safe	bike	travel	and	or	exactly	which	street	and	how	many	
surrounding	streets	would	loose	a	vehicle	travel	lane	for	bike	travel.	Sunset	Blvd,	Crescent	Heights,	Laurel	
Canyon,	Fairfax	Ave,	Hollywood	Blvd	?	

The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	and	operation	detail;	

The	project	state	that	bikes	lane	and	bike	paths	are	being	"studied"	for	future	application,	however	
the	DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	or	detail	on:	

 The	time	horizon	of	the	study.	Five	years,	ten	years,	never?	

 If	 in	fact	bike	paths	and	bike	lanes	are	planned	and	installed	for	the	area	 immediately	surrounding	
the	project	site	and	when.	five	years,	ten	years	?	

 Who	will	be	conducting	the	study	and	installation	of	the	bike	paths	and	bike	lanes	

 What	 streets	 the	 bike	 paths	 and	 bike	 lanes	 would	 be	 installed	 on?	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 Laurel	 Canyon,	
Crescent	Heights,	Hollywood	Blvd,	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave?	

 Which	and	how	many	vehicle	travel	lanes	will	be	removed	to	accommodate	the	new	bike	paths	and	
bike	lanes	
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 What	is	the	location	and	safe	bike	path	and	passage	that	will	feed	directly	into	and	out	of	the	project	
site	

 Will	bike	riders	be	expected	to	share	the	sidewalk	with	pedestrians?	

 Will	bike	paths	be	actual	protected	bike	paths	and	bike	lanes	or	minimal	non	safety	sharrows?	

 Which	streets	surrounding	the	project	site	are	proposed	to	have	or	will	have	bike	paths?	

 How	many	vehicle	travel	lanes	and	what	length	of	the	street	will	be	lost	on	each	street	to	apply	new	
bike	paths	

 How	will	bike	riders,	including	children	bike	riders	safely	access	the	project	site	and	bike	parking?	

 Will	bike	parking	be	sheltered	and	lighted?	

 Who	will	have	use	of	showers	an	lockers;	General	public,	patrons,	employees?	

 What	constitutes	"long	term"	and	"short	term"	bike	parking?	Minutes,	hours	or	days	of	parking	use?	

 Will	a	security	guard	be	stationed	at	bike	parking	area	all	the	time?	

 Will	the	project	be	building	bike	paths	surrounding	the	project	site?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐51	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐39	and	B1‐40	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐52	

TRANSIT,	CIRCULATION,	IMPROVEMENTS	

Local	Bus	Stop:	Yes	

Transit	Stop:	Sunset	and	Fairfax	

Proposed	Improvements	to	Transit	and	Transit	Bus	Stop:	None	

Bus	Stop:	?	

Dash	Bus:	No	

Bike	Lanes	/	Bike	Path:	No	

Proposed	Bike	Lanes	/	Paths:	No	Bike	Access	to	Project	Site:	None	Bike	Lane	Improvements:	None	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

(d)	Public	Transit	

As	discussed	above	under	Project	Characteristics,	the	existing	Metro	bus	stop	at	the	southwest	corner	of	
Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	be	relocated	to	a	new	location	east	of	Crescent	
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Heights	Boulevard	as	part	of	the	Project.	The	new	bus	stop	would	still	be	located	on	the	south	side	of	
Sunset	Boulevard,	approximately	400	feet	east	of	its	current	location,	and	would	continue	to	provide	public	
transit	service.	The	bus	stop	relocation	would	be	completed	prior	to	initiation	of	Project	construction	
activities	in	order	to	ensure	that	uninterrupted	transit	service	is	provided	throughout	Project	
implementation.	As	such,	no	adverse	impacts	to	public	transit	service	associated	with	the	relocation	of	the	
existing	Metro	bus	stop	would	occur.	It	is	estimated	that	approximately	240	of	the	Project’s	
retail/commercial	daily	trips	would	occur	via	the	public	transit	services	in	the	Project	vicinity,	Using	
an	AVO	factor	of	1.2	to	convert	these	vehicle	trips	to	person	trips,	the	Project’s	retail/commercial	
component	could	result	in	an	increase	in	bus	ridership	of	approximately	288	persons	per	day	

In	addition,	it	is	estimated	that	approximately	156	of	the	Project’s	total	daily	residential	trips	could	
actually	occur	via	the	area	transit	facilities	rather	than	in	privately‐owned	vehicles.	

Using	the	AVO	factor	of	1.2	persons	per	vehicle,	the	Project’s	residential	component	could	result	in	a	
potential	increase	in	area	transit	ridership	of	approximately	187	persons	per	day,		

While	it	is	acknowledged	that	bus	utilization	in	the	Project	vicinity	can	be	heavy	during	the	peak	
weekday	commute	periods,	this	nominal	level	of	new	rider	demand	would	likely	be	divided	among	
the	three	bus	lines	(Metro	Lines	2/302,	and	Metro	Line	218)	providing	direct	service	to	the	Project	
Site.	

COMMENT	

Only	local	bus	service	is	available!	The	project	site	is	more	than	1‐1/2	miles	from	the	closest	rail	line	
Hollywood	&	Highland‐Red	Line.	

Metro	Red	Line	

 1.9	miles	away	or	farther,	not	comfortable	walking	distance	

The	project	states	Dash	Bus	Service	is	an	available	available	to	the	project	site.	However,	the	project	
must	have	used	old	and	outdated	information	from	the	2012	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Update;	The	DEIR	
is	not	accurate	in	this	transit	information.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐52	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐50	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐53	

CORRECTION	
 There	 is	No	Dash	Bus	 service	 in	 the	area.	Hollywood‐West	Hollywood	Dash	Bus	was	eliminated	 in	

2010	and	never	reinstated.		
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The	project	states	additional	bus	lines	farther	east	to	service	the	project	site.	The	DEIR	does	not	
address	the	Metro	Bus	detours	due	to	numerous	street	and	lane	closures	on	Hollywood	Blvd.	Bus	riders	must	
wait	and	transfer	or	walk	the	extra	1/2	mile	to	the	nearest	rail	Red	line	at	Hollywood	&	Highland.	

Metro	Service	Changes	|	December	2013	Service	Changes	and	Detours	
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COMMENT	

 Metro	bus	lines	2	/	302	and	218	are	located	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	‐	Improvements	to	
sidewalks,	 bus	 stop	 upgrades	 to	 waiting	 areas	 will	 be	 necessary	 in	 order	 to	 accommodate	 the	
hundreds	of	anticipated	new	bus	riders,	pedestrians	and	bike	riders	that	will	all	share	the	sidewalk.	

Re‐location	of	Bus	Stop	

The	project	proposes	the	relocation	of	the	local	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	bus	to	8000	Sunset	during	
construction.	However	for	operation	function	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd	this	location	would	not	be	feasible,	safe	or	
practical.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	and	detail	for	future	operations,	including	improvements	that	will	be	
provided	as	part	of	the	project	to	bus	stops,	transit,	transit	safety,	transit	accommodation	during,	after	and	
for	the	future.	

 The	proposed	 location	 and	 sidewalk	 could	not	 accommodate	 the	projects	 anticipated	Hundreds	of	
transit	riders	due	to	the	narrow	sidewalk.	Nor	could	

 Would	not	accommodate	pedestrians	and	bus	riders	and	bicycles	

 Relocation	of	 the	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	bus	would	 force	riders	 to	pass	 the	project	site,	 then	walk	
back	down	a	narrow	sidewalk	and	have	to	cross	Crescent	Heights	to	access	the	project	site.	

 Relocation	of	the	eastbound	Sunset	Blvd	bus	would	also	contribute	to	vehicle	back	up	on	Sunset	Blvd,	
as	right	turning	vehicles	will	have	to	wait	for	pedestrians	and	bike	riders	to	cross	the	street.	

 Relocation	the	local	bus	stop	to	the	east	side	of	Sunset	Blvd	would	cause	a	traffic	hazard,	due	to	the	
north‐east	turn	lane.	Cars	might	not	be	able	to	merge	prior	to	rear	ending	the	bus.	

 A	stopped	bus	would	cause	a	vehicle	traffic	back	up	on	Crescent	Heights	for	vehicle	traffic	making	the	
semi	blind	right	turn	from	Crescent	Heights	to	Sunset	Blvd.	

 At	completion,	an	upgraded	sheltered,	lighted	bus	stop	should	be	located	at	the	west	side	of	Sunset	
Blvd	(8150	Sunset	Blvd.)	This	will	allow	for	safer	transit	rider‐pedestrian	access	going	to	and	from	
the	project	site,	without	having	to	cross	the	Crescent	Heights.	Additionally	the	current	bus	location	
can	accommodate	significant	improvements	and	upgrades	for	transit	and	bus‐bike	riders	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐53	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐51	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐54	

BUS	SERVICE	
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 Project	proposes	late	night	operations	and	events	until	2am	close.	

 Local	bus	late	night	"Owl	Service"	only	runs	every	hour		after	11:30pm	and	limited	weekend/holiday	
service	‐	People	will	drive	a	car.	

 No	Rapid	bus	service	nights	or	weekends	or	holidays	

 Rapid	bus	redirected	for	Hollywood	Blvd	event	closures	‐	Sunset	Blvd,	then	walk	1/2	mile	to	Red	line	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐54	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐52	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐55	

BUS	STOP	IMPROVEMENTS	

Significant	improvements	required	for	all	current	bus	stops	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights	
and	at	Fairfax	Ave	&	Sunset	Blvd.	The	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	detail	on	what	improvement	are	
proposed	for	current	bus	stop	location	and	when	improvement	will	take	place.	

 The	project	anticipates	hundreds	of	new	residents,	employees	and	patrons	will	travel	by	bus	to	and	
from	the	project	site.	

 All	 bus	 stops	 serving	 the	 project	 site	 Must	 be	 upgraded	 to	 be	 sheltered	 and	 lighted	 (Absolute	
minimum)	

 Safety	upgrades	needed	at	all	bus	stops	to	accommodate	Hundreds	of	new	and	future	transit	riders	

 Sidewalk	upgrades	around	all	bus	stops	to	accommodate	Hundreds	of	new	and	future	transit	riders	

 Moving	the	bus	stop	farther	away	from	the	project	site,	forcing	transit	riders	to	walk	back	and	cross	
Crescent	Heights	is	ridiculous,	when	the	City	owned	traffic	island	could	become	a	City	owned	"transit	
island"	providing	better,	safe	service	for	all	transit	riders.	Disability	service,	seniors,	children,	transit	
riders	with	bikes	etc.	
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APPLICANT	TEXT:	

(e)	Access	

15		Note	also	that	these	ridership	estimates	do	not	include	the	use	of	several	additional	bus	lines	that	do	not	
serve	the	Project	Site	directly	but	which	provide	stops	within	convenient	walking	distance	(Metro	Lines	217	
and	780,	and	the	West	Hollywood	CityLine),	which	would	further	reduce	the	potential	new	“per	bus”	
ridership.	

 Sunset	Blvd	&	Fairfax	Ave	bus	stops	are	hardly	acceptable	to	be	"high	quality	or	major	transit	
stops"	

 The	DEIR	 does	 not	 discuss	 the	 project's	 plans	 for	 improvements	 and	 upgrades	 to	 the	 current	 bus	
stops	along	Sunset	Blvd,	Crescent	Heights,	Laurel	Canyon,	Fairfax	Ave	and	sidewalks	that	would	be	
needed	 to	 accommodate	 the	 projects	 anticipated	 pedestrians,	 bike	 riders	 and	 future	 generated	
transit	use.	
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Bus	Stop‐Line	780	on	Fairfax	Ave	‐	west	side	at	Sunset	Blvd	

	
Bus	Stop	‐	eastbound	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	Fairfax	

	
Bus	Stop‐Line	780	northbound	on	Fairfax	Ave	‐	east	side	at	Sunset	Blvd	
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The	proposed	re‐location	of	the	local	bus	stop	is	to	a	narrow	sidewalk	that	would	not	accommodate	a	bus	
stop	with	shelter	

Would	not	accommodate	pedestrians	and	bus	riders	and	bicycles	

Is	not	American	Disability	Act	(ADA)	compliant	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐55	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐53	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐56	

The	current	bus	stop	location	could:	

 Completely	accommodate	the	bus	and	anticipated	hundreds	of	new	bus	riders	and	riders	with	bikes	

 Have	the	bus	stop	at	the	project	site,	residents,	employees,	patrons	don't	need	to	cross	the	street	

 Bus	stop	should	be	improved	and	enhanced	using	green	technologies,	such	as	solar	shelter	roofs	of	
lighting.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐56	

The	commenter’s	statements	and	opinions	regarding	the	existing	bus	stop	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 noted	 in	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐51	 (Save	 Sunset	
Boulevard	Letter	B1),	The	appropriateness	of	the	proposed	bus	stop	location	and	the	specific	design	of	the	
facility,	as	well	as	any	associated	intersection	or	lane	modifications	would	be	subject	to	review	and	approval	
by	Metro	and/or	LADOT,	which	would	ensure	that	the	proposed	design	meets	established	traffic	engineering	
design	and	safety	criteria.		While	the	final	details	regarding	the	relocated	bus	stop	have	not	been	determined,	
Metro	 staff	 has	 indicated	 support	 for	 the	 proposed	 location	 (please	 see	 Appendix	 D	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR	 for	
correspondence	from	Metro	staff).		However,	these	comments	do	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	regarding	the	
contents	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	thus	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐57	

ADDITIONAL	TRANSIT	COMMENTS	

The	Bus	Stop	location	should	be	evaluated	as	part	of	the	EIR	as	the	adjacent	streets	are	impacted	by	its	
location.	Moving	the	location	east	to	mid	block	between	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	could	work	if	the	right	
turn	lane	and	triangular	median	at	the	east	lane	of	Crescent	Heights	were	improved.	Please	study	how	this	
new	location	and	improvements	might	help	mitigate	impacts	for	this	Project.	

Removing	the	traffic	island	on	the	northwest	corner	of	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	will	cause	mobility	issues	for	
eastbound	traffic	on	Sunset	trying	to	turn	south.	The	acute	angle	will	make	it	impossible	for	large	vehicles	to	
make	that	turn,	and	in	turn	add	congestion	to	Sunset	by	forcing	all	heavy	traffic	to	remain	on	Sunset	until	
Fairfax.	This	is	not	addressed	at	all	in	the	EIR.	

1)	The	dangers	and	increased	congestion	that	will	result	in	removing	the	current	right	turn	lane,	which	eases	
traffic	blockages	at	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights:	
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a)	Having	tried	to	turn	right	(as	the	DEIR	recommends)	from	the	eastern	edge	of	the	traffic	island,	a	normal	
sized	car	(in	my	case,	a	Toyota	Highlander	Hybrid)	cannot	make	the	turn	without	invading	the	outside	
southbound	lane	of	traffic	‐	the	lane	closest	to	the	northbound	traffic.	Thus,	almost	any	vehicle	will	invade	
the	second	lane	while	making	a	right	turn;	and	after	experimenting	again	driving	our	Suburban,	a	vehicle	of	
that	size	also	invades	the	left	turn	lane	of	the	NORTHBOUND	traffic.	A	Suburban	is	not	an	extremely	large	
vehicle	‐	many	standard	pick‐up	trucks	and	freight	trucks	are	larger	than	a	Suburban	‐	and	ALL	of	them	
would	be	invading	the	left‐turn	lane	of	the	NORTHBOUND	traffic	if	the	current	easy‐access	right	turn	land	is	
closed.	This	would	lead	to	a	lane	closure	for	the	Northbound	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	as	it	moves	North	
into	Laurel	Canyon.	

b)	An	additional	problem	with	the	closure	of	the	easy‐access	right	turn	lane	is	that	when	turning	right	
around	the	triangle,	drivers	will	be	forced	to	wait	for	ALL	PEDESTRIANS	crossing	Crescent	Heights.	A)	This	
takes	"forever"	as	there	are	always	numerous	stragglers	paying	little	heed	to	the	duration	of	the	crossing	
light;	so	by	the	time	the	last	pedestrian	completes	his	crossing,	the	SOUTHBOUND	vehicles	on	Crescent	
Heights	are	already	crossing	the	intersection	on	their	way	to	Fountain	Ave.,	and	it's	impossible	to	break	into	
this	steady	stream	of	traffic	as	one	tries	‐	in	vain	‐	to	complete	a	right	turn	to	drive	south.	This	results	in	a	
massive	tie‐	up	and	build‐up	of	the	East	bound	traffic	behind	the	vehicle	making	the	slow,	unto	impossible	
right	turn.	

c)	The	traffic	island	acts	as	a	"safety	buffer"	and	several	minutes	of	"free"	time	(as	the	pedestrians	take	a	few	
minutes	to	cross	the	rather	large	triangle)	for	the	easy‐	access	right	turning	traffic	to	accomplish	their	turns	
into	the	Southbound	Crescent	Heights	traffic	flow.	Kindly	bear	in	mind,	there	is	a	STOP	SIGN	allowing	"safe	
“passage	into	the	Southbound	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐57	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	B1‐54	and	B1‐55	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐58	

2)	The	misguided	concept	of	adding	yet	another	traffic	light	at	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Havenhurst.	

a)	This	concept,	mentioned	both	in	the	DEIR	and	in	the	meeting	on	the	8th	will	have	disastrous	consequences	
for	the	already	congested	East‐West	traffic	on	Sunset	Boulevard.	First	of	all,	besides	the	stoplight	on	Crescent	
Heights,	there	is	another	traffic	light	2	and	1/2	blocks	West	on	the	Corner	of	Roxbury	Road	and	Sunset	
Boulevard	that	creates	traffic	tie‐ups	during	morning	and	evening	rush	hour	traffic.	The	light	seems	
perpetually	badly	timed	as	one	often	waits	far	too	long	for	it	to	change;	and	Roxbury	Road	dies	into	Sunset,	
so	traffic	waits	for	the	almost	non‐	existent	vehicles	to	turn	onto	Sunset	(right	and	left)	from	a	tiny,	almost	
private	road	on	which	there	are	4‐5	residences.	THREE	TRAFFIC	LIGHTS	in	a	THREE‐BLOCK	area	in	two	
different	municipalities	seems	fraught	with	further	congestive	issues.	

b)	Since	two	of	these	lights	would	be	the	province	of	the	city	of	L.A.	and	the	third	(Roxbury	Road)	would	be	
in	West	Hollywood,	there	is	little	hope	of	ever	getting	the	two	traffic	departments	to	synchronize	the	lights	‐	
as	they	haven't	been	able	to	work	it	out	since	the	Roxbury	light	was	installed	‐	approximately	8	years	ago.	

3)	The	DEEPLY	misguided	idea	of	installing	a	new	light	on	the	corner	of	Havenhurst	and	Fountain	Avenue.	

a)	Again,	the	amount	of	feet	from	the	stop	light	at	Crescent	Heights	and	a	new	one	installed	on	the	corner	of	
Havenhurst	seems	to	be	less	than	100	feet;	it	would	be	wise	to	measure	this	exactly;	and	to	regulate	traffic	
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twice	in	such	a	short	distance	guarantees	that	there	would	be	traffic	trailing	into	the	North‐South	traffic	flow	
of	Crescent	Heights	at	almost	every	change	of	the	light.	There	will	always	be	drivers	think	they	can	scrunch	
in	to	the	traffic	ahead	of	them	to	"beat"	the	light;	and	the	result	is	to	disrupt,	not	only	the	East=West	traffic	‐	
but	all	the	pedestrians	crossing	who	will	be	endangered	as	they	are	required	to	walk	around	the	cars	
blocking	their	crosswalk.	And	with	less	than	100	feet	of	squeeze‐in	space,	cars	will	always	"trail"	into	the	
intersection	behind	the	two	lights	

b)	This	same	"trailing"	phenomenon	will	be	exhibited	at	the	Sunset	and	Havenhurst	dual	stoplights	also.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐58	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐56	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐59	

The	current	site	does	not	have	a	problem	entering	at	Crescent	Heights	or	exiting	to	the	south.	There	appears	
to	be	a	carriage	or	drop	off	lane	proposed	on	Crescent	Heights.	If	there	is	only	an	"insignificant	increase	in	
the	daily	trips,	what	is	this	for?	Other	projects	in	the	area	and	on	similar	corners	do	not	have	this	feature.	Is	
this	feature	necessitated	by	recommendation	from	the	Consultant	allowing	new	northbound	turns	on	to	
Crescent	Heights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐59	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐57	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐60	

There	is	no	safe	provision	of	entry,	exit,	or	riding	of	the	972	bicycles	they	are	proposing	to	park.	Bike	paths	
are	not	on	Sunset.	They	are	on	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	The	ridership	suggested	by	the	number	is	not	supported	
by	any	current	use	patterns	on	Sunset.	This	extraordinarily	large	quantity	is	clearly	an	unrealistic	proposal.	
Real	data	needs	to	be	evaluated	much	more	accurately	and	carefully	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐60	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐58	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐61	

DEIR	fails	to	provide	detail	on	the	bus	stop.	While	we	understand	relocating	the	bus	stop	on	the	east	side	of	
crescent	heights	during	construction.	Relocating	the	bus	stop	permanently	will	probably	not	be	ADA	
compliant.	You	need	7	unobstructed	feet;	it	is	on	a	slope,	not	enough	depth	of	sidewalk,	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐61	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐59	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐62	

Mayor	of	West	Hollywood	John	D’Amico	on	8150	traffic	

“I	am	very	concerned	about	the	mega	development	proposal	that	has	been	floated	for	the	MTA	lot	at	San	
Vicente	and	Santa	Monica	(http://www.wehoville.com/2013/02/01/cohen‐brothers‐mta‐reach‐exclusive‐	
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agreement‐for‐proposed‐mega‐complex‐at‐weho‐depot/)	and	the	proposed	development	just	outside	our	
city	borders	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	(http://www.wehoville.com/2015/01/06/study‐projects‐
traffic‐impact‐fountain‐	avenue‐8150‐sunset‐project/).	Developments	like	these	have	the	potential	to	exact	
great	harm	on	this	part	of	the	L.A.	Basin	and	West	Hollywood	specifically.	A	development	as	large	as	these	
should	not	be	considered	until	mass	transit	reaches	the	area,	and	West	Hollywood	should	do	all	it	can	to	fight	
the	approval	of	these	developments	in	their	current	incarnations.	And	developments	like	these	should	be	
brought	to	the	voters	for	approval	not	simply	presented	to	the	council	members	for	an	up	or	down	vote.”	

Source:	wehoville.com	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐62	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐60	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐63	

The	Hollywood	General	Plan	states	“no	increase	in	density	shall	be	effected	by	zone	change	or	subdivision	
unless	it	is	determined	that	the	local	streets,	major	and	secondary	highways,	freeways,	and	public	
transportation	available	in	the	area	of	the	property	involved,	are	adequate	to	serve	the	traffic	generated”	

Pg	4	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐63	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐61	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐64	

The	intersection	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	is	rated	a	LOS	F.	How	is	a	failing	grade	considered	adequate?	
Does	the	criteria	for	defining	“adequate”	streets	include	the	current	traffic	counts?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐64	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐62	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐65	

NOISE	

APPLICANT	TEXT:	

The	Project	would	include	three	areas	where	events	could	be	held,	including	gatherings	of	50	to	500	guests	
accompanied	by	amplified	background	music.	Each	is	discussed	in	detail	separately.	

Sunset	Terrace	‐	500	people	(not	including	event	staff,	security/safety	personnel,	etc.).	

According	to	the	applicant,	the	operation	hours	of	the	Sunset	Terrace	would	be	10AM	to	10PM.	(Sunday	
through	Thursday)	and	10	AM.	to	Midnight	(Friday	and	Saturday).	
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Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace	‐	The	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace	would	open	as	early	as	10AM	to	serve	breakfast	and	
close	as	late	as	2AM.	However,	live	music,	amplified	speech,	or	loud	amplified	music	would	be	not	allowed	in	
the	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace.	

noise	levels	generated	by	dining	activities	of	approximately	500	people	with	background	music	could	be	as	
high	as	73	dBA	at	40	feet	from	the	boundary	of	the	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace.	 	

Pool	Terrace	‐	Level	9	The	residential	component	of	the	Project	would	include	amenities	such	as	a	private	
pool/pool	deck	(Pool	Terrace)	on	Level	9.	The	Pool	Terrace	is	located	approximately	94	feet	above	ground.	
The	nearest	residential	uses	(R4)	is	located	approximately	20	feet	from	the	Pool	Terrace.	However,	the	Pool	
Terrace	is	located	approximately	74	feet	above	the	top	of	the	nearest	residential	uses	(R4).	

Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	

The	operation	hours	of	Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	would	be	10AM	to	2AM	daily.	Noise	generated	by	
operation	of	the	Internal	Patios	and	Central	Plaza	generally	includes	music	(amplified)	and	crowds	of	people	
(applause	and	cheer).	Noise	from	amplified	music	would	be	controlled	by	limiting	the	allowable	volume	level	
from	equipment.	Noise	levels	generated	by	crowds	(applause	and	cheers),	however,	could	be	as	high	as	86	
dBA	(maximum	sound	level)	at	the	back	row	of	the	event	terrace	based	on	measurements	of	similar	events.	

COMMENTS	CONTINUED	

The	project	states	the	mall,	restaurants,	bars,	lounges	and	entertainment	activity,	will	operate	on	
multiple	levels	until	2AM.	The	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	regarding	noise	mitigation	for	the	
residents.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	adequately	assess	indoor	pollutants	and	noise	pollution	created	by	the	commercial	and	
restaurant	tenants	that	will	affect	the	residential	tenants.	Including	but	not	limited	to	noise	from	bar	patrons,	
noise	from	loading	and	un	loading	trucks,	noise	from	valet	line,	noise	from	taxi	line.	Indoor	pollutants	such	as	
lingering	smells,	cooking	pollutants,	second	hand	smoke,	amplified	music,	concerts	and	applause.	

The	DEIR	fail	to	state	what	activity	will	be	taking	place	on	the	roof	now	that	the	[sic]	have	withdrawn	an	
application	for	rooftop	restaurants	and	clubs.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	the	hours	of	any	resident	only	common	area.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	is	[sic]	any	of	their	spaces	can	be	used	for	special	event	parties.	The	DEIR	fails	to	
mention	the	noise	generated	by	any	rooftop	or	resident	common	areas	and	what	hours	will	enforced	and	
how	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐65	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐63	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1).	 	 In	 the	 absence	 of	 a	 rooftop	
lounge,	 as	 would	 occur	 under	 Alternatives	 5,	 6,	 and	 9,	 the	 roof	 area	 would	 be	 reserved	 for	 mechanical	
equipment,	 HVAC,	 and	 other	 passive	 functions.	 	 Resident‐only	 common	 areas	 would	 be	 accessible	 to	
residents	only,	and	would	not	be	available	 for	special	event	parties	as	would	occur	on	the	Sunset	Terrace,	
Central	Plaza,	or	other	publicly	available	areas.		While	residents	and	their	guests	could	access	such	common	
areas	24	hours	a	day,	excessive	noise	levels	generated	by	activities	in	these	areas	would	be	enforced	by	on‐
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site	security	or	the	LAPD	in	accordance	with	the	City’s	Noise	Ordinance.	 	Such	noise	sources	are	incidental	
and	 would	 be	 considered	 nuisance	 effects,	 but	 would	 not	 rise	 to	 the	 level	 of	 significant	 environmental	
impacts.		Nonetheless,	as	discussed	on	page	3‐10	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Project	Design	Features	PDF‐
Noise‐2	and	PDF‐Noise‐3	have	been	added	to	Section	4.G,	Noise,	of	the	Draft	EIR	that	specifically	prohibit	live	
bands,	public	address	 (PA)	system	usage,	and	 loud	amplified	music,	which	would	 further	 reduce	potential	
noise	impacts.		As	such,	the	analysis	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	is	considered	adequate.		

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐66	

SOLAR	TECHNOLOGY	USE	

The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	detail	regarding	the	project's	use	of	solar	technologies,	panel	use,	placements,	
impacts	to	surrounding	properties	and	any	health	affects	to	surrounding	neighborhood	and	properties.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	a	breakdown	and	information	or	detail	regarding	impacts	to	existing	buildings	and	
properties	surrounding	the	project	site	as	to	how	many	properties	will	no	longer	have	the	ability	to	use	solar	
energy	technologies	and	or	the	level	of	reduced	capacity	and	capability	surrounding	property	sites	will	have	
when	utilizing	solar	technology	in	the	future	due	to	of	shadowing	effects	from	the	projects	building	heights.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	provide	information	and	or	detail	regarding	impacts	to	future	use	of	solar	for	city	street	
lights,	bus	stops	and	other	infrastructure	that	would	use	solar	technology	as	part	of	their	sustainable	
upgrades.	

Use	of	Solar	panels	in	and	close	to	High	Fire	Danger	areas	requires	special	specific	planning	and	installation	
locations.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐66	

Please	see	Response	 to	Comment	B1‐64	 (Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	 	The	comments	 regarding	 the	
use	of	solar	panels	in	proximity	to	wildfire	hazard	areas	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	their	consideration.	 	However,	as	this	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐67	

AFFORDABLE	HOUSING	

The	project's	residential	unit	count	appears	to	be	based	on	density	bonuses	provided	under	the	City's	
housing	policy.	It	appears	that	the	total	proposed	amount	of	affordable	housing	at	11%	of	the	total	
residential	units.	Research	how	the	Applicant	summarizes	how	the	unit	counts	qualify	for	this	bonus	based	
on	number	of	one	and	two	bedroom	units	and	number	of	very	low	and	low‐income	units.	

State	Code	Section	65915	discusses	that	the	bonus	should	reflect	what	is	necessary	to	offset	costs.	

This	project	does	not	appear	to	qualify	of	an	off‐menu	incentive	for	Affordable	Housing	because	it	is	more	
than	1500’	from	a	major	transit	stop.	The	Applicant	is	asking	for	a	Variance	in	order	to	qualify	for	an	
incentive/bonus	density.	How	does	this	work	legally?		Why	cannot	even	developer	property	owner	ask	for	a	
variance	to	qualify	for	a	bonus?	Does	this	not	put	the	City	(and	taxpayers)	at	risk	of	losing	more	expensive	
lawsuits?	
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The	DEIR	fails	to	adequately	state	where	the	affordable	housing	units	will	be	placed	with	in	the	building?	
Will	they	be	on	a	separate	floor?	Will	the	affordable	housing	tenants	be	given	less	desirable	units?		Will	the	
affordable	housing	tenants	have	the	same	finishes	and	appliances	as	market	rate	units?	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	at	what	price	and	how	many	affordable	income	units	will	sell	if	they	choose	to	condo	
the	building.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	include	adequate	information	on	what	services	the	affordable	income	tenants	will	be	
allowed	to	use.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	if	the	affordable	income	occupants	will	be	able	to	use	the	resident	valet	for	free	
without	tip	since	at	many	times	there	will	be	no	self	park	option	for	them.	How	will	free	parking	without	tip,	
if	provided	to	the	affordable	income	tenants,	be	enforced	by	the	owners	in	perpetuity	through	outside	valet	
companies?	

The	DEIR	does	not	state	the	layout	and	size	of	the	affordable	income	units.	

The	DEIR	does	not	state	weather	affordable	income	occupants	and	guests	will	be	able	to	use	the	same	door	
as	“market	rate”	residents	as	proposed	in	their	West	Hollywood	building.	
http://www.latimes.com/local/westside/la‐me‐poor‐doors‐20140811‐story.html	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐67	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐65	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐68	

EARTHQUAKE	‐	SEISMIC	STUDY	

With	the	release	of	the	latest	data	for	the	Hollywood	Earthquake	Fault,	the	community	should	be	informed	
about	the	location	or	assumed	location	of	the	fault	at	this	site.	Please	have	the	Consultant	indicate,	in	Map	
form	in	the	Report,	where	the	testing	was	undertaken	on	the	site	and	what	were	the	results.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	estimate	emissions	if	trenching	is	needed	as	they	are	in	the	Alquist‐Priolo	earthquake	zone.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	what	emergency	evacuation	plans	will	be	as	they	are	in	Alquist	Priolo	zone.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	what	impact	the	valet	only	residential	parking	will	have	on	evacuation	measures.	How	
will	valet	only	parking	effect	the	evacuation	of	the	sick	and	disabled	whose	only	viable	means	of	evacuation	
might	be	by	car?	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	evacuation	methods	pursuant	to	ADA	guidelines	within	an	alquio	priolto	earthquake	
zone	

The	DEIR	does	not	adequately	define	what	trenching	methods	will	take	place	on	the	property	as	it	is	in	
Alquist	Priolo	zone	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐68	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐66	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐69	

COMMUNITY	IMPACT	

The	DEIR	is	inadequate	and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	
conclusions	and	findings	regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	
neighborhood.	Cumulative	impacts	and	the	development	of	other	sites	are	also	completely	unstudied	based	
on	completely	incorrect	information.	

Placing	a	new	216	foot	tall	building	with	a	bulk	of	333,903	square	feet	next	to	a	building	of	14,318	square	
feet	is	overwhelming	and	the	DEIR	does	not	discuss	adequately	(except	to	draw	the	conclusion	that	it	will	
not	create	a	significant	impact)	how	such	a	project	complies	with	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	

There	is	no	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	the	principals	noted	above	from	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan‐‐‐
merely	a	conclusion	that	the	building	is	not	disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	impact—a	bare	conclusion	
not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	and	policies	and	
appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	
scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	
less	than	significant	impacts.	

The	DEIR	does	not	state	the	economic	impact	of	more	traffic,	more	shade,	more	glare	on	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	

The	DEIR	does	not	state	the	economic	impact	on	hillside	residents	who	open	view	will	be	impacted	by	a	216	
ft.	tower	

The	DEIR	does	not	state	what	outside	advertising	there	will	be,	or	if	they	will	have	any	digital	displays	facing	
the	street	causing	light	pollution	and	visual	blight.	

The	DEIR	does	state	whether	cell	towers	will	be	placed	on	the	site	

The	DEIR	states	that	the	Billboard	on	the	site	has	been	at	one	digital	and/or	illuminated.	The	billboard	is	lit	
up	by	spotlights	at	night	but	has	never	been	a	digital	board.	

The	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	“respect	other	neighbors”	policy	in	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	There	is	a	10‐
story	West	Hollywood	height	limit	that	is	not	addresses	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐69	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐67	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources,	as	well	as	Response	to	Comment	A9‐2	(Scott	Lunceford,	City	of	
West	 Hollywood	 Letter	 A9)	 and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B28‐1	 (Carl	 Ripaldi,	 Hollywood	 Hills	 West	
Neighborhood	Council	Letter	B28)	regarding	related	projects	and	cumulative	impact	analysis.			
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COMMENT	NO.	B30‐70	

The	DEIR	incorrectly	labels	the	homes	in	the	bordered	by	Selma,	sunset	and	crescent	heights	as	multi	family	
units.	All	these	homes	are	single‐family	residences.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐70	

As	shown	in	Figure	2‐2	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	figure	
has	been	updated	to	reflect	the	correct	land	use	type	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐71	

FIRE	AND	SAFETY	

The	DEIR	fails	to	use	statistics	and	response	time	from	fire	station	41.	It	used	only	stats	for	Station	27.	Please	
inquire	why	a	station	that	also	serves	this	area	was	not	included?	Please	get	the	response	times	information	
from	this	Station	41.	

LAFD	requires	9000	gallon	a	minute	from	4	hydrants	known	as	the	GPM	flowing	simultaneously.	The	
hydrants	currently	at	the	site	produce	less	then	[sic]	4000	gallons	per	minute.	This	is	insufficient	according	
to	the	LA	city	fire	code.	The	DEIR	does	not	contain	plans	to	remedy	this	oversight	in	public	safety.	(see	LAFD	
letters)	

The	DEIR	fails	to	accurately	represent	the	reduced	response	time	for	fire	and	first	responders	traveling	to	
and	from	adjacent	Hillside	Communities.	The	L.O.S.	standards	of	measure	for	everyday	drivers	is	not	an	
accurate	estimate	of	delay	time	for	first	responders	when	seconds	count.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐71	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐68	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐72	

SAFETY	DURING	CONSTRUCTION	

The	community	traffic	will	suffer	an	unavoidable	“significant	impact”	during	construction.	Can	the	applicant	
limit	start	construction	later	in	the	morning	in	order	to	correspond	with	our	later	commute	time	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	a	10:00am	start	time	would	be	ideal.	 	

Pedestrian	safety	during	construction	is	not	addressed	in	the	DEIR	

The	DEIR	fails	to	state	mitigation	efforts	to	reduce	construction	worker’s	cars	idling	and	blocking	lanes.	
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La	Cienega	and	Sunset	Blvd.	Construction	worker	pulled	over	the	black	SUV	pictured,	blocked	half	a	lane,	
then	ran	across	the	street	while	leaving	car	idling.	

	
La	Cienega	and	Sunset	Blvd.	Pedestrian	with	no	sidewalk,	forced	to	dangerously	walk	in	road.	

PHOTOS	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐72	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐69	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐73	

A	NEW	COMPREHENSIVE	HISTORIC	SURVEY	MUST	BE	COMPLETED	BEFORE	CERTIFICATION	

The	Department’s	initial	broad‐brush	analysis	was	that	the	project	would	have	No	significant	impacts	on	
nearby	historic	resources	and	that	no	mitigation	measures	are	necessary,	again	stands	as	a	bare	conclusion	
without	adequate	discussion	or	support.	Not	only	is	this	position	wrong	as	a	matter	of	law,	even	to	the	casual	
observer,	it	was	obvious	from	the	beginning	that	it	was	reasonable	to	believe	that	that	the	project,	unless	
mitigated	may	lead	to	some	adverse	impacts.	

These	resources	represent	a	variety	of	important	architectural	styles	starting	from	the	early	20th	century;	
three	on	Havenhurst	alone	are	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.	This	neighborhood	also	exhibits	a	
consistent	development	pattern	including	height,	scale,	bulk,	massing,	rhythm,	architectural	detail	and	use	of	
materials	that	creates	cohesive	groupings	of	buildings,	districts	and	neighborhoods.	

The	DEIR	indicates	numerous	potential	and	acknowledged	historic	resources	but	concludes	that	no	impacts	
will	occur	because	that	previous	development	in	the	50’s	and	60’s	has	nullified	a	need	to	preserve	our	older	
buildings,	and	nullified	the	need	to	respect	our	buildings	from	the	20’s	and	30’s.	Therefore,	the	DEIR	do	not	
meet	accepted	professional	standards.	By	design,	a	Survey	or	historic	resources	evaluation	report	is	
intended	to	prioritize	the	evaluation	of	properties	that	are	directly	impacted	by	the	proposed	project.	The	
approach	used	here	is	inadequate	as	a	matter	of	law.	The	full	and	complete	analysis	of	the	impacts	of	the	
project	cannot	be	deferred	or	separated	from	approval	and	certification	of	the	final	EIR.	In	order	to	comply	
with	law	the	DEIR	must	adequately	and	completely	fully	disclose	all	potential	impacts	to	the	historic	
resources	in	the	area	impacted	by	the	project.	
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There	is	only	dismissive	analysis	as	to	how	this	conclusion	is	reached.	A	specific	analysis	of	the	impact	on	the	
potential	historic	properties	requires	that	a	DEIR	be	adequate,	complete,	and	a	good	faith	effort	at	full	
disclosure	per	CEQA	Guideline	15151.	

It	is	unthinkable	that	this	project	could	go	forward	without	such	a	complete	survey.	The	lack	of	
comprehensive	survey	shifts	the	burden	of	monitoring	to	the	neighborhood,	creates	a	reactive	process	
rather	than	proactively	planning	for	the	treatment	of	historic	resources,	and	leaves	open	the	potential	for	
development	decisions	to	be	made	about	properties	without	the	benefit	of	knowing	whether	they	are	
historic	resources.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐73	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐70	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B30‐74	

CONCLUSION	
The	Department	is	presenting	a	DEIR	to	the	public,	which	is	incomplete.	A	request	for	certification	on	such	a	
document	is	directly	contrary	to	CEQA.	“The	courts	have	looked	not	for	perfection	but	for	adequacy,	
completeness,	and	a	good	faith	effort	at	full	disclosure."	(CEQA	Guidelines,	15151.)	

The	ultimate	decision	of	whether	to	approve	a	project,	be	that	decision	right	or	wrong,	is	a	nullity	if	based	
upon	an	EIR	that	does	not	provide	the	decision‐makers,	and	the	public,	with	the	information	about	the	
project	that	is	required	by	CEQA.'	"	(San	Joaquin	Raptor/Wildlife	Rescue	Center	v.	County	of	Stanislaus,	
supra,	27	Cal.App.4th	at	pp.	721‐722,	quoting	Santiago	County	Water	Dist.	v.	County	of	Orange	(1981)	118	
Cal.App.3d	818,	829	[173	Cal.Rptr.	602].)	If	the	description	of	the	environmental	setting	of	the	project	site	
and	surrounding	area	is	inaccurate,	incomplete	or	misleading,	the	EIR	does	not	comply	with	CEQA.	Without	
accurate	and	complete	information	pertaining	to	the	setting	of	the	project	and	surrounding	uses,	it	cannot	be	
found	that	the	EIR	adequately	investigated	and	discussed	the	environmental	impacts	of	the	development	
project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B30‐74	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐71	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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LETTER	NO.	B31	

Jamie	T.	Hall	
Laurel	Canyon	Association,	President	
jhall@laurelcanyon.org	

COMMENT	NO.	B31‐1	

I	am	in	receipt	of	the	Notice	of	Extension	(“NOE”)	dated	October	21,	2015	for	the	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐
Use	Project	located	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	(“Project”.)	As	the	President	of	the	Laurel	Canyon	Association	
(“LCA”)	I	am	pleased	to	provide	comments	in	response	to	the	draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(“DEIR”)	
prepared	for	the	Project.	

About	Laurel	Canyon	Association	

Initially,	and	by	way	of	background,	I	would	like	to	provide	some	background.	LCA	is	a	neighborhood	
association	serving	the	area	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	known	as	“Laurel	Canyon,”	one	the	most	beautiful	and	
environmentally	important	areas	of	Los	Angeles.	The	hills	in	Laurel	Canyon	provide	a	scenic	backdrop	for	
the	rest	of	Los	Angeles.	Further	Laurel	Canyon’s	forested	valleys	and	chaparral‐draped	hillsides	offer	habit	
for	native	wildlife.	Laurel	Canyon	also	is	home	to	a	watershed	and	greenbelt	for	the	vastly	developed	plains	
of	Los	Angeles	and	the	San	Fernando	Valley.	

LCA	was	founded	for	the	express	purpose	of	preserving	and	improving	the	quality	of	life	in	Laurel	Canyon.	
The	goal	of	our	community	group	is	to	promote	the	welfare	of	the	residents	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	to	
maintain	the	quality	of	life	in	the	Hollywood	Hills,	by	preserving	its	residential	character,	its	quiet,	privacy,	
natural	beauty	and	safety.	Moreover,	LCA	endeavors	to	encourage	cooperation	among	all	residents	and	to	
educate	appropriate	governmental	bodies	concerning	changes	in	existing	or	proposed	laws	affecting	Laurel	
Canyon	or	in	anything	that	affects	the	local	community.		

LCA’s	jurisdiction	includes	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	its	feeder	streets	and	the	Kirkwood,	Stanley	Hills,	
Lookout	Mountain	and	Wonderland	bowl	areas.	The	neighborhood	is	bounded	on	the	north	by	Mulholland	
Drive	and	at	the	south	by	Hollywood	Boulevard.	The	main	streets	are	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	Mulholland	
Drive,	Wonderland	Avenue,	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue,	Kirkwood,	and	Stanley	Hills.	LCA	is	a	residential	
stakeholder	with	membership	in	the	Los	Angeles	Neighborhood	Council	system,	specifically,	the	Bel‐Air	
Beverly	Crest	Neighborhood	Council	(“BABCNC”).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B31‐1	

The	 commenter	 provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 provided	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 these	
comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B31‐2	through	B32‐6	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B31‐2	

Incorporation	of	Comments	Provided	by	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	

LCA	has	read	the	letter	of	protest	submitted	by	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	(“SSB”),	an	organization	founded	to	
promote	responsible	development	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	to	raise	awareness	of	the	impacts	of	large	
developments	on	nearby	communities.	LCA	supports	the	comments	and	concerned	raised	by	SSB.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B31‐2	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	Comment	Letter	B1	 (Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	 and	Comment	Letter	B30	
(Gregory	Widen,	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B30)	for	responses	to	previously	submitted	comments	cited	
by	the	commenter.			

COMMENT	NO.	B31‐3	

Environmental	Issues	Implicated	by	Project	

For	decades,	residents	of	LCA	have	patronized	stores	located	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	Moreover,	each	day	
thousands	of	residents	pass	by	the	property	on	their	way	to	work,	visit	friends	and	shop	and	school.	The	flow	
of	traffic	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights/Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	is	of	
paramount	concern	to	LCA	

LCA	Offers	the	following	comments:	

Traffic/Transportation:	The	traffic	study	prepared	needs	to	be	redrawn	as	it	is	not	accurate	now	that	the	
design	has	changed	significantly.	The	intersection	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	is	severely	congested	and	
the	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	are	unknown	without	an	adequate	traffic	study,	

RESPONSE	NO.	B31‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.		In	addition,	as	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4a	in	Section	4.J	of	
the	Draft	EIR	regarding	the	Project,	and	in	Table	2‐8	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9,	
operational	traffic	impacts	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	be	
less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation.			

COMMENT	NO.	B31‐4	

Visual	Impacts:	The	Project	is	even	taller	than	the	previous	design.	The	City	has	failed	to	adequately	analyze	
the	significant	visual	impacts	associated	with	the	Project.	The	project	should	be	limited	to	approximately	100	
feet.	Otherwise	it	will	block	the	skyline,	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B31‐4	

The	 commenter	 notes	 that	 the	 Alternative	 9	 design	 would	 have	 maximum	 building	 heights	 greater	 than	
those	of	the	Project,	and	suggests	that	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	do	not	adequately	analyze	the	effects	of	the	
development.		Similarly,	the	commenter	suggests	that	the	Project	could	“block	out	the	skyline”.		However,	as	
discussed	 in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	
Project	and	other	Alternatives	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	views,	including	views	of	the	
downtown	 Los	 Angeles	 skyline,	 Baldwin	 Hills,	 and	 high‐rise	 elements	 along	 Wilshire	 Boulevard.	 	 The	
comment	 regarding	 the	 suggested	 height	 limit	 for	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	visual	
character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	
related	to	height	and	scale	and	consistency	with	development	standards.	

COMMENT	NO.	B31‐5	

Setbacks:	The	proposed	4‐foot	setback	along	crescent	heights	will	make	the	building	loom	over	the	area.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B31‐5	

Please	see	Response	 to	Comment	C18‐2	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18)	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	
the	Project’s	consistency	with	development	standards	and	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	
impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.		The	proposed	four‐foot	setback	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	under	
Alternative	9	that	is	cited	by	the	commenter	would	be	located	at	the	northern	end	of	the	Project	Site	adjacent	
to	the	City‐owned	traffic	island,	which	would	alleviate	the	visual	effect	of	the	buildings’	mass	at	this	location.		
Thus,	it	is	not	expected	that	the	four‐foot	setback	would	“make	the	building	loom	over	the	area”	as	suggested	
by	the	commenter.	

COMMENT	NO.	B31‐6	

Noise:	The	applicant	should	measure	the	ambient	noise	levels	in	the	Hollywood	Hills	to	assess	the	impact	
that	the	Project	will	have	on	residents	who	reside	in	the	hills.	Specifically,	ambient	noise	levels	should	be	
measures	[sic]	on	Grand	View	Drive,	both	during	the	day	and	night.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B31‐6	

As	shown	in	Figure	4.G‐2	in	Section	4.G,	Noise	of	the	Draft	EIR,	ambient	noise	measurements	were	taken	at	a	
number	of	locations	at	or	near	the	Project	Site,	including	locations	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 (Locations	 R5	 and	 R6,	 respectively,	 on	 Figure	 4.G‐2).	 	 The	 location	 suggested	 by	 the	
commenter	 is	 located	 uphill	 and	 at	 a	 relatively	 considerable	 distance	 from	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 thus	 no	
measurements	were	taken	at	this	distance	since	they	would	not	be	representative	of	existing	ambient	noise	
environment	at	the	Project	Site,	which	is	the	subject	of	the	analysis	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.		
Furthermore,	given	the	fact	that	noise	levels	attenuate	(diminish)	quickly	over	distance,	the	location	cited	by	
the	 commenter	 would	 experience	 substantially	 reduced,	 if	 any,	 Project‐related	 noise	 relative	 to	 those	
sensitive	receptors	most	proximate	 to	 the	Project	Site	(e.g.,	Locations	R1	 through	R4	on	Figure	4.G‐2).	 	As	
such,	no	further	analysis	is	necessary.	
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LETTER	NO.	B32	

Casey	Maddren	
2141	Cahuenga	Blvd.,	Apt.	17	
Los	Angeles,	CA			90068	

COMMENT	NO.	B32‐1	

I	am	writing	to	comment	on	the	Recirculated	DEIR	for	the	8150	Sunset	Project,	Case	No.	
ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.	The	revised	design	does	nothing	to	address	my	serious	concerns	about	reliable	water	
supply	and	fire	safety.	

The	water	main	that	serves	this	project	runs	beneath	Sunset	Blvd.	and	is	roughly	one	hundred	years	old.		It	
has	ruptured	a	number	of	times,	and	there	was	a	major	break	in	September	2014	that	flooded	the	
intersection	of	Sunset	and	La	Cienega.		According	to	Steve	Cole	of	the	DWP,	the	agency	plans	to	replace	the	
stretch	of	pipe	running	roughly	between	Fairfax	and	Beverly	Hills.		At	this	time,	however,	the	DWP	has	not	
decided	on	a	plan	for	doing	this.		There	is	no	start	date	or	completion	date	for	this	job,	meaning	that	this	
fragile	water	main	could	be	relied	on	to	serve	Sunset	Blvd.	for	several	years	to	come,	and	there’s	no	doubt	
that	it	will	only	decay	further	during	this	time.	

This	is	a	serious	concern,	as	this	main	will	be	providing	the	water	which	will	serve	8150	Sunset	in	case	of	
fire.		It	is	already	doubtful	that	the	main	could	provide	the	normally	required	9,000	gallon	per	minute	flow	
that	a	project	this	size	would	require.		I	understand	that	LAFD	has	some	latitude	for	relaxing	this	
requirement,	but	even	so,	I	have	to	question	whether	this	main	can	deliver	the	water	necessary	to	fight	a	fire	
in	a	mixed‐use	high‐rise	of	this	kind.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B32‐1	

The	 comments	 regarding	 previously	 submitted	 comments	 and	 information	 regarding	 existing	 water	
infrastructure	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	discussion	
of	infrastructure‐related	impacts	presented	in	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	
and	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply	of	the	Draft	EIR	acknowledge	that	system	improvements	may	be	required	to	
serve	 the	 Project,	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 various	 agencies	 including	 LAFD	 and	 LADWP.		
Furthermore,	as	discussed	on	pages	2‐37,	2‐38	and	2‐58	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 impacts	regarding	 fire	 flows	and	
water	 supply	 under	 Alternative	 9	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 though	 it	 is	 noted	 that	
infrastructure	improvements	may	be	necessary	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	these	agencies.		While	the	
current	condition	of	water	mains	 in	 the	area	are	a	matter	of	debate,	and	 the	extent,	nature,	 and	 timing	of	
future	replacement	or	repair	of	such	facilities	is	currently	unknown,	the	Project	would	not	be	able	to	connect	
to	 the	City’s	water	system	or	receive	LAFD	approval	 for	occupancy	 in	 the	absence	of	adequate	 facilities	 to	
serve	 the	 proposed	 uses.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	 infrastructure	
serving	the	Project	Site.	 	 	As	noted	therein,	while	is	 it	possible	that	additional	water	system	improvements	
may	be	necessary,	the	existing	water	system	in	the	Project	vicinity	could	provide	a	fire	flow	of	up	to	9,000	
gpm	flowing	simultaneously	from	six	fire	hydrants.	

COMMENT	NO.	B32‐2	

Compounding	the	situation	is	that	the	Sunset	water	main	lies	very	close	to	the	Hollywood	Fault.		A	quake	of	
any	size	could	easily	rupture	this	already	fragile	main.		If	a	fire	were	to	break	out	at	8150	Sunset	as	a	result	of	
the	quake,	which	is	not	unlikely,	the	hydrants	serving	the	project	would	be	useless.	
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I	know	the	DWP	and	the	LAFD	have	reviewed	the	DEIR,	but	they	have	not	specifically	addressed	the	fragility	
of	this	aging	water	main	and	its	reliability	in	case	of	a	major	fire	and/or	earthquake.		This	is	a	major	safety	
issue.	Will	the	developer	produce	analyses	from	the	DWP	and	the	LAFD	addressing	these	concerns,	and	
stating	that	the	existing	infrastructure	will	serve	8150	Sunset	in	the	event	of	the	scenario	I’ve	described?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B32‐2	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 the	 potential	 for	 an	 earthquake	 to	 affect	 existing	 infrastructure,	
including	 water	 mains,	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.		
However,	 such	 potential	 secondary	 seismic	 effects	 would	 occur	 whether	 or	 not	 the	 Project	 were	
implemented,	and	further,	the	Project	would	have	no	effect	on	the	potential	 for	earthquakes	in	the	area	to	
occur.	 	 Additionally,	 while	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 earthquakes	 could	 cause	 such	 damage,	 which	 could	 limit	
availability	 of	 domestic	water	 for	 firefighting	 and	 other	 purposes,	 to	 suggest	 that	 these	 conditions	would	
occur	 is	speculative.	 	Seismic	damage	to	pipelines	and	similar	conditions	would	affect	not	only	 the	Project	
but	all	development	in	the	area,	and	thus	the	Project	should	not	be	unduly	burdened	due	to	such	potential	
seismic	risks.		Furthermore,	the	Project	would	not	create	additional	fire	risks	or	exacerbate	conditions	that	
could	place	surrounding	development	at	greater	risk	than	would	otherwise	occur	without	the	Project.		Please	
refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	 regarding	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	
adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	
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LETTER	NO.B33	

Friends	of	Edinburgh	Bungalow	Court	HCM	
save750edinburgh@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.B33‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.				

RESPONSE	NO.B33‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.B33‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:			

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	1	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.B33‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.B33‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	REDRAWN,	IT	IS	NOT	ACCURATE	NOW	that	the	design	project	exits	
have	completely	changed	and	uses	highly	/	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	
is.	

RESPONSE	NO.B33‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.B33‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.		
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.B33‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.B33‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	5	which	is	more	than	1	,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.B33‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.B33‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	 	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.B33‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.B33‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.B33‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.B33‐8	

The	documentation	in	the	DElR	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	the	Community	
Benefits	of	the	project	that	will	provide	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	
RESPONSE	NO.B33‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	B34	

Gregory	Widen		
<gregorywiden@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐1	

Over	440	people	that	have	signed	this	petition	below	against	the	size,	height	and	mass	of	the	proposed	
development	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	Attached	for	your	review	are	the	list	of	names	against	this	project	and	
their	comments.	Thank	you	for	your	consideration,	time	and	effort	on	these	comments.	It	is	greatly	
appreciated	by	the	members	of	the	community.	You	may	also	view	this	petition	at	this	web	address.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	B34‐2	through	B34‐180.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐2	

PETITION	TEXT:	

The	proposed	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Skyscraper	Development	on	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights,	at	234	feet	tall,	
is	going	to	be	the	tallest	building	EVER	on	the	Sunset	Strip.	

For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	Hotel	is	just	161	feet,	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet.	
This	massive	tower	being	proposed	by	out	of	town	building	interests	would	be	even	higher	than	9000	Sunset	
or	Soho	House!	Its	overdevelopment	of	the	space	will	snarl	traffic,	inhibit	response	emergency	response	
times,	overburden	water,	sewage	and	transportation	infrastructure	and	ruin	quality	of	life	for	the	entire	
area.	It's	would	dwarf	anything	around	it	and	be	a	massive	eyesore.	We	can	not	[sic]	sacrifice	basic	needs	and	
function	for	splashy	architecture.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐2	

Traffic	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	This	includes	at	the	locations	most	often	raised	by	the	public	as	
a	 concern,	 including	 at	 both	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersections	 and	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	
Havenhurst	Drive.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.			

Emergency	Services/Response	Times	
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With	respect	to	emergency	response	times,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	related	to	emergency	services	in	
Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	and	Section	4.I.2,	Police	Protection,	while	the	
RP‐DEIR	addressed	emergency	services	in	Section	2.B.9,	Public	Services.		Based	on	correspondence	with	the	
Los	Angeles	Fire	Department	(LAFD),	which	is	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	as	discussed	on	
page	4.I.1‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	Site	is	served	by	three	fire	stations	located	between	0.9	to	2.5	miles	
from	the	Project	Site,	and	the	average	response	times	for	emergency	fire	and	medical	services	for	these	LAFD	
facilities	 range	 from	 five	minutes,	 four	 seconds	 (5:04	minutes)	 from	 Fire	 Station	 27	 to	 six	minutes	 (6:00	
minutes)	from	Fire	Station	97.		According	to	the	LAFD,	the	response	standard	is	five	minutes	for	90	percent	
of	emergency	medical	services	(EMS)	responses	and	5:20	minutes	for	90	percent	of	fire	(non‐EMS)	incidence	
responses.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.I.1‐17	and	4.I.2‐16	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐37	through	2‐40	of	
the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	have	less	than	significant	impacts	on	emergency	services	
(including	 emergency	 response	 times)	with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 For	 further	
discussion,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	public	 services	 related	 to	emergency	services	and	
emergency	vehicle	response	times.	

Water	Supply	and	Water	and	Sewer	Infrastructure	

With	respect	 to	water	supply,	and	water	and	sewer	 infrastructure,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	 the	water	and	
sewer	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Sections	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 and	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 with	 	 supporting	
correspondence	and	technical	information	in	Appendix	I,	while	Section	2.B.11	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	
impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9,	with	supporting	technical	information	in	Appendix	C.		As	indicated	on	
pages	4.K.1‐21	and	4.K.2‐11	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐57	and	2‐60	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	adequate	water	supply,	
water	 infrastructure,	 and	sewer	 infrastructure	 is	 available	 to	 serve	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	 and	 less	
than	 significant	 impacts	would	 occur	 in	 terms	 of	 these	 issues.	 	 For	 further	 discussion,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐6	concerning	water	supply,	water	infrastructure,	and	sewer	infrastructure.	

Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	

With	respect	to	compatibility	with	the	surrounding	area	as	it	relates	to	the	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development,	 the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	visual	 character	 in	 Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	 and	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 compliance	 with	 development	
standards	 (LAMC,	 zoning,	 etc.)	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 Sections	 2.B.1	 and	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	 	 As	 indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	
pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
be	less	than	significant.		Similarly,	as	indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐34	and	2‐35	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant,	
and	both	proposals	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.		
For	 further	discussion,	please	 see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	 regarding	visual	 impacts	and	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	impacts	and	compliance	with	development	standards	related	to	height	
and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐3	

1.	Lets	[sic]	limit	this	building	to	100	feet	and	keep	Sunset	Blvd	a	place	we	want	to	work,	visit	and	live	in.	

2.	Say	No	to	removing	the	traffic	island	at	Sunset	Blvd	&	Crescent	Heights.	This	is	city	land	and	should	not	be	
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gifted	to	the	developers	so	they	don't	have	to	put	in	a	proper	building	setback.	We	will	pay	the	price	in	traffic	
jams.	

3.	Say	NO	to	an	off	menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐	menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐	A,25(f)(4)(ii);	

Comments	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐3	

The	portions	of	the	comment	requesting	that	the	height	of	the	building	be	limit	to	100	feet,	and	opposing	the	
removal	of	 the	 traffic	 island	and	 the	provision	of	 the	referenced	off‐menu	 incentive,	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.	 	 	 	Please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	
B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	removal	of	the	traffic	island	would	result	in	traffic	jams,	please	see	
the	portion	of	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Traffic	heading.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	 the	 traffic	 island	 reconfiguration.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 traffic	 island	 reconfiguration	 is	 not	
anticipated	to	adversely	impact	intersection	operations	or	pedestrian	safety.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 stating	 that	 the	 traffic	 island	 should	not	be	 gifted	 to	 the	developers	 so	 they	
don’t	have	to	put	in	proper	building	setbacks:		(1)	the	traffic	island	would	not	be	“gifted”	to	the	developers,	
but	 rather	 the	City	would	 retain	ownership	while	 the	applicant	would	be	 responsible	 for	maintaining	 this	
area	 as	 indicated	 on	 page	 2‐22	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR;	 and	 (2)	 there	 is	 no	 relationship	 between	 the	 island	 and	
building	 setbacks	 –	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 comply	 with	 LAMC	 setback	 requirements	 as	
indicated	on	page	4.F‐47	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	the	RP‐DEIR	(in	other	words,	the	setbacks	for	the	
Project	 conform	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 boundaries	 [under	 ownership	 of	 the	 applicant],	 so	 if	 the	 traffic	 island	
were	not	incorporated,	the	setbacks	would	be	the	same).	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐4	

gregory	widen	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐02	

This	is	a	terrible	development	completely	out	of	scope	with	the	rest	of	the	neighborhood	and	should	be	
stopped.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐4	

Please	 see	 the	 portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 above	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	
Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐5	

Allegra	Riggio	
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New	York,	NY	
2015‐11‐02	

I	am	DIRECTLY	AFFECTED	by	this	construction.	It's	ATROCIOUS	how	high	they	want	to	build,	and	not	only	
OBSTRUCT	our	views	from	the	hill,	but	also	ALL	OF	LOS	ANGELES'	view	of	the	landmarked	Chateau	
Marmont.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	views	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	
2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.			As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐11	and	2‐12	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	views	 impacts	of	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
(including	 those	 from	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 and	 the	 areas	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 looking	 towards	 the	
Hollywood	Hills)	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	also	see	the	visual	simulations	 included	as	Figures	
4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	Figures	2‐2	through	2‐5	in	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	For	further	discussion,	
including	that	public	and	not	private	views	are	subject	to	analysis	under	CEQA,	please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1.	

With	 respect	 to	 historical	 resources	 impacts	 (including	 those	 on	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont),	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
addressed	the	historic	resources	impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.C,	Cultural	Resources,	with	supporting	
information	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	
of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	
4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historic	 resources	 (e.g.,	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
including	the	Chateau	Marmont),	and	significant	unavoidable	impacts	to	on‐site	historic	resources,	even	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 historic	
resources	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐6	

Colin	Vaines	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐02	

This	is	just	plain	WRONG.	It	is	absolutely	imperative	that	some	limits	are	put	on	the	height	of	buildings	in	LA:	
the	city	needs	to	respect	it's	[sic]	inhabitants	who	do	not	want	a	towering	eyesore.	Please	do	not	cave	in	to	
developers	with	no	sense	of	anything	outside	of	trying	to	turn	a	massive	profit.	There	is	more	to	a	city	than	
that.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐6	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐7	

ALEXANDRA	ROSE	
LOS	ANGELES,	CA	
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2015‐11‐02	

The	proposed	building	is	far	too	tall	‐	let's	keep	it	the	height	of	the	Capitol	Records	Building.	The	traffic	
problems	that	are	being	created	by	such	a	large	project	have	not	been	adequately	addressed;	and	the	set	
back	is	too	narrow	‐	more	set	back	is	needed.	The	building	is	beautiful;	but	the	towers	must	be	reduced	‐	the	
scale	is	overwhelming	and	"out‐of‐scale"	with	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐7	

With	respect	to	the	comment	indicating	that	the	proposed	building	is	too	tall	and	asking	that	the	proposed	
building	be	kept	at	the	height	of	the	Capitol	Records	Building,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	
compatibility	and	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.		As	indicated	therein,	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	
height	and	scale,	and	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	concerning	setbacks,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	comply	with	LAMC	
setback	requirements	as	indicated	on	page	4.F‐47	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

With	respect	to	the	adequacy	of	the	traffic	analysis,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	
in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		The	analysis	is	based,	in	part,	on	a	technical	
traffic	study	(e.g.,	Project	TIA)	and	tables	prepared	for	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	by	a	professional	traffic	
consultant,	and	included	as	Appendix	H	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	Project	TIA	and	
tables	have	been	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	
and	 incorporate	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (ITE)	 trip	 generation	 rates,	 LADOT	 and	 industry‐
accepted	analysis	methodologies,	and	City	thresholds	of	significance.		

With	respect	to	the	comment	regarding	traffic	impacts,	please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐
2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐8	

Phil	Hammond	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐02	

I	live	on	Havenhurst	and	will	be	impacted	by	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐8	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐9	

Mary	Haskell	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐02	

I'm	signing	become	[sic]	the	project	scale	is	way	too	tall	and	masive..	[sic].	The	height	of	the	south	west	tower	
is	too	tall!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐9	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐10	

Kathy	Small	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐02	

I	am	sick	at	heart	at	what	the	City	of	L.A.	is	allowing	these	developers	to	do	to	Sunset	Blvd.	and	our	historic	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐10	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	on‐site	and	off‐site	historic	resources.		As	indicated	therein,	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	significant	and	unavoidable	 impacts	to	on‐site	historic	resources,	
even	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures,	and	less	than	significant	impacts	to	off‐
site	historic	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐11	

Arost	Arost	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐02	

SCALE	DOWN	8150	SUNSET	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐11	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐12	

Judy	Stabile	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

This	project	is	way	out	of	scale	for	this	neighborhood	which	suffers	enough	without	this	monster	building	
casting	a	huge	negative	shadow	on	an	entire	community!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐12	

Please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	
Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐13	

Rick	Farber	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

We	don't	need	it,	the	bldg	[sic]	is	horribly	ugly	and	completely	out	of	scale	to	the	area.	Traffic	will	be	
unbearable	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐13	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	building	is	ugly,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	 to	 the	comment	stating	that	 the	building	 is	out	of	scale	 to	 the	area,	please	see	 the	portion	of	
Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	 to	Height	 and	
Scale	heading.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development,	 please	 see	 the	 portion	 of	 Response	 to	
Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐14	

Megan	Mullally	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

this	development	will	ruin	central	Los	Angeles	for	all	of	it's	[sic]	residents.	strongly	oppose!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐14	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐15	

Karen	Loewenstern	
Avon,	CO	
2015‐11‐03	

I	live	and	enjoy	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	and	if	they	limited	our	La	Cienega	buildings	height	to	maintain	the	
integrity	of	the	Blvd.,	they	should	follow	suit	at	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐15	

With	respect	 to	 the	comment	stating	that	 the	building	 is	out	of	scale	 to	 the	area,	please	see	 the	portion	of	
Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Development	Related	to	Height	and	
Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐16	

Carolyn	Driscoll	
Saratoga,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Trying	to	drive	to	that	neighborhood	is	difficult	enough	as	it	is.	A	building	this	large	will	cripple	the	
neighborhood	with	the	additional	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐16	

Please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐17	

Derek	Richmond	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I'm	signing	because	this	proposal	is	idiotic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐17	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐18	

Gerry	Mahaney	
Naples,	FL	
2015‐11‐03	
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I	want	to	support	my	family	that	lives	on	Havenhurst.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐18	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐19	

Darren	McMullen	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

This	building	will	be	an	eye	sore.	It's	far	too	tall.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐19	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			Please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	
Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐20	

Francis	LaRoche	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

The	project	is	entirely	to	[sic]	massive	and	impacts	not	only	Sunset	but	will	overwhelm	the	Havenhurst	Dr	
with	traffic	and	other	city	services.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐20	

The	comment	indicating	that	the	Project	is	too	massive	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	their	consideration.		Please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	
Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	indicating	that	the	Project	will	overwhelm	Havenhurst	Drive	with	traffic,	please	
see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	Project	will	overwhelm	City	services,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	
Project	impacts	to	public	services	(police,	fire,	parks,	libraries)	in	Section	4.I,	Public	Services,	while	Section	
2.B.9	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.I.1‐17,	
4.I.2‐16,	4.I.3‐17,	and	4.I.4‐12,	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	fire,	police	and	parks	services	would	be	less	than	
significant	with	mitigation,	while	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	library	services	would	be	less	than	significant.		
The	same	findings	are	made	for	Alternative	9	on	pages	2‐37	through	2‐41	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐21	

joseph	eastwood	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	believe	this	development	is	way	too	tall	and	will	put	a	burden	on	our	already	busy	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐21	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐22	

Marianne	Liggett	
Venice,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

This	is	blatant	over‐development.	Just	too	much	already!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐22	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐23	

David	Hammond	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

David	Hammond	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐23	

This	comment	contains	only	the	commenter’s	name,	and	does	not	contain	a	comment.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐24	

Kelly	Spirer	
Los	angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

It	will	impact	our	lives	on	a	daily	basis	not	only	through	construction	but	also	when	inhabited.	Contrary	to	
what	the	developers	would	say,	this	will	in	no	way	alleviate	congestion	but	rather	increase	it	in	an	already	
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over	impacted	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐24	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		The	impact	of	the	Project	on	traffic	and	
congestion	 is	 addressed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4.	 	 	 Furthermore,	 please	 see	 the	 portion	 of	 Response	 to	
Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	construction	impacts,	

 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 aesthetics	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 during	 construction	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐8	and	2‐9	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics	 impacts	 during	
construction	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
1	regarding	aesthetics	for	further	discussion.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	quality,	
with	 supporting	data	 and	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	B,	while	 Section	2.B.2	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		
As	indicated	on	page	4.B‐51	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐20	through	2‐22	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	
and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 construction	 air	 quality	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	construction	noise	and	vibration	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.G,	
Noise,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	Appendix	F,	while	Section	2.B.7	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐35	and	2‐36	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	noise	and	vibration	
impacts,	 even	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation,	 although	 these	 impacts	
would	 be	 temporary.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 noise	 and	 vibration	 for	 further	
discussion.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	 the	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Section	
2.B.10	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9	with	 supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐64	and	6‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐41	and	
2‐42	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	
construction	 traffic	 impacts,	 although	 these	 impacts	 would	 be	 temporary.	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐25	

Tony	Tucci	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	
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california's	[sic]	3:1	density	bonus	that	allows	obscene	growth	for	affordable	housing	is	a	poorly	applied	law	
in	LA	City	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐25	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	 Project	 consistency	with	 applicable	 City	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	4.F,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	 	As	
indicated	on	page	4.F‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR:	

“The	Project	Site	is	 located	within	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Area	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.11	 	It	
has	 a	 General	 Plan	 land	 use	 designation	 of	 Neighborhood	 Office	 Commercial	 and	 a	 C4‐1D	 zoning	
designation.	The	“C4”	 indicates	 that	 the	Project	Site	 is	designated	 for	commercial	uses,	which	allows	a	
wide	range	of	 commercial	activity	as	well	as	 residential	development	pursuant	 to	 the	requirements	of	
the	 R4	 residential	 zone.	 	 Commercial	 and/or	 residential	 uses	 may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	
components	of	mixed	use	projects.		The	“1D”	is	a	height	district	designation.		While	the	height	district	1	
typically	allows	floor	area	ratios	(FAR)	of	1.5:1,	the	D	condition	at	the	Project	Site	limits	the	FAR	to	1:1.		
However,	 the	 LAMC	provides	 that	 projects	with	 specified	percentages	 of	 affordable	 housing	units	 and	
that	qualify	for	a	density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	an	
increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.	 	The	existing	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	the	height	of	buildings	on	the	
Project	Site.”	

As	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐48	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	
would	 	result	 in	FARs	of	2.99:1	and	3.0,	respectively,	which	would	be	consistent	with	the	applicable	LAMC	
requirements	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 with	 approval	 of	 the	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 qualifications	 for	 the	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	 for	
further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐26	

Elizabeth	Ziegler	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	live	on	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd,	and	the	area	surrounding	is	already	congested.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐26	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	Please	see	the	
portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	 	Also,	with	respect	specifically	to	traffic	
impacts	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard,	 as	 indicated	 in	 Figure	 4.J‐1	 on	 page	 4.J‐3	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	
Hollywood	Blvd./Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	 intersection	is	among	the	study	intersections	evaluated	in	the	traffic	
analysis.	As	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 traffic	 conditions	 at	 the	Hollywood	Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	
Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 level	 of	 service	 B	 (minimal	 traffic	 congestion,	 a	 less	 than	 significant	

																																																													
11		 Hollywood	Community	Plan,	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	adopted	December	13,	1988.			
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impact).	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐27	

david	gold	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Gives	developers	plenty	of	FAR	without	totally	overwhelming	the	neighborhood	with	towers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐27	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐28	

Diane	Lander‐Simon	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	live	nearby	and	I	am	sick	of	traffic	and	fire	and	earthquake	risk.	Plus	not	enough	police.	STOP	THIS"	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐28	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		With	respect	to	
traffic	 and	 fire/police,	 please	 see	 the	 portions	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Traffic	 and	
Emergency	Services/Response	Times	headings.	

With	respect	to	earthquake	risk,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	earthquake	risk	associated	with	the	Project	in	
Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Preliminary	 Geotechnical	
Evaluation	 and	 Fault	 Investigation	 Report	 included	 in	 Appendix	 D,	 and	 Section	 2.B.4	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	B,	
while	Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR	includes	correspondence	and	an	addendum	to	the	previous	Geotechnical	
Report.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 page	 4.D‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐27	 and	 2‐28	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	
earthquake	risk	associated	with	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	(including	that	associated	with	the	Hollywood	
Fault)	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	geology/seismic	risks	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐29	

Elyse	Eisenberg	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

This	project	is	higher	and	denser	than	anything	on	Sunset	from	the	ocean	to	downtown.	It's	essentially	in	a	
residential,	low	and	moderate	height	zone	for	miles	around.	The	intersection	already	frequently	takes	5‐6	
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traffic	light	cycles	to	get	through	along	Crescent	Heights,	and	can	be	backed	up	for	a	half	mile.	To	say	the	EIR	
is	flawed	is	an	understatement.	It	is	time	for	the	City	of	LA	to	support	the	residents	‐	NOT	developers	‐	as	
stakeholders	invested	in	the	long‐	term	viability	of	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐29	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	Project	is	higher	and	denser	than	anything	else	in	the	area	and	
that	 the	 area	 is	 essentially	 a	 low	 and	moderate	 height	 zone,	 please	 see	 the	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	
under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 concerning	 traffic,	 please	 see	 the	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	
Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	EIR	is	 flawed,	the	EIR	has	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	
California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	and	City	of	Los	Angeles	requirements,	provides	a	full,	accurate,	
and	complete	analysis,	and	is	adequate	under	CEQA,	and	the	commenter	has	not	submitted	any	substantial	
evidence	in	the	record	to	the	contrary.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐30	

SUELLEN	Wagner	
Studio	City,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Too	much	development	is	death	to	our	neighborhoods.	Recall	Garcetti!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐30	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐31	

Cathy	Wayne	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

This	development	will	bring	more	traffic	to	an	already	congested	location	and	the	inability	of	residents	to	
have	access	to	their	homes	especially	in	an	emergency.	This	development	needs	to	enhance	the	
neighborhood	not	bring	more	problems.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐31	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 enhancing	 the	 neighborhood,	 this	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	
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provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐32	

Lynda	Barens	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	believe	it	is	best	for	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐32	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐33	

Alison	Simard	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	live	in	this	neighborhood.	This	preload	project	is	at	the	foot	of	Laurel	Canyon	a	neighborhood	constantly	in	
danger	of	wildfire.	I	have	watched	this	protect	[sic]	very	closely.	The	long	term	affect	[sic]	on	traffic	of	a	
destination	behemoth	project	will	cause	certain	negative	impact	on	public	safety	on	a	corner	with	a	long	
history	of	pedestrian	tragedies	and	the	traffic	snarls	will	inpede	[sic]	Laurel	Canyon	ingress	abs	[sic]	egress	
for	emergency	vehicles.	The	proposed	building	is	out	of	character	with	the	neighborhood	because	it	is	way	
too	tall	even	if	aesthetically	Frank	Geary	[sic]	had	made	substantial	improvement	it	is	still	not	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐33	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	Laurel	Canyon	neighborhood	is	subject	 to	wildfires,	and	that	
the	proposed	development	could	negatively	 impact	 ingress	and	egress	 to	 the	neighborhood	by	emergency	
vehicles,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1.		As	indicated,	the	proposed	development	would	have	a	less	than	
significant	impact	on	emergency	ingress/egress	and	emergency	response	times.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 referencing	pedestrian	 safety	 at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	 and	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	intersection,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4.	 	As	 indicated,	the	proposed	development	would	
have	a	less	than	significant	impact	to	pedestrian	safety	(including	at	the	referenced	intersection).	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	proposed	development	would	create	traffic	snarls,	please	see	
Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	proposed	building	is	out	of	character	with	the	neighborhood,	
please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐34	

M.S.	Epstein	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	live	near	this	site	and	experience	the	glut	of	traffic	and	its	frustrating	and	frequently	dangerous	
consequences.	This	project	is	literally	a	massive	overreach,	slamming	an	already	surreally	and	dangerously	
congested	area.	This	will	deal	a	lethal	blow	to	nearby	businesses.	It	will	impact	badly	upon	the	extensive	and	
historic	residential	neighborhoods	that	sit	just	beyond	Sunset	Blvd	on	both	sides.	It	will	exacerbate	the	
legendary	traffic	problems	through	Laurel	Canyon	for	all	citizens	who	venture	there,	but	particularly	for	
emergency	response	vehicles.	There	is	no	rational	argument	to	support	this.	Think.	Again.	Please.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐34	

With	regard	to	the	portions	of	the	comment	concerning	Project	traffic	impacts	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	
the	Project	Site	(including	along	Sunset	Boulevard)	and	through	Laurel	Canyon,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	
traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	 technical	data	
and	 analysis	 provided	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	Alternative	9	 in	
Section	 2.B.10,	with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	Appendix	A.	 	 For	 each	 of	 the	 two	
traffic	issues	raised,	see	below:	

 Traffic	Impacts	in	the	Immediate	Vicinity	of	the	Project	Site	(including	Along	Sunset	Boulevard):		As	
indicated	on	page	4.J‐39	through	2‐52	and	4.J‐65	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐42	through	2‐47	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	(including	along	Sunset	Boulevard)	would	be	
less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

 Traffic	Impacts	Through	Laurel	Canyon:	 	As	 indicated	in	Figure	4.J‐1	on	page	4.J‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard/Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 is	 among	 the	 study	 intersections	
evaluated	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis.	 The	 northern	 extent	 of	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 was	 limited	 to	 the	
Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	intersection	because	the	main	streets	most	likely	
to	be	 frequented	by	Project	 traffic	 are	all	 located	 south	of	 that	 intersection,	 as	are	 the	most	direct	
routes	between	the	Project	Site	and	both	the	Hollywood	and	San	Diego	Freeways.		The	traffic	study,	
including	the	analysis	methodology	and	selection	of	study	intersections,	was	reviewed	and	approved	
by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT).		In	addition,	as	indicated	in	Table	
4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	
at	 the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	be	level	of	service	B	(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	less	than	significant	impact),	
which	suggests	that	Project	traffic	impacts	even	farther	north	on	Laurel	Canyon	Drive	would	also	be	
less	than	significant.		This	also	suggests	that	Project	traffic	impacts	on	emergency	response	vehicles	
through	Laurel	Canyon	would	be	less	than	significant.	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 comment	 stating	 that	 the	 Project	would	 impact	 badly	 upon	 the	 extensive	 and	 historic	
residential	neighborhoods	 just	beyond	Sunset	Boulevard,	please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐2,	 compatibility	
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with	 surrounding	 development,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources.	 	 As	
indicated,	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 and	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 to	 historical	
resources	in	the	surrounding	area	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐35	

Amanda	Goodwin	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Stop	destroying	Sunset	and	adjacent	neighborhoods	in	order	to	line	the	pockets	of	the	few	wealthy.	This	
project	does	nothing	to	better	the	city	or	the	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐35	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐36	

Catherine	Sullivan	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Because	the	almighty	$$$	can	not	[sic]	be	the	only	voice	we	see,	hear	and	know	when	we	make	decisions	in	
our	small	but	mighty	community	of	Weho!	100	ft	should	surely	suffice	in	the	needs	of	the	development	and	
community!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐36	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐37	

Seth	Meier	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

It	is	going	to	strangle	an	already	congested	intersection	and	there	is	no	height	comparable	in	the	area.	It	will	
block	the	iconic	Chateau	Marmount	[sic]	and	kill	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐37	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	
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With	 respect	 to	building	height	 and	 impacts	 on	 views,	 please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	
Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading,	and	Response	to	Comment	
B34‐5.	

With	 respect	 to	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 (including	 to	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont),	 please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	B34‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐38	

Melissa	Susac	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

This	project	sounds	completely	out	of	scale	with	the	surrounding	buildings	and	charming	hillside	area.	It	will	
add	traffic	in	an	already	congested	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐38	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 building	 scale,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	 With	
Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐39	

Jaime	Schoenbrun	
santee,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	used	to	work	here	and	it	is	hard	to	get	around	with	the	current	traffic	adding	more	will	be	impossible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐39	

Please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐40	

Talisa	Reeve	
Venice,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Skylines	define	a	cities	imagery	and	beauty.	Sunset	Blvd.'s	skyline	shouldn't	be	muddled	with.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐40	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
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consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐41	

John	Bollard	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Redevelopment	is	needed,	but	height	must	be	limited!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐41	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	Please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	
Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐42	

Peter	Spirer	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	want	development	to	be	inline	[sic]	with	surrounding	development.	This	building	is	an	anomaly	that	will	
blemish	our	landscape.	Bigger	isn't	always	better.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐42	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐43	

Francisco	Arbolay	
Caguas	
2015‐11‐03	

This	is	an	important	part	of	the	pop	culture	and	music	history.	Don't	ruin	it	please.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐43	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 Please	 see	
Response	to	Comment	B34‐5	regarding	impacts	to	historic	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐44	

Craig	Clark	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	
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The	concept	is	to	tall	and	really	ugly.	Completely	overwhelms	the	area's	current	architecture,	with	a	hideous	
futuristic	style,	totally	out	of	place.	It	will	increase	traffic	congestion,	on	an	already	difficult	intersection.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐44	

The	comment	stating	that	 the	proposed	development	 is	ugly	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.	 	Because	this	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	
the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 comment	 stating	 that	 the	 proposed	 development	 is	 too	 tall	 and	 would	 completely	
overwhelm	 the	 area,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	
Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	regard	to	the	comment	concerning	traffic,	please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐45	

Andrew	Macpherson	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

I	do	not	believe	that	this	234	ft	tall	monster	should	be	allowed	to	dominate	the	Chateau	Marmont	and	the	
other	architectural	treasures	of	this	historic	part	of	old	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐45	

With	respect	to	the	height	of	the	proposed	development,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	
Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.		

With	 respect	 to	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 (including	 to	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont),	 please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	B34‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐46	

joanna	cassidy	
woodland	hills,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Greed	and	more	greed.....it's	got	to	stop	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐46	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐47	

James	teel	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

Urban‐core	development	in	a	residential	area	is	not	appropriate	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐47	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐48	

rivkind	michael	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	

scale	of	project	far	too	large	in	relation	to	surroundings	also	sunset	traffic	at	this	intersection	already	bad	
without	any	future	developments	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐48	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 the	 scale	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 in	 relation	 to	 the	
surroundings,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	
Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	regarding	traffic,	please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐49	

Billie	Mahaney	
Annandale,	NJ	
2015‐11‐03	

My	uncles,	Phil	and	Patrick	love	their	home	and	the	view	and	a	skyscraper	would	take	away	from	that!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐49	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐50	

Doria	Biddle	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐03	
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Until	this	city/county	deals	with	our	traffic	issues,	we	can't	keep	adding	to	the	overcrowding.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐50	

Please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐51	

Michael	Katcher	
San	Bruno,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

I'm	signing	because	I	want	to	save	my	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐51	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐52	

Leslie	Sank	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

I	am	signing	this	because	we	can't	add	that	many	places	with	the	drought	the	way	it	is....	We	can	not	[sic]	
sustain	too	much	more!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐52	

Please	 see	 the	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Water	 Supply	 and	Water	 and	Sewer	 Infrastructure	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐53	

Martin	Schneider	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

This	proposed	8150	project	is	out	of	architectural	sync,	enormous	in	scale,	and	will	bring	a	heavier	density	of	
traffic	to	the	existing	norm	to	this	Hollywood	foothill	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐53	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 Project	 is	 out	 of	 architectural	 sync	with	 the	 surrounding	 area,	 this	
comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 the	 scale	 of	 the	 proposed	 development,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 traffic,	 please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	 under	 the	Traffic	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐54	

lucy	webb	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

We	don't	need	sunset	to	change!!!!	Traffic!!'	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐54	

Please	see	the	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐55	

Eric	Holck	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

It	is	absurd	to	think	that	putting	such	a	massive	complex	just	up	the	street	will	not	have	a	hugely	detrimental	
effect	on	the	traffic,	safety	and	general	quality	of	life	for	those	of	us	who	live	in	this	area.	Enough	with	the	
over‐development	already!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐55	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 traffic,	 please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	 under	 the	Traffic	
heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	regarding	safety,	please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	
the	 Emergency	 Services/Response	 Times	 heading.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
pedestrian	 safety,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 services	 (police	 and	 fire/EMS)	 and	
emergency	vehicle	response	times.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	have	less	than	
significant	impacts	on	emergency	services	(including	emergency	response	times)	with	implementation	of	the	
recommended	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐56	

Nikki	Wood	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

I	live	one	block	east	of	this	proposed	development	and	have	for	10	years	this	far.	The	sewage	and	water	
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pipes	barely	survived	the	revamp	of	the	8000	Sunset	Blvd	building	I	can't	imagine	what	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐56	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Water	 Supply	 and	 Water	 and	 Sewer	 Infrastructure	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐57	

Robin	Diaz	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

I'm	opposed	to	seeing	the	sunset	strip	and	my	neighborhood	being	turned	into	to	LAS	VEGAS!!!!!	I'm	for	
redevelopment	but	this	proposed	project	is	out	of	scale.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐57	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐58	

Aaron	Heck	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

I	am	the	third	owner	of	my	home	that	was	built	in	1923.	I	have	lived	here	since	1998	and	my	land	ownership	
rights	will	be	violated	if	this	structure	is	built.	I	promise	to	sew	[sic]the	developers	and	the	city	if	this	project	
breaks	ground!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐58	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐59	

Christopher	Rice	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

I'm	an	area	resident	who	feels	the	current	plan	is	too	tall.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐59	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
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portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐60	

Dimitri	Perparos	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

West	Hollywood	is	being	completely	overbuilt	and	overrun	by	developers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐60	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐61	

Michael	Leeson	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

The	project	must	be	limited	or	traffic	will	be	more	of	a	nightmare	than	it	already	is!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐61	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐62	

Harker	Jones	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

I'm	signing	because	the	proposed	building	is	a	monstrosity.	Develop	the	space,	just	not	like	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐62	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐63	

Marne	Carmean	
West	Holywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	
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I	live	on	Havenhurst	Drive	below	Sunset	Blvd.	and	this	project	is	greatly	outsized,	like	mcmansions	[sic],	only	
it	is	residential	and	commercial.	The	distress	of	the	construction	then	the	dismay	of	living	it	with	is	too	much	
to	expect	of	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐63	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	Project	is	outsized	relative	to	the	surrounding	development,	please	see	
Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	 to	Height	and	
Scale	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	balance	of	the	comment,	it	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.			

With	respect	to	construction	impacts,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐64	

David	Alexandre	
richardson,	TX	
2015‐11‐04	

I	love	the	idea	of	keeping	this	monolithic	terror	out	of	that	area.	Please	don't	let	this	energy	sucker	be	built.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐64	

The	comment	expressing	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	
or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	project	would	be	 an	 “energy	 sucker”,	 as	 indicated	 in	 Section	2.7	 in	
Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 (and	 all	 alternatives	 explored)	 would	
incorporate	 design	 features	 to	 both:	 	 (1)	 meet	 Leadership	 in	 Energy	 and	 Environmental	 Design	 (LEED)	
certification	by	the	U.S.	Green	Building	Council;	and	(2)	comply	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Green	Building	
Ordinance.	 	 As	 indicated,	 such	 features	 include,	 but	 are	 not	 limited	 to:	 	 use	 of	 glass/window	 areas	 for	
ventilation	 and	 daylight	 accessibility;	 landscaping	 of	 roof	 decks;	 stormwater	 retention;	 installation	 of	
heating,	 ventilation	 and	 air	 conditioning	 (HVAC)	 systems	 that	 utilize	 ozone‐friendly	 refrigerants;	 use	 of	
materials	and	finishes	that	emit	low	quantities	of	volatile	organic	compounds	(VOCs);	use	of	high	efficiency	
fixtures	 and	 appliances	 and	 water	 conservation	 features;	 and	 recycling	 of	 solid	 waste.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	
discussed	 on	 page	 2‐33	 in	 Section	 2,	 Project	Description,	 and	 pages	 4.B‐11	 and	 4.B‐24	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	
Quality,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 would	 represent	 high‐density,	 mixed‐use,	 infill	 development	 within	
close	proximity	 to	 transit	which	would	 reduce	per	 capita	vehicle	miles	 traveled	and	associated	per	 capita	
energy	consumption,	consistent	with	regional	planning	objectives.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐65	

Lee	Clay	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
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2015‐11‐04	

IT'S	TOO	TALL!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐65	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration	 	Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐66	

Stephanie	Savage	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

The	project	is	out	of	scale	with	the	neighborhood	and	the	traffic	load	will	add	to	already	overburdened	
infrastructure.	And	yes	it	is	to	tall!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐66	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	Project	is	out	of	scale	with	the	neighborhood,	please	see	Response	to	
Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 traffic,	 please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	 under	 the	Traffic	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐67	

michael	shores	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

This	project	does	not	fit	the	scale	of	this	neighborhood.	It	is	too	tall	and	will	compromise	neighborhood	
safety	and	privacy.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐67	

With	respect	to	the	comments	regarding	height	and	scale,	please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	
B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 safety,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 pedestrian	
safety,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 services	 (police	 and	 fire/EMS)	 and	 emergency	
vehicle	response	times.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐68	

Robert	Lea	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

The	disruption	caused	by	demo	and	construction	through	traffic,	noise,	and	oversized	work	vehicles	on	tiny	
streets	will	make	my	neighboorhood	[sic]	an	unlivable	hell.	The	artifical	[sic]	upward	pressure	this	would	
have	on	rents	will	inevitably	cause	prices	to	soar	in	an	already	inflated	rent	market	(not	to	mention	
incentivizing	eliminating	apartments	in	favor	of	condos).	I	am	totally	opposed	to	this	development	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐68	

With	respect	to	construction	traffic	impacts,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	construction	traffic	impacts	in	Section	
4.J.,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1,	
while	Section	2.B.10	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐64	and	6‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐41	and	2‐
42	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	traffic	
impacts,	although	these	impacts	would	be	temporary.	

With	respect	to	construction	noise	impacts,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐24.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 increase	 local	 residential	 rents	 and	 incentivize	
eliminating	 apartments	 in	 favor	 of	 condos,	 this	 comment	 does	 not	 relate	 to	 on	 impact	 on	 the	 physical	
environment	under	CEQA.		Furthermore,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	provide	28	affordable	housing	
units.	

The	comments	regarding	rents	and	the	expressing	opposition	to	the	proposed	development	are	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐69	

Vanessa	Beletic	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

We	must	not	let	development	take	priority	over	the	quality	of	life	of	West	Hollywood's	community.	Please	
limit	building	height	to	100ft.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐69	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale.	heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐70	

Deborah	Fairchild	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

We	don't	need	a	high‐density	high‐rise	at	a	such	a	busy	intersection	in	our	neighborhood,	where	Laurel	
Canyon	and	Sunset	Blvd.	meet.	Safety	first!	Limit	the	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐70	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 proposed	 development	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	 to	 the	 “Safety	 first”	comment,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	pedestrian	safety,	
and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 services	 (police	 and	 fire/EMS)	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	
response	times.	Please	also	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐71	

Francine	Brandt	
Sherman	Oaks,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

This	is	just	too	damn	big.	Out	of	scale	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐71	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐72	

Vicky	Miller	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

Sunset	is	already	a	mess.	Blocks	the	view	for	the	rest	of	us	as	well.	WE	dont	[sic]	need	or	want	a	tall	
skyscaper	[sic]	on	the	corner	of	Crescent	Height	and	Sunset!!	STOP	THIS	NOW	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐72	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐73	

Yoav	Getzler	
Valley	Village,	CA	
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2015‐11‐04	

Because	it's	just	too	tall.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐73	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐74	

Jeff	Deperon	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	

We	don't	want	another	giant	generic	modern	high	rise	on	the	corner	of	such	a	busy	intersection.	Causing	all	
kind	of	traffic,	noise	and	parking	problem	in	our	neighborhood.	Too	much	is	too	much.	Time	to	end	the	
indiscriminating	rape	of	our	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐74	

The	comment	expressing	opposition	to	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	

With	regard	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	 regard	 to	 noise,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 noise	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 F,	 while	 Section	 2.b.7	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
page	 2‐36	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	
noise	impacts.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	noise	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 regard	 to	 parking,	 the	 parking	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 are	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	
the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	parking	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	
and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.J‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐57	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	the	operational	parking	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐75	

O	T	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐04	
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This	building	is	WAY	too	tall.	Our	traffic	and	neighborhood	will	suffer	greatly.	Please	limit	the	size	of	this	
building,	there	are	9	more	hotels	being	built	on	Sunset	right	now,	the	impact	on	traffic	and	safety	is	excessive	
for	our	neighborhood.	Please	help.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐75	

The	comment	that	the	building	is	too	large/tall	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.			

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 traffic,	 please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	 under	 the	Traffic	
heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 neighborhood	will	 suffer	 greatly,	 please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	
B34‐2	under	the	compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐76	

Joy	Barr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

This	building	will	deface	the	community	skyline,	will	create	even	worse	local	traffic	at	a	major	intersection,	&	
is	far	too	tall	to	safely	exist	on	the	Hollywood	fault	line.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐76	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	building	would	deface	the	community	skyline,	please	see	Response	to	
Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading,	
and	Response	to	Comment	B34‐5	regarding	impacts	to	views.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	building	is	far	too	tall	to	safely	exist	on	the	Hollywood	fault	 line,	the	
Project	Site	is	not	on	the	Hollywood	fault	line.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	Hollywood	
Fault	 for	 further	discussion.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	seismic	impacts	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐77	

Jane	Lockhart	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

My	quality	of	life	living	opposite	and	at	the	corner	of	this	oversized	building	complex,	will	be	negatively	
impacted.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐77	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐78	

Elaine	Gilboa	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

I	am	fed	up	with	all	the	building	going	on	in	our	neighborhood	and	the	huge	projects.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐78	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐79	

Christina	Odegard	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

Density	concern	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐79	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐80	

Bernard	Judge	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

oppose	the	skyscraper	on	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	a	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐80	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐81	

Eva	M.	Ballo	
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Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

The	proposed	height	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project	is	totally	out	of	proportion	to	the	neighborhood's	
architectural	character	and	style,	and	would	also	drastically	increase	the	already	existing	traffic	congestion	
in	the	area.	Eliminating	the	access	spur	enabling	eastward	Sunset	traffic	to	bypass	the	traffic	light	for	acces	
[sic]	to	Crescent	Heights	going	southward	would	additionally	hamper	traffic	‐	an	intolerable	outcome.	
Furthermire,	[sic]	the	projected	parking	space	in	the	revised	plan	is	still	insufficient	to	accommodate	
residents,	their	guests,	and	the	commercial	tenants	and	their	patrons.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐81	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 proposed	 height	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 out	 of	 proportion	 to	 the	
neighborhood,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	
Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 (including	 at	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection),	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	
Traffic	 heading.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 the	 traffic	 island	 reconfiguration.	 	 As	
indicated	 therein,	 the	 replacement	 of	 the	 current	 “access	 spur”	 with	 a	 more	 traditional	 light‐controlled	
intersection	would	 potentially	 improve	 rather	 than	 degrade	 existing	 traffic	 conditions	 at	 the	 intersection,	
and	would	improve	vehicular	circulation	and	vehicular	and	pedestrian	safety.	

With	respect	parking	adequacy	under	Alternative	9,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐74.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐82	

Anne	Curry	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

Overdevelopment	is	and	certainly	in	this	case	would	be	a	disaster.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐82	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐83	

Courtney	Small	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

I	am	disgusted	by	the	overdevelopment	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	historic	Sunset	Strip.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐83	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	
is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐84	

Eric	Quinn	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

This	impacts	my	neighbors	and	my	neighborhood.	I'm	pro‐responsible	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐84	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐85	

David	Romero	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

Our	homes	are	getting	overcrowded.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐85	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐86	

Susan	Lavitt	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

The	density	in	our	area	has	become	untenable.	Our	infrastructure	can't	handle	this	much	traffic,	the	
congestion	it	will	cause	is	dangerous	and	in	the	event	of	a	fire	or	earthquake	lives	will	surely	be	at	risk.	
Please	build	responsibly	our	lives	and	well	being	depend	on	it	and	we	depend	on	you	to	do	the	right	thing.	
After	all,	doing	the	right	thing	is	always	the	right	thing	to	do.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐86	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 density,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	
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Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 traffic,	 please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	 under	 the	Traffic	
heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	concerning	fire,	please	see	Responses	to	Comments	B34‐20	and	B34‐33.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	regarding	earthquakes,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	earthquake	risk	associated	
with	the	Project	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	the	Preliminary	
Geotechnical	Evaluation	and	Fault	Investigation	Report	included	in	Appendix	D,	and	Section	2.B.4	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	
Appendix	B,	while	correspondence	and	an	addendum	to	the	Geotechnical	Report	are	included	in	Appendix	B	
of	this	Final	EIR.		As	indicated	on	page	4.D‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐27	and	2‐28	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
earthquake	 risk	 associated	 with	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	 the	recommended	mitigation.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	 for	 further	discussion	
regarding	the	earthquake	risk.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐87	

Kira	Sardy	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

I	am	opposed	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐87	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐88	

Erica	Spano	
Excelsior,	MN	
2015‐11‐05	

I	have	seen	neighborhoods	get	horribly	dangerous	when	over	developed.	Case	in	point	the	development	on	
Santa	Monica	Blvd	and	LaBrea	or	the	Home	Depot	and	half	built	Target	on	Sunset	in	East	Hollywood!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐88	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicular	 and	 pedestrian	 safety.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	
operational	 vehicular	 safety	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 while	 operational	 pedestrian	 safety	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 on	 emergency	 services	 and	 emergency	 response	 times,	 please	 see	 the	 portion	 of	
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Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Emergency	Services/Emergency	Response	Times	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐89	

Maryanne	Holmes	
San	Juan	Capistrano,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

My	brother	lives	in	this	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐89	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐90	

Kelly	Forbes	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

There	is	already	too	much	congestion~	this	would	be	insanity!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐90	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	under	both	 the	Traffic	 and	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	Land	
Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	headings.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐91	

Brian	Linse	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

Proposed	height	of	the	project	exceeds	all	reasonable	measures.	Traffic	at	that	intersection	is	already	
unmanagable.	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐91	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	under	both	 the	Traffic	 and	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	Land	
Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	headings.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐92	

Sandra	Hitt	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	
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I	live	in	the	neighborhood	and	this	affects	me.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐92	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐93	

Joe	Kay	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

Way	too	much	traffic!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐93	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐94	

Kristen	Stavola	
Los	Angeles,	CT	
2015‐11‐05	

This	development	needs	to	go	back	to	the	drawing	board!	The	Sunset	Strip	does	NOT	need	to	be	building	the	
tallest	building	ever,	esp	[sic]	not	in	an	area	where	the	infrastructure	simply	cannot	support	it,	not	the	water,	
not	the	power	and	certainly	not	the	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐94	

With	respect	to	 infrastructure	and	water	supply,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Water	
supply	and	Water	and	Sewer	Infrastructure	heading.	

With	respect	to	power,	the	Draft	EIR	addresses	power	(e.g.,	energy)	in	Section	6.3,	Energy.		As	indicated	on		
pages	6‐11	through	6‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR,	adequate	energy	supplies	(electricity	and	natural	gas)	are	available	
to	serve	the	Project.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐95	

Kim	Kaufman	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	
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Please	stop	over‐development	in	Los	Angeles.	This	building	will	make	living	in	Laurel	Canyon	even	more	
dangerous	in	cases	of	fire	and	other	emergencies	because	of	the	additional	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐95	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐96	

Elias	Cameron	
Worcester,	United	Kingdom	
2015‐11‐05	

Is	there	a	shortage	of	land	in	the	US	or	something?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐96	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐97	

Michael	Hoover	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐05	

It	is	a	palpable	disaster,	and	one	that	can	be	stopped.	Granted,	something	nice	should	be	there,	but...	the	
increased	stress	on	our	infrastructure	(water,	power,	traffic)	make	this	iteration	of	the	plan	unworkable.	
Stop	it	while	it	can	be	stopped.	How	did	this	get	as	far	as	it	has,	anyway?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐97	

The	request	 for	 the	City	 to	stop	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	to	impacts	on	infrastructure	(water,	power,	traffic),	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐94.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐98	

Lelani	Eickhoff	
Simi	Valley,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

We	do	NOT	need	more	traffic	on	Sunset	Blvd!	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐98	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐99	

linda	marder	
l.a.,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

Building	on	Sunset	in	West	Hollywood	is	OUT	OF	CONTROL!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐99	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐100	

Chloe	Palmer	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

I	work	at	Wonderland	school	and	the	traffic	is	already	so	hard	to	manage.	I	have	to	leave	my	house	at	6:20	to	
get	to	school	so	that	I	can	find	parking	by	8am.	The	area	cant	[sic]	handle	this	please	think	about	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐100	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐101	

Deborah	Rankin	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

I	am	against	the	size	of	this	building,	towering	over	everything	in	the	neighborhood.	How	hideous	it	will	be,	
not	to	mention	all	the	traffic	issues,	etc...	that	will	come	with	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐101	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	size	of	the	building	would	tower	over	everything	in	the	neighborhood,	
please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐102	

Alex	Nicholas	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

I	care	about	the	city.	This	project	is	far	too	big	for	the	location.	Traffic	will	be	greatly	impacted	on	Sunset,	a	
street	already	overburdened.	Also,	a	project	the	size	of	the	one	proposed	will	absolutely	destroy	the	
character	of	the	neighborhood	directly	below	it.	If	they	take	away	the	island	on	the	corner,	will	they	also	take	
away	the	ability	to	turn	right	off	of	Sunset	onto	Crescent	Heights?	How	would	that	not	completely	devastate	
traffic	patterns?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐102	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	Project	is	far	too	big	for	the	location,	this	comment	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts	 (including	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard),	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 destroy	 the	 character	 of	 the	 neighborhood	 directly	
below	 it,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	 With	 Surrounding	 Land	 Uses	
Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 question	 of	 whether	 removal	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 take	 away	 the	 ability	 to	 turn	 from	
eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	a	right	turn	lane	would	be	provided	
from	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 onto	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 For	 further	 discussion,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	traffic	island	reconfiguration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐103	

Wendel	Meldrum	
los	angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

This	structure	does	not	fit	with	the	neighbourhood	[sic]	and	brings	too	much	density	and	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐103	

With	respect	to	the	comments	that	the	structure	would	not	fit	into	the	neighborhood	and	would	bring	in	too	
much	density,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	
Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	on	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐104	

Ronald	Maxson	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

There	are	so	many	reasons	why	this	is	not	a	good	idea,	as	outlined	in	the	petition:	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐104	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐105	

monica	fishman	
Carpinteria,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

I've	been	a	long	time	resident	of	the	LA	area.	I've	moved	to	Carpinteria,	but	my	kids	&	many	friends	live	in	LA	
still.	I'm	there	all	the	time	&	can	see	the	enormous	increase	in	traffic	since	I've	moved	from	the	area.	I'm	
signing	this	in	support	of	all	the	people	living	&	working	in	LA	who	fight	the	beastly	traffic	each	day.	We	
surely	don't	need	congestion	to	deal	with.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐105	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐106	

Cinnia	finfer	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

Will	[sic]	the	current	development	at	8150	Sunset	is	sorely	in	need	of	an	update,	the	proposed	development	
is	wildly	out	proportion	with	the	immediate	area	and	will	deliver	a	tremendous	burden	and	already	clogged	
traffic	corridor.	The	new	structure	needs	address	an	existing	problem	not	simply	compound	it!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐106	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	proposed	development	is	out	of	proportion	with	the	immediate	area,	
please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐107	

Alan	Hadaya	
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West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

I	don't	want	that	area	changed,	it's	great	as	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐107	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐108	

Peter	Spirer	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

I	am	all	for	development	that	is	reasonable.	However	the	proposed	plan	if	implemented	will	be	out	of	balance	
with	the	surrounding	community.	It	will	destroy	the	current	landscape	and	create	traffic	chaos	to	an	overly	
congested	part	of	the	city.	Skyscrapers	are	out	of	place	in	West	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐108	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	proposed	development	would	be	out	of	balance	with	the	surrounding	
community,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	
Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐109	

Peter	Spirer	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

I	am	all	for	development	that	is	reasonable.	However	the	proposed	plan	if	implemented,	will	be	out	of	
balance	with	the	surrounding	community.	It	will	destroy	the	current	landscape	and	create	traffic	chaos	to	an	
overly	congested	part	of	the	city.	Skyscrapers	are	out	of	place	in	West	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐109	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐108.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐110	

David	Neely	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	
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If	we	don't	stop	these	rabid	developers	now,	they	will	think	they	can	get	around	all	the	current	laws	and	
restrictions	that	are	in	place.	They	are	already	in	trouble	throughout	the	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐110	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐111	

Burt	Goralnick	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

A	redevelopment	of	this	magnitude	at	this	location	is	simply	ridiculous.	The	New	York	backers	of	this	
proposed	development	could	care	less	about	the	impact.		What's	going	to	happen	when	Sam	Nazarian,	(SLS	
Hotels)	SBE	Group	decides	to	redevelop	their	nightclub	site	into	a	large	hotel	Directly	across	Sunset,	at	
Laurel	Canyon!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐111	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐2	(Scott	Lunceford,	City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9)	regarding	related	
projects	and	the	cumulative	analyses	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐112	

Burt	Goralnick	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

David	Ryu,	We	voted	you	into	office,	now	do	your	job.	Protect	our	neighborhood	from	dangerously	over	
development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐112	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐113	

Chris	Brewster	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

The	construction	on	Sunset	and	La	Cienaga	is	out	of	control.	100	stories	is	too	many.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐113	

The	proposed	Project	would	be	only	16	 stories	 tall.	 	 This	 comment	does	not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	 the	environmental	 impacts	addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	 comment	 is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐114	

ROBERT	MEADOWS	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐06	

The	proposed	tower	is	too	tall,	and	there	are	not	enough	parking	spaces	for	such	a	large	number	of	
apartments/condos.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐114	

With	respect	to	the	comment	stating	that	the	proposed	tower	is	too	tall,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	 	Please	see	 the	portion	of	Response	 to	Comment	
B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 there	 would	 not	 be	 enough	 parking	 spaces	 for	 the	 proposed	
apartments/condos,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐74.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐115	

Viktoria	Cornelius	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

I'm	signing	this	petition	because	I	care	about	the	safety	and	integrity	of	my	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐115	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐116	

Lynda	Barens	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

The	impact	it	will	have	on	the	residents	is	overwhelming.	Think	about	it.	Really.	Why	do	we	need	New	York	
in	West	Hollywood.	We	are	so	blessed	to	live	in	Weho	enough	is	enough.	Thank	you	to	all	of	you	who	are	
fighting	and	taking	your	valuable	time.	Those	who	believe	in	saving	The	true	Sunset	Strip	as	we	know	or	
knew	it.	Please	sign	this	petition	on	behalf	of	the	locals	who	truly	care.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐116	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐117	

G	Morris	
Venice,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

As	a	Los	Angeles	resident,	I	am	sick	and	tired	of	Garcetti's	Administration	ignoring	the	laws	and	granting	
entilements	[sic]	to	developers	which	are	going	to	make	our	city	a	more	dangerous,	crowded	and	less	livable	
city.	It	is	time	the	city	respected	its	constituents	wishes	and	upheld	their	own	laws.	Same	goes	for	my	
neighborhood	Venice	and	every	other	part	of	LA	which	is	under	the	same	threat!	Garcetti	is	all	about	
developers	dollars.	He	does	not	care	about	the	people	in	our	city.	It's	a	crying	shame.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐117	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐118	

Burt	Goralnick	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

I	have	lived	on	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	since	1994.	I	have	seen	the	Sunset	Blvd	traffic	get	worse	each	year.	A	
redevelopment	of	this	magnitude	at	this	location	is	simply	ridiculous.	The	New	York	backers	of	this	proposed	
development	could	care	less	about	the	impact.	The	ELECTED	city	officials	have	a	responsibility	to	the	
citizens,	not	to	out‐of‐town	developers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐118	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐119	

Claudia	Sloan	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

I	grew	up	one	block	from	there	and	don't	think	it's	right	for	the	neighborhood.	There	building	a	monstrosity	
a	few	blocks	West.	I	think	that's	enough.	Really!	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐119	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	 Use	 Relative	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐120	

Beryl	Herrin	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

It	is	too	tall	a	building‐	meaning	way	too	many	people	to	park	and	even	more	congestion.	Until	all	the	parking	
and	traffic	is	resolved‐I	firmly	say	no!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐120	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	parking,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐74.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐121	

Michelle	Milosh	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

I	live	in	the	area	and	already	the	traffic	is	10X	worse	than	when	I	moved	here	10	years	ago.	The	residents	do	
NOT	want	more	density	,	which	creates	an	increase	in	gridlock.	Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐121	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐122	

Tamara	Cascardo	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐07	

I	care	about	the	quality	of	living	in	my	community	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐122	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐123	

Deborah	Erath	
Studio	City,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I	drive	go	to	the	mall	and	pass	it	every	day	going	to	work.	I	believe	it	will	negative	for	those	of	us	in	this	
community	and	environmentally.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐123	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐124	

Daniel	Irving	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

This	city	can't	even	handle	the	residents	it	has.	Why	bring	more???	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐124	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐125	

Dana	Jackson	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I'm	signing	because	I	live	off	of	Sunset	Blvd	and	this	directly	impacts	the	quality	and	safety	of	my	living	
environment.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐125	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	impacts	to	pedestrian	safety,	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	
impacts	 to	 emergency	 services	 (police	 and	 fire/EMS),	 and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2,	 under	 the	
Emergency	Response	Times	heading,	for	impacts	to	emergency	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐126	

MARGARET	WYNN	
LOS	ANGELES,	CA	
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2015‐11‐08	

We	don't	need	our	skyline	interrupted	by	a	dangerous	and	disproportionate	behemoth	like	this	proposal.	
The	area	Is	already	congested	without	bringing	this	many	new	residents	into	the	neighborhood.	Please	stop	
approving	developments	that	have	no	respect	or	appreciation	for	our	neighborhoods'	history	and	aesthetics.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐126	

With	 regards	 to	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 on	 aesthetics	 and	 views	 related	 to	 height	 and	
scale,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	
to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	regards	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	regards	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	historic	resources,	please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐3.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 proposed	development	would	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	 impacts	 to	 on‐site	
historic	 resources,	 even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation,	 and	 less	 than	 significant	
indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historic	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐127	

Jeannine	Braden	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Jeannine	Braden	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐127	

No	comment	is	provided.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐128	

Mai	Ottersen‐Redfield	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I	live	in	the	area	!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐128	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐129	

tony	payne	
los	angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

its	[sic]	too	much	..	that	is	already	one	of	the	most	dense	and	dangerous	intersections	in	the	city.	its	[sic]	too	
big	and	will	create	traffic	and	complete	gridlock.	NOT	a	good	plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐129	

With	regards	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	vehicular	and	pedestrian	safety	(including	at	
the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection),	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4.	 As	
discussed	 therein,	 operational	 vehicular	 safety	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 while	 operational	
pedestrian	 safety	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.	

With	regards	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐130	

Melanie	Pullen	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

This	will	be	too	big	for	that	corner.	It'll	be	horrendous	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐130	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐131	

Janelle	Thibodaux	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Please,	no	more,	Garcetti	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐131	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐132	

ashley	bottorff	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Live	and	work	in	the	area	and	traffic	is	bad	enough	already!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐132	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐133	

Siobhan	Carmean	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I	do	not	support	this	at	all,	for	reasons	too	many	to	just	count.	This	is	a	horrible	idea	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐133	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐134	

Jeffery	Jon		Masino	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

There	is	already	the	threat	of	too	much	density	and	lack	of	infrastructure	in	our	area!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐134	

With	regard	to	density,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	
Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	regard	to	infrastructure,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Water	Supplies	and	Water	
and	Sewer	Infrastructure	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐135	

Benjamin	Chang	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

The	project	as	proposed	will	adversely	effect	[sic]	every	aspect	of	our	daily	lives.	We	have	been	to	meetings	
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with	representatives	of	the	project	and	they	have	ignored	all	of	our	input	and	they	do	not	want	to	work	
WITH	us.	Their	only	goal	is	to	overbuild	with	total	disregard	to	the	communities	that	are	in	place	and	
established.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐135	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐136	

Carol	Gray	
LA,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

The	increased	traffic	will	make	living	in	w.	hollywood	[sic]	unbearable.	It	already	nearly	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐136	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐137	

Philip	Luque	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Already	too	much	traffic	in	this	area!	We	need	better	Public	Transportaion	[sic]	not	more	apartments	and	
hotels!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐137	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐138	

Linda	Moore	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Traffic	coming	up	and	down	at	the	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	Sunset	is	already	completely	crazy.	It	
can	take	4	lights	to	crawl	through	on	the	best	of	days	in	rush	hour.	To	add	the	number	of	people	this	will,	to	
our	already	densely	populated	area,	will	cause	extreme	problems	and	vehicular	danger	for	those	of	us	
already	living	here.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐138	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	regard	to	the	vehicular	safety	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	please	see	Topical	Response	4.	As	
discussed	therein,	operational	vehicular	safety	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐139	

June	Sale	
Los	Angeles,	CA,	AL	
2015‐11‐08	

The	traffic	now	is	unbearable.	Adding	another	tall	building	(see	La	Cienga	[sic]	and	Sunset)	will	add	to	the	
congestion.	Enough!	Enough!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐139	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	compatibility	of	the	proposed	development	with	the	surroundings,	please	see	Response	
to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	 With	 Surrounding	 Land	 Uses	 Related	 to	 Height	 and	 Scale	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐140	

Marjorie	Harris	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

This	will	impact	the	traffic	in	the	Laurel	Canyon	area	greatly.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐140	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐141	

Matthew	Hutchison	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Just	because	Frank	Gehry's	name	is	now	attached	to	this	development	does	not	make	the	huge	size	
acceptable.	I	would	love	having	a	Frank	Gehry	building	in	the	neighborhood,	but	not	one	that	is	going	to	
dwarf	every	building	for	miles,	make	traffic	impossible	and	set	a	precedent	for	the	continued	
overdevelopment	of	the	Sunset	Strip	area.	Please	demand	a	smaller,	lower,	more	fitting	complement	to	the	
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neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐141	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	compatibility	of	the	proposed	development	with	the	surroundings,	please	see	Response	
to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	 With	 Surrounding	 Land	 Uses	 Related	 to	 Height	 and	 Scale	
heading.	

The	request	to	demand	a	smaller,	lower,	more	fitting	complement	to	the	neighborhood	is	noted,	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 approval	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 would	 set	 a	 precedent	 for	
continued	 overdevelopment	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 area,	while	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 other	 development	 projects	
could	be	brought	 forth	by	other	 applicants	which	make	use	of	 the	City’s	 established	 incentives	programs,	
approval	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 no	 bearing	 on	 the	 review	 process	 or	 potential	 approval	 and/or	
implementation	of	future	projects	in	the	area.		Such	circumstances	would	not	be	an	effect	attributable	to	the	
Project,	indirect	or	otherwise.	 	As	noted	previously,	and	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR	
and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	consistent	with	all	applicable	goals	
and	policies	of	the	General	Plan	Framework	Element	and	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	as	well	as	the	
development	standards	and	other	requirements	of	the	LAMC,	related	to	density	and	height.	Furthermore,	as	
discussed	 on	 page	 4.A‐64	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project,	 in	
conjunction	 with	 other	 related	 projects	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	
cumulative	impacts	related	to	scenic	vistas,	views,	or	visual	character.			

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐142	

Lou	Cutell	
L.A.,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I	don't	agree	with	the	massive		overpowering	structure	as	is	now	proposed.	I	have	a	home	in	the	area	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐142	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐143	

Paul	L'Esperance	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

The	strip	is	our	history	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐143	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historic	resources.		As	indicated	therein,	the	proposed	development	would	
result	in	a	less	than	significant	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historic	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐144	

Kasia	Williams	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I	live	in	the	neighborhood	and	would	like	the	atmosphere	of	it	to	remain	unchanged.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐144	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐145	

Josephine	Powell	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

This	project	is	too	massive	for	that	corner.	In	addition	those	of	us	who	live	one	block	south	will	suffer	the	
consequences	of	grid	lock	traffic	making	it	dangerous	to	even	get	out	of	our	driveways.	We	are	on	a	sloap	
[sic]	as	are	all	of	our	apartment	buildings	going	south.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐145	

With	respect	to	the	compatibility	of	the	proposed	development	with	the	surroundings,	please	see	Response	
to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	 With	 Surrounding	 Land	 Uses	 Related	 to	 Height	 and	 Scale	
heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	vehicular	safety	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	vehicular	access/safety.	 	As	indicated	therein,	operational	vehicular	safety	impacts	would	be	less	
than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐146	

Dorothy	Clark	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	
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This	is	a	thoughtless	endeavor	that	will	continue	to	compromise	the	neighborhoods	and	citizens	in	general..	
development	without	planning	is	an	evil.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐146	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐147	

maria	stromberg	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I'm	signing	because	I	don't	want	you	to	ruin	our	neighborhood.	It's	already	too	crowded	and	the	traffic	is	
unbearable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐147	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐148	

will	pearson	
west	hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

It's	a	bad	idea	for	the	water	resource	strain	alone	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐148	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Water	 Supplies	 and	 Water	 and	 Sewer	 Infrastructure	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐149	

PHILLIP	ROTHSCHILD	
los	angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Stop	the	greed	!	Stop	the	mcverticle	[sic]	building	in	Los	Angeles	!	Stop	the	corruption	with	the	Builders	to	
the	Mayor.	Stop	the	Neo‐	Cons	!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐149	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
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consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐150	

Kim	Walker	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

<a	href="mailto:Kim@Largedoor.com"	rel="nofollow">Kim@Largedoor.com</a>	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐150	

No	comment	is	provided.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐151	

Allison	Harris	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

For	God's	sake	protect	our	city	from	this	massive	tower.	Our	city	is	vibrant	and	beautiful,	don't	give	into	
GREED	that	will	destroy	West	Hollywood	and	only	add	to	our	already	infrastructure	woes.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐151	

With	respect	to	utility	infrastructure,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Water	Supplies	and	
Water	and	Sewer	Infrastructure	heading.	

With	respect	to	impacts	to	roadway	infrastructure,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	
heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐152	

Colin	Spitler	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Please	scale	back	this	project	to	100	ft.	at	the	most	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐152	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐153	

Elaine	Madsen	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐431	
	

Santa	Clarita,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I	now	live	in	West	Hollywood	and	this	development	infringes	on	my	own	property	investment	here	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐153	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐154	

maria	lennon	
los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

Because	i	don't	want	more	HUGE	buildings	here.	We	can	barely	move	because	of	the	traffic!!!!	NO	MORE!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐154	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐155	

Kathy	Evans	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐08	

I	don't	want	it	built	on	it	will	take	away	the	character	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐155	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	 Related	 to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐156	

kathleen	murphy	
reading,	PA	
2015‐11‐08	

This	proposed	development	impacts	traffic	and	quality	of	life	in	a	most	negative	manner.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐156	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Traffic	 heading,	 and	 under	 the	 Compatibility	 With	
Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐157	

Sarah	Essex	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

It's	ridiculous	to	think	of	our	neighborhood	becoming	an	inner	city	brick‐	we	CANNIT	[sic]	handle	the	
population‐	it's	not	nyc‐	we	aren't	geared	for	it.	The	canyons	will	bare	[sic]	the	brunt	of	all	the	traffic	and	ruin	
our	lives.	Go	someplace	less	dense	already!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐157	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐158	

Rob	Lewine	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

I'm	signing	this	because	I	think	the	project	is	too	ambitious	and	will	increase	density	and	traffic	in	an	
already‐crowded	area.	Traffic	in	Laurel	Canyon,	already	slow	for	much	of	the	day,	can	only	get	worse.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐158	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐34.	Also,	please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	
the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐159	

JOAN	NAGLER	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

Please	keep	our	beloved	Sunset	Strip	free	of	over‐development	and	additional	traffic	congestion	pursuant	to	
the	proposals	set	forth	in	this	petition.	Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐159	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	the	
portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐160	

John	Rodgers	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	
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Like	so	many	other	citizens/voters	of	California	and	the	United	States,	I	am	tired	of	corporate	money	
superseding	what	is	best	for	the	citizens	who	pay	taxes,	work	hard	and	have	to	live	and	work	in	our	cities	
everyday.	Politicians	are	selling	out	for	that	corporate	money	and	8150	Sunset	is	yet	another	example.	This	
project	is	based	on	lies	about	traffic,	density	and	public	safety.	It	ignores	history	and	is	down	right	harmful	in	
everyway.	Is	the	property	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	ready	for	new	development?	Yes.	However,	it	must	be	good	
development	based	on	the	area,	the	citizens	and	the	truth.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐160	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	Project	is	based	on	lies	about	traffic,	density	and	public	safety,	Draft	
EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	have	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	and	
City	of	Los	Angeles	requirements,	adhere	to	applicable	City	and	industry‐accepted	analysis	methodologies,	
provide	 full,	 accurate,	 and	 complete	 analysis,	 and	 are	 adequate	 under	 CEQA,	 and	 the	 commenter	 has	 not	
submitted	any	substantial	evidence	in	the	record	to	the	contrary.	

With	respect	to	public	safety,	please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Emergency	
Services/Emergency	Response	Times.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	development	must	be	good	development	based	on	the	area,	please	see	
the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐161	

Ana	Lilia	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

I	live	on	Havenhurst	and	do	not	want	my	neighborhood	even	more	congested.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐161	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐162	

Monica	Guevara	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

This	is	a	quality	of	life	issue	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐162	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
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addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐163	

James	McEwen	
Petaluma,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

I	co	own	a	home	just	above	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐163	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐164	

Adele	Asillyman	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

This	is	my	neighborhood,	please	respect	it	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐164	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐165	

John	Kaye	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

Eric	Gacetti's	[sic]	a	jerk	and	cares	less	for	LA	and	its	people.	He	has	an	agenda	to	make	money	from	every	
failed	business	he	approves	like	Turf	Terminators.	He's	got	to	go!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐165	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐166	

Brian	Wadley	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

To	[sic]	big	for	this	area.	And	bank	should	be	saved	from	being	torn	down	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐166	

The	 comment	 that	 the	 proposed	development	 is	 too	big	 for	 the	 area	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	Please	see	 the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	
Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

The	 comment	 that	 the	 bank	 should	 be	 saved	 from	 being	 torn	 down	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 of	 the	
Project	in	Section	4.C,	Cultural	Resources,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	
Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	off‐site	historic	
resources	(e.g.,	the	surrounding	neighborhood,),	and	significant	unavoidable	impacts	to	on‐site	historic	(e.g.,	
the	bank),	even	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	which	includes	recordation,	relocation	
of	art	works,	preparation	of	a	feasibility	study	for	relocation	of	the	bank	and	making	the	bank	available	for	
relocation	 if	 relocation	 is	 determined	 to	 be	 feasible,	 and	 demolition	 monitoring	 and	 salvage.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historic	resources	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐167	

Milena	Simonova	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

This	building	would	ruin	the	skyscape	of	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐167	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐168	

Amy	Armistead	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

I	care	about	the	neighborhood	where	I	live	and	work.	We	already	deal	with	too	much	traffic	from	out	of	the	
area	so	we	certainly	don't	need	to	inflict	more	on	ourselves	for	the	profits	of	developers	building	
unaffordable	housing.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐168	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 suggesting	 that	 the	 proposed	 development	would	 represent	 “unaffordable”	
housing:	 	 (1)	 the	 commenter	 has	 not	 provided	 any	 substantial	 evidence	 in	 the	 record	 that	 the	 proposed	
residential	 units	 would	 not	 be	 affordable;	 and	 (2)	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 include	 28	 units	
affordable	to	low‐income	residents	as	indicated	on	page	2‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐1	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐169	

Eric	Lawrence	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

Stop	this	MONSTER	mistake	now	before	it's	too	late	!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐169	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐170	

Eric	Lawrence	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

Stop	this	MONSTER	mistake	now	before	it's	too	late	!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐170	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐169.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐171	

Kevin	Eaton	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

Please	rein	in	development	within	our	city.	This	sort	of	monster	building	will	cause	major	traffic	problems	
and	lower	the	quality	of	life	in	Los	Angeles!	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐171	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐172	

ESTHER	RYDELL	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

it	is	impossible	to	cross	this	intersection	as	it	is	now,	what	will	we	do	with	all	the	extra	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐172	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐173	

James	Carrington	
los	angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

It's	not	needed	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐173	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐174	

renee	lamkie	
los	angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

This	building	will	destroy	our	current	neighborhood.	Too	big,	too	many	cars,	too	little	skyline,	too	much	of	
what	we	do	not	want.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐174	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

With	respect	to	aesthetics,	views	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	please	see	
the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Related	to	
Height	and	Scale	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 please	 see	 the	 portion	 of	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	 Traffic	
heading.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B34‐175	

Joe	Viola	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

I	am	horrified	to	see	yet	another	artless	project	that	will	only	add	to	congestion	and	pollution!	we're	going	to	
"develope"	[sic]	ourselves	into	a	health	and	sanity	disaster.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐175	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	the	portion	of	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	respect	 to	pollution,	 the	Draft	EIR	addresses	 the	air	quality	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.B,	Air	
Quality,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	B,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addresses	
the	air	quality	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.2,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	
in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated,	on	page	4.B‐51	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐25	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	
air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐176	

Tony	Nuccio	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

Save	LA	...stop	developers	and	the	development	of	RUBBISH	structures..	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐176	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐177	

Helen	Berman	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

This	development	is	simply	too	large	and	too	dense	and	will	have	severe	negative	impact	on	the	
neighborhood.	Just	Say	No	to	speculator	greed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐177	

The	comment	that	the	development	would	be	too	large	and	too	dense	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 development	 would	 have	 severe	 negative	 impacts	 on	 the	
neighborhood	 because	 it	 is	 too	 large	 and	 too	 dense,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B34‐2	 under	 the	
Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐178	

Brian	Hamilton	
West	Hollywood,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

I	live	one	block	away	from	this	location!	Allowing	such	a	huge	height	increase	will	begin	to	turn	this	area	into	
another	Century	City.	Please	keep	this	proposal	within	the	boundaries	already	established	long	ago	for	this	
primarily	residential	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐178	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	B34‐2	under	 the	Compatibility	With	 Surrounding	 Land	Uses	Relative	 to	
Height	 and	 Scale	heading.	 	As	 indicated,	 the	proposed	development	would	 comply	with	City	development	
standards	(type	of	use,	height,	setbacks,	parking	requirements,	etc.)	applicable	to	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐179	

Suzanne	Good	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	

I'm	a	property	owner	&	resident	of	West	Hollywood	Hills	for	over	50	Years	.	I	have	seen	the	area	change	
through	the	years	and	not	always	for	the	best.	However	during	all	these	changes	there	has	not	been	any	
major	improvements	in	the	flow	of	traffic.	I	am	a	senior	citizen	&	find	the	current	situation	almost	
unbearable.	Should	you	approve	the	current	plan	as	outlined	I'm	afraid	I	will	be	forced	to	move.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐179	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Traffic	heading.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 on	 vehicular	 and	 pedestrian	 safety,	 please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicular	 access/safety	 and	 pedestrian/bicycle	 facilities	 and	 safety.	 As	
discussed	 therein,	 operational	 vehicular	 safety	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 while	 operational	
pedestrian	 safety	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	B34‐180	

Zelda	Colville	
redondo	beach,	CA	
2015‐11‐09	
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i	want	others	to	have	views	and	it	will	be	more	aesthic	[sic]	pleasing	

RESPONSE	NO.	B34‐180	

With	regard	to	the	aesthetics	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	
under	the	Compatibility	With	Surrounding	Land	Uses	Relative	to	Height	and	Scale	heading.		As	indicated,	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	have	less	than	significant	impacts	on	the	visual	character	of	the	surrounding	
area.			

With	regard	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	views,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐5.		
As	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	have	less	than	significant	impacts	on	views.	
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LETTER	NO.	B35	

Helen	Berman,	President	
Save	Residential	Hollywood,	Inc.		
7135	Hollywood	Boulevard,	Suite	1004	
Los	Angeles,	CA	91146	

COMMENT	NO.	B35‐1	

Attached	is	a	letter	from	Save	Residential	Hollywood,	Inc.	incorporating	our	comments	regarding	the	
proposed	development	and	requesting	that	the	EIR	be	rejected	and	the	developer	provide	a	new	EIR	which	
more	accurately	reflects	the	scope	of	the	project	and	the	deleterious	impact	it	will	have	on	our	neighborhood	
if	it	is	permitted	to	be	built	in	its	present	incarnation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B35‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	and	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	
to	these	comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B35‐2	through	B35‐6	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B35‐2	

I	am	writing	on	behalf	of	Save	Residential	Hollywood,	Inc.,	a	non‐profit	organization	representing	more	than	
1500	residents	in	the	area	impacted	by	the	proposed	development.	Our	organization	opposes	the	EIR	
submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐
EIR).	

The	EIR	fails	to	adequately	address	issues	with	this	overly	large	and	dense	project	situated	on	an	already	
congested	intersection	directly	at	the	bottom	of	Laurel	Canyon.	The	proposed	development	is	completely	out	
of	scale	with	the	surrounding	area	and	will	have	severe	adverse	impacts	on	the			neighborhood	and	its	
residents	as	well	as	the	numerous	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Boulevard,	Laurel	Canyon,	Crescent	Heights	
and	adjacent	streets	to	traverse	the	city	to	perform	normal	tasks	of	life.	We	also	are	worried	about	the	
impact	the	increased	congestion	will	have	on	the	ability	of	emergency	personnel	to	respond	in	a	timely	
manner.	

We	request	you	do	not	approve	the	proposed	EIR	and	require	the	developers	submit	a	new	EIR	that	
adequately	addresses	the	real	problems	caused	by	this	development.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B35‐2	

The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 requesting	 that	 a	 new	EIR	 be	 prepared	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Project	is	out	of	
scale	with	 the	 area	 and	will	 result	 in	 adverse	 impacts.	 	 Impacts	 regarding	 land	 use	 plan	 consistency	 and	
compatibility	related	to	building	height	and	scale	were	evaluated	for	the	Project	 in	Section	4.F	of	the	Draft	
EIR	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐30	 through	 2‐35	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 regarding	 Alternative	 9,	 and	 were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.	 	Traffic	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	are	discussed	in	Section	
4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	
included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	traffic	impacts	under	Alternative	9	are	discussed	on	pages	2‐41	through	2‐
57	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 TR‐1.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	
impacts	 to	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 response	 times	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	
Medical	Services,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	these	impacts	under	Alternative	9	on	pages	2‐37	and	2‐38	in	
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Chapter	 2.0.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 traffic‐
related	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	plans,	
policies,	and	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale,	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	traffic	impacts,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.		

COMMENT	NO.	B35‐3	

Our	specific	issues	with	the	development	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	following:	

HEIGHT:	The	proposed	skyscraper	with	a	height	of	234	feet	is	three	times	the	height	of	near	by		structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Boulevard,		dwarfing	the	
surrounding	buildings	and	is	completely	out	of	scale	with		the	character	of	the	neighborhood.	Besides	
overshadowing	other	buildings	in	the	area,	it	will	block	iconic	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	which	are	one	of	
Los	Angeles’	and	the	nation’s	great	national	treasures.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B35‐3	

Please	see	Responses	 to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	view	impacts	and	shade/shadow	effects	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	B35‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	study	appears	to	be	completely	flawed	with	significant	understatement	of	car	trips	
generated.	The	congestion	caused	by	this	development	is	particularly	ill	suited	for	an	already	over	burdened	
key	intersection.	Any	traffic	study	based	on	significant	impact	of	bicycle	riders	in	lieu	of	automobile	usage	
should	include	a	study	with	accurate	figures	indicating	what	percentage	of	people	living,	working	or	utilizing	
the	upscale	development	will	utilize	bicycles	as	their	primary	form	of	transportation.	This	is	an	area	that	is	
not	particularly	well	served	by	public	transportation,	as	there	are	sporadic	bus	lines.	Moreover,	studies	have	
shown	busses	in	Los	Angeles	are	used	by	the	least	affluent	residents	of	our	city	as	transportation	of	last	
resort	and	there	is	nothing	submitted	which	would	provide	believable	evidence	that	the	affluent	population	
utilizing	this	development	would	differ	in	their	transportation	habits	from	those	of	other	residents	in	the	
neighborhood	or	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B35‐4	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 trip	 generation	 and	 associated	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 The	
Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 does	 not	 rely	 on	 bicycle	 ridership	 “in	 lieu	 of	
automobile	 usage”;	 rather,	 the	 Project	 provides	 on‐site	 bicycle	 parking	 consistent	 with	 the	 LAMC.	 	 The	
Project	 TIA	 does	 assume	 a	 five‐percent	 (5%)	 vehicle	 trip	 reduction	 only	 for	 the	 Project’s	 residential	
component,	 which	 is	 associated	 with	 public	 transit	 usage	 by	 Project	 residents,	 and	 is	 considered	 fairly	
conservative	 and	 is	 an	 acceptable	 assumption	 according	 to	 traffic	 impact	 analysis	 standards.	 	 For	 the	
proposed	 Project,	 this	 results	 in	 a	 reduction	 of	 82	 daily	 trips,	 including	 6	 AM	 and	 8	 PM	 trips,	 and	 for	
Alternative	 9,	 the	 total	 (apartment	 and	 condo)	 transit‐related	 trip	 reductions	 are	 81	 total	 daily	 trips,	
including	7	total	AM	trips	and	8	total	PM	trips.	 	Furthermore,	although	the	Project	TIA	did	not	assume	any	
trip	reductions	for	the	Project’s	commercial	component,	including	transit	usage	by	commercial	employees	or	
patrons,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 some	portion	 of	 those	 individuals	would	utilize	 public	 transit	 to	 travel	 to	 and	
from	the	Project	Site	given	the	availability	of	such	services	in	the	immediate	area.		As	such,	it	is	anticipated	
that	actual	transit	ridership	associated	with	the	Project	would	be	comparable	to	or	exceed	the	assumptions	
contained	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 and	 thus	 the	 analysis	 and	 conclusions	 presented	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 are	
considered	adequate.		As	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4a	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J	and	in	Table	2‐8	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	traffic	impacts	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	under	the	
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Project	and	Alternative	9,	respectively,	would	be	less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation,	though	
it	should	be	noted	that	this	intersection	currently	operates	at	LOS	F	under	existing	conditions.					

COMMENT	NO.	B35‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Eliminating	the	traffic	island	is	a	cynical	gift	to	the	developers	so	as	to	enable	them	to	
provide	the	legally	required	minimum	set	back.	This	is	a	dangerous	pedestrian	intersection	and	eliminating	
the	island	will	increase	danger.	It	will	also	increase	congestion	at	the	intersection,	as	right	turns	to	Crescent	
Heights	from	Sunset	will	be	more	difficult	to	maneuver	and	impede	the	flow	of	traffic.	Moreover	pedestrian	
crossings	will	cause	heavy	backups	on	Sunset	Boulevard	heading	east.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	
by	the	city	and	not	be	gifted	to	the	developer.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B35‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	regarding	Project	setbacks	and	reconfiguration	of	the	
traffic	 island.	 	 Also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	 related	
traffic	 and	 pedestrian	 safety	 issues.	 	 As	 further	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 reconfigured	 traffic	 island	 would	
remain	under	City	ownership	and	control,	 and	 furthermore,	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	not	
expected	to	adversely	impact	pedestrian	safety	or	intersection	operations.			

COMMENT	NO.	B35‐6	

For	all	of	these	reasons	and	more,	Save	Residential	Hollywood	urges	you	to	reject	the	EIR	and	require	the	
development	to	submit	an	EIR	that	adequately	addresses	the	reality	of	the	severe	burden	this	development	
will	place	on	our	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B35‐6	

The	commenter	provides	a	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	these	comments	
are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B35‐1	through	B35‐5	above.		
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LETTER	NO.	B36	

Jamie	T.	Hall,	President		
Laurel	Canyon	Association	
jhall@laurelcanyon.org	

COMMENT	NO.	B36‐1	

I	am	in	receipt	of	the	Notice	of	Extension	(“NOE”)	dated	October	21,	2015	for	the	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐
Use	Project	located	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	(“Project”.)		As	the	President	of	the	Laurel	Canyon	Association	
(“LCA”)	I	am	pleased	to	provide	comments	in	response	to	the	draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(“DEIR”)	
prepared	for	the	Project.		About	Laurel	Canyon	Association	Initially,	and	by	way	of	background,	I	would	like	
to	 provide	 some	background.	 	 LCA	 is	 a	 neighborhood	 association	 serving	 the	 area	 of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	
known	as		“Laurel	Canyon,”	one	the	most	beautiful	and	environmentally	important	areas	of	Los	Angeles.		The	
hills	in	Laurel	Canyon	provide	a	scenic	backdrop	for	the	rest	of	Los	Angeles.	Further	Laurel	Canyon’s	forested	
valleys	 and	 chaparral‐draped	 hillsides	 offer	 habit	 for	 native	 wildlife.	 Laurel	 Canyon	 also	 is	 home	 to	 a	
watershed	and	greenbelt	for	the	vastly	developed	plains	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	San	Fernando	Valley.	 	LCA	
was	founded	for	the	express	purpose	of	preserving	and	improving	the	quality	of	life	in	Laurel	Canyon.	The	
goal	of	our	community	group	is	to	promote	the	welfare	of	the	residents	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	to	maintain	the	
quality	of	life	in	the	Hollywood	Hills,	by	preserving	its	residential	character,	its	quiet,	privacy,	natural	beauty	
and	 safety.	 Moreover,	 LCA	 endeavors	 to	 encourage	 cooperation	 among	 all	 residents	 and	 to	 educate	
appropriate	governmental	bodies	concerning	changes	in	existing	or	proposed	laws	affecting	Laurel	Canyon	
or	 in	 anything	 that	 affects	 the	 local	 community.	 	 LCA’s	 jurisdiction	 includes	 Laurel	 Canyon	Boulevard,	 its	
feeder	 streets	 and	 the	 Kirkwood,	 Stanley	 Hills,	 Lookout	 Mountain	 and	 Wonderland	 bowl	 areas.	 The	
neighborhood	is	bounded	on	the	north	by	Mulholland	Drive	and	at	the	south	by	Hollywood	Boulevard.	The	
main	 streets	 are	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard,	 Mulholland	 Drive,	 Wonderland	 Avenue,	 Lookout	 Mountain	
Avenue,	Kirkwood,	and	Stanley	Hills.		LCA	is	a	residential	stakeholder	with	membership	in	the	Los	Angeles	
Neighborhood	Council	system,	specifically,	the	Bel‐Air	Beverly	Crest	Neighborhood	Council	(“BABCNC”).	

RESPONSE	NO.	B36‐1	

The	comment	acknowledges	receipt	of	the	NOE	and	describes	the	nature	and	purpose	of	the	Laurel	Canyon	
Association.			Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐
DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	B36‐2	

Incorporation	 of	 Comments	 Provided	 by	 Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard:	 	 LCA	 has	 read	 the	 letter	 of	 protest	
submitted	by	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	(“SSB”),	an	organization	founded	to	promote	responsible	development	
along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	to	raise	awareness	of	the	impacts	of	large	developments	on	nearby	communities.	LCA	
supports	the	comments	and	concerned	raised	by	SSB.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B36‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.	 	 Please	 see	 Responses	 to	 Comment	
Letter	B1	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	B36‐3	

Environmental	Issues	Implicated	by	Project:		For	decades,	residents	of	LCA	have	patronized	stores	located	at	
8150	 Sunset	Boulevard.	Moreover,	 each	day	 thousands	 of	 residents	 pass	 by	 the	 property	 on	 their	way	 to	
work,	 visit	 friends	 and	 shop	 and	 school.	 The	 flow	 of	 traffic	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
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Crescent	 Heights/Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 is	 of	 paramount	 concern	 to	 LCA.	 	 LCA	 offers	 the	 following	
comments:		Traffic/Transportation:	The	traffic	study	prepared	needs	to	be	redrawn	as	it	is	not	accurate	now	
that	 the	 design	 has	 changed	 significantly.	 The	 intersection	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 and	 Sunset	 is	 severely	
congested	and	the	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	are	unknown	without	an	adequate	traffic	study.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B36‐3	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 2‐3.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 comments	 suggesting	 that	 the	
traffic	 analysis	 should	be	updated	 to	 address	 the	vehicular	 access	 changes	under	Alternative	9,	 the	 traffic	
impact	 analyses	 prepared	 for	 Alternative	 9	 (included	 in	 Appendix	 A	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR)	 examined	 all	 of	 the	
study	 intersections	 and	 street	 segments	 analyzed	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR	 for	 the	 proposed	Project,	 including	 the	
intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		The	supplemental	analyses	performed	for	
Alternative	 9	 utilized	 the	 same	 methodologies,	 procedures,	 and	 assumptions	 as	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 for	 the	
proposed	Project,	except	that	the	trip	generation	and	site	access	(driveway)	locations	and	operations	were	
revised	 accordingly	 to	 reflect	 the	 changes	 under	 Alternative	 9.		 The	 results	 of	 those	 analyses	 for	 the	
intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	shown	in	Table	2‐8	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	site	access	and	circulation,	including	under	Alternative	9.			

COMMENT	NO.	B36‐4	

Visual	Impacts:	The	Project	is	even	taller	than	the	previous	design.	The	City	has	failed	to	adequately	analyze	
the	significant	visual	 impacts	associated	with	 the	Project.	 	The	project	 should	be	 limited	 to	approximately	
100	feet.	Otherwise	it	will	block	the	skyline,	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B36‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B31‐4	(Jamie	Hall,	Laurel	Canyon	Association	Letter	B31).	

COMMENT	NO.	B36‐5	

Setbacks:	The	proposed	4‐foot	setback	along	crescent	heights	will	make	the	building	loom	over	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B36‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B31‐5	(Jamie	Hall,	Laurel	Canyon	Association	Letter	B31).	

COMMENT	NO.	B36‐6	

Noise:	The	applicant	 should	measure	 the	ambient	noise	 levels	 in	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 to	assess	 the	 impact	
that	the	Project	will	have	on	residents	who	reside	 in	the	hills.	 	Specifically,	ambient	noise	 levels	should	be	
measures	on	Grand	View	Drive,	both	during	the	day	and	night.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B36‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B31‐6	(Jamie	Hall,	Laurel	Canyon	Association	Letter	B31).		
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LETTER	NO.	B37	

Wendy‐Sue	Rosen,	Vice	President	
The	Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations,	Inc.	
P.O.	Box	27404	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	

COMMENT	NO.	B37‐1	

Attached	is	the	letter	from	the	Hillside	Federation	commenting	on	the	recirculated	Draft	EIR	for	the	project	
at	 8150	W.	 Sunset	Blvd.	 	 Please	 add	 it	 to	 you	 [sic]	 file	 and	 include	 the	Hillside	 Federation	 on	 any	 and	 all	
notification	lists	for	the	project.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B37‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	and	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	
to	these	comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	B37‐2	through	B37‐4	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B37‐2	

The	Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations,	 Inc.,	 founded	 in	1952,	 represents	45	homeowner	and	
resident	associations	spanning	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains,	 from	Pacific	Palisades	to	Mt.	Washington.	The	
Federation’s	mission	 is	 to	 protect	 the	 property	 and	 quality	 of	 life	 of	 its	 over	 200,000	 constituents	 and	 to	
conserve	the	natural	habitat	and	appearance	of	the	hillside	and	mountain	areas	in	which	they	live.	

The	Federation	had	previously	submitted	three	letters	on	this	project,	dated	October	14,	2013,	May	8,	2014	
and	January	19,	2015.	We	incorporate	those	letters	by	reference	and	expect	that	the	issues	raised	in	those	
letters	will	be	addressed	in	the	responses	to	the	recirculated	Draft	EIR.	

The	Federation	voted	at	its	October	meeting	to	continue	to	oppose	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	
as	described	in	the	DEIR,	the	recirculated	DEIR,	and	the	ELDP	streamlining	process	certified	for	this	project.	
Although	we	appreciate	that	the	project	has	been	changed	in	some	ways	that	were	responsive	to	the	letters	
that	were	 submitted	 through	 the	 comment	 period,	 there	 remain	major	 aspects	 of	 the	 project	 that	would	
create	significant	negative	impacts	on	commuters,	the	surrounding	community	and	hillside	aesthetics.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B37‐2	

The	comments	regarding	The	Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations	and	statements	in	opposition	
to	the	Project	and	in	appreciation	of	the	Project	changes	under	Alternative	9	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	B37‐3	

Some	of	our	concerns	include:	the	height	of	the	project	continues	to	be	out	of	scale	with	the	surrounding	area	
impacting	the	hillside	aesthetic;	the	traffic	mitigation	measures	do	not	appear	adequate	for	a	project	of	this	
size	and	scale;	this	project	does	not	appear	to	be	consistent	with	the	City’s	General	or	Community	Plans	and	
the	findings	for	consistency	have	not	been	made;	deviations	from	code	on	height,	set‐	backs,	etc,	cannot	be	
justified;	and	the	marquee	structure	proposed	to	display	signage	is	very	large	with	little	detail	about	how	it	
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will	be	utilized.	How	does	the	proposed	marquee	structure	and	future	signage	comply	with	current	sign	code	
and	how	can	 it	be	permitted	with	 the	sign	ban	 in	place.	What	 luminosity	 limits	would	be	 imposed	 for	 the	
outdoor	 signs	 for	 daytime	 and	 nighttime	 hours	 and	what	would	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 illumination	 be	 on	 the	
surrounding	community,	including	hillside	residents	and	motorists.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B37‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 aesthetics,	 views,	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	evaluated	traffic,	circulation,	and	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	and	evaluated	
land	use‐related	impacts	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	
associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 Specifically,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Tables	 4.A‐1	 through	 4.A‐3	 on	 pages	 4.A‐51	
through	4.A‐63	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	Tables	4.F‐1	through	4.F‐5	on	pages	4.F‐19	through	4.F‐51	
in	 Section	 4.F	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐8	 through	 2‐12	 and	 2‐30	 through	 2‐34	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 ,	
views/visual	character	and	impacts	related	to	land	use	compatibility	and	consistency	with	plans,	policies	and	
development	standards	associated	with	the	Project’s	height,	mass,	and	scale	would	be	less	than	significant.	
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character	 impacts	related	to	height	and	
scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	
(including	those	of	the	LAMC)	and	consistency	with	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale.		Likewise,	
operational	 traffic	 impacts,	 which	 are	 more	 closely	 related	 to	 development	 density,	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J.40	through	4.J‐
57	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 regarding	 the	 Project	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐42	 through	 2‐51	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 regarding	
Alternative	9.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts	and	proposed	
mitigation,	as	well	as	 issues	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	system	improvements.	 	The	marquee	element	
proposed	for	the	Sunset	Boulevard	retail	frontage	under	Alternative	9	would	be	a	design	element	that	is	not	
intended	to	contain	large‐scale	signage	or	substantial	light	sources	that	might	adversely	affect	surrounding	
land	 uses.	 	 All	 lighting	 or	 signage	 for	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 subject	 to	 LAMC	 lighting	 and	 signage	
requirements.	 	The	assessment	of	 glare	 effects	 includes	a	number	of	 assumptions	 regarding	 the	proposed	
building	materials	to	be	implemented	under	the	Project,	as	described	on	page	4.A‐44		in	Section	4.A	of	the	
Draft	EIR,	and	on	page	2‐12	in	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9,	and	while	the	specifics	
regarding	building	materials	have	not	been	formally	determined,	the		building	materials	ultimately	selected	
would	be	similar	to	those	described	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	and	would	be	submitted	to	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	for	review	as	part	of	final	site	plans	prior	to	Project	approval.	

COMMENT	NO.	B37‐4	

CEQA	 requires	 full	 disclosure	of	 all	 potential	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 to	 give	 the	 community	 an	
opportunity	 for	 meaningful	 public	 input,	 the	 decision‐makers	 an	 in‐depth	 review	 of	 projects	 analyzing	 a	
range	of	alternatives	that	reduce	those	impacts,	and	based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	
shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.	We	do	not	
believe	the	recirculated	DEIR	accomplishes	these	objectives.	

We	join	the	Sunset	Strip	community	in	their	comments	and	ask	that	the	project	be	revised	to	a	size	and	scale	
consistent	with	the	surrounding	community	while	reducing	negative	impacts	to	the	neighborhood.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B37‐4	

The	commenter	makes	a	general	assertion	that	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	as	prepared,	do	not	meet	the	cited	
CEQA	requirements.		However,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	comprehensively	evaluated	the	appropriate	range	
of	environmental	 issues	and	provided	mitigation	measures	 for	potentially	significant	effects,	and	provided	
substantial	evidence	 to	support	 the	conclusions	presented	 therein;	 in	addition,	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	
evaluated	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Project,	 specifically	 nine	 alternatives,	 in	 order	 to	 reduce	
significant	 impacts	associated	with	the	Project	and	address	other	community	concerns.	 	As	such,	 the	Draft	
EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	considered	adequate.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐449	
	

LETTER	NO.	B38	

Grafton	P.	Tanquary,	President	
Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst		
Neighborhood	Protective	Association		
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

COMMENT	NO.	B38‐1	

Please	 see	 the	 attached	 submittal	 from	 the	 Crescent	 Heights	 –	 Havenhurst	 Neighborhood	 Protective	
Association.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B38‐1	

The	 attachment	 referenced	 in	 the	 comment	 is	 included	 as	 Comment	 Letter	 B39	 (Grafton	 Tanquary,	
Havenhurst	Neighborhood	Protective	Association	Letter	B39).	 	As	such,	please	see	Responses	 to	Comment	
Letter	B39.		
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LETTER	NO.	B39	

Grafton	Tanqueray,	President		
Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst		
Neighborhood	Protective	Association	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

COMMENT	NO.	B39‐1	

Please	ask	the	developer	to	address	and	answer	these	questions:	
Transit	
The	project	developer	has	asked	for	an	increase	in	the	FAR	to	3:1	based	on	meeting	the	criteria	of	
subdivision	25(f)(4)	of	Subsection	A	of	Section	12.2	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code.	
In	calculating	the	distance	between	the	property	and	the	nearest	Transit	Stop,	the	EIR	consultant	has	
measured	the	distance	between	the	center	of	the	project	and	the	corner	of	Fairfax	and	Sunset	Boulevards.	
Does	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Fairfax	meet	the	definition	of	a	Transit	Stop	in	this	section	of	the	Code?	 	
What	is	the	nearest	intersection	which	does	meet	the	definition	of	a	Transit	Stop?	
What	is	the	distance	a)	in	a	direct	line	(as	the	crow	flies)	and	b)	by	sidewalk	(as	a	pedestrian	would	reach	the	
Stop)	to	the	intersection	of	Fairfax	and	Santa	Monica	Boulevards?	
Provide	a	map	indicating	the	length	of	the	several	segments	required	to	reach	this	destination.	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B39‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B10‐3	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B10).		Please	refer	to	Appendix	
D	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 for	 an	 illustration	 of	 the	measured	 distance	 to	 the	 references	major	 transit	 stop	 at	 the	
intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue.		In	addition,	as	discussed	further	in	Topical	Response	
TR‐2,	and	as	noted	in	Table	4.F‐5,	Comparison	of	the	Project	to	Applicable	Land	Use	Regulations	of	the	LAMC,	
on	page	4.F‐48	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use:	(1)	the	Project	Site	is	located	in	a	commercial	zone	in	Height	District	
1	and	fronts	Sunset	Boulevard,	a	Major	Highway	identified	in	the	General	Plan	Transportation	Element;		(2)	
the	Project	would	provide	11	percent	very	 low	 income	rental	units,	which	would	qualify	 for	 a	35	percent	
density	bonus;	and	 (3)	50%	or	more	of	 the	parcel	 is	 located	within	1,560	 feet	of	a	Metro	Transit	Stop.	 	 It	
should	be	noted	that	for	the	purposes	of	the	density	bonus	incentive,	LAMC	12.22‐A,25	defines	a	transit	stop	
to	include	a	Metro	Rapid	Bus	stop	located	along	a	Metro	Rapid	Bus	route.		Because	the	Project	Site	is	60	feet	
beyond	the	1,500‐foot	distance	requirement	for	50%	of	the	property,	the	Applicant	has	requested	approval	
of	an	off‐menu	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	FAR	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio.			

COMMENT	NO.	B39‐2	

Housing	Density	Bonus	
The	state	requires	that	for	a	density	bonus	in	excess	of	that	permitted	in	Section	12.22.A.25	there	will	be	“(4)	
No	buildings	are	higher	than	any	main	building	on	adjoining	property.		
Does	the	project	meet	this	criterion?			
The	applicant	is	apparently	using	affordable	housing	density	bonuses	to	increase	commercial	space.		Are	not	
affordable	housing	bonuses	intended	to	increase	the	density	of	the	residential	component	only?	
How	can	the	applicant	justify	this	mis‐appropriation	of	the	state	affordable	housing	bonuses?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	B39‐2	

The	standard	regarding	building	height	referenced	by	the	commenter	 is	neither	required	by	State	 law	nor	
applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 Rather,	 this	 is	 one	 of	 the	 criteria	 that	must	 be	 satisfied	 in	 order	 for	 a	 density	
increase	for	a	Public	Benefit	Project	pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	14.00‐A,2(a)(4).		This	standard	does	not	apply	
to	the	Project	since	it	is	not	proposed	as	a	Public	Benefit	Project.			Furthermore,	the	additional	FAR	requested	
for	the	Project	as	an	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	would	not	be	used	for	commercial	uses,	as	 indicated	by	
the	 commenter.	 	The	Project	 includes	 commercial	uses	 consistent	with	 the	1.0:1	FAR	currently	permitted,	
and	 the	 additional	 FAR	 would	 be	 used	 for	 residential	 purposes.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	 the	Project’s	 qualification	 for	Affordable	Housing	 Incentives,	 including	density	bonus	 incentives	
regarding	increased	FAR.			

COMMENT	NO.	B39‐3	

Parking	
The	developer	has	proposed	to	install,	on	average,	one	parking	space	for	each	of	the	residential	
condominiums.	
Does	the	developer	plan	to	limit	sales	to	single	individuals?		If	not,	where	will	the	additional	people	park	
their	cars?	
How	does	the	proposed	ratio	of	compact	parking	space	to	standard	spaces	compare	to	the	same	ratio	of	cars	
on	the	road?	
What	provision	will	be	made	for	SUVS	and	other	larger	cars?	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B39‐3	

Contrary	 to	 the	 commenter’s	 statements,	 Alternative	 9	 (the	 only	 alternative	 that	 includes	 condominium	
uses)	would	provide	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	condominium	unit,	 2.5	 spaces	 for	 each	
four‐bedroom	condominium	unit,	 as	well	 as	0.5‐space	 for	 each	 condominium	unit	 for	 guest	parking,	 for	 a	
total	of	76	spaces	for	the	30	condominium	units	as	required	by	the	LAMC,	as	summarized	in	Table	2‐14	on	
pages	2‐55	and	2‐56	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	Project	would	offer	for‐sale	condominium	units	to	all	prospective	
buyers	 irrespective	of	household	 size	 in	 accordance	with	State	 law.	 	The	 current	 ratio	of	 large	vehicles	 to	
compact	vehicles	in	the	existing	automobile	fleet	mix	in	the	area	is	not	known,	and	such	information	is	not	
germane	 to	 the	Draft	 EIR	 or	RP‐DEIR	 parking	 analysis.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 regarding	
adequacy	of	parking.	

COMMENT	NO.	B39‐4	

Zoning	
The	subject	property	is	currently	zoned	for	“neighborhood	commercial”.		Does	the	proposed	development	
meet	this	standard?	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B39‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐5	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).		The	base	zoning	designation	for	
the	 Project	 Site	 is	 noted	 by	 the	 commenter,	 along	 with	 questions	 regarding	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 the	
Project	within	this	zoning	district.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR,	on	page	2‐33	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	 regarding	 Alternative	 9,	 as	well	 as	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	modify	 the	
zoning	designation	of	 the	Project	 Site,	 but	 rather	would	 employ	 the	City’s	 established	Affordable	Housing	
Incentives	to	allow	for	an	increased	FAR	on	the	property.		As	such,	with	approval	of	the	requested	Affordable	
Housing	Incentives,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	existing	zoning	designation.			
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COMMENT	NO.	B39‐5	

Community	Plan	
Does	this	project	conform	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan?		Please	include	a	summary	of	the	general	land	
use	parameters	envisioned	by	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	and	indicate	how	this	project	conforms	to	
those	parameters	
The	subject	property	was	downsized	three	times	as	part	of	the	General	Plan,	with	the	previous	FAR	reduced	
to	its	present	density.	
How	does	the	applicant	justify	increasing	the	FAR	again?	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B39‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐10	and	B1‐25	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	 	 In	addition,	please	
also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 further	 discussion	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 qualification	 for	 Affordable	
Housing	Incentives,	including	incentives	regarding	increased	FAR.		Also,	please	see	Table	4.F‐2	on	pages	4.F‐
28	and	4.F‐29	 in	Section	4.F	of	 the	Draft	EIR	 for	a	discussion	of	 the	Project’s	consistency	with	each	of	 the	
objectives	of	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	
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LETTER	NO.	B40	

Grafton	P.	Tanquary,	President	
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

COMMENT	NO.	B40‐1	

Transit		The	project	developer	has	asked	for	an	increase	in	the	FAR	to	3:1	based	on	meeting	the	criteria	of	
subdivision	25(f)(4)	of	Subsection	A	of	Section	12.2	of	 the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code.	 	 In	calculating	 the	
distance	between	the	property	and	the	nearest	Transit	Stop,	the	EIR	consultant	has	measured	the	distance	
between	the	center	of	the	project	and	the	comer	of	Fairfax	and	Sunset	Boulevards.		Does	the	comer	of	Sunset	
and	Fairfax	meet	the	definition	of	a	Transit	Stop	in	this	section	of	the	Code?		What	is	the	nearest	intersection	
which	does	meet	the	definition	of	a	Transit	Stop?		What	is	the	distance	a)	in	a	direct	line	(as	the	crow	flies)	
and	b)	by	sidewalk	(as	a	pedestrian	would	reach	the	Stop)	to	the	 intersection	of	Fairfax	and	Santa	Monica	
Boulevards?		Provide	a	map	indicating	the	length	of	the	several	segments	required	to	reach	this	destination.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B40‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐1	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).	

COMMENT	NO.	B40‐2	

Housing	Density	Bonus	 	The	state	requires	that	for	a	density	bonus	in	excess	of	that	permitted	in	Section	
12.22.A.25	there	will	be	"(4)	No	buildings	are	higher	than	any	main	building	on	adjoining	property.		Does	the	
project	meet	this	criterion?		The	applicant	is	apparently	using	affordable	housing	density	bonuses	to	increase	
commercial	 space.	 	Are	not	affordable	housing	bonuses	 intended	 to	 increase	 the	density	of	 the	residential	
component	 only?	 	 How	 can	 the	 applicant	 justify	 this	 mis‐appropriation	 of	 the	 state	 affordable	 housing	
bonuses?			

RESPONSE	NO.	B40‐2	
Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐2	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).	

COMMENT	NO.	B40‐3	

Parking	 	The	developer	has	proposed	 to	 install,	on	average,	one	parking	 space	 for	each	of	 the	 residential	
condominiums.		Does	the	developer	plan	to	limit	sales	to	single	individuals?		If	not,	where	will	the	additional	
people	park	their	cars?		How	does	the	proposed	ratio	of	compact	parking	space	to	standard	spaces	compare	
to	the	same	ratio	of	cars	on	the	road?		What	provision	will	be	made	for	SUVS	and	other	larger	cars?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B40‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐3	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).	

COMMENT	NO.	B40‐4	

Zoning	 	 The	 subject	 property	 is	 currently	 zoned	 for	 "neighborhood	 commercial".	 	 Does	 the	 proposed	
development	meet	this	standard?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B40‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐4	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B40‐5	

Community	Plan		Does	this	project	conform	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan?		Please	include	a	summary	
of	 the	 general	 land	 use	 parameters	 envisioned	 by	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 and	 indicate	 how	 this	
project	 conforms	 to	 those	 parameters.	 	 The	 subject	 property	 was	 downsized	 three	 times	 as	 part	 of	 the	
General	Plan,	with	the	previous	FAR	reduced	to	its	present	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B40‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐5	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).		
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LETTER	NO.	B41	

Grafton	P.	Tanquary,	President	
Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst		
Neighborhood	Protective	Association		
1287	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5022	

COMMENT	NO.	B41‐1	

Transit	

The	 project	 developer	 has	 asked	 for	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 FAR	 to	 3:1	 based	 on	 meeting	 the	 criteria	 of	
subdivision	25(f)(4)	of	Subsection	A	of	Section	12.2	of	 the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code.	 	 In	calculating	 the	
distance	between	the	property	and	the	nearest	Transit	Stop,	the	EIR	consultant	has	measured	the	distance	
between	the	center	of	the	project	and	the	corner	of	Fairfax	and	Sunset	Boulevards.		Does	the	corner	of	Sunset	
and	Fairfax	meet	the	definition	of	a	Transit	Stop	in	this	section	of	the	Code?		What	is	the	nearest	intersection	
which	does	meet	the	definition	of	a	Transit	Stop?		What	is	the	distance	a)	in	a	direct	line	(as	the	crow	flies)	
and	b)	by	sidewalk	(as	a	pedestrian	would	reach	the	Stop)	to	the	 intersection	of	Fairfax	and	Santa	Monica	
Boulevards?		Provide	a	map	indicating	the	length	of	the	several	segments	required	to	reach	this	destination.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B41‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐1	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).		

COMMENT	NO.	B41‐2	

Housing	Density	Bonus	

The	state	requires	that	for	a	density	bonus	in	excess	of	that	permitted	in	Section	12.22.A.25	there	will	be	“(4)	
No	buildings	are	higher	than	any	main	building	on	adjoining	property.		Does	the	project	meet	this	criterion?		
The	applicant	is	apparently	using	affordable	housing	density	bonuses	to	increase	commercial	space.	Are	not	
affordable	housing	bonuses	intended	to	increase	the	density	of	the	residential	component	only?		How	can	the	
applicant	justify	this	mis‐appropriation	of	the	state	affordable	housing	bonuses?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B41‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐2	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).	

COMMENT	NO.	B41‐3	

Parking	

The	 developer	 has	 proposed	 to	 install,	 on	 average,	 one	 parking	 space	 for	 each	 of	 the	 residential	
condominiums.		Does	the	developer	plan	to	limit	sales	to	single	individuals?	If	not,	where	will	the	additional	
people	park	their	cars?		How	does	the	proposed	ratio	of	compact	parking	space	to	standard	spaces	compare	
to	the	same	ratio	of	cars	on	the	road?		What	provision	will	be	made	for	SUVS	and	other	larger	cars?			

RESPONSE	NO.	B41‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐3	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).		
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COMMENT	NO.	B41‐4	

Zoning	

The	 subject	 property	 is	 currently	 zoned	 for	 “neighborhood	 commercial”.	 Does	 the	 proposed	 development	
meet	this	standard?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B41‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐4	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).	

COMMENT	NO.	B41‐5	

Community	Plan	

Does	this	project	conform	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan?	Please	include	a	summary	of	the	general	land	
use	 parameters	 envisioned	 by	 the	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	 and	 indicate	 how	 this	 project	 conforms	 to	
those	parameters.	 	 The	 subject	property	was	downsized	 three	 times	as	part	of	 the	General	Plan,	with	 the	
previous	FAR	reduced	to	its	present	density.		How	does	the	applicant	justify	increasing	the	FAR	again?	

RESPONSE	NO.	B41‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B39‐5	(Grafton	Tanquary,	CHHNPA	Letter	B39).	
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LETTER	NO.	B42	

Michelle	D.	Coats	
Coats	Consulting	
PO	Box	1356	
Carmel,	CA	93921	

COMMENT	NO.	B42‐1	

At	the	request	of	“Save	Sunset	Blvd”,	Coats	Consulting	has	been	requested	to	review	the	Draft	EIR	for	the	
Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	to	ensure	that	it	is	adequate	and	complete,	in	order	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
to	be	able	to	certify	the	environmental	document	in	question.	As	you	are	aware	the	purpose	of	a	CEQA	
document	is	first	and	foremost	to	"INFORM".	CEQA	documents	are	intended	to	be	informational,	unbiased	
and	represent	a	complete	and	thorough	evaluation	of	all	relevant	information	needed	for	the	Lead	Agency	to	
make	an	informed	decision.	
	
Unfortunately	the	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	is	still	incomplete	and	has	not	adequately	
evaluated	the	potential	environmental	impacts	nor	has	it	addressed	the	‘land	use’	inconsistencies	associated	
with	the	proposed	project.	In	its	current	format,	the	document,	once	again,	has	been	prepared,	as	an	
“Advocacy”	document,	intended	to	provide	an	environmental	document	that	can	be	used	to	justify	a	project,	
not	adequately	evaluate	the	proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	Hollywood	community,	which	will	be	
most	directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	
	
Our	evaluation	focused	on	the	General	Plan	/	Community	plan	consistency,	the	potential	visual	impacts,	the	
cumulative	evaluations	and	the	Community	Open	Space/common	areas	adequate	to	provide	public	outdoor	
recreational	opportunities	for	existing	and	future	residents	and	visitors.	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B42‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	No.	B42‐2	through	B42‐4.	
The	 commenter’s	 general	 statement	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 is	 an	 “advocacy”	 document	 is	 addressed	 through	
responses	to	individual	comments	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	B42‐2	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:	
In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	
residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	a	consistent	basis	
under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	In	the	case	of	the,	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	
Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	Objectives	established	in	a	viable	and	
up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	proponent	and	EIR	consultant	are	using	
"incentive"	Programs	to	circumvent	the	need	to	provide	an	environmentally	superior	project.	Project	
approval,	at	the	expense	of	policy	compliance	and	appropriate	community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	
the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B42‐2	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	Tables	4.F‐1	through	4.F‐6,	compare	the	Project	side‐by‐side	with	applicable	
policies	 of	 the	 General	 Plan	 Framework,	 adopted	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 (1988),	 Citywide	 Design	
Guidelines,	Walkability	Checklist,	SCAG’s	RTP	Compass	Blueprint,	and	land	use	regulations	of	the	LAMC.		The	
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side‐by‐side	 evaluations	 in	 these	 tables	 provide	 a	 transparent	 and	 objective	 format	 for	 the	 reader	 to	
ascertain	the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	these	adopted	plans	and	with	LAMC	regulations.			As	discussed	
in	Section	4.F,	Footnote	4,	the	previously	adopted	2012	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Update	was	rescinded	in	
2014	and	the	evaluation	of	this	plan	was	removed	from	the	Draft	EIR.		Under	this	circumstance,	the	adopted	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	is	the	acting	land	use	plan	in	accordance	with	CEQA	Guidelines.	Also,	please	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 consistency	 of	 the	 Project	 with	 the	 intent	 and	 standards	 of	 the	 West	
Hollywood	 Sunset	 Specific	 Plan.	 	 It	 should	 also	 be	noted	 that,	 as	 discussed	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐2,	 the	
Project	 is	seeking	approval	of	various	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	pursuant	to	Section	12.22‐A,25	of	the	
LAMC,	which	provides	 for	density	bonuses	as	 incentives	 for	projects	 that	 include	 specified	percentages	of	
affordable	housing.		Under	Section	12.22‐A,25(c),	the	inclusion	of	11	percent	very	low	income	housing	units	
allows	 a	 density	 bonus	 of	 35	 percent.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 density	 bonus	 is	 to	 encourage	 an	 increase	 in	
affordable	 housing	pursuant	 to	 State	 of	 California	Government	 Code	 Sections	 65915‐65918.	 	 Additionally,	
projects	 that	 qualify	 for	 a	 density	 bonus	 are	 eligible	 for	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	 provided	 under	
Section	12.22‐A,25(f)	and	(g),	including	an	increase	in	Floor	Area	Ratio	(FAR)	not	to	exceed	3:1	in	lieu	of	the	
applicable	FAR,	provided	that	(1)	a	parcel	 is	 located	in	a	commercial	zone	in	Height	District	1	and	fronts	a	
Major	Highway	 as	 identified	 in	 the	 City’s	 General	 Plan;	 (2)	 the	 project	 includes	 the	 number	 of	 Restricted	
Affordable	 Units	 sufficient	 to	 qualify	 for	 a	 35	 percent	 density	 bonus;	 and	 (3)	 50	 percent	 or	 more	 of	 the	
commercially	zoned	parcel	is	located	within	1,500	feet	of	a	transit	stop	or	major	employment	center.			

As	noted	in	Table	4.F‐5,	Comparison	of	the	Project	to	Applicable	Land	Use	Regulations	of	the	LAMC,	on	page	
4.F‐48	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use:	(1)	the	Project	Site	is	located	in	a	commercial	zone	in	Height	District	1	and	
fronts	Sunset	Boulevard,	 a	Major	Highway	 identified	 in	 the	General	Plan	Transportation	Element;	 	 (2)	 the	
Project	would	provide	11	percent	very	low	income	rental	units,	which	would	qualify	for	a	35	percent	density	
bonus;	and	(3)	50%	or	more	of	the	parcel	is	located	within	1,560	feet	of	a	Metro	Transit	Stop.		Because	the	
Project	Site	is	60	feet	beyond	the	1,500‐foot	distance	requirement	for	50%	of	the	property,	the	Applicant	has	
requested	 approval	 of	 an	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 FAR	 for	 a	 Housing	
Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio.		Accordingly,	as	stated	in	the	Draft	
EIR,	with	the	approval	of	the	incentive,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	LAMC,	as	the	Project	would	
meet	 the	 intent	 of	 LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐A,25	 to	 encourage	 development	 of	 affordable	 housing	 near	 public	
transit	even	though	the	Project	Site	is	60	feet	further	than	the	on‐menu	incentive	requirement	for	a	transit	
stop.	

COMMENT	NO.	B42‐3	

The	Hollywood	Community	Plan	was	prepared	for	adoption	in	1988,	some	twenty‐seven	(27)	years	ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document,	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.	Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	the	Courts	in	2014	due	to	lack	of	compliance,	the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	Hollywood	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	“real”	
impacts	of	this	Project	on	the	community	at	large.	In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	
postponed	for	review	until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	
placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	
community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.	This	has	put	the	community	
in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood.	Instead,	
Incentive	Programs,	and	Over	Riding	consideration	findings	are	being	used	to	over	ride	an	appropriate	
process	of	review	and	analysis.	
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Furthermore,	it	is	shortsighted	of	the	City	to	review	and	possibly	approve	this	Project	as	proposed.	This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	in	that	there	are	numerous	
parcels	located	along	Sunset	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project,	that	have	similar	
zoning	and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	
‘incentives’	and	‘considerations’.	The	development	of	multiple,	‘massive’	towering	developments	along	
Sunset	Blvd.;	fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	
and	character	of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	
the	‘planning’	practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	
applicant’s	project	and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	Sadly,	none	of	these	
issues	have	been	addressed	in	this	“re‐issued”	Draft	EIR.	
	
I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	Councilmembers	to	consider	this	Project	as	inadequate,	as	currently	
designed,	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	found	to	be	legally	sound,	and	finally	
approved.	At	that	point,	the	City	will	have	the	tools	to	evaluate	and	approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	
community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	and	in	the	future.	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B42‐3	

Because	the	2012	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Update	was	rescinded	in	2014	as	a	result	of	Court	action,	the	
adopted	1988	Hollywood	Community	Plan	is	the	acting	component	of	the	General	Plan	that	currently	guides	
land	 use	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 Community.	 Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 1‐5	 for	 a	
discussion	of	 updates	 to	 the	General	Plan.	 	 The	 adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan	 is	 long‐standing	 and	
contains	land	use	policies	consistent	with	modern	land	use	practices.	The	evaluation	of	land	use	in	the	Draft	
EIR	was	 further	 supported	by	 the	 additional	 comparison	 of	 the	Project	 to	more	 recent	 plans,	 such	 as	 the	
Citywide	 Design	 Guidelines	 (2010)	 and	 Walkability	 Checklist	 (L.A.	 Planning	 Department	 Urban	 Design	
Studio,	 2008).	 	 In	 addition,	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.F	 compares	 the	 Project	 to	 applicable	 land	 use	 policies	 of	
SCAG’s	2012	Regional	Transportation	Plan	and	current	Compass	Blueprint.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	the	
land	use	pattern	in	which	low	and	medium	density	residential	neighborhoods	are	located	in	juxtaposition	to	
an	active	 commercial	boulevard	 is	 representative	of	 the	City’s	outlying	 centers	and	of	 the	Project	 vicinity.		
This	 land	 use	 pattern	 provides	 for	 growth	 by	 allowing	 intensification	 of	 services	 and	 housing	 on	 active	
boulevards	without	direct	disruption	or	demolition	of	low	density	neighborhoods.			

Other	comments	regarding	“preferential	treatment”	do	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	
and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.	 The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 on	
subsequent	requests	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	 	The	comment,	however,	does	
not	identify	any	specific	projects	seeking	similar	treatment	and	even	if	such	projects	did	exist,	they	would	be	
required	to	undergo	their	own	environmental	impacts	analysis.		The	commenter	asserts	that	the	Project,	as	
proposed,	would	set	a	precedent	in	the	area	that	could	lead	to	adverse	effects	on	the	community	based	on	
increased	 intensity	of	development	 associated	with	utilization	of	 the	City’s	Affordable	Housing	 Incentives.		
While	it	is	possible	that	other	development	projects	could	be	brought	forth	by	other	applicants	which	make	
use	 of	 the	 City’s	 established	 incentives	 programs,	 approval	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 no	 bearing	 on	 the	
review	process	or	potential	approval	and/or	implementation	of	future	projects	in	the	area.		Moreover,	such	
circumstances	would	not	be	an	effect	attributable	to	the	Project,	indirect	or	otherwise.			

Comments	 that	 the	 City	 is	 obligated	 to	 impose	 a	 moratorium	 on	 development	 unless	 and	 until	 the	 City	
updates	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	have	no	basis	in	law.	An	update	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	
is,	furthermore,	outside	of	the	scope	of	the	proposed	action.	
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COMMENT	NO.	B42‐4	

Land	use	represents	the	heart	of	an	environmentally	superior	project.	This	project,	as	proposed	does	not	
address	any	of	the	land	use	issues.	If	no	responses	are	made	to	the	land	use	inconsistencies,	then	what	are	
the	General	Plan	policies	for?		I	see	no	evidence	that	any	of	our	Land	Use	concerns	have	been	addressed	in	
this	currently	revised	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report.	
	
In	closing,	this	document	was	originally	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	
incentive	programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	
not	meet	the	intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	General	Plan	as	
adopted	by	the	City	Council	or	the	law.	Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	of	this	document,	once	again,	and	
require	a	revision	which	will	address	ALL	of	the	comments	previously	made	as	well	as	the	comments	
submitted	forth	with,	and	recirculate	an	[sic]	further	revised	document	which	will	address	the	inadequacies.	
	
RESPONSE	NO.	B42‐4	

The	comments	regarding	 land	use	 issues	are	noted	and	responses	to	 issues	raised	previously	 in	 this	 letter	
are	 provided	 above	 in	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 B42‐2	 and	 B42‐3.	 	 Density	 incentives	 are	 set	 forth	 in	 the	
LAMC	in	compliance	with	Section	12.22‐A,25	of	the	LAMC	and	are	not	provided	at	the	discretion	of	City	Staff.		
The	process	of	“overriding	considerations”	is	provided	under	the	CEQA	Guidelines	to	allow	decision	makers	
to	weigh	 the	benefits	of	 a	project	 against	 its	 significant	 impacts.	 	Regarding	 recirculation,	 the	Draft	EIR	 is	
comprehensive	and	has	been	prepared	 in	accordance	with	CEQA	requirements.	 	Portions	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	
which	 included	an	evaluation	a	new	alternative	(Alternative	9)	developed	in	response	to	public	comments	
submitted	on	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	various	corrections	and	additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	were	circulated	for	
public	review	to	solicit	public	 input	on	 the	proposed	changes	 to	 the	Project.	 	However,	no	significant	new	
information	as	defined	in	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15088.5	has	been	presented	in	the	preceding	comments,	
therefore,	recirculation	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	is	not	required.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐461	
	

LETTER	NO.	B43	

Anastasia	Mann	
President	
Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council		

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐1	

This	 letter	was	adopted	unanimously	 (16	yes,	 0	no)	by	a	 vote	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	
Council	at	a	publicly	held	meeting	on	Nov.	4,	2015.	The	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	falls	within	the	
HHWNC	boundaries.		The	stakeholders	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	have	voiced	many	
concerns,	 compliments	 and	 comments	 about	 the	 large‐scale	 development	 proposed	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd.		
Various	 changes	 as	 reflected	 in	 Alternative	 9,	 including	 reduction	 of	 commercial	 space	 and	 change	 in	
architectural	 design,	 are	 appreciated	 by	 some	 in	 the	 neighborhood.	 We	 are	 happy	 to	 see	 the	 developer	
working	with	us.	However,	we	would	like	to	draw	the	attention	of	the	Planning	Dept.	and	the	developer	to	a	
number	of	critical	issues	that	have	been	voiced	and	continue	to	be	paramount	to	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐1	

This	comment	provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comment	B43‐2	through	B43‐26	
(Letter	B43).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐2	

1)	The	purpose	of	the	Alternatives	section	of	an	EIR	is	to	assess	alternatives	that	may	reduce	environmental	
impacts.	 Alternative	 9	 exacerbates	 them,	 but	 a	 similar	 design	 scheme	 from	 the	 new	 architect	 at	 a	 lower	
height	and	massing	could	accomplish	the	goal	of	reduced	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐2	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐3	

2)	 The	 height	 of	 the	 project	 continues	 to	 be	 the	 paramount	 concern	 to	 the	 neighborhood.	 The	 height	 as	
currently	proposed	is	out	of	scale	with	the	neighborhood	and	interferes	with	the	 iconic	views	to	and	from	
the	hills	and	of	Los	Angeles'	blue	sky.	While	the	neighborhood	has	expressed	these	concerns	from	the	first	
meetings	with	the	developer,	Alternative	9	is	even	higher	than	the	original	proposal	and	not	in	harmony	with	
the	 existing	 built	 environment	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood.	 We	 would	 like	 to	 know	 what	 shorter	
alternatives	have	been	discussed	with	 the	new	architect,	and	what	shorter	designs	 they	have	created.	The	
maximum	height	as	proposed	in	Alternative	9	is	not	supported	by	this	neighborhood	council.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐3	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐4	

3)	 In	 less	 general	 terms,	 our	 concern	with	 the	 height	 of	 the	 project	 relates	 to	 two	 environmental	 impact	
categories:	view	impacts	and	shading.	The	DEIR	incorrectly	concludes	in	Impact	Statement	AES‐2	that	"the	
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Project	would	not	obstruct	focal	or	panoramic	views	across	the	Project	Site."	We	disagree!	For	the	thousands	
of	drivers	per	day	who	cross	over	the	Hollywood	Hills	via	Laurel	Canyon,	when	they	reach	the	bottom	of	the	
canyon	at	Sunset	Boulevard,	they	have	an	"Aha	moment"	as	they	gaze	out	over	the	cityscape	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	The	proposed	project	will	 completely	obliterate	 this	panoramic	view.	This	 results	 in	a	 significant	
impact.			

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐4	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐5	

4)	 The	 Shading	 impact	 analysis	 is	 flawed	 from	 the	 get‐go	 in	 that	 it	 incorrectly	 characterizes	 the	 general	
pattern	of	development	in	the	project	vicinity.	It	notes	that	"taller	buildings	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Sunset	Strip	
including	the	31‐story	Sierra	Towers	at	Doheny	Road	and	Sierra	Alta	Road,	the	15‐story	Mondrian	Hotel	at	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Olive	 Drive,	 and	 the	 12‐story	 Andaz	 Hotel	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Kings	 Road,	
generate	some	shading	at	the	north	and	south	sides	of	Sunset	Boulevard."	These	referenced	tall	buildings	are	
not	 in	 the	 project	 vicinity	 and	 are	 not	 even	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 The	 fact	 that	 the	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood	 has	 embraced	 height	 and	 sacrificed	 sun	 light	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 should	 not	 justify	 the	 same	
treatment	in	Los	Angeles.	Further,	the	shadow	analysis	depicted	in	Figure	4.A‐13	clearly	illustrates	that	the	
public	open	space	along	the	sidewalk	on	the	north	side	of	the	project	(south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard)	will	be	
shaded	 from	 11:00	 am	 until	 after	 3:00	 pm,	 exceeding	 the	 three‐hour	 shading	 threshold	 for	 a	 significant	
impact.	 	 The	 public	 open	 space	 portions	 of	 the	 Project	 will	 also	 be	 shaded	 for	 virtually	 the	 entire	 day	
resulting	in	a	shade	impacted	area	within	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐5	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).			

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐6	

5)	The	traffic	study	incorporated	in	the	recirculated	DEIR	is	problematic.	Assumptions	in	the	study	are	from	
2013	and	not	 current	 including	 cumulative	projects	 and	 current	 traffic.	 In	 addition,	 the	 traffic	 flow	of	 the	
project	has	changed	with	Alternative	9	and	raises	larger	safety	concerns	about	issues	like	the	intention	for	
left‐hand	turns	out	of	the	project	onto	Crescent	Heights.	In	addition,	we	are	concerned	about	the	bottleneck	
that	 could	 be	 created	 with	 the	 left‐hand	 turns	 from	 northbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 into	 the	 project.	 This	
exchange	 of	 vehicles	 has	 not	 been	 adequately	 studied	 and	 reported.	We	 direct	 the	 city's	 and	 applicant's	
attention	 to	 the	 comments	 submitted	 below	 and	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 undertaken	 by	 a	 new	
independent	firm.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐6	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐7	

6)	Maintaining	 part	 of	 the	 current	 traffic	 island	 and	 a	 south‐bound	 right‐hand‐turn	 lane	 from	 eastbound	
Sunset	Blvd.	will	continue	to	offer	traffic	relief	from	the	poorly	graded	intersection	at	Crescent	Heights.	We	
would	like	to	see	the	new	traffic	study	re‐incorporate	that	turn	lane.	If	part	or	all	of	the	existing	traffic	island,	
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currently	city	property,	is	given	or	sold	to	the	property	owners,	we	do	not	believe	this	square	footage	should	
be	incorporated	into	the	FAR	calculations	for	the	project.			

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐7	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐8	

7)	We	don't	understand	how	the	project	will	meet	the	9,000	gpm	fire	flow	required	for	a	project	of	this	size.	
Given	that	the	Sunset	water	main	that	serves	the	project	is	old	and	fragile,	and	has	already	experienced	one	
major	 rupture,	 have	 LAFD	 and	 LADWP	 provided	 assurances	 that	 the	 main's	 integrity	 is	 sufficient	 to	
guarantee	adequate	flow	in	the	event	of	a	major	fire	at	the	site?		Will	they	give	some	kind	of	exemption	to	the	
required	gpm?	Plus,	the	project	site	sits	directly	across	from	a	hillside	area	known	as	the	Kirkwood	Bowl,	Mt.	
Olympus	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 (Hollywood),	 one	 of	 the	 highest‐fire‐danger	 areas	 in	 the	 city.	 Assurance	 of	
continued	water	 flow	and	 supply	 is	of	paramount	 importance,	not	only	 to	 the	project,	 but	 to	 the	adjacent	
hillsides	 and	 surrounding	 area.	 Being	 directly	 adjacent	 to	 a	 Very	High	 Fire	Hazard	 Severity	 Zone	 (VHFHS	
Zone)	water	 and	 emergency	 response	 time	 are	 critical.	We	would	 like	 to	 further	 understand	 the	 plans	 to	
maintain	necessary	water	flow	in	an	emergency.			

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐8	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐9	

8)	According	to	the	developer,	the	materials	to	be	used	in	the	external	elements	of	Gehry's	design	have	not	
yet	 been	 finalized.	 Given	 that	 there	 was	 a	 significant	 issue	 with	 glare	 when	 Gehry	 designed	 the	 Disney	
Concert	 Hall,	 which	 was	 not	 addressed	 prior	 to	 completion,	 we	 would	 like	 assurances	 that	 the	 exterior	
material	will	not	create	a	glare	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐9	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).		

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐10	

9)	Regarding	construction,	we	want	to	make	sure	all	sidewalks	will	remain	accessible	to	the	public	during	
the	 entire	 construction	 period.	What	 are	 the	 developers'	 plans	 to	 ensure	 the	 safe	 use	 of	 all	 sidewalks	 for	
pedestrians	and	bike	riders	along	Sunset,	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	during	construction?			

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐10	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐11	

10)	The	project	 takes	advantage	of	 increased	density	via	SB	1818	due	 to	 its	proximity	 to	a	 transit	 stop	at	
Fairfax	Ave.	and	Sunset	Blvd.	We	would	like	to	know	1)	how	that	transit	stop	meets	the	requirements	of	a	
transit	 stop	 for	 SB	1818,	 and	2)	whether	 there	 is	 a	 sufficient	 trans	 stop	within	 the	 required	1,500	 feet	 to	
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qualify	 for	 SB	1818.	 If	 that	 stop	does	not	meet	 the	 requirements,	we	would	 like	 to	better	understand	 the	
developer's	 plans	 to	 improve	 the	 existing	 transit	 at	 Fairfax	 Ave.	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd.,	 including	 increased	
sidewalk	depth.	We	do	not	believe	the	current	facilities	are	adequate	to	accommodate	what	will	be	increased	
demand.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐11	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).		

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐12	

11)	While	 the	project	aims	to	 increase	density	and	 foot	 traffic	 in	 the	area,	we	do	not	believe	the	currently	
proposed	 sidewalk	 depth	 reflects	 the	 need	 for	 "walkable	 streets."	We	 would	 like	 to	 see	 revisions	 to	 the	
project	that	further	widen	the	sidewalks	and	set	the	buildings	back	from	the	property	line.			

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐12	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).		

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐13	

12)	For	 all	 future	developments,	 especially	 for	 large	mixed‐use	projects,	 true	 environmental	 leadership	 is	
paramount	to	a	building's	sustainability	and	resiliency,	particularly	in	an	area	of	delicate	topography.	We	see	
many	opportunities	 to	 include	new	 technologies,	 such	as	 state‐of	 the‐art	 solar	 capabilities	and	 recaptured	
water	 source	 to	 utilize	 Los	 Angeles's	 natural	 resources	 and	 reduce	 reliance	 on	 strained	 energy	 grid.	We	
would	like	to	see	the	developer	explore	these	options	and	incorporate	them	into	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐13	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐14	

13)	We	ask	the	developer	to	address	the	weight	limit	allowed	on	Havenhurst	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	
West	 Hollywood	 and	 the	 weights	 of	 the	 various	 delivery	 trucks	 servicing	 retailers	 at	 8150	 W.	 Sunset	
Boulevard	to	insure	[sic]	the	trucks	are	in	compliance.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐14	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).		

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐15	

14)	 Public	 safety	 is	 of	 the	 utmost	 importance.	We	 request	 the	 developer	 provide	 assurances	 that	 the	 Los	
Angeles	Police	(LAPD)	and	Los	Angeles	Fire	Departments	(LAFD)	have	adequate	access	 to	all	areas	on	the	
property	 at	 street	 level	 and	 inform	 the	 public	 of	 approvals	 by	 Police	 and	 Fire	 that	 said	 access	 for	 either	
department	is	acceptable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐15	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B43‐16	

15)	We	feel	that	the	demolition	of	the	Lytton	Bank	building	would	present	a	significant	unmitigable	impact	
due	to	the	loss	of	a	cultural	and	historic	resource	and	could	not	be	overridden	by	a	statement	of	overriding	
consideration.	We	request	preservation	of	the	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐16	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐17	

16)	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 properly	 address	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 of	 the	 project.	 CEQA	 requires	 that	 the	
cumulative	 effects	 be	 specifically	 addressed	 in	 part	 of	 the	 EIR	 process.	 A	 separate	 section	 on	 cumulative	
effects	needs	to	be	prepared	in	order	to	comply	with	CEQA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐17	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).		

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐18	

Traffic‐specific	comments	on	8150	DEIR	and	Recirculated	DEIR	
17)	 The	 traffic	 analysis	 assumes	 that	 the	 free‐flow,	 right‐turn	 lane	 on	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	
Crescent	Heights	will	be	removed	(see	Figure	8,	page	50	of	Appendix	H	‐	Traffic	and	Parking)	and	replaced	
with	 a	 short,	 right‐turn	 lane.	 This	 would	 result	 in	 overflow	 from	 the	 right‐turn	 lane,	 blocking	 the	 third	
through	lane	on	Sunset.	All	level	of	service	calculations	based	on	this	lane	configuration	are	inaccurate	and	
should	be	corrected.	All	renderings	of	the	project	which	incorporate	the	city	right	of	way	for	the	right‐turn	
lane	and	the	adjacent	island	into	the	project	and	make	it	appear	to	contain	more	open	space	than	it	can	on	its	
own	property	are	inaccurate	and	should	be	corrected	to	present	a	fair	picture	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐18	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐19	

18)	The	project	site	is	served	by	Metro	transit	routes	218	and	2/302.	The	218	runs	north‐south	on	Crescent	
Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	and	provides	limited	service	at	30	minute	headways	during	most	of	the	day.	Line	
2	and	302	serve	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	with	10‐15	minute	 service	 in	 the	 local	Route	2	 and	10‐40	
minute	 service	 on	 limited	 stop	 Route	 302.	 This	 level	 of	 transit	 service	 would	 not	 be	 consistent	 with	
categorization	of	 the	project	 site	as	appropriate	 for	 transit	oriented	development.	Only	 if	 a	higher	 level	of	
transit	service	were	guaranteed	 into	perpetuity	could	such	a	designation	be	appropriate.	Any	one	of	 these	
bus	lines	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	characterization	of	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	
Fairfax	Avenue	as	serving	the	project	site	is	inaccurate.		

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐19	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	
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COMMENT	NO.	B43‐20	

19)	 The	 Existing	 Conditions	 traffic	 counts	 from	 2013	 are	 outdated	 and	were	 representative	 of	 depressed	
economic	conditions	during	the	Great	Recession	.	They	are	not	representative	of	existing	conditions	in	2015	
and	should	have	been	updated	for	the	Recirculated	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐20	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).		

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐21	

20)	The	cumulative	projects	 list	 is	also	outdated	and	should	have	been	updated	for	the	Recirculated	DEIR.	
Figure	12,	page	72	of	Appendix	H	‐Traffic	and	Parking	does	not	show	one	single	project	on	Sunset	Boulevard	
between	Crescent	Heights	and	La	Brea	Avenues,	and	there	are	many	such	proposed	projects.	It	also	does	not	
include	the	Horizon	Hollywood	(Mosaic)	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐21	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐22	

21)	The	 list	 of	15	 intersections	 included	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis	does	not	 include	 the	 intersection	of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	at	Laurel	Avenue,	the	intersection	immediately	to	the	east	of	the	project	and	an	intersection	that	
frequently	 backs	 up	 into	 the	 Sunset/Crescent	 Heights	 intersection.	 This	 renders	 the	 traffic	 analysis	
inadequate	and	the	level	of	service	analysis	at	the	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	intersection	suspect	as	the	DEIR	
authors	clearly	did	not	understand	the	interrelationship	of	traffic	queues	between	these	two	intersections	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐22	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐23	

The	conclusions	of	the	traffic	analysis	are	presented	on	pages	96‐100	of	Appendix	H	–	Traffic	and	Parking	as	
follows:		

"As	also	shown	in	Tables	9(a)	and	9(b),	most	of	these	incremental	project‐related	changes	in	either	the	CMA	
or	vehicular	delay	values	are	relatively	nominal,	and	in	fact,	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	slight	improvements	
in	 the	 operations	 of	 several	 of	 the	 locations	 could	 occur,	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 anticipated	 reductions	 in	 site‐
related	traffic	due	to	development	of	the	proposed	project.		However,	as	also	shown	in	Table	9(b),	vehicular	
delays	at	the	unsignalized	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	could	increase	by	nearly	50	
seconds	per	vehicle	during	the	PM	peak	hour	as	a	result	of	the	addition	of	project	‐related	trips.	However,	
despite	this	rather	substantial	increase	in	vehicular	delay	at	this	particular	(unsignalized)	intersection,	both	
Table	 9(a)	 and	 Table	 9(b)	 show	 that	 the	 net	 new	 incremental	 traffic	 generated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	
would	not	be	expected	to	produce	changes	to	the	current	operating	conditions	(LOS)	at	any	of	the	15	study	
intersections	 (including	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive)	 during	 either	 the	 AM	 or	 PM	 peak	 hour	
analysis	periods."			
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These	conclusions	are	unbelievable	for	a	variety	of	reasons:			

A.	The	level	of	service	calculatim1s	presented	in	both	Tables	9(a)	and	9(b)	note	that	intersection	existing	and	
future	 level	 of	 service	was	manually	 adjusted	 to	LOS	E	or	 F	 based	on	observations	of	 existing	 conditions.	
What	this	is	indicating	is	that	the	software	used	to	assess	the	LOS	conditions	in	the	project	area	was	unable	
to	 accurately	 calculate	 the	 level	 of	 service	 due	 to	 the	 over‐saturated	 conditions	 (i.e.	 ,	 gridlock)	 currently	
experienced	at	8	out	of	the	15	intersections	in	the	study	area.	The	fact	that	the	traffic	analysis	software	was	
unable	to	accurately	calculate	level	of	service	at	LOSE	and	F	intersections	(more	than	half	of	those	included	
in	the	analysis)	calls	into	question	the	accuracy	of	the	impact	analysis	itself	at	all	of	these	locations.			

B.	The	traffic	analysis	refers	to	the	"net	new	incremental	traffic"	generated	by	the	proposed	project	based	on	
the	inappropriate	assertion	that	trips	associated	with	all	of	the	existing	on‐site	uses	will	disappear	from	the	
area.	 This	 is	 a	 false	 assumption.	 Residents	 of	 the	 area	who	 now	 visit	 the	 site	 to	 do	 banking	 or	 visit	 their	
dentist,	or	even	 to	buy	a	cup	of	 coffee	or	a	hamburger,	will	not	eliminate	 those	 trips	 in	 the	 future.	On	 the	
contrary,	 they	 will	 continue	 to	 drive	 on	 area	 streets	 to	 make	 those	 same	 errands,	 just	 to	 other	 local	
commercial	areas	where	those	businesses	relocate	.		The	entire	traffic	analysis	is	called	into	question	by	the	
assumption	 that	 all	 of	 these	 trips	will	 be	 eliminated	 from	 the	 project	 area	 roadways	 and	 that	 the	 project	
takes	credit	for	eliminating	them.	This	calls	into	question	the	cumulative	impact	of	the	project	as	well	as	the	
project‐specific	impact	analysis,	as	cumulative	trips	that	will	remain	have	been	wished	away.			

C.		The	50	second	"rather	substantial	increase	in	vehicular	delay"	at	Fountain	and	Havenhurst	should	not	be	
dismissed	as	 insignificant.	 It	will	 be	 felt	 as	 a	 significant	 inconvenience	 to	 all	 drivers	who	have	 to	use	 that	
intersection.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐23	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐24	

23)	The	traffic	analysis	does	not	propose	any	mitigation	measures	other	 than	required	TDM	to	reduce	the	
impacts	of	the	project	due	to	the	faulty	traffic	analysis	which	concluded	there	would	be	no	impacts.	This	is	
unacceptable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐24	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐25	

24)	 The	 analysis	 of	 Havenhurst	 Avenue	 is	 flawed	 in	 two	ways.	 First,	 it	 assumes	 that	 all	 traffic	 related	 to	
existing	land	uses	on	the	site	will	disappear,	which	as	noted	above	will	not	be	the	case.		People	will	still	need	
to	drive	to	their	bank	or	dentist	office.	It	also	assumes	that	all	of	the	traffic	exiting	the	driveway	on	Haven	
hurst	will	turn	right	out	of	the	driveway	and	head	north	to	congested	Sunset	Boulevard.	Tell	that	to	the	folks	
on	Laurel	Avenue	south	of	the	8000	Sunset	commercial	complex.	It	is	unreasonable	to	assume	that	everyone	
will	 obey	 a	 "right‐turn‐only"	 sign	 and	 doing	 so	 results	 in	 a	 traffic	 analysis	 that	 inaccurately	 portrays	 the	
impact	on	Havenhurst	south	of	 the	project.	This	 is	particularly	 true	 if	 the	project	 installs	a	 traffic	signal	at	
Havenhurst	 and	 Fountain	 as	 a	 "project	mitigation	measure."	 It	will	 attract	 traffic	Havenhurst	 as	 have	 the	
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traffic	signals	on	Laurel	Avenue,	which	used	to	be	a	quiet	residential	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐25	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).	

COMMENT	NO.	B43‐26	

25)	Table	 2(b)	 in	Appendix	H‐	Traffic	 and	Parking	 lists	 theoretical	 trip	 generation	 rates	 by	 land	use	 type	
supposedly	 representative	of	 the	existing	 land	uses	on	 the	 site.	 It	presents	a	 theoretical	 calculation	of	 the	
amount	of	traffic	ge.nerated	by	the	existing	site.	It	would	have	been	more	accurate	for	the	DEIR	authors	to	
collect	 empirical	 trip	 generation	data	by	 counting	 traffic	movements	 in	 and	out	of	 the	existing	driveways.	
They	 similarly	 could	have	 counted	 the	distribution	of	 traffic	by	driveway.	 Instead	Figure	 s(b)	presents	 an	
assumed	distribution	 of	 existing	 traffic	 by	 driveway,	 suggesting	 that	 only	 10%	of	 existing	 traffic	 uses	 the	
Havenhurst	driveway.	Where	is	the	empirical	data	to	substantiate	that	assumption?	Based	on	a	theoretical	
calculation	using	national	average	 trip	generation	rates,	often	based	on	suburban	retail	 centers,	 	 the	DEIR	
calculates	 in	 Tables	 2	 (a),	 (b)	 and	 (c)	 that	 the	 existing	 site	 generates	 5,296	 trips	 per	 day	 and	 that	 the	
proposed	project	will	generate	6,373	for	a	net	increase	of	1,077	trips	per	day.	What	if	empirical	data	showed	
that	 this	 more‐urban	 shopping	 center	 generates	 only	 4,000	 trips	 per	 day.	 	 The	 net	 increase	 in	 trips	
attributable	 to	 the	 project	 would	 be	 2,373.	 Without	 empirical	 trip	 generation	 data	 for	 the	 existing	 site,	
something	 that	 would	 have	 been	 easy	 to	 collect	 with	 driveway	 counts,	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 is	 called	 into	
question	 for	 potentially	 inflated	 the	 site's	 existing	 trips	 and	 thereby	 reducing	 the	 projected	 net	 trip	
generation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	B43‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B27‐26	(Anastasia	Mann,	HHWNC	Letter	B27).		
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FORM	LETTER	NO.	1	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐1	

The	commenter,	in	addition	to	providing	an	introduction	to	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter,	asserts	that	
the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	do	not	adequately	evaluate	the	impacts	of	the	Project	and	various	Alternatives.		
However,	this	comment	does	not	provide	any	details	regarding	the	analysis	presented	in	these	documents	or	
offer	any	specific	evidence	to	support	this	assertion.		The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	and	the	analyses	contained	
therein,	were	prepared	in	accordance	with	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	and	the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	
Guide.		Nonetheless,	this	comment	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐2	

This	comment	provides	a	comparison	of	the	maximum	building	height	under	Alternative	9	to	notable	high‐
rise	structures	in	the	area,	which	are	not	proximate	to	the	Project	Site.		This	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	
specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.	 	 However,	 the	
comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	incentives	program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.	

There	are	 alternatives	 to	 the	proposed	development,	which	 could	 render	 the	Project’s	benefits	 still	 viable	
without	destroying	the	character	of	the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd	view	shed.	Proposing	a	project	that	respects	
the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	that	are	in	keeping	with	the	6‐10	story	buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	 to	view	this	project,	 indefinitely.	Furthermore,	 the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐3	

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 Project	 is	 out	 of	 character	with	 the	 surrounding	 community	 due	 to	 the	
height	 and	mass	 of	 proposed	 structures,	which	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 or	 Affordable	
Housing	Incentives.		However,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	and	Section	4.F,	Land	
Use,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	related	to	height	and	
scale	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 consistency	 with	 development	
patterns	 in	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	 the	height	and	mass	of	 the	Project	are	considered	consistent	with	
other	mid‐	and	high‐rise	structures	along	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	Project	area.	The	height	and	mass	of	the	
Project	 are	 limited	 only	 by	 the	 floor‐area	 ratio	 (FAR)	 of	 3:1,	 which	 is	 an	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive	
applicable	to	the	Project	Site	due	to	the	inclusion	of	11%	very	low	income	housing	units	in	the	Project.		This	
incentive	 and	 associated	 3:1	 FAR	 are	 not	 dependent	 on	 assertions	 of	 Project‐related	 benefits	 other	 than	
inclusion	of	affordable	housing	consistent	with	City	policy,	and	application	of	this	incentive	does	not	require	
a	variance.		As	discussed	on	page	2‐2	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	Site	is	
zoned	 C4‐1D,	 and	 the	 "1D"	 designation	 permits	 a	 FAR	 of	 1:1	 as	 the	 site	 is	 subject	 to	 a	 "D"	 development	
condition,	which	provides	that	the	total	floor	area	of	all	buildings	on	a	lot	may	not	exceed	one	(1)	times	the	
buildable	area	of	the	lot.		The	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	height.		The	Commercial	Corner	standards	
set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,23,	 including	 the	45‐foot	height	 limit,	 are	not	 applicable	 to	 the	Project,	
since	 qualified	 mixed‐use	 development	 projects,	 such	 as	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 are	 exempt	 from	 these	
provisions	 pursuant	 to	 LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐A,23(d)(1).	 	 Thus,	 there	 is	 no	 45	 foot	 zoning	 restriction	
applicable	to	the	Project	or	any	requirement	to	conform	the	Project	to	existing	6‐10	story	buildings.	

Chapter	5,	Alternatives	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	nine	Project	Alternatives,	
several	of	which	provided	development	scenarios	with	reduced	building	heights	and	development	intensity;	
however,	these	alternatives	would	not	meet	the	Project	objectives	to	the	extent	that	the	Project	would.	 	 In	
addition,	 as	 further	discussed	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐2,	 the	Project	would	be	 consistent	with	 the	historic	
development	 pattern	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 both	 within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 the	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood	 (as	noted	above),	with	higher	 structural	 elements	 located	along	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	 right‐of‐
way	and	 low‐rise	residential	development	 located	 further	away	 from	the	roadway	 to	 the	north	and	south.		
The	Project	would	maintain	this	development	pattern	in	the	area,	though	some	structural	elements	would	be	
taller	 than	 other	 buildings	 in	 the	 immediate	 area.	 	 Nonetheless,	 impacts	 related	 to	 compatibility	 with	
surrounding	development,	consistency	with	plans	and	policies,	and	consistency	with	development	standards	
were	determined	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	to	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city	
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐4	

As	noted	in	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3	and	discussed	in	detail	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2,	the	
Project	 is	 consistent	with	 the	zoning	and	associated	development	 standards	applicable	 to	 the	Project	Site,	
which	 is	a	commercially	zoned	property	and	thus	not	subject	 to	the	“residential	anti‐mansionization	 laws”	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐471	
	

referenced	by	the	commenter.		Furthermore,	as	noted	previously	and	discussed	in	detail	in	Topical	Response	
TR‐2,	the	Project	is	consistent	with	all	applicable	development	standards	prescribed	by	the	LAMC,	and	thus	
is	not	reliant	on	“loopholes”	or	other	mechanisms	to	allow	for	the	proposed	development.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:	

In	 every	 community,	 compliance	 with	 Community	 plans	 (General	 Plan)	 is	 viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 the	
residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	a	consistent	basis	
under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	

In	the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	
and	Objectives	established	in	a	viable	and	up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	

The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.		
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.	Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.	

In	 the	 least,	 this	 Project	 is	 premature	 and	 should	 be	 postponed	 for	 review	 until	 after	 a	 legally	 viable	
Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	
does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	
guidelines	for	development.	 	This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	
for	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd	 area,	 the	 heart	 of	Hollywood	 and	 Los	Angeles.	 Instead,	 Incentive	 Programs,	 and	Over	
Riding	consideration	findings	are	being	used	to	over	ride	an	appropriate	process	of	review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐5	

As	further	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2,	the	Project	is	consistent	with	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	
regulations	 related	 to	 land	 use,	 including	 the	 City’s	 General	 Plan	 Framework	 and	 Hollywood	 Community	
Plan,	 which	 are	 the	 adopted	 land	 use	 plans	 currently	 in‐force	 and	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	
rescinded	2012	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Update	to	which	the	commenter	refers	is	no	longer	in‐force,	and	
thus	 it	 is	no	 longer	necessary,	nor	 is	 it	appropriate,	 to	evaluate	 the	Project	with	respect	 to	 this	document.		
Although	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan	was	prepared	in	1988,	it	 is	nonetheless	the	appropriate	
Community	Plan	with	which	the	consistency	of	the	Project	must	be	evaluated,	as	it	was	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR.	 	 State	 law	 does	 not	 require	 a	 General	 Plan	 to	 be	 updated	 every	 20	 years	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	
commenter,	 but	 a	 General	 Plan	Housing	 Element	 is	 required	 to	 be	 updated	 every	 eight	 years.	 	 The	 City’s	
Housing	Element	was	last	updated	in	December	2013,	and	is	therefore	current.		The	commenter’s	request	to	
delay	Project	 review	and	approval,	as	well	as	comments	suggesting	 that	 the	current	 review	process	 is	not	
appropriate,	 do	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	
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addressed	therein.		However,	the	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.	The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	

I	 would	 ask	 City	 Staff,	 the	 Mayor	 and	 the	 Council	 members	 to	 consider	 this	 Project	 premature	 until	 a	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	found	to	be	legally	sound,	and	finally	approved.		At	that	point,	
the	City	will	have	the	tools	to	evaluate	and	approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	
address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐6	

The	commenter	asserts	that	the	Project,	as	proposed,	would	set	a	negative	precedent	in	the	area	that	could	
lead	 to	 adverse	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 based	 on	 increased	 intensity	 of	 development	 associated	 with	
utilization	of	the	City’s	Affordable	Housing	Incentives.	 	While	it	is	possible	that	other	development	projects	
could	be	brought	 forth	by	other	 applicants	which	make	use	of	 the	City’s	 established	 incentives	programs,	
approval	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 no	 bearing	 on	 the	 review	 process	 or	 potential	 approval	 and/or	
implementation	of	future	projects	in	the	area.		Such	circumstances	would	not	be	an	effect	attributable	to	the	
Project,	indirect	or	otherwise.				

The	commenter	refers	to	“preferential	treatment”	and	“selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	
Zoning”.	 	 However,	 as	 noted	 previously,	 and	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 in	
Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	evaluated	Alternatives	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	goals	
and	policies	of	the	General	Plan	Framework	Element	and	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	as	well	as	the	
development	standards	and	other	requirements	of	the	LAMC.		The	commenter	further	suggests	that	review	
and	approval	of	the	Project	should	be	delayed	until	an	update	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	
prepared,	reviewed,	approved,	and	adopted.		Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.		This	
comment	 does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
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for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.		

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐7	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	regarding	consistency	with	
the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.	 	The	commenter	 indicates	that	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	incomplete	
and	 inadequate,	 that	 additional	 “options”	 have	 not	 been	 evaluated,	 and	 further	 that	 information	was	 not	
presented	in	a	clear	and	understandable	fashion,	but	does	not	offer	specifics	regarding	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐
DEIR.		CEQA	does	not	require	that	all	conceivable	alternatives	be	evaluated	in	an	EIR,	but	rather	a	reasonable	
range	 of	 alternatives	 that	 would	 feasibly	 attain	 most	 of	 the	 basic	 objectives	 of	 the	 project,	 and	 avoid	 or	
substantially	 lessen	environmental	 impacts.	 	 	The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	collectively	evaluated	the	Project	
and	nine	alternatives	(eight	of	which	are	“build”	alternatives)	to	present	a	range	of	development	options	for	
the	Project	 Site	 that,	 at	 least	 to	 some	degree,	 achieve	 the	basic	 objectives	 of	 the	Project	 and	 substantially	
avoid	or	 lessen	environmental	 impacts.	 	The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	cumulative	impacts	for	each	of	the	issues	
addressed	in	the	document	in	Chapter	4.0,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis	under	a	separate	heading	labeled	
Cumulative	Impacts	near	the	end	of	each	section.		As	noted	above,	the	Project	does	not	require	“deviations”	
from	the	City’s	General	Plan	policies	or	zoning	requirements.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.	Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐8	

The	 comments	 regarding	 utilization	 of	 the	 City’s	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	 and	 use	 of	 overriding	
considerations	 by	 lead	 agencies	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	The	commenter	suggests	 that	 the	Project	will	 result	 in	over‐intensification	of	development	
resulting	 in	 a	 significant	 cumulative	 impacts.	 	 However,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.A‐64	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Project,	 in	conjunction	with	other	related	projects	 in	 the	
vicinity	of	the	Project	Site,	would	not	result	in	significant	cumulative	impacts	related	to	scenic	vistas,	views,	
or	visual	character.			

In	addition,	while	it	is	possible	that	other	development	projects	could	be	brought	forth	by	other	applicants	
which	make	use	of	the	City’s	established	incentives	programs,	approval	of	the	Project	would	have	no	bearing	
on	 the	 review	 process	 or	 potential	 approval	 and/or	 implementation	 of	 future	 projects	 in	 the	 area.	 	 Such	
circumstances	would	not	be	an	effect	attributable	to	the	Project,	indirect	or	otherwise.				

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
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concrete,	 glass	 walled	 structures.	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐9	

As	discussed	in	detail	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	the	proposed	Project	would	not	result	in	significant	impacts	
to	off‐site	historical	resources,	including	those	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	the	Project	Site.		As	noted	therein,	
while	it	is	acknowledged	that	new	construction	associated	with	the	Project	would	introduce	improvements	
that	are	substantially	larger	in	scale	and	massing	than	existing	conditions	on	the	Project	Site,	based	on	the	
guidance	and	significance	criteria	contained	 in	 the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	 the	Project	would	
not	 materially	 impair	 the	 immediate	 surroundings	 and	 significance	 of	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	 Project	
vicinity	to	a	degree	that	would	be	considered	substantial.	 	In	relation	to	the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds,	
the	Project	would	not	 cause	a	 substantial	 adverse	 change	 in	 the	 significance	of	historical	 resources	 in	 the	
Project	 vicinity.	 	 The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 approval	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 lead	 to	 the	 future	
demolition/removal	or	other	adverse	effects	on	off‐site	historical	resources	in	the	surrounding	area,	and	that	
the	disparity	in	architectural	styles	and	materials	between	the	Project	and	surrounding	historical	buildings	
would	diminish	the	relevance	of	such	resources.	 	However,	as	noted	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	the	historic	
setting	of	historic	resources	in	the	Project	Vicinity	have	eroded	considerably,	most	notably,	after	the	Garden	
of	Allah	was	demolished	in	1959.		Redevelopment	of	the	Project	Site	substantially	altered	its	relationship	to	
proximate	 historical	 resources,	 such	 as	 the	 Andalusia	 Apartments,	 Colonial	 House,	 The	 Granville,	 Ronda	
Apartments,	and	Chateau	Marmont.	 	 In	addition,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐25	through	4.A‐41	of	 the	Draft	
EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐26	and	2‐27	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9,	the	Project	would	not	obstruct	
or	 substantially	alter	publicly	available	views	of	historical	 resources	 in	 the	Project	 area,	 and	 thus	 impacts	
related	to	views	of	historical	resources	were	determined	to	be	 less	 than	significant.	 	Therefore,	due	to	 the	
redevelopment	of	the	Project	Site	in	1959,	and	other	more	recent	construction	that	has	occurred	in	the	area	
since	the	historical	resources	were	built,	new	construction	on	the	Project	Site	would	not	materially	impact	
the	historic	setting	of	these	and	other	resources	in	the	vicinity,	and	the	significance	of	these	resources	would	
not	be	materially	impaired.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	not	meet	the	
intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	law.	Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	
of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐10	

Refer	 to	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐3	 through	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐9	 above.	 	 The	 general	
comments	regarding	City	staff’s	use	of	incentive	programs	and	overriding	considerations	as	justification	for	
the	development,	as	well	as	those	regarding	their	intent,	the	intent	of	the	law,	and	the	overall	adequate	of	the	
Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		The	commenter	suggests	that	
the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	should	be	revised	and	recirculated	but	 identifies	no	specific	deficiencies	 in	 the	
documents	 or	 changes	 in	 circumstances	 that	 would	 warrant	 such	 revisions	 and	 recirculation.	 	 However,	
these	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	

The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	
area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	units	to	the	site.	I	request	
that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	assess	the	traffic	impact.	

Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	 when	 the	 study	 was	
conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	and	
businesses	to	the	proposed	project.	I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	
Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	 this	 is	 the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	the	new	proposed	
building.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐11	

The	 trip	 generation	estimates	 for	 the	Alternative	9	project	 referred	 to	by	 the	 commenter	were	developed	
using	the	same	trip	generation	rates,	methodologies,	and	assumptions	as	for	the	Proposed	Project	and	other	
project	alternatives,	all	of	which	are	fully	identified	and	described	in	the	DEIR.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
4	for	further	information	on	trip	generation.		Further,	empirical	traffic	counts	at	the	grocery	store	noted	by	
the	commenter	(or	at	any	specific	land	use)	are	not	appropriate	for	use	in	the	traffic	analyses	for	the	Project	
or	any	of	the	alternatives	for	a	number	of	reasons,	including	that	no	specific	tenants	are	guaranteed	for	any	
of	the	Proposed	Project	or	its	alternatives	at	this	time,	and	that	such	empirical	data	would	tend	to	reflect	the	
specific	operating	conditions	at	the	sites	selected	for	such	counts	rather	than	identify	general	trip	generation	
characteristics	for	the	subject	uses	that	would	be	applicable	to	other	sites	in	the	region,	as	is	suggested	by	
the	commenter.		See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐77	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.	The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	 increased	pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	on	this	corner.	How	will	 the	 loss	of	 this	 island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	 and	 roads	 in	 order	 to	 prevent	 pedestrian	deaths.	Has	 the	 LA	planning	 department	 and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	 safety	on	an	F	 rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	How	will	 cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?	Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐12	

As	 further	discussed	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	 the	proposed	modifications	of	 the	southwest	corner	of	 the	
intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	are	expected	to	improve	pedestrian	safety.		
The	existing	configuration	of	the	intersection	exhibits	an	uncontrolled	pedestrian	crossing	of	the	eastbound	
right‐turn	 only	 “lane”	 (which	 provides	 access	 from	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard),	 presenting	 an	 unsafe	 condition	 for	 pedestrians	 crossing	 this	 lane,	 particularly	 for	
pedestrians	 walking	 eastbound),	 as	 they	 would	 not	 be	 easily	 able	 to	 see	 vehicles	 approaching	 from	
eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 drivers	 may	 not	 expect	 to	 encounter	 pedestrians	 in	 this	 area	
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(approximately	150	feet	 from	the	intersection	itself).	 	This	 location	is	 inherently	unsafe	for	pedestrians,	as	
drivers	using	this	lane	to	access	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	must	look	back	to	the	north	(over	
their	shoulder)	to	evaluate	oncoming	traffic	(including	southbound	vehicles	potentially	turning	left	into	the	
existing	Project	Site	driveway),	and	are	therefore	distracted	from	watching	for	pedestrians	in	this	area.		The	
proposed	 intersection	 improvements	 will	 eliminate	 all	 of	 these	 existing	 unsafe	 pedestrian	 crossing	
conditions	by	consolidating	pedestrian	activity	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	 itself,	where	 it	 is	controlled	(with	both	crossing	signals	and	pavement	markings),	and	would	be	
expected	by	drivers.		In	addition,	as	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	the	Project	traffic	engineer	met	with	
LADOT,	 including	 their	 Geometric	Design	 Section,	 to	 get	 input	 regarding	 reconfiguring	 the	 intersection	 in	
April	2013.		 	At	that	meeting,	LADOT	staff	indicated	their	support	for	both	the	reconfiguration	concept	and	
the	 preliminary	 design.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 final	 design	 for	 the	 intersection	 will	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	
approval	by	LADOT	and	other	affected	City	departments	or	agencies.	

Additionally,	consolidation	of	the	pedestrian	crossing	activity	at	the	intersection	as	a	result	of	the	proposed	
intersection	 improvements	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 significantly	 affect	 the	 operations	 of	 the	 right‐turn	 move	
compared	to	the	current	conditions,	since	eastbound	traffic	using	the	existing	right‐turn	“lane”	must	already	
stop	for	the	pedestrians	using	either	of	the	uncontrolled	crossings	across	that	lane	(as	described	earlier),	and	
therefore,	 no	 additional	 pedestrian	 traffic	 would	 be	 encountered	 by	 these	 vehicles	 under	 the	 improved	
intersection	 configuration.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 statement	 regarding	 a	 “huge	 increase”	 in	 pedestrian	 traffic	
following	development	of	the	Proposed	Project	or	any	of	its	alternatives	is	noted.		However,	it	is	important	to	
note	 that	 any	 potential	 increases	 in	 pedestrian	 traffic	 in	 the	 area	 (whether	 Project‐related	 or	 not)	would	
affect	the	right‐turn	movement	in	the	same	manner	for	either	the	existing	conditions	or	with	the	proposed	
intersection	improvement,	as	noted	above.	 	See	also	Response	to	Comment	A9‐11	(Scott	Lunceford,	City	of	
West	Hollywood	Letter	A9).	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐13	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?		

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐13	

The	use	of	 taxis	or	other	 such	services	 (Uber,	Lyft,	 etc.)	 for	a	hotel	 as	 suggested	by	 the	 commenter	 is	not	
comparable	to	their	use	by	developments	such	as	the	Project,	which	includes	residential,	retail,	restaurant,	
and	other	commercial	uses.		Hotels	and	similar	uses	typically	exhibit	a	high	level	of	taxi	use,	as	many	of	their	
patrons	choose	to	travel	via	these	convenient	transportation	services	to	or	from	their	destinations	(including	
airports,	 trains,	 etc.)	 rather	 than	 rent	 vehicles.	 	 Mixed‐use	 developments	 such	 as	 the	 Project	 and	 its	
alternatives	do	not	exhibit	this	level	of	demand	for	these	types	of	services,	and	as	such,	the	number	of	taxi	
parking	spaces	is	expected	to	be	adequate	to	serve	the	proposed	development.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
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effected	 [sic]	 when	 the	 two	 car‐	 length	 turning	 lane	 going	 into	 the	 project	 is	 filled	 and	 spills	 over	 onto	
through‐traffic	 lanes?	 What	 will	 be	 done	 to	 create	 a	 safe	 crossing	 for	 cars	 and	 pedestrians	 at	 the	
Havenhurst/Sunset	Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐14	

Regarding	 the	 comments	 related	 to	 left	 turns	 from	 the	 Project’s	 (and	 alternatives’)	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	driveway,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4.	

Regarding	the	westbound	 left‐turn	 lane	on	Sunset	Boulevard,	 this	 left‐turn	pocket	 in	 the	median	currently	
exists,	and	provides	access	to	the	existing	Project	Site	development	via	the	existing	mid‐block	driveway.		This	
driveway	 (which	 also	 currently	 allows	 exits	 from	 the	 Project	 Site)	 will	 be	 reconfigured	 for	 entry‐only	
operations	under	 the	Project	and	several	of	 the	Project	alternatives,	although	as	described	 in	detail	 in	 the	
DEIR	 and	 the	 Project	 TIA	 (Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR),	 it	 is	 expected	 to	 exhibit	 only	 limited	 use	 by	
westbound	traffic	turning	left	into	the	Project	Site,	primarily	due	to	current	and	anticipated	heavy	eastbound	
traffic	volumes	and	vehicular	queuing	along	Sunset	Boulevard	that	delay	the	left‐turning	vehicles.		As	shown	
in	Figure	4.J‐8	of	the	DEIR,	only	about	6	Project‐related	vehicles	are	expected	to	make	the	left	turn	during	the	
AM	peak	hour,	and	only	about	16	vehicles	during	the	PM	peak	hour	(a	maximum	of	one	vehicle	about	every	
3½	 to	 4	 minutes).	 	 This	 level	 of	 left‐turn	 demand	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 any	 significant	 vehicular	
queuing	that	could	create	blockages	to	the	“through”	lanes	on	westbound	Sunset	Boulevard.		Note	also	that	
the	 Alternative	 9	 project	will	 completely	 eliminate	 this	 driveway.	 	 See	 also	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐86	
(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	and	Response	to	Comment	C1‐7	(James	McFadden	Letter	C1).	

Finally,	regarding	the	comment	related	to	safe	pedestrian	and	vehicular	crossing	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive,	the	proposed	Project	and	all	of	its	alternatives	is	proposing	to	install	a	new	
traffic	signal	at	this	location	(as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐31	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	 EIR),	which	will	 improve	 both	 Project‐related	 and	 existing	 neighborhood	 traffic	 access	 to	 and	 from	
Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 facilitate	 the	 Project’s	 required	 left‐turn	 only	 exits	 from	 its	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
driveways	 (which	 are	 to	 be	 implemented	 to	minimize	Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 to	Havenhurst	Drive	
south	of	the	Project	Site).		This	new	traffic	signal	will	also	include	pedestrian	crosswalks	across	both	Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	to	ensure	pedestrian	safety	at	this	location.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.	Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐15	

As	 noted	 by	 the	 commenter	 and	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	 would	 restrict	
vehicular	(automobile)	traffic	access	on	Havenhurst	Drive	to	residents	and	guests	of	the	Project,	but	would	
not	allow	commercial	employees	or	patrons	to	enter	or	exit	the	Project	via	Havenhurst	Drive.		However,	as	
noted	 on	 Page	 2‐51	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 garbage	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 would	 still	 enter	 Alternative	 9	 from	
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Havenhurst	Drive	at	the	central	driveway	(north	of	the	condominium‐only	residential	driveway	but	south	of	
the	apartment‐only	residential	access	driveway),	similar	to	the	entry‐only	truck	access	driveway	under	the	
Project.	 	 As	with	 the	Project,	Alternative	 9	would	 include	 an	 automated	door	 to	 allow	 trucks	 to	 enter	 the	
building	 and	 then	 close	 behind	 each	 truck	 to	 limit	 noise	 and	 other	 adverse	 effects	 to	 nearby	 residents.		
However,	 unlike	 the	 Project,	 trucks	 under	 Alternative	 9	 would	 then	 exit	 the	 Project	 Site	 via	 the	 same	
driveway	and	would	be	required	to	make	a	right	turn	towards	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	such,	although	delivery	
and	 garbage	 truck	 access	 would	 occur	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 no	 automobile	 traffic	 associated	 with	
commercial	uses	would	be	allowed	to	enter	or	exit	the	Project	via	Havenhurst	Drive.		The	analysis	of	traffic,	
noise,	 air	 quality,	 historical	 resources,	 aesthetics/views/visual	 character,	 and	 shade/shadow	 impacts	
presented	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 includes	 the	 assumptions	 noted	 above	 regarding	 vehicular	 and	
truck	traffic	access	to	the	Project	Site	under	Alternative	9.		As	such,	the	analysis	RP‐DEIR	regarding	impacts	
to	land	uses	along	Havenhurst	Drive	is	considered	adequate.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	 laws.	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	 two	sides	by	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐16	

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 project	 sites	 located	 along	 jurisdictional	 boundaries	 must	 comply	 with	
development	 standards	 and	 other	 regulations	 of	 the	 adjacent	 jurisdiction.	 	 However,	 this	 is	 not	 accurate.		
Development	at	the	Project	Site	is	required	to	comply	with	the	requirements	and	standards	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles,	 not	 the	 requirements	 and	 standards	 of	 any	 other	 jurisdiction.	 	 Nonetheless,	 in	 terms	 of	
compatibility	with	land	uses	in	the	surrounding	area	that	are	outside	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	namely	within	
the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	 the	Project	 is	 considered	generally	 consistent	with	 the	development	patterns	
along	Sunset	Boulevard	to	the	west	of	the	Project	Site.		As	further	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2,	and	as	
stated	on	page	4.A‐22	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Sunset	Strip	vicinity,	immediately	to	the	west	of	the	
Project	Site,	contains	several	buildings	ranging	in	height	from	nine	to	31	stories.		Page	66	of	the	City	of	West	
Hollywood’s	 Sunset	 Specific	 Plan	 (1996)	 illustrates	 existing	 building	 heights	 along	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
corridor	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	with	maximum	heights	for	some	structures	reaching	over	190	
feet	above	grade.		Furthermore,	although	the	Project	is	not	located	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	and	is	not	
subject	to	the	Sunset	Specific	Plan,	the	Plan	identifies	“Target	Sites”	in	the	study	area	that	allow	for	increased	
density	 and	 height	 limits	 based	 on	 several	 criteria.	 	 Although	 the	 Sunset	 Specific	 Plan	 is	 not	 specifically	
applicable	to	the	Project	Site,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	development	patterns	envisioned	in	
that	document	for	the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	along	which	the	Project	Site	is	located.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐17	

Please	 see	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐6	 and	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐8	 above.	 	 The	 lack	 of	
affordable	 housing	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 the	 State	 of	 California	 has	 made	 incentives	 necessary,	 as	 further	
evidenced	 by	 the	 State	 Density	 Bonus	 Law	 codified	 in	 California	 Government	 Code	 Section	 65915.	 	 In	
addition,	 it	 is	worth	noting	that	on	properties	within	1,500	 feet	of	a	public	 transportation	stop	 in	 the	area	
surrounding	 the	 property,	 special	 incentives	 would	 not	 be	 required	 to	 support	 other	 comparable	
developments.	 	 It	 should	also	be	noted	 that	 approval	of	 the	Project	would	have	no	bearing	on	 the	 review	
process	or	potential	approval	and/or	implementation	of	other	future	projects	in	the	area.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	and	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8	above.		Each	development	
project	in	the	City	is	subject	to	the	same	review	process	as	is	being	undertaken	for	the	Project,	and	as	such,	
approval	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 no	 bearing	 on	 the	 review	 process	 or	 potential	 approval	 and/or	
implementation	of	future	projects	in	the	area.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8	above.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	1‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	above.		The	Project,	and	consideration	of	Alternative	9,	
is	 not	 receiving	 any	 “preferential	 treatment”	 because	 of	 the	 involvement	 Frank	 Gehry.	 	 Any	 subsequent	
project	proposed	along	Sunset	Boulevard	will	be	evaluated	within	 its	own	CEQA	environmental	document	
for	individual	and	cumulative	impacts.		Nonetheless,	although	it	does	not	raise	a	specific	issue	regarding	the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	this	comment	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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FORM	LETTER	NO.	2	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐1	

I	am	writing	 in	opposition	to	 the	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	 for	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	 Case	No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐	 developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		Regarding	the	comment	that	the	Project	is	out	of	scale	with	the	area	and	will	result	in	adverse	
impacts	please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	 for	 further	discussion	related	 to	building	height	and	
scale..	 	 	 The	 commenter’s	 general	 assertion	 regarding	 legal	 liability	 related	 to	 approval	 of	 the	 EIR	 due	 to	
alleged	bias	contained	therein	is	noted,	although	the	comment	does	not	offer	specific	information	relative	to	
the	content	of	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	 .	 	The	comment	regarding	 the	Alternative	9	design	 is	noted.	 	The	
commenter	suggests	that	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	do	not	“conform”	but	does	not	provide	an	explanation	of	
how	or	with	what	the	documents	 lack	conformity.	 	These	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐2	

The	comments	about	the	height	of	proposed	structures	relative	to	existing	buildings	in	the	Project	area,	the	
appearance	and	height	of	the	Project,	and	suggestion	of	a	100‐foot	maximum	height	are	noted.		The	Project	
Site	is	zoned	C4‐1D,	and	the	"1D"	designation	permits	a	floor‐area	ratio	(FAR)	of	1:1	as	the	site	is	subject	to	a	
"D"	development	condition,	which	provides	that	the	total	floor	area	of	all	buildings	on	a	lot	may	not	exceed	
one	(1)	times	the	buildable	area	of	the	lot.		The	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	height.		The	comments		
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	
for	further	discussion	of	impacts	to	aesthetics/visual	resources	and	land	use	consistency	and	compatibility,	
respectively,	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	actually	
is.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐3	

The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	and	the	analysis	
presented	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	is	
not	accurate	and	relies	on	“suspect	numbers”	as	a	basis	for	conclusions.		However,	it	should	be	noted	that	the	
Project	 TIA	 was	 prepared	 in	 accordance	 with	 established	 traffic	 impact	 analysis	 procedures	 and	 was	
reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 LADOT.	 	 Traffic	 impacts	 under	Alternative	 9,	 including	 impacts	 related	 to	 site	
access	 and	 circulation,	 are	 discussed	 on	 pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	concluded	therein,	 	while	Alternative	9	would	modify	vehicular	site	access	by	
removing	the	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway,	limiting	commercial	passenger	vehicle	(non‐truck)	access	to	only	
the	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway,	 and	 providing	 two	 residential	 driveways	 (instead	 of	 one)	 on	
Havenhurst	Drive,	the	revised	vehicular	circulation	would	not	result	in	significant	traffic	impacts,	as	was	the	
case	under	the	Project.		Although	the	localized	vehicular	circulation	patterns	under	Alternative	9	would	vary	
from	those	under	the	Project,	the	fact	that	Alternative	9	would	generate	fewer	vehicle	trips	would	reduce	the	
number	of	vehicles	entering	or	exiting	the	Project	Site	at	any	given	time,	and	thus	the	change	in	site	access	
would	 result	 in	 reduced	 effects	 on	 local	 traffic	 relative	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts,	including	impacts	related	to	changes	to	site	access	and	circulation	
under	Alternative	9,	and	trip	generation	methodologies.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	[sic]	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐4	

As	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	and	all	alternatives	would	comply	with	all	
applicable	 development	 standards	 prescribed	 by	 the	 LAMC,	 including	 setback	 requirements.	 	 The	
reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	has	no	bearing	on	the	Project’s	compliance	with	the	applicable	setback	
requirements.		The	incorporation	of	the	traffic	island	as	public	open	space	would	provide	public	open	space	
adjacent	to	the	Project	–	while	this	property	would	be	improved	and	maintained	by	the	Applicant,	it	would	
remain	under	City	control	and	ownership.	 	Thus,	 the	 traffic	 island	would	not	be	donated	or	provided	as	a	
“gift”	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter.	 	 As	 further	 discussed	 in	Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 elimination	 of	 the	
traffic	 island	 is	 anticipated	 to	 reduce	 vehicular	 and	 pedestrian	 hazards	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		This	is	because	conversion	of	the	traffic	island	would	reduce	the	
number	of	street	crossings	 for	pedestrians	on	 the	southwest	corner	of	 the	 intersection	relative	 to	existing	
conditions	by	providing	a	more	traditional	four‐way	intersection	design	with	four	crosswalks.	 	 In	addition,	
removal	 of	 the	 dedicated	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 lane	 (also	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 only	
“roadway”)	 from	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	 to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	eliminate	
the	need	for	drivers	to	merge	into	traffic	lanes	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	would	also	substantially	
improve	visibility	of	southbound	traffic	 for	drivers	attempting	 to	make	right	 turns	 from	eastbound	Sunset	
Boulevard.	 	 Furthermore,	 following	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 as	 proposed,	 this	 turning	
movement	would	 be	made	with	 a	 standard	 right‐turn	 lane	 configuration.	 	 As	 such,	 removal	 of	 the	 traffic	
island	is	anticipated	to	result	in	greater	safety	for	drivers	and	pedestrians.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	removal	of	the	traffic	island.	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐5	

The	 Project	 has	 not	 requested	 approval	 of	 a	 variance	 to	 increase	 the	 allowable	 density.	 	 As	 noted	 by	 the	
commenter,	 the	 Applicant	 is	 seeking	 approval	 of	 an	 “off‐menu”	 incentive	 that	 requires	 that	 50%	 of	 the	
Project	Site	 is	 located	within	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500‐foot	distance	specified	 in	the	
“on‐menu”	incentive.	 	The	comments	in	opposition	to	approval	of	the	requested	off‐menu	incentive	do	not	
raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.		
However,	the	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐6	

Impacts	to	water	and	sewer	infrastructure	would	be	less	than	significant,	and	are	addressed	in	Section	4.K.1,	
Water	Supply	and	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater	of	the	Draft	EIR	as	well	as	in	Chapter	2.0	and	Appendix	C	of	the	
RP‐DEIR.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	to	infrastructure	would	be	less	than	significant,	as	there	is	adequate	
capacity	in	existing	facilities	to	serve	the	Project.		With	regard	to	fire	flow	water	supply,	as	further	discussed	
in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6,	 with	 the	 recommended	 water	 system	 improvements,	 subject	 to	 review	 and	
approval	by	both	LAFD	and	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Water	and	Power	(LADWP),	 the	Project	would	
either	achieve	the	required	fire	flows	prescribed	by	LAFD,	or	provide	a	combination	of	lower	fire	flows	and	
other	 fire	 life	 safety	 features	 to	 the	satisfaction	of	LAFD.	 	As	also	discussed	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐6,	 the	
Sewer	 Area	 Study	 prepared	 for	 the	 Project	 indicates	 that	 adequate	 sewage	 capacity	 exists	 to	 serve	 the	
Project	 and	 other	 development	 in	 the	 area,	 without	 the	 need	 for	 capacity	 improvements.	 	 Thus,	 sewage	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site	is	expected	to	be	sufficient	to	serve	the	demands	of	the	Project.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐7	

Specifically,	 the	basic	assumption	 in	 the	developer's	 current	proposal	 is	 that	by	providing	 the	Community	
with	Benefits	 such	as	Affordable	Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	 the	Developer	gets	 to	 ignore	 the	
underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	We	do	not	
see	such	benefits	in	the	proposal	because	the	only	"park	space"	is	the	plaza	area	inside	the	development,	it	is	
not	 clear	 how	much	 the	 "affordable	 housing"	 units	will	 rent	 for	 and	who	 they	will	 be	 rented	 to,	 and	 the	
proposed	parking	appears	inadequate.	Further	the	impact	on	traffic	and	existing	infrastructure	in	the	area	
appears	to	be	significantly	understated	or	not	addressed	at	all.	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	
these	issues	of	community	benefit,	and	reasonable	evaluation	of	the	effects	of	this	development	on	traffic	and	
infrastructure	in	the	immediate	area	(which	is	adjacent	to	a	historic	district)	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	
cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐7	

As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 as	 well	 as	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	
qualification	 for	 incentives,	 the	 Project	 would	 comply	 with	 all	 applicable	 zoning	 requirements	 and	
development	 standards	 consistent	 with	 the	 City’s	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	 program.	 	 The	 Project	
would	 provide	 public	 and	 private	 open	 space	 and	 recreational	 facilities	 for	 residents,	 none	 of	 which	 are	
related	to	the	proposed	density	or	qualification	for	incentives.	Specifically,	the	Project	would	provide	on‐site	
public	open	 space	 including	0.5‐acre	of	public	 roof	decks	 and	 the	0.78‐acre	Central	Plaza,	 and	would	also	
improve	the	0.21‐acre	Corner	Plaza	as	off‐site	public	open	space.		The	commenter	suggests	that	the	on‐site	
parking	 “appears”	 inadequate.	 	 The	 rental	 rates	 for	 affordable	 units	 and	 specific	 persons	 to	 whom	 they	
would	 be	 rented	 are	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR,	 as	 CEQA	 is	 concerned	 with	 the	 physical	
impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment.			As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	
Draft	 EIR,	 impacts	 related	 to	 parking	 supply	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 and	 further,	 as	 discussed	 in	
Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	provide	parking	well	 in	excess	of	LAMC	requirements	(in	
response	to	public	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR).		Impacts	related	to	traffic	and	infrastructure	were	
comprehensively	evaluated	in	accordance	with	CEQA	and	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	for	
the	Project	 and	all	 alternatives	 in	 Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 Section	4.K.1,	Water	 Supply,	
and	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives	of	the	Draft	EIR	as	well	as	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.		As	stated	therein,	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 impacts,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	
infrastructure‐related	impacts,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	2‐8	

The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	incomplete,	states	that	the	documents	have	not	
adequately	 evaluated	 the	 benefits	 of	 the	 Project	 that	 would	 offset	 impacts	 related	 to	 the	 Project	 and	
Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	and	further	states	that	the	EIR	is	deficient.		These	comments	do	not	provide	
specific	examples	or	issues	regarding	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.	However,	the	comments	are	noted	and	will	
be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	 for	their	consideration.	 It	should	be	noted	that	CEQA	does	not	require	
that	an	EIR	evaluate	community	benefits,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter,	but	rather	it	requires	that	the	EIR	
sufficiently	analyze	the	impacts	of	a	project	on	the	physical	environment.		.		



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐484	
	

FORM	LETTER	NO.	3	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	 Case	No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 whictih	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐1	

This	comment	is	identical	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	 	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	
No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	I	S	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐2	

This	comment	is	identical	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	 	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	
No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐41	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	regarding	valet	parking,	as	well	
as	Response	to	Comment	B18‐8	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18)	regarding	parking	operations,	
including	self‐parking	options.	 	The	comment	in	opposition	to	the	use	of	valet	parking	is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration,		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non‐existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐6	

The	 Project’s	 setback	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 would	 meet	 or	 exceed	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	
Project	Site’s	C4	zoning	designation.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C18‐2	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18)	and	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐8	

Traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	are	addressed	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	 the	Draft	EIR	
and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	concluded	therein,	traffic	impacts	to	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	intersection	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
traffic	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	 feet	 from	the	development,	a	violation	of	 the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	

SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐9	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 2‐5.	 	 The	 referenced	bus	 stop	 at	 Sunset	Boulevard	 and	
Fairfax	Avenue	meets	 the	 definition	 of	 a	 “Transit	 Stop”	 per	 LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25,	which	 is	 defined	 to	
include	 a	 Metro	 Rapid	 Bus	 stop	 located	 along	 a	 Metro	 Rapid	 Bus	 route.	 The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	
approval	of	the	requested	off‐menu	incentive	for	compact	parking	spaces	is	also	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐10	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	Letter	No.	 1‐13.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 taxi	 and	
Uber	driver	behavior	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐12	

Project	residents	would	access	the	on‐site	residential	units	via	one	or	more	residential	 lobbies	(depending	
on	Project	alternative)	 located	on	the	plaza	 level,	which	would	provide	convenient	pedestrian	access	 from	
the	 surrounding	 sidewalks.	 	 The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 “residential	 experience”	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐13	

The	commenter	is	incorrect	that	the	Draft	EIR	or	Project	TIA	states	that	left‐turns	from	the	Project’s	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	driveway	 can	only	be	made	during	periods	of	 reduced	 traffic,	 although	 as	discussed	 in	
detail	beginning	on	page	26	of	 the	Project	TIA	 (contained	as	Appendix	H‐1	 in	 the	Draft	EIR),	 existing	and	
forecast	 future	 traffic	 volumes,	 speeds,	 and	 congestion	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 adjacent	 to	 the	
driveway	 were	 considered	 in	 the	 assignment	 of	 left‐turn	 exits	 from	 this	 driveway.	 	 Based	 on	 these	
considerations,	it	is	acknowledged	that	high	levels	of	traffic	in	both	directions	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
will	 likely	hinder	 left‐turn	exits	during	peak	periods	of	 the	day,	and	as	such,	 the	 traffic	 study	assigns	only	
relatively	nominal	amounts	of	 traffic	 to	 this	move	during	the	peak	hours,	 including	only	about	6	 left‐turns	
during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	28	left‐turns	during	the	PM	peak	hour	(less	than	one	left‐turn	exit	every	two	
minutes)	 for	 the	Proposed	Project	 (please	see	page	44	of	 the	Project	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	
Draft	 EIR),	 and	 only	 18	 left‐turns	 during	 the	 AM	 peak	 hour	 and	 60	 left‐turns	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour	
(maximum	of	only	one	left	turn	every	minute)	for	the	Alternative	9	project	(please	see	Alternative	9	Project	
Total	Driveway	Volumes	 figure	 in	Appendix	A	of	 the	RP‐DEIR).	 	These	nominal	 left‐turn	exit	demands	are	
expected	to	be	accommodated	by	gaps	in	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	traffic	 flows,	especially	following	
the	 removal	 of	 the	 existing	 conflicts	 with	 the	 existing	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 only	 “lane”	 as	 part	 of	 the	
proposed	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard.		However,	despite	the	potential	delays	that	could	occur	for	vehicles	making	left‐turn	exits	
from	the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	during	the	peak	commute	traffic	periods,	such	turns	
will	be	more	readily	available	during	the	off‐peak	traffic	periods	of	the	day	when	overall	traffic	volumes	are	
reduced,	 and	 as	 such,	 the	 complete	prohibition	of	Project‐related	 left‐turn	 exits	 from	 this	driveway	 is	 not	
recommended.	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐14	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	 on‐site	 parking	 and	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	
effects.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CIM	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	 care	should	be	 taken	 to	ensure	 the	developer	won’t	need	 to	annex	 the	sidewalks	at	 the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐16	

In	accordance	with	LAMC	requirements,	pedestrian	access	to	sidewalks	along	the	Project	Site	frontage	would	
be	 maintained	 to	 the	 extent	 feasible;	 although	 temporary	 closures	 of	 some	 sidewalk	 segments	 may	 be	
necessary	intermittently	during	construction	activities,	pedestrian	facilities	along	Havenhurst	Drive,	Sunset	
Boulevard,	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 would	 be	 provided	 in	 some	 fashion	 throughout	 construction	
activities	 such	 that	 access	 is	 maintained.	 	 Additionally,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	implement	a	Construction	Traffic	Management	
Plan,	 subject	 to	review	and	approval	by	LADOT,	which	would	minimize	adverse	 traffic	and	access	 impacts	
throughout	construction.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐22	

	“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.		If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	3‐22	

The	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	the	appropriateness	of	high‐rise	elements	at	the	Project	Site,	the	intent	
of	the	Project	Site	zoning	designation,	and	suggested	height	limitation	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
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decision	makers.		The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Project	could	“block	out	the	skyline”	but	does	not	specify	
which	 skyline	 or	 visual	 resource	 could	 be	 affected.	 	 Nonetheless,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	and	also	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	
the	Project	and	other	Alternatives	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	views,	including	views	of	
the	downtown	Los	Angeles	skyline,	Baldwin	Hills,	and	high‐rise	elements	along	Wilshire	Boulevard.	
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FORM	LETTER	NO.	4	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	is	particularly	important.	 	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.		Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	 contained	 in	 this	 letter	 are	 provided	 below	 in	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 4‐2	
through	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi	 use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	hight	[sic]	and	mass	are	too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	is	inaccurate.	

The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	
already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	
built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	Guild	is	eight	stories	and	the	new	hotel	construction	at	La	Cienega	and	
Sunset	Blvd	 in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	adjacent	Hollywood	Hills,	Laurel	Canyon	and	
Nichols	Canyon	are	more	rural.	The	lower	lying	neighborhoods	are	predominately	very	low	to	lower	rise	and	
historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	 neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	
Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	and	seen	
for	miles.	That	it	would	be!	Overshadowing	the	character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	
The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	it's	[sic]	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	
hills,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	 Hollywood	 Hills	 are	 a	major	 identifying	
feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	and	[sic]	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	
landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	
and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	
but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	 developments	
heights,	 mass	 or	 bulk.	 If	 the	 project	 would	 like	 to	 be	 a	 "gateway"	 to	 West	 Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	
something	 resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	 and	appropriate	 in	 terms	of	height,	
scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐492	
	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐2	

The	commenter	briefly	describes	the	Project	and	suggests	that	the	structural	height	and	mass	are	out	of	scale	
with	the	surrounding	community.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	building	height	and	scale	and	
compatibility	with	nearby	land	uses	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	and	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	
the	Draft	 EIR,	while	Chapter	2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 these	 issues	with	 respect	 to	Alternative	 9.	 	As	
concluded	 therein,	 impacts	 to	 views/visual	 character,	 consistency	with	 applicable	 plans	 and	 policies,	 and	
land	use	compatibility	where	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		As	noted	by	the	commenter,	Alternative	
9	provides	a	different	design	approach	 to	 the	 land	use	program	of	 the	Project	which	 includes	a	maximum	
height	of	234	feet	above	grade	(as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site),	while	the	Project	has	
a	maximum	height	 of	 216	 feet	measured	 from	 the	 same	 location.	 	While	 the	maximum	building	 height	 is	
slightly	higher	under	Alternative	9,	the	design	is	intended	in	part	to	break	up	the	massing	of	the	buildings	to	
reduce	the	appearance	of	mass	and	bulk.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 other	 alternatives	were	 determined,	 based	 on	 the	 Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	
Guide	methodology,	to	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	views	from	surrounding	locations,	including	
locations	 to	 the	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Impacts	 to	 views,	 including	 views	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills,	 are	
evaluated	on	pages	4.A‐24	through	4.A‐41	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR	regarding	the	Project,	and	on	pages	
2‐11	and	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.		Specifically,	as	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐11	and	4.A‐
12	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.A	regarding	the	Project,	and	in	Figures	2‐2	and	2‐3	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
regarding	 Alternative	 9,	 views	 northward	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 along	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	
Havenhurst	Drive,	respectively,	are	currently	largely	obstructed	within	the	public	right‐of‐way	due	existing	
urban	development	 and	 landscaping	 except	 as	 viewed	on	 a	north‐south	 axis	 (i.e.,	 directly	north	 along	 the	
street	 right‐of‐way).	 	As	 such,	 introduction	of	 the	Project’s	 (or	Alternative	9’s)	 structures	and	 landscaping	
would	not	represent	a	substantial	portion	of	the	visual	field	of	view	as	observe	from	the	public	right‐of‐way,	
and	 therefore	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 impact	 to	 views	 from	 locations	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	
scale,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	 and	 view	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	
compatibility	with	existing	off‐site	historical	resources	and	indirect	impacts	to	such	resources	resulting	from	
Project	implementation.					

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	 nothing	 for	 bicycle	 riders.	 	 Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	
projects	to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.		We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	
done	to	more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	 	 The	 transit	 stop	 at	 Fairfax	 and	 Sunset	 is	 a	 small,	 neighborhood‐oriented	 bus	 stop.	 	 The	 transit	
services	provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	
project	as	“transit‐oriented	development.”	 In	addition,	 these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	
perpetuity,	and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.		The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	
Fairfax	serve	this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	
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The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐3	

The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	is	“inaccurate	and	
misleading”,	but	does	not	offer	specifics	relative	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		As	discussed	in	the	Project	TIA,	
it	is	appropriate	under	CEQA	to	base	the	cumulative	analyses	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	on	the	
conditions	 at	 the	 time	 of	 scoping	 for	 the	 Project	 unless	 there	 is	 new	 information	 regarding	 a	 significant	
impact	 not	 otherwise	 considered.	 	 The	 cumulative	 assumptions	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 in	 part	 to	 account	 for	
development	projects	not	known	at	the	time	the	NOP	was	released,	also	included	an	ambient	growth	rate	to	
account	for	additional	traffic	beyond	that	attributable	to	the	various	related	projects	identified	in	Chapter	3.0	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 A9‐2	 (Scott	 Lunceford	 –	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	
Letter	 A9)	 regarding	 related	 projects	 and	 evaluation	 of	 cumulative	 effects.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addresses	
pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 access	 and	 facilities	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use	 and	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	 and	 further	 discussion	 of	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 facilities	 and	 safety	 is	 provided	 in	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4.		The	commenter’s	request	for	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

With	 regard	 to	 comments	 regarding	 the	 distance	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 from	 a	Metro	 transit	 stop,	 as	 further	
discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2,	the	Project	is	requesting	an	“off‐menu”	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	in	
lieu	of	an	“on‐menu”	incentive	requiring	that	50%	of	the	Project	Site	 is	 located	within	1,500	feet	of	such	a	
transit	 stop.	 	 Specifically,	 as	 noted	 in	 Table	 4.F‐5,	 Comparison	 of	 the	 Project	 to	 Applicable	 Land	 Use	
Regulations	 of	 the	 LAMC,	 on	 page	 4.F‐48	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use:	 (1)	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 in	 a	
commercial	zone	in	Height	District	I	and	fronts	Sunset	Boulevard,	a	Major	Highway	identified	in	the	General	
Plan	Transportation	Element;	(2)	the	Project	would	provide	11	percent	very	low	income	rental	units,	which	
would	qualify	for	a	35	percent	density	bonus;	and	(3)	50%	or	more	of	the	parcel	is	located	within	1,560	feet	
of	a	Metro	Transit	Stop.		Because	the	Project	Site	is	60	feet	beyond	the	1,500‐foot	distance	requirement	for	
50%	of	the	property,	 the	Applicant	has	requested	approval	of	an	Affordable	Housing	 Incentive	to	permit	a	
3:1	FAR	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	
of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio.		Accordingly,	and	
as	stated	in	the	Draft	EIR,	with	the	approval	of	the	incentive,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	LAMC,	
as	the	Project	would	meet	the	intent	of	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25	despite	the	de	minimis	increase	of	60	feet	of	
additional	 distance	 from	 a	 major	 transit	 stop.	 	 The	 transit	 stop	 located	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	
Avenue	meets	the	criteria	as	a	“transit	stop”	due	to	 it	being	a	Metro	Rapid	Bus	stop	 located	along	a	Metro	
Rapid	 Bus	 route.	 	 The	 suggestion	 that	 the	 transit	 stop	must	 be	 considered	 “high	 quality”,	 and	 comments	
regarding	potential	Project‐related	improvements	to	various	transit	stops	in	the	Project	area	do	not	raise	an	
issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.	However,	these	
comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	It	should	be	further	
noted	that	the	Project	would	relocate	the	existing	bus	stop	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (within	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island)	 to	 the	 southeast	 side	 of	 the	 intersection	
(please	see	correspondence	from	Metro	staff	indicating	support	for	the	relocated	bus	stop	location	included	
in	Appendix	D	of	this	Final	EIR).	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 	 In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.		We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐4	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	and	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13	regarding	Project‐related	
traffic	on	local	streets	and	access	to	and	from	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licences.	[sic]	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	4‐6	

It	 is	 noted	 that	 the	 Applicant	 has	 requested	 a	 conditional	 use	 permit	 for	 the	 on‐site	 sale	 of	 a	 full	 line	 of	
alcoholic	 beverages	 in	 conjunction	 with	 four	 restaurants,	 and	 the	 off‐site	 sale	 of	 a	 full	 line	 of	 alcoholic	
beverages	 in	conjunction	with	a	grocery	store.	Each	use	would	also	be	subject	 to	 the	City’s	Plan	Approval	
process	 established	 in	 the	 LAMC	 by	which	 the	 decision	maker	 can	 impose	 conditions	 appropriate	 to	 the	
operations	of	each	one.		The	City	has	not	received	comments	from	Hollywood	Vice	or	the	Hollywood	Police	
Station	regarding	an	oversaturation	of	alcohol	sales	in	the	Project	vicinity	relative	to	the	Proposed	Project.		
The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 of	 specific	 types	 of	 liquor	 licenses,	 opinions	 regarding	 types	 of	 future	
businesses	 operating	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 existing	 number	 of	 liquor	 licenses	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers.			
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FORM	LETTER	NO.	5	

David	Haynes		
<davidnhaynes@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.		

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project,	including	comments	regarding	the	increased	maximum	building	
height	under	Alternative	9	and	perceived	community	sentiment	regarding	the	Project,	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers.		The	comment	provides	an	introduction	to	the	comments	provided	in	this	
letter.		Responses	to	comments	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	
5‐2	through	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT	 [sic]:	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐2	

The	Project	 (inclusive	of	Alternative	9)	would	not	modify	 the	 zoning	of	 the	Project	 Site,	 but	 rather	would	
employ	the	City’s	established	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	to	allow	for	an	increased	FAR	on	the	property.		
The	comments	suggest	that	Alternative	9	is	a	“manipulation	of	the	zoning”.		However,	with	regard	to	height	
and	density	of	the	surrounding	area,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	alternatives	would	not	conflict	with	the	applicable	policies	the	City’s	General	
Plan,	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	and	other	relevant	planning	and	policy	documents,	and	would	conform	to	
all	applicable	development	standards	of	 the	LAMC,	and	would	be	consistent	with	 the	Neighborhood	Office	
Commercial	land	use	and	C4‐1D	zoning	designations.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	
views	 and	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	
consistency	 with	 applicable	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 regulations,	 compliance	 with	 development	 standards,	
compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 uses	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 consistency	 of	 the	 Project	 with	
development	 patterns	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood.	 	 The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 appropriateness	 of	
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building	heights	and	suggested	100‐foot	height	limit	at	the	Project	Site	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐3	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 4‐2	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills,	
including	 views	 northward	 along	 public	 rights‐of‐way.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	
Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	other	alternatives	were	determined,	based	on	the	Los	Angeles	
CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	methodology,	 to	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 views	 from	 surrounding	
public	 locations,	 including	 locations	 to	 the	 south	 of	 the	Project	 Site.	 	 It	 should	be	noted	 that	 although	 the	
City’s	methodology	does	not	require	consideration	of	private	views	in	the	assessment	of	view	impacts,	 the	
Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 to	 views	 that	 are	 representative	 of	 private	 views	 in	 the	
surrounding	area.	 	As	such,	the	Project	and	alternatives	would	not	block	or	substantially	diminish	publicly	
available	 views	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 or	 other	 valued	 scenic	 resources	 in	 the	 area	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	
commenter.			With	regard	to	comments	about	the	Alternative	9	view	corridor	and	views	from	the	street	level,	
the	 Alternative	 9	 view	 corridor	 provides	 enhanced	 views	 from	 higher	 elevations	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	
commenter,	as	current	street‐level	views	along	Sunset	Boulevard	are	obstructed	by	existing	development	on	
the	 Project	 Site.	 	 As	 such,	 no	 long‐distance	 views	 or	 unobstructed	 views	 of	 valued	 scenic	 resources	 are	
currently	 available	 from	 the	 street	 level	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 under	 existing	 conditions.	 	 Therefore,	
implementation	of	the	Project	or	build	alternatives	would	not	result	in	further	view	obstructions	or	related	
impacts.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐4	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	No.	 2‐3.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
Project	 trip	generation	and	related	assumptions	 in	 the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	
EIR).		The	Project	TIA	assumes	that	all	existing	uses	would	be	removed	and	replaced	with	new	construction;	
while	the	Project	would	include	a	walk‐in	bank	use,	similar	to	what	exists	on‐site	under	existing	conditions,	
the	vehicle	trips	associated	with	the	existing	and	proposed	bank	use	are	accounted	for	in	the	analysis.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐7	

As	discussed	in	Section	4.C,	Cultural	Resources	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	
to	 Alternative	 9,	 Project	 implementation	 could	 result	 in	 the	 demolition	 and	 removal	 of	 the	 existing	 Bank	
building,	 which	 is	 considered	 an	 historical	 resource	 under	 CEQA,	 and	 despite	 the	 implementation	 of	
applicable	 mitigation	 measures	 provided	 in	 Section	 4.C	 (which	 are	 also	 applicable	 to	 the	 other	 Project	
alternatives	 that	 require	 removal	 of	 the	 Bank	 building),	 impacts	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 significant	 and	
unavoidable.		Mitigation	measures	to	address	this	resource	include	recordation	of	the	historical	significance	
of	the	building,	relocation	of	the	existing	two	art	works,	preparation	of	a	feasibility	study	regarding	potential	
relocation	 of	 the	 Bank	 building	 itself,	 and	 demolition	monitoring	 and	 salvage.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
evaluated	three	Project	“build”	alternatives	that	would	preserve	the	Bank	building,	including	Alternatives	5,	
6,	and	7.		As	such,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	provided	both	mitigation	measures	and	Project	alternatives	to	
address	the	potential	significant	impact	on	historical	resources	as	required	by	CEQA.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	5‐8	

Contrary	to	the	commenter’s	suggestion,	the	project	description	has	remained	constant	and	the	alternatives	
evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	are	consistent	with	that	description.		Specifically,	the	Project’s	Initial	Study/Notice	
of	 Preparation	 (IS/NOP,	 included	 in	 Appendix	 A	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 announced	 the	 developer’s	 intent	 to	
construct	a	mixed‐use	residential	and	retail	project	including	affordable	housing	units.		The	NOP	recognized	
that	 the	 Project	 might	 require	 off‐menu	 incentives	 and	 specified	 that	 the	 proposed	 FAR	 would	 be	
approximately	3:1.	 	 Subsequent	 to	publication	of	 the	 IS/NOP	and	during	 the	preparation	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	
several	design	alternatives	were	developed,	 including	Alternatives	5	and	6	designed	by	Roschen	Van	Cleve	
Architects.		Similarly,	based	on	public	comments	received	on	the	Draft	EIR	and	at	community	meetings,	the	
Applicant	 hired	 architect	 Frank	 Gehry	 to	 design	 a	 new	 alternative,	 Alternative	 9,	 the	 design	 concept	 for	
which	was	presented	in	the	RP‐DEIR	and	circulated	for	public	input	and	also	illustrated	and	discussed	by	the	
architect	at	the	October	15,	2015	HHWNC	community	meeting.		The	development	and	evaluation	of	different	
Project	alternatives	designed	by	various	architects	and	design	teams	in	response	to	public	comments	does	
not	constitute	a	violation	of	CEQA.	 In	 fact,	consideration	of	new	alternatives	and	mitigation	 in	response	to	
public	feedback	is	one	of	the	key	requirements	of	the	law.		The	impacts	of	each	of	the	evaluated	alternatives	
are	thoroughly	discussed	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	in	accordance	with	
CEQA.	 	The	comments	regarding	confusion	about	 the	Project	and	various	alternatives	 is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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FORM	LETTER	NO.	6	

Denmark	50		
<info@denmark50.com>	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.		

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	384	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project,	including	comments	regarding	the	increased	maximum	building	
height	under	Alternative	9	and	perceived	community	sentiment	regarding	the	Project,	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	 to	 the	decision	makers.	 	As	discussed	on	pages	2‐1	and	2‐2	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	
slightly	 increase	 the	 maximum	 building	 height	 relative	 to	 the	 Project,	 yet	 it	 would	 also	 provide	 greater	
variation	 in	 scale	 and	massing	 to	 better	 relate	 to	 surrounding	 development.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 pages	 2‐7	
through	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	views	and	visual	
character,	which	would	be	less	than	the	already	insignificant	impacts	of	the	Project.		Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	and	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐2	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐2	

	The	Project	 (inclusive	of	Alternative	9)	would	not	modify	 the	zoning	of	 the	Project	Site,	but	rather	would	
employ	the	City’s	established	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	to	allow	for	an	increased	FAR	on	the	property.		
The	comments	suggest	that	Alternative	9	is	a	“manipulation	of	the	zoning”.		However,	with	regard	to	height	
and	density	of	the	surrounding	area,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	alternatives	would	not	conflict	with	the	applicable	policies	the	City’s	General	
Plan,	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	and	other	relevant	planning	and	policy	documents,	and	would	conform	to	
all	applicable	development	standards	of	 the	LAMC,	and	would	be	consistent	with	 the	Neighborhood	Office	
Commercial	land	use	and	C4‐1D	zoning	designations.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	
views	 and	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	
consistency	 with	 applicable	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 regulations,	 compliance	 with	 development	 standards,	
compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 uses	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 consistency	 of	 the	 Project	 with	
development	patterns	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.			
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐3	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐3	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 4‐2	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills,	
including	 views	 northward	 along	 public	 rights‐of‐way.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	
Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	other	alternatives	were	determined,	based	on	the	Los	Angeles	
CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	methodology,	 to	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 views	 from	 surrounding	
public	 locations,	 including	 locations	 to	 the	 south	 of	 the	Project	 Site.	 	 It	 should	be	noted	 that	 although	 the	
City’s	methodology	does	not	require	consideration	of	private	views	in	the	assessment	of	view	impacts,	 the	
Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 to	 views	 that	 are	 representative	 of	 private	 views	 in	 the	
surrounding	area.	 	As	such,	the	Project	and	alternatives	would	not	block	or	substantially	diminish	publicly	
available	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	or	other	valued	scenic	resources	in	the	area.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐4	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐4	

The	 commenter’s	 suggestion	 that	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	RP‐DEIR	 are	 not	 accurate	 	 does	 not	 provide	 specifics	
relative	to	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		The	Draft	EIR	comprehensively	evaluated	impacts	to	all	
applicable	issue	areas	in	Chapter	4.0,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis,	while	impacts	related	to	alternatives	
were	evaluated	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	
Alternative	 9.	 	 Nonetheless,	 this	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐5	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐5	

The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Applicant	has	violated	CEQA	by	not	adequately	conducting	public	outreach.		
However,	 as	 required	 by	CEQA,	 the	Notice	 of	 Preparation,	Draft	 EIR,	 and	RP‐DEIR	were	duly	 noticed	 and	
made	available	in	multiple	formats	and	multiple	locations	to	allow	for	public	review	and	input	on	the	Project	
and	various	alternatives.		Furthermore,	although	not	required	by	CEQA,	the	Applicant	held	a	public	Scoping	
Meeting	 on	 October	 2,	 2013	 as	 well	 as	 numerous	 other	 public	 meetings	 to	 inform	 the	 public	 and	 invite	
questions	and	comments	 regarding	 the	CEQA	documents	and	 the	proposed	development.	 	 In	addition,	 the	
public	review	period	 for	both	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	were	extended	by	 two	weeks,	 from	January	6	 to	
January	 20,	 2015	 and	 from	 October	 26	 to	 November	 9,	 2015,	 respectively,	 in	 order	 to	 allow	 the	 public	
additional	 time	 to	 review	 the	 circulated	 materials.	 	 Thus,	 the	 Applicant	 has	 complied	 with	 CEQA	
requirements.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐6	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐7	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	DEIR’s	bare	conclusions	 that	 the	proposed	project	would	have	a	 less‐‐than‐‐	significant	 impact	on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	

The	 immediate	 neighboring	 buildings,	which	 are	not	 considered	or	 specifically	discussed	 in	 the	DEIR,	 are	
only	 two	and	 three	stories	 tall.	Similarly,	 the	conclusion	 that	 the	proposed	project	would	not	conflict	with	
The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	as	drawings	
or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	and	3	story	
buildings	 in	scale	 in	an	attempt	do	 [sic]	downplay	how	out	of	scale	 this	project	would	be.	Nowhere	 in	 the	
DEIR	 does	 it	 faithfully	 represent	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 in	 scale	 or	 irreparable	 harm	 this	
development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐7	

Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR	comprehensively	evaluated	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	land	use	
compatibility	and	division	of	an	established	community.		As	discussed	further	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2	and	
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concluded	on	page	4.F‐57	of	the	Draft	EIR,	because	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	existing	pattern	
of	development	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	enhance	patterns	of	movement	and	activity	currently	occurring	
at	the	site,	 it	would	not	adversely	change	the	relationships	between	existing	land	uses	or	properties	in	the	
neighborhood	 and	 community.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 adversely	 alter	 the	 neighborhood	 or	 community	
through	ongoing	disruption,	division	or	isolation.		Therefore,	impacts	with	respect	to	land	use	compatibility	
would	not	be	significant.			

Further,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐2	through	4.A‐8	in	Section	4.A,	and	on	pages	4.F‐2	and	4.F‐3	in	Section	4.F,	
the	Draft	EIR	acknowledged	the	lower‐scale	development	in	the	surrounding	area,	particularly	to	the	south	
of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	but	also	appropriately	discussed	
the	 prevalence	 of	 higher‐scale	 buildings	 along	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 corridor	within	 both	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	and	City	of	West	Hollywood.		As	also	discussed	in	detail	in	Section	4.F	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Chapter	5.0	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR,	 pages	 2‐30	 through	 2‐34	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2,	 the	 Project	 and	
alternatives	would	not	conflict	with	the	applicable	goals	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale	of	the	City’s	
General	Plan	Framework	Element,	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	Citywide	Design	Guidelines,	and	Walkability	
Checklist,	and	also	would	be	consistent	with	LAMC	requirements	and	development	standards.		As	such,	the	
conclusions	 in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	adequately	supported	by	evidence.	 	 In	addition,	as	shown	in	
Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
provided	 a	 number	of	 visual	 simulations	depicting	 the	Project	 from	multiple	 vantage	points,	 representing	
multiple	 public	 and	 private	 views,	 to	 illustrate	 the	 potential	 view	 and	 visual	 character	 impacts	 of	 the	
development.		A	subset	of	these	viewpoints	were	also	simulated	for	the	other	“build”	alternatives	presented	
in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9.	 	As	
illustrated	 in	 the	 various	 visual	 simulations,	 the	 surrounding	 development	 pattern	 in	 the	 area	 is	 clearly	
depicted,	 including	the	 low‐	and	mid‐rise	structures	near	 the	Project	Site	 indicated	by	 the	commenter.	 	As	
such,	the	scale	of	the	Project	is	accurately	and	comprehensively	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	and	
thus	the	analysis	presented	therein	is	considered	adequate.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐8	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’s	‐	1930s.	Before	the	project	goes	forward	a	complete	Historic	Resources	Survey	of	the	buildings	within	
a	 3/4	mile	 radius	 should	 be	 completed	 and	 it	 should	 include	 private	 homes.	 The	DEIR	 is	 inadequate	 and	
contains	 insufficient	 information	 to	 allow	 the	 decision	 makers	 to	 reach	 correct	 conclusions	 and	 findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐8	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	potential	impacts	on	historical	resources	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	with	
supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 a	Historical	 Resources	 Assessment	 Report	 (“Assessment	 Report”)	 included	 in	
Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	while	historical	resources	impacts	of	Alternative	9	were	evaluated	in	Chapter	
2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		As	discussed	in	greater	detail	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	the	potential	for	indirect	effects	
was	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Assessment	 Report	 and	 Draft	 EIR	 for	 a	 total	 of	 29	 properties	 located	 within	 an	
approximate	¼‐mile	 radius	 of	 the	Project	 Site.	 	 Of	 the	 29	properties,	 identified	 through	 a	 records	 search,	
eight	were	determined	to	be	within	the	viewshed	of	the	Project	Site,	which	was	characterized	as	the	Indirect	
Impact	Study	Area.		The	records	search	did	not	differentiate	between	public	and	private	properties	and	thus	
the	Indirect	Impact	Study	Area	included	private	residences	including	among	other	properties	the	Andalusia	
Apartments,	 Colonial	 House,	 Ronda	 Apartments,	 The	 Granville,	 and	 The	 Savoy	 Plaza.	 	 Since	 it	 was	
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determined	that	indirect	effects	of	the	Project	would	necessarily	be	limited	to	those	within	the	viewshed	of	
the	Project,	the	Indirect	Impact	Study	Area	is	considered	appropriate,	and	not	the	¾‐mile	radius	suggested	
by	the	commenter.		Thus,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	considered	adequate.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐9	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	 fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic.	 	 It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	traffic	problems	in	the	area,	as	other	developers	seek	the	same	 	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐9	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	A9‐2	(Scott	Lunceford	–	City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9)	regarding	
related	projects	and	evaluation	of	cumulative	effects.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	cumulative	impacts	for	each	of	
the	 issues	 addressed	 in	 the	 document	 in	 Chapter	 4.0,	 Environmental	 Impact	 Analysis	 under	 a	 separate	
heading	labeled	Cumulative	Impacts	near	the	end	of	each	section.		Both	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	evaluate	
the	 potential	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 additional	 haul	 truck	 trips	 traveling	 to	 and	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 during	
construction	activities,	and	impacts	were	conservatively	concluded	to	be	significant	and	unavoidable	during	
mid‐day	 (off‐peak)	 hours,	 which	 also	 accounts	 for	 cumulative	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 the	
comments	related	to	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	precedence	setting,	and	cumulative	effects	on	historical	
resources,	please	refer	to	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	and	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.					

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐10	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐10	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 comprehensively	 evaluated	 the	 Project	 and	 various	 alternatives’	 consistency	
with	all	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	regulations.	 	Specifically,	pages	4.F‐19	through	4.F‐55	in	Section	4.F,	
Land	Use,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	provided	a	policy‐by‐policy	analysis	of	 the	Project’s	 consistency	with	 the	City’s	
General	Plan	Framework	Element,	Do	Real	Planning	document,	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	Citywide	Design	
Guidelines,	Walkability	 Checklist,	 LAMC,	 as	well	 as	 various	 SCAG	 regional	 planning	 documents.	 	 Similarly,	
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Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	consistency	with	these	
documents	 as	 relates	 to	 the	various	Project	alternatives.	 	Therefore,	 the	applicable	principles	and	policies	
referenced	by	the	commenter	are,	in	fact,	fully	and	adequately	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐11	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	 property),	 thereby	 creating	 an	 approximately	 150‐‐	 foot‐‐wide,	 open	 north‐‐south‐‐oriented	 view	
corridor	between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	
Site	from	locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	Laurel	Canyon	and	Nichols	Canyon,	are	more	rural,	with	the	lower	lying	neighborhoods	predominately	
very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	 neighborhood	 serving	
commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	development	wants	 to	 be	 a	
beacon	 to	 stand	 out	 and	 be	 seen	 for	miles.	 That	 it	would	 be!	 Overshadowing	 the	 character	 of	many	well	
established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	it's	[sic]	surroundings	
and	 built	 environment.	 Developer	 also	 understates	 standard	 industry	 feet	 to	 number	 of	 storeys	 [sic]	
conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	Stories	(east	
tower),	 110	 feet	 =	 10	 Stories	 (center	 building).	We	 remind	 you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	 three	 times	
taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	would	dwarf	
it	 and	 be	 12	 storeys	 [sic]	 taller	 than	 even	 the	 large	 development	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 at	 La	 Cienega	 in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3	and	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	
view	 impacts	 related	 to	height	 and	 scale,	Topical	Response	TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	with	development	
standards	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	development,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	
impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.		With	regard	to	the	comments	related	to	floor	heights,	while	the	floor	
heights	 under	 Alternative	 9	 are	 incrementally	 higher	 than	 under	 the	 Project,	 this	 is	 not	 based	 on	 any	
“standard	 industry”	 per‐floor	 height,	 but	 rather	 it	 is	 a	 feature	 of	 Alternative	 9’s	 architectural	 design.		
Nonetheless,	the	ratio	of	maximum	building	height	to	the	number	of	floors	has	no	bearing	on	the	evaluation	
of	environmental	impacts	of	the	Project	or	its	alternatives,	as	such	impacts	are	related	to	the	overall	building	
height	and	mass	and	not	the	number	of	floors	proposed.	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐12	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐12	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐13	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	
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Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.		Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especial	y	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	
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Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	

A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	generations	examples	of	major	periods	of	California	history.”		

1.	To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	
when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐	depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐13	

The	commenter	provides	 information	 from	various	City	planning	and	policy	documents	but	does	not	offer	
specific	 comments	 regarding	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 RP‐DEIR,	 or	 the	 analyses	 presented	 therein.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	
comprehensively	evaluated	the	Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	regulations	related	
to	 aesthetics,	 views,	 scenic	 vistas,	 visual	 character,	 and	 designated	 visual	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 policies	 of	 the	 General	 Plan	 Framework	
Element,	 Do	 Real	 Planning	 document,	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	 Citywide	 Design	 Guidelines,	 and	
Walkability	Checklist,	as	well	as	the	land	use	regulations	of	the	LAMC,	was	evaluated	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.		
As	concluded	 therein	and	 in	Chapter	5.0	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	
various	 alternatives	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 impacts	 to	 views	 or	 visual	 character,	 or	 result	 in	
alteration	 of	 scenic	 landforms	 or	 other	 physical	 features	 that	 are	 considered	 scenic	 resources	 since	 the	
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Project	Site	is	currently	completely	developed	with	urban	uses	and	would	be	re‐developed	with	new	uses	if	
the	Project	were	implemented	on‐site.		Similarly,	as	noted	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	Response	to	Comment	
Form	Letter	No.	4‐2,	and	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3,	the	Project	would	not	obstruct	publicly	
available	 views	 of	 valued	public	 resources,	 including	 views	 of	 the	Hollywood	Hills.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 analyses	
presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	considered	adequate.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐14	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐‐scale	and	large‐‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10	above	regarding	the	evaluation	of	applicable	plans	
and	policies	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	
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applicable	plans	and	policies	related	 to	height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	development,	
and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	to	historical	resources.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐15	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	the	character	of	the	city.	Low,	smaller‐‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	made	more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	is	no	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	these	principals	[sic]	‐‐‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	that	the	building	is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐15	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	
as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale.		
As	discussed	 therein,	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	provide	a	 comprehensive	discussion	of	height	and	scale‐
related	impacts	and	analysis	of	policy	consistency.		The	comments	regarding	to	building	form	in	the	context	
of	surrounding	topography	and	the	lack	of	a	City‐wide	plan	to	address	building	heights	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐16	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
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environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	the	city	must	find	the	EIR	deficient	
and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐16	

As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.H,	 Population,	 Housing,	 and	 Employment	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 would	
provide	28	affordable	housing	units	for	very	low	income	residents,	which	is	required	to	qualify	for	the	City’s	
Affordable	Housing	 Incentives.	 	The	very	 low	 income	housing	 category	 is	 defined	 as	housing	 intended	 for	
residents	earning	no	more	than	50%	of	the	average	median	income	(AMI)	and	paying	no	more	in	rent	than	
the	amount	established	by	the	Los	Angeles	Housing	and	Community	 Investment	Department	(HCIDLA)	for	
households	earning	up	to	50%	of	the	median	income.10		Although	this	definition	is	not	explicitly	provided	in	
the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	it	does	not	provide	information	necessary	to	evaluate	the	potential	environmental	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 or	 alternatives,	 and	 thus	 it	 is	 not	 considered	 germane	 to	 the	 analyses	 presented	
therein.	 	 Please	 also	 see	Responses	 to	 Comments	 Form	Letter	No.	 2‐7	 and	Form	Letter	No.	 2‐8	 regarding	
“community	benefits”	and	Affordable	Housing	Incentives.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐17	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	refuge	medians	are	being	added	back	in	many	cities,	including	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	

They	 provide	 a	 place	 for	 people	 to	 safely	 wait	 where	 intersections	 are	 busy	 and	 complicated.	 The	
intersection	of	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	
new	multi	use	resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	‐‐	uses	all	lanes	

																																																													
10		 Los	 Angeles	 Housing	 and	 Community	 Investment	 Department.	 	 Land	 Use	 Rent	 Income	 Schedules.	 	 Available	 at:	

http://hcidla.lacity.org/Land‐use‐rent‐income.		Accessed	April	2016.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐17	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐12,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	and	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.		Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	
B1‐51	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	regarding	relocation	of	the	existing	bus	stop.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐18	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐51	(Andrew	MacPherson,	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	regarding	
relocation	of	the	existing	bus	stop.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐19	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐‐menu	Incentives:	
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(1)an	off‐‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐‐	A,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	 The	 transit	 stop	 at	 Fairfax	 and	 Sunset	 is	 a	 small,	 neighborhood‐‐oriented	 bus	 stop.	 The	 transit	
services	provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	
project	as	“transit‐‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	
perpetuity,	and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	
Fairfax	serve	this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐19	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comments	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐5	 and	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 4‐3	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	
requested	off‐menu	Affordable	Housing	 Incentives	and	related	qualification	requirements.	 	Please	also	see	
Response	to	Comment	B1‐51	(Andrew	MacPherson,	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1)	regarding	relocation	
of	 the	existing	bus	stop	and	Response	to	Comment	B1‐53	regarding	ADA	compliance	for	the	relocated	bus	
stop.		Regarding	the	suggestion	that	“the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	
to	a	3:1	FAR	bonus,”	this	statement	misrepresents	the	development	proposal.		The	affordable	housing	units	
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offered	by	the	Project,	not	its	distance	from	a	transit	stop,	relate	to	the	request	for	density	bonus	incentives	
in	this	case.	 	The	comments	regarding	adequacy	of	the	bus	facilities	and	future	utilization	of	transit	service	
are	noted	and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	With	 regard	 to	 comments	
about	lack	of	evening	and	weekend	bus	service,	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25	defines	a	Transit	Stop	to	include	a	
Metro	 Rapid	 Bus	 stop	 located	 along	 a	 Metro	 Rapid	 Bus	 route.	 	 Thus,	 the	 availability	 of	 nighttime	 and	
weekend	bus	 service	 is	not	 considered	 in	 the	qualification	of	 a	Transit	 Stop	 for	 the	purposes	of	 a	density	
bonus	incentive.		With	regard	to	the	citation	from	the	Department	of	City	Planning’s	Citywide	Policy	Planning	
2015	Performance	Metric	Report11,	Performance	Metric	#3	encourages	directing	new	development	to	areas	
well	served	by	public	transit.		As	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	½‐mile	of	a	major	transit	stop,	as	defined	
by	Section	21064.3	of	the	State	Public	Resources	Code,	and	therefore	is	considered	to	be	in	a	Transit	Priority	
Area	(TPA),	 the	Project	and	various	alternatives	would	be	consistent	with	Performance	Metric	#3	cited	by	
the	commenter.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐20	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	

Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐20	

The	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 Project	 and	 alternatives	 were	 fully	 evaluated	 per	 LADOT	
requirements	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		
As	determined	therein,	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.		The	traffic	impacts,	including	
cumulative	 traffic	 impacts,	of	Alternative	9	were	specifically	evaluated	 in	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	with	
supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	changes	introduced	by	Alternative	
9	were	fully	evaluated	in	a	recirculated	draft	EIR	in	accordance	with	the	requirements	of	CEQA.			

																																																													
11	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning.		Citywide	Policy	Planning	2015	Performance	Metric	Report.	June	11,	2015.	Available	

at:	http://planning.lacity.org/Documents/policy/PerformanceMetricReport.pdf.		Accessed	February	2016.	
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COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐21	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster!	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	

	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐21	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 3‐13	 regarding	 vehicular	
access	 to	 and	 from	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 comments	 about	 left‐turn	 movements	 and	 lane	
configuration	on	Fountain	Avenue	at	Havenhurst	Drive,	as	shown	in	the	graphic	provided	by	the	commenter,	
the	 improved	 intersection	 would	 allow	 for	 left‐turns	 onto	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 in	 both	 directions	 while	
maintaining	 two	through	travel	 lanes	 in	each	direction	on	Fountain	Avenue,	as	well	as	 the	preservation	of	
existing	on‐street	parking	 to	 the	extent	physically	 feasible.	 	 In	 fact,	 the	 installation	of	 left‐turn	pockets	on	
Fountain	 Avenue	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 would	 result	 in	 the	 loss	 of	 approximately	 five	 to	 seven	 on‐street	
parking	 spaces	 along	 the	 south	 side	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 east	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 (as	 shown	 in	 the	
conceptual	 illustration	 of	 the	 intersection	 improvements	 in	 Figure	 4.J‐10	 in	 Chapter	 3.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	
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which	 suggests	 installation	 of	 98	 feet	 of	 “no	 stopping”	 prohibition	 signage),	 although	 such	 parking	
restrictions	 would	 only	 be	 necessary	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 period	 between	 4:00	 and	 7:00	 PM,	 and	would	
essentially	be	an	approximately	100‐foot	extension	of	 the	existing	parking	prohibitions	 in	this	area	during	
that	time	of	day.	 	 It	should	be	noted	that	the	conceptual	 intersection	 improvements	and	striping	shown	in	
Figure	 4.J‐10	 are	 provided	 to	 illustrate	 that	 the	 proposed	 intersection	 improvements	 appear	 feasible,	 but	
final	 design	 of	 such	 improvements	 would	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 LADOT.	 	 Although	 the	
Fountain	 Avenue	 right‐of‐way	 width	 would	 not	 be	 increased,	 the	 lanes	 would	 be	 re‐striped	 at	 the	
intersection	approach	to	Havenhurst	Drive	to	provide	the	two	left	turn	lanes	(one	in	each	direction)	and	two	
through	lanes	in	each	direction.		As	such,	long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	mitigation	 as	 discussed	 in	 the	 Dra	 ft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR,	 and	 additional	 secondary	 impacts	 related	 to	
emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 parking	 supply	 would	 not	 occur.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	traffic	and	parking	supply	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	
and	response	times.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐22	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐22	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.		As	noted	therein,	while	the	
Project	would	improve	the	existing	traffic	island	for	use	as	public	open	space,	the	traffic	island	property	and	
existing	right‐turn	lane	right‐of‐way	would	remain	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐23	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐23	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	pedestrian	and	bicycle	access	and	facilities	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	and	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 and	 further	 discussion	 of	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 facilities	 and	 safety	 is	
provided	in	Topical	Response	TR‐4.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐24	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	the	Project	TIA	and	associated	trip	generation	assumptions	and	methodology,	and	regarding	
the	commenter’s	suggestion	that	empirical	traffic	counts	from	existing	facilities	should	be	conducted.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐25	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐25	

Please	see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9	above	regarding	construction	 truck	haul	 trips.	 	The	
commenter’s	statements	regarding	the	actual	 traffic	delays	associated	with	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	
site	 are	noted.	 	As	 concluded	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 construction‐
related	truck	traffic	is	conservatively	concluded	to	result	in	significant	unavoidable	impacts	during	mid‐day	
(off‐peak)	 hours.	 	 However,	 the	 Project	 would	 also	 be	 required	 to	 implement	 a	 Construction	 Traffic	
Management	 Plan,	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 LADOT,	 which	 would	 serve	 to	 minimize	 traffic	
disruptions	 associated	 with	 on‐site	 construction	 activities,	 including	 site	 vehicle	 access.	 	 The	 commenter	
suggests	that	the	increased	truck	traffic	from	Project	construction	would	result	in	impacts	to	street	surfaces	
and	infrastructure	but	does	not	specify	how	such	impacts	would	occur	or	the	related	environmental	effects.		
The	 trucks	 that	 would	 be	 utilized	 for	 haul	 trips	 would	 be	 conventional	 haul	 trucks	 that	 would	 not	 be	
unusually	large	or	heavy	such	that	measurable	increases	in	roadway	damage	would	be	expected	to	occur.		In	
addition,	in	the	context	of	existing	traffic	volumes	(including	truck	traffic)	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	other	
segments	of	 the	proposed	haul	routes	for	the	Project,	 the	additional	Project‐related	truck	traffic	on	a	daily	
basis	(or	up	to	approximately	364	pce	truck	trips	 in	either	direction	per	work	day	under	Alternative	9,	as	
discussed	on	page	2‐42	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	compared	to	approximately	182	pce	truck	trips	 in	either	direction	
per	work	day	under	the	Project	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐36	of	the	Draft	EIR)	would	not	represent	a	notable	
increase	in	overall	utilization	or	physical	deterioration	of	affected	roadways.		As	such,	the	construction	of	the	
Project	or	other	build	alternatives	would	not	be	expected	to	result	in	substantial	adverse	physical	effects	to	
the	local	or	regional	street	system	or	other	infrastructure	in	the	area.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐26	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	
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Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	

How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐26	

The	trip	generation	rates	used	to	estimate	the	amount	of	traffic	generated	by	the	various	components	of	the	
Project	and	its	alternatives	(and	for	the	existing	site	uses)	 intrinsically	 include	delivery	vehicles	(including	
both	 large	semi‐trailer	trucks	typically	uses	by	 larger	commercial	uses	such	as	grocery	stores,	and	smaller	
local‐delivery	 trucks	 and	 vans	 such	 as	 FedEx,	 UPS,	 and	 other	 delivery	 services).	 	 Therefore,	 while	 not	
specifically	 identified	as	“truck	trips”	or	“delivery	vehicle	 trips”,	such	vehicles	are	 included	 in	 the	Project’s	
trip	generation	estimates,	and	their	effects	on	the	study	area	intersections	and	streets	(including	Havenhurst	
Drive)	are	accounted	 for	 in	the	Project	TIA	and	Draft	EIR.	 	Truck‐related	access	moves	 into	and	out	of	 the	
Project’s	 loading	 area	 driveways	were	 evaluated,	 and	Havenhurst	 Drive	will	 not	 require	 any	widening	 to	
accommodate	such	vehicles.		Specifically,	as	noted	on	page	27	of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR),	 as	 is	 typical	 of	 most	 commercial	 or	 mixed‐use	 developments	 (with	 commercial	
components),	truck	deliveries	are	anticipated	to	occur	primarily	during	the	“off	peak”	traffic	periods	of	the	
day	 (before	 or	 after	 the	 typical	 morning	 and	 afternoon/evening	 commute	 traffic	 activity).	 Additionally,	
truck‐related	traffic	to	and	from	the	Project	Site	is	expected	to	comprise	only	a	small	fraction	of	the	Project’s	
overall	trip	generation.		As	a	result,	for	the	purposes	of	the	Project	TIA	analysis,	no	truck	traffic	was	assumed	
to	occur	at	either	 the	 loading	dock	entry	or	exit	driveways	during	 the	AM	or	PM	peak	hours.	 	All	delivery	
truck	activity	will	occur	on	site,	and	no	delivery	truck	parking	or	unloading	will	be	permitted	along	any	of	the	
project	 frontages	 (Sunset	 Boulevard,	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 or	 Havenhurst	 Drive).	 	 Additionally,	 it	
should	 be	 noted	 that	 all	 such	 truck	 traffic	 will	 be	 required	 to	 enter	 and	 exit	 the	 site’s	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
driveways	 via	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 no	 project‐related	 truck	 traffic	 will	 be	 permitted	 to	 travel	 on	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Further,	 as	 is	 the	 case	 for	 many	 larger	 developments,	 truck	
deliveries	to	the	Project	Site	will	be	coordinated	and	scheduled	such	that	all	deliveries	can	be	accommodated	
by	the	on‐site	loading	docks	and	loading	areas,	and	as	a	result,	no	on‐street	truck	queuing	or	trucks	waiting	
to	enter	the	Project	Site	would	occur.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐27	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30‐‐5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	 of	 operational	 noise	 barriers	will	 be	 constructed?	 The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	 unaddressed	 and	 so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐27	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 about	 the	 potential	 timing	 of	 truck	 deliveries	 to	 the	 Project	 during	 future	
operations	are	noted,	but	 it	 is	acknowledged	that	details	regarding	the	specific	number	and	timing	of	such	
deliveries	 are	 not	 currently	 known.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 analysis	 of	 noise	 impacts	 presented	 in	 Section	 4.G,	
Noise	of	the	Draft	EIR	includes	an	evaluation	of	noise	impacts	related	to	garbage	and	delivery	truck	activities	
at	 the	proposed	 interior	 loading	docks.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 such	 impacts	would	be	 less	 than	significant,	
even	at	night,	due	in	part	to	the	fact	that	loading	activities	would	occur	entirely	within	the	interior	space	of	
the	building.	 	While	 it	 is	noted	 that	 trucks	entering	 the	Project	 from	Havenhurst	Drive	would	 temporarily	
introduce	noise	increases	to	nearby	sensitive	receptors,	such	disruptions	would	not	translate	to	a	significant	
noise	impact.		As	also	discussed	in	Section	4.G,	access	to	the	garbage	collection	area	and	loading	dock	would	
be	 controlled	 by	 an	 automated	 door,	which	would	 close	 behind	 each	 truck	 after	 it	 entered	 the	 structure,	
thereby	substantially	reducing	loading	dock	and	refuse	collection‐related	noise.		Specifically,	as	discussed	on	
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page	4.G‐27	of	the	Draft	EIR,	trucks	could	generate	temporary	noise	levels	of	up	to	56	dBA	at	a	distance	of	50	
feet	given	the	noise	reduction	provided	by	the	automated	door,	which	is	below	the	existing	daytime	ambient	
noise	level	of	66	dBA	at	this	location.		As	such,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	an	increase	of	5	dBA	or	more	in	
the	Project	area,	and	 impacts	were	determined	 to	be	 less	 than	significant.	 	Thus,	 the	Draft	EIR	adequately	
addressed	this	issue	and	no	further	analysis	is	necessary.		

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐28	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	 and	 personal	 drop‐‐offs.	 This	 is	 a	 vast	 underestimation	 of	 the	 likely	 demand	 for	 unloading	 space	
created	by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
‐south	 travel	 on	Crescent	Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	without	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐28	

The	 commenter	 states	 that	 it	 is	 “reasonable”	 to	 assume	 that	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 park	 along	 one	 of	 the	
Project‐fronting	 streets	 (Sunset	 Boulevard,	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard,	 or	 Havenhurst	 Drive)	 in	 order	 to	
load	 or	 unload,	 and	 bases	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	 comments	 on	 this	 assumption.	 	 In	 fact,	 delivery	 vehicle	
parking	will	not	be	permitted	along	any	of	 the	Project	 frontages	(except	 for	small	delivery	 trucks	or	vans,	
which	would	be	required	to	use	regular,	permitted	on‐street	parking	spaces).		All	delivery	activity	will	occur	
on‐site,	and	no	blockages	of	any	traffic	lanes	on	any	of	the	Project	Site‐fronting	streets	will	occur.	 	See	also	
Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26	above	regarding	truck	deliveries.	 	With	regard	to	 taxi	service	
and	other	services	such	as	Uber/Lyft,	mixed‐use	developments	such	as	the	Project	and	its	alternatives	do	not	
exhibit	a	high	level	of	demand	for	these	types	of	services	(compared	to	uses	such	as	hotels),	and	as	such,	the	
number	 of	 taxi	 parking	 spaces	 is	 expected	 to	 be	 adequate	 to	 serve	 the	 proposed	 development	 and	 the	
suggested	improvements	to	accommodate	additional	taxi	or	Uber/Lyft	vehicles	on‐site	is	not	necessary.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐29	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐29	

The	commenter’s	statements	regarding	future	utilization	of	interior	drop‐off	and	delivery	areas	do	not	raise	
an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	addressed	therein.	 	However,	
the	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration..	 	 It	 is	
acknowledged	that	although	the	Project	and	alternatives	would	provide	dedicated	passenger	drop‐off	areas	
on‐site,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 taxis	 and	 other	 personal	 vehicles	may	 opt	 to	 pick	 up	 or	 drop	 off	 passengers	 at	
nearby	 off‐site	 locations	 depending	 on	 traffic	 and	 parking	 conditions	 at	 the	 time,	 which	 are	 beyond	 the	
control	of	the	Project.	 	Such	incidental	activities	are	not	expected	to	result	 in	long	vehicle	queues	or	traffic	
obstructions	on	adjacent	streets.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐30	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	a	tiny	residential	street,	will	be	impacted	by	taxis	and	personal	pick‐‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	
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RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐30	

The	site	access	driveways	on	Havenhurst	Drive	for	the	Project	and	all	of	the	Project	alternatives	(including	
Alternative	9)	are	designated	for	entry	and	exit	traffic	for	the	Project’s	residential	components,	for	exit‐only	
traffic	 for	 the	 commercial	 components	 of	 the	 Project	 (with	 the	 exception	 of	 Alternative	 9,	 which	 has	 no	
commercial	 traffic	 access	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 except	 for	 loading	 operations),	 and	 for	 residential	 and	
commercial	loading	activity;	on‐street	taxi	or	personal	vehicle	loading/unloading	will	not	be	permitted	along	
Havenhurst	 Drive,	 except	 in	 legal	 parking	 spaces,	 as	 is	 the	 current	 condition	 at	 the	 site.	 	 No	 on‐street	
residential	moving	van	or	truck	loading/unloading	activity	will	be	permitted,	and	all	such	operations	will	be	
accommodated	 on‐site	 within	 the	 designated	 loading	 areas	 of	 the	 parking	 garage	 for	 the	 Project	 and	 all	
alternatives	containing	residential	uses.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐31	

Parking	
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PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	for	commercial	uses	from	40%	to	60%	and	to	allow	parking	for	residential	uses	in	excess	of	one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐‐	 lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21‐‐A,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22‐‐A,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	for	each	studio	and	one‐‐	bedroom	unit,	and	two	spaces	for	each	two‐‐	and	three‐‐bedroom	unit,	and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	
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Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐31	

The	 commenter	 provides	 a	 summary	 of	 the	 requested	 parking‐related	 incentives	 being	 sought	 by	 the	
Applicant	 for	 the	Project,	 including	potential	 rental	or	sale	of	parking	spaces	within	 the	development,	and	
requests	additional	details.	 	However,	while	approval	of	 such	 incentives	may	allow	 the	potential	 rental	or	
sale	of	parking	spaces	 (as	needed	 to	meet	 specific	parking	demands	within	 the	development),	 the	 specific	
allocation	or	potential	 costs	of	parking	 spaces	 for	 the	various	uses,	 tenants,	 residents,	and	other	potential	
users	 is	 not	 currently	 known	 –	 nonetheless,	 as	 discussed	 in	 detail	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
parking	supply,	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	would	provide	on‐site	parking	in	accordance	with	LAMC	
requirements	and	off‐site	spillover	parking	effects	are	not	anticipated	to	occur.		As	also	discussed	in	Topical	
Response	TR‐4,	 in	order	 to	encourage	all	 vehicles	 to	park	on‐site,	 the	Project	would	 include	 the	 following	
parking	incentives:	(1)	parking	for	all	residents	and	their	guests	would	be	pre‐paid	or	validated,	with	valet	
parking	provided	to	residential	guests;	(2)	on‐site	businesses	would	provide	paid	parking	for	all	employees;	
(3)	on‐site	businesses	may	elect	 to	provide	parking	validation	 for	patrons,	and	(4)	similarly,	 special	event	
hosts	may	 elect	 to	 provide	 parking	 validation	 for	 event	 guests.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 also	 further	 discussed	 in	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 Project	 and	 various	 alternatives	 would	 provide	 adequate	 parking	 to	
accommodate	 those	 commercial	 patrons	 and	 special	 event	 guests	 that	 opt	 to	 pay	 for	 parking	 on‐site,	 and	
given	the	existing	parking	restrictions	on	the	streets	near	the	Project	Site,	the	potential	for	off‐site	parking	
spillover	is	considered	low.		As	discussed	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐
DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR,	an	additional	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	added	to	the	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 specify	 that	 parking	 for	 special	 events	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	
implementation	 of	 a	 Special	 Event	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	Management	 Plan	 on	 an	 event‐by‐event	 basis	 (see	
Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR).		The	details	regarding	
the	 specific	 location	 of	 potential	 off‐site	 parking	 facilities	 and	 associated	 costs	 of	 parking	 and/or	 shuttle	
service,	 if	such	facilities	and	services	are	warranted	based	on	the	size,	 timing,	and	nature	of	 the	particular	
special	event,	are	not	currently	known	and	further	do	not	affect	the	analysis	of	parking	impacts	or	associated	
conclusions	presented	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.	 	Please	refer	 to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	with	regard	 to	
adequacy	 of	 on‐site	 parking	 facilities,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 effects,	 and	 other	 assumptions	 regarding	
parking	operations	for	the	Project.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐32	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 ‐‐	 Page	 ES‐‐45.	Modify	 text;	 PDF‐‐Traffic‐‐2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	off‐‐site	parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	of	
valet‐‐only	and	off‐‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	
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The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	

High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	

Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	

Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	

How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	

If	the	plaza	area	is	used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	
their	units	from	the	plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐32	

As	discussed	 in	 Section	4.G,	Noise	of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	 further	detailed	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐8,	 special	
events	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 could	 occur	 occasionally	 throughout	 the	 year	 and	 could	 include	 up	 to	 500	
attendees.	 	 Such	 events	 could	 take	 place	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Terrace,	 Rooftop	 Lounge	 Terrace,	 Pool	 Terrace,	
and/or	 internal	patios	and	Central	Plaza,	and	would	not	allow	 live	bands,	public	address	 (PA)	systems,	or	
loud	 amplified	music	 during	 any	 event.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 opinions	 regarding	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 the	
Project	 for	 such	events,	 as	well	 as	other	 statements	 regarding	 special	 event	 venues	 are	noted	 and	will	 be	
provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 for	 further	 details	 regarding	
potential	 hours	 for	 special	 events,	 anticipated	 noise	 levels,	 and	 other	 assumptions	 and	 conclusions.	 	 The	
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commenter’s	assertion	that	special	events	would	result	 in	substantial	 traffic	congestion	and	related	effects	
along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		However,	while	the	
specific	timing	of	special	events	is	not	currently	known,	it	is	reasonable	to	assume	that	they	generally	would	
occur	outside	of	 standard	business	hours	 (i.e.,	 after	5	PM	on	weekdays	or	on	weekends)	such	 that	 special	
event‐related	 traffic	 would	 not	 be	 arriving	 at	 or	 leaving	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 during	 peak	 hour	 traffic	
periods.		Furthermore,	even	if	under	worst‐case	conditions,	each	event	guest	drove	their	own	vehicle,	which	
would	result	in	up	to	500	vehicles	accessing	the	Project	Site,	this	would	represent	less	than	8	percent	of	the	
Project’s	projected	6,373	total	daily	vehicle	 trips,	and	as	noted	above,	 these	special	event‐related	trips	are	
anticipated	 to	 occur	 outside	 of	 peak	 traffic	 periods	 and	 only	 on	 an	 intermittent	 basis	 in	 any	 given	 year.		
Furthermore,	a	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	added	to	the	Draft	EIR	to	require	that	the	Project	prepare	a	
Special	Event	Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan,	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	LADOT,	which	would	
be	implemented	as	necessary	during	future	special	events	to	minimize	adverse	traffic	and	parking	impacts	in	
the	area	(see	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR).		Please	
also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 parking	 adequacy,	 including	 parking	 for	 special	 events	 on‐site.		
Residents	 of	 the	 Project	would	 access	 resident‐only	 parking	 areas	 during	 special	 events,	which	 is	 access‐
controlled,	 and	 thus	 it	 is	 anticipated	 that	 all	 event	 guests	would	 utilize	 the	 on‐site	 valet	 and	 commercial	
parking	areas	or,	as	applicable,	off‐site	parking	venues	with	shuttle	transportation	to	and	from	the	Project	
Site.	 	 In	addition,	since	such	events	would	occur	in	one	of	several	areas	suited	to	such	activities,	which	are	
generally	accessible	to	the	public	(except	the	pool	terrace),	access	to	other	areas	within	the	Project	would	be	
maintained	during	special	events.		On‐site	residents	would	be	able	to	access	their	residences	24	hours	a	day	
without	 exception,	 even	 during	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 via	 a	 dedicated	 residential	 lobby.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 temporary	 traffic	 and	 parking	 effects	 associated	 with	 on‐site	 special	
events.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐33	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	the	project	will	generate:	“Project	implementation	will	increase	the	need	for	more	fire	protection	and	
emergency	medical	services	in	the	area”.	This	letter	is	signed	by	the	fire	chief	of	the	LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐33	

Impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	 medical	 services,	 were	 evaluated	 in	
Section	4.I,	Public	Services	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	concluded	 therein,	 impacts	 to	such	services	would	be	 less	
than	significant	with	implementation	of	traffic‐related	mitigation	measures,	which	would	address	emergency	
vehicle	 response	 times,	 and	 compliance	 with	 applicable	 codes	 and	 regulations.	 	 The	 referenced	
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correspondence	 from	 LAFD,	 dated	 September	 19,	 2013	 and	 included	 in	 Appendix	 G‐2	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	
suggests	 that	 based	 on	 the	 distance	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 to	 affected	 LAFD	 facilities,	 fire	 protection	 services	
(under	 existing	 conditions)	 would	 be	 considered	 inadequate.	 	 However,	 as	 further	 noted	 in	 the	 LAFD	
correspondence,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	implement	numerous	fire	protection‐related	conditions	to	
address	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 demands.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 LAFD	 correspondence	
states	 that	 the	LAFD	“continually	evaluates	 fire	station	placement	and	overall	Department	services	 for	 the	
entire	City,	as	well	as	specific	areas.	The	development	of	this	proposed	project,	along	with	other	approved	
and	planned	projects	in	the	immediate	area,	may	result	in	the	need	for	the	following:	1)	Increased	staffing	for	
existing	 facilities;	2)	Additional	 fire	protection	 facilities;	3)	Relocation	of	present	 fire	protection	 facilities.”		
As	discussed	in	Section	4.I,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	construct	Project‐specific	firefighting	facilities	or	
other	 related	 infrastructure	 (e.g.,	water	 supply	 pipelines),	 in	 order	 to	 satisfy	 LAFD	 requirements	 prior	 to	
issuance	of	any	certificate	of	occupancy.			

In	 addition,	 since	 the	 publication	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR,	 LAFD	 has	 provided	 subsequent	
correspondence	 regarding	 the	Project	dated	May	10,	2016	 (included	 in	Appendix	C	of	 this	Final	EIR)	 that	
further	clarifies	that	absent	mitigation,	Project	 implementation	would	increase	the	need	for	fire	protection	
and	emergency	medical	services	in	the	Project	area,	which	could	potentially	have	a	cumulative	impact	on	fire	
protection	services.	 	However,	 in	order	to	address	such	potential	 impacts	to	 fire	protection	services,	LAFD	
has	 identified	 conditions	with	 respect	 to	 Firefighting	 Personnel	 Access	 and	 Firefighting	Apparatus	Access	
that	would	minimize	 such	 impacts	 and	 assist	 LAFD	 in	 providing	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	 response	
services	to	the	Project.		The	LAFD	letter	further	enumerates	the	Project‐specific	conditions	and	clarifies	that	
prior	to	issuance	of	any	building	permit,	definitive	plans	shall	be	submitted	to	LAFD	to	ensure	that	necessary	
requirements	 are	 satisfied.	 	As	 such,	 significant	 adverse	 impacts	 related	 to	 fire	protection	 and	 emergency	
medical	services	would	be	precluded,	since	implementation	of	necessary	infrastructure	improvements	and	
LAFD	 conditions	would	 ensure	 that	 facilities	 and	 services	 are	 adequate	 to	meet	 Project‐related	 demands	
prior	 to	 occupancy	 of	 proposed	 uses.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	
vehicle	access	and	response	times.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐34	

Operation	Impacts	

It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐34	

The	comments	regarding	the	opinions	of	 future	tenants	and	owners	of	the	Project,	 including	Alternative	9,	
regarding	 pedestrian	 access	 are	 noted	 and	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers.	 	 The	 Project,	 as	 well	 as	
Alternative	9,	would	be	readily	accessible	by	pedestrians	from	the	Sunset	Boulevard	frontage	and	via	access	
points	on	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	south	of	Sunset	Boulevard.		This	would	provide	
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convenient	and	proximate	access	for	residents	and	guests	from	the	three	adjacent	street	frontages,	with	one	
or	 more	 residential	 lobbies	 (depending	 on	 alternative	 selected)	 providing	 a	 defined	 “front	 door”	 as	
suggested	by	the	commenter.			

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐35	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505‐‐528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.		

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐35	

The	number	and	type	of	pets	for	future	residents	 is	not	currently	known,	and	furthermore	enumeration	of	
potential	on‐site	pet‐related	facilities	is	not	necessary	in,	or	germane	to,	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		Similarly,	
the	specific	location	of	resident	access	points	relative	to	non‐residential	access	as	relates	to	pet	interactions	
is	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR,	 as	 adequate	 information	 regarding	 this	 issue	 is	 not	
available	at	this	time.		The	comments	regarding	sidewalk	width	and	the	intended	relationship	of	the	Project’s	
sidewalks	 and	 street	 frontages	with	 on‐site	 uses	 are	 noted,	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.		
Existing	sidewalks	widths	along	the	Project	Site	frontage	are	approximately	10	feet	on	all	three	sides,	while	
under	 the	 Project	 sidewalks	 would	 be	 a	 minimum	 of	 10	 feet	 wide	 along	 the	 Project’s	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
frontage	and	15	feet	wide	along	the	Project’s	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	frontages.	

COMMENT	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐36	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐‐for	annexed	city	land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	FORM	LETTER	NO.	6‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7	regarding	Project	open	space	requirements,	as	well	as	
the	 breakdown	 of	 public	 and	 private	 open	 space	 proposed	 under	 the	 Project	 provided	 in	 Table	 4.I.3‐2	 in	
Section	4.I.3,	Parks	 and	Recreation,	 of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐
DEIR	 have	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 benefits	 of	 the	 Project	 that	 would	 offset	 impacts	 related	 to	 the	
Project	and	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	and	further	states	that	the	EIR	is	deficient.		However,	CEQA	does	
not	require	that	an	EIR	evaluate	community	benefits,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter,	but	rather	it	requires	
that	 the	EIR	sufficiently	analyze	the	 impacts	of	a	project	on	the	physical	environment.	 	Affordable	housing	
units	would	be	provided	throughout	the	development,	not	consolidated	in	one	area	of	the	Project,	and	would	
include	 or	 provide	 access	 to	 comparable	 amenities	 as	market‐rate	 units,	 including	 private	 outdoor	 space,	
recreational	 facilities,	and	residential	 lobby(ies)	 for	dedicated	resident	entry.	 	Please	also	see	Response	 to	
Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐4	 regarding	 Project	 setbacks	 and	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island.	 	 The	
comments	regarding	rental	rates	for	affordable	units	and	the	potential	inhabitants	of	those	units	do	not	raise	
an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	addressed	therein.	 	However,	
the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C1	

Dr.	James	McFadden	
171.1	N.	Ogden	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐1	

This	is	the	first	time	I	have	ever	written	a	letter	to	a	public	agency.	I	have	lived	in	my	home	in	Hollywood,	
which	is	five	blocks	from	the	proposed	development	for	29	years.	I	have	seen	the	neighborhood	change	from	
unsafe	with	run	down	homes	to	a	vibrant	upscale	neighborhood.	love	living	here.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐2	

The	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 is	 too	 large	 in	 scale	 for	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 I	 drive	 through	 that	 intersection	 at	 least	 once	 per	 day,	 and	 know	 that	 it	 is	
already	a	mess	with	busy	Sunset	traffic,	and	people	coming	from	and	going	to	the	valley.		It	is	as	you	know	
one	 of	 the	 main	 access	 points	 to	 the	 San	 Fernando	 Valley,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	is	frequently	backed	up	down	to	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	at	evening	rush	hour.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluates	 traffic	 impacts,	while	 supporting	 data	 are	
provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	discussed	therein,	and	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	
page	 4.J‐45	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	would	 not	 exceed	 LADOT	 and	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	
significance	 threshold	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	 or	 other	
intersections	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetic	impacts	
as	related	to	height	and	scale,	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	and	consistency	with	
plans	and	policies	related	to	scale,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.		

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐3	

Also	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 so	 clogged	 causes	 people	 to	 rush	 through	 red	 light	 changes,	 creating	 a	 dangerous	
situation	 leading	 to	many	 accidents.	 	Adding	 a	 significant	 amount	of	 automobiles	 at	 that	 location	 is	 a	 bad	
idea.		Remember	that	the	Millennium	Project	in	West	Hollywood	will	already	be	increasing	traffic	in	the	area	
when	 completed.	 The	 intersection	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 already	 has	 an	 F	
rating	during	A.M.	&	P.M.	hours.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic‐related	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	
which	 concludes	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	
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Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection.	 	While	 this	 comment	 suggests	 that	 the	Project	
would	contribute	to	traffic‐related	safety	hazards,	it	provides	no	evidence	to	support	this	statement.	 	Refer	
also	to	Response	to	Comment	C1‐2	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐4	

The	increased	traffic	from	this	development	and	others	planned	east	along	Sunset	Boulevard	will	definitely	
have	a	negative	impact	on	my	neighborhood.	I	don't	like	the	idea	that	the	city	could	allow	a	developer,	who	
does	not	live	here	to	build	a	project	this	size,	which	will	change	the	quality	of	life	for	the	people	calling	this	
area	home.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐4	

Regarding	traffic	impacts	and	the	size	of	the	development,	please	refer	to	Response	to	Comments	C1‐2,	and	
C1‐3	above.		The	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	accounts	for	cumulative	growth	in	the	
Project	area	that	could	contribute	to	 traffic	effects	 in	conjunction	with	the	Project	(please	see	Table	3‐1	 in	
Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	 Environmental	 Setting,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 for	 a	 list	 of	 these	 related	
projects).		As	such,	the	Draft	EIR	adequate	evaluated	cumulative	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J.		

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐5	

I	have	some	other	problems	with	this	report.	

1.		There	is	an	error	in	Figure	2‐2.	The	area	north	of	Sunset	between	Selma	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	is	
labeled	multi‐family,	but	is	actually	single	family	homes.		A	small	error	but	there	should	be	no	errors	in	this	
kind	of	report.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐5	

The	comment	that	the	land	use	between	Selma	Avenue	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	along	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	to	the	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	is	“single‐family”	is	correct.		Figure	2‐2	was	revised	in	RP‐DEIR	
Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐6	

2.		The	idea	that	it	is	being	built	in	an	area	with	easy	access	to	public	transportation	is	wrong.	There	is	only	
the	bus,	which	the	report	indicates	is	1560	feet	from	the	site.		It	is	actually	supposed	to	be	within	1500	feet.		
The	stop	mentioned	is	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	Boulevard	three	blocks	from	the	site.	The	reality	is	that	no	one	
visiting	 or	 living	 in	 the	 development	 is	 going	 to	walk	 three	 blocks	 to	 get	 on	 a	 bus	 except	 possibly	 some	
employees	of	the	commercial	businesses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐6	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	describes	bus	service	to	the	site.		As	discussed	therein,	
Metro	 Lines	 2	 and	 302	 traverse	 east	 and	west	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	with	 stops	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		Metro	line	218	traverses	north	and	south	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	with	
stops	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 Metro	 Line	 780,	 which	 provides	 Rapid	 Bus	
service	to	the	region,	has	a	stop	near	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue,	approximately	one‐quarter	mile	
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to	 the	 east	 of	 the	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 Under	 Senate	Bill	 (SB)	 743,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 a	
Transit	Priority	area	is	an	area	within	one‐half	mile	of	a	major	transit	stop	(existing	or	planned).		A	Transit	
Stop	 is	 defined	 to	 include	Metro	 Rapid	 Bus	 stops	 such	 as	 the	 Rapid	 Bus	 stop	 located	 on	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	
approximately	one‐quarter	mile	to	the	east	of	the	Project	Site.		Existing	transit	lines	in	the	area	are	mapped	
in	Figure	9	of	the	Project	TIA	contained	in	Volume	4,	Appendix	H‐1,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	described	in	Chapter	
2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	includes	a	request	for	an	“off‐menu”	incentive	to	permit	
50%	of	Project	site	to	be	located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	the	Metro	Rapid	Bus	stop	located	at	the	
southwest	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	
LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii).	 	Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3	and	Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	qualification	for	Affordable	Housing	Incentives.		

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐7	

3.		One	of	the	three‐planed	[sic]	exits	from	this	site	will	allow	a	left	turn	onto	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		No	
left	turn	is	allowed	there	now	for	very	good	reasons.	It	is	too	dangerous	that	close	to	the	intersection.		The	
entrances	 for	 occupants	 and	 trucks	 on	 Havenhurst	 are	 in	 a	 residential	 neighborhood	 in	 the	 city	 of	West	
Hollywood.	Already	there	are	speed	bumps,	turn	limitations	and	no	exit	from	the	site	allowed	to	limit	traffic	
on	Haverhurst.[sic]		This	development	will	increase	traffic	where	attempts	have	been	made	to	reduce	it.		The	
report	says	that	there	will	be	an	entrance	on	Sunset	Boulevard	for	cars	traveling	west	on	Sunset.	 	There	is	
only	room	for	a	three‐car	que	[sic]	in	this	lane.	Because	of	cars	traveling	east	on	Sunset	(3	lanes)	lined	up	for	
the	traffic	light,	it	is	currently	very	difficult	and	dangerous	to	make	that	left	turn	into	the	parking	lot.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐7	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	addresses	traffic	and	access	impacts	of	the	Project.		In	
response	 to	 the	 commenter’s	 concerns	 regarding	 the	 proposed	 left‐turn	 exits	 from	 the	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	driveway,	the	commenter	states	that	left‐turns	are	currently	prohibited	due	to	potential	hazards	
associated	with	the	proximity	of	the	driveway	to	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard.		In	fact,	the	left‐turn	move	is	currently	prohibited	due	to	substantial	conflicts	with	vehicles	exiting	
onto	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 from	 the	 existing	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 “lane”	 from	 Sunset	
Boulevard,	 and	 its	 proximity	 to	 that	 “merge”	 point,	 as	 well	 as	 due	 to	 sightline	 obstructions	 from	 these	
vehicles.		However,	these	current	issues	will	be	resolved	by	the	proposed	modifications	to	the	intersection	of	
Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	thereby	allowing	the	proposed	left‐turn	exit	move.	 	See	
also	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C25‐8	 (Andrew	 Macpherson	 Letter	 C25)	 and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C32‐3	
(Carolyn	Ramsay	Letter	C32).			

Regarding	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 truck/loading	 dock	 entry‐only	 driveway	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 it	 is	
important	to	note	that	such	truck	traffic	will	only	be	allowed	to	enter	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	from	
the	north	(travelling	only	a	short	distance	along	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	from	Sunset	Boulevard)	and	
no	 Project‐related	 truck	 traffic	 will	 occur	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Further,	 the	
commenter	states	that	no	exits	are	currently	allowed	from	the	Project	Site	onto	Havenhurst	Drive;	however,	
the	existing	site	driveway	on	 that	street	currently	allows	right‐turn	only	exits	 (to	northbound	Havenhurst	
Drive),	 a	 prohibition	 that	 will	 continue	 with	 the	 proposed	 Project	 (please	 also	 refer	 to	 Chapter	 3.0,	
Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	a	discussion	regarding	a	new	Project	Design	
Feature	that	would	prohibit	left‐turn	movements	for	exiting	vehicles	at	this	location).	 	Further,	the	existing	
site	driveway	on	Havenhurst	Drive	allows	(and	in	 fact,	requires)	all	entry	activity	at	 that	 location	to	occur	
from	northbound	Havenhurst	Drive	(southbound	left‐turns	into	the	driveway	are	prohibited).		Therefore,	the	
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Project’s	 proposal	 to	 allow	 residential‐only	 entry	 to	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway	 from	 northbound	
Havenhurst	Drive	does	not	represent	a	change	in	the	operations	of	that	driveway	with	respect	to	traffic	along	
Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	Project	Site.	 	As	shown	in	Figure	16	of	the	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1	of	the	
Draft	 EIR),	 after	 accounting	 for	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 existing	 site‐related	 traffic,	 the	 proposed	 Project	 is	
anticipated	 to	 increase	 traffic	 volumes	 along	Havenhurst	Drive	 south	 of	 the	Project	 Site	by	only	 about	 59	
vehicles	per	day,	which	is	a	less‐than‐significant	increase.	

Regarding	 the	 commenter’s	 statement	 related	 to	 the	 existing	 westbound	 left‐turn	 pocket	 on	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 adjacent	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 Project	 proposes	 to	 provide	 a	 new	 entry‐only	 driveway	 at	 the	
approximate	 location	 of	 the	 existing	 (entry	 and	 exit)	 site	 driveway,	 and	 as	 such,	 will	 continue	 to	 allow	
westbound	left‐turns	from	Sunset	Boulevard.		It	should	be	noted	that,	as	shown	in	Figures	7(a)	and	7(b)	of	
the	Project	TIA,	it	is	anticipated	that	this	Project	Site	entry	move	will	be	nominal,	with	only	about	6	vehicles	
making	the	turn	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	about	16	vehicles	making	the	westbound	left‐turn	during	the	
PM	peak	hour	as	shown	on	pages	A‐1	and	A‐2	in	Appendix	I	of	the	Project	TIA	(included	in	Appendix	E	of	this	
Final	EIR).		The	existing	development	on	the	Project	Site	exhibits	a	total	of	approximately	15	vehicles	making	
the	westbound	left‐turn	into	the	Project	Site	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	about	12	vehicles	doing	so	during	
the	PM	peak	hour.		Therefore,	the	proposed	Project	does	not	foresee	a	significant	change	in	the	volume	of	the	
westbound	left‐turns	entering	the	driveway.	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐8	

4.	 	 The	 report	 says	 that	 it	 plans	 on	 having	 a	 supermarket	 and	 health	 club,	 both	 of	 which	 generate	more	
frequent	car	trips	in	and	out	than	most	other	types	of	businesses.	There	is	already	a	supermarket	and	health	
club	across	the	street	at	8000	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐8	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	describes	the	Project’s	trip	generation,	including	trips	
to	and	from	the	supermarket	and	health	club.		Note	that	the	Draft	EIR	also	accounts	for	internal	interaction,	
which,	as	described	on	page	4.J‐17,	reflects	the	use	of	a	mixed‐use	Project’s	on‐site	services	and	amenities	by	
other	patrons	or	 residents	of	 the	development.	On‐site	 commercial	uses	have	 the	high	potential	 to	attract	
residents	of	the	Project,	as	well	as	neighborhood	residents.		Internal	interaction,	which	is	based	on	proximity	
of	residents	to	the	commercial	activity,	is	expected	to	partially	off‐set	total	vehicle	trips,	as	discussed	in	the	
Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐9	

5.		Last	but	not	least	is	the	provision	of	985	bicycle	spaces,	which	allows	the	developer	to	get	concessions	for	
his	plan	that	he	might	not	get	otherwise.	The	idea	that	more	than	a	few	people	will	use	bicycles	to	access	and	
leave	this	project	is	ludicrous.	I	am	one	of	the	few	who	rides	a	bicycle	down	Sunset	Boulevard	when	I	go	from	
my	house	to	Equinox	gym.	It	is	so	dangerous	to	ride	on	the	street	with	the	fast	moving	and	distracted	drivers	
on	Sunset	that	 I	end	up	riding	most	of	 the	way	on	the	sidewalk.	 	The	ride	up	Crescent	Heights	 from	Santa	
Monica	 and	 from	Fountain	 up	 to	 Sunset	 is	 all	 uphill	which	will	 deter	many	bicyclists.	 	 Riding	 a	 bike	 over	
Laurel	Canyon	would	be	suicide.	The	road	is	too	narrow	and	with	the	fast	moving	traffic	there	is	not	any	safe	
space	for	a	bicycle.	The	EIR	does	state	that	"there	are	no	bicycle	routes	within	proximity	of	the	Project	Site"	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐9	

The	provision	of	bicycle	parking	spaces	is	pursuant	to	the	City’s	recently	adopted	parking	code	requirements	
(which	require	that	764	bicycle	spaces	be	provided)	and	to	address	the	character	of	uses,	such	as	a	grocery	
store,	in	a	highly	residential	area.	 	The	commenter’s	opinion	that	bicycle	transportation	is	not	viable	in	the	
Project	area	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	safety	in	the	Project	area.	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐10	

The	 idea	of	 increasing	density	 in	Hollywood	 in	an	attempt	 to	have	more	people	 live	and	shop	near	where	
they	work	like	New	York	is	a	flawed	idea.	We	basically	have	no	mass	transit	for	a	city	spread	out	like	ours,	
and	the	reality	 is	 that	people	 living	 in	 this	development	will	not	be	 taking	the	bus	 just	as	very	 few	people	
living	in	the	area	now	take	the	bus.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐10	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C1‐11	

The	final	size	of	this	project	needs	to	take	into	consideration	any	negative	impact	it	will	have	on	the	city	of	
West	Hollywood	and	its	residents	as	two	of	the	four	sides	of	the	project	border	that	small	city.	Also,	the	final	
size	 of	 this	 project	 needs	 to	 take	 into	 consideration	 that	 this	 project	 is	 only	 part	 of	 significant	 amount	 of	
development	green‐lighted	tor	[sic]	Sunset	Boulevard	by	the	city.	

This	 development	 needs	 to	 be	 down	 sized.	 It	 is	 possible	 to	 build	 a	 sensible	 sized	 development	 (Like	
alternative	3),	which	would	be	an	asset	to	the	neighborhood	and	still	allow	the	developer	to	make	a	 lot	of	
money.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C1‐11	

As	discussed	in	the	various	analyses	presented	in	Chapter	4,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
impacts	 on	 the	 environment	 are	 evaluated	 irrespective	 of	 the	 jurisdiction	 in	which	 the	 affected	 sensitive	
receptors	or	environmental	 resources	occur.	 	For	example,	 impacts	related	 to	air	quality	were	assessed	 in	
terms	 of	whether	 or	 not	 they	would	 adversely	 affect	 sensitive	 receptors	 in	 proximity	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	
whether	those	receptors	are	located	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	or	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		As	such,	the	
Draft	EIR	considered	the	effect	of	Project	implementation	on	residents	of	West	Hollywood.		Additionally,	as	
discussed	in	Chapter	3,	General	Description	of	Environmental	Setting,	and	under	Cumulative	Impacts	in	the	
various	 analyses	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 Environmental	 Impact	 Analysis,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 total	 of	 38	
related	projects	were	evaluated	in	conjunction	with	the	Project	to	determine	the	significance	of	cumulative	
impacts,	 the	majority	 of	which	 (26	projects)	 are	 located	within	 the	City	 of	West	Hollywood.	 	As	 such,	 the	
Draft	EIR	considered	the	effect	of	Project	implementation	in	conjunction	with	other	development	in	the	area,	
including	development	near	 the	Sunset	Strip.	 	 Finally,	 as	discussed	 in	Chapter	5,	Alternatives,	of	 the	Draft	
EIR,	 and	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 several	 Project	 alternatives	were	 fully	 evaluated	 that	 reduce	 the	
intensity	of	development	and/or	the	height	and	scale	of	proposed	structures.	 	Therefore,	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR	adequately	addressed	downsizing	of	the	Project.			
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LETTER	NO.C2	

Michael	Shores	
1682	Marmont	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C2‐1	

I	have	lived	in	the	area	above	Sunset	Blvd	behind	the	Chateau	Marmont	for	20+	years.	

This	 neighborhood	 pays	 a	 lot	 of	 taxes	 and	 feels	 that	 the	 City	 of	 L.A.	 is	 only	 thinking	 of	 itself	 with	 these	
gigantic	high‐rise	projects	that	benefit	no	one	but	the	city's	tax	collectors.	

This	8150	Sunset	project	will	send	the	 intersection	back	to	 the	 level	 it	was	 in	 the	 '60s	by	taking	away	the	
right	hand	turn	lane.			Their	stealing	of	light	and	view	and	the	main	causation	of	horrendous	traffic	without	
benefit	of	mass	transit	is	an	abomination	of	what	a	modem	city	should	be.	

Please	find	attached	my	letter	of	protest	against	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C2‐1	

This	 comment	 regarding	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 right‐turn‐only	 lane,	 light,	 and	 view	 are	 general	 introductory	
statements	to	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Individual	responses	to	specific	comments	contained	in	
this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Reponses	to	Comments	C2‐3	through	C2‐8.			

COMMENT	NO.	C2‐2	

I've	lived	in	the	neighborhood	of	Marmont	Avenue	&	Hollywood	Blvd	since	1978	and	have	been	a	permanent	
resident	since	1995.		I	own	2	properties	on	Marmont	Avenue	at	1676	&	1682.	

RESPONSE	NO.C2‐2	

The	 comment	 regarding	 residency	 does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	
environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.	 	 However,	 the	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.				

COMMENT	NO.C2‐3	

The	 intersection	at	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights	 is	 already	 lacking	enough	 lanes	and	smart	planning	 to	deal	
with	the	present	traffic	much	less	the	increase	of	20,000	cars	a	day	that	studies	show	the	8150	project	will	
bring	to	this	neighborhood.	It	will	drastically	increase	the	flow	of	traffic	into	the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.C2‐3	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 evaluates	 the	 impact	of	Project	 traffic	 (based	on	 the	
Project	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1)	at	surrounding	study	 intersections,	 including	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	
and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection,	which	currently	operates	at	service	level	(LOS)	F.	As	discussed	
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in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	the	existing	dedicated	right‐turn	lane	from	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	
to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	be	removed	and	converted	to	public	open	space,	and	the	
intersection	would	be	reconfigured	to	add	a	new	right‐turn	only	lane.		As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Table	4.J‐4(a),	
impact	levels	would	be	incrementally	greater	with	the	Project	(with	the	reconfiguration	of	the	intersection)	
under	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	 conditions	 at	 the	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	
because	of	the	addition	of	traffic.	However,	because	the	incremental	increase	would	not	exceed	the	LADOT’s	
standard	of	increase	for	LOS	F	intersections,	the	impact	of	the	Project	at	this	intersection	is	considered	less	
than	 significant,	 even	 with	 the	 reconfiguration.	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 additional	
discussion	of	the	intersection	reconfiguration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C2‐4	

With	the	advent	of	traffic	Apps	like	Waze,	Hollywood	Blvd	between	Laurel	Canyon	&	Kings	Road	is	already	
becoming	 a	 congested	 thoroughfare	 of	 commuters	 trying	 to	 avoid	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 &	
Sunset.	Neighbors	walk	their	dogs	and	exercise	along	this	section	of	Hollywood	Blvd	that	was	once	a	peaceful	
neighborhood	street.	 	We	now	compete	for	space	with	drivers	that	are	desperate	for	a	short	cut	and	speed	
around	blind	 corners	 barely	missing	pedestrians.	 	 I've	made	 attempts	 to	 bring	 this	 to	 the	City's	 attention	
before	 by	 writing	 our	 district	 office	 and	 requesting	 speed	 bumps	 to	 slow	 cars	 down	 on	 this	 section	 of	
Hollywood	between	Laurel	Canyon	and	King's	Road.	The	City	wouldn't	allow	it.	The	Fire	Department	needs	
the	ability	to	make	quick	access	to	the	surrounding	neighborhood.	Speed	bumps	would	impede	their	efforts.	
This	 8150	 Sunset	 project	 is	 grossly	 over‐sized	 for	 this	 area	 and	 will	 only	 make	 our	 neighborhood	more	
congested.	 It's	 only	 a	 matter	 of	 time	 where	 we'll	 no	 doubt	 see	 an	 increase	 in	 car	 accidents	 involving	
pedestrians	because	more	reckless	drivers	are	speeding	through	our	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C2‐4	

Draft	 EIR	 Table	 4.J‐4(a)	 summarizes	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 with	 respect	 to	 Hollywood	 Boulevard.	 	 As	
shown	in	Table	4.J‐4,	 the	 intersection	of	Hollywood	Boulevard/Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	would	operate	at	
LOS	A	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	B	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	
under	Year	2018	conditions	with	and	without	the	Project.	The	intersection	of	Hollywood	Boulevard/Fairfax	
Avenue	would	operate	at	LOS	D	during	the	A.M.	peak	hour	and	LOS	C	during	the	P.M.	peak	hour	under	Year	
2013	 conditions	 with	 and	 without	 the	 Project.	 	 Under	 Year	 2018	 conditions,	 the	 Hollywood	
Boulevard/Fairfax	Avenue	intersection	would	operate	at	LOS	E	during	the	A.M.	peak	hour	and	LOS	D	during	
the	P.M.	peak	hour	with	and	without	the	Project.	 	As	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4(a),	the	Project	would	not	change	
service	levels	or	adversely	impact	intersections	on	Hollywood	Boulevard.	

The	impact	of	traffic	relative	to	emergency	access	is	addressed	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	
Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 Impact	 analysis,	 subsection	 (2)(a),	 Fire	 Protection	 Facilities,	 Emergency	
Response	Times.		As	discussed	therein,	improvements	being	implemented	by	the	LAFD	include	installation	of	
automated	vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	
control	 fire	 station	 dispatch	 audio,	 signal	 lights,	 and	 other	 fire	 station	 alerting	 hardware	 and	 software;	
development	 of	 a	 new	 computer	 aided	 dispatch	 system	 to	 manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	 use	 of	 traffic	 pre‐
emption	systems.		A	traffic	pre‐emption	system	allows	the	normal	operation	of	traffic	lights	to	be	preempted	
by	an	emergency	vehicle	to	improve	response	times	by	stopping	conflicting	traffic	in	advance,	providing	the	
emergency	vehicle	 the	right‐of‐way.	 	Emergency	response	 is	also	routinely	 facilitated,	particularly	 for	high	
priority	calls,	 through	use	of	sirens	 to	clear	a	path	of	 travel,	driving	 in	 the	 lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	
alternate	 routes,	 and	 multiple	 station	 response.	 	 With	 implementation	 of	 the	 traffic‐related	 Mitigation	
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Measures	TR‐1	and	the	Project’s	TDM	program	(as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR),	along	with	the	
multiple	steps	being	taken	by	the	LAFD	to	improve	response	times,	the	Draft	EIR	analysis	determined	that	
Project	impacts	on	response	times	would	be	less	than	significant.		Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	
further	discussion	of	 congestion‐related	 impacts	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 vehicle	
access	and	response	times.					

COMMENT	NO.C2‐5	

Taking	away	the	right	hand	turn	lane	on	the	east	bound	side	of	Sunset	Blvd	is	like	returning	this	intersection	
to	the	Stone	Age	of	the	'60s,	when	the	music	club	Pandora's	Box	used	to	occupy	the	corner	before	the	right	
hand	turn	lane	ever	existed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C2‐5	

As	discussed	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	existing	dedicated	right‐turn	lane	from	
eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	be	removed	and	converted	to	
public	 open	 space,	 and	 the	 intersection	 would	 be	 reconfigured	 to	 add	 a	 new	 right‐turn	 only	 lane.	 	 The	
analysis	of	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	indicates	that	the	intersection	would	
operate	as	under	existing	conditions	and	that	this	change	would	not	adversely	 impact	the	operation	of	the	
Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	
further	discussion	regarding	the	removal	of	the	dedicated	right‐turn	lane.			

COMMENT	NO.C2‐6	

In	 the	 4	 decades	 since	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Laurel	 Cyn	 /	 Crescent	Heights	 hasn't	 changed.	 The	
traffic		certainly	has.	The	intersection	has	become	a	major	commuter	thoroughfare.	Laurel	Canyon	now	has	
less	 navigable	 traffic	 lanes	 due	 to	 mudslides	 in	 the	 2004/2005	 rainy	 season,	 which	 still	 haven't	 been	
repaired.	

RESPONSE	NO.C2‐6	

The	 comments	 regarding	 existing	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 uncleared	
mudslides	on	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	do	not	 raise	an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	 the	
environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.	 	 However,	 the	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C2‐7	

This	intersection	is	jammed	on	the	best	of	days	by	impatient,	distracted	drives	[sic]	who	are	reckless	because	
they're	trying	to	make	up	time	stuck	in	traffic.	 	Drivers	run	red	lights	at	that	intersection	all	the	time.	 	I've	
seen	 numerous	 accidents	 of	 cars	 colliding	with	motorcyclists	 and	bike	 riders.	 A	Ghost	Bike	 stands	 at	 this	
turbulent	intersection,	not	as	a	tribute	to	the	dead,	nameless	cyclist	who	was	struck	and	killed	by	a	motorist,	
but	 a	 warning	 to	 other	 bikers:	 this	 is	 a	 dangerous	 place;	 avoid	 it.	 So	 it	 is	 completely	 absurd	 that	 this	
developer	pretends	to	understand	the	bike	culture	of	LA	and	thinks	they	can	mitigate	the	additional	20,000	
cars	a	day	by	installing	900	bike	parking	spaces.	This	is	political	comedy	at	it's	[sic]	most	preposterous.	No	
one	rides	a	bike	as	a	commuter	on	Laurel	Canyon.			It	is	extremely	disappointing	that	a	Mayor	who	takes	such	
pride	in	promoting	CycLAvia	events	as	LA.'s		vision	of	the	future	is	so	blind	and	out	of	touch	with	reality.		His	
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commitment	to	CycLAvia	is	more	obviously	focused	on	finding	ways	for	developers	to	accrue	Bonus	points	to	
push	their	projects	past	what	the	normal	neighborhood	codes	would	allow.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C2‐7	

Bicycle	parking	is	provided	to	meet	requirements	of	the	LAMC	and	local	and	regional	policies	that	encourage	
bicycle	use.	The	policy	of	the	City	is	to	increase	city‐wide	bicycle	use,	as	stated	in	the	Bicycle	Ordinance	(City	
Ordinance	 No.	 182,386,	 effective	 March	 13,	 2013)	 and	 provided	 under	 the	 recently	 amended	 LAMC	
requirement	 that	 requires	 long‐term	 and	 short‐term	 bicycle	 parking	 for	most	 land	 uses.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	policies	of	 the	Citywide	Design	Guidelines	and	SCAG’s	Regional	Transportation	Plan	
are	to	provide	bicycle	access	to	commercial	areas	and	encourage	non‐motorized	transportation.		The	City’s	
2010	 Bicycle	 Plan	 also	 supports	 increased	 bicycle	 use.	 	 With	 continued	 implementation	 of	 City	 policies,	
greater	bicycle	access	is	anticipated	in	the	area	in	the	future.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Sunset	Boulevard,	Hollywood	Boulevard,	and	Fairfax	Avenue	are	designated	as	
study	 corridors	 in	 the	 Bicycle	 Plan.	 	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 between	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	 is	
shown	as	a	Proposed	Class	II/III	Bike	Lane.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	safety,	
bicycle	plans	and	facilities	in	the	Project	area.	

COMMENT	NO.	C2‐8	

No	one	 in	the	City	Planning	Department	or	Mayor's	office	could	repute	the	 idea	that	the	city	has	 lagged	in	
providing	more	expansive	rapid	transit	to	an	ever‐growing	city.	L.A.	may	be	proud	of	its	bus	lanes	but	they	
are	few	and	far	between	and	don't	exist	at	the	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	intersection.	In	reality	those	Rapid	
Buses	are	stuck	in	traffic	like	everyone	else.	There	is	no	place	to	pull	out	of	the	main	lanes	of	traffic	to	keep	it	
flowing.	

These	 developers	 have	 provided	 no	 facility	 for	 rapid	 transit	 or	 bus	 lanes	 or	 even	 a	 bus	 turnout	 lane	 for	
passengers	 to	 get	 on	 and	 off	 that	 might	 replace	 the	 right‐hand	 turn	 lane	 they	 propose	 to	 get	 rid	 of.	 It's	
ridiculous	that	they	think	adding	green	space	will	help	people	get	to	work	faster	and	safer.	This	is	a	huge	fail	
in	logic	in	both	Planning	and	the	Mayor's	office,	who	may	see	a	greatly	increased	tax	base	revenue	stream	but	
is	 ignoring	the	residents	of	a	historic	area	that	in	the	aggregate	pay	a	very	large	amount	of	property	taxes.	
Buses	 take	up	precious	 lanes	of	 traffic.	 	Drivers	 in	 a	hurry,	 late	 for	work,	pull	 around	 the	buses	 in	unsafe	
maneuvers.		Accidents	will	only	increase.	

I've	been	victim	to	2	serious	accidents	within	the	area	of	that	intersection	of	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights,	both	
times	resulting	in	totaled	cars	and	months	of	physical	therapy	due	to	my	injuries.	 	 	 In	one	accident	my	car	
was	hit	so	hard	that	I	was	knocked	unconscious	and	with	the	force	of	the	impact	my	car	was	pushed	so	far	
away	that	when	the	fire	department	arrived	they	didn't	even	think	I	was	part	of	the	accident	scene.	

Don't	 let	 these	developers	make	an	already	dangerous	 intersection	even	worse.	This	development	at	8150	
Sunset	must	be	stopped!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C2‐8	

This	comment	regarding	traffic	congestion,	 including	congestion	affecting	Rapid	Buses,	and	the	absence	of	
additional	 lanes	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	traffic	island	reconfiguration	would	provide	a	more	standard	right	
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turn	 lane	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 responses	 above	 to	 comments	 regarding	 traffic‐related	
impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	C3	

Judith	James	
Dreyfuss/James	Productions	
2418	Laurel	Pass	Ave		
Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C3‐1	

I	 remember	 when	 the	 whole	 block	 east	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 was	 being	 razed	 and	 built.	 	 Local	 residents	
struggled	with	the	complications	a	lot	longer	than	was	anticipated	or	reported.		Ragged	traffic,	un‐expected	
construction	 necessities,	 expressed	 road	 rage,	 months	 of	 narrowed	 traffic	 lanes,	 horrible	 access	 jams	 for	
local	 traffic,	 made	 worse	 by	 the	 over‐the‐mountain	 commuters	 expressing	 their	 entitlement	 and	 their	
impatience.	

After	putting	up	with	 that,	 the	new	spaces	didn't	 rent	 ‐	due	 to	absentee	management	problems.	 Ironically	
we'd	endured	significant	chaos	for	no	local	benefit.	

And	today	‐the	rents	are	stupid	and	chase	good	solid	businesses	away,	places	locals	have	been	ready	to	use.	

It's	going	to	happen	again,	because	there's	no	solution	to	the	"normal"	problems	of	gross	development.		Add	
to	this	the	project's	skyscraper	height,	permanently	altered	traffic	patterns	and	NO	attention	to	human‐sized	
pleasures...and	we’ve	 got	 a	 financial	 prejudice	 in	 favor	 of	 the	money	 in	 development	 for	 the	 future.	 	 The	
people	who	will	buy	condos	with	sweeping	views	of	Hollywood‐to‐the‐sea	are	a	PR	man's	dream	supporting	
a	billionaire's	rape	of	the	area.		There's	no	benefit	and	a	lot	of	damage	to	the	surrounding	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C3‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	addressed	short‐term	construction	parking	and	long‐
term	operational	parking	 impacts.	 	As	discussed	 in	Section	4.J,	construction	traffic	could	be	significant	and	
unavoidable	during	the	midday	(off‐peak)	hours	only,	for	the	duration	of	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	
Project	construction.		The	Project’s	long‐term	traffic	impacts	on	City	of	Los	Angeles	intersections	would	not	
exceed	LADOT	threshold	standards,	which	are	based	on	Critical	Movement	Analysis	(CMA).		The	potentially	
significant	 impact	 on	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 intersection	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	
would	be	 reduced	 to	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 level	 through	 the	 implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	
and,	as	such,	the	Project	would	also	not	exceed	City	of	West	Hollywood	threshold	standards,	which	are	based	
on	 the	Highway	Capacity	Manual	 (HCM).	 	 The	proposed	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	
Drive	 under	Mitigation	Measure	 TR‐1	would	 improve	 operation	 of	 that	 intersection	 from	 all	 approaches.	
Because	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 threshold	 standards,	 no	 other	 changes	 to	 traffic	 patterns	 are	
anticipated.	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.		Also	
please	 also	 see	 Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 related	 to	 building	height	 and	
scale.	 	 	 Other	 comments	 related	 to	 economic	 intentions	 are	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 no	 further	
response	is	warranted.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C3‐2	

Add	to	that	the	construction	west	of	here	at	La	Cienega	(HOW	did	that	get	okayed???),	we're	going	to	be	in	
traffic	hell	here.	

Don't	applaud	that	as	something	that	will	limit	some	of	the	nightly	jam	up	into	Laurel	Canyon.		Has	anyone	
been	 out	 to	 observe	 that	 back	 up?	 	 It	 backs	 up	 at	Willoughby	 now	 and	will	 only	 get	more	 and	more	 like	
Cahuenga	and	Vine	going	north,	probably	starting	the	back	up	at	Melrose	by	next	summer.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C3‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluate	 cumulative	 traffic	 impacts	 (Project	 traffic	
combined	with	related	projects	and	an	annual	percentage	increase	to	Year	2018).		As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	
cumulative	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 not	 exceed	 LADOT	 and	 City	 of	 L.A.	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	
significance	 thresholds	 or	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 threshold	 standards,	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	
Mitigation	Measure	 TR‐1.	 However,	 Section	 4.J	 Tables	 4.J(a)	 and	 4.J(b)	 show	 that	 intersections	 on	 Sunset	
Boulevard	in	the	Cities	of	Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood	operate	at	service	level	(LOS)	“F”	during	A.M.	and	
P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions	with	and	without	the	Project.		The	LOS	F	rating	
indicates	 that	 a	 facility	 is	 overloaded	 and	 characterized	 by	 stop‐and‐go	 traffic	 with	 stoppages	 of	 long	
duration.		It	also	indicates	a	stricter	threshold	standard	as	imposed	by	the	LADOT.	

COMMENT	NO.C3‐3	

Is	 there	 any	part	 of	 City	Planning	 that	 is	 tasked	with	 looking	 at	 the	 future	with	 logic	 and	 a	 knowledge	 of	
human	pleasures?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C3‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C4	

Brad	Lipton		
lipton.brad@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C4‐1	

I	wanted	 to	 send	 in	 a	 quick	 note	 about	 8150	 Sunset	 as	 the	Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	Report	 comment	
period	will	be	closing	shortly.	First	off,	I	support	this	project.	I	support	it	for	many	reasons,	however	I	want	
to	 focus	 on	 the	 one	 thing	 that	 always	 seems	 to	 be	 front	 and	 center	 on	 people's	minds‐‐Traffic.	 The	DEIR	
concludes	that	impacts	to	traffic	and	surrounding	intersections	will	be	less	than	significant.	It	also	states	that	
potential	concerns	to	a	few	identified	intersections	can	be	easily	mitigated	by	adding	a	signal,	turn	lane,	etc.	
Right	 now,	 there	 are	 two	 main	 traffic	 generators	 resulting	 from	 the	 existing	 shopping	 center:	 The	
McDonald's	drive‐thru	and	the	bank.	People	are	constantly	pulling	in	and	out	all	day,	which	makes	an	already	
busy	intersection	that	much	more	frustrating.	Once	built,	I	can't	imagine	the	traffic	being	any	worse	without	
a	drive‐thru	and	bank.	Add	to	the	fact	that	the	new	development	will	be	providing	housing,	I	think	this	is	the	
right	project	for	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C4‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts	with	
supporting	data	 provided	 in	 the	Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	Appendix	H‐1	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR).	 	 As	 determined	
therein,	 changes	 in	 traffic	 condition	 as	 a	 result	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 significantly	 worsen	 traffic	
conditions	in	the	Project	area.		As	such,	the	commenter’s	assertion	is	correct,	and	these	comments	in	support	
of	the	Project	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.		C5	

Eliza	Congdon	&	Adam	Cherney	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.		C5‐1	

We	are	submitting	this	letter	in	strong	opposition	to	the	planned	re‐development	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		My	
husband	and	I	have	lived	at	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	(owned	by	Julie	Summers)	for	6.5	years	(since	
June	2008	exactly,	 and	with	no	plans	of	 leaving).	 	Over	 this	 time,	we	have	become	very	 familiar	with	our	
neighborhood,	 the	 city	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 and	 the	 greater	 Los	 Angeles	 community.	 	 We	 are	 active	
community	members	and	always	vote	 in	 local	 elections.	 	We	are	 certain	 that	development	of	 a	mixed‐use	
residential	and	retail	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		is	a	terrible	idea	and	will	negatively	affect	a	large	number	
of	community	residents,	including	ourselves.		

We	are	incredibly	disappointed	in	our	elected	officials	and	community	for	allowing	this	project	to	proceed.		
At	this	point,	we	sincerely	ask	you	to	lower	the	height	and	the	impact	of	the	project.	

As	your	roles	in	evaluating	the	environmental	impact	of	the	proposed	re‐development,	we	are	submitting	an	
argument	against	the	proposal	that	addresses	some	of	our	major	concerns	about	the	clearly	negative	impact	
of	the	re‐development.		There	are	three	overarching	reasons	that	we	oppose	this	development,	in	particular	
the	current	scale	of	the	proposed	re‐development.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C5‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		Please	also	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	for	a	discussion	of	the	height	and	scale	of	
the	proposed	building	as	relates	to	aesthetics	and	land	use.			

COMMENT	NO.		C5‐2	

First,	construction	of	the	building	will	have	a	substantial	and	negative	impact	on	our	neighborhood,	and	we	
will	suffer	the	greatest.		Not	only	does	our	building	face	the	proposed	construction	site,	but	our	north‐facing	
apartment	is	on	the	border	of	this	proposed	re‐development.			

RESPONSE	NO.		C5‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted.	 	 The	 comment	 letter	 further	 introduces	 specific	 comments,	 which	 are	 addressed	
below.	 	 Please	 note	 that	 in	 determining	whether	 an	 environmental	 impact	 is	 significant	 under	 CEQA,	 the	
question	 is	whether	a	project	will	affect	 the	environment	of	persons	 in	general,	not	whether	a	project	will	
affect	particular	persons.					
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COMMENT	NO.		C5‐3	

As	such,	we	will	be	directly	affected	by	the	years	of	noisy	and	toxic	construction.		Access	to	our	building,	by	
foot	or	car,	will	disrupted,	and	the	already‐busy	traffic	surrounding	our	building	is	likely	to	worsen.		

RESPONSE	NO.		C5‐3	

The	anticipated	construction	schedule	and	phasing	for	future	Project	implementation	is	described	on	pages	
2‐33	through	2‐35	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	while	the	Project‐specific	Construction	
Traffic	Management	Plan	is	discussed	on	page	4.J‐26	and	4.J‐27	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation.		
The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 short‐term	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	in	Appendix	B.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	result	in	less	than	significant	short‐term	air	
quality	impacts	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures	and	Project	Design	Feature	PDF‐
AQ‐1.			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 construction	 noise	 and	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 and	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendices	F	and	H,	respectively.	 	Short‐
term	noise	and	traffic	 impacts	were	concluded	to	be	significant	and	unavoidable,	even	with	the	prescribed	
mitigation	 measures	 and	 regulatory	 measures,	 where	 applicable.	 	 However,	 these	 impacts	 would	 be	
temporary	in	nature.	

The	extent	of	the	Project	impacts,	including	those	significant	and	unavoidable	impacts,	will	be	considered	by	
the	City	before	approving	the	proposed	Project.	 	Environmental	 impacts	may	not	always	be	mitigated	to	a	
less	 than	 significant	 level.	 	 If	 the	 City	 concludes	 to	move	 forward	with	 the	 Project,	 the	 City	must	 adopt	 a	
“statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations”	 prior	 to	 approval	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 compliance	with	 PRC	 Section	
21081.		Such	statements	are	intended	under	CEQA	to	provide	a	written	means	by	which	the	City	balances	the	
benefits	of	the	Project	and	the	significant	and	unavoidable	environmental	impacts.		Where	the	City	concludes	
that	 the	 economic,	 legal,	 social,	 technological,	 or	 other	 benefits	 outweigh	 the	 unavoidable	 environmental	
impacts,	the	City	may	find	such	impacts	“acceptable”	and	approve	the	Project.	

These	 comments	are	noted	and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration	prior	 to	a	
final	decision	on	the	Project.				

COMMENT	NO.		C5‐4	

Beyond	the	period	of	construction,	it	is	clear	that	our	quality	of	living	would	be	substantially	reduced	after	
completion	‐	as	the	planned	development	would	obliterate	the	view	from	all	of	the	units	in	our	building,	as	
well	as	common	areas.	 	This	 re‐development	comes	as	we	prepare	 to	have	our	 first	 child	 in	August	2015.		
Our	financial	situation	does	not	allow	for	us	to	have	a	new	baby	and	move	into	a	new	apartment.		Clearly,	as	
tenants	of	this	apartment	building	for	over	6	years,	we	love	our	apartment,	neighborhood,	and	community.		
We	are	gravely	concerned	about	the	impact‐	of	the	noise,	the	traffic,	the	obstruction	of	light,	the	risk	that	a	
project	of	this	size	poses	to	us	during	an	earthquake‐	that	this	re‐development	will	have	on	our	family's	life.		
We	implore	you	to	protect	our	quality	of	life	by	lowering	the	scale	of	the	project	

RESPONSE	NO.		C5‐4	

These	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
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The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	As	discussed	therein,	
impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	a	discussion	of	
aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 building	 mass	 and	 scale,	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	 	As	noted	 in	Section	4.A	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	further	discussed	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	
CEQA	as	 implemented	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	does	not	require	consideration	of	a	project’s	 impacts	on	
private	views	from	private	property,	such	as	an	office	building	or	private	residence.		The	analysis	of	impacts	
on	views	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	accordingly	and	appropriately	focuses	on	scenic	vistas	and	publicly	
available	 views,	 and	 potential	 effects	 on	 private	 views	 are	 discussed	 for	 disclosure	 purposes	 only.	 	 In	
addition,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	
several	Project	alternatives	were	fully	evaluated	that	reduce	the	intensity	of	development	and/or	the	height	
and	scale	of	proposed	structures.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	operational	noise	 impacts	 in	Section	4.G,	Noise	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	
Appendix	F.			As	discussed	therein,	operational	noise	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	geology	and	seismic	impacts	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	with	supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR	(please	also	see	subsequent	correspondence	from	LADBS,	including	
a	Geology	and	Soils	Report	Approval	Letter	dated	October	19,	2015,	included	in	Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR).	
As	discussed	therein,	seismic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	
prescribed	mitigation	measure.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	 for	a	 further	discussion	of	 impacts	
associated	with	the	Hollywood	Fault.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 Operational	 traffic	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
mitigation.					

COMMENT	NO.		C5‐5	

Second,	 the	 scale	 of	 the	 proposed	 re‐development	 raises	 serious	 concerns	 about	 its	 impact	 on	 the	
environment	 in	 our	 community.	 	 Figure	 2	 in	 the	 enclosures	 provided	 in	 the	 Notice	 of	 Completion	 and	
Availability	 of	 Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (dated	 11/20/14)	 illustrates	 that	 the	 planned	 re‐
development	is	bounded,	on	all	sides	but	one,	by	multi‐family	residences.		In	particular,	our	3‐	story	building	
intersects	with	the	site	such	that	we	would	be	enclosed	first	by	construction	and	later	by	a	9‐story	and	16‐
story	 project.	 	 Clearly,	 the	 size	 of	 the	 proposed	 re‐development	 is	 not	 in	 scope	 with	 the	 surrounding	
buildings.	 	Furthermore,	 if	allowed	to	proceed	as	currently	planned,	this	re‐	development	will	obstruct	the	
skyline	 between	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood:	 a	 9‐	 to‐16‐story	 project	 would	 block	 a	
significant	 portion	 of	 the	 view	 of	 the	 West	 Hollywood	 Hills	 to	 many	 residents	 located	 not	 just	 between	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.,	but	for	residents	extending	to	the	east,	west,	and	south.		The	
construction	and	eventually	the	project	would	increase	traffic	in	an	already	extremely	busy	site.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C5‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	As	discussed	therein,	
impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	discussion	of	
aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 building	 mass	 and	 scale,	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	
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The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	operational	 traffic	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	
significant.			Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C5‐6	

A	review	of	 the	number	of	car	accidents	on	the	corner	of	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	and	Sunset	Blvd.	alone	
should	 tell	 you	 that	 increased	 traffic	 at	 this	 location	would	 have	 a	 negative	 effect	 in	 our	 community.	 	 In	
addition,	 the	 proposer's	 plan	 of	 developing	 a	 new	public	 space	 at	 the	 northeast	 corner	 of	 the	 site	 clearly	
reflects	 the	unfamiliarity	with	 this	 corner	 (as	major	stopping	points	 for	Metro	bus	 lines	2/302	and	21	R),	
both	in	terms	of	the	type	of	public	traffic	that	we	get	on	this	corner	and	the	success	of	other	public	spaces	in	
the	neighborhood	(e.g.,	The	Laurel	House).	

RESPONSE	NO.		C5‐6	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 the	 circulation	
improvements	proposed	by	the	Project	at	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	Sunset	Boulevard.		
The	Draft	EIR	discussed	existing	public	transit	services	serving	the	Project	Site	on	pages	4.J‐6	through	4.J‐8	in	
Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	and	the	relocation	of	 the	existing	bus	stop	on	pages	4.J‐31	and	
4.J‐32.	

Also,	the	commenter’s	statement	of	opposition	to	the	Corner	Plaza	is	acknowledged	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	consideration	as	part	of	the	decision	making	process.	

COMMENT	NO.		C5‐7	

Our	third	overarching	reason	for	opposing	the	scale	of	the	proposed	re‐development	is	the	dear	lack	of	need	
for	a	project	of	this	.size	in	our	neighborhood.		The	last	thing	our	neighborhood	needs	is	another	mixed‐use	
residential	and	retail	project	as	there	are	already	far	too	many	new	developments	in	the	community	that	are	
under‐occupied.		Looking	east,	there	is	the	development	at	the	corner	of	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	and	Sunset	
Blvd.	that	is	only	about	half	occupied	with	business.		Further	east,	two	blocks	down	on	Sunset	Blvd.	between	
Laurel	Ave.	and	Hayworth	Ave.,	 there	 is	another	new	development	 that	houses	retail	 space	on	 the	ground	
floor	and	apartments	above.	 	Many	of	the	apartments	are	not	rented;	the	majority	of	retail	space	is	empty.		
Looking	west,	the	picture	is	even	bleaker.	 	There	are	countless	developments‐old	and	new‐	that	are	under‐
occupied.		This	abundance	of	un‐occupied	space	along	Sunset	Blvd.	practically	guarantees	that	the	proposed	
development	will	 suffer	 a	 similar	 fate.	 	Along	 similar	 lines,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 the	proposed	development	will	
negatively	impact	the	environment	and	our	quality	of	life	by	changing	the	face	of	retailers	in	the	area.		This	
trend	towards	driving	out	local	business	in	reasonably	sized	and	affordable	business	properties	in	favor	of	
overpriced	developments	that	 favor	chain	businesses	 is	 in	opposition	to	the	spirit	of	our	neighborhood,	as	
well	as	platforms	put	 forth	by	 the	majority	of	City	Council	members	during	 their	election	campaigns.	 	The	
scale	of	the	proposed	development	is	out	of	proportion	with	the	community	needs.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C5‐7	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	also	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 building	mass	 and	
scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	
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COMMENT	NO.		C5‐8	

We	sincerely	hope	 that	 you	will	 consider	our	opposition	 to	 the	 scale	of	 the	proposed	 re‐	development,	 in	
light	of	the	clear	and	negative	impact	that	this	plan	will	have	on	the	quality	of	life	of	current	residents.	 	By	
continuing	to	negatively	affect	our	quality	of	life	with	such	projects	that	are	not	in	line	with	the	needs	of	the	
community,	 the	 city	 runs	 the	 risk	 of	 losing	 the	 residents	 that	 help	make	 this	 such	 a	 diverse	 and	 healthy	
community.		Please	record	our	objection	to	the	scale	of	the	planned	re‐development.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C5‐8	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C6	

Chris	Becker	
1720	N	Fuller	Ave	#544	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C6‐1	

I	am	a	Hollywood	resident	and	a	committed	pedestrian.	The	recent	New	York	Times	article	'Los	Angeles	as	a	
Pedestrian'	http:/	/mobile.	nytimes	.com/2014/	12/21/travel/los‐angeles‐as‐a‐pedestrian.	html?referrer=&	
r=O,	was	a	delight	to	me,	tracing	many	of	the	urban	walks	I	have	made	my	habit	for	30	years.	As	this	article	
clearly	 indicates,	 both	 visitors	 and	 residents	 alike	 are	 walking	more	 and	 driving	 less	 and	my	 decades	 of	
observations	concur.	

I	live	over	a	mile	away	and	I	walk	to	the	proposed	project	site	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	regularly.	As	
part	 of	 the	 redevelopment,	 the	 intersection	 needs	 to	 be	 streamlined	 and	 beautified	 to	 make	 it	 more	
hospitable	to	pedestrians	and	vehicles	alike.	People	are	walking	more	because	they	realize	it's	a	great	way	to	
get	around	this	city!	It's	healthy	and	offers	beautiful	views	of	our	city	not	possible	from	a	car	window.	

The	8150	Sunset	site	is	currently	an	underused	surface	parking	lot	and	a	series	of	lower	grade	commercial	
stores.	It's	not	a	pretty	complex,	and	I	am	very	supportive	of	the	redevelopment	plans	as	they	will	resuscitate	
a	site	and	intersection	in	desperate	need	of	it.	The	dirt	lot	that	is	the	current	traffic	island	is	a	dreadful	visual	
blight	and	a	magnet	for	vagrants.	

The	 current	 site	 does	 not	 do	 the	 former	 site	 (The	 Garden	 of	 Allah)	 any	 sort	 of	 justice	 at	 all.	 Katharine	
Hepburn	 would	 be	 appalled.	 Los	 Angeles	 needs	 dramatic,	 substantial	 structures	 that	 are	 aesthetically	
pleasing.	The	site's	location	is	a	gateway	to	the	city	from	the	Valley	and	should	serve	as	such	in	dramatic	and	
appealing	fashion.	

In	 addition	 the	 new	 site	 should	 bring	 back	 a	 sense	 of	 neighborhood	 pride	 to	 this	 portion	 of	 the	 historic	
Sunset	Strip.	An	open	gathering	plaza	would	serve	to	enliven	the	area	dramatically.	 It	 is	 important	to	note	
the	art	and	historic	nature	of	the	Chase	Bank	currently	on	the	site.	I	would	like	to	see	those	incorporated	into	
the	new	project,	if	possible.	

Finally	‐	housing.	As	most	know,	Los	Angeles	is	one	of	the	LEAST	affordable	place	to	live	in	the	entire	United	
States.	Prices	here	are	untenable,	and	it's	at	least	partially	because	nothing	new	and	substantial	is	coming	to	
the	market.	We	need	additional	housing	all	over	this	city,	not	 just	downtown	(where	new	units	are	selling	
and	renting	faster	than	they	can	be	built).	

Los	Angeles	is	a	creative,	global	city.	To	nurture	our	creative	spirit	and	enhance	our	global	stature,	we	need	
more	 substantial,	 high	density	projects	 including	housing	 that	will	 promote	dynamic	 pedestrian	 lifestyles,	
enliven	our	communities	and	stimulate	our	aesthetic	wellbeing.	That's	why	I	support	this	project.	

Sincerely,	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C6‐1	

The	comments	in	support	of	the	Project,	and	preference	for	an	alternative	that	preserves	the	Bank,	are	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	 It	should	be	noted	that	 the	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	three	build	alternatives	(Alternatives	5,	6,	and	7)	that	would	preserve	and	adaptively	re‐use	the	
existing	Bank	building,	as	further	discussed	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives.			
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LETTER	NO.	C7	

Bob	Hofler	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	
LA	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C7‐1	

A	mixed	use	building	should	be	built	on	 this	 site,	but	 the	proposed	buildings	are	 just	 too	 large	and	out	of	
proportion	 to	 other	 buildings	 in	 the	 area.	A	 20‐story	 structure	will	 block	 view	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 for	
generations	to	come.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C7‐1	

Section	4.A,	Aesthetics	and	Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR	evaluates	the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	
the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.		As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	
the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	public	areas.			Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetic	impacts	related	to	heights	and	scale.			

COMMENT	NO.	C7‐2	

That	area	is	also	a	natural	amphitheatre	[sic],	and	sound	reverberates.	Even	conversations	on	the	7th	floor	
party	deck	of	the	Chateau	Marmont	can	be	heard	for	blocks	away.		Imagine	if	a	restaurant/bar	were	placed	
on	the	top	of	a	20‐story	buildings,	as	is	proposed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C7‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	4.G,	Noise,	 evaluated	 the	 effects	 of	 event	noise	on	nearby	 residential	 locations	 from	 the	
proposed	Project’s	three	venues,	the	Sunset	Terrace,	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace,	and	Pool	Terrace,	as	discussed	
in	detail	on	pages	4.G‐25	and	4.G‐26.		Depending	on	the	size	of	the	venue,	“events”	were	defined	as	50	–	500	
people	 in	 attendance	 and	 the	 use	 of	 amplified	music.	 	 As	 evaluated	 therein,	 these	 venues,	 because	 of	 the	
relative	 location	 of	 terraces	 facing	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 other	 factors,	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 City’s	
significance	 thresholds	 related	 to	 noise.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 3‐10	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Project	
Design	 Features	 PDF‐Noise‐1	 and	 PDF‐Noise‐2	 would	 be	 implemented	 to	 address	 noise	 from	 outdoor	
activities	 and	 events,	 which	 specifically	 prohibit	 live	 bands,	 public	 address	 (PA)	 system	 usage,	 and	 loud	
amplified	music	 to	minimize	adverse	noise	effects	on	nearby	noise‐sensitive	uses.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐8	regarding	Project‐related	noise	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C7‐2	

Please	build	something	that	is	in	proportion	to	the	other	six‐to‐seven	story	buildings	in	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C7‐3	

The	comment	supporting	reduced	building	height	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	 consideration.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 evaluated	 a	 number	 of	 Project	
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alternatives,	including	Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	6,	and	9,	that	provide	reduced	building	heights	and/or	variation	in	
massing.		
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LETTER	NO.	C8	

Hillary	Ripps	
1425	North	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	#104	
West	Hollywood,	CA		90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C8‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 to	voice	my	objection	to	many	phases	of	 the	proposed	development	referenced	in	the	above‐
caption	and	the	results	following	completion.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Responses	 to	
specific	comments	are	provided	below.	

COMMENT	NO.C8‐2	

I	live	directly	to	the	south	of	the	site	and	my	windows	face	north	up	against	the	wall	dividing	the	properties.		
At	the	moment	I	barely	have	any	sunlight	during	the	day	and	I	am	certain	that	the	height	of	the	buildings	to	
be	constructed	will	cut	off	any	light	that	currently	does	manage	to	leak	through.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	shading	impacts	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	described	therein,	
the	Project	would	not	 shade	 shadow‐sensitive	 uses,	 including	 residential	 uses,	 for	more	 than	 three	 hours	
between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	and	3:00	P.M.	PST,	or	more	than	four	hours	between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	
and	5:00	P.M.	PDT	and,	as	such,	would	not	exceed	City	of	Los	Angeles	shading	thresholds.		In	addition,	please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetic	issues,	such	as	building	scale	and	shading.	

COMMENT	NO.	C8‐3	

But	more	important	is	the	impact	on	traffic	in	the	area!!!	

When	I	leave	my	building	in	the	morning,	Crescent	Heights	southbound	is	PACKED	with	vehicles;	and	it	takes	
a	ridiculous	amount	of	time	for	me	to	even	exit	the	driveway	due	to	the	morning	rush	hour	flow	from	Laurel	
Canyon	 onto	 Crescent	 Heights.	 The	 ride	 south	 down	 the	 street	 often	 takes	 10‐15	minutes	 to	 even	 get	 to	
Fountain	Avenue	and	then	on	toward	Santa	Monica	Boulevard.	

I	also	notice	that	the	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	morning	in	this	area	is	quite	busy	as	well	

In	 the	 evening	 when	 I	 return	 home,	 the	 northbound	 traffic	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 means	 at	 least	 a	 15‐20	
minute	wait	between	Santa	Monica	Blvd	and	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	effort	to	get	to	my	driveway.	 	And	of	
course	 the	 vehicles	 using	 Laurel	 Canyon	 will	 increase	 hugely	 as	 well.	 	 Traffic	 in	 the	 canyon	 is	 already	
impossible	‐	adding	a	project	this	size	to	a	main	thoroughfare	will	be	a	nightmare	for	everyone.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluates	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	
Project	would	not	exceed	LADOT	and	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	significance	thresholds	at	the	Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection	or	 other	 intersections	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		
Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 a	
discussion	of	traffic	congestion‐related	impacts	along	Sunset	Boulevard	near	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C8‐4	

The	area	CANNOT	handle	any	more	traffic,	which	will	obviously	expand	if	the	project	is	approved.		Just	the	
construction	phase	will	begin	a	traffic	nightmare	that	will	only	get	worse	upon	its	completion.		Such	traffic	in	
Los	Angeles	increases	yearly	so	by	the	time	the	construction	begins,	it	will	be	worse	than	described	above.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐4	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 construction	 traffic	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation.	 	 As	 discussed,	
therein,	construction	traffic	could	be	significant	and	unavoidable	during	the	midday	(off‐peak)	hours	only,	
for	the	duration	of	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	Project	construction.	

COMMENT	NO.	C8‐5	

from	Forbes	Magazine.	Apri1	2013:	".......With	more	Americans	working	again,	congestion	is	building	in	61	of	
the	largest	cities	 in	the	country,	with	 job‐infused	cities	 like	Boston	and	Los	Angeles	registering	the	biggest	
increases	in	traffic....."	

The	City	of	Los	Angeles	doesn’t	think	this	development	is	going	to	have	an	impact	on	traffic	in	the	area????	

RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐5	

As	 shown	 in	 Tables	 4.J‐4a	 and	 4.J‐4b	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	
Project	would	increase	traffic	but,	with	the	exception	of	the	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive	intersection	
(located	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood),	would	not	exceed	LADOT	and	City	of	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	
Guide	 significance	 threshold	 levels	 at	 the	 study	 area	 intersections.	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	which	would	
require	 the	 installation	 of	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 Fountain	 Avenue/Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersection,	 would	
reduce	 the	 impact	 at	 that	 intersection	 to	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 level.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	the	Project’s	proposed	traffic	impacts,	including	a	discussion	of	traffic‐congestion‐related	impacts	
along	Sunset	Boulevard	near	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C8‐6	

Although	 the	 proposal	 includes	 substantial	 parking	 spaces,	 I	 don't	 believe	 the	 stated	 number	 will	 be	
sufficient	for	this	site.	 	Street	parking	for	the	apartment	dwellers	on	Crescent	Heights	is	packed	now	‐	I	am	
positive	 that	 those	 using	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 site,	 both	 during	 the	 construction	 phase	 and	 the	
completed	Mixed	Use	Project	will	make	our	parking	 and	 that	 of	 our	 guests	 absolutely	 impossible.	 Exactly	
where	are	you	thinking	all	the	construction	workers	will	be	parking	when	they	report	to	work?		And	when	
complete,	the	patrons	who	want	to	visit	the	site	and	don't	want	to	pay	the	costs	of	the	parking	at	the	site?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐6	

This	commenter’s	opinion	regarding	the	adequacy	of	parking	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.		Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	addressed	short‐term	
construction	 parking	 and	 long‐term	 operational	 parking	 impacts.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 the	 Project	
would	provide	off‐site	parking	and	shuttle	services	for	construction	workers	such	that	no	localized	parking	
impacts	would	occur	on	adjacent	streets	or	off‐street	parking	areas	in	the	Project	area.		Further,	the	Project	
would	provide	on‐site	parking	 in	 excess	 of	 LAMC	parking	 requirements.	 	 In	 addition,	 parking	on	 adjacent	
streets,	including	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	Sunset	Boulevard	is	restricted	by	permit	for	residents	of	
those	streets.		The	commenter’s	suggestion	that	future	patrons	would	park	off‐site	in	order	to	avoid	parking	
fees	on‐site	is	speculative	and	is	not	supported	by	evidence.		Off‐street	parking	to	be	provided	on	the	Project	
Site	would	 offer	 the	most	 convenient	 parking	 facilities	 to	 serve	 Project	 uses	 based	 on	 the	 general	 lack	 of	
available	on‐street	or	non‐fee	off‐street	parking	currently	available	in	the	immediate	area.		Furthermore,	on‐
site	businesses	 could	offer	 validation	 for	 its	 customers	 in	order	 to	 facilitate	 their	patronage,	which	would	
also	encourage	use	of	on‐site	parking	facilities.		It	is	anticipated,	therefore,	that	based	on	the	limited	number	
and	 distance	 of	 alternative	 parking	 locations	 surrounding	 the	 Project	 Site,	 as	 well	 as	 potential	 parking	
validation	by	on‐site	businesses,	commercial	patrons	would	park	 in	 the	on‐site	parking	garage	despite	 the	
potential	costs.		Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	a	discussion	the	Project’s	parking	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C8‐7	

Additionally,	the	noise	and	the	dirt	being	thrown	around	as	a	result	of	a	project	this	huge	will	make	life	in	the	
surrounding	buildings	untenable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐7	

The	Draft	EIR,	in	Sections	4.B,	Air	Quality,	and	4.G,	Noise,	addressed	air	emissions	(including	dust)	and	noise	
during	 construction.	 	 As	 determined	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 construction	would	 result	 in	 a	 potentially	 significant	
impact	 associated	with	NOx;	which	 is	 generated	 by	 engine	 combustion	 and	 for	which	 the	 area	 is	 in	 non‐
attainment.	As	discussed	on	pages	4.B‐50	and	4.B‐51,	mitigation	measure	AQ‐1	would	reduce	NOx	emissions	
by	requiring	construction	equipment	to	meet	stringent	emissions	standards,	and	the	mitigated	project	would	
not	cause	or	substantially	contribute	to	regional	NOx‐related	health	 impacts.	 	 In	addition,	 the	construction	
impacts	analysis	determined	that	dust,	with	compliance	with	SCAQMD	Rule	403	(Control	of	Fugitive	Dust),	
would	be	below	the	City’s	impact	threshold	standard.		Section	4.G	describes	that	exterior	construction	noise	
levels	 would	 exceed	 the	 City’s	 impact	 threshold	 standard	 despite	 the	 implementation	 of	 applicable	
mitigation	measures	requiring	the	use	of	noise	barriers,	and	thus	would	remain	significant	and	unavoidable,	
on	a	temporary	basis,	throughout	construction	activities.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	
construction	noise	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C8‐8	

I	am	pleading	with	you	to	re‐evaluate	 the	 intention	to	allow	this	development	 to	continue.	 	The	effect	will	
create	a	situation	that	will	ruin	the	life	of	those	of	us	who	live	in	the	area	and	I	am	positive	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 those	 representatives	 charged	 with	 responsibility	 to	 protect	 its	 citizens	 will	 regret	 their	
agreement	to	permit	this	size	of	such	development	to	move	forward.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C8‐8	
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This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C9	

Joyce	Dillard	
P.O.	Box	31377	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90031	

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐1	

The	 alternatives	 presented	 omit	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 needed	 to	 determine	 impacts	 to	 the	
environment.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐1	

The	 comment	 states	 that	 environmental	 impacts	 of	 the	 alternatives	 were	 omitted	 from	 the	 Draft	 EIR.		
However,	Alternatives	to	the	Project,	and	the	full	suite	of	environmental	impacts	that	were	addressed	for	the	
proposed	Project,	were	evaluated	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	in	Chapter	2.0	of	
the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐2	

Lytton	Savings	may	contribute	to	tourism,	an	objective	of	the	city	in	the	development	of	the	Hollywood	and	
Downtown	LA	areas.		There	is	no	analysis	in	relationship	of	that	building	and	the	art	museums	and	galleries.	

RESPONSE	NO.C9‐2	

The	relationship	of	the	historical	significance	of	Lytton	Savings	to	tourism	is	speculative	and	is	not	germane	
to	the	environmental	analysis	required	under	CEQA	for	the	Project.			

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐3	

The	 Project	 is	 within	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault	 Zone.	 The	 area	 is	 currently	 zoned	 NEIGHBORHOOD	 OFFICE	
COMMERCIAL	 Residential	 Density	must	 be	 viewed	 in	 the	 capacity	 of	 the	 land	 area	 for	 Public	 Health	 and	
Safety	reasons	including	Public	Services.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐3	

Geologic	impacts	are	evaluated	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	
information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 D	 and	 in	 Appendix	 B	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 and	 the	 LADBS	 approval	 letter,	
Golder	 Fault	 Rupture	 Hazard	 Assessment,	 and	 Golder	 Geology	 and	 Soils	 report	 addendum	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR.	 	 The	 primary	 concern	 with	 relation	 to	 active	 faults	 is	 the	 proximity	 of	 a	
structure	to	 the	fault	 trace	because	of	risk	of	rupture.	 	As	discussed	 in	Section	4.D,	 the	active	 fault	 trace	 is	
mapped	by	the	State	of	California	to	the	northwest	of	the	Project	Site.		Further	on‐site	studies	indicated	that	
the	 fault	 trace	 is	not	present	at	 the	 site.	 	Because	 the	Project	 Site	 is	not	 crossed	by	 the	 fault	 trace,	 risk	of	
rupture	is	low	and	less	than	significant.	However,	potential	ground	shaking	could	occur	at	the	Project	Site,	as	
with	most	properties	 in	 the	Los	Angeles	area.	 	As	with	all	new	buildings	 in	seismically‐active	Los	Angeles,	
compliance	with	city	and	state	structural	design	regulations	would	ensure	the	seismic	safety	of	the	proposed	
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structure	with	respect	to	ground	shaking.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	Hollywood	
Fault	and	related	seismic	effects.	

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐4	

LA	Fire	Department	states	that	fire	protection	would	be	inadequate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐4	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 addresses	 fire	 protection	 and	
emergency	medical	 services,	 as	well	 as	 related	water	 infrastructure	 and	 fire	 flow	 issues.	 	 The	 commenter	
states	 that	 LAFD	 correspondence	 dated	 September	 19,	 2013	 indicates	 that	 fire	 protection	 for	 the	 Project	
would	 be	 inadequate.	 	 However,	 since	 the	 publication	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR,	 LAFD	 has	 provided	
subsequent	correspondence	regarding	the	Project	dated	May	10,	2016	(included	in	Appendix	C	of	this	Final	
EIR)	 that	 further	 clarifies	 that	 absent	mitigation,	 Project	 implementation	would	 increase	 the	need	 for	 fire	
protection	and	emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	Project	area,	which	could	potentially	have	a	cumulative	
impact	on	 fire	protection	services.	 	However,	 in	order	 to	address	such	potential	 impacts	 to	 fire	protection	
services,	 LAFD	 has	 identified	 conditions	 with	 respect	 to	 Firefighting	 Personnel	 Access	 and	 Firefighting	
Apparatus	 Access	 that	 would	 minimize	 such	 impacts	 and	 assist	 LAFD	 in	 providing	 fire	 protection	 and	
emergency	 response	 services	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 LAFD	 letter	 further	 enumerates	 the	 Project‐specific	
conditions	and	clarifies	that	prior	to	issuance	of	any	building	permit,	definitive	plans	shall	be	submitted	to	
LAFD	 to	 ensure	 that	 necessary	 requirements	 are	 satisfied.	 	With	 implementation	 of	 applicable	mitigation	
measures,	Project	Design	Features,	and	LAFD	conditions,	impacts	to	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	
services	would	be	less	than	significant.	

As	also	discussed	In	Section	4.I.1,	the	LAFD	has	indicated	in	correspondence	dated	September	19,	2013	(see	
Appendix	I	of	the	Draft	EIR)	that	a	fire	flow	of	9,000	gallons	per	minute	(gpm)	to	the	Project	Site	from	four	to	
six	fire	hydrants	would	be	required	to	adequately	serve	the	site.		As	updated	fire	flow	report	was	prepared	
for	 the	 Project	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Water	 and	 Power	 (LADWP)	 in	 March	 2016,	 which	
demonstrates	that	a	fire	flow	of	up	to	9,000	gpm	with	a	minimum	of	50	psi	residual	water	pressure	from	six	
hydrants	 flowing	 simultaneously	 is	 possible	 under	 existing	 conditions.	 	 Two	 of	 the	 six	 fire	 hydrants	 are	
located	 on	 the	 Project	 Site’s	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 frontage,	 two	 hydrants	 are	 located	 on	 the	 west	 side	 of	
Havenhurst	Drive	adjacent	 to	 and	 south	of	 the	Project	 Site,	 respectively,	 and	 two	hydrants	 are	 located	on	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (one	 on	 either	 side	 of	 the	 street)	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	 fire	 flow	
assessment	provided	by	LADWP,	including	a	map	showing	the	locations	of	the	six	fire	hydrants	that	would	
serve	 the	 Project	 Site,	 is	 included	 in	 Appendix	 C	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR.	 Although	 the	 LADWP	 fire	 flow	 report	
indicates	that	a	total	fire	flow	of	9,000	gpm	can	be	accommodated	by	the	existing	water	system,	it	is	possible	
that	some	improvements	may	be	required	prior	to	LAFD	approval	regarding	fire	flow.				All	such	upgrades	or	
fire	 flow‐related	 improvements	would	be	subject	 to	review	and	approval	of	 the	LAFD	and	LADWP,	and	all	
development	must	comply	with	Fire	Code	standards	prior	to	building	plan	approval.		With	the	availability	of	
hydrants	and	upgrade	in	service	connection,	it	is	expected	that	the	Project	would	be	in	compliance	with	the	
Fire	Code	and	requirements	cited	by	the	LAFD.		However,	specific	service	design	is	determined	at	the	review	
of	building	construction	and	engineering	plans,	subsequent	to	the	finalization	of	the	EIR	and	not	part	of	the	
EIR	 process.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	 infrastructure	 to	 serve	 the	
Project.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C9‐5	

Emergency	disaster	services	and	resiliency	was	not	addressed	in	the	documentation.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐5	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.1.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 discusses	 fire	 safety,	 including	
regulations	 set	 forth	 in	 the	Fire	Code	 and	Division	7	of	 the	Building	Code	 for	high‐rise	 construction.	 	 The	
Project	would	 be	 required	 to	 be	 compliant	with	 all	 applicable	 codes	 prior	 to	 building	 plan	 approval.	 	 As	
addressed	 in	Section	4.1.1,	 the	Project	would	not	exceed	the	threshold	standard	relative	to	 fire	protection,	
which	is	the	need	to	add	or	expand	fire	stations.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	
vehicle	access	and	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐6	

Sewer	 Capacity	Availability	Request	 SCAR	 from	 the	 County	 of	 Los	Angeles	 has	 not	 been	 submitted	 in	 the	
documentation	(refer	to	notation	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	SCAR	report).	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐6	

Draft	EIR,	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	addresses	sewer	capacity	issues.		The	SCAR	application	for	the	City	of	
Los	Angeles	Bureau	 of	 Engineering	 is	 included	 as	Appendix	 I‐2	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 provided	 in	 the	Project’s	
administrative	record,	and	available	for	public	review.		Although	facilities	owned	and	operated	by	the	City	of	
West	Hollywood	(local	sewers)	and	County	of	Los	Angeles	(trunk	sewers)	would	also	convey	Project‐related	
wastewater	 to	 the	Hyperion	Treatment	Plant,	 the	 SCAR	application	must	be	 submitted	 to	 the	 agency	 that	
would	 provide	 sewage	 service	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 (i.e.,	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles),	 and	 thus	 no	 SCAR	 (or	
equivalent	application)	was	submitted	to	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	or	County	of	Los	Angeles.	 	However,	
coordination	with	those	agencies	would	be	carried	out,	as	necessary,	to	address	wastewater	infrastructure	
capacity.		The	Draft	EIR	states	that	the	Bureau	of	Sanitation	responded	(July	1,	2013)	to	the	applicant’s	SCAR	
indicating	 that	hydraulic	 capacity	exists	 in	 the	system	to	accommodate	 the	Project,	 and	subsequent	sewer	
line	gauging	has	determined	that	adequate	capacity	exists	in	all	the	sewers	serving	the	Project	Site,	including	
those	 in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	as	shown	in	 the	Sewer	Area	Study	 included	in	Appendix	C	of	 the	RP‐
DEIR.		Minor	corrections	to	the	text	in	Section	4.K.2	are	addressed	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	
to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 Additionally,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 provides	 further	 information	
regarding	wastewater	infrastructure.	

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐7	

LADWP	Water	Supply	Assessment	is	not	presented.		Condition	of	the	water	lines	needs	to	be	analyzed	as	the	
area	has	experienced	frequent	water	main	breaks.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐7	

Draft	 EIR,	 Section	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 states	 that	 a	 WSA	 is	 not	 required	 from	 the	 water	 supplier	 to	
demonstrate	 the	Project’s	water	demand	 is	 included	as	part	of	 the	most	 recently	 adopted	UWMP.	 	This	 is	
because	the	Project	 is	not	subject	to	the	requirements	of	SB	610	or	SB	221	because	it	neither	includes	the	
development	of	500	residential	units	or	retail	 floor	area	 in	excess	of	500,000	square	 feet.	 	Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.				
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COMMENT	NO.	C9‐8	

Total	Daily	Maximum	Load	information	has	not	been	presented	for	compliance	and	long‐term	monitoring	of	
the	MS4	permit.		LID	compliance	has	not	been	addressed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐8	

The	 Project	 will	 be	 required	 to	 comply	 with	 MS4	 and	 LID	 requirements	 for	 building	 permit	 approval.		
Compliance	 with	 these	 regulations	 is	 determined	 according	 to	 specific	 engineering	 plans	 and	 drawings,	
which	are	prepared	subsequent	to	the	finalization	of	the	EIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐9	

There	is	no	analysis	of	transit	capacity,	yet	the	reference	to	a	transit	line/stop	appears	to	be	a	guarantee	of	
reduction	of	congestion.		That	may	not	be	the	case.	Vehicles	miles	traveled	may	not	be	reduced.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐9	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	describes	transit	services	and	facilities	and	impacts	on	
public	transit	(Impact	Statement	TR‐5).		As	described	in	Section	4.J,	a	five	percent	trip	reduction	for	transit	
use	 is	applied	to	residential‐only	trips.	 	As	shown	in	the	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR),	each	
unit	 would	 average	 6.65	 vehicle	 trips	 per	 day.	 	 The	 five	 percent	 reduction	 applied	 to	 6.65	 trips	 per	 day	
represents	a	reduction	of	82	daily	trips	for	all	transit	facilities.		As	discussed	in	further	detail	on	pages	116	
and	117	of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	the	transit	impact	analysis	found	that	
Project	would	result	in	a	net	increase	in	site‐related	transit	ridership	of	approximately	157	persons	per	day,	
including	a	net	increase	of	two	persons	(decrease	of	four	inbound,	increase	of	six	outbound)	during	the	A.M.	
peak	hour,	and	an	increase	of	21	persons	(increase	of	15	inbound,	increase	of	six	outbound)	during	the	P.M.	
peak	hour.		While	it	is	acknowledged	that	bus	utilization	in	the	Project	vicinity	can	be	heavy	during	the	peak	
weekday	commute	periods,	this	nominal	level	of	new	rider	demand	would	likely	be	divided	among	the	three	
bus	lines	(Metro	Lines	2/302,	and	Metro	Line	218)	providing	direct	service	to	the	Project	Site.		These	three	
lines	alone	provide	a	combined	total	of	about	20	buses	per	hour,	and	a	combined	total	of	nearly	270	buses	
per	day,	serving	the	Project	Site	during	both	the	weekday	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	commute	periods.		The	potential	
Project‐related	increase	in	ridership	on	any	single	bus	is	expected	to	be	nominal	(an	average	of	two	or	fewer	
new	 riders	 per	 bus	 during	 the	 peak	 commute	periods).	 Therefore,	 the	Project	would	 result	 in	 a	 less	 than	
significant	transit‐related	impact	to	the	existing	bus	service.			

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐10	

Parking	is	marketable	under	this	plan,	so	it	is	not	tied	to	the	land.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐10	

This	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	However,	 the	
comment	 does	 not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	 content	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 no	 further	 response	 is	
warranted.		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	further	discussion	regarding	parking	adequacy.	

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐11	

Hollywood	Community	Plan,	dated	December	13,	1988,	states:	
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Objectives	of	the	Plan	

3.	To	make	provision	for	the	housing	required	to	satisfy	the	varying	needs	and	desires	of	all	economic	
segments	of	the	Community,	maximizing	the	opportunity	for	individual	choice.	

To	encourage	the	preservation	and	enhancement	of	the	varied	and	distinctive	residential	character	of	
the	Community,	and	to	protect	lower	density	housing	from	the	scattered	intrusion	of	apartments.	

Policies	

The	Plan	encourages	the	preservation	of	 lower	density	residential	areas,	and	the	conservation	of	open	
space	lands.	

Commerce	

Features	

The	Plan	provides	approximately	1,139	acres	of	commercial	and	related	parking	uses.	

Housing	

Features	

Apartments	in	high‐density	areas	provide	housing	for	about	37,430	persons.	Medium	and	 low‐medium	
density	apartment	and	townhouse	areas	provide	for	about	127,105	persons.	The	low‐density	residential	
character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	 lower	density	(Low	Medium	I	or	more	
restrictive)	 residential	neighborhoods	 should	be	protected	 from	encroachment	by	other	 types	of	uses,	
including	surface	parking.	It	is	the	intent	of	this	Plan	that	all	natural	slopes	generally	in	excess	of	15%	
be	limited	to	the	minimum	density	range.	Transitional	building	heights	should	be	imposed,	especially	in	
the	 Medium	 density	 housing	 designated	 areas	 where	 this	 designation	 is	 immediately	 adjacent	 to	
properties	designated	Low	Medium	I	or	more	restrictive.	

Additional	low	and	moderate‐income	housing	is	needed	in	all	parts	of	this	Community.	Density	bonuses	
for	provision	of	such	housing	through	Government	Code	65915	may	be	granted	in	the	Low‐Medium	I	or	
less	restrictive	residential	categories.	

Circulation	

Standards	and	Criteria	

The	 full	 residential,	 commercial	 and	 industrial	 densities	 and	 intensities	 proposed	 by	 the	 Plan	 are	
predicated	upon	 the	development	of	 the	designated	major	and	secondary	highways	and	 freeways.	No	
increase	in	density	shall	be	effected	by	zone	change	or	subdivision	unless	it	is	determined	that	the	local	
streets,	major	and	secondary	highways,	freeways,	and	public	transportation	available	in	the	area	of	the	
property	 involved,	are	adequate	to	serve	the	traffic	generated.	Adequate	highway	 improvements	shall	
be	 assured	 prior	 to	 the	 approval	 of	 zoning	 permitting	 intensification	 of	 land	 use	 in	 order	 to	 avoid	
congestion	 and	 assure	 proper	 development.	 	 The	 Plan	 recognizes	 that	within	 the	 designated	 Center	
Study	 Areas	 of	Hollywood	 innovative	 parking	 programs	 should	 be	 instituted	 to	 accommodate	 these	
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Centers'	parking	needs	through	creation	of	more	available	parking	capacity	and	more	efficient	use	of	
parking	facilities.	

Circulation	

Features	

The	full	residential,	commercial,	and	industrial	densities	and	intensities	proposed	by	the	Plan	are	predicated	
upon	 the	provision	of	adequate	public	 service	 facilities,	with	 reference	 to	 the	 standards	 contained	 in	 the	
General	Plan.	No	increase	in	density	shall	be	effected	by	zone	change	or	subdivision	unless	it	is	determined	
that	 such	 facilities	 are	 adequate	 to	 serve	 the	 proposed	 development.	 In	 mountain	 areas	 no	 tentative	
subdivision	map	shall	be	approved	until	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	Fire	Department.	

Specific	Plan	Studies	

Specific	Plan	studies	are	suggested	in	the	following	areas:	

Metro	Rail	Station	areas:	 if	development	 intensities	greater	than	those	depicted	 in	this	Plan	are	to	be	
encouraged,	station	area	master	plans	should	be	prepared.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐11	

The	commenter	provides	text	from	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(1988),	which	is	acknowledged.			

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐12	

The	project	does	not	conform	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(Land	Use).			

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐12	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	evaluates	the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	the	objectives	of	the	adopted	
Hollywood	Community	Plan.		As	discussed	therein	and	summarized	in	Table	4.F‐2,	Comparison	of	the	Project	
with	 Applicable	 Policies	 of	 the	Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	 the	 Project	 is	 in	 substantial	 consistency	with	
Plan	policies.		The	Project’s	consistency	with	adopted	plans	is	further	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2	in	
this	Final	EIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐13	

The	surrounding	character	of	the	community	is	not	taken	into	consideration.		Projected	population	increases	
need	 to	 be	 presented.	 	 Regional	 Housing	 Needs	 Assessment	 RHNA	 has	 no	 allocation	 specifically	 for	 the	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	allocation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐13	

Draft	EIR	Sections	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	and	4.F,	Land	Use,	describes	the	physical	character	of	the	
surrounding	area.		Also,	Draft	EIR	Section	4.H,	Population,	Housing,	and	Employment,	describes	the	Project‐
related	 and	 cumulative	 population	 growth	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Community,	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles,	and	SCAG	projections.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C9‐14	

There	 is	 no	 adopted	 Circulation	 Element	 which	 is	 a	 comprehensive	 infrastructure	 plan	 addressing	 the	
circulation	 of	 people,	 goods,	 energy,	water,	 sewage,	 storm	drainage,	 and	 communications.	 The	Circulation	
Element	 is	 required	 by	 the	 State	 of	 California.	 Age	 and	 condition	 of	 pipelines‐of	 all	 types,	 including	 gas,	
should	be	assessed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐14	

The	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles’	 Circulation	 Element	 is	 an	 adopted	 component	 of	 the	 General	 Plan,	 and	 does	 not	
relate	 to	other	 infrastructure	beyond	existing	 and	 future	 roadways	and	other	 circulation‐related	 facilities.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐15	

The	project	is	not	consistent	with	Framework	Element	Policy	No.	3.3.2.	Framework	Element	Policy	No.	3.3.2	
is	the	monitoring	aspect	of	CEQA	for	the	General	Plan.	It	reads:	

3.3.2	Monitor	population,	development,	and	 infrastructure	and	service	capacities	within	the	City	and	each	
community	plan	area,	or	other	pertinent	service	area.	The	results	of	this	monitoring	effort	will	be	annually	
reported	to	the	City	Council	and	shall	be	used	in	part	as	a	basis	to:	

a.	 	 Determine	 the	 need	 and	 establish	 programs	 for	 infrastructure	 and	 public	 service	 investments	 to	
accommodate	 development	 in	 areas	 in	which	 economic	 development	 is	 desired	 and	 for	which	 growth	 is	
focused	by	the	General	Plan	Framework	Element.	

b.		Change	or	increase	the	development	forecast	within	the	City	and/or	community	plan	area	as	specified	in	
Table	 2‐2	 (see	 Chapter	 2:	 Growth	 and	 Capacity)	when	 it	 can	 be	 demonstrated	 that	 (1)	 transportation	
improvements	have	been	 implemented	or	 funded	that	 increase	capacity	and	maintain	the	 level	of	service,	
(2)	demand	management	or	behavioral	changes	have	reduced	traffic	volumes	and	maintained	or	improved	
levels	of	service,	and	(3)	the	community	character	will	not	be	significantly	impacted	by	such	Increases.	Such	
modifications	shall	be	considered	as	amendments	to	Table	2‐2	and	depicted	on	the	community	plans.		

c.	Initiate	a	study	to	consider	whether	additional	growth	should	be	accommodated,	when	75	percent	of	the	
forecast	of	any	one	or	more	category	 listed	 in	Table	2‐2	(see	Chapter	2:	Growth	and	Capacity)	 is	attained	
within	 a	 community	 plan	 area.	 If	 a	 study	 is	 necessary,	 determine	 the	 level	 of	 growth	 that	 should	 be	
accommodated	 and	 correlate	 that	 level	 with	 the	 capital,	 facility,	 or	 service	 improvements	 and/or	
transportation	demand	reduction	programs	that	are	necessary	to	accommodate	that	level.	

d.	Consider	 regulating	 the	 type,	 location,	and/or	 timing	of	development,	when	all	of	 the	preceding	 steps	
have	 been	 completed,	 additional	 infrastructure	 and	 services	 have	 been	 provided,	 and	 there	 remains	
inadequate	public	infrastructure	or	service	to	support	land	use	development.	(P42,	P43)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐15	

An	analysis	of	Policy	3.2.2	of	the	General	Plan	Framework	was	not	included	in	the	Draft	EIR	because	it	is	not	
applicable	 to	 the	Project.	 	Policy	3.2.2	sets	 forth	goals,	 such	as	population	monitoring	and	development	of	
infrastructure	programs	that	must	be	implemented	by	public	agencies	and	is	not	within	the	discretion	of	a	
single,	 private	 developer	 to	 carry	 through.	 	 	 However,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	
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population	growth	and	associated	 impacts	 to	public	services	and	 infrastructure	 in	Section	4.H,	Population,	
Housing,	 and	Employment,	 Section	4.I,	Public	Services,	 Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 Section	
4.K.1,	Water	 Supply,	 and	 Section	 4.K.2,	Wastewater,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 respectively.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	
impacts	 related	 to	 population	 growth	 and	 associated	 effects	 on	 public	 services	 and	 infrastructure	 were	
determined	to	be	 less	 than	significant,	either	with	or	without	mitigation	measures.	 	As	such,	 the	Project	 is	
considered	feasible	in	terms	of	infrastructure	capacity	and	public	service	capabilities.		Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	 impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C9‐16	

The	2014	Growth	and	Infrastructure	Report	does	not	engage	the	infrastructure	needs	in	today's	regulatory	
framework.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C9‐16	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	
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LETTER	NO.	C10	

Suzette	Ervin	
Resident	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#208	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C10‐1	

I	am	a	resident	of	West	Hollywood	and	live	next	door	to	the	proposed	new	towers	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	I	am	
writing	to	you	to	express	my	disdain	for	the	gigantic	project,	which	has	been	approved	for	the	corner.	I	have	
lived	here	for	15	years.	I	have	literally	seen	countless	accidents	at	this	intersection.	This	is	just	in	the	time	I	
am	home	 and	not	 at	work!	 The	 traffic	 and	 congestion	 on	 this	 corner	 is	 extraordinary.	 This	 neighborhood	
does	not	have	the	infrastructure	to	support	such	a	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C10‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	 therein,	 with	mitigation	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	
streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 during	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	
conditions.		In	addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	Program	(TDM),	
as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Transportation	
Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	
trip‐reduction	 programs	 and	 services	 identified	 in	 the	 City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	
Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	
telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.		The	TDM,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	
expected	 to	 reduce	overall	projected	 trips.	 	Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 the	Project’s	
traffic	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C10‐2	

The	 noise	 and	 dirt	 and	 dust	 during	 the	 construction	 phase	 will	 be	 intolerable	 but	 that	 will	 be	 nothing	
compared	to	the	amount	of	traffic	that	will	come	when	it	is	finished.	I	can	only	assume	the	developers	are	not	
worried	about	it.	They	do	not	plan	to	live	here.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C10‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	fully	addressed	construction‐related	air	quality	and	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	
and	 Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	 supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendices	B	 and	F,	 respectively.	 	As	 concluded	
therein,	 air	 quality	 impacts	 during	 construction	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation,	 while	
temporary	noise	impacts	of	construction	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable	even	with	implementation	of	
applicable	mitigation	measures.	 	 In	addition,	 the	 construction	 impacts	analysis	determined	 that	dust,	with	
compliance	with	SCAQMD	Rule	403	(Control	of	Fugitive	Dust),	would	be	below	the	City’s	 impact	threshold	
standard.	 	As	discussed	in	Response	to	Comment	C10‐1,	above,	during	operation	(with	mitigation)	Project‐
related	traffic	would	not	significantly	impact	surrounding	neighborhood	streets	or	intersections.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C10‐3	

Currently	 there	 are	 pedestrians,	 cyclists	 and	many	 dogs	 in	 the	 neighborhood	 and	 there	 are	 no	 accessible	
parks	 or	 public	 parking	 in	 the	 surrounding	 blocks.	 This	 proposition	 will	 be	 inviting	 1000	 +	 residents,	
employees,	their	dogs,	their	visitors,	and	customers	into	this	already	overcrowded	neighborhood	without	a	
public	parking,	public	park	or	subway.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C10‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.I.3,	 Parks	 and	 Recreation,	 evaluates	 the	 Project’s	 park,	 recreation,	 and	 open	 space	
features	and	their	effects	in	serving	Project	residents	and	their	potential	in	reducing	the	Project’s	impacts	on	
local	park	facilities.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	will	incorporate	park	and	recreation	facilities	to	serve	
Project	 residents.	 	Common	open	space	requirements	are	applicable	 to	all	units	and	all	Project	occupants.		
The	Project	would	provide	a	landscaped	public	Central	Plaza	and	Sunset	Terrace	rooftop	deck/garden	areas	
along	Sunset	Boulevard,	which	are	available	 for	public	use.	 	 In	addition,	a	9,134	square‐foot	public	Corner	
Plaza	 (to	 be	maintained	 by	 the	 Project	 but	 owned	 by	 the	 City)	would	 contain	 seating,	 landscaping,	 and	 a	
water	feature.		These	landscaped	open	spaces	available	for	public	use	may	be	considered	green	open	spaces	
in	the	context	of	their	location	within	a	highly	active	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor.		Section	4.I.3	also	discusses	
the	requirements	of	the	Quimby	Act	and	LAMC	Section	21.10.3.		Section	4.I.3	also	discusses	the	potential	for	
the	Project	 to	not	meet	 the	Public	Recreation	Plan’s	 short‐	 or	 long‐range	 standard	of	 two	acres	per	1,000	
persons,	since	it	would	not	provide	on‐site	parkland.	Mitigation	Measure	PRK‐1	requires	that,	if	the	Project’s	
amenities	 do	 not	 provide	 sufficient	 credit	 against	 the	 Project’s	 land	 dedication	 and/or	 in	 lieu	 fee	
requirement,	the	Applicant	would	be	required	to	do	one	of	the	following:		(1)	dedicate	additional	parkland	to	
meet	 the	 requirements	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Municipal	 Code	 Section	 17.12;	 (2)	 pay	 in‐lieu	 fees	 for	 any	 land	
dedication	 requirement	 shortfall;	 or	 (3)	 provide	 on‐site	 improvements	 equivalent	 in	 value	 to	 said	 in‐lieu	
fees.	 	 Section	 4.I.3	 concludes	 that	 implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 PRK‐1	 would	 provide	 that	 the	
Project	 would	 comply	 with	 the	 maximum	 park	 and	 recreational	 requirements.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 parking,	
please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4.	 	 The	 closest	 subway	 station	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 the	 Hollywood	 and	
Highland	Metro	station,	located	at	the	corner	of	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Highland	Avenue.	
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LETTER	NO.	C11	

Grafton	P.Tanquary	
President	
Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	Preservation	Association.	
Gpt1287@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C11‐1	

Thanks	 for	 the	attachment.	However,	 you	should	 change	your	 site	 containing	 the	DEIR,	 so	 that	 concerned	
parties	can	open	the	many	attachments.	You	cannot	do	this	at	present,	which	is	very	frustrating	for	many	of	
us.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C11‐1	

The	Draft	EIR,	including	all	Appendices,	was	and	continues	to	be	posted	on	the	Department	of	City	Planning’s	
Web	site	at	http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html.		All	associated	documents	have	been	
and	 continue	 to	 be	 accessible	 for	 viewing	 and	 downloading.	 	 Every	 effort	 has	 been	 made	 to	 make	 the	
documents	available	for	review	and	other	commenters	have	been	able	to	access	materials	from	the	Web	site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C11‐2	

In	the	interim,	would	you	please	send	me	the	attachments	relating	to	the	earthquake	study	and	the	method	
used	to	measure	the	distance	from	the	site	to	the	traffic	stop	at	Santa	Monica	and	Fairfax.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C11‐2	

The	commenter	requests	Draft	EIR‐related	materials	from	the	City,	which	were	provided	to	the	commenter.		
As	 relates	 to	 the	 distance	 measurement	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 to	 the	 transit	 stop	 at	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Fairfax	 Avenue	 intersection,	 this	 distance	 was	 measured	 by	 a	 licensed	 surveyor,	 as	 shown	 in	
Appendix	D	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C11‐3	

In	 re:	 the	 draft	 EIR,	 I	 have	 been	 able	 to	 open	 the	 executive	 summary	 on	 your	 site,	 but	 not	 any	 of	 the	
appendices.	Would	 it	be	possible	 for	 you	 to	 send	me	Appendix	H,	 traffic,	 by	email?	That	would	be	greatly	
appreciated.	Thanks.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C11‐3	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C11‐1,	above.		
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LETTER	NO.	C12	

Rory	Barish		
N2SWIMNG@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C12‐1	

I	 have	 further	 comments	 after	 attending	 a	 meeting	 last	 night	 at	 the	 Durant	 Library	 organized	 by	 the	
Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	The	guest	speakers	were	representatives	of	the	developers	of	
the	 8150	 project.	 They	were	 there	 to	 answer	 questions	 relating	 to	 the	 DEIR	 by	 neighbors,	 neighborhood	
council	and	homeowner	associations,	Jonathan	Brand	(from	Tom	LaBonge's	office).....	

Topics	of	major	concern	were	as	follows...	

RESPONSE	NO.	C12‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C12‐2	through	C12‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C12‐2	

1.	If	Havenhurst	Drive	will	not	have	traffic	exiting	the	project	and	turning	left	down	the	street	as	stated	in	the	
DEIR,	then	why	the	need	for	a	traffic	signal	at	the	bottom	of	Fountain?	The	reps	for	the	developer	said	that	
they	could	not	guarantee	cars	adhering	to	a	sign	that	says	no	left	hand	turn	nor	could	they	have	somebody	
there	 policing	 it.	 They	 said	 that	 they	 could	 curve	 the	 driveway	 to	 suggest	 turning	 right	 but	 when	 the	
driveway	hits	the	street	there	is	no	control	of	which	way	the	driver	will	turn.	I	then	suggest	to	the	City	of	LA	
that	a	cul	de	sac	is	needed	on	that	street	(paid	by	the	developers	with	the	cooperation	from	the	City	of	West	
Hollywood)	from	the	West	Hollywood	border	on	Havenhurst	down	to	Fountain.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C12‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluates	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	
existing	 traffic	 counts	 along	 Fountain	 Avenue	 are	 high,	 with	 this	 roadway	 exhibiting	 daily	 volumes	
throughout	 the	 study	 area	 (generally	 between	 Sweetzer	 Avenue	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue)	 of	 between	
approximately	 33,500	 and	 35,000	 vehicles	 per	 day	 (total	 of	 both	 directions).	 	 The	 Project’s	 traffic	 trip	
distribution	pattern	would	result	in	the	addition	of	new	Project‐generated	vehicular	trips	to	the	westbound	
and	 northbound	 approaches	 to	 intersection	 of	 Havenhurst	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue,	 even	 with	 the	
understanding	 that	 both	 signage	 and	 physical	 barriers	 would	 be	 provided	 to	 restrict	 left	 turns	 onto	
southbound	Havenhurst	towards	Fountain	Avenue	(see	Figure	4.J‐5	 in	Chapter	3.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR).	 	These	
new	Project	trips	to	the	intersection	of	Havenhurst	and	Fountain	Avenue	are	the	reason	a	significant	traffic	
impact	and	associated	traffic	signal	as	mitigation	was	identified	at	this	intersection,	not	southbound	Project	
traffic	on	Havenhurst.			The	comment’s	suggestion	regarding	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	is	noted	and	
will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 However,	 please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	C625‐16	(Janey	Marks	Letter	C625)	regarding	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C12‐3	

2.	While	admitting	 that	 the	 infrastructure	as	 it	exists	does	not	support	 the	current	standard	 for	additional	
sewage	and	water	overflow,	the	reps	of	the	developer	bad	[sic]	stated	that	they	do	not	have	a	plan	or	system	
in	place	to	correct	this	in	the	DEIR	(or	otherwise).	Why	was	this	not	addressed?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C12‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 to	 water	 and	 sewer	 infrastructure	 in	 Section	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 and	
Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	I	and	in	Appendix	C	of	the	RP‐
DEIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	water	 and	 sewer	 infrastructure	 impacts	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 The	
Applicant	would	be	responsible	 for	providing	the	necessary	water	and	sewer	 infrastructure	on	the	Project	
Site,	 as	 well	 as	 any	 extensions	 to	 connect	 the	 Project	 Site	 to	 infrastructure	 lines	 in	 the	 area.	 	 However,	
modifications	 to	 public	 infrastructure,	 if	 indicated	 by	 existing	 conditions,	 are	 required	 by	 the	 City’s	
Department	of	Public	Works	and	are	not	dependent	upon	discretion	of	the	builder.		Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C12‐4	

3.	The	traffic	burden	and	safety	hazard	was	discussed	all	night	yet	the	project	proposes	throwing	between	
900‐1300	bicycles	 into	 the	streets.	The	DEIR	states	 that	 it	 is	 in	 the	vicinity	of	bike	 lanes	or	proposed	bike	
lanes	yet	when	I	asked	the	developers	reps	if	they	had	seen	or	heard	of	any	existing	or	proposed	lanes	they	
stated	 ..NO!	While	 stating	 earlier	 that	 they	had	 sufficient	parking	on	 the	premises	 (which	we	 refute)	 they	
then	suggest	that	this	is	not	only	a	way	of	making	up	for	the	lack	of	parking	but	to	slip	this	project	in	as	being	
"Green"	and	getting	benefits	 from	environmental	 incentives.	They	said	that	 it	will	encourage	people	to	use	
bikes...	This	is	outrageous....NO	bike	lanes	and	no	proposed	ones,	yet	all	of	these	bikes.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C12‐4	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 bicycle	 parking	 and	 bicycle	
facilities	in	the	Project	area.	

COMMENT	NO.	C12‐5	

You	may	attach	this	letter	to	my	December	17th	2014	letter	or	let	it	stand	on	its	own.	

This	project	is	wrong	for	the	neighborhood	in	every	way,	shape	and	form	and	the	developers	need	to	go	back	
to	the	drawing	board	and	start	again	with	a	real	plan,	and	a	truthful	and	factual	one.	

Please	acknowledge	receipt	of	this	mail	

RESPONSE	NO.	C12‐5	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C13	

Adam	G.	Bass	

COMMENT	NO.	C13‐1	

The	 total	 provided	 open	 space	 is	 not	 sufficient	 for	 public	 use.	 	 The	 only	 open	 space	 provided	 by	 the	
developer	that	will	be	for	public	benefit	is	the	corner	plaza,	which	is	less	than	half	required	by	the	City.	There	
should	be	more	public	open	space	available	to	the	public	–	green	space	–	to	make	dog	walking,	getting	fresh	
air,	and	community	atmosphere	available	to	the	new	residents	and	visitors	to	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C13‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.3,	Parks	and	Recreation,	evaluates	 the	Project’s	park,	 recreation,	and	open	space	
features	and	their	effects	in	serving	Project	residents	and	their	potential	 in	reducing	impacts	on	local	park	
facilities.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	has	incorporated	park	and	recreation	facilities	within	the	Project	
to	 serve	 Project	 residents.	 	 Common	 open	 space	 requirements	 are	 applicable	 to	 all	 units	 and	 all	 Project	
occupants;	 the	 City	 does	 not	 require	 development	 projects	 to	 provide	 open	 space	 for	 use	 by	 the	 general	
public.	 	However,	 the	Project	would	provide	a	 landscaped	public	Central	Plaza	and	Sunset	Terrace	rooftop	
deck/garden	areas	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	which	are	available	for	public	use.		In	addition,	a	9,134	square‐
foot	 public	 Corner	 Plaza	 (to	 be	maintained	 by	 the	 Project	 but	 owned	 by	 the	 City)	would	 contain	 seating,	
landscaping,	and	a	water	feature.		These	landscaped	open	spaces	available	for	public	use	may	be	considered	
green	open	spaces	in	the	context	of	their	location	within	a	highly	active	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor.		Section	
4.I.3	 also	 discusses	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	 Quimby	 Act	 and	 LAMC	 Section	 21.10.3.	 	 Section	 4.I.3	 also	
discusses	the	potential	for	the	Project	to	not	meet	the	Public	Recreation	Plan’s	short‐	or	long‐range	standard	
of	 two	 acres	 per	 1,000	 persons,	 since	 it	 would	 not	 provide	 on‐site	 parkland.	 Mitigation	 Measure	 PRK‐1	
requires	that,	if	the	Project’s	amenities	do	not	provide	sufficient	credit	against	the	Project’s	land	dedication	
and/or	 in	 lieu	 fee	 requirement,	 the	Applicant	would	be	 required	 to	do	one	of	 the	 following:	 	 (1)	dedicate	
additional	parkland	to	meet	the	requirements	of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	Section	17.12;	(2)	pay	in‐lieu	
fees	for	any	land	dedication	requirement	shortfall;	or	(3)	provide	on‐site	improvements	equivalent	in	value	
to	said	in‐lieu	fees.		Section	4.I.3	concludes	that	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	PRK‐1	would	ensure	
that	the	Project	would	comply	with	the	maximum	park	and	recreational	requirements	and	reduce	impacts	
on	local	facilities.			

COMMENT	NO.	C13‐2	

This	project	is	out	of	scale	with	the	adjacent	neighborhood,	and	should	have	major	mitigation	factors	to	get	
approval.		Providing	less	than	half	the	City	required	open	space	for	public	use	is	unacceptable,	and	violates	
the	adjacent	neighbors.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C13‐2	

The	 City	 has	 not	 assigned	 any	 height	 limitations	 to	 this	 area	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 a	 designated	 Major	
Highway.		In	fact,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2	
regarding	land	use	compatibility	and	consistency	with	development	patterns	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
the	height	and	mass	of	the	Project	are	considered	consistent	with	other	mid‐	and	high‐rise	structures	along	
Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	Project	area.	The	height	and	mass	of	the	Project	are	limited	only	by	the	floor‐area	
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ratio	(FAR)	of	3:1,	which	is	an	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	applicable	to	the	Project	Site	due	to	the	inclusion	
of	 11%	 very	 low	 income	 housing	 units	 in	 the	 Project.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 page	 2‐2	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	
Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	Site	is	zoned	C4‐1D,	and	the	"1D"	designation	permits	a	FAR	of	1:1	
as	the	site	is	subject	to	a	"D"	development	condition,	which	provides	that	the	total	floor	area	of	all	buildings	
on	a	lot	may	not	exceed	one	(1)	times	the	buildable	area	of	the	lot.		The	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	
height.		In	addition,	Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	evaluates	the	visual	character	effects	
of	the	Project	in	the	context	of	its	location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	discussed	therein,	the	proposed	Project	
would	provide	two‐story	retail	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	with	a	roof‐top,	landscaped	terrace.		The	nine‐
story	component	would	be	approximately	108	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard	and	the	16‐story	
component	 would	 be	 approximately	 191	 feet	 in	 height	 relative	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 low‐rise	 retail	
frontage	and	street‐oriented	landscaped	terrace	would	be	consistent	with	a	street	front	in	a	highly	urbanized	
setting	 such	 as	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 the	 taller	 components	 would	 also	 be	 set	 back	 from	 adjacent	 side	
streets.		Therefore,	the	Draft	EIR	found	the	Project	would	not	adversely	affect	the	aesthetic	character	or	scale	
of	the	setting.		As	such,	Project‐related	impacts	in	this	regard	would	be	less	than	significant	and	thus	do	not	
require	mitigation.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	Response	TR‐1	 regarding	 the	Project’s	mass	 and	 scale.	 	 Also,	
please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C13‐1,	above,	regarding	parks	and	open	space	requirements.	
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LETTER	NO.		C14	

Michael	Peretzian	
2235	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.		C14‐1	

1.		Traffic	is	already	a	problem	at	this	intersection,	not	only	because	of	the	north/south	and	east/west	flow,	
which	is	already	listed	as	one	the	worst	traffic	intersections	in	the	city,	but	in	evaluating	the	impact	of	this	
project,	 one	 should	 take	 into	 account	 the	 cause	 of	 the	 existing	 conduction,	which	 is	 that	when	 travelling	
north	from	this	 intersection,	Crescent	Heights	goes	down	from	two	lanes	down	to	one	 lane	when	the	road	
becomes	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	at	Hollywood	Boulevard.	 	The	possibility	of	 traffic	 congestion	 can	only	
become	worsened,	and	while	considering	the	number	of	cars	to	be	added	to	this	situation	should	the	project	
be	approved,	 it	should	also	take	into	account	the	sheer	amount	of	time	it	will	 take	each	car	to	successfully	
navigate	this	intersection,	without	cars	being	caught	in	the	intersection	and	blocking	opposing	traffic.		This	is	
already	a	problem	during	rush	hour,	and	for	those	coming	home	from	work	during	rush	hour	to	patronize	
any	of	the	businesses	across	the	street	at	the	retail	spaces	at	8000	Sunset	Boulevard,	such	as	Trader	Joes	or	
Crunch	Gym,	this	will	be	a	nightmare	and	probably	cause	them	to	have	to	take	their	business	elsewhere.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C14‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluates	 the	 impact	of	 the	Project	 relative	 to	 traffic	
and	congestion.		Section	4.J,	Table	4.J‐4(a),	shows	the	intersections	at	Sunset	Boulevard/Fairfax	Avenue	and	
Sunset	Boulevard/	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	as	operating	at	Level	of	Service	(LOS)	F,	which	occurs	when	
an	intersection	is	overloaded	and	characterized	by	stop‐and‐go	traffic	with	stoppages	of	long	duration.		The	
threshold	 standard	 relative	 to	 impact	 significance	 is	 more	 stringent	 under	 LOS	 conditions.	 	 However,	 as	
discussed	 in	 Section	4.J,	 although	 the	Project	would	 incrementally	 increase	 traffic	 compared	 to	 conditions	
without	 the	 Project,	 it	 would	 not	 exceed	 threshold	 standards	 at	 these	 intersections	 and,	 as	 such,	 Project	
impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.	Draft	EIR	Table	4.J‐4(a)	also	indicates	the	intersection	of	
Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard	operating	at	LOS	A	and	B,	respectively	under	Year	2013	
and	Year	2018	conditions	with	and	without	the	Project.		LOS	A	and	B	operating	conditions	exhibit	sufficient	
surplus	capacities	to	accommodate	traffic	increases	with	little	effect.	

COMMENT	NO.		C14‐2	

2.		Havenhurst	has	a	number	of	apartment	buildings	that	have	much	architectural	and	historical	significance.		
These	 are	 gems	 of	Hollywood	 In	 the	 fifties	 and	 sixties,	which	 housed	many	 stars	 from	 the	 entertainment	
world,	 such	as	Bette	Davis.	 	This	project	proposes	 to	use	Havenhurst	as	 the	point	of	access	by	 trucks	 that	
supply	and	services	the	retail	spaces	of	the	project,	completely	eroding	the	atmosphere	and	aesthetics	of	one	
of	the	most	picturesque	and	historically	significant	streets	in	the	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C14‐2	

Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	and	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	described	
truck	access.		As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR,	it	is	recommended	that	the	loading	dock	driveway	on	Havenhurst	
Drive	be	restricted	to	southbound	left‐turn	moves	only	(requiring	all	trucks	accessing	the	loading	docks	to	
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enter	via	Havenhurst	Drive	from	Sunset	Boulevard).	 	Truck	traffic	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	Havenhurst	
Drive	 driveway	 from	 the	 north	 and	 travel	 the	 short	 distance	 along	 southbound	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 to	 the	
driveway	entrance	from	Sunset	Boulevard;	no	truck	traffic	will	be	permitted	to	make	a	left‐turn	when	exiting	
from	 the	 Project	 Site	 onto	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 and	 thus	 no	 Project‐related	 truck	 traffic	 will	 occur	 on	
Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	Project	Site.		Additionally,	in	response	to	this	comment	and	others	regarding	
left‐turn	movements	from	the	Havenhurst	Drive	exit	driveway,	a	Project	Design	Feature	that	would	prevent	
exiting	vehicles	from	making	left‐turns	was	added	to	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	as	shown	in	
Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	 to	 the	Draft	EIR,	of	 the	RP‐EIR.	 	Also,	 it	should	be	noted	that	 truck	
loading	would	 occur	within	 an	 enclosed	 parking	 structure.	 	 Regarding	 effects	 on	 historical	 resources	 and	
aesthetics,	see	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	and	Section	4.A,	Aesthetic	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Also	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	regarding	indirect	impacts	on	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.		C14‐3	

I	urge	you	to	consider	these	aspects,	and	to	even	visit	the	site,	hopefully	during	an	afternoon	rush	hour,	and	
see	for	yourself	why	many	of	us,	while	we	welcome	the	need	of	smart	and	compatible	development	of	this	
property,	this	proposal	is	so	inappropriate	for	the	safety	and	beauty	of	the	surrounding	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C14‐3	

This	summation	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		This	
comment	provides	a	summary	statement	of	issues	raised	in	other	comments	above.		Please	see	response	to	
comments	C14‐1	and	C14‐2	above.	
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LETTER	NO.	C15	

Suzette	Ervin		
1425		N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#208	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C15‐1	

I	am	a	resident	of	West	Hollywood	and	live	next	door	to	the	proposed	new	towers	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	I	am	
writing	to	you	to	express	my	disdain	for	the	gigantic	project,	which	has	been	approved	for	the	corner.	I	have	
lived	here	for	15	years.	I	have	literally	seen	countless	accidents	at	this	intersection.	This	is	just	in	the	time	I	
am	home	 and	not	 at	work!	 The	 traffic	 and	 congestion	 on	 this	 corner	 is	 extraordinary.	 This	 neighborhood	
does	not	have	the	infrastructure	to	support	such	a	project.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C15‐1	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C10	(Suzette	
Ervin)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C10‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C15‐2	

The	 noise	 and	 dirt	 and	 dust	 during	 the	 construction	 phase	 will	 be	 intolerable	 but	 that	 will	 be	 nothing	
compared	to	the	amount	of	traffic	that	will	come	when	it	is	finished.	I	can	only	assume	the	developers	are	not	
worried	about	it.	They	do	not	plan	to	live	here.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C15‐2	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C10	(Suzette	
Ervin)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C10‐2	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C15‐3	

Currently	 there	 are	 pedestrians,	 cyclists	 and	many	 dogs	 in	 the	 neighborhood	 and	 there	 are	 no	 accessible	
parks	 or	 public	 parking	 in	 the	 surrounding	 blocks.	 This	 proposition	 will	 be	 inviting	 1000	 	 +residents,	
employees,	their	dogs,	their	visitors,	and	customers	into	this	already	overcrowded	neighborhood	without	a	
public	parking	facility	or	public	park	or	subway.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C15‐3	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C10	(Suzette	
Ervin)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C10‐3	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C15‐4	

Please	reassess	this	plan	and	the	traffic	and	congestion	that	will	accompany	this	project.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐573	

RESPONSE	NO.	C15‐4	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 Draft	 EIR	
Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 operational	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	
determined	 therein,	 with	mitigation	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	
streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 during	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	
conditions.		In	addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	Program	(TDM),	
as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Transportation	
Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	
trip‐reduction	 programs	 and	 services	 identified	 in	 the	 City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	
Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	
telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.		The	TDM,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	
expected	 to	 reduce	overall	projected	 trips.	 	Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 the	Project’s	
traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	C16	

Ric	Abramson	
ric@workplays.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C16‐1	

Thank	 you	 for	 your	 notification.	 In	 looking	 through	 the	 large	 amount	 of	 material,	 there	 is	 a	 general	
description	 of	 the	 current	 uses	 on	 the	 property	 but	 I	 have	 yet	 to	 locate	 a	 description	 and	 analysis	 of	 the	
existing	 property's	 individual	 land	 uses	 areas,	 parking	 spaces	 and	 trip	 allocations.	 I	 suspect	 it	 is	 in	 the	
document	somewhere?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C16‐1	

The	existing	uses	and	trip	allocations	are	individually	listed	in	Table	2(b),	Existing	Site	Uses	Trip	Generation	
Estimates,	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 Section	 2.a	 (Existing	 Conditions),	 subtopic	 (4)	 (Parking	 and	 Access)	 describes	 existing	
parking	on	the	site.		As	described	therein,	the	existing	shopping	center	provides	a	total	of	approximately	222	
on‐site	spaces,	including	approximately	116	spaces	located	in	a	surface	parking	lot	(near	Sunset	Boulevard)	
on	the	upper	portion	of	the	Project	Site	as	well	as	an	approximately	64‐space	surface	lot	located	on	the	lower	
portion	of	the	Project	Site	along	the	southern	boundary.		An	approximately	42‐space	parking	garage	is	also	
located	under	the	main	shopping	center	building.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	
trip	generation	and	associated	traffic	impacts	and	parking‐related	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C16‐2	

Would	you	please	have	the	consultants	point	out	where	in	the	Report	it	describes	the	existing	land	uses	with	
their	individual	floor	areas	that	all	added	up	equal	the	80,000	s.f.?	(i.e.	Bank	s.f.,	Retail,	s.f.,	Restaurant	s.f.,	Art	
Storage	 s.f.,	 etc.)	 	 It	 would	 also	 be	 useful	 to	 have	 the	 current	 parking	 allocations	 for	 each	 individual	 use	
currently	on	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C16‐2	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B12‐2	 (Julie	 Summers	 –	 Crescent	 Heights‐Havenhurst	 Neighborhood	
Preservation	Association	Letter	B12)	

COMMENT	NO.	C16‐3	

Finally,	please	request	 from	the	Traffic	Consultants	 that	 they	point	out	how	or	where	 in	 their	analysis	 the	
trip	generation	figure	of	5,296	daily	trips	is	broken	down	and	derived	based	on	the	individual	current	uses	
on	the	site	and	the	trips	allocated	to	each	use?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C16‐3	

The	trip	generation	calculations	for	the	existing	uses	are	shown	in	Table	2(b)	of	the	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐
1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR),	 while	 the	 trip	 generation	 rates	 used	 to	 derive	 the	 trip	 generation	 estimates	 for	 the	
existing	 uses	 are	 shown	 in	 Table	 1	 of	 the	 TIA.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 trip	
generation.	
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LETTER	NO.	C17	

Jonathan	Parfrey	
Executive	Director.	Climate	Resolve	
1000	North	Alameda	Street,	Suite	240	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	

COMMENT	NO.	C17‐1	

To	qualify	as	an	Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project,	a	proposal	must	meet	rigorous	criteria.	

First	 and	 foremost,	 a	 developer	must	 commit	 to	 LEED	 Silver	 certification	 and	 specifically	 spell	 out	 in	 its	
application	those	design	elements	that	will	achieve	this	status.	

Moreover.	 an	 ELDP	 project	 must	 result	 in	 zero	 net	 additional	 emissions	 of	 greenhouse	 gases	 and	
demonstrate	 how	 it	 will	 achieve	 at	 least	 10	 percent	 greater	 transportation	 efficiency	 than	 comparable	
projects,	documenting	that	the	number	of	vehicle	trips	by	residents	divided	by	the	number	of	residents	is	10	
percent	more	efficient	than	for	comparable	projects.	

The	8150	Sunset	project	has	demonstrably	met	this	threshold,	which	is	why	the	Governor's	Office	decided	
earlier	this	year	to	bestow	ELDP	status	on	it.	

The	draft	EIR	before	you	know	backs	this	up	by	scrutinizing	the	development's	impact	in	a	number	of	issue	
areas	and	concluding	that	8150	Sunset	will	not	have	significant	negative	long‐term	impacts.	

In	 this	 day	 and	 age,	we	must	 carefully	 examine	 the	 environmental	 impact	 of	 new	development	 proposals	
with	 an	 eye	 to	 doing	 everything	we	 can	 to	 reduce	 our	 carbon	 footprint.	 Achieving	 ELDP	 certification	 is	 a	
great	 start.	 	Green‐building	projects	 like	8150	Sunset	are	 the	 future	and	should	be	congratulated	 for	 their	
commitment	to	the	environment.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C17‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		Please	see	Appendix	J	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	further	documentation	on	the	ELDP	Certification	for	
the	Project.			
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LETTER	NO.	C18	

Julie	D.	Summers	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights,	#307	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐1	

My	 name	 is	 Julie	 Summers	 and	 for	 21	 years	 I	 have	 owned,	 lived	 in,	 and	managed	 the	 24	 unit	 apartment	
building	at	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd,	which	directly	abuts	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	project	both	to	the	
north	and	west.	

This	letter	was	sent	to	you	on	October	11,	2013	and	I	am	resending	it	with	changes	and	the	past	concerns,	
which	have	not	been	answered.	 	 It	 is	my	understanding	that	this	 letter	will	be	answered	and	my	concerns	
addressed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		This	comment	
provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	the	attached	letter.		Responses	to	the	comments	
contained	in	the	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C18‐2	through	C18‐28.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐2	

My	 first	 concern	 is	 that	 the	 15	 foot	 setback	 required	 between	 commercial	 and	 residential	 use	 must	 be	
adhered	to.	The	applicant	appears	to	be	requesting	little	or	no	setback	from	my	residents'	units.	My	building,	
built	in	1959,	has	single	glazed	windows.		Such	a	reduction	in	setbacks	would	have	an	adverse	impact.		There	
is	NO	hardship	in	developing	this	property.	How	can	findings	for	a	variance	be	made	absent	of	hardships?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐2	

Building	setbacks	are	described	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	
Draft	EIR.		The	subject	property	referenced	by	the	commenter	is	located	immediately	adjacent	to	the	Project	
Site	along	the	southern	boundary	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		As	noted	on	page	4.A‐18	in	Section	4.A	
of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project’s	South	Building	would	be	set	back	from	less	than	one	foot	to	approximately	20	
feet	 from	 the	 south	 property	 line.	 As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.F‐18	 in	 Section	 4.F	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 building	
setbacks	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 LAMC	 requirements	 and	 no	 variance	 for	 building	 setback	 has	 been	
requested.	 	However,	 in	 order	 to	 soften	 the	 visual	 effect	 of	 the	Project	 on	 the	 south	 side	of	 the	 structure,	
landscaping	would	be	provided	on	the	south	wall	where	adequate	space	exists	 to	maintain	 the	vegetation.		
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	consistency	with	development	standards.				

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐3	

At	 previous	 scoping	 and	 community	 meetings,	 hydrology	 concerns	 were	 raised	 with	 respect	 to	 the	
underground	parking	proposed.	The	current	 site	 is	parked	 full	on‐grade	and	 therefore	has	no	 sub‐surface	
impacts.		How	will	the	multiple	level	subterranean	parking	walls	affect	the	underground	water	by	damming	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐577	

existing	flow	and	diverting	water	into	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	which	has	a	very	old	one‐story	subterranean	
parking	garage?		How	can	this	site	specific	condition	be	mitigated	if	at	all?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐3	

The	 issue	 of	 hydrology	 was	 addressed	 in	 Attachment	 B,	 Explanation	 of	 Checklist	 Determinations,	 of	 the	
Initial	Study,	contained	in	Appendix	A‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Phase	I	ESA	prepared	for	
the	Project	Site	(also	included	in	Appendix	A‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	determined	that	on‐site	groundwater	depths	
are	 anticipated	 to	be	approximately	166	 feet	below	ground	 surface	 (bgs).10	 	Given	 the	 estimated	depth	 to	
groundwater	and	anticipated	depths	of	proposed	excavation,	it	is	expected	that	a	dewatering	system	would	
not	be	required	for	the	Project.		As	such,	the	issue	of	groundwater	was	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	
and	no	further	analysis	in	an	EIR	was	required.		However,	all	extracted	water	and	other	hydrological	issues	
would	 be	 addressed	 through	 compliance	 with	 the	 conditions	 of	 the	 City’s	 General	 Construction	 Permit,	
issued	by	 the	Los	Angeles	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	 (RWQCB),	 including	 the	preparation	and	
implementation	of	a	site‐specific	Stormwater	Pollution	Prevention	Plan	(SWPPP)	for	construction	activities.		
During	operation	of	the	Project	any	drainage	must	also	comply	with	the	City’s	LID	Ordinance,	which	would	
be	implemented	through	a	site‐specific	Water	Quality	Management	Plan	(WQMP).	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐4	

Many	 of	 my	 neighbors	 are	 addressing	 the	 environmental	 issues	 raised	 by	 the	 EIR	 study	 and	 I	 will	 not	
duplicate	these	questions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐4	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐5	

I	understand	that	a	traffic	study	has	been	done	and	I	would	like	it	on	record	that	I	am	extremely	concerned	
that	good	access	is	available	to	paramedics,	police,	and	Sheriff	and	Fire	departments	for	the	residents	of	my	
building.	 	Also,	 I	did	not	see	in	the	study	that	traffic	 from	a	three	story	mixed‐use	project	on	the	corner	of	
Crescent	Heights	and	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	in	West	Hollywood	(Walgreen's)	was	included.	

No	matter	what	project	is	selected	for	the	development	of	8150	Sunset,	I	am	concerned	that	traffic	related	to	
8150	Sunset	will	both	enter	and	exit	onto	Crescent	Heights	in	front	of	or	directly	next	to	my	building	causing	
extreme	hardship	to	all	residents	living	at	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights.		I	am	asking	that	a	further	study	be	done	
with	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	for	ingress	and	egress	of	traffic	in	relation	to	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐5	

Emergency	access	is	evaluated	in	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	of	the	Draft	
EIR.	 	Site	access	 is	evaluated	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Site	access	 is	
also	 evaluated	 in	 Section	 4.J	 based	 on	 the	 operational	 characteristics	 of	 each	 of	 the	 driveways	 and	 the	

																																																													

10	 IVI	 Assessment	 Services,	 Inc.,	 “Phase	 I	 Environmental	 Site	 Assessment	 –	 Suncrest	 Shopping	 Center	 8148‐8182	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 Los	
Angeles,	California	90046.”		July	7,	2011.	
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entrances	into	the	parking	garages.		Emergency	access	and	driveway	access	impacts	were	determined	to	be	
less	 than	 significant.	 	 Specifically,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐56	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 “[a]s	 indicated	 in	 LADOT’s	
current	Traffic	Study	Policies	and	Procedures	(June	2013),	it	is	recommended	that…driveways	serving	more	
than	300	spaces	(such	as	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveways,	which	provide	
access	 to	 the	 557	 commercial	 spaces)	 should	 provide	 a	 minimum	 vehicle	 reservoir	 distance	 of	 60	 feet.		
Therefore,	 it	 is	 anticipated	 that	each	of	 the	Project’s	driveways	would	 function	adequately,	with	 sufficient	
entry	and	exit	 capacity	and	 internal	vehicular	queuing	space	such	 that	no	significant	vehicular	queuing	or	
disruption	of	either	pedestrian	or	vehicular	 traffic	 flows	on	 the	Project	Site‐adjacent	streets	would	occur.”		
With	 regard	 to	 the	 comment	 about	 the	Walgreen’s	development	 at	 Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 and	Santa	
Monica	Boulevard,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	A9‐2	(City	of	West	Hollywood	Letter	A9).		Also,	please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 for	 further	discussion	of	 access	 impacts	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	
emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐6	

With	 respect	 to	 off‐site	 parking,	 the	 streets	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 surrounding	 the	 proposed	 project	 are	
restricted	and	for	the	use	of	residents.			Parking	is	by	permit	only	in	the	evenings	so	there	will	be	no	spaces	
available	to	the	Project	off‐	site.	Many	of	my	residents	tell	me	they	have	a	hard	time	finding	parking	as	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐6	

Parking	is	evaluated	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	therein,	the	
Project	would	provide	a	total	of	849	parking	spaces,	 including	554	commercial	and	295	residential	spaces.	
This	would	 exceed	 the	 applicable	 (adjusted)	 commercial	 vehicular	 parking	 requirement	 of	 494	 spaces	 by	
approximately	 60	 spaces,	 and	would	 comply	with	 the	 (unadjusted)	 vehicular	 parking	 requirement	 of	 295	
spaces	for	the	residential	uses.		Need	for	off‐site	parking	is	not	anticipated	and	parking	impacts	are	expected	
to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	adequacy	of	parking.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐7	

I	am	also	asking	that	there	is	no	idling	of	delivery	trucks	in	the	middle	of	Crescent	Heights	directly	in	front	of	
1425	N.	 Crescent	Heights,	 particularly	 during	 the	 hours	 a	 person	 sleeps.	 The	City	 of	West	Hollywood	has	
guidelines	for	idling	trucks	between	yellow	lines	in	front	of	residential	dwellings.		Please	check	with	them.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐7	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	which	includes	an	analysis	of	truck	movements	
and	 idling.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 loading	 dock	 and	 refuse	 service‐related	 activities	 such	 as	 truck	
movements/idling	and	loading/unloading	operations	would	occur	in	an	enclosed	area	(i.e.,	within	Level	B1	
of	 the	 parking	 structure	 after	 entering	 via	 an	 automated	 door	 that	 would	 close	 after	 each	 truck	 enters)	
accessed	via	Havenhurst	Drive.	 	As	all	trucks	entering	the	site	would	have	to	do	so	via	the	dedicated	truck	
access	 driveway	 entry	 on	Havenhurst	Drive,	 it	 is	 not	 expected	 that	 delivery	 trucks	would	park	 or	 idle	 on	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 before	 accessing	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Although	 there	would	 be	 potential	 for	 the	
Project	to	generate	noise	levels	that	could	adversely	impact	adjacent	land	uses	during	long‐term	operations,	
noise	measurements	determined	 that	 any	 exterior	 loading	dock	noise	would	be	56	dBA	at	 the	 residential	
property	line	and	would	not	increase	existing	ambient	noise	levels	at	adjacent	residential	site	by	more	than	
5dBA.		Therefore,	impacts	with	respect	to	this	source	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C18‐8	

Please	remember	the	beep	beep	of	trucks	unloading	carry	a	very	load	[sic]	sound.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐8	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	C18‐7,	 above.	 	 As	 stated	 therein,	 loading	 operations	would	 occur	 at	 the	
loading	dock	area	on	parking	Level	B1	in	the	building	interior.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	of	the	Draft	
EIR	 and	 noted	 above,	 Project‐related	 operational	 noise	 impacts,	 including	 noise	 effects	 associated	 with	
delivery	and	garbage	collection	trucks,	were	found	to	be	less	than	significant.	See	TR‐8	for	further	discussion	
of	noise	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐9	

I	am	also	requesting	that	the	traffic	consultants	work	with	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	to	find	a	coordinated	
and	mutually	 acceptable	 solution	 for	 any	 entry	 from	north	 bound	Crescent	Heights,	 regardless	 of	what	 is	
developed	on	the	property.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐9	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	also	see	
written	responses	to	the	City	of	West	Hollywood’s	comment	letter	(Comment	Letter	A9)	as	well	as	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	 for	 further	discussion	of	 vehicular	 access	 to	 the	Project	 Site,	 including	 access	 to	 and	 from	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		As	noted	therein	and	further	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐55	and	4.J‐56	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	operational	traffic	impacts	related	to	site	access	and	circulation	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐10	

There	 is	 a	 large	 truck	 delivery	 to	 Sunset	 Five,	 the	 building	 at	 8000	 Sunset	 across	 the	 street	 on	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	 loading	dock	 is	directly	 across	 from	my	building.	 	Deliveries	 for	Trader	 Joe's	 at	 8000	Sunset	
already	have	an	impact	on	Crescent	Heights.		Please	consider	one	of	the	mitigations	to	be	that	the	Project	at	
8150	Sunset	be	limited	to	commercial	uses	that	can	be	serviced	by	van	delivery	and	loading	only.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐10	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	C18‐7,	 above.	 	As	 stated	 therein,	 loading	 operations	would	occur	 in	 the	
building	interior.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐11	

There	 should	 be	 no	 additional	 large	 truck	 deliveries	 entering	 or	 exiting	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 based	 on	
cumulative	 impacts	of	Havenhurst	Drive	because	Crescent	Heights	 is	 a	 residential	 street	and	cannot	 stage	
large	commercial	loading	operations.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐11	

As	discussed	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	Description,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	 access	 driveway	 intended	 for	 truck	
delivery	would	be	located	within	a	commercially‐designated	zone.		In	addition,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐63	
and	4.J‐64	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	cumulative	traffic	impacts,	including	impacts	to	neighborhood	street	
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segments	 such	 as	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	
applicable	 mitigation,	 namely	 the	 installation	 of	 a	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Fountain	
Avenue.		Furthermore,	as	discussed	on	page	2‐22	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	Draft	EIR,	it	is	anticipated	that	trucks	
would	approach	the	Havenhurst	Drive	loading	area	southbound	from	Sunset	Boulevard	and	make	a	left	turn	
into	 the	 exclusive	 truck	 access	 driveway,	 then	 either	 execute	 a	 backup	 maneuver	 entirely	 within	 the	
parking/loading	 area	 to	 the	 grocery	 store	 loading	 dock	 or	 proceed	 eastward	 straight	 to	 the	 commercial	
loading	area.	 	To	exit	 the	 loading	area,	 trucks	would	proceed	eastward	 to	 the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
dedicated	truck	access	driveway	through	the	parking	structure,	make	a	right‐turn,	and	continue	southbound	
on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	As	such,	no	 loading	operations	would	occur	on	adjacent	streets,	 including	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐12	

Please	study	the	benefits	of	requiring	a	planted	median	in	the	middle	of	Crescent	heights	to	direct	the	flow	of	
through	traffic	and	prevent	idling	or	illegal	turns.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐12	

The	commenter’s	request	regarding	a	“planted	median”	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	their	consideration.		The	installation	of	a	raised	median	island	adjacent	to	the	Project	Site	along	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	 is	not	recommended,	as	 it	would	require	 that	all	vehicles	entering	and	exiting	both	 the	
Project	Site	and	the	parking	structure	for	the	8000	Sunset	development	(immediately	east	of	the	proposed	
Project	across	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	to	do	so	via	right‐turn	entry/right‐turn	exit	moves.		These	access	
restrictions	would	be	expected	to	result	in	increased	traffic	along	Fountain	Avenue	and	other	local	streets	in	
the	Project	vicinity	 (such	as	Laurel	Avenue	and	Hayworth	Avenue,	 east	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	as	
vehicles	associated	with	both	the	proposed	Project	and	the	8000	Sunset	development	seek	alternative	routes	
to	 correctly	 orient	 themselves	 to	 right‐turn	 entry	 to	 the	 respective	 driveways,	 or	 seek	 routes	 to	 or	 from	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 upon	 exiting	 the	 subject	 sites	 via	 a	 right‐turn	 move	 (if	 a	 median	 island	 is	 installed).		
Therefore,	 the	 installation	 of	 the	 suggested	median	 island	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 adjacent	 to	 the	
Project	Site	could	result	in	significant	“secondary”	impacts	to	the	area	roadway	network.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐13	

Will	any	dedicated	truck	access	 to	 the	Project	 that	 is	running	directly	north	of	my	property	and	very	near	
residential	units	be	covered	to	mitigate	the	noise	and	carbon	monoxide?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐13	

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	C18‐7,	 above.	 	As	 stated	 therein,	 loading	 operations	would	occur	 in	 the	
building	 interior.	 	 As	 discussed	 pages	 4.G‐22	 through	 4.G‐24	 in	 Section	 4.G	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 operational	
mobile‐source	 noise	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Project‐related	 traffic	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 In	
addition,	 as	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.B‐41	 and	 4.B‐42	 in	 Section	 4.B	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 localized	 operational	
impacts	 including	 those	 related	 to	 carbon	monoxide	hotspots,	would	not	 exceed	established	 thresholds	at	
nearby	sensitive	receptors	and	thus	would	be	less	than	significant.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C18‐14	

I	 realize	 views	 are	 not	 protected.	 	 Currently	 many	 of	 my	 units	 have	 views	 of	 the	 hills	 north	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard.		Will	ivy	or	covering	be	planted	and	maintained	on	all	blank	cement	walls	facing	both	the	north	
and	west	of	my	building?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐14	

The	Project	would	provide	landscaping	features,	or	features	that	contribute	to	landscaping,	such	as	a	green	
wall	and	vine‐covered	stone	cladding	along	the	exposed	podium	structure	on	the	south	edge	of	the	property	
where	adequate	space	exists	 to	allow	 for	 landscape	maintenance.	 	Please	refer	 to	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	
and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐EIR	for	a	discussion	of	applicable	Project	Design	Features	including	
landscaping	for	the	south	wall	of	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐15	

Seasonal,	 forceful	winds	 gusts	 coming	 down	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon	 go	 back	 to	 the	 first	 settlers	 in	 the	 area.		
During	several	months	of	the	year,	the	wind	blows	very	strong	down	Laurel	Canyon‐strong	enough	to	blow	
cinder	 blocks	 used	 by	Direct	 TV	 for	 the	 installation	 of	 satellite	 dished	 used	 for	 high	 definition	 TV.	 These	
cinder	 blocks	 have	 literally	 blown	 off	 the	 roof	 on	 the	 south	west	 corner	 of	my	 building	 onto	 the	 cement	
below.	Because	of	 the	proposed	height	of	 the	building	 facing	Crescent	Heights.	 	 I	am	concerned	about	any	
elevated	open	areas	and	objects	blowing	off	and	hurting	people	in	the	street.		Please	examine	the	Project	for	
potential	impact	from	these	seasonal	winds.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐15	

The	comment	is	noted.		It	is	not	expected	that	heavy,	untethered	objects	would	be	located	on	the	edges	of	the	
Project’s	terraces	or	rooftops.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐16	

I	 believe	 a	 "noise	 tunnel"	 effect	 similar	 to	 that	 of	 the	 acoustics	 at	 Carnegie	Hall	would	 be	 created	 by	 the	
height	of	the	Project,	both	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Havenhurst	Drive.	This	would	be	created	by	the	sound	
carried	from	Sunset	Boulevard.		For	the	peace	and	quiet	of	the	neighborhood,	which	currently	exists,	I	would	
like	this	studied.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐16	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 evaluates	 operational	 noise	 levels	 at	 sensitive	 receptor	 sites,	 including	
residential	uses.		As	discussed	therein,	composite	noise	level	increases	at	all	sensitive	receptor	locations	are	
expected	to	be	less	than	significant,	given	their	distance	from	the	Project	Site	and	the	presence	of	intervening	
structures.	 	 Street	 level	 noises	 at	 the	Project’s	 south	wall	would	be	partially	blocked	by	existing	 two‐	 and	
three‐story	buildings.		Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	noise	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐17	

My	residents	currently	enjoy	an	outdoor	pool	at	 the	rear	of	my	residential	building.	 	 I	 am	very	concerned	
about	any	diminutive	effects	of	light	and	shade	on	the	pool,	as	well	as	privacy	concerns	for	those	using	the	
pool.	 	Those	using	 the	pool	would	also	be	exposed	 to	 the	 top	parking	 level	 and	 residential	 tower.	 	Would	
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resident's	use	of	the	pool	be	limited	during	construction?		Please	explore	mitigations	to	protect	the	light,	air	
and	privacy	of	the	pool	area.		How	will	the	pool	and	the	pool	area	be	protected	during	construction?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐17	

The	Draft	EIR	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	evaluates	dust	generation	during	construction.		As	discussed	therein,	
dust	impacts	at	off‐site	uses	would	be	less	than	significant.		Section	4.A,	Aesthetics,	also	evaluates	the	shading	
impacts	on	the	adjacent	pool	deck.	 	As	determined	therein,	shading	of	 the	pool	deck	would	not	exceed	the	
City’s	 threshold	 standard	 of	 more	 than	 three	 hours	 between	 the	 hours	 of	 9:00	 A.M.	 and	 3:00	 P.M.	 Pacific	
Standard	Time	(PST),	between	late	October	and	early	April	or	more	than	four	hours	between	the	hours	of	
9:00	A.M.	 and	5:00	 P.M.	 Pacific	Daylight	Time	 (PDT)	between	early	April	 and	 late	October.	 	 The	 comments	
regarding	privacy	are	noted	and	will	be	forwarded	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration,	although	
they	do	not	raise	environmental	issues	germane	to	the	content	of	the	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐18	

Also,	 please	 study	 the	 light,	 air	 and	 privacy	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 windows	 facing	 the	 Project	 and	 of	 those	
apartments	 facing	 and	 impacted	 by	 the	 Project.	 Please	 include	 artificial	 light.	 	 Please	 include	 any	 bars	 or	
restaurant	use	which,	 should	 	be	placed	along	Sunset	boulevard	so	as	not	 to	negatively	 impact	 residential	
units	in	my	building	and	all		the	people	living	south	of		the	Project	in	the	possible	"noise	tunnel"	mentioned	
above.		I	am	concerned	that	people's	right	of	a	good	night's	sleep	be	protected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐18	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 evaluates	 noise	 levels	 during	 operation,	 including	 event‐related	 noise	 at	 the	
Sunset	Terrace,	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace,	and	other	outdoor	open	space	areas.		As	determined	therein,	use	of	
these	 areas	 would	 not	 impact	 sensitive	 receptors	 above	 threshold	 standards.	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 Project‐related	 noise	 impacts.	 	 In	 addition,	 revised	 Project	 Design	 Features,	
including	PDF‐Noise‐1	and	PDF‐Noise‐2	specifically	prohibit	live	bands	and	the	use	of	loud	amplified	music	
or	public	address	(PA)	systems	in	outdoor	areas,	as	shown	on	page	3‐10	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		Draft	
EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics	 also	 evaluates	 the	 Project’s	 lighting	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 from	 artificial	
light,	on	nearby	residents	and	concludes	the	impacts	are	less	than	significant.		Please	refer	also	to	Response	
to	Comment	C18‐17	regarding	air	and	privacy	concerns.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐19	

In	1994,	The	Granville,	a	condominium	building	located	at	1424	N.		Crescent	Heights,	sunk	5	feet	during	the	
Northridge	Quake	as	a	result	of	the	Sunset	Five's	(8000		Sunset)	under‐ground	parking	construction	directly	
adjacent	 to	 it.	 	 Please	 study	 the	 underground	 water	 table	 and	 soil	 instability	 caused	 by	 underground	
excavation	 for	 parking	 and	 determine	 if	 any	measures	 can	 be	 taken	 to	 ensure	 that	my	 building	 does	 not	
"sink"	in	case	of	a	seismic	event	or	because	of	the	construction	at	8150	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C18‐3,	above,	regarding	groundwater	impacts,	which	were	determined	to	
be	 less	 than	 significant	 in	 the	 Initial	 Study	 (Appendix	 A‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR).	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
evaluated	 geologic	 hazards	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils.	 	 As	 explained	 in	 that	 section,	 a	 final	
Geotechnical	Report	will	be	prepared	prior	to	issuance	of	a	grading	permit	that	will	address	seismic	safety	
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and	design	requirements	 for	 foundations,	retaining	walls,	shoring,	and	excavation.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐5	regarding	Geology	and	Soils.			

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐20	

Living	conditions	and	quality	of	life	during	construction	will	be	adversely	impacted	for	all	those	living	in	my	
building	have	real	concerns	about	dust	and	dirt	and	noise.		Will	the	soil	be	"wet	down"?	Will	a	dirt	net	be	put	
up	around	ongoing	construction?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐20	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 and	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 evaluate	 dust	 and	 noise	 generation	 during	
construction.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.B,	dust	impacts	would	be	maintained	at	a	less	than	significant	level	
through	 watering	 and	 other	 measures	 in	 compliance	 with	 SCAQMD	 Rule	 403	 (fugitive	 dust	 control).		
However,	noise	impacts	during	exterior	construction	activities,	although	temporary,	would	be	significant	and	
unavoidable	 despite	 implementation	 of	 applicable	mitigation	measures	 at	 the	most	 proximate	 residential	
uses	surrounding	the	Project	Site	(receptor	locations	R‐3,	R‐4,	and	R‐5	as	shown	in	Figure	4.G‐2	in	Section	
4.G,	Noise,	of	the	Draft	EIR).		

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐21	

How	will	people	be	protected	during	loud	construction?	There	are	elderly	and	children	living	in	the	building	
and	most	people	work	from	home.	

Will	a	"sound	wall"	be	put	up?	

Will	double‐pained	[sic],	soundproof	windows	be	installed	in	all	of	my	apartments?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐21	

As	discussed	 in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	Mitigation	Measure	Noise‐1	would	provide	 temporary	
noise	 barriers	 during	 construction,	 including	 the	 provision	 of	 a	 temporary	 15‐foot	 tall	 noise	 barrier	 to	
reduce	construction	noise	at	the	multi‐family	residential	uses	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	the	extent	
feasible.	 	 However,	 as	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 impacts	 at	 nearby	 residential	 uses	 would	 be	 considered	
significant	and	unavoidable	even	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.			

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐22	

There	is	currently	a	wall	on	the	north	side	of	my	property	that	separates	my	property	from	the	8150	Sunset	
property.	There	is	a	40	foot	row	of	plants	on	this	wall	that	residents	in	the	north	facing	apartments	see.	This	
wall	appears	to	be	half	on	8150	Sunset	and	half	on	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights.	 	 	How	will	this	wall	be	taken	
down?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐22	

Demolition	would	 be	 confined	 to	 uses	within	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 property	 boundary,	which	may	
include	 the	existing	 landscaped	screen	wall.	 	 If	 the	existing	wall	 is	 located	on	 the	Project	Site,	 it	would	be	
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removed	and	 replaced	with	 an	 aesthetically	pleasing	 screen	wall.	 	However,	 if	 the	 existing	wall	 is	 located	
outside	of	the	Project	Site	boundary,	it	would	remain	as‐is	and	would	not	be	physically	altered	by	the	Project.			

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐23	

What	 say	 do	 I	 have	 in	 this	matter?	Will	 the	 plants	 be	moved?	 How	 are	my	 residents	 protected	 from	 the	
negative	health	affects	[sic]	of	parking	exhaust	and	pollutant	emissions?	Will	my	parking	garage,	which	is	in	
the	direct	line	of	fire,	of	receiving	all	dust	and	dirt	from	the	found	[sic]	level	be	protected?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐23	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 evaluates	 the	 effects	 of	 vehicle	 emissions	 during	 construction	 and	
operation,	 as	 well	 as	 potential	 dust	 and	 dirt	 impacts	 during	 construction.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 with	
implementation	of	project	design	features	and	recommended	Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1,	operational	impacts	
with	respect	to	these	issues	would	be	less	than	significant.		With	regard	to	construction	air	quality	impacts	
and	associated	health	risks	to	sensitive	populations	in	the	Project	vicinity,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	
C692‐2	(Michael	Grace	Letter	C692).	 	As	discussed	therein,	construction‐related	health	risk	 impacts	would	
be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 Project	Design	 Feature	 PDF‐AQ‐2	 and	Mitigation	Measure	
AQ‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐24	

Will	 landscaping	 be	 the	 same	 that	 is	 currently	 shown	 in	 the	 drawings	 of	 8150	 Sunset,	 or	 be	 equally	 as	
attractive	when	another	project	is	planned?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐24	

The	landscape	plan	is	part	of	the	presentation	of	the	Project	in	the	Draft	and	Final	EIR,	which	will	comprise	
the	Certified	EIR.		The	landscape	plan	must	comply	with	the	aesthetic	standards	and	landscaping	evaluated	
in	the	Certified	EIR,	unless	specifically	altered	by	the	Project’s	decision	makers.		

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐25	

I	am	very	concerned	 that	good	contact	 information	be	given	 to	me	during	 the	entire	 time	of	 construction.	
Will	this	be	given?	What	recourse	do	I	have	if	this	is	not	the	case?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐25	

The	availability	of	contact	information	during	construction	activities	is	typically	provided	via	signage	along	
the	construction	site	boundary.		This	is	expected	to	be	the	case	for	construction	at	the	Project	Site,	although	
it	is	not	a	requirement	of	the	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐26	

There	are	currently	rats	at	8150	Sunset.	 	 	What	measures	will	be	 taken	 to	ensure	all	 rats	and	rodents	are	
contained	at	8150	during	construction	and	disposed	of?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐26	

The	builder	will	be	required	to	comply	with	Building	Code	requirements	during	construction,	including	pest	
control.				

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐27	

There	are	power	lines	adjacent	to	the	rear	of	my	property	near	the	pool	terrace.	Please	ensure	that	as	part	of	
the	new	construction,	 these	power	 lines	are	relocated	to	service	underground	 in	order	 to	adhere	to	safely	
[sic]	standards.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐27	

All	above‐ground	power	lines	located	on	the	Project	Site	and	that	serve	the	Project	Site	would	be	relocated	to	
underground	service	per	LADWP	requirements.		

COMMENT	NO.	C18‐28	

Lastly,	I	appreciate	all	that	you	do,	and	listening	to	residents'	concerns	about	their	lives	and	making	the	best	
decision	possible.	Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C18‐28	

This	comment	is	noted.	
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LETTER	NO.	C19	

Carter	Cox	
813	North	Sweetzer	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C19‐1	

Thank	 you	 for	 your	 work	 to	 date	 on	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 project.	 First	 and	 foremost,	 I	 want	 to	 express	 my	
general	support	for	the	project.	The	current	site	is	in	desperate	need	of	an	upgrade,	and	the	new	project	will	
bring	 to	 this	 area	 what	 it	 needs	 most	 in	 housing	 (especially	 affordable	 housing).	 The	 lack	 of	 housing	
throughout	 the	 city	 is	 well‐documented	 and	 has	 created	 the	 least	 affordable	 rental	 market	 in	 the	 entire	
country.	 Unfortunately,	 you	 read	 that	 correctly‐	 according	 to	 the	 Harvard	 University's	 Joint	 Center	 for	
Housing	 Studies,	 Los	 Angeles	 is	 the	 most	 expensive	 city	 in	 the	 entire	 country	 to	 live	 in	 for	 renters	
(http://www.latimes.com/opinion/editorials/la‐ed‐affordable‐housing‐part‐1‐20150111‐story.html).	 The	
dire	housing	shortage	is	reason	enough	to	support	this	project,	especially	considering	the	large	addition	of	
very	low	income	housing.	

I	for	the	life	of	me	cannot	fathom	the	hatred	and	disdain	directed	towards	this	project	from	a	small	minority	
of	the	population.	I	have	seen	doctored	renderings	to	make	the	project	look	like	it's	twice	as	tall	as	proposed.	
I've	 witnessed	 a	 complete	 unwillingness	 to	 work	 with	 the	 developer	 and	 try	 to	 find	 any	 sort	 of	 middle	
ground.	 At	 a	 recent	 Hollywood	 neighborhood	 meeting	 the	 consensus	 from	 one	 group	 was	 that	 working	
within	the	city's	approval	structure	was	pointless	and	the	only	way	to	effect	change	(ie	stop	projects)	was	
through	the	court	system.	It's	clear	to	me	that	the	opposition	to	this	project	wants	nothing	to	be	built	at	the	
site‐	I'm	happy	for	them	that	they	are	successful,	that	they	own	their	homes,	and	that	they	are	lucky	enough	
to	live	in	one	of	the	most	desirable	and	centrally‐located	sections	of	Los	Angeles.	I	would	implore	them	to	be	
reasonable,	not	trample	on	the	same	property	rights	afforded	to	them,	and	to	actually	read	the	contents	of	
the	DEIR.	The	document	shows	no	major	 long	term	impacts.	Does	this	mean	that	the	project	won't	change	
the	day‐to‐day	of	what	 goes	on	 in	 the	 area?	Of	 course	not,	 but	when	you	 consider	 all	 of	 the	positives	 the	
project	 brings,	most	 importantly	 the	new	housing	 and	 the	 revitalization	of	 this	 vital	 corner	property,	 this	
project	will	have	a	greatly	positive	impact	on	the	surrounding	area.	

Please	 keep	 in	 mind	 that	 the	 majority	 of	 those	 in	 this	 area	 (and	 of	 the	 entire	 city)	 are	 renters,	 and	 the	
majority	 of	 those	 renters	 struggle	 to	 pay	 rent	 each	 and	 every	 month.	Why	 is	 this	 the	 case?	 Because	 we	
haven't	 collectively	approached	economic	development	or	our	housing	crisis	 in	any	concrete	way.	While	 I	
have	respect	for	preserving	neighborhoods,	this	project	is	on	the	Sunset	Strip.	The	Sunset	Strip	has	long	been	
associated	with	revelry,	live	music,	and	general	entertainment.	I	love	the	area	I	live	in	because	it's	alive,	it's	
active,	and	everything	 I	need	or	want	 is	close	by.	 It	would	be	hypocritical	of	me	to	deny	that	to	additional	
members	of	the	community	that	are	currently	struggling	to	find	housing	or	make	rent.	

The	Sunset	Strip	also	has	a	history	of	taller	buidlings.	[sic]	Both	old	(Chateau	hotel,	St.	James)	and	currently	
under	 construction	 (hotels	 at	 Sunset	 and	 La	 Cienega)	 projects	 show	 that	 the	 strip	 has	 a	 history	 of	 taller	
buildings.	 I	 say	 "taller"	 and	 not	 "tall"	 because	 the	 proposed	 16	 stories	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 is	 not	 tall!	 Many	
projects	in	the	heart	of	Hollywood,	only	a	very	short	distance	away,	shoot	up	in	the	20‐	and	30‐story	range.	
The	 height	 allows	 developers	 to	 make	 projects	 that	 are	 not	 'lot	 fillers',	 creating	 open	 space	 and	 a	
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neighborhood	more	hospitable	to	walkers,	bikers,	and	users	of	mass	transportation.	Height	also	allows	for	
beautiful	projects	to	be	built‐	I	don't	think	anyone	is	proud	of	the	low‐rise	mixed‐use	buildings	popping	up	
around	our	area.	

I	urge	you	and	our	decision‐makers	to	look	beyond	the	doomsday	rhetoric	of	a	small	group	of	homeowners	
and	see	this	project	 for	what	 it	 is‐	a	desperate	addition	of	both	market	rate	and	affordable	rental	units,	an	
upgrade	to	a	site	and	corner	in	desperate	in	need	of	it,	and	a	respectable	design	that	offers	open	space	and	
conveniences	for	pedestrians	and	the	community	writ	large.	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment‐	please	keep	me	informed	as	the	project	progresses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C19‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C20	

Jon	Frishman		
<jon@frishmanarc.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐1	

Mitigation	 Measure	 HIST‐3	 Relocation	 of	 Bank,	 this	 is	 physically	 impossible	 and	 ridiculous	 to	 consider.	
"Retention	 of	 bank	 is	 not	 feasible",	 the	 bank	 should	 get	 landmark	 status	 for	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 The	
bank's	architecture	has	many	architectural	design	features	that	would	be	difficult	and	expensive	to	recreate	
with	 today’s	 requirements	 and	 restrictions	 and	 is	 a	 great	 example	 of	 architecture	 for	 that	 period.	 The	
building	has	a	great	potential	to	be	modified	in	a	sensitive	way	to	create	something	that	is	profitable	for	the	
developer	 and	 reflects	back	 to	 the	elements	 that	were	previously	 removed.	The	existing	 ramp	would	also	
provide	a	great	opportunity	for	site	access	and	should	be	considered	in	lieu	of	the	ramp	that	is	proposed	on	
Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐1	

The	local	architectural	value	of	 the	Bank	building	is	evaluated	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	with	supporting	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	C‐3.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 the	Bank	 is	 found	
ineligible	under	national	and	state	criteria	and	is	conservatively	determined	eligible	under	local	criteria	for	
its	architecture.	 In	addition,	 two	existing	 integrated	artworks	at	 the	bank,	Roger	Darricarrere’s	Screen	and	
David	 Green’s	The	Family,	 are	 of	 recognized	 quality.	 	 These	 pieces	would	 be	 either	 incorporated	 into	 the	
Project	 design	 on‐site	 or	 relocated	 to	 an	 off‐site	 location	 for	 preservation	 in	 accordance	 with	 CEQA	 in	 a	
manner	pursuant	to	the	California	Art	Preservation	Act.	 	The	relocation	of	the	bank	is	also	considered	as	a	
mitigation	measure,	although	as	stated	on	page	4.C.2‐28,	 in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	 it	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 relocation	would	be	dependent	on	 finding	an	 interested	party	 to	 relocate	 the	
bank.	 	 As	 stated	 in	 the	 Mitigation	 Measure	 HIST‐3,	 in	 the	 event	 an	 initial	 feasibility	 study	 determines	
relocation	 is	 viable,	 a	 relocation	plan	would	 be	prepared	by	 a	 qualified	professional	 in	 conformance	with	
relevant	 guidance	 from	 the	 National	 Park	 Service.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 for	 further	
discussion	regarding	the	significance	and	preservation	alternatives	for	this	resource.			

Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	the	proposed	driveway	access.	

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐2	

1.		Site	Access;	

 The	ramp	along	Sunset	Boulevard	is	unacceptable;	it	is	conveniently	not	noted	in	the	drawings	but	is	
located	in	plan.		It	would	compromise	the	pedestrian	circulation	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	would	create	
a	hazard	for	pedestrians.	

 See	figure	2‐4.	The	ramp	is	not	noted	on	figure	2‐13	in	front	of	the	dining	terrace.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐2	

The	Sunset	Boulevard	entrance	ramp	is	illustrated	on	all	diagrams	in	Section	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	
Draft	EIR.		The	“Key	Plan”	inset	in	Figure	2‐13	also	illustrates	the	location	of	the	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway.		
However,	for	clarity,	a	label	for	the	driveway	will	be	added	to	Figure	2‐13,	Project	North	Elevation	–	Sunset	
Boulevard,	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	revised	figure	was	included	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	
Additions	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	
vehicular	access	 to	 the	Project	Site,	 including	access	 to	and	 from	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	As	noted	 therein	and	
further	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐55	and	4.J‐56	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	operational	traffic	impacts	related	
to	 site	 access	 and	 circulation	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 In	 addition,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 under	
Alternative	9	the	Project	driveway	on	Sunset	Boulevard	was	eliminated.	

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐3	

2.		Off	site	circulation	

 The	traffic	Island	is	a	public	street	element	and	should	not	be	formally	compromised	by	privatizing	
the	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 states	 that	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island	would	 remain	 under	 City	
ownership.	 	However,	under	the	proposed	Project,	 the	traffic	 island	would	be	converted	to	usable	outdoor	
public	space	with	landscaping,	seating,	and	a	fountain/water	feature,	at	the	expense	of	the	Applicant.			

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐4	

3.	 	The	East	and	West	Elevations	represent	a	 cartoon	Architectural	 study	more	relevant	 to	 the	80s	design	
vocabulary	then	contemporary	modern	architecture	which	is	the	way	the	project	is	described.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐4	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐5	

4.	 	The	notion	of	a	helipad	 is	an	old	code	requirement	 that	 is	 ridiculous	given	 the	 function	of	 the	building	
which	is	housing.	Trying	to	land	a	helicopter	at	that	location	would	be	a	dangerous	proposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐5	

The	Project	must	comply	with	all	applicable	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	requirements	at	the	time	
building	 plans	 are	 reviewed	 by	 the	 Building	 and	 Safety	 Department,	 which	 include	 provision	 of	 an	
emergency	 helicopter	 landing	 facility	 (EHLF)	 for	 high‐rise	 structures.	See	 LAMC	§	 57.4705.4.	 	However,	 if	
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specific	life	safety	features	are	provided	as	outlined	in	Option	1	and	2	in	LAFD	Requirement	No.	10,	subject	to	
review	and	approval	by	LAFD,	an	EHLF	is	not	required.11	

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐6	

5.	 	 The	 feature	 retail	 building	 at	 the	 corner	of	 Sunset	 and	Crescent	Heights	 is	 another	 cartoon	 image	of	 a	
building.	Having	some	retail	function	in	a	three	story	void	space	is	out	of	character	to	Sunset	Blvd.	and	does	
not	adequately	anchor	the	building	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.C20‐6	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐7	

6.		Item	7,	Sustainable	features	"supporting	pedestrian	activity."	

 Creating	an	auto	ramp	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	not	supporting	the	pedestrian.	

 Creating	an	 interior	public	 space	 is	 also	not	 supporting	 the	pedestrians	at	 street	 level,	 creating	an	
interior	street	and	turning	its	back	on	the	street	is	not	an	urban	idea.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐7	

The	proposed	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway	 represents	 a	 single	vehicle	 access	point	within	a	 city	block,	 the	
same	as	under	existing	conditions.		The	Project	will	incorporate	clear	glazing	along	the	street	front	to	allow	
visual	access	into	on‐site	uses	from	the	public	sidewalk	(Sunset	Boulevard)	and	would	provide	landscaping	
along	 the	 street	 edge.	 	 The	 Corner	 Plaza	would	 also	 enhance	 the	 pedestrian	 experience	 along	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard	sidewalk	by	providing	seating,	landscaping,	and	a	water	feature.			

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐8	

7.	 	 "Reducing	 vehicle	 trips"	 is	 irrelevant	 and	 developer	 speak,	 currently	 the	 closest	 metro	 station	 is	 in	
Hollywood	and	Sunset	vehicle	traffic	is	already	jammed	up	with	westbound	morning	and	eastbound	evening	
traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐8	

Transit	availability	and	 impacts	are	evaluated	 in	Draft	EIR,	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation.	 	As	
described	 in	Section	4.J,	Metro	Lines	2	and	302	traverse	east	and	west	on	Sunset	Boulevard,	with	stops	at	
Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	Metro	 line	218	 traverses	north	and	south	on	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	with	stops	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		Metro	Line	780,	which	
provides	 Rapid	 Bus	 service	 to	 the	 region,	 has	 a	 stop	 near	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	

																																																													

11		 City	of	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department.	 	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department	Requirement	No.	10	–	Emergency	Helicopter	Landing	Facilities	
(EHLF)	 Requirements.	 	 Revised	 9/24/2014.	 	 Available	 at:	 http://www.ccala.org/Att_Files/CCAD1002/helipad1.pdf.	 	 Accessed	
February	2016.	
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approximately	one‐quarter	mile	to	the	east	of	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	Existing	transit	 lines	in	the	
area	 are	mapped	 in	Figure	9	of	 the	Project	TIA	 (Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR).	 	Also,	please	 see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 trip	 generation	 and	 impacts	 to	public	 transit.	 	With	 regard	 to	 traffic	 impacts	on	
Sunset	 Boulevard,	 long‐term	 operation	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 any	 significant	 traffic	 system	
impacts	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐40	through	4.J‐53	
in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C20‐9	

8.		Alternative	5	Bank	Preservation,	B	Environmental	impact,	1	aesthetics	

 The	building	footprint	represented	in	the	option	is	a	tepid	gesture	with	a	store	footprint	that	neither	
unifies	the	existing	urban	fabric	nor	engages	with	the	Bank	footprint.	

 The	mega	project	concept	of	a	short	building	at	the	street	level	and	an	interior	linear	courtyard	and	a	
tall	interior	housing	building	defies	and	denies	the	building	prototype	of	Los	Angeles.	

 Table	 4.A‐2	 4.A‐57	 It	 is	 completely	 out	 of	 character	with	 the	 surrounding	 urban	 fabric,	 scale	 and	
massing	 and	 would	 be	 better	 suited	 for	 an	 open	 site	 out	 in	 the	 suburbs	 then	 [sic]	 in	 the	 city	 of	
Hollywood.	

 Sunset	 Blvd.	 Elevation	 4.A‐8,	 the	 building	 "wall"	 along	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 is	 anti‐pedestrian	 and	 doesn't	
acknowledge	 the	 grade	 change.	 A	monolith	 plinth	 is	 being	 proposed	 to	 accommodate	 the	 parking	
below	and	compromises	the	grade	changes	and	natural	flow	and	access	of	the	site.	

 Figure	5.E‐3	illustrates	the	proposed	building	massing	with	copycat	roof	planes	made	of	metal	trying	
to	 emulate	 the	 precast	 concrete	 roof	 of	 the	 bank,	 this	 is	 yet	 one	 of	 many	 examples	 where	 the	
architecture	poorly	tries	to	adapt	to	the	scale	and	detail	that	is	present	in	the	bank	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C20‐9	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics,	 discusses	 the	 visual	 effects	 associated	 with	 the	 setback	 of	 the	 taller	
components	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 impacts	
associated	 with	 the	 various	 Project	 alternatives,	 and	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 with	
regard	to	Alternative	9.		As	discussed	on	Draft	EIR	pages	5‐115	through	5‐121	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternative	5	
would	result	in	similar	impacts	as	the	Project	with	regard	to	visual	character,	views,	and	light	and	glare,	but	
would	result	 in	greater	 impacts	with	regard	to	shade/shadow,	though	all	 these	impacts	would	remain	less	
than	 significant	 as	 under	 the	 Project.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	
regarding	 visual	 character,	 architecture,	 and	 building	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	
regarding	the	Bank	building	and	respective	mitigation	for	on‐site	artwork	resources.	
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LETTER	NO.	C21	

Suzette	Ervin	
suzervin@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C21‐1	

This	 is	 what	 I	 have.	 Looks	 like	 the	 same.	 I	 mailed	 it	 as	 well.	 Try	 print	 and	 mail	 and	 then	 resend	 email	
tomorrow.	???	

RESPONSE	NO.	C21‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C22	

Harry	Morton		
hm@hanymortonholdings.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C22‐1	

As	the	owner	and	operator	of	Pink	Taco,	located	at	8225	Sunset	Boulevard,	I	have	a	direct	vested	interest	in	
what	we	are	surrounded	by	on	The	Strip.	I	am	no	different	than	the	other	thousands	of	business	owners	and	
property	owners	in	the	area;	both	commercial	and	residential.	With	that	said,	I	strongly	support	Townscape	
and	their	efforts	to	bring	an	innovative	top‐notch	development	to	Hollywood.	

The	 Strip	 continues	 to	 adapt	with	 the	 times	 ‐Sunset	 began	 as	 an	 entertainment	 district	 and	 continues	 to	
evolve	by	adding	residential	and	hotel	uses	while	retaining	its	allure.	An	influx	of	new	residents	to	The	Strip	
will	boost	our	local	economy.	Homes	and	apartment	building	values	will	increase.	The	neighborhood	will	be	
safer,	and	the	SW	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	will	no	longer	be	an	eyesore	on	an	otherwise	lively	
portion	of	the	Sunset	strip.	Not	to	mention	that	the	project	has	been	given	the	title	Environmental	leadership	
Development	Project,	which	basically	means	that	they	are	creating	jobs,	generating	millions	in	revenue	to	the	
City,	and	of	course,	will	be	exceedingly	green.	

I	am	not	a	City	Planner,	but	simply	put,	this	is	a	location	that	is	 in	dire	need	of	a	makeover.	As	the	eastern	
gateway	to	the	Sunset	Strip	and	the	first	thing	drivers	see	after	coming	down	Laurel	Canyon,	it's	a	shame	that	
the	site	operates	as	a	strip	mall,	replete	with	retail	that	does	not	serve	the	surrounding	area.	We	need	change	
there	and	we	need	it	to	be	of	the	utmost	quality.	I	look	forward	to	seeing	this	project	built	and	reaping	the	
benefits.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C22‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C23	

Julie	D.	Summers	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights,	#307	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐1	

My	 name	 is	 Julie	 Summers	 and	 for	 21	 years	 I	 have	 owned,	 lived	 in,	 and	managed	 the	 24	 unit	 apartment	
building	at	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd,	which	directly	abuts	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	project	both	to	the	
north	and	west.	

This	letter	was	sent	to	you	on	October	11,	2013	and	I	am	resending	it	with	changes	and	the	past	concerns,	
which	have	not	been	answered.	 	 It	 is	my	understanding	that	this	 letter	will	be	answered	and	my	concerns	
addressed.	

RESPONSE	NO.C23‐1	

This	comment	letter	is	a	duplicate	of	another	letter	submitted	by	the	same	commenter	on	January	13,	2015.		
As	such,	please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐1	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).		

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐2	

My	 first	 concern	 is	 that	 the	 15	 foot	 setback	 required	 between	 commercial	 and	 residential	 use	 must	 be	
adhered	to.	The	applicant	appears	to	be	requesting	little	or	no	setback	from	my	residents'	units.	My	building,	
built	in	1959,	has	single	glazed	windows.		Such	a	reduction	in	setbacks	would	have	an	adverse	impact.		There	
is	NO	hardship	in	developing	this	property.	How	can	findings	for	a	variance	be	made	absent	of	hardships?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐2	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐2	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).						

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐3	

At	 previous	 scoping	 and	 community	 meetings,	 hydrology	 concerns	 were	 raised	 with	 respect	 to	 the	
underground	parking	proposed.	The	current	 site	 is	parked	 full	on‐grade	and	 therefore	has	no	 sub‐surface	
impacts.		How	will	the	multiple	level	subterranean	parking	walls	affect	the	underground	water	by	damming	
existing	flow	and	diverting	water	into	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	which	has	a	very	old	one‐story	subterranean	
parking	garage?		How	can	this	site	specific	condition	be	mitigated	if	at	all?	

RESPONSE	NO.C23‐3	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐3	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).						

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐4	

Many	 of	 my	 neighbors	 are	 addressing	 the	 environmental	 issues	 raised	 by	 the	 EIR	 study	 and	 I	 will	 not	
duplicate	these	questions.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐4	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).						

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐5	

I	understand	that	a	traffic	study	has	been	done	and	I	would	like	it	on	record	that	I	am	extremely	concerned	
that	good	access	is	available	to	paramedics,	police,	and	Sheriff	and	Fire	departments	for	the	residents	of	my	
building.	 	Also,	 I	did	not	see	in	the	study	that	traffic	 from	a	three	story	mixed‐use	project	on	the	corner	of	
Crescent	Heights	and	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	in	West	Hollywood	(Walgreen's)	was	included.	

No	matter	what	project	is	selected	for	the	development	of	8150	Sunset,	I	am	concerned	that	traffic	related	to	
8150	Sunset	will	both	enter	and	exit	onto	Crescent	Heights	in	front	of	or	directly	next	to	my	building	causing	
extreme	hardship	to	all	residents	living	at	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights.		I	am	asking	that	a	further	study	be	done	
with	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	for	ingress	and	egress	of	traffic	in	relation	to	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.C23‐5	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐5	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).						

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐6	

With	 respect	 to	 off‐site	 parking,	 the	 streets	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 surrounding	 the	 proposed	 project	 are	
restricted	and	far	the	use	of	residents.			Parking	is	by	permit	only	in	the	evenings	so	there	will	be	no	spaces	
available	to	the	Project	off‐	site.	Many	of	my	residents	tell	me	they	have	a	hard	time	finding	parking	as	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐6	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐6	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).			

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐7	

I	am	also	asking	that	there	is	no	idling	of	delivery	trucks	in	the	middle	of	Crescent	Heights	directly	in	front	of	
1425	N.	 Crescent	Heights,	 particularly	 during	 the	 hours	 a	 person	 sleeps.	 The	City	 of	West	Hollywood	has	
guidelines	for	idling	trucks	between	yellow	lines	in	front	of	residential	dwellings.		Please	check	with	them.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐7	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐7	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).			

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐8	

Please	remember	the	beep	beep	of	trucks	unloading	carry	a	very	load	[sic]	sound.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐8	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐8	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐596	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐9	

I	am	also	requesting	that	the	traffic	consultants	work	with	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	to	find	a	coordinated	
and	mutually	 acceptable	 solution	 for	 any	 entry	 from	north	 bound	Crescent	Heights,	 regardless	 of	what	 is	
developed	on	the	property.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐9	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐9	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐10	

There	 is	 a	 large	 truck	 delivery	 to	 Sunset	 Five,	 the	 building	 at	 8000	 Sunset	 across	 the	 street	 on	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	 loading	dock	 is	directly	 across	 from	my	building.	 	Deliveries	 for	Trader	 Joe's	 at	 8000	Sunset	
already	have	an	impact	on	Crescent	Heights.		Please	consider	one	of	the	mitigations	to	be	that	the	Project	at	
8150	Sunset	be	limited	to	commercial	uses	that	can	be	serviced	by	van	delivery	and	loading	only.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐10	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐10	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐11	

There	 should	 be	 no	 additional	 large	 truck	 deliveries	 entering	 or	 exiting	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 based	 on	
cumulative	 impacts	of	Havenhurst	Drive	because	Crescent	Heights	 is	 a	 residential	 street	and	cannot	 stage	
large	commercial	loading	operations.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐11	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐11	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐12	

Please	study	the	benefits	of	requiring	a	planted	median	in	the	middle	of	Crescent	heights	to	direct	the	flow	of	
through	traffic	and	prevent	idling	or	illegal	turns.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐12	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐12	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐13	

Will	any	dedicated	truck	access	 to	 the	Project	 that	 is	running	directly	north	of	my	property	and	very	near	
residential	units	be	covered	to	mitigate	the	noise	and	carbon	monoxide?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐13	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐13	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	
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COMMENT	NO.	C23‐14	

I	 realize	 views	 are	 not	 protected.	 	 Currently	 many	 of	 my	 units	 have	 views	 of	 the	 hills	 north	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard.		Will	ivy	or	covering	be	planted	and	maintained	on	all	blank	cement	walls	facing	both	the	north	
and	west	of	my	building?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐14	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐14	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).			

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐15	

Seasonal,	 forceful	winds	 gusts	 coming	 down	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon	 go	 back	 to	 the	 first	 settlers	 in	 the	 area.		
During	several	months	of	the	year,	the	wind	blows	very	strong	down	Laurel	Canyon‐strong	enough	to	blow	
cinder	 blocks	 used	 by	Direct	 TV	 for	 the	 installation	 of	 satellite	 dished	 used	 for	 high	 definition	 TV.	 These	
cinder	 blocks	 have	 literally	 blown	 off	 the	 roof	 on	 the	 south	west	 corner	 of	my	 building	 onto	 the	 cement	
below.	Because	of	 the	proposed	height	of	 the	building	 facing	Crescent	Heights.	 	 I	am	concerned	about	any	
elevated	open	areas	and	objects	blowing	off	and	hurting	people	in	the	street.		Please	examine	the	Project	for	
potential	impact	from	these	seasonal	winds.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐15	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐15	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐16	

I	 believe	 a	 "noise	 tunnel"	 effect	 similar	 to	 that	 of	 the	 acoustics	 at	 Carnegie	Hall	would	 be	 created	 by	 the	
height	of	the	Project,	both	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Havenhurst	Drive.	This	would	be	created	by	the	sound	
carried	from	Sunset	Boulevard.		For	the	peace	and	quiet	of	the	neighborhood,	which	currently	exists,	I	would	
like	this	studied.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐16	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐16	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐17	

My	residents	currently	enjoy	an	outdoor	pool	at	 the	rear	of	my	residential	building.	 	 I	 am	very	concerned	
about	any	diminutive	effects	of	light	and	shade	on	the	pool,	as	well	as	privacy	concerns	for	those	using	the	
pool.	 	Those	using	 the	pool	would	also	be	exposed	 to	 the	 top	parking	 level	 and	 residential	 tower.	 	Would	
resident's	use	of	the	pool	be	limited	during	construction?		Please	explore	mitigations	to	protect	the	light,	air	
and	privacy	of	the	pool	area.		How	will	the	pool	and	the	pool	area	be	protected	during	construction?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐17	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐17	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐18	

Also,	 please	 study	 the	 light,	 air	 and	 privacy	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 windows	 facing	 the	 Project	 and	 of	 those	
apartments	 facing	 and	 impacted	 by	 the	 Project.	 Please	 include	 artificial	 light.	 	 Please	 include	 any	 bars	 or	
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restaurant	use	which,	 should	 	be	placed	along	Sunset	boulevard	so	as	not	 to	negatively	 impact	 residential	
units	in	my	building	and	all		the	people	living	south	of		the	Project	in	the	possible	"noise	tunnel"	mentioned	
above.		I	am	concerned	that	people's	right	of	a	good	night's	sleep	be	protected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐18	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐18	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐19	

In	1994,	The	Granville,	a	condominium	building	located	at	1424	N.		Crescent	Heights,	sunk	5	feet	during	the	
Northridge	Quake	as	a	result	of	the	Sunset	Five's	(8000		Sunset)	under‐ground	parking	construction	directly	
adjacent	 to	 it.	 	 Please	 study	 the	 underground	 water	 table	 and	 soil	 instability	 caused	 by	 underground	
excavation	 for	 parking	 and	 determine	 if	 any	measures	 can	 be	 taken	 to	 ensure	 that	my	 building	 does	 not	
"sink"	in	case	of	a	seismic	event	or	because	of	the	construction	at	8150	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐19	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐19	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).			

COMMENT	NO.C23‐20	

Living	conditions	and	quality	of	life	during	construction	will	be	adversely	impacted	for	all	those	living	in	my	
building.	have	real	concerns	about	dust	and	dirt	and	noise.		Will	the	soil	be	"wet	down"?	Will	a	dirt	net	be	put	
up	around	ongoing	construction?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐20	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐20	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).		

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐21	

How	will	people	be	protected	during	loud	construction?	There	are	elderly	and	children	living	in	the	building	
and	most	people	work	from	home.	

Will	a	"sound	wall"	be	put	up?	

Will	double‐pained	[sic],	soundproof	windows	be	installed	in	all	of	my	apartments?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐21	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐21	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).		

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐22	

There	is	currently	a	wall	on	the	north	side	of	my	property	that	separates	my	property	from	the	8150	Sunset		
property.	There	is	a	40	foot	row	of	plants	on	this	wall	that	residents	in	the	north	facing	apartments	see.	This	
wall	appears		to	be	half	on	8150	Sunset	and	half	on	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights.			How	will	this	wall	be	taken	
down?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐22	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐22	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐23	

What	 say	 do	 I	 have	 in	 this	matter?	Will	 the	 plants	 be	moved?	 How	 are	my	 residents	 protected	 from	 the	
negative	health	affects	[sic]	of	parking	exhaust	and	pollutant	emissions?	Will	my	parking	garage,	which	is	in	
the	direct	line	of	fire,	of	receiving	all	dust	and	dirt	from	the	found	[sic]	level	be	protected?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐23	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐23	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐24	

Will	 landscaping	 be	 the	 same	 that	 is	 currently	 shown	 in	 the	 drawings	 of	 8150	 Sunset,	 or	 be	 equally	 as	
attractive	when	another	project	is	planned?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐24	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐24	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).		

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐25	

I	am	very	concerned	 that	good	contact	 information	be	given	 to	me	during	 the	entire	 time	of	 construction.	
Will	this	be	given?	What	recourse	do	I	have	if	this	is	not	the	case?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐25	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐25	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐26	

There	are	currently	rats	at	8150	Sunset.	 	 	What	measures	will	be	 taken	 to	ensure	all	 rats	and	rodents	are	
contained	at	8150	during	construction	and	disposed	of?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐26	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐26	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).				

COMMENT	NO.	C23‐27	

There	are	power	lines	adjacent	to	the	rear	of	my	property	near	the	pool	terrace.	Please	ensure	that	as	part	of	
the	new	construction,	 these	power	 lines	are	relocated	to	service	underground	 in	order	 to	adhere	to	safely	
[sic]	standards.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐27	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐27	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).		
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COMMENT	NO.	C23‐28	

Lastly,	I	appreciate	all	that	you	do,	and	listening	to	residents'	concerns	about	their	lives	and	making	the	best	
decision	possible.	Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C23‐28	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C18‐28	(Julie	Summers	Letter	C18).			
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LETTER	NO.	C24	

Camden	Labertson	
camdenlamberstson@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C24‐1	

Please	consider	my	following	comments	on	the	8150	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report.	

#1	‐This	location	is	ripe	for	a	dense	residential/commercial	mixed	use	development	because,	as	pointed	out	
in	the	DEIR,	''The	site	is	well	served	by	a	network	of	regional	transportation	facilities.	Various	public	transit	
stops	 operated	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 County	Metropolitan	 Transportation	 Authority	 (Metro)	 are	 located	 in	
close	 proximity	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	Hollywood	Freeway	 (State	Route	 101)	 is	 approximately	 two	miles	
northeast	of	the	site,	Interstate	10	is	approximately	four	miles	south	of	the	Project	Site,	and	Interstate	405	is	
approximately	six	miles	southwest	of	the	site."	

#2‐	 The	 proposed	 project	 has	 already	 been	 given	 a	 stamp	 of	 approval	 by	 Governor	 Jerry	 Brown	 as	 an	
Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project,	which	is	kind	of	a	big	deal	as	stated	in	the	DEIR.	"Judicial	
streamlining	 under	 the	 law	 is	 allowed	 only	 for	 qualified	 projects	 certified	 by	 the	 state	 governor's	 office,	
based	on	a	 finding	 that	a	project	would	result	upon	completion	 in	a	minimum	$100	million	 investment	 in	
California,	create	new	high‐wage	jobs,	reduce	unemployment,	and	result	in	no	net	additional	GHG	emissions	
to	the	em4ronment.	Very	few	projects	can	meet	these	criteria	..."	

#3‐	Under	Summary	of	Environmental	Impacts,	just	about	everything	studied	is	determined	to	be	"less	than	
significant”	or	"less	than	significant	after	mitigation."	

#4	 ‐If	 I	were	 to	 choose	 from	 one	 of	 the	 alternatives,	 I	would	 go	with	 the	 5th	 option,	 "Bank	 Preservation	
Alternative.”	This	would	satisfy	those	who	are	sensitive	to	historic	preservation	without	drastically	changing	
the	project	as	currently	proposed.	

#5‐	The	DEIR	 identifies	 the	"No	project/No	build	Alternative"	as	 the	environmentally	superior	alternative.	
However,	 this	 is	a	silly	statement	and	the	report	basically	disagrees	with	 itself	when	it	correctly	states,	"It	
should	 be	 noted	 however,	 that	 although	most	 impacts	 would	 be	 avoided	 under	 the	 No	 Project/No	 Build	
Alternative,	 beneficial	 aspects	 of	 the	 Project,	 such	 as	 the	 upgrading	 of	 the	 property	 with	 distinctive	
architecture	and	landscaping	and	the	fulfillment	of	numerous	regional	and	City	plan	and	policy	goals	for	the	
area	would	not	occur."	

Overall,	this	is	a	quality	project	and	I	support	it	just	as	currently	proposed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C24‐1	

The	evaluation	of	a	“No	Project	Alternative”	in	a	Draft	EIR	is	a	requirement	of	CEQA,	and	it	is	possible	that	a	
No	Project	 alternative	may	be	 selected	 as	 environmentally	 superior	 in	 cases	where	 it	 result	 in	 the	 fewest	
environmental	 impacts	 while	 still	 meeting	 the	 objectives	 of	 the	 project.	 	 However,	 as	 noted	 by	 the	
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commenter,	the	No	Project/No	Build	Alternative,	as	evaluated	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
did	not	meet	any	of	the	Project	Objectives,	and	as	such	was	not	selected	as	environmentally	superior.	 	The	
comments	in	support	of	the	Project,	and	preference	for	an	alternative	that	preserves	the	Bank,	are	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C25	

Andrew	Macpherson	
Macfly	Corp.	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐1	

GENERAL	NOTES	AND	COMMENTS	

A.	The	Applicant	should	have	already	provided	a	complete	description	of	 the	existing	building	uses	on	the	
site	with	all	the	floor	areas	and	with	parking	counts	currently	allocated	to	each	use.	This	information	should	
be	in	the	“Master	Land	Use	Application”	on	the	City's	website	 link	for	this	project.	Someone	should	review	
this	application.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	provided	a	description	of	 the	existing	on‐site	buildings	on	page	2‐2,	 in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	
Description.		The	request	for	such	information	to	be	included	in	the	“Master	Land	Use	Application”	is	noted,	
but	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR.												

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐2	

The	EIR	should	include	full	research	on	the	history	of	this	site,	including	how,	when	and	why	the	zoning	was	
changed/downsized	from	3:1	FAR	to	1:1	FAR	(Perhaps	a	"Q	Condition"?)	and	more	importantly	the	reason	it	
was	downsized.	

RESPONSE	NO.C25‐2	

CEQA	 Guidelines	 Section	 15125	 requires	 that	 an	 “EIR	 must	 include	 a	 description	 of	 the	 physical	
environmental	 conditions	 in	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	Project,	 as	 they	 exist	 at	 the	 time	 the	notice	 of	 preparation	
[NOP]	 is	 published,	 or	 if	 no	 notice	 of	 preparation	 is	 published,	 at	 the	 time	 environmental	 analysis	 is	
commenced,	from	both	a	local	and	regional	perspective.		This	environmental	setting	will	normally	constitute	
the	 baseline	 physical	 conditions	 by	 which	 a	 lead	 agency	 determines	 whether	 an	 impact	 is	 significant.”		
Accordingly,	 the	Draft	EIR	provided	a	description	of	 the	physical	setting	and	applicable	 land	use/planning	
characteristics,	 policies,	 etc.	 as	 they	 exist	 at	 the	 time	 the	 NOP	 was	 published.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	
potential	physical	impacts	to	the	environment	associated	with	implementation	of	the	Project	in	light	of	these	
baseline	 conditions	 in	 accordance	with	 CEQA	 requirements.	 	 A	 “history”	 of	 the	 zoning	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	
beyond	 the	 zoning	 that	 currently	 applies	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	would	 not	 change	 the	 evaluation	 of	 physical	
impacts	provided	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	its	evaluation	of	consistency	with	land	use	plans	and	policies.		Thus,	the	
inclusion	of	 such	 “history”	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 is	not	necessary	or	 relevant	 to	 the	Draft’s	EIR’s	 assessment	of	
environmental	 impacts.	 	 See	 also	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐25	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1).	 	 In	
addition,	as	discussed	on	page	2‐2	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	in	Topical	
Response	TR‐2,	the	1:1	FAR	limitation	at	the	Project	Site	is	due	to	a	“D”	limitation.		Please	refer	to	page	2‐2	
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and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 further	 discussion	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compliance	 with	 development	
standards	and	qualification	for	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	an	increased	FAR	limitation.						

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐3	

Please	justify	permitting	a	development	with	a	height	of	220	feet	on	this	site	without	a	variance	from	Code	
Section	SEC.	12.22.A25.f.5	

Specifically:	 (5)	Height.	A	percentage	 increase	 in	 the	height	requirement	 in	 feet	equal	 to	 the	percentage	of	
Density	 Bonus	 for	which	 the	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 is	 eligible.	 This	 percentage	 increase	 in	 height	
shall	be	applicable	over	the	entire	parcel	regardless	of	the	number	of	underlying	height	limits.		For	purposes	
of	this	subparagraph,	Section	12.21.1.A10.of	this	Code	shall	not	apply.	

(i)	 In	 any	 zone	 in	 which	 the	 height	 or	 number	 of	 stories	 is	 limited,	 this	 height	 increase	 shall	 permit	 a	
maximum	of	 eleven	 additional	 feet	 or	 one	 additional	 story,	whichever	 is	 lower,	 to	 provide	 the	 Restricted	
Affordable	Units.	

Re:	Affordable	Housing	

 The	project's	residential	unit	count	appears	to	be	based	on	density	bonuses	provided	under	the	City’s	
housing	policy.	It	appears	that	the	total	proposed	amount	of	affordable	housing	at	11%	of	the	total	
residential	units.	Research	how	the	Applicant	summarizes	how	the	unit	counts	qualify	for	this	bonus	
based	on	number	of	one	and	two	bedroom	units	and	number	of	very	low	and	low	income	units.	

 State	Code	Section	65915	discusses	that	the	bonus	should	reflect	what	is	necessary	to	offset	costs.	

 This	project	does	not	appear	to	qualify	of	an	off‐menu	incentive	for	Affordable	Housing	because	it	is	
more	than	1500'	from	a	major	transit	stop.	The	Applicant	is	asking	for	a	Variance	in	order	to	qualify	
for	 an	 incentive	 bonus	 density.	 How	 does	 this	 work	 legally?	 Why	 cannot	 even	 [sic]	 developer	
property	owner	ask	for	a	variance	to	qualify	for	a	bonus?	Does	this	not	put	the	City	(and	taxpayers}	
at	risk	of	losing	more	expensive	law	suits?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐3	

The	 Project	 site	 is	 designated	 within	 Height	 District	 1	 which	 does	 not	 impose	 any	 height	 limitations	 on	
structures,	as	described	on	Pages	2‐2	and	4.F‐47	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	limitations	on	the	percentage	increase	
in	the	height	requirement	imposed	by	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A.25(f)(5)	apply	only	to	an	on‐menu	incentive	for	
increased	 height,	 in	 areas	with	 height	 limits,	 unlike	 the	 Project	 site,	 so	 this	 incentive	 is	 not	 requested	 or	
required	for	the	Project.		

Regarding	the	first	bullet	point,	as	described	on	Pages	2‐5	and	4.F‐11	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	proposes	to	
provide	11%	of	the	total	249	units,	or	28	units,	as	affordable	units	reserved	for	very‐low	income	households,	
which	thereby	qualifies	the	Project	for	a	density	bonus	and	incentives	pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A.25.		
The	number	of	bedrooms	within	a	unit	has	no	bearing	on	qualifying	for	a	density	bonus	and	incentives.		The	
number	and	type	of	affordable	units	by	bedroom	count	are	shown	in	Table	2‐1	on	Page	2‐8	of	the	Draft	EIR.			
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Regarding	 the	 second	 bullet	 point	 referencing	 State	 [Government]	 Code	 Section	 65915,	 this	 comment	 is	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.	 	Because	the	comment	does	not	
raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

Regarding	the	third	bullet	point,	the	1,500	foot	distance	applies	to	an	on‐menu	incentive	pursuant	to	LAMC	
Section	12.22‐A.25(f)(4).		The	Project	is	not	eligible	for	an	on‐menu	incentive	because	50%	of	the	property	is	
within	1,560	feet	of	a	Metro	Rapid	Bus	stop,	rather	than	the	required	1,500	feet.		Distance	from	a	transit	stop	
aside,	the	Project	would	otherwise	meet	all	the	criteria	for	the	on‐menu	incentive	(i.e.,	the	Project	site	is	in	a	
commercial	 zone	 in	 Height	 District	 1,	 fronts	 on	 a	 Major	 Highway,	 the	 Project	 includes	 the	 number	 of	
restricted	affordable	units	sufficient	to	qualify	for	a	35%	density	bonus,	and	has	an	FAR	of	no	more	than	3:1).		
Pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A.25(g)(3),	the	Applicant	is	requesting	approval	of	an	“off‐menu”	incentive	
to	permit	a	3:1	FAR	as	an	incentive	under	the	Density	Bonus	Law	for	a	project	that	misses,	by	a	matter	of	60	
feet,	qualifying	for	the	requested	FAR	as	an	on‐menu	incentive.		The	Applicant	has	not	requested	approval	of	
a	variance.		“Reduc[ing]	local	building,	housing,	or	zoning	standards	that	indirectly	boost	housing	costs,	such	
as	minimum	square	footage,	off‐street	parking	requirements,	architectural	review,	height	limitations,	or	lot	
set	 back	 requirements,”	 all	 things	 that	 are	 similar	 to	 a	 FAR	 limitation,	 have	 long	 been	 recognized	 as	
appropriate	 incentives	 under	 the	Density	 Bonus	 Law.	 OPR	Memo	 re:	 Advice	 on	 Implementing	Mandatory	
Density	Bonuses	(AB	1151,	Roos)	(Mar.	6,	1980).		The	proposed	incentive	would	be	consistent	with	law,	and,	
in	 any	 event,	 whether	 or	 not	 the	 requested	 FAR	 is	 legally	 permissible	 is	 not	 related	 to	 whether	 the	
environmental	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 have	 been	 properly	 analyzed	 under	 CEQA.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	consistency	with	development	standards.	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐4	

COMMENTS	ON	THE	DRAFT	E.I.R.	

 The	EIR’s	Executive	Summary	should	lay	out	for	the	general	public	what	 is	permissible	under	both	
the	City's	General	Plan	and	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan	currently	in	force.	

 It	 would	 help	 the	 EIR	 to	 be	more	 accessible	 to	 the	 general	 public	 if	 the	 EIR	 consultants	 were	 to	
evaluate	each	existing	business	side‐by‐side	with	each	of	the	proposed	new	business	uses	in	a	chart	
or	table.	Specifically;	

 What	are	parking	requirements	for	each	of	the	current	land	uses	on	site	and	for	the	proposed	land	
uses	based	on	floor	area	(square	footage)	and	spaces	allocated/required?	

 What	 are	 the	 metrics	 for	 trips	 generated	 for	 each	 of	 the	 current	 land	 uses	 on	 site	 and	 for	 the	
proposed	 land	 uses,	 again	 with	 square	 footage,	 proposed	 patronage,	 and	 individual	 business	 or	
residential	use	related	vehicle	movements?	

 These	metrics	should	identify	all	the	current	commercial	uses	including	Art	Storage	uses	that	are	a	
substantial	portion	of	the	commercial	uses	currently.	

If	 some	 of	 this	 information	 is	 already	 contained	 in	 the	 report	 please	 indicate	 where	 it	 is	 shown.	 If	 it	 is	
missing,	please	include	this	information	in	the	revised	draft.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐4	

This	comment	raises	various	issues	on	the	content	and	availability	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Responses	to	each	bullet	
point	are	provided	below.	

Regarding	the	 first	bullet	point,	 the	Executive	Summary	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	was	prepared	 in	accordance	with	
“Summary”	 requirements	 and	 recommendations	 provided	 in	 Section	 15123	 of	 the	 CEQA	 Guidelines.	 	 As	
stated	therein,	“An	EIR	shall	contain	a	brief	summary	of	the	proposed	actions	and	its	consequences.”		Section	
15123	 requires	 identification	 of	 the	 Project’s	 significant	 impacts,	 mitigation	 measures,	 alternatives,	 and	
“areas	 of	 controversy.”	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR’s	 Executive	 Summary	 includes	 the	 content	 specified	 in	 CEQA	
Guidelines	Section	15123,	and	though	it	does	not	include	a	discussion	of	what	is	permissible	under	both	the	
City's	General	Plan	and	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	this	information	is	detailed	in	Section	4.F,	
Land	 Use,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 that	 the	 adopted	 Hollywood	
Community	Plan	that	is	currently	in	force	is	the	1988	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	not	the	2012	Hollywood	
Community	Plan	Update,	which	was	rescinded	by	a	Superior	Court	judgment.	

The	 second	bullet	point	 is	 a	 comment	on	 the	 format	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	with	 the	 following	points	providing	
specific	 examples	 of	 the	 requested	 format.	 	 An	 EIR	 need	 not	 follow	 any	 particular	 format	 as	 long	 as	 it	
contains	the	information	required	by	CEQA	and	CEQA	Guidelines	(CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15160).			

The	third	bullet	point	in	this	comment	inquires	about	the	parking	requirements	for	each	of	the	current	land	
uses	 on	 site	 and	 for	 the	 proposed	 land	 uses	 based	 on	 floor	 area	 (square	 footage)	 and	 spaces	
allocated/required.		The	existing	parking	facilities	on	the	Project	Site	are	described	on	page	4.J‐8	in	Section	
4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	noted	on	page	4.J‐8,	“[t]he	existing	shopping	center	
provides	a	total	of	approximately	222	on‐site	vehicular	parking	spaces,	including	approximately	116	spaces	
located	in	a	surface	parking	lot	(near	Sunset	Boulevard)	on	the	upper	portion	of	the	Project	Site	as	well	as	an	
approximately	 64‐space	 surface	 lot	 located	 on	 the	 lower	 portion	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 along	 the	 southern	
boundary.		An	approximately	42‐space	parking	garage	is	located	under	the	main	shopping	center	building.”		
The	Project’s	parking	requirements	and	an	assessment	of	compliance	with	these	requirements	 is	provided	
on	page	4.J‐59	through	page	4.J‐62,	including	Tables	4.J‐6	and	4.J‐7	on	pages	4.J‐60	and	4.J‐61,	respectively	in	
Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.A‐10	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 pursuant	 to	 Senate	 Bill	 743	 (Public	 Resources	 Code	 Section	 21099(d)(1))	
“…parking	 impacts	 of	 a	 residential,	 mixed‐use	 residential,	 or	 employment	 center	 project	 on	 an	 infill	 site	
within	 a	 transit	 priority	 area	 shall	 not	 be	 considered	 significant	 impacts	 on	 the	 environment.”	 	 As	 such,	
parking	impacts	for	the	Project	are	not	to	be	considered	significant;	however,	the	Project	would	exceed	the	
parking	requirements	of	the	LAMC.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy.	

The	fourth	and	fifth	bullet	points	inquire	about	the	metrics	for	trips	generated	for	each	of	the	current	land	
uses	on	site	and	for	the	proposed	land	uses.		A	trip	summary	for	the	existing	and	proposed	uses	is	provided	
in	Table	4.J‐3	on	page	4.J‐40	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		A	more	detailed	
breakdown	of	the	existing	and	Project	trip	generation	rates	is	provided	in	Table	1,	Project	and	Existing	Uses	
Trip	Generation	Rates,	beginning	on	page	11	of	the	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA,	included	as	Appendix	H‐1	in	
the	Draft	EIR).		All	trip	generation	rates	for	the	existing	and	proposed	uses	were	based	on	rates	provided	in	
the	 9th	 Edition	 of	 the	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (“ITE”)	 Trip	 Generation	 Manual.	 	 The	 data	
contained	in	this	publication	is	typically	used	as	the	basis	for	most	traffic	studies	conducted	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 surrounding	 jurisdictions,	 including	 the	City	 of	West	Hollywood.	 	 Table	 2	 (a‐b)	 beginning	 on	
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page	 16	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 provides	 a	 detailed	 breakdown	 of	 the	 existing	 and	 proposed	 Project’s	 trip	
generation	based	on	the	individual	land	use	components	of	the	existing	and	proposed	uses.		Due	to	the	fact	
that	the	various	existing	retail	tenants	on	the	Project	Site	have	and	continue	to	change	over	time,	the	use	of	
ITE	 trip	 generation	 factors	provides	 a	more	 consistent	 and	 reliable	means	of	 gauging	 existing	 traffic	 over	
time	 than	 empirical	 data	 based	 on	 a	 snapshot	 of	 conditions	 at	 any	 given	 time.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐5	

 The	 EIR	 completely	 fails	 to	 address	 three	 specific	 project	 alternatives	 that	 community	 input	 had	
asked	to	be	included	during	the	Consultant’s	initial	scoping	meetings.	

(1)	Commercial	only	development	up	to	the	allow	able	111,000	sq	ft	

(2)	Mixed	use	development	up	to	the	allow	able	111,000	sq	ft	(with	the	same	commercial/residential	ratio	of	
the	proposed	project)		

(3)	Mixed	use	development	with	affordable	housing	bonus	up	to	the	allowable	111,000	sq	ft	

Please	 objectively	 evaluate	 these	 project	 alternatives	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 parking	 requirements,	 traffic	
impacts,	 trip	 generations,	 considerations	 with	 or	 without	 affordable	 housing	 and	 construction‐related	
impacts.	Also	would	these	project	alternatives	require	that	the	applicant	to	request	discretionary	actions	or	
variances	in	order	to	comply	with	the	code?	

Please	 have	 the	 Consultant	 evaluate	 each	 of	 these	 potential	 alternatives	 under	 the	 criteria	 for	
Environmentally	Superior	Alternatives.	

 Project	Alternatives	#3,	#4,	#5,	#6	&	#7	all	involve	development	options	that	were	NOT	raised	by	the	
community	 during	 scoping	 process.	 There	 was	 no	 explanation	 as	 to	 why	 these	 were	 considered	
based	 on	 the	 pubic	 scoping	 process.	Most	 if	 not	 all	 appear	 to	 non‐code	 compliant	 options.	 Please	
disclose	who	generated	these	alternatives,	and	why	they	were	considered	as	viable	alternatives	with	
respect	to	the	General	Plan	or	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	considerations?	

 The	draft	EIR	(ref.	Executive	Summary,	Page	E5‐10,	paragraph	1)	concludes	that	Alternatives#	4	and	
#5	are	the	environmentally‐superior	alternatives.	The	Consultants	should	re‐evaluate	this	conclusion	
as	it	is	not	supported	in	the	Report	and	in	fact	only	Alternative#	2	is	identified	as	reducing	one	of	the	
impacts‐	A	careful	study	of	the	three	alternatives	that	were	suggested	by	the	community	during	the	
scoping	 meeting	 may	 yield	 new	 results.	 Please	 consider	 the	 environmental	 superiority	 of	 these	
options	and	then	re‐address	the	current	conclusions?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐3	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐608	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐6	

 Section	 D	 of	 the	 Executive	 Summary	 does	 not	 list	 "Hydrology"	 and	 underground	 water	 impacts	
resulting	from	the	proposed	new	concrete	parking	structure	and	building	foundation	wails.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐6	

Hydrology	 and	 groundwater	 impacts	 were	 addressed	 in	 Section	 IX,	 Hydrology	 and	 Water	 Quality	 in	 the	
Initial	 Study	 prepared	 for	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Initial	 Study	 is	 included	 as	 Appendix	 A‐1	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.		
Hydrology‐groundwater	 impacts	 were	 evaluated	 and	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 in	 the	 Initial	
Study.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 according	 to	 the	 Phase	 I	 ESA	prepared	 for	 the	 Project	 Site	 (also	 included	 in	
Appendix	A‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR),	 groundwater	depths	on‐site	 are	 anticipated	 to	be	 approximately	166	 feet	
below	 ground	 surface	 (bgs).12	 	 Additionally,	 as	 noted	 on	 page	 4.D‐14	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	
groundwater	was	not	encountered	in	any	of	the	boreholes	drilled	on	the	Project	Site	to	a	depth	of	155	feet	
bgs.	 	 Given	 the	 estimated	 depth	 to	 groundwater	 on‐site	 and	 anticipated	 depths	 of	 proposed	 excavation,	
groundwater	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.		Accordingly,	since	hydrology‐related	impacts	would	be	
less	than	significant,	given	mandatory	compliance	with	applicable	stormwater	regulations	(e.g.,	MS4	and	LID	
requirements),	 such	 related	 issues	 were	 appropriately	 excluded	 from	 the	 list	 of	 issues	 under	 “Areas	 of	
Controversy/Issues	to	be	Resolved.”		See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐4	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐7	

EARTHQUAKE‐SEISMIC	STUDY	

 With	 the	 release	 of	 the	 latest	 data	 for	 the	Hollywood	Earthquake	 Fault,	 the	 community	 should	 be	
informed	about	the	location	or	assumed	location	of	the	fault	at	this	site.		Please	have	the	Consultant	
indicate,	in	Map	form	in	the	Report,	where	the	testing	was	undertaken	on	the	site	and	what	were	the	
results.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐7	

The	 information	 requested	was	 provided	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 geology	 and	 seismic	
impacts	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	Appendix	D	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	
including	 a	 Geotechnical	 Exploration	 and	 Recommendations	 Report	 (Appendix	 D‐1)	 and	 Surface	 Fault	
Rupture	 Hazard	 Assessment	 (Appendix	 D‐2)	 regarding	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault.	 	 Figure	 4.D‐4,	 Project	 Site	
Geologic	 Exploration	 Plan,	 on	 page	 4.D‐11	 in	 Section	 4.D	 illustrates	 the	 locations	 of	 the	 onsite	 cone	
penetrometer	 tests	 (CPTs)	 conducted	 as	 part	 of	 the	 geotechnical	 field	 exploration	 activities,	 but	 does	 not	
clearly	 illustrate	 the	 locations	 of	 test	 borings.	 	 As	 such,	 a	 new	 figure	 illustrating	 the	 test	 boring	 locations	
separately	from	the	CPT	locations	was	included	as	Figure	4.D‐5	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	
the	Draft	EIR,	in	the	RP‐DEIR.		Figure	4.D‐4	also	illustrates	the	location	of	the	Hollywood	fault	near	the	site	
based	on	the	best	and	most	recent	data	available	to	the	geotechnical	consultant.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.D,	
no	known	active	or	potentially	active	faults	underlie	the	Project	Site.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	for	a	
further	discussion	of	potential	impacts	associated	with	the	Hollywood	Fault.									

																																																													

12	 IVI	 Assessment	 Services,	 Inc.,	 “Phase	 I	 Environmental	 Site	 Assessment	 –	 Suncrest	 Shopping	 Center	 8148‐8182	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 Los	
Angeles,	California	90046.”		July	7,	2011.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C25‐8	

TRAFFIC	

 The	EIR	Traffic	Consultant	did	not	have	data	 for	number	of	 trips	 turning	north	 to	exit	on	Crescent	
Heights.	 if	 there	are	over	6000	trips	per	day	being	generated,	how	many	of	 these	will	be	exiting	at	
Crescent	Heights	and	of	these	how	many	will	be	turning	north?	

 The	EIR	states	unavoidable	Impacts	to	Havenhurst	Dr.	What	are	the	figures	for	this	increased	traffic	
flow	on	Havenhurst,	which	 is	 an	 entirely	 residential	 street?	The	Consultants	 Indicated	 that	no	 left	
tums	will	be	permitted	for	the	exiting	on	to	Havenhurst	and	their	mitigation	recommendations	is	to	
add	 traffic	 lights	 at	 both	 Sunset	 and	 Fountain.	 A	 traffic	 signal	would	 primarily	 assist	 south	 bound	
traffic	 on	Havenhurst	 that	 is	 turning	 east	 on	 to	 Fountain.	 Are	 the	 consultants	 assuming	 increased	
traffic	moving	northbound	up	Havenhurst	from	the	south?	Why	is	a	traffic	signal	needed	on	Fountain	
if	all	traffic	leaving	the	building	will	be	forced	to	tum	north?	

 A	significant	portion	of	the	current	property	is	an	art	storage	facility.	 	What	figures	are	ascribed	to	
this	use?	Is	any	storage	in	the	new	project	proposed	as	this	use	has	a	desirable	minimal	traffic	flow?	

 The	EIR	refers	to	a·“walk‐in”	bank	in	their	project	proposal?		Is	this	different	from	the	current	type	of	
bank	on	the	site	now?	

Does	the	EIR	treat	the	loads	from	the	existing	bank	any	different	than	the	proposed	"walk‐in"	bank	or	is	 it	
the	same	load?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐8	

Project‐related	traffic	impacts	were	addressed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	
with	supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1.		The	commenter	states	that	the	number	of	trips	
turning	 left	 from	 the	 Project	 driveway	 onto	 northbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 was	 not	 provided.		
However,	as	shown	in	Figures	7(a)	and	7(b)	of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	it	
is	anticipated	that	a	total	of	six	vehicles	would	make	this	move	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	approximately	
28	vehicles	would	do	so	during	the	PM	peak	hour.	

The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Draft	EIR	concludes	that	the	Project	will	result	in	“unavoidable”	impacts	to	
Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 However,	 the	 discussion	 presented	 on	 page	 4.J‐51	 in	 Section	 4.J	 indicates	 that	 no	
significant	 impacts	 to	Havenhurst	Drive	 itself	would	occur,	and	 that	 the	potential	 significant	 impact	 to	 the	
intersection	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 can	 be	 fully	 mitigated	 through	 installation	 of	 the	
recommended	new	traffic	signal	at	that	location.		The	traffic	volumes	and	analysis	methodologies	used	in	this	
evaluation	 are	 described	 in	 detail	 on	 pages	 104	 to	 110	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 and	 the	 Project‐related	 traffic	
changes	to	traffic	along	Havenhurst	Drive	itself	(as	well	as	to	other	streets	in	the	Project	vicinity)	are	shown	
in	Figure	16	of	 the	TIA.	 	The	commenter	 is	correct	 that	 left‐turn	exits	 from	the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	
driveway	will	be	prohibited,	in	order	to	minimize	Project‐related	impacts	to	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	the	
Project	 Site,	 although	 right‐turns	 into	 the	driveway	 (from	northbound	Havenhurst	Drive)	will	 be	 allowed.		
The	potential	 impact	at	 the	 intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	 is	primarily	a	 result	of	
additional	Project‐related	traffic	along	eastbound	and	westbound	Fountain	Avenue,	which	could	make	both	
left‐turns	 and	 right‐turns	 out	 of	 both	 approaches	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 onto	 either	 direction	 of	 Fountain	
Avenue	more	 difficult	 (by	 reducing	 the	 number	 and/or	 duration	 of	 “gaps”	 in	 the	 Fountain	 Avenue	 traffic	
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flow).		No	Project‐related	traffic	would	be	permitted	to	travel	along	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	between	
the	Project	Site	and	Fountain	Avenue.	

The	 traffic	 generated	by	 the	existing	 art	 storage	 facility	was	estimated	assuming	 that	 the	 facility	 operates	
similar	to	a	“mini‐warehouse”	or	“self	storage”	facility,	as	shown	in	Table	1	of	the	TIA.	 	The	approximately	
27,625	square	foot	existing	art	storage	facility	is	estimated	to	generate	a	total	of	approximately	69	trips	per	
day,	including	approximately	4	trips	during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	7	trips	during	the	PM	peak	hour,	as	shown	
in	Table	2(b)	of	the	TIA.		No	such	facility	is	anticipated	for	the	Project.	

The	designation	of	a	“walk‐in”	bank	is	to	distinguish	such	facilities	from	bank	facilities	that	provide	drive‐up	
windows	or	other	services	accessible	from	patron’s	vehicles.		Both	the	existing	and	proposed	bank	facilities	
are	assumed	to	operate	in	a	similar	manner.	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐9	

PARKING	

 The	project	is	proposing	100%	valet.		Does	this	apply	to	the	low	income	units	as	well?		How	will	they	
pay	for	this	service	or	will	the	other	residents	subsidize	this	cost	in	their	charges?	

Please	evaluate	the	street	parking	available	in	the	area.	Will	there	be	conditions	that	can	be	applied	to	ensure	
no	impacts	to	the	adjacent	streets?	The	site	is	currently	self‐parked	with	free	parking.	Please	evaluate	in	the	
Report	whether	free,	self‐parked	vehicles	will	help	mitigate	impacts	on	the	adjacent	streets.	

 If	 the	one	bedroom	units	are	assigned	only	parking	 space,	will	 these	 spaces	all	be	 standard	stalls?	
Will	any	be	in	tandem?	Based	on	the	city's	own	analysis	and	criteria,	commercial	parking	should	only	
be	40%	compact	vehicles,	How	can	this	site	justify	60%	compact?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐9	

The	 residential	 valet	 service	 will	 apply	 to	 the	 affordable	 units,	 though	 as	 with	 the	 market‐rate	 units,	
residents	 and	 their	 guests	would	 also	 have	 the	 option	 to	 use	 self‐park	 facilities.	 	 As	 such,	 on‐site	 parking	
would	not	be	“100%	valet”	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.		Parking	impacts	were	addressed	in	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1.		
As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐62	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 off‐site	 parking	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 Project	 were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		This	is	because	off‐site	parking	by	Project‐related	residents,	visitors,	
patrons,	and	employees	is	not	anticipated.	Havenhurst	Drive	already	exhibits	permit‐only	parking	along	the	
segment	 of	 the	 roadway	 south	 of	 the	Project	 Site,	 and	2‐hour	parking	 (permit	 parking	 excepted)	 on	both	
sides	of	 the	segment	adjacent	 to	 the	Project	Site	(between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	the	southern	Project	Site	
boundary).		Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	also	exhibits	permit	parking,	but	only	as	an	exception	to	the	posted	
“No	 Overnight	 Parking”	 prohibitions	 along	 this	 roadway.	 	 However,	 Project‐related	 parking	 along	 these	
streets	 is	 expected	 to	 be	 nominal,	 and	would	 likely	 occur	whether	 or	 not	 the	 Project	 charges	 for	 on‐site	
parking.	 	Nonetheless,	as	relates	to	parking‐related	impacts	of	a	project,	on	September	27,	2013,	Governor	
Brown	signed	Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	2014.		The	purpose	of	SB	743	is	to	
streamline	the	review	under	CEQA	for	several	categories	of	development	projects	including	the	development	
of	 infill	projects	 in	transit	priority	areas.	 	The	bill	adds	to	the	CEQA	Statute,	Chapter	2.7,	Modernization	of	
Transportation	Analysis	 for	 Transit‐Oriented	 Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	 particular	 Section	 21099.	 	 Pursuant	 to	
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Section	 21099(d)(1)	 “…	 parking	 impacts	 of	 a	 residential,	 mixed‐use	 residential,	 or	 employment	 center	
project	 on	 an	 infill	 site	 within	 a	 transit	 priority	 area	 shall	 not	 be	 considered	 significant	 impacts	 on	 the	
environment.”		The	proposed	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	forth	in	Section	21099(d),	and	for	this	reason,	the	
proposed	Project’s	effects	related	to	parking	are	not	required	to	be	analyzed	under	the	State	CEQA	Statute.		
In	addition,	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	has	provided	subsequent	guidance	regarding	SB	743	requirements	 for	
preparation	 of	 CEQA	 documentation	 for	 qualifying	 projects	 within	 Transit	 Priority	 Areas.	 	 Specifically,	
Department	 of	 City	 Planning	 Zoning	 Information	 File	 ZI	 No.	 2451	 clarifies	 which	 projects	 qualify	 for	
exemption	from	analysis	of	aesthetic	and	parking	 impacts,	conditions	that	preclude	such	exemption	(i.e.,	 if	
the	 site	 is	 within	 the	 boundaries	 of	 a	 Specific	 Plan,	 Community	 Design	 Overlay,	 or	 Historic	 Preservation	
Overlay	 Zone),	 and	 instructions	 for	 determining	 if	 projects	 qualify.	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	
Project‐related	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 with	
supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.			

As	described	on	P.	2‐35	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Applicant	has	requested	approval	of	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	
allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	that	may	be	provided	for	commercial	uses	from	
40%	 to	 60%,	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	 standard	 parking	 stall	 for	 146	
residential	units	to	be	provided	as	compact	spaces,	instead	of	one	standard	parking	space	for	each	unit	(or	
249	 standard	 spaces),	with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces.	 	 The	Project	would	 also	 include	 tandem	
parking	spaces,	as	shown	on	Figures	2‐4	to	2‐5,	and	Figures	2‐9	to	2‐11.		Because	the	Project	would	provide	
valet‐assisted	parking	for	the	residential	uses	at	all	times,	and	at	peak	times	for	the	non‐residential	uses,	it	is	
possible	 to	 provide	 a	 higher	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 since	 the	 cars	 would	 be	 parked	 by	
experienced	professionals,	and	cars	would	not	occupy	more	than	one	parking	space,	as	may	occur	with	self‐
parking.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 more	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 could	 be	 provided	 and	 less	 standard	 parking	 spaces	
would	be	required.	The	commenter’s	opinion	concerning	the	percentage	of	compact	spaces	is	noted	and	will	
be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
adequacy	of	parking.	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐10	

PUBLIC	TRANSIT	

 Bus	stop	location	should	be	evaluated	as	part	of	the	EIR	as	the	adjacent	streets	are	impacted	by	its	
location.	Moving	the	 location	east	 to	mid	block	between	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	could	work	 if	
the	right	turn	lane	and	triangular	median	at	the	east	lane	of	Crescent	Heights	were	improved.	Please	
study	how	this	new	location	and	improvements	might	help	mitigate	impacts	for	this	Project.	

 Removing	the	traffic	island	on	the	north	west	corner	of	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	will	cause	mobility	
issues	for	east‐bound	traffic	on	Sunset	trying	to	turn	south.	The	acute	angle	will	make	it	impossible	
for	large	vehicles	to	make	that	turn,	and	in	turn	add	congestion	to	Sunset	by	forcing	all	heavy	traffic	
to	remain	on	Sunset	until	Fairfax.	This	is	not	addressed	at	all	in	the	EIR.	

 The	current	site	does	not	have	a	problem	entering	at	Crescent	Heights	or	exiting	to	the	south.	There	
appears	 to	 be	 a	 carriage	 or	 drop	 off	 lane	 proposed	 on	 crescent	 Heights.	 If	 there	 is	 only	 an	
"insignificant	 increase	in	the	daily	trips,	what	 is	this	for?	 	Other	projects	 in	the	area	and	on	similar	
corners	do	not	have	this	feature.	is	this	feature	necessitated	by	recommendation	from	the	Consultant	
allowing	new	north	bound	turns	on	to	Crescent	Heights?	
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 There	is	no	safe	provision	of	entry,	exit,	or	riding	of	the	972	bicycles	they	are	proposing	to	park.		Bike	
paths	are	not	on	Sunset.	 	They	are	on	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	The	ridership	suggested	by	the	number	is	
not	supported	by	any	current	use	patterns	on	Sunset.	This	extraordinarily	large	quantity	is	clearly	an	
unrealistic	proposal.	Real	data	needs	to	be	evaluated	much	more	accurately	and	carefully	in	the	EIR	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐10	

As	pertains	the	comment	regarding	relocation	of	the	existing	bus	stop,	please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	
B1‐51	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).		Regarding	the	comment	on	the	“mobility	issues”	due	to	the	“acute	
angle”	proposed	for	the	eastbound	right‐turn	move	from	Sunset	Boulevard	to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard,	 please	 see	 Responses	 to	 Comment	 B1‐80	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1)	 and	 C57‐2	
(Alexandra	Rose	Letter	C57).	

Regarding	 the	 comment	 on	 operations	 at	 the	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 and	 the	 proposed	 “carriage	 or	
drop‐off	lane”,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B1‐57	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1),	which	expresses	
the	identical	comment.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 TIA	 impact	 analyses	 do	 not	 anticipate	 that	 all	 of	 the	 bicycles	 accommodated	 by	 the	
proposed	 bicycle	 parking	 spaces	would	 be	 utilized	 by	 Project	 residents,	 guests,	 employees,	 or	 patrons	 to	
travel	to	and	from	the	Project	Site,	especially	during	the	peak	commute	periods.		Rather,	the	bicycle	spaces	
are	 provided	 in	 part	 due	 to	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	 current	 City	 Zoning	 Code,	 and	 in	 part	 as	 an	 added	
amenity	 to	 Project	 residents	 and	patrons.	 	 In	 fact,	 the	TIA	 impact	 analyses	 conservatively	 assume	 that	no	
bicycle	 ridership	 would	 occur	 (beyond	 that	 nominal	 amount	 that	 may	 be	 intrinsically	 included	 in	 the	
assumed	trip	generation	rates).	

COMMENT	NO.	C25‐11	

In	conclusion	I	also	ask	for	a	completely	new	Historic	Resource	review	to	be	conducted	by	an	independent	
group,	 such	as	 the	LA	Conservancy,	 as	 the	 'lack	of	 significant	 impact	 stated	 in	 the	DEIR	 is	 completely	and	
utterly	ridiculous.	This	neighborhood	destroying	220	 foot	 tall	monstrosity	should	not	be	allowed	to	 tower	
over	the	heart	of	Hollywood's	most	architecturally	significant	areas.	Please	confirm	that	all	these	comment	
[sic]	have	been	entered	into	the	public	record.	

Thank	you,	

Andrew	Macpherson.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C25‐11	

The	Draft	EIR	fully	addresses	impacts	to	historical	resources,	both	on‐	and	off‐site,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	
Resources,	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 C‐3.	 	 The	 commenter	 provides	 an	
opinion	 with	 respect	 to	 historic	 resources	 impacts,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	 evidentiary	 support.	 	 The	
commenter	also	states	that	the	Draft	EIR	states	a	lack	of	significant	impact.		However,	as	concluded	on	pages	
4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	in	Section	4.C.2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	result	in	a	significant	unavoidable	
impact	to	the	on‐site	Bank	building	even	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	but	would	
result	in	less	than	significant	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.		As	discussed	on	page	4.C.2‐29,	
“[t]he	Project	is	designed	to	be	set	back	from	the	street	adjacent	properties	to	protect	spatial	relationships	
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that	 are	 important	 for	 experiencing	 the	 character	 and	 design	 of	 nearby	 historical	 resources.	 	 The	 Project	
would	not	destroy	spatial	relationships	that	characterize	the	settings	and	environment	of	identified	historic	
resources	within	the	immediate	Project	vicinity,	and	construction	of	the	Project	would	not	materially	impact	
the	 historic	 settings	 and	 environment	 of	 any	 identified	 historic	 resources	 within	 the	 vicinity.”	 	 Also,	 LA	
Conservancy	 did	 review	 the	 historic	 analyses	 provided	 in	 both	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 (regarding	
Alternative	9)	and	provided	comment	letters	dated	January	21	and	October	26,	2015.		Responses	have	been	
provided	to	all	comments	in	the	LA	Conservancy	letters	(refer	to	Responses	to	Comment	Letters	B7	and	B20)	
as	part	of	 this	Final	EIR.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	 impacts	 to	historical	resources,	
including	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	resources.	
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LETTER	NO.	C26	

Andrew	Macpherson	 	
Macfly	Corp.	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐1	

GENERAL	NOTES	AND	COMMENTS	

A.	The	Applicant	should	have	already	provided	a	complete	description	of	 the	existing	building	uses	on	the	
site	with	all	the	floor	areas	and	with	parking	counts	currently	allocated	to	each	use.	This	information	should	
be	in	the	“Master	Land	Use	Application”	on	the	City's	website	 link	for	this	project.	Someone	should	review	
this	application.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐1	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	a	previous	letter	by	the	same	
commenter	(Andrew	MacPherson	Letter	C25).		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐1	for	a	response	to	
this	comment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐2	

The	EIR	should	include	full	research	on	the	history	of	this	site,	including	how,	when	and	why	the	zoning	was	
changed/downsized	from	3:1	FAR	to	1:1	FAR	(Perhaps	a	"Q	Condition"?)	and	more	importantly	the	reason	it	
was	downsized.	

RESPONSE	NO	C26‐2	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐2	for	a	response	to	this	comment.					

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐3	

Please	justify	permitting	a	development	with	a	height	of	220	feet	on	this	site	without	a	variance	from	Code	
Section	SEC.	12.22.A25.f.5	

Specifically:	 (5)	Height.	A	percentage	 increase	 in	 the	height	requirement	 in	 feet	equal	 to	 the	percentage	of	
Density	 Bonus	 for	which	 the	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 is	 eligible.	 This	 percentage	 increase	 in	 height	
shall	be	applicable	over	the	entire	parcel	regardless	of	the	number	of	underlying	height	limits.		For	purposes	
of	this	subparagraph,	Section	12.21.1.A10.of	this	Code	shall	not	apply.	

(i)	 In	 any	 zone	 in	 which	 the	 height	 or	 number	 of	 stories	 is	 limited,	 this	 height	 increase	 shall	 permit	 a	
maximum	of	 eleven	 additional	 feet	 or	 one	 additional	 story,	whichever	 is	 lower,	 to	 provide	 the	 Restricted	
Affordable	Units.	
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Re:	Affordable	Housing	

 The	project's	residential	unit	count	appears	to	be	based	on	density	bonuses	provided	under	the	City’s	
housing	policy.	It	appears	that	the	total	proposed	amount	of	affordable	housing	at	11%	of	the	total	
residential	units.	Research	how	the	Applicant	summarizes	how	the	unit	counts	qualify	for	this	bonus	
based	on	number	of	one	and	two	bedroom	units	and	number	of	very	low	and	low	income	units.	

 State	Code	Section	65915	discusses	that	the	bonus	should	reflect	what	is	necessary	to	offset	costs.	

 This	project	does	not	appear	to	qualify	of	an	off‐menu	incentive	for	Affordable	Housing	because	it	is	
more	than	1500'	from	a	major	transit	stop.	The	Applicant	is	asking	for	a	Variance	in	order	to	qualify	
for	 an	 incentive	 bonus	density.	How	does	 this	work	 legally?	Why	 cannot	 even	developer	 property	
owner	ask	for	a	variance	to	qualify	for	a	bonus?	Does	this	not	put	the	City	(and	taxpayers}	at	risk	of	
losing	more	expensive	law	suits?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐3	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐3	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐4	

COMMENTS	ON	THE	DRAFT	E.I.R.	

 The	EIR’s	Executive	Summary	should	lay	out	for	the	general	public	what	 is	permissible	under	both	
the	City's	General	Plan	and	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan	currently	in	force.	

 It	 would	 help	 the	 EIR	 to	 be	more	 accessible	 to	 the	 general	 public	 if	 the	 EIR	 consultants	 were	 to	
evaluate	each	existing	business	side‐by‐side	with	each	of	the	proposed	new	business	uses	in	a	chart	
or	table.	Specifically;	

 What	are	parking	requirements	for	each	of	the	current	land	uses	on	site	and	for	the	proposed	land	
uses	based	on	floor	area	(square	footage)	and	spaces	allocated/required?	

 What	 are	 the	 metrics	 for	 trips	 generated	 for	 each	 of	 the	 current	 land	 uses	 on	 site	 and	 for	 the	
proposed	 land	 uses,	 again	 with	 square	 footage,	 proposed	 patronage,	 and	 individual	 business	 or	
residential	use	related	vehicle	movements?	

 These	metrics	should	identify	all	the	current	commercial	uses	including	Art	Storage	uses	that	are	a	
substantial	portion	of	the	commercial	uses	currently.	

If	 some	 of	 this	 information	 is	 already	 contained	 in	 the	 report	 please	 indicate	 where	 it	 is	 shown.	 If	 it	 is	
missing,	please	include	this	information	in	the	revised	draft.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐4	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.C26‐5	

 The	 EIR	 completely	 fails	 to	 address	 three	 specific	 project	 alternatives	 that	 community	 input	 had	
asked	to	be	included	during	the	Consultant’s	initial	scoping	meetings.	
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(1)	Commercial	only	development	up	to	the	allow	able	111,000	sq	ft	

(2)	Mixed	use	development	up	to	the	allow	able	111,000	sq	ft	(with	the	same	commercial/residential	ratio	of	
the	proposed	project)		

(3)	Mixed	use	development	with	affordable	housing	bonus	up	to	the	allowable	111,000	sq	ft	

Please	 objectively	 evaluate	 these	 project	 alternatives	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 parking	 requirements,	 traffic	
impacts,	 trip	 generations,	 considerations	 with	 or	 without	 affordable	 housing	 and	 construction‐related	
impacts.	Also	would	these	project	alternatives	require	that	the	applicant	to	request	discretionary	actions	or	
variances	in	order	to	comply	with	the	code?	

Please	 have	 the	 Consultant	 evaluate	 each	 of	 these	 potential	 alternatives	 under	 the	 criteria	 for	
Environmentally	Superior	Alternatives.	

 Project	Alternatives	#3,	#4,	#5,	#6	&	#7	all	involve	development	options	that	were	NOT	raised	by	the	
community	 during	 scoping	 process.	 There	 was	 no	 explanation	 as	 to	 why	 these	 were	 considered	
based	 on	 the	 pubic	 scoping	 process.	Most	 if	 not	 all	 appear	 to	 non‐code	 compliant	 options.	 Please	
disclose	who	generated	these	alternatives,	and	why	they	were	considered	as	viable	alternatives	with	
respect	to	the	General	Plan	or	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	considerations?	

 The	draft	EIR	(ref.	Executive	Summary,	Page	E5‐10,	paragraph	1)	concludes	that	Alternatives#	4	and	
#5	are	the	environmentally‐superior	alternatives.	The	Consultants	should	re‐evaluate	this	conclusion	
as	it	is	not	supported	in	the	Report	and	in	fact	only	Alternative#	2	is	identified	as	reducing	one	of	the	
impacts‐	A	careful	study	of	the	three	alternatives	that	were	suggested	by	the	community	during	the	
scoping	 meeting	 may	 yield	 new	 results.	 Please	 consider	 the	 environmental	 superiority	 of	 these	
options	and	then	re‐address	the	current	conclusions?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐5	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐5	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐6	

 Section	 D	 of	 the	 Executive	 Summary	 does	 not	 list	 "Hydrology"	 and	 underground	 water	 impacts	
resulting	from	the	proposed	new	concrete	parking	structure	and	building	foundation	wails.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐6	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐6	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.C26‐7	

EARTHQUAKE‐SEISMIC	STUDY	

 With	 the	 release	 of	 the	 latest	 data	 for	 the	Hollywood	Earthquake	 Fault,	 the	 community	 should	 be	
informed	about	the	location	or	assumed	location	of	the	fault	at	this	site.		Please	have	the	Consultant	
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indicate,	in	Map	form	in	the	Report,	where	the	testing	was	undertaken	on	the	site	and	what	were	the	
results.	

RESPONSE	NO.C26‐7	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐7	for	a	response	to	this	comment.										

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐8	

TRAFFIC	

 The	EIR	Traffic	Consultant	did	not	have	data	 for	number	of	 trips	 turning	north	 to	exit	on	Crescent	
Heights.	 if	 there	are	over	6000	trips	per	day	being	generated,	how	many	of	 these	will	be	exiting	at	
Crescent	Heights	and	of	these	how	many	will	be	turning	north?	

 The	EIR	states	unavoidable	Impacts	to	Havenhurst	Dr.	What	are	the	figures	for	this	increased	traffic	
flow	on	Havenhurst,	which	 is	 an	 entirely	 residential	 street?	The	Consultants	 Indicated	 that	no	 left	
tums	will	be	permitted	for	the	exiting	on	to	Havenhurst	and	their	mitigation	recommendations	is	to	
add	 traffic	 lights	 at	 both	 Sunset	 and	 Fountain.	 A	 traffic	 signal	would	 primarily	 assist	 south	 bound	
traffic	 on	Havenhurst	 that	 is	 turning	 east	 on	 to	 Fountain.	 Are	 the	 consultants	 assuming	 increased	
traffic	moving	northbound	up	Havenhurst	from	the	south?	Why	is	a	traffic	signal	needed	on	Fountain	
if	all	traffic	leaving	the	building	will	be	forced	to	tum	north?	

 A	significant	portion	of	the	current	property	is	an	art	storage	facility.	 	What	figures	are	ascribed	to	
this	use?	Is	any	storage	in	the	new	project	proposed	as	this	use	has	a	desirable	minimal	traffic	flow?	

 The	EIR	refers	to	a·“walk‐in”	bank	in	their	project	proposal?		Is	this	different	from	the	current	type	of	
bank	on	the	site	now?	

Does	the	EIR	treat	the	loads	from	the	existing	bank	any	different	than	the	proposed	"walk‐in"	bank	or	is	 it	
the	same	load?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐8	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐8	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐9	

PARKING	

 The	project	is	proposing	100%	valet.		Does	this	apply	to	the	low	income	units	as	well?		How	will	they	
pay	for	this	service	or	will	the	other	residents	subsidize	this	cost	in	their	charges?	

Please	evaluate	the	street	parking	available	in	the	area.	Will	there	be	conditions	that	can	be	applied	to	ensure	
no	impacts	to	the	adjacent	streets?	The	site	is	currently	self‐parked	with	free	parking.	Please	evaluate	in	the	
Report	whether	free,	self‐parked	vehicles	will	help	mitigate	impacts	on	the	adjacent	streets.	
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 If	 the	one	bedroom	units	are	assigned	only	parking	 space,	will	 these	 spaces	all	be	 standard	stalls?	
Will	any	be	in	tandem?	Based	on	the	city's	own	analysis	and	criteria,	commercial	parking	should	only	
be	40%	compact	vehicles,	How	can	this	site	justify	60%	compact?	

RESPONSE	NO.C26‐9	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐9	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐10	

PUBLIC	TRANSIT	

 Bus	stop	location	should	be	evaluated	as	part	of	the	EIR	as	the	adjacent	streets	are	impacted	by	its	
location.	Moving	the	 location	east	 to	mid	block	between	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	could	work	 if	
the	right	turn	lane	and	triangular	median	at	the	east	lane	of	Crescent	Heights	were	improved.	Please	
study	how	this	new	location	and	improvements	might	help	mitigate	impacts	for	this	Project.	

 Removing	the	traffic	island	on	the	north	west	corner	of	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	will	cause	mobility	
issues	for	east‐bound	traffic	on	Sunset	trying	to	turn	south.	The	acute	angle	will	make	it	impossible	
for	large	vehicles	to	make	that	turn,	and	in	turn	add	congestion	to	Sunset	by	forcing	all	heavy	traffic	
to	remain	on	Sunset	until	Fairfax.	This	is	not	addressed	at	all	in	the	EIR.	

 The	current	site	does	not	have	a	problem	entering	at	Crescent	Heights	or	exiting	to	the	south.	There	
appears	 to	 be	 a	 carriage	 or	 drop	 off	 lane	 proposed	 on	 crescent	 Heights.	 If	 there	 is	 only	 an	
"insignificant	 increase	in	the	daily	trips,	what	 is	this	for?	 	Other	projects	 in	the	area	and	on	similar	
corners	do	not	have	this	feature.	is	this	feature	necessitated	by	recommendation	from	the	Consultant	
allowing	new	north	bound	turns	on	to	Crescent	Heights?	

 There	is	no	safe	provision	of	entry,	exit,	or	riding	of	the	972	bicycles	they	are	proposing	to	park.		Bike	
paths	are	not	on	Sunset.	 	They	are	on	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	The	ridership	suggested	by	the	number	is	
not	supported	by	any	current	use	patterns	on	Sunset.	This	extraordinarily	large	quantity	is	clearly	an	
unrealistic	proposal.	Real	data	needs	to	be	evaluated	much	more	accurately	and	carefully	in	the	EIR	

RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐10	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐10	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C26‐11	

In	conclusion	I	also	ask	for	a	completely	new	Historic	Resource	review	to	be	conducted	by	an	independent	
group,	 such	as	 the	LA	Conservancy,	 as	 the	 'lack	of	 significant	 impact	 stated	 in	 the	DEIR	 is	 completely	and	
utterly	ridiculous.	This	neighborhood	destroying	220	 foot	 tall	monstrosity	should	not	be	allowed	to	 tower	
over	the	heart	of	Hollywood's	most	architecturally	significant	areas.	Please	confirm	that	all	these	comment	
[sic]	have	been	entered	into	the	public	record.	

Thank	you,	

Andrew	Macpherson.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C26‐11	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C25‐11	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		
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LETTER	NO.	C27	

James	McAndrew	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	#309	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C27‐1	

I	am	a	resident	of	West	Hollywood	and	am	writing	about	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.		I	live	right	next	
door	to	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		

I	have	never	been	opposed	to	development	or	change,	but	I	am	imploring	the	Department	of	City	Planning	to	
seriously	reconsider	this	project	coming	to	fruition	as	it	stands.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C27‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO	C27‐2	

My	wife	and	I	have	lived	in	this	neighborhood	for	over	seven	years	and	now	have	a	two	year	old	daughter.	It	
is	our	home.		And	in	that	time,	we've	learned	a	great	deal	about	this	area.	For	one,	everything	reverberates	
off	these	hills,	whether	it	be	sirens,	cars,	or	people	celebrating	at	the	nearby	Hyde	Lounge.		Construction	of	
towers	 of	 that	 magnitude	 will	 not	 only	 cause	 intolerable	 dust	 and	 dirt,	 but	 incessant	 noise;	 noise	 while	
they're	 being	 built	 and	 noise	 from	 the	 numerous	 tenants	 and	 rooftop	 ‐venues	 that	 would	 occupy	 them	
afterwards.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C27‐2	

Draft	 EIR,	 Sections	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 and	 4.G,	 Noise,	 evaluate	 dust,	 noise	 and	 other	 impacts.	 	 As	 described	
therein,	 short‐term	 and	 long‐term	 air	 pollutant	 emissions	 would	 not	 exceed	 established	 thresholds	 with	
implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures,	 though	 short‐term	 significant	 noise	 impacts	 are	
anticipated	to	occur	throughout	the	temporary	construction	period.		However,	long	term	noise	impacts	with	
respect	 to	 exterior	 uses	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Also,	 please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 for	
further	discussion	of	Project‐related	noise	effects.	

COMMENT	NO.	C27‐3	

The	city's	infrastructure,	as	illustrated	by	the	recent	water	main	breaks,	is	in	vast	need	of	improvement.		The	
city	plans	on	allowing	these	two	towers	to	be	erected	with	249	apartments	and	more	than	110,000	square	
feet	 of	 commercial	 space.	 	 How	 is	 that	 going	 to	 be	 supported	 based	 upon	 our	 current	 infrastructure,	
considering	what	exists	there	now,	regardless	of	the	modifications	they	will	claim	to	make?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C27‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 to	 water	 and	 sewer	 infrastructure	 in	 Section	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 and	
Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	I	and	in	Appendix	C	of	the	RP‐
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DEIR.	 	Modifications	 to	public	 infrastructure,	 if	 indicated	by	existing	conditions,	are	 required	by	 the	City’s	
Department	of	Public	Works	and	are	not	dependent	upon	discretion	of	the	builder.		Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C27‐4	

I	understand	this	project	qualified	as	a	California	Leadership	Development	Project.		Under	the	requirements	
to	receive	such	a	qualification,	ELD	Projects	have	to	create	a	lot	of	jobs,	be	accessible	to	transit	and	be	built	in	
a	relatively	environmentally‐friendly	way.	What	transit	exactly	is	accessible?		A	bus	stop?	I	read	they	plan	to	
put	in	985	short	and	long	term	bicycle	parking	spaces.		Is	that	their	idea	of	mass	transit?	After	living	at	the	
intersection	 of	 Crescent	Heights	 and	 Sunset	 for	 seven	 years	 now,	 I	 can	 safely	 say	 there	 are	 not	 too	many	
people	who	 consider	 riding	a	bike	 through	 this	area,	 given	 the	 countless	 accidents	we've	witnessed.	 It's	 a	
dangerous	area	for	cars,	let	alone	bikers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C27‐4	

Transit	 availability	 (i.e.,	 proximity	 of	 transit	 facilities,	 number	 and	 frequency	 of	 buses/vehicles,	 level	 of	
service,	etc.)	and	associated	impacts	are	evaluated	in	Draft	EIR,	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	
with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 described	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Metro	 Lines	 2	 and	 302	 traverse	 east	 and	west	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	with	 stops	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		Metro	line	218	traverses	north	and	south	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	with	
stops	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 Metro	 Line	 780,	 which	 provides	 Rapid	 Bus	
service	to	the	region,	has	a	stop	near	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue,	approximately	one‐quarter	mile	
to	the	east	of	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		The	Project	qualifies	as	being	within	a	“transit	priority	area”,	
which	means	an	area	within	one‐half	mile	of	a	major	transit	stop	that	is	existing	or	planned,	if	the	planned	
stop	 is	scheduled	to	be	completed	within	 the	planning	horizon	 included	 in	a	Transportation	Improvement	
Program	 adopted	 pursuant	 to	 Section	 450.216	 or	 450.322	 of	 Title	 23	 of	 the	 Code	 of	 Federal	 Regulations.		
Existing	transit	lines	in	the	area	are	mapped	in	Figure	9	of	the	Project	TIA	contained	in	Volume	4,	Appendix	
H‐1,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Bicycle	transportation	does	not	meet	the	definition	of	“transit	availability”	and	is	not	
described	as	such	in	the	Draft	EIR	(see	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR).		Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	safety	issues.			

COMMENT	NO.	C27‐5	

This	brings	me	to	the	traffic.		It's	already	a	very	congested	intersection	with	Laurel	Canyon	narrowing	to	one	
lane	in	less	than	a	mile.		With	plans	to	bring	many	more	people	to	this	comer	with	new	commercial	spaces,	
not	 to	 mention	 249	 apartments	 and	 their	 families	 entering/leaving	 on	 a	 daily	 basis,	 how	 can	 this	 area	
support	that?		I	can't	help	but	wonder	if	the	perceived	financial	gain	is	outweighing	what	this	will	do	to	these	
streets	for	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C27‐5	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 at	 the	 Laurel	
Canyon/Hollywood	Boulevard	intersection.		Draft	EIR	Table	4.J(a)	indicates	that	this	that	the	intersection	of	
Laurel	 Canyon/Hollywood	 Boulevard	 operates	 at	 service	 level	 (LOS)	 “A”	 during	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	
during	 Year	 2013	 conditions	 and	 LOS	 “B”	 during	 Year	 2018	 conditions	with	 and	without	 the	 Project.	 	 As	
determined	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 LADOT	 threshold	 standards	 at	 that	 intersection	 and	
impacts	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Draft	 EIR	 Table	 4.J(a)	 also	 shows	 that	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	operates	at	 service	 level	 (LOS)	 “F”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	
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during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions	with	and	without	the	Project.		The	LOS	F	rating	indicates	that	a	
facility	 is	 overloaded	 and	 characterized	 by	 stop‐and‐go	 traffic	 with	 stoppages	 of	 long	 duration,	 thus,	
indicating	 congestion	 in	 the	 area	 more	 local	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 However,	 despite	 the	 LOS	 F	 rating,	 the	
Project	would	not	result	in	a	significant	traffic	impact	at	this	intersection	per	LADOT	traffic	impact	analysis	
guidelines.		Also,	please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	the	Project’s	proposed	traffic	
impacts,	 including	 a	 discussion	 of	 traffic‐congestion‐related	 impacts	 in	 the	 Project	 area.	 	 The	 comment	
regarding	financial	gain	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C27‐6	

Please	reconsider	this	plan	and	the	turmoil	and	traffic	congestion	this	type	of	construction	would	bring	to	
our	neighborhood.	 	I	ask	this	not	only	as	a	neighborhood	resident	of	seven	years,	but	as	someone	who	has	
lived	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 long	 enough	 to	 know	 that	 this	 development	 does	 not	 support	 or	 consider	 the	
infrastructure	of	the	city.		It	is	an	obvious	case	of	form	over	function.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C27‐6	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		As	indicated	on	page	4.J‐65	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐42	
of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 significant	unavoidable	 construction‐related	
traffic	 impacts,	 although	 these	 impacts	would	be	 temporary.	 	Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	
Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.			

With	respect	 to	 infrastructure,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	 the	water	and	sewer	 infrastructure	 impacts	of	 the	
Project	 in	 Sections	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 and	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 with	 supporting	 correspondence	 and	
technical	information	in	Appendix	I,	while	Section	2.B.11	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9,	with	supporting	technical	information	in	Appendix	C.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.K.1‐21	and	
4.K.2‐11	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐57	and	2‐60	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	adequate	water	and	sewer	infrastructure	
is	available	to	serve	the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	and	less	than	significant	impacts	would	occur	in	terms	of	
these	issues.		For	further	discussion	regarding	water	and	sewer	infrastructure,	please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐6.	
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LETTER	NO.	C28	

Ryan	Baksh		
ryanbaksh@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C28‐1	

"Less	than	significant."	

These	 three	 words	 seem	 to	 be	 stated	 over	 and	 over	 again	 throughout	 this	 report	 with	 reference	 to	 the	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	in	Hollywood.	That's	
a	good	thing.	This	region	of	Los	Angeles	is	well	documented	to	be	deficient	in	housing	options,	especially	low	
income	units.	This	project	has	a	sizeable	affordable	housing	program.	That's	a	good	thing.	This	project	will	
provide	almost	1000	bike	parking	spaces	and	fewer	car	spaces	than	necessary‐	smart	urban	planning.	That's	
a	good	thing.	This	project	is	one	of	just	a	few	to	be	called	an	Environmental	Leadership	Project	by	the	state	of	
California.	That's	a	good	thing.	The	project	will	be	replacing	a	dilapidated	strip	mall	that	is	home	to	fast	food	
spots,	seedy	looking	massage	parlors	and	check	cashing	businesses.	That's	a	good	thing.	

This	project	is	a	good	thing	for	LA.	Jobs	creating,	revenue	generating,	influx	of	housing,	better	walkability	and	
the	highest	green	building	standards.	I	support!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C28‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C29	

Rory	Barish	
Lane	4	Real	Estate	
439	North	Canon	Drive	#300	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90210	

COMMENT	NO.	C29‐1	

The	geotechnical	study	indicated	that	most	of	the	laboratory	testing	for	the	subsurface	earth	materials	was	
performed	 below	 the	 30	 ft	 depth.	 	 This	 would	 indicate	 that	 the	 subsurface	 parking	 garage	 will	 be	
approximately	 three	 levels	 below	 grade.	 Deep	 excavations	 require	 shoring	 and	 lagging	 to	 temporarily	
support	the	excavation	while	the	building	is	being	constructed.		It	is	common	to	assist	the	shoring	system	to	
resist	lateral	loads	by	installing	tieback	anchors	into	the	surrounding	soil.	These	anchors	are	then	tensioned	
to	provide	pressure	against	the	excavation.	

Deep	 excavations	 along	 property	 lines	 can	 affect	 offsite	 properties	 by	 movement	 of	 the	 shoring	 system	
toward	the	excavation.		This	is	a	common	problem	where	the	shoring	is	not	adequately	secured	and	lagging	
is	not	property	 [sic]	placed.	 	Depending	upon	 the	 location	of	 the	deep	 excavation,	 relative	 to	 the	 adjacent	
properties	 on	 Havenhurst	 (The	 Landmark	 Colonial	 House	 for	 one.),	 vibration	 and	 construction	 activities	
could	cause	soil	at	 the	 foundation	 level	 to	consolidate	and	promote	settlement	of	 the	building.	 Just	 look	at	
what	 happened	 exactly	 across	 the	 street	 on	 the	 Southeast	 comer	when	 the	 Lemmle	Theatre	 building	was	
constructed..	it	did	extensive	damage	to	the	Granville	which	resulted	in	a	lawsuit...	

That	 being	 said,	where	 in	 the	 DEIR	 does	 it	 state	what	method	 of	 construction	 they	will	 be	 using	 for	 this	
excavation?	 	Where	 are	 the	 plans	 that	 demonstrate	 the	 steps	 and	methods	 for	 excavation?	Where	 is	 the	
certainty	that	this	excavation	and	construction	will	not	affect	the	adjacent	properties?	

I	would	like	to	see	these	plans	to	show	to	my	geological	experts.		They	feel	that	this	DEIR	does	not	adequately	
show	this	method	or	guarantee	safety	to	the	surrounding	properties.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C29‐1	

The	geotechnical	 report	 (Golder	Associates,	October	3,	 2014),	 contained	 in	Appendix	D‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR	
includes	 design	 recommendations	 related	 to	 foundation	 design	 and	 shallow	 and	 deep	 foundations	 (a	
response	 letter	 to	 geotechnical	 comments	 made	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	 Safety	
[LADBS]	was	also	provided	 in	Appendix	B	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	which	provides	updated	 information	 regarding	
foundation	design).		As	discussed	therein,	the	structure	may	be	supported	by	shallow	foundations	(spread	or	
strip	 footings,	or	mat	 foundations)	or	deep	 foundations	(drilled	shafts).	 	The	allowable	bearings	and	other	
specifications	for	both	foundation	types	are	described	in	detail	in	the	geotechnical	report.		The	geotechnical	
report	 also	 provides	 lateral	 earth	 pressures	 for	 retaining	 walls,	 which	 would	 be	 required	 at	 interfacing	
locations.	 	 Detailed	 building	 plans	 are	 typically	 completed	 subsequent	 to	 the	 CEQA	 process	 and	 are	 not	
evaluated	 in	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	However,	 the	 safety	 and	protection	of	 existing	abutting	buildings	 is	 regulated	
under	Chapter	IX,	Division	18	(Soils	and	Foundations),	Sections	1804	(Allowable	Load‐Bearing	Values)	and	
1807	(Foundation	Walls,	Retaining	Walls),	of	the	LAMC	and,	as	stated	therein,	requires	practices	to	protect	
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abutting	 structures	 including	 proper	 slope	 cut	 and	 shoring	 standards.	 	 The	 selection	 of	 the	 foundation	
system	in	each	specific	portion	of	the	Project,	shoring	systems	and	other	structural	design	will	be	made	by	
the	Project	 engineer	 and	 the	Department	 of	Building	 and	 Safety	 based	 on	 specific	 design	 loads	 and	other	
design	detail	at	the	time	building	plans	are	completed	for	review.	
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LETTER	NO.	C30	

Marne	Carmean		
<marne.poet@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C30‐1	

All	 in	 all,	 it	 seems	 the	 "methodologies”	 and	 "thresholds"	 utilized	 in	 these	 assessments	 were	 devised	 and	
calculated	by	the	developer	of	the	8150	Project.		What	could	they	be	thinking,	but	of	the	exploitation	and	the	
trafficking	in	human	lives	solely	for	their	very	own	profit?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C30‐1	

The	thresholds	of	significance	set	forth	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	relevant	methodologies	are	based	on	the	City	of	
Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	Appendix	G	of	the	State	CEQA	Guidelines,	and	other	relevant	regulatory	
guidance	and	 industry	 standards,	 as	 indicated	 in	 specific	 fashion	 in	each	of	 the	 issue	 sections	provided	 in	
Chapter	 4.0,	 Environmental	 Impact	 Analysis,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 intent	 of	 the	
applicant	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C30‐2	

My	remarks		are	weighted	in	vehement	opposition	to	the	8150	Sunset		Blvd.	Mixed	Use	Project,	per	PROJECT	
DESCRIPTION	 as	 of	 November	 20,	 2014:	 “...	 the	 overall	 building	 height	 is	 approximately	 216	 feet	 as	
measured	from	the	low	point	of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst		Drive	to	the	top	of	the	South	Building;	due	
to	the	sloping	nature	of	the	Project	Site,	the	16‐‐story	portion	of	the	South	Building	would	appear	to	be	20	
stories	in	height	at	the	southwest	comer		of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive.".	

RESPONSE	NO.	C30‐2	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 See	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	 and	TR‐2	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 the	Project’s	 aesthetic	 and	
land	use	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C30‐3	

Particularly	 in	 reference	 to	 the	 Executive	 Summary.	 of	 Volume	 4.	 Appendix	 H	 ‐	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	 this	
opposition	is	about	the	information	found	in	the	Traffic	and	Parking	report	with	my	focus	on	TRAFFIC.		Page	
i,	 second	 paragraph:	 	 An	 onsite	 multi‐level	 parking	 structure	 containing	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 849	
vehicular	parking	spaces.	

Page	i,	third	paragraph:	"The	remaining	project		drive	way	is	located	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	near	the	southern	
boundary		of	the	site,	and	is	designated	as	the	primary		entry		location	for	project		residents,	providing	direct	
access	to	the		residential	parking	levels	of	the	project's		parking		structure,	...	This	driveway	will	also	provide	
the	 only	 exit	 location	 for	 the	 project's	 residential	 traffic,	 as	 well	 as	 providing	 a	 supplemental	 exit‐only	
location	for	the	project's	commercial	traffic;	no	commercial	traffic	entry	is	permitted	at	the	driveway.”,	but	
then	posits,	"...	the	proposed	project	will	also	include	truck‐only	access	to	the	on‐site	loading	dock	facilities	
via	a	NEW		entry‐only	drive	on	Havenhurst	Drive	....	"(Caps	are	mine.)	
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Speaking	 of	 entries	 and	 exiting,	 using	 our	 own	 drive	 ways	 coming	 and	 going	 will	 be	 problematic	 if	 not	
hazardous	with	the	continuous	flow	of	traffic	on	Havenhurst.		My	Down	syndrome	son	who	likes	to	go	'on	his	
own'	across	the	street	to	the	Havenhurst	pocket	park	will	not	be	allowed	to	do	this	with	the	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C30‐3	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluates	driveway	access	and	the	Project’s	impacts	on	
Havenhurst	Drive.		The	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	will	be	used	by	residents	who	enter	and	exit	at	this	point.		
The	delivery	truck	entrance	driveway	is	also	located	on	Havenhurst	Drive;	however,	truck	traffic	will	only	be	
allowed	 to	 enter	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway	 from	 the	 north	 (travelling	 only	 a	 short	 distance	 along	
southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	from	Sunset	Boulevard).		No	truck	traffic	will	be	permitted	(or	able)	to	access	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 Vehicles	 prohibited	 from	 using	 the	 Havenhurst	 Driveway	 for	
entry	are	those	associated	with	the	commercial	function	of	the	Project,	such	as	employees	and	customers	of	
the	stores	and	restaurants.	 	As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	the	Project	is	expected	to	add	59	net	trips	per	day,	
primarily	 associated	 with	 resident	 drivers,	 to	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 between	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 Fountain	
Avenue.			

COMMENT	NO.C30‐4	

Page	iii,	first	paragraph:	"...the	proposed	project	itself	is	expected	to	result	in	a	total	of	approximately	6,373	
trips	 per	 day,..,".	 A	 project	 that	 has	 a	 monolithic	 multi‐purpose	 structure	 overwhelms	 a	 residential	
neighborhood	with	residential‐gauged	streets	of	historic	 structures	 that	date	nearly	a	century.	 	As	well	as	
intersections	whether	at	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Sunset	or	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	with	both	 locations	
having	an	Infrastructure	that	will	not	support	it.		In	addition	to	the	Intersection	of	Fountain	and	Havenhurst	
Drive	that	likewise	cannot	support	it.	What	about	the	inability	of	first	responders	and	the	LAFD	to	access	not	
only	Havenhurst	Drive	but	all	of	the	surrounding	neighborhoods	extending	to	Laurel	Canyon?	

A	viewpoint	much	of	which	is	echoed	and	reiterative	of	the	ones	below	previously	sent	you	by	Havenhurst	
residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C30‐4	

This	 comment	 is	noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	As	 shown	 in	
Tables	4.J‐4(a)	and	4.J‐4(b)	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	significant	impacts	
at	any	of	the	analyzed	intersections	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.		Please	also	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	
regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	Project’s	impacts	on	
traffic	in	the	area,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site,	
including	response	times	for	emergency	vehicles.	

COMMENT	NO.	C30‐5	

Rory	 Barish,	 resident	 and	 President	 of	 the	 Board	 at	 The	 Colonial	 House,	 1416	 Havenhurst	 	 Drive,	 West	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	in	her	letter	to	you:	

"For	 those	of	us	on	Havenhurst,	a	street	with	Landmark	buildings,	 the	street	will	be	destroyed	as	will	our	
values."		
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"4.A‐44	and	onward	speaks	of	shading."	"The	developer	makes	very	 little	of	 the	 fact	 that	pools	and	homes	
and	the	neighborhood	will	only	be	shaded	for	2‐4	hrs	due	to	their	project!	...	Or	as	in	the	case	of	the	Chateau	
Marmont	and	others,	they	will	have	no	sun	between	9‐11	am	but	can	have	it	after	11	 .	 .	 .	Landscaping	will	
most	certainly	be	affected	all	around	the	existing	site	if	it	lacks	sunlight	for	2‐4	hrs	a	day.	There	is	a	very	rare	
and	Endangered	tree,	the	Araucaria	araucana	(Monkey	Tail)	at	the	Colonial	House.	Have	they	had	an	arborist	
study	this?".	"People	that	bought	bright	units	in	their	building	now	are	affected	for	several	hours	 .	 .	 .	 [and]	
will	also	affect	existing	real	estate	values.	Selling	a	dark	property	is	not	as	easy	as	selling	a	bright	one.	In	the	
case	 of	 the	 Historical	 properties,	 this	 will	 change	 the	 character	 of	 the	 building	 itself	 should	 it	 be	 in	 the	
shade.".	

RESPONSE	NO.	C30‐5	

Please	refer	to	Responses	to	Comment	B14‐9	and	B14‐13	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B14).	

COMMENT	NO.	C30‐6	

Stephen	Yoder,	owner	of	1421	Havenhurst	Drive,	West	Hollywood	CA	90046,	in	his	missive	to	you:		

A‐2	NOP	

"The	 study	 describes	 the	 location	 as	 "highly	 urbanized"	 but	 ignores	 the	 low	 density	 single‐family	
development	 in	 the	 adjoining	Hollywood	Hills,	with	 low	 levels	 of	 traffic	 and	 ambient	 light,	 and	 abundant	
wildlife.	 Residential	 development	 to	 the	 south	 of	 the	 south	 [sic]	 of	 the	 site	 [Havenhurst	 primarily	 is	 my	
insertion]	is	also	relatively	low‐	density	and	with	relatively	low	levels	of	traffic	and	ambient	light	and	noise."	

"The	 project	will	 tower	 over	 neighboring	 buildings	 and	 streets	 and	 sidewalks.	 	What	will	 be	 the	 shading	
impact	and	wind	impacts	and	glare/solar	loading	impacts?"	

RESPONSE	NO.	C30‐6	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	describes	the	area	as	“highly	urbanized”	in	the	context	of	
Sunset	Boulevard.		It	also	describes	the	low	rise	and	residential	character	of	the	neighborhoods	abutting	the	
Sunset	Boulevard	commercial	corridor	and	the	open	space	character	of	the	Hollywood	Hills.	In	this	regard,	
the	 Hollywood	Hills	 are	 described	 as	 rising	 directly	 above	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and,	 as	 viewed	 from	 Sunset	
Boulevard,	are	characterized	by	dense	 landscaping	and	rooftops	of	homes	visible	along	winding	roadways	
and	tiered	residential	neighborhoods.	

Section	4.A	evaluates	light	and	glare	and	shade	impacts.		With	respect	to	light	and	glare	(including	artificial	
light	and	sun	glare)	on	the	surrounding	area,	the	Draft	EIR	identified	residential	uses	to	the	north	of	Sunset	
Boulevard	 as	 light‐sensitive.	As	discussed	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 point	 source	 light	 from	 illuminated	pole	 signs,	
billboard,	and	the	surface	parking	lot,	which	is	currently	visible	from	some	residential	areas	to	the	north	of	
Sunset	Boulevard,	would	be	removed.		During	the	evening	hours,	the	Project	would	emanate	light	from	the	
street	level,	which	would	be	visible	to	residential	neighborhoods	to	the	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard.		However,	
the	character	of	the	new	light	sources,	including	landscape	lighting,	architectural	lighting,	lighting	from	retail	
windows	would	 be	 shielded	 and/or	 focused	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	would	 be	more	 ambient	 in	 character	
along	the	street	front.		The	proposed	Project’s	residential	components	and	rooftop	terraces	would	generate	
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new	sources	of	light	that	would	also	be	visible	from	this	residential	area.		It	should	be	noted	that	while	the	
light	and	glare	effects	of	the	proposed	Project	would	be	generally	greatest	in	areas	north	of	the	Project	Site,	
such	effects	would	also	be	experienced	by	light‐sensitive	residential	uses	south,	southeast,	and	west	of	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 However,	 given	 that	 the	 majority	 of	 light	 and	 glare	 effects	 would	 be	 associated	 with	 the	
Project’s	taller	tower	elements	(that	would	not	include	store	fronts,	signage,	or	other	substantial	sources	of	
light	 or	 glare),	 impacts	 to	 these	 residential	 uses	 are	 expected	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 As	 with	 all	
residential	light	sources,	light	emanating	from	residential	buildings	would	be	generally	low‐level,	and	more	
ambient	 in	 character	 than	 point	 source	 lighting,	 and	 does	 not	 regularly	 continue	 into	 the	 late	 night.	 	 The	
Sunset	 Terrace	 above	 the	 North	 Building	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 restaurant/lounge	 and	 Lounge	
Terrace	 on	 the	 roof	 of	 the	 South	 Building	would	 have	 low‐level	 lighting	 during	 the	 evening.	 	 These	 uses	
would	not	have	associated	illuminated	signs.		According	to	the	Draft	EIR	analysis,	the	Project’s	lighting	would	
not	 significantly	 intensify	ambient	or	point	 source	 lighting	 that	 currently	occurs	during	 the	evening	hours	
along	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	 In	addition,	 the	distance	between	 the	Project	Site	and	 the	residential	area	 to	 the	
north	would	also	preclude	any	direct	spillover	from	point	source	light	of	illuminated	signage.		Impacts	were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.	

Shading	 impacts	are	discussed	 in	Section	4.A	and	 illustrated	 in	Figures	4.A‐13	 through	4.A‐16	of	 the	Draft	
EIR.	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.A	 and	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 4.A‐13,	 the	 Project	 would	 shade	 the	 Chateau	
Marmont	Hotel	pool	deck	and	cottages	to	the	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	one	single‐family	dwelling	on	
the	west	 side	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 during	 the	winter	 solstice.	 Shading	would	 beginning	 at	 approximately	
9:00	A.M.	 and	by	11:00	A.M.,	 the	 shadow	would	have	moved	 completely	 out	of	hotel	 and	 residential	 areas.		
Shading	to	the	areas	to	the	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	would	not	occur	during	other	seasons	(as	discussed	
below).		As	illustrated	in	Figure	4.A‐14,	the	Project	would	shade	single‐	and	multi‐family	residential	uses	to	
the	west	of	the	Project	Site	across	Havenhurst	Drive	for	less	than	two	hours	(between	9:00	A.M.	and	by	11:00	
A.M.)	and	the	multi‐family	residential	use	to	the	immediate	southeast	for	less	than	3.5	hours	(between	1:30	
P.M.	and	5	P.M.)	during	the	spring	equinox.	 	As	 illustrated	 in	Figure	4.A‐15,	 the	Project	would	shade	single‐	
and	multi‐family	 residential	uses	 to	 the	west	of	 the	Project	Site	across	Havenhurst	Drive	 for	 less	 than	1.5	
hours	(between	9:00	A.M.	and	by	10:30	A.M.)	and	the	multi‐family	residential	use	to	the	immediate	southeast	
for	less	than	3.25	hours	(between	1:45	P.M.	and	5	P.M.)	during	the	summer	solstice.		As	illustrated	in	Figure	
4.A‐16,	 the	 Project	 would	 shade	 single‐	 and	 multi‐family	 residential	 uses	 to	 the	 west	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	
across	Havenhurst	Drive	for	less	than	two	hours	(between	9:00	A.M.	and	by	11:00	A.M.)	and	the	multi‐family	
residential	use	to	the	immediate	southeast	for	less	than	three	hours	(between	2:00	P.M.	and	5	P.M.)	during	the	
fall	equinox.		Thus,	the	projected	shading	would	not	exceed	City	of	Los	Angeles	threshold	standards.				
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LETTER	NO.	C31	

H.	Dietrich	Nelson	
2359	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐1	

The	Project	

 The	height	and	scale	of	the	project	is	far	too	large	for	the	location	and	will	change	the	character	of	the	
historic	adjacent	neighborhoods	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐1	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	as	relates	
to	height	and	scale,	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	and	consistency	with	applicable	
plans	and	policies	 related	 to	height	 and	 scale,	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	as	 relates	 to	 impacts	 to	off‐site	
historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐2	

 The	proposed	open‐air	performance	areas,	with	proposed	amplification,	have	 the	potential	 to	be	a	
noise	nuisance	for	the	single	family	homes	and	apartment	buildings	surrounding	the	property.		This	
should	be	studied	for	the	potential	impact	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐2	

Noise	effects	of	the	proposed	outdoor	open	space	areas	and	rooftop	terraces	were	fully	evaluated	in	the	Draft	
EIR	on	pages	4.G‐25	through	4.G‐28	in	Section	4.G,	Noise.		As	concluded	therein,	operational	noise	associated	
with	the	proposed	outdoor	plazas,	rooftop	terraces,	and	rooftop	lounge	would	not	exceed	established	noise	
thresholds	and,	as	such,	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	
required.	 	 In	addition,	revised	Project	Design	Features,	 including	PDF‐Noise‐1	and	PDF‐Noise‐2	specifically	
prohibit	live	bands	and	the	use	of	loud	amplified	music	or	public	address	(PA)	systems	in	outdoor	areas,	as	
shown	on	page	3‐10	 in	Chapter	3.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	 regarding	 the	
Project’s	noise	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐3	

 While	the	proposed	project	provides	outdoor	space,	very	little	of	it	will	[sic]	accessible	to	people	in	
the	neighborhood	and	provides	little	benefit	to	the	community	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐3	

The	 Project	would	 provide	 both	 private	 open	 space	 and	 public	 open	 space	 areas	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	
would	 also	 provide	 improvements	 to	 the	 9,134‐square‐foot	 (or	 0.21‐acre)	 off‐site	 Corner	 Plaza,	 as	
summarized	in	Table	4.I.3‐2,	Summary	of	Project	Open	Space	and	Recreational	Amenities,	on	page	4.I.3‐12	in	
Section	4.I.3,	Parks	and	Recreation,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	Project	as	proposed	would	provide	more	than	twice	
the	amount	of	public	open	space	on	the	Project	Site	as	private	open	space,	and	would	also	provide	the	off‐site	
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Corner	Plaza	 for	public	use.	 	Thus,	 the	Project	does	provide	public	benefits	 in	 terms	of	usable	public	open	
space	amenities.			

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐4	

 The	residential	outdoor	space	should	not	be	allowed	to	have	fire	pits	or	barbeque	areas	due	to	the	
proximity	of	the	project	to	high	severity	fire	zones	to	the	north	such	as	Kirkwood	Bowl		

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐4	

This	 comment	 is	 noted.	 Fire	 protection	 impacts	 are	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	
Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 Project	 is	 not	 located	 within	 a	 wildfire	 hazard	 area.		
Outdoor	fire	pits	or	barbeque	areas	would	be	provided	in	compliance	with	relevant	code	requirements.		

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐5	

 While	the	proposed	project	plans	to	include	1,300	bicycle	parking	spaces,	it	doesn't	take	into	account	
that	there	are	no	designated	bike	lanes	on	any	of	the	streets	surrounding	the	property		

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐5	

As	described	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	have	985	bicycle	parking	
spaces,	and	not	1,300	as	indicated	by	the	commenter.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	
facilities	and	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐6	

 Since	residents'	street	access	will	be	on	Havenhurst	to	Sunset	Boulevard	only,	there	is	the	potential	
for	tremendous	traffic	jams	as	residents	leave	the	property	during	morning	rush	hour.	 	This	should	
be	reviewed	and	addressed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐6	

Impacts	related	to	Project	Site	vehicular	access	and	traffic	are	addressed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐55	and	4.J‐56	 in	 Section	4.J,	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	
driveway	is	expected	to	exhibit	117	outbound	vehicle	trips	in	the	morning	peak	hour,	which	when	added	to	
ambient	vehicular	 traffic	 in	 the	area,	would	not	result	 in	a	significant	 impact.	 	As	such,	 impacts	associated	
with	vehicular	access	to	and	from	the	Project	Site	were	concluded	to	be	less	significant.			

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐7	

 Liquor	 licenses	 for	restaurants	should	not	run	with	the	property.	 	Licenses	should	be	 issued	to	the	
individual	proprietors	of	the	restaurants	based	on	the	merit	of	the	service	they	plan	to	provide.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐7	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C31‐8	

 The	 traffic	 island	 should	 remain	 in	 its	 present	 location	 and	 not	 incorporated	 into	 the	 project.	 	 By	
removing	 the	 turn	 lane	 traffic	driving	east	on	Sunset	 that	needs	 to	 turn	south	on	Crescent	Heights	
will	be	required	to	turn	at	an	angle	greater	than	120	degrees	and	has	the	potential	of	crossing	into	
oncoming	traffic	in	order	to	make	the	turn	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐8	

The	proposed	modifications	 to	 the	southwest	corner	of	 the	 intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	shown	in	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Figure	8	of	
the	 Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 are	 conceptual,	 and	 the	 final	 design	 for	 this	
improvement	will	need	to	be	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	appropriate	City	agencies.		These	reviews	may	
indicate	a	need	 for	a	 larger	radius	 for	 the	corner	between	 the	proposed	new	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	
right‐turn	lane	and	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	in	order	to	accommodate	larger	vehicles	and/or	
semi‐trailer	 trucks	 without	 encroachment	 into	 the	 oncoming	 northbound	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard.	 	 A	 revised	 design	 for	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 that	 increases	 the	 curb	 return	
radius	 from	 the	 original	 (and	 existing)	 22‐foot	 radius	 to	 an	 approximately	 37‐foot	 radius	 would	 allow	 a	
typical	semi‐trailer	truck	(American	Association	of	State	Highway	and	Transportation	Officials	[“AASHTO”]	
design	vehicle	designation	WB‐50,	 exhibiting	a	55‐foot	bumper‐to‐bumper	 length)	 to	make	 the	eastbound	
right‐turn	from	the	proposed	new	right‐turn	lane	without	encroaching	into	the	oncoming	(northbound)	left‐
turn	or	through	travel	 lanes	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	The	revised	conceptual	design	is	illustrated	in	
Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		See	also	Response	to	
Comment	B1‐80	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1),	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C57‐2	 (Alexandra	Rose	 Letter	
C57),	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C25‐10	 (Andrew	Macpherson	 Letter	 C25),	 and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C32‐5	
(Carolyn	Ramsay	Letter	C32).	

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐9	

 Accommodations	 for	 an	 inset	 bus	 loading	 location	 should	 be	 incorporated	 into	 the	 plans	 of	 the	
project	and	not	moved	to	its	proposed	location	at	8000	W.	Sunset.	 	It	should	also	include	a	covered	
area	 for	 riders.	 By	moving	 the	 bus	 stop	 to	 the	 east	 puts	 riders	 in	 danger	 trying	 to	 cross	 Crescent	
Heights.	 	 If	 the	proposed	project	 is	reducing	parking	spaces,	 it	should	plan	to	accommodate	transit	
riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐9	

Impacts	 related	 to	 public	 transit,	 pedestrian	 safety,	 and	 parking	 are	 fully	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 provision	 of	 an	 inset	 bus	
loading	 location	 and	 covered	 area	 for	 riders	 is	 noted	 and	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration,	however	this	comment	does	not	raise	any	substantive	issues	or	questions	regarding	the	Draft	
EIR.	 	The	commenter’s	 assertion	 that	 the	 relocation	of	 the	existing	bus	 stop	 to	 the	east	 side	of	 the	Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	would	increase	safety	risks	for	riders	is	speculative	and	
not	 supported	 by	 evidence.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 provide	 off‐street	 parking	 to	 serve	 proposed	 uses	 in	
accordance	with	LAMC	requirements,	as	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐59	through	4.J‐62	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	
EIR.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 parking	 adequacy	 and	 pedestrian	 safety	 at	 street	
crossings.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C31‐10	

Safety	

 The	DEIR	states	three	fire	stations	will	serve	the	Project	Site	with	Fire	Station	41	at	1439	N.	Gardner	
most	likely	being	the	"first‐in"	followed	by	Fire	Stations	27	on	Cole	and	97	on	Mulholland.	 	What	it	
doesn't	address	is	the	enormous	area	these	three	Fire	Stations	presently	serve.		The	Hollywood	Hills	
north	of	the	proposed	project	are	all	 identified	as	High	Severity	Fire	Zones.	 	It	also	doesn't	address	
the	cumulative	effect	of	the	new	construction	of	hundreds	of	thousands	of	square	feet	of	mixed	use	
properties	presently	or	soon	to	be	constructed	which	will	add	to	the	burden	on	Fire	and	Police.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐10	

Impacts	related	to	fire	protection,	police	protection,	and	emergency	medical	services	were	fully	addressed	in	
Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	 Protection,	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR.	 	As	discussed	therein,	Project‐related	 impacts,	 including	cumulative	 impacts,	would	be	 less	than	
significant	with	the	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐11	

 The	DEIR	identifies	access	to	the	property	to	be	Crescent	Heights,	Sunset	and	Havenhurst	but	doesn’t	
address	issues	of	accessibility	onto	the	property	should	an	ambulance	or	Fire	Engine(s)	need	closer	
access.	 	We	 recommend	 the	developer	work	 closely	with	 LAFD	 to	 identify	 its	 optimum	needs	 and	
requirements	prior	to	construction	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐11	

The	comment	is	noted.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	in	Section	
4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	with	supporting	technical	data	provided	in	Appendix	
G.	Emergency	access	provisions	for	the	Project	would	be	subject	to	applicable	code	requirements	and	LAFD	
review	 and	 approval.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	
response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	C31‐12	

 As	 with	 the	 Fire	 Department,	 the	 proposed	 plan	 doesn't	 address	 Los	 Angeles	 Police's	 needs	 for	
immediate	access	onto	 the	property.	 	 I	highly	 recommend	 the	developer	meet	with	 the	Hollywood	
Division	or	West	Bureau	to	determine	what	is	needed	to	best	serve	the	visitors	and	residents	of	the	
proposed	development	prior	to	construction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C31‐12	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 police	 protection	 services	 in	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	 Protection,	 with	 supporting	
technical	data	provided	in	Appendix	G.		As	noted	therein,	as	required	by	Mitigation	Measure	POL‐1,	“[p]rior	
to	 issuance	 of	 building	 permits,	 the	 Project	 applicant	 shall	 consult	with	 the	 LAPD	 Crime	 Prevention	 Unit	
regarding	incorporation	of	CPTED	techniques	into	the	Project	design	in	order	to	minimize	potential	criminal	
activity	at	the	Project	Site.”		As	part	of	this	consultation	process,	the	LAPD	would	provide	input	regarding	the	
Project’s	design	and	relevant	features	that	would	facilitate	emergency	access	by	LAPD	personnel.		Please	also	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	
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LETTER	NO.	C32	

Carolyn	Ramsay	
6380	Wilshire	Blvd.		#1618	
LA,	CA	90048	

COMMENT	NO.	C32‐1	

As	a	 community	 stakeholder	 I	 am	submitting	 these	 comments	based	on	my	knowledge	of	 the	 community,	
relationships	with	community	members,	and	a	desire	to	see	this	project	be	an	asset,	and	not	a	burden,	to	the	
community.		I	ask	that	each	item	be	addressed	thoroughly	in	the	final	Environmental	Impact	Report	(EIR):	

RESPONSE	NO.	C32‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C32‐2	through	C32‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C32‐2	

1.			While	the	data	on	car	trips	indicates	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	area	traffic,	the	draft	report	does	not	
sufficiently	analyze	adjacent	hillside	neighborhood	access	to	and	from	Sunset	Blvd.	 	Neither	Selma	Ave.	(at	
both	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Blvds.)	 nor	 Marmont	 Ln.	 are	 discussed	 in	 the	 DEIR.	 	 With	 a	 lack	 of	
signalization	 at	 these	 intersections	 cars	will	 not	 be	 able	 to	 exit/enter	 during	 peak	 times	 ‐	which	 is	 often	
bumper	to	bumper	gridlock	during	rush	hour,	as	the	DEIR	states.	 	Proposed	mitigations	should	be	studied	
including	 re‐designing	 the	 Selma	Ave.	 and	N.	 Crescent	Heights	 Blvd.	 intersection	 to	 allow	 for	 northbound	
cars	to	turn	left	on	to	Selma	Ave.	to	access	the	neighborhood,	thereby	easing	access	to	and	from	the	hillside	
neighborhoods.		Closing	Selma	Ave.	at	Sunset	Blvd.	to	through	traffic,	or	to	vehicles	turning	right	on	to	Selma	
Ave.	from	Sunset	Blvd.,	should	be	studied	to	determine	if	it	would	prevent	traffic	spillover	from	Sunset	Blvd.	
in	to	the	neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C32‐2	

The	 scope	 of	 the	 Project	 Traffic	 Impact	 Analysis	 (TIA,	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 was	
reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Transportation	 (“LADOT”)	 prior	 to	
initiation	of	the	study.		As	indicated	in	the	TIA,	no	significant	impacts	to	any	of	the	study	intersections	along	
Sunset	Boulevard	are	anticipated,	and	as	a	result,	no	significant	impacts	to	access	into	or	out	of	the	hillside	
neighborhoods	noted	by	the	commenter	are	expected.		The	commenter’s	suggestion	to	allow	left‐turns	into	
the	neighborhood	from	northbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	Selma	Avenue	is	not	recommended	due	
to	 insufficient	 roadway	 widths	 and	 limited	 sight	 distance	 for	 southbound	 vehicles	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 to	 see	 any	 such	 left‐turning	 vehicles.	 	 Additionally,	 due	 to	 limited	 entry	 and	 exit	 options	 for	
residents	 living	 along	 Selma	Avenue,	Marmont	 Lane,	 or	 other	 streets	 in	 the	 subject	 hillside	neighborhood	
(southbound	 Selma	 Avenue	 is	 accessible	 only	 from	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 while	
northbound	 egress	 from	 Selma	 Avenue	 is	 restricted	 to	 right‐turns	 only	 (to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard),	 prohibition	 of	 “through”	 traffic	 on	 Selma	 Avenue	 between	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	
Sunset	Boulevard	 is	also	not	recommended.	 	Traffic	 from	the	proposed	Project	 is	not	anticipated	to	utilize	
any	 of	 the	 local	 access	 streets	 in	 the	 hillside	 neighborhoods,	 and	 no	 significant	 impacts	 to	 any	 of	 these	
facilities	due	to	increased	traffic	volumes	resulting	from	the	Project	are	expected.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C32‐3	

2..	 	 	 Allowing	 left	 turns	 from	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 parking	 garage	 on	 to	 northbound	 	 Crescent	 Heights	 Blvd.,	
without	 signalization,	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 incentivize	 risk	 taking	 and	 result	 in	 traffic	 accidents	 with	
southbound	vehicles	on	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	 	 I	am	also	concerned	that	 the	center	 turning	 lane,	which	 is	
currently	used	as	a	holding	lane	for	southbound	cars	turning	left	to	enter	the	8000	Sunset	parking	garage,	
cannot	 simultaneously	 accommodate	 the	 competing	 northbound	 cars.	 	 Further	 study	 is	 required	 and	
possible	 modifications	 to	 reduce	 the	 risk	 of	 accidents	 and	 conflicts	 must	 be	 addressed.	 	 Solutions	 may	
include:	signalization,	center	lane	reconfiguration,	or	prohibition	of	left	turns	from	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		on	to	
northbound	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C32‐3	

The	operations	of	the	existing	two‐way	left‐turn	lane	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	adjacent	to	the	Project	
Site	noted	by	the	commenter	are	typical	of	such	facilities	throughout	the	region,	 including	within	both	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	and	City	of	West	Hollywood,	which	are	designed	to	accommodate	left‐turn	traffic	in	both	
directions	without	specific	channelization	for	vehicles	in	opposing	directions.	 	Additionally,	as	identified	in	
Figures	7(a)	and	7(b)	of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	left‐turn	traffic	exiting	
the	Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	onto	northbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	is	expected	
to	be	relatively	nominal,	at	about	6	vehicles	per	hour	during	the	AM	peak	hour	(an	average	of	1	vehicle	every	
10	minutes),	 and	 28	 vehicles	 per	 hour	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour	 (an	 average	 of	 1	 vehicle	 about	 every	 2	
minutes),	thereby	minimizing	any	potential	conflicts	with	vehicles	using	the	two‐way	left‐turn	lane	to	access	
the	 parking	 structure	 driveway	 for	 the	 8000	 Sunset	 project	 opposite	 the	 proposed	 Project.	 	 Further,	 it	 is	
important	to	note	that	the	Project	TIA,	including	the	site	access	assumptions	related	to	left‐turn	exits	from	
the	 Project’s	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway,	were	 thoroughly	 reviewed	 and	 deemed	 acceptable	 by	
LADOT	both	prior	to	the	preparation	of	 the	TIA,	and	during	their	 formal	review	of	 the	completed	TIA.	 	No	
significant	 operational	 issues	 related	 to	 the	 proposed	 operations	 of	 any	 of	 the	 Project’s	 driveways	 are	
anticipated.	 	 See	 also	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C25‐8	 (Andrew	Macpherson	 Letter	 C25),	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 site	 access	 and	 circulation,	 including	 left‐turn	 vehicle	movements	 onto	Crescent	
Heights	from	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.C32‐4	

3.	 	 	 I	 am	 concerned	 that	 this	 highly	 congested	 area	 cannot	 accommodate	 dirt‐hauling	 traffic	 during	 the	
morning	rush	hour	and	all	hauling	should	be	done	during	off‐peak	times	beginning	at	10	a.m.	and	not	9	a.m.,	
as	proposed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C32‐4	

The	Project’s	construction	traffic	would	occur	between	9:00	A.M.	and	4:00	P.M.		As	stated	in	the	Draft	EIR	on	
page	 4.J‐15	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 these	 hours	 are	 generally	 consistent	 with	 the	
Mayor’s	directive	to	limit	construction	traffic	impacts	to	non‐peak	travel	periods	of	the	day.		These	hours	are	
typical	of	most	construction	projects	throughout	the	City,	as	the	morning	peak	traffic	occurs	between	7:00	to	
9:00	A.M.		In	addition,	starting	at	a	later	time	would	prolong	the	construction	schedule.			

COMMENT	NO.	C32‐5	

4.	 	 	 Community	members	 have	 raised	 concerns	 that	 the	 design	 of	 the	 new	 Sunset	 Blvd./Crescent	Heights	
Blvd.	 corner	 triangle	 will	 not	 accommodate	 	 large	 vehicles	 attempting	 to	 turn	 right	 on	 to	 southbound	
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Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	and	that	the	vehicles	will	be	forced	in	to	the	existing	southbound	lane	while	in	the	act	
of	 turning‐thereby	 creating	 significant	backup	 in	 the	 intersection.	 	 Further	 study	 is	needed	 to	 analyze	 the	
geometry	of	this	turn	and	the	ability	of	large	trucks‐‐especially	those	30	or	more	feet	in	length‐to	effectively	
navigate	this	turn	if	the	dedicated	right	turn	lane	is	removed.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C32‐5	

The	proposed	modifications	 to	 the	southwest	corner	of	 the	 intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 shown	 in	 Figure	 8	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 are	
conceptual,	 and	 the	 final	 design	 for	 this	 improvement	 will	 need	 to	 be	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	
appropriate	City	agencies.		These	reviews	may	indicate	a	need	for	a	larger	radius	for	the	corner	between	the	
proposed	new	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	right‐turn	 lane	and	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 in	
order	to	accommodate	larger	vehicles	and/or	semi‐trailer	trucks	without	encroachment	into	the	oncoming	
northbound	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 A	 revised	 design	 for	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	
intersection	 that	 increases	 the	 curb	 return	 radius	 from	 the	 original	 (and	 existing)	 22‐foot	 radius	 to	 an	
approximately	 37‐foot	 radius	 would	 allow	 a	 typical	 semi‐trailer	 truck	 (American	 Association	 of	 State	
Highway	 and	 Transportation	Officials	 [“AASHTO”]	 design	 vehicle	 designation	WB‐50,	 exhibiting	 a	 55‐foot	
bumper‐to‐bumper	length)	to	make	the	eastbound	right‐turn	from	the	proposed	new	right‐turn	lane	without	
encroaching	 into	 the	 oncoming	 (northbound)	 left‐turn	 or	 through	 travel	 lanes	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard.	 	 The	 revised	 conceptual	 design	 is	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 2‐12	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	
Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		See	also	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	removal	of	the	existing	
traffic	 island	 as	 well	 as	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐80	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1),	 Response	 to	
Comment	 C57‐2	 (Alexandra	 Rose	 Letter	 C57),	 and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C25‐10	 (Andrew	 Macpherson	
Letter	C25).	

COMMENT	NO.	C32‐6	

5.	 	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 states	 that	 with	 mitigation	 the	 project	 will	 have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 on	
wastewater	 infrastructure.	 	 It	 states	 that	 there	 will	 be	 an	 increase	 of	 40,154	 gallons	 per	 day	 (gpd)	 of	
wastewater	discharged	(from	8,869	gpd	to	49,023	gpd),	but	 includes	no	discussion	of	existing	wastewater	
capacity	 in	the	area,	 including	size	of	sewer	lines,	existing	flow	rates,	etc.	 	 I	request	that	the	impact	of	this	
development	on	wastewater	infrastructure	be	studied	and	more	fully	detailed	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C32‐6	

The	 commenter	 states	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 provided	 no	 discussion	 of	 existing	 wastewater	 capacity	 or	
information	on	the	size	and	flow	rates	of	sewer	 lines.	 	However,	existing	conditions	related	to	wastewater	
conveyance	 and	 treatment	 were	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.K.2‐1	 through	 4.K.2‐4,	 while	 Project	 effects	 on	
wastewater	were	addressed	on	pages	4.K.2‐6	through	4.K.2‐12	in	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		
Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	 information	 regarding	 sewer	 capacity	 and	 related	
infrastructure.	
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LETTER	NO.	C33	

Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
Alex	Rose	Productions	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C33‐1	

the	[sic]	DEIR	for	8150	SUNSET	BOULEVARD	is	deficient	in	its	presentation,	discussion,	and	evaluation	of	the	
aesthetic	qualities	needed	 to	create	a	portal	or	doorway	 into	 iconic	and	historically	significant	Hollywood.		
None	 of	 the	 questions	mentioned	 below	 are	 adequately	 studied,	 discussed,	 presented	 or	 evaluated	 in	 the	
document;	therefore,	further	studies	are	required.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C33‐1	

The	 commenter	 generally	 states	 concerns	 with	 aesthetic	 impacts	 and	 provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	
comments	 in	 the	 letter.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.	As	discussed	 therein,	 and	 as	 further	 clarified	 in	Responses	 to	 Comments	C33‐2	 through	C33‐5	
below,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	
discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	

COMMENT	NO.C33‐2	

One	of	the	most	disappointing	aspects	of	building	scale	of	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	to	be	considered	is	that	of	
bulk,	or	the	apparent	massiveness	of	a	building	in	relation	to	its	surroundings.	A	building	may	appear	to	have	
great	bulk	whether	or	not	it	is	of	extraordinary	height,	and	the	result	can	be	a	blocking	of	near	and	distant	
views	and	a	disconcerting	dominance	of	 the	skyline	and	 the	neighborhood.	 	The	users	of	modern	building	
space	may	 find	these	bulky	 forms	cheaper	 to	build,	and	the	 forms	may	seem	logical	 for	combining	several	
uses	in	a	single	development,	but	such	considerations	do	not	measure	the	external	effects	upon	the	cities	of	
Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood	Neither	height	limits	nor	limits	upon	the	amounts	of	floor	space	permitted	
will	 directly	 control	 excessive	 bulk,	 and	 therefore	 specific	 attention	 to	 this	 problem	 is	 called	 for.	
Furthermore,	there	is	scant	attention	payed	[sic]	to	the	Lytton	Center	and	EXACTLY	how	it	would	be	included	
in	any	of	the	plans.	

The	 apparent	 bulk	 of	 a	 building	 depends	 primarily	 upon	 two	 factors:	 the	 amount	 of	 wall	 surface	 that	 is	
visible,	and	the	degree	to	which	the	structure	extends	above	its	surroundings.	Accordingly,	a	plan	seeking	to	
avoid	excessive	bulkiness	must	consider	 the	existing	scale	of	development	 in	each	area	of	 the	city	and	the	
effects	of	topographic	form	in	exposing	building	sites	to	widespread	view.	

The	largest	potential	building	sites	present	the	greatest	problems	and	challenges	for	moderation	of	building	
form.	On	these	sites,	normal	controls	over	the	form	and	intensity	of	construction	that	are	intended	primarily	
for	 smaller	 sites	have	 less	precision,	and	 the	external	effects	of	 large	developments	upon	 the	surrounding	
area	and	upon	the	city	may	be	far	greater.		The	stakes	are	high	for	both	the	developers	and	the	future	of	the	
city,	with	 a	 resulting	 tendency	 toward	 controversy	 and	 frustration,	 and	 unfortunate	 divisive	 effect	 in	 the	
community.		For	these	reasons,	it	is	essential	that	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	pay	more	attention	to	the	needs	of	
the	 residents	 surrounding	 this	 behemoth,	 proposed	 structure	 and	 the	 disastrous	 impacts	 it	 will	 have	 on	
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blocking	views	both	 from	 the	South	 looking	up	 at	 the	West	Hollywood	and	Hollywood	Hills	 and	 from	 the	
hills,	looking	South.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C33‐2	

The	commenter’s	opinion	concerning	design	issues	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts,	including	those	
related	to	building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	 implementation.	 	Also	note	as	discussed	on	page	
4.A‐14	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 that	 analysis	 of	 impacts	 to	 visual	
resources	 under	 CEQA	 should	 be	 focused	 on	 public	 views,	 rather	 than	 views	 from	 private	 residences.	
Accordingly,	 while	 effects	 on	 private	 views	 are	 assessed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 for	 disclosure,	 the	 threshold	 of	
significance	used	 to	determine	 impacts	 is	 focused	on	public	views.	 In	addition,	with	 regards	 to	 the	Lytton	
Center,	all	buildings	on	 the	Project	Site	are	proposed	 to	be	demolished,	 including	 the	Lytton	Center.	 	 	The	
commenter	states	that	scant	attention	was	paid	to	the	Lytton	Center	in	any	of	the	plans..		However,	as	further	
described	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3,	in	addition	to	prescribing	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	the	impacts	of	
the	Project	on	historical	resources,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	three	alternatives	that	included	preservation	of	
the	Bank	building.	 	Alternatives	 to	 the	Project	were	evaluated	 in	Chapter	5,	Alternatives,	of	 the	Draft	EIR.		
The	 alternatives	 that	 retained	 the	 Bank	 building	 included	 Alternative	 5,	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	
evaluated	on	pages	5‐111	through	5‐148,	Alternative	6,	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	
evaluated	on	pages	5‐149	through	5‐182,	and	Alternative	7,	On‐Menu	Alternative,	evaluated	on	pages	5‐183	
through	5‐217,	the	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C33‐3	

MODERATION	 OF	 MAJOR	 NEW	 DEVELOPMENT	 TO	 COMPLEMENT	 THE	 HISTORIC	 HOLLYWOOD	 CITY	
PATTERN,	THE	RESOURCES	TO	BE	CONSERVED,	AND	THE	NEIGHBORHOOD	ENVIRONMENT.	

As	Los	Angeles	 grows	and	 changes,	new	development	 can	 and	must	be	 fitted	 in	with	 established	 city	 and	
neighborhood	patterns	 in	 a	 complementary	 fashion.	Harmony	with	 existing	 development	 requires	 careful	
consideration	of	the	character	of	the	surroundings	at	each	construction	site.	The	scale	of	each	new	building	
must	be	related	to	the	prevailing	height	and	bulk	in	the	area,	and	to	the	wider	effects	upon	the	skyline,	views	
and	topographic	form.	Designs	for	buildings	on	large	sites	have	the	most	widespread	effects	and	require	the	
greatest	attention.	

These	policies	should	be	discussed	 in	depth	and	extensive	discussions	are	needed	to	explain	how	the	new	
project	blends	in	with	the	historic,	iconic	nature	of	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Boulevard	‐	the	
Gateway	to	Hollywood..		The	proposed	project	appears	to	violate	nearly	every	aspect	of	this	element	of	the	
Hollywood	Plan,	and	 there	are	no	discussions	at	all	 in	 the	DEIR	 to	explain	how	the	project	can	violate	 the	
guiding	principals	[sic]	of	Sensible	Urban	Design	for	Major	New	Developments	yet	still	not	cause	a	significant	
impact	requiring	mitigation.	Without	the	discussion,	the	DEIR	is	completely	inadequate.		The	DEIR	also	lacks	
any	discussion	or	reconciliation	of	these	important	design	principles:	

The	relationship	of	a	building's	size	and	shape	to	its	visibility	in	the	cityscape,	to	important	natural	features	
and	to	existing	development	determines	whether	it	will	have	a	pleasing	or	a	disruptive	effect	on	the	image	
and	character	of	the	city.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	the	character	of	the	city.	
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C.	 [sic]	 Low,	 smaller‐scale	 buildings	 on	 the	 slopes	 of	 hills,	 at	 their	 base	 and	 in	 the	 valleys	 between	
complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	view	buildings	which	meet	the	ground	and	reflect	
the	slope	of	the	hills	relate	to	the	land	form.	

The	use	of	unusual	shapes	for	tall	office,	hotel	or	apartment	buildings	detracts	from	the	clarity	of	urban	form	
by	 competing	 for	 attention	with	buildings	of	 greater	public	 significance.	The	 juxtaposition	of	 several	 such	
unusual	shapes	may	create	visual	disorder.	

A	long	or	wide	building	becomes	excessively	bulky	in	appearance	when	its	height	significantly	exceeds	that	
of	buildings	in	the	surrounding	area.	

A	bulky	building	creates	 the	most	visual	disruption	when	seen	 from	a	distance	as	 the	dominant	silhouette	
against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	 no	 discussion	 in	 the	 DEIR	 of	 the	 principals	 noted	 above	 from	 the	 aspects	 of	 appropriate	 and	
aesthetic	urban	design	element	of	‐‐‐	merely	a	conclusion	that	the	building	is	not	disruptive	and	causes	no	
significant	 impact	 —	 a	 bare	 conclusion	 not	 supported	 by	 the	 facts,	 any	 reasonable	 discussion	 or	
reconciliation	of	the	principals	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	is	needed	as	to	
how	 the	 proposed	 building	 is	 sympathetic	 to	 the	 scale	 and	 form	 of	 the	 existing	 neighborhood	 so	 as	 to	
reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C33‐3	

The	commenter’s	opinion	concerning	design	issues	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.		The	commenter	provides	no	citation	to	the	“principles”	and	“policies”	discussed	in	the	
comment;	they	are	not	contained	in	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	
discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	 implementation	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	
regarding	indirect	effects	on	historical	resources	in	the	vicinity.			

In	addition,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	compliance	with	applicable	land	use	and	planning	documents,	including	
the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.		The	Project’s	consistency	with	the	applicable	land	
use	plans	begins	on	page	4.F‐19	of	 the	Draft	EIR	under	 Impact	 Statement	LU‐1.	 	 Specifically,	 the	Project’s	
consistency	 with	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 is	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.F‐27	 and	 in	 Table	 4.F‐2.	 	 The	
analysis	under	Impact	Statement	LU‐1	concludes	that	the	Project	would	be	substantially	consistent	with	the	
objectives	and	policies	of	the	applicable	land	use	plans,	and	therefore	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	respect	to	adopted	plans.	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	for	further	discussion	of	the	Project’s	
consistency	with	applicable	land	policies	and	development	standards	related	to	scale/height.	

COMMENT	NO.	C33‐4	

Promote	harmony	in	the	visual	relationships	and	transitions	between	new	and	older	buildings.	

New	buildings	should	be	made	sympathetic	to	the	scale,	form	and	proportion	of	older	development.	This	can	
often	 be	 done	 by	 repeating	 existing	 building	 lines	 and	 surface	 treatment.	 Where	 new	 buildings	 reach	
exceptional	height	and	bulk,	large	surfaces	should	be	articulated	and	textured	to	reduce	their	apparent	size	
and	to	reflect	the	pattern	of	older	buildings.		Although	contrasts	and	juxtapositions	at	the	edges	of	districts	of	
different	scale	are	sometimes	pleasing,	the	transitions	between	such	districts	should	generally	be	gradual	in	
order	 to	make	 the	 city's	 larger	 pattern	 visible	 and	 avoid	 overwhelming	 of	 the	 district	 of	 smaller	 scale.	 In	
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transitions	between	districts	and	between	properties,	especially	in	areas	of	high	intensity,	the	lower	portions	
of	 buildings	 should	 be	 designed	 to	 promote	 easy	 circulation,	 good	 access	 to	 transit,	 good	 relationships	
among	open	spaces	and	maximum	penetration	of	sunlight	to	the	ground	level.	 	There	is	no	discussion	in	
the	DEIR	of	the	principals	[sic]	noted	above	 from	appropriate	and	aesthetic	urban	design	elements	
needed	for	significant	and	important	Los	Angeles	locations	‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	that	the	building	is	
not	disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	 facts,	any	
reasonable	discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	
in	depth	discussion	is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	
the	existing	neighborhood	 so	as	 to	reconcile	 the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	 impacts	or	 less	 than	
significant	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C33‐4	

The	commenter’s	opinion	concerning	design	issues	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.	The	commenter	provides	no	citation	to	the	“principles”	discussed	in	the	comment;	they	
are	not	contained	in	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		The	commenter	states	that	the	Draft	EIR	provided	no	
discussion	of	the	aesthetic	and	design	related	issues	raised,	however	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	these	issues	in	
Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 a	discussion	of	 aesthetics	
and	the	extent	to	which	such	issues	were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR.		In	addition,	please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 for	 further	discussion	of	 the	Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	 land	use	policies	and	development	
standards	related	to	scale/height.	

COMMENT	NO.	C33‐5	

I	thank	you	for	looking	into	this	matter	and	recommending	further	study	and	discussion	of	the	above	points.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C33‐5	

The	comment	is	noted.		Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	C33‐1	through	C33‐4	above.	
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LETTER	NO.	C34	

Christina	Santos	
cmsantos7722@gmail.com	
Los	Angeles,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C34‐1	

I	have	 lived	 in	many	parts	of	Los	Angeles,	 including	Hollywood	and	Downtown,	and	have	seen	the	type	of	
effects	new	projects	can	have	on	our	built	environment.	To	me,	housing	and	traffic	are	the	two	biggest	issues	
facing	this	city.	I	support	this	project	as	it	adds	housing	where	housing	is	needed.	Urban	sprawl	is	the	main	
culprit	 in	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 traffic	 nightmare	we	 face	 today.	 The	 best	way	 to	 combat	 urban	 sprawl	 is	 to	
densify	 by	 adding	 housing	 near	 where	 people	 want	 to	 live	 and	 work.	 It's	 a	 simple,	 easy	 to	 understand	
solution.	Hollywood	(and	this	portion	of	Sunset	specifically)	is	a	big	employment	and	entertainment	center,	
and	to	make	it	more	easily	accessible	we	need	to	add	housing	that	is	in	close	proximity,	close	to	transit	lines,	
and	affordable.	If	downtown	is	the	only	neighborhood	where	additional	density	is	allowed,	urban	sprawl	will	
continue,	convenient	and	accessible	neighborhoods	will	become	prohibitively	expensive,	and	the	traffic	we	
face	on	a	daily	basis	will	become	worse	and	worse.	Every	new	project	will	gamer	its	share	of	opposition	from	
neighbors	who	 live	 in	 the	 immediate	area	and	are	scared	of	what	change	can	bring.	 I	urge	you	 to	keep	 in	
mind	the	needs	of	the	entire	city	when	considering	this	project	over	the	voices	of	a	few	loud	neighbors.	

Thank	you,	and	I	hope	you	will	join	me	in	supporting	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C34‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐642	

LETTER	NO.	C35	

Evan	Shuman	
507	North	Citrus	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	

COMMENT	NO.	C35‐1	

While	change	is	difficult	to	accept	sometimes,	change	is	good,	and	change	is	 inevitable.	Construction	is	not	
something	that	anyone	wants	to	deal	with	the	side	effects	from,	but	without	these	minor	inconveniences	we	
can't	make	progress	as	a	city.	

8150	Sunset	represents	the	exact	type	of	change	we	need.	More	and	more	people	are	getting	out	of	their	cars	
by	walking,	 biking,	 and	 staying	 local	 ‐to	 promote	 these	 environmentally	 conscience,	 traffic	 reducing,	 and	
business	 stimulating	 endeavors,	 we	 need	 to	 promote	 neighborhoods	 and	 developments	 that	 make	
alternative	transportation,	neighborhood	retail,	and	open	space	a	priority.	Adding	housing	is	important,	but	I	
urge	you	to	promote	and	advocate	for	it	being	done	correctly.	

In	 the	 recent	past	 lots	of	density	has	been	added	along	Sunset,	Wilshire,	La	Cienega,	 and	La	Brea.	While	 I	
welcome	 the	 new	 development,	 I	 wish	 that	 they	 had	 smaller	 footprints,	 taller	 buildings,	 and	more	 open	
space.	I	hope	that	the	same	mistakes	that	have	been	made	in	the	past	will	not	be	repeated	at	8150	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C35‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C36	

Kathleen	Small		
<kathysmall@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C36‐1	

I	totally	disagree	that	the	8150	Sunset	project	will	have	no	significant	impact	on	the	historical	buildings	and	
residences	in	the	proximity	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	evaluated	cultural	and	historical	resources	on	the	Project	Site	
and	in	the	surrounding	area.	 	As	discussed	therein,	based	on	threshold	criteria	set	forth	in	CEQA	Guidelines	
Section	 15064.5	 and	 the	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	 the	 demolition	 of	 the	Bank	would	 have	 a	 significant	
impact	 on	 the	 on‐site	 bank	 building,	which	 has	 conservatively	 been	 determined	 eligible	 as	 a	 Los	 Angeles	
Historic‐Cultural	 Monument.	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 also	 found	 that,	 even	 with	 the	 reduction	 of	 impact	 under	
Mitigation	 Measure	 HIST‐1,	 Recordation;	 HIST‐2,	 Relocation	 of	 Two	 Artworks;	 and	 HIST‐4,	 Demolition	
Monitoring	and	Salvage,	the	impact	would	remain	significant	and	unavoidable.	 	However,	the	Project	is	not	
found	to	adversely	impact	off‐site	historical	resources.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	
to	off‐site	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	C36‐2	

1.		HEIGHT	‐	significant	Impact	

The	Colonial	House,	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places,	is	located	on	Havenhurst	Dr.	–	to	the	south	of	
the	project.		It	is	6	stories	high.		The	project	is	suggesting	a	high‐rise	over	3	times	the	height	of	The	Colonial	
House.	 Havenhurst	 Dr.	 slopes	 up	 to	 Sunset,	 therefore,	 the	 project	 will	 be	 even	 higher	 than	 3	 times.	 The	
proposed	height	is	completely	out	of	proportion	to	the	surrounding	buildings.		This	building	will	tower	over	
the	surrounding	neighborhoods	and	be	ridiculously	out	of	scale.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐2	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	identified	the	location	of	Colonial	House	in	the	Project	vicinity.		
Based	 on	 the	 context	 of	 the	 setting,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 concluded	 that	 construction	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 not	
materially	 impact	 the	historic	 settings	 and	environment	of	 identified	historic	 resources.	 	According	 to	 the	
Draft	EIR,	while	the	scale	and	location	of	the	Project	would	change	the	existing	setting,	this	change	would	be	
comparable	 to	 the	 existing	 scale	 and	massing	 of	 improvements/developments	 on	 the	 southeast	 corner	 of	
Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevards	 and	 further	 east	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics,	 evaluates	 the	difference	 in	 scale	between	buildings	on	Havenhurst	Drive	 and	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	 and	 the	 pattern	 of	 higher	 density/intensity	 development	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 As	 stated	
therein,	the	Project	also	would	not	substantially	alter	an	established	pattern	that	juxtaposes	higher‐intensity	
uses	to	lower‐intensity	residential	neighborhoods	fronting	side	streets	and,	as	such,	impacts	with	respect	to	
visual	 character	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	
regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.			
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COMMENT	NO.C36‐3	

2.	NOISE		‐	significant	impact	

The	 project	 will	 create	 significant	 noise	 affecting	 surrounding	 neighbors	 with	 outdoor	 dining	 &	 rooftop	
entertainment.		When	an	outdoor	dining,	bar	and	entertainment	area	was	on	the	north/west	comer	of	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights,	the	surrounding	neighbors	could	not	sleep	due	to	the	noise.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐3	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.G,	Noise,	evaluated	noise	impacts	associated	with	dining	and	rooftop	entertainment.	The	
technical	analysis	provided	in	Section	4.G,	determined	that	potential	events	involving	gatherings	of	50	to	500	
guests	accompanied	by	amplified	background	music	in	three	open	terrace	areas,	would	not	exceed	the	City’s	
noise	threshold	criteria.		In	addition,	revised	Project	Design	Features,	including	PDF‐Noise‐1	and	PDF‐Noise‐
2	 specifically	 prohibit	 live	 bands	 and	 the	 use	 of	 loud	 amplified	music	 or	 public	 address	 (PA)	 systems	 in	
outdoor	areas,	as	shown	on	page	3‐10	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		As	such,	respective	noise	impacts	were	
determined	less	than	significant.			Also,	please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐8	for	further	discussion	of	noise‐
related	impacts.		

COMMENT	NO.	C36‐4	

3.	TRAFFIC	‐	significant	impact	

The	 project	will	 cause	 enormous	 traffic	 on	 the	 quiet	 streets	 of	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhoods.	 	 Crescent	
Heights	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 today	 a	 nightmare	 of	 traffic	 congestion	 already	 affecting	 neighborhood	 side	
streets.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐4	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	 streets	
(Impact	 TR‐3)	 beginning	 on	 page	 4.J‐48.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 during	 operation,	 the	 Project’s	 combined	
retail/commercial	 and	 residential	 components	 are	 estimated	 to	 add	 approximately	 469	 new	 (northbound	
only)	 trips	per	day	to	Havenhurst	Drive	south	of	 the	Project	Site,	along	with	approximately	654	new	daily	
trips	on	Fountain	Avenue	west	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	a	total	of	approximately	653	new	daily	trips	on	Fountain	
Avenue	between	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	a	total	of	approximately	418	new	
trips	 per	 day	 on	 Fountain	Avenue	 east	 of	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard.	 	However,	 after	 accounting	 for	 the	
removal	of	the	trips	associated	with	the	existing	Project	Site	uses,	the	Project	is	expected	to	add	only	59	net	
new	 trips	 per	 day	 to	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 between	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue.	 	 Additionally	 the	
Project	is	anticipated	to	result	in	decreases	in	traffic	of	approximately	372	net	trips	per	day	along	Fountain	
Avenue	west	 of	Havenhurst	Drive	 and	 approximately	 373	 net	 trips	 per	 day	 on	 Fountain	Avenue	between	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	with	a	nominal	increase	of	approximately	eight	net	trips	
on	Fountain	Avenue	east	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	table	4.J‐5,	Local/Residential	
Street	 Traffic	 Impact	 Analysis	 Summary,	 the	 Project	would	 result	 in	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 on	 the	
neighborhood	 street	 segments	 under	 the	Existing	 (Year	 2013)	With	Project	 and	Future	 (Year	 2018)	With	
Project	 scenarios.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 generation	 and	 associated	
impacts.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C36‐5	

a.	The	developers	are	suggesting	that	they	are	supplying	space	for	bicycles	to	park	thereby	encouraging	local	
residents	to	ride	bikes.		This	is	Los	Angeles,	most	of	the	population	are	dependent	on	their	automobiles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐5	

Bicycle	 parking	 is	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC	 and	 the	 provision	 of	 additional	 (above	 Code‐required)	 bicycle	
parking	 is	 intended	 to	 encourage	 bicycle	 use.	 	 As	 the	 comment	 does	 not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	
content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C36‐6	

b.		The	traffic	congestion	caused	by	the	project	will	make	it	extremely	difficult	for	emergency	vehicles	such	as	
fire	trucks,	paramedics		and	ambulances	to	reach	and	leave	their	destinations.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐6	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	evaluated	emergency	access	relative	
to	 an	 increase	 in	 traffic.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 proposed	 traffic	 mitigation	
measures,	the	Project’s	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program	(as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	
the	Draft	EIR),	and	multiple	steps	being	taken	by	the	LAFD	to	 improve	response	times,	Project	 impacts	on	
response	times	are	considered	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	
vehicle	access	and	response	times.			

COMMENT	NO.C36‐7	

c.	The	developers	seem	to	be	taking	the	Island	on	the	south/west	corner	of	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights.	This	
right	 tum	 cutout	 alleviates	 much	 of	 the	 eastbound	 traffic	 backup	 on	 Sunset	 as	 well	 as	 a	 protection	 for	
pedestrians.		Whats	[sic]	the	point	to	give	it	to	the	developers‐	to	make	their	landscape	prettier?		We	need	it!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐7	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	capacity	of	the	reconfigured	intersection	
with	a	standard	right‐turn	 lane	(illustrated	 in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	Figure	2‐12),	and	a	revised	
Figure	2‐12	with	a	wider	turning	radius	is	included	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	According	to	the	traffic	
analysis	summarized	in	Table	4.J‐4a,	delays	at	this	intersection	under	Year	2013	and	2018	conditions	would	
not	exceed	LADOT	significance	thresholds,	which	are	based	on	Critical	Movement	Analysis	(CMA).	As	such,	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	With	respect	to	pedestrian	safety,	the	use	of	the	island,	which	would	
remain	under	the	ownership	of	the	City	with	maintenance	obligations	accruing	the	Project,	would	reduce	the	
two	pedestrian	crossings	at	the	intersection	to	one	pedestrian	crossing,	thus	reducing	pedestrian	exposure	
to	 moving	 vehicles.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 removal	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	
related	traffic	impacts,	as	well	as	pedestrian	safety.			

COMMENT	NO.C36‐8	

4.		ARCHITECTURE	‐	significant	Impact	

Architecturally	the	rendering	of	the	project's	proposed	building	is	not	in	keeping	with	the	integrity	of	local	
architecture.	 	 It	 is	possible	to	erect	modem,	 interesting,	quality	buildings	such	as	the	Pacific	Design	Center	
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and	Frank	Gehry's	Walt	Disney	Concert	Hall.		Each	of	the	landmark	properties	surrounding	the	project	are	of	
different	architecture,	but	are	quality	construction	and	beautiful	in	their	contrast.	 	It	appears	the	project	is	
proposing	cheap	construction	in	order	to	build	as	many	square	feet	as	they	will	be	 legally	allowed.	 	Today	
The	Colonial	House	views	The	Granville,	The	Chateau	Marmont,	Sunset	Towers	(previously	called	The	Argyle	
&	The	St.	 James	Club),	 the	beautiful	 roofs	of	La	Rhonda,	The	Andalusia,	La	Fountain,	The	Harper	House	&	
several	more	gorgeous	buildings	that	were	built	when	the	City	cared	about	architecture	and	the	appearance	
of	Los	Angeles.		What	will	the	neighborhood	view	when	this	project	is	completed?		It	seems	that	the	powers	
that	be	have	no	architectural	oversight	and	the	new	construction	will	be	another	blight	on	our	city.	 	Please	
put	concern	into	the	architecture	of	this	project	as	it	does	"significantly”	affect	all	the	neighboring	residents	
as	well	as	local	and	world	wide	visitors	to	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐8	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 impacts	 to	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources;	 impacts	
related	to	land	use	compatibility	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use;	and	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources	
in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historic	 Resources.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 materially	 impair	 the	
immediate	surroundings	and	significance	of	any	surrounding	resources	to	a	degree	that	would	be	considered	
substantial.	Because	the	Project	would	not	directly	impair	the	setting	of	off‐site	buildings,	impacts	related	to	
visual	character,	land	use	compatibility,	and	indirect	adverse	effects	on	off‐site	historical	resources	would	be	
less	than	significant.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	analysis	of	view	impacts	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR,	per	the	
City’s	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 and	 relevant	 case	 law,	 focuses	 on	 public	 views	 rather	 than	 private	 views,	
though	representative	private	viewpoints	were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	for	informational	purposes.		Please	
also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 and	 views	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility,	and	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.		

COMMENT	NO.C36‐9	

5.		SHADOW	‐	significant	impact	

The	project's	towering	building	will	eliminate	light	in	surrounding	neighborhoods	and	most	certainly	affect	
the	growth	and	health	of	its	trees	and	plant‐life.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐9	

Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluates	 shade	 impacts	 during	 four	 seasons	 of	 the	 year.	 	 As	
illustrated	in	Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16,	the	Project	will	not	shade	the	nearest	off‐site	area	in	excess	of	
the	threshold	standards	set	forth	in	the	City’s	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	for	consecutive	shading	of	more	than	
three	hours	between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	and	3:00	P.M.	from	late	October	to	early	April	or	more	than	four	
hours	between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	and	5:00	P.M.	from	early	April	to	late	October.	As	in	other	urban	areas	
with	taller	buildings,	it	is	not	expected	that	trees	that	are	immediately	adjacent	to	the	Project	Site	would	be	
shaded	to	the	extent	that	their	health	or	longevity	would	be	adversely	impacted.		Please	refer	to	Figures	4.A‐
13	through	4.A‐16	for	evaluation	of	affected	off‐site	areas.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	
shade	effects	on	off‐site	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	C36‐10	

6.		GEOLOGICAL	‐	significant	impact	
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The	 project	 will	 require	 the	 removal	 of	 hundreds	 of	 tons	 of	 earth	 beneath	 the	 surface	 of	 the	 project	 to	
provide	 underground	 parking.	 	 This	 will	 eliminate	 an	 irreplaceable,	 natural,	 protective	 barrier	 to	 the	
surrounding	structures	located	below	the	project.		This	will	leave	those	structures	far	more	vulnerable	to	the	
inevitable	coming	earthquake.		It	also	may	affect	existing	structures	during	the	construction	of	the	project	as	
it	did	with	The	Granville	during	construction	of	8000	Sunset	‐	only	a	4	story	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐10	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 addresses	 earthwork	 activity.	 	 As	 discussed,	 therein,	 all	 grading	
would	 be	 conducted	 in	 accordance	 with	 existing	 building	 codes	 that	 require	 the	 protection	 of	 off‐site	
foundations.		In	addition,	a	Geotechnical	Report	will	be	prepared	by	a	qualified	geotechnical	engineer	prior	
to	 issuance	 of	 a	 grading	permit	 that	will	 address	 seismic	 safety	 and	design	 requirements	 for	 foundations,	
retaining	walls,	shoring,	and	excavation,	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	the	City	Department	of	Building	
and	Safety,	as	required	by	Mitigation	Measure	GS‐1	in	Section	4.D	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Because	of	the	necessary	
compliance	with	the	Geotechnical	Report	requirements	and	building	codes,	 impacts	related	to	grading	and	
excavation	were	deemed	less	than	significant.		

COMMENT	NO.	C36‐11	

I	 am	more	 than	 frustrated	 that	 the	developers	 and	 the	City	will	 not	 consider	 a	high	quality,	 lower	height,	
architecturally	 beautiful	 structure	 that	 would	 attract	 high‐end	 venders	 paying	 much	 higher	 rents.	 	 This	
would	keep	traffic	at	a	minimum	and	be	geologically	safe.		Why	not	a	structure	we	can	be	proud	of?		It	is	all	
about	money	and	the	absurd	notion	that	bigger	is	better!		I	am	proud	of	my	neighborhood	and	sick	at	heart	
that	this	monster	building	is	even	being	considered.		I	see	these	tall,	poorly	constructed	boxes	being	built	all	
over	L.A.	ruining	our	beautiful	city,	many	of	which	are	sitting	empty.			Does	anyone	elected	to	govern	our	City	
actually	care?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C36‐11	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	the	Project’s	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C37	

Tony	Tucci	
radio	cave@earthlink.net	
P.O.	Box	5976	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90209	

COMMENT	NO.	C37‐1	

I	 believe	 there	 is	 an	 error	 in	 the	 draft	 EIR	 traffic	 summary,	 please	 note	 that	 specifically	 the	 net	 new	 trip	
calculations	are	in	error.	

The	calculation	of	 the	existing	shopping	center's	5296	daily	 trips	should	not	 include	each	 fast	 food	 trip	as	
trips	to	fast	food	restaurants	should	be	calculated	differently.	Fast	food	uses	are	not	destination	uses.		These	
are	primarily	stops	in	the	pathways	of	drivers	already	on	their	way	to	other	destinations.	Most	drivers	are	
not	 driving	 out	 of	 their	way	 or	 coming	 from	 far	 away	 destinations	 and	 impacting	 the	 corner	 of	 Crescent	
Heights	and	Sunset,	by	visiting	ubiquitous	merchants	such	as	McDonalds,	Subway	or	El	Pollo	Loco.	

Traffic	trips	to	fast	food	restaurants	are	realistically	less	impactful	than	the	type	of	destination	traffic	trips	
that	are	forecasted	for	the	future	multi	use	project‐‐	i.e.,	high‐end	dining,	gym,	retail	and	new	residences.	If	
calculated	 realistically,	 the	 net	 new	 trip	 calculations	 will	 indicate	 that	 the	 project	 will	 have	 a	 significant	
traffic	impact	on	the	streets	of	this	area.	This	should	be	reflected	in	the	final	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C37‐1	

As	 described	 in	 detail	 beginning	 on	 page	 14	 and	 shown	 in	 Table	 2(b)	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	
Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	the	trip	generation	calculations	for	the	existing	fast	food	restaurants	at	the	
Project	 Site	 includes	 adjustments	 to	 account	 for	 the	 type	 of	 traffic	 activity	 identified	 by	 the	 commenter,	
which	is	referred	to	as	“pass‐by”	traffic.		The	number	of	“destination”	trips	associated	with	the	existing	fast	
food	uses	at	the	Project	Site	are	estimated	by	reducing	the	total	number	of	trips	typically	generated	by	these	
uses	by	the	amount	of	pass‐by	traffic	(based	on	pass‐by	traffic	factors	identified	in	LADOT’s	current	Traffic	
Study	Policies	and	Procedures).		As	described	in	the	TIA,	the	McDonald’s	restaurant	is	assumed	to	exhibit	a	
50	percent	pass‐by	factor,	while	the	fast	food	restaurants	that	are	less	visible	from	the	street	(El	Pollo	Loco	
and	 Subway)	 are	 each	 assumed	 to	 exhibit	 a	 pass‐by	 factor	 of	 approximately	 35	 percent.	 	 The	 remaining	
“restaurant”	 uses	 at	 the	 site	 are	 assumed	 to	 exhibit	 a	 20	 percent	 pass‐by	 adjustment.	 	 	 Therefore,	 the	
commenter’s	 concerns	 are	 already	 addressed	 in	 the	 Project’s	 trip	 generation	 estimates.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	trip	generation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C37‐2	

Realistic	mitigations	should	be	proposed	for	traffic	in	the	final	EIR.		One	realistic	mitigation	measure	would	
be	a	much	smaller	multi‐use	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C37‐2	

The	traffic	mitigation	measure	proposed	(Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1)	is	the	provision	of	a	traffic	signal	at	the	
intersection	of	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Fountain	Avenue.		This	measure	would	reduce	traffic	impacts	to	a	less	
than	significant	level	with	respect	to	threshold	standards.	 	Because	of	the	existing	deficient	service	level	at	
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this	intersection,	even	a	small	change	would	result	in	a	potentially	significant	impact	(exceedance	of	the	City	
of	 West	 Hollywood	 threshold	 standard).	 	 Draft	 EIR	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 evaluated	 several	 lower	
intensity	 alternatives.	 	 As	 shown	 therein,	 as	 with	 the	 Project,	 the	 reduced	 intensity	 alternatives,	 such	 as	
development	under	the	Existing	Zoning	Alternative	(Alternative	2),	would	also	result	in	a	significant	traffic	
impact	at	this	intersection.	
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LETTER	NO.	C38	

Ebon	Alabastur	
alabaster@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C38‐1	

TRAFFIC	MITIGATION	

According	 to	my	understanding	 the	 access	 lane	 from	Sunset	 going	 South‐East	 to	 Crescent	Heights	will	 be	
eliminated.	 This	 access	 lane	 was	 made	 possible	 by	 the	 City	 taking	 the	 property	 where	 Pandora’s	 Box	
nightclub	once	stood	by	Eminent	Domain.	

What	changed	in	the	last	35	years	to	nullify	that	decision?	

If	this	lane	is	going	to	be	incorporated	into	the	General	Scheme	of	the	Development	where	will	be	the	legal	
setback	for	the	Development?	Will	it	be	up	to	the	lane	itself	or	will	there	be	sufficient	set	back	to	put	the	lane	
back	if	necessary?	

The	Crummer	Family	owned	a	parcel	of	land	that	the	City	of	Malibu	took	my	Eminent	Domain	in	the	1970’s	
for	the	Police	Station	there.	That	City	did	not	use	the	entire	parcel	and	the	remainder	was	offered	back	to	the	
family.	 I	 believe	 this	 had	 something	 to	 do	with	why	 it	was	 acquired,	 i.e.	 if	 the	 access	 lane	 from	Sunset	 to	
Crescent	Heights	is	not	going	to	be	used	for	the	specific	purpose	that	it	was	acquired	shouldn’t	it	be	offered	
back	to	the	heirs	of	the	original	owners,	and	not	for	the	benefit	of	the	owners	of	the	Development?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C38‐1	

As	 discussed	 on	 Page	 4.J‐31	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	 proposed	
removal	 of	 the	 existing	 independent	 right‐turn	 lane	 would	 allow	 the	 existing	 City‐owned	 island	 at	 the	
southwest	corner	of	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	be	joined	with	
the	 Project	 site	 to	 create	 a	 public	 plaza	 area	 adjacent	 to	 the	 northeast	 corner	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 This	
improvement	would	not	require	the	dedication	of	an	easement	or	purchase	of	the	traffic	island;	rather,	the	
existing	travel	lane	and	traffic	island	would	remain	under	the	control	and	ownership	of	the	City,	but	would	
be	reconfigured	and	improved,	and	maintained	as	public	open	space.	

The	comment	regarding	the	genesis	of	the	right‐turn	lane	and	the	City’s	past	use	of	eminent	domain	does	not	
raise	 environmental	 concerns	 regarding	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 accordingly	 requires	no	 response	under	CEQA.	
Note	that	the	access	lane	and	the	traffic	island	are	part	of	the	Project	itself,	not	mitigation	measures,	and	in	
the	 event	 that	 the	 City	 does	 not	 approve	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island,	 the	 City	would	 need	 to	
determine	 at	 that	 time	 whether	 such	 changed	 circumstances	 would	 result	 in	 additional	 or	 different	
significant	impacts.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	removal	of	the	existing	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	C38‐2	

Havenhurst	Drive	in	West	Hollywood	that	is	the	street	that	borders	the	Western	side	of	the	Development	is	a	
residential	street.	For	the	last	10	plus	years	there	have	been	“speed	bumps”	and	a	“choker”	 in	place	at	the	
West	Hollywood	City	boundary	to	mitigate	through	traffic	from	Sunset	Blvd,	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C38‐2	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	 supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 for	
Alternative	 9.	 	 Similar	 to	 existing	 conditions,	 the	No	Left‐Turn	 sign	would	 remain	 in	 place	on	Havenhurst	
Drive.		Thus,	traffic	from	the	proposed	residential	and	commercial	uses	would	be	prohibited	from	making	a	
turn	left	(southbound)	onto	Havenhurst	Drive.		Also:		(1)	no	commercial	traffic	entry	into	the	Project	would	
be	permitted	at	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	 (Draft	EIR	page	4.J‐28);	 (2)	 a	new	 traffic	 signal	would	be	
installed	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Havenhurst	Drive	intersection	(Draft	EIR	p.	4.J‐31);	and	(3)	a	raised	island	
within	 the	 Havenhurst	 Driveway	 or	 some	 other	 barrier	 would	 be	 provided	 to	 prevent	 left	 turn	 exits	 by	
Project	traffic	onto	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	(this	feature	has	been	added	to	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	as	a	Project	Design	Feature	and	Figure	4.J‐5	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	
Draft	EIR,	in	the	Final	EIR).		As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	
than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures	 (e.g.,	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	
Havenhurst	Drive/Fountain	Avenue	intersection).	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	
of	traffic	impacts	and	vheicular	access.		

COMMENT	NO.	C38‐3	

There	is	a	No	Left	Turn	sign	from	the	lower	parking	lot	exit,	and	the	ramp	to	the	upper	level	is	one	way	north	
to	 stop	 any	 flow	 from	going	down	 to	Havenhurst.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 lower	 lot	 just	 houses	 an	Art	 Storage	
Facility	that	does	not	generate	any	measurable	daily	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C38‐3	

This	comment	is	noted.	 	Similar	to	existing	conditions,	the	No	Left‐Turn	sign	would	remain	in	place.	 	Thus,	
traffic	 from	 the	 proposed	 residential	 and	 commercial	 uses	 would	 be	 prohibited	 from	making	 a	 turn	 left	
(southbound)	 onto	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Figure	 4.J‐5	 and	 description	 on	 page	 3‐22	 in	
Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	an	illustration	and	description	of	
a	new	Project	Design	Feature	 that	would	physically	prohibit	 left‐turn	movements	 for	exiting	vehicles	onto	
Havenhurst	Drive.			

COMMENT	NO.	C38‐4	

DELIVERLY	[sic]	BAYS	

In	the	current	plans	the	Delivery	Bays	for	the	Project	are	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	This	 is	a	residential	street.	
When	the	“current”	Development	was	proposed	it	was	established	at	that	time	that	there	would	not	be	any	
Commercialization	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive:	 I.E.	 allowing	 commercial	 vehicles	 to	 load	 and	 off	 load	 from	
Havenhurst	de	facto	makes	Havenhurst	a	commercial	highway.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C38‐4	

The	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 access	 driveway	 on	 the	 ground‐level	 floor	 (see	 Figure	 2‐9	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	
Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR)	would	provide	direct	access	(ingress	and	egress)	by	gate‐controlled	ramps	to	
the	upper	residential	parking	levels.		An	egress‐only	access	for	the	commercial	parking	areas	would	also	be	
provided.		In	addition,	a	separate	access	driveway	would	be	provided	for	trash	and	delivery	trucks	and	other	
service	vehicles.			
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Thus,	 commercial	 vehicles	 would	 access	 the	 Project	 Site	 from	 the	 dedicated	 truck	 access	 driveway	 on	
Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 The	 delivery/unloading	 activities	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 internal	 within	 the	
parking	structure	and	not	visible	nor	audible	to	the	neighboring	uses	across	Havenhurst	Drive.		As	concluded	
on	page	4.G‐27	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	impacts	related	to	loading	docks	and	refuse	collection	
areas	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation	measures.	

Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 further	 discussion	 of	 vehicular	 access	 and	 traffic	 impacts	
resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

COMMENT	NO.	C38‐5	

OTHER	CONSIDERATIONS	

I	am	not	addressing	the	Historic	Zone	implications	as	I	am	sure	that	there	are	other	questions	regarding	this	
already	 brought	 forth,	 but	 I	would	 like	 to	 know	 if	 the	 Public	 Park	 on	Havenhurst	 has	 any	 significance	 in	
keeping	Havenhurst	Drive	a	Residential	Street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C38‐5	

Havenhurst	Park	is	not	a	consideration	for	traffic	 impacts	along	Havenhurst	Drive	since	similar	to	existing	
conditions,	 the	 No	 Left‐Turn	 sign	 would	 remain	 in	 place.	 	 Traffic	 from	 the	 proposed	 residential	 and	
commercial	uses	would	be	prohibited	from	making	a	turn	left	(southbound)	onto	Havenhurst	Drive.		Thus,	it	
is	not	expected	that	new	trips	from	the	Project	would	be	added	to	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive.								

COMMENT	NO.	C38‐6	

Does,	or	did	the	Traffic	Report	factor	in	the	proposed	increase	of	traffic	that	will	be	generated	by	Projects	at	
La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset,	 at	 Sweetzer	 and	 Sunset,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 condominium	 project	 currently	 under	
construction	at	1345	Havenhurst	Drive,	West	Hollywood?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C38‐6	

The	 list	 of	 related	 projects	 utilized	 in	 the	 evaluation	 of	 cumulative	 impacts	 is	 provided	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	
General	 Description	 of	 Environmental	 Setting,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 list	 of	 related	 projects	 provided	 in	
Chapter	3	of	the	Draft	EIR	was	compiled	based	on	information	available	at	the	time	the	Notice	of	Preparation	
(NOP)	for	the	Project	was	filed	with	the	County	Clerk	on	September	12,	2013.		As	shown	therein,	the	projects	
at	La	Cienega	and	Sunset,	 and	at	Sweetzer	and	Sunset	were	 included	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis.	 	However,	 the	
project	at	1345	Havenhurst	Drive	was	not	identified	as	a	related	project.	 	While	additional	applications	for	
development	projects	in	the	Project	area	have	been	submitted	subsequent	to	the	filing	of	the	NOP,	including	
the	project	at	1345	Havenhurst	noted	by	the	commenter,	the	Draft	EIR	need	not	consider	such	development	
in	 the	 analysis	 of	 cumulative	 impacts	 pursuant	 to	 Section	 15125	 of	 the	 State	 CEQA	Guidelines.	 	 To	 do	 so	
would	place	an	unreasonable	burden	on	the	City	as	this	would	require	that	the	various	cumulative	analyses	
provided	in	the	Draft	EIR	account	for	all	such	projects	prior	to	the	release	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	public	review.		
As	such,	no	changes	to	the	list	of	related	projects	presented	in	Chapter	3	of	the	Draft	EIR	are	required.	
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LETTER	NO.	C39	

Ebon	Alabastur	
alabaster@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C39‐1	

Since	the	Development	borders	on	West	Hollywood	Residential	areas	where	will	the	workmen	park	during	
the	construction?	

For	Health	and	Safety	Concerns	will	Havenhurst	be	open	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	said	construction?		

Where	will	building	materials	be	delivered	and	stored	during	construction?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C39‐1	

The	Project’s	proposed	 construction	activities	 relating	 to	 traffic	 are	described	beginning	on	page	4.J‐26	 in	
Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 stated	 therein,	 construction	 vehicles,	
including	worker	 vehicles,	would	 be	 staged	 (or	 parked)	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 or	 at	 a	 remote	 location	 to	 be	
identified	prior	 to	 the	 initiation	 of	 demolition	 activities.	 Construction	 vehicles	would	 primarily	 access	 the	
Project	 Site	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 Construction	 staging,	 including	 material	 stockpiling	 and	 equipment	
storage,	would	generally	occur	within	the	Project	boundaries,	though	equipment	staging,	concrete	pouring,	
and	tower	crane	installation	and	removal	would	occur	as	needed	within	parking	lanes	fronting	the	Project	
Site	on	Sunset	Boulevard,	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		Such	activities	would	require	
temporary	lane	closures.		Lane	closures	and	other	construction‐related	activities	affecting	the	street	system	
would	 be	 carried	 out	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 requirements	 of	 a	 Project‐specific	 Construction	 Traffic	
Management	Plan	that	would	be	implemented	throughout	construction	activities,	which	would	be	subject	to	
review	and	approval	by	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT).		Despite	the	temporary	lane	
closures	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 various	 times	 during	 the	 construction	 activities,	 it	 is	 anticipated	 that	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 would	 remain	 open	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 during	 the	 Project’s	 construction	 activities.		
During	 such	 times,	 construction	 personnel	 and/or	 signage	would	 guide	 traffic	 along	Havenhurst	 Drive	 to	
minimize	traffic	disruptions	and	maintain	access	to	Sunset	Boulevard.	
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LETTER	NO.	C40	

Ryan	Baksh		
ryanbaksh@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C40‐1	

	“Less	than	significant.”	

These	 three	 words	 seem	 to	 be	 stated	 over	 and	 over	 again	 throughout	 this	 report	 with	 reference	 to	 the	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	in	Hollywood.	That’s	
a	good	thing.	This	region	of	Los	Angeles	is	well	documented	to	be	deficient	in	housing	options,	especially	low	
income	units.	This	project	has	a	sizeable	affordable	housing	program.	That’s	a	good	thing.	This	project	will	
provide	almost	1000	bike	parking	spaces	and	fewer	car	spaces	than	necessary	smart	urban	planning.	That’s	
a	good	thing.	This	project	is	one	of	just	a	few	to	be	called	an	Environmental	Leadership	Project	by	the	state	of	
California.	That’s	a	good	thing.	The	project	will	be	replacing	a	dilapidated	strip	mall	that	is	home	to	fast	food	
spots,	seedy	looking	massage	parlors	and	check	cashing	businesses.	That’s	a	good	thing.	

This	project	is	a	good	thing	for	LA.	Jobs	creating,	revenue	generating,	influx	of	housing,	better	walkability	and	
the	highest	green	building	standards.	I	support!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C40‐1	

The	comments	provided	 in	 this	 letter	are	duplicates	of	 comments	provided	 in	Comment	Letter	C28	(Ryan	
Baksh)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C28‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.	
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LETTER	NO.	C41	

Carter	Bravmann	
CarterBrav@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C41‐1	

I	 live	 about	 five	 blocks	 north	 of	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 and	 about	 four	 blocks	 west	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 My	 home	 is	
approximate	 1/3	 of	 a	 mile	 from	 the	 heavily	 congested	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevards,	the	site	of	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Project.	

In	general,	as	an	Architect	who	designs	and	builds	projects	here	 in	Los	Angeles,	 I	am	pro‐development,	so	
long	as	that	development	does	[sic]	adversely	and	negatively	affect	the	existing	adjoining	neighborhoods	of	a	
proposed	development	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C41‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C41‐2	

The	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 will	 most	 acutely	 and	 significantly	 affect	 my	 neighborhood	 in	 the	 form,	
primarily,	 of	 flooding	our	narrow,	 twisty	hillside	 streets	with	overflow	parking	 from	 this	massive	project.		
Already,	 our	 neighborhood	 bears	 the	 brunt	 of	 the	 overflow	 parking	 from	 existing	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
restaurants,	night	clubs,	bars	and	hotels.	

Over	 the	 course	 of	 the	 past	 decade,	 our	 neighborhood	 has	 become	 overrun	 with	 hotel	 and	 restaurant	
workers,	partiers	and	club	and	restaurant	goers	who	seek	free	on‐street	parking	in	our	area	to	then	attend	
clubs,	bars	and	restaurants	down	on	Sunset	Blvd.,	either	to	work	or	recreate	

As	the	streets	in	our	neighborhood	are	the	only	ones	that	are	not	permit	parking	(most	of	the	streets	to	the	
west	of	us,	all	the	way	to	Doheny	are	permit	parking),	we	are	besieged	with	dozens,	and	at	times,	closer	to	a	
hundred,	club	and	bar	goers	and	hotel	and	restaurant	workers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C41‐2	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	a	discussion	the	Project’s	proposed	parking	requirements	and	impacts.		
As	discussed	therein,	on‐site	parking	for	commercial	uses	would	exceed	LAMC	requirements	and	is	expected	
to	accommodate	actual	parking	demands	related	to	these	uses	such	that	off‐site	spillover	parking	would	not	
occur.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 residential	 parking,	 residents	 and	 their	 guests	 would	 be	 able	 to	 park	 within	 the	
residential	 parking	 levels	within	 the	 Project	 parking	 structure,	with	 residents	 having	 pre‐paid	 or	 fee‐free	
parking	and	residential	guests	receiving	parking	validation	or	a	similar	mechanism	that	allows	them	to	park	
on‐site	 free	of	 charge.	 	 Thus,	 residential	uses	would	not	be	expected	 to	 result	 in	off‐site	 spillover	parking	
associated	 with	 residents	 or	 their	 guests	 parking	 off‐site	 to	 avoid	 parking	 fees.	 	 Furthermore,	 on‐street	
parking	on	adjacent	streets	surrounding	the	Project	Site	is	restricted	during	evening	hours,	with	only	local	
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residents	with	a	valid	parking	permit	allowed	to	park	overnight.		Therefore,	the	potential	for	substantial	off‐
site	parking	spillover	from	operation	of	proposed	uses	is	considered	minimal.	

COMMENT	NO.	C41‐3	

They	party	in	their	cars,	dump	their	empty	alcohol	bottles,	beer	cans,	Red	Bull	cans,	coffee	cups	and	cigarette	
butts	onto	the	streets	and	sidewalks,	urinate	in	our	yards,	have	impromptu	car	jambs	at	2:00	AM,	awakening	
us	and	generally	preventing	anyone	who	actually	lives	in	our	neighborhood	from	being	able	to	park	on	the	
street	and	get	a	decent	night’s	sleep.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C41‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C41‐4	

In	addition,	throughout	the	day,	all	of	the	available	on‐street	parking	is	occupied	by	the	many	employees	at	
the	multitude	of	business	establishments	on	Sunset	Blvd.	These	works	[sic]	often	eat	in	their	car,	tossing	the	
various	fast‐food	wrappers,	cups	and	bags	onto	the	street	as	they	walk	to	work.	From	our	home‐offices,	we	
have	a	clear	view	of	all	of	this	activity.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C41‐4	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C41‐5	

I	 fail	 to	understand	a	project	of	the	scale	proposed	for	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	will	do	anything	other	than	
aggravate	an	already	negative	situation.	

I	 suggest	 that	 the	 parking	 for	 the	 project	 be	 increased,	 the	 scale	 and	 massing	 reduced	 and	 that	 our	
neighborhood	once,	and	for	all,	finally	obtain	permit	parking.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C41‐5	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	 for	a	discussion	 the	Project’s	proposed	parking	 requirements	and	 impacts.	 	Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts,	including	those	related	to	building	mass	
and	scale,	 resulting	 from	Project	 implementation,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	 for	 further	discussion	of	 the	
Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	land	policies	and	development	standards	related	to	scale/height.		
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LETTER	NO.	C42	

Michelle	D.	Coats	
Coats	Consulting	
PO	Box	1356			
Carmel,	CA	93921	

COMMENT	NO.C42‐1	

At	 the	request	of	 "Save	Sunset	Blvd",	Coats	Consulting	has	been	requested	 to	 review	 the	Draft	EIR	 for	 the	
Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	to	ensure	that	it	is	adequate	and	complete,	in	order	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
to	 be	 able	 to	 certify	 the	 environmental	 document	 in	 question.	 	 As	 you	 are	 aware	 the	 purpose	 of	 a	 CEQA	
document	is	first	and	foremost	to	"INFORM".	 	CEQA	documents	are	intended	to	be	informational,	unbiased	
and	represent	a	complete	and	thorough	evaluation	of	all	relevant	information	needed	for	the	Lead	Agency	to	
make	an	informed	decision.	

Unfortunately	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Mixed	 Use	 Draft	 EIR,	 as	 prepared,	 is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	
evaluated	the	potential	environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		In	its	current	format,	
the	document	is	prepared,	as	an	"Advocacy"	document,	intended	to	provide	an	environmental	document	that	
can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	 proposed	 project	 and	 its	 impacts	 on	 the	
Hollywood	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

Our	evaluation	focused	on	the	General	Plan	I	Community	plan	consistency,	the	potential	visual	impacts,	the	
cumulative	evaluations	and	the	Community	Open	Space/common	areas	adequate	to	provide	public	outdoor	
recreational	opportunities	for	existing	and	future	residents	and	visitors.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 a	 comment	 provided	 in	 another	 comment	 letter.	 	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	B42‐1	(Michelle	Coats	Letter	B42).	

COMMENT	NO.	C42‐2	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:	

In	 every	 community,	 compliance	 with	 Community	 plans	 (General	 Plan)	 is	 viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 the	
residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	a	consistent	basis	
under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.		In	the	case	of	the,	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	
Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	Objectives	established	in	a	viable	and	
up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	proponent	and	EIR	consultant	are	using	
"incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	 environmentally	 superior	 project.	 Project	
approval,	at	the	expense	of	policy	compliance	and	appropriate	community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	
the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 a	 comment	 provided	 in	 another	 comment	 letter.	 	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	B42‐2	(Michelle	Coats	Letter	B42).	
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COMMENT	NO.	C42‐3	

The	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	 twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	 every	 five	 (5)	 years	 and	 an	 updated	 document,	 at	 least	 every	 twenty	 (20)	 years.	 	 Since	 the	 last	
attempt	at	updating	this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	the	Courts	in	2014	due	to	lack	of	compliance,	the	absence	
of	an	updated	Community	Plan	 leaves	 the	Hollywood	community	without	 the	proper	 tools	 to	evaluate	 the	
"real"	impacts	of	this	Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	
postponed	for	review	until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	
placing	 a	 2014	date	on	 it	 is	 not	 adequate;	 as	 it	 does	not	 address	 the	 current	 conditions	 and	needs	of	 the	
community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.	This	has	put	the	community	
in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood.	Instead,	
Incentive	 Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 override	 an	 appropriate	
process	of	review	and	analysis.		

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	 Planning	 sets	 a	 dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles,	 in	 that	 there	 are	 numerous	
parcels	 located	 along	 Sunset	 and	 within	 the	 immediate	 area	 of	 this	 proposed	 project,	 that	 have	 similar	
zoning	 and	 general	 plan	 land	 use	 designations.	 These	 same	 properties	 could	make	 the	 same	 request	 for	
'incentives'	 and	 'considerations'.	 The	 development	 of	 multiple,	 'massive'	 towering	 developments	 along	
Sunset	Blvd.;	fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	
and	character	of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	
the	 'planning'	 practices	 that	 are	 being	 ignored	 in	 this	 case,	 would	 indicate	 preferential	 treatment	 of	 the	
applicant's	project	and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	
the	Mayor	and	the	Councilmembers	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	
has	been	updated,	found	to	be	legally	sound,	and	finally	approved.		At	that	point,	the	City	will	have	the	tools	
to	 evaluate	 and	 approve	 a	 project	 that	will	 truly	meet	 the	 community	 needs	 and	 address	 any	 community	
concerns,	both	now	and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐3	

This	 comment	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 a	 comment	 provided	 in	 another	 comment	 letter.	 	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	B42‐3	(Michelle	Coats	Letter	B42).		

COMMENT	NO.	C42‐4	

VIEWSHED	

Other	commenters	have	prepared	an	in	depth	and	graphically	representative	analysis	based	on	the	DEIR,	so	I	
will	 not	 repeat	 their	 comments	 here.	 	 As	 stated	 in	 the	 previous	 section;	 the	 development	 	 of	 	 'massive',	
'towering'	structures	which	are	completely	out	of	character	with	the	surrounding	area/community		cannot	
be	justified	by	the	assertions	of	'project	benefit'	and	the	accompanying	'incentive'	program	variances	to	the	
City's	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	 alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	which	
could	 render	 the	 project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	without	 destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	 Hollywood/Sunset	
Blvd	view	shed.	Proposing	a	project	that	respects	the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	
that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 ‐	 10	 story	 buildings	 already	 constructed	 is	 more	 in	 keeping	 with	 a	
consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.		
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Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	been	established	for	many	years	and	is,	 in	part,	a	
major	contributor	to	the	public's	understanding	and	memories	of	the	Hollywood	community.	

I	would	request	that	the	EIR	consultants	thoroughly	evaluate	the	previously	stated	alternatives	and	include	
these	alternatives	in	a	revised	draft	document,	

 45	foot	height	restriction	w/increased	density	for	affordable	housing	

 Development		of	a	project	that	respects	and	utilizes	the	6‐10	story	buildings	in	the	area,	as	a	model	
for	development	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐4	

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 Project	 is	 out	 of	 character	with	 the	 surrounding	 community	 due	 to	 the	
height	 and	mass	 of	 proposed	 structures,	which	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 or	 Affordable	
Housing	Incentives.		However,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	and	Section	4.F,	Land	
Use,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	related	to	height	and	
scale	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 consistency	 with	 development	
patterns	 in	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	 the	height	and	mass	of	 the	Project	are	considered	consistent	with	
other	mid‐	and	high‐rise	structures	along	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	Project	area.	The	height	and	mass	of	the	
Project	 are	 limited	 only	 by	 the	 floor‐area	 ratio	 (FAR)	 of	 3:1,	 which	 is	 an	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive	
applicable	to	the	Project	Site	due	to	the	inclusion	of	11%	very	low	income	housing	units	in	the	Project.		This	
incentive	 and	 associated	 3:1	 FAR	 are	 not	 dependent	 on	 assertions	 of	 Project‐related	 benefits	 other	 than	
inclusion	of	affordable	housing	consistent	with	City	policy,	and	application	of	this	incentive	does	not	require	
a	variance.		In	addition,	Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	provided	simulated	views	of	the	
Project	 (Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12)	 from	 nine	 public	 locations.	 As	 shown	 in	 these	 views,	 which	were	
limited	 to	 public	 streets,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 substantially	 block	 panoramic	 views	 of	 the	 basin	 when	
viewed	from	the	hills	or	panoramic	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	as	viewed	from	north‐facing	streets.	 	The	
primary	view	of	the	Project	would	be	from	east‐	and	west‐bound	Sunset	Boulevard.	The	setback	of	the	tower	
components	from	Sunset	Boulevard	and	provision	of	a	landscaped	and	active	street	front	would	reduce	the	
sense	 of	 height	 experienced	 from	 this	 location.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 (Chapter	 5)	 evaluated	 eight	
alternatives,	which	 included	 lower	density	and	other	reduced	scale	alternatives,	and	 the	RP‐DEIR	(Section	
2.C)	evaluated	a	ninth	alternative.		It	should	be	noted	that	there	is	no	45‐foot	height	restriction	at	the	Project	
Site	pursuant	to	the	City’s	Zoning	Code,	contrary	to	the	commenter’s	suggestion.		As	discussed	on	page	4.F‐2	
in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Area	in	the	City	of	
Los	Angeles.	 	 It	 has	 a	General	Plan	 land	use	designation	 of	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	 and	 a	 C4‐1D	
zoning	designation.	The	“C4”	indicates	that	the	Project	Site	is	designated	for	commercial	uses,	which	allows	a	
wide	range	of	commercial	activity	as	well	as	residential	development	pursuant	to	the	requirements	of	the	R4	
residential	 zone.	 	 Commercial	 and/or	 residential	 uses	may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	 components	 of	
mixed	use	projects.		The	“1D”	is	a	height	district	designation.		While	the	height	district	1	typically	allows	floor	
area	 ratios	 (FAR)	 of	 1.5:1,	 the	 D	 condition	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 limits	 the	 FAR	 to	 1:1.	 	 However,	 the	 LAMC	
provides	that	projects	with	specified	percentages	of	affordable	housing	units	and	that	qualify	for	a	density	
bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	an	increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.	 	The	
existing	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	the	height	of	buildings	on	the	Project	Site.		The	comment	does	
not	identify	any	shortcomings	in	the	analysis	already	performed;	it	simply	disagrees	with	the	outcome	of	the	
analysis.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	Project	Alternatives	as	relates	to	building	height	
and	scale	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	consistency	with	plans,	policies	and	regulations	
related	to	height	and	scale	and	the	Project’s	qualification	for	Affordable	Housing	Incentives.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C42‐5	

OPEN	SPACE/RECREATIONAL	OPPORTUNITIES:	

The	 intention	behind	 the	 requirement	 to	provide	open	 space	 and	 recreational	 opportunities	 is	 to	provide	
open	space	and	usable	'green	space'	for	use	by	the	residents	within	an	urban	community.		The	provision	of	
'commercial'	gathering	places	to	support	retail	and	food	service	establishments	does	not	meet	the	intent.		In	
evaluating	 the	elements	of	a	healthy	and	nurturing	environment,	 it	has	been	 found	 that	open	space	green	
areas	are	optimal	in	providing	areas	available	to	all	segments	of	the	community.		The	ability	to	get	outside,	to	
run,	throw	a	ball	or	a	Frisbee,	play	with	your	dog,	watch	your	children	play,	or	even	just	to	sit	 in	an	open,	
natural	and	therefore	nurturing	environment	is	essential	and	beneficial	to		the	health	and	well	being	of	all	of	
us.	 The	 value	 of	 all	 types	 of	 exercise	 is	 well	 documented.	 	 With	 the	 stress,	 particular	 to	 a	 dense	 urban	
environment,	this	aspect	of	one's	life	is	essential	to	maintain.		In	our	review	of	the	proposed	project	plans,	it	
appears	as	if	the	project	proponents	are	utilizing	the	"public"	plaza,	the	residential	developments'	swimming	
pool,	 fitness	 center	 and	 recreation	 room	 as	 sufficient	 to	 meet	 the	 intent	 of	 providing	 recreational	
opportunities.		Given	this	assertion	by	the	Project	proponents,	I	have	the	following	questions:	

 Will	the	tenants	and	their	families,	in	the	affordable	units	have	full	access	to	the	swimming	pool.	the	
fitness	center	and	the	recreation	room,	whenever	the	facilities	are	open?	

 Will	all	members	of	the	public	'at	large'	be	able	to	both	utilize	and	spend	time	on	the	Plaza	without	
purchasing	something	from	one	of	the	developments'	food	or	retail	establishments	?	

 Did	the	project	proponents	consider	providing	green	open	space	as	a	part	of	the	project?	

 If	not,	why	was	it	rejected	?	

The	Plaza,	as	proposed,	is	a	marketing	tool	for	the	economic	benefit	of	the	retail/food	establishments	within	
the	development,	and	does	not	provide	a	community	open	space/	recreational	environment.	 	Given	 that,	 I	
would	ask	the	City	and	the	decision	makers	to	consider	an	incentive	program	which	requires	the	Project	to	
provide	green	open	space	as	a	condition	of	approval.		Purchase	of	land	and/or	economic	contributions	to	the	
City's	park	program	would	go	further	towards	meeting	the	intent	of	the	City's	policy.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐5	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.I.3,	 Parks	 and	 Recreation,	 evaluates	 the	 Project’s	 park,	 recreation,	 and	 open	 space	
features	 and	 their	 effects	 in	 serving	 Project	 residents	 and	 potential	 for	 reducing	 impacts	 on	 local	 park	
facilities.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	meet	its	open	space	and	recreational	space	requirements.		
The	 Project	 has	 incorporated	 private	 open	 space	 and	 recreation	 facilities	 within	 the	 Project	 such	 as	 a	
swimming	pool,	fitness	center,	and	recreation	room	to	serve	all	Project	residents,	including	residents	of	both	
market‐rate	and	affordable	units.	 	The	Project	would	provide	a	landscaped	public	Central	Plaza	and	Sunset	
Terrace	rooftop	deck/garden	areas	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	which	are	available	for	public	use.		In	addition,	a	
9,134	square‐foot	public	Corner	Plaza	(to	be	maintained	by	the	Project	but	owned	by	the	City)	would	contain	
seating,	 landscaping,	and	a	water	 feature.	 	Section	4.I.3	also	discusses	the	requirements	of	 the	Quimby	Act	
and	LAMC	Section	21.10.3	and	the	potential	for	the	Project	to	not	meet	the	Public	Recreation	Plan’s	short‐	or	
long‐range	standard	of	two	acres	per	1,000	persons,	since	it	would	not	provide	on‐site	parkland.	Proposed	
Mitigation	Measure	PRK‐1	requires	that,	if	the	Project’s	amenities	do	not	provide	sufficient	credit	against	the	
Project’s	 land	dedication	and/or	 in	 lieu	fee	requirement,	 the	Applicant	would	be	required	to	do	one	of	 the	
following:		(1)	dedicate	additional	parkland	to	meet	the	requirements	of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	Section	
17.12;	 (2)	 pay	 in‐lieu	 fees	 for	 any	 land	 dedication	 requirement	 shortfall;	 or	 (3)	 provide	 on‐site	
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improvements	 equivalent	 in	 value	 to	 said	 in‐lieu	 fees.	 	 Section	 4.I.3	 concludes	 that	 implementation	 of	
Mitigation	 Measure	 PRK‐1	 would	 ensure	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 comply	 with	 the	 maximum	 park	 and	
recreational	 requirements	 established	 under	 the	Quimby	Act	 and	 LAMC	 and	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 on	
parks	and	recreational	facilities	would	be	mitigated	in	accordance	with	applicable	laws	and	policies.			

Other	comments	regarding	ancillary	economic	and	marketing	benefits	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C42‐6	

LAND	USE,	ET	AL.	

The	 City's	 land	 use	 goals	 and	 policies	 are	 designed	 to	 provide	 a	 comprehensive	 long‐range	 plan	 for	 the	
development	of	lands	within	a	specific	geographic	area	and	social	environment.	The	physical	elements	and	
the	social	elements	of	 the	community	must	be	evaluated	against	 the	principles	 that	guide	 the	current	and	
long‐term	needs	and	desires	of	that	community.	These	goals	and	policies	are	safeguards	against	the	adverse	
impacts	of	poorly	planned	or	special	interest	development.	 	They	provide	assurance	to	the	inhabitants	of	a	
community,	 that	 the	 character	of	 their	 living	environment	will	 be	properly	vetted	 in	 the	public	 forum.	All	
interested	 parties	 are	 to	 be	 assured	 that	 they	will	 have	 accurate	 and	 complete	 information	 for	 their	 own	
evaluation	 and	 for	 the	 evaluation	 of	 the	 decision	makers	who	will	 ultimately	 direct	 the	 character	 of	 their	
community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐6	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	evaluated	 the	City’s	 current	 land	use	goals,	 including	a	comparison	of	 the	
Project	with	 applicable	 policies	 of	 the	General	 Plan	 Framework,	 the	 adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	
Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 and	 Compass	 Vision	 and	 other	 current	 land	 use	 plans,	 such	 as	 the	 City’s	
Citywide	 Design	 Guidelines	 and	 Walkability	 Checklist.	 	 As	 determined	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	
substantially	consistent	with	applicable	land	use	goals	and	LAMC	requirements.				

COMMENT	NO.	C42‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	[sic]	 the	DEIR	that	the	 information	presented	 is	 incomplete	and	inadequate	
for	the	purposes	of	allowing	an	"informed"	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	
clear	 and	 understandable	 fashion.	 	 The	 blame,	 in	 part,	 rests	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 City	 does	 not	 have	 an	
adequate	and	up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	
term	 needs	 for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	
evaluate	 the	 cumulative	 impacts	of	 allowing	numerous	deviations	 from	 the	City's	general	plan	and	zoning	
policies.	Utilizing	'incentive'	programs	and	'over	riding	considerations'	as	a	planning	tool	is	dangerous.	If	the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its'	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐7	

Draft	EIR	Sections	4.A,	Aesthetics,	and	4.F,	Land	Use,	evaluated	the	effects	of	each	of	the	eight	related	projects	
located	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 in	 the	 Project	 study	 area	 in	 relation	 to	 cumulative	 visual	 character,	 view,	
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light	 and	 glare,	 shade,	 and	 land	 use‐related	 impacts.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 cumulative	 impacts	 were	
determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	list	of	all	related	projects	and	location	map	is	provided	in	Chapter	
3.0,	Table	3‐1,	List	of	Related	Projects,	 and	Figure	3‐1,	Location	of	Related	Projects,	 in	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	
related	projects	 that	were	pertinent	 to	 the	Project	 (i.e.,	 located	 in	 the	Project	area	along	a	 common	street	
frontage)	did	not	have	characteristics	 that	would	deviate	 from	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	zoning	policies.		
Please	note	that	“overriding	considerations”	would	apply	only	to	environmental	impacts	that	are	determined	
to	be	significant,	even	with	the	implementation	of	mitigation	measures.		The	Project	applicant	is	requesting	a	
density	bonus	pursuant	to	the	City’s	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	which	do	not	relate	to	such	“overriding	
considerations”	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter.	 	 As	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 no	 significant	 and	
unavoidable	 (non‐mitigated)	 aesthetic	 and	 land	 use	 impacts	 are	 anticipated.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	 for	 further	discussion	of	 aesthetic	 and	 land	use	 impacts,	 including	 the	Project’s	
consistency	 with	 adopted	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 regulations,	 qualification	 for	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	
(including	a	density	bonus),	and	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C42‐8	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	the	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐8	

Draft	EIR	Sections	4.A,	Aesthetics,	and	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	describe	architecturally	notable	buildings	
and	historical	resources	in	the	Project	area	and	the	effect	of	the	Project	on	the	setting	of	these	resources.		As	
determined	therein,	the	Project	would	not	cause	direct	or	indirect	adverse	effects	in	relation	to	any	off‐site	
architecturally	 notable	 buildings	 or	 historic	 resources.	 Impact	 evaluation	 included	 views	 of	 historic	
resources.		Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	on	off‐site	historical	resources	
in	relation	to	scale	and	height.	

COMMENT	NO.	C42‐9	

In	the	midst	of	the	"glowing"	accounts	of	the	increased	housing	and	transportation	benefits	as	a	justification	
for	 the	 planning	 process	 being	 utilized,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 cumulative	 impact	 of	 the	 City's	
allowance	for	sales	of	residentially	allocated	parking	spaces,	independent	of	the	housing	unit	to	which	they	
are	 attached.	 	 If	 the	 project	 proponent	 has	 the	 ability	 to	 utilize	 this	 function,	 a	 complete	 and	 adequate	
assessment	 should	 have	 been	made,	 outlining	 the	 long‐term	 impacts	 to	 the	 community.	 The	 Sunset	 Blvd.	
area	is	seriously	under‐	parked.	Creating	249	new	residential	units	of	varying	densities	without	assurance	of	
their	ability	to	maintain	the	use	of	the	parking	spaces	allocated	for	their	use	will	have	a	serious	and	adverse	
effect	on	 the	 circulation	and	 congestion	of	 the	area.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 failure	 to	provide	parking	will	 cause	
potentially	significant	impacts	to	adjacent	neighborhoods,	as	there	will	be	an	influx	of	cars	competing	for	the	
already	limited	parking.	This	over	sight	on	the	part	of	the	preparers	further	proves	the	assertion	that	DEIR	
document	 is	 incomplete	 and	 inadequate	 and	 must	 be	 revised	 and	 re‐circulated.	 I	 have	 the	 following	
questions:	

 Will	the	project	applicant	make	an	irreversible	statement,	that	no	parking	will	be	sold,	either	to	the	
tenants	or	to	individuals	not	residing	in	the	unit	for	which	the	parking	was	approved	?	
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 Will	the	City	condition	the	Project,	such	that	no	parking	can	be	sold	either	to	the	tenants	or	to	outside	
parties?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐9	

Parking	 spaces	 required	 under	 the	 LAMC	 are	 based	 on	 the	 number	 and	 type	 of	 residential	 units	 and	
commercial	floor	area,	and	must	be	available	to	those	uses.		As	discussed	on	pages	4.J‐59	through	4.J‐62,	the	
Project	would	provide	parking	that	meets	or	exceeds	the	applicable	LAMC	parking	requirements.	 	The	City	
does	not	permit	residential	parking	to	be	“de‐coupled”	from	a	residential	unit,	and	therefore,	parking	spaces	
may	not	be	 sold	or	 rented	 independently	 from	the	unit.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	
parking	adequacy.	

COMMENT	NO.	C42‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	overriding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	not	meet	the	
intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	law.		Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	
of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C42‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B42‐4	and	Response	to	Comment	B42‐7	(Michelle	Coats	Letter	B42).		
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LETTER	NO.		C43	

Meryl	S.		Cohen	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive	
Apartrrent1B		
West	Hollywood,	CA.		90046	

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐1	

Recently,	I	attended	a	meeting	regarding	the	Draft	EIR	Report	for	the	proposed	building	at	8150	Sunset.	 	1	
have	many	questions	regarding	the	veracity	of	this	report,	too	many	to	mention,	so	1	will	try	to	focus	on	the	
issues	I	have	as	concisely	as	possible.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C43‐2	through	C43‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C43‐2	

Let	 me	 begin	 by	 stating	 that	 I	 am	 astonished	 that	 the	 so	 many	 issues	 of	 great	 concern	 regarding	 this	
ridiculous	project	were	categorized	as	“Less	Than	Significant.”	 	“Less	than	significant”	for	whom?		I’m	sure	
that	the	developers,	whose	only	motivation	and	concern	for	this	project	is	financial	gain,	spent	many	hours	
looking	for	loopholes	in	order	to	work	their	way	around	issues	that	we	in	the	neighborhood	consider	to	be	of	
major	significance.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐2	

The	determinations	of	significance	for	the	range	of	topics	addressed	in	the	Draft	EIR	are	based	on	the	State	
CEQA	Guidelines	Appendix	G	(Environmental	Checklist),	the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	or	the	Los	
Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	or	City	of	West	Hollywood	values	for	traffic	impacts,	where	
applicable.	 	 The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 developer	 is	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 content	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	no	
further	response	is	provided.		

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐3	

As	a	resident	in	a	neighborhood	of	buildings	designated	to	be	of	historical	significance,	including	nine	which	
is	 [sic]	 listed	 in	 the	 California	 Register	 of	 Historical	 Homes	 and	 designated	 a	 National	 Architectural	
Landmark,	 I	 find	 it	 preposterous	 to	 even	 imagine	 this	 proposed	 project	 being	 any	 kind	 of	 asset	 to	 the	
community.		(4.	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources).		Comparing	8150	architecturally	to	other	commercial	and/or	
residential	structures	in	the	area	is	absurd.		There	is	not	one	other	existing	building	of	the	proposed	height,	
density	or	impact	in	the	area.		Constant	referrals	to	“setting	back	the	Project’s	taller	mass”	or	softening	“the	
visual	effect	of	the	building	mass”	by	the	developers	is	a	clear	indication	of	the	developer’s	awareness	of	the	
aesthetic	problem,	among	others,	with	8150	as	it	is	proposed.		The	developers	claim	they	are	maintaining	a	
human	scale?	For	Manhattan,	Chicago,	even	downtown	Los	Angeles	perhaps,	but	not	 for	 the	 iconic	Sunset	
Strip.(4.A3).	
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RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐3	

Draft	EIR,	Sections	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	describe	the	historical	
resources	in	the	area	and	effects	on	views	and	visual	character.		As	discussed,	therein,	the	Project	would	not	
have	 significant	 direct	 or	 indirect	 impacts	 on	 off‐site	 historical	 or	 architecturally	 notable	 buildings.	 The	
setback	of	the	Project’s	taller	components	from	Sunset	Boulevard	is	expected	to	reduce	the	Project’s	sense	of	
height	as	viewed	from	Sunset	Boulevard,	which	would	have	the	primary	public	view	of	the	site.		Also,	please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale	and	Topical	
Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐4	

The	 drawings	 presented	 at	 the	 meeting	 of	 the	 building	 in	 situ	 were	 all	 rendered	 from	 street	 and	 other	
perspectives	which	minimized	the	visual	scale	of	the	building	as	part	of	the	Draft	EIR	Report.		I	would	like	to	
see	additional	drawings	of	8150	as	 it	would	actually	appear	from	other	perspectives	more	indicative	of	 its	
actual	 architectural	 and	visual	 impact.	 	 I	 do	not	 find	 this	project	 “compatible	with	 the	objectives,	policies,	
general	land	uses	and	programs	specified”	in	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		I	would	like	to	see	a	written	
evaluation	of	how	this	project	is	compatible	with	the	plan	on	the	proposed	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐4	

Draft	EIR	Section	4A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	provides	 simulated	views	of	 the	Project	 Site	 as	 viewed	
from	adjacent	streets	and	from	various	streets	in	the	Hollywood	Hills.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	analysis	of	
view	impacts	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR,	per	the	LA	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	and	relevant	case	law,	focuses	
on	public	views	rather	than	private	views,	though	representative	private	viewpoints	were	evaluated	in	the	
Draft	EIR	for	informational	purposes.		Please	refer	to	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12	for	simulated	views	of	the	
Project	 from	nine	public	 locations,	which	are	also	considered	representative	of	private	views	 from	nearby	
residences.		Draft	EIR	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	evaluates	the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	applicable	policies	
of	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 (see	 Draft	 EIR	 Table	 4.F.2,	 Comparison	 of	 the	 Project	with	 Applicable	
Policies	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan).	As	summarized	in	Section	4.F	and	illustrated	in	a	side‐by‐side	
comparison	 to	 applicable	 policies,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 substantially	 consistent	 with	 the	 adopted	
Community	Plan.	Also,	 please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 and	TR‐2,	 respectively,	 for	 further	discussion	of	
architecture	and	consistency	with	West	Hollywood	Sunset	Specific	Plan	intent/development	standards.	

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐5	

Perhaps	 the	 highlight	 of	 the	meeting	was	 the	 traffic	 study	which	 had	 the	 community	 attendees	 and	 even	
some	of	 the	developers	as	a	result,	 laughing	out	 loud	 in	unison.	 	To	say	this	report	 is	 faulty	 is	not	only	an	
understatement,	 it’s	 lunacy.	 	 I’m	certain	that	whatever	variance	the	developers	received	by	having	parking	
spaces	for	900	or	more	bicycles	was	greatly	appreciated	by	them.		Do	they	really	think	this	is	going	to	change	
the	 commuting	 habits	 of	 people	 in	 the	 area?	 	 On	 Sunset?	 	 Up	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard?	 	 Shopping?	 	 To	
where?		And	bicycle	lanes?		Impossible.		I	would	like	to	see	a	revised	plan	which	realistically	accommodates	
the	greatly	underestimated.	 	proposed	 [sic]	 future	vehicle	volume	since	 the	 city	 streets	do	not	do	 so	even	
now.	
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RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐5	

The	 Project	 Traffic	 Impact	 Analysis	 (TIA)	was	 prepared	 in	 accordance	with	 established	methodology	 and	
guidance	provided	by	 the	LADOT.	 	Prior	 to	preparation	of	 the	TIA,	 the	Project	 traffic	 consultant	met	with	
LADOT	to	review	the	Project	assumptions,	methodology,	and	other	details	that	relate	to	the	preparation	of	
the	report.		Based	on	this	meeting,	LADOT	prepared	a	Memorandum	of	Understanding	(MOU)	that	articulates	
the	 agreed‐upon	 assumptions,	 methodology,	 and	 other	 relevant	 information	 (the	 MOU	 is	 included	 as	
Appendix	H‐4	of	the	Draft	EIR).		Once	the	traffic	consultant	prepared	the	TIA,	it	was	submitted	to	LADOT	for	
review	 and	 comment,	 and	 LADOT	 subsequently	 approved	 the	 TIA	 and	 its	 contents	 (the	 LADOT	 approval	
letter	is	included	as	Appendix	H‐5	of	the	Draft	EIR).		As	such,	the	Project	TIA	was	determined	by	LADOT	to	be	
prepared	in	accordance	with	the	City’s	traffic	impact	analysis	guidelines	and	therefore	the	TIA	is	not	“faulty”	
as	suggested	by	the	commenter.			

With	 regard	 to	 bicycle	 parking,	 the	 policy	 of	 the	City	 is	 to	 increase	 city‐wide	bicycle	 use,	 as	 stated	 in	 the	
Bicycle	Ordinance	(City	Ordinance	No.	182,386,	effective	March	13,	2013)	and	provided	under	the	recently	
amended	 LAMC	 regulation	 that	 requires	 long‐term	 and	 short‐term	 bicycle	 parking	 for	 most	 land	 uses.		
Although	 there	are	currently	no	bicycle	 routes	within	proximity	of	 the	Project	Site,	 there	are	a	number	of	
study	corridors	in	the	area.		For	example,	Sunset	Boulevard,	Hollywood	Boulevard,	and	Fairfax	Avenue	in	the	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	area	are	designated	as	study	corridors	in	the	City’s	2010	Bicycle	Plan.	 	Fairfax	
Avenue	 between	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	within	 the	 Community	 Plan	 area	 is	 shown	 as	 a	
Proposed	Class	II/III	Bike	Lane.	 	In	addition,	the	proximity	of	the	Project	site	to	residential	streets,	such	as	
Havenhurst	 Drive,	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 increase	 bicycle	 use	 in	 the	 local	 area.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐6	

Once	 again,	 calling	 so	 many	 of	 the	 incredibly	 significant	 issues	 related	 to	 traffic	 as	 ”Less	 Thank	 [sic]	
Significant”	 is	pure	 fiction	 for	both	 the	 construction	and	 completion	periods.	 	Thinking	 that	 traffic	will	 be	
“mitigated”	 by	 installing	 a	 traffic	 light	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Havenhurst	 and	 Fountain,	 for	 example,	 will	 only	
increase	 traffic	 issues.	 	 A	 FedEx	 truck	 double	 parked	 on	 Havenhurst	 causes	 traffic	 to	 back‐up	 even	 now.		
Removing	the	island	on	the	southwest	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	is	not	only	foolish,	it	is	dangerous.		It	is	the	
only	area	where	pedestrians	 can	cross	 the	 street,	 just	barely	 in	 timing	with	 the	 traffic	 signal	now.	 	 It	 also	
allows	eastbound	traffic	to	turn	right	to	head	south	on	Crescent	Heights,	alleviating	west	bound	traffic	back‐
ups	on	Sunset.		I	would	like	to	see	a	more	realistic,	revised	plan	that	would	try	to	actually	mitigate	the	traffic	
problems.		However,	I	don’t	think	that	would	be	possible	given	the	unacceptable	scope	of	the	8150	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐6	

The	significance	of	traffic	impacts	is	based	on	numerical	standards	set	forth	by	the	LADOT	for	intersections	
in	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	by	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	 for	 intersections	 located	 in	 that	 community.		
These	 standards	are	defined	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation.	 	As	 concluded	 in	
Section	 4.J,	 construction	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable.	 	 During	 operation,	 Project	
traffic	would	exceed	threshold	 levels	only	at	 the	 intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive.	 	With	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	service	levels	at	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive	would	be	
reduced	 to	below	the	numerical	 threshold	 level	 (see	Table	4.J‐8).	 	The	analysis	determined	 that	 the	signal	
would	reduce	the	existing	and	forecast	delays	on	both	approaches	of	Havenhurst	Drive.		Because	the	signal	
would	improve	operation	of	the	intersection	from	all	directions,	 it	would	not	result	 in	secondary	effects	 in	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐667	

other	locations.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	and	removal	
of	the	existing	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐7	

I	don’t	quite	understand	how	the	infra‐structure	[sic]	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	or	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	
will	be	able	to	handle	the	additional	volume	of	sewage	and	water	this	building	will	require,	especially	since	
the	recent	flood	near	UCLA	caused	by	broken	and	rotting	pipes	alerted	us	all	to	the	problems	we	are	facing	
regarding	this	subject.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐7	

Water	 and	wastewater	 infrastructure	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	 Project	 are	 addressed	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR,	
Sections	 4.K.1,	Water	 Supply	 and	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	with	 supporting	 technical	 information	 in	Appendix	 I,	
while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 for	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.11,	 with	 supporting	 data	 in	
Appendix	C.		As	discussed,	therein,	utility	capacity	is	adequate	to	serve	the	Project.		Subsequent	to	the	Draft	
EIR,	the	sewer	lines	serving	the	Project	Site	were	determined	to	have	sufficient	capacity	to	serve	the	Project	
and	 other	 future	 development	 in	 the	 service	 area.	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	 of	 infrastructure	 capacity.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 Project‐related	 improvements,	 if	 ultimately	
determined	 to	 be	 necessary,	 would	 address	 any	 existing	 infrastructure	 deficiencies	 though	 conformance	
with	City	regulatory	requirements,	guidelines,	and	procedures.			

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐8	

This	project	calls	for	rooftop	lounges	and/or	terraces.		Bad	idea.		The	noise	from	existing	outdoor	areas	with	
music	blaring	travels	unabated.	 	Many	area	residents	have	registered	complaints	about	the	problem	in	the	
past.	 	 There	 is	 and	would	 no	way	 to	 a	 “soundproof”	 the	 noise,	which	 already	 causes	 disturbances	 of	 the	
peace.		To	plan	on	adding	to	this	problem	is	a	complete	disregard	for	the	neighbors	and	the	sanctity	of	their	
homes.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐8	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 noise	 generated	 during	 large	 events	 on	 the	 Project’s	
rooftop	 and	other	open	 terraces	 that	 could	 accommodate	 50	 to	500	people.	 	 The	 analysis	 included	 sound	
levels	associated	with	amplified	music	as	well	as	human	activity.	Based	on	 the	City’s	noise	 threshold	 level	
and	other	 factors,	described	 in	Section	4.G,	 impacts	 to	nearby	sensitive	receptors	 (residential	uses)	would	
not	exceed	numerical	threshold	levels.	 	In	addition,	revised	Project	Design	Features,	including	PDF‐Noise‐1	
and	PDF‐Noise‐2	specifically	prohibit	live	bands	and	the	use	of	loud	amplified	music	or	public	address	(PA)	
systems	 in	 outdoor	 areas,	 as	 shown	on	page	3‐10	 in	Chapter	 3.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 also	 see	Topical	
Response	TR‐8	regarding	operational	noise	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.		C43‐9	

I	know	that	other	objection	 letters	have	been	written,	 some	more	 in	depth	 than	mine.	 	 I	 agree	with	every	
dissenting	view	regarding	8150.		We	in	the	affected	neighborhood	are	not	opposed	to	development,	per	se.		
But	 neighborhood	 is	 the	 key	 word.	 	 This	 project	 contributes	 nothing	 to	 ours.	 	 Our	 politicians	 and	
representatives	should	be	protecting	our	city,	our	homes	and	us.		How	can	any	of	them	allow	this	to	happen	
the	w	ay	it	has	been	proposed?		Or	even	at	all?	
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The	 feeling	 of	 helplessness	 defending	 our	 homes	 against	 big	 money	 and	 the	 powers	 that	 be	 is	 beyond	
frustrating.		It’s	infuriating.		Bigger	is	not	better.		This	project	in	general	is	what	needs	to	be	mitigated.	

RESPONSE	NO.		C43‐9	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C44	

Susan	Dynner	
1425	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	#203	
West	Hollywood,	Ca	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C44‐1	

I'm	writing	because	I'm	very	concerned	about	the	proposed	building	on	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	I	currently	live	at	
1425	 N.	 Crescent	 Heights	 Blvd	 ‐	 next	 door	 and	 behind	 where	 the	 new	 building	 will	 be.	 Naturally,	 I'm	
concerned	 about	 construction,	 but	 it's	 more	 than	 that.	 I	 work	 out	 of	 my	 home,	 like	 many	 others	 in	 my	
building,	and	I'm	afraid	the	noise	will	affect	my	ability	to	work.	I	am	guessing	it	will	go	on	for	over	a	year,	
which	could	be	crippling	for	me	and	others	in	the	neighborhood	who	work	from	home.	Also,	there	are	young	
children	and	elderly	people	in	my	building	who	will	surely	be	affected	by	the	construction.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C44‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 noise	 and	 vibration	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	Appendix	 F.	 	As	discussed	 in	 Section	4.G,	 short‐term	 construction‐related	noise	 and	vibration	
impacts	would	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 at	 the	 closest	 sensitive	 receptors,	 including	 the	 residential	
building	 referenced	by	 the	 commenter	 (represented	by	Location	R‐3	 illustrated	 in	Figure	4.G‐2	 in	 Section	
4.G).	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 concludes	 that	 despite	 the	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures,	 noise	
impacts	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable	at	this	location	throughout	construction	of	the	Project,	though	
significant	 construction	 vibration	 impacts	 would	 only	 occur	 during	 the	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 phase	 of	
construction.	 	However,	as	discussed	on	page	4.G‐19,	 the	construction	assumptions	used	 in	 the	analysis	of	
noise	and	vibration	impacts	represent	a	worst‐case	noise	scenario	as	construction	activities	would	routinely	
be	spread	throughout	the	construction	site	further	away	from	noise	sensitive	receptors.	 	 In	addition,	noise	
from	different	construction	stages,	which	have	the	potential	to	occur	simultaneously,	were	added	together	to	
provide	 a	 composite	 construction	 noise	 level.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 Project‐
related	noise	and	vibration	impacts.			With	regard	to	construction	air	quality	impacts	and	associated	health	
risks	to	sensitive	populations	in	the	Project	vicinity,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C692‐2	(Michael	Grace	
Letter	C692).	

COMMENT	NO.	C44‐2	

I	understand	that	growth	in	our	community	is	a	good	thing,	but	the	proposed	building	is	obscenely	big	for	
this	neighborhood.	No	buildings	within	several	blocks	are	even	close	to	8	stories	high,	let	alone	the	proposed	
16	stories!		I'm	worried	about	what	it	will	do	for	our	area.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C44‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	Project’s	compatibility	with	surrounding	development	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.		
As	concluded	therein,	although	the	Project	would	increase	the	intensity	of	development	and	building	heights	
on	the	Project	Site,	it	would	be	compatible	with	the	surrounding	neighborhood.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development	 and	 consistency	 with	
development	patterns	in	the	Project	vicinity,	including	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C44‐3	

Naturally,	the	traffic	will	become	insane.	It's	already	backed	up	and	bad	enough	at	rush	hour	since	it's	a	main	
throughway	over	Laurel	Canyon	to	the	valley	‐	I	can't	even	imagine	how	bad	it	will	be	with	construction,	but	
also	 with	 all	 the	 new	 people	 who	 will	 live	 in	 the	 new	 building	 and	 will	 need	 to	 drive.	 Parking	 in	 the	
neighborhood	will	become	impossible.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C44‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	comprehensively	 addressed	construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	operational	 traffic	 impacts,	
and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		As	concluded	therein,	temporary	construction	traffic	
impacts	would	be	 significant	and	unavoidable	 for	 the	mid‐day	peak	hour	but	only	during	 the	 shoring	and	
excavation	 phase	 of	 construction;	 construction	 traffic	 impacts	 during	 other	 phases	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		Impacts	related	to	long‐term	Project	traffic	effects	and	parking	adequacy	were	also	determined	
to	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 though	 mitigation	 would	 be	 required	 to	 address	 the	 Project’s	 impact	 to	 the	
Havenhurst	Drive/Fountain	Avenue	 intersection.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 proposed	Project	meets	 the	
criteria	set	 forth	in	Section	21099(d),	and	for	this	reason,	the	proposed	Project’s	effects	related	to	parking	
are	not	required	to	be	analyzed	under	the	State	CEQA	Statute.		Nonetheless,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐
related	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	
and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		As	discussed	therein,	parking‐related	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	impacts	
to	traffic	congestion	and	parking	adequacy.			

COMMENT	NO.	C44‐4	

The	16	stories	will	completely	dwarf	my	building	and	the	surrounding	buildings,	and	will	block	any	sun	from	
our	pool	(which	is	why	I	moved	into	the	building).		Our	privacy	at	the	pool	will	be	totally	gone.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C44‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C44‐2	above.		The	Draft	EIR	analyzed	the	impacts	of	the	Project’s	shade	and	
shadow	effects	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		Shading	diagrams	were	presented	for	winter	and	
summer	solstices	as	well	as	the	spring	and	fall	equinoxes	in	Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16	in	Section	4.A.		As	
concluded	therein,	and	illustrated	in	Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16,	shading	effects	of	the	Project	would	not	
exceed	 established	 City	 thresholds	 for	 shade‐sensitive	 uses.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 privacy	 of	 nearby	 off‐site	
residents	within	private	outdoor	spaces	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	related	analyses	of	impacts.	 	As	
such,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		

COMMENT	NO.	C44‐5	

I'm	worried	about	the	pollution	that	all	the	construction	will	bring.	I'm	concerned	about	our	neighbors	at	the	
Chateau	Marmont.		People	stay	there	because	it's	private.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C44‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality	with	supporting	data	and	
analysis	provided	 in	Appendix	B.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 construction‐related	air	quality	 impacts	 to	nearby	
sensitive	 receptors,	 specifically	 including	 the	multi‐family	 residences	 along	N.	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
immediately	south	of	the	proposed	Project	location,	were	analyzed	and	it	was	determined	that	the	impacts	
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would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	Please	see	pages	4.B‐51	and	4.B‐52	in	Section	4.B	of	the	Draft	
EIR	and	Appendix	B.2,	Project	Air	Quality	Criteria	Pollutant	Emissions	–	Mitigated	Construction,	 regarding	
construction	air	pollutant	emissions.		With	regard	to	construction	air	quality	impacts	and	associated	health	
risks	to	sensitive	populations	in	the	Project	vicinity,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C692‐2	(Michael	Grace	
Letter	C692).	

Furthermore,	 similar	 to	 the	 discussion	 regarding	 privacy	 of	 off‐site	 residents,	 the	 privacy	 of	 off‐site	 hotel	
guests	within	private	hotel	outdoor	spaces	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	related	analyses	of	impacts.		As	
such,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C44‐6	

With	a	building	 that	 tall,	with	a	public	area	on	 the	 roof,	 the	paparazzi	 (who	are	 already	a	problem	 in	our	
neighborhood)	can	easily	 look	down	on	the	Chateau	and	can	 infiltrate	various	rooms	with	their	 long	 lense	
[sic]	cameras.		I'm	afraid	it	will	cause	people	to	go/stay	elsewhere.		I	often	take	meetings	there	for	my	films	
with	known	actors,	but	with	 the	paparazzi	 able	 to	 spy	 from	a	 tall	building,	 I'm	afraid	no	one	will	want	 to	
meet	there	anymore.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C44‐6	

The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 Project	would	 provide	 a	 public	 vantage	 point	 for	 photographers,	 but	 it	
should	be	clarified	that	the	rooftop	terraces	on	the	Project’s	taller	elements	would	be	accessible	exclusively	
for	 either	 Project	 residents	 (pool	 deck	 on	 Level	 9	 and	 resident	 garden	 terrace	 on	 Level	 4)	 or	 rooftop	
bar/lounge	 patrons	 (rooftop	 terrace	 on	 Level	 16).	 	 Nonetheless,	 the	 assertion	 that	 such	 areas	 would	 be	
utilized	by	media	photographers	is	speculative	and	is	not	germane	to	the	Draft	EIR.					

COMMENT	NO.	C44‐7	

I'm	also	worried	about	what	it	will	do	for	the	aesthetics	of	the	neighborhood.		A	building	that	huge	will	surely	
be	an	eyesore.		Why	not	keep	it	consistent	with	the	neighborhood	and	keep	it	4	stories	in	the	front	and	6	in	
the	back?		That	way,	the	neighborhood	will	grow	and	improve,	but	won't	be	ridiculous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C44‐7	

The	Draft	EIR	fully	analyzed	the	aesthetic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	
and	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 consistency	with	 surrounding	 land	 uses	 in	 Section	 4.F,	
Land	Use.	 	As	concluded	 in	Section	4.A,	 the	Project	would	result	 in	 less	 than	significant	 impacts	regarding	
visual	 character.	 	 As	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 although	 the	 Project	 would	 increase	 the	 intensity	 of	
development	 and	 building	 heights	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 it	 would	 be	 compatible	 with	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 regarding	Project	 impacts	 to	visual	 character	 related	 to	
height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	
development	and	consistency	with	development	patterns	in	the	Project	vicinity,	including	within	the	City	of	
West	Hollywood.	
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LETTER	NO.	C45	

Robert	Givens		
robert.d.givens@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C45‐1	

As	 an	 avid	 bicycle	 enthusiast	 like	 yourself,	 I	 was	 pleasantly	 surprised	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	
Sunset’s	dedication	to	alternative	means	of	transportation.	985	bike	parking	spaces?		A	reduction	in	motor	
vehicle	spaces	to	below	code?		It	looks	to	me	like	whoever	“Townscape”	is,	they	have	the	right	idea.	

I	 know	 you	 are	 a	 supporter	 of	 recreational	 cycling,	 but	 many	 of	 us	 rely	 on	 our	 bikes	 as	 our	 sole	
transportation	 option.	 	 We	 need	 projects	 like	 these	 to	 lay	 the	 groundwork	 for	 bicycle	 infrastructure	 so	
bicycle	commuters	can	travel	safely.	

Our	City	talks	a	big	game	when	it	comes	to	 limiting	our	dependence	on	cars.	 	And	yes,	we	are	 investing	 in	
new	forms	of	mass	transit	like	the	Expo	Line	and	the	Subway.	However,	I	don’t	often	see	large‐scale	urban	
infill	 developments	 living	 up	 to	 their	 end	 of	 the	 bargain.	 And	worse	 yet,	 I	 do	 not	 see	 our	 City’s	 decision‐	
makers	 holding	 developers	 feet	 to	 the	 fire	 to	 include	 amenities	 like	 bike	 parking,	 transit	 passes	 for	
residences	 and	 employees,	 pedestrian	 friendly	 retail	 and	 restaurants	 that	 promote	 walkable	 and	 livable	
neighborhood	centers.		These	elements	often	go	overlooked,	yet	are	vitally	important.		Townscape’s	proposal	
shouldn’t	 be	 the	 outlier	 as	 far	 as	 developments	 in	 the	 area	 go.	 	 All	 developments	 should	 be	 required	 to	
support	 and	 promote	 alternative	 transportation,	 and	 I	 commend	 Townscape	 for	 blazing	 the	 trail	 on	 this	
matter.	

After	 learning	 about	 8150	 Sunset	 in	 Hollywood,	 and	 perusing	 the	 Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report,	 I	
believe	this	project	is	a	diamond	in	the	rough.		And	it	appears	that	I’m	not	the	only	one	who	feels	this	way.		I	
don’t	always	agree	with	Governor	Brown’s	policies,	but	I	applaud	him	for	having	the	foresight	to	recognize	
development	 done	 right	 by	 awarding	 this	 project	 the	 title	 of	 Environmental	 Leadership	 Development	
Project.	

Interest	in	bikes	got	me	enticed	to	learn	more	about	this	project.		And	after	learning	of	the	ELDP	status,	the	
large	 housing	 component	 including	 dozens	 of	 low‐income	 units,	 and	 the	 design	 geared	 toward	 the	
pedestrian	experience,	I	actually	would	like	to	live	there	myself.	

The	 typical	LA	development	 is	over	parked,	unwelcoming	and	does	not	promote	a	 sense	of	 community.	 	 I	
believe	8150	is	different	and	deserving	of	the	city’s	support.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C45‐1	

These	comments	 in	support	of	 the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	 for	their	
consideration.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 on‐site	 parking	 consistent	 with	 LAMC	
parking	requirements,	which	allow	for	a	20‐percent	reduction	in	commercial	parking	spaces	in	exchange	for	
the	provision	of	bicycle	parking.			
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LETTER	NO.	C46	

David	Gold	
8707	St.	Ives	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	California	90210	

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	for	this	proposed	project	does	not	consider	a	project	Alternative	that	would	mitigate	several	of	
the	negative	 and	 significant	 impacts	 of	 the	project.	 	 An	Alternative	 that	 should	be	 considered,	 and	 can	be	
considered	in	conjunction	with	other	Alternatives,	is	(a)	to	locate/mass	most	the	of	the	additional	FAR	on	the	
northeastern	corner	of	the	site	and	(b)	provide	parking	underground	on	the	entire	area	of	the	site,	instead	of	
building	a	six‐story	exposed	garage	on	one	corner	of	the	site.	

Placing	 most	 of	 the	 additional	 FAR	 along	 Sunset	 and	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 would	
mitigate	 many	 negative	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 design	 and	 would	 provide	 important	 planning/urban	
benefits:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C46‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 suggestion	 of	 concentrating	 density	 at	 the	 northeastern	 portion	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	
providing	all	of	the	Project’s	parking	in	below‐ground	levels	is	noted.		The	Project’s	design	is	consistent	with	
a	number	of	design	principles	and	guidelines,	such	as	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan	Framework	and	
the	Citywide	Design	Guidelines,	that	relate	to	addressing	pedestrian	scale	along	street	frontages	by	providing	
lower	building	heights	around	the	site	perimeter	and	locating	increased	density	and	building	heights	at	the	
site	 interior.	 	 For	 example,	 Policies	 1	 and	 3	 under	 Objective	 2	 (Pedestrian	 Scale)	 of	 the	 Citywide	 Design	
Guidelines	 encourage	 projects	 to	 “[m]aintain	 a	 human	 scale	 rather	 than	 a	 monolithic	 or	 monumental	
scale…[h]igh‐rise	buildings	 in	particular	 should	 take	 care	 to	 address	pedestrian	 scale	 at	 the	 ground	 floor”	
and	 “[d]ifferentiate	 the	 ground	 floor	 from	upper	 floors…[c]hanges	 in	massing	 and	 architectural	 relief	 add	
visual	interest	and	help	to	diminish	the	perceived	height	of	buildings.”		As	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐51	through	
4.A‐63	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	be	supportive	of	such	
design	principles	and	policies	by	addressing	pedestrian	scale	and	accessibility	by	reducing	building	heights	
along	street	frontages	and	placing	higher	elements	at	the	site	interior.	 	These	policies	generally	discourage	
the	design	 concept	 suggested	by	 the	 commenter.	 	Additionally,	 placing	 the	Project’s	 taller	 elements	 at	 the	
northeast	 corner	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 (i.e.,	 relocating	 the	 South	 Building	 to	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 street	
frontage	and	moving	 the	North	Building	 to	 the	south	side	of	 the	Project	Site)	would	result	 in	a	 significant	
shading	 impact	 to	 the	 residential	 uses	 north	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 east	 of	 Selma	 Avenue	 per	 the	 Los	
Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	significance	thresholds.		As	such,	this	scenario	would	result	in	an	additional	
significant	 environmental	 effect.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 considered	 a	 number	 of	 Project	 alternatives	
that	 provide	 varied	 building	 massing,	 density,	 and	 heights,	 including	 Alternatives	 1,	 2,	 3,	 4,	 6,	 and	 7	 as	
discussed	 in	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	 considered	 a	 ninth	 alternative	
(Alternative	 9),	 four	 of	 which	 (Alternatives	 1,	 2,	 7,	 and	 9)	 provide	 building	massing	 that	 is	 substantially	
different	 than	the	Project.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	as	relates	 to	height	
and	scale,	as	well	as	Alternatives	considered	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	that	address	height	and	scale.	
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As	 relates	 to	 providing	 all	 Project	 parking	 underground,	while	 this	 design	 concept	would	 address	 overall	
building	 height	 and	 scale,	 this	 would	 require	 additional	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 to	 accommodate	 all	 the	
required	parking	 facilities	 for	 the	Project.	 	Nonetheless,	 in	response	 to	 this	comment	and	other	comments	
raised	on	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	applicant	has	 included	Alternative	9,	which	would	provide	all	 of	 the	Project’s	
parking	 within	 a	 podium	 structure	 with	 four	 subterranean	 levels	 (rather	 than	 three	 under	 the	 Project)	
thereby	substantially	reducing	the	height	of	the	parking	podium	structure	compared	to	the	Project	(i.e.,	from	
over	58	feet	to	approximately	22	feet	above	grade	as	viewed	from	Havenhurst	Drive	at	the	lowest	elevation	
on‐site).		Please	refer	to	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	a	detailed	description	of	Alternative	9	and	evaluation	
of	impacts	relative	to	the	proposed	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐2	

1.	 	 Greatly	 reduce	 the	 negative	 impacts	 on	 historic	 resources,	 by	 opening	 scenic	 corridors	 to	 and	 from	
Chateau	 Marmont,	 the	 Andalusian	 and	 Colonial	 House.	 	 Moving	 the	 tower	 would	 have	 no	 negative	
consequences	to	any	of	these	buildings	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places.	

RESPONSE	NO.C46‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	to	historical	resources	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources.		As	discussed	
therein,	the	Project’s	significant	impacts	occurred	as	a	result	of	direct	impacts	(i.e.,	demolition)	to	the	on‐site	
Bank	building.		Indirect	impacts	to	historical	resources	in	the	project	vicinity	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	
significant.		The	primary	focus	of	the	alternatives	analysis	is	to	describe	a	reasonable	range	of	alternatives	to	
the	Project	that	would	obtain	most	of	the	basic	objectives	of	the	Project,	while	avoiding	or	lessening	any	of	
the	significant	impacts	of	the	Project.		Since	indirect	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant,	the	
alternatives	 analysis	 need	 not	 focus	 on	 this	 issue.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	
aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 building	 mass	 and	 scale,	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.		Also	note	that,	as	discussed	on	page	4.A‐14	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	
the	Draft	EIR,	under	CEQA,	analysis	of	impacts	to	visual	resources	should	be	focused	on	public	views,	rather	
than	views	from	private	residences.	Accordingly,	while	effects	on	private	views	are	assessed	in	the	Draft	EIR	
for	disclosure,	the	threshold	of	significance	used	to	evaluate	impacts	is	focused	on	public	views.		In	addition,	
please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	potential	 indirect	 impacts	 to	off‐site	historical	 resources	near	
the	Project	Site.									

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐3	

2.		Greatly	reduce	the	impact	of	construction	noise	and	vibration	impacts,	since	the	northeast	corner	of	the	
site	 is	 furthest	 away	 from	 the	 largest	 adjoining	 properties	 particularly	 the	 residential	 properties	 where	
impacts	are	most	severe.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C46‐3	

As	discussed	on	pages	4.G‐18	through	4.G‐21	and	4.G‐29	through	4.G‐31	 in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	of	 the	Draft	
EIR,	 construction‐related	 noise	 and	 vibration	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	 impacts,	 even	 with	
implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures,	 at	 sensitive	 receptor	 locations	 R3,	 R4,	 and	 R5	 (as	
illustrated	in	Figure	4.G‐2	in	Section	4.G	of	the	Draft	EIR).		While	concentrating	development	at	the	northeast	
corner	of	the	Project	Site	may	slightly	modify	the	dynamics	of	noise	and	vibration	of	construction	activities,	it	
would	not	measurably	reduce	the	significance	of	impacts,	as	an	incrementally	increased	duration	of	shoring	
and	excavation	would	be	necessary	to	construct	the	underground	parking	levels	to	serve	proposed	uses	(as	
noted	 above	 in	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C46‐1),	 and	 a	 comparable	 amount	 of	 overall	 construction	 activity	
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would	also	be	required.		Given	that	construction	noise	impacts	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable	during	
all	 phases	of	 construction	 at	 locations	R3	 and	R4,	 and	during	 all	 phases	 except	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 at	
location	R5,	the	concentration	of	development	intensity	at	the	northeast	corner	of	the	Project	Site	would	still	
result	 in	 comparable	 construction	 noise	 effects	 and	 impacts	 would	 remain	 significant	 and	 unavoidable.		
Further,	with	regard	to	vibration	and	as	discussed	above,	this	design	concept	would	require	incrementally	
more	shoring	and	excavation	work,	thus	extending	the	amount	of	time	during	which	significant	unavoidable	
vibration	 impacts	would	affect	sensitive	receptor	 locations	R3	and	R4.	 	Although	 the	duration	of	vibration	
effects	 would	 be	 extended,	 the	 nature	 and	 intensity	 of	 vibration	 impacts	 would	 not	 measurably	 change.		
Please	 refer	 to	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 for	 a	 detailed	 description	 of	 Alternative	 9	 and	 evaluation	 of	
impacts	 relative	 to	 the	 proposed	 Project,	 including	 impacts	 related	 to	 the	 provision	 of	 additional	
underground	parking	and	related	excavation	activities.	

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐4	

3.		Greatly	reduce	the	impact	of	glare	and	light,	since	the	northeast	corner	of	the	site	is	furthest	away	from	
the	largest	adjoining	properties	particularly	the	residential	properties	where	impacts	are	most	severe.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C46‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 light	 and	 glare	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐41	through	4.A‐44,	light	and	glare	impacts	for	both	
construction	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 also	 evaluated	
lighting	and	glare	impacts	under	each	alternative	considered	in	Chapter	5.0,	and	the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	such	
effects	under	Alternative	9,	and	determined	that	such	impacts	were	less	than	significant	in	all	cases.		Notably,	
as	explained	on	page	5‐8	of	the	Draft	EIR,	because	the	existing	exterior	parking	lights	and	illuminated	signing	
(such	as	the	McDonald’s	sign)	would	be	eliminated	under	the	Project,	 lighting	and	glare	impacts	under	the	
No	 Project/No	 Build	 Alternative	 would	 be	 greater	 than	 under	 the	 Project.	 Additionally,	 note	 that,	 as	
discussed	above	in	Response	to	Comment	C46‐1,	placing	the	Project’s	taller	elements	at	the	northeast	corner	
of	the	Project	Site	(i.e.,	relocating	the	South	Building	to	the	Sunset	Boulevard	street	frontage	and	moving	the	
North	 Building	 to	 the	 south	 side	 of	 the	 Project	 Site)	 would	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 shading	 impact	 to	 the	
residential	uses	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	east	of	Selma	Avenue	per	the	Los	Angeles	CEQA	Thresholds	
Guide	significance	thresholds.		As	such,	this	scenario	would	result	in	an	additional	significant	environmental	
effect.	

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐5	

4.	 	Reduce	the	 impact	of	 traffic	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	 the	most	significantly	 impacted	residential	street,	by	
spreading	 parking	 throughout	 the	 site	 and	 thus	 encouraging	 more	 access	 and	 egress	 from	 Sunset	 and	
Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 as	 larger	 streets	 can	 more	 easily	 absorb	 the	 additional	 traffic	 compared	 to	
Havenhurst	Drive.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C46‐5	

Traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	are	addressed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
which	 concludes	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 impacts	 to	 any	 neighborhood	 street	
segments,	including	Havenhurst	Drive,	without	the	need	for	mitigation.		The	Project	would	provide	parking	
on	 multiple	 below‐	 and	 above‐ground	 parking	 levels	 within	 the	 Project	 podium	 structure,	 with	 access	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(commercial	patron	valet/ingress,	commercial	patron	egress,	and	
optional	resident	egress),	Sunset	Boulevard	(ingress	only,	commercial	patrons	and	optional	resident	access),	
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and	Havenhurst	Drive	(sole	access	for	delivery	and	refuse	collection	trucks	at	the	mid‐block	driveway,	and	
resident‐only	 ingress	 and	 resident	 and	 commercial	 patron	 egress	 at	 the	 southernmost	 driveway).	 	 The	
commenter’s	suggestion	that	concentrating	development	intensity	at	the	northeast	corner	of	the	Project	Site	
and	 providing	 all	 parking	 below	 grade	would	 serve	 to	 reduce	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 is	 not	
supported	by	evidence.		The	overall	volume	of	traffic	at	the	Project	driveways	and	the	distribution	of	vehicle	
trips	entering	or	leaving	the	Project	Site	would	not	differ	meaningfully	regardless	of	where	the	most	intense	
building	massing	 is	 located	on	 the	Project	Site,	or	whether	or	not	parking	 is	provided	 in	above‐	or	below‐
ground	levels.	 	Please	refer	to	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	a	detailed	description	of	Alternative	9,	which	
provides	additional	parking,	well	in	excess	of	Code	requirements	(i.e.,	820	spaces	are	provided	though	only	
676	spaces	are	required),	within	four	subterranean	levels.	 	The	four	subterranean	parking	levels	would	be	
below	grade	as	viewed	 from	Sunset	Boulevard,	but	 it	 should	be	noted,	 as	discussed	above	 in	Response	 to	
Comment	C	 46‐1,	 that	 the	parking	podium	would	 reach	 a	height	 of	 approximately	22	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	
viewed	from	the	lowest	elevation	on	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐6	

5.	 	Greatly	 improve	aesthetics	by	building	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	creating	a	 “street	wall”	consistent	with	
that	 immediately	to	the	east	at	 the	retail	center	and	the	mid‐rise	apartment	building.	 	The	Lytton	Building	
could	 be	 integrated	 into	 a	 tower	 sharing	 its	 site,	 as	 the	CIM	project	 on	 Sunset	 did	with	 the	Old	 Spaghetti	
Factory.	 	 Mass	 and	 density	 should	 be	 located	 closest	 to	 the	 most	 actively	 developed	 area	 –	 Sunset	 and	
Crescent	 Heights	 –	 and	 furthest	 away	 from	 the	 low‐rise	 adjoining	 residential	 neighborhood	 to	 the	 south.		
This	would	also	help	establish	the	“gateway”	to	the	Sunset	Strip	that	the	developers	promote.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C46‐6	

Refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C46‐1	 above	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 design	 concept	 and	 consistency	with	
applicable	 design	 principles	 and	 policies.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Table	 4.A‐2	 on	 page	 4.A‐55	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	as	proposed	would	respond	to	Site	Planning	Policy	
1	under	Objective	1	of	 the	Citywide	Design	Guidelines	which	states	 that	projects	should	“[c]reate	a	strong	
street	wall	by	locating	building	frontages	at	the	required	setback	or,	where	no	setback	requirement	exists,	at	
the	 front	property	 line.	 	Where	additional	 setback	 is	necessary	or	 a	prevailing	 setback	exists,	 activate	 the	
area	with	a	courtyard	or	‘outdoor	room’	adjacent	to	the	street	by	incorporating	pedestrian	amenities	such	as	
plazas	with	 seating	or	water	 features,	 for	 example.”	 	By	 locating	 the	 lower‐scale	 retail	 elements	 along	 the	
street	 frontage	 integrated	with	 open	 space	 areas	 and	 pedestrian‐friendly	 amenities	 (including	 the	 Corner	
Plaza	and	Central	Plaza),	 the	Project	would	implement	a	strong	“street	wall”	concept	at	the	Project	Site,	as	
suggested	by	the	commenter.		As	discussed	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	several	alternatives	
that	 preserve	 the	 existing	 Bank	 Building	 in	 place	 and	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	
Standards	were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	
and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	the	Bank	preservation	alternatives	and	associated	impacts	to	historical	
resources	on	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐7	

6.	 	Greatly	 improve	aesthetics	by	building	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	at	Crescent	Heights	and	placing	 its	
open	space	to	the	south	side	of	the	site	to	(a)	enhance	visitors/users	views	of	the	LA	basin	and	(b)	provide	a	
lower‐rise	transition	to	the	low‐rise	residential	buildings	to	the	south;	and	(c)	even	provide	an	amenity	for	
neighbors	who	will	mostly	come	from	the	south.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C46‐7	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts	 in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	 impacts	under	
the	 Project	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C46‐1	 above	
regarding	the	Project’s	design	concept	and	consistency	with	applicable	design	principles	and	policies.	 	The	
suggested	 design	 concept	 provided	 by	 the	 commenter	 would	 not	 be	 supportive	 of	 several	 key	 design	
principles	and	policies	contained	in	relevant	plans	applicable	to	the	Project	Site	that	encourage	pedestrian	
scale	 along	 street	 frontages,	 increased	 density	 at	 the	 site	 interior,	 and	 creating	 opportunities	 for	 public	
gathering	(e.g.,	Corner	Plaza),	among	others,	as	discussed	above.					

COMMENT	NO.	C46‐8	

It	is	unclear	from	recent	project	plans	and	the	project	description	whether	the	parking	garage	will	be	fully‐	
enclosed	(other	than	driveways)	or	have	windows.		Windows	would	unnecessarily	significantly	increase	the	
impact	 of	 operational	 noise	 and	 glare	 on	 surrounding	 residential	 neighbors,	 with	 very	 close	 and	 “line	 of	
sight”	impacts	to	Colonial	House	in	particular,	and	Chateau	Marmont	just	slightly	further	away.		There	is	no	
justification	for	the	noxious,	24/7/365	impacts	of	the	parking	garage	to	be	inflicted	on	neighbors	by	having	
open	windows.		If	the	project	does	propose	any	open	windows	in	parking	garages,	these	impacts	should	be	
analyzed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C46‐8	

As	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.A‐60	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 “[t]he	 parking	
structure	 façades	along	Havenhurst	Drive	would	be	 faced	with	metal	 louvers	 and	 a	 stone	 clad	wall.”	 	The	
metal	 louvers,	 while	 allowing	 air	 flow	 through	 the	 above‐grade	 parking	 levels,	 would	 provide	 visual	
screening	and	noise	attenuation	for	parking	lot‐related	noise	(tire	squeal,	horns,	alarms,	etc.).		As	concluded	
in	Section	4.A	on	page	4.A‐25	and	page	4.A‐43,	respectively,	impacts	related	to	operational	visual	character	
and	light	and	glare	would	be	less	than	significant	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.		As	discussed	on	
page	4.G‐28	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	the	Project	parking	structure	would	not	generate	noise	levels	in	excess	of	
existing	ambient	noise	 levels	and	therefore	 impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	Lastly,	as	discussed	on	
pages	 4.B‐41	 through	 4.B‐43	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 localized	 emissions	 impacts,	 including	 those	
associated	with	Project‐related	mobile	sources	(whether	vehicles	are	 located	within	or	outside	the	Project	
parking	structure),	were	determined	to	be	below	established	thresholds	and	as	such	impacts	in	this	regard	
would	also	be	less	than	significant.			
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LETTER	NO.	C47	

Michael	L.	Grace	
1415	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐1	

As	 a	 resident	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 I	 object,	 without	 reservations,	 to	 the	 oversized	 and	 poorly	 planned	
development	being	proposed	 	 for	 the	 south‐west	 junction	of	 Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights	 (8150	Sunset)	 by	
Townscape		(Tyler	Siegel	et	al)	on	these	grounds;	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		 	The	comment	
provides	an	introduction	to	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	comments	in	this	letter	are	
provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C47‐2	through	C47‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐2	

The	developer's	makes	reference	 to	general	 conformance,	yet	general	 conformance	 is	not	 the	standard	on	
which	a	project	may	be	approved.	In	the	EIR	there	is	no	serious	respect	given	to	the	historical	context	for	a	
development	of	 this	 scale,	mass	or	design.	This	project	 stands	 in	direct	 conflict	 to	 the	Hollywood	General	
Plan,	CEQA	and	the	racial	diversification	of	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐2	

Draft	EIR	Sections	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	evaluate	the	Project	in	
the	 context	 of	 the	 existing	 visual	 and	 historical	 settings.	 These	 sections	 identify	 the	 area’s	 architecturally	
notable	 and	 historic	 buildings	 and	 evaluate	 potential	 direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts	 on	 these	 resources.	 	 As	
discussed	 therein,	 the	 Project	would	 not	 directly	 or	 indirectly	 affect	 the	 settings	 or	 public	 views	 of	 these	
resources.		Draft	EIR	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	evaluates	the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	applicable	policies	
of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	(see	Table	4.F‐2,	Comparison	of	the	Project	to	the	Applicable	Policies	of	
the	Hollywood	Community	Plan),	as	well	as	with	the	General	Plan	Framework	(Table	4.F‐1,	Comparison	of	
the	Project	to	the	Applicable	Policies	of	the	General	Plan	Framework	Element)	and	other	adopted	land	use	
plans	 and	 design	 guidelines,	 such	 as	 the	 City’s	 Citywide	 Design	 Guidelines	 (Table	 4.F‐3)	 and	Walkability	
Checklist	 (Table	 4.F‐4),	 applicable	 regulations	 in	 the	 LAMC	 (Table	 4.F‐5),	 and	 SCAG’s	 Regional	
Transportation	 Plan	 and	 Compass	 Blueprint	 (Table	 4.F‐6).	 As	 shown	 in	 side	 by	 side	 comparisons	 of	 the	
Project	with	 applicable	 policies	 and	 regulations,	 the	 Project	would	 be	 consistent	with	 applicable	 adopted	
plans.	The	implementation	of	the	City’s	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	is	based	on	the	State	CEQA	Environmental	
Checklist	(Appendix	G)	and	ensures	compliance	with	state	regulations	 in	the	preparation	of	 this	Draft	EIR.		
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	related	to	height	and	scale,	Topical	Response	TR‐
2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 consistency	 with	 plans	 and	 policies,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	
regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C47‐3	

As	for	the	traffic	problems	generated	by	8150	Sunset‐	Michael	LoGrande,	City	Planner	of	Los	Angeles,	is	fully	
aware	of	this	as	seen	in	the	following	photo.	He	is	looking	across	traffic	jammed	Sunset	Blvd	at	8150	Sunset.	

	

The	second	photo	is	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	This	is	the	traffic	condition.	Every	night.	I	have	over	
50	 photos	 of	 this	 nightmare	 ‐	 if	 the	 city	 of	 Los	 Angeles	wishes	 to	 face	 the	 reality	 of	 this	 rather	 than	 the	
Townscape	POV.	

	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluates	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 with	 respect	 to	
traffic.	 	As	determined	therein,	 impacts	during	construction	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable.	 	During	
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operation,	 impacts	would	be	reduced	to	a	 less	than	significant	 level	with	the	 implementation	of	Mitigation	
Measure	 TR‐1.	 	 The	 determination	 of	 operational	 impacts	 is	 based	 on	 numerical	 values	 (thresholds)	
provided	by	the	LADOT.		An	exceedance	of	a	threshold	is	deemed	significant.		As	indicated	in	the	Draft	EIR,	
intersections	on	Sunset	Boulevard	currently	operate	at	LOS	F,	which	according	to	the	Draft	EIR	occurs	when	
a	facility	is	overloaded	and	is	characterized	by	stop‐and‐go	traffic	with	stoppages	of	long	duration.		As	shown	
in	Tables	4.J‐4(a),	4.J‐4(b)	and	4.J‐8	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	significant	
impacts	 at	 any	 of	 the	 analyzed	 intersections,	 including	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard,	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.			

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐4	

DEVELOPERS	

Townscape	(Tyler	Siegel	and	John	Irwin)	et	al	(including	their	New	York	partners),	have	a	very	mixed	record	
regarding	 social	 responsibility,	 blatant	 attempts	 to	 circumvent	 city	 codes	 and	 racial	 discrimination.	 They	
demonstrated	to	be	anti‐gay	and	anti‐minority	after	buying	8150	Sunset.	They	illegally	put	in	paid	parking	
and	made	all	businesses	at	8150	Sunset	(except	Chase	Bank	and	McDonalds)	unable	to	validate.	Parking	was	
$2.00	plus	for	every	fifteen	minutes.	This	forced	eight	businesses	to	close	(including	a	gay	owned	business	to	
go	 bankrupt}.	 Many	 of	 these	 businesses	 were	 minority	 owned	 (Hispanic).	 Siegel	 and	 Irwin	 did	 not	 get	
permission	from	the	city	of	Los	Angeles	to	put	in	the	paid	parking.	In	fact,	Townscape's	illegal	parking	gates	
injured	several	people.	LaBonge's	office	(after	months	of	prompting)	finally	got	the	city	of	LA	to	remove	the	
illegal	parking	at	8150	Sunset.	There	was	also	major	negligence	on	the	L.A.	department	of	public	safety.	The	
minority	businesses	(including	the	gay	owned	bankrupted	one)	were	forced	to	close	because	of	a	50%	loss	in	
customers	because	of	the	parking	ordeal	created	by	Townscape.	Why	should	the	city	of	Los	Angeles,	being	
aware	of	Townscape's	total	disregard	for	city	codes	regarding	the	parking	scam,	trust	these	developers	from	
building	anything	with	 this	demonstration	of	discrimination	and	negligence?	They	also	proposed	separate	
entrances	for	lower	income	(affordable	housing)	residents	at	their	8899	Beverly	Building	development.	This	
was	rejected	by	the	West	Hollywood	City	Council.	All	of	the	parties	and	principals	involved	in	8150	Sunset	
are	 white	 men.	 No	 women	 and	 no	 minorities.	 This	 includes	 Townscape,	 lobbyists,	 media,	 architects,	
contractors,	etc.	And	of	course	no	one	involved	in	the	design	or	construction	of	the	building	are	 located	in	
Los	Angeles	or	Southern	California.		They	have	out	sourced	all	of	the	jobs.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐4	

This	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	However,	 this	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	thus	no	further	response	in	
this	Final	EIR	is	warranted.			

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐5	

HEIGHT	

The	land	use	detailed	in	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	EIR	is	simply	too	excessive.	At	216	feet	this	will	be	the	tallest	
skyscraper	on	the	historically	low	rise	Sunset	Strip.	

8150	 is	 applying	 for	 a	permit	 to	build	 condominiums.	 I	 ask	 that	 the	 city	 of	Los	Angeles	 reject	 this	permit	
because	 on	 [sic]	 the	 way	 in	 which	 the	 approval	 process	 for	 rentals	 and	 condominiums	 differs.	 The	 EIR	
Represents	 	 the	 project	 as	 16	 stories	when	 it	 is	 actually	 over	 a	 realistic	 20	 stories	 at	 10	 feet	 per	 story.	 I	
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believe	this	to	be	an	intentional	misrepresentation	to	confuse	the	public,	and	because	of	this	I	demand	a	new	
EIR	that	correctly	states	the	height	without	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐5	

Draft	EIR,	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	adequately	states	relative	building	heights	with	respect	
to	the	slope	of	the	Project	Site.		As	stated	in	Section	4.A,	the	16‐story	component	of	the	South	Building	would	
be	approximately	191	feet	above	the	ground	elevation	at	Sunset	Boulevard.	Also	as	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	
the	 relative	 height	 of	 this	 component	 would	 be	 17	 stories	 (including	 two	 mezzanine	 levels)	 and	
approximately	216	feet	above	the	ground	elevation	at	Havenhurst	Drive	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	site	
when	 accounting	 for	 the	 lower	 parking	 levels.	 	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 the	 southwest	 corner	 represents	 the	
lowest	 adjacent	 elevation	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 height	 of	 the	 building	 and,	 as	 such,	 216	 feet	 represents	 the	
highest	relative	elevation.	 	As	discussed	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	
the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	fully	evaluated	a	number	of	alternatives	that	reduced	the	building	
height,	density,	and/or	massing	relative	to	the	Project.	 	With	regard	to	the	comments	about	rentals	versus	
condominium	approvals,	while	there	may	be	minor	differences	in	the	respective	approval	processes	for	the	
two	housing	 types,	 these	 changes	do	not	 translate	 to	 any	physical	 impacts	 on	 the	 environment,	 such	 that	
additional	analysis	of	these	differences	in	a	CEQA	document	is	not	appropriate	or	warranted.			

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐6	

HAVENHURST	

Havenhurst,	a	quiet	street,	will	now	be	turned	into	a	nightmarish	thoroughfare.	Vehicles	will	exit	out	of	the	
massive	8150	garage	onto	Havenhurst.	The	loading	docks	proposed	for	delivery	trucks	are	located	directly	
opposite	a	West	Hollywood	subsidized	apartment	building	(north	end	of	Havenhurst‐	just	south	of	the	Andu.	
[sic]	This	building	is	occupied	by	tenants	who	are	elderly,	handicapped	or	have	advanced	HIV/AIDS.	Many	of	
these	tenants	have	breathing	problems.	Townscape's	EIR	totally	neglects	these	issues.	Of	course	considering	
the	developers	being	anti‐gay	(in	destroying	the	gay	owned	business	at	8150	Sunset)	it	is	not	surprising	they	
have	totally	ignored	the	health	of	minorities	in	subsidized	housing	living	across	from	the	6	story	garage	and	
truck	entrances.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐6	

Draft	 EIR,	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 discusses	 the	 location	 of	 driveways	 and	 loading	 docks.	 As	
discussed	 therein,	 loading	and	 trash	 removal	would	occur	 internally	 in	Level	B1	of	 the	parking	 structure.		
Draft	EIR	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	states	that	both	the	National	Ambient	Air	Quality	Standards	(NAAQS)	and	
the	 California	 Ambient	 Air	 Quality	 Standards	 (CAAQS)	 are	 “set	 at	 a	 level	 protective	 of	 human	 health,	
including	 protecting	 the	 health	 of	 sensitive	 populations	 such	 as	 asthmatics,	 children,	 and	 the	 elderly,	 and	
incorporate	 a	 reasonable	margin	 of	 safety.”	 	The	Draft	 EIR	 analyzed	potential	 impacts	 to	 nearby	 sensitive	
populations	 in	 accordance	with	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Quality	Management	 District’s	 (SCAQMD’s)	 Localized	
Significance	 Threshold	 methodology.	 	Numeric	 results	 were	 reported	 for	 the	 nearest	 off‐site	 sensitive	
receptor,	 with	 all	 other	 locations	(being	 further	 from	 the	 site),	 including	 the	 location	 specified	 in	 the	
comment,	experiencing	similar	or	lower	impacts.	 	With	respect	to	the	analyses,	page	4.B‐40	in	Section	.B	of	
the	Draft	EIR	states:		

“…	maximum	localized	construction	emissions	for	sensitive	receptors	would	not	exceed	the	localized	
thresholds	for	NOX	and	CO	but	would	potentially	exceed	the	localized	threshold	for	PM10	and	PM2.5.		
Therefore,	with	respect	to	localized	construction	emissions,	impacts	would	be	potentially	significant	
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for	PM10	and	PM2.5	…	and	have	the	potential	to	cause	or	substantially	contribute	to	 localized	short‐
term	and	temporary	PM10	and	PM2.5‐related	health	impacts.		As	discussed	previously,	PM10	and	PM2.5‐
related	health	impacts	include	potential	aggravation	of	existing	heart	and	lung	diseases,	changes	to	
the	body's	defenses	against	inhaled	materials,	and	damage	to	lung	tissue.”	

Thus,	 as	 required	 under	 CEQA,	 mitigation	 must	 be	 incorporated	 into	 the	 project	 which	 would	 minimize	
significant	adverse	 impacts.		Mitigation	Measure	 (MM)	AQ‐1	 (see	below)	was,	 therefore,	 incorporated	 into	
the	Draft	EIR.		 It	 should	be	noted	 that	project	 approval	 is	 contingent	upon	 compliance	with	 all	mitigation	
measures.	

AQ‐1:								 The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 off‐road	 diesel‐powered	 construction	 equipment	 that	 meet	
Tier	3	off‐road	emissions	 standards	 for	 those	equipment	 rated	at	50	hp	or	 greater	 and	
Tier	 4	 off‐road	 emissions	 standards	 for	 those	 equipment	 rated	 at	 200	 hp	 or	 greater	
during	the	grading/excavation	and	building	construction	phases	of	Project	construction.		
A	copy	of	each	unit’s	certified	tier	specification	and	CARB	or	SCAQMD	operating	permit	
shall	 be	 available	 upon	 request	 at	 the	 time	 of	 mobilization	 of	 each	 applicable	 unit	 of	
equipment.		The	Applicant	shall	encourage	construction	contractors	to	apply	for	SCAQMD	
“SOON”	 funds.		 Incentives	 could	 be	 provided	 for	 those	 construction	 contractors	 who	
apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 funds.		 The	 “SOON”	 program	 provides	 funds	 to	 accelerate	
clean‐up	 of	 off‐road	 diesel	 vehicles,	 such	 as	 heavy‐duty	 construction	 equipment.		More	
information	 on	 this	 program	 can	 be	 found	 at	 the	 following	 website:	
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	

The	Draft	EIR	states,	with	implementation	of	MM	AQ‐1,		

“The	 maximum	 mitigated	 daily	 localized	 emissions	 during	 construction	 …	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	
localized	numeric	indicators.		Since	mitigation	measure	AQ‐1	would	reduce	construction	emissions	of	
NOX	to	below	the	regional	numeric	indicator	of	significance	and	emissions	of	PM10	and	PM2.5	to	below	
the	 localized	 numeric	 indicators	 of	 significance,	 the	 mitigated	 Project	 would	 not	 cause	 or	
substantially	contribute	to	regional	NOX‐related	and	localized	PM10	and	PM2.5‐related	health	impacts.”	

Nonetheless,	in	order	to	ensure	that	construction‐related	health	risks	to	nearby	sensitive	populations	do	not	
result	from	Project	implementation,	a	Project‐specific	construction	Health	Risk	Assessment	(HRA,	included	
in	Appendix	F	of	this	Final	EIR)	was	prepared	to	more	precisely	evaluate	potential	risks	in	accordance	with	
recently	updated	SCAQMD	health	 risk	assessment	standards.	 	Project‐related	construction	emissions	were	
estimated	consistent	with	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR	which	used	the	CalEEMod	(Version	2013.2.2)	software,	an	
emissions	inventory	software	program	recommended	by	the	SCAQMD.		CalEEMod	is	based	on	outputs	from	
EMFAC2011	and	OFFROAD2011,	which	 are	 emissions	 estimation	models	 developed	by	CARB	and	used	 to	
calculate	 emissions	 from	 construction	 activities,	 including	 on‐	 and	 off‐road	 vehicles.	 	 Since	 the	 current	
version	of	CalEEMod	is	based	on	EMFAC2011,	the	analysis	for	on‐road	vehicle	emissions	has	been	updated	
using	EMFAC2014,	which	was	released	in	December	2014	and	is	approved	by	CARB	as	the	most	updated	on‐
road	vehicle	emissions	model.		The	OFFROAD2011	model	is	the	most	current	off‐road	emissions	model.		The	
input	 values	 used	 in	 this	 analysis	were	 adjusted	 to	 be	Project‐specific	 based	 on	 equipment	 types	 and	 the	
construction	 schedule.	 	 Emissions	 were	 calculated	 for	 diesel	 particulate	 matter	 resulting	 from	 heavy	
equipment	usage	and	truck	engines.			
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Since	the	preparation	of	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	applicant	has	revised	Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1	in	
order	 to	account	 for	 the	 increased	availability	of	 cleaner	heavy‐duty	construction	equipment	compared	 to	
when	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR	were	prepared.		These	measures	include	the	use	of	electric	and	alternative	non‐
diesel	fueled	(i.e.,	propane,	gas)	equipment	on‐site	and	use	of	USEPA	Tier	4	emissions	compliant	equipment	
on‐site.		As	shown	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR,	
the	following	modifications	to	Mitigation	Measures	AQ‐1	have	been	incorporated	into	Section	4.B	of	the	Draft	
EIR:		

Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1:			 The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 off‐road	 diesel‐powered	 construction	
equipment	that	meet	Tier	3	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	rated	
at	50	hp	or	greater	and	the	Tier	4	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	
rated	at	50200	hp	or	greater	during	the	grading/excavation	and	building	construction	
phases	 of	 Project	 construction.	 	 To	 the	 extent	 possible,	 pole	 power	 will	 be	 made	
available	 for	 use	 with	 electric	 tools,	 equipment,	 lighting,	 etc.		 The	 Applicant	 shall	
utilize	 electric	 or	 alternative	 non‐diesel	 fuel	 (e.g.,	 propane)	 for	 certain	 heavy‐duty	
equipment,	 including	 concrete/industrial	 saws,	 tower	 cranes,	 scissor	 and	man	 lifts,	
concrete	 placing	 booms,	 water	 pumps,	 and	 welders.	 	 These	 requirements	 shall	 be	
included	in	applicable	bid	documents	and	successful	contractor(s)	must	demonstrate	
the	ability	to	supply	such	equipment.		A	copy	of	each	unit’s	certified	tier	specification	
and	CARB	or	SCAQMD	operating	permit	shall	be	available	upon	request	at	the	time	of	
mobilization	 of	 each	 applicable	 unit	 of	 equipment.	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 encourage	
construction	 contractors	 to	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 finds.	 	 Incentives	 could	 be	
provided	 for	 those	 construction	 contractors	who	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 funds.		
The	“SOON”	program	provides	funds	to	accelerate	clean‐up	of	off‐road	diesel	vehicles,	
such	as	heavy‐duty	construction	equipment.	 	More	information	on	this	program	can	
be	 found	 at	 the	 following	 website:	 http://www.aqmd.gov/
tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	

As	 stated	 in	 the	 revised	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ‐1,	 the	 applicant	 has	 agreed	 to	 the	 use	 of	 electric	 or	
alternative	non‐diesel	fuel	for	certain	heavy‐duty	equipment,	such	as	concrete/industrial	saws,	tower	cranes,	
scissor	and	man	lifts,	concrete	placing	booms,	water	pumps,	and	welders,	used	during	construction	activities	
based	 on	 the	 commercial	 availability	 of	 such	 equipment.	 	 Although	 the	 accepted	 tools	 for	 assessing	 the	
impacts	 of	 construction	 emissions	 have	 been	 refined	 since	 the	 preparation	 of	 the	DEIR	 and	RP‐DEIR,	 the	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 have	 not	 changed	 and	 the	 approach	 to	 mitigating	 these	 impacts	 –	 reliance	 on	 a	
particular	 class	 of	 equipment	 to	meet	 emissions	mandates	 –	 also	 remains	 the	 same.		 For	 certain	 types	 of	
equipment,	 the	 requirements	 also	 remain	 the	 same.		 The	 revisions	 to	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ‐1	 simply	
amplify	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 to	 account	 for	 insignificant	 changes	 in	 the	 construction	 impacts	 on	 air	
resources	and	to	leverage	the	environmental	benefits	of	new	technology.		As	a	result,	for	the	purposes	of	the	
HRA,	the	electric	or	alternative	non‐diesel	fueled	equipment	were	incorporated	into	the	Project	construction	
equipment	 mix.	 	 Table	 1	 of	 the	 HRA	 (included	 in	 Appendix	 F	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR)	 provides	 a	 comparison	
between	the	construction	equipment	fleet	mix	assumed	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	the	current	Project	construction	
requirements.	

Overall,	as	discussed	in	detail	in	the	Project	HRA,	based	on	an	exposure	duration	of	approximately	two	years	
for	 Project	 construction,	 numeric	 risks	 of	 carcinogenic	 and	 non‐carcinogenic	 health	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	
sensitive	 receptors	due	 to	TAC	emissions	 from	Project‐related	 construction	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	
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with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	mitigation	measures.	 	Receptors	 located	 farther	 away	 from	 the	Project	
Site	would	result	in	a	smaller	cancer	risk	impact.		The	maximally	impacted	off‐site	sensitive	land	uses	would	
not	 be	 exposed	 to	 cancer	 risk	 in	 excess	 of	 the	 SCAQMD	 significance	 threshold	 of	 10	 per	 one	million.	 	 In	
addition,	 off‐site	 sensitive	 receptors	 would	 not	 be	 exposed	 to	 chronic	 impacts	 that	 would	 exceed	 the	
threshold	of	1.0.		As	a	result,	off‐site	residential	uses	would	be	provided	an	adequate	health‐based	separation	
distance	from	sources	of	Project	emissions	and	would	be	considered	less	than	significant,	consistent	with	the	
findings	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	

As	 stated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 maximum	 localized	 operational	 emissions	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 localized	
thresholds	for	NOX,	CO,	PM10	and	PM2.5.		Therefore,	with	respect	to	localized	operational	emissions,	impacts	
to	nearby	 sensitive	populations	would	be	 less	 than	significant.		 It	 should	be	noted	 that	all	 exiting	vehicles	
leaving	the	Project	Site	at	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	would	be	required	to	turn	right	and	proceed	north	
up	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	thereby	minimizing	the	potential	for	cut‐through	traffic	southbound	on	Havenhurst	
Drive	 and	 associated	 air	 pollutant	 emissions.	 	With	 respect	 to	 Project‐generated	 traffic	 emissions,	 as	
discussed	on	page	4.B‐41	and	4.B‐42,	CO	concentrations	at	even	the	busiest	intersection	in	the	study	area	are	
not	 expected	 to	 exceed	 the	 thresholds,	 and	 the	 Project	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	with	
respect	to	CO	hotspots.		

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐7	

HISTORICAL	DISTRICT	

The	 Chateau	 Marmont	 and	 the	 surrounding	 French	 Chateau	 style	 apartments.	 Spanish	 and	 mid‐century	
buildings	represent	some	of	Los	Angeles's	premier	historical	treasures,	so	to	tower	over	them	with	a	massive	
skyscraper	will	be	a	blight	upon	the	area	and	a	tragedy	of	urban	design	that	cannot	be	undone.	The	EIR	does	
not	accurately	represent	the	destruction	to	the	neighborhood	that	this	project	will	cause.	The	current	design	
will	have	a	disastrous	effect	on	the	historically	[sic]	address	the	aesthetic	and	financial	effects	of	blocking	the	
light	and	views	of	the	historic	Chateau	Marmont,	the	Colonial	House,	Andalusia.	Mi	Casa,	Chateau	Marmont,	
The	 Granville,	 Palmdale	 House,	 and	 the	 Savoy	 and	 countless	 hillside	 residents.	 The	 shading	 the	 Chateau	
Marmont.	 Colonial	House,	 and	 The	 Andalusia	will	 completely	 destroy	 one	 of	 the	most	 open	 and	 spacious	
areas	of	Hollywood's	original	residential	district.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐7	

Draft	EIR	Sections	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	and	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	evaluate	the	surrounding	
area	relative	to	architectural	and	historical	resources.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	the	
demolition	of	the	on‐site	Bank	would	have	a	significant	impact	on	historical	resources.		However,	the	Project	
would	not	directly	affect	or	have	significant	indirect	impacts	on	off‐site	historical	resources.		As	discussed	in	
Section	4.C,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	a	substantial	material	change	to	the	integrity	and	significance	of	
historical	resources	within	the	Project	vicinity.		As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR	(Section	4.A),	the	Project	would	
introduce	a	modern	architectural	design,	quality	building	materials,	and	landscaping	to	the	street	front	and,	
with	these	enhancements,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	alter	an	established	pattern	or	quality	of	the	
area	 or	 other	 buildings	 along	 adjacent	 streets.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	
regarding	visual	character	related	to	architecture	and	scale	and	TR‐3	related	to	 indirect	 impacts	to	off‐site	
historical	resources.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C47‐8	

DENSITY	

The	Hollywood	general	plan	states	that	it	will:	

"Protect	lower	density	housing	from	the	scattered	intrusion	of	apartments"	and	states	that...	

"Transition	building		heights	should	be	imposed,	especially	in	the	medium	density	housing	designated	areas	
where	the	designation	is	immediately	adjacent	to	properties	designated	Low	Medium	1	or	more	restrictive•	

This	project	shares	a	property	line	with	a	2	story	residential	building	and	I	believe	it	is	not	consistent	with	
the	general	plan.	Specifically,	the	project	immediately	borders	R4B	zoned	buildings	on	Havenhurst.	R4a	on	
Crescent	Heights,	and	R2‐	1xl	zoning	across	Havenhurst.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐8	

As	discussed	in	the	Draft	EIR,	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	an	existing	commercial	
zone,	located	on	and	oriented	to	Sunset	Boulevard.		Residential	neighborhoods	are	adjacent	to	this	zone	and	
typify	 the	 land	 use	 pattern	 of	 interfacing	 residential	 neighborhoods	 and	 commercial	 uses	 along	 the	 City’s	
commercial	 corridors.	 	The	 intent	of	 the	cited	 language	 from	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	 is	 to	protect	
established	residential	neighborhoods	from	intrusive	uses	within	those	established	neighborhoods,	such	as	
new	multi‐family	residences	within	an	established	single‐family	neighborhood,	or	high‐density	multi‐family	
projects	within	a	medium	density	multi‐family	neighborhood.		Because	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	within	
a	 residential	 neighborhood,	 and	 is	 contained	within	 the	 existing	 commercial	 site,	 it	 is	 not	 considered	 an	
intrusion	of	an	established	residential	neighborhood.		Please	see	Tables	4.F‐1	and	4.F‐2	in	Section	4.F	of	the	
Draft	 EIR	 for	 a	 policy‐by‐policy	 analysis	 of	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 General	 Plan	
Framework	Element	and	the	adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	respectively.		

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐9	

TRAFFIC	

The	EIR	falsly	[sic]	claims	that	5,296	daily	trips	are	made	by	the	present	shopping		mall	and	bases	its	traffic	
impact	by	subtracting	this	number.	At	present,	 the	real	number	 is	approximately	1500	daily	 trips	 that	are	
made	by	the	shopping		mall,	and	at	its	peak	occupancy	it	was	still	only	around	3000.	The	EIR	says	that	it	will	
only	 increase	 traffic	 by	 1077	 cars	 by	 building	 this	 development,	 but	 the	 real	 and	 honest	 number	 for	 240	
apartments	containing	at	least	480	new	residents,	the	restaurants,	retails	spaces,	offices	and	gym	employees,	
deliveries	and	the	sheer	number	of	the	customers		those	business	will	need	to	cover	their	rent,	the	real	figure	
will	 be	 closer	 to	 8‐10,000	 new	 vehicle	 movements	 per	 day	 at	 this	 already	 abysmally	 overcrowded	
intersection.	

I	demand		that	the	city	of	Los	Angeles	independently	reassess		the	real	figures	based	on	actual	traffic	rather	
than	the	ridiculous		disingenuous	'trips	per	day'	guestimate	made	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐9	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	summarizes	an	independent	traffic	analysis	performed	
by	Hirsch/Green	 Transportation	 Consulting	 (the	 Project	 TIA,	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR).		
The	TIA	was	reviewed	by	the	LADOT	and	the	related	correspondence	is	also	provided	in	Appendix	H	of	the	
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Draft	EIR.	 	The	Project	TIA	estimated	existing	and	proposed	vehicle	trips	according	to	generation	rates	set	
forth	 in	 the	 9th	 Edition	 of	 the	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (ITE)	 Trip	 Generation	 manual.	 	 ITE	
generation	rates	are	based	on	a	range	of	commercial	uses	according	to	gross	 floor	area	and	several	 types	of	
residential	uses	and	are	standard	for	all	uses.		ITE	generation	rates	are	used	as	standard	engineering	practice	
and	provide	a	uniform	basis	for	comparison.		For	more	detail,	please	see	Table	1,	Project	and	Existing	Uses	Trip	
Generation	Rates,	contained	in	the	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H	of	the	Draft	EIR).		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	traffic	generation	and	associated	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐10	

Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	(between	Sunset	&	Ventura)	is	one	of	the	most	heavily	congested	corridors,	as	identified	
in	 the	 CGPF	 analysis	 of	 2010	 population	 and	 employment	 	 projections.(City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 General	 Plan,	
Transportation,	Chapter	2)	

The	proposal	to	take	out	a	turning	lane	on	the	intersection	of	Laurel	and	Sunset	will	worsen	traffic	and	slow	
emergency	response	times.	This	application	must	be	denied.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐10	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluates	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 surrounding	 study	
intersections,	with	supporting	data	provided	 the	Project	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1.	As	shown	 in	Draft	
EIR	 Table	 4.J‐4(a),	 the	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	 (or	 Laurel	 and	 Sunset	
intersection,	 as	 referenced	 in	 the	 comment)	 operates	 at	 service	 level	 (LOS)	 “F”	 during	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	
hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions	with	and	without	the	Project.		The	LOS	F	rating	indicates	
that	a	facility	is	overloaded	and	characterized	by	stop‐and‐go	traffic	with	stoppages	of	long	duration.	Also	as	
shown	in	Table	4.J‐4(a)	impact	levels	would	be	incrementally	greater	with	the	Project	under	Year	2013	and	
Year	 2018	 conditions.	 However,	 because	 the	 incremental	 increase	 does	 not	 exceed	 the	 LADOT	 stringent	
standard	of	increase	for	LOS	F	intersections,	the	impact	of	the	Project	at	this	intersection	is	considered	less	
than	significant.		As	the	Project	would	not	result	in	significant	traffic	system	impacts	with	implementation	of	
applicable	mitigation	measures,	 it	would	not	be	expected	to	contribute	to	measurable	delays	in	emergency	
vehicle	response	times.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts,	including	impacts	
related	 to	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island	 and	 removal	 of	 the	 “turning	 lane”	 cited	 by	 the	
commenter,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	response	times.					

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	Project	would	take	out	the	turning	lane	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic,	 the	 proposed	
reconfiguration	of	the	intersection	under	the	Project	would	replace	the	existing	traffic	island	and	dedicated	
right‐turn	lane	(from	Sunset	eastbound	to	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	southbound)	with	a	more	traditional	
four	 way	 intersection	 with	 a	 dedicated	 right	 turn	 lane.	 	 Therefore,	 while	 the	 intersection	 would	 be	
reconfigured,	a	right	turn	lane	would	continue	to	be	provided.			

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐11	

The	lead	agency,	the	City	of	LA	Planning	Department	must	consider	whether	this	project	will	cause	unsafe	
conditions		for	roadway	users,	residents	and	tax	payers	to	avoid	more	expensive		and	disastrous	lawsuits	by	
properly	determining	the	consequences	of:	

 The	developers	goal	of	pushing	900	new	bicyclists	into	totally	unsafe	streets.	
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 Greater	 speed	 differentials	 	 between	 bicycles,	 pedestrians	 and	motor	 vehicles	 in	 one	 of	 the	most	
congested	and	dangerous	junctions	in	Hollywood.	

 Increased	danger	to	bicyclists		and	pedestrians	in	"vehicle	conflict	areas"	

 The	resulting	inadequate	emergency	access		to	all	hillside	residents	and	neighbors	as	a	result	of	this	
new	and	unmanageable	congestion.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐11	

The	policy	of	the	City	is	to	increase	city‐wide	bicycle	use,	as	stated	in	the	Bicycle	Ordinance	(City	Ordinance	
No.	 182,386,	 effective	 March	 13,	 2013)	 and	 provided	 under	 the	 recently	 amended	 LAMC	 regulation	 that	
requires	long‐term	and	short‐term	bicycle	parking	for	most	land	uses.	 	Bicycle	parking	is	provided	to	meet	
requirements	of	the	LAMC	and	local	and	regional	policies	that	encourage	bicycle	use.	As	discussed	in	Section	
4.F,	 Land	Use,	 policies	 of	 the	 Citywide	Design	 Guidelines	 and	 SCAG’s	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 are	 to	
provide	bicycle	access	 to	commercial	areas	and	encourage	non‐motorized	transportation.	 	The	City’s	2010	
Bicycle	Plan	 also	 supports	 increased	bicycle	use.	 	With	 continued	 implementation	of	 City	policies,	 greater	
bicycle	 access	 is	 anticipated	 in	 the	 area	 in	 the	 future.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Sunset	Boulevard,	Hollywood	Boulevard,	and	Fairfax	Avenue	are	designated	as	
study	 corridors	 in	 the	 Bicycle	 Plan.	 	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 between	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	 is	
shown	as	a	Proposed	Class	II/III	Bike	Lane.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	facilities	and	
safety.		Regarding	congestion	and	emergency	response	access,	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐12	

PARKING	

The	EIR	does	not	 satisfactorily	 address	 the	 fact	 that	 there	are	nothing	 like	 enough	parking	 spaces	 for	 the	
480+	residents,	100+	retail,	restaurant	and	gym	employees	along	the	thousands	of	clients	they	will	need	to	
attract	to	cover	their	rent.	This	will	mean	thousands		of	cars	a	day	circling	one	of	the	most	congested	areas	in	
Hollywood	searching	 for	parking,	adding	massive	 	amounts	of	pollution,	destroying	our	quality	of	 life,	and	
making	 it	 impossible	 	 for	 residents	 and	 emergency	 vehicles	 to	 have	 speedy	 access	 	 to	 the	 hillside	
neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐12	

The	 proposed	 Project	meets	 the	 criteria	 set	 forth	 in	 Section	 21099(d),	 and	 for	 this	 reason,	 the	 proposed	
Project’s	 effects	 related	 to	 parking	 are	 not	 required	 to	 be	 analyzed	 under	 the	 State	 CEQA	 Statute.		
Nonetheless,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	 included	as	
Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	discussed	therein,	parking‐related	 impacts	would	be	 less	than	significant,	as	the	Project	
would	provide	parking	in	excess	of	LAMC	requirements	and	is	not	expected	to	result	in	any	off‐site	parking	
spillover	effects	due	to	the	provision	of	adequate	on‐site	parking	and	current	on‐street	parking	restrictions	
on	adjacent	streets.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	the	Project’s	parking	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐13	

THE	"CONDO"	LOOPHOLE	
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Townscape,	the	developers.	are	now	applying	to	the	city	for	condo	parcel	numbers.	This	means	the	units	will	
be	considered	"individual	homes"	and	are	not	subject	to	city	rent	increase	guidelines.	This	is	clearly	a	away	
[sic]	 to	get	around	city	rent	guidelines,	and	 to	 turn	 the	unenforced	 'low	 income	housing'	benefits	 they	are	
asking	for	into	yet	more	easy	to	flip	profit.	I	also	ask	that	these	loopholes	are	closed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐13	

The	comments	regarding	the	potential	subdivision	of	proposed	rental	units	and	the	intent	of	the	applicant	do	
not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	 EIR	 or	RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 discussed	 therein.	
However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.				

COMMENT	NO.	C47‐14	

LOSS	OF	SERVICE	

The	addition	of	 traffic	and	 the	overburden	of	parking	 to	 this	already	overcrowded	 intersection	 is	going	 to	
result	in	a	huge	loss	of	speedy	emergency	service	to	all	hillside	residents.	When	seconds	matter	in	the	event	
of	fire	or	heart	attack	this	loss	of	service	will	open	the	door	to	potentially	massive	law	suits	against	the	city	in	
the	event	of	catastrophic	of	[sic]	fatal	accidents	in	the	hillside	communities.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C47‐14	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	addressed	emergency	access	under	
future	conditions.		As	discussed	therein,	with	the	routine	facilitation	of	emergency	response	for	high	priority	
calls,	 use	 of	 alternate	 routes,	 other	 improvements	 being	 implemented	 by	 the	 LAFD,	 as	 well	 as	
implementation	of	the	Project’s	TDM	program	(discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR)	and	traffic‐related	
Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	Project	 impacts	on	response	times	are	considered	 less	 than	significant.	 	See	also	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	response	times.	
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LETTER	NO.	C48	

Scott	Lunceford	
AICP	Associate	Planner	
Current	and	Historic	Preservation	Planning		
City	of	West	Hollywood		
slunceford@weho.org	

Ashley	Hanna	
1430	N.	Harper	Avenue	
West	Hollywood,	CA		

COMMENT	NO.	C48‐1	

Ms.	 Hanna	 would	 like	 her	 comments	 included	 in	 the	 EIR	 comments	 forwarded	 from	 the	 city	 of	 West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C48‐1	

The	 commenter	 provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 provided	 in	 the	 comment	 letter,	 which	 was	
attached	as	a	separate	document.	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C48‐2	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	C48‐2	

I	would	like	to	bring	to	your	attention	an	article	that	was	recently	posted	on	Curbed	LA	regarding	housing	
prices	in	the	area.	The	link	is:	

http://la.curbed.com/archives/2014/12/la_housing_prices_have_gone_up_more_than_anywhere_else_in_the
_last_14_years.php	

I	want	to	highlight	a	quote	taken	out	of	the	referenced	UCLA	forecast	that	explains	the	reason	housing	prices	
in	Los	Angeles	have	grown	121	percent	since	2000,	the	highest	mark	in	the	entire	nation.	UCLA	economist	
William	 Yu	 said	 in	 his	 report,	 "Some	 Angelenos,	 especially	 rich	 ones,	 have	 a	 suburban	 mentality.	 This	
mentality	propels	them	to	make	efforts	to	maintain	the	current	status	quo	and	go	against	developing	their	
neighborhoods	with	higher‐density	housing."	

I	hope	that	this	is	 just	as	eye	opening	for	you	as	it	 is	for	me.	I	 live	just	south	of	Sunset	(very	close	to	8150	
Sunset	site)	in	West	Hollywood,	and	while	I	love	my	neighborhood,	I	a)	know	it	needs	to	be	improved,	and	b)	
am	saddened	to	learn	that	the	reason	my	rent	is	so	high	is	because	homeowners	have	continuously	killed	the	
addition	of	desperately	needed	new	housing.	Clearly	if	that	status	quo	was	working	in	the	area,	we	wouldn't	
be	the	second	most	congested	city	in	the	nation	AND	the	most	expensive	rental	market	in	the	nation.	

So,	how	do	we	fix	things	‐	will	housing	prices	continue	to	grow	at	the	highest	pace	in	the	nation,	forcing	out	
everyone	 other	 than	 the	 millionaires	 who	 can	 afford	 it?	 Is	 that	 what	 we	 want	 for	 the	 cities	 of	 West	
Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles?	
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These	are	area‐wide	issues,	but	for	me	they	really	hit	home	when	considering	the	8150	Sunset	project.	I'm	
close	enough	to	the	site	that	it	might	as	well	be	in	my	backyard,	and	with	the	desperate	need	for	additional	
housing,	and	a	desperate	need	for	someone	to	come	in	and	replace	the	current	strip	mall	with	a	building	I	
can	be	proud	to	call	my	neighbor,	 I	want	to	 lend	my	full	support	to	the	project.	With	 it	proven	that	better	
public	 transit	 and	denser	neighborhoods	 lead	 to	better	 environmental	quality	 and	an	 improved	quality	of	
life,	it	would	be	hypocritical	of	me	to	support	development	citywide	but	then	not	support	it	when	it's	right	in	
my	direct	neighborhood.	For	these	reasons,	please	consider	me	a	full	supporter	and	a	happy	YIMBY.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C48‐2	

These	comments	 in	support	of	 the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	 for	their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C49	

Marie‐Odile	Lambersens		
<molambersens@hotmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C49‐1	

Thank	you	for	giving	the	public	a	chance	to	give	its	opinion	regarding	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C49‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			This	comment	
thanks	the	City	for	providing	the	public	with	a	chance	to	comment	on	the	Project.		Responses	to	the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C49‐2	through	C‐49‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C49‐2	

As	a	resident	of	We‐Ho	for	the	last	22	years,	I	enjoy	the	city	very	much,	even	as	sadly	I	see	it	expand	more	
than	I	would	like.	

I	loved	the	peacefulness	of	the	place.	But	I	guess	its	progress.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C49‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C49‐3	

However,	I	am	totally	against	that	humongous	project	at	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset.	

Not	only	this	type	of	glass	building	would	fit	more	in	Las	Vegas	than	West	Hollywood,	but	the	size	of	it	is	way	
more	than	we	can	handled.	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C49‐3	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	plans,	policies,	regulations,	
and	development	 standards	 and	overall	 compatibility	with	 surrounding	 development	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	
Use,	 and	 evaluated	 related	 issues	 regarding	 views,	 visual	 character,	 and	 shade/shadow	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	concluded	 in	Section	4.F,	 the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	
development	 standards,	 would	 be	 compatible	 with	 surrounding	 development	 (including	 development	
patterns	along	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood),	and	would	not	conflict	with	relevant	plans	
and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale.		Further,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	
significant	impacts	to	views	or	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	and	visual	character	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	impacts	related	
to	 land	 use	 compatibility,	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 and	 surrounding	 development,	 and	
consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	associated	with	height	and	scale.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C49‐4	

It	is	going	to	crowed	[sic]	an	area	that	is	already	congested	enough	with	the	traffic	in	Laurel	Canyon	and	on	
Sunset.		

This	is	going	to	affect	the	residents	in	all	adjacent	residential	streets....	

RESPONSE	NO.C49‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 projected	 traffic	 generation	 and	 related	 impacts	 to	 intersections,	
roadway	segments,	and	regional	facilities	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 in	Appendix	H‐1	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 Project	
would	not	result	in	significant	long‐term	operational	intersection	impacts	with	implementation	of	applicable	
mitigation	 measures,	 and	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 neighborhood	 street	 segments.		
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C49‐5	

Plus	there	are	plenty	of	"for	lease"	signs	in	the	neigbourhood	[sic],	why	build	more	business	spaces???	

RESPONSE	NO.	C49‐5	

Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B2‐10	 (Cyd	 Ziegler)	 regarding	 commercial	 space	 vacancies	 in	 the	
Project	area.	

COMMENT	NO.	C49‐6	

I	guess	some	people	have	big	interests	in	this	deal...and	are	not	thinking	of	the	residents'	loss	of	quality	of	life	
if	this	project	comes	to	realization.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C49‐6	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



April 2015    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐693	

LETTER	NO.	C50	

Camden	Gordon	
camdenlambertson@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C50‐1	

Please	consider	my	following	comments	on	the	8150	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report.	

#1	–	This	location	is	ripe	for	a	dense	residential/commercial	mixed	use	development	because,	as	pointed	out	
in	the	DEIR,	“The	site	is	well	served	by	a	network	of	regional	transportation	facilities.	Various	public	transit	
stops	 operated	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 County	Metropolitan	 Transportation	 Authority	 (Metro)	 are	 located	 in	
close	 proximity	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	Hollywood	Freeway	 (State	Route	 101)	 is	 approximately	 two	miles	
northeast	of	the	site,	Interstate	10	is	approximately	four	miles	south	of	the	Project	Site,	and	Interstate	405	is	
approximately	six	miles	southwest	of	the	site.”	

#2	 –	 The	 proposed	 project	 has	 already	 been	 given	 a	 stamp	 of	 approval	 by	 Governor	 Jerry	 Brown	 as	 an	
Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project,	which	is	kind	of	a	big	deal	as	stated	in	the	DEIR.	“Judicial	
streamlining	 under	 the	 law	 is	 allowed	 only	 for	 qualified	 projects	 certified	 by	 the	 state	 governor’s	 office,	
based	on	a	 finding	 that	a	project	would	result	upon	completion	 in	a	minimum	$100	million	 investment	 in	
California,	create	new	high‐wage	jobs,	reduce	unemployment,	and	result	in	no	net	additional	GHG	emissions	
to	the	environment.	Very	few	projects	can	meet	these	criteria…”	

#3	–	Under	Summary	of	Environmental	Impacts,	just	about	everything	studied	is	determined	to	be	“less	than	
significant”	or	“less	than	significant	after	mitigation.”	

#4	–	 If	 I	were	 to	 choose	 from	one	of	 the	alternatives,	 I	would	go	with	 the	5th	option,	 “Bank	Preservation	
Alternative.”	This	would	satisfy	those	who	are	sensitive	to	historic	preservation	without	drastically	changing	
the	project	as	currently	proposed.	

#5	–	The	DEIR	identifies	the	“No	project/No	build	Alternative”	as	the	environmentally	superior	alternative.	

However,	 this	 is	a	silly	statement	and	the	report	basically	disagrees	with	 itself	when	it	correctly	states,	 “It	
should	 be	 noted	 however,	 that	 although	most	 impacts	 would	 be	 avoided	 under	 the	 No	 Project/No	 Build	
Alternative,	 beneficial	 aspects	 of	 the	 Project,	 such	 as	 the	 upgrading	 of	 the	 property	 with	 distinctive	
architecture	and	landscaping	and	the	fulfillment	of	numerous	regional	and	City	plan	and	policy	goals	for	the	
area	would	not	occur.”	

Overall,	this	is	a	quality	project	and	I	support	it	just	as	currently	proposed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C50‐1	

This	 comment	 letter	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 another	 letter	 submitted	 by	 the	 same	 commenter.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	
Response	to	Comment	C24‐1	(Camden	Lambertson	Letter	C24).		
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LETTER	NO.	C51	

Jane	And	Don	Lockhart	
1424	No.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	#47	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C51‐1	

It	is	with	great	regret	and	a	heavy	heart	that	I	read	about	and	am	trying	to	absorb	the	fact	that	a	giant	sized	
building	is	going	to	be	built	across	the	street	from	where	I	live	in	the	historic	Granville	Towers.			I	purchased	
my	unit	in	2001,	not	as	a	rental,	but	as	a	place	to	reside	for	years,	with	wonderful	views	of	downtown	and	
west,	 looking	at	the	hills,	catching	the	sunset,	historic	Chateau	Marmont.	 	You	get	the	picture.	 	Some	of	my	
downtown	views	were	taken	from	me	as	a	building	of	only	5	stories	went	up	on	Sunset	and	also	Hayworth	to	
the	east	of	us.	Now	a	behemoth	building	will	cut	out	everything	to	the	west.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C51‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	to	views	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	which	included	view	
simulations	of	the	Project	from	various	viewpoints	surrounding	the	Project	Site	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐
12.		As	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐14	and	concluded	in	Section	4.A,	impacts	related	to	views	would	
be	 less	 than	 significant	 as	 the	 Project	would	 not	 substantially	 obstruct	 or	 alter	 an	 existing	 recognized	 or	
valued	public	view	from	any	of	the	referenced	locations.		Furthermore,	as	noted	in	Section	4.A,	the	majority	
of	 views	 that	 would	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 Project,	 although	 not	 significantly	 affected,	 are	 private	 views	 for	
which,	 pursuant	 to	 the	 L.A.	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 and	 relevant	 CEQA	 case	 law,	 adverse	 effects	 are	 not	
considered	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	view	impacts	related	to	height	and	
scale	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	to	historical	resources,	 including	the	Granville	
Towers.	

COMMENT	NO.	C51‐2	

By	allowing	builders	to	put	up	buildings	(and	there	are	now	several	projects	in	the	works	on	Sunset	in	the	
immediate	area)	it	seems	that	the	city	fathers	have	no	regard	for	the	historic	feel	of	this	"Neighborhood"	and	
the	people	who	live	here.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C51‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	Project’s	compatibility	with	surrounding	development	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	
and	evaluated	cumulative	impacts	associated	with	other	development	projects	in	the	area	in	each	respective	
section	of	Chapter	4.0,	Environmental	 Impacts	Analysis.	 	As	concluded	 in	Section	4.F,	although	 the	Project	
would	increase	the	intensity	of	development	and	building	heights	on	the	Project	Site,	it	would	be	compatible	
with	the	surrounding	neighborhood.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	compatibility	
with	surrounding	development	and	consistency	with	development	patterns	in	the	Project	vicinity,	including	
within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	

COMMENT	NO.	C51‐3	

There	is	no	regard	for	traffic	flow	and	how	a	huge	number	of	additional	cars	will	impact	everyone	who	lives	
in	this	area	from	getting	to	and	from	work	and	in	the	event	of	an	emergency.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C51‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 projected	 traffic	 generation	 and	 related	 impacts	 to	 intersections,	
roadway	segments,	and	regional	facilities	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	Project	TIA	 included	 in	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	As	 concluded	 therein,	 the	Project	
would	result	in	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	
measures.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	C51‐4	

I	know	there	are	hundreds,	possibly	thousands	of	these	letters	coming	across	yours	and	others'	desks	and	I	
don't	know	how	much	it	matters	to	those	who	are	reading	them.		And	I	will	add	that	I	think	most	people	can	
accept	some	change.	 	But	 the	potential	outfall	 from	all	of	 this	construction	will	potentially	ruin	a	beautiful	
neighborhood	with	 very	 significant	 changes	 for	 the	worse.	 	 And	 I	 truly	 believe	 that	 you,	 by	 allowing	 this	
monstrous	 size	 of	 a	 building	 to	 go	 up,	 will	 cause	 significant	 harmful	 change	 to	 the	 people	 of	 this	 West	
Hollywood	 community.	 	 And	 it	 is	 in	 that	 regard	 and	 that	 there	 is	 no	 thought	 for	 their	 well	 being	 and	
investment,	that	I	write	this	letter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C51‐4	

The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 of	 the	 Project,	 as	 proposed,	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	
makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 implementation	 of	 the	 Project	 would	
“potentially	ruin	a	beautiful	neighborhood	with	very	significant	changes	for	the	worse”	but	does	not	provide	
any	 specific	 points	 in	 support	 of	 this	 statement.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	
compatibility,	consistency	with	development	standards,	and	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	
in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	impacts	related	to	visual	character	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	
impacts	to	historical	resources	in	the	Project	vicinity	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	
data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 C‐3.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	
impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility,	 consistency	with	 development	 standards,	 and	 consistency	with	
applicable	 plans	 and	policies,	 Topical	Response	TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	
and	scale,	and	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.	
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LETTER	NO.	C52	

Andrew	Macpherson	
Macfly	Corp	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
LA	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C52‐1	

Also	 I	want	 to	 add	 to	 the	 public	 record	 that	 I	 have	 a	 great	 deal	 of	 concern	with	 the	 emissions	 and	waste	
management	of	the	massive	complex	at	8150	Sunset.	

There	 will	 be	 a	 300%+	 increase	 human,	 solid	 and	 airborne	 waste	 and	 pollution,	 as	 well	 as	 massive	 and	
unmitigated	 amount	 light	 and	 sound	 pollution.	 What	 is	 being	 done	 to	 minimize	 this	 effect	 on	 the	
neighborhood	and	the	community?		

I	would	like	these	issues	to	be	fully	addressed	and	recirculated	in	the	final	EIR.	

Thank	you,	Andrew	Macpherson	

RESPONSE	NO.	C52‐1	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 operation‐	 and	 construction‐related	 impacts	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	wastewater	and	solid	waste	impacts	in	Section	4.K.2,	Wastewater,	and	Section	4.K.3,	
Solid	Waste,	respectively.	 	As	discussed	therein,	wastewater	and	solid	waste	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	than	significant.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 light	 and	 glare	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 lighting	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant.					

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 construction	 noise	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 significant	 and	
unavoidable.		Operational	noise	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.					

As	reflected	above,	the	Draft	EIR	did	evaluate	the	commenter’s	issues	of	concern.		Regarding	recirculation,	as	
demonstrated	 in	 this	 Final	 EIR,	 neither	 the	 comments	 submitted	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 nor	 the	 responses	
constitute	 new	 significant	 information	 warranting	 recirculation	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 as	 set	 forth	 in	 CEQA	
Guidelines	Section	15088.5.	Rather,	 the	Draft	EIR	 is	 comprehensive	and	has	been	prepared	 in	 accordance	
with	 CEQA.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 in	 response	 to	 public	 comments	 received	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Applicant	
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developed	a	ninth	alternative,	Alternative	9,	 the	evaluation	of	 impacts	 for	which	was	 circulated	 for	public	
comment	in	the	RP‐DEIR	in	accordance	with	CEQA	requirements.	
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LETTER	NO.	C53	

Andrew	Macpherson	
Macfly	Corp.	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐1	

I	want	to	add	to	the	public	record	that	none	of	my	questions	from	Oct	3rd	2013	were	satisfactorily	addressed	
in	the	DEIR.	

I	would	like	these	questions	and	comments	addressed	and	recirculated	in	the	final	EIR.		

Thank	you,	Andrew	Macpherson	

On	Oct	3,	2013,	at	10:00	AM,	Srimal	Hewawitharana	<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>	wrote:		

Dear	Mr.	Macpherson,	

Thank	 you	 for	 your	 comments	 and	 questions.	 	 They	 are	 being	 forwarded	 to	 the	 consultants	 to	 take	 into	
consideration	in	the	preparation	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report.	

Sincerely,	

Srimal	Hewawitharana	
Environmental	Specialist	II	

On	Thu,	Oct	3,	2013	at	9:33	AM,	Andrew	Macpherson	<macfly@macfly.com>	wrote:		

Dear	Srimal,	

These	are	my	first	questions	on	the	project	at	8150	Sunset.	Could	you	please	confirm	that	you	received	them.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C53‐2	through	C53‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐2	

 Why	has	the	project	received	so	many	out	of	code	variances	when	the	total	allowable	square	footage	
of	the	lot	is	designated	by	its	own	code	as	C41D,	specifies	a	total	of	100,000	sq.	ft,	not	300,000	sq	ft	
and	an	18	story	tower?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐2	

The	Project	(and	associated	environmental	impacts	analyzed	in	the	Draft	EIR)	is	the	project	being	proposed	
by	the	Applicant.		Neither	the	Project,	nor	any	of	its	requested	discretionary	actions/approvals	(including	the	
requested	affordable	housing	incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	FAR	and/or	variances),	have	been	approved	by	the	
City	as	yet.		The	Project	site	is	designated	in	Height	District	1	which	does	not	impose	a	height	limit	or	a	limit	
on	the	number	of	stories	a	building	may	have.		The	Project,	along	with	its	requested	discretionary	approvals,	
and	the	Draft	EIR	are	subject	to	the	City’s	environmental	review	and	approval	process.		The	City	will	consider	
all	 public	 comments	 raised	 during	 the	 EIR	 environmental	 review	 as	 part	 of	 its	 decision‐making	 process.		
Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 development	
standards,	including	the	density	and	height	requirements.				

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐3	

 Has	the	city	asked	for	and	reviewed	the	CALIFORNIA	SEISMIC	SAFETY	COMMISSION's	latest	report	
on	known	earthquake	faults?http://www.seismic.ca.gov/index.html	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐3	

Geology	and	soils	impacts	were	addressed	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	D	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Qualified	technical	experts,	including	the	State	Geologist,	have	
reviewed	 the	 technical	 reports	 and	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 D,	 and	 the	 site‐specific	
investigations	and	associated	findings	contained	therein	and	in	the	Draft	EIR	remain	valid,	as	supported	by	
Supplement	No.	 1	 to	 the	 Fault	 Evaluation	Report	 (FER	253)	 for	 the	Hollywood	 Fault	 (dated	November	 5,	
2014),	which	was	 included	in	Appendix	B	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.10	 	The	Draft	EIR	summarizes	the	 findings	of	 the	
reports	 on	 pages	 4.D‐6	 through	 4.D‐15.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	 regarding	 the	Hollywood	
Fault	 and	 Responses	 to	 Comments	 A1‐1	 through	 A1‐17	 (Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	 Safety	
Letter	A1).	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐4	

 Has	the	city	complied	with	the	State's	latest	findings	and	warnings	about	the	dangers	of	building	high	
rises	on	a	fault	line?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐4	

Geology	and	soils	impacts	were	addressed	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	
data	provided	 in	Appendix	D	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	A	 comprehensive	geotechnical	 evaluation	was	prepared	 to	
support	the	necessary	CEQA	analysis	provided	in	the	Draft	EIR.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.D,	the	site‐specific	
Fault	Rupture	Hazard	Assessment	(Appendix	D‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR)	concluded	that	the	Hollywood	Fault	does	
not	lie	beneath	the	Project	Site	and	as	such	no	potential	exists	for	surface	fault	rupture	on	the	property	and	
the	commenter’s	suggestion	that	the	Project	would	build	a	high‐rise	structure	on	a	fault	line	is	not	supported	
by	evidence.		This	conclusion	is	further	supported	by	Supplement	No.	1	to	the	Fault	Evaluation	Report	(FER	
253)	for	the	Hollywood	Fault	(dated	November	5,	2014),	which	was	included	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR.			
Further,	 the	discussion	presented	 in	 Section	4.D	 also	 concludes	 that	 secondary	 seismic	 impacts	 related	 to	

																																																													

10	 California	 Geological	 Survey.	 Fault	 Evaluation	 Report	 FER	 253	 Supplement	 No.	 1,	 The	 Hollywood	 Fault	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 7.5’	
Quadrangle	 Los	 Angeles	 County,	 California.	 	 Prepared	 by	 Janis	 L.	 Hernandez,	 Engineering	 Geologist.	 	November	 5,	 2014.	 	 This	
document	is	included	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR.			
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ground	 shaking	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	mitigation	measure	
(Mitigation	 Measure	 GS‐1).	 	 All	 future	 buildings	 in	 the	 City,	 including	 the	 Project,	 would	 be	 subject	 to	
compliance	with	 applicable	 local	 and	 State	 building	 requirements	 regarding	 seismic	 safety	 considerations	
due	to	nearby	fault	lines/zones.		Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	site’s	proximity	to	
the	Hollywood	Fault	line	and	potential	for	seismic‐related	impacts.						

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐5	

 Has	the	city	considered	the	dangers	of	borrowing	large	funds	to	build	on	a	fault	line?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐5	

The	Project	would	be	funded	and	paid	for	by	the	Project	Applicant.		The	City	would	not	fund	the	construction	
of	the	proposed	Project.					

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐6	

 Has	the	city	considered	the	insurance	liability	of	building	on	a	fault?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C53‐4	above.		The	Project	would	not	construct	a	building	on	a	known	fault	
trace,	as	the	Hollywood	Fault	was	determined	to	be	located	outside	the	Project	Site	boundaries.	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐7	

 Has	 the	 city	 considered	 the	noise,	 nuisance	 and	 commotion	 of	 the	 roof	 top	 club‐restaurant	 on	 the	
neighbors?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐7	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 under	 “Event	 Related	 Noise”	 beginning	 on	 page	 4.G‐25,	 roof	 top	 noise	 was	
analyzed	and	concluded	to	be	a	less	than	significant	impact.				

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐8	

 Why	does	 the	 city	and	 the	developers	 think	 that	 a	 large	open	area	on	 the	busiest	 road	 junction	 in	
Hollywood	 could	be	 an	 attractive	pedestrian‐retail	 area?	Have	 they	not	walked	Wilshire	Blvd,	 and	
seen	what	the	effect	of	these	dead	open	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐8	

The	Project’s	Corner	Plaza	is	being	proposed	based	on	the	City’s	desire	for	open	space	areas	as	included	in	
numerous	policies,	objectives,	recommendations,	etc.	in	the	City’s	General	Plan	Framework,	Do	Real	Planning	
Program,	and	 its	 related	Citywide	Design	Guidelines	and	Walkability	Checklist,	 the	Hollywood	Community	
Plan,	and	the	LAMC.		The	commenter’s	suggestion	that	the	proposed	open	space	areas	would	not	be	utilized	
is	 speculative	 and	 not	 supported	 by	 evidence.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetics	 impacts	 in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 The	 analysis	 includes	 an	 evaluation	 of	 impacts	 to	 the	 visual	
character	of	 the	 site	and	 surrounding	area.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	
significant.								
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COMMENT	NO.	C53‐9	

 What	about	the	shadows	cast?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐9	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	shadow	impacts	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	
and	 illustrated	 in	Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16	 in	Section	4.A,	shadow	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	 less	
than	significant	based	on	the	City’s	shadow	impact	thresholds.	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐10	

 What	about	the	impact	on	the	Chateau	Marmont,	who's	best	rooms	will	no	longer	have	their	historic	
open	view	of	LA,	but	instead	will	be	towered	over	by	this	massive	monolith.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐10	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	to	historical	resources,	including	indirect	impacts	to	Chateau	Marmont,	in	
Section	 4.C.2,	 Historic	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 Chateau	 Marmont	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Additionally,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	
and	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 4.A‐7,	 views	 from	 the	Hollywood	Hills,	 such	 as	 those	 available	 from	 the	Chateau	
Marmont	 Hotel,	 would	 not	 be	 significantly	 affected	 by	 Project	 implementation,	 as	 the	 Project	 would	 not	
substantially	obstruct	or	alter	an	existing	recognized	or	valued	public	view	from	this	 location.	 	Please	also	
see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 for	 a	 further	 discussion	 of	 impacts	 regarding	 historic	 resources	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	related	to	height	and	scale.				

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐11	

 What	 about	 the	 views	 and	 the	 values	 of	 the	 hillside	 homes	 that	 are	 going	 to	 be	 destroyed?	 (They	
belong	 to	 we	 who	 have	 been	 been	 paying	 our	 property	 taxes	 and	 voting	 for	 Tom	 LeBonge,	 Eric	
Garcetti	etc	for	many,	many	years)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐11	

As	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	illustrated	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4A‐7,	views	
from	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 to	 the	 north	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 would	 not	 be	 significantly	 affected	 by	 Project	
implementation,	 as	 the	 Project	would	 not	 substantially	 obstruct	 or	 alter	 an	 existing	 recognized	 or	 valued	
public	 view	 from	 this	 location.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that,	 as	 stated	 on	 page	 4.A‐1	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	although	the	analysis	of	impacts	on	views	is	focused	on	scenic	
vistas	 and	 valued	 publicly	 available	 views	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 L.A.	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide,	 potential	
effects	on	private	views	from	residential	properties	are	also	discussed	only	for	disclosure	purposes	because	
pursuant	 to	 the	City’s	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	and	 relevant	CEQA	 case	 law,	CEQA	does	 not	protect	 private	
views	from	residential	properties.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	from	
hillside	homes.		In	addition,	potential	economic	impacts	on	individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	
CEQA	and	are	not	 treated	as	 significant	effects	on	 the	environment	under	 the	CEQA	Guidelines	 (see	CEQA	
Guidelines	section	15131(a)).	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐12	

 Who	will	provide	the	compensation	for	this	destruction	in	the	value	of	the	view	homes	on	the	hill?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐12	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C53‐11,	above.	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐13	

 Why	does	the	building	lack	any	self	parking?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐13	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	H‐1,	while	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	
impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	noted	therein,	the	
Project	 and	 various	 alternatives	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 parking‐related	 impacts	 and	 thus	 no	
mitigation	 is	 required.	 	 However,	 in	 response	 to	 public	 concerns	 regarding	 parking	 adequacy	 on‐site,	
Alternative	 9	 included	 additional	 parking	 than	 is	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC,	 or	 144	 spaces	 over	 the	 City’s	
requirements,	as	shown	in	Tables	2‐13	and	2‐14	on	pages	2‐54	through	2‐56	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	such,	off‐
street	 parking	 to	 serve	 proposed	 uses	 is	 considered	 adequate.	 	 As	 relates	 to	 valet	 parking,	 valet	 services	
would	be	offered	at	all	times,	and	only	required	for	commercial‐related	traffic	during	peak	parking	periods	in	
order	to	maximize	parking	capacity	in	the	Project	parking	structure.		However,	on‐site	residents	and	guests	
would	have	the	option	to	use	self‐parking	facilities	in	residential	parking	areas.		The	Project	is	requesting	an	
off‐menu	 incentive	 to	 allow	 for	 an	 increased	 proportion	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 in	 lieu	 of	 standard	
parking	spaces	for	both	commercial	and	residential	uses,	which	is	subject	to	discretionary	review	by	the	City.		
Nonetheless,	the	Project,	as	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐6	and	4.J‐7	on	pages	4.J‐60	and	4.J‐61	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 provide	 on‐site	 parking	 in	 excess	 of	 LAMC	 requirements.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy	and	potential	off‐site	parking	spillover.								

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐14	

 Why	is	there	such	a	disproportionately	large	compact	only	parking	arrangement?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐14	

A	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 is	 seeking	 a	
discretionary	 approval	 pertaining	 to	 an	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive,	 including	 an	 off‐menu	 incentives	
regarding	 the	 proposed	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 Applicant	 is	 seeking	 an	 off‐
menu	 incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	may	 be	 provided	 for	
commercial	 uses	 from	 40%	 to	 60%	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	 standard	
parking	 stall	 for	 146	 residential	 units	 to	 be	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces	 instead	 of	 one	 standard	 parking	
space	for	each	unit	(or	249	spaces),	with	the	rest	provided	as	compact	spaces,	in‐lieu	of	the	requirements	set	
forth	in	LAMC	§12.21‐A,5(c),	with	attendant	parking	for	both	commercial	and	residential	parking.		Because	
the	Project	would	offer	valet‐assisted	parking	for	the	residential	uses	at	all	times,	and	at	peak	times	for	the	
non‐residential	 uses,	 it	 is	 possible	 to	 provide	 a	 higher	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 since	 the	 cars	
would	be	parked	by	experienced	professionals,	and	cars	would	not	occupy	more	than	one	parking	space,	as	
may	 occur	 with	 self‐parking.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 more	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 could	 be	 provided	 and	 fewer	
standard	 parking	 spaces	 would	 be	 required.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 parking	
adequacy.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C53‐15	

 Address	the	electric	vehicle	charging	in	the	valet	only	parking?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐15	

As	 noted	 on	 page	 4.B‐45	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 electric	
vehicle	 charging	 stations	on	 the	Project	 Site	 in	order	 to	 facilitate	 electric	 vehicle	usage	and	associated	 air	
pollutant	 emission	 reductions.	 	 The	 specific	 number,	 location,	 and	 operational	 aspects	 of	 these	 charging	
stations	are	not	known	at	this	time	and	such	details	are	not	germane	to	the	analysis	of	Project	impacts.		This	
comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Because	the	comment	
does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐16	

 Address	the	lack	of	cycling	lanes,	and	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐16	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	a	discussion	of	existing	bicycle	facilities,	planned	future	facilities,	and	
bicycle	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.	C53‐17	

 Why	is	such	a	disproportionately	massive	structure	being	allowed	to	be	built	 in	the	heart	of	one	of	
the	most	beautiful	historic	gathering	of	buildings	in	Los	Angeles	with	an	absolute	disregard	for	the	
historic	neighborhood?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C53‐17	

Please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐3	for	a	discussion	of	aesthetic	impacts	related	to	the	massing	of	
the	proposed	building	and	indirect	impacts	to	historic	resources	in	the	Project	area,	respectively.	
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LETTER	NO.	C54	

Andrew	Macpherson		
Macfly	Corp.	
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069<macfly@macfty.com>			

COMMENT	NO.	C54‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	

I	would	also	like	to	add	to	my	comments	for	the	public	record	the	the	[sic]	Applicant	and	the	City	have	not	
followed	the	due	process	of	the	EDLP,	therefore	it	has	been	rendered	invalid.	

Thank	you,	Andrew	Macpherson.	

RESPONSE	NO.C54‐1	

The	comment	is	noted,	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

The	comment	does	not	question	the	adequacy	of	the	EIR	as	a	tool	for	assessing	the	environmental	impacts	of	
the	 Project.	 	 However,	 the	 City	 has	 complied	with	 the	 applicable	 requirements	 of	 the	 Jobs	And	 Economic	
Improvement	 Through	 Environmental	 Leadership	 Act	 Of	 201111	 pertaining	 to	 Environmental	 Leadership	
Development	 Projects.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 City	 has	 posted	 all	 documents	 and	 other	materials	 placed	 in	 the	
administrative	 record,	 commencing	 with	 the	 date	 of	 release	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 on	 an	 Internet	 Web	 site	
maintained	 by	 the	 Department	 of	 City	 Planning.12	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 all	 other	 documents	
submitted	to,	or	relied	on	by,	the	City	in	the	preparation	of	the	Draft	EIR,	including	written	comments	on	the	
Project	 and	Draft	 EIR,	 have	 been	made	 available	 in	 a	 readily	 accessible	 electronic	 format	 on	 its	Web	 site.		
Furthermore,	all	documents	prepared	by	the	City	or	submitted	by	the	Applicant	after	the	date	of	release	of	
the	Draft	EIR	that	are	part	of	the	record	of	proceedings	have	been	and	will	continue	to	be	made	available	in	a	
readily	accessible	electronic	format	on	its	Web	site.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐7	regarding	Project	
consistency	with	ELDP	requirements.	

COMMENT	NO.	C54‐2	

For	itemized	number	(d)	there	must	not	have	been	any	further	correspondence	from	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
department	or	the	applicant.		If	there	were	‐	where	are	these	documents	located?	

For	 itemized	 number	 (f)	 "within	 seven	 days	 after	 the	 receipt	 of	 any	 comment	 ......the	 lead	 agency	 shall	
convert	to	electronic	..		make	it	available	to	the	public	

																																																													

11  California Public Resources Code, Division 13, Chapter 6.5. 

12		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/TocDeir.htm, 8150 Sunset Boulevard 
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RESPONSE	NO.	C54‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C54‐1	above.		

COMMENT	NO.	C54‐3	

	(d)	A	document	prepared	by	the	lead	agency	or	submitted	by	the	applicant	after	the	date	of	the	release	of	
the	draft	environmental	impact	report	that	is	a	part	of	the	record	of	the	proceedings	shall	be	made	available	
to	 the	 public	 in	 a	 readily	 accessible	 electronic	 format	 within	 five	 business	 days	 after	 the	 document	 is	
released	or	received	by	the	lead	agency.	

(e)	The	lead	agency	shall	encourage	written	comments	on	the	project	to	be	submitted	in	a	readily	accessible	
electronic	 format	 and	 shall	 make	 any	 comment	 available	 to	 the	 public	 in	 a	 readily	 accessible	 electronic	
format	within	five	days	of	its	receipt.	

(f)	Within	seven	business	days	after	the	receipt	of	any	comment	that	is	not	in	an	electronic	format	the	lead	
agency	shall	 convert	 that	comment	 into	a	readily	accessible	electronic	 format	and	make	 it	available	 to	 the	
public	in	that	format.	

(g)	Notwithstanding	paragraphs	(b)	to	(f),	inclusive,	documents	submitted	to	or	relied	on	by	the	lead	agency	
that	were	not	prepared	specifically	for	the	project	and	are	copyright	protected	are	not	required	to	be	made	
readily	accessible	 in	an	electronic	 format.	 	For	those	copyright‐protected	documents,	 the	 lead	agency	shall	
make	an	index	of	these	documents	available	in	an	electronic	format	no	later	than	the	date	of	the	release	of	
the	draft	environmental	impact	report,	or	within	five	business	days	if	the	document	is	received	or	relied	on	
by	the	 lead	agency	after	 the	release	of	 the	draft	environmental	 impact	report.	 	The	 index	must	specify	 the	
libraries	 or	 lead	 agency	 offices	 in	which	 hardcopies	 of	 the	 copyrighted	materials	 are	 available	 for	 public	
review.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C54‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C54‐1	above.		
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LETTER	NO.	C55	

Emma	Riordan	
emma.riordan@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C55‐1	

Traffic.	

It	is	already	overly	congested.	

Developers	presentation	to	community,	they	claim	it	will	have	no	significant	traffic	impact	on	the	area.	Total	
falsehood.	It	will	

Thorough	TRAFFIC	STUDIES	need	to	occur.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C55‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	 Project	 Traffic	 Impact	 Analysis	 (TIA)	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR’s	 traffic	
analysis	 is	 based	 on	 a	 comprehensive	 TIA	 that	 was	 reviewed	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	
Transportation	(LADOT).	 	The	TIA	was	prepared	 in	accordance	with	applicable	LADOT	requirements	 for	a	
traffic	analysis.						

The	 Draft	 EIR’s	 traffic	 analysis	 concludes	 that	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable,	but	only	during	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	
construction.	 	 Operational	 impacts	 will	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 mitigation	
measures.			

COMMENT	NO.	C55‐2	

Height:	

It	is	too	tall,	out	of	scale	and	out	of	character.	

The	city	needs	to	give	the	citizens	of	this	city	a	break.		People	live	in	what	will	be	hidden	behind	this	monster	
project.	We	are	a	city	of	HILLS.		Just	as	those	who	will	live	behind	Millennium/Vine.	

Homes	in	the	Millennium	area	cannot	be	sold.	

This	is	a	slap	in	the	faces	of	tax	paying	citizens,	who	have	invested	in	an	area,	their	lives	and	their	money.	

IT	IS	TOO	TALL	

RESPONSE	NO.	C55‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
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building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.		Regarding	property	values,	they	represent	
economic	matters	that	are	outside	the	scope	of	environmental	review	under	CEQA.		However,	this	comment	
is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C55‐3	

Density:	

It	is	too	dense	for	the	area.	

What	 is	 wrong	 with	 the	 city	 green	 lighting	 these	 monster	 projects.in	 areas	 whose	 infrastructure	 cannot	
sustain	them.	

Oh,	campaign	contributions.	..Townscape	Partners..	Shame!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C55‐3	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	the	Project’s	proposed	density	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.	 	As	discussed	beginning	on	page	4.F‐27,	
Table	4.F‐2,	Comparison	of	 the	Proposed	Project	 to	Applicable	Policies	of	 the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	
evaluates	the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	policies	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		As	shown	in	Table	
4.F‐2,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	objectives	of	furthering	the	development	of	Hollywood	as	a	
major	 center	 of	 population,	 employment,	 and	 retail	 services,	 providing	 land	 uses	 at	 densities	 required	 to	
accommodate	 future	 growth	 in	 the	 area,	 and	 providing	 housing	 for	 a	 variety	 of	 income	 levels	 while	
preserving	and	enhancing	the	residential	character	of	the	community.		The	Project	would	also	be	supportive	
of	 the	 Plan’s	 objectives	 related	 to	 development	 of	 additional	 commercial	 uses	 in	 appropriate	 locations,	
implementation	of	adequate	infrastructure	and	traffic	system	improvements	to	serve	anticipated	demands,	
and	provision	of	additional	parks	and	open	space	areas	to	meet	the	needs	of	the	community.		As	summarized	
in	Table	 4.F‐2,	 the	Project	would	not	 conflict	with	 the	 applicable	 objectives	 of	 the	Hollywood	Community	
Plan.	 	 Further,	 the	 residential	 units	would	 be	 developed	 at	 a	 density	 that	 is	 consistent	with	 the	 C4	 zone,	
inclusive	of	incentives	for	affordable	housing.	

Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	with	 development	 standards	 and	 applicable	
plans	 and	 policies	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C55‐4	

Aesthetics:	UGLY.	

Totally	out	of	character	with	the	existing	historic	communities	that	surround	it.	Bigger	is	NOT	better.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C55‐4	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	aesthetic	impacts	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	
concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	
impacts	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C55‐5	

Bike	racks:	

Way	too	many	bike	racks.	

No	one	is	riding	bikes,	some	that	have	have	[sic]	died.	

There	are	no	bike	lanes	and	this	kind	of	encouragement	from	the	delusional	city	politicians	will	just	add	to	
the	bike	fatalities.	

The	city	needs	to	stop	encouraging	this	nonsense	in	lieu	of	parking	spaces.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C55‐5	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	provision	of	
on‐site	bicycle	parking	is	in	compliance	with	LAMC	requirements.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C47‐11	
(Michael	 Grace	 Letter	 C47)	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 bicycle	
parking.	

COMMENT	NO.	C55‐6	

The	 city	 needs	 to	 stop	 giving	 developers	 everything	 and	 the	 PEOPLE	WHO	 LIVE	 HERE	 NOTHING..	 These	
developments	are	inhumane.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C55‐6	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C56	

Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
Alex	Rose	Productions	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C56‐1	

A	 number	 of	 residents	 have	 expressed	 concerns	 that	 the	 DEIR	 has	 not	 sufficiently	 studied	 either	 the	
possibility	nor	the	probability	of	a	structure	the	builders	are	proposing	for	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C56‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		This	comment	
provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	the	comments	contained	
in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Response	to	Comment	C56‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C56‐2	

According	the	classification	on	ZIMAS	of	the	earthquake	fault	line	traversing	this	area	(specific	the	distance	
to	the	nearest	fault	is	0.24668988	of	one	meter,	which	equals	9'	5/16''.		In	this	case,	the	Fault	and	the	Alquist	
Priolo	Fault	Zone	as	being	the	areas	about	which	we	have	concerns.	

FAULT	 TYPE	 B	 Faults	 which	 are	 known	 to	 be	 slipping	 (and	 therefore	 seismogenic)	 but	 lack	 sufficient	
information	to	fully	model	how	close	they	might	be	to	rupture	an	M	≥	6.7	earthquake	within	30	years.	

Slip	rate	

The	slip	rate	of	a	 fault	 is	the	speed	with	which	one	side	of	the	fault	moves	with	respect	to	the	other.	Since	
tectonic	 plates	move	 very	 slowly,	 these	 speeds	measured	 speeds	 (for	 instance,	 highway	 traffic	moving	 at	
kilometers	 per	 hour).	 	 Slip	 rates	 are	 generally	measured	 in	millimeters	 per	 year	 (mm/yr)	 ‐‐	 in	 C	 over	 10	
mm/yr	 is	 generally	 considered	 fast	 (a	 slip	 rate	 around	 1	 to	 2	mm/yr	might	 be	 considered	 average	 for	 a	
major,	active	fault).	

Since	the	slip	rate	of	this	fault	is1	mm	per	year,	it	can	be	considered	a	major,	active	fault.		

ACCORDING	TO	RESEARCH	CARRIED	OUT	BY	WESTERN	OREGON	UNIVERSITY:	

"An	 important	 goal	 of	 structural	 analysis	 in	 complexly,	 deformed	 terranes	 is	 to	 determine	 the	 timing	 of	
movement	along	the	fault.	This	is	accomplished	by	(e.g.	fault,	fold,	sedimentary	layer,	pluton)	must	be	younger	
than	another	feature	that	it	cuts	or	truncates.	In	general,	the	age	of	faults	cannot	be	determined	between	the	
youngest	unit	or	feature	that	the	fault	cuts	with	the	oldest	unit	or	feature	that	cuts	the	fault."	

THE	GEOPHYSICAL	RESEARCH	LETTERS,	VO.	24	#16,	P.2051,	8/15/97	
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"The	 1994	Mw	 6.7	Northridge	 earthquake	 clearly	 demonstrated	 the	 hazards	 posed	 by	 faults	within	 the	 Los	
Angeles	metropolitan	region.	 	Because	the	earthquakes	(Mw	7.0	to	7.5)	on	them	could	potentially	cause	more	
damage	than	the	long‐	awaited	'Big	One'	(Mw	‐8)	on	the	more	distant	San	Andreas	

SLIP	TYPE	–	POORLY	CONSTRAINED:	

Assignment	of	rates	for	Fault	Sections	Without	Site	Specific	Data	

"A	number	of	new	fault	sections	were	added	to	the	California	Reference	Fault	Parameter	Database	(appendix	
A,	 was	 used	 to	 assign	 a	 preferred	 rate	 and	 bounds	 to	 that	 fault	 section.	 	 However,	 the	 majority	 of	 fault	
sections	added	estimate.	 	Furthermore,	 in	UCERF2	active	faults	without	a	site	specific	slip‐rate	study	were	
assigned	 a	 slip	 rate	 of	 approach	 it	 is	 clearly	wrong	 because	 these	 faults	 are	 known	 to	 be	 active	 and	 thus	
cannot	 have	 zero	 slip	 rate,	 and	 a	 spatial	 and	 temporal	 bias	 to	 the	 resulting	 hazard	model	 because	 some	
regions	are	better	studied	than	others	and	hi	 faults.	This	bias	became	even	clearer	when	the	decision	was	
made	 to	 include	 geodetic	 deformation	 models	 because	 to	 geodetic	 results	 for	 many	 regions	 or	 block	
boundaries".	

THE	REPORT	OF	THE	CALIFORNIA	DEPARTMENT	OF	CONSERVATION	 ‐	DIVISION	OF	MINES	A	reports	
the	following:	

"Many	of	the	faults	 in	California	are	poorly	to	moderately	constrained	because	they	have	not	been	studied	
sufficiently	or	because	no	available	site	has	been	found	that	contain	details	of	the	paleoseismic	history."	

The	articles	above	detail	just	how	much	information	is	lacking	with	regard	to	the	fault(s)	that	run	under	and	
or	near	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 imperative	 that	 the	 experts)	 further	 explore	 the	possible	
dangers	to	the	citizens	in	Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood.	

Furthermore	the	Rupture	Bottom	is	13.000	and	the	Dip	Angle	 is	70	degrees	‐	both	aspects	require	 further	
study.	 	 The	 probability	 of	 a	 magnitude	 6.4	 quake	 is	 mentioned,	 which	 enormous	 damage	 in	 a	 heavily	
populated	area,	and	when	one	factors	all	the	hilly	areas	(8150)	is	on	a	large	hill,	the	danger	increases.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C56‐2	

The	commenter	claims	that	ZIMAS	shows	the	distance	to	the	nearest	fault	at	0.24668988	of	one	meter,	which	
equals	9'	5/16''.		However,	distances	to	the	nearest	fault	on	ZIMAS	is	given	in	kilometers.		ZIMAS	shows	the	
distance	 from	 the	 Project	 site	 to	 the	 nearest	 fault	 at	 0.246692340586188	 of	 one	 kilometer,	which	 equals	
approximately	809	feet.		Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	of	the	Draft	EIR	contained	a	thorough	analysis	of	the	
potential	 geologic	 and	soils	hazards	associated	with	 the	Project,	 including	 seismic	 impacts,	 and	concluded	
that	the	Project	would	have	a	 less	than	significant	 impact	 in	these	areas.	 	The	California	Geological	Survey	
has	also	prepared	a	Supplement	to	the	Hollywood	Fault	Evaluation	Report	(FER	253),	which	was	provided	in	
Appendix	 B	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	which	 supports	 the	 analysis	 and	 conclusions	 presented	 in	 Section	 4.D	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	previous	geotechnical	reports	prepared	by	Golder	for	the	proposed	Project.		Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐5	regarding	seismic	impacts	related	to	proximity	to	the	Hollywood	Fault.		
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LETTER	NO.	C57	

Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
Alex	Rose	Productions	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C57‐1	

Kindly	note	the	questions	regarding	traffic	(below)	that	the	8150	EIR	doesn't	adequately	address	or	explain;	
therefore,	these	concerns	need	to	be	responded	to	with	corresponding	facts	and	figures	and	recorded	in	the	
L.A.	 Planning	 Department	 Records	 as	 well	 as	 being	 passed	 on	 to	 the	 consultants	 responsible	 for	 this	
inadequate	report.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C57‐2	through	C57‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C57‐2	

1)	 	The	dangers	and	 increased	 congestion	 that	will	 result	 in	 removing	 the	 current	 right	 turn	 lane	
which	eases	traffic	blockages	at	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights:	

a)		Having	tried	to	turn	right	(as	the	DEIR	recommends)	from	the	eastern	edge	of	the	traffic	island,	a	normal	
sized	 car	 (in	 my	 case,	 a	 Toyota	 Highlander	 Hybrid)	 cannot	 make	 the	 turn	 without	 invading	 the	 outside	
southbound	lane	of	traffic	‐	the	lane	closest	to	the	northbound	traffic.	 	Thus,	almost	any	vehicle	will	invade	
the	second	lane	while	making	a	right	turn;	and	after	experimenting	again	driving	our	Suburban,	a	vehicle	of	
that	size	also	invades	the	left	turn	lane	of	the	NORTHBOUND	traffic.	 	A	Suburban	is	not	an	extremely	large	
vehicle	 ‐	many	 standard	 pick‐up	 trucks	 and	 freight	 trucks	 are	 larger	 than	 a	 Suburban	 ‐	 and	ALL	 of	 them	
would	be	invading	the	left‐turn	lane	of	the	NORTHBOUND	traffic	if	the	current	easy‐access	right	turn	land	is	
closed.		This	would	lead	to	a	lane	closure	for	the	Northbound	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	as	it	moves	North	
into	Laurel	Canyon.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐2	

The	proposed	modifications	 to	 the	southwest	corner	of	 the	 intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	shown	in	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Figure	8	
of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	are	conceptual,	and	the	final	design	for	this	
improvement	will	need	to	be	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	appropriate	City	agencies.		These	reviews	may	
indicate	a	need	 for	a	 larger	radius	 for	 the	corner	between	 the	proposed	new	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	
right‐turn	lane	and	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	in	order	to	accommodate	larger	vehicles	and/or	
semi‐trailer	 trucks	 without	 encroachment	 into	 the	 oncoming	 northbound	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard.	 	 A	 revised	 design	 for	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 that	 increases	 the	 curb	 return	
radius	 from	 the	 original	 (and	 existing)	 22‐foot	 radius	 to	 an	 approximately	 37‐foot	 radius	 would	 allow	 a	
typical	semi‐trailer	truck	(American	Association	of	State	Highway	and	Transportation	Officials	[“AASHTO”]	
design	vehicle	designation	WB‐50,	 exhibiting	a	55‐foot	bumper‐to‐bumper	 length)	 to	make	 the	eastbound	
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right‐turn	from	the	proposed	new	right‐turn	lane	without	encroaching	into	the	oncoming	(northbound)	left‐
turn	or	through	travel	lanes	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		The	revised	conceptual	design	is	illustrated	in	
Figure	 2‐12	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	 Additions	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the		
RP‐DEIR.	 	 See	 also	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐80	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1)	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	traffic	island	and	related	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C57‐3	

b)	 	 An	 additional	 problem	with	 the	 closure	 of	 the	 easy‐access	 right	 turn	 lane	 is	 that	 when	 turning	 right	
around	the	triangle,	drivers	will	be	forced	to	wait	for	ALL	PEDESTRIANS	crossing	Crescent	Heights.		A)	This	
takes	 "forever"	as	 there	are	always	numerous	 stragglers	paying	 little	heed	 to	 the	duration	of	 the	 crossing	
light;	 so	 by	 the	 time	 the	 last	 pedestrian	 completes	 his	 crossing,	 the	 SOUTHBOUND	 vehicles	 on	 Crescent	
Heights	are	already	crossing	the	intersection	on	their	way	to	Fountain	Ave.,	and	it's	impossible	to	break	into	
this	steady	stream	of	traffic	as	one	tries	‐	in	vain	‐	to	complete	a	right	turn	to	drive	south.		This	results	in	a	
massive	tie‐	up	and	build‐up	of	the	East	bound	traffic	behind	the	vehicle	making	the	slow,	unto	impossible	
right	turn.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐3	

The	 proposed	modification	 of	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	will	result	in	a	relatively	standard	intersection	design,	where	the	right‐turn	lane	extends	
to	 the	 intersection	 itself	 (vehicle	 limit	 line	 or	 crosswalk	 boundary),	 and	 pedestrians	 cross	 the	 street	
(Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard)	 “in	 front”	 of	 the	 right‐turn	 lane,	 generally	 during	 a	 controlled	 “walk”	
pedestrian	indication	in	the	traffic	signal	cycle.		A	review	of	the	existing	eastbound	right‐turn	volumes	at	the	
subject	intersection,	as	shown	in	Figures	10(a)	and	10(b)	of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	
Draft	EIR),	 indicates	 that	 the	demands	 for	 this	move	 are	 relatively	 light,	with	 a	 total	 of	 approximately	 62	
vehicles	making	the	right‐turn	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	about	82	vehicles	turning	right	during	the	PM	
peak	hour.	 	Further,	after	the	Project	is	completed,	occupied,	and	fully	operational	(anticipated	by	the	year	
2018),	the	 forecast	peak	hour	traffic	volumes	for	the	eastbound	right‐turn	move	(including	ambient	traffic	
growth	and	trips	generated	by	the	38	identified	“related	projects”	in	the	study	area),	is	only	expected	to	be	
about	107	vehicles	during	the	AM	peak	hour,	and	about	100	vehicles	during	the	PM	peak	hour.	 	Even	with	
these	anticipated	levels	of	traffic	in	the	future,	the	new	eastbound	right‐turn	lane	(following	implementation	
of	 the	proposed	 intersection	modifications)	would	be	expected	 to	 typically	 serve	approximately	 five	 to	six	
vehicles	per	signal	cycle	(assuming	a	peak	arrival	rate	of	1.5	times	the	average	arrival	rate,	and	a	signal	cycle	
length	of	120	seconds,	or	30	cycles	per	hour).		This	level	of	traffic	is	not	expected	to	experience	any	atypical	
delays	or	 other	 impacts	 associated	with	pedestrians	 crossing	 the	 south	 leg	of	 Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
(compared	to	other	similar	locations).		Further,	it	should	be	noted	that	the	existing	right‐turn	only	“roadway”	
between	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 presents	 an	 unsafe	
condition	 for	 pedestrians,	 particularly	 at	 night,	 as	 there	 is	 no	 “walk/don’t	 walk”	 control	 for	 pedestrians	
crossing	the	right‐turn	roadway	between	the	“main”	Project	Site	and	the	raised	triangular	island	at	the	very	
southwest	corner	of	the	intersection,	nor	is	there	any	indication	or	warning	for	vehicles	intent	on	using	this	
right‐turn	“roadway”	that	pedestrians	may	be	crossing	their	path.	 	The	proposed	intersection	modification	
will	remove	this	existing	safety	hazard.		See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐82	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	
B1).	
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COMMENT	NO	C57‐4	

c)		The	traffic	island	acts	as	a	"safety	buffer"	and	several	minutes	of	"free"	time	(as	the	pedestrians	take	a	few	
minutes	to	cross	the	rather	large	triangle)	for	the	easy‐	access	right	turning	traffic	to	accomplish	their	turns	
into	the	Southbound	Crescent	Heights	traffic	flow.		Kindly	bear	in	mind,	there	is	a	STOP	SIGN	allowing	"safe"	
passage	into	the	Southbound	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐4	

The	 comment	 expresses	 an	 opinion	 regarding	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 existing	 triangular	median	 island	 at	 the	
southwest	 corner	 of	 Sunset	Boulevard	 and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	 but	 does	 not	 identify	 any	 specific	
issues	related	to	the	traffic	 impact	analyses.	 	However,	as	noted	by	the	commenter,	the	existing	eastbound	
right‐turn	 only	 “roadway”,	which	will	 be	 removed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 proposed	 intersection	modifications	 and	
replaced	 by	 a	more	 typical	 right‐turn	 only	 lane,	 is	 STOP	 sign	 controlled	 at	 its	 intersection	with	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard.		As	such,	vehicles	using	this	right‐turn	“roadway”	do	not	have	the	right‐of‐way	and	must	
merge	with	 southbound	 through	 traffic	 on	 Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 (drivers	must	 also	 look	 back	 over	
their	 shoulder	 to	 the	 left	 at	 an	 extreme	 angle	 and	 uphill	 in	 order	 to	 see	 southbound	 through	 vehicles	
approaching	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	a	view	that	 is	also	partially	obstructed	by	existing	 light	poles	
and	other	 signage	on	 the	existing	 triangular	median	 island).	 	 Finally,	 vehicles	using	 the	 current	 right‐turn	
“roadway”	must	also	be	aware	of	 traffic	 entering	and	exiting	 the	Project	Site	via	 the	existing	driveway	on	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	which	is	located	only	50	to	60	feet	south	of	the	right‐turn	roadway’s	merge	with	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	Therefore,	 the	existing	 right‐turn	only	 “roadway”	 exhibits	numerous	 conflict	
points	with	other	traffic	using	other	streets	and	driveways	in	the	immediate	area.		The	proposed	intersection	
modifications	will	 alleviate	 these	 existing	 conflicts,	 and	are	 expected	 to	 improve	 eastbound	 “right‐turn	on	
red”	operations	(compared	to	that	of	the	current	right‐turn	only	“roadway”),	should	such	turns	be	permitted	
in	the	future,	due	to	 improved	visibility	of	southbound	through	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	 	See	
also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐80	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).		

COMMENT	NO.	C57‐5	

2)		The	misguided	concept	of	adding	yet	another	traffic	light	at	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Havenhurst.	

a)	 	 This	 concept,	 mentioned	 both	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 in	 the	 meeting	 on	 the	 8th	 will	 have	 disastrous	
consequences	 for	 the	 already	 congested	 East‐West	 traffic	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 First	 of	 all,	 besides	 the	
stoplight	on	Crescent	Heights,	there	is	another	traffic	light	2	and	1/2	blocks	West	on	the	Corner	of	Roxbury	
Road	and	Sunset	Boulevard	that	creates	 traffic	 tie‐ups	during	morning	and	evening	rush	hour	traffic.	 	The	
light	seems	perpetually	badly	timed	as	one	often	waits	far	too	long	for	it	to	change;	and	Roxbury	Road	dies	
into	Sunset,	so	traffic	waits	for	the	almost	non‐	existent	vehicles	to	turn	onto	Sunset	(right	and	left)	from	a	
tiny,	almost	private	road	on	which	there	are	4‐5	residences.	 	THREE	TRAFFIC	LIGHTS	in	a	THREE‐	BLOCK	
area	in	two	different	municipalities	seems	fraught	with	further	congestive	issues.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐5	

The	 comment	 expresses	 an	 opinion	 regarding	 the	 proposed	 (Project‐feature)	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	
intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 although	 no	 specific	 issues	 associated	 with	 the	
Project	TIA	analyses	or	other	technical	evaluations	are	identified.		The	comment	is	noted	for	the	record	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.		See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐56	(Save	
Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	B1).	
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COMMENT	NO.	C57‐6	

b)	 	Furthermore	since	 two	of	 these	 lights	would	be	the	province	of	 the	city	of	L.A.	and	the	third	(Roxbury	
Road)	 would	 be	 in	 West	 Hollywood,	 there	 is	 little	 hope	 of	 ever	 getting	 the	 two	 traffic	 departments	 to	
synchronize	 the	 lights	 ‐	 as	 they	 haven't	 been	 able	 to	 work	 it	 out	 since	 the	 Roxbury	 light	 was	 installed	 ‐	
approximately	8	years	ago.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐6	

See	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C57‐5	 above.	 	 All	 traffic	 signals	 within	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 (including	 the	
existing	 signal	 at	 the	 intersection	of	 Sunset	Boulevard	 and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	 and	 the	proposed	
new	 signal	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Hayvenhurst	 Drive)	 are	 synchronized	 with	 the	 City’s	 ATSAC/ATCS	
coordination	 system.	 	 The	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 also	 utilizes	 its	 own	 signal	 coordination	 protocols,	
although	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	and	City	of	Los	Angeles	 signal	 coordination	 systems	are	not	directly	
compatible.	 	 However,	 since	 both	 jurisdictions	 operate	 their	 respective	 traffic	 signals	 to	 enhance	 traffic	
flows,	traffic	movement	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	throughout	the	study	area	would	be	maximized.	

COMMENT	NO.	C57‐7	

3)	 	The	DEEPLY	misguided	 idea	of	 installing	a	new	 light	on	the	corner	of	Havenhurst	and	Fountain	
Avenue.	

a)		Again,	the	amount	of	feet	from	the	stop	light	at	Crescent	Heights	and	a	new	one	installed	on	the	corner	of	
Havenhurst	seems	to	be	less	than	100	feet;	it	would	be	wise	to	measure	this	exactly;	and	to	regulate	traffic	
twice	in	such	a	short	distance	guarantees	that	there	would	be	traffic	trailing	into	the	North‐South	traffic	flow	
of	 Crescent	Heights	 at	 almost	 every	 change	 of	 the	 light.	 There	will	 always	 be	 drivers	who	 think	 they	 can	
scrunch	in	to	the	traffic	ahead	of	them	to	"beat"	the	light;	and	the	result	is	to	disrupt,	not	only	the	East‐West	
traffic	‐	but	all	the	pedestrians	crossing	who	will	be	endangered	as	they	are	required	to	walk	around	the	cars	
blocking	 their	 crosswalk.	And	with	 less	 than	100	 feet	of	 squeeze‐in	space,	 cars	will	 always	 "trail"	 into	 the	
intersection	behind	the	two	lights	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐7	

The	commenter	states	that	the	distance	along	Fountain	Avenue	between	the	existing	traffic	signal	at	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	and	the	proposed	new	(mitigation	measure)	traffic	signal	at	Havenhurst	Drive	appears	to	
be	 less	 than	 100	 feet.	 	 In	 actual	 fact,	 however,	 this	 distance	 is	 approximately	 375	 feet	 from	 the	 existing	
vehicle	“stop”	line	(at	the	crosswalk)	for	eastbound	traffic	at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	the	anticipated	
“stop”	 line/crosswalk	 for	 the	new	signal	 at	Havenhurst	Drive.	 	 This	distance	 is	 adequate	 to	 control	 traffic	
flows	between	traffic	signal	locations	without	resulting	in	significant	increases	in	congestion	or	delay.	 	The	
new	 traffic	 signal	 is	 expected	 to	 be	 fully	 actuated,	 in	 order	 to	 minimize	 disruption	 to	 Fountain	 Avenue	
“through”	 traffic	 flows,	 providing	 a	 “green”	 indication	 for	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 only	 when	 traffic	 on	 these	
approaches	 begins	 to	 exhibit	 unacceptable	 delays	 or	 lengthy	 queues	 due	 to	 high	 volumes	 and/or	 limited	
“gaps”	 in	 Fountain	 Avenue	 traffic,	 particularly	 during	 the	 critical	 AM	 and	 PM	 peak	 traffic	 periods.	 	 In	
addition,	in	order	to	address	potential	backups	of	vehicles	into	the	intersection	(e.g.,	after	the	light	turns	red	
and	vehicles	have	not	cleared	the	right‐of‐way),	“Do	Not	Block	Intersection”	signage	and	associated	fines,	or	
other	measure(s),	could	be	implemented	to	discourage	drivers	from	obstructing	vehicular	flow	through	the	
intersection.	
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Further,	 it	 is	 important	 to	assure	 that	vehicles	exiting	 from	either	southbound	or	northbound	Havenhurst	
Drive	to	either	eastbound	or	westbound	Fountain	Avenue	have	adequate	“receiving”	space	in	the	Fountain	
Avenue	vehicular	queue	so	that	they	do	not	create	additional	and	unnecessary	congestion	at	this	intersection	
or	along	either	Fountain	Avenue	or	Havenhurst	Drive.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that,	in	addition	to	the	
“Do	Not	Block	Intersection”	signage,	the	coordination	of	the	proposed	new	traffic	signal	at	Fountain	Avenue	
and	Havenhurst	Drive	with	the	two	adjacent	existing	signals	(at	Sweetzer	Avenue,	and	at	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard)	 should	 include	 sufficient	 “all	 red”	 indications	 for	both	Havenhurst	Drive	 and	Fountain	Avenue	
traffic.		This	“all	red”	signal	phase	will	assure	that	vehicles	travelling	in	either	direction	of	Fountain	Avenue	
(at	Havenhurst	Drive)	will	be	prevented	from	entering	or	crossing	the	intersection	(before	traffic	is	allowed	
to	proceed	from	Havenhurst	Drive),	while	the	signals	controlling	the	“downstream”	Fountain	Avenue	traffic	
(westbound	at	Sweetzer	Avenue,	eastbound	at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	will	continue	to	exhibit	sufficient	
“green”	indications	such	that	all	Fountain	Avenue	traffic	already	in	or	immediately	past	the	intersection	(at	
Havenhurst	Drive)	can	clear	 the	 intersection	 itself,	 as	well	as	move	sufficiently	beyond	 the	 intersection	 to	
allow	 adequate	 “receiving”	 space	 for	 vehicles	 exiting	 from	Havenhurst	Drive	 onto	 Fountain	Avenue.	 	 This	
type	of	 traffic	 signal	operation	and	coordination	 is	 common	 throughout	 the	Los	Angeles	 region	 (including	
within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood),	and	is	expected	to	minimize	or	prevent	vehicles	travelling	on	Fountain	
Avenue	 from	 blocking	 egress	 from	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 thus	 reducing	 the	 potential	 for	 gridlock	 at	 this	
intersection,	particularly	during	the	peak	traffic	periods	of	the	day.	Please	see	the	signal	warrant	analysis	in	
the	Draft	EIR	Transportation	and	Circulation	Section	(pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66),	the	Draft	EIR	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1,	
page	123),	and	RP‐DEIR	(page	5‐51),	which	substantiate	the	above	analysis	conclusions.	

COMMENT	NO.	C57‐8	

b)		This	same	"trailing"	phenomenon	will	be	exhibited	at	the	Sunset	and	Havenhurst	dual	stoplights	also.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C57‐8	

The	distance	along	Sunset	Boulevard	between	the	existing	traffic	signal	at	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	
the	proposed	new	(Project‐feature)	traffic	signal	at	Havenhurst	Drive	is	actually	greater	than	that	between	
these	 two	streets	along	Fountain	Avenue,	at	approximately	450	 feet	 compared	 to	375	 feet,	 and	as	such,	 is	
also	 adequate	 to	 control	 traffic	 flows	 between	 traffic	 signal	 locations	 without	 resulting	 in	 significant	
increases	in	congestion	or	delay.	 	Like	the	proposed	new	signal	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive,	
the	proposed	new	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	is	expected	to	be	fully	actuated,	in	
order	to	minimize	disruption	to	Sunset	Boulevard	“through”	traffic	flows,	providing	a	“green”	indication	for	
northbound	Havenhurst	Drive	only	when	traffic	on	this	approach	begins	 to	exhibit	unacceptable	delays	or	
lengthy	queues	due	to	high	volumes	and/or	limited	“gaps”	in	Sunset	Boulevard	traffic,	particularly	during	the	
critical	AM	and	PM	peak	traffic	periods.		See	also	Response	to	Comment	B1‐56	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	
B1).	
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LETTER	NO.	C58	

Michael	Shores	
1682	Marmont	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C58‐1	

I	have	lived	in	the	area	above	Sunset	Blvd	behind	the	Chateau	Marmont	for	20+	years.	

This	 neighborhood	 pays	 a	 lot	 of	 taxes	 and	 feels	 that	 the	 City	 of	 L.A.	 is	 only	 thinking	 of	 itself	 with	 these	
gigantic	high‐rise	projects	that	benefit	no	one	but	the	city's	tax	collectors.	

This	8150	Sunset	project	 	will	send	the	intersection	back	to	the	level	it	was	in	the	'60s	by	taking	away	the	
right	hand	tum	lane.			Their	stealing	of	light	and	view	and	the	main	causation	of	horrendous	traffic	without	
benefit	of	mass	transit	is	an	abomination	of	what	a	modem	city	should	be.	

Please	find	attached	my	letter	of	protest	against	this	project.		

RESPONSE	NO.C58‐1	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.			

COMMENT	NO.C58‐2	

I've	lived	in	the	neighborhood	of	Marmont	Avenue	&	Hollywood	Blvd	since	1978	and	have	been	a	permanent	
resident	since	1995.		I	own	2	properties	on	Marmont	Avenue	at	1676	&	1682.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C58‐2	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐2	for	a	response	to	this	comment.			

COMMENT	NO.	C58‐3	

The	 intersection	at	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights	 is	 already	 lacking	enough	 lanes	and	smart	planning	 to	deal	
with	the	present	traffic	much	less	the	increase	of	20,000	cars	a	day	that	studies	show	the	8150	project	will	
bring	to	this	neighborhood.	It	will	drastically	increase	the	flow	of	traffic	into	the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C58‐3	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐3	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C58‐4	

With	the	advent	of	traffic	Apps	like	Waze,	Hollywood	Blvd	between	Laurel	Canyon	&	Kings	Road	is	already	
becoming	 a	 congested	 thoroughfare	 of	 commuters	 trying	 to	 avoid	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 &	
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Sunset.	Neighbors	walk	their	dogs	and	exercise	along	this	section	of	Hollywood	Blvd	that	was	once	a	peaceful	
neighborhood	street.	 	We	now	compete	for	space	with	drivers	that	are	desperate	for	a	short	cut	and	speed	
around	blind	 corners	 barely	missing	pedestrians.	 	 I've	made	 attempts	 to	 bring	 this	 to	 the	City's	 attention	
before	 by	 writing	 our	 district	 office	 and	 requesting	 speed	 bumps	 to	 slow	 cars	 down	 on	 this	 section	 of	
Hollywood	between	Laurel	Canyon	and	King's	Road.	The	City	wouldn't	allow	it.	The	Fire	Department	needs	
the	ability	to	make	quick	access	to	the	surrounding	neighborhood.	Speed	bumps	would	impede	their	efforts.	
This	 8150	 Sunset	 project	 is	 grossly	 over‐sized	 for	 this	 area	 and	 will	 only	 make	 our	 neighborhood	more	
congested.	 It's	 only	 a	 matter	 of	 time	 where	 we'll	 no	 doubt	 see	 an	 increase	 in	 car	 accidents	 involving	
pedestrians	because	more	reckless	drivers	are	speeding	through	our	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C58‐4	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐4	for	a	response	to	this	comment.					

COMMENT	NO.	C58‐5	

Taking	away	the	right	hand	turn	lane	on	the	east	bound	side	of	Sunset	Blvd	is	like	returning	this	intersection	
to	the	Stone	Age	of	the	'60s,	when	the	music	club	Pandora's	Box	used	to	occupy	the	corner	before	the	right	
hand	turn	lane	ever	existed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C58‐5	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐5	for	a	response	to	this	comment.			

COMMENT	NO.	C58‐6	

In	 the	 4	 decades	 since	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Laurel	 Cyn	 /	 Crescent	Heights	 hasn't	 changed.	 The	
traffic		certainly	has.	The	intersection	has	become	a	major	commuter	thoroughfare.	Laurel	Canyon	now	has	
less	 navigable	 traffic	 lanes	 due	 to	 mudslides	 in	 the	 2004/2005	 rainy	 season,	 which	 still	 haven't	 been	
repaired.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C58‐6	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐6	for	a	response	to	this	comment.			

COMMENT	NO.	C58‐7	

This	intersection	is	jammed	on	the	best	of	days	by	impatient,	distracted	drives	[sic]	who	are	reckless	because	
they're	trying	to	make	up	time	stuck	in	traffic.	 	Drivers	run	red	lights	at	that	intersection	all	the	time.	 	I've	
seen	numerous	 	 accidents	of	 cars	colliding	with	motorcyclists	and	bike	riders.	A	Ghost	Bike	stands	at	 this	
turbulent	intersection,	not	as	a	tribute	to	the	dead,	nameless	cyclist	who	was	struck	and	killed	by	a	motorist,	
but	 a	 warning	 to	 other	 bikers:	 this	 is	 a	 dangerous	 place;	 avoid	 it.	 So	 it	 is	 completely	 absurd	 that	 this	
developer	pretends	to	understand	the	bike	culture	of	LA	and	thinks	they	can	mitigate	the	additional	20,000	
cars	a	day	by	installing	900	bike	parking	spaces.	This	is	political	comedy	at	it's	most	preposterous.	No	one	
rides	a	bike	as	a	commuter	on	Laurel	Canyon.	 	 	 It	 is	extremely	disappointing	that	a	Mayor	who	takes	such	
pride	in	promoting	CycLAvia	events	as	LA.'s		vision	of	the	future	is	so	blind	and	out	of	touch	with	reality.		His	
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commitment	to	CycLAvia	is	more	obviously	focused	on	finding	ways	for	developers	to	accrue	Bonus	points	to	
push	their	projects	past	what	the	normal	neighborhood	codes	would	allow.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C58‐7	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐7	for	a	response	to	this	comment.			

COMMENT	NO.	C58‐8	

No	one	 in	the	City	Planning	Department	or	Mayor's	office	could	repute	the	 idea	that	the	city	has	 lagged	in	
providing	more	expansive	rapid	transit	to	an	ever‐growing	city.	L.A.	may	be	proud	of	its	bus	lanes	but	they	
are	few	and	far	between	and	don't	exist	at	the	Sunset	I	Crescent	Heights		intersection.	In	reality	those	Rapid	
Buses	are	stuck	in	traffic		like	everyone		else.	There	is	no	place	to	pull	out	of	the	main	lanes	of	traffic	to	keep	
it	flowing.	

These	 developers	 have	 provided	 no	 facility	 for	 rapid	 transit	 or	 bus	 lanes	 or	 even	 a	 bus	 turnout	 lane	 for	
passengers	 to	 get	 on	 and	 off	 that	 might	 replace	 the	 right‐hand	 turn	 lane	 they	 propose	 to	 get	 rid	 of.	 It's	
ridiculous	that	they	think	adding	green	space	will	help	people	get	to	work	faster	and	safer.	This	is	a	huge	fail	
in	logic	in	both	Planning	and	the	Mayor's	office,	who	may	see	a	greatly	increased	tax	base	revenue	stream	but	
is	 ignoring	the	residents	of	a	historic	area	that	in	the	aggregate	pay	a	very	large	amount	of	property	taxes.	
Buses	 take	up	precious	 	 lanes	of	 traffic.	 	Drivers	 in	a	hurry,	 late	 for	work,	pull	around	the	buses	 in	unsafe	
maneuvers.		Accidents	will	only	increase.	

I've	been	victim	to	2	serious	accidents	within	the	area	of	that	intersection	of	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights,	both	
times	resulting	in	totaled	cars	and	months	of	physical	therapy	due	to	my	injuries.	 	 	 In	one	accident	my	car	
was	hit	so	hard	that	I	was	knocked	unconscious		and	with	the	force	of	the	impact	my	car	was	pushed	so	far	
away	that	when	the	fire	department	arrived	they	didn't	even	think	I	was	part	of	the	accident	scene.	

Don't	 let	 these	developers	make	an	already	dangerous	 intersection	even	worse.	This	development	at	8150	
Sunset	must	be	stopped!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C58‐8	

The	comments	provided	in	this	letter	are	duplicates	of	comments	provided	in	Comment	Letter	C2	(Michael	
Shores)	by	the	same	commenter.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C2‐8	for	a	response	to	this	comment.			
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LETTER	NO.	C59	

Mason	A.	Sommers	
DrMSommers@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C59‐1	

I	have	been	a	resident	in	Laurel	Canyon	since	1984.	In	moving	to	the	hills,	I	was	trading	the	convenience	of	
being	in	the	city,	with	the	peace	and	quiet	of	being	in	the	hills	at	the	end	of	a	long	day.	My	usual	commute	is	
approximately	 15	minutes.	 Over	 the	 years,	 as	 the	 area	 has	 developed,	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 has	 become	
more	congested,	I	have	alternated	between	Laurel	Canyon	and	Coldwater	Canyon	as	my	routes.	

In	recent	years,	the	congestion	has	become	increasingly	difficult	to	negotiate.	My	commute	has	increased	to	
25	minutes	 going	 to	work,	 and	 it	 can	 take	me	 up	 to	 an	 hour	 to	 get	 home.	 I	 cannot	 entertain	 early	 in	 the	
evening	as	people	refuse	to	attempt	to	come	here	given	that	the	traffic	is	so	bad,	it	will	add	a	minimum	of	30	
minutes	to	any	commute.	

Please	consider	a	low	density	project	for	further	development	in	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C59‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts	with	supporting	
data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 determined	 therein,	 the	
Project	 would	 have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Hollywood	
Boulevard,	which	is	estimated	to	operate	at	service	 levels	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	
Year	 2013	 conditions	 and	LOS	 “B”	 during	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	hours	 under	Year	 2018	 conditions,	with	 and	
without	the	Project.	LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	
indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle.		The	Draft	EIR	fully	evaluated	eight	
(8)	Project	alternatives	in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	which	included	three	alternatives	(Alternatives	1,	2,	and	
4)	that	reduced	the	overall	density	of	development	on‐site,	two	of	which	(Alternatives	1	and	2)	reduced	the	
density	by	over	 two‐thirds	relative	 to	 the	Project.	 	Other	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐720	

LETTER	NO.	C60	

Lauren	Soroky	
7940	Blackburn	

COMMENT	NO.	C60‐1	

I	want	to	voice	my	support	for	the	8150	Sunset	project.	Like	the	vast	majority	of	residents	of	this	city,	I	am	a	
renter	that	lives	in	an	apartment.	My	apartment	is	what	I	call	home,	because	that	is	what	it	is.	I	do	not	own	a	
home,	nor	do	I	live	in	the	Hollywood	Hills.	For	most	residents	of	this	city,	owning	a	home,	especially	one	in	
the	luxury	neighborhood	that	is	the	Hollywood	Hills,	is	simply	not	an	option.	It	angers	me	in	fact,	when	the	
creation	of	new	rental	apartments	is	looked	down	upon	because	that's	not	what	certain	people	"want	in	their	
neighborhood".	

Higher	density	is	a	good	thing,	and	one	of	the	main	reasons	I	support	this	project.	While	our	neighborhoods	
are	what	make	Los	Angeles	special,	we	simply	need	more	high	density	neighborhoods.	The	preponderance	of	
single	 family	 homes	 and	 the	 lack	 of	more	 densely	 built	 apartments	 and	mixed	 use	 buildings	 continues	 to	
create	an	environment	where	only	the	rich	are	able	to	live	and	anyone	who	doesn't	have	a	massive	income	is	
priced	out.	It's	also	not	good	enough	to	say	we	need	more	housing	(we	desperately	do!)	but	not	support	it	in	
your	neighborhood	‐	that's	insincere.	

Mixed	use	 is	a	good	thing	and	helps	me	do	things	without	the	assistance	of	my	car.	Walking,	biking,	buses	
and	trains	are	old	ideas	that	went	by	the	wayside	when	our	city	planners	created	a	carcentric	infrastructure.	
We	can't	continue	to	have	the	car	as	the	only	mode	of	transportation	‐	that	has	actually	led	to	many	of	the	
problems	the	city	faces	today,	including	lack	of	transportation,	pollution,	and	failing	infrastructure	

Building	 higher	 and	 building	 denser	 is	 simply	more	 efficient.	 It	 will	 reduce	 traffic	 impacts,	 it	 will	 reduce	
environmental	impacts,	and	most	importantly	it	will	allow	people	the	opportunity	to	live	in	the	area	without	
needing	the	bankroll	to	buy	a	house.	

Many	people	work	 in	Hollywood.	Many	people	work	 in	West	Hollywood.	 It's	counterproductive	 to	not	put	
housing,	especially	affordable	housing,	here	(where	it's	needed).	

RESPONSE	NO.	C60‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C61	

Paul	and	Melody	St	John	
1525	N.	Crescent	Hgts	Blvd.		
Los	Angeles,	Ca.		90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C61‐1	

I	am	a	concerned	neighbor	that	lives	across	the	street	at	1525	N.	Crescent	Hgts	Blvd.		In	the	triangle	that	our	
home	sits	 there	are	9	 single	 family	homes	where	 they	are	 listed	at	multi	 family	on	every	plan	 that	 I	 have	
seen.	Our	homes	were	built	 in	 the	1920's	and	are	historically	significant	 to	 the	area.	 	Traffic	 is	already	an	
issue	but	the	impact	that	this	building	will	bring	is	inconceivable.		The	stress	on	the	infrastructure,	ie	water,	
sewers,	and	electrical	should	also	be	seriously	considered.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C61‐1	

It	 is	correct	that	the	homes	on	Crescent	Height	Boulevard,	between	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	Selma	
Drive	 are	 single	 family.	 Draft	 EIR,	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 Figure	 2‐2,	 Aerial	 Photograph	 with	
Surrounding	Land	Use,	which	indicates	the	area	as	“Multi‐family	Residential,”	was	corrected	in	the	RP‐DEIR	
to	show	the	area	as	“Single‐family	Residential.”		Please	see	the	revised	Figure	2‐2	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	
and	 Additions	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Sections	 4.K.1,	Water	 Supply,	 and	 4.K.2,	
Wastewater,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 impacts	 related	 to	water	 supply,	
wastewater	conveyance	and	treatment,	or	associated	infrastructure.		Please	also	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐4	
regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	and	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	sewer	infrastructure	in	the	Project	
area.	

COMMENT	NO.	C61‐2	

With	the	recent	water	main	breaks	this	should	 just	be	a	wake	up	call	 to	the	city	on	how	badly	needed	are	
other	improvements	instead	of	building	yet	another	mixed	use	permitted	building	that	brings	the	extra	taxes	
to	the	city.		I	understand	how	one	supports	the	other	but	the	impact	on	this	area	would	be	substantial.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C61‐2	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	decision‐makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	discussed	
above	and	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	significant	impacts	
related	to	water	supply	or	associated	water	distribution	infrastructure.			

COMMENT	NO.	C61‐3	

Because	 of	 the	 extra	 traffic	 and	 gridlock	 the	 services	 provided	 by	 police	 and	 fire	 will	 also	 be	 affected.		
PLEASE,	PLEASE	do	not	permit	a	high‐rise	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	go	forward.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C61‐3	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision‐makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	
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LETTER	NO.	C62	

Julie	D.	Summers		
<jsumer@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C62‐1	

This	is	an	addendum	to	my	letter	dressed	to	you	dated	January	12,	2015.	

Looking	 at	 the	 current	plans	 for	 the	development	of	8150	Sunset	Boulevard,	 the	developer	 is	planning	 to	
construct	a	solid	wall,	49	 feet	high,	on	the	north	and	west	side	of	my	building.	 	This	wall	would	be	higher	
than	my	building	by	at	lease	[sic]	10	feet.		On	the	north	side	of	the	property,	the	wall	would	be	only	four	feet	
from	the	bedroom	windows	on	that	side	of	the	building!	

Please	have	the	EIR	consultant	evaluate	the	impact	of	this	plan	on	the	noise,	heat,	air	circulation	and	quality	
of	 life	now	enjoyed	by	those	who	 live	at	1425	N.	Crescent	Heights.	 	Please	review	especially	 the	problems	
which	will	be	caused	by	the	reflected	light	and	heat	on	the	north	side	of	my	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C62‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 acknowledges,	 as	 the	 commenter	 notes,	 that	 the	 building	 at	 1425	 N.	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	is	located	very	proximate	to	the	Project	Site	boundary,	though	the	specific	distance	between	the	
property	line	and	the	subject	building	has	not	been	determined.		The	Draft	EIR,	in	Sections	4.B,	Air	Quality,	
and	4.G,	Noise,	evaluated	air	quality	and	noise	impacts.		The	adjacent	property	at	1451	N.	Crescent	Heights	is	
also	identified	as	a	sensitive	receptor	site	in	these	EIR	sections,	and	the	Draft	EIR	assumes,	as	shown	in	Table	
4.G‐5	in	Section	4.G,	that	this	sensitive	use	is	located	five	feet	from	proposed	construction	activities.	 	Given	
the	proximity	of	this	sensitive	use	to	the	Project	Site,	construction‐related	noise	impacts	were	concluded	to	
be	 significant;	 however,	 long‐term	 operational	 noise	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	
despite	the	proximity	of	the	building	relative	to	the	Project.	 	Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8,	which	
further	discuss	 impacts	related	to	noise	 impacts	at	sensitive	receptor	sites.	 	With	regard	to	 light	and	glare	
effects,	the	Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics	evaluated	the	Project’s	lighting	impacts,	including	impacts	from	
reflected	 light,	on	nearby	residents	and	concludes	 the	 impacts	are	 less	 than	significant.	 	While	 the	Project	
would	construct	a	structural	wall	adjacent	to	the	building	noted	by	the	commenter,	this	wall,	as	required	by	
PDF‐AES‐1	(see	page	3‐4	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR),	would	be	planted	with	vines	or	other	appropriate	
landscaping	 (where	adequate	space	exists	 to	maintain	 it)	 in	order	 to	provide	a	visual	buffer,	which	would	
also	 serve	 to	 absorb	 light	 and	 heat	 that	 might	 otherwise	 be	 reflected	 onto	 surrounding	 properties.		
Additionally,	 it	 is	not	expected	 that	 the	Project’s	proximity	 to	surrounding	uses	could	potentially	 result	 in	
significant	 changes	 to	air	 flow	or	 circulation	at	 these	 locations,	 and	 the	 comment	provides	no	evidence	of	
such	 impacts.	 	As	 such,	 long‐term	operation	of	 the	Project	 is	not	expected	 to	 result	 in	 substantial	 adverse	
effects	 to	nearby	 sensitive	uses,	 including	 the	adjacent	property	noted	by	 the	 commenter,	 associated	with	
noise,	 light,	 heat,	 or	 air	 circulation.	 	 Please	 note	 that	 impacts	 on	 quality	 of	 life	 are	 not	 germane	 to	 the	
environmental	 analysis	 required	 by	 CEQA	 to	 be	 included	 in	 the	 EIR.	 	 However,	 the	 comments	 have	 been	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C63	

Grafton	P.Tanquary	
President	
Crescent	Heights	–	Havenhurst	Neighborhood	Preservation	Association.	
Gpt1287@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C63‐1	

Please	see	the	attached	response	to	the	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C63‐1	

The	letter	does	not	contain	an	attachment.		The	referenced	letter	was	previously	submitted	to	the	City,	which	
is	addressed	in	written	responses	to	Letter	B10	(Grafton	Tanquary	Letter	B10).	
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LETTER	NO.	C64	

Frank	Taplin		
franktaplin@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C64‐1	

I	am	a	resident	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Although	my	home	or	work	is	not	within	sight	of	the	proposal	at	
8150	Sunset,	I	am	frequently	in	this	area.	

I	am	very	opposed	to	 the	project	as	presented	by	the	developer.	The	scale	 is	 far	 too	 large	and	tall	 for	 this	
location,	and	if	allowed	to	progress	it	will	set	a	precedent	that	will	have	even	further	negative	impacts	on	this	
area.	Please	think	of	the	precedent	you'll	be	setting.	In	addition,	some	of	the	specific	aspects	of	the	proposal	
are	insulting	and	laughable,	such	as	eliminating	the	right	turn	lane	onto	Crescent	Heights	and	not	providing	
adequate	open	space	on	the	parcel.	

The	LA	City	Planning	Dept.	has	made	so	many	mistakes	over	many	years,	please	don't	let	this	be	another	one.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C64‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	 	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	
Project	in	the	context	of	 its	 location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	
two‐story	retail	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	with	a	roof‐top,	landscaped	terrace.		The	street‐facing	buildings	
would	be	between	42	and	55	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	nine‐story	component	would	
be	approximately	108	 feet	 in	height	 relative	 to	Sunset	Boulevard	while	 the	16‐story	 component	would	be	
approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	also	be	set	back	from	adjacent	side	
streets.	 	 The	 low‐rise	 retail	 frontage	 and	 street‐oriented	 landscaped	 terrace	 would	 reduce	 the	 sense	 of	
building	mass	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	street	front	and	the	Project	is,	thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	not	
adversely	 impact	 the	 aesthetic	 character	 or	 scale	 of	 the	 setting.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	the	Project’s	mass	and	scale	related	to	aesthetics	and	visual	character.	

Regarding	 the	 provision	 of	 adequate	 open	 space	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 as	 summarized	 on	 page	 4.I.3‐15	 in	
Section	4.I.3,	Parks	and	Recreation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	provide	public	and	private	open	space	
and	 recreational	 amenities	 that	 exceed	 LAMC	 requirements,	 including	 public	 roof	 decks	 and	 the	 Corner	
Plaza.		

Please	also	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	vehicle	circulation	and	intersection	capacity	related	to	
the	removal	of	the	existing	right‐turn	lane	and	provision	of	a	new	right‐turn	lane	at	the	actual	intersection.		
As	discussed	therein,	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	widened	to	provide	the	new	turning	lane	
and	the	reconfiguration	would	not	diminish	intersection	capacity.		

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐725	

LETTER	NO.	C65	

Gregory	Widen		
gregorywiden@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C65‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	the	submitted	EIR	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	This	proposed	
development	is	completely	out	of	scale	for	the	neighborhood	and	besides	being	a	blight	on	the	skyline	(When	
it's	not	actually	blocking	it)	will	cause	a	traffic	nightmare	at	an	already	stressed	intersection.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C65‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 addressed	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 consistency	 with	
development	 standards	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 and	 discussed	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development,	
including	 development	 within	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood,	 consistency	with	 development	 standards,	 and	
consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	
regarding	Project‐related	impacts	to	views	and	visual	character,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	
impacts	on	local	intersections.	

COMMENT	NO.	C65‐2	

The	predicted	traffic	impact	in	the	EIR	is	completely	dishonest	in	my	opinion	since	it	quotes	a	current	level	of	
entrances	and	exits	that	would	be	equal	to	what	is	currently	the	traffic	level	at	the	Target	complex	at	Santa	
Monica	and	La	Brea.	No	sane	person	believes	the	same	number	of	cars	currently	use	the	8150	space.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C65‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic‐related	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	
data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 The	 commenter	 suggests	 that	 the	 analysis	
presented	in	the	Project	TIA	and	Draft	EIR	is	not	accurate.	However,	the	Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA)	
was	prepared	in	accordance	with	established	methodology	and	guidance	provided	by	the	LADOT.	 	Prior	to	
preparation	 of	 the	 TIA,	 the	 Project	 traffic	 consultant	met	with	 LADOT	 to	 review	 the	 Project	 assumptions,	
methodology,	and	other	details	that	relate	to	the	preparation	of	the	report.	 	Based	on	this	meeting,	LADOT	
prepared	 a	 Memorandum	 of	 Understanding	 (MOU)	 that	 articulates	 the	 agreed‐upon	 assumptions,	
methodology,	and	other	relevant	information	(the	MOU	is	included	as	Appendix	H‐4	of	the	Draft	EIR).		Once	
the	 traffic	 consultant	 prepared	 the	TIA,	 it	was	 submitted	 to	 LADOT	 for	 review	 and	 comment,	 and	LADOT	
subsequently	approved	the	TIA	and	its	contents	(the	LADOT	approval	letter	is	included	as	Appendix	H‐5	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR).	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 traffic	 generation	 and	 related	 traffic	
system	impacts.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C65‐3	

This	is	clearly	a	way,	through	using	false	numbers,	that	the	developer	hopes	to	portray	his	development	as	
having	no	 real	 traffic	 impact.	 It's	 simply	not	 true.	Even	managers	of	 the	 lot	have	quoted	personally	 to	me	
traffic	numbers	two‐third	less	than	what	 is	stated	in	the	EIR.	As	a	resident	who	lives	a	mere	few	blocks	of	
8150	north	of	Sunset,	this	will	mean	a	nightmare	getting	in	and	out	of	our	neighborhood	and,	as	a	former	city	
firefighter,	I	know	it	will	only	increase	response	times	from	station	41	on	Gardner	to	our	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C65‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic‐related	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	
data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1,	 and	 addressed	 fire	 and	 emergency	 medical	
services	 and	 response	 times	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 with	
supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 G.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 impacts	 related	 to	 traffic	 and	
circulation	 and	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	would	 be	 reduced	 to	 less	 than	 significant	
with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 traffic‐related	mitigation	measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	generation	and	related	traffic	system	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	
emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.		

COMMENT	NO.	C65‐4	

I	 am	 not	 opposed	 to	 sane	 development	 at	 the	 site.	 The	 mix	 used	 development	 that	 went	 in	 at	 the	 DGA	
parking	lot	down	the	street	works	well	with	its	neighbors,	and	while	the	Trader	Joe/theatre	complex	across	
the	street	from	8150	is	ugly,	it	doesn't	dominate	the	neighborhood.	This	proposal	does.	There's	a	better	way	
to	utilize	this	parcel	to	the	benefit	of	the	city	and	its	neighbors.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C65‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C65‐1	above.		The	comments	regarding	other	development	in	the	area	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	 for	their	consideration,	but	these	comments	do	not	
raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C65‐5	

In	short:	

This	 is	 an	 ugly,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	will	 destroy	 the	 character	 of	 our	 neighborhood	 and	 create	
public	safety	problems.	

This	 is	 a	 greedy	 development	 since	 saner,	 lower	 scale	 developments	 are	 the	 norm	 for	 the	 area	 and	 is	
something	I	and	my	neighbors	would	support.	

The	submitted	EIR	is	a	dishonest	document	that	should	be	thrown	out	and	sent	back	to	the	drawing	boards	
(it	 actually	 contains	 sentences	 like	 "This	 development	 generally	 conforms	 to	 the	 city	 plan"	 GENERALLY?	
Either	you	conform	or	you	don't!)	

Thank	you	for	your	consideration	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C65‐5	

Please	refer	to	Responses	to	Comments	C65‐1,	C65‐2,	and	C65‐3	above.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	compliance	
with	 applicable	 land	 use	 and	 planning	 documents,	 including	 the	 General	 Plan	 Framework	 Element	 and	
Hollywood	Community	Plan,	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.		The	Project’s	consistency	with	the	applicable	land	use	
plans	 begins	 on	 page	 4.F‐19	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 under	 Impact	 Statement	 LU‐1.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 Project’s	
consistency	 with	 the	 Framework	 Element	 is	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.F‐20	 and	 in	 Table	 4.F‐1.	 	 The	 Project’s	
consistency	 with	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 is	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.F‐27	 and	 in	 Table	 4.7‐2.	 	 The	
analysis	under	Impact	Statement	LU‐1	concludes	that	the	Project	would	be	substantially	consistent	with	the	
objectives	and	policies	of	the	applicable	land	use	plans,	and	therefore	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	respect	to	adopted	plans.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	for	a	further	discussion	of	the	Project’s	
consistency	 with	 applicable	 land	 use	 polices	 and	 development	 standards.	 Regarding	 the	 comment	 about	
“generally”	 complying	with	 applicable	 plans,	 this	 finding	 is	 not	 uncommon,	 as	 it	 has	 been	 recognized	 by	
California	 courts	 that	 local	 development	 plans	 embrace	 a	 variety	 of	 goals	 and	 objectives,	 and	 compliance	
with	every	aspiration	in	a	general	plan	is	nearly	impossible.	
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LETTER	NO.	C66	

Randy	Myer	
rmyer813@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO	C66‐1	

Jonathan,	

I	is	[sic]	not	send	this	letter.	I	do	not	know	who	did.	Did	it	come	from	my	email?	Someone	hacked	me	if	it	did.	
I	would	never	write	such	a	long	letter	and,	as	chair	of	zoning	for	LFIA,	I	would	never	send	a	personal	letter	
like	this.	LFIA	sends	letters	when	our	board	approves	them,	on	our	letterhead.	

I	know	nothing	about	this	project	as	it	is	not	in	the	Los	Feliz	area.	Please	disregard.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C66‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	no	further	response	is	warranted.			
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LETTER	NO.	C67	

Deborah	Cannon	
Debmican@aol.com		

COMMENT	NO.	C67‐1	

As	a	resident	of	Laurel	Canyon	for	35	years,	

I	have	to	say.............what	could	you	possibly	be	thinking????	

A	skyscraper	on	the	corner????	

There	are	a	million	reasons	not	to	allow	this.	

Just	pick	one	and	say	no.	

RESPONSE	NO.C67‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C68	

Meher	Dhondy	
meherdhondy@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C68‐1	

We	are	extremely	concerned	about	the	traffic	at	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heighhts	blvd.	[sic]	

Removing	that	right	turn	lane	is	a	truly	bad	idea.	

How	can	the	city	of	Los	Angeles	let	a	developer	hijack	public	space?	

This	is	not	in	the	best	interests	of	the	public.	

Please	review	this	decision	

RESPONSE	NO.	C68‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicle	 circulation	 and	 intersection	 capacity	 related	 to	 the	
removal	 of	 the	 existing	 right‐turn	 lane	 and	 provision	 of	 a	 new	 right‐turn	 lane.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	and	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 the	reconfiguration	would	not	remove	any	
travel	lanes	or	reduce	intersection	capacity.		The	added	space	would	allow	for	the	development	of	the	9,134	
square‐foot	 public	 landscaped	 plaza	 that	 would	 be	 developed	 and	 maintained	 by	 the	 Project	 but	 would	
remain	under	the	ownership	of	the	City.		
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LETTER	NO.	C69	

Alexander	Friedman	
Hollywood,	California	
alek3000@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C69‐1	

I	am	a	local	resident,	and	am	in	full	support	of	the	proposed	project!	

The	 project	 looks	 beautiful,	 modern,	 pedestrian‐friendly,	 and	 looks	 promising	 to	 transform	 the	 current	
"third‐world"	type	of	stripmall	into	a	beautiful,	21st‐century‐type	development.		

I	believe,	the	draft	EIR	looks	great,	and	I	sincerely	hope	the	developments	will	indeed	materialize,	as	planned	
and	 explained	 on	 the	 EIR.	 I	 love	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 will	 have	 beautiful	 tall	 buildings,	 a	 large	
pedestrian	area	with	a	water	 fountain,	and	a	number	of	restaurants	and	retail	shops.	By	the	way,	 I	do	Not	
want	to	see	cheap	fast‐food	places	(e.g.	McDonalds,	Burger	King,	etc.),	as	they	tend	to	degrade	the	area.	What	
my	 friends	and	 I	do	want	 to	 see	 is	upscale	 shops	and	 restaurants,	which	we	will	most	 certainly	visit	on	a	
regular	basis	(assuming	the	project	gets	approved)	

Currently	 this	 southwest	 corner	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 an	 eyesore,	 keeping	 many	
pedestrians	 away,	 especially	 tourists.	 Considering	 that	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 is	 only	 a	 few	 steps	 away,	 a	major	
overhaul	is	needed,	and	the	proposed	project	will	satisfy	the	needs	of	this	neighborhood,	while	contributing	
to	our	economy.	

Finally,	the	project	will	bring	much	needed	jobs,	it	will	improve	the	quality	of	life	in	the	area,	and	will	add	to	
walkability	 and	 sustainability.	 I	 am	 not	 concerned	 about	 any	 impact	 on	 traffic	 and	 parking	 because	 ‐	 as	
experience	has	shown	‐	such	mixed‐use	developments	ultimately	do	not	generate	more	traffic,	but	actually	
reduce	car‐dependence	by	encourage	people	to	walk	and	using	mass	transit	(instead	of	driving).	 I	am	also	
aware	 that	Hollywood	and	West	Hollywood	offer	plenty	of	mass	 transit	 options,	 and	 the	Red	 line	 subway	
station	is	close‐by.	

I	hereby	request	that	City	of	LA	approves	the	EIR	‐	without	allowing	local	opponents	to	downsize	the	project	
‐	 and	 fully	 endorses	 this	 beautiful,	 futuristic	 project,	which	 is	 all	 but	 certain	 to	 transform	 the	 area	 into	 a	
vibrant,	family‐oriented,	pedestrian‐friendly	center!	

Thank	you!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C69‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C70	

Jamison	and	Lisa	Jones		
jamison@jonesfilms.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C70‐1	

We	are	concerned	about	the	new	development	planned	for	the	corner	of	sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.	

Not	only	is	the	tower	over	200	feet,	but	there	is	a	plan	to	reduce	lanes	of	traffic	to	an	already	congested	area.	

Please	be	prudent	in	your	review	of	the	plans	for	this	development	and	keep	in	mind	the	citizens	that	live	in	
this	area	as	you	make	your	final	decisions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C70‐1	

Relative	to	the	street	elevation	of	Sunset	Boulevard,	the	Project’s	tallest	component	is	191	feet	in	height	(or	
216	 feet	 as	 measured	 from	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 Project	 Site).	 	 The	 Project	 does	 not	 propose	 to	
remove	 traffic	 lanes.	 Also,	 please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicle	 circulation	 and	
intersection	capacity	related	to	the	removal	of	the	existing	right‐turn	lane	and	provision	of	a	new	right‐turn	
lane	at	the	actual	intersection.		As	discussed	therein,	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	widened	to	
provide	the	new	turning	lane	and	the	reconfiguration	would	not	diminish	intersection	capacity.	
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LETTER	NO.	C71	

DEVRA	KORWIN,	MAOM,	PCC	
Principal,	INTERACTIONS	‐	Effective	Communication	
dk@devrakorwin.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C71‐1	

Really	–	you’re	planning	to	allow	more	building	and	more	density	on	Sunset	at	Crescent	Heights.	It	will	just	
cause	more	traffic	and	we’ll	lose	some	small	businesses.	What	are	you	thinking?!	I’ve	lived	in	the	Canyon	for	
over	20	years	and	seen	it	progress	from	an	oasis	to	a	freeway.	Is	everything	greed?	My	god,	use	your	brains!		

RESPONSE	NO.	C71‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	potential	impacts	to	land	use	in	Section	4.J,	Land	Use,	and	concluded	
that	 land	 use	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	
regional	 traffic	 system	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	
provided	 in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	 concluded	 therein,	 long‐term	operational	 traffic	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 the	
Project	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	with	mitigation.	 	 Implementation	of	 the	Project	would	 result	 in	 the	
removal	 of	 approximately	 80,000	 square	 feet	 of	 existing	 commercial	 uses	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	
construction	 of	 111,339	 square	 feet	 of	 new	 retail,	 restaurant,	 and	 other	 commercial	 uses,	 which	 would	
represent	a	net	increase	of	approximately	31,339	square	feet	of	commercial	uses.		
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LETTER	NO.	C72	

Larry	McQueen	
2225	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C72‐1	

I	 am	 a	 home	 owner	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 (2225	 Nichols	 Canyon	 Road,	 L.A.	 90046).	 I	 am	 writing	 in	
opposition	to	the	proposed	project	listed	in	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report,	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐
2552‐EIR.	 The	 report	 concerns	 the	 proposed	mixed	 use	 residential	 and	 business	 located	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Boulevard.	

I	am	dismayed	that	the	City	is	considering	the	possible	construction	of	yet	another	mammoth	construction	in	
an	area	that	has	been	a	notoriously	busy	intersection.	Crescent	Heights	turns	into	Lauren	Canyon	which	soon	
after	turns	into	a	one	lane	road	on	each	side.	This	causes	congestion	from	traffic	coming	into	Hollywood	via	
Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 especially	 entering	 the	 canyon	 going	 to	 the	 valley.	 This	 in	 combination	 to	 being	 the	
beginning	of	the	Sunset	Strip,	which	also	has	major	constructions	of	this	size	going	on	adding	more	people	
and	more	cars,	makes	it	impossible	to	take	those	roads.	

Traffic	 has	 always	 been	 a	 problem	 in	 the	Hollywood	 area	 and	 politicians	 are	 always	 giving	 lip	 service	 to	
improving	this	situation.	But,	all	that	seems	to	be	happening	is	the	approval	of	yet	more	and	more	oversized	
developments	which	bring	more	people	into	the	area.	It’s	a	pipe	dream	that	the	people	are	not	going	to	be	
coming	 in	 and	 out	 of	 these	 areas	 by	 the	 use	 of	 cars.	 The	 politicians	 know	 this,	 but	 I’m	 offended	 that	 the	
concern	seems	to	be	more	with	revenue	generation	vs.	improving	the	quality	of	life	for	those	that	live	in	the	
area.	

I	highly	oppose	the	construction	of	such	a	large	project	that	would	add	to	the	nightmare	of	getting	home	

RESPONSE	C72‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	construction	traffic.	 	As	concluded	therein,	
construction	 traffic	 could	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 during	 the	midday	 (off‐peak)	 hours	 only	 for	 the	
duration	of	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase.		However,	long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	
were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.		Please	
also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 cumulative	 traffic	
impacts.	 	As	noted	therein,	the	Project	TIA	evaluated	cumulative	traffic	effects	in	conjunction	with	Project‐
related	 traffic,	 including	 traffic	 generated	 by	 the	 38	 related	 projects	 listed	 in	 Table	 3‐1	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	
General	Description	of	Environmental	Setting,	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C73	

Randall	Rumage	
1910	Mt.	Olympus	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C73‐1	

Please	register	my	objection	to	this	proposed	project.	I	have	read	the	plans	and	can	see	that	there	is	no	way	
that	traffic	at	this	intersection	can	accommodate	this	kind	of	growth.	Having	lived	near	Sunset	Blvd.	for	31	
years,	it	has	gotten	to	the	point	where	one	avoids	it	at	all	costs	because	it's	becoming	impassible,	making	it	
dangerous	 for	 emergency	 personnel	 to	 cross	 Sunset	 to	 get	 to	 those	 in	 critical	 need.	 We	 must	 end	 this	
uncontrolled	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C73‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein	and	summarized	 in	Tables	4.J‐4(a)	and	4.J‐4(b)	on	pages	4.J‐45	through	4.J‐47,	Table	4.J‐5	on	page	
4.J‐52,	and	in	Table	4.J‐8	on	page	4.J‐66,	the	Project,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	would	
not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 at	 neighborhood	 streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	
peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	 conditions.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 a	
Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 program,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	
compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	
the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	
City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	
elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	ridesharing,	bicycle	ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	
programs.	 	The	TDM	program,	which	 is	not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	analysis,	 is	expected	 to	reduce	overall	
projected	trips.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts	as	well	as	Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.		



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐736	

LETTER	NO.	C74	

Miriam	Stark	
miriamstark44@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C74‐1	

Of	the	proposed	construction	on	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights!	

Sunset	is	already	impossible,	especially	west	of	Crescent	Heights.	The	traffic	congestion	is	severe	during	rush	
hours.	It's	insane	to	think	that	the	impact	on	traffic	will	be	minimal	with	the	added	complex.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C74‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	 therein,	 the	 Project,	 with	 implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 TR‐1,	 would	 not	 generate	
significant	 impacts	 at	 neighborhood	 streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	
under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions.		In	addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	
Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	
would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	
to	the	Project.		The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	include	a	number	of	elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	
ridesharing,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐reducing	 programs.	 	 The	 TDM	program,	which	 is	 not	 factored	
into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	overall	projected	trips.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C74‐2	

Plans	change	and	reality	check	hits	us	over	the	head	as	the	towers	are	being	built	west	of	La	Cienega	and	the	
street	is	a	nightmare	to	drive	through.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C74‐2	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	C75	

Michael	Black	Management,	Inc.	
9701	Wilshire	Blvd.,	10th	Floor	
Beverly	Hills,	CA		90212	

COMMENT	NO.	C75‐1	

I	have	lived	at	the	Colonial	House	on	Havenhurst	for	approximately	34	years.	During	this	time,	I	have	seen	
the	traffic	grow	in	the	neighborhood	and	have	heard	the	noise	level	rise	‐	especially	on	weekends	‐	until	 it	
has	become	unbearable.	I	assume	the	clubs	have	spent	a	lot	of	money	paying	off	officials	to	not	close	them	
down	when	the	music	is	blaring.	

RESPONSE	NO.C75‐1	

These	comments	regarding	existing	traffic	and	noise	levels	in	the	community	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	
of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	
with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.			

With	respect	to	the	noise	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	noise	impacts	of	
the	Project	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F,	while	Section	2.B.7	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	
indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐36	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
result	 in	 less	 than	significant	operational	noise	 impacts.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	 regarding	
noise	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C75‐2	

The	size	of	the	intended	development	is	ridiculously	too	high,	ruining	views	for	those	living	at	the	historic	
site	that	is	the	Colonial	House.	The	amount	of	traffic	coming	in	and	out	‐	caused	by	the	intended	development	
‐	is	insane.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C75‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	to	views	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	which	included	view	
simulations	of	the	Project	from	various	viewpoints	surrounding	the	Project	Site	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐
12.		As	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐14	and	concluded	in	Section	4.A,	impacts	related	to	views	would	
be	 less	 than	 significant	 as	 the	 Project	would	 not	 substantially	 obstruct	 or	 alter	 an	 existing	 recognized	 or	
valued	public	view	from	any	of	the	referenced	locations.		Furthermore,	as	noted	in	Section	4.A,	the	majority	
of	 views	 that	 would	 be	 affected	 by	 the	 Project,	 although	 not	 significantly	 affected,	 are	 private	 views	 for	
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which,	 pursuant	 to	 the	 L.A.	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 and	 relevant	 CEQA	 case	 law,	 adverse	 effects	 are	 not	
considered	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	view	impacts	related	to	height	and	
scale	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	 regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	historical	 resources,	 including	 the	Colonial	
House.		

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 projected	 traffic	 generation	 and	 related	 impacts	 to	 intersections,	
roadway	segments,	and	regional	facilities	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	Project	TIA	 included	 in	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	As	 concluded	 therein,	 the	Project	
would	result	in	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	
measures.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C75‐3	

I	have	no	problem	with	a	development	on	the	corner	of	my	street.	The	current	one	is	an	eyesore.	The	plans,	
however,	are	outrageous.	I	understand	also	that	the	units	will	all	be	for	rent.	We	do	not	need	more	transients	
in	 the	 neighborhood,	 especially	 with	 the	 creation	 of	 apps	 that	 people	 use	 to	 rent	 out	 their	 home	 and	
apartments	while	they	are	away.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C75‐3	

The	comments	regarding	the	current	state	of	the	Project	Site	and	regarding	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	commenter’s	suggestion	that	on‐site	residential	
units,	 if	 provided	 as	 rental	 units,	 would	 result	 in	 an	 increase	 in	 “transients”	 in	 the	 neighborhood	 is	 not	
germane	to	the	Draft	EIR.	However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C75‐4	

Because	 the	 site	 is	 between	 Los	 Angeles	 and	West	 Hollywood,	 the	 developers	 have	 clearly	 thrown	 their	
money	toward	getting	a	variance	from	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	I	fear	that	the	police	and	fire	departments	will	
not	be	able	to	service	my	home	in	the	event	of	an	emergency.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C75‐4	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 concerning	 a	 variance,	 the	 entitlements	 being	 sought	 under	 the	 Project	 are	
listed	on	pages	2‐35	and	‐36	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	while	the	land	use	impacts	of	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	are	evaluated	in	Section	4.F	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
respectively.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 related	 to	 emergency	 services	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	
Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	 Protection,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	
impacts	related	to	police	and	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	 the	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	
regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	
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LETTER	NO.	C76	

Betty	Jane	Bruck	
1131	Alta	Loma	Road,	Apt.	326	
West	Hollywood,	Ca.	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C76‐1	

PLEASE	RECONSIDER	THE	PLANS	FOR	8150	SUNSET	BLVD.	

THE	 DEVELOPMENT	 WOULD	 BE	 A	 DISASTER	 FOR	 TRAFFIC	 AND	 CREATE	 WORSE	 BOTTLENECKS	 AND	
TRAFFIC	JAMS	THAN	WHAT	WE	HAVE	NOW.	

IN	ADDITION,	I	BELIEVE	THAT	THE	CONGESTION	OF	TRAFFIC	WOULD	POSE	A	SAFETY	HAZARD.	

I	 AM	 NOT	 OPPOSED	 TO	 A	 SANE,	 CAREFULLY	 THOUGHT	 OUT	 PLAN	 FOR	 A	 SMALLER,	 MORE	 SENSIBLE	
PROJECT	THAT	WOULD	BE	A	WIN	WIN	FOR	THE	DEVELOPERS,	RESIDENTS	AND	INVESTORS.	

THANK	YOU,	

RESPONSE	NO.	C76‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	 therein,	 with	mitigation	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	
streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 during	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	
conditions.		In	addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	
as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Transportation	
Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	
trip‐reduction	 programs	 and	 services	 identified	 in	 the	 City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	
Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	
bicycle	 ridership,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐reducing	 programs.	 	 The	 TDM	 program,	 which	 is	 not	
factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	overall	projected	trips.			

Emergency	access	 is	addressed	 in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services.		
As	 discussed	 therein,	 improvements	 being	 implemented	 by	 the	 LAFD	 include	 installation	 of	 automated	
vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	control	fire	
station	dispatch	audio,	signal	lights,	and	other	fire	station	alerting	hardware	and	software;	development	of	a	
new	computer	 aided	dispatch	 system	 to	manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	use	of	 traffic	pre‐emption	 systems.	 	A	
traffic	pre‐emption	system	allows	 the	normal	operation	of	 traffic	 lights	 to	be	preempted	by	an	emergency	
vehicle	 to	 improve	 response	 times	 by	 stopping	 conflicting	 traffic	 in	 advance,	 providing	 the	 emergency	
vehicle	the	right‐of‐way.		Emergency	response	is	also	routinely	facilitated,	particularly	for	high	priority	calls,	
through	use	of	sirens	to	clear	a	path	of	travel,	driving	in	the	lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	alternate	routes,	
and	multiple	station	response.		With	implementation	of	the	traffic‐related	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	and	the	
Project’s	TDM	Program,	along	with	the	multiple	steps	being	taken	by	the	LAFD	to	improve	response	times,	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 analysis	 determined	 that	 Project	 impacts	 on	 response	 times	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
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Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 congestion‐related	 impacts	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 vehicle	 response	 times.	 	With	 regard	 to	 comments	 about	 a	 reduced‐
scale	project,	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	several	alternatives	with	
lower	building	heights,	massing,	 and/or	overall	 development	 intensity,	 including	Alternatives	1,	 2,	 3,	 4,	 6,	
and	9.			
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LETTER	NO.	C77	

DC		
dchun02@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C77‐1	

Hello‐	

As	 a	 resident	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon,	 I	 am	 writing	 you	 because	 I	 am	 very	 concerned	 with	 the	 proposed	
development	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	is	already	overburdened.	People	who	
live	in	Laurel	Canyon	are	forced	to	contend	with	tremendous	logjams.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C77‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein	 and	 shown	 in	Draft	 EIR	 Table	 4.J(a),	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	Hollywood	Boulevard	
would	operate	at	acceptable	levels	of	service	(LOS)	“A”	and	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	
2013	and	Year	2018	conditions,	respectively,	with	and	without	the	Project.		LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	
with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	
in	a	single	cycle.			

COMMENT	NO.	C77‐2	

Additionally,	the	design	of	the	development	is	deeply	generic	and	would	add	nothing	to	the	character	of	this	
city.	Buildings	like	this	threaten	to	rob	Los	Angeles	of	its	uniqueness.	I	respectfully	ask	that	you	reconsider	
the	development.	The	short	term	positives	are	outweighed	by	the	many	long	term	negatives.	Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C77‐2	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	It	should	be	noted	that	in	response	to	this	and	other	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	relative	to	
design,	 the	 Applicant	 developed	 an	 additional	 alternative,	 Alternative	 9,	 which	 exhibits	 a	 unique	 design,	
which	would	add	to	the	diversity	of	building	types	in	the	Hollywood	community.		Please	refer	to	Chapter	2.0	
of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	a	description	of	Alternative	9	and	discussion	of	impacts	relative	to	the	proposed	Project.		
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LETTER	NO.	C78	

David	Forbes		
david@accidentalwine.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C78‐1	

I	have	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	near	Kirkwood	for	fifteen	years.	Traffic	is	and	has	always	been	relentless	and	
very	difficult	from	7AM	until	at	least	8PM.	There	simply	is	not	enough	space	to	accommodate	all	of	the	Laurel	
Canyon	traffic	and	Sunset	between	Doheny	and	Fairfax	is	more	than	unreasonable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C78‐1	

Draft	EIR	 Section	4.J,	 Transportation	 and	Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	Project’s	 traffic	 impacts.	 	As	 shown	 in	
Section	 4.J,	 Table	 4.J.4(a),	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 and	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 would	
operate	at	service	levels	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	
during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2018	conditions,	with	and	without	the	Project.	LOS	“A”	indicates	
no	congestion	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	
vehicles	clearing	 in	a	single	cycle.	 	The	traffic	analysis	also	determined	that	study	area	 intersections	along	
Sunset	Boulevard	would	operate	at	LOS	“F”	under	2013	and	2018	conditions	with	and	without	the	Project.		
LOS	“F”	indicates	that	an	intersection	is	overloaded	and	characterized	by	stop‐and‐go	traffic	with	stoppages	
of	long	duration.	The	Project	would	not	exceed	the	LADOT’s	stricter	threshold	standards	for	LOS	“F,”	and	as	
such,	the	impact	of	the	Project	on	Sunset	Boulevard	is	considered	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C78‐2	

I	fully	understand	the	nature	of	being	progressive,	but	there	is	a	point	at	which	certain	development	stresses	
a	neighborhood	beyond	its	capacity.	This	development	will	do	exactly	that.	As	it	is,	emergency	services	are	
extremely	 limited	 due	 to	 limited	 access	 and	 egress.	 Adding	 to	 the	 congestion	will	 translate	 to	 loss	 of	 life	
when	fire	and	EMS	services	become	unavailable.	Recently	one	fireman	said	that	congestion	in	the	area	is	so	
bad	that	in	a	major	fire,	we	would	not	get	fire	service	due	to	traffic	and	illegal	parking.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C78‐2	

Emergency	access	 is	addressed	 in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	
Impact	 analysis,	 subsection	 (2)(a),	 Fire	 Protection	 Facilities,	 Emergency	 Response	 Times.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	 improvements	 being	 implemented	by	 the	 LAFD	 include	 installation	 of	 automated	 vehicle	 locating	
systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	control	fire	station	dispatch	
audio,	signal	lights,	and	other	fire	station	alerting	hardware	and	software;	development	of	a	new	computer	
aided	 dispatch	 system	 to	 manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	 use	 of	 traffic	 pre‐emption	 systems.	 	 A	 traffic	 pre‐
emption	system	allows	 the	normal	operation	of	 traffic	 lights	 to	be	preempted	by	an	emergency	vehicle	 to	
improve	response	times	by	stopping	conflicting	traffic	in	advance,	providing	the	emergency	vehicle	the	right‐
of‐way.	 	Emergency	response	is	also	routinely	facilitated,	particularly	for	high	priority	calls,	through	use	of	
sirens	to	clear	a	path	of	travel,	driving	in	the	lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	alternate	routes,	and	multiple	
station	response.		In	addition,	as	discussed	on	page	4.I.2‐13	and	4.I.2‐14	in	Section	4.I.2,	Police	Protection,	of	
the	Draft	EIR,	impacts	related	to	police	vehicle	emergency	response	times	would	be	addressed	through	the	
Project’s	TDM	program	and	Project‐specific	mitigation	measures.		With	implementation	of	the	traffic‐related	
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Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	and	the	Project’s	TDM	program	(as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR),	along	
with	 the	 multiple	 steps	 being	 taken	 by	 the	 LAFD	 to	 improve	 response	 times,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 analysis	
determined	that	Project	 impacts	on	response	times	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.		

COMMENT	NO.	C78‐3	

I	understand	the	tax	advantages	of	overdevelopment,	but	this	is	a	country	of	the	people,	for	the	people	and	
by	 the	 people.	 Residents,	 taxpayers	 and	 voters	 do	 not	 get	 contributions	 from	 special	 interests	 as	 do	 our	
politicians.	Now	is	the	time	to	listen	to	the	residents,	taxpayers	and	voters	of	this	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C78‐3	

The	comments	regarding	tax	advantages	do	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	
environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.	 	 However,	 the	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C79	

K.C.	Fox	
kcfoxworks@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C79‐1	

I	 find	 it	beyond	ridiculous	 that	 they	should	even	consider	building	a	 size	building	 this	big	at	 this	 location.	
Traffic	is	already	fairly	insufferable	there	and	it	will	back	up	traffic	into	the	canyon	forever,	making	it	all	but	
impossible	to	drive	down	Crescent	Heights.	

The	traffic	load	alone	cannot	handle	a	new	building	with	over	20	stories!!	I	have	lived	here	for	23	years	and	
even	during	bad	rains	in	the	winter	it	takes	some	extra	time	to	make	it	into	Hollywood,	but	with	all	the	traffic	
entering	and	exiting	 this	small	corner	 there	will	be	considerably	more	of	a	 traffic	mess.	THis	concerns	me	
greatly.	

Please	do	not	allow	this	building	to	continue	construction.	IT	is	a	bad	idea!!.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C79‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	 impacts	to	the	 local	and	regional	 traffic	system	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 long‐term	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 under	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	
applicable	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	
impacts.	 	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C80‐1	

Matthew	Friedman	
2148	Stanley	Hills	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C80‐1	

You	absolutely	 cannot	 remove	 the	 turn	 lane	 from	Sunset.	That	 turn	 lane	 is	backed	up	with	up	 to	 ten	cars	
waiting	to	turn	in	rush	hour.	Sunset	Blvd	is	gridlocked	often	during	both	morning	and	afternoon	rush	hour,	
so	it	just	doesn't	make	sense	to	remove	ANY	portion	of	that	street	from	service.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C80‐1	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	vehicle	circulation	and	intersection	capacity	related	to	the	
removal	 of	 the	 existing	 right‐turn	 lane	 and	 provision	 of	 a	 new	 right‐turn	 lane.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	and	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	reconfiguration	would	
not	adversely	impact	intersection	capacity.	

COMMENT	NO.	C80‐2	

The	building	does	not	fit	in	the	character	of	the	neighborhood.	It's	too	tall.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C80‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	of	its	location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	discussed	therein,	the	proposed	Project	would	provide	two‐
story	 retail	 uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	with	 a	 roof‐top,	 landscaped	 terrace.	 	 The	 street‐facing	 buildings	
would	be	between	42	and	55	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	nine‐story	component	would	
be	 approximately	 108	 feet	 in	 height	 relative	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 16‐story	 component	 would	 be	
approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	also	be	set	back	from	adjacent	side	
streets.	 	 The	 low‐rise	 retail	 frontage	 and	 street‐oriented	 landscaped	 terrace	 would	 reduce	 the	 sense	 of	
building	mass	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	street	front	and	the	Project	is,	thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	not	
adversely	impact	the	aesthetic	character	or	scale	of	the	setting.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	
the	Project’s	mass	and	scale	related	to	visual	character.	

COMMENT	NO.	C80‐3	

There	is	not	enough	parking	in	this	area	as	it	is.	Any	structure	built	here	needs	to	be	required	to	offer	at	least	
two	hours	of	free	public	parking	with	no	validation	required.	It	also	needs	to	incorporate	open/garden	space	
available	for	all	public	access,	like	Vancouver	requires.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C80‐3	

On	September	27,	2013,	Governor	Brown	signed	Senate	Bill	(SB)	743,	which	became	effective	on	January	1,	
2014.		The	purpose	of	SB	743	is	to	streamline	the	review	under	CEQA	for	several	categories	of	development	
projects	 including	 the	 development	 of	 infill	 projects	 in	 transit	 priority	 areas.	 	 The	 bill	 adds	 to	 the	 CEQA	
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Statute,	 Chapter	 2.7,	Modernization	 of	 Transportation	 Analysis	 for	 Transit‐Oriented	 Infill	 Projects,	 and	 in	
particular	Section	21099.		Pursuant	to	Section	21099(d)(1)	“Aesthetic	and	parking	impacts	of	a	residential,	
mixed‐use	residential,	or	employment	center	project	on	an	infill	site	within	a	transit	priority	area	shall	not	
be	considered	significant	 impacts	on	 the	environment.”	 	The	City	of	Los	Angeles	has	provided	subsequent	
guidance	 regarding	 SB	 743	 requirements	 for	 preparation	 of	 CEQA	 documentation	 for	 qualifying	 projects	
within	Transit	Priority	Areas.		Specifically,	Department	of	City	Planning	Zoning	Information	File	ZI	No.	2452	
clarifies	which	projects	qualify	for	exemption	from	analysis	of	aesthetic	and	parking	impacts,	conditions	that	
preclude	 such	 exemption	 (i.e.,	 if	 the	 site	 is	 within	 the	 boundaries	 of	 a	 Specific	 Plan,	 Community	 Design	
Overlay,	or	Historic	Preservation	Overlay	Zone),	and	 instructions	 for	determining	 if	projects	qualify.1	 	The	
proposed	Project	meets	the	criteria	set	forth	in	Section	21099(d),	and	for	this	reason,	the	proposed	Project’s	
effects	related	to	parking	are	not	required	to	be	analyzed	under	the	State	CEQA	Statute.			

Nonetheless,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	 included	as	
Appendix	H‐1.		The	Project	would	exceed	LAMC	requirements	for	retail/commercial	parking	and	meet	LAMC	
requirements	 for	 residential	 parking.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 provide	 a	 landscaped	 public	 Central	 Plaza	 and	
Sunset	Terrace	 rooftop	deck/garden	areas	 along	Sunset	Boulevard,	which	are	 available	 for	public	use.	 	 In	
addition,	a	9,134	square‐foot	public	Corner	Plaza	(to	be	maintained	by	the	Project	but	owned	by	the	City)	
would	contain	seating,	 landscaping,	and	a	water	 feature.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
parking	adequacy.	 	As	noted	therein,	on‐site	parking	would	exceed	LAMC	requirements	and	is	expected	to	
accommodate	actual	parking	demands	 related	 to	 to	 the	proposed	uses	 such	 that	off‐site	 spillover	parking	
would	not	occur.			

With	regard	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	requesting	that	at	least	two	hours	of	free	public	parking	with	no	
validation	required	be	provide,	as	indicated	above,	the	Project	would	provide	adequate	parking	such	that	off‐
site	spillover	parking	would	not	occur.		Furthermore,	residents	and	their	guests	would	be	able	to	park	within	
the	residential	parking	levels	within	the	Project	parking	structure,	with	residents	having	pre‐paid	or	fee‐free	
parking	and	residential	guests	receiving	parking	validation	or	a	similar	mechanism	that	allows	them	to	park	
on‐site	 free	of	 charge.	 	 Furthermore,	 irrespective	of	 future	parking	rates	on‐site,	 free	or	validated	parking	
would	be	provided	for	commercial	employees,	on‐site	residents,	and	residential	guests,	which	would	further	
reduce	the	potential	 for	off‐site	parking	spillover.	 	Finally,	valet	services	would	be	offered	at	all	 times,	and	
would	be	required	for	commercial‐related	traffic	during	peak	parking	periods,	in	order	to	maximize	parking	
capacity	in	the	Project	parking	structure.	

																																																													

1	City	of	Los	Angeles.		Zoning	Information	File	(ZI)	No.	2452:	Transit	Priority	Areas	(TPAs)	/	Exemptions	to	Aesthetics	and	Parking	Within	
TPAs	Pursuant	to	CEQA.		Available	at:	http://zimas.lacity.org/documents/zoneinfo/ZI2452.pdf.		Accessed	April	2016.	
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LETTER	NO.	C81	

Dan	and	Elaine	Furst	
2114	Beech	Knoll	Rd	

COMMENT	NO.	C81‐1	

The	 southwest	 corner	of	Crescent	Heights	 and	Sunset	has	 long	been	 an	 eyesore	 since	 they	 tore	down	 the	
Garden	of	Allah	and	put	up	a	 strip	mall.	 I	 think	 Joni	Mitchell	wrote	 about	 that	 in	 one	of	her	 songs:	 "They	
paved	paradise	and	put	up	a	parking	lot,	with	a	pink	hotel,	a	boutique	and	a	swingin'	hot	spot................."	

http://laist.com/2009/04/18/laistory_the_garden_of_allah.php	

The	beautiful	fountain	and	trees	and	buildings	that	are	proposed	will	be	better	than	what's	there.	But	(you	
knew	there	would	be	a	but!):	

RESPONSE	NO.	C81‐1	

This	comment	provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	 comments	 contained	 in	 this	 letter	 are	
provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C81‐2	through	C81‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C81‐2	

1.	the	proposed	condos	are	too	high	and	make	the	street	into	a	cavern;	

RESPONSE	NO.	C81‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	of	its	location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	discussed	therein,	the	proposed	Project	would	provide	two‐
story	 retail	 uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	with	 a	 roof‐top,	 landscaped	 terrace.	 	 The	 street‐facing	 buildings	
would	be	between	42	and	55	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	nine‐story	component	would	
be	 approximately	 108	 feet	 in	 height	 relative	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 16‐story	 component	 would	 be	
approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	also	be	set	back	from	adjacent	side	
streets.		The	low‐rise	retail	frontage	and	street‐oriented	landscaped	terrace	would	reduce	the	sense	of	a	tall	
building	 crowding	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 street	 front	 (“cavern”	 effect).	 The	 analysis	 of	 visual	 character	
impacts	presented	on	pages	4.A‐21	through	4.A‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	concludes	that	although	it	would	be	taller	
than	 other	 structures	 in	 the	 immediate	 vicinity,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 designed	 in	 a	 unified	 fashion	 to	
complement	the	surrounding	environment	and	provide	visual	interest	through	articulated	design,	variations	
in	 building	 heights,	 and	 setbacks.	 The	 Project	would	 also	 follow	 the	 existing	 pattern	 of	 development	 that	
juxtaposes	more	intense	commercial	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	to	residential	neighborhoods	on	the	side	
streets.	 	 	 As	 such,	 based	 on	 the	 Project	 characteristics	 described	 above,	 long‐term	 aesthetics	 impacts	 are	
concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 Please	 also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 regarding	 aesthetics	 impacts	
related	to	height	and	scale.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C81‐3	

2.	there	will	be	at	least	554	residents	(assuming	2	people	per	apartment)	as	well	as	the	workers	and	patrons	
of	the	various	businesses	causing	more	traffic	on	the	roads	surrounding	it;	

RESPONSE	NO.	C81‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 15	
intersections	in	the	surrounding	study	area,	including	four	intersections	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	eleven	
intersections	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	As	determined	therein,	with	mitigation	the	Project	would	not	
generate	significant	impacts	on	neighborhood	streets	and	study	area	intersections	in	the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	
hours	under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions.	 	In	addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	
Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	
City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	 (Section	 98.0411	 of	 the	 LAMC).	 	 The	
TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	
as	applicable	to	the	Project.		The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	include	a	number	of	elements	to	encourage	
carpooling	and	ridesharing,	bicycle	ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.	 	The	TDM	
program,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	overall	projected	trips.			

COMMENT	NO.	C81‐4	

3.	the	project	will	not	allow	for	any	traffic	abatement	which	is	already	horrendous	during	rush	hours	and	at	
other	times	of	the	day;	

RESPONSE	NO.	C81‐4	

Mitigation	 Measure	 TR‐1,	 which	 required	 a	 signal	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue,	 and	 the	
Project’s	TDM	program	would	reduce	the	Project’s	relative	traffic	compared	to	the	impact	findings	presented	
in	Section	4.J,	Tables	4.J‐4(a),	Critical	Movement	Analysis,	and	4.J‐4(b),	Highway	Capacity	Manual	Summary.		
Table	4.J‐4(b)	shows	the	impact	that	would	occur	at	the	affected	intersection	without	implementation	of	the	
migration	measure.	Table	4.J‐8,	Highway	Capacity	Manual	Summary	Without	and	With	Mitigation,	illustrates	
the	 comparative	 change	 that	would	 occur	with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	mitigation	measure.	 	 As	 shown	
therein,	 with	 implementation	 of	 this	 mitigation,	 impacts	 would	 be	 reduced	 to	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 In	
addition,	 the	 TDM	 program,	 which	 is	 not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	 analysis,	 is	 expected	 to	 further	 reduce	
overall	projected	trips.	However,	these	have	not	been	quantified	or	reflected	in	the	traffic	impact	analysis.			

COMMENT	NO.	C81‐5	

4.		There	is	no	plan	to	do	anything	with	the	"historic"	bank	building.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C81‐5	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 C‐3,	
evaluated	the	impact	of	the	Project	on	the	Bank	building	and	provided	a	range	of	mitigation	measures	that	
address	 the	 potential	 removal	 of	 the	 Bank.	 	 The	 recommended	mitigation	 includes	 	 the	 preparation	 of	 a	
feasibility	 study	on	 the	 relocation	of	 the	Bank	building.	 	However,	because	a	prospective	 relocation	 is	not	
currently	assured,	the	impact	to	the	Bank	was	considered	significant	and	unavoidable.		Draft	EIR	Chapter	5.0,	
Alternatives,	also	evaluated	the	preservation	of	the	Bank	in	 its	current	 location	through	incorporation	into	
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the	design	of	the	Project,	as	discussed	under	Alternatives	5,	6	and	7.		Also	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	
regarding	this	historical	resource.		

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐750	

LETTER	NO.	C82	

Jonathan	Hart	
jonohart@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C82‐1	

I	have	lived	as	close	as	2	blocks	away	and	as	far	as	1.5	miles	away	from	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	project.	So	
for	18	years	–	I	have	lived	in	this	neighborhood.	This	is	where	I	am	raising	my	children	and	this	is	where	we	
got	 to	 tacos	 at	 Pinches	 and	we	have	 to	 use	 that	 intersection	many,	many	 times	 a	 day.	 	We	 live	 up	 Laurel	
Canyon	‐	so	that	traffic	in	the	past	few	years	has	doubled.	

The	 intersection	of	 the	Sunset	and	Cresent	 [sic]	heights	 is	of	 the	most	critical	 intersections	 in	LA.	LAUREL	
CANYON	BLVD	 IS	THE	MOST	TRAVELED	SINGLE	LANE	ROAD	 IN	THE	USA	 ‐	AND	YOU	WANT	TO	CREATE	
MORE	CONGESTION	AT	ITS	MAIN	ENTRANCE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C82‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impact,	with	supporting	
data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 determined	 therein,	 the	 Project,	 with	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	would	not	generate	significant	impacts	at	neighborhood	streets	
and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	 conditions.		
Similarly,	as	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4a	in	Section	4.J,	the	Project	would	also	not	result	in	a	significant	impact	at	
the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 and	 Hollywood	
Boulevard	 intersections.	 	 Hence,	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 north	 of	 Hollywood	
Boulevard	 are	 not	 anticipated.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 a	 Transportation	 Demand	
Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	
would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	
to	the	Project.		The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	include	a	number	of	elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	
ridesharing,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐reducing	 programs.	 	 The	 TDM	program,	which	 is	 not	 factored	
into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	further	reduce	overall	projected	trips.		

COMMENT	NO.	C82‐2	

This	is	NOT	in	the	best	interest	of	the	community.	This	is	only	about	money	‐	and	none	of	that	money	is	for	
the	community.	it	is	for	real	estate	developers	who	OWN	YOU.	The	fact	that	you	are	granting	this	comment	
period	over	the	holidays	says	a	lot	about	who	owned	you	are.	This	is	happening	all	over	our	Canyon.	We	have	
to	fight	the	fights	you	are	supposed	to	fight.	You	are	there	to	protect	us	‐	not	play	into	more	corruption.	

Anything	that	messes	with	traffic	is	NOT	OK.	The	building	is	a	skyscraper	‐	and	WE	ARE	NOT	a	skyscraper	
community.	 So	why	make	us	one?	There	are	plenty	of	places	 in	 this	 city	 to	put	up	a	 skyscraper	 ‐	 so	do	 it	
there.	not	in	this	community	that	is	desperately	trying	to	remain	a	community	in	a	massive	city.	

You	have	a	horrible	reputation	as	a	Department	 in	this	city.	 I	hope	you	get	this	one	right.	3	story	building.	
retail	_	limited	housing	+	low	income	housing	for	employees.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C82‐2	

The	 public	 review	 period	 was	 extended	 to	 January	 20,	 2015	 to	 account	 for	 the	 holiday.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	
addressed	impacts	to	the	local	and	regional	traffic	system	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	
impacts	 under	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	
measures.	 	 Other	 comments	 regarding	 the	 Planning	 Department	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C83	

Lyn	Healy		
lynhealy@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C83‐1	

I	have	 lived	 in	 laurel	cyn	since	1983	and	I	am	very	opposed	to	the	building	project	at	sunset	and	crescent	
heights.	

We	don't	want	high	tall	buildings	and	we	don't	want	more	traffic.	The	canyon	is	a	congested	nightmare	as	it	
is	several	hours	a	day	and	full	of	trash	as	well.	We	oppose	the	new	project!!			

RESPONSE	NO.	C83‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	 	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 addressed	 visual	 character	 and	 view	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project,	 while	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	
impacts	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	determined	therein,	the	Project	would	have	a	
less	than	significant	impact	on	visual	character	and	views	and	less	than	significant	traffic	impacts	on	Laurel	
Canyon	 and	Hollywood	Boulevard,	which	would	 operate	 at	 acceptable	 levels	 of	 service	 (LOS)	 “A”	 and	 “B”	
during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions,	respectively,	with	and	without	
the	Project.		LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	
minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle.			
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LETTER	NO.	C84	

Inge	Korver	
kikbenik@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C84‐1	

No	8150!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C84‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C85	

Rob	Lewine	
8929	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	USA	

COMMENT	NO.	C85‐1	

I’m	Rob	Lewine,	a	homeowner	and	property	owner	living	on	Wonderland	Avenue	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	over	
40	years,	and	I’m	writing	to	express	my	dismay	at	the	scope	of	the	plans	for	the	development	at	8150	Sunset	
Boulevard.	I’ve	been	driving	into	and	out	of	the	canyon	most	of	my	life,	since	before	there	was	a	stoplight	at	
the	intersection	of	Lookout	Mountain	Ave.	and	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	I’m	more	than	familiar	with	traffic	and	
congestion	issues	–	I’ve	lived	through	four	decades	of	increasingly	crowded	streets.	I	accept	that	populations	
grow,	and	things	change.	

However,	nothing	on	the	scale	of	8150	has	previously	been	attempted.	This	is	the	first	high‐rise	complex	to	
be	proposed	for	the	area,	and	–	in	my	opinion	‐‐	its	presence	will	create	a	permanent,	unmanageable	traffic	
jam	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Blvds.	Traffic	 into	and	out	of	Laurel	Canyon	will	slow	to	a	crawl.	If	the	
project	isn’t	downsized,	the	local	community	–	and	the	city	–	will	be	stuck	with	a	problem	that	can’t	be	fixed.	

I’m	urging	all	possible	oversight	and	review	–	and,	please	–	restraint	and	the	application	of	common	sense,	in	
the	approval	process.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C85‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	 therein,	 the	 Project,	 with	 implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 TR‐1,	 would	 not	 generate	
significant	 impacts	 at	 neighborhood	 streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	
under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions.	 	 Similarly,	 as	 shown	 in	Table	4.J‐4a	 in	Section	4.J,	 the	Project	
would	also	not	 result	 in	a	 significant	 impact	at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	and	
Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 and	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 intersections.	 	 Therefore,	 significant	 impacts	 further	
north	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 are	 not	 anticipated.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 a	
Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 program,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	
compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	
the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	
City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	
elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	ridesharing,	bicycle	ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	
programs.	 	The	TDM	program,	which	 is	not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	analysis,	 is	expected	 to	reduce	overall	
projected	trips.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	C86	

Linda	Marder	
8835	Wonderland	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C86‐1	

Dear	Sirs,	I	have	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	the	past	35	years.	In	the	last	few	years	when	returning	home	from	
the	West	 side	 I	 always	 take	 Coldwater	 Cyn	 [sic]	 to	Mulholland	 then	 down	 to	Wonderland.	 Going	 through	
West	Hollywood	on	Sunset	can	add	as	much	as	45	minutes	 to	my	trip	home	and	 this	 is	before	 these	huge	
constructions	on	Sunset	are	completed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C86‐1	

The	 comment	 regarding	 congestion	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	
therein,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 under	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
mitigation.			

COMMENT	NO.	C86‐2	

What	 about	 water	 consumption?	 Already	 I	 have	 started	 to	 remove	 planting	 on	 my	 6	 lots	 and	 shut	 off	
sprinklers	 in	 certain	 areas.	 I'm	 watching	 beautiful	 old	 trees	 die	 from	 lack	 of	 water,	 mine,	 and	 all	 over	
southern	California.	I	can't	think	of	how	to	save	any	more	water....I've	been	following	the	water	conservation	
tips	for	several	years.	When	I	could	actually	afford	a	grey	water	tank	they	were	illegal.	It	breaks	my	heart	to	
think	of	the	poor	families	who	have	NO	WATER.	

Things	change...but	we	have	to	seriously	pay	attention	and	plan	for	a	realistic	future...that's	your	job.	Good	
luck!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C86‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply,	evaluated	the	impact	of	the	Project	with	respect	to	water	supply.		As	
discussed	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 growth	 projections	 of	 the	 2012	 Regional	
Transportation	 Plan	 (RTP)	 on	 which	 the	 LADWP’s	 Urban	 Water	 Management	 Plan	 (UWMP)	 is	 based.		
Specifically,	 as	 summarized	 on	 pages	 4.K.1‐16	 through	 4.K‐21	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 Project‐related	 water	
demands,	 including	 cumulative	 demands	 in	 conjunction	 with	 the	 Project,	 would	 be	 well	 within	 UWMP	
demand	forecasts,	and	thus	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.	According	to	the	LADWP’s	
evaluation	of	future	supplies	and	the	area‐wide	drop	in	per	capita	water	demand,	it	was	concluded	that	the	
Project	could	be	adequately	served.	
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LETTER	NO.	C87	

vicky	miller		
vickyreps@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C87‐1	

WE	are	residents	of	Laurel	Canyon.	

We	are	stingily	OPPOSSED	[sic]	to	the	plans	for	a	HUGE	skyscraper	wrecking	our	skyline	and	incurring	more	
traffic.	

IT	is	already	impossible	to	get	over	the	hill	and	as	a	major	way	to	the	valley	traffic	is	already	unbearable.	The	
intersection	in	question	can	not	handle	MORE	congestion.	

WE	do	not	need	another	high	rise	affecting	thousands	of	residents	and	obstructing	our	views	and	ruining	our	
neighborhood.	

PLEASE	DO	NOT	approve	these	plans!!!	WE	will	fight	them	all	the	way.	

NOT	in	FAVOR!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C87‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	and	impacts	related	to	traffic	and	circulation	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	Appendix	H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 impacts	 to	
views	and	visual	character	associated	with	the	Project’s	height	and	scale	would	be	less	than	significant,	while	
long‐term	operational	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.			

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐757	

LETTER	NO.	C88	

Philippe	Mora	
West	Hollywood	
morafilms@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C88‐1	

Thank	you	for	your	letter	dated	November	20th,	2014	which	is	regarding	the	completion	of	what	you	have	
the	audacity	to	call	an	Environmental	Impact	Report.	(ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	

Why	audacity?	This	absurd	project‐‐‐a	16‐story	building	adjoining	one	of	the	main	arteries	and	intersections	
between	Hollywood	and	the	Valley	(Laurel	Canyon	and	Sunset	Blvd)	is	a	catastrophic	environmental	notion	
to	all	but	apparently	the	challenged	architects	and	developers	who	have	dreamed	this	up.	This	whole	project	
started	 off	with	 bad	 faith	 in	 the	 recent	 past	 for	 the	 local	 environment,	when	 the	 owners	 of	 the	 property	
illegally	started	charging	for	parking	on	the	property	and	damaging	business	for	the	small	businesses	on	the	
property.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C88‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	As	the	comment	
does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		

COMMENT	NO.	C88‐2	

I	have	been	a	resident	of	West	Hollywood	on	Havenhurst	Drive	since	1980	and	my	neighbors	and	I	all	look	
forward	to	reading	the	hilarious	next	justifications	for	this	building	which	a	child	could	tell	you	is	a	bad	idea	
in	every	way.	Please	forgive	the	sarcasm	but	this	is	absurd	on	the	face	of	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C88‐2	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	As	the	comment	
does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C88‐3	

I	don't	think	it	would	work	for	Los	Angeles	but	I	can	tell	you	its	[sic]	toxic	for	West	Hollywood.	

I	note	that	it	is	very	considerate	of	the	developers	to	show	their	concern	for	the	environment	by	including	10	
X	48"	boxes	of	"African	tulips"	in	the	shadows	of	the	16	story	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C88‐3	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Proposed	
landscaping	 for	 the	Project	 is	discussed	on	pages	2‐25	and	2‐26	 in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	 the	
Draft	EIR,	and	the	locations	of	the	African	tulip	boxes	cited	by	the	commenter	are	illustrated	in	Figure	2‐3.			
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LETTER	NO.	C89	

Michael	Peretzian	
2235	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C89‐1	

1.	Traffic	is	already	a	problem	at	this	intersection,	not	only	because	of	the	north/south	and	east/west	flow,	
which	is	already	listed	as	one	the	worst	traffic	intersections	in	the	city,	but	in	evaluating	the	impact	of	this	
project,	 one	 should	 take	 into	 account	 the	 cause	 of	 the	 existing	 conduction,	which	 is	 that	when	 travelling	
north	from	this	 intersection,	Crescent	Heights	goes	down	from	two	lanes	down	to	one	 lane	when	the	road	
becomes	 Laurel	 Canyon	Boulevard	 at	Hollywood	Boulevard.	 The	 possibility	 of	 traffic	 congestion	 can	 only	
become	worsened,	and	while	considering	the	number	of	cars	to	be	added	to	this	situation	should	the	project	
be	approved,	 it	should	also	take	into	account	the	sheer	amount	of	time	it	will	 take	each	car	to	successfully	
navigate	this	intersection,	without	cars	being	caught	in	the	intersection	and	blocking	opposing	traffic.	This	is	
already	a	problem	during	rush	hour,	and	for	those	coming	home	from	work	during	rush	hour	who	wish	to	
patronize	 any	 of	 the	 businesses	 across	 the	 street	 at	 the	 retail	 spaces	 at	 8000	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 such	 as	
Trader	Joes	or	Crunch	Gym,	this	will	be	a	nightmare	and	probably	cause	them	to	have	to	take	their	business	
elsewhere.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C89‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	 therein,	 the	 Project,	 with	 implementation	 of	 Mitigation	 Measure	 TR‐1,	 would	 not	 generate	
significant	 impacts	 at	 neighborhood	 streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	
under	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	 conditions.	 	 Regarding	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 and	
Hollywood	Boulevard,	the	traffic	study	determined	that	this	intersection	would	operate	at	 levels	of	service	
(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	
hours	under	Year	2018	 conditions,	with	and	without	 the	Project.	LOS	 “A”	 indicates	no	congestion	with	all	
vehicles	clearing	 in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	 indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	 in	a	
single	 cycle.	 The	 Project	 would	 also	 provide	 a	 Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 program,	 as	
discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	
Management	 Ordinance	 (Section	 98.0411	 of	 the	 LAMC).	 	 The	 TDM	 program	 would	 incorporate	 the	 trip‐
reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	to	the	Project.		The	Project’s	
TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	 bicycle	
ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.		The	TDM	program,	which	is	not	factored	into	
the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	further	reduce	overall	projected	trips.	

COMMENT	NO.	C89‐2	

Plus,	 the	 current	 problems	 in	 the	 city	 of	 accidents	 involving	 pedestrians	 being	 hit	 in	 crosswalks	 plus	 the	
rampant	horn	beeping	and	 incidents	of	 sheer	 road	 rage	are	only	acerbated	 if	 this	project	 is	 allowed	 to	go	
forward.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C89‐2	

The	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	 impacts	 related	 to	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 access	 and	 safety	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 impacts	
resulting	from	the	Project	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	 regarding	pedestrian	and	bicycle	 facilities	 and	 safety.	 	The	 statements	 about	horn	honking	and	 road	
rage	 incidents	 do	 not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	 content	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 as	 such	 no	 further	
response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C89‐3	

2.	Havenhurst	has	a	number	of	apartment	buildings	that	have	much	architectural	and	historical	significance.	
These	 are	 gems	 of	Hollywood	 in	 the	 fifties	 and	 sixties,	which	 housed	many	 stars	 from	 the	 entertainment	
world,	 such	as	Bette	Davis.	 This	project	 proposes	 to	use	Havenhurst	 as	 the	point	 of	 access	by	 trucks	 that	
supply	and	services	the	retail	spaces	of	the	project,	completely	eroding	the	atmosphere	and	aesthetics	of	one	
of	the	most	picturesque	and	historically	significant	streets	in	the	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C89‐3	

The	Project’s	proposed	driveway	for	delivery	and	refuse	collection	trucks	would	be	located	on	Havenhurst	
Drive.		Entering	trucks	will	only	be	allowed	to	enter	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	from	the	north,	traveling	
only	a	short	distance	along	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	from	Sunset	Boulevard	to	the	driveway.		No	truck	
traffic	will	be	permitted	or	physically	able	to	exit	the	Project	Site	onto	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	and	no	
truck	 traffic	 would	 enter	 the	 driveway	 via	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 south	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	
Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	 Additions	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 and	 illustrated	 in	 Figure	 4.J‐5	
therein,	a	new	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	incorporated	into	the	proposed	Project	that	would	prohibit	
left‐turn	 movements	 for	 exiting	 vehicles	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	
regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicular	
site	access	and	circulation,	including	access	to	and	from	driveways	on	Havenhurst	Drive.			

COMMENT	NO.	C89‐4	

I	urge	you	to	consider	these	aspects,	and	to	even	visit	the	site,	hopefully	during	an	afternoon	rush	hour,	and	
see	for	yourself	why	many	of	us,	while	we	welcome	the	need	of	smart	and	compatible	development	of	this	
property,	this	proposal	is	so	inappropriate	for	the	safety	and	beauty	of	the	surrounding	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C89‐4	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	impacts	to	the	local	and	regional	traffic	system	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	
impacts	resulting	from	the	Project	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.		This	comment	provides	a	
general	conclusion	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	the	comments	contained	in	this	letter	
are	provided	above	in	Responses	to	Comments	C89‐1	through	C89‐3.	
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LETTER	NO.	C90	

Bradley	Ross,	CPA	
Bemel	&	Ross,	LLP	
11601	Wilshire	Blvd.	#2150	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90025	

COMMENT	NO.	C90‐1	

Words	my	mother	would	approve	of	are	not	strong	enough	 for	the	condemnation	that	we	should	all	voice	
about	this	project	on	Sunset.	How	is	it	possible	that	you	would	even	consider	any	project	that	reduces	traffic	
lanes	and	increases	density.	Sunset	is	almost	impassable	many	hours	of	the	day	and	that	is	getting	worse	by	
the	 moment	 with	 three	 large	 projects	 already	 approved	 by	 planning	 departments	 and	 councils	 that	 are	
completely	shirking	their	responsibilities	to	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C90‐1	

The	Project	does	not	propose	any	reduction	in	traffic	lanes;	rather,	the	existing	right‐turn	“lane”	would	be	re‐
used	 for	 public	 open	 space,	 but	 the	 right‐of‐way	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	 the	 eastbound	 approach	 to	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	not	be	reduced	such	that	the	capacity	of	the	roadway	would	be	impaired.		
The	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	
determined	 therein,	 with	mitigation	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	
streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 during	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	
conditions.		In	addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	
as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Transportation	
Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	
trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	
applicable	 to	 the	Project.	 	 The	Project’s	 TDM	program	would	 include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	
carpooling	and	ridesharing,	bicycle	ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.	 	The	TDM	
program,	 which	 is	 not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	 analysis,	 is	 expected	 to	 reduce	 overall	 projected	 trips.	 	 It	
should	be	noted	that	the	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	presented	in	the	Project	TIA	and	in	Section	4.J	accounts	
for	ambient	growth	and	implementation	of	the	38	related	projects	 listed	in	Table	3‐1	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	
Draft	EIR.		This	related	projects	list,	which	was	also	included	in	the	Project	TIA,	was	approved	by	LADOT	for	
use	 in	 the	 assessment	 of	 cumulative	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Project	 TIA	 and	 Draft	 EIR	 adequately	
evaluated	cumulative	traffic	 impacts	associated	with	other	 future	development	projects	 in	the	area.	 	Other	
comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C90‐2	

Do	 the	 people	 approving	 these	 projects	 even	 ever	 go	 to	 the	 neighborhood?	 Anyone	 who	 does	 with	 any	
frequency	would	know	without	even	considering	the	situation	for	a	moment	that	it	is	not	in	the	communities	
[sic]	 best	 interest.	 You	need	 to	 stand	up	 to	 the	 developers	 and	 let	 them	know	 that	 the	 only	 development	
available	 to	 them	now	will	 not	 increase	 the	population	density	 and	must	 improve	 traffic	 flow	 rather	 than	
make	it	any	worse	than	it	already	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C90‐2	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 population	 growth	 in	 Section	 4.H,	
Population,	 Housing,	 and	 Employment,	 while	 impacts	 related	 to	 traffic	 were	 evaluated	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	discussed	therein,	 the	
Project	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	related	to	population	growth,	and	long‐term	traffic	and	
circulation	impacts	would	be	reduced	to	 less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	
measures.			
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LETTER	NO.	C91	

Adara	Salim	
Sales	Associate	
St.	James	+	Canter	Team	
Berkshire	Hathaway	Homeservices	
California	Properties	
9696	Wilshire	Blvd.	3rd	Floor	
Beverly	Hills,	California	90212	

COMMENT	NO.	C91‐1	

Hello	Jonathan,	

I	am	requesting	an	extension	on	the	Public	Comments	period	on	the	8150	Sunset	Project.	

The	 public	 comments	 time	 period	 (until	 jan	 [sic]	 5th)	 is	 falling	 under	 numerous	 national	 and	 religious	
holidays	which	reduces	the	real	number	of	days	to	comment.	December	16th	through	the	25th	are	religious	
holidays,	which	effectively	knocks	2	weeks	out.	

November	27th	is	Thanksgiving	which	effectively	knocks	wed,	thurs	[sic]	and	friday	out.	Also	New	Years	and	
new	years	day	falls	on	weekday	this	year	as	well	which	knocks	that	thursday	and	friday	out.	That	is	3	weeks	
of	holidays	that	fall	within	the	comment	period‐	

RESPONSE	NO.	C91‐1	

The	 request	 for	 an	 extension	 was	 received	 and,	 in	 response,	 the	 review	 period	 for	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 was	
extended	to	January	20,	2015,	for	a	public	circulation	period	of	62	days.	

COMMENT	NO.	C91‐2	

Also	on	the	sheet	that	was	delivered	to	us,	the	wrong	website	was	given	as	to	where	the	full	EIR	was	to	be	
found….	we	had	to	find	it	on	own.	

Also	FYI,	the	email	on	the	sheet	planning.envreview@lacity.org	bounced	back	my	last	email	on	this	subject‐	

New	Letters	should	be	sent	and	the	public	comment	period	should	be	adjusted	for	that	time	

I	would	like	a	1	month	extension	of	the	public	comment	period	for	these	reasons‐	

Thank	you	for	your	time,	and	enjoy	your	holiday	

RESPONSE	NO.	C91‐2	

As	noted	above,	the	Draft	EIR	review	period	was	extended	to	January	20,	2015.		
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LETTER	NO.	C92	

David	Sardy.	
2040	N	Alta	Vista	Ave.	
LA	CA	90046	

2039	N	Alta	Vista	ave	
LA	Ca	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C92‐1	

I	am	multiple	property	owner	in	the	laurel	canyon	area	as	well	as	Hollywood	proper.	

I	am	very	concerned	about	the	added	traffic	this	proposal	will	bring	to	the	area.	This	is	a	corner	which	has	a	
large	volume	of	traffic	currently	and	is	 frequently	completely	stopped	at	peak	hours.	This	project	does	not	
address	the	added	traffic	to	an	already	snarled	area	of	the	city.	I	do	not	see	how	this	project	can	do	anything	
other	 than	decrease	 quality	 of	 life	 for	 those	property	 owners	who	 actually	 live	 in	 the	 area	 as	 opposed	 to	
those	who	are	building	 to	maximize	 square	 footage	 to	price	 for	 the	benefit	of	 stock	holders	and	 investors	
who	do	not	live	in	the	area	and	therefore	will	not	be	affected	by	the	increase	in	traffic	and	lowering	of	quality	
of	life.	

Please	do	not	approve	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C92‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1.		As	determined	therein	and	shown	in	Draft	EIR	
Table	4.J(a),	the	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard	would	operate	at	levels	
of	service	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	and	
P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2018	conditions,	with	and	without	the	Project.		LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	
with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	
in	a	single	cycle.			As	concluded	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR,	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	
significant	with	mitigation.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	
and	 traffic	 system	 improvements.	 	 Other	 comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C93	

Fred	Selden	
seldenmusic@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C93‐1	

I	have	grave	concerns	about	the	traffic	impact	of	the	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	Traffic	is	
already	bad	enough.	 If	 you	add	more	people,	 take	out	 the	 traffic	 island	and	 right	 turn	 lane	you	will	 add	a	
severe	traffic	impact.	Please	do	not	issue	this	permit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C93‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts,	with	
supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 determined	 therein,	 with	
mitigation	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	 streets	 and	 study	 area	
intersections	 in	 the	A.M.	 and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	 conditions.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	
Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	
of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	
(Section	 98.0411	 of	 the	 LAMC).	 	 The	 TDM	 program	 would	 incorporate	 the	 trip‐reduction	 programs	 and	
services	 identified	 in	 the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	 to	 the	Project.	 	The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	
include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	 bicycle	 ridership,	 telecommuting,	
and	 other	 trip‐reducing	 programs.	 	 The	 TDM	 program,	 which	 is	 not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	 analysis,	 is	
expected	 to	 reduce	 overall	 projected	 trips.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicle	
circulation	and	intersection	capacity	related	to	the	removal	of	the	existing	right‐turn	lane	and	provision	of	a	
new	 right‐turn	 lane	 at	 the	 actual	 intersection.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 south	 side	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
would	be	widened	to	provide	the	new	turning	lane	and	the	reconfiguration	would	not	diminish	intersection	
capacity.	
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LETTER	NO.	C94	

Dr.	Debbie	Semsky		
debbielyn@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C94‐1	

These	plans	are	ridiculous.	They	are	a	developers	dream	and	a	neighborhoods	nightmare....if	only	we	were	
dreaming.	Why	are	you	allowing	our	neighborhood	to	be	destroyed?	Is	a	 little	money	in	someone's	pocket	
now	worth	 selling	 our	 future?	 Shall	 the	 games	 begin?	 How	 long	 before	 we're	 actually	 living	 the	 Hunger	
Games,	having	sold	our	souls	and	every	inch	of	our	world	and	our	air	to	corporate	interests.	

Let's	try	to	do	the	right	thing	for	the	people,	the	neighborhood,	the	environment	and	the	world.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C94‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C95	

Suzanne	Sergile	
8960	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C95‐1	

I	 live	 in	Laurel	Canyon	and	am	very	concerned	with	this	project	which	appears	too	big	particularly	for	the	
proposed	 intersection	with	 is	 one	 of	 the	 few	 links	 between	 the	 Valley	 and	 Los	 Angeles/Hollywood/West	
Hollywood.	Laurel	Canyon	is	already	highly	congested	with	travel	times	of	up	to	an	hour	to	get	 from	West	
Hollywood	(say	San	Vincent)	to	Laurel	Canyon	and	Mullholland.	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C95‐1	

The	comments	stating	concern	over	traffic	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C95‐2	

Pleas	[sic]	explain	why	on	P.104	the	proposal	failed	to	analysis	[sic]	the	impact	on	traffic	on	Laurel	Canyon?!	
The	 submitted	 traffic	 impact	 analysis	 in	 this	proposal	 report	 that	 is	 submitted	 in	 this	proposal	notes	 that	
only	4	 intersections	were	evaluated.	All	 in	West	Hollywood	which	the	report	notes	 is	only	one	edge	of	 the	
entire	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C95‐2	

The	streets	identified	for	study	on	page	104	of	the	Project	TIA	(Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	and	shown	in	
Figure	16	and	Table	13,	 are	either	 local	 streets	 (Havenhurst	Drive)	or	 collector	 streets	 (Fountain	Avenue,	
within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood).		The	impact	analyses	referenced	by	the	commenter	are	designed	only	to	
analyze	potential	impacts	to	local/residential	streets	such	as	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Fountain	Avenue.		Laurel	
Canyon	 Boulevard	 (north	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard)	 is	 designated	 at	 a	 “Secondary	 Highway”,	 and	 as	 such,	 the	
local/residential	 street	 analysis	methodologies	are	not	appropriate	 to	evaluate	potential	 traffic	 impacts	 to	
higher	 volume	 roadways	 such	 as	 this	 facility.	 	 However,	 potential	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	
intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 and	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 are	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA;	 as	
summarized	in	Table	9(a)	of	the	study,	no	significant	impacts	to	this	intersection	are	anticipated.	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	intersections	in	the	Cities	of	Los	Angeles	and	
West	Hollywood.	 	City	of	Los	Angeles	 intersections,	 including	the	intersection	of	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	
Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard,	were	 evaluated	 in	 Table	 4.J‐4a	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 intersections	were	
evaluated	 in	Table	4.J‐4b.	 	 The	 evaluations	were	divided	 to	 reflect	 the	 different	 analysis	 technologies	 and	
threshold	standards	practiced	in	the	two	Cities.		As	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4a,	the	LADOT	evaluation	is	based	on	
Critical	Movement	Analysis	(CMA)	and	in	Table	4.J‐4b,	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	evaluation	is	based	on	the	
Highway	 Capacity	 Manual	 (HCM).	 	 Also,	 please	 note	 that	 in	 Table	 4.J‐4a,	 the	 intersection	 of	 Hollywood	
Boulevard/Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 is	 projected	 to	 operate	 at	 acceptable	 service	 levels	 (A	 and	 B,	
respectively)	during	AM	and	PM	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions	with	and	without	the	
Project.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C95‐3	

Additionally,	 they	 say	 that	 this	high	 rise	building	with	240	 (?)	 residential	units	will	 less	 than	240	 trips	 at	
peak	times.	That	does	not	sound	possible.	Each	unit	will	likely	have	at	least	one	or	more	occupants	plus	the	
people	 using	 the	 commercial	 parts	 of	 the	 building.	 The	 report	 even	 notes	 that	 McDonalds	 now	 causes	
congestion	with	80	something	addl	[sic]	trips	 in	the	AM.	Their	estimates	on	addl	[sic]	200	or	so	trips	 is	an	
underestimate.	They	themselves	are	saying	that	that	already	congested	traffic	caused	by	86	McDonald	trips	
will	now	have	to	take	far	over	double	that	volume.	Undoubtedly	placing	HUNDREDS	(300‐400	or	more	cars)	
into	the	middle	of	a	major	commuting	intersection	will	be	absolute	gridlock.	This	is	completely	unacceptable.	
There	needs	to	be	an	independent	traffic	consultant	brought	in	and	paid	for	by	the	developers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C95‐3	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 is	based	on	the	Project	TIA	(see	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	
Draft	EIR).		The	trip	generation	calculations	for	both	the	existing	and	proposed	site	uses	are	summarized	on	
pages	4.J‐39	and	illustrated	in	Table	4.J‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	are	discussed	in	detail	in	the	Project	TIA	and	
summarized	in	Tables	2(a)	through	2(c),	while	the	trip	generation	rates	used	to	derive	these	estimated	trip	
values	are	shown	in	Table	1	of	the	TIA.		The	trip	generation	rates	used	are	nationally‐recognized	rates	from	
the	 current	 (9th	Edition)	 Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	 (“ITE”)	Trip	Generation	publication,	which	
are	used	to	estimate	the	trip	generation	for	a	variety	of	 land	uses,	 including	residential	apartments,	within	
jurisdictions	throughout	the	Southern	California	region,	including	both	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	of	
West	 Hollywood.	 	 The	 trip	 generation	 rates	 for	 residential	 apartment	 uses	 such	 as	 that	 proposed	 for	 the	
Project	are	based	on	actual	surveys	of	the	traffic	generation	characteristics	of	such	uses,	and	are	frequently	
updated	as	new	information	is	received.		As	a	result,	the	trip	generation	estimates	identified	for	the	Project’s	
proposed	apartment	uses	are	considered	to	be	accurate	and	consistent	with	estimates	for	similar	uses.		See	
also	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐75	 (Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Letter	 B1)	 regarding	 trip	 generation.	 	 The	
potential	traffic‐related	impacts	of	the	proposed	Project	are	fully	evaluated	and	identified	in	the	Project	TIA,	
which	indicates	that	the	proposed	Project	would	result	in	only	one	significant	impact,	at	the	intersection	of	
Fountain	 Avenue	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour.	 	 The	 Project	 TIA	 was	 independently	
reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 LADOT,	 which	 determined	 that	 the	 study	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	
impacts	of	the	proposed	Project	on	the	surrounding	roadway	system.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	Project	trip	generation	and	the	proposed	Project’s	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C95‐4	

The	location	is	too	small,	too	tight	for	this	commercial	equivalent	of	a	MC	MANSION.	Sunset	Blvd	is	a	sliver	of	
commercial	 activity	 in	 an	otherwise	 residential	 neighborhood.	 Sorry	 that	 the	developers	want	 to	max	out	
how	much	money	goes	 in	their	pockets	but	 it	should	not	be	at	 the	expense	and	quality	of	 life	of	 local	TAX	
PAYING	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C95‐4	

The	 comment	 regarding	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C96	

Kelly	Bevan	Spirer	&	Peter	Spirer	
1531	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C96‐1	

We	are	neighbors	across	the	street	from	the	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	And	whereas	we	
support	growth	and	beautification,	a	20	+	story	building	is,	in	our	opinion,	completely	unnecessary	and	out	
of	keeping	with	our	neighborhood.	Not	only	will	it	create	a	huge	disturbance	at	the	already	overly	crowded	
intersection	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset,	it	will	no	way	alleviate	traffic	as	the	many	tenants	and	or	owners	
of	the	apartments	therein,	will	 likely	not	be	working	in	walking	distance	of	their	homes/businesses.	So	for	
the	developer	to	say	that	it	will	not	impact	traffic	in	the	area	is	ludicrous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C96‐1	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	of	its	location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project’s	tallest	component	would	be	
16	stories	and	approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	the	building	would	be	set	
back	 from	the	Sunset	Boulevard	street	 front.	 	The	analysis	of	visual	character	 impacts	presented	on	pages	
4.A‐21	through	4.A‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	concludes	that	although	it	would	be	taller	than	other	structures	in	the	
immediate	 vicinity,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 designed	 in	 a	 unified	 fashion	 to	 complement	 the	 surrounding	
environment	 and	 provide	 visual	 interest	 through	 articulated	 design,	 variations	 in	 building	 heights,	 and	
setbacks.	 	The	Project	would	also	 follow	the	existing	pattern	of	development	 that	 juxtaposes	more	 intense	
commercial	 uses	 along	 Sunset	Boulevard	 to	 residential	 neighborhoods	 on	 the	 side	 streets.	 	 The	 proposed	
Project	is,	thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	not	adversely	impact	the	aesthetic	character	or	scale	of	the	setting.		
Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	Project’s	mass	and	scale.	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 is	based	on	the	Project	TIA	(see	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	
Draft	 EIR).	 	 According	 to	 numerical	 threshold	 standards	 described	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 the	 Project,	 with	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	would	not	generate	significant	impacts	at	neighborhood	streets	
and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	 conditions.			
Specifically,	as	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4a	in	Section	4.J,	the	Project	would	also	not	result	in	a	significant	impact	at	
the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 north	 of	
Sunset	Boulevard).	 	 In	 addition,	 the	Project	would	provide	 a	Transportation	Demand	Management	 (TDM)	
program,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	
Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).	 	The	TDM	program	would	
incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	to	the	
Project.	 	 The	 Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	
ridesharing,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐reducing	 programs.	 	 The	 TDM	program,	which	 is	 not	 factored	
into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	further	reduce	overall	projected	trips.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C96‐2	

Secondly,	 on	 the	 developers	 plans,	 they	 list	 our	 area	 as	 Multi‐family	 residential,	 which	 is	 absolutely	
inaccurate.	 The	 area	 that	 is	 listed	 as	 such	 just	 North	 of	 the	 Commercial	 label	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 are	 single	
family	homes	as	the	ones	listed	to	the	West.	Make	no	mistake,	we	are	all	homeowners	and	pay	property	taxes	
for	the	privilege	of	living	in	this	area.	This	is	a	gross	error	on	the	part	of	the	developer,	and	the	city	for	not	
correcting	 their	errors.	We	are	not	a	multi‐family	 transient	population.	We	have	 lived	 in	our	house	 for	19	
years,	our	neighbors	for	24+	year	and	so	on.	I	would	hope	that	our	voices	carry	some	weight	in	the	planning	
department.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C96‐2	

The	 single‐family	 residential	 neighborhood	 between	 Selma	 Avenue	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 was	 inaccurately	
identified	as	multi‐family	in	the	Draft	EIR,	Figure	2‐2.		This	correction	has	been	made	to	Draft	EIR	Figure	2‐2	
and	the	revised	Figure	2‐2	was	provided	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	 the	
RP‐DEIR.	 	 This	 correction	 does	 not	 change	 the	 findings	 or	 conclusions	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 because	 any	
residential	“sensitive	receptor”	applies	to	both	single‐family	and	multi‐family	uses.	

COMMENT	NO.	C96‐3	

Again,	we	are	not	against	reasonable	renovation	of	the	strip	mall	which	is	in	need	of	a	spruce	up,	but	we	are	
against	the	amount	of	traffic	 it	will	create,	the	displacement	of	businesses	we	as	homeowners	and	families	
rely	 on	 a	 daily	 basis,	 and	 the	monstrous	 scope	 of	 the	 project	 blocking	 the	 skyline	 from	 view.	 Although	 it	
doesn't	impact	the	view	to	the	basin	of	LA	from	our	house,	I	would	think	the	multi‐million	dollar	homes	up	in	
the	hills	here	will	be	greatly	impacted	and	their	resale	values	lessened	(meaning	less	property	taxes	for	the	
city).	I	don't	personally	wish	to	stand	on	my	corner	and	look	at	a	behemoth	looming	over	my	head.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C96‐3	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	
therein,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 under	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Implementation	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 the	
removal	 of	 approximately	 80,000	 square	 feet	 of	 existing	 commercial	 uses	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	
construction	 of	 111,339	 square	 feet	 of	 new	 retail,	 restaurant,	 and	 other	 commercial	 uses,	 which	 would	
represent	 a	 net	 increase	 of	 approximately	 31,339	 square	 feet	 of	 commercial	 uses,	 contrary	 to	 the	
commenter’s	suggestion	regarding	displacement	of	businesses	on	the	Project	Site.	 	The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	
impacts	to	views	of	and	across	the	Project	Site	from	the	surrounding	area	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	 as	 depicted	 in	 the	 various	 visual	 simulations	 provided	 as	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12.	 	 As	
illustrated	in	the	visual	simulations	and	concluded	in	Section	4.A,	impacts	related	to	views	would	be	less	than	
significant	as	the	Project	would	not	obstruct	or	adversely	affect	a	substantial	portion	of	the	view	field.	 	 	As	
noted	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	further	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	CEQA,	as	implemented	
by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles,	 does	 not	 require	 consideration	 of	 a	 project’s	 impacts	 on	 private	 views	 from	
private	property,	 such	as	 an	office	building	or	private	 residence.	 	The	analysis	of	 impacts	on	views	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	accordingly	and	appropriately	focuses	on	scenic	vistas	and	publicly	available	views,	
and	potential	effects	on	private	views	are	discussed	for	disclosure	purposes	only.	 	 In	addition,	pursuant	to	
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CEQA,	 property	 values	 of	 homes	 in	 the	 area	 is	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 the	 analyses	 presented	
therein;	as	such,	no	further	response	in	this	regard	is	required.	

COMMENT	NO.	C96‐4	

We	sincerely	hope	that	you	will	 take	the	neighbors	 feelings	and	property	values	 into	consideration	before	
you	 green‐light	 this	 project	 (which	 sits	 on	 the	 precipice	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 fault	 line).	 Request	 that	 the	
developers	diminish	their	plans	significantly	‐‐	ask	them	to	do	a	real	study	of	all	the	new	live/work	spaces	in	
the	Hollywood	area	to	see	what	the	occupancy	rate	is.	There	is	a	building	two	blocks	away	that	still	has	store	
fronts	available.	Do	they	really	want	to	be	in	that	position	after	investing	so	much	into	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C96‐4	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	evaluates	the	location	of	the	Project	with	respect	to	the	Hollywood	
Fault.	As	discussed	therein,	the	fault	trace	is	to	the	northwest	and	does	not	cross	through	the	Project	Site.		In	
addition	as	required	under	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	State	of	California	building	codes,	the	Project’s	structural	
design	will	be	consistent	with	seismic	safety	standards	that	address	ground	shaking	common	throughout	the	
region.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	 regarding	 seismic	 hazards,	 including	 those	 associated	with	 the	
Hollywood	Fault,	as	well	as	additional	supporting	documentation	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR	and	
Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR.		With	regard	to	current	commercial	occupancy	in	the	surrounding	area,	please	
see	Response	to	Comment	B2‐10	(Cyd	Ziegler	–	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	Letter	B2).	
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LETTER	NO.	C97	

William	&	Muriel	Wheatley	
wheatscottley@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C97‐1	

We	are	homeowners	with	two	young	children	living	in	Laurel	Canyon.	Though	we	understand	the	challenge	
of	your	saying	no	in	the	face	of	lobbying	dollars	and	perks	from	wealthy	developers	we	are	joining	the	others	
in	our	community	to	call	for	the	rejection	of	the	overly	large	development	proposed	for	Crescent	Heights	and	
Sunset.	Traffic	at	that	intersection	is	already	at	capacity	and	the	new	plan	calls	for	elimination	of	lanes	‐‐	in	
addition	 to	 adding	 hundreds	 of	 new	 cars	 for	 residents	 of	 the	 new	 skyscraper	 (216	 feet)	 of	
apartments/condos.	It's	a	terrible	idea.	Please	do	what's	best	for	the	residents,	taxpayers,	and	voters	in	our	
community,	not	to	mention	the	environment:	say	no	to	the	lobbying	money.	Stop	this	project.	

We	would	appreciate	your	reply	on	the	status	of	your	decision.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C97‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	 traffic	 impacts.		
As	 determined	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
intersections,	which	are	shown	to	operate	at	service	 level	(LOS)	“F”	 in	the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	
Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	 conditions	 with	 and	 without	 the	 Project,	 based	 on	 the	 significance	 thresholds	
presented	on	pages	4.J‐24	and	4.J‐43	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	traffic	study	also	determined	that	the	
Project	would	not	adversely	impact	the	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard,	
which	would	operate	at	service	levels	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	
and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2018	conditions,	with	and	without	the	Project.	LOS	
“A”	 indicates	 no	 congestion	 with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle	 and	 LOS	 “B”	 indicates	 minimal	
congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle.	The	commenter	states	that	the	Project	would		result	in	
a	 reduction	 in	 traffic	 lanes.	 	 However,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 reduction	 in	 traffic	 lanes	 as	 the	
existing	 right‐turn	 lane	 on	 the	 eastbound	 approach	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
would	not	be	removed	but	rather	converted	to	a	more	conventional	right‐turn	only	lane.		The	Project	would	
also	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	 in	 compliance	with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	 (Section	
98.0411	 of	 the	 LAMC).	 	 The	 TDM	 program	 would	 incorporate	 the	 trip‐reduction	 programs	 and	 services	
identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	to	the	Project.	 	The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	include	a	
number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐reducing	
programs.	 	The	TDM	program,	which	 is	not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	analysis,	 is	expected	 to	reduce	overall	
projected	trips.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	Project’s	traffic‐related	impacts.		

Information	 about	 when	 and	 where	 the	 requested	 project	 approvals	 will	 be	 further	 considered	 by	 the	
Planning	Commission	and	the	City	Council	will	be	announced	in	the	meeting	agendas	for	these	entities.		
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LETTER	NO.	C98	

Debra	Dresbach	
8978	Wonderland	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C98‐1	

Large‐scale	 development	 is	 critical	 to	 the	 growth	 of	 this	 great	 metropolitan	 city.	 However,	 large‐scale	
development	needs	to	be	expanded	in	corridors	where	it	already	exists.	Think	Century	City,	or	the	Wilshire	
Corridor.	 Putting	 what	 effectively	 constitutes	 a	 high‐rise	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 and	 Sunset	
(referred	to	as	the	8150)	in	a	unique	urban	intersection	that	is	bordered	by	low‐scale	residential	dwellings,	
and	also	intersects	with	one	of	the	busiest	two‐lane	corridors	in	the	city	(Laurel	Canyon	coming	from	the	San	
Fernando	Valley)	will	be	adding	further	traffic	stress	to	an	area	that	is	already	maximally	impacted	by	and	ill‐
equipped	to	handle	necessary	existing	traffic	congestion.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C98‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	 evaluates	 the	 scale	 of	 the	Project	 in	 the	 context	of	 the	
setting,	 As	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 unified	 architecture,	 landscaping,	 and	
pedestrian	 amenities	 at	 a	 site	 currently	 characterized	 by	 surface	 parking,	 competing	 signage,	 fast	 food	
restaurants,	and	non‐cohesive	architectural	design.	 	Although	taller	than	other	structures	in	the	immediate	
vicinity,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 designed	 to	 complement	 the	 surrounding	 environment	 and	 provide	 visual	
interest	 through	 articulated	 design,	 variations	 in	 building	 heights,	 and	 setbacks.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 also	
follow	 the	 existing	 pattern	 of	 development	 that	 juxtaposes	 more	 intense	 commercial	 uses	 along	 Sunset	
Boulevard	to	residential	neighborhoods	on	the	side	streets.	 	As	such,	the	Project	was	determined	less	than	
significant	with	respect	to	visual	character.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	impacts	
related	to	building	height	and	scale.		Also,	please	note	that	the	Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA,	included	
as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	determined	that,	as	summarized	in	Table	4.J‐4a	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	although	traffic	on	Sunset	Boulevard	 is	and	would	be	heavily	congested	with	and	without	the	Project,	
the	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	Hollywood	Boulevard	would	operate	at	acceptable	service	levels	(LOS)	
“A”	and	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions,	respectively,	with	
and	without	 the	Project.	 	 Please	 also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	
including	impacts	to	intersections	in	the	Project	area.			

COMMENT	NO.	C98‐2	

The	scale	of	development	here	needs	to	be	kept	to	best	serve	the	needs	of	local	residents	who	already	live	in	
this	 community	 ‐‐	 retail	 establishments	 that	provide	 services	and	necessities,	 i.e.	 food	and	banking	 ‐‐	 that	
will	not	negatively	affect	the	thousands	of	people	who	drive	Sunset	and	Cresent	[sic]	Heights/Laurel	Canyon	
to	access	basic	jobs	and	services	on	a	daily	basis	with	even	more	restrictive	traffic	access.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C98‐2	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	specific	types	
of	land	uses	proposed	for	the	Project	Site	are	consistent	with	the	existing	land	use	and	zoning	designations	
for	the	property	and	are	intended	to	respond	to	demands	for	goods,	services,	and	housing	in	the	Project	area.		
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The	Draft	EIR	addressed	 impacts	to	the	 local	and	regional	 traffic	system	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 long‐term	
operational	traffic	impacts	resulting	from	the	Project	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.			

COMMENT	NO.	C98‐3	

If	the	8150	development	were	to	go	through,	it	would	greatly	exacerbate	an	already	extremely	challenging	
and	highly	impacted	traffic	congestion	situation.	Please	keep	development	plans	suitable	for	the	needs	of	this	
area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C98‐3	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	As	discussed	above	in	Response	to	Comment	C98‐2,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	to	the	
local	and	regional	traffic	system	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	
provided	 in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	 concluded	 therein,	 long‐term	operational	 traffic	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 the	
Project	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.			
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LETTER	NO.	C99	

Tom	Moore	
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐1	

The	8150	project	planned	for	Sunset	Blvd.	is	a	disaster	in	the	making	for	anyone	who	lives	within	the	area	
and	ultimately	for	the	city	of	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐2	

The	scale	of	the	project	is	completely	out	of	character	with	the	neighborhood	or	anything	like	it	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	Not	 only	 it	 is	 aesthetically	 a	disaster,	 but	 it	will	 cause	 astounding	problems	 to	 an	 already	burdened	
infrastructure.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 to	 water	 and	 sewer	 infrastructure	 in	 Section	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 and	
Section	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 I	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	
supplemental	 sewer	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 C	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 Modifications	 to	 public	
infrastructure,	if	indicated	by	existing	conditions,	are	required	by	the	City’s	Department	of	Public	Works	and	
are	not	dependent	upon	discretion	of	the	builder.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	
of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐3	

Traffic	 in	 this	 area	 is	 terrible	 at	 least	16	hours	of	 every	day,	 and	a	project	 like	 this	 at	 one	of	LA’s	busiest	
intersection	will	increase	those	problems	10	fold.	Assuming	there	will	be	people	in	those	buildings,	they	will	
have	 to	 come	 and	 go,	 and	 there	 is	 no	way	 this	 corner	 can	 accommodate	 those	 extra	 cars.	 As	 it	 is,	 many	
drivers	 finding	 Sunset	 unbearable	 take	 a	 short	 cut	 on	 Hollywood	 Blvd,	 making	 the	 situation	 up	 here	
impossible	and	dangerous	most	of	the	day.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluates	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein	 and	
summarized	 in	 Tables	 4.J‐4a	 and	 4.J‐4b,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 LADOT	 and	 City	 of	 L.A.	 CEQA	
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Thresholds	Guide	significance	thresholds	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	
or	 other	 intersections	 on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 and	Hollywood	Boulevard.	 	Also,	 please	 see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	Project’s	proposed	traffic	impacts,	including	a	discussion	of	traffic	congestion‐
related	 impacts	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 near	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 reconfigured	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	 to	 accommodate	 future	 traffic	 conditions	 with	 the	
addition	of	Project‐generated	traffic.		

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐4	

The	attempt	to	make	many	of	the	parking	spaces	planned	for	compact	cars	is	ridiculous.	We	know	how	many	
compact	cars	there	are	in	L.A.	vs.	large	cars,	and	there	will	be	no	space	for	those	large	cars.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐4	

The	comments	concerning	compact	parking	spaces	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.	 	As	discussed	on	pages	2‐35	and	4.F‐18	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Project	has	requested	an	
incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 to	 be	 provided.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	
Response	to	Comment	C25‐9	(Andrew	MacPherson	Letter	C25).		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	a	
discussion	on	the	adequacy	of	parking	provided	by	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐5	

The	absurd	idea	of	places	for	over	600	bicycles	is	insane.	Perhaps	in	some	utopian	future,	but	L.A.	is	not	yet	
nor	will	be	in	the	near	future	a	bicycle	commuting	town.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐5	

The	provision	of	bicycle	parking	on	the	Project	Site	 is	 in	compliance	with	LAMC	requirements.	 	Please	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 parking	 requirements,	 including	 relevant	
information	on	bicycle	parking.			

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐6	

Removing	the	turn	lane	from	Sunset	to	Crescent	Heights	and	using	it	for	building	space	is	a	terrible	idea.	It	
serves	a	very	useful	purpose	in	siphoning	off	traffic	from	Sunset	without	the	long	lines	waiting	to	turn.	This	
is	just	a	greedy	grab	for	public	space.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐6	

The	Project	does	not	propose	to	use	the	existing	turn	lane	for	building	space,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.		
Rather,	the	existing	turn	lane	and	portion	of	the	traffic	island	will	become	a	public	plaza,	and	the	turn	lane	
will	 be	 relocated	 slightly	 to	 the	 east,	 to	 the	 actual	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 traffic	 impacts,	
including	 those	 associated	with	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 at	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	
Crescent	Heights.	

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐7	

Needless	to	say,	the	building	will	cut	off	many	views	of	the	city	from	those	living	in	the	hills,	owning	homes	
they	have	spent	a	great	deal	of	time	caring	for	and	preserving,	primarily	because	of	these	views.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐7	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

In	 the	 preparation	 of	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Quality,	 the	 consultant	 evaluated	 the	 visual	 character	
effects	 of	 the	 Project	 as	 viewed	 and	 experienced	 from	 surrounding	 public	 streets,	 though	 as	 noted	
previously,	 these	 viewpoints	 are	 also	 intended	 to	 be	 representative	 of	 private	 views	 in	 the	 area.	 	 In	
accordance	 with	 the	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 and	 relevant	 CEQA	 case	 law,	 the	 analysis	 of	 view	 impacts	
pertains	 only	 to	 public	 views,	 though	 private	 view	 impacts	 were	 also	 addressed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 for	
disclosure	 purposes.	 	 However,	 views	 from	 streets	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills,	 including	 Hillside	 Avenue,	
Bellgave	Place,	Fareholm	Drive,	and	Marley	Drive	(see	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐7,	respectively),	
were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR,	and	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		As	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐4	
through	 4.A‐7	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 mid‐distance	 views	 of	 relatively	 low‐scale	 urban	 uses	 would	 be	 partially	
obstructed	by	the	Project,	but	foreground	views	would	not	be	measurably	affected	and	long‐distance	views	
of	 valued	 resources	 such	 as	 the	 Downtown	 skyline,	 high‐rise	 buildings	 along	Wilshire	 Boulevard	 and	 in	
Century	City,	 or	 the	Baldwin	Hills	would	not	be	 substantially	 obstructed	 as	 the	Project	would	 comprise	 a	
small	portion	of	the	overall	view	field.	

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐8	

This	is	a	very	historic	corner	of	Los	Angeles.	Although	someone	was	bound	to	come	along	and	want	to	build	
on	it	using	more	of	the	space,	this	project	could	not	be	more	wrong	for	this	valuable	corner	of	our	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐8	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	the	historic	resources	impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.C,	Cultural	Resources,	with	supporting	
information	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	
of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	
4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	off‐site	historic	resources	(e.g.,	the	surrounding	neighborhood),	and	
significant	 unavoidable	 impacts	 to	 on‐site	 historic,	 even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historic	resources	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C99‐9	

I	beg	of	you	who	represent	us	and	are	there	to	protect	our	city	and	our	 lives	within	 it	not	to	approve	this	
project.	Don’t	destroy	more	of	the	fabric	of	our	city.	Please.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C99‐9	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C100	

Tom	Moore	
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C100‐1	

The	8150	project	planned	for	Sunset	Blvd.	is	a	disaster	in	the	making	for	anyone	who	lives	within	the	area	
and	ultimately	for	the	city	of	Los	Angeles.	

The	scale	of	the	project	is	completely	out	of	character	with	the	neighborhood	or	anything	like	it	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	Not	 only	 it	 is	 aesthetically	 a	disaster,	 but	 it	will	 cause	 astounding	problems	 to	 an	 already	burdened	
infrastructure.	

Traffic	 in	 this	 area	 is	 terrible	 at	 least	16	hours	of	 every	day,	 and	a	project	 like	 this	 at	 one	of	LA’s	busiest	
intersection	will	 increase	 those	problems	10	 fold.	 	 	Assuming	 there	will	be	people	 in	 those	buildings,	 they	
will	have	to	come	and	go,	and	there	is	no	way	this	corner	can	accommodate	those	extra	cars.		As	it	is,	many	
drivers	 finding	 Sunset	 unbearable	 take	 a	 short	 cut	 on	 Hollywood	 Blvd,	 making	 the	 situation	 up	 here	
impossible	and	dangerous	most	of	the	day.	

The	 attempt	 to	make	many	 of	 the	 parking	 spaces	 planned	 for	 compact	 cars	 is	 ridiculous.	 	We	 know	how	
many	compact	cars	there	are	in	L.A.	vs.	large	cars,	and	there	will	be	no	space	for	those	large	cars.	

The	absurd	idea	of	places	for	over	600	bicycles	is	insane.		Perhaps	in	some	utopian	future,	but	L.A.	is	not	yet	
nor	will	be	in	the	near	future	a	bicycle	commuting	town.	

Removing	the	turn	lane	from	Sunset	to	Crescent	Heights	and	using	it	for	building	space	is	a	terrible	idea.			It	
serves	a	very	useful	purpose	in	siphoning	off	traffic	from	Sunset	without	the	long	lines	waiting	to	turn.			This	
is	just	a	greedy	grab	for	public	space.	

Needless	to	say,	the	building	will	cut	off	many	views	of	the	city	from	those	living	in	the	hills,	owning	homes	
they	have	spent	a	great	deal	of	time	caring	for	and	preserving,	primarily	because	of	these	views.	

This	is	a	very	historic	corner	of	Los	Angeles.			Although	someone	was	bound	to	come	along	and	want	to	build	
on	it	using	more	of	the	space,	this	project	could	not	be	more	wrong	for	this	valuable	corner	of	our	city.	

I	beg	of	you	who	represent	us	and	are	there	to	protect	our	city	and	our	 lives	within	 it	not	to	approve	this	
project.	Don’t	destroy	more	of	the	fabric	of	our	city.		Please.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C100‐1	

This	 comment	 letter	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 Comment	 Letter	 C99	 (Tom	 Moore).	 	 Please	 refer	 to	 Response	 to	
Comments	C99‐1	to	C99‐9	in	Letter	C99	for	the	City’s	responses	to	these	comments.	
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LETTER	NO.	C101	

Cori	Allvey	
Kirkwood	Drive	
Laurel	Canyon	
cori_gordon@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C101‐1	

Please	please	[sic]	reconsider	what	this	monster	project	will	do	to	this	neighborhood	and	intersection.	Laurel	
Canyon	is	a	MAJOR	road	of	traffic,	where	thousands	upon	thousands	of	cars	daily	cross	over	the	hill	from	the	
city	to	the	valley	or	vice	versa.	Your	enormous	residential	high	rise	will	increase	traffic	exponentially	at	an	
already	very	busy	intersection!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C101‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein	 and	 shown	 in	Draft	 EIR	Table	 4.J(a),	 the	 Project	would	 have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 on	 the	
intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard,	which	is	estimated	to	operate	at	levels	of	
service	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	and	
P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2018	conditions,	with	and	without	the	Project.	LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	
with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	
in	a	single	cycle.		

COMMENT	NO.	C101‐2	

Not	to	mention	the	height	of	this	building	is	totally	out	of	proportion	for	the	area.	Sunset	Blvd	is	a	historic	
street,	esp	[sic]	this	section.	The	face	of	it	is	changing	drastically	with	tons	of	other	buildings	being	torn	down	
to	 only	 build	 up	 in	 the	 sky.	 Please	 reconsider	 the	 size	 and	 proportion	 of	 this	 building.	 I	 understand	
development	 and	 progress	 happens,	 but	 please	 be	 considerate	 to	 those	 who	 call	 this	 intersection	 and	
neighborhood	 home.	 I	 have	 been	 living	 in	 Laurel	 Canyon	 for	 46	 years.	 Please	 respect	 our	 wishes	 and	
reconsider	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C101‐2	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	evaluated	the	visual	character	effects	of	the	Project	in	the	
context	of	its	location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	discussed	therein,	the	proposed	Project	would	provide	two‐
story	 retail	 uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	with	 a	 roof‐top,	 landscaped	 terrace.	 	 The	 nine‐story	 component	
would	be	approximately	108	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard	and	the	16‐story	component	would	
be	approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	also	be	set	back	from	adjacent	
side	streets.		The	low‐rise	retail	frontage	and	street‐oriented	landscaped	terrace	would	be	consistent	with	a	
street	front	in	a	highly	urbanized	setting	such	as	Sunset	Boulevard.	The	analysis	of	visual	character	impacts	
presented	on	pages	4.A‐21	through	4.A‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	concludes	that	although	it	would	be	taller	than	
other	structures	in	the	immediate	vicinity,	the	Project	would	be	designed	in	a	unified	fashion	to	complement	
the	surrounding	environment	and	provide	visual	interest	through	articulated	design,	variations	in	building	
heights,	 and	 setbacks.	 The	 Project	would	 also	 follow	 the	 existing	 pattern	 of	 development	 that	 juxtaposes	
more	intense	commercial	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	to	residential	neighborhoods	on	the	side	streets.		The	
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proposed	Project	is,	thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	not	adversely	impact	the	aesthetic	character	or	scale	of	
the	setting.		Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	Project’s	mass	and	scale.	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 and	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 identified	 the	 area’s	
architecturally	and	historically	notable	buildings	and	evaluated	the	impact	of	the	Project	on	these	resources.		
Based	 on	 the	 analyses	 (and	 threshold	 criteria)	 therein,	 impacts	 on	 off‐site	 notable	 buildings	 were	
determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	
historical	resources.	

Comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C102	

Sarah	Petrie		
sarahpetrie@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C102‐1	

While	change	is	inevitable	the	end	result	should	not	be	taking	from	the	community	or	infrastructure	of	our	
city.	 Taking	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 changing	 the	 flow	 and	 design	 of	 our	 beloved	 sunset	 blvd	 must	 not	
happen.	The	2	year	project	itself	will	create	mayhem	no	the	end	result	is	to	rob	us	of	our	historical	road	for	
private	corporate	gain.	Where	is	the	benefit	to	the	community	here?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C102‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicle	 circulation	 and	 intersection	 capacity	 related	 to	 the	
removal	of	the	existing	right‐turn	lane	and	provision	of	a	new	right‐turn	lane	at	the	actual	intersection.		As	
discussed	therein,	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	widened	to	provide	the	new	turning	lane	and	
the	reconfiguration	would	not	diminish	intersection	capacity.		As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	beginning	on	page	4.J‐32,	construction‐related	traffic	would	be	significant	and	
unavoidable	for	the	mid‐day	peak	period	during	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	construction,	but	would	
be	 less	 than	 significant	 during	 other	 construction	 phases.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	
adequacy	 of	 infrastructure	 serving	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 of	 the	 Project	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C103	

Adrienne	Walt	
8810	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C103‐1	

Please	 STOP	 the	 development	 proposed	 for	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	Heights!	 Do	 you	 realize	 that	 all	 the	 real	
estate	 off	 the	main	 streets‐‐	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 N.	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard,	
Hollywood	Boulevard,	Fairfax	Avenue,	and	Fountain	Avenue‐‐	is	RESIDENTIAL?	

Thousands	of	people	reside	in	homes,	condominiums,	and	apartment	buildings	off	these	streets.	They	drive	
to	and	from	work	every	day,	transport	their	children	to	and	from	school	every	day,	drive	at	all	hours	of	the	
day	and	night	and	on	weekends	for	shopping,	recreation,	business,	and	a	host	of	other	purposes.	

TRAFFIC	ON	THESE	MAIN	 STREETS	AND	THE	 SURROUNDING	 SIDE	 STREETS	 IS	ALREADY	GRIDLOCKING	
MUCH	OF	 THE	 TIME.	 How	 do	 you	 expect	 residents	 to	 go	 about	 their	 daily	 lives?	How	 do	 you	 expect	 the	
anticipated	 customers	 to	 avail	 themselves	of	 the	proposed	 commercial	 and	 retail	 enterprises	when	 it	will	
take	 them	 forever	 to	 negotiate	 a	 nightmarish	 traffic	 jam?	 Trust	 me,	 they	 won’t!	 They’ll	 avoid	 it	 like	 the	
plague.	

LAUREL	 CANYON	BOULEVARD	 IS	 ALSO	A	MAIN	 THOROUGHFARE	 FOR	WESTSIDERS	DRIVING	 INTO	 THE	
SAN	FERNANDO	VALLEY	and	for	VALLEY	RESIDENTS	TRAVELING	INTO	L.A.	As	a	result,	it	already	gets	even	
more	traffic	than	it	would	ordinarily.	

THERE	IS	NO	WAY	TO	ACCOMMODATE	THIS	REALITY!		

RESPONSE	NO.	C103‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	 therein,	 with	mitigation	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	
streets	 and	 study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 during	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	
conditions.	 	 Regarding	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 and	Hollywood	 Boulevard,	 the	 traffic	
study	determined	that	this	intersection	would	operate	at	levels	of	service	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	
hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2018	conditions,	
with	and	without	the	Project.	LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	
LOS	 “B”	 indicates	minimal	 congestion,	with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle.	 	 The	Project	would	 also	
provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	
of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	
the	City’s	ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	Project.	 	The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	 include	a	number	of	
elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	ridesharing,	bicycle	ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	
programs.	 	The	TDM	program,	which	 is	not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	analysis,	 is	expected	 to	reduce	overall	
projected	trips.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	
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Other	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C103‐2	

Why	do	you	want	to	destroy	the	beautiful	and	historical	Laurel	Canyon	community	that	makes	Los	Angeles	
the	city	that	YOU	want	to	live	and	work	in,	and	that	millions	of	tourists	flock	to	visit	every	year?	

Please	STOP	the	development	proposed	for	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights!	It’s	a	disaster	waiting	to	happen.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C103‐2	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	historic	resources	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.C,	Cultural	
Resources,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Historical	 Resources	 Assessment	 included	 in	
Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	
indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources	(e.g.,	the	
surrounding	neighborhood),	and	significant	unavoidable	 impacts	 to	on‐site	historical	 resources,	even	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 historical	
resources	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C104	

Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C104‐1	

The	size	and	scope	of	the	project	is	too	large	for	the	location.	

Please	note	that	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	is	the	continuation	of	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	a	main	artery	to	and	from	
the	San	Fernando	Valley	and	Los	Angeles	/	West	Hollywood.	

The	project	will	dramatically	increase	the	existing	traffic	congestion.		

REDUCE	THE	SIZE	OF	THE	PROJECT!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C104‐1	

The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Project	is	too	large	for	the	Project	Site,	but	offers	no	comments	regarding	
the	 content	 or	 analysis	 presented	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 (Land	 Use	 and	
Planning)	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 uses,	 consistency	 with	 development	
standards	applicable	to	the	Project	Site,	and	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	related	to	scale	
and	height.		As	discussed	therein,	although	the	Project	would	result	in	the	development	of	structures	on	the	
Project	Site	that	are	substantially	taller	than	those	that	exist	on‐site	currently,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	
significant	 impacts	to	views,	visual	character,	or	shade/shadow	related	to	building	height	and	scale.	 	Draft	
EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	 determined	 in	
Section	4.J,	 the	Project	would	have	a	 less	than	significant	 impact	on	Sunset	Boulevard	 intersections,	which	
are	shown	to	operate	at	LOS	F	in	the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions	
with	 and	 without	 the	 Project.	 	 As	 summarized	 in	 Table	 4.J‐4a	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 the	 traffic	 analysis	 also	
determined	 that	 the	 intersection	of	 Laurel	 Canyon	Boulevard	 and	Hollywood	Boulevard	would	operate	 at	
levels	of	service	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	
A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2018	 conditions,	with	 and	without	 the	 Project.	 LOS	 “A”	 indicates	 no	
congestion	with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle	 and	 LOS	 “B”	 indicates	minimal	 congestion,	 with	 all	
vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 a	 Transportation	 Demand	
Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	
would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	
to	the	Project.		The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	include	a	number	of	elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	
ridesharing,	bicycle	ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.		The	TDM	program,	which	
is	 not	 factored	 into	 the	 traffic	 analysis,	 is	 expected	 to	 reduce	 overall	 projected	 trips.	 	 Other	 comments	 in	
opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐784	

LETTER	NO.	C105	

Bob	Hofler	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	
LA	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C105‐1	

I	strongly	object	to	the	size	of	the	proposed	building	with	the	Project	Name:	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐	
Use	Project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C105‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			With	respect	to	the	size	of	the	proposed	building,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	
visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 and	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	
compatibility	 and	 compliance	with	 development	 standards	 (LAMC,	 zoning,	 etc.)	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	
while	 Sections	 2.B.1	 and	2.B.6	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9.	 	 	 As	
indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	the	visual	character	
impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		Similarly,	as	indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐34	and	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	
and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 and	 both	 proposals	would	 be	 consistent	with	 applicable	
development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.		For	further	discussion,	please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐
1	 regarding	 visual	 impacts	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 and	
compliance	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C105‐2	

It’s	just	too	big	at	16‐stories	that	“appear	to	be	20	stories	in	height	at	the	southwest	corner”	of	the	project	on	
Havenhurst	Drive.	It	will	block	the	morning	sun	to	an	historic	building’s	garden,	1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive,	
which	 is	 a	 Los	 Angeles	 as	 well	 as	 a	 National	 Historic	 Monument.	 Years	 ago	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	
restricted	 the	 size	 of	 a	 retirement	 house	 to	 the	 south	 of	 1471	N.	Havenhurst	 Drive	 so	 that	 the	 building’s	
historic	garden	would	not	be	spoiled.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C105‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 evaluated	 the	 effect	 of	 shading	 on	 all	 surrounding	
sensitive	uses.	 	As	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	the	level	of	shading	would	not	exceed	the	L.A.	CEQA	Threshold	
Guide	threshold	of	more	than	three	hours	between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	and	3:00	P.M.	PST	(between	early	
November	and	mid‐March),	or	 for	more	than	 four	hours	between	the	hours	of	9:00	A.M.	and	5:00	P.M.	PDT	
(between	 mid‐March	 and	 early	 November).	 	 Because	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 City’s	 threshold	
standard,	shading	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		As	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐13	through	
4.A‐16,	 shading	would	 occur	 at	 the	Andalusia	 (1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive,	 referenced	by	 the	 commenter),	
which	 is	 located	 west	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 but	 for	 less	 than	 the	 durations	 prescribed	 in	 the	 L.A.	 CEQA	
Thresholds	 Guide.	 	 Specifically,	 the	 Andalusia	 would	 be	 shaded	 for	 less	 than	 30	 minutes	 at	 the	 winter	
solstice,	less	than	two	hours	during	at	the	spring	equinox,	less	than	90	minutes	at	the	summer	solstice,	and	
less	than	two	hours	during	the	autumn	equinox.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	
impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	including	the	Andalusia	apartments.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C105‐3	

8150	Sunset	Boulevard	would	also	spoil	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	not	only	 for	residents	of	the	nearby	
buildings	but	anyone	who	travels	along	the	Fountain,	Sunset	and	Santa	Monica	Avenues.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C105‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	views	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	
2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.A‐25	
through	4.A‐41	and	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐11	and	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	views	impacts	
of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	(including	those	from	the	Hollywood	Hills	and	the	areas	south	of	the	Project	
Site	 looking	 towards	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills)	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 the	 visual	
simulations	included	as	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	Figures	2‐2	through	2‐5	in	the	RP‐
DEIR.		For	further	discussion,	including	that	public	and	not	private	views	are	subject	to	analysis	under	CEQA,	
please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C105‐4	

The	Hollywood	Hills	in	that	area	of	Los	Angeles	are	a	natural	amphitheater.	Sound	in	the	area	reverberates	in	
that	amphitheater,	and	the	proposed	rooftop	restaurant	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	will	create	noise	havoc.	

Please	have	this	project	radically	reduced	in	size.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C105‐4	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.G,	Noise,	evaluated	the	effects	of	event	noise	on	nearby	residential	locations	in	Project’s	
three	venues,	 including	 the	Sunset	Terrace,	Rooftop	Lounge	Terrace,	and	Pool	Terrace.	 	Depending	on	 the	
size	of	the	venue,	“events”	were	defined	as	50	–	500	people	in	attendance	and	the	use	of	amplified	music.		As	
evaluated	 therein,	 these	 venues,	 because	 of	 the	 relative	 location	 of	 terraces	 facing	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
other	 factors,	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 City’s	 significance	 thresholds	 related	 to	 noise.	 	 In	 addition,	 revised	
Project	Design	Features,	including	PDF‐Noise‐1	and	PDF‐Noise‐2	specifically	prohibit	live	bands	and	the	use	
of	loud	amplified	music	or	public	address	(PA)	systems	in	outdoor	areas,	as	shown	on	page	3‐10	in	Chapter	
3.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐8	 regarding	 Project‐related	 noise	 impacts.	 	 The	
comment	requesting	that	the	Project	be	reduced	in	size	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	their	consideration.		It	should	be	noted	that	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
evaluated	several	alternatives	with	 lower	building	heights,	massing,	and/or	overall	development	 intensity,	
including	Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	4,	6,	and	9.			
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LETTER	NO.	C106	

Joyce	Dillard	
dillardjoyce@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C106‐1	

Please	forward	the	following	Appendices	and	post	to	the	website:	

Appendix	C‐1	

Appendix	C‐2	

RESPONSE	NO.	C106‐1	

See	Response	to	Comment	C11‐1	(Grafton	Tanquary	Letter	C11).	
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LETTER	NO.	C107	

Jamie	Melas	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
jamiemelas@gmail.com		

COMMENT	NO.	C107‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project	environmental	impact	report.	I	
frequent	West	Hollywood	and	Hollywood	often,	and	have	kept	this	project	on	my	radar	because	I’ve	always	
thought	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	was	a	dump	and	in	need	of	revitalization.	After	reviewing,	
I	see	no	reason	to	not	move	forward.	The	project	is	exactly	what	the	site	needs,	and	will	add	housing	to	an	
area	and	a	city	desperately	 in	need	of	 it.	As	a	young	professional,	 I	am	in	the	process	of	 looking	 for	a	new	
apartment	 to	 rent	or	buy,	and	everything	 is	 so	expensive	 I’m	practically	 locked	out	of	 the	market	unless	 I	
want	to	have	an	hour‐long	commute	into	and	out	of	work.	We	need	to	embrace	the	idea	of	putting	housing	
where	housing	is	needed	–	those	monster	commutes	not	only	effect	[sic]	my	quality	of	life,	but	also	adversely	
effect	 [sic]	 the	 environment,	 traffic,	 and	 the	 fabric	 of	 local	 neighborhoods.	 Los	 Angeles	 as	 a	 whole	 is	
undergoing	a	 renaissance,	 and	downtown	cannot	be	 the	only	place	where	we	add	significant	housing.	We	
need	more	of	it,	and	we	need	it	to	be	built	to	last.	When	considering	what	is	best	for	this	site,	I	urge	you	to	
balance	the	needs	of	the	millions	of	Angelenos	seeking	to	build	their	life	in	this	great	city	with	the	dozens	of	
residents	who	live	in	the	immediate	vicinity.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C107‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C108	

Tommy	Cano	

COMMENT	NO.	C108‐1	

Once	 the	project	 is	 approved,	 the	demo	and	 construction	 crews	will	 use	Laurel	 Canyon	Blvd	 to	 go	 to	 and	
from	 the	Valley	 rather	 than	 fight	 traffic	 to	 get	 to	 the	101.	 Laurel	Canyon	 is	 already	heavily	 travelled	with	
many	accidents	in	this	residential	area.	Heavy	trucks	shake	the	nearby	houses	and	should	not	be	allowed	on	
such	a	dangerous	street.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C108‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	construction	traffic	impacts.		As	
discussed	therein	all	haul	vehicles	traveling	to	and	from	the	haul	destinations	would	travel	to	and	from	the	
Project	vicinity	via	 the	US‐101	Freeway,	 accessing	 the	 freeway	 from	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	The	haul	 route	as	
depicted	in	Draft	EIR	Figure	4.J‐3,	Regional	Haul	Route	Map,	is	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	Department	of	
Public	Works	and	must	be	implemented	as	approved.	

COMMENT	NO.	C108‐2	

The	project	will	block	the	views	a	tremendous	number	of	existing	homes	at	the	cost	of	millions	of	dollars	in	
lost	 value.	 This	 project	 in	 an	 area	 without	 views	 would	 still	 give	 views	 to	 the	 upper	 floors	 of	 the	 new	
development	but	not	block	those	north	of	Sunset	including	the	iconic	Chateau	Marmont.	There	are	two	other	
projects	on	Sunset	on	La	Cienega	that	will	have	the	same	negative	impact	on	the	residential	and	commercial	
community.	New	development	is	fine,	but	not	at	the	expense	of	some	[sic]	many.	Could	you	imagine	the	view	
for	all	to	see	if	the	south	side	of	sunset	[sic]	were	open	vistas?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C108‐2	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics	/Visual	Resources,	evaluates	the	impact	of	the	Project	relative	to	views	from	
public	locations,	which	would	include	uses	such	as	streets,	parks,	and	public	buildings.		As	discussed	therein,	
private	views	are	not	protected	under	CEQA,	although	impacts	to	private	views	are	evaluated	in	Section	4.A	
for	 informational	purposes.	 	As	discussed	 in	Section	4.A,	 the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	existing	
views	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 and	 Los	 Angeles	 Basin	 from	 various	 public	 viewpoints,	 which	 are	 also	
considered	 representative	 of	 private	 viewpoints,	 and	 thus	 impacts	 were	 considered	 less	 than	 significant,	
including	cumulative	view	impacts	as	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐64	through	4.A‐66.	 	The	analysis	 is	based	on	
simulations	of	the	Project	in	the	existing	setting,	as	presented	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12.	
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LETTER	NO.	C109	

Susan	H.	Cuscuna	
8938	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1836	

COMMENT	NO.	C109‐1	

I	 have	 been	 a	 resident	 of	 Holly	 Place	 in	 Laurel	 Canyon,	 for	 34	 years.	 In	 that	 time	 I	 have	 unfortunately	
watched	 the	 endless	 development	 proceed	 with	 neither	 true	 consideration	 of	 density	 or	 transportation.	
When	the	8000	building	was	developed,	our	lives	changed	drastically	as	a	result	of	the	traffic	congestion.	To	
even	 imagine	 that	 MORE	 traffic	 congestion	 will	 be	 a	 result	 of	 developing	 8150,	 is	 unthinkable!	 Who	 is	
"minding	the	store"	in	Los	Angeles?	Where	are	the	"city	fathers"?	The	so‐called	2	years	construction	will	also	
be	another	nightmare	for	our	already	over‐the‐top	traffic.	What	is	the	city	thinking?	While	I	understand	that	
property	taxes	keep	the	city's	coffers	filled,	the	lifestyle	of	the	citizens	who	live	here	should	be	considered	
first.	

I	am	writing	to	register	my	strong	opposition	to	these	buildings.	I	will	do	anything	and	everything	n	[sic]	my	
power	to	see	that	this	development	is	stopped	before	it	has	begun.	

Please	consider	that	you,	the	public	sector,	work	on	behalf	and	because	of	the	private	sector.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C109‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	
therein,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 under	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures,	 though	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	
significant	 and	 unavoidable	 but	 only	 during	 the	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 phase	 of	 construction.	 	 The	
comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	regarding	public	and	private	sector	work	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C110	

Ashley	Holt	
1430	North	Harper	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C110‐1	

I	live	less	than	.2	miles	away	from	8150	Sunset	on	North	Harper	Avenue.	For	my	fellow	Angelenos	who	can	
only	 equate	 distances	 to	 drive	 times,	 that's	 less	 than	 a	 three	minute	walk.	 I	moved	 to	 this	 neighborhood	
precisely	because	of	the	numerous	destinations	it	presents	to	me	on	a	daily	basis.	Being	just	south	of	Sunset,	
I	am	also	located	just	a	stone's	throw	away	from	one	of	the	most	energetic	and	lively	commercial	strips	in	the	
entire	 country.	 The	 entertainment	 industry	 embodies	 Los	 Angeles,	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 embodies	 the	
entertainment	industry‐	it's	fun	and	active,	and	living	close	to	that	type	of	environment	is	one	of	the	major	
reasons	I	moved	to	the	area.	

Sunset	has	both	modern	and	historic	buildings	up	and	down	the	strip,	and	the	contrast	created	by	the	older	
and	 the	 newer	 buildings	 produces	 a	 wonderful	 and	 diverse	 visual	 environment.	 I	 love	 the	 idea	 of	 more	
modern	buildings.	 and	 that	 is	what	 initially	drew	me	 to	 the	8150	Sunset	 project.	 I'm	not	 in	 love	with	 the	
Chase	bank	building,	but	I'm	sure	it	could	be	incorporated	into	the	project	with	no	ill‐effect.	If	it	is	built	as	the	
renderings	 suggest,	 I	 could	 see	 this	 project	 becoming	 a	 landmark	 location	 on	 the	 strip,	 as	 it's	 visually	
stunning	and	would	contrast	well	with	 the	older	buildings	 in	 the	area.	This	cannot	be	said	 for	 the	current	
site,	which	 is	 hard	 to	 describe	 as	 anything	 other	 than	 a	 poorly	 planned	waste	 of	 space.	 I	walk	 past	 8150	
Sunset	a	lot	to	go	to	Trader	Joe's,	the	movie	theaters,	and	other	destinations	east	of	Crescent	Heights,	but	I	
never	go	to	8150‐	there	just	isn't	anything	there	for	me.	

What	I	do	hear	from	neighbors	and	friends	is	the	need	for	more	amenities	and	destinations	clustered	in	this	
area	that	are	convenient,	walkable,	and	serve	our	collective	needs.	A	drive‐thru	McDonald's,	while	I'm	sure	a	
profitable	business,	does	not	serve	the	community.	 In	fact,	 it	does	the	opposite	of	that	by	creating	loads	of	
traffic	and	fueling	the	car‐centric	culture	that	has	created	many	of	the	problems	we	face	today.	.	

After	reviewing	the	draft	environmental	impact	report,	my	support	for	this	project	remains	strong.	I	believe	
that	 this	 is	a	 smartly	planned	project	 that	puts	 the	pedestrian	 front	and	center	by	creating	a	 space	 that	 is	
welcoming	to	those	walking	to	the	site.	I	understand	my	neighbors	who	have	concerns	about	car	traffic,	and	I	
have	urged	them	to	actually	read	the	environmental	impact	report's	traffic	section‐	unlike	other	projects	in	
Los	Angeles	 that	have	dozens	of	permanently	 impacted	 intersections,	 this	project	has	zero.	Turns	out	 that	
when	you	 remove	 a	drive‐thru	McDonald's	 and	other	high	 frequency	 retail	 spaces	 and	 replace	 them	with	
high‐end	boutique	retail	and	residences,	traffic	isn't	adversely	effected	[sic]!	

Thank	you	for	your	work	to	date,	and	I	urge	you	to	approve	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C110‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C111	

Joshua	and	Kate	Scher	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C111‐1	

I'm	writing	to	officially	lodge	my	objection	to	the	scale	of	the	proposed	building,	Project	Name:	8150	Sunset	
Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C111‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	However,	 as	 this	 comment	 does	 not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 no	 further	
response	is	warranted.		

COMMENT	NO.	C111‐2	

I	live	across	the	street	on	Havenhurst	in	an	historic	landmark	building	of	two	stories.	This	proposed	building	
would	just	dwarf	and	overwhelm	the	block.	It's	simply	too	big	at	16‐stories	that	“appear	to	be	20	stories	in	
height	at	 the	southwest	corner”	of	 the	project	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	 It	will	block	 the	entire	1st	half	of	 the	
day's	sun	to	the	gardens	at	1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive,	which	is	a	Los	Angeles	as	well	as	a	National	Historic	
Monument.	As	a	precedent,	previously	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	restricted	the	size	of	a	retirement	house	
to	the	south	of	1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	so	that	the	building’s	historic	garden	would	not	be	spoiled.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C111‐2	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C105‐2	(Bob	Hofler	Letter	C105).	

COMMENT	NO.	C111‐3	

8150	Sunset	Boulevard	would	also	ruin	the	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	not	only	for	residents	of	the	nearby	
buildings	but	anyone	who	travels	along	the	Fountain,	Sunset	and	Santa	Monica	Avenues.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C111‐3	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C105‐3	(Bob	Hofler	Letter	C105).	

COMMENT	NO.	C111‐4	

Furthermore,	the	Hollywood	Hills	 in	that	area	of	Los	Angeles	create	a	natural	amphitheater.	The	proposed	
rooftop	restaurant	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	would	only	create	noise	havoc.		

Please	have	this	project	radically	reduced	in	size.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C111‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C105‐4	(Bob	Hofler	Letter	C105).		
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LETTER	NO.	C112	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com		

COMMENT	NO.	C112‐1	

The	plans	propose	that	the	tower:	

The	tower	is	216	feet	tall.	How	is	that	possible?	On	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	there	is	so	much	traffic	
already.	Cars	have	long	waits	in	this	congested	area.	

Laurel	Canyon	is	 jam	packed	with	cars	every	day.	Between	4	and	8	PM,	 it	 is	bumper	to	bumper.	The	same	
way	for	7	to	10	AM.	

The	city	should	consider	the	environmental	impact	of	more	cars	in	this	Canyon	setting.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C112‐1	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluates	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	 of	 the	 site.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the16‐story	 component	 of	 the	 South	 Building	 would	 be	
approximately	 191	 feet	 above	 the	 ground	 elevation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 relative	 height	 of	 this	
component	 would	 be	 approximately	 216	 feet	 above	 the	 ground	 elevation	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 the	
southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 site,	 which	 is	 more	 than	 25	 below	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein,	the	Project	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	at	the	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	
and	Hollywood	Boulevard,	which	would	operate	at	acceptable	levels	of	service	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	
peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2013	 conditions	 and	 LOS	 “B”	 under	 Year	 2018	 conditions	 with	 and	 without	 the	
Project.	 LOS	 “A”	 indicates	 no	 congestion	with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle	 and	 LOS	 “B”	 indicates	
minimal	 congestion,	 with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle.	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	C113	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com		

COMMENT	NO.	C113‐1	

In	the	plans	

– The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

– They	are	still	taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	
crescent	and	sunset!	

– They	are	applying	for	a	permit	to	build	condos,	just	in	case	they	change	their	mind	about	the	rentals	

– Expected	full	completion	in	of	building	in	only	2	years!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C113‐1	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluates	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	 of	 the	 site.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 16‐story	 component	 of	 the	 South	 Building	 would	 be	
approximately	 191	 feet	 above	 the	 ground	 elevation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 relative	 height	 of	 this	
component	 would	 be	 approximately	 216	 feet	 above	 the	 ground	 elevation	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 the	
southwest	corner	of	 the	site,	which	 is	more	 than	25	 feet	below	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicle	 circulation	 and	 intersection	 capacity	 related	 to	 the	
removal	of	the	existing	right‐turn	lane	and	provision	of	a	new	right‐turn	lane	at	the	actual	intersection.		As	
discussed	therein,	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	widened	to	provide	the	new	turning	lane	and	
the	reconfiguration	would	not	diminish	intersection	capacity,	as	no	travel	lanes	would	be	removed.	

Draft	EIR	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	states	that	that	applicant	 is	applying	 for	a	subdivision	to	create	
airspace	lots	and	for	condominium	purposes.		Although	the	Project’s	residential	component	is	presented	as	
rental,	this	entitlement	would	allow	flexibility.		For	the	purpose	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	evaluation	of	rental	or	
condominium	units	 is	 the	 same	 for	 all	 issue	 areas,	 such	 as	 trip	 generation,	 parking,	 parks,	 schools,	water	
demand,	 and	 population	 estimates.	 The	 potential	 use	 of	 the	 site	 for	 condominiums	 does	 not	 change	 the	
findings	and	conclusions	of	the	Draft	EIR.		

Draft	EIR	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	states	that	that	the	building	phase	is	anticipated	to	occur	over	an	
approximately	26‐month	period.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C113‐2	

This	building	is	way	too	high	for	the	environment	it	is	intended	to	be	in.	There	are	virtually	no	buildings	of	
that	height	in	this	area.	It	would	add	too	many	people	to	a	congested	area	and	block	views	and	light.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C113‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	evaluates	 the	building	height	and	 the	effects	related	 to	
views	 and	 shading.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 the	 street‐facing	buildings	would	be	between	42	 and	55	 feet	 in	
height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	The	nine‐story	component	would	be	approximately	108	feet	in	height	
relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard	and	the	16‐story	component	would	be	approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	
to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	be	set	back	from	the	adjacent	streets.	The	low‐rise	retail	frontage	and	street‐
oriented	landscaped	terrace	would	reduce	the	sense	of	building	mass	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	street	front	
and	the	Project	is,	thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	be	consistent	with	the	context	of	Sunset	Boulevard.		More	
specifically,	the	analysis	of	visual	character	impacts	presented	on	pages	4.A‐21	through	4.A‐25	of	the	Draft	
EIR	concludes	 that	although	 it	would	be	 taller	 than	other	structures	 in	 the	 immediate	vicinity,	 the	Project	
would	 be	 designed	 in	 a	 unified	 fashion	 to	 complement	 the	 surrounding	 environment	 and	 provide	 visual	
interest	 through	 articulated	 design,	 variations	 in	 building	 heights,	 and	 setbacks.	 The	 Project	 would	 also	
follow	 the	 existing	 pattern	 of	 development	 that	 juxtaposes	 more	 intense	 commercial	 uses	 along	 Sunset	
Boulevard	to	residential	neighborhoods	on	the	side	streets.			

View	 effects	 are	 illustrated	 in	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12.	 	 As	 shown	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	
substantially	block	panoramic	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	or	the	Los	Angeles	Basin.		Section	4.A	also	found	
the	 street	 front	uses	would	 generate	 less	 glare	 than	 existing	 conditions	 and	 the	 taller	 components,	which	
would	be	residential,	would	be	consistent	with	ambient	residential	light.	The	Project	was	found	to	not	exceed	
City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 shade	 threshold	 levels	 at	 any	 surrounding	 sensitive	 receptor	 sites,	 as	 illustrated	 in	
Figures	4.A‐13	through	4A‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C113‐2	

This	is	a	very	greedy	idea	and	the	developers	have	no	care	for	the	environment	the	people	of	this	area	live	
and	work	in.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C113‐1	

This	 comment	does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C114	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C114‐1	

In	the	plans	

– The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

– They	are	still	taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	
crescent	and	sunset!	

– They	are	applying	for	a	permit	to	build	condos,	just	in	case	they	change	their	mind	about	the	rentals	

– Expected	full	completion	in	of	building	in	only	2	years!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C114‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	comment	provided	by	the	same	commenter	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	
Letter	C113).		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C114‐2	

It	 is	 impossible	 to	 conceive	 of	 fewer	 lanes	 on	 Crescent	 and	 Sunset	 that	 are	 already	 jam	 packed	with	 the	
current	number	of	residents	in	the	area.	

Now	these	plans	would	have	us	add	a	200	ft	high	building,	literally	20	stories	of	either	residential	condos	or	
office	buildings.	That	seems	unthinkable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C114‐2	

Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 existing	 right‐turn	 lane	 and	
reconfiguration	of	the	intersection	to	provide	a	new	right‐turn	lane.		As	discussed	therein,	the	south	side	of	
Sunset	 Boulevard	would	 be	widened	 to	 provide	 the	 new	 turning	 lane	 and	 the	 reconfiguration	would	 not	
diminish	intersection	capacity,	as	no	travel	lanes	would	be	removed.	

The	Project’s	9‐story	and	16‐story	components	would	be	used	for	residential	purposes.	Please	see	Response	
to	Comment	C114‐1,	above,	regarding	the	height	of	the	Project’s	16‐story	component.	
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LETTER	NO.	C115	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C115‐1	

In	the	plans	–		

– The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

– They	are	still	taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	
crescent	and	sunset!	

– They	are	applying	for	a	permit	to	build	condos,	just	in	case	they	change	their	mind	about	the	rentals	

– Expected	full	completion	in	of	building	in	only	2	years!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C115‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	comment	provided	by	the	same	commenter	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	
Letter	C113).		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C115‐2	

Build	condos?	So	many	 in	 this	congested	and	polluted	area	of	 the	Canyon.	 It	 is	unthinkable.	200	stories	of	
people,	families.	How	will	they	leave	the	building	in	their	cars?	The	traffic	will	be,	is	overwhelming	already.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C115‐2	

The	Project	consists	of	a	nine‐story	residential	tower	and	a	16‐story	residential	tower,	providing	a	total	of	
249	residential	units.	 	The	comment	regarding	traffic	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	their	consideration.		However,	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	
EIR	and	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C115‐3	

There	are	no	buildings	 that	high	 in	 this	area.	The	zoning	 laws	should	prevent	 this	catastrophe	 from	going	
forward.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C115‐3	

Zoning	along	Sunset	Boulevard	 in	 the	Hollywood	area	 (of	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles)	does	not	have	building	
height	limitations.	 	 	 It	should	also	be	noted	that	the	Project	Site	has	a	General	Plan	land	use	designation	of	
Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	and	a	C4‐1D	zoning	designation.		The	“C4”	indicates	that	the	Project	Site	is	
designated	 for	 commercial	 uses,	 which	 allows	 a	 wide	 range	 of	 commercial	 activity	 as	 well	 as	 residential	
development	pursuant	to	the	requirements	of	the	R4	residential	zone.		Commercial	and/or	residential	uses	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐797	

may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	 components	 of	 mixed	 use	 projects.	 	 The	 “1D”	 is	 a	 height	 district	
designation.		While	the	height	district	1	typically	allows	floor	area	ratios	(FAR)	of	1.5:1,	the	D	condition	at	the	
Project	Site	limits	the	FAR	to	1:1.	 	However,	the	LAMC	provides	that	projects	with	specified	percentages	of	
affordable	housing	units	and	that	qualify	for	a	density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	
Incentives,	including	an	increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.		The	existing	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	the	height	
of	buildings	on	the	Project	Site.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	consistency	with	
development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C115‐4	

20	stories,	30	condos	on	each	story.	That	would	be	600	condos	with	approximately	3	people	in	each	and	3	
cars	in	each.	

That	would	be	an	influx	of	1800	cars.	Where	will	they	go?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C115‐4	

The	 Project	would	 provide	 249	 residential	 units,	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	which	 have	 been	 evaluated	 in	 the	
Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation.	 As	 shown	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Table	 4.J.3,	 Summary	 of	
Proposed	Project,	Existing	Site	Uses,	and	Net	Project	Trip	Generation	Estimates,	the	Project	would	result	in	
net	increase	of	214	daily	trips.		

COMMENT	NO.	C115‐5	

This	is	a	crazy	plan	and	idea.	

NO	to	this	development.	Nothing	should	be	higher	than	5	or	6	stories	in	this	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C115‐5	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	building	height	and	scale	as	relates	to	visual	
character,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	height	and	scale	related	 to	consistency	with	zoning	
designations	and	development	standards.		
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LETTER	NO.	C116	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C116‐1	

In	the	plans	–		

– The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

– They	are	still	taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	
crescent	and	sunset!	

– They	are	applying	for	a	permit	to	build	condos,	just	in	case	they	change	their	mind	about	the	rentals	

– Expected	full	completion	in	of	building	in	only	2	years!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C116‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐1	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	Letter	C113).	

COMMENT	NO.	C116‐2	

This	building	is	way	too	high	for	the	environment	it	is	intended	to	be	in.	There	are	virtually	no	buildings	of	
that	height	in	this	area.	It	would	add	too	many	people	to	a	congested	area	and	block	views	and	light.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C116‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐2	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	Letter	C113).	

COMMENT	NO.	C116‐3	

This	is	a	very	greedy	idea	and	the	developers	have	no	care	for	the	environment	the	people	of	this	area	live	
and	work	in.	

The	law	should	force	them	to	care.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C116‐3	

This	 comment	does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C117	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C117‐1	

In	the	plans	–		

– The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

– They	are	still	taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	
crescent	and	sunset!	

– They	are	applying	for	a	permit	to	build	condos,	just	in	case	they	change	their	mind	about	the	rentals	

– Expected	full	completion	in	of	building	in	only	2	years!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C117‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	comment	provided	by	the	same	commenter	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	
Letter	C113).		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C117‐2	

This	is	not	the	answer	to	fixing	the	strip	mall	on	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.	

This	is	simply	too	large	a	solution	for	the	small	area	of	this	mall.	There	is	limited	space	and	the	burgeoning	
out	of	the	space	will	cause	serious	traffic,	pollution	and	safety	problems	for	the	resident	of	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C117‐2	

Draft	 EIR,	 Sections	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluate	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 with	 respect	 to	 pollution,	 safety,	 and	
traffic.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 create	 air	 quality	 impacts	 during	 construction	 or	
operation,	 significant	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 during	 operation,	 or	 safety	 impacts	 related	 to	
emergency	 services.	 	 Significant	 and	 unavoidable	 traffic	 impacts	 during	mid‐day	 hours	 only	would	 occur	
during	 the	 Project’s	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 phase.	 Potentially	 significant	 traffic	 impacts	 during	 Project	
operation	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	would	be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level	with	
the	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C117‐3	

Fire	 trucks	and	ambulances	and	police	will	 all	be	delayed	and	unable	 to	 sufficiently	care	 for	 the	residents	
already	here.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C117‐3	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Services,	 evaluated	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 with	
respect	to	emergency	response	times	and	other	fire	safety	issues.		As	discussed	therein,	improvements	being	
implemented	by	the	LAFD	include	installation	of	automated	vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	
replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	control	fire	station	dispatch	audio,	signal	 lights,	and	other	
fire	 station	 alerting	 hardware	 and	 software;	 development	 of	 a	 new	 computer	 aided	 dispatch	 system	 to	
manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	 use	 of	 traffic	 pre‐emption	 systems.	 	 A	 traffic	 pre‐emption	 system	 allows	 the	
normal	operation	of	 traffic	 lights	 to	be	preempted	by	an	emergency	vehicle	 to	 improve	response	 times	by	
stopping	 conflicting	 traffic	 in	 advance,	 providing	 the	 emergency	 vehicle	 the	 right‐of‐way.	 	 Emergency	
response	is	also	routinely	facilitated,	particularly	for	high	priority	calls,	through	use	of	sirens	to	clear	a	path	
of	travel,	driving	in	the	lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	alternate	routes,	and	multiple	station	response.		With	
implementation	of	the	traffic‐related	Mitigation	Measures	TR‐1	and	the	Project’s	TDM	program	(as	discussed	
on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR),	along	with	the	multiple	steps	being	taken	by	the	LAFD	to	improve	response	
times,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 analysis	 determined	 that	 Project	 impacts	 on	 response	 times	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.		
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LETTER	NO.	C118	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
LA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C118‐1	

In	the	plans	–		

– The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

– They	are	still	taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	
crescent	and	sunset!	

– They	are	applying	for	a	permit	to	build	condos,	just	in	case	they	change	their	mind	about	the	rentals	

– Expected	full	completion	in	of	building	in	only	2	years!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C118‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐1	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	Letter	C113).	

COMMENT	NO.	C118‐2	

This	building	is	way	too	high	for	the	environment	it	is	intended	to	be	in.	There	are	virtually	no	buildings	of	
that	height	in	this	area.	It	would	add	too	many	people	to	a	congested	area	and	block	views	and	light.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C118‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐2	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	Letter	C113).	

COMMENT	NO.	C118‐3	

This	is	a	very	greedy	idea	and	the	developers	have	no	care	for	the	environment	the	people	of	this	area	live	
and	work	in.	

The	law	should	force	them	to	care.	There	should	be	no	buildings	of	this	height	on	this	corner.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C118‐3	

This	 comment	does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C119	

Kate	Hodgman	
1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C119‐1	

I	strongly	object	to	the	size	of	the	proposed	building	with	the	Project	Name:	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐	
Use	Project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C119‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			With	respect	to	the	size	of	the	proposed	building,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	
visual	character	and	views	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	evaluated	impacts	related	to	land	
use	compatibility	and	compliance	with	development	standards	(LAMC,	zoning,	etc.)	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	
while	 Sections	 2.B.1	 and	2.B.6	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9.	 	 	 As	
indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	the	visual	character	
and	views	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		Similarly,	as	indicated	on	
page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐34	and	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	significant,	 and	both	proposals	would	be	consistent	with	
applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 For	 further	 discussion,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Responses	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 and	 views	 impacts	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts	and	compliance	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C119‐2	

It’s	just	too	big	at	16‐stories	that	“appear	to	be	20	stories	in	height	at	the	southwest	corner”	of	the	project	on	
Havenhurst	Drive.	It	will	block	the	morning	sun	to	an	historic	building’s	garden,	1471	N.	Havenhurst	Drive,	
which	 is	 a	 Los	 Angeles	 as	 well	 as	 a	 National	 Historic	 Monument.	 Years	 ago	 the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	
restricted	 the	 size	 of	 a	 retirement	 house	 to	 the	 south	 of	 1471	N.	Havenhurst	 Drive	 so	 that	 the	 building’s	
historic	garden	would	not	be	spoiled.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C119‐2	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C105‐2	(Bob	Hofler	Letter	C105).	

COMMENT	NO.	C119‐3	

8150	Sunset	Boulevard	would	also	spoil	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	not	only	 for	residents	of	the	nearby	
buildings	but	anyone	who	travels	along	the	Fountain,	Sunset	and	Santa	Monica	Avenues.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C119‐3	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C105‐3	(Bob	Hofler	Letter	C105).		
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COMMENT	NO.	C119‐4	

The	Hollywood	Hills	in	that	area	of	Los	Angeles	are	a	natural	amphitheater.	Sound	in	the	area	reverberates	in	
that	amphitheater,	and	the	proposed	rooftop	restaurant	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	will	create	noise	havoc.	

Please	have	this	project	radically	reduced	in	size.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C119‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C105‐4	(Bob	Hofler	Letter	C105).			
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LETTER	NO.	C120	

Miriam	Stark	
miriamstark44@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C120‐1	

Please,	I	have	sent	you	a	letter	of	protest	and	have	not	heard	from	you.	

I	protest	the	massive	proposed	construction	on	Sunset	and	Crescent.	I	live	in	the	Canyon	and	deal	with	huge	
traffic	daily.	I	see	how	a	construction	of	two	hotel	towers	by	La	Cienega	had	impacted	Sunset	and	how	insane	
this	proposed	plan	is.	

Please	stop	it!		

RESPONSE	NO.	C120‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	
therein,	long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	resulting	from	the	Project	would	be	less	than	significant	with	
mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.		As	discussed	therein,	
operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	
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LETTER	NO.	C121	

Brad	Ungar	and	Audra	Baran	
1425	N.	Crescent	Hts.	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C121‐1	

We	live	at	1425	N.	Crescent	Hts.	Blvd.,	which	is	right	next	door	to	the	construction	that	will	be	happening	at	
8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

My	wife	has	lived	in	this	building	for	four	years	and	I	have	been	here	for	three	of	those	years.		We	absolutely	
love	our	building,	the	location,	and	our	landlord.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C121‐1	

This	 comment	does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C121‐2	

This	construction	is	a	troublesome	reality	for	us	and	our	building	as	a	whole.		This	building	is	a	goliath	that	
needs	to	be	brought	down	to	a	reasonable	size.		The	new	building's	parking	structure	will	be	larger	than	our	
entire	building	and	completely	enclose	our	pool	area	in	and	block	any	view	that	the	building	had	for	all	units	
on	the	Western	side.	 	Where	once	we	saw	Hollywood	hills,	 there	will	now	be	cars	and	their	pollution.	 	We	
will	have	a	constant	supply	of	car	exhaust	aimed	directly	at	our	building.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C121‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 impacts	related	 to	compatibility	with	surrounding	development,	views	and	visual	
character,	and	air	quality	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	Section	4.B,	
Air	 Quality,	 respectively,	 with	 supporting	 air	 quality	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 B.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	
impacts	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 existing	 uses	 in	 the	 area,	 impacts	 to	 views	 and	 visual	
character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 short‐	 and	 long	 term	 air	 quality	 emissions	 impacts	 were	 all	
determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 though	 mitigation	 measures	 would	 be	 required	 to	 reduce	
construction‐related	 air	 quality	 impacts	 to	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Furthermore,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 in	
accordance	 with	 the	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 and	 relevant	 CEQA	 case	 law,	 the	 analysis	 of	 view	 impacts	
pertains	 only	 to	 public	 views,	 though	 private	 view	 impacts	 were	 also	 addressed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 for	
disclosure	purposes.		While	the	Project	would	increase	the	overall	intensity,	height,	and	scale	of	development	
on	the	Project	Site	compared	to	existing	conditions,	 it	would	be	compatible	with	other	development	along	
the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	and	would	incorporate	setbacks	for	the	Project’s	taller	elements	 in	order	to	
provide	a	visual	transition	with	lower	scale	surrounding	development.		In	addition,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	
2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	an	additional	Project	alternative,	Alternative	9,	was	developed	 in	response	 to	 this	and	
other	comments	regarding	the	height	of	the	parking	structure	that	would	reduce	the	height	of	the	parking	
structure	 from	 over	 58	 feet	 to	 approximately	 22	 feet	 above	 grade.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	 Project	 impacts	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 as	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	with	 surrounding	 development	 patterns,	 consistency	with	
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development	 standards,	 and	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 plans	 and	 policies	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	
Please	see	Response	No.	C121‐3	below	for	additional	details	pertaining	to	air	quality	impacts	and	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C121‐3	

My	 wife	 suffers	 from	 dust	 allergies	 and	 works	 from	 home,	 which	 is	 a	 fearful	 condition	 to	 have	 when	
recognizing	the	potential	of	two	years	of	construction	on	a	daily	basis.	 	After	going	to	the	scoping	meeting	
that	was	held	at	the	library,	the	people	we	spoke	with	(including	the	architects)	did	not	comfortably	assure	
us	 that	 our	 home	 could	 be	 protected	 from	 the	 dust	 or	 other	 contaminants	 that	 will	 result	 from	 the	
construction	(&	destruction	of	the	old	building).		These	environmental	concerns	also	concern	us	on	the	level	
of	 family	development.	 	Within	the	timeframe	of	 this	construction	we	are	hoping	to	have	a	baby.	 	Being	as	
close	 as	 we	 are	 to	 this	 construction,	 we	 are	 not	 happy	 with	 the	 dangers	 that	 these	 contaminants	 could	
impose	on	an	infant.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C121‐3	

The	Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	Air	Quality,	 respectively,	with	 supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	B.		As	discussed	therein,	the	projected	26‐month	construction	period	would	generate	
pollutant	emissions	on‐site	 from	stationary	construction	equipment	and	activities	and	off‐site	 from	trucks	
and	other	construction‐related	vehicle	trips.		Such	pollutant	emissions	would	increase	overall	pollutant	loads	
in	 the	 Project	 area	 compared	 to	 existing	 conditions,	 but	 these	 increases	 (for	 both	 regional	 and	 localized	
emissions)	 would	 not	 be	 significant	 pursuant	 to	 the	 South	 Coast	 Air	 Quality	 Management	 District	
(SCAQMD)’s	emissions	 thresholds	with	 implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	as	discussed	on	
pages	4.B‐50	through	4.B‐52	and	shown	in	Tables	4.B‐10	and	4.B‐11.	 	Also,	as	discussed	on	page	4.B‐15	in	
Section	4.B,	the	California	Clean	Air	Act	“requires	all	areas	of	the	State	to	achieve	and	maintain	the	California	
Ambient	 Air	 Quality	 Standards	 (“CAAQS”)	 by	 the	 earliest	 practical	 date.	 	 The	 CAAQS	 are	 set	 at	 a	 level	
protective	 of	 human	 health,	 including	 protecting	 the	 health	 of	 sensitive	 populations	 such	 as	 asthmatics,	
children,	and	the	elderly,	and	incorporate	a	reasonable	margin	of	safety.”		Therefore,	because	Project‐related	
construction	 activities	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 numerical	 thresholds	 for	 the	 various	 criteria	 pollutants	 for	
either	 regional	 or	 localized	 emissions,	 which	 are	 considered	 conservative	 and	 protective	 of	 health	 for	
sensitive	 populations,	 it	 would	 not	 be	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 adverse	 health	 effects	 at	 nearby	 sensitive	
receptor	locations.	

Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	of	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	potential	emission	impacts	to	population	groups	identified	
on	 pages	 4.B‐6	 through	 4.B‐8	 as	 sensitive	 receptors	 (including	 children,	 the	 elderly	 and	 acutely	 or	
chronically	 ill	persons),	and	as	discussed	on	pages	4.B‐50	through	4.B‐52	and	shown	in	Tables	4.B‐10	and	
4.B‐11,	determined	that	emission	impacts	due	to	construction	activity	would	be	less	than	significant,	when	
mitigated.	 	 In	addition	 to	Project‐specific	mitigation	measures,	mandatory	compliance	with	SCAQMD	rules	
specifically	 related	 to	 potential	 construction	 related	 air	 emissions	 would	 also	 be	 required	 for	 Project	
construction	 activities.	 	 For	 example,	 SCAQMD	Rule	 403	 requires	 that	 “any	 activity	 capable	 of	 generating	
fugitive	 dust,	 including,	 but	 not	 limited	 to,	 earth‐moving	 activities,	 construction/demolition	 activities,	 or	
heavy‐	 and	 light‐duty	 vehicular	 movement”	 must	 utilize	 the	 best	 available	 control	 technology	 for	 dust	
suppression	and	the	approval	of	a	dust	management	plan	by	the	Executive	Officer	of	the	SCAQMD	prior	to	
beginning	 of	 construction	 activities.	 	 See	 http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default‐source/rule‐book/rule‐
iv/rule‐403.pdf?sfvrsn=4.	
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Nonetheless,	in	order	to	ensure	that	construction‐related	health	risks	to	nearby	sensitive	populations	do	not	
result	from	Project	implementation,	a	Project‐specific	construction	Health	Risk	Assessment	(HRA,	included	
in	Appendix	F	of	this	Final	EIR)	was	prepared	to	more	precisely	evaluate	potential	risks	in	accordance	with	
recently	updated	SCAQMD	health	 risk	assessment	standards.	 	Project‐related	construction	emissions	were	
estimated	consistent	with	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR	which	used	the	CalEEMod	(Version	2013.2.2)	software,	an	
emissions	inventory	software	program	recommended	by	the	SCAQMD.		CalEEMod	is	based	on	outputs	from	
EMFAC2011	and	OFFROAD2011,	which	 are	 emissions	 estimation	models	 developed	by	CARB	and	used	 to	
calculate	 emissions	 from	 construction	 activities,	 including	 on‐	 and	 off‐road	 vehicles.	 	 Since	 the	 current	
version	of	CalEEMod	is	based	on	EMFAC2011,	the	analysis	for	on‐road	vehicle	emissions	has	been	updated	
using	EMFAC2014,	which	was	released	in	December	2014	and	is	approved	by	CARB	as	the	most	updated	on‐
road	vehicle	emissions	model.		The	OFFROAD2011	model	is	the	most	current	off‐road	emissions	model.		The	
input	 values	 used	 in	 this	 analysis	were	 adjusted	 to	 be	Project‐specific	 based	 on	 equipment	 types	 and	 the	
construction	 schedule.	 	 Emissions	 were	 calculated	 for	 diesel	 particulate	 matter	 resulting	 from	 heavy	
equipment	usage	and	truck	engines.			

Since	the	preparation	of	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	applicant	has	revised	Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1	in	
order	 to	account	 for	 the	 increased	availability	of	 cleaner	heavy‐duty	construction	equipment	compared	 to	
when	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR	were	prepared.		These	measures	include	the	use	of	electric	and	alternative	non‐
diesel	fueled	(i.e.,	propane,	gas)	equipment	on‐site	and	use	of	USEPA	Tier	4	emissions	compliant	equipment	
on‐site.		As	shown	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR,	
the	following	modifications	to	Mitigation	Measures	AQ‐1	have	been	incorporated	into	Section	4.B	of	the	Draft	
EIR:		

Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1:			 The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 off‐road	 diesel‐powered	 construction	
equipment	that	meet	Tier	3	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	rated	
at	50	hp	or	greater	and	the	Tier	4	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	
rated	at	50200	hp	or	greater	during	the	grading/excavation	and	building	construction	
phases	 of	 Project	 construction.	 	 To	 the	 extent	 possible,	 pole	 power	 will	 be	 made	
available	 for	 use	 with	 electric	 tools,	 equipment,	 lighting,	 etc.		 The	 Applicant	 shall	
utilize	 electric	 or	 alternative	 non‐diesel	 fuel	 (e.g.,	 propane)	 for	 certain	 heavy‐duty	
equipment,	 including	 concrete/industrial	 saws,	 tower	 cranes,	 scissor	 and	man	 lifts,	
concrete	 placing	 booms,	 water	 pumps,	 and	 welders.	 	 These	 requirements	 shall	 be	
included	in	applicable	bid	documents	and	successful	contractor(s)	must	demonstrate	
the	ability	to	supply	such	equipment.		A	copy	of	each	unit’s	certified	tier	specification	
and	CARB	or	SCAQMD	operating	permit	shall	be	available	upon	request	at	the	time	of	
mobilization	 of	 each	 applicable	 unit	 of	 equipment.	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 encourage	
construction	 contractors	 to	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 finds.	 	 Incentives	 could	 be	
provided	 for	 those	 construction	 contractors	who	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 funds.		
The	“SOON”	program	provides	funds	to	accelerate	clean‐up	of	off‐road	diesel	vehicles,	
such	as	heavy‐duty	construction	equipment.	 	More	information	on	this	program	can	
be	 found	 at	 the	 following	 website:	 http://www.aqmd.gov/
tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	

As	 stated	 in	 the	 revised	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ‐1,	 the	 applicant	 has	 agreed	 to	 the	 use	 of	 electric	 or	
alternative	non‐diesel	fuel	for	certain	heavy‐duty	equipment,	such	as	concrete/industrial	saws,	tower	cranes,	
scissor	and	man	lifts,	concrete	placing	booms,	water	pumps,	and	welders,	used	during	construction	activities	
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based	 on	 the	 commercial	 availability	 of	 such	 equipment.	 	 Although	 the	 accepted	 tools	 for	 assessing	 the	
impacts	 of	 construction	 emissions	 have	 been	 refined	 since	 the	 preparation	 of	 the	DEIR	 and	RP‐DEIR,	 the	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 have	 not	 changed	 and	 the	 approach	 to	 mitigating	 these	 impacts	 –	 reliance	 on	 a	
particular	 class	 of	 equipment	 to	meet	 emissions	mandates	 –	 also	 remains	 the	 same.		 For	 certain	 types	 of	
equipment,	 the	 requirements	 also	 remain	 the	 same.		 The	 revisions	 to	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ‐1	 simply	
amplify	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 to	 account	 for	 insignificant	 changes	 in	 the	 construction	 impacts	 on	 air	
resources	and	to	leverage	the	environmental	benefits	of	new	technology.		As	a	result,	for	the	purposes	of	the	
HRA,	the	electric	or	alternative	non‐diesel	fueled	equipment	were	incorporated	into	the	Project	construction	
equipment	 mix.	 	 Table	 1	 of	 the	 HRA	 (included	 in	 Appendix	 F	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR)	 provides	 a	 comparison	
between	the	construction	equipment	fleet	mix	assumed	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	the	current	Project	construction	
requirements.	

Overall,	as	discussed	in	detail	in	the	Project	HRA,	based	on	an	exposure	duration	of	approximately	two	years	
for	 Project	 construction,	 numeric	 risks	 of	 carcinogenic	 and	 non‐carcinogenic	 health	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	
sensitive	 receptors	due	 to	TAC	emissions	 from	Project‐related	 construction	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	
with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	mitigation	measures.	 	Receptors	 located	 farther	 away	 from	 the	Project	
Site	would	result	in	a	smaller	cancer	risk	impact.		The	maximally	impacted	off‐site	sensitive	land	uses	would	
not	 be	 exposed	 to	 cancer	 risk	 in	 excess	 of	 the	 SCAQMD	 significance	 threshold	 of	 10	 per	 one	million.	 	 In	
addition,	 off‐site	 sensitive	 receptors	 would	 not	 be	 exposed	 to	 chronic	 impacts	 that	 would	 exceed	 the	
threshold	of	1.0.		As	a	result,	off‐site	residential	uses	would	be	provided	an	adequate	health‐based	separation	
distance	from	sources	of	Project	emissions	and	would	be	considered	less	than	significant,	consistent	with	the	
findings	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C121‐4	

There	 is	 also	 a	 noise	worry	 for	my	wife's	 home	 office,	 to	 be	 having	 non‐stop	 disruptions	 from	 the	work	
interrupting	her	throughout	the	entire	working	day.	 	This	is	not	only	a	bother	to	her	own	routine,	but	also	
disruptive	to	all	business	phone	calls	and	meetings.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C121‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 noise	 and	 vibration	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	Appendix	 F.	 	As	discussed	 in	 Section	4.G,	 short‐term	 construction‐related	noise	 and	vibration	
impacts	would	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 at	 the	 closest	 sensitive	 receptors,	 including	 the	 residential	
building	 referenced	by	 the	 commenter	 (represented	by	Location	R‐3	 illustrated	 in	Figure	4.G‐2	 in	 Section	
4.G).	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 concludes	 that	 despite	 the	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures,	 noise	
impacts	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable	at	this	location	throughout	construction	of	the	Project,	though	
significant	 construction	 vibration	 impacts	 would	 only	 occur	 during	 the	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 phase	 of	
construction.	 	However,	as	discussed	on	page	4.G‐19,	 the	construction	assumptions	used	 in	 the	analysis	of	
noise	and	vibration	impacts	represent	a	worst‐case	noise	scenario	as	construction	activities	would	routinely	
be	spread	throughout	the	construction	site	further	away	from	noise	sensitive	receptors.	 	 In	addition,	noise	
from	different	construction	stages,	which	have	the	potential	to	occur	simultaneously,	were	added	together	to	
provide	 a	 composite	 construction	 noise	 level.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 Project‐
related	noise	and	vibration	impacts.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C121‐5	

We	are	also	heavily	concerned	by	the	overwhelming	scope	of	the	project.		This	skyscraper	sized	building	is	
not	a	welcomed	structure	for	the	West	Hollywood	area.		This	structure	will	have	long	term	repercussions	on	
the	 scale	 of	 all	 construction	 which	 will	 follow.	 	We	 are	 not	 anti‐renovation	 or	 advancement,	 but	 we	 are	
against	 community	 dissolution.	 	 If	 we	 wanted	 to	 be	 surrounded	 by	 high	 rises,	 we	 would've	 moved	
downtown.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C121‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	Project’s	compatibility	with	surrounding	development	on	pages	4.F‐55	through	
4.F‐57	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.	 	As	concluded	therein,	although	the	Project	would	increase	the	intensity	of	
development	 and	 building	 heights	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 it	 would	 be	 compatible	 with	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	with	 surrounding	
development	and	consistency	with	development	patterns	in	the	Project	vicinity,	including	within	the	City	of	
West	Hollywood.	

COMMENT	NO.	C121‐6	

Please	reevaluate	the	scope	of	this	project.		We	are	sure	there	could	be	a	reasonable	structure	built	that	the	
community	of	West	Hollywood	would	stand	behind.		Picture	yourself	living	next	to	this	building	which	will	
tower	above	us	500%	bigger	than	our	building's	height	and	surrounding	us	with	parking	structures	that	are	
200%	our	height.	 	Think	as	though	you	were	to	 live	and	work	with	construction	noise	and	dust	that	could	
make	you	sick	for	every	working	day	for	2	years.	

Thank	you	for	reading	this	and	hopefully	understanding	our	perspective.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C121‐6	

The	comments	in	opposition	of	the	Project	are	noted.		Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	assessed	the	
relative	impacts	of	eight	Project	Alternatives,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	a	ninth	alternative	
(Alternative	9),	which	exhibit	a	wide	range	of	building	heights.	 	Of	 the	nine	Alternatives	considered	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	all	but	 two	(Alternatives	7	and	9)	would	have	maximum	building	heights	 that	are	
comparable	to	those	under	the	Project,	and	five	of	the	Alternatives	(Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	4,	and	6)	would	have	
maximum	 building	 heights	 that	 are	 reduced	 relative	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	 Project	 Alternatives	 relative	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development	 and	 consistency	 with	 development	
patterns	in	the	Project	vicinity.		Please	refer	to	Responses	to	Comments	C121‐3	and	C121‐4	above	regarding	
air	quality	and	noise	effects	of	construction	activities.	
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LETTER	NO.	C122	

Cori	Allvey	
8253	Kirkwood	Drive	
LA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C122‐1	

PLEASE	PLEASE	modify	 the	plans	 to	build	a	216	 feet	 tall	skyscraper	on	 the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	
Hts.	That	 size	a	building	will	drastically	 change	 the	entire	 look	of	 this	historic	 stretch	of	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
scale	 of	 that	 building	 is	 totally	 of	 [sic]	 scope	 with	 the	 existing	 buildings	 around	 there.	 We	 understand	
progress	happens	and	profits	need	to	be	made	by	developers,	but	this	large,	oversized	building	is	entirely	out	
of	scale	with	the	neighborhood.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C122‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetics	and	visual	character	 impacts	related	to	height	and	scale	 in	Section	4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 and	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 consistency	 with	
development	standards	and	applicable	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use.		
As	discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 related	 to	views	and	visual	 character,	 including	 consistency	with	applicable	
land	use	plans	and	policies,	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	
regarding	visual	 character	and	view	 impacts	associated	with	height	and	scale,	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	
regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 uses,	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	
applicable	to	the	Project	Site,	consistency	with	development	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	and	consistency	
with	applicable	plans	and	policies	related	to	scale	and	height.			

COMMENT	NO.	C122‐2	

Not	 to	mention	 the	 increased	 traffic	 to	 that	 intersection.	 Thousand	 [sic]	 of	 cars	 pass	 over	 Laurel	 Canyon	
every	day	at	this	very	intersection	to	get	from	the	valley	to	city	or	vice	versa.	Adding	a	residential	sky	scraper	
with	add	to	the	existing	traffic	exponentially!	Please	have	the	developers	make	their	plan	is	scale	[sic]	with	
this	neighborhood	and	intersection.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C122‐2	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts	with	supporting	
data	and	analysis	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1).		As	determined	therein,	and	shown	
in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45,	 the	Project	would	have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 at	 the	 intersection	of	
Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard,	which	is	estimated	to	operate	at	levels	of	service	(LOS)	
“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	
under	Year	2018	conditions,	with	and	without	the	Project.	LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	with	all	vehicles	
clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle.		
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LETTER	NO.	C123	

Susanne	Konigsberg	
2355	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
W.	Hollywood	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C123‐1	

I	 am	writing	 to	 oppose	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights.	 A	 longtime	 homeowner	 in	 the	 area,	 I	 am	 very	 familiar	 with	 the	 site.	 This	 new	 project	 is	 out	 of	
character	with	the	area	which	is	adjacent	to	the	"	Sunset	Strip”).	This	is	NOT	and	never	has	been	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C123‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	
uses,	consistency	with	development	standards,	consistency	with	development	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
and	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale.			

COMMENT	NO.	C123‐2	

The	proposed	tower	of	over	200	feet	will	rise	over	nearby	buildings—no	precedent	in	the	area	for	a	building	
that	tall.	Building	may	block	views	of	hill	homeowners	on	the	north	side	of	Sunset,	lessening	home	values.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C123‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	of	its	location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	two‐story	retail	
uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 with	 a	 roof‐top,	 landscaped	 terrace.	 	 The	 street‐facing	 buildings	 would	 be	
between	 42	 and	 55	 feet	 in	 height	 relative	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 nine‐story	 component	 would	 be	
approximately	 108	 feet	 in	 height	 relative	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 16‐story	 component	 would	 be	
approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	be	set	back	from	adjacent	streets.			
The	 analysis	 of	 visual	 character	 impacts	 presented	 on	 pages	 4.A‐21	 through	 4.A‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
concludes	that	although	it	would	be	taller	than	other	structures	in	the	immediate	vicinity,	the	Project	would	
be	designed	 in	 a	unified	 fashion	 to	 complement	 the	 surrounding	 environment	 and	provide	 visual	 interest	
through	articulated	design,	 variations	 in	building	heights,	 and	setbacks.	The	Project	would	also	 follow	 the	
existing	pattern	of	development	 that	 juxtaposes	more	 intense	 commercial	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	 to	
residential	neighborhoods	on	the	side	streets.	 	The	 low‐rise	retail	 frontage	and	street‐oriented	 landscaped	
terrace	would	reduce	the	sense	of	building	mass	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	street	front	and	the	Project	is,	
thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	not	adversely	impact	the	aesthetic	character	or	scale	of	the	setting.			

The	evaluation	of	view	impacts,	illustrated	in	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12,	is	based	on	the	impacts	on	public	
view	locations,	such	as	streets	or	parks.	 	Although	impacts	to	private	views	are	not	protected	under	CEQA,	
Section	 4.A	 nonetheless	 evaluates	 impacts	 to	 private	 views	 for	 informational	 purposes.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	
Section	4.A,	 the	Project	would	not	 substantially	block	views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	and	Los	Angeles	Basin	
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from	 public	 streets.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 and	 view	 impacts	
related	to	height	and	scale.	

With	regard	to	the	comment	about	home	values,	this	 issue	is	not	germane	to	the	analysis	presented	in	the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	and	neither	CEQA	nor	the	City’s	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	 require	analysis	of	property	
values.	 	 Nonetheless,	 this	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C123‐3	

Sunset/Crescent	Heights	intersection	is	one	of	the	busiest	ones	in	the	city—the	new	plans	don’t	help	traffic	
flow.	Sunset	is	turning	into	a	parking	lot.	How	can	the	city	allow	such	over	building	on	Sunset?	I	live	in	the	
hills	and	must	use	Sunset—no	other	options.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C123‐3	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein,	the	Project	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	Sunset	Boulevard	intersections,	which	are	
shown	to	operate	at	level	of	service	(LOS)	“F”	in	the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	
conditions	with	and	without	the	Project,	as	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐4a	and	4.J‐4b	on	pages	4.J‐45	through	4.J‐47.		
In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 would	 implement	 a	 Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 program,	 as	
discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	
Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	would	incorporate	trip‐reduction	
programs	 and	 services	 identified	 in	 the	 City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Project’s	 TDM	
program	would	include	a	number	of	elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	ridesharing,	telecommuting,	and	
other	trip‐reducing	programs.		The	TDM	program,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	
to	 reduce	 overall	 trips.	 Other	 comments	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision‐makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C123‐4	

Don’t	destroy	the	character	of	the	area,	No	skyscraper.	No	mini	park.	Better	traffic	controls.	Help	traffic	flow.	

Please	keep	me	informed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C123‐4	

Please	see	Responses	 to	Comments	C123‐1	 through	C123‐3	above.	 	This	comment	does	not	 raise	an	 issue	
specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C124	

Michael	Grace		
mlpgrace@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C124‐1	

I	am	appalled	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	cooperates	with	this	group	that	sends	email	and	then	rejects	them.	How	
did	they	get	my	email?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C124‐1	

These	comments	were	received	in	response	to	the	email	notification	regarding	the	availability	of	the	Draft	
EIR	 for	 public	 review.	 	 The	 comments	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		However,	the	comments	do	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C124‐2	

Who	is	David	Crook?	Does	Mr.	Crook	represent	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	or	(the	developers)	8150	Sunset	Blvd?	

If	Mr.	Crook	represents	8150	Sunset	Blvd,	I	find	it	very	uncomfortable	that	my	email	address	was	distributed	
to	Mr.	Crook.	I	noticed	that	Mr.	Crook	is	involved	with	some	group	in	Pasadena.	

Was	this	Pasadena	group	hired	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles?	

Why	was	Mr.	Crook	given	my	address?	

Is	the	attached	report	from	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project	or	the	City	of	Los	Angeles?	

Who	paid	for	the	report?	

Taxpayers	or	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	developers?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C124‐1	

These	comments	were	received	in	response	to	the	email	notification	regarding	the	availability	of	the	Draft	
EIR	for	public	review.	This	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	the	environmental	
impacts	addressed	therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C125	

Suzanne	Sergile	
8960	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C125‐1	

Since	receiving	this	plan,	I	have	spoken	to	a	number	of	people	in	Laurel	Canyon	who	received	this	plans	[sic]	
but	felt	that	the	document	was	too	long	and	technical	for	them	to	understand.	

Please	submit	a	concise	summary	of	the	plans	so	that	people	can	understand	what	the	developer's	plan	really	
is	and	raise	issues	that	they	feel	are	not	properly	addressed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C125‐1	

Draft	EIR	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	provides	a	36‐page	description	of	all	aspects	of	the	Project,	and	
Figures	2‐13	through	2‐16	 in	Chapter	2	depict	 the	general	height	and	appearance	of	 the	Project	 from	four	
cardinal	directions.	 	Also,	please	see	the	Executive	Summary	of	 the	Draft	EIR	for	a	summary	of	 the	Project	
description,	Project	alternatives,	and	impacts	(Table	ES‐1).		The	Draft	EIR,	which	is	focused	on	specific	topics	
set	forth	in	the	state’s	CEQA	Guidelines	and	the	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	is	based	on	generalized	building	
and	 landscape	 plans.	 	 Plans	 are	 detailed	 to	 the	 extent	 that	 environmental	 topics,	 such	 as	 general	 height,	
building	setbacks,	light	and	glare,	shading,	historical	resources,	traffic,	air	quality,	noise,	schools,	population	
growth,	 and	 other	 issues	 can	 be	 evaluated.	 More	 detailed	 drawings	 are	 provided	 at	 other	 plan	 approval	
stages.	
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LETTER	NO.	C126	

Matthew	Friedman	
2148	Stanley	Hills	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C126‐1	

I	am	against	this	project...	It	will	increase	traffic,	while	actually	REDUCING	the	number	of	lanes	available	for	
traffic	by	removing	the	right	turn	lane.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C126‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicle	 circulation	 and	 intersection	 capacity	 related	 to	 the	
removal	 of	 the	 existing	 right‐turn	 lane	 and	 provision	 of	 a	 new	 right‐turn	 lane.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐4	 and	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 the	 reconfiguration	 would	 not	 adversely	
impact	intersection	capacity,	as	no	travel	lanes	would	be	removed.			

COMMENT	NO.	C126‐2	

It's	also	just	too	big...	it's	WAY	out	of	scale	for	that	neighborhood,	and	would	disrupt	the	views	and	character	
of	the	neighborhood.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C126‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluates	 the	 building	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	the	street‐facing	buildings	would	be	between	42	and	55	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard.		
The	nine‐story	component	would	be	approximately	108	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard	and	the	
16‐story	component	would	be	approximately	191	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	be	
set	 back	 from	 the	 adjacent	 streets.	 	 	 The	 analysis	 of	 visual	 character	 impacts	 presented	 on	 pages	 4.A‐21	
through	 4.A‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 concludes	 that	 although	 it	 would	 be	 taller	 than	 other	 structures	 in	 the	
immediate	 vicinity,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 designed	 in	 a	 unified	 fashion	 to	 complement	 the	 surrounding	
environment	 and	 provide	 visual	 interest	 through	 articulated	 design,	 variations	 in	 building	 heights,	 and	
setbacks.	The	Project	would	also	 follow	 the	existing	pattern	of	development	 that	 juxtaposes	more	 intense	
commercial	 uses	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 to	 residential	 neighborhoods	 on	 the	 side	 streets.	 	 The	 low‐rise	
retail	 frontage	 and	 street‐oriented	 landscaped	 terrace	would	 reduce	 the	 sense	 of	 building	mass	 along	 the	
Sunset	Boulevard	street	front	and	the	Project	is,	thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	be	consistent	with	the	context	
of	 Sunset	Boulevard.	 	 View	 effects	 are	 illustrated	 in	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	4.A‐12.	 	 As	 shown	 therein,	 the	
Project	 would	 not	 substantially	 block	 panoramic	 views	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 or	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Basin.		
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	visual	character	and	views	related	to	height	and	
scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C127	

Adelle	Lutz	
7964	Willow	Glen	Rd	
90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C127‐1	

No	

No	

No	

8150	Sunset	is	a	terrible	idea	for	any	number	of	reasons	

Traffic	is	already	maxed	out	

Way	too	tall	

Water?	How	will	this	added	burden	affect	the	water	pressure	and	usage?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C127‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply,	evaluated	the	Project’s	water	demand.	As	discussed	in	Section	4.K.1,	
the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	growth	projections	of	the	2012	Regional	Transportation	Plan	(RTP)	
on	 which	 the	 LADWP’s	 Urban	 Water	 Management	 Plan	 (UWMP)	 is	 based.	 	 According	 to	 the	 LADWP’s	
evaluation	of	future	supplies	and	the	area‐wide	drop	in	per	capita	water	demand,	it	was	considered	that	the	
Project	could	be	adequately	served.		More	specifically,	as	shown	in	Tables	4.K.1‐2	and	4.K.1‐3	on	pages	4.K.1‐
17	and	4.K.1‐18,	Project‐related	water	demands	would	be	well	within	the	demand	projections	through	year	
2035	provided	 in	 the	2010	UWMP.	 	Also,	please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 for	discussion	of	upgrades	 to	
water	infrastructure.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 noted	
therein,	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation.	 	 Other	 comments	 in	
opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C127‐2	

As	a	Laurel	Canyon	resident	this	project	actually	scares	me.	

I	worry	about	our	drought	and	fires.	

I	am	concerned	about	indiscriminate	ballooning	of	building	projects.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C127‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Services,	 evaluates	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 Project	 and	
cumulative	 development	 with	 respect	 to	 emergency	 response	 times	 and	 other	 fire	 safety	 issues.	 	 As	
determined	 therein,	 multiple	 fire	 station	 response,	 and	 system	 wide	 upgrades,	 and	 other	 requirements	
imposed	by	the	LAFD	and	LACFD	on	the	Project	and	other	new	projects	in	the	area	would	support	adequate	
response	 times.	 	 Impacts	 on	 traffic	 that	 could	 cause	 delays	 in	 emergency	 response	 times	 are	 addressed	
through	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	provided	in	Section	4.J,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	through	implementation	
of	the	Project’s	TDM	program,	which	would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	
in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 Ordinance.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐6	for	further	discussion	of	upgrades	to	fire	suppression	systems	(water	lines)	and	other	fire	life	
safety	features.			

COMMENT	NO.	C127‐3	

Really?	

Is	MORE	an	improvement	to	the	quality	of	Life?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C127‐3	

This	 comment	does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C128	

Linda	Marder	
lm@lindamarder.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C128‐1	

Dear	Sirs,	Please	drive	to	this	location	between	4:00	and	7:00	p.m.	any	week	day.	Look	at	the	traffic!!!	It	is	my	
understanding	that	40,000	cars	go	over	Laurel	Canyon	every	day.		

Do	you	want	this	many	people	to	be	mad	at	you	(or	each	other)?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C128‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein,	the	Project,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	would	not	generate	significant	impacts	
at	neighborhood	streets	and	study	area	 intersections	 in	 the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	and	
Year	2018	conditions.		Also,	as	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Table	4.J(a),	the	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	
and	Hollywood	Boulevard	would	operate	at	acceptable	levels	of	service	(LOS)	“A”	and	“B”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	
peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions,	respectively,	with	and	without	the	Project.		LOS	“A”	
indicates	no	congestion	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	minimal	congestion,	
with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 also	 provide	 a	 Transportation	 Demand	
Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).		The	TDM	program	
would	incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	
to	the	Project.		The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	include	a	number	of	elements	to	encourage	carpooling	and	
ridesharing,	bicycle	ridership,	telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.		The	TDM	program,	which	
is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	overall	projected	trips.	
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LETTER	NO.	C129	

Dr.	Debra	Semsky	
debbiesemsky@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C129‐1	

I	have	reviewed	the	plans	for	this	project	and	as	a	local	resident	and	a	taxpayer,	I	object	vehemently.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C129‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		However,	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
no	further	response	is	warranted.		

COMMENT	NO.	C129‐2	

The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

THIS	IS	RIDICULOUS	GREED	AND	TOTALLY	INAPPROPRIATE	FOR	THIS	AREA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C129‐2	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluated	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	 of	 the	 sloped	 site.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 16‐story	 component	 of	 the	 South	Building	would	 be	
approximately	 191	 feet	 above	 the	 ground	 elevation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 relative	 height	 of	 this	
component	 would	 be	 approximately	 216	 feet	 above	 the	 ground	 elevation	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 the	
southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 site,	 which	 is	 approximately	 25	 feet	 below	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 nine‐story	
component	 would	 be	 approximately	 108	 feet	 in	 height	 relative	 to	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 buildings	
fronting	on	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	between	42	and	55	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard.			The	
analysis	of	visual	 character	 impacts	presented	on	pages	4.A‐21	 through	4.A‐25	of	 the	Draft	EIR	concludes	
that	 although	 it	 would	 be	 taller	 than	 other	 structures	 in	 the	 immediate	 vicinity,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	
designed	 in	 a	 unified	 fashion	 to	 complement	 the	 surrounding	 environment	 and	 provide	 visual	 interest	
through	articulated	design,	 variations	 in	building	heights,	 and	setbacks.	The	Project	would	also	 follow	 the	
existing	pattern	of	development	 that	 juxtaposes	more	 intense	 commercial	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	 to	
residential	neighborhoods	on	the	side	streets.	 	The	proposed	Project	 is,	 thus,	 found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	not	
adversely	 impact	 the	 aesthetic	 character	 or	 scale	 of	 the	 setting.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	the	Project’s	compatibility	with	surrounding	uses.					

COMMENT	NO.	C129‐3	

Taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	crescent	and	sunset!	

THIS	IS	PURE	STUPIDITY	FOR	A	CORNER	THAT	ALREADY	HAS	TOO	MANY	CAR	ACCIDENTS	AND	TOO	MUCH	
CONGESTION		
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RESPONSE	NO.	C129‐3	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	vehicle	circulation	and	intersection	capacity	related	to	the	
removal	of	 the	existing	right‐turn	 lane	and	provision	of	a	new	right‐turn	 lane	at	 the	 intersection	of	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.		As	discussed	therein,	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	would	be	widened	to	provide	
the	new	 turning	 lane	and	 the	 reconfiguration	would	not	diminish	 intersection	 capacity,	 as	no	 travel	 lanes	
would	be	removed.		
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LETTER	NO.	C130	

Dr.	Debra	Semsky	
debbiesemsky@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C130‐1	

I	have	reviewed	the	plans	for	this	project	and	as	a	local	resident	and	a	taxpayer,	I	object	vehemently.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C130‐1	

This	letter	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	letter	submitted	by	the	same	commenter	(Debra	Semsky	Letter	C129).		
Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C129‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C130‐2	

The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!		

THIS	IS	RIDICULOUS	GREED	AND	TOTALLY	INAPPROPRIATE	FOR	THIS	AREA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C130‐2	

This	letter	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	letter	submitted	by	the	same	commenter	(Debra	Semsky	Letter	C129).		
Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C129‐2	for	a	response	to	this	comment.					

COMMENT	NO.	C130‐3	

Taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	crescent	and	sunset!	

THIS	IS	PURE	STUPIDITY	FOR	A	CORNER	THAT	ALREADY	HAS	TOO	MANY	CAR	ACCIDENTS	AND	TOO	MUCH	
CONGESTION	

RESPONSE	NO.	C130‐3	

This	letter	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	letter	submitted	by	the	same	commenter	(Debra	Semsky	Letter	C129).		
Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	C129‐3	for	a	response	to	this	comment.	
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LETTER	NO.	C131	

Dr.	Debra	Starkman	
<drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C131‐1	

I	have	reviewed	the	plans	for	this	project	and	as	a	local	resident	and	a	taxpayer,	I	object	vehemently.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C131‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	comment	(Debra	Semsky	Letter	C129).		Please	refer	to	Response	to	
Comment	C129‐1	for	a	response	to	this	comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C131‐2	

The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

THIS	IS	RIDICULOUS	GREED	AND	TOTALLY	INAPPROPRIATE	FOR	THIS	AREA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C131‐2	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	comment	(Debra	Semsky	Letter	C129).		Please	refer	to	Response	to	
Comment	C129‐2	for	a	response	to	this	comment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C131‐3	

Taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	crescent	and	sunset!	

THIS	IS	PURE	STUPIDITY	FOR	A	CORNER	THAT	ALREADY	HAS	TOO	MANY	CAR	ACCIDENTS	AND	TOO	MUCH	
CONGESTION	

RESPONSE	NO.	C131‐3	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	comment	(Debra	Semsky	Letter	C129).		Please	refer	to	Response	to	
Comment	C129‐3	for	a	response	to	this	comment.	
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LETTER	NO.	C132	

Michael	Grace	
mipgrace@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C132‐1	

This	 is	what	Havenhurst	will	 look	 like.	There	goes	are	[sic]	condo	values,	as	you	know,	under	what	the	LA	
Times	believes	is	the	most	corrupt	city	in	the	USA:	Los	Angeles.	

As	for	LaBonge	and	Ramsay	‐start	checking	to	see	how	much	money	they’ve	taken	from	NY	developers.	

Ms.	Ramsay,	 as	you’ve	 seen,	 sent	me	a	 threatening	email	 regarding	 the	 city	attorney	 ...	when	she	was	 still	
failing	to	meet	with	anyone	re	8150	Sunset.	

This	 is	what	Havenhurst	will	 look	 like.	There	goes	are	[sic]	condo	values,	as	you	know,	under	what	the	LA	
Times	believes	is	the	most	corrupt	city	in	the	USA:	Los	Angeles.	

As	for	LaBonge	and	Ramsay	‐start	checking	to	see	how	much	money	they’ve	taken	from	NY	developers.	

Ms.	Ramsay,	 as	you’ve	 seen,	 sent	me	a	 threatening	email	 regarding	 the	 city	attorney	 ...	when	she	was	 still	
failing	to	meet	with	anyone	re	8150	Sunset.	

[insert	photo	from	page	91	of	PDF]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C132‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	to	views	of	and	across	the	Project	Site	from	the	surrounding	area	in	Section	
4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 as	 depicted	 in	 the	 various	 visual	 simulations	 provided	 as	 Figures	 4.A‐4	
through	 4.A‐12.	 	 As	 illustrated	 in	 the	 visual	 simulations	 and	 concluded	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 impacts	 related	 to	
views	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 as	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 obstruct	 or	 adversely	 affect	 a	 substantial	
portion	of	the	view	field.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	related	to	building	
height	and	scale.	 	The	comments	regarding	the	City	and	its	representatives	do	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	
the	Draft	EIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.		However,	the	comments	are	noted	and	will	
be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C132‐2	

USAsshole	Wire	Service:	Los	Angeles	Councilman	Tom	LaBonge	has	returned	from	one	of	his	many	trips	to	
Europe	(with	paid	staffers)	so	he	can	star	in	the	new	movie:	KING	KONG	LABONGE.	The	film	co‐stars	Council	
District	 4	 Candidate	 Carolyn	 Ramsay.	 The	 above	 poster	 just	 appeared	 in	 Variety.	 King	 Kong	 LaBonge	 is	
saving	 the	damsel	 (Ms.	Ramsay)	 from	an	earthquake	at	8150	Sunset	along	with	 trying	 to	explain	how	Ms.	
Ramsay	can	campaign	for	King	Kong	LaBonge's	council	seat	and	be	a	part‐time	Chief	of	Staff.	The	FBI	comes	
in	and	starts	 to	 investigate	Los	Angeles	politics	and	conflicts	of	 interest	along	with	what	deputies	got	 free	
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trips	to	Europe.	 In	the	end	‐	a	direct	descendant	of	 the	chimpanzee	 in	President	Ronald	Reagan's	great	hit	
BEDTIME	FOR	BONZO	‐	saves	the	day.	LaBonge	is	said	to	be	a	laugh	riot.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C132‐2	

This	 comment	does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C133	

Joel	Peel		
joelpeel@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C133‐1	

I	am	writing	to	express	my	concern	and	my	resistance	to	the	construction	anticipated	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

As	 a	 Laurel	 Canyon	 resident	 of	 many	 years,	 I	 already	 have	 difficulty	 navigating	 with	 present	 traffic	
conditions.	

The	 added	 construction	would	 only	 worsen	 this	 condition	 and	 detract	 from	 the	 flavor	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon,	
overall.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C133‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	
Appendix	H‐1.		As	concluded	therein,	while	long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	resulting	from	the	Project	
would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation,	construction‐related	traffic	impacts	would	be	significant	and	
unavoidable,	though	this	impact	would	only	occur	during	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	the	overall	26‐
month	construction	schedule.	
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LETTER	NO.	C134	

Michael	Phillips	
1501	Gilcrest	Dr	
BH	90210	

COMMENT	NO.	C134‐1	

We	are	daily	users	of	this	part	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	are	extremely	concerned	about	the	adverse	effects	
such	 construction	 will	 have.	 It	 is	 imperative	 that	 the	 city	 review	 all	 environmental	 impact	 issues	 very	
carefully	to	ensure	that	we	citizens	are	protected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C134‐1	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 While	 the	
commenter	 does	 not	 specify	 the	 adverse	 effects	 of	 concern,	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 were	
comprehensively	 analyzed	 in	 Section	4.J,	Transportation	 and	Circulation,	 of	 the	Draft	EIR	with	 supporting	
data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	
construction‐related	 traffic	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable,	but	only	 for	 the	duration	of	shoring	and	
excavation	activities,	and	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.			
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LETTER	NO.	C135	

Patricia	Lanza		
Director,	Talent	&	Content	Annenberg	Space	for	Photography	
2000	Avenue	of	the	Stars,	Suite	1000S		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90067	

COMMENT	NO.	C135‐1	

For	your	consideration	this	project	should	NOT	be	approved	and	re‐evaluated	for	the	following	reasons:	

1.	Laurel	Canyon/Crescent	Heights	is	a	main	thoroughfare	to	the	valley	and	Laurel	Canyon	residents		

It	is	also	a	fire	zone.	High	fire	area.	

This	construction	will	take	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turn	lane	onto	Crescent	Heights	

The	 traffic	 is	 at	 present	 too	 heavy	 for	 the	 this	 [sic]	 intersection,	 and	 during	 emergency	 evacuation	 of	 the	
canyon	present	a	danger	to	its	residents,	if	this	is	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C135‐1	

Fire	hazards	were	addressed	in	the	Initial	Study	prepared	for	the	Project	(see	Appendix	A	of	the	Draft	EIR).		
As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	Site	is	located	in	the	highly‐urbanized	Sunset	Strip	area,	but	is	also	located	
in	relatively	close	proximity	to	steep	hillsides	within	the	Hollywood	Hills	community.		Although	no	wildlands	
are	 present	 within	 the	 Project	 Site	 boundaries,	 the	 northern	 portion	 of	 the	 site	 is	 located	 within	 a	 City‐
designated	Mountain	 Fire	 District.1	 	 Although	 a	 portion	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	within	 a	 designated	
Mountain	Fire	District,	due	to	the	site’s	proximity	to	the	hillside	areas	located	immediately	to	the	north,	the	
urbanized	nature	of	the	Project	Site	and	surrounding	area	to	the	east,	south,	and	west,	as	well	as	the	nature	
of	 the	 proposed	 development’s	 building	 materials	 would	 limit	 the	 potential	 for	 wildland	 fire	 hazards.		
Specifically,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 constructed	 primarily	 of	 concrete,	 steel,	 and	 glass	 with	 little	 readily	
flammable	 building	 materials	 that	 could	 create	 a	 substantial	 fire	 risk.	 	 Additionally,	 the	 proposed	
development,	 consistent	 with	 existing	 City	 Fire	 Code	 and	 other	 fire	 safety	 requirements,	 would	 include	
smoke/fire	 alarms,	 fully	 sprinklered	 indoor	 spaces,	 and	 irrigated	 landscaped	 areas,	which	would	 serve	 to	
reduce	 potential	 hazards	 related	 to	 structure	 fires	 (i.e.,	 fires	 potentially	 ignited	 by	 wildland	 fires	 in	 the	
hillside	 areas	 to	 the	 north).	 	 Based	 on	 the	 urbanized	 nature	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 the	 majority	 of	
surrounding	area,	as	well	as	the	types	of	building	materials	and	fire	safety	features	proposed	as	part	of	the	
proposed	development,	impacts	pertaining	to	fire	hazards	at	the	Project	Site	would	be	less	than	significant.			

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	traffic	impacts.		As	discussed	in	Table	4.J‐4a	
in	 Section	 4.J,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 LADOT	 and	 City	 of	 L.A.	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 significance	
thresholds	 at	 the	 Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection.	 	 Thus,	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 this	

																																																													

1	 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Department	of	City	Planning,	Safety	Element	of	the	Los	Angeles	City	General	Plan,	adopted	November	26,	1996,	
Exhibit	 D	 –	 Selected	 Wildfire	 Hazard	 Areas	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles;	 http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/saftyelt.pdf,	
accessed	January	2013.	
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intersection	would	be	 less	 than	significant.	Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	 the	Project’s	
proposed	traffic	impacts,	including	a	discussion	of	traffic	congestion‐related	impacts	along	Sunset	Boulevard	
near	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 reconfigured	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection	 to	 accommodate	 future	 traffic	 conditions	 with	 the	 addition	 of	 Project‐generated	 traffic.	 	 It	
should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	would	provide	 an	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 lane	
onto	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	 and	would	not	 result	 in	 a	 reduction	 of	 travel	 lanes.	 	 In	 addition,	 please	
refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐6	for	a	discussion	of	infrastructure	adequacy	(including	fire	flows	and	fire	life	
safety	 features)	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 response	 times	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity	 upon	
implementation	of	the	Project.			

COMMENT	NO.	C135‐2	

2.	Traffic	 flow	and	higher	congestion	due	 to	 increase	 in	population	and	residents	 in	 the	new	construction.	
Because	they	are	applying	for	condo's	as	well	as	rental	approvals	

RESPONSE	NO.	C135‐2	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		With	regard	to	
the	 comments	 about	 rentals	 versus	 condominium	approvals,	while	 there	may	be	minor	differences	 in	 the	
respective	 approval	 processes	 for	 the	 two	 housing	 types,	 these	 changes	 do	 not	 translate	 to	 any	 physical	
impacts	on	the	environment,	such	that	analysis	of	 these	differences	 in	a	CEQA	document	 is	appropriate	or	
warranted.	 	Given	the	lack	of	any	measurable	differences	in	physical	 impacts	on	the	environment	between	
rental	 housing	 units	 and	 for‐sale	 housing	 units,	 no	 additional	 analysis	 or	 discussion	 of	 this	 issue	 are	
warranted.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts.	 	As	discussed	
therein,	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C135‐3	

3.	The	Tower	is	over	200	feet	(216	feet)	which	classifies	it	as	a	skyscraper.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C135‐3	

As	 discussed	 on	 page	 2‐2	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 Site’s	 current	
zoning	does	not	have	a	height	limit.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	
and	the	Project’s	consistency	with	development	standards	and	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale.		
This	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Thus,	no	further	response	is	
warranted.			

COMMENT	NO.	C135‐4	

4.	Accordingly	they	are	projecting	just	a	two	year	construction,	which	is	highly	improbable	for	a	building	of	
this	size	and	magnitude.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C135‐4	

The	comments	that	the	Project’s	construction	schedule	is	improbable	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	construction	schedule	estimate	is	based	on	standard	industry	
practices	and	is	considered	reasonable.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C135‐5	

5.	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	intersection	will	be	impassable	during	the	construction	for	traffic	during	
rush	hours	especially.	After	construction	and	because	of	the	increase	in	population	and	automobiles	continue	
traffic	congestion	most	likely	at	all	times	due	to	the	impact	of	building	a	skyscraper	on	this	corner	

For	these	reasons	this	project	needs	to	be	re‐evaluated	and	final	approval	declined	

RESPONSE	NO.	C135‐5	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluates	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	
results	of	the	evaluation	of	potential	construction‐related	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project,	including	demolition,	
excavation,	and	construction	activities,	 indicate	that	significant	construction‐related	traffic	 impacts	are	not	
generally	anticipated,	although	temporary	significant	impacts	could	occur	along	Sunset	Boulevard	between	
the	Project	Site	(Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	and	the	US‐101	Freeway	during	off‐peak	periods	(9:00	A.M.	to	
4:00	P.M.)	during	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase.		In	general,	however,	the	proposed	haul	route	would	aid	
in	minimizing	 impacts	 to	 the	surrounding	surface	street	network	by	providing	a	direct	 route	between	 the	
Project	 Site	 and	 the	 US‐101	 Freeway	 and	 avoiding	 more	 heavily	 congested	 arterials	 such	 as	 Hollywood	
Boulevard	and	Santa	Monica	Boulevard.	 	Further,	all	 construction‐related	vehicles	would	stage	or	park	on	
the	Project	Site	or	at	a	remote	location	to	be	identified	prior	to	the	initiation	of	any	construction	activities,	
eliminating	 potential	 impacts	 to	 area	 traffic	 flow	 caused	 by	 large	 vehicles	 parked	 along	 roadways	 or	
numerous	construction	worker	vehicles	using	available	public	parking.	 	Finally,	 it	should	be	noted	that	the	
Project	would	be	required	to	prepare	a	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan	 for	review	and	approval	by	
the	City.		This	plan	would	identify	any	potential	lane	closures	or	other	items	affecting	roadway	operations	in	
the	 Project	 area,	 and	 would	 minimize	 disruption	 to	 normal	 traffic	 flows	 resulting	 from	 the	 construction	
activities.		However,	although	construction‐related	traffic	impacts	would	be	temporary	in	nature,	they	could	
remain	significant	and	unavoidable,	during	the	midday	(off‐peak)	hours	only,	for	the	duration	of	the	shoring	
and	excavation	phase	of	Project	construction.			

Please	see	Response	No.	C135‐1,	above,	for	a	discussion	of	operational	traffic	impacts.		

This	comment’s	general	opposition	to	the	proposed	Project	because	of	increased	traffic	congestion	is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C136	

Adam	Bersin		
abersin07@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C136‐1	

I	 support	 something	 new,	 innovative	 and	welcoming	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights.	 After	
scanning	the	recently	released	environmental	report	for	the	mixed‐use	proposal	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard,	I	
believe	it's	time	for	a	real	transformation	at	this	outdated	and	under‐utilized	corner.	After	all,	it's	2014	not	
1960.	

How	many	people	that	live	in	the	neighborhood	are	really	going	to	miss	walking	by	the	Subway,	McDonalds,	
El	Polio	[sic]	Loco,	Check	Cashing,	Massage	Parlor,	etc.	This	is	an	ugly,	old,	and	unmaintained	strip	mall	that	
offers	 little	yet	greatly	 takes	away	 from	the	beauty	and	creativity	of	 the	 iconic	Sunset	Strip	 in	 the	heart	of	
Hollywood.	

The	Draft	Environmental	Report	identifies	a	few	intersections	that	could	be	impacted.	It	states	that	there	will	
be	some	noise	and	vibration	related	to	construction.	It	also	references	the	need	to	be	specifically	sensitive	to	
the	bank	building	which	maintains	some	type	of	historical	significance.	 In	other	words,	and	too	[sic]	quote	
the	document,	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	project	would	be	"less	than	significant."	

None	 of	 the	 aforementioned	 should	 keep	 us	 from	 supporting	 a	 green,	 pedestrian‐friendly,	 bike‐friendly,	
mixed‐use	project	that	will	bring	quality	housing	to	Hollywood.	We	want	nice	restaurants	and	boutiques,	not	
check	cashing	and	drive‐thrus	that	attract	homeless	and	blight.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C136‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C137	

Brandon	Cane		
brandoncane@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C137‐1	

I	was	ecstatic	 to	read	 in	 the	Draft	Environmental	 Impact	Report	 that	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
was	going	 to	be	not	 just	environmentally	 friendly	and	LEED	certified,	but	has	actually	been	given	 the	 title	
“Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project.”	I’m	not	exactly	sure	what	having	this	designation	entails,	
but	the	fact	that	it	has	only	been	granted	to	a	few	projects	in	California	tells	me	that	it	must	be	pretty	forward	
thinking.	

I’m	thankful	that	the	City	is	finally	embracing	smart	planning	principles	as	we	move	into	a	future	centered	
around	 mass	 transit	 and	 alternative	 means	 of	 commuting	 like	 bikes	 and	 ride	 sharing.	 Given	 the	 close	
proximity	 to	 many	 local	 and	 rapid	 bus	 lines,	 the	 project’s	 scale,	 mix	 of	 uses,	 unit	 count	 and	 affordable	
housing	component	make	this	location	ripe	for	a	facelift.	

Reading	the	report,	I	would	have	expected	a	project	of	this	magnitude	to	have	more	impacts.	However,	they	
appear	to	be	minimal.	Any	impacts	labeled	“significant”	like	construction	noise	or	construction	related	traffic	
are	all	temporary.	The	only	example	identified	as	having	a	significant	traffic	impact	is	for	P.M.	peak	hour	at	
the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive.	However,	even	that	can	be	taken	care	of	through	
the	implementation	of	a	traffic	signal	at	that	intersection.	

The	 bottom	 line,	 this	 is	 a	 quality	 development	 that	 will	 create	 jobs,	 provide	 housing	 and	 dramatically	
improve	the	existing	center	location	all	without	negatively	impacting	the	community.	Sounds	like	a	winwin!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C137‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐7	regarding	the	Project’s	ELDP	certification.			
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LETTER	NO.	C138	

Jeff	Gold	
jeffreydgold@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C138‐1	

I	believe	8150	is	a	special	project.	Read	a	few	pages	of	Appendix	J	in	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	
and	 you	 can	 see	 for	 yourself.	 In	 order	 to	 qualify	 as	 an	 Environmental	 Leadership	 Development	 Project	
(ELDP),	a	project	must	bring	more	$100	million	in	an	investment	to	the	State,	create	high‐wage	and	highly	
skilled	jobs,	achieve	at	a	minimum	a	LEED	Silver	certification	and	result	in	zero	net	additional	emissions	of	
greenhouse	gases.	The	Apple	campus	up	North	is	the	only	other	private	development	to	get	this	designation‐
‐‐good	for	Hollywood!	

Unfortunately,	 projects	 like	 this	 that	 think	 outside	 the	 box,	 and	 despite	 the	 prestigious	 environmental	
designation	are	 typically	met	with	controversy.	Too	many	 in	 the	community	will	 surely	 focus	on	potential	
traffic	impacts	(even	though	traffic	already	is	unbearable).	Too	many	will	cry	that	anything	over	5	stories	is	
an	evil	skyscraper	(even	though	we	know	that	building	tall	and	dense	near	transit	is	smart	urban	planning).	
Many	of	the	local	affluent	homeowners	will	undoubtedly	have	an	issue	with	an	influx	of	low‐income	units	to	
the	 neighborhood	 (Well,	 tough.	 Everyone	 needs	 a	 place	 to	 live).	 You	might	 even	 get	 a	 few	who	 say	 they	
would	 prefer	 the	 existing	 mall	 to	 stay	 as	 is	 (Really?).	 This	 has	 to	 be	 the	 worst	 shopping	 center	 in	 the	
extended	area.	

The	 status	quo	 is	unacceptable	here.	The	DEIR	has	outlined	a	project	with	minimal	 impacts	 that	will	only	
enhance	the	value	and	livability	of	the	surrounding	area.	I	am	all	for	that!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C138‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐7	regarding	the	Project’s	ELDP	certification.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	impacts	to	the	local	and	regional	traffic	system	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	
impacts	resulting	from	the	Project	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.			
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LETTER	NO.	C139	

Joan	Hoffman	
joan@hoffmanarc.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C139‐1	

The	plans	for	this	project	are	in	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	(	EIR	)	

In	the	8150	plans	‐	

– The	tower	is	now	216	feet!	over	200	is	what	constitutes	a	real	skyscraper!	

– They	are	still	taking	out	the	traffic	island	and	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent,	less	lanes	of	traffic	on	
crescent	and	sunset!	

– They	are	applying	for	a	permit	to	build	condos,	just	in	case	they	change	their	mind	about	the	rentals	

– Expected	full	completion	in	of	building	in	only	2	years!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C139‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C113‐1	(Marjorie	Heidsieck	Letter	C113).	

COMMENT	NO.	C139‐2	

Sunset	 is	 too	congested	now.	 It	 is	very	difficult	 to	navigate	 the	street	right	now.	Our	 firm	 is	having	a	very	
hard	 time	 getting	 to	 our	 small	 and	well	 designed	 projects	 in	 the	 area.	We	 have	 to	 get	 to	 our	 projects	 for	
meetings	and	to	check	the	construction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C139‐2	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluates	the	Project’s	construction	traffic	impacts.		As	
discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 the	 Project	 would	 cause	 a	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 traffic	 impact	 during	 the	
shoring	and	excavation	phase.		However,	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	operation	of	the	
Project	would	not	generate	significant	impacts	on	neighborhood	streets	and	study	area	intersections	in	the	
A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	conditions,	as	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐4a,	4.J‐4b,	4.J‐5,	
and	4.J‐8	in	Section	4.J.		In	addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	
program,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 in	 compliance	 with	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	
Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	the	LAMC).	 	The	TDM	program	would	
incorporate	the	trip‐reduction	programs	and	services	identified	in	the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	to	the	
Project.	 	 The	 Project’s	 TDM	 program	 would	 include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	
ridesharing,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐reducing	 programs.	 	 The	 TDM	program,	which	 is	 not	 factored	
into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	overall	projected	trips.	

COMMENT	NO.	C139‐3	

This	project	is	too	big	and	will	add	too	much	traffic	to	the	existing	congestion.	Please	scale	down	the	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C139‐3	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C139‐2	above,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	regarding	
Project‐related	traffic	impacts.			
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LETTER	NO.	C140	

Aaron	Luber		
aaron.luber@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C140‐1	

Upon	a	quick	review	of	the	8150	Sunset	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report,	I	am	in	support	of	this	project.	

What	I	see	here	is	a	great	opportunity	to	replace	a	mal	l	[sic]	that	offers	little	in	the	way	of	practical	benefits	
to	the	neighborhood	minus	the	bank.	No	housing.	No	open	space.	No	landscaping.	No	community	amenities.	
Parking	is	a	mess.	This	is	the	Sunset	Strip	and	we	can	and	should	do	better!	

Reading	the	DEIR,	a	few	things	caught	my	attention	that	lead	me	to	believe	this	is	the	right	forward	thinking	
development	for	Hollywood.	

Number	1,	BIKES!	Bikes	everywhere!	Almost	1000	bike	parking	spots!	Finally	we	are	trying	to	move	away	
from	our	reliance	on	cars.	

Number	2,	environmental	sustainability.	The	DEIR	reports	that	California	has	identified	this	proposal	as	an	
"Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project."	Can't	argue	with	that!	

Number	3,	aesthetics.	The	current	mall	is	a	dump.	Plain	and	simple.	Time	for	a	makeover	and	the	new	design	
is	stunning!	

Number4,	 affordable	 housing	 right	 on	 Sunset.	 I	 doubt	 the	 wealthy	 people	 in	 the	 Hills	 will	 like	 this	 but	
everyone	 knows	 that	 there	 is	 a	 shortage	 of	 low‐income	 housing	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 Hollywood	 is	 no	
exception.	

Number	5,	lots	of	useable	open/green	space,	which	will	actually	make	this	location	feel	inviting	rather	than	
gloomy,	particularly	for	pedestrians.	

I	am	sure	the	City	will	get	its	typical	naysayers,	but	please	count	me	as	someone	who	embraces	the	right	kind	
of	change!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C140‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C141	

Spencer	Villasenor	
spencer.villasenor@gmail.com	
President,	Croft	Homeowners	Association	

COMMENT	NO.	C141‐1	

I’d	like	to	address	some	extremely	disturbing	rumors	and	despicable	distortion	of	the	truth	I	have	witnessed	
regarding	the	8150	Sunset	project.	I	am	a	local	resident	very	much	interested	in	how	we	interact	with	our	
urban	environment	and	especially	on	new	development	in	the	area.	I	support	good,	smart	development,	and	
for	 this	 reason	 have	 found	myself	 on	 both	 sides	 of	 the	 table,	 supporting	 and	 opposing	 various	 proposed	
projects.	

Unlike	 some	 of	 my	more	 vocal	 neighbors	 (i.e.	 the	 ones	 who	 like	 to	 complain	 about	 everything),	 I	 firmly	
believe	the	8150	Sunset	proposal	is	well‐planned,	smart	development	and	think	it	will	be	an	economic	boon	
for	the	area.	

I	strongly	support	this	project	after	hearing	arguments	for	and	against	it	for	many	reasons.	First,	and	most	
importantly,	is	housing.	The	shortage	of	affordable	housing	(and	housing	in	general)	in	L.A.	County	is	dire	–	
every	academic	study	and	anecdotal	piece	of	evidence	points	to	an	overall	consensus	that	it’s	becoming	even	
more	difficult	 than	 it	already	 is	 for	anyone	that	 isn’t	 in	the	1%	to	afford	 living	 in	Los	Angeles.	Historically,	
and	more	recently,	housing	shortages	have	led	people	to	seek	housing	further	and	further	away	from	their	
jobs,	transit	opportunities,	friends,	and	popular	destinations.	The	urban	sprawl	created	by	this	phenomenon	
is	 responsible	 for	many	 of	 the	 issues	 I	 hear	 being	 blamed	 on	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 project,	 the	 biggest	 being	
traffic.	 Infill	 development	 and	 people	 living	 close	 to	 where	 they	 work	 is	 not	 the	 creator	 of	 the	 traffic	
problems	we	face	as	a	city	today	–	the	vast	majority	of	that	traffic	can	be	blamed	on	the	our	propensity	to	
build	out,	further	and	further	away	from	city	centers,	instead	of	building	taller,	denser,	and	more	efficiently.	
It’s	sadly	ironic	that	those	who	oppose	denser	developments	in	our	neighborhoods	are	tacitly	responsible	for	
not	only	our	sky‐high	housing	projects,	but	also	are	[sic]	longer	drive	times.	

8150	Sunset	 is	a	sound	project.	 I	support	 it	 for	many	reasons,	 including:	putting	legitimate	services	on	the	
site	I	would	frequent,	removing	an	eyesore	of	a	parking	lot	and	dingy	stores,	introducing	affordable	housing	
to	 an	 area	 that	 barely	has	 any,	 and	 tastefully	 balancing	 the	 scale/size	of	 the	project	with	open	 space	 at	 a	
corner	and	in	a	neighborhood	that	is	in	desperate	need	of	a	revitalized	streetscape	‐	particularly	with	an	eye	
toward	pedestrian‐oriented	design.	The	 removal	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 at	 the	 corner	of	 Sunset	 and	Crescent	
Heights	 is	 also	 a	big	plus	–	 replacing	 that	useless	 area	with	much	needed	green	 space	will	make	 the	area	
more	welcoming,	 not	 only	 to	 neighbors	 like	me	who	 frequent	 the	 site	 by	 foot,	 but	 also	 those	 biking	 and	
driving.	All	of	these	improvements	are,	in	my	book,	good	things.	I	used	to	live	directly	at	this	intersection,	so	I	
know	the	area	intimately.		

Like	me,	some	of	my	neighbors	are	involved	in	the	direction	our	community	is	going	and	they	have	received	
some	troubling	communication,	which	is	partially	why	I	am	writing	you	today.	She	has	shared	with	me	many	
of	the	emails	going	around	from	project	opponents	spreading	lies	(or	at	the	very	least	gross	exaggerations)	
and	deceitful	misinformation	about	the	project.	Some	of	the	scare	tactics	and	rhetoric	I	see	being	circulated	
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is	fairly	benign	–	referring	to	the	proposed	building	as	a	skyscraper	instead	of	a	mid‐rise	building	comes	to	
mind.	 I’ve	seen	emails	depicting	a	proposed	project	at	20,	30,	even	40	stories,	when	 the	original	proposal	
stands	 at	 16.	Misinformation	 like	 this	 is	 a	 case	 in	point	 of	 combative	 and	disingenuous	neighbors/groups	
who	 misrepresent	 factual	 information	 to	 further	 their	 misguided	 outlook,	 and	 it	 frankly	 makes	 me	 very	
angry.	

Unfortunately,	 this	 is	 only	 the	 tip	 of	 the	 iceberg	 of	 the	 destructive	 behavior	 of	 these	 "activists"	 intent	 on	
stopping	 any	 progress	 in	 the	 area.	 I’ve	 received	 invites	 to	 numerous	 fundraisers	 asking	 for	 donations	 of	
hundreds	and	thousands	of	dollars	for	a	legal	fund	to	oppose	development	outright.	The	thought	of	attending	
and	 donating	 to	 a	 “soiree”	 to	 oppose	 affordable	 development,	 especially	 with	 homelessness	 and	
unemployment	being	such	a	big	 issue	 locally,	makes	me	sick.	Even	 further,	 I’ve	 received	emails	and	 flyers	
using	despicable	language	and	name	calling	against	Councilman	Tom	LaBonge,	insinuating	he	is	sexist,	racist,	
and	homophobic.	I	am	born	and	raised	in	this	city	and	have	always	known	Tom	to	be	a	"blue‐collar"	guy	and	
an	upstanding	member	of	the	city	council,	and	it	is	terrible	to	think	that	there	are	people	out	there	who	will	
resort	to	threats	and	name	calling	to	stop	progress	and	keep	others	out	of	“their”	neighborhood.	

I	would	hope	that,	after	reviewing	the	environmental	impact	report,	the	small	vocal	group	of	neighbors	will	
be	 more	 constructive	 with	 their	 comments,	 rather	 than	 spewing	 unhelpful	 rhetoric,	 hate,	 and	 personal	
accusations.	I	know	I	reviewed	the	initial	report	in	detail,	and	nothing	in	there	led	me	to	believe	the	end	of	
the	 world	 was	 coming,	 as	 some	 of	 these	 communications	 would	 lead	 one	 to	 believe.	 I	 look	 forward	 to	
(hopefully)	seeing	the	developer	and	the	community	work	in	a	cohesive	fashion	to	address	the	few	impacts	
that	do	exist	(mostly	temporary	impacts	related	to	construction)	–	the	best	compromises	always	come	when	
the	 developer	 and	 community	 can	 speak	 openly	 and	 fairly	 to	 each	 other,	 and	 it’s	 truly	 sad	when	 hateful	
oppositionists	create	an	environment	where	compromise	is	hard	to	accomplish.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C141‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C142	

Kate	Nevels		
katherine.nevels@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C142‐1	

As	the	former	Corporate	Relations	Manager	for	Heal	the	Bay,	I	have	spent	many	years	fighting	for	a	healthier	
earth.	We	as	individuals	all	have	a	part	to	play	in	this	whether	it	be	recycling,	using	less	water,	turning	off	
lights,	driving	less,	or	even	picking	up	garbage	on	the	side	of	the	road	or	the	beach.	

Developers	should	be	held	accountable	just	like	we	are.	When	they	fail	to	live	up	to	the	standards	we	expect,	
their	feet	should	be	held	to	the	fire	by	our	City	decision‐makers.	Conversely,	when	developers	do	it	the	right	
way,	they	should	be	embraced	and	supported.	

In	the	case	of	8150	Sunset	Boulevard,	I	believe	Townscape	has	done	it	right.	I	was	elated	to	read	that	they	
had	been	selected	as	an	Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project	by	our	Governor.	 It	 is	nice	 to	see	
that	this	type	of	high	quality	development	is	coming	to	Hollywood;	especially	at	a	location	that	looks	as	bad	
as	it	does!	I	look	forward	to	seeing	it	built.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C142‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C143	

Marie	Nguyen	
Sundance	Institute	
5900	Wilshire	Boulevard,	Suite	800	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	

COMMENT	NO.	C143‐1	

Like	many	people	 in	the	area,	 I	am	a	renter.	Many	of	my	colleagues	are	homeowners.	While	 I'm	happy	for	
them,	the	vast	majority	of	us	aren't	so	lucky.	Maybe	later	in	life,	but	at	least	for	me	not	now.	Financially,	being	
a	renter	here	is	difficult	and	it's	not	getting	any	easier.	Why?	A	simple	lack	of	supply	plain	and	simple.	We	
need	more	rental	units,	and	we	need	them	where	people	want	to	live.	

Sunset	is	a	perfect	place	for	new	apartments.	It's	where	people	like	me	want	to	live.	It	means	shorter	drives,	
more	walking,	and	more	healthy	and	neighborhood	oriented	lives.	Again,	many	people	are	lucky	enough	to	
own	a	house	and	have	these	amenities	already.	If	you	haven't	checked	recently,	if	I	wanted	to	buy	a	home	on	
this	side	of	town	my	options	start	at	$1	million.	And	that's	the	entry	price.	For	the	vast	majority	of	people,	
that	simply	isn't	an	option.	We	need	rental	options,	and	we	need	them	where	people	want	to	be.	

The	one	original	issue	I	had	with	the	Sunset	proposal	was	the	height	16	stories	is	on	the	taller	side.	But	after	
a	closer	review	of	the	issues	at	hand,	I	am	supportive	of	the	16	stories.	The	height	 is	not	unique	to	Sunset	
Blvd	and	the	Sunset	strip,	both	of	which	have	numerous	buildings	over	10,	15,	and	20	stories.	Also,	I	would	
be	 concerned	 with	 the	 height	 if	 the	 building	 was	 a	 huge	 block	 that	 covered	 the	 entire	 site	 (like	 the	
Wilshire/LaBrea	bulk	building)	the	proposal	clearly	shows	ample	open	space	(needed	almost	as	much	in	this	
town	as	more	affordable	rental	housing!).	I	 fear	that	lowering	the	height	will	only	take	away	much	needed	
pedestrian	/	park	space.	

This	 is	 not	 the	 only	 development	 going	 on	 in	 the	 area,	 and	 I	 want	 to	 voice	 my	 general	 support	 for	 the	
addition	 of	 rental	 housing	 and	 affordable	 rental	 housing	 in	 smart	 developments	 that	 are	 in	 walkable	
neighborhoods.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C143‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	Project’s	visual	character	and	view	impacts	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 compatibility	 with	
surrounding	development,	compatibility	with	development	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	and	consistency	
with	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale.			
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LETTER	NO.	C144	

Ryan	Lawrence	
rrlawrence@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C144‐1	

I	understand	that	this	is	the	time	for	the	City	to	receive	public	input	as	they	review	and	analyze	the	proposal	
at	8150	Sunset.	

I	have	lived	in	Los	Angeles	my	entire	life.	I	worked	for	many	years	at	an	office	on	Sunset	and	San	Vicente	and	
I	am	quite	familiar	with	this	site	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.	We	know	this	place	as	the	dilapidated	strip	
mall	with	bad	parking	and	a	traffic‐producing	McDonald’s	drive‐thru.	

I	was	delighted	to	hear	that	something	new	will	be	built	here.	I	am	very	supportive	of	replacing	this	eyesore	
with	something	modern	that	will	provide	housing	and	better	shopping	to	the	area.	What	is	there	now	brings	
no	excitement,	or	creativity	and	frankly	is	not	a	safe	place	to	be	hanging	around	after	dark.	

I	welcome	this	change	to	the	area	and	look	forward	to	it	becoming	a	reality.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C144‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C145	

Peter	Leeb		
peterleeb@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C145‐1	

I	recently	read	about	a	group	calling	themselves	“Save	Sunset	Boulevard”	whose	sole	purpose	is	to	stop	the	
proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	I	went	to	their	website,	and	their	heading	reads	“Residents	for	scaled	
down	development	to	preserve	the	historic	integrity	of	the	City.”	This	theme	is	perplexing	as	they	are	trying	
to	preserve	one	of	the	most	blighted	and	poorly	maintained	shopping	centers	in	all	of	Hollywood.	And	that’s	
saying	a	lot!	

The	website	 proudly	 shows	 photo	 after	 photo	 from	 fancy	 fundraisers	 at	 the	 Chateau	Marmont	with	 a	DJ,	
champagne	and	good	looking	rich	people	smiling	and	having	a	ball.	Forgive	me,	but	I	am	starting	to	feel	sick	
to	my	stomach.	I	think	the	following	narratives	better	describe	this	group:	

“Residents	against	job	creation.”	

“Residents	against	affordable	housing.”	

“Residents	against	alternatives	means	of	transit.”	

“Residents	against	smart	urban	planning.”	

“RESIDENTS	AGAINST	CHANGE.”	

Only	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	the	place	I	have	called	home	for	32	years,	can	an	exemplary	project	like	this	
be	lambasted	by	a	group	of	wealthy	residents	who	don’t	want	poor	people	in	the	neighborhood.	That’s	really	
what	this	comes	down	to	right?	The	Draft	EIR	basically	says	impacts	are	minimal.	Some	construction	noise?	
Gimme	a	break.	

The	 state	 has	 already	 deemed	 8150	 an	 “Environmental	 Leadership	 Development	 Project.”	 Cleary,	 not	 a	
common	designation	as	it’s	only	been	given	to	a	few	other	projects	in	California.	ELDP’s	have	to	meet	a	very	
strict	criteria	to	even	by	considered	for	the	title.	 In	a	nutshell,	ELDP’s	have	to	create	a	boatload	of	 jobs,	be	
accessible	to	transit,	and	be	built	in	an	environmentally‐friendly	way.	This	is	what	“Save	Sunset	Boulevard”	is	
spending	their	time	and	money	trying	to	stop?	Is	this	the	twilight	zone?	

I	 could	go	on	 forever,	but	 “Save	Sunset	Boulevard”	 is	NIMBYISM	at	 its	 finest‐‐‐and,	 frankly,	 it	 is	 just	 sad.	 I	
support	this	project!	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C145‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C146	

Nancy	Jagielski	Bazzell		
1632	N.	Laurel	Ave		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C146‐1	

Excuse	me,	 I	 lived	 here	 for	more	 than	 thirty	 years.	We	 have	 congestion	 on	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
everyday.	Morning	rush	hours….	damn	sightseeing	tour	buses	all	day	long,	evening	rush	hours…	the	traffic	
does	not	die	down	until	nine	p.m.	every	night.	 I	have	a	hard	 time	getting	 to	places	on	time	because	of	 the	
wonderful	congestion	and	air	pollution	in	the	neighborhood.	Leave	us	alone,	find	another	spot…	a	non	busy	
street…	

RESPONSE	NO.	C146‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	operational	traffic	impacts.		As	
determined	therein	and	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐4a,	4.J‐4b,	4.J‐5,	and	4.J‐8,	 the	Project,	with	 implementation	of	
Mitigation	Measure	 TR‐1,	would	 not	 generate	 significant	 impacts	 at	 neighborhood	 streets	 and	 study	 area	
intersections	 in	 the	A.M.	 and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	 conditions.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	
Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	
of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	
(Section	 98.0411	 of	 the	 LAMC).	 	 The	 TDM	 program	 would	 incorporate	 the	 trip‐reduction	 programs	 and	
services	 identified	 in	 the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	 to	 the	Project.	 	The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	
include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐
reducing	programs.		The	TDM	program,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	
overall	 projected	 trips.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	B.		As	concluded	therein,	air	quality	impacts	of	both	construction	and	
operation	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	
measures.	

COMMENT	NO.	C146‐2	

You	know	what	we	are	talking	about….	stop	looking	at	dollar	signs…	develop	buildings	in	East	Hollywood.	It	
is	good	for	economy	growth.	I	may	be	deaf	and	wear	a	hearing	aid…	but	I	hope	you	are	not	deafer	than	me.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C146‐2	

This	 comment	does	 not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	
therein.		However,	the	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C147	

Andy	Gould	
Spectacle	Entertainment	Group	
10350	Santa	Monica	Blvd,	Ste	350	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90025	

COMMENT	NO.	C147‐1	

I’m	writing	this	letter	with	great	disappointment	at	your	upcoming	project.	You	guys	are	trying	to	justify	to	
tearing	down	LA’s	historic	history	for	a	profit	driven	tourist	establishment.	As	a	homeowner	in	the	area,	I’m	
very	 opposed	 to	 your	 selfish	 destruction	 of	my	 neighborhood	 and	would	 like	 you	 to	 do	 anything	 in	 your	
power	 to	stop	 this	project	and	move	 it	 somewhere	else.	Downtown	LA	 is	 the	place	 for	 this	project,	no	my	
Sunset	Strip.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C147‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	to	historic	resources,	both	on‐	and	off‐site,	in	Section	4.C.2,	
Historical	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	C‐3.		As	concluded	
therein,	demolition	of	the	on‐site	Bank	building	would	result	in	a	significant	unavoidable	impact	even	with	
implementation	of	 applicable	mitigation	measures,	 though	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	
would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	
resources.	
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LETTER	NO.	C148	

Sandra	Hitt		
sandralhitt@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C148‐1	

This	 monster	 project	 is	 an	 eyesore	 That	 [sic]	 does	 not	 fit	 with	 the	 historical	 architecture	 of	 our	
neighborhood.	 A	 variance	 should	 not	 be	 granted	 to	 build	 a	 larger	 building	 in	 an	 area	where	 the	 traffic	 is	
already	 nightmarish.	 It	 will	 add	 to	 the	 terrible	 traffic	 congestion,	 increase	 the	 time	 it	 takes	 for	 fire,	
ambulance	and	police	services	to	reach	the	area,	and	add	to	a	severe	parking	problem.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C148‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	evaluated	the	visual	effects	of	the	Project	in	the	context	of	
its	location	on	Sunset	Boulevard.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	two‐story	retail	uses	along	
Sunset	Boulevard	with	a	roof‐top,	 landscaped	terrace.	 	The	nine‐story	component	would	be	approximately	
108	feet	in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard	and	the	16‐story	component	would	be	approximately	191	feet	
in	height	relative	to	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	would	also	be	set	back	from	adjacent	side	streets.	 	The	low‐rise	
retail	 frontage	 and	 street‐oriented	 landscaped	 terrace	would	 be	 consistent	with	 a	 street	 front	 in	 a	 highly	
urbanized	 setting	 such	as	 Sunset	Boulevard.	 	The	analysis	of	 visual	 character	 impacts	presented	on	pages	
4.A‐21	through	4.A‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	concludes	that	although	it	would	be	taller	than	other	structures	in	the	
immediate	 vicinity,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 designed	 in	 a	 unified	 fashion	 to	 complement	 the	 surrounding	
environment	 and	 provide	 visual	 interest	 through	 articulated	 design,	 variations	 in	 building	 heights,	 and	
setbacks.	The	Project	would	also	 follow	 the	existing	pattern	of	development	 that	 juxtaposes	more	 intense	
commercial	 uses	 along	 Sunset	Boulevard	 to	 residential	 neighborhoods	 on	 the	 side	 streets.	 	 The	 proposed	
Project	is,	thus,	found	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	not	adversely	impact	the	aesthetic	character	or	scale	of	the	setting.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	Project’s	mass	and	scale	as	relates	to	visual	character.	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein,	the	Project	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	Sunset	Boulevard	intersections,	which	are	
shown	to	operate	at	service	level	(LOS)	“F”	in	the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	during	Year	2013	and	Year	2018	
conditions	with	and	without	the	Project.		The	traffic	study	also	determined,	as	also	summarized	in	Table	4.J‐
4a	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 adversely	 impact	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	
Canyon	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard,	which	would	operate	at	levels	of	service	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	
and	 P.M.	 peak	hours	under	Year	2013	 conditions	 and	LOS	 “B”	during	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	hours	under	Year	
2018	conditions,	with	and	without	the	Project.		LOS	“A”	indicates	no	congestion	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	
single	cycle	and	LOS	“B”	indicates	minimal	congestion,	with	all	vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle.	The	Project	
would	also	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	
the	Draft	EIR,	 in	compliance	with	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	Ordinance	
(Section	 98.0411	 of	 the	 LAMC).	 	 The	 TDM	 program	 would	 incorporate	 the	 trip‐reduction	 programs	 and	
services	 identified	 in	 the	City’s	ordinance,	as	applicable	 to	 the	Project.	 	The	Project’s	TDM	program	would	
include	 a	 number	 of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	 telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐
reducing	programs.		The	TDM	program,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	
overall	projected	trips.		
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Emergency	access	 is	addressed	 in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services.		
As	 discussed	 therein,	 improvements	 being	 implemented	 by	 the	 LAFD	 include	 installation	 of	 automated	
vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	control	fire	
station	dispatch	audio,	signal	lights,	and	other	fire	station	alerting	hardware	and	software;	development	of	a	
new	computer	 aided	dispatch	 system	 to	manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	use	of	 traffic	pre‐emption	 systems.	 	A	
traffic	pre‐emption	system	allows	 the	normal	operation	of	 traffic	 lights	 to	be	preempted	by	an	emergency	
vehicle	 to	 improve	 response	 times	 by	 stopping	 conflicting	 traffic	 in	 advance,	 providing	 the	 emergency	
vehicle	the	right‐of‐way.		Emergency	response	is	also	routinely	facilitated,	particularly	for	high	priority	calls,	
through	use	of	sirens	to	clear	a	path	of	travel,	driving	in	the	lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	alternate	routes,	
and	multiple	station	response.		With	implementation	of	the	traffic‐related	Mitigation	Measures	TR‐1	and	the	
Project’s	TDM	program,	along	with	the	multiple	steps	being	taken	by	the	LAFD	to	improve	response	times,	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 analysis	 determined	 that	 Project	 impacts	 on	 response	 times	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
With	 regard	 to	 parking	 issues,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 on‐site	 parking	 in	 compliance	 with	 LAMC	
requirements.	 	 Also,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 congestion	 and	 parking‐
related	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.			
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LETTER	NO.	C149	

Barbara	Kramer	
CoFounder,	
Designers	&	Agents	
bk@designersandagents.com		

COMMENT	NO.	C149‐1	

The	submitted	plans	for	erecting	this	monstrosity	at	8150	Sunset	MUST	BE	STOPPED!!!!	

The	dangerous	density	impact	on	the	entire	Hollywood	neighborhood	is	a	threat	to	our	quality	of	life,	traffic	
jams	overcrowding	an	already	too	crowded	neighborhood.	

The	 reports	 that	 have	 been	 so	 “carefully”	 cobbled	 together	 omitting	 important	 facts	 and	 underscoring	
dangerous	already	known	statistics	are	clearly	bought	and	paid	 for	by	 the	 interested	parties	whose	palms	
and	checkbooks	will	be	greased	benefitting	on	the	backs	of	this	longstanding	community.	

We	will	rally	EVERYONE	to	STOP	THIS.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C149‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 land	use	compatibility	and	consistency	with	applicable	
plans	 and	 policies	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	Use,	while	 impacts	 related	 to	 traffic	were	 evaluated	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1.		As	discussed	in	Sections	4.F	
and	4.J,	impacts	related	to	land	use	would	be	less	than	significant	and	long‐term	impacts	related	to	traffic	and	
circulation	would	be	reduced	to	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures.		
As	 such,	 the	 density	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 significant	 adverse	 effects	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	
commenter.	 	 The	 comment	 does	 not	 present	 specific	 information	 as	 to	 any	 deficiencies	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.		
However,	 these	 comments	 in	 opposition	 of	 the	 Project	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C150	

Chloe	Popescu	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	

COMMENT	NO.	C150‐1	

Ask	 anyone	 in	Los	Angeles	what	 the	 two	biggest	 problems	are	 about	 living	here	most	will	 say	 traffic	 and	
housing	costs.	How	should	we	as	a	city	feel	about	a	proposed	development	(this	one	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	@	
Crescent	 Heights)	 that	 removes	 a	 traffic	 creating	 strip	 mall	 and	 replaces	 it	 with	 housing.	 Traffic	 down.	
Housing	up.	This	seems	like	a	no	brainer	for	me.	We	need	more	people	in	our	neighborhood	to	help	our	local	
businesses	 thrive	 and	 create	 that	 critical	 mass	 of	 a	 community.	 That	 said,	 I	 understand	 change	 is	 hard.	
Construction	 is	not	 fun.	We	need	to	 to	 [sic]	address	construction	concerns	as	best	we	can,	but	at	a	certain	
point	not	much	can	be	done.	Noise	will	be	made	and	trucks	will	need	to	enter	and	exit	the	premises.	Our	job	
as	a	community	is	to	work	with	the	city	and	work	with	the	property	owners	to	make	those	inconveniences	as	
minute	and	small	as	possible.	I	know	from	past	experience	that	trucks	shouldn't	be	allowed	to	come	to	the	
premises	 in	 the	middle	of	 the	night,	and	trucks	should	use	reduced	volume	back	up	alerts	 to	cut	down	on	
noise	pollution.	Please	build	this	project	the	addition	of	housing	will	help	everyone	in	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C150‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	construction‐related	noise	and	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	and	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendices	 F	 and	 H,	 respectively.	 	 As	
discussed	 therein,	 short‐term	construction‐related	noise	would	be	 significant	and	unavoidable	despite	 the	
implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures,	 while	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	
significant	 and	 unavoidable	 as	 no	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 are	 available	 that	 could	 reduce	 the	
significance	 of	 impacts.	 	 The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C151	

Justine	Schmidt		
justine@schmidt.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C151‐1	

I	live	in	Nichols	Canyon	and	we	already	have	dangerous	traffic	congestion	on	our	narrow	roads.	How	can	you	
consider	this	project	when	you	know	the	traffic	will	further	endanger	our	neighborhoods.	Drive	down	Sunset	
right	 now	 and	 experience	 the	 traffic	 yourself.	 It’s	miserable	 and	 it’s	 your	 responsibility	 to	 protect	 us.	 Big	
pocket	developers	don’t	care…they	don’t	live	here.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C151‐1	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 15	
intersections	in	the	surrounding	study	area,	including	four	intersections	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	eleven	
intersections	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		As	determined	therein	and	shown	in	Tables	4.J‐4a,	4.J‐4b,	4.J‐5,	
and	4.J‐8,	with	mitigation,	 the	Project	would	not	generate	significant	 impacts	on	neighborhood	streets	and	
study	 area	 intersections	 in	 the	 A.M.	 and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2013	 and	 Year	 2018	 conditions.	 	 In	
addition,	the	Project	would	provide	a	Transportation	Demand	Management	(TDM)	program,	as	discussed	on	
page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Transportation	Demand	Management	
Ordinance	 (Section	 98.0411	 of	 the	 LAMC).	 	 The	 TDM	 program	 would	 incorporate	 the	 trip‐reduction	
programs	 and	 services	 identified	 in	 the	 City’s	 ordinance,	 as	 applicable	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Project’s	 TDM	
program	would	 include	 a	number	of	 elements	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	 bicycle	 ridership,	
telecommuting,	and	other	trip‐reducing	programs.		The	TDM	program,	which	is	not	factored	into	the	traffic	
analysis,	is	expected	to	reduce	overall	projected	trips.	
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LETTER	NO.	C152	

Bill	Swearinger,	Esq.		
PO	Box	691755	
West	Hollywood,	CA		90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C152‐1	

I	live	in	Laurel	Canyon	on	the	hill	overlooking	this	area.		I	drive	by	that	site	most	days	of	the	week	on	my	way	
to	work,	shop,	and	do	errands.	I’ve	lived	within	a	mile	of	this	project	almost	all	of	my	more	than	60	years.	

I	love	big	buildings,	and	generally	favor	development.		I’ve	seen	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C152‐1	

This	comment	is	noted.	Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		

COMMENT	NO.	C152‐2	

The	provision	of	900	bicycle	parking	spaces	is	ridiculous.		The	people	who	propounded	this	as	a	mitigation	
need	 to	 show	 who	 will	 use	 those	 spaces	 before	 they	 are	 used	 to	 override	 space	 planning	 policies	 and	
ordinances	of	the	City.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C152‐2	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 for	a	discussion	 the	Project’s	proposed	parking	requirements,	 including	
relevant	information	on	bicycle	parking.	 	The	proposed	bicycle	parking	is	not	a	mitigation;	rather,	 it	meets	
LAMC	mandatory	 requirements	 for	 provision	 of	 bicycle	 parking	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 but	 also	 qualifies	 the	
Project	 for	a	 reduction	 in	 the	number	of	 commercial	parking	 spaces	 that	must	be	provided	on	 the	Project	
Site.			

COMMENT	NO.	C152‐3	

In	4.J,	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	is	noted	as	a	parking	area.	 	But,	it	is	not.	 	There	is	permit	parking	there,	
which	is	not	noted	in	the	text	of	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C152‐3	

This	comment	is	noted.		As	discussed	on	page	4.J‐5	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	 “Within	 the	 study	 area,	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 typically	 provides	 two	 through	 lanes	 in	 each	
direction,	 and	 on‐street	 parking	 is	 generally	 permitted	 on	 both	 sides	 of	 the	 street,	 except	 to	 the	 north	 of	
Sunset	Boulevard,	where	all	on‐street	parking	 is	prohibited.”	 	The	Draft	EIR	acknowledges	 that	parking	 is	
“generally	permitted”	along	this	segment	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	but	does	not	differentiate	between	
permit	parking	and	unrestricted	parking.		As	such,	the	information	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	is	accurate	and	
no	further	response	is	warranted.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	adequacy	of	parking	and	on‐
street	parking	restrictions	in	the	Project	area.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C152‐4	

There	is	a	request	for	a	traffic	signal	at	Sunset	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		There	is	so	much	traffic	accumulated	
on	Sunset,	 especially	westbound,	 that	a	one‐block	space	between	signals	 isn’t	 sufficient	 to	help	any	 traffic	
flow	 and	 will	 result	 in	 blocked	 intersections.	 	 The	 intersection	 at	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 is	 often	
blocked,	and	it’s	not	a	straight‐through	intersection;	it	has	a	significant	curve	and	a	lot	of	blockages	and	late	
left	turns	as	a	consequence.		Before	this	is	acted	on,	someone	needs	to	watch	the	intersection,	or	a	video	of	it,	
for	about	10	minutes	on	a	weekday	at	5:30	PM.		It’s	almost	like	bumpercars	at	Disneyland	sometimes.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C152‐4	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		As	discussed	in	
Section	4.J	 of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 and	 shown	 in	Tables	4.J‐4a	 and	4.J‐4b	on	pages	4.J‐45	 through	4.J‐47	 therein,	
Project‐related	 impacts	 to	study	 intersections	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	 including	the	 intersection	of	Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	a	discussion	of	 the	Project’s	proposed	traffic	 impacts,	 including	a	discussion	of	 traffic	congestion‐
related	impacts	along	Sunset	Boulevard	near	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C152‐5	

And	while	you’re	at	 it,	 take	a	 look	at	 the	effect	of	 removing	 the	right	 turn	 lane	at	 the	southwest	corner	of	
Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.		All	of	the	plans	sound	good	on	paper,	but,	when	you	go	to	the	intersection	and	
experience	it	up	close	and	viscerally,	ones	perspective	is	likely	to	change.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C152‐5	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		While	the	Project	
would	result	in	the	removal	of	the	existing	right‐turn	“lane”,	it	would	replace	this	feature	with	a	new,	more	
conventional,	 right‐turn	 lane	 at	 this	 location.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	
proposed	Project’s	traffic	impacts,	including	those	associated	with	the	removal	of	the	right	turn	lane	at	the	
southwest	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights.	

COMMENT	NO.	C152‐6	

In	 the	Draft	 EIR	 the	 curve	 of	 the	 intersection	 at	 Sunset	 and	Crescent	Heights	 isn’t	 addressed,	 nor	 are	 the	
number	of	cars	that	use	the	right‐turn	lane	at	the	Southwest	corner.	 	 It	 is	absolutely	deficient	without	that	
information.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C152‐6	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 intersections,	 roadway	 segments,	 and	 access	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	
Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 However,	 the	 “curve”	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 south	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 is	 not	
specifically	addressed	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	the	Project	TIA	because	it	does	not	present	a	significant	factor	in	
the	operations	of	 the	 intersection;	 adequate	 site	distance	 is	provided	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	both	
approaching	and	departing	the	intersection	with	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	number	of	vehicles	currently	using	
the	existing	eastbound	right‐turn	“lane”	between	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	is	shown	
in	Figures	10(a)	and	10(b)	of	the	Project	TIA,	with	approximately	62	vehicles	making	this	move	during	the	
AM	 peak	 hour	 and	 82	 vehicles	 making	 this	 right‐turn	 during	 the	 PM	 peak	 hour;	 the	 future	 (year	 2018)	
forecast	volumes	for	this	move	(including	anticipated	ambient	traffic	growth,	 traffic	 from	the	38	 identified	
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related	projects,	and	traffic	from	the	proposed	Project	itself	are	expected	to	be	approximately	107	vehicles	
during	 the	AM	peak	hour	and	approximately	100	vehicles	during	 the	PM	peak	hour	 (as	 shown	 in	Figures	
15(a)	and	15(b)	of	the	TIA.		See	also	Responses	Comments	B1‐	47	and	B1‐	82	(Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Letter	
B1)	and	Response	to	Comment	C57‐3	(Alexandra	Rose	Letter	C57).	

COMMENT	NO.	C152‐7	

And,	 there	 is	no	mention	of	 the	drivability	of	 the	greater	 than	90	degree	 right	 turn	 at	 that	point	 that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C152‐7	

The	proposed	modifications	 to	 the	southwest	corner	of	 the	 intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	shown	in	Figure	2‐12	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Figure	8	
of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	are	conceptual,	and	the	final	design	for	this	
improvement	will	need	to	be	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	appropriate	City	agencies.		These	reviews	may	
indicate	a	need	 for	a	 larger	radius	 for	 the	corner	between	 the	proposed	new	eastbound	Sunset	Boulevard	
right‐turn	lane	and	southbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	in	order	to	accommodate	larger	vehicles	and/or	
semi‐trailer	 trucks	 without	 encroachment	 into	 the	 oncoming	 northbound	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard.	 	 A	 revised	 design	 for	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 intersection	 that	 increases	 the	 curb	 return	
radius	 from	 the	 original	 (and	 existing)	 22‐foot	 radius	 to	 an	 approximately	 37‐foot	 radius	 would	 allow	 a	
typical	semi‐trailer	truck	(American	Association	of	State	Highway	and	Transportation	Officials	[“AASHTO”]	
design	vehicle	designation	WB‐50,	 exhibiting	a	55‐foot	bumper‐to‐bumper	 length)	 to	make	 the	eastbound	
right‐turn	from	the	proposed	new	right‐turn	lane	without	encroaching	into	the	oncoming	(northbound)	left‐
turn	or	through	travel	lanes	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		The	revised	conceptual	design	is	illustrated	in	
Figure	 2‐12	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	 Additions	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the		
RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 existing	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	 and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B1‐80	 (Save	 Sunset	
Boulevard	Letter	B1).		
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LETTER	NO.	C153	

Tamra	Spivey	
nativeangeleno@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C153‐1	

Hello,	

I'm	 a	home	owner	 in	 the	Hollywood	Hills.	 I	 join	my	neighbors	 in	 emphatically	 opposing	 the	development	
being	contemplated	for	the	Laurel/Crescent	Heights/Sunset	Blvd	area.	From	intensifying	traffic	to	reducing	
emergency	response	time,	the	views	that	will	be	blocked,	and	the	ultimate	economic	threat	to	the	area	when	
during	economic	downturns	this	beast	becomes	a	burden	to	taxpayers.	Can't	we	 learn	the	 lesson	from	the	
development	there	now,	once	so	high	end	and	prosperous	and	now	struggling	and	looking	decrepit.	Please	
don't	overdevelop	Sunset.	This	is	not	New	York	City.	This	is	earthquake	country.	Don't	let	the	greed	of	those	
who	will	profit	outweigh	the	good	of	the	people	who	live	here.	

Thank	you	for	your	time,	

RESPONSE	NO.	C153‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein	 and	 shown	 in	 Tables	 4.J‐4a,	 4.J‐4b,	 4.J‐5,	 and	 4.J‐8,	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 Project,	 with	 the	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	study	intersections	
in	the	area.	Emergency	access	is	addressed	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	
Services.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 improvements	 being	 implemented	 by	 the	 LAFD	 include	 installation	 of	
automated	vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	
control	 fire	 station	 dispatch	 audio,	 signal	 lights,	 and	 other	 fire	 station	 alerting	 hardware	 and	 software;	
development	 of	 a	 new	 computer	 aided	 dispatch	 system	 to	 manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	 use	 of	 traffic	 pre‐
emption	systems.		A	traffic	pre‐emption	system	allows	the	normal	operation	of	traffic	lights	to	be	preempted	
by	an	emergency	vehicle	to	improve	response	times	by	stopping	conflicting	traffic	in	advance,	providing	the	
emergency	vehicle	 the	right‐of‐way.	 	Emergency	response	 is	also	routinely	 facilitated,	particularly	 for	high	
priority	calls,	 through	use	of	sirens	 to	clear	a	path	of	 travel,	driving	 in	 the	 lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	
alternate	 routes,	 and	 multiple	 station	 response.	 	 With	 implementation	 of	 the	 traffic‐related	 Mitigation	
Measure	TR‐1	and	the	Project’s	TDM	program	(as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR),	along	with	the	
multiple	steps	being	taken	by	the	LAFD	to	improve	response	times,	the	Draft	EIR	analysis	determined	that	
Project	impacts	on	response	times	would	be	less	than	significant.		Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	
further	discussion	of	 congestion‐related	 impacts	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 vehicle	
access	and	response	times.		

Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	evaluates	the	impact	of	the	Project	relative	to	views	from	
public	 locations,	 which	 would	 include	 uses	 such	 as	 streets,	 parks,	 and	 public	 buildings.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	
Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	existing	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	and	Los	Angeles	
Basin	 from	public	 streets.	 	 Views	 from	parks	 and	 public	 buildings	would	 not	 be	 affected.	 	 The	 analysis	 is	
based	on	simulations	of	the	Project	 in	the	existing	setting,	as	presented	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐4	through	
4.A‐12.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	related	to	building	height	and	scale.	
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With	regard	to	earthquake‐related	hazards,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	
related	 to	 seismic	 hazards	 such	 as	 seismic	 ground	 shaking,	 including	 as	 relates	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault,	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation.	 	 Furthermore,	 according	 to	 information	 provided	 by	 the	
California	Geological	 Survey	 (included	 in	Appendix	B	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR),	 the	Hollywood	Fault	 is	 not	 located	
within	 the	Project	 Site	 boundaries,	 and	 thus	 seismic	 fault	 rupture	 hazards	 associated	with	 an	 earthquake	
along	this	fault	would	not	occur	at	the	Project	Site.	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C154	

Sean	Knecht		
CMO	and	Co‐Founder,		
PrideBites,	LLC	
sean@pridebites.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C154‐1	

I	am	a	small	business	owner	and	live	very	close	to	the	new	proposed	improvements	at	8150	Sunset.	I	want	
the	plans	to	be	approved!	Personally,	I	am	a	dog	owner	and	my	business	centers	around	the	pet	industry.	I	
believe	 that	walking	one's	dog	or	pet	breeds	 a	 sense	of	 community	 that	 otherwise	wouldn't	 exist.	As	 it	 is	
now,	the	area	around	Sunset	is	completely	unfriendly	to	dog	walkers	and	pedestrians.	I	don't	walk	up	there.	I	
don't	know	many	who	do,	mainly	because	it's	ugly,	dirty,	and	uninviting.	Even	commercial	corridors	like	the	
sunset	strip	can	have	a	sense	of	community,	and	the	area	around	crescent	heights	has	none	whatsoever.	The	
huge	parking	lot	that	occupies	the	corner	creates	an	area	made	for	cars,	not	for	people.	That	needs	to	change,	
and	I	support	the	pedestrian	oriented	walkway	proposed	in	the	development	plans.	It	would	bring	life	to	an	
area	 that	 is	 completely	void	of	 street	 activity	or	happiness.	 It	would	make	 the	area	more	pleasant	 and	be	
good	for	surrounding	businesses	because	of	the	increased	foot	traffic.	

The	other	main	reason	I	support	 this	 improvement	 is	 the	addition	of	housing	to	my	neighborhood.	This	 is	
very	much	needed!	

It's	very	simple:	rents	are	sky	high	because	this	is	where	people	want	to	be.	Why	do	people	want	to	be	here?	
Because	 it	 is	 close	 to	work,	or	 it's	 close	 to	 school,	or	 it's	 close	 to	 culture,	or	 some	some	 [sic]	 combination	
thereof.	Creating	housing	where	people	want	to	live,	and	not	to	mention	near	rapid	bus	hubs	and	the	subway	
will	make	our	neighborhood	more	lively,	active,	inviting,	and	happy.	Will	it	mean	there	won't	be	more	people	
living	in	the	area	with	more	cars?	Of	course	not,	but	those	car	trips	will	be	shorter	and	more	effective,	and	it	
will	mean	 less	 12	hour	 commutes	 from	people	 coming	 into	 the	 area	 from	 the	 far	 reaches	 of	 Los	Angeles'	
sprawl.	

Please	approve	this	project	and	make	the	area	a	better	place.	Height	is	fine,	but	please	do	not	build	a	building	
that	has	no	public	and	pedestrian	space	that	is	built	out	to	the	extreme	edges	of	the	property	line	doing	so	
will	not	make	the	area	an	inviting	place!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C154‐1	

As	stated	on	pages	4.F‐56	and	4.F‐57	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	South	Building	would	be	
set	 back	 a	 minimum	 of	 approximately	 120	 feet	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 approximately	 48	 feet	 from	
Havenhurst	Drive	(above	podium	levels,	which	would	have	no	setback	from	the	property	line),	and	31	feet	
from	the	eastern	property	line	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		The	setbacks	created	by	the	Corner	Plaza	
and	the	deeper	sidewalks,	and	interest	created	by	street	facing	retail	uses,	would	also	help	to	blend	the	edge	
of	 the	Project	 into	 the	existing	 land	use	pattern	of	 the	area,	while	 the	Central	Plaza	would	create	an	open	
space	at	the	Project	center	and	break	up	building	massing.	The	comments	in	support	of	the	Project	are	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C155	

P.	Owens	

COMMENT	NO.	C155‐1	

The	development	is	simply	too	large	for	the	site.	While	Los	Angeles	in	general	suffers	from	housing	density	
that	simply	causes	sprawl,	and	an	increase	in	urban	density	throughout	the	core	City	is	needed	for	viability,	
there	 is	always	a	 reasonable	maximum	size	 for	any	development,	 and	 this	proposed	development	 is	quite	
simply	far	too	large	to	sit	at	one	of	the	busiest,	most	congested	corners	in	Hollywood.	With	so	few	natural	
passageways	through	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains	range	and	increasing	urban	density	on	both	sides	of	the	
mountains,	 the	 traffic	 on	 the	 few	 available	 corridors	 gets	 heavier	 by	 the	 week.	 Laurel	 Canyon	 is	 already	
essentially	a	two‐lane	freeway	through	the	hills	and	traffic	flows	heavily	on	the	street	for	perhaps	20	hours	a	
day.	 For	 those	 of	 us	who	 live	 up	 Laurel	 Canyon,	 there	 is	 essentially	 no	 other	way	 out	 to	 the	 City	 except	
through	this	junction,	and	traffic	here	is	already	extremely	congested,	and	especially	so	at	peak	times.	To	add	
the	number	of	vehicles	to	the	street	that	are	expected	‐even	at	the	lowest	estimates‐	will	further	reduce	our	
already	severely	limited	access	to	both	access	and	emergency	vehicles.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C155‐1	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	evaluated	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts.		As	determined	
therein	 and	 shown	 in	 Tables	 4.J‐4a,	 4.J‐4b,	 4.J‐5,	 and	 4.J‐8,	 the	 Project	would	 have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	
impact	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Hollywood	 Boulevard,	 which	 is	 estimated	 to	 operate	 at	
service	levels	(LOS)	“A”	during	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	hours	under	Year	2013	conditions	and	LOS	“B”	during	A.M.	
and	 P.M.	 peak	 hours	 under	 Year	 2018	 conditions,	 with	 and	 without	 the	 Project.	 LOS	 “A”	 indicates	 no	
congestion	with	 all	 vehicles	 clearing	 in	 a	 single	 cycle	 and	 LOS	 “B”	 indicates	minimal	 congestion,	 with	 all	
vehicles	clearing	in	a	single	cycle.		

Emergency	access	 is	addressed	 in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services.		
As	 discussed	 therein,	 improvements	 being	 implemented	 by	 the	 LAFD	 include	 installation	 of	 automated	
vehicle	locating	systems	on	all	LAFD	apparatus;	replacement	of	fire	station	alerting	systems	that	control	fire	
station	dispatch	audio,	signal	lights,	and	other	fire	station	alerting	hardware	and	software;	development	of	a	
new	computer	 aided	dispatch	 system	 to	manage	 fire	 incidents;	 and	use	of	 traffic	pre‐emption	 systems.	 	A	
traffic	pre‐emption	system	allows	 the	normal	operation	of	 traffic	 lights	 to	be	preempted	by	an	emergency	
vehicle	 to	 improve	 response	 times	 by	 stopping	 conflicting	 traffic	 in	 advance,	 providing	 the	 emergency	
vehicle	the	right‐of‐way.		Emergency	response	is	also	routinely	facilitated,	particularly	for	high	priority	calls,	
through	use	of	sirens	to	clear	a	path	of	travel,	driving	in	the	lanes	of	opposing	traffic,	use	of	alternate	routes,	
and	multiple	station	response.		With	implementation	of	the	traffic‐related	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	and	the	
Project’s	TDM	program	(as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	of	 the	Draft	EIR),	along	with	 the	multiple	steps	being	
taken	by	 the	LAFD	 to	 improve	 response	 times,	 the	Draft	EIR	 analysis	 determined	 that	Project	 impacts	 on	
response	times	would	be	less	than	significant.		Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	
of	congestion‐related	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	
times.	 	 The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 proposed	 size	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 issues	 related	 to	 sprawl	 and	 urban	
density	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐857	

COMMENT	NO.	C155‐2	

This	development	should	NOT	go	ahead	as	planned.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C155‐2	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C156	

Sheldon	Bond	
sdbond87@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C156‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	8150	sunset	project.	I‛ve	lived	in	the	area	for	over	4	years	
after	 being	 born	 and	 raised	 on	 the	 east	 coast.	 LA	 is	 a	 great	 place	 to	 live	 for	 a	 few	 reasons,	 but	 our	 built	
environment	 is	 not	 one	 of	 them.	 Save	 for	 a	 few	 small	 areas,	 much	 of	 the	 area	 is	 uninspiring,	 ugly,	 or	
dilapidated.	We	need	redevelopment	and	we	need	it	to	be	done	right.	8150	sunset	is	the	perfect	opportunity	
to	redevelop	the	right	way.	Building	low	flung,	uninspiring	apartment	buildings	is	a	way	of	the	past.	And	we	
need	to	change	that.	When	I	saw	this	rendering	I	was	astounded	at	the	quality	and	feel	of	the	redevelopment.	
Looking	at	the	site	plan,	the	redevelopment	also	provides	a	great	deal	of	open	space	and	a	pocket	park	on	
sunset.	We	need	open	space	and	parks	in	Hollywood,	and	not	just	like	the	proposed	cap	park.	Parks	and	open	
areas	are	vital	to	neighborhoods	and	the	economy,	and	we	need	them	everywhere.	

Jobs	are	also	very	 important,	and	I	would	expect	 this	project	 to	bring	a	great	amount	of	both	construction	
jobs	and	permanent	 jobs	to	the	area.	Somehow	in	the	 last	20‐30	years,	 the	number	of	 jobs	 in	the	area	has	
actually	decreased.	I	don't	know	how	such	an	exciting	place	can	have	a	contracting	economy,	and	that	needs	
to	change.	

Finally,	we	 need	more	 apartments	 and	 rental	 units!	 Rents	 are	 sky	 high	 and	 only	 increasing,	 and	 bringing	
more	options	to	the	area	will	only	help.	I	support	this	redevelopment	particularly	because	it	is	has	for	lease	
apartments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C156‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C157	

Ashley	Hanna	
1430	N.	Harper	Avenue	
West	Hollywood,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C157‐1	

Hi	there,	

I	would	like	to	bring	to	your	attention	an	article	that	was	recently	posted	on	Curbed	LA	regarding	housing	
prices	in	the	area.	The	link	is:	

http://la.curbed.com/archives/2014/12/la_housing_prices_have_gone_up_more_than_anywhere_else_in_the
_last_14_years.php	

I	want	to	highlight	a	quote	taken	out	of	the	referenced	UCLA	forecast	that	explains	the	reason	housing	prices	
in	Los	Angeles	have	grown	121	percent	since	2000,	the	highest	mark	in	the	entire	nation.	UCLA	economist	
William	 Yu	 said	 in	 his	 report,	 "Some	 Angelenos,	 especially	 rich	 ones,	 have	 a	 suburban	 mentality.	 This	
mentality	propels	them	to	make	efforts	to	maintain	the	current	status	quo	and	go	against	developing	their	
neighborhoods	with	higher	density	housing."	

I	hope	that	this	is	 just	as	eye	opening	for	you	as	it	 is	for	me.	I	 live	just	south	of	Sunset	(very	close	to	8150	
Sunset	site)	in	West	Hollywood,	and	while	I	love	my	neighborhood,	I	a)	know	it	needs	to	be	improved,	and	b)	
am	saddened	to	learn	that	the	reason	my	rent	is	so	high	is	because	homeowners	have	continuously	killed	the	
addition	of	desperately	needed	new	housing.	Clearly	if	that	status	quo	was	working	in	the	area,	we	wouldn't	
be	the	second	most	congested	city	in	the	nation	AND	the	most	expensive	rental	market	in	the	nation.	So,	how	
do	we	fix	things	will	housing	prices	continue	to	grow	at	the	highest	pace	in	the	nation,	forcing	out	everyone	
other	than	the	millionaires	who	can	afford	it?	Is	that	what	we	want	for	the	cities	of	West	Hollywood	and	Los	
Angeles?	

These	are	areawide	 issues,	but	 for	me	they	really	hit	home	when	considering	the	8150	Sunset	project.	 I'm	
close	enough	to	the	site	that	it	might	as	well	be	in	my	backyard,	and	with	the	desperate	need	for	additional	
housing,	and	a	desperate	need	for	someone	to	come	in	and	replace	the	current	strip	mall	with	a	building	I	
can	be	proud	to	call	my	neighbor,	 I	want	to	 lend	my	full	support	to	the	project.	With	 it	proven	that	better	
public	 transit	 and	denser	neighborhoods	 lead	 to	better	 environmental	quality	 and	an	 improved	quality	of	
life,	it	would	be	hypocritical	of	me	to	support	development	citywide	but	then	not	support	it	when	it's	right	in	
my	direct	neighborhood.	For	these	reasons,	please	consider	me	a	full	supporter	and	a	happy	YIMBY.	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C157‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C158	

john	page		
jepage99@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C158‐1	

My	name	is	John	Page.	I	am	a	lifelong	resident	of	Los	Angeles.	I	went	to	school	in	LA,	I	work	in	LA	and	I	plan	
on	raising	a	family	in	LA.	I	wanted	to	go	on	record	as	a	supporter	of	Townscape’s	project	at	8150	Sunset.	

Of	the	dozen	or	so	environmental	categories	analyzed	in	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report,	only	three	
were	 identified	 as	 having	 some	 kind	 of	 significant	 impacts	 (historical	 resources,	 construction	 noise	 and	
vibration,	and	construction‐related	traffic).	Thankfully,	the	report	also	identifies	how	the	developer	will	be	
able	to	reduce	those	impacts	to	less	than	significant.	

Overall,	based	on	reviewing	the	report,	the	pros	far	outweigh	the	cons.	Providing	quality	housing,	especially	
affordable	 housing,	 is	 so	 important	 at	 this	 time	 that	 some	 construction	 related	 noise	 or	 traffic,	 which	 is	
temporary,	should	not	be	a	determining	factor	in	whether	or	not	this	project	moves	forward.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C158‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	historical	resources	impacts	 in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	
with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 C‐3.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 noise	 and	 vibration	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.G,	Noise,	with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	Appendix	 F.	 	 The	
Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 Contrary	 to	 the	 commenter’s	
statement,	 impacts	 to	 on‐site	 historical	 resources	 (i.e.,	 the	 existing	 Bank	 building)	 and	 impacts	 related	 to	
construction	 noise	 and	 vibration	 would	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 even	 with	 implementation	 of	
applicable	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Temporary	 construction	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 also	 be	 significant	 and	
unavoidable,	 and	 no	 mitigation	 measures	 exist	 that	 could	 reduce	 the	 severity	 of	 impacts,	 though	 such	
impacts	would	 only	 occur	 during	 the	 shoring	 and	 excavation	 phase	 of	 the	 overall	 26‐month	 construction	
schedule.			
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LETTER	NO.	C159	

Ryan	Handel		
simplethings	
sandwich	and	pie	shop	
ryanahandel@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C159‐1	

I	own	a	small	restaurant	near	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	We	rely	heavily	on	foot	traffic	because	
parking	is	at	a	premium	and	there	is	simply	not	enough	of	it.	In	order	to	generate	heavy	foot	traffic,	an	area	
needs	 to	be	 inviting,	 aesthetically	pleasing	 and	 feel	 safe.	 The	 current	 site	 of	 8150	Sunset	 is	 none	of	 those	
things.	Putting	it	kindly,	it	DEtracts	rather	than	ATtracts	business	and	community.	

As	a	city	we	need	to	be	advocating	for	developments	that	promote	the	pedestrian	experience	and	help	create	
vibrant,	 sustainable	communities.	 It	 seems	 like	a	 simple	 ideology,	but	people	who	walk	are	more	 likely	 to	
spend	money	in	their	neighborhood	because	they	are	looking	to	shop	and	eat	locally.	

I	support	this	project	because	it	promotes	this	type	of	vision.	I	think	it	will	be	a	great	benefit	to	all	the	local	
businesses	along	Sunset	 to	have	an	 influx	of	 residents	and	employment	who	will	 in	 turn	support	 the	 local	
economy.	 This	 part	 of	 the	 strip	 already	 has	 some	 great	 shops,	 restaurants,	 a	movie	 theater,	 etc.	 and	 this	
project	will	only	further	enhance	the	community.	A	project	like	this	is	made	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C159‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C160	

Alan	Dymond	
Studio	City	Residents	Association	
12069	Ventura	Place,	Ste	H		
Studio	City,	California		91604	
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C160‐1	

This	 letter	 was	 NOT	 authorized	 by	 the	 Studio	 City	 Residents	 Association	 or	 me	 in	 my	 capacity	 as	 the	
President	of	the	SCRA.	

I	responded	as	president	of	 the	SCRA	solely	as	quoted	 in	the	paragraph	“ADDITIONAL	COMMENTS”	re	the	
inadequacy	of	the	traffic	study:	no	other	comments	were	made	or	authorized.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C160‐1	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	Comment	Letter	D322	 (Studio	City	Residents	Association	SSB	Form	Letter	D322)	
cited	 by	 the	 commenter.	 	 The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 adequacy	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C161	

Grafton	Tanquary		
gpt1287@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C161‐1	

I	will	be	away	from	the	office	from	Friday,	March	13	through	Wednesday,	March	18.		Do	not	leave	a	message	
during	that	time.	Contact	me	upon	my	return.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C161‐1	

This	comment	 is	an	auto‐reply	message	 from	the	commenter’s	e‐mail	account,	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	 comment	 does	 not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	
content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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LETTER	NO.	C162	

Adara	Salim	
adarasalim@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C162‐1	

I	would	like	to	formally	request	an	extension	to	the	comment	period	on	the	draft	EIR.	The	amount	of	time	
provided	is	not	enough	to	properly	analyze	the	technical	data	provided	within	this	DEIR	and	give	a	proper	
response.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C162‐1	

As	requested	by	several	members	of	the	public	previously,	the	original	comment	period	for	the	Draft	EIR	was	
extended	 from	 January	 6th	 to	 January	 20th	 2015,	while	 the	 original	 comment	 period	 for	 the	 RP‐DEIR	was	
extended	from	October	26th	to	November	9th,	to	allow	adequate	time	to	review	of	the	materials.		Therefore,	
each	of	the	comment	periods	has	been	extended.		
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LETTER	NO.	C163	

Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	

COMMENT	NO.	C163‐1	

Please	note	the	aerial	rendering	is	misleading:	
The	true	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	 is	the	direct	continuation	of	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	crossing	Sunset	Blvd.		
Crescent	Heights	 shown	on	your	 rendering	only	 goes	one	block.	 	The	Laurel	Canyon	 traffic	 flow	 is	on	 the	
street	designated	by	you	as	"Crescent	Heights	which	is	truly	Laurel	Canyon.		Crescent	Heights	Blvd	to	Laurel	
Canyon	Blvd	is	a	main	thoroughfare	to	and	from	the	San	Fernando	Valley.		THIS	SHOULD	BE	CORRECTED	
ON	 ALL	 PRESENTATIONS.	 Compare	 these	 aerials	 and	 rendering	 to	 the	 the	 Developer's	 aerials	 and	
renderings:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C163‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	 In	both	of	 these	analyses,	 and	 in	all	 the	applicable	analyses	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	 the	existing	
street	 system,	 including	 the	 continuation	 of	 N.	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 north	 as	 Laurel	 Canyon	
Boulevard,	is	analyzed	–	the	analyses	are	not	restricted	to	the	geographic	extent	shown	in	Figure	2‐2,	Aerial	
Photograph	with	Surrounding	Land	Uses,	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	purpose	
of	Figure	2‐2	 is	 solely	 to	 show	 the	existing	Project	Site	and	 the	 land	uses	 in	 the	 immediate	vicinity	of	 the	
Project	Site.		For	example:		(1)	in	all	the	applicable	figures	in	the	traffic	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	Figures	
4.J‐1,	‐2,	‐5,	and	‐6),	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	is	shown	as	the	continuation	of	N.	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard;	
and	 (2)	 one	 of	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	 intersections	 well	 north	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 (e.g.,	 Hollywood	
Boulevard/Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	intersection)	is	included	as	a	study	intersection	in	the	traffic	analysis.		
Therefore,	 no	 revision	 of	 the	 presentations	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 is	 required.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.		
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LETTER	NO.	C164	

William	Josephs,	Ph.D.	
811	0	Willow	Glen	Road	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C164‐1	

The	quality	of	life	in	our	town	has	been	surrendered	to	overbuilding.	We	have	no	City	Plan.	It	was	abolished	
in	2009.	There	is	no	longer	any	ground	infrastructure	to	accommodate	such	projects	as	that	proposed.		The	
area	in	West	Hollywood	already	has	been	subjected	to	huge	projects	that	will	helplessly	clog	the	area.	The	
cinema	mall	on	the	southeast	corner	was	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C164‐1	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addresses	infrastructure	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	in	Section	4.K,	Public	Services,	with	supporting	
technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 I.	 	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 infrastructure	 impacts	
associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.11,	 Utilities,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 C.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 on	 utility	 (water,	
wastewater	 solid	waste)	 infrastructure	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐6	
regarding	public	services	and	infrastructure	for	further	discussion.	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 traffic	 associated	with	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	
with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 traffic	
associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.		

Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	with	surrounding	development.	

COMMENT	NO.	C164‐2	

Now	the	residents	are	prospectively	being	held	captive	 to	a	project	 that	 further	populates	an	area	already	
population	 saturated.	 	 Creating	 a	 need	 is	 the	 first	 law	 of	 sales.	 Proposed	 vendors	 have	 little	 to	 offer	 our	
community	 other	 than	 further	 to	 impair	 traffic	 and	 needlessly	 crowding	 the	 neighborhoods.	 There	 is	 no	
need.	Minimal	if	any	profit	will	go	to	the	citizens	of	our	neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C164‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C164‐3	

The	project	was	purposely	built	so	greatly	out	of	proportion	to	this	communities	needs	that	the	developers	
will	deviously	propose	to	"scale	down."	Their	design	is	to	propose	"a	battleship."	If	the	City	cow‐tows	to	them	
in	permitting	anything	conceivably	like	their	plan,	they	will	get	a	"destroyer''	of	our	neighborhoods.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C164‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C165	

Judith	Fraser	
jfrasermft@att.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C165‐1	
We	need	a	tunnel	 through	Laurel	Canyon.	We	already	have	too	much	traffic	 the	new	building	site	will	add	
even	more	congestion	

RESPONSE	NO.	C165‐1	

The	 comment	 is	 noted.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 traffic	 associated	 with	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	 technical	data	and	analysis	provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	The	
RP‐DEIR	addresses	traffic	associated	with	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	
analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.J‐65	 and	 ‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐41	
through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	
than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐870	

LETTER	NO.	C166	

Justine	Schmidt	
justine@schmidt.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C166‐1	

It's	a	beautiful	building	but	please,	please,	please	consider	the	traffic	nightmare	you	are	about	to	create.	It	is	
almost	impossible	to	get	through	the	area	now.	And	if	our	city	fathers	think	that	biking	is	the	answer	they	
have	lost	their	minds.	Sunset	is	a	very	dangerous	road	full	of	very	impatient	drivers.	Those	of	us	who	live	in	
the	hills	would	have	to	be	Olympic	athletes	to	get	up	and	down	the	hills	to	participate.	We	are	also	worried	
about	the	emergency	vehicles	trying	to	get	into	our	area.	I	know	you	have	heard	these	concerns	but	I	wish	
somebody	in	City	Planning	would	take	them	seriously.	Justine	Schmidt	Nichols	Canyon.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C166‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	traffic	and	bicycle/pedestrian	safety	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	in	Section	
4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	
while	the	RP‐DEIR	addresses	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	
technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 and	
bicycle/pedestrian	 safety	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	
and	bicycle/pedestrian	safety		for	further	discussion.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	emergency	vehicle	access/response	time	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Sections	4.I.1,	
Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 4.I.2,	 Police	 Protection,	 while	 Sections	 4.B.9.1	 and	
4.B.9.2	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	
and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	emergency	vehicle	access/response	time	impacts	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	
vehicle	 access/response	 times,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 vehicular	 access,	 for	 further	
discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C167	

Michael	Comp	
(signed	Mitchell	Comp)	
<farinello@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C167‐1	

I’ve	reviewed	these	plans	and	find	it	to	be	an	impossible	burden	on	an	area	that	is	already	overwhelmed	with	
traffic.	As	a	resident	living	in	Laurel	Cyn.	for	21	years,	I	use	the	intersection	of	Crescent	Hts.	and	Sunset	2‐3	
times	a	day.	It's	already	an	over	congested	condition,	with	traffic	eastbound	on	Sunset	backing	up	for	a	block	
or	more	to	turn	left	onto	Laurel	Cyn.	I	had	a	policeman	stop	and	tell	me	that	 lining	up	in	the	center	of	the	
street	to	tum	[sic]	left,	when	you're	beyond	the	left	turn	lane,	is	against	the	law.	That	kind	of	absurd	remark	
makes	the	whole	situation	ridiculous.	This	development	will	only	make	the	congestion	worse,	adding	to	the	
stress	and	frayed	nerves	of	residents	and	people	commuting	over	the	canyon	to	the	valley.	When	there	are	
other	problems	on	the	101	or	405,	the	stand	still	backup	on	Laurel	Cyn.	takes	residents	forever	to	get	home.	
This	happens	regularly!	

My	vote	is	against	this	development.	The	Environmental	Impact	report	has	to	go	a	lot	farther	to	look	at	the	
situation.	How	about	asking	more	locals	to	comment?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C167‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic,	 circulation,	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	
Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection	where	 level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	
and	where	delay	would	change	nominally	and	below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(Page	4.J‐45	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	
impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	expressing	a	vote	against	the	Project,	this	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project	
is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	EIR	needs	to	go	a	 lot	 further,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	provide	an	
accurate	and	complete	analysis	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	in	accordance	with	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	and	City	of	Los	Angeles	requirements,	and	no	further	analysis	is	required.	

With	respect	to	the	request	that	more	locals	be	afforded	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	Project	and	EIR,	
there	have	been	multiple	opportunities	for	locals	to	comment,	including:		(1)	a	public	scoping	meeting	on	the	
required	scope	and	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	required	by	CEQA:		and	(2)	two	45‐day	comment	periods,	one	
on	the	Draft	EIR	and	one	on	the	RP‐DEIR,	as	required	by	CEQA,	each	of	which	was	extended	in	response	to	
public	requests.		Furthermore,	another	opportunity	for	locals	to	comment	will	be	afforded	during	at	least	one	
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public	hearing	before	 the	Planning	Commission	where	 certification	of	 the	EIR	and	approval	of	 the	Project	
will	be	considered.	
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LETTER	NO.	C168	

Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
Alex	Rose	Productions		
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C168‐1	

Dear	Ms.	Rose,	

The	 Recirculated	 Portion	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 is	 located	 on	 the	 Department	 of	 City	 Planning's	 website	 at	
http://cityplanning.lacity	 .org	 by	 clicking	 on	 "Environmental",	 followed	 by	 "Draft	 EIR",	 and	 then	
"Recirculated	DEIR"	which	 is	 located	 immediately	 below	8150	 Sunset	Boulevard.	 	 I	 am	 also	 attaching	 the	
direct	 link	 to	 the	 document:	 http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/	 index.html	 Both	 the	
original	and	recirculated	versions	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	the	project	are	listed.		I	apologize	for	the	confusion.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C168‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 a	 response	 from	City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Planning	 staff	 to	 Comment	 C168‐2	 below	 from	 the	
commenter,	 and	 is	 not	 a	 comment	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR.	 Because	 the	 comment	 does	 not	 raise	 a	
substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	required.	

COMMENT	NO.	C168‐2	

I’d	appreciate	your	assistance	with	my	questions	below.	 	 I	cannot	 find	the	RP‐	EIR	on	the	current	L.A.	city	
planning	website.	The	website	opens,	and	when	I	click	on	the	ENVIRONMENTAL	tab,	there	is	NO	listing	for	
RP‐DEIR	(as	the	NOTICE	OF	AVAILABILITY	document	reports).	There	are	listings	for	DRAFT	EIR	and	FINAL	
EIR	and	that’s	all.		It	would	be	very	helpful	if	one	could	see	the	architectural	drawings	and	plans	of	the	Frank	
Gehry	proposed	building	as	well	as	detailed	information	(drawings	and	plans)	of	the	planned	ingresses	and	
egresses;	exactly	where	the	stores	will	be	situated,	etc.	What	we've	received	so	far	is	insufficient	information	
for	anyone	to	comment	upon.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C168‐2	

Comment	No.	C168‐1	above	is	the	response	from	City	of	Los	Angeles	Planning	staff	to	Comment	C168‐2.		As	
such,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C168‐2.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 web	 address	 provided	 in	 the	 Notice	 of	
Availability	(http://cityplanning.lacity.org)	 is	correct,	but	 then	one	must	navigate	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐
DEIR	using	the	tabs	within	the	website.		The	direct	web	links	are	provided	below:	

	 Draft	EIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html	

RP‐DEIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html	
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LETTER	NO.	C169	

Sarit	Freiberg	
1351	N.	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	#203	
W.	Hollywood,	CA.	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C169‐1	

1.	 The	 conversion	 of	 the	 city	 owned	 triangle	 to	 an	 attractive	 public	 space	 is	 most	 welcome.	 However,	 it	
currently	attracts	the	homeless	and	I	am	concerned	that	this	will	not	change.	It	is	of	no	use	creating	a	public	
space	if	the	public	will	not	be	able	to	enjoy	it,	even	if	enjoyment	is	nothing	more	than	looking	at	it.	For	many	
months	one	homeless	 individual	 has	 ingeniously	made	 a	bed	out	 of	 the	 single	bench	 in	 the	 triangle,	 even	
though	 the	 bench	 had	 a	 bar	 in	 the	 middle.	 The	 reek	 emanating	 from	 this	 individual’s	 belongings	 was	
incredible	 to	 the	point	 that	 I	 stopped	using	 the	sidewalk	of	 the	 triangle	and	used	an	alternate	route	when	
going	 to	 the	stores.	 I	 read	 in	 the	New	York	Times	 that	 this	Project	 is	 "arguably	 the	gateway	 to	 the	Sunset	
Strip",	which	is	famous	nationally	and	internationally,	and	so	it	must	be	planned	and	maintained	accordingly,	
and	this	must	be	conveyed	to	the	Project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C169‐1	

This	comment	regarding	public	space	and	potential	for	homeless	people	to	be	attracted	to	the	site	is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

COMMENT	NO.	C169‐2	

2.	Alternative	9	addresses	 traffic	 issues	on	Sunset,	but	not	on	Crescent	Heights.	Ever	since	 the	Middle	and	
East	Parcels	on	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	have	gone	into	construction	I	have	watched	the	traffic	on	my	street	
(Crescent	Heights,	my	block	is	between	Sunset	and	Fountain}	quadruple	and	traffic	hardly	ever	let	up.	It	does	
not	only	affect	my	block	but	extends	south	all	the	way	to	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	beyond.	The	traffic	is	
dense.	At	this	point,	I	reconsider	taking	my	car	for	shopping	and	errands	every	time	I	need	to	go	out	as	traffic	
is	so	backed	up	and	occasionally	 forego	doing	what	 I	need	 to	do.	While	 that	construction,	and	others,	will	
eventually	be	over,	the	addition	of	Project	cars	of	residents,	their	visitors	and	Project	consumers	will	add	a	
never‐ending	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	in	the	Los	Angeles	portion	as	well	as	the	West	Hollywood	portion.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C169‐2	

Traffic‐related	impacts	of	Alternative	9	were	fully	evaluated	on	pages	2‐41	through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	concluded	therein,	impacts	to	street	segments	under	Alternative	
9,	 as	 under	 the	 Project,	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 while	 impacts	 to	 the	 intersection	 of	
Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	 It	should	be	noted	
that	 the	 analysis	 presented	 on	 pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 address	 construction‐related,	
operational,	 and	 cumulative	 traffic	 impacts	 under	 Alternative	 9,	 including	 impacts	 to	 intersections	 along	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(please	see	Tables	2‐8	and	2‐9	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR).	 	The	comments	
regarding	 existing	 traffic	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	
makers.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C169‐3	

I	have	one	solution,	and	I	suggest	it	after	decades	of	watching	Crescent	Heights	traffic	at	all	hours	and	days,	
since	all	my	windows	face	the	street.	I	believe	my	solution	is	essential	in	mitigating	the	heavy	flow	and	back‐
up.	There	 is	a	pedestrian	crossing	with	 flickering	yellow	 lights	about	one	third	of	 the	block	down	hill	 [sic]	
from	Sunset.	It	is	there	to	assist	pedestrians	in	crossing	the	street	as	this	particular	block	is	quite	long.	Some	
drivers	stop	upon	seeing	a	pedestrian,	some	don't.	Some	drivers,	when	possible,	 fly	down	the	long	stretch,	
with	the	result	that	about	once	a	week	we	hear	the	tell‐tale	bang	of	an	accident.	However,	 if	 instead	of	the	
yellow	 lights	 the	City	would	place	permanent	stop	signs	so	every	vehicle	 (apart	 from	emergency	vehicles)	
will	 be	 required	 to	 stop,	 not	 only	would	 pedestrians	 be	 a	 bit	 safer,	 but	 cars	would	 slow	 down,	 and	 their	
approach	 to	 the	 Fountain	 stop	 light	would	 become	 staggered.	 This	will	 ease	 the	 pressure	 and	 back‐up	 of	
traffic	at	the	light,	enable	residents	to	drive	into	and	out	of	their	driveways	a	bit	more	safely,	and	might	even	
encourage	some	drivers	to	seek	other	venues.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C169‐3	

Installation	 of	 a	 mid‐block	 STOP	 sign	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 between	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Fountain	 Avenue	 is	 not	 recommended,	 based	 on	 accepted	 traffic	 engineering	 practices,	 due	 to	 potential	
safety	 issues	 for	 both	 drivers	 and	 pedestrians.	 	 Drivers	 travelling	 in	 either	 direction	 on	 Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	would	 typically	 not	 be	 anticipating	 a	mid‐block	 STOP	 sign	 along	 a	 Secondary	Highway	 such	 as	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	which	 could	 result	 in	 them	running	 the	STOP	sign,	 or	 stopping	 suddenly	 and	
causing	rear‐end	accidents.	 	Additionally,	such	a	STOP	sign	may	entice	pedestrians	to	assume	that	vehicles	
will	 stop	 for	 them	 in	 the	 crosswalk	 and	proceed	 across	 the	 street	 accordingly,	 potentially	 creating	unsafe	
conditions	 for	 pedestrians	 if	 drivers	 fail	 to	 see	 the	 STOP	 sign.	 	 Additionally,	 “staggering”	 the	 southbound	
vehicles	 approaching	 the	 traffic	 signal	 at	Fountain	Avenue	 (or	 the	 intersection	of	 Sunset	Boulevard	 in	 the	
northbound	 direction)	would	make	 the	 traffic	 signal(s)	 less	 effective,	 since	 traffic	 signals	 are	 designed	 to	
“platoon”	(or	group)	vehicles	in	order	to	maximize	the	capacity	and	efficiency	of	the	area	roadways.		Finally,	
such	 a	 midblock	 crossing	 is	 not	 warranted	 or	 recommended	 based	 on	 the	 analysis	 of	 intersection	
performance	presented	in	the	Project	TIA,	and	LADOT’s	review	of	the	TIA	did	not	indicate	a	need	to	install	
such	a	crossing.		However,	this	comment	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C169‐4	

3.	While	 Alternative9	 provides	 for	 an	 addition	 of	 144	 parking	 spaces,	 with	 the	 claim	 that	 this	 addresses	
concerns	about	street	parking	from	the	rest	of	us	on	the	block,	the	Alternative	also	adds	parking	spaces	for	
the	two	and	three	bedroom	units	and	apartments.	But	visitors	to	residents,	work	crews,	and	consumers	to	
the	businesses,	particularly	in	the	evening	and	night	hours	when	residents	are	home,	could	not	have	enough	
of	 the	 extra	 144	 parking	 spaces	 left	 for	 their	 use,	 in	which	 case	 they	would	 eliminate	much	 of	 the	 street	
parking	on	Crescent	Heights,	which	is	already	at	a	premium.	I	would	like	to	suggest	four	improvements:	

1.	That	the	Project	should	provide	30‐50	parking	spots	to	neighborhood	residents	for	free	upon	presenting	
proof	of	residency,	because	some	buildings	do	not	provide	sufficient	resident	parking	spots	and	those	people	
rely	 on	 street	parking.	 If	 you	 (the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles)	 allow	 so	many	more	 cars	 to	 the	 area	because	 of	 a	
project	built	in	Los	Angeles	but	impacting	West	Hollywood	residents,	it	is	only	fair	that	you	provide	for	those	
residents	like	you	provide	for	low	income	residents	within	the	Project.	

2.	That	the	project	allow	consumers		and	visitors	to	its	property	to	park	for	free	in	its	garage	so	consumers		
and	visitors	opt	to	park	in	the	garage	and	not	on	the	street.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐876	

3.	 That	 the	 Project	 should	 build	 a	 fifth	 floor	 of	 subterranean	 parking	 to	 really	 avoid	 spillover	 to	 street	
parking.	

4.	That	 the	City	assign,	with	signage,	and	on	both	sides	of	Crescent	Heights,	Monday	to	Friday	work	hours	
parking	 spaces	 for	 oversized	 work	 vehicles.	 	 These	 are	 usually	 large	 vans	 with	 ladders	 on	 the	 roof	 that	
cannot	fit	in	garages	of	residential	buildings.	Should	Project	visitors	and	consumers	add	to	street	parking,	it	
would	become	impossible	to	accommodate	the	slew	of	plumbers',	AT&T',	gardeners',	etc,	vans	and	pick‐ups	
that	are	already	a	daily	constant	on	the	block.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C169‐4	

Chapter	 2.0,	 Alternative	 9:	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative,	
subsection	 6,	 Parking	 Supply,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 parking	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9,	
including	for	the	2	and	3‐bedroom	residential	units.	 	As	discussed	therein,	Alternative	9	would	provide	on‐
site	parking	in	excess	of	LAMC	parking	requirements.		Furthermore,	irrespective	of	future	parking	rates	on‐
site,	 free	 or	 validated	 parking	 would	 be	 provided	 for	 commercial	 employees,	 on‐site	 residents,	 and	
residential	guests,	which	would	further	reduce	the	potential	for	off‐site	parking	spillover.	 	Please	also	refer	
to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	adequacy	of	on‐site	parking	and	off‐site	parking	spillover.		As	discussed	
therein,	parking	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.						

Because	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 adequate	 parking,	 the	 commenter’s	 first	 proposed	 improvement	 to	
provide	 parking	 for	 neighborhood	 residents	 is	 unnecessary.	 	 It	 is	 not	 the	 responsibility	 of	 the	 Project	 to	
provide	parking	 for	 underparked	properties	 in	 and	 around	 the	Project	 Site,	 and	 similarly,	 CEQA	does	 not	
require	 the	 Project	 to	 provide	mitigation	 for	 existing	 conditions	 or	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 projects	 other	
than	the	proposed	Project.		With	regard	to	the	commenter’s	second	proposed	improvement,	as	discussed	in	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 Project	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover.	 	 However,	 the	
comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Regarding	 the	
commenter’s	 third	 suggested	 improvement,	 again,	 because	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 adequate	 parking,	
providing	an	additional	subterranean	parking	level	is	unnecessary.	 	The	commenter’s	suggestion	regarding	
the	 provision	 of	 designated	 on‐street	 parking	 spaces	 for	 oversized	 work	 vehicles	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C170	

William	Bergmann	
bergmandesig@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C170‐1	

Hello,	
I'm	writing	in	support	of	the	Gehry	version	of	this	development.	I	have	been	here	long	enough	to	remember	
the	Garden	of	Alah	[sic]	fondly,	but	it	is	gone.		What	replaced	it	bordered	on	criminal.		Gehry's	design	will	at	
least	recall	some	of	the	character	that	used	to	be	at	this	intersection	so	I	look	forward	to	its	completion.		At	
this	time	of	much	construction	activity	in	Hollywood,	and	a	great	deal	of	needless	complications,	I	would	like	
urge	 the	 city	 to	 grasp	 this	 opportunity	 to	 make	 a	 statement	 by	 committing	 to	 a	 reasonable	 permitting	
process	that	does	not	penalize	the	people	trying	to	rebuild	Hollywood.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C170‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C171	

Justine	Schmidt	
justine@schmidt.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C171‐1	

I'm	 guessing	 the	 planning	 department	 doesn't	 live	 anywhere	 near	 the	 building	 site.	 If	 you	 did	 you	would	
know	a	go	ahead	of	this	plan	will	create	an	even	bigger	traffic	headache	than	we	already	have.	For	those	of	us	
that	live	in	the	hills	we	are	frightened.	Emergency	vehicles	will	not	be	able	to	get	in	to	help	us.	And	creating	a	
biking	community	in	the	area	is	nuts.	People	that	will	be	able	to	afford	to	live	in	these	apartments	will	not	be	
taking	a	bus	or	riding	a	bike.	In	your	next	meeting	with	the	city	council	ask	how	many	of	them	rode	their	bike	
or	a	bus	to	work	that	day.	There	isn't	even	a	metro	stop	near	there.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C171‐1	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	traffic	associated	with	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	
technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 traffic	 associated	 with	
Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	
indicated	therein,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	
than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	and	bicycle	and	pedestrian	safety	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	emergency	access	
and	emergency	response	times	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	
Services,	 while	 Section	 2.B.9.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	
indicated	on	pages	 I.1‐13	and	‐15	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐37	and	‐38	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	emergency	
access	and	emergency	response	time	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	
emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C171‐2	

Then	of	course	there	is	the	infrastructure.	Our	water	and	gas	pipes	are	old	and	constantly	breaking.	Are	the	
developers	going	to	spend	money	to	fix	the	streets	and	the	infrastructure?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C171‐2	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	infrastructure	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	in	Section	4.K,	Public	Services,	with	supporting	
technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 I.	 	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 infrastructure	 impacts	
associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.11,	 Utilities,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 C.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	 impacts	 to	 water	 and	 wastewater	 infrastructure.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	
regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site	for	further	discussion.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C171‐3	

Then	there	is	the	pollution	from	the	traffic	grid	lock	and	much	more	that	I'm	sure	you	are	aware	of.	This	is	an	
old	story.	Developers	come	in	make	their	millions	and	leave	the	neighborhood	with	the	problems.	 	Thanks	
for	listening.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C171‐3	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 with	 supporting	
technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	B.		The	RP‐DEIR	addressed	air	quality	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.2,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	
indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	construction‐related	air	
quality	 impacts	with	 implementation	of	 the	recommended	mitigation,	and	 less	than	significant	operational	
air	quality	impacts.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐880	

LETTER	NO.	C172	

Rosie	Bornstein	
rosie.bornstein@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C172‐1	

Please	remove	me	from	future	emails	

RESPONSE	NO.	C172‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	
substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		
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LETTER	NO.	C173	

Sue	Mason	
sue@white‐spark.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C173‐1	

Thank	you	for	sharing	the	draft	with	me.	
I	don't	 see	 any	mention	within	 this	draft	 regarding	 the	effect	of	 this	proposed	project	on	 the	 traffic	using	
Laurel	Canyon.		How	will	it	effect	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	Mulholland	Drive,	Ventura	Blvd	to	the	101?		This	
is	already	such	a	highly	used	street	to	and	from	the	valley,	and	already	has	major	traffic	delays	all	the	way	
from	Sunset	to	the	101	entrance	on	Laurel	Canyon.	 	Surely	this	new	project	will	only	increase	traffic	using	
Laurel	 Canyon?	 Increase	 the	 congestion	 and	 delays?	And	 increase	 the	 stress	 of	 the	 homeowners	 living	 in	
Laurel	Canyon?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C173‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.J‐15	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	 intersections	and	 roadway	segments	evaluated	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	were	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	Cities	of	Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood.		This	
includes	the	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	intersection	(see	Figure	4.J‐1	on	page	4.J‐3	
of	the	Draft	EIR).		Limiting	the	northern	extent	of	the	traffic	analysis	to	the	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Laurel	
Canyon	Boulevard	intersection	makes	sense	because	the	main	streets	most	likely	to	be	frequented	by	Project	
traffic	are	all	 located	south	of	 that	 intersection,	as	are	the	most	direct	routes	between	the	Project	Site	and	
both	the	Hollywood	and	San	Diego	Freeways.		In	addition,	as	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	
Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	at	the	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	
Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 level	 of	 service	 B	
(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	less	than	significant	impact),	which	suggests	that	Project	traffic	impacts	even	
farther	north	would	also	be	less	than	significant.		Therefore,	analysis	of	additional	intersections	and	roadway	
segments,	 such	as	 the	ones	 identified	 in	 the	 comment,	 is	not	 required.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	and	methodology	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C173‐2	

Also,	do	they	really	think	that	having	a	metro	2	MILES	AWAY	'will	help	alleviate	traffic	while	adding	over	500	
tenants	and	businesses	to	this	already	very	busy	area?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C173‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	 Although	 this	 analysis	 mentions	 the	 relative	 location	 of	 subway	 system	 access,	 the	 Project	 impacts	
analysis	does	not	rely	on	subway	use	to	alleviate	impacts	(e.g.,	the	analysis	does	not	assume	a	reduction	in	
Project	 motor	 vehicle	 trips	 associated	 with	 subway	 use	 which	 provides	 a	 conservative	 analysis).	 	 Other	
public	 transportation,	 closer	 to	 the	 Project	 site,	 however,	 does	 factor	 somewhat	 into	 the	 analysis.	 	 As	
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indicated	on	pages	4.J‐6	through	4.J‐8	of	the	Draft	EIR,	four	separate	Metro	bus	routes	serve	the	Project	Site,	
as	well	as	at	one	West	Hollywood	bus	route,	and	several	associated	bus	stops	occur	within	one‐quarter	mile	
or	less	of	the	Project	site,	not	two	miles	away	as	referenced	in	the	comment.		The	assumptions	in	the	traffic	
analysis	concerning	the	reduction	in	Project	motor	vehicle	trips	associated	with	mass	transit	were	reviewed	
and	approved	by	both	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
and	are	found	on	page	15	of	the	TIA	in	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	RP‐DEIR.				

COMMENT	NO.	C173‐3	

They	talk	about	adding	jobs,	but	how	many	people	are	already	employed	at	the	businesses	in	this	 location	
who	will	lose	their	jobs	with	this	new	project?		Thank	you	for	your	time,	

RESPONSE	NO.	C173‐3	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 the	 employment	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.H,	 Population,	 Housing,	 and	
Employment,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 employment	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.8.	 	 As	
indicated	in	Table	4.H‐3	on	page	4.H‐11	of	the	Draft	EIR,	there	are	approximately	217	existing	employees	at	
the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 the	 Project	 would	 generate	 an	 estimated	 302	 employees,	 for	 a	 net	 increase	 of	 94	
employees.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	2‐37	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	 generate	 a	net	 increase	of	 48	
employees.	 	 These	 net	 increases	 in	 employees	 serve	 as	 the	 basis	 for	 the	 evaluation	 of	 impacts	 in	 the	
Population,	Housing	and	Employment	and	the	other	sections	of	the	Draft	EIR.	
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LETTER	NO.	C174	

Clive	Whitcher	

COMMENT	NO.	C174‐1	

Concerned	 about	 the	 city	 owned	 triangular	 parcel	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	which	 is	
currently	a	traffic	island	with	a	cut‐through	for	Easbound	[sic]	traffic	on	Sunset	turning	right	to	Southbound	
Crescent	Heights	(CH).		If	I	am	correct,	the	amended	plan	for	8150	states	that	there	will	be	no	access	to	the	
property	from	Sunset	which	means	that	much	traffic	will	have	to	turn	right	onto	CH	to	access	it.	 	However,	
the	plan	calls	for	the	elimination	of	the	island	and	the	cut‐through	and	it’s	[sic]	incorporation	into	the	whole	
project.		This	will	cause	traffic	to	be	backed‐up	on	Sunset	Eastbound	especially	with	pedestrians	crossing	and	
the	bus	stop	at	the	current	location.		Either	keep	the	cut‐through	or	perhaps	make	and	[sic]	entrance	to	the	
property	on	Sunset	but	no	exit.		This	needs	to	be	re‐thought.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C174‐1	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	traffic	island	and	related	traffic	
impacts	of	the	Project	and	alternatives.	 	A	detailed	analysis	of	the	potential	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9,	
including	 the	 effects	 of	 the	 removal	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 driveway,	 is	 provided	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 and	
Appendix	A	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	described	 in	 this	document,	Alternative	9	 is	not	expected	 to	 result	 in	any	
additional	 traffic	 impacts	 compared	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 As	 further	 discussed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 the	
reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 expected	 to	 improve	 intersection	 operations	 and	 vehicular	 and	
pedestrian	safety	at	 this	 location.	With	regard	 to	 the	relocation	of	 the	existing	bus	stop,	 consultation	with	
Metro	staff	 indicates	that	the	proposed	bus	stop	location	is	considered	feasible	and	acceptable.	 	Please	see	
Appendix	D	of	this	Final	EIR	for	related	correspondence	from	Metro	staff	regarding	the	bus	stop	relocation.	
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LETTER	NO.	C175	

Joe	Eastwood	
j.eastwood310@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	175‐1	

I	 am	 a	 resident	 on	Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 am	wondering	why	would	 a	 large	 development	 like	 this	would	
place	it's	[sic]	parking	structure	on	the	only	residential	side	of	the	lot.		This	is	unacceptable	to	local	residents	
who	will	see	a	huge	increase	in	the	amount	of	traffic	and	congestion	on	their	block.	Please	consider	moving	
the	parking	structure	to	either	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	175‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	the	size	and	placement	of	the	parking	structure	(e.g.,	the	parking	podium),	the	Project	and	
various	alternatives	(including	Alternative	9)	would	not	“place”	the	parking	structure	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	
but	rather	all	levels	of	the	parking	podium	would	extend	across	the	entire	Project	Site.		More	specifically,	the	
proposed	Project’s	parking	levels	would	be	below	grade	as	viewed	from	Sunset	Boulevard,	but	would	extend	
to	 higher	 floors	 (i.e.,	 up	 to	 Level	 L3)	 at	 the	 rear	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 thus	 the	 parking	 structure	 height	
would	 be	 over	 58	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	 viewed	 from	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 property	 on	Havenhurst	
Drive	due	to	the	sloping	nature	of	 the	property.	 	However,	Alternative	9	would	provide	all	of	 the	required	
parking	 within	 a	 podium	 structure	 with	 four	 subterranean	 levels	 (rather	 than	 three	 under	 the	 Project)	
thereby	substantially	reducing	the	height	of	the	parking	podium	structure	compared	to	the	Project	(i.e.,	from	
over	58	feet	to	approximately	22	feet	above	grade	as	viewed	from	Havenhurst	Drive	at	the	lowest	elevation	
on‐site).	 	 Given	 the	 topography	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 therefore,	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 “move”	 the	 parking	
structure	 to	 the	 Sunset	Boulevard	or	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 side	of	 the	Project	 Site,	 as	 the	 structure	
necessarily	extends	to	or	near	the	Project	Site	boundaries	on	all	sides.	

With	respect	to	the	traffic	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development,	especially	on	Havehurst	Drive,	 	 the	Draft	
EIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation.		This	includes	the	traffic	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive	north	of	Fountain	Avenue,	
and	at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard/Havenhurst	Drive	 intersection,	 	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C176	

Carter	C.	Bravmann,	A.I.A.	Architect	
CarterBrav@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C176‐1	

I	 live	 about	 five	 blocks	 north	 of	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 and	 about	 four	 blocks	 west	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 My	 home	 is	
approximately	 1/3	 of	 a	 mile	 from	 the	 heavily	 congested	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevards,	the	site	of	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Project.		In	general,	as	an	Architect	who	designs	
and	builds	projects	here	in	Los	Angeles,	I	am	pro‐development,	so	long	as	that	development	does	adversely	
and	negatively	 affect	 the	 existing	adjoining	neighborhoods	of	 a	proposed	development	project.	 	The	8150	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 will	 most	 acutely	 and	 significantly	 affect	 my	 neighborhood	 in	 the	 form,	 primarily,	 of	
flooding	our	narrow,	 twisty	hillside	streets	with	overflow	parking	 from	this	massive	project.	 	Already,	our	
neighborhood	 bears	 the	 brunt	 of	 the	 overflow	 parking	 from	 existing	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 restaurants,	 night	
clubs,	bars	and	hotels.		Over	the	course	of	the	past	decade,	our	neighborhood	has	become	overrun	with	hotel	
and	restaurant	workers,	partiers	and	club	and	restaurant	goers	who	seek	free	on‐street	parking	in	our	area	
to	then	attend	clubs,	bars	and	restaurants	down	on	Sunset	Blvd.,	either	to	work	or	recreate	

RESPONSE	NO.	C176‐1	

The	 comments	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	overflow	parking	impacts.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	
849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	 is	144	spaces	
more	than	the	676	spaces	required	by	the	LAMC.		Therefore,	off‐site	parking	spillover	is	not	anticipated.	

COMMENT	NO.	C176‐2	

As	the	streets	in	our	neighborhood	are	the	only	ones	that	are	not	permit	parking	(most	of	the	streets	to	
the	west	of	us,	all	the	way	to	Doheny	are	permit	parking),	we	are	besieged	with	dozens,	and	at	times,	
closer	to	a	hundred,	club	and	bar‐goers	and	hotel	and	restaurant	workers.	

They	party	in	their	cars,	dump	their	empty	alcohol	bottles,	beer	cans,	Red	Bull	cans,	coffee	cups	and	cigarette	
butts	onto	the	streets	and	sidewalks,	urinate	in	our	yards,	have	impromptu	car	jambs	at	2:00AM,	awakening	
us	and	generally	preventing	anyone	who	actually	lives	in	our	neighborhood	from	being	able	to	park	on	the	
street	and	get	a	decent	night's	sleep.		In	addition,	throughout	the	day,	all	of	the	available	on‐street	parking	is	
occupied	by	the	many	employees	at	the	multitude	of	business	establishments	on	Sunset	Blvd.	these	workers	
often	eat	in	their	car,	tossing	the	various	fast‐	food	wrappers,	cups	and	bags	onto	the	street	as	they	walk	to	
work.		From	our	home‐offices,	we	have	a	clear	view	of	all	of	this	activity.		I	fail	to	understand	a	project	of	the	
scale	 proposed	 for	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 will	 do	 anything	 other	 than	 aggravate	 an	 already	 negative	
situation.	

I	 suggest	 that	 the	parking	 for	 the	project	be	 increased,	 the	 scale	and	massing	 reduced	and	 that	 our	
neighborhood	once,	and	for	all,	finally	obtain	permit	parking.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C176‐2	

The	 comments	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	overflow	parking	impacts.		As	indicated,	Alternative	9	has	been	proposed,	
in	 part,	 to	 address	 public	 concern	 regarding	 overflow	parking,	 including:	 	 (1)	 providing	144	 spaces	more	
than	required	by	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code;	and	(2)	including	a	Project	Design	Feature	requiring	that,	
during	 special	 events,	 all	 parking	 for	 event	 attendees	 be	 valet‐only,	 or	 alternative	 that	 additional	 off‐site	
parking	facilities	be	secured	by	the	event	coordinators	with	shuttle	service	to	the	Project	Site.	
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LETTER	NO.	C177	

Jeff	Kaye	
Jeffrey.kaye@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C177‐1	

I	 am	 a	 resident	 on	 Havenhurst	 Dr	 between	 Sunset	 Blvd	 and	 Fountain	 Ave.	 I've	 been	 a	 home	 owner	 and	
property	tax	payer	here	for	over	7	years.		I	am	concerned	about	the	parking	structure	and	traffic	access	for	
the	new	development	at	8150	Sunset.	 	From	the	renders	[sic]	 I've	seen,	the	new	Frank	Gehry	design	looks	
beautiful	but	it	will	impact	the	lives	of	the	residence	of	Havenhurst	Dr	if	the	design	includes	a	driveway	on	
our	quaint	and	small	community	street.	 	Local	residents	already	deal	with	a	considerable	amount	of	traffic,	
but	 it	will	 be	 intolerable	and	ultimately	unsafe	 if	 there	 is	 a	driveway	 from	 this	new	development	at	8150	
Sunset	being	dumped	onto	our	street	when	there	can	just	as	easily	be	parking	access	on	Sunset	or	Crescent	
Heights.	 	Are	there	more	specific	plans	that	can	be	forwarded	via	email?	I	was	also	wondering	if	 there	is	a	
City	Hall	meeting	already	planned	for	this	development	that	my	neighbors	and	I	can	attend	and	express	our	
plight	with	the	traffic	design	of	this	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C177‐1	

The	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 Havenurst	 Drive	 are	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	traffic	impacts	of	
Alternative	 9	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 are	 addressed	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	
analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A,	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		These	findings	of	the	analysis	are	summarized	below:	

 Project:	 	 As	 indicated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in:	 	 (1)	 less	 than	 significant	
access/safety	impacts	along	Havenhurst	Drive	(Draft	EIR,	pages	4.J‐55	through	4.J‐57);	(2)	less	than	
significant	operational	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	roadway	segment	north	of	Fountain	
Avenue	 (Draft	 EIR,	 page	 4.J‐52);	 and	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	
Havenhurst	 Road/Fountain	 Avenue	 intersection	 after	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation	requiring	a	new	signal	at	that	intersection	(Draft	EIR,	pages	4.J‐65	through	4.J‐66).	

 Alternative	9:	 	As	 indicated	 in	 the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	result	 in:	 	 (1)	 less	 than	significant	
access/safety	 impacts	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 (RP‐DEIR,	 pages	 2‐50	 and	 2‐51);	 (2)	 less	 than	
significant	operational	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	roadway	segment	north	of	Fountain	
Avenue	 (RP‐DEIR,	 pages	 46‐47);	 and	 (3)	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	
Havenhurst	 Road/Fountain	 Avenue	 intersection	 after	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation	 requiring	 a	 new	 signal	 at	 that	 intersection	 (RP‐DEIR,	 page	2‐45).	 	 Also,	 as	 indicated	 on	
pages	2‐50	and	2‐51	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	eliminate	all	commercial	component	traffic	
access	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 The	 Project	 includes	 a	 secondary	 commercial	 traffic	 exit	 along	
Havenhurst	Drive	via	a	driveway	shared	with	the	Project’s	residential	component	traffic.	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 specificity	of	 the	Project	plans,	detailed,	design‐level	plans	would	be	prepared	 for	 the	
Project	(or	for	Alternative	9	if	that	alternative	is	selected	for	implementation)	at	the	future	design	stage	of	
planning.	
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With	 respect	 to	 future	 public	meetings/hearings	 on	 the	Project,	 at	 least	 one	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 Planning	
Commission	 public	 hearing	 will	 be	 carried	 out	 at	 a	 future	 date	 to	 consider	 EIR	 certification	 and	 Project	
approval,	at	which	time	members	of	 the	public	would	be	afforded	the	opportunity	to	address	the	Planning	
Commission	concerning	the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	
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LETTER	NO.	C178	

Larry	Boring	
larrydaleb1@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C178‐1	

Much	too	high!	

RESPONSE	NO.	1‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐1	for	a	discussion	of	height	and	scale	related	to	visual	character	and	views,	and	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	and	consistency	with	development	standards.		As	indicated,	the	Project	
and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 visual	 character,	 views,	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	
impacts,	and	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards,	related	to	building	height.	
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LETTER	NO.	C179	

Marian	Dodge,	President	
Federation	of	Hillside	and	Canyon	Associations	
president@hillsidefederation.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C179‐1	

I	received	the	Notice	of	Availability	of	 the	DEIR	 for	8150	Sunset	Bl.	 	Thank	you	very	much.	 	 I	 followed	the	
directions	 to	 get	 the	 report	 online,	 but	when	 I	 clicked	 on	 “Environmental”	 there	was	 no	 tab	 labeled	 “RP‐
DEIR”.	(What	does	“RP”	stand	for?		Recirculated	Portion?)		So	instead	I	clicked	on	“DEIR.”		Nothing	happened.	
What	happened?		How	can	I	get	to	the	DEIR?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C179‐1	

RP‐DEIR	stands	for	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report.	

The	web	address	provided	 in	 the	Notice	of	Availability	 (http://cityplanning.lacity.org)	 is	 correct,	 but	 then	
one	must	navigate	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	using	the	tabs	within	the	website.		The	direct	web	links	are	
provided	below:	

	 Draft	EIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html	

RP‐DEIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html	
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LETTER	NO.	C180	

Tiffany	Ward	
President	
Ward	Productions	Inc.		

Amber	Ward	
Vice	President	
Jay	Ward	Productions,	Inc	

COMMENT	NO.	C180‐1	

My	name	is	Tiffany	Ward	and	I	am	President	of	Ward	Productions	Inc.	and	owner	of	 the	property	at	8200	
Sunset	Blvd.,	which	is	at	the	South	West	corner	of	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Sunset	Blvd	and	directly	across	the	
street	from	the	proposed	redevelopment	mixed	use	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	 	(City	Case	No.ENV‐2013‐
2552‐EIR	State	Clearing	House	No.	2013091044).	

I	am	writing	this	letter	to	urgently	and	strongly	PROTEST	the	approval	of	going	forward	with	this	proposal.	
The	traffic	is	already	heavily	impacted	In	this	area	and	dangerous	to	try	to	turn	left	going	west	on	Sunset	at	
Havenhurst	and	impossible	to	try	to	turn	left	coming	out	of	Havenhurst	to	go	west	on	Sunset.	There	is	also	no	
available	parking	in	this	area	and	we	have	problems	finding	parking	for	our	tenants.	This	has	been	the	case	
since	 our	 family	 business,	Ward	 Productions,	 have	 owned	 and	 controlled	 the	 8200	 Sunset	 Blvd	 property	
since	1968.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C180‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		The	Draft	
EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	with	 supporting	
data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 operational	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.			Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	
and	parking	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C180‐2	

We	also	 run	businesses	 (2)	on	 this	property,	one	being	Pinches	Tacos,	 a	 restaurant,	 and	 the	possibility	of	
construction	 and	 parking	 issues	 combined	 with	 the	 traffic	 would	 definitely	 hinder	 their	 prosperity	 and	
revenue.	In	addition	our	other	leasee,	Bando,	is	a	marketing	office	that	already	has	difficulty	finding	parking	
for	 their	employees	and	clients	due	to	 lack	of	street	parking.	 	 I	also	own	a	billboard	at	8200	Sunset	and	 it	
provides	the	majority	of	income	to	my	company	and	I	am	worried	that	this	tall	structure	would	impede	the	
viewership	 of	 my	 billboard	 and	 cost	 me	 the	 ability	 to	 stay	 in	 business	 and	 pay	 Ward	 Production,	 inc.	
responsibilities.	Should	this	project	proceed	it	could	 jeopardize	our	 families	business	and	 livelihood	as	the	
tenants	and	billboard	are	our	income.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C180‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	operational	traffic	and	parking	impacts	were	
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concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.			Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	
and	access	and	adequacy	of	on‐site	parking	facilities.			

With	 regards	 to	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 fully	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	
construction	traffic,	access,	circulation,	and	pedestrian	and	bicycle	safety	in	Section	4.J.		As	discussed	therein,	
the	 temporary	 impact	 of	 construction	 truck	 traffic	 during	 the	 mid‐day	 peak	 hour	 was	 conservatively	
concluded	to	be	significant	and	unavoidable,	but	only	during	the	four‐month	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	
construction.		As	such,	construction‐related	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	for	the	remainder	
of	 the	 overall	 27‐month	 construction	 period.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 construction	
activities	would	be	carried	out	in	accordance	with	the	requirements	of	a	Project‐specific	Construction	Traffic	
Management	Plan,	which	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐26	would	“specify	construction	hours,	truck	haul	routes,	
construction	staging	and	worker	parking	areas,	and	other	requirements	to	minimize	adverse	impacts	to	the	
local	and	regional	traffic	system	throughout	construction.”		Such	details	as	pedestrian	access	and	detours	(if	
necessary),	shuttle	service	 for	off‐site	construction	worker	parking,	and	traffic	safety	 features	on	and	near	
the	Project	Site	would	be	determined	as	part	of	the	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan,	which	would	be	
subject	to	review	and	approval	by	LADOT.			

Also,	with	regards	to	views	of	the	billboard	at	8200	Sunset	Boulevard,	views	of	the	billboard	for	eastbound	
traffic	along	Sunset	would	not	be	affected	by	the	Project.		With	regards	to	westbound	traffic,	the	existing	on‐
site	 two‐story	 building	 that	 fronts	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 the	 on‐site	 mature	 ornamental	 fig	 tree	
(approximately	40	feet	tall)	on	the	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard/Havenhurst	Drive	partially	obstruct	views	of	
the	billboard	under	existing	conditions.		The	proposed	buildings	would	be	setback	from	Sunset	Boulevard	at	
a	distance	slightly	further	away	from	Sunset	Boulevard	compared	to	the	existing	on‐site	building	and	mature	
fig	tree,	as	shown	in	Exhibits	1	and	2	below.		As	such,	visual	obstruction	of	the	billboard	from	the	proposed	
buildings	would	not	be	increased	beyond	existing	conditions.		The	Project	would	also	include	Canary	Island	
date	palm	trees	along	Sunset	Boulevard	as	part	of	the	Project’s	landscape	plan	as	illustrated	in	Figures	2‐13	
and	2‐14	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		These	trees	could	be	up	to	20‐feet	wide	at	their	
tops	 and	 can	 reach	 heights	 of	 40–50	 feet.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 views	 of	 the	 billboard	 from	
westbound	traffic	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	could	be	partially	
obstructed	by	 the	 trees.	 	However,	 as	 traffic	moves	westerly	 along	Sunset	Boulevard,	 the	billboard	would	
become	 entirely	 visible	 before	 reaching	 Selma	 Avenue	 at	 its	 intersection	with	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 At	 this	
point,	there	would	be	over	350	feet	of	roadway	which	would	allow	ample	time	for	westbound	traffic	to	view	
the	billboard	in	its	entirety	before	passing	the	billboard	along	Sunset	Boulevard.		Therefore,	the	temporary,	
potential	 partial	 obstruction	 by	 the	 trees	 would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 significant	 new	 visual	 obstruction	 of	 the	
billboard.																	



Billboard

EXHIBITSunset Billboard View (North Side of Sunset)

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 1
Source: PCR Services Corpora on, 2015.
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Billboard

EXHIBITSunset Billboard View (North Side of Sunset)

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 2
Source: PCR Services Corpora on, 2015.
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LETTER	NO.	C181	

Susan	Townes	

COMMENT	NO.	C181‐1	

Thank	 you	 for	 keeping	 us	 informed>	Beyond	 the	 construction	 noise	my	 concern	 is	 the	 increase	 in	 traffic	
approaching	Laurel	Cny	[sic]	Blvd.		Crescent	Heights	at	present	is	unable	to	handle	the	flow.....what	effect	will	
adding	 217	 residential	 units	 plus	 customers	 coming	 and	 going	 to	 a	 market	 and	 health	 facility	 plus	 the	
numerous	other	business	have.	Has	a	traffic	mitigation	study	been	done?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C181‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	construction	noise	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	
technical	data	and	analysis	 in	Appendix	F,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 the	construction	noise	 impacts	of	
Alternative	9	 in	Section	2.B.7,	with	supporting	 technical	data	and	analysis	 in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	
page	 4.G‐33	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐36	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 construction	 noise	would	 be	 significant	 and	
unavoidable	under	the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	See	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	construction	noise	
for	further	discussion.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	 These	 are	 based,	 in	 part,	 on	 a	 technical	 traffic	 studies	 (e.g.,	 Traffic	 Impact	 Assessment)	 and	 tables	
prepared	for	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	by	a	professional	traffic	consultant,	and	included	as	Appendix	H	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	traffic	study	and	tables	have	been	reviewed	and	approved	
by	LADOT	(See	Appendix	H‐5	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	the	LADOT	approval	letter).	

As	 indicated	 in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	 in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	
traffic	 conditions	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 would	 change	 nominally	 and	
result	 in	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 under	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	 (e.g.,	would	 remain	 at	 level	 of	
service	F,	highly	congested,	with	a	slight	decrease	in	delay	during	the	AM	peak	hour	and	a	slight	increase	in	
delay	during	the	PM	peak	hour	under	the	Project,	and	with	slight	decreases	in	both	AM	and	PM	peak	hour	
delay	under	Alternative	9),	and	would	be	less	than	significant.		As	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	at	the	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	
and	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 level	 of	 service	 B	
(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	less	than	significant	impact).	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C182	

Sean	Knecht	
Sean@pridebites.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C182‐1	

	To	whom	it	may	concern,	

I	commented	on	the	previous	release	of	the	DEIR	(included	below)	‐	I	want	to	go	on	the	record	as	saying	the	
new	Frank	Gehry	design	gives	 the	8150	Sunset	project	everything	 I	could	ask	 for	and	more.	 	As	discussed	
below,	I	live	only	a	few	blocks	from	Sunset	and	pedestrian	accessibility	is	extremely	important	to	me.		When	I	
first	heard	that	Frank	Gehry	had	been	hired	to	offer	a	redesign	of	the	project	I	have	to	admit	I	wasn't	fully	on	
board.	I	was	concerned	that	Mr.	Gehry	would	sacrifice	many	of	elements	of	the	original	project	that	made	it	
so	appealing,	most	notably	the	pedestrian	plaza,	the	public	green	space,	and	the	focus	on	walkability.	When	I	
first	 saw	 the	 new	 design,	 I	 was	 blown	 away	 at	 the	 attention	 given	 to	 the	 pedestrian	 experience.	 	 The	
elements	that	made	the	original	proposal	great	are	expanded	upon	even	further	in	the	Gehry	plans.	As	stated	
below	I	avoid	that	area	currently	as	it's	simply	not	an	enjoyable	place	to	go.	Once	this	project	is	built	I	will	
look	 forward	 to	 walking	 there,	 and	 believe	 that	 it	 will	 be	 such	 a	 unique	 outdoor	 area	 that	 it	 will	 be	 a	
tremendous	asset	for	neighbors	as	a	meeting	and	community	area.		More	residents	and	more	pedestrians	are	
goods	 thing.	 It	means	 less	 driving,	more	 eyes	 on	 the	 street,	more	 shopping	 locally,	 and	 generally	 a	more	
enjoyable	neighborhood.	I	approve	of	the	the	removal	of	the	Sunset	curb	cut	in	the	Gehry	design,	and	want	to	
confirm	that	sidewalk	widths	will	be	properly	wide.	The	area,	especially	on	Sunset	east	of	Crescent	Heights,	
is	starting	to	see	more	pedestrian	activity,	including	individuals	with	strollers	and	dogs.		We	need	to	assure	
that	 sidewalks	 that	 border	 the	 project	 are	 wide	 enough	 to	 accommodate	 the	 uptick	 in	 pedestrians	 this	
project	is	surely	to	bring.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C182‐1	

With	respect	to	the	previous	comments	submitted	by	the	commenter,	please	see	responses	to	Comment	
Letter	C154	(Sean	Knecht	Letter	C154).		

With	respect	to	the	new	comments	in	support	of	the	Project,	these	comments	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	 respect	 to	 sidewalk	 widths,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 address	 the	 consistency	 of	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 with	 applicable	 setback	 requirements	 in	 Sections	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 and	 2.B.6,	 Land	 Use,	
respectively.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐47	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	comply	with	applicable	City	setback	and	sidewalk	width	requirements.	
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LETTER	NO.	C183	

John	Monsour	
2062	Stanley	Hills	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C183‐1	

"Planners",	

Perhaps	 I	 have	 lived	 too	 long	 in	 Los	 Angeles.	 I	 remember	 trawling	 around	 LA	when	 "rush	 hour''	 actually	
lasted	 about	 an	 hour,	 and	 driving	 on	 a	 weekend	was	 a	 breeze.	 	 No	 longer.	 I	 hardly	 leave	 the	 house,	 the	
experience	 is	 just	 too	unpleasant.	 	The	streets	are	crowded,	 intersections	almost	gridlocked,	 it's	rush	hour	
from	6am	to	9pm.	 	And	weekends	can	be	almost	as	bad.	When	I	do	go	out	 I	see	construction	cranes	along	
Sunset	 Blvd	 in	multiple	 places,	 buildings	 going	 up,	 but	 I	 don't	 see	 the	 streets	 increasing	 in	 size.	 	 "Rapid	
transit",	a	nice	idea,	only	works	for	limited	destinations.		Most	recently	I	have	been	unable	to	park	anywhere	
near	a	Metro	station.	 	But	you	continue	 to	allow	development.	 	8150	Sunset	 is	a	perfect	example.	 	That	 is	
already	one	of	the	worst	intersections	in	the	Hollywood	area,	traffic	can	sometimes	be	blocked	up	and	over	
the	Hollywood	Hills	on	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.		I	don't	care	who	designs	it,	it	could	be	Frank	Lloyd	Wright	for	all	
I	care,	you	are	adding	249	apartments	and	65,000	square	feet	of	so	called	commercial	space.	MORE	TRAFFIC,	
without	 question,	 no	 matter	 how	 you	 try	 to	 "mitigate"	 it,	 or	 obfuscate	 it.	 	 Who	 needs	 it,	 who	 wants	 it?	
Developers,	 businessmen,	 construction	 companies,	 they	 want	 it.	 Residents,	 tax	 paying	 citizens	 of	 Los	
Angeles,	we	don't	want	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C183‐1	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	traffic	and	parking	associated	with	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H.		The	RP‐DEIR	addressed	traffic	and	parking	
associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated,	Project	and	Alternative	9	operational	 traffic	and	parking	 impacts	would	be	 less	
than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	and	parking	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 up	 and	 over	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills,	 as	
indicated	in	Figure	4.J‐1	on	page	4.J‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Hollywood	Boulevard/Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	
intersection	 is	 among	 the	 study	 intersections	 evaluated	 in	 the	 traffic	 analysis.	 In	 addition,	 as	 indicated	 in	
Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	at	
the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	
would	be	level	of	service	B	(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	 less	than	significant	 impact),	which	suggests	that	
Project	and	Alternative	 traffic	 impacts	even	 farther	north	on	Laurel	Canyon	Drive	would	also	be	 less	 than	
significant.			
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LETTER	NO.	C184	

Anonymous	

COMMENT	NO.	C184‐1	

This	is	even	uglier	than	the	“green”	one	you	tried	to	force	down	our	throats	before.		Just	because	Frank	Gehry	
is	involved	does	not	mean	it	is	attractive.		This	awful	design	looks	like	a	prison.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C184‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C185	

Jeff	Modrzejewski	
CREED	LA	
501	Shatto	Place,	Suite	200	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	

COMMENT	NO.	C185‐1	

Below	please	find	a	Public	Act	request	and	request	for	mailed	notice	of	public	hearings	on	behalf	of	CREED	
LA.			I	have	also	attached	a	copy	of	the	letter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C185‐1	

Responses	to	the	requests	are	provided	in	response	to	Comment	C185‐2	(Letter	C185)	below.			

COMMENT	NO.	C185‐2	

RE:	 	Public	Records	Act	Request	and	Request	for	Mailed	Notice	of	Public	Hearings	and	Actions	‐8150	West	
Sunset	Blvd	(CASE	NO.	CPC‐2013‐2551‐CUBZV‐	DB‐SPR)	

Dear	Ms.	Ibarra:	

CREED	LA	 is	writing	 to	 request	a	 copy	of	any	and	all	 records	re1ated	 to	 the	project	 located	at	8150	West	
Sunset	 Blvd	 (City	 Case	 No.	 CPC‐2013‐2551‐CUB‐ZV‐DB‐SPR).	 The	 developers	 are	 proposing	 to	 demolish	
existing	commercial	buildings	and	construct	a	mixed	use	development	with	111,000	sf	of	commercial,	retail	
and	restaurant	uses	and	249	residential	units.	 	We	are	also	writing	to	request	mailed	notice	of	any	and	all	
hearings	 and/or	 actions	 related	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 Our	 request	 for	 mailed	 notice	 of	 all	 hearings	 includes	
hearings,	 study	 sessions	 and	 community	 meetings	 related	 to	 the	 Project,	 certification	 of	 the	 MND	 or	
recirculated	 DEIR	 and	 approval	 of	 any	 Project	 entitlements.	 This	 request	 is	 made	 pursuant	 to	 Public	
Resources	Code	Sections	21092.2,	21080.4,	21083.9,	21092,	21108	and	21152	and	Government	Code	Section	
65092,	which	require	local	agencies	to	mail	such	notices	to	any	person	who	has	:filed	a	written	request	for	
them	with	the	clerk	of	the	agency's	governing	body.		Our	request	includes	notice	to	any	City	actions,	hearings	
or	 other	 proceedings	 regarding	 the	 Project,	 Project	 approva1s	 and	 any	 actions	 taken,	 or	 additional	
documents	 released	 pursuant	 to	 the	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act.	 	 Our	 request	 for	 all	 records	
related	 to	 the	Project	 is	made	pursuant	 to	 the	California	 Public	Records	Act.	 (Government	 Code§	6250	 et	
seq.)	 This	 request	 is	 a1so	 made	 pursuant	 to	 Article	 I,	 section	 3(b)	 of	 the	 California	 Constitution,	 which	
provides	 a	 constitutional	 right	 of	 access	 to	 information	 concerning	 the	 conduct	 of	 government.	 Article	 I,	
section	 3(b)	 provides	 that	 any	 statutory	 right	 to	 information	 shall	 be	 broadly	 construed	 to	 provide	 the	
greatest	 access	 to	 government	 information	 and	 further	 requires	 that	 any	 statute	 that	 limits	 the	 right	 of	
access	to	information	shall	be	narrowly	construed.		We	will	pay	for	any	direct	costs	of	duplication	associated	
with	 filling	 this	 request	up	 to	$200.	 	However,	please	contact	me	at	 (877)	810‐74	73	with	a	cost	estimate	
before	 copying	 scanning	 the	 materia1s.	 	 Pursuant	 to	 Government	 Code	 Section	 6253.9,	 if	 the	 requested	
documents	are	in	electronic	format	and	are	10	MB	or	less	(or	can	be	easily	broken	into	sections	of	10	MB	or	
less),	please	email	them	to	me	as	attachments.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C185‐2	

The	commenter	requests	that	all	information	related	to	the	Project,	Draft	EIR,	and	RP‐DEIR	be	provided	by	
the	City	pursuant	to	the	California	Public	Records	Act.		While	this	request	is	noted	and	will	be	addressed	by	
City	staff,	as	required	by	the	California	Public	Records	Act,	this	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	
the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	C186	

Aaron	Wolf	
8380	Waring	Ave	

COMMENT	NO.	C186‐1	

As	both	a	resident	of	the	area	and	an	advocate	for	arts,	architecture,	and	design,	I	am	compelled	to	write	a	
letter	 in	 support	 of	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 be	 designed	 by	 the	 world	
renowned	Frank	Gehry.	 	 I	work	 in	 the	entertainment	 industry	as	a	writer,	director,	and	producer,	and	am	
happy	to	call	Los	Angeles,	the	entertainment	and	creative	capital	of	the	world,	my	home.		What	often	bothers	
me	is	the	thoughtlessness	with	which	much	of	the	new	architecture	and	design	around	me	is	executed.		How	
is	it	that	an	area	with	easily	the	highest	concentration	of	artistic	people	in	the	world	has	such	a	boring	and	
backwards	way	of	developing	our	neighborhoods?		This	development	is	exciting	and	should	be	commended	
for	its	creativity!		The	Sunset	Strip	is	legendary	and	world	famous	for	the	creative	scene	and	class	that	have	
lived	and	visited	it.		The	Strip	epitomizes	what	makes	Los	Angeles	great	‐	it	has	transformed	itself	from	era	to	
era	and	has	been	a	melting	pot	of	creativity,	diversity,	and	opportunity.	It	has	tall	hotels,	nightclubs,	world	
class	restaurants,	apartment	building;,	unique	stores,	rock	and	roll	venues,	etc.	It's	architecture	is	as	varied	
as	its	offerings,	and	the	vast	amounts	of	styles	makes	the	Sunset	Strip	such	a	special	place.		Unfortunately,	the	
Sunset	Strip	also	has	a	huge,	awful,	useless,	and	ugly	strip	mall	that	greets	everyone	entering	and	exiting	the	
Strip's	east	side.	 	 It	simply	doesn't	belong	and	was	obsolete	when	it	was	built	 in	the	80s.	 	 It	was	also	built	
with	no	 attention	 to	 circulation‐	 I	would	 say	 that	 site	 as	 it	 exists	 today	makes	 traffic	 bad	because	of	 how	
poorly	it	is	set	up.	I'm	also	sure	that	many	accidents	(both	car	on	car	and	car	on	pedestrian)	occur	around	the	
site	because	of	how	poorly	it	was	designed.	Gehry's	concept	to	remove	the	car	entrance	on	Sunset	is	a	prime	
example	of	 the	attention	 to	detail	 and	 traffic	planning	 that	went	 into	 this	design.	 	 I'd	also	 like	 to	note	 the	
current	parking	versus	the	proposed	parking.	The	current	parking	is	a	surface	parking	lot	which	effectively	
takes	up	any	open	space	on	 the	property	with	asphalt	and	cars.	 	The	proposed	parking	moves	all	parking	
underground,	 leaving	 the	 ground	 floor	 space	 open	 for	 plazas	 and	places	 for	 people	 to	 congregate	 outside	
publicly	and	 freely.	 I	want	 to	 reiterate	 that	 the	plan	calls	 for	all	parking	 to	be	underground,	as	many	new	
developments	 use	 the	 first	 several	 floors	 of	 their	 above	 ground	 space	 for	 parking,	 while	 Gehry's	 design	
makes	all	 the	above	ground	space	actually	usable	by	humans.	 	Finally,	 the	design.	 	What	more	can	be	said	
other	than	that	it's	utterly	spectacular?!		We	need	more	of	this	creative	thought	and	foresight	in	Los	Angeles,	
especially	considering	the	cookie	cutter	designs	I've	seen	go	up	in	the	area	recently.		This	site	has	a	history	
important	to	the	entertainment	industry,	having	been	a	place	crucial	to	the	birth	of	the	movie	industry	as	we	
know	it	today.		I'm	excited	to	see	it	reach	new	heights	with	Frank	Gehry	at	the	helm,	and	lend	my	full	support	
to	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C186‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C187	

Lisa	Gluck	
1415	North	Stanley	Avenue	#104	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C187‐1	

I	 am	writing	 to	 voice	my	 support	 for	 8150	 Sunset.	 	 As	 a	 resident	 of	 the	 neighborhood	 adjacent	 to	 8150	
Sunset,	I	can’t	think	of	a	better	architect	and	plan	for	the	site.		Frank	Gehry	is	the	greatest	living	architect	in	
the	world,	and	I	look	forward	to	marveling	in	his	design	each	day	as	I	pass	by	while	driving	to	work,	walking	
to	 the	 grocery	 store,	 or	 biking	 with	 friends.	 	 The	 attention	 to	 detail	 Gehry	 gives	 to	 all	 of	 his	 projects	 is	
remarkable,	and	the	fact	that	he	will	be	working	on	a	project	so	close	to	my	apartment	is	as	exciting	as	it	is	
unexpected.	 	As	I’m	sure	you	know,	while	many	of	the	developments	that	are	built	or	proposed	in	the	area	
are	nice	and	pretty,	most	are	generally	unremarkable	and	offer	little	to	the	architectural	makeup	of	our	built	
environment.	 	 Finally	 with	 8150	 Sunset	 we	 have	 an	 exciting	 project	 that	 actually	 puts	 an	 emphasis	 on	
architecture	and	aesthetics	instead	of	simply	fitting	as	much	building	into	as	little	land	as	possible.	 	Simply	
saying	that	a	world‐renowned	architect	is	building	a	project	is	not	enough	to	make	it	a	worthwhile	project	–	
this	 is	clear.	 	The	reasons	8150	Sunset	 is	such	a	no	brainer	 for	me	goes	beyond	the	 fact	 it	will	be	a	Frank	
Gehry	 project:	 	 1.	 This	 project	 varies	 the	 types	 and	 sizes	 of	 residential	 units	 offered.	 There	 will	 be	 low‐
income	affordable	units,	rentable	apartments,	and	for‐sale	condos	of	varying	sizes.	This	type	of	diversity	is	
exactly	what	makes	neighborhoods	 thrive	 and	helps	 avoid	 flooding	 the	market	with	 all	 the	 same	product	
type.	2.	 	Like	many	people	in	your	district,	I	am	a	renter.	It	was	admirable	of	you	to	defer	your	salary	raise	
recently,	but	many	in	our	community	do	not	have	that	option.	With	our	housing	crisis	deepening	by	the	day,	
the	addition	of	the	affordable	units	will	help	those	who	need	it	most,	and	the	addition	of	the	other	units	will	
add	to	the	housing	stock	and	make	the	area	more	affordable.		3.		This	location	is	the	perfect	site	for	new	units	
as	it’s	hyper	convenient	and	where	everyone	wants	to	be.	The	site	is	also	an	eyesore	as	it	stands	now	and	is	a	
blemish	 on	 the	 neighborhood	 badly	 in	 need	 of	 improvement.	 If	 we	 are	 looking	 to	 a	 future	 that	 stresses	
walkability	 and	 mass	 transit,	 8150	 Sunset	 accomplishes	 those	 goals.	 We	 can	 continue	 business	 as	 usual	
where	we	build	housing	and	sprawl	farther	and	farther	away	from	where	people	want	to	be,	but	given	where	
we	find	ourselves	now	with	the	traffic	and	environmental	issues	associated	with	driving	long	distances,	we	
need	to	change	our	ways	and	put	housing	where	people	work,	eat,	play,	and	want	to	live	locally.		Thank	you	
for	your	attention	to	this	matter,	and	I	look	forward	to	a	response	at	the	email	below	on	my	concerns	and	on	
your	thoughts	on	the	housing	crisis	this	city	currently	faces.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C187‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C188	

Dawn	Rudling	(Dawn	Clark)	
dawnrudling@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C188‐1	

It's	just	an	awful,	monstrosity,	just	because	it's	designed	by	Gehry	doesn't	mean	it's	good	for	the	area.		I	live	
opposite	and	I	do	not	want	to	look	at	this	big	white	wedding	cake	while	I'm	having	breakfast.		It's	just	not	in	
keeping	with	this	neighbourhood	[sic].		Why	are	you	so	intent	on	trying	to	turn	the	area	into	Downtown	LA	
or	New	York	City.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C188‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	 	The	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	 the	 aesthetics,	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.		The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	
related	to	height	and	scale,	the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	applicable	development	standards	related	to	
height	 and	 scale,	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 Section	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	
through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	
significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	
and	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 aesthetics,	 and	 Topical	 Resource	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use,	 for	 further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C188‐2	

The	traffic	is	horrendous	without	adding	more	people	and	cars.		NOBODY	WALKS	IN	LA!	So	saying	they	will	
get	 foot	traffic	to	this	area	is	 just	not	true.	 	You	can	see	by	all	 these	mixed	used	new	builds	they	just	don't	
work,	never	seen	so	many	empty	units	around	a	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C188‐2	

The	comments	regarding	empty	units,	walking	in	Los	Angeles,	and	mixed	use	buildings	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.		These	comments	do	not	raise	issues	specific	to	the	
content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 significant	
unavoidable	 construction	 traffic	 impacts,	 and	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		The	traffic	analysis	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	based,	
in	part,	on	a	technical	traffic	study	(e.g.,	Traffic	Impact	Assessment)	and	tables	prepared	for	the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	by	a	professional	traffic	consultant,	and	included	as	Appendix	H	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Appendix	
A	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 The	 traffic	 study	 and	 tables	 (including	 the	 assumptions	 concerning	 transit	 usage	 by	
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Project	 residents,	 employees	 and	 patrons)	 have	 been	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	
Department	of	Transportation	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C188‐3	

Yes	build	something	on	the	plot,	why	can't	it	be	small	and	classy,	not	vulgar	and	tasteless.		I	doubt	this	email	
will	make	a	difference,	the	city	are	not	interested	in	their	local	tax	paying	people,	they	are	only	interested	in	
big	donation	New	Yorkers,	how	sad!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C188‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C189	

Jesus	Cruz	
1632	N.	Laurel	Avenue	#113	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C189‐1	

Body:	

As	a	nearby	resident	to	8150	Sunset,	I	am	writing	to	give	my	full	support	to	the	project.		It	is	truly	an	honor	
to	have	someone	like	Frank	Gehry	design	a	project	in	my	neighborhood	–	he	is	the	greatest	architect	of	our	
time!	 	 After	 seeing	 the	 Gehry	 design	 I	was	 blown	 away,	 but	my	 interest	 in	 the	 project	 goes	well	 beyond	
simply	what	it	will	look	like.		The	current	site	is	a	dump	and	is	in	desperate	need	of	improvement	–	it	attracts	
blight	and	even	though	the	site	is	underutilized,	it	creates	a	lot	of	traffic	because	of	the	heavy	uses	like	the	
drive	thru	McDonalds	and	other	strip	mall	/	fast	food	services.	The	new	plans	call	for	lots	of	open	pedestrian	
space,	something	our	neighborhood	desperately	needs.	The	height	of	the	buildings	are	similar	to	the	heights	
of	other	buildings	up	and	down	Sunset,	and	are	slender	enough	that	they	do	not	fill	up	the	property	in	a	block	
like	 fashion.	 I’m	especially	excited	about	 the	opportunities	 for	new	restaurant	spaces,	as	my	partner	and	I	
like	to	walk	to	lunch	and	dinner,	freeing	us	from	getting	in	a	car.	Finally,	I’d	love	to	live	in	a	building	like	this	
in	the	future	–	the	location	is	perfect	for	new	residences	and	this	residential	architecture	would	be	unique	to	
Los	Angeles.	 	With	any	other	development,	construction	will	cause	some	negative	impacts	and	attention	to	
those	 impacts	needs	 to	be	given.	 I	 trust	 that	 the	 city	and	 the	Gehry	 team	will	work	closely	 to	 ensure	 that	
impacts	during	the	build	out	are	lessened	as	much	as	possible.		Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C189‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 regarding	 negative	 construction	 impacts,	 the	 construction	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 were	 evaluated	 for	 each	 environmental	 issue	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 Environmental	 Impact	
Analysis,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	such	impacts	for	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B,	Environmental	Impacts.		
As	summarized	on	pages	6‐1	and	6‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	Table	2‐18	on	pages	2‐65	through	2‐68	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	construction	impacts,	or	less	than	
significant	construction	impacts	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation,	for	the	majority	of	the	
environmental	issues	evaluated,	but	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	impacts	for	noise,	
vibration	 and	 traffic,	 even	with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation	 for	 those	 environmental	
issues.		

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	regarding	negative	operational	impacts,	the	operational	impacts	
of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	were	also	evaluated	in	Chapter	4	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Section	2.B	of	the	RP‐
DEIR.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	6‐1	and	6‐2	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	Table	2‐18	 in	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	would	also	result	less	than	significant	operational	impacts,	or	less	than	significant	operational	
impacts	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation,	for	the	majority	of	the	environmental	issues	
evaluated,	but	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	operational	impacts	for	historical	resources,	even	with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	for	those	environmental	issues.	
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LETTER	NO.	C190	

Jeff	Modrzejewski	
CREED	LA	
501	Shatto	Place,	Suite	200	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	

COMMENT	NO.	C190‐1	

RE:	Public	Records	Act	Request	and	Request	 for	Mailed	Notice	of	Public	Hearings	and	Actions	 ·8150	West	
Sunset	Blvd	(CASE	NO.	CPC‐2013·2551‐CUB‐ZV‐DBSPR)	

Dear	Ms.	Ibarra:		

CREED	LA	 is	writing	 to	 request	 a	 copy	of	 any	and	all	 records	 related	 to	 the	project	 located	at	8150	West	
Sunset	 Blvd	 (City	 Case	 No.	 CPC‐2013‐2551‐CUB‐ZV‐DB‐SPR).	 The	 developers	 are	 proposing	 to	 demolish	
existing	commercial	buildings	and	construct	a	mixed	use	development	with	111,000	sf	of	commercial,	retail	
and	restaurant	uses	and	249	residential	units.	 	We	are	also	writing	to	request	mailed	notice	of	any	and	all	
hearings	 and/or	 actions	 related	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 Our	 request	 for	 mailed	 notice	 of	 all	 hearings	 includes	
hearings,	 study	 sessions	 and	 community	 meetings	 related	 to	 the	 Project,	 certification	 of	 the	 MND	 or	
recirculated	 DEIR	 and	 approval	 of	 any	 Project	 entitlements.	 This	 request	 is	 made	 pursuant	 to	 Public	
Resources	 Code	 Sections	 21092.2,	 21080.4,	 21083.9,	 21092,	 21108	 and	 21152	 and	 Government	 Code	
Section.	 65092,	 which	 require	 local	 agencies	 to	 mail	 such	 notices	 to	 any	 person	 who	 has	 filed	 a	 written	
request	 for	 them	with	 the	 clerk	 of	 the	 agency's	 governing	 body.	 	 Our	 request	 includes	 notice	 to	 any	 City	
actions,	 hearings	 or	 other	 proceedings	 regarding	 the	 Project,	 Project	 approvals	 and	 any	 actions	 taken,	 or	
additional	 documents	 released	 pursuant	 to	 the	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act.	 	 Our	 request	 for	 all	
records	 related	 to	 the	Project	 is	made	pursuant	 to	 the	California	Public	Records	Act.	 (Government	Code	§	
6250	 et	 seq.)	 	 This	 request	 is	 also	made	 pursuant	 to	 Article	 I,	 section	 3(b)	 of	 the	 California	 Constitution,	
which	provides	a	constitutional	right	of	access	to	information	concerning	the	conduct	of	government.	Article	
I,	 section	 3(b)	 provides	 that	 any	 statutory	 right	 to	 information	 shall	 be	 broadly	 construed	 to	 provide	 the	
greatest	 access	 to	 government	 information	 and	 further	 requires	 that	 any	 statute	 that	 limits	 the	 right	 of	
access	to	information	shall	be	narrowly	construed.		We	will	pay	for	any	direct	costs	of	duplication	associated	
with	 filling	 this	 request	 up	 to	 $200.	 	However,	 please	 contact	me	 at	 (877)	810‐7473	with	 a	 cost	 estimate	
before	 copying/scanning	 the	 materials.	 	 Pursuant	 to	 Government	 Code	 Section	 6253.9,	 if	 the	 requested	
documents	are	in	electronic	format	and	are	10	MB	or	less	(or	can	be	easily	broken	into	sections	of	10	MB	or	
less),	please	email	them	to	me	as	attachments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C190‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C185‐2	(Jeff	Modrzejewski	Letter	C185).		
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LETTER	NO.	C191	

Jeff	Modrzejewski	
CREED	LA		
501	Shatto	Place,	Suite	200	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	

COMMENT	NO.	C191‐1	

RE:	Public	Records	Act	Request	and	Request	for	Mailed	Notice	of	Public	Hearings	and	Actions	‐1509	North	
Western	Avenue	and	8150	West	Sunset	Blvd		

Dear	Ms.	Hewawitharana:	

CREED	LA	is	writing	to	request	a	copy	of	any	and	all	records	related	to	the	following	projects:	

•	1509	North	Western	Avenue	(CEQA	No.	ENV‐2015‐2448‐EIR).	

•	8150	West	Sunset	Blvd	(CEQA	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	

We	are	also	writing	 to	request	mailed	notice	of	any	and	all	hearings	and/or	actions	related	to	 the	Project.		
Our	 request	 for	mailed	 notice	 of	 all	 hearings	 includes	 hearings,	 study	 sessions	 and	 community	meetings	
related	to	the	Project,	certification	of	the	MND	or	recirculated	DEIR	and	approval	of	any	Project	entitlements.	
This	request	is	made	pursuant	to	Public	Resources	Code	Sections	21092.2,	21080.4,	21083.9,	21092,	21108	
and	21152	and	Government	Code	Section	65092,	which	require	 local	agencies	 to	mail	 such	notices	 to	any	
person	who	has	filed	a	written	request	for	them	with	the	clerk	of	the	agency's	governing	body.		Our	request	
includes	notice	 to	any	City	actions,	hearings	or	other	proceedings	regarding	 the	Project,	Project	approvals	
and	any	actions	 taken,	or	additional	documents	released	pursuant	 to	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	
Act.		Our	request	for	all	records	related	to	the	Project	is	made	pursuant	to	the	California	Public	Records	Act.	
(Government	 Code§	 6250	 et	 seq.)	 	 This	 request	 is	 also	 made	 pursuant	 to	 Article	 I,	 section	 3(b)	 of	 the	
California	Constitution,	which	provides	a	constitutional	right	of	access	to	information	concerning	the	conduct	
of	 government.	 Article	 I,	 section	 3(b)	 provides	 that	 any	 statutory	 right	 to	 information	 shall	 be	 broadly	
construed	 to	provide	 the	greatest	access	 to	government	 information	and	 further	 requires	 that	any	 statute	
that	limits	the	right	of	access	to	information	shall	be	narrowly	construed.		We	will	pay	for	any	direct	costs	of	
duplication	associated	with	filling	this	request	up	to	$200.	 	However,	please	contact	me	at	(877)	810‐7473	
with	a	cost	estimate	before	copying/scanning	the	materials.		Pursuant	to	Government	Code	Section	6253.9,	if	
the	 requested	 documents	 are	 in	 electronic	 format	 and	 are	 10	 MB	 or	 less	 (or	 can	 be	 easily	 broken	 into	
sections	of	10	MB	or	less),	please	email	them	to	me	as	attachments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C191‐1	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C185‐2	 (Jeff	 Modrzejewski	 Letter	 B185),	 except	 that	 in	 addition,	 with	
respect	to	 the	request	 for	a	copy	of	any	and	all	records	related	to	1509	North	Western	Avenue	(CEQA	No.	
ENV‐2015‐2448‐EIR)	which	was	 not	 previously	 requested.	 	 The	 commenter	 requests	 that	 all	 information	
related	 to	 the	 Project,	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 be	 provided	 by	 the	 City	 pursuant	 to	 the	 California	 Public	
Records	Act.	 	While	 this	request	 is	noted	and	will	be	addressed	by	City	staff,	as	required	by	the	California	
Public	Records	Act,	this	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	C192	

Adara	Salim	
adarasalim@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C192‐1	

On	Thursday	Sept	10th,	I	requested	an	extension	on	the	comment	period	the	8150	recirculated	draft	eir	and	
received	no	answer.	Here	is	the	link	to	the	letter	I	sent.	I	would	like	a	one	month	extension	in	the	comment	
period.	Also	on	the	first	email,	their	was	no	direct	link	to	the	DEIR,	delaying	people	response	and	increasing	
confusion.	The	email	is	below		 	 http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/UploadedAttachments/192923/
1603/AdaraSalim2.pdf	

RESPONSE	NO.	C192‐1	

As	requested	by	several	members	of	the	public	previously,	the	original	comment	period	for	the	Draft	EIR	was	
extended	 from	 January	 6th	 to	 January	 20th	 2015,	while	 the	 original	 comment	 period	 for	 the	 RP‐DEIR	was	
extended	from	October	26th	to	November	9th,	to	allow	adequate	time	to	review	of	the	materials.		Therefore,	
each	of	the	comment	periods	has	been	extended.		
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LETTER	NO.	C193	

Wadley	Fatwad		
wadleyb@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C193‐1	

PLEASE	SAVE	THE	LYTTON	SAVINGS	BANK	!!!!	

this	building	has	so	many	historical	and	architecture	and	quality	to	it.		i	fell	[sic]	by	saving	the	bank	will	only	
add	 to	anything	you	build	 there.	 it	 could	be	a	resturant	 [sic]	and	sore	 that	people	would	 travel	 to	go	 to.	 	 i	
think	it	would	be	a	very	sad	waste	to	se	[sic]	you	tear	down	such	an	amazing	build.	ther	[sic]	are	not	very	
many	buildings	left	that	look	this	good.		people	travel	to	palm	springs	just	to	look	at	the	mid	century	modern	
buildings.		i	would	go	for	a	design	that	saves	the	bank	!		i	know	that	if	you	tear	this	building	down	it	will	be	a	
big	lose...	people	will	 look	back	at	the	site	and	say	that	it	could	have	been	so	much	better.	 	please	save	the	
bank	!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C193‐1	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	historic	resources	 in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	and	Appendix	C‐3,	Historical	Resources	
Assessment,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 historic	 resources	 in	 Section	 2.B.3,	 Cultural	 Resources.	 	 As	
indicated	in	the	analyses,	even	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures,	demolition	of	
the	 bank	 building	 under	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 represent	 a	 significant	 unavoidable	 adverse	
impact	to	historic	resources	(page	4.C.2‐28	and	‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	page	2‐26	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		Please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	the	Bank	building	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C194	

David	L.	Gold	
74	Breckenwood	Way	
Sacramento,	California	95864	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐1	

I	am	an	owner	of	property	at	1416	North	Havenhurst	Drive,	West	Hollywood,	which	is	within	500	feet	of	the	
proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard,	Los	Angeles.	The	address	you	have	on	file	for	me	is	8707	St.	lves	
Drive,	Los	Angeles,	California	90069.	Until	further	notice	please	use	the	following	address:	

74	Breckenwood	Way	
Sacramento,	California	95864.	

Your	 letter	 of	 September	 10,	 2015	 states	 that	 "The	 RP‐DEIR	 is	 available	 online...by	 clicking	 on	 the	
"Environmental"	 tab,	 then	 "RP‐DEIR.""	 There	 is	 not	 such	 tab	 on	 your	 website.	 The	 tab	 "Environmental	
Review"	does	not	lead	to	any	links;	clicking	on	it	has	no	effect	whatsoever.	Because	I	am	temporarily	out	of	
town,	this	limits	the	details	I	can	provide	in	my	comments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐1	

	The	web	address	provided	 in	 the	Notice	of	Availability	 (http://cityplanning.lacity.org)	 is	correct,	but	 then	
one	must	navigate	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	using	the	tabs	within	the	website.		The	direct	web	links	are	
provided	below:	

	 Draft	EIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html	

RP‐DEIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html								

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐2	

Building	 height	 and	massing.	 A	 234	 foot	 tower	 is	 proposed	 at	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 site	 on	
Havenhurst	Drive.	This	 is	the	tallest	and	largest	tower	of	the	project.	 Indeed,	 it	would	be	one	of	the	tallest	
buildings	 from	 Hollywood	 to	 Century	 City.	 It	 is	 sited	 on	 the	 corner	 closest	 to	 the	 low‐rise	 residential	
neighborhood.	 It	 is	 better	 sited	 on	 the	 northeast	 corner	 of	 the	 site,	 the	 most	 densely‐	 developed	 and	
commercial	corner.	This	alternative	would	minimize	historic	property	impacts,	light	and	glare	impacts,	and	
traffic	impacts.	Why	was	it	not	an	alternative?		

The	north‐south	view	corridor	 is	not	analyzed	 to	honestly	describe	 the	views	created.	The	massing	of	 the	
buildings	blocks	views,	and	the	views	are	not	available	to	any	pedestrian	from	any	street‐level	surrounding	
the	property.	

Outdoor	 semi‐private	 areas	 for	 residences	 are	 of	 no	 value	 to	 the	 public	 and,	 rather,	 present	 another	
opportunity	for	noise	and	litter	‐	the	very	reasons	the	developer	acknowledges	reducing	the	roof‐top	dining	
areas.	 Outdoor	 areas	 at	 the	 lower	 levels	 (third	 and	 seventh	 floors)	 are	 right	 above	 the	 surrounding	
residences	or,	in	the	case	of	Colonial	House,	would	look	directly	into	residences.	This	increases	the	negative	
impacts	of	the	proposed	development.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐2	

The	 first	 paragraph	 of	 this	 comment	 raises	 similar	 comments	 pertaining	 to	 a	 suggested	 Alternative	 in	
Comment	Letter	C46	(David	Gold)	which	would	locate/mass	most	of	the	FAR	on	the	northeastern	corner	of	
the	Project	Site.		Please	refer	to	Response	to	Comments	C46‐1	to	C46‐7	in	Letter	C46	for	the	City’s	responses	
to	these	comments	pertaining	to	the	suggested	Alternative.	

In	 the	 second	 paragraph,	 the	 commenter	 states	 that	 “the	 north‐south	 view	 corridor	 is	 not	 analyzed	 to	
honestly	describe	the	views	created.”	 	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3	regarding	the	
Alternative	 9	 view	 corridor.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 and	 visual	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 pages	 2‐7	 through	 2‐12	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
specifically	related	to	Alternative	9.		As	analyzed	therein,	views	from	areas	north	and	south	of	the	Project	Site	
were	 evaluated	 (see	 Figure	 4.A‐3,	 Location	 Map	 for	 Visual	 Simulations).	 	 View	 Locations	 2	 through	 9	
evaluated	on	pages	4.A‐25	to	4A.‐41	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Figures	2‐2	through	2‐5	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	include	views	from	northerly	and	southerly	vantages	surrounding	the	Project	Site.		Visual	impacts	from	
these	locations	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Also,	impacts	to	the	visual	quality	and	character	of	
the	Project	Site	and	its	surrounding	uses	were	evaluated	on	pages	4.A‐20	through	4.A‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
2‐8	through	2‐11	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	with	impacts	being	concluded	as	less	than	significant.			

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐3	

Parking.	Eliminating	the	above‐ground	and	open‐sided	parking	garage	is	a	significant	improvement.	The	EIR	
should	indicate	the	cost	of	valet	parking	services	to	visitors	and	guests,	to	help	assess	the	likelihood	of	such	
usage	 vs.	 visitors	 and	 guests	 searching	 for	 on‐street	 parking.	 There	 should	 also	 be	 analysis	 of	 entry	
driveways	to	make	sure	there	is	enough	stacking	capacity	so	cars	do	not	back	up	onto	city	streets.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐3	

This	comment	pertaining	to	support	for	the	parking	garage	design	under	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers.		The	cost	of	the	valet	services	is	not	currently	known,	but	is	expected	to	be	
generally	comparable	to	valet	costs	of	similar	development	types	in	the	local	Project	vicinity.		Furthermore,	
as	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	the	Project	is	not	expected	to	result	in	off‐site	parking	spillover.	

Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	 evaluates	 the	 impact	of	Project	 traffic	 (based	on	 the	
Project	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1),	 including	the	stacking	capacity	of	Project	driveways.	 	As	discussed	
therein,	 the	 Project	 driveways	 would	 accommodate	 the	 total	 traffic	 demands	 for	 the	 Project	 and	 no	
significant	access	 impact	would	occur.	 	Also,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	additional	discussion	of	
adequacy	of	on‐site	parking	and	vehicular	access	and	safety.			

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐4	

City‐owned	 land.	 There	 is	 no	 reason	 for	 the	 City	 to	 gift	 the	 land	we	 own	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Crescent	
Heights	 and	Sunset	 to	 the	developers.	Where	 is	 the	analysis	of	 the	 impact	on	 traffic	 if	 the	 current	 road	 is	
reconfigured?	The	developer's	suggestion	that	this	would	be	an	attractive	gathering	place	for	pedestrians	is	
ludicrous,	given	the	high	traffic	count	at	this	intersection.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐4	

The	City‐owned	off‐site	area	adjoining	the	Project	Site	would	remain	under	ownership	by	the	City,	with	the	
Project	 Applicant	 being	 responsible	 for	 all	 improvements	 and	 long‐term	 maintenance	 within	 this	 area.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	a	discussion	of	 traffic	 impacts	associated	with	the	reconfiguration	of	
the	 Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection.	 	As	 further	discussed	 in	Topical	Response	
TR‐4,	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 expected	 to	 improve	 intersection	 safety	 and	 traffic	
operations	at	this	location.	The	commenter’s	opinion	pertaining	to	the	visual	appearance	of	the	Corner	Plaza	
is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐5	

Discretionary	approvals.	The	requested	3:1	FAR	relies	on	having	public	Transit	Stop	within	1,000	feet	of	
the	project.		No	such	Transit	Stop	exists.		The	requested	off‐menu	Incentive	cannot	be	granted.	With	Metro's	
vast	investment	in	rail,	the	City	should	be	encouraging	development	adjacent	to	our	new	rail	lines,	not	to	our	
historic	bus	lines.	There	is	a	reason	this	site	is	zoned	for	1:1	FAR.	

What	project	alternative	is	being	considered	for	a	smaller,	low‐rise	project?	A	1:1	FAR	project,	as	required	by	
the	General	Plan,	would	eliminate	all	the	negative	environmental	impacts	now	considered	"unavoidable."	Of	
course	they	are	avoidable!	The	City	just	does	not	have	to	grant	its	discretionary	approvals	to	enable	a	New	
York	hedge	fund	and	its	former	partners	get	even	richer.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐5	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 the	 Project’s	 requested	 discretionary	 approvals	 and	
qualifications	for	applicable	Affordable	Housing	Incentives.		The	comment	suggesting	that	density	should	be	
encouraged	adjacent	to	rail	lines	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
The	City	allows	an	increase	in	the	allowable	FAR,	subject	to	discretionary	review	by	the	Department	of	City	
Planning,	 for	 projects	 located	 within	 1,500	 of	 a	 major	 transit	 stop	 as	 an	 on‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	
Incentive	allowable	under	the	LAMC,	not	1,000	feet	as	indicated	by	the	commenter.		As	discussed	in	detail	in	
Topical	Response	TR‐2,	the	Project	has	requested	approval	of	an	off‐menu	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	to	
allow	an	increase	in	the	permitted	FAR	within	1,560	feet	of	a	major	transit	stop.	

Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives	of	the	Draft	EIR	included	an	evaluation	of	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	2,	the	
Existing	 Zoning	 Alternative.	 	 Under	 this	 Alternative	 all	 existing	 buildings	 would	 be	 demolished	 and	 the	
Project	Site	would	be	developed	with	111,339	square	feet	of	new	commercial	uses	to	be	located	in	three	new	
buildings.	 	 	This	represents	a	net	increase	of	31,339	square	feet	of	commercial	retail	uses	compared	to	the	
existing	80,000	square	feet	of	retail,	office,	restaurant,	and	bank	uses.	 	Total	development	would	consist	of	
111,339	square	feet	of	floor	area,	which	would	be	the	same	amount	of	commercial	development	as	under	the	
Project,	but	with	a	maximum	FAR	of	1:1	and	maximum	building	heights	of	45	 feet	 (as	measured	 from	the	
lowest	 elevation	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 at	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	 the	 property).	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 this	
Alternative	 and	 the	 Project	 would	 both	 result	 in	 significant	 impacts	 regarding	 historic	 resources	 and	
construction‐related	noise	and	vibration.		 	However,	it	should	also	be	noted	that	Alternative	2	would	avoid	
the	Project’s	significant	construction‐related	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐6	

Tree	removal	permit.	Is	there	a	plan	to	replace	trees	removed	for	construction?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐6	

The	Project’s	proposed	 landscape	plan	 is	 illustrated	 in	Figure	2‐3,	Proposed	Site	Plan,	 on	page	2‐9	within	
Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR.			The	Project	would	include	more	trees	than	are	currently	
on	the	Project	Site.							

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐7	

Haul	 route	 permit.	 With	 added	 excavation	 from	 the	 fourth	 level	 of	 below‐grade	 parking,	 construction	
impacts	have	increases	and	hauling	increased.	Has	the	Draft	EIR	analyzed	increased	impact	on	street	paving,	
traffic	and	pollution	from	additional	hauling?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐7	

The	RP‐DEIR	acknowledges	that	changes	would	be	made	to	the	excavation	plans	compared	to	the	Project	to	
accommodate	four	rather	than	three	subterranean	parking	levels	for	the	increased	underground	capacity	of	
the	 garage.	 	 Accordingly,	 as	 discussed	 on	 RP‐DEIR	 pages	 2‐41	 and	 2‐42	 and	 pages	 2‐20	 and	 2‐21,	
respectively,	with	additional	information	provided	in	Appendix	A,	the	traffic	and	air	quality	impacts	analysis	
do	account	 for	the	additional	hauling.	 	As	discussed	therein,	under	Alternative	9,	 there	would	be	2.3	times	
more	 excavated	 soil	 compared	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 This	 is	 due	 to	 the	 additional	 excavation	 required	 to	
accommodate	more	subterranean	parking	spaces.		Despite	more	soil	excavated,	however,	the	days	of	grading	
and	excavation	would	be	similar	to	the	Project	since	larger	capacity	trucks	would	be	used	and	the	number	of	
daily	 haul	 trips	 would	 be	 increased.	 	 Unlike	 the	 Project,	 however,	 this	 Alternative’s	 grading/excavation	
activities	would	not	overlap	with	the	initial	building	construction	phase.	 	This	would	reduce	the	amount	of	
construction	equipment	operating	on‐site	on	a	given	day	compared	to	the	Project	during	this	phase,	and	thus	
reduce	the	associated	daily	air	pollutant	emissions	associated	with	overlap	of	excavation	activities	with	the	
initial	 building	 construction	 phase	 (as	 was	 assumed	 under	 the	 Project),	 which	 would	 largely	 offset	 the	
emissions	 associated	with	 the	 increased	 frequency	 of	 haul	 trucks	 under	 this	 Alternative.	 	With	 regard	 to	
traffic	impacts,	Alternative	9	would	increase	the	intensity	of	daily	haul	truck	operations	during	midday	off‐
peak	hours,	although	the	overall	duration	of	the	Project’s	shoring	and	excavation	phase	would	not	be	notably	
changed	as	noted	above.		As	with	the	Project,	these	daily	haul	trips	could	result	in	potentially	significant	and	
unavoidable,	 construction	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 Although	 Alternative	 9	 would	 have	 increased	 daily	 impacts,	
though	 lasting	 for	 a	 materially	 similar	 time	 period,	 the	 impact	 of	 this	 Alternative	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 be	
substantially	different	from	the	significant,	unavoidable	impacts	expected	under	the	Project.	

With	regards	to	street	paving,	the	Project	and	any	of	the	Project’s	alternatives	would	utilize	designated	haul	
routes	as	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	The	haul	route	roadways	have	been	designed	to	withstand	
wear	and	tear	from	haul	trucks	and	daily	traffic.		Alternative	9	would	result	in	an	increase	in	daily	haul	truck	
trips	 compared	 to	 the	Project,	with	 approximately	 254	haul	 truck	 trips	 compared	 to	 122	haul	 truck	 trips	
assumed	 for	 the	Project,	as	 this	Alternative	would	require	2.3	times	the	volume	of	excavated	soil	 than	the	
Project.			The	increase	in	haul	truck	trips	could	result	in	an	incremental	increase	in	“wear	and	tear”	to	street	
pavement	 along	 the	 designated	 haul	 routes	 compared	 to	 the	 Project,	 but	 based	 on	 typical	wear	 rates	 for	
paving	 materials	 this	 increase	 is	 not	 anticipated	 to	 be	 substantial	 enough	 to	 result	 in	 a	 measureable	
difference	in	impacts	to	the	street	pavement,	particularly	when	considering	the	amount	of	daily	traffic	that	
already	occurs	on	these	routes	relative	to	the	Project’s	projected	number	of	haul	truck	trips.	Therefore,	no	
further	analysis	is	necessary.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐914	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐8	

Construction	 impacts.	With	added	excavation	from	the	fourth	 level	of	below‐grade	parking,	has	the	Draft	
EIR	analyzed	the	further	impacts	of	vibration	and	potential	seismic	impact?	Particularly	with	1920s	historic	
buildings	 so	 close	 (Colonial	 House,	 Andalusia),	what	 protections	 are	 in	 place	 for	monitoring	 construction	
impacts	from	the	proposed	project	on	these	historic	structures?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐8	

The	 RP‐DEIR	 analyzed	 construction	 vibration	 impacts	 under	 Alternative	 9	 on	 pages	 2‐35	 and	 2‐36.	 	 As	
discussed	therein,	construction	vibration	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	regarding	potential	building	
damage	(similar	to	the	Project)	but	significant	and	unavoidable	for	human	annoyance	for	the	most	proximate	
structures	 (also	 similar	 to	 the	 Project)	 potentially	 including	 those	 properties	 cited	 by	 the	 commenter.		
However,	 such	 conditions	would	 only	 occur	 during	 temporary	 periods	 of	 time	when	 heavy	 equipment	 is	
operating	along	 the	property	 line	most	proximate	 to	 these	properties.	 	 It	 should	be	emphasized	 that	 such	
temporary,	 localized	vibration	would	not	be	expected	to	result	 in	building	damage,	but	rather	could	cause	
limited	nuisance	effects	for	residents	during	allowable	construction	hours	during	the	shoring	and	excavation	
phase	of	construction.			

The	RP‐Draft	EIR	analyzed	geology	and	soils	impacts,	including	seismic	impacts	under	Alternative	9	on	pages	
2‐27	and	2‐28.	 	As	discussed	therein,	potential	seismic	impacts	under	Alternative	9	would	be	reduced	to	a	
less	 than	 significant	 level	 through	 the	 implementation	 of	 Mitigation	Measure	 GS‐1	 similar	 to	 the	 Project.		
Mitigation	 Measure	 GS‐1	 requires	 that	 a	 qualified	 geotechnical	 engineer	 to	 prepare	 and	 submit	 to	 the	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	a	 final	Geotechnical	Report	 that	provides	 recommendations	 to	 address	
seismic	safety	and	design	requirements	for	foundations,	retaining	walls/shoring,	and	excavation.	 	The	final	
Geotechnical	Report	would	include	site‐specific	geotechnical	recommendations	that	would	ensure	the	safety	
of	 all	 surrounding	 land	 uses,	 including	 any	 historic	 structures.	 	 	 These	 recommendations	 are	 included	 in	
Golder’s	August	2015	responses	to	LADBS’s	June	2015	correction	letter,	and	are	also	reflected	in	the	LADBS	
Geology	and	Soils	Report	Approval	Letter,	all	of	which	are	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	this	Final	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐9	

Affordable	housing.		The	Project	Narrative	states	that	"One	of	the	Project's	primary	objectives	is	to	provide	
a	 significant	 number	 of	 affordable	 housing	 units	 in	 a	 part	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles...that	 lacks	 quality	
affordable	 housing	 in	 close	 proximity	 to	major	 transportation	 nodes	 and	major	 employment	 centers."	 Of	
course	 this	 is	 bullshit,	 and	 it	 is	 worth	 noting	 that	 this	 location	 is	 not	 in	 close	 proximity	 to	 any	 major	
transportation	node	 and	 is	 not	 in	 close	 proximity	 to	 any	major	 employment	 centers.	 	 Further,	 the	City	 of	
West	Hollywood	does	 an	 excellent	 job	providing	 affordable	housing	 in	 this	 immediate	 area.	 	 If	 one	of	 the	
developer's	primary	objectives	is	to	provide	affordable	housing,	they	can...develop	affordable	housing.	 	Not	
luxury	condominiums	and	upscale	retail	in	the	most	expensive	high‐rise	building	type	possible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐9	

The	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	provides	a	wide	variety	of	employment	opportunities	to	the	east	and	west	of	
the	 Project	 Site.	 	 	 Available	 public	 transit	 consists	 primarily	 of	multiple‐stop,	 local‐serving	 bus	 lines	 that	
provide	access	to	shopping,	business,	and	entertainment	destinations	throughout	the	study	area.		The	closest	
transit	 stop	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 on	 the	 north	 side	 of	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island	 at	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	(adjacent	to	the	Project	Site),	while	
the	closest	major	transit	stop	is	located	approximately	1,560	feet	east	of	the	Project	Site	at	the	intersection	of	
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Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue.	 	Regional	public	 transit	opportunities	exist	using	 transfers	between	
the	 Project	 Site‐serving	 bus	 lines	 and	 services	 provided	 by	Metro	 and	 other	 transit	 providers	 at	multiple	
locations	 along	 the	 routes	 or	 at	 the	 various	 transit	 centers	 served	 by	 these	 lines.	 	 In	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	
Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	it	is	stated	that	the	Project	(and	Alternative	9)	
would	 include	 249	 apartment	 units	 (or	 219	 apartments	 and	 30	 condominium	units	 under	 Alternative	 9),	
including	 28	 very‐low	 income	 (affordable)	 housing	 units,	 as	 defined	 by	 applicable	 City	 and	 State	
requirements,	as	applicable.	 	Thus,	approximately	11	percent	of	the	apartment	units	would	be	“affordable”	
units.	 	Comments	regarding	City	of	West	Hollywood’s	provision	of	affordable	housing	in	the	area	are	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐10	

Side	yards.	 Given	 the	 huge	 scale	 of	 the	 project	 and	 the	 dense	 development	 on	 the	 south	 property	 lines,	
There	[sic]	is	no	reason	to	grant	discretionary	reductions	in	side‐yard	setbacks.	The	16'	required	setback	is	
intended	 to	 mitigate	 impacts	 from	 development	 on	 neighbors'	 properties,	 and	 this	 is	 exactly	 why	 the	
requirement	is	in	the	city's	code.	It	should	apply	here	as	intended.	The	developers	have	a	very	large	site	on	
which	to	plan	accordingly.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐10	

The	Project	would	provide	varied	setbacks	consistent	with	applicable	LAMC	setback	requirements	along	all	
sides	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 No	 discretionary	 action	 is	 being	 sought	 by	 the	 Project	 pertaining	 to	 side	 yard	
setbacks.	 	As	discussed	on	page	4.F‐47	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Project	would	not	be	
required	 to	 provide	 setbacks	 along	 any	 of	 the	 Project	 street	 frontages	 or	 commercial	 uses	 (including	
commercial	parking)	along	the	south	property	line.		Notwithstanding,	the	Project	would	provide	a	varied	up	
to	5‐foot	setback	on	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	an	approximately	12	to	31	foot	setback	along	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	to	enhance	the	quality	of	the	pedestrian	setting	and	to	create	an	inviting	main	entrance.		Setbacks	
would	be	provided	for	the	Project’s	residential	units.		Residential	units	in	the	Project’s	South	Building	(levels	
4	to	8)	would	be	set	back	approximately	16	feet	from	the	south	property	line.		Residential	units	in	the	South		
Building	 (levels	 4	 to	 15)	 would	 be	 set	 back	 approximately	 60	 feet	 from	 the	 nearest	 existing	 residential	
development.	 	 The	 open	 recreational	 terrace,	 which	would	 serve	 the	 residential	 uses,	 would	 be	 set	 back	
approximately	16	feet	from	the	south	property	line.		Thus,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	LAMC.	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐11	

Outdoor	dining.	Outdoor	dining	should	be	limited	to	the	first	floor	as	per	current	Code.	Noise,	lights,	smell	
and	litter	will	all	have	impacts	over	a	much	larger	distance	if	emanating	from	above‐grade,	outdoor	dining	
areas	vs.	being	on	the	first	floor.	Residential	neighborhoods	surround	this	project,	and	with	elevation	gains	
in	the	Hills	across	the	street	and	for	mid‐rise	residential	buildings	 including	Chateau	Marmot	and	Colonial	
House	and	Granville	Towers,	impacts	from	above‐grade	dining	are	much	greater.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐11	

Pursuant	to	Zoning	Administrator	Interpretation	(ZAI)	1808,	outdoor	dining	above	the	ground	level	in	the	C4	
zone	 is	permitted	provided	that	 the	dining	area	 is	unroofed	and	uncovered	by	any	structure.		As	such,	 the	
impacts	 of	 the	 outdoor	 dining	 areas	 have	 been	 considered	 and	 evaluated	 throughout	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 	 No	
significant	 environmental	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 the	above‐grade	outdoor	dining	areas	were	 identified	 in	
the	 Draft	 EIR,	 including	 light‐related	 effects	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.A‐42	 and	 4.A‐43	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	air	quality	 impacts	as	discussed	on	pages	4.B‐36	 to	4.B‐43	 in	Section	4.B,	Air	
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Quality	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	B,	and	noise‐related	impacts	as	discussed	on	pages	4.G‐
25	and	4.G‐26	in	Section	4.G,	Noise	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.			The	commenter’s	opinions	
pertaining	to	the	outdoor	dining	areas	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐12	

Traffic.	 The	 alternative	 now	 proposed	 eliminates	 vehicular	 access	 to	 the	 project	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	
What	is	the	new	analysis	of	the	increased	traffic	flow	on	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	Heights?	All	of	the	
traffic	previously	absorbed	from	Sunset	must	now	flow	onto	these	other	streets.	

What	analysis	was	done	on	the	viability	of	exiting	traffic	turning	north/left	from	Crescent	Heights?	Given	the	
traffic	 flow	 south	 on	 Crescent	 Heights,	 it	 seems	 highly	 unlikely	 that	 north/left	 turns	 could	 be	 timely	
completed	without	a	new	traffic	signal.	

Havenhurst	 Drive	 is	 only	 a	 local	 street,	 compared	 to	 bordering	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevards	which	are	Major	Highway	Class	II.	What	analysis	has	been	done,	with	the	revised	parking	garage,	
of	 the	 traffic	 counts	 on	 Havenhurst?	What	 is	 being	 done	 to	 prevent	 left/south	 turns	 from	 the	 project	 to	
Havenhurst	Drive	into	West	Hollywood	and	its	purely	residential	neighborhoods	to	the	south	of	the	project?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐12	

A	detailed	analysis	of	 the	potential	 traffic	 impacts	of	Alternative	9,	 including	 the	effects	of	 removal	of	 the	
Sunset	Boulevard	driveway,	is	provided	in	Chapter	2.0	and	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		As	described	in	this	
document,	Alternative	9	is	not	expected	to	result	in	any	additional	traffic	impacts	compared	to	the	Project;	in	
fact,	as	discussed	on	page	2‐24,	2‐42	and	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 incrementally	
reduced	traffic	generation	compared	to	the	Project	due	primarily	to	the	substantial	reduction	in	commercial	
square	footage.		Regarding	the	comment	related	to	left‐turn	exits	from	the	site’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
driveway,	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4.		Regarding	the	comment	about	Project‐related	impacts	to	Havenhurst	
Drive	and	left‐turn	exits	from	the	proposed	driveways	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	and	
Response	to	Comment	C12‐2	(Rory	Barish	Letter	C12).	

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐13	

Bicycles.	Encouraging	bicycle	use	 is	 laudable.	Bicycle	use	at	 this	 location	 is	highly	unlikely.	One	need	only	
notice	 that	 the	Hollywood	Hills	border	 to	 the	north	and	notice	 the	heavy	 traffic	on	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	lack	of	bicycle	lanes,	to	appreciate	how	little	traffic	will	come	to	the	project	
from	 bicycles.	 What	 analysis	 has	 the	 EIR	 done	 to	 assess	 the	 mitigation	 benefits	 from	 bicycles	 given	 this	
unusual	location?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐13	

Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	Project’s	 proposed	bicycle	 parking	 facilities	 and	
existing/proposed	bicycle	facilities	in	the	local	project	vicinity.		To	clarify,	however,	none	of	the	development	
alternatives	rely	on	bicycle	use	as	a	mitigation	measure	for	project	impacts.		

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐14	

Historical	impacts.	Without	knowing	the	proposed	surface	materials,	it	is	impossible	to	assess	the	damage	
to	the	many	surrounding	buildings	on	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	from	glare	and	reflection.	The	
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effect	from	light,	glare	and	heat	gain	from	Mr.	Gehry's	Walt	Disney	Concert	Hall	on	properties	many	blocks	
away,	is	well	known.	The	mass	and	height	of	the	proposed	development	also	fundamentally	changes	the	local	
environment,	which	 greatly	 diminishes	 the	 historic	 value	 of	 properties	 such	 as	 Chateau	Marmot	 [sic]	 and	
Colonial	House,	which	are	historic	in	part	because	of	their	height	relative	to	all	neighboring	properties.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐14	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	by	the	Project	to	historical	resources,	 including	the	Chateau	Marmot	[sic]	
and	Colonial	House,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources.		In	addition,	the	RP‐DEIR	on	pages	2‐26	and	2‐27	
evaluated	 impacts	 to	 historic	 resources	 under	 Alternative	 9	 in	 consideration	 of	 the	 proposed	 building	
massing	and	height.		With	regard	to	the	potential	for	glare	and	heat	effects	associated	with	Alternative	9,	as	
discussed	on	RP‐DEIR	page	2‐10	regarding	building	materials	and	page	2‐12	regarding	light	and	glare,	the	
building	materials	and	glazing	would	not	create	large	expansive	flat	surfaces	with	high	reflectivity	such	that	
substantial	glare	or	reflected	solar	radiation	(heat)	would	affect	a	given	location	for	an	extended	period	of	
time.	 	 While	 incidental	 glare	 and	 reflected	 heat	 could	 be	 generated	 by	 proposed	 building	 surfaces,	 such	
effects	would	be	of	short	duration	at	any	single	location	in	the	surrounding	area.	 	As	such,	as	concluded	in	
Section	4.A	and	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	light	and	glare	impacts	of	the	
Project	and	evaluated	alternatives	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	
a	discussion	of	impacts	to	historic	resources.			

COMMENT	NO.	C194‐15	

As	a	long‐term	owner	of	property	near‐by	and	a	long‐term	resident	close‐by,	I	hope	that	the	City's	technical	
evaluation	of	 the	Draft	EIR	 is	 revised	 to	account	 for	 these	 issues,	 and	 the	City's	political	decision	 to	grant	
entirely‐discretionary	benefits	 is	carefully	weighed	against	 the	entirely	avoidable,	very	significant	negative	
impacts	on	its	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C194‐15	

Responses	 to	specific	 comments	contained	 in	 the	 letter	are	provided	 in	Response	 to	Comments	C194‐1	 to	
C194‐14.		This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	
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LETTER	NO.	C195	

David	Gold	
Chief	Executive	Officer	
Inspire	Communities	Nationwide	
11335	Gold	Express	Drive,	Suite	100	
Gold	River,	CA	95670	

COMMENT	NO.	C195‐1	

I	have	a	copy	of	the	September	10	notice	as	I	own	property	within	500	feet	of	the	subject.	 	The	notice	says	
that	the	RP=DEIR	is	available	on	your	website	by	clicking	on	“Environmental”	tab.	There	is	no	such	tab.		The	
tab	“Environmental	Review”	is	not	functioning;	nothing	happens	when	I	click	on	it.		Please	let	me	know	how	
to	access	the	information	on	the	project.		Thank	you.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C195‐1	

The	web	address	provided	 in	 the	Notice	of	Availability	 (http://cityplanning.lacity.org)	 is	 correct,	 but	 then	
one	must	navigate	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	using	 the	 tabs	within	 the	website	which	are	 functioning.		
The	direct	web	links	are	provided	below:	

	 Draft	EIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html	

RP‐DEIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html	
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LETTER	NO.	C196	

Michael	Black	
Michael	Black	Management,	Inc.		
9701	Wilshire	Blvd.,	10th	Floor	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90212	

COMMENT	NO.	C196‐1	

To	Whom	It	May	Concern:	

The	traffic	and	noise	(especially	on	weekend	nights)	is	unbearable.		Condos	are	on	[sic]	thing	but	rentals	will	
only	bring	people	who	don't	stake	in	the	neighborhood	and	who	will	rent	their	place	out	on	Airbnb.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C196‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	the	noise	and	traffic	 impacts	of	the	Project	 in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	and	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendices	F	and	H,	respectively,	
while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 noise	 and	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Sections	 2.B.7	 and	 2.B.10,	
respectively,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	
long‐term	operational	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	with	regard	to	
noise,	and	traffic‐related	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C196‐2	

I	 have	 lived	 at	 the	 colonial	 house	 for	30+	 years	 and	 the	development	will	 block	my	 view	 totally.	 	 I'm	not	
saying	that	I	like	the	shopping	center	on	the	corner	now	but	the	new	proposal	is	INSANE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C196‐2	

The	visual	 impacts	of	the	Project	are	evaluated	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	while	the	visual	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	are	evaluated	 in	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.A‐25	of	 the	
Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐11	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 reduce	 the	 full	 extent	 of	
panoramic	views	across	the	site	as	compared	to	existing	conditions,	but	would	not	obstruct	views	of	valued	
visual	resources,	such	that	the	impact	on	views	under	both	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	
significant.		As	further	indicated	on	page	2‐11	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	create	a	north‐south	view	
corridor	through	the	Project	Site	that	would	not	exist	under	the	proposed	Project.		Also,	please	note	that,	as	
indicated	on	pages	4.A‐16	and	4.A‐17	of	the	Draft	EIR,	per	City	requirements,	only	recognized/valued	public	
views	as	defined	by	the	City	are	subject	to	analysis.		Please	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	additional	discussion	
regarding	view	impacts	of	the	Project,	including	private	views	from	private	property.	
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LETTER	NO.	C197	

Rory	Barish	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	

My	name	is	Rory	Barish,	and	I	am	President	of	the	HOA	at	the	Colonial	House	at	1416	Havenhurst	Drive	in	
West	Hollywood.		I	live/own	in	a	most	splendid	historic	building	designated	under	the	Mills	Act	and	listed	in	
the	 California	 Register	 of	Historical	Homes.	 	 It	 has	 been	 featured	 in	many	 articles	 and	 has	 been	 home	 to	
legendary	stars	and	many	notables.		Other	historic	homes	on	my	street	include	La	Ronda	(Mi	Casa)	and	the	
Andalusia.	 	 These	 buildings	 have	 been	 filmed	 and	 photographed	 (in	 many	 well‐known	 publications),	 on	
numerous	 occasions,	 for	 their	 architectural	 beauty.	 	 These,	 amongst	 several	 treasures	within	 a	 1‐3	 block	
radius	are	threatened	to	be	greatly	impacted	if	8150's,	Alternative	9	plan	passes	and	is	allowed	to	be	built	.	
The	idea	that	a	developer	can	come	into	a	neighborhood	and	not	understand	the	infrastructure	and	needs	of	
the	neighborhood	and	it's	community	is	unfathomable,	which	is	the	case	here.		In	the	following	paragraphs,	I	
will	comment	on	various	aspects	of	8150's	DEIR.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐1	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐2	

ZONING	AND	VARIANCES	

This	project	does	not	conform	to	the	current	zoning	on	the	subject	site.	This	site	has	a	FAR	1.1	ratio	and	the	
developers	are	asking	for	a	variance	for	3.1.		The	developers	state	that	they	will	meet	the	criteria/guidelines	
for	 this	 variance.	 	 However,	 they	 do	 not	 meet	 the	 criteria	 for	 the	 variance	 but	 want	 special	 favors	 and	
allowances	anyway.		For	example,	they	are	not	within	1500	ft	of	a	Transit	stop	but	they	state	that	they	are	
approximately	within	in	it.	They	state	that	they	are	within	1,560	ft	but	request	the	variance	anyway	in	lieu	of	
the	1,500	SPECIFIED	and	REQUIRED	in	the	on‐menu	incentive	(LAMC	12.22.).		MapQuest	shows	1,700	+,but	
even	 if	 it	 is	1,560,	 it	does	not	meet	 the	requirements.	 	 In	 football,	 if	you	are	on	 the	1	yd	 line,	 this	 is	not	a	
touchdown	and	you	will	never	get	points	for	it.		It	does	not	count.		The	developers	might	be	on	the	1‐5	yd	line	
but	it	still	does	not	count.	 	If	Eileen	Ford	said	that	all	models	coming	to	her	agency	had	to	be	5	ft	8	inches,	
they	were.		She	did	not	take	models	that	were	5	ft	7	and	3/4.		She	said	that	she	had	to	have	an	exact	cutoff	
because	 there	were	 too	many	5	 ft	8	models	 that	met	 all	 of	 the	 criteria	 and	 she	wanted	 to	make	 room	 for	
them.		How	does	the	City	of	LA	justify	giving	a	variance	for	this	when	they	DO	NOT	meet	the	requirements?		
The	 developers	 also	 want	 to	 increase	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 spaces	 REQUIREMENTS	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	
12.21	provided	 for	 commercial	uses	and	adjust	parking	 for	 residential	 (compact	 spaces)	 ..	 in	 lieu	of	 these	
REQUIREMENTS.	 	They	want	a	variance	to	allow	for	a	 fitness	studio,	as	not	otherwise	permitted	 in	the	C4	
zone.		Why	can't	the	City	just	say	no?		The	city	has	many	"outs"	with	the	developers.		The	project	is	just	too	
oversized	 for	 the	 lot	and	the	developers	know	it	but	want	exceptions	 to	every	rule	and	variances	 to	make	
their	project	allowable.		These	guidelines	and	rules	for	special	incentives	and	variances	should	not	be	broken	
for	certain	individuals	.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐2	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐3	

INFRASTRUCTURE	

What	mitigation	do	the	developers	continue	to	talk	about	in	the	DEIR?		The	only	way	to	mitigate	these	huge	
impacts	is	to	build	something	significantly	smaller.		This	site	was	originally	intended	for	a	structure	such	as	
the	Garden	of	Allah	or	 the	existing	 strip	mall	 that	 is	 two	stories	 today.	 	 It	 is	not	 intended	 for	a	New	York	
skyscrapers	seen	from	the	Valley	to	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains	to	the	LA	basin	as	the	newspapers	suggest.		
The	infrastructure	is	simply	not	there.		It	is	not	there	to	support	a	"Disney	Hall"	abutting	a	very	residential	
neighborhood.		Disney	Hall	is	not	in	a	residential	neighborhood.		And	Disney	Hall	is	not	located	on	one	of	the	
most	trafficked	streets	and	intersections	in	the	city.		There	is	a	place	for	this	project	but	it	is	not	here.		The	
developers	might	be	able	to	upgrade	certain	workings	but	what	they	cannot	mitigate	for	all	of	their	talk	is	the	
traffic	nightmare.	 	They	cannot	widen	Sunset,	Crescent	Heights,	Havenhurst	or	Fountain	and	that	would	be	
the	ONLY	solution.	 	The	traffic	 from	this	monster	project	will	clog	up	residential	streets	and	narrow	roads	
which	were	not	built	to	accommodate	added	flow.	 	When	you	keep	increasing	the	number	of	units	in	a	
community	without	increasing	the	number	of	traffic	lanes	you	are	inviting	a	huge	safety	and	traffic	
catastrophe.	 	 Projects	 of	 this	 mass	 and	 scale	 are	 found	 in	 Las	 Vegas	 on	 the	 main	 boulevard	 but	 that	
boulevard	has	6	lanes	for	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐3	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐4	

INFRASTRUCTURE	AND	SAFETY	

The	DEIR	(3‐18)	states	that	The	LAFD	has	indicated	that	a	fire	flow	of	9,000	gpm	to	the	Project	site	from	4	
hydrants	would	be	required	to	adequately	serve	the	site.		The	developers	say,	"However,	if	fire	flows	at	9,000	
gpm	at	the	Project	site	are	not	feasible	(eg:	due	to	infrastructure	limitations),	a	combination	of	lower	fire	
flows,	building	design	features,	and	other	 fire	 life	safety	features,	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	LAFD,	
may	be	provided	in	lieu	of	requirements.		In	my	mind,	if	they	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	the	LAFD,	
then	this	should	not	be	allowed.		There	should	be	no,	"in	lieu	of".		They	are	telling	us	that	the	infrastructure	is	
not	there	and	that	they	may	provide	alternatives	(once	again,	trying	to	getting	around	requirements).		Would	
the	city	align	itself	with	the	developers	over	the	safety	of	the	neighborhood?		Getting	around	requirements	
should	not	 be	 tolerated	when	 speaking	 to	 the	 safety	 of	 the	neighborhood.	 	What	 about	LA	Dept	 of	 Public	
Works?	 Any	 input?	 	 What	 about	 LA	 Dept	 of	 Bldg	 and	 Safety?	 	 Any	 input?	 	 Have	 you	 approached	 these	
agencies	about	plans?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐4	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐5	

HEIGHT	
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The	DEIR	says	that	this	project	plan	will	be	15	stories	in	height,	234ft	above	grade	(measured	from	the	sw	
corner	of	 the	property	 ..lowest	point},	which	 is	 lower	 than	 the	 former	proposed	project.	 	How	can	 that	be	
when	they	say	that	the	former	project	plan	was	17	stories	but	only	216	ft	above	ground	elevation	at	sw	
corner	 of	 the	 site???	 	 If	 the	 imposing	 12	 story	 Hollywood	 Roosevelt	 Hotel	 is	 just	 161ft	 and	 the	 13	 story	
Capitol	 Records	 building	 is	 just	 150ft	 (without	 the	 antenna),	 then	 how	 can	 a	 tower	 of	 234ft	 be	 justified	
anywhere	but	downtown	or	Century	City?		This	project	sits	atop	Sunset	and	it	is	the	feet/	height	that	we	
look	at	and	not	the	stories	....You	can	have	4	stories	with	20	or	40ft	ceilings	in	a	150ft	structure	or	design	
features	of	the	building	like	they	describe	(horizontal	breaks	in	between	stories).	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐5	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐6	

TRAFFIC	IMPACTS	

The	City	owned	traffic	island	is	crucial	to	the	continuous	flow	of	Eastbound	traffic	on	Sunset	headed	South.	
Isn't	it	more	important	to	keep	the	traffic	flowing	(thinking	of	emergency	vehicles	as	a	priority)	than	to	have	
8150	 take	 this	 island	 for	aesthetic	use?	 	The	developers	propose	 that	 this	 island	will	be	a	 soft	 landscaped	
area	 (are	 they	 thinking	 about	 watering	 in	 this	 drought?)	 where	 pedestrians	 would	 be	 drawn	 to	 gather.		
Would	you	want	to	gather	and	relax	at	one	of	the	busiest	and	noisiest	intersections,	where	horns	are	blaring,	
where	cars	are	 flying	down	Laurel	Cyn	and	where	traffic	 is	backed	up	on	Sunset?	 	 It	would	be	amazing	to	
hear	 yourself	 talk,	 let	 alone	 relax	 and	 gather.	 	 How	 can	 adding	 their	 additional	 traffic	 to	 the	 streets,	 and	
backing	up	 traffic,	 (there	 is	 already	an	existing	 traffic	problem)	not	 adversely	 impact	 the	quality	 of	 life	 in	
adjacent	residential	and	commercial	neighborhoods	as	they	state	2‐34?	This	will	be	a	disaster.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐6	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐7	

HAVENHURST	TRAFFIC	

At	present,	there	is	a	NO	LEFT	HAND	TURN	sign	at	the	ramp	at	the	driveway	on	Havenhurst	to	the	existing	
project.	 	 Cars	 should	not	be	 exiting	and	 turning	 left.	BUT	THEY	DO.	ALL	THE	TIME.	 	 The	developers	 reps	
admitted	during	a	meeting	that	this	 is	unavoidable.	They	stated	that	they	could	not	monitor	this	or	have	a	
guard	 standing	by	24	hrs.	 They	 state	 in	 the	DEIR	 that	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways	 are	 anticipated	 to	
provide	the	primary	exit	and	entry	locations.		However,	they	now	talk	of	a	physical	barrier	in	this	DEIR	(3‐2)	
to	 prevent	 exiting	 on	 Havenhurst.	 	 But	 the	 only	 way	 to	 rectify	 the	 increased	 traffic	 problem	 on	
Havenhurst	(we	already	have	a	problem)	is	to	either	have	no	entrance	or	exit	on	Havenhurst,	or	put	a	
cul‐de‐sac	 there	 with	 a	 light	 on	 Fountain,	 in	 the	 exact	 fashion	 that	 one	 was	 put	 on	 Alta	 lama	
prohibiting	 entrance	 and	 exit	 to	 all	 cars	 going	 into	 Equinox.	 	 Havenhurst	 deserves	 the	 same	
consideration.	There	should	be	no	entrance	or	exit	to	8150	from	the	start	of	the	West	Hollywood	border	
on	Havenhurst	to	Fountain.	This	will	also	deter	cars	from	thinking	of	Havenhurst	as	a	cut	through	street.	If	
this	is	blocked	off	and	there	is	a	cul‐de‐sac,	emergency	vehicles	would	be	able	to	enter	or	exit	because	they	
would	have	codes	to	the	retractable	barrier/bollards	on	the	street.	The	DEIR	states	that	there	will	only	be	
approx	 463	 new	 trips	 on	Havenhurst??	 Firstly,	 I	would	 argue	way	more	 but	 even	 at	 463,	 that	 is	 463	 too	
many.			The	DEIR	also	talks	about	having	residential	and	commercial	project‐related	exiting	traffic	being	able	
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to	turn	left	on	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	Has	anyone	from	the	City	seen	the	traffic	flying	south	down	Crescent	
Heights	 from	laurel	Canyon,	not	 to	mention	cars	 turning	right	 from	Sunset?	This	 is	a	death	wish.	Does	 the	
City	think	that	this	is	feasible	and	not	a	safety	hazard?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐7	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐8	

PARKING	

Parking	needs	to	be	addressed	on	Havenhurst,	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain.	 	Will	 it	be	addressed?	 	 It	 is	
hard	enough	to	park	on	Havenhurst	when	people	are	moving	(reserved	street	parking),	or	when	it	is	street	
sweeping	day	or	when	smaller	scale	construction	 is	being	done	(reserved	street	parking).	 	With	residents,	
guests	 and	 visitors	 to	 8150,	 there	 will	 be	 no	 place	 for	 local	 existing	 residents	 and	 guests	 to	 park.	 	With	
Alternative	9	there	will	be	just	too	many	cars	added	to	the	street.		Many	people	do	not	like	valet	or	want	to	
pay	 for	 it	 (if	 offered),	 and	 there	will	 not	 be	 enough	 parking	 spaces	 at	 the	 site	 because	 not	 everyone	 has	
compact	 cars	 and	 practically	 nobody	 will	 ride	 bicycles.	 	 This	 is	 not	 the	 answer	 or	 "mitigation".	 	 What	
mitigation?		West	Hollywood	streets	all	around	8150	should	have	24	hr	permit	parking.		This	will	deter	any	
and	all	 residents,	 guests	and	visitors	 to	8150	 (because	8150	 is	Los	Angeles)	 from	parking	on	Havenhurst,	
Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain.		The	parking	for	the	site	as	it	exists	now	is	sufficient	for	its	guests,	especially	
with	the	added	Metropolitan	Storage.		It	will	not	be	with	this	proposed	project.	 	Where	will	the	valets	park	
the	cars	because	there	will	not	be	sufficient	parking	at	the	site?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐8	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐9	

BICYCLES	

Countless	pages	of	talk	of	allowances	for	bicycles	and	bicycle	spaces	makes	zero	sense.	We	are	in	Los	Angeles	
(not	 in	 some	 small	 town)	 and	 this	 project	 sits	 on	 Sunset	 at	 one	 of	 the	 busiest	 and	 most	 dangerous	
intersections	in	the	city.		There	are	no	bicycle	lanes	and	no	proposed	ones	in	place.	Nor	would	you	ever	want	
to	propose	one	here.	 	Who	in	 their	right	mind	would	propose	one	here?	 	You	would	take	your	 life	 in	your	
hands	cycling	here.		I	have	done	triathlons,	I	know.		I	would	never	cycle	here.		The	idea	of	people	riding	bikes	
to	the	supermarket	to	get	groceries	(where	do	they	put	these	groceries?)	or	riding	to	and	from	work	with	
briefcases	 in	dangerous	 traffic,	or	riding	up	and	down	the	Hollywood	Hills,	or	riding	 to	purchase	goods	 in	
these	 expensive	 retail	 shops	 (where	do	your	packages	go?)	 is	 ludicrous.	 	These	 incentives	 for	developers,	
encouraging	bicycle	use	in	the	city,	should	be	strictly	geographical	because	they	apply	or	make	sense	only	to	
certain	areas.		To	say	that	you	can	have	variances	and	meet	environmental	initiatives	(ie:	encouraging	use	of	
bicycles	and	providing	spaces	for	them)	needs	to	be	evaluated	more.		These	incentives	should	not	be	granted	
unless	 the	 city	 does	 a	 complete	 geographical	 check.	 	 This	 DEIR	 report	 should	 not	 be	 generated	 by	 the	
developers	because	it	 is	one‐sided/bias,	on	all	counts.	 	Of	course	the	developers	will	say	that	every	idea	of	
their	project	works	just	fine,	including	the	use	of	bicycles	on	Sunset	.	Does	the	City	agree	that	this	is	not	the	
site	for	encouragement	of	bicycles?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐9	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐10	

ALTERNATIVES	

The	developers	have	thrown	out	every	alternative	proposed	by	neighboring	citizens	and	officials	and	came	
up	with	their	own	alternative	because	they	want	to	build	what	they	want	to	build.		This	is	no	doubt	that	they	
are	only	thinking	of	dollar	signs,	maximizing	their	project	site	to	the	fullest	and	their	so	called	logic	makes	no	
sense.	 	They	want	to	try	to	convince	us	how	building	something	much	smaller	in	scale	(equivalent	to	8000	
Sunset)	will	not	have	less	of	a	traffic	impact,	or	exhaust	impact	or	view	impact	or	anything	else	...	They	must	
think	we	are	all	stupid.	 	They	try	to	find	a	way	to	tell	you	how	none	of	the	other	alternatives	are	good	and	
why	their	idea	is	the	best.		They	would	rather	justify	giving	people	a	green	space	to	sit	(on	one	of	the	busiest	
streets	and	intersections,	I	might	add)	than	to	preserve	the	safety	of	the	neighborhood.		Does	the	City	agree	
with	 this	 alternative?	 	Beverly	Hills	 real	 estate	development	 firm	Bolour	Associates	 and	Portland,	Oregon	
hotel	management	firm	Provenance	Hotels	are	building	a	hotel	in	Hermosa	Beach.		When	residents	weren't	
thrilled	with	their	first	peek	at	plans	(it	was	15ft	above	the	city's	maximum	building	height),	the	developers	
encouraged	 community	 discussions.	 	 This	 led	 the	 developers	 to	 DRASCTICALLY	 alter	 the	 hotel's	 design	
concept	 and	 the	 hotel	 ended	 up	 being	 only	 30ft	 high.	 	 Community	 dissidents	 felt	 all	 of	 their	 issues	were	
addressed	and	had	a	compromise	that	was	more	than	expected.		These	developers	were	very	sensitive	to	the	
needs	and	wants	of	the	community,	whereas	the	8150	developers	are	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐10	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐11	

AFFORDABLE‐LOW	INCOME	HOUSING	

Both	of	their	plans	called/call	for	affordable	or	"very"	low	income	housing	and	the	developers	express	caring	
for	 those	 in	need.	 If	 this	 is	 true	 then	why	not	build	 in	neighborhoods	where	 there	are	 affordable,	 grocery	
stores,	fitness	centers	(like	the	Y),	retail	shops,	and	restaurants?		Are	these	affordable	or	"very"	low‐income	
housing	 occupants	 shopping	 at	 Bristol	 Farms,	 going	 to	 private	 Fitness	 Centers,	 eating	 at	 the	 Chateau	
Marmont	or	 the	Tower	Bar	or	 going	 to	 the	Hyde	Lounge?	 	Because	 this	 is	what	 is	 available	 to	 these	 low‐
income	 tenants	 in	 the	 immediate	vicinity.	 	 I	 think	not.	They	propose	affordable	housing	ONLY	 to	get	 their	
FAR	ratio	 increased	 from	a	1.	1	 to	3.1.	 	They	do	not	care	about	 low‐income	residents	as	demonstrated	by	
their	 "poor	door"	policy	 at	 8899	Beverly	Blvd	 (see	my	 last	 paragraph,	 IN	CLOSING).	 	How	will	 this	 low‐
income	housing	be	monitored?	When	 the	 initial	 occupants	move	 in,	 how	will	 the	 city	of	LA	monitor	what	
they	are	paying?		When	the	occupants	move	out	and	new	occupants	move	in,	how	can	the	city	of	LA	monitor	
what	they	are	paying?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐11	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐12	

COMPACT	CARS	
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Can	the	developers	really	require	occupants	of	their	project	to	buy	compact	cars	or	buy	bicycles	when	these	
occupants	buy	expensive	condos	or	pay	a	lot	in	rent?		They	will	narrow	their	market	for	buyers	and	renters	
and	 you	will	 see	 a	 lot	 of	 empty	 units	 in	 this	 project	 like	 elsewhere	 in	 the	 city.	 	 Is	 it	 fair	 to	make	 buyers	
purchase	 compact	 cars	 because	 the	 developers	might	 have	parking	 issues	 and	have	maxed	out	 their	 site?		
Does	 the	 city	 agree	 that	 parking	 is	 not	 adequate	 and	 the	 developers	 are	 compensating	 with	 spaces	 for	
compact	cars	and	bicycles?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐12	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐13	

HISTORIC	VALUE	

The	DEIR	talks	about	the	Colonial	House,	The	Andalusia,	La	Ronda	(Mi	Casa),	The	Granville,	The	Savoy,	etc.	
These	are	buildings	that	have	historic	value	and	are	recognized	buildings	in	the	National	Register.		They	are	
protected	by	the	Mills	Act	and	guidelines	require	preservation	and	restoration	of	these	buildings.		Does	the	
state	or	 city	define	preservation	of	 these	buildings	on	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	as	allowing	 these	
buildings	 to	have	 their	 views	blocked,	 their	 light	 altered	 (shade,	 shadows	and	glare)	 and	 their	 residential	
streets	 turned	 into	 freeways?	 	 Is	 that	 the	definition	of	preservation?	 	Values	will	 for	 sure	be	damaged.	 	A	
feeling	 of	 local	 identity	 will	 be	 lost	 if	 planning	 officials	 fail	 to	 recognize	 local	 community	 wishes.	
Communities	such	as	these,	sprinkled	with	architectural	gems	will	lose	their	identity	and	feel	like	anywhere	
in	the	U.S.	 	Powerful	developers	with	deep	pockets	can	now	change	master	plans	(ie:	The	Valleywide	plan)	
that	were	designed	to	protect	neighborhoods,	that	could	never	be	built	upon	and	they	can	now	nullify	these	
plans.	 	 This	 is	 all	 wrong	 and	 needs	 to	 be	 stopped.	 	 If	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 City	 Council	 banned	 building	
McMansions	 in	 the	 immediate	neighborhood	because	 they	were	concerned	 that	 their	 size	 (2	 stories)	was	
changing	the	character	of	the	neighborhoods,	then	why	is	it	okay	to	allow	a	skyscraper	in	the	same	area?		So	
this	only	applies	to	residential	structures?		Commercial	buildings	are	immune	from	this?		How	can	this	make	
any	 sense?	 	 Does	 the	 proposed	 Alternative	 9	 not	 change	 the	 character	 of	 the	 neighborhood?	 	 This	 is	 a	
question	that	 I	would	 love	the	city	to	answer.	 	There	 is	also	a	moratorium	on	the	 issuance	of	building	and	
demolition	permits	 for	proposed	Historic	Preservation	Overlay	Zones.	 	 If	 the	city	does	care	about	Historic	
Preservation,	 why	 not	 protect	 the	 Chase	 Bank	 building	 on	 the	 8150	 site	 and	 the	 architectural	 gems	 that	
surround	it?	 	A	city	report	states	that	the	ban	came	amid	a	proliferation	of	out	of	scale	development	
that	threaten	the	cohesion	and	character	of	neighborhoods.		Therefore,	is	it	not	logical	to	say	that	it	
would	be	hypocritical	to	allow	this	proposed	Alternative	to	be	built?		The	DEIR	states	that	Alternative	9	
would	result	 in	a	SIGNIFICANT	and	UNAVOIDABLE	direct	 impact	 to	historical	 resources	 (2‐26),	even	with	
the	 Mitigation	 Measures	 HIST‐1	 through	 HIST‐4	 because	 the	 Bank	 Building	 would	 be	 removed	 and	
demolished.		Why	is	this	unavoidable?		They	can	choose	to	not	tear	it	down,	redesign	their	plans	and	have	a	
smaller	 scale	 project	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 neighborhood.	 	 Correct?	 	 When	 discussing	 the	 Bank	 building,	
formerly	 Lytton	 Savings	 and	 now	 Chase	 Bank,	 former	 paragraphs	 speak	 of	 preservation.	 	Why	was	 it	 so	
important	to	keep	the	old	Duttons	bookstore,	also	known	as	The	mid‐century	Barry	Building	on	San	Vicente	
in	Brentwood	or	Norms	Diner	on	La	Cienega?		But	then	why	is	it	okay	to	tear	down	the	iconic	mid‐century	
Lytton	Savings	(now	Chase	bank)	at	8150	Sunset?	Can	the	City	answer	this	question?	 	Especially	when	the	
architect	 of	 that	 building,	 Kurt	 Meyer,	 a	 passionate	 advocate	 for	 great	 architecture	 (and	 architects)	 was	
recognized	and	honored	 for	his	great	work	around	 the	city.	 	Why	does	he	does	not	gain	 the	same	respect	
from	the	city,	Frank	Gehry	or	the	developers?		Does	the	city	randomly	choose	which	iconic	buildings	to	save	
or	not,	depending	upon	which	developer	is	involved	and	how	deep	their	pockets	are?		I	wonder.		The	DEIR	
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states	 that	Alternative	9	would	not	detract	 from	 the	historical	or	architectural	 significance	of	 the	Colonial	
House	(2‐26).		Their	rational	is	because	you	can	still	see	it	looking	up	the	street	and	although	dwarfed	from	
the	monolith	project,	it	has	not	disappeared.		Do	the	residents	of	the	building	agree?		Like	those	buyers	who	
purchased	units	like	the	famed	Bette	Davis	unit	with	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	and	beautiful	light	to	the	
north?	 	 Or	 like	 mine	 whose	 patio	 will	 be	 completely	 overlooked	 and	 shadowed	 and/or	 glared	 by	 their	
towers?	 	Or	whose	street	will	become	a	 freeway	because	this	project	would	 increase	existing	daily	 traffic?		
That	sure	does	change	the	character	and	value	of	the	building	and	it's	units.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐13	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐14	

EXHAUST	

The	developers	state	that	having	underground	parking	now	should	alleviate	the	impacts	of	exhaust	fumes.	
Well	so	now	we	do	not	have	to	look	at	the	cars	above	grade	but	I	ask	...	where	will	these	exhausts	be	vented	
out	to?		They	still	need	to	be	vented	out	to	the	street	right?		So	the	question	still	remains,	how	and	where	will	
this	be	alleviated?	 	How	will	the	noise	level	be	monitored	and	measured?	 	The	vents	will	make	noise	at	all	
hours	of	the	day	and	night,	inside	and	outside	of	the	structure.		How	can	the	neighborhood	be	assured	that	
this	will	not	be	a	noise	nuisance?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐14	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐15	

MASSING	AND	SCALE	AND	MATERIALS	

The	DEIR	talks	about	softening	the	massing	with	their	design.		This	is	an	oxymoron.		If	they	admit	that	there	
is	so	much	mass	and	massing,	there	is	no	real	way	to	soften	it.		They	state	on	2‐27	"The	horizontal	break	in	
massing	allows	the	 lower	portion	along	the	Havenhurst	 facade	to	respond	to	 the	surrounding	neighboring	
scale.	 	Have	they	ever	walked	down	the	street	and	seen	the	height	and	architecture	of	the	buildings	there?	
Really?		They	state	that	that	the	upper	portion	of	the	building	steps	up	into	the	center	of	the	site,	HELPING	
TO	AllEVIATE	 taller	building	elements	along	the	smaller	scale	street.	 	The	developers	really	do	know	that	
the	scale	of	the	street	is	small	and	try	to	justify	overpowering	the	neighborhood	with	flowery	design	jargon.		
They	speak	of	minimizing	visual	effects	associated	with	the	podium	structure	on	surrounding	 lower‐scale	
residential	 development	 (3‐3).	 	 They	 are	 in	 essence,	 trying	 to	 mask	 the	 giant,	 with	 words	 and	 design	
features,	which	is	impossible.		Does	the	City	agree	with	their	assessment	of	the	scale	of	the	street	in	relation	
to	their	project?		They	also	say	on	page	2‐10,	"building	material	selection	is	currently	at	an	early	stage."	
They	have	not	presented	their	materials	to	us.		How	can	we	determine	what	effects/impacts	this	project	will	
have	on	us	 (glare,	 shade,	heat	 ..	 )	 if	we	are	not	 fully	 informed.	 	This	could	be	another	Disney	Hall	all	over	
again.	Will	the	city	require	materials	presented	now?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐15	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	
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RE	COMMENT	NO.	C197‐16	

ARCHEOLOGICAL	AND	PALEONTOLOGICAL	RESOURCES	

They	state	 that	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 incrementally	 greater	potential	 impacts	 to	archeological	 and	
paleontological	resources	due	to	the	incrementally	increased	excavation.		They	then	state	that	these	impacts	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation.	 	 What	 mitigation?	 	 Again,	 they	 do	 not	 state	 what	 that	
mitigation	would	be.		Like	many	politicians,	who	state	that	they	will	bring	about	reform	and	never	say	how	
(they	 tell	 you	 that	 they	 will	 have	 the	 answer	 after	 they	 are	 elected),	 these	 developers	 talk	 of	 mitigation	
several	 times	but	do	not	 state	how.	 	Hazardous	materials	 needs	 to	be	 addressed	 ...	 soil	 and	 anything	 else	
during	excavation.		What	happens	if	the	soil	is	determined	to	be	hazardous?		It	then	cannot	remain	exposed	
or	at	the	site.	How	will	this	be	dealt	with?		They	will	be	trucking	tons	of	excavated	soil	off‐site	and	I	would	
want	to	know	where	it	 is	going??	 	How	will	the	city	of	LA	and	West	Hollywood	deal	with	the	truck	queue?		
Trucking	will	add	to	already	impacted	traffic	and	noise.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐16	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐17	

AESTHETICS	

The	 developers	 state	 that	 they	want	 to	 create	 a	 development	 that	 compliments	 and	 improves	 the	 visual	
character	of	the	westernmost	area	of	Hollywood	and	promotes	quality	living	spaces	

....	Is	this	not	subjective?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐17	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐18	

GEOLOGY	

The	DEIR	states	that	with	this	alternative,	with	reduced	occupancy,	it	will	expose	fewer	people	at	the	site	to	
seismic	hazards	associated	with	the	Hollywood	Fault!!!	 	Admitting	that	they	are	building	within	very	close	
proximity	to	this	fault,	they	are	still	asking	to	build	an	enormous	project	and	increase	the	FAR	to	3.1!		How	
ridiculous	 and	 contradictory.	 	Why	would	 the	 City	 allow	 this	 scale	 so	 close	 to	 a	major	 fault	…which	 runs	
directly	across	the	street?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐18	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐19	

There	is	no	discussion	of	their	storm	water	pollution	prevention	plan.		What	are	they	doing	about	run‐off?		Is	
the	run‐off	going	 into	 the	city	of	West	Hollywood's	systems?	 	What	will	be	 the	 impact	of	a	significant	rain	
event?		LA	County	operate	"flood	control"	facilities	within	the	city	of	Los	Angeles.	Is	there	any	water	run‐off	
dumping	into	their	facilities?		From	either	the	city	or	West	Hollywood?	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐928	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐19	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐20	

ALCOHOL	

Alcohol	permits	 ...	are	they	planning	on	taking	over	existing	 licenses	or	have	they	already	applied?	 	Or	are	
they	leaving	it	up	to	whomever	will	be	occupying	that	space?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐20	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐21	

IN	CLOSING	...	FRANK	GEHRY	AND	TOWNSCAPE	DEVELOPERS	

It	is	my	opinion	that	the	developers	went	with	a	big	name	to	get	the	project	passed.		I	assume	that	they	figure	
that	if	they	used	FRANK	GEHRY	they	would	impress	the	hell	out	of	citizens	and	City	officials	(Mayor	Garcetti	
is	a	fan)	and	all	would	just	swoon.		Well	Disney	Hall	was	not	without	problems	as	you	recall	because	Gehry's	
shiny	metal	building	was	not	well	thought	out.		Drivers	were	blinded	by	the	glare	and	residents	of	the	condos	
across	the	street	complained	about	the	reflective	heat.		Workers	had	to	sand	down	the	metal	to	dull	the	glass,	
a	 tarp	was	hung	over	 the	worst	 area	 ....	 all	 the	while	Gehry	 saying	 that	 it	 is	not	 a	 story	 that	 should	be	all	
around	the	world.	 	He	did	not	think	it	was	a	big	deal.	 	So	what	about	the	materials	for	this	mass	oversized	
project?		The	developers	say	that	the	building	material	selection	is	at	an	early	stage	and	have	not	disclosed	
what	materials	will	be	used.		Will	we	have	the	same	problem	as	Disney	Hall?		The	New	York	Times	reported	
That	 Frank	 Gehry	 "draws	 Ire	 for	 joining	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 River	 Restoration	 project.	 	 His	 involvement	 has	
prompted	stinging	criticism	from	advocates	wary	of	gentrification	and	skeptical	of	the	architect's	ability	to	
create	an	appealing	outdoor	space".		So	is	Frank	Gehry	really	the	ticket	for	getting	this	project	passed?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐21	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐22	

TOWNSCAPE	PARTNERS,	 is	known	for	unsavory	practices.	 	They	planned	to	segregate	 low‐income	tenants	
from	amenities	for	condo	owners	at	8899	Beverly	Blvd.	This	"poor	door	policy"	sparked	outrage	and	they	
were	 forced	 to	abandon	 this	discriminatory	practice.	 	 At	 the	present	 site	 at	 8150	Sunset,	Townscape	
was	embroiled	 in	a	 lawsuit	dispute	with	many	of	 their	 retail	 tenants.	 	They	 installed	parking	arms	and	
charged	$3.00	for	15	minutes,	fees	which	tenants	believed	was	a	sure	way	of	putting	them	out	of	business	to	
make	room	for	their	mixed‐use	project.	 	The	developers	succeeded	because	 it	destroyed	and	hurt	many	of	
these	small	businesses	many	of	which,	went	out	of	business.	 	Townscape	had	to	stop	charging	after	 it	was	
told	 to	 do	 so	 by	 the	 City	 of	 LA.	 	 So	 why	 would	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 want	 to	 make	 allowances	 and	
concessions,	 give	 variances	 and	 do	 business	 with	 these	 developers	 who	 disrespect	 the	 community	 and	
demonstrate	 unsavory	 practices?	 	No	 favors	 should	 be	 done	 for	 these	 developers	 as	 they	 have	 shown	no	
consideration	for	Los	Angeles	or	West	Hollywood	residents.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐22	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C197‐23	

The	 neighborhood	 would	 definitely	 like	 something	 nice	 to	 be	 built	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	 An	 improvement	 is	
needed	...	a	much	smaller	scale	project	that	is	tasteful,	upscale	and	which	speaks	to	the	environment.		When	
visiting	the	site,	Michael	La	Grande,	LA	city	planner,	said	that	the	project	should	not	be	any	higher	than	the	
8000	Sunset	complex...4	stories,	which	is	directly	across	the	street.	 	Speaking	of	which,	the	developers	said	
when	they	thought	about	the	project,	they	thought	about	neighborhood	needs.		They	felt	a	fitness	center	and	
supermarket	would	be	a	good	choice.		Hmmm.	Did	they	really	scope	out	the	area	because	DIRECTLY	across	
the	street	at	the	8000	Sunset	complex	is	a	Trader	Joes	and	Crunch	gym	and	there	is	also	a	Bristol	Farms	just	a	
few	blocks	down.	 	These	are	not	needed.	 	 If	 they	omitted	these	from	their	plans	and	scaled	way	down,	the	
impacts	 would	 be	 a	 lot	 less.	 	 Alternative	 9	 is	 no	 alternative	 and	 should	 not	 be	 granted	 permits,	 given	
consideration	or	approval	to	be	built.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C197‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐23	(Rory	Barish	Letter	B18).	
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LETTER	NO.	C198	

J.	
mile.1111@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C198‐1	

City	Case	No.	ENV	–	2013‐2552‐EIR.		I	live	in	the	neighborhood.		The	building	looks	like	a	nasty	ugly	cheap	
copy	of	Disney	Concert	Hall.		The	high	walls	on	the	sidewalk	keep	the	neighborhood	out.		This	is	a	very	very	
unattractive	building.		PLEASE	don't	try	to	sell	us	on	Frank	Gehry.		Most	people	don't	like	his	architecture	but	
you	decide	to	go	on	his	name.		Why	don't	you	just	really	recreate	the	Gardens	of	Allah???		Why	don't	you	look	
at	 some	 of	 the	 really	 "green"	 buildings	 in	 Singapore?	 	 Try	 Ken	 Yeang's	 buildings:	
http://www.treehugger.com/sustainableproductdesign/	
http://www.amazon.com/TheGreenSkyscraperDesigningSustainable/dp/3791319930	

RESPONSE	NO.	C198‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C199	

J.	
mile.1111@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C199‐1	

City	Case	No.	ENV	–	2013‐2552‐EIR.		I	live	in	the	neighborhood.		The	building	looks	like	a	nasty	ugly	cheap	
copy	of	Disney	Concert	Hall.		The	high	walls	on	the	sidewalk	keep	the	neighborhood	out.		This	is	a	very	very	
unattractive	building.		PLEASE	don't	try	to	sell	us	on	Frank	Gehry.		Most	people	don't	like	his	architecture	but	
you	decide	to	go	on	his	name.		Why	don't	you	just	really	recreate	the	Gardens	of	Allah???		Why	don't	you	look	
at	 some	 of	 the	 really	 "green"	 buildings	 in	 Singapore?	 	 Try	 Ken	 Yeang's	 buildings:	
http://www.treehugger.com/sustainableproductdesign/	
http://www.amazon.com/TheGreenSkyscraperDesigningSustainable/dp/3791319930	

RESPONSE	NO.	C199‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	Comment	C198‐1	in	Comment	Letter	C198	(J.mile.1111@hotmail.com	Letter	
C198).	 	This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	 the	environmental	
impacts	addressed	therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C200	

Phil	Hammond,	President	
1327	Havenhurst	HOA	
1327	Havenhurst	Drive,	Unit	1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C200‐1	

My	name	 is	Phil	Hammond	and	 I	am	President	of	 the	1327	Havenhurst	HOA	at	1327	Havenhurst	Drive	 in	
West	Hollywood	(on	the	same	block	as	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	project).	

RESPONSE	NO.	C200‐1	

This	comment	provides	a	general	introduction.		Responses	to	the	comments	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	
in	Responses	to	Comments	C200‐2	through	C200‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C200‐2	

The	8150	Sunset	developer's	traffic	study	states	that	there	will	be	no	increase	in	traffic	in/out	of	the	project	
compared	to	the	current	flow.		I	don't	believe	this	is	accurate	and	I	would	like	to	see	an	independent	traffic	
study	done	to	show	the	real	impact	of	the	huge	increase	in	commercial	space	and	the	240+	new	living	units	
where	 there	are	none	presently.	 	The	development	 is	planning	 for	THREE	new	driveways	 and	 semi	 truck	
loading	docks	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C200‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B19‐1	(Phil	Hammond,	1327	Havenhurst	HOA	Letter	B19).	

COMMENT	NO.	C200‐3	

As	a	resident	of	Havenhurst	Drive	I	am	concerned	about	an	increase	of	traffic	on	our	historic	neighborhood	
street	which	 is	already	used	heavily	 (and	often	unsafely)	as	a	cut‐through	 for	commuters	between	Sunset	
and	Fountain.	 	The	City	of	West	Hollywood	has	 tried	 to	address	 this	previously	with	 the	addition	of	 three	
speed	humps	and	a	traffic	choker.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C200‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B19‐1	(Phil	Hammond,	1327	Havenhurst	HOA	Letter	B19).	

COMMENT	NO.	C200‐4	

In	conjunction	with	the	8150	Sunset	development	please	consider	recommending	the	placement	of	a	cul‐de‐
sac	at	the	top	of	Havenhurst	Drive	(with	or	without	an	entry	driveway	to	the	project	for	residents)	to	prevent	
through	 traffic	 between	 Sunset	 and	 Fountain.	 	 This,	 combined	 with	 a	 light	 at	 Havenhurst/Fountain	 will	
improve	 the	 flow	of	 traffic	along	Fountain	with	 less	people	stopping	 traffic	 to	 tum	North	onto	Havenhurst	
and	will	provide	easier	and	safer	left	turn	onto	Fountain	from	Havenhurst.		This	arrangement	works	well	on	
Alta	Loma	Road	at	Sunset	Blvd.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C200‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B19‐1	(Phil	Hammond,	1327	Havenhurst	HOA	Letter	B19).	
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LETTER	NO.	C201	

Anonymous	

COMMENT	NO.	C201‐1	

I	 live	 in	 the	 neighborhood.	 	 I	 find	 this	 Gehry	 development	 singularly	 ugly.	 	 There	 are	 some	 really	 great	
architects	in	the	world	who	do	not	depend	on	gimmickry.		Why	should	we	have	to	look	at	this	monstrosity	
every	time	we	go	outside?		And,	please,	desist	with	ramming	Gehry	down	our	throats.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C201‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C202	

Anonymous	

COMMENT	NO.	C202‐1	

Why	not	try	Ken	Yeang?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C202‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C203	

E	Cho	
Echo5903@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C203‐1	
Why	not	try	Ken	Yeang	instead?		A	design	is	not	automatically	attractive	because	Frank	Gehry	is	involved.			

	

RESPONSE	NO.	C203‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C204		

Jim	Altschuler	
proptyjha@ca.rr.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C204	‐1	

Although	we	are	a	dozen	blocks	east	of	 this	proposed	development,	many	of	my	neighbors	and	 I	 are	very	
concerned	about	this	proposal.	Our	several	concerns	include	(in	no	particular	order):		Earthquake	fault	–	this	
project	 is	planned	for	the	western	part	of	 the	Hollywood	fault	zone.	All	of	 the	studies	of	 the	 fault	(and	the	
adjacent	areas	to	it)	by	qualified	engineers	indicate	no	high	rise	buildings	should	be	placed	in	the	fault	zone.	
This	alone	should	be	adequate	to	stop,	or	at	least	minimize	the	project,	to	reduce	the	possibility/probability	
of	injury	or	loss	of	life	due	to	an	earthquake	along	that	fault	line.	Scientists	have	recently	indicated	a	major	
fault	(6.2	or	greater)	within	the	next	3	years.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C204	‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	earthquake	 risk	associated	with	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	
with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Preliminary	 Geotechnical	 Evaluation	 and	 Fault	 Investigation	
Report	included	in	Appendix	D,	while	Section	2.B.4	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	
Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 page	 4.D‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐27	 and	 ‐28	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	
earthquake	risk	associated	with	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	(including	that	associated	with	the	Hollywood	
Fault)	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	Hollywood	Fault	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C204	‐2	

Traffic	impact	–	since	many	of	our	residents	travel	through	the	immediate	area	of	this	project	and	we	don’t	
feel	 that	the	roads	have	the	capacity	 for	the	 increased	traffic	 flow	that	will	result	 from	the	addition	of	 this	
project’s	 tenancy.	 	 The	 roads	 cannot	 be	 widened	 to	 accommodate	 the	 increase.	 	 In	 addition,	 with	 the	
increased	traffic	flow	the	backup	of	vehicles	coming	over	the	hill	from	the	Valley	will	get	even	worse	than	it	
already	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C204	‐2	

The	 comment	 is	 noted.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	
the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	
and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	
after	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C204	‐3	

Seniors	 –	As	 everyone	 in	 the	 country	 is	 aware,	 the	population	 is	 aging	 rapidly.	 	 Thousands	of	 seniors	 are	
retiring	daily	across	the	country.		Los	Angeles	is	certainly	no	exception.		The	demand	for	low	cost	housing	is	
increasing	constantly.	Where	is	a	reasonably	large	number	of	affordable	housing	units	in	this	project?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C204	‐3	
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The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 housing	 affordability	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	housing	affordability	in	Chapter	2.0.		As	indicated	on	page	2‐8	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐3	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	each	provide	28	units	of	low‐income	housing	(11%	of	the	total	
housing	units	proposed).		

COMMENT	NO.	C204	‐4	

Parking	–	While	we’re	certain	that	the	project	has	plans	for	a	fairly	adequate	number	of	parking	spaces	for	
residents,	 where	 will	 visitors	 park?	 	 From	 the	 explanations	 received	 to	 date,	 it	 seems	 that	 the	 planned	
parking	will	 be	 barely	 adequate.	 	 There	 is	minimal	 street	 parking	 near	 the	 project	 and	 visitor	 parking	 in	
adjacent	neighborhoods	will	impact	those	areas.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C204	‐4	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 parking	 adequacy.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	
provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	is	144	
spaces	 more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC.	 	 Therefore,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 is	 not	
anticipated.	

With	respect	specifically	to	visitor	parking:		(1)	as	indicated	above,	both	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
include	 excess	 parking	which	 could	 accommodate	 visitors	 to	 the	 Project	 Site;	 (2)	 visitors	 associated	with	
residential	 tenants	 would	 be	 able	 to	 park	 within	 the	 residential	 parking	 levels	 of	 the	 Project	 parking	
structure,	with	free	or	validated	parking	provided;	(3)	on‐street	parking	on	adjacent	streets	surrounding	the	
Project	Site	is	restricted	during	evening	hours	such	that	visitors	to	the	Project	would	not	be	able	to	park	on	
adjacent	streets	and/or	would	have	to	pay	to	park;	and	(4)	as	discussed	in	Chapter	3.0	of	this	Final	EIR,	an	
additional	Project	Design	Feature	has	been	incorporated	into	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	
the	Draft	EIR	 requiring	 the	 implementation	of	 a	City‐approved	Traffic	Parking	 and	Mitigation	Plan	during	
any	future	special	events	on	the	Project	Site	to	ensure	that	off‐site	parking	spillover	does	not	occur.		For	all	
these	reasons,	visitors	 to	 the	Project	 site	would	not	be	expected	 to	 result	 in	 spillover	parking.	 	Please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C204	‐5	

Retail	 trade	–	There	 is	all	manner	of	 stores,	 shops,	banks	and	restaurants	 in	 the	 immediate	vicinity	of	 the	
project	eliminating	the	“need”	for	all	but	specialty	shops.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C204	‐5	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C205	

Clive	Whitcher	

COMMENT	NO.	C205‐1	

There	is	now	only	one	entrance	and	exit	to	the	complex	for	non‐residential	i.e.	commercial	auto	traffic.		This	
means	 that	 patrons	wanting	 to	 enter	 the	 property	 from	Eastbound	 Sunset	 have	 to	 turn	 right	 on	Crescent	
Heights,	 adding	 to	 the	 bottleneck	 in	 the	 proposed	 right	 turn	 lane	 with	 the	 current	 cut‐off	 having	 been	
eliminated.	 	 I	suggest	 that	an	automobile	entrance	 is	provided	on	Sunset	 just	East	of	 the	 intersection	with	
Havenhurst.	 	 I	know	the	entry/exit	on	Sunset	was	eliminated	from	the	original	plan	but	 I	 think	at	 least	an	
entrance	would	help	traffic	flow.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C205‐1	

The	commenter’s	suggestion	that	an	entry‐only	driveway	on	Sunset	Boulevard	for	Alternative	9	(similar	to	
that	proposed	 for	 the	Project	and	many	of	 the	other	project	alternatives)	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.			A	detailed	analysis	of	the	potential	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9,	including	
the	effects	of	removal	of	the	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway,	 is	provided	in	Chapter	2.0	and	Appendix	A	of	the	
RP‐DEIR.	 	 As	 described	 in	 this	 document,	 Alternative	 9	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 any	 additional	 traffic	
impacts	 compared	 to	 the	 Project;	 in	 fact,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 2‐24,	 2‐42	 and	 2‐43	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	
Alternative	9	would	result	in	incrementally	reduced	traffic	generation	compared	to	the	Project	due	primarily	
to	the	substantial	reduction	in	commercial	square	footage.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
site	access	and	circulation	under	Alternative	9.	 	As	discussed	therein,	Alternative	9	would	not	result	in	any	
significant	impacts	related	to	site	access	or	vehicular	circulation,	including	impacts	related	to	the	removal	of	
the	Project’s	Sunset	Boulevard	driveway	and	associated	changes	in	local	trip	distribution.	
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LETTER	NO.	C206	

J.	Eastwood	

COMMENT	NO.	C206‐1	

As	 a	 resident	 and	 homeowner	who	 lives	 on	Havenhurst	 Drive	 just	 south	 of	 the	 proposed	 development,	 I	
disagree	with	the	EIR	with	respect	to	the	increased	traffic.		There	will	undoubtedly	be	a	marked	increase	in	
traffic	considering	the	size	of	the	development.		I	would	like	to	see	the	size	of	the	development	reduced,	a	cul	
de	sac	created,	and	a	signal	added	at	Fountain.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C206‐1	

Project‐related	traffic	impacts	were	addressed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	
with	 supporting	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	
generate	 increased	vehicular	traffic	 trips	beyond	existing	conditions	consistent	with	this	comment.	 	Please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	additional	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

This	comment	requests	a	signal	be	added	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		As	discussed	in	Section	
4.J	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	 requires	 the	 installation	of	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 this	
intersection.		The	comment	is	not	specific	on	the	location	of	the	requested	cul	de	sac,	but	is	assumed	to	imply	
at	either	end	of	Havenhurst	at	Sunset	Boulevard	or	Fountain	Avenue.		A	cul	de	sac	is	not	warranted	at	either	
location	per	 the	Traffic	 Study	 for	 the	Project	 and	would	not	be	 a	 feasible	mitigation	measure	 to	maintain	
traffic	flow	conditions	in	the	local	project	vicinity.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C625‐16	(Janey	Marks	
Letter	C625)	regarding	placement	of	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	

The	commenter’s	opinion	regarding	support	for	a	reduced	size	of	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers.	 	It	should	be	noted,	however,	that	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	evaluated	 several	 alternatives	with	 lower	building	heights,	massing,	 and/or	overall	 development	
intensity,	including	Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	4,	6,	and	9.	
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LETTER	NO.	C207	

Chris	Becker	
1720	N	Fuller	Ave	#544	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C207‐1	

I	 am	 a	 Hollywood	 resident	 and	 a	 committed	 pedestrian.	 	 The	 New	 York	 limes	 article	 'Los	 Angeles	 as	 a		
Pedestrian'	was	a	delight	to	me,	tracing	many	of	the	urban	walks	I	have	made	my	habit	for	30	years.		As	this	
article	clearly	indicates,	both	visitors	and	residents	alike	are	walking	more	and	driving	less	and	my	decades	
of	observations	concur.	 	 I	 live	a	mile	away	and	I	walk	to	the	proposed	project	site	at	Crescent	Heights	and	
Sunset	regularly.	 	As	part	of	the	redevelopment,	the	intersection	needs	to	be	streamlined	and	beautified	to	
make	it	more	hospitable	to	pedestrians	and	vehicles	alike.		People	are	walking	more	because	they	realize	it's	
a	great	way	to	get	around	this	city!		It's	healthy	and	offers	beautiful	views	of	our	city	not	possible	from	a	car	
window.	 	The	8150	Sunset	 site	 is	 currently	 an	underused	 surface	parking	 lot	 and	 a	 series	 of	 lower	 grade	
commercial	stores.	 	It's	not	a	pretty	complex,	and	I	am	very	supportive	of	the	redevelopment	plans	as	they	
will	resuscitate	a	site	and	intersection	in	desperate	need	of	it.		The	dirt	lot	that	is	the	current	traffic	island	is	a	
dreadful	 visual	 blight	 and	 a	magnet	 for	 vagrants,	 as	 shown	 in	 attached	photo.	 	 Surely	Los	Angeles	 can	do	
better	than	this.		When	I	heard	Frank	Gehry	would	be	the	architect	for	this	project	I	was	thrilled.		Mr.	Gehry's	
designs	are	emblematic	of	the	world	renowned	creative	culture	in	Los	Angeles.		His	design	for	this	site	will	
be	oriented	to	pedestrians	like	myself,	which	will	go	a	long	way	to	create	a	dynamic	urban	environment	we	
can	 all	 enjoy.	 	 The	 design	 is	 absolutely	 stunning,	 and	 being	 able	 to	 experience	 it	 while	 walking	 my	
neighborhood	will	be	a	treat.		This	will	be	a	quintessential	Los	Angeles	building	that	everyone	knows,	loves,	
and	most	importantly,	uses	for	decades	to	come.		The	current	site	does	not	do	the	former	site	(The	Garden	of	
Allah)	 any	 sort	 of	 justice	 at	 all.	 	 Katharine	 Hepburn	 would	 be	 appalled.	 	 Los	 Angeles	 needs	 dramatic,	
substantial	 structures	 that	 are	 aesthetically	pleasing.	 	The	 site's	 location	 is	 a	 gateway	 to	 the	 city	 from	 the	
Valley	and	should	seem	as	such	in	dramatic	and	appealing	fashion.	In	addition	the	new	site	would	bring	back	
a	sense	of	neighborhood	pride	to	 this	portion	of	 the	historic	Sunset	Strip.	 	An	open	gathering	plaza	would	
seem	to	enliven	 the	area	dramatically.	 	Finally	 ‐	housing.	 	As	most	know,	Los	Angeles	 is	one	of	 the	LEAST	
affordable	 place	 to	 live	 in	 the	 entire	 United	 States.	 	 Prices	 here	 are	 untenable,	 and	 it's	 at	 least	 partially	
because	nothing	new	and	substantial	is	coming	to	the	market.		We	need	additional	housing	all	over	this	city,	
not	 just	 downtown	 (where	 new	units	 are	 selling	 and	 renting	 faster	 than	 they	 can	 be	 built).	 	 This	 project	
offers	 three	 types	 of	 housing	 ‐for	 sale	 condos,	 for	 rent	 apartments,	 and	 'very	 low	 income	 affordable	
apartments.	 	 This	 mix	 of	 housing	 options	 is	 exactly	 what	 the	 city	 needs	 and	 should	 be	 replicated	 in	
developments	 across	 the	 city.	 	 Los	 Angeles	 is	 a	 creative,	 global	 city	 .	 To	 nurture	 our	 creative	 spirit	 and	
enhance	 our	 global	 stature,	 we	 need	 more	 substantial,	 high	 density	 projects	 including	 housing	 that	 will	
promote	 dynamic	 pedestrian	 lifestyles,	 enliven	 our	 communities	 and	 stimulate	 our	 aesthetic	 well	 being.		
That's	why	I	support	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C207‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C208	

David	Gold	
dgold@inspirecom.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C208‐1	

Belated	thanks.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C208‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C209	

Jamie	Melas	
jamiemelas@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C209‐1	

To	whom	it	may	concern,	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project	environmental	impact	report.		I	
frequent	 West	 Hollywood	 and	 Hollywood,	 and	 have	 kept	 this	 project	 on	 my	 radar	 because	 I’ve	 always	
thought	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 was	 a	 dump	 and	 in	 need	 of	 revitalization.	 	 I	 was	 a	
supporter	 of	 the	 project	 before	 Gehry	 came	 aboard	 because	 a	 new	 development	 is	 exactly	 what	 the	 site	
needs,	and	because	housing	would	be	added	to	an	area	in	the	city	desperately	in	need	of	it.		After	seeing	the	
Gehry	design	for	the	first	time	I	was	blown	away.	 	Not	only	will	 this	site	add	much	needed	housing,	 it	will	
also	add	an	architectural	landmark	to	Sunset.		I	recently	purchased	a	new	condo,	and	while	I	am	happy	with	
it,	it	did	not	come	cheap.		Adding	new	housing,		regardless	of	the	type,	will	reduce	the	sky	high	prices	we	see	
in	home	sale	and	rental	prices.		We	need	to	embrace	the	idea	of	putting	housing	where	housing	is	needed	–	
opposing	developments	like	this	one	exacerbate	the	long	commute	times	many	of	us	face	because	we	have	to	
live	far	away	from	work.	 	More	sprawl	also	means	adversely	affecting	the	environment,	traffic,	and	mental	
states.	Los	Angeles	as	a	whole	is	undergoing	a	renaissance,	and	this	new	Gehry	design	should	be	the	type	of	
development	future	developers	look	to	when	considering	a	new	site.	 	We	need	more	of	it,	we	need	it	to	be	
built	to	 last,	and	we	need	it	to	 look	architecturally	stunning.	 	When	considering	what	 is	best	 for	this	site,	 I	
urge	you	to	balance	the	needs	of	the	millions	of	Angelenos	seeking	to	build	their	life	in	this	great	city	with	the	
dozens	of	residents	who	live	in	the	immediate	vicinity.		Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C209‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C210	

Ashley	Holt	
1430	North	Harper	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C210‐1	

I	live	less	than	.2	miles	away	from	8150	Sunset	on	North	Harper	Avenue.		For	my	fellow	Angelenos	who	can	
only	 equate	 distances	 to	 drive	 times,	 that‛s	 less	 than	 a	 three	minute	walk.	 	 I	moved	 to	 this	neighborhood	
precisely	because	of	the	numerous	destinations	it	presents	to	me	on	a	daily	basis.		Being	just	south	of	Sunset,	
I	am	also	located	just	a	stone‛s	throw	away	from	one	of	the	most	energetic	and	lively	commercial	strips	in	the	
entire	 country.	 	 The	 entertainment	 industry	 embodies	 Los	 Angeles,	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 embodies	 the	
entertainment	industry‐	it‛s	fun	and	active,	and	living	close	to	that	type	of	environment	is	one	of	the	major	
reasons	I	moved	to	the	area.		Sunset	has	both	modern	and	historic	buildings	up	and	down	the	strip,	and	the	
contrast	created	by	the	older	and	the	newer	buildings	produces	a	wonderful	and	diverse	visual	environment.	
I	love	the	idea	of	more	modern	buildings,	and	that	is	what	initially	drew	me	to	the	8150	Sunset	project.		This	
new	Gehry	design	will	be	a	game	changer	for	the	strip.		If	it	is	built	as	the	renderings	suggest,	I	could	see	this	
project	becoming	a	landmark	as	it‛s	visually	stunning	and	would	contrast	well	with	the	older	buildings	in	the	
area.	 	 Gehry	 is	 a	master,	 and	 it‛s	 perfect	 that	 his	 design	 creates	 a	 landmark	 building	 at	 this	 historic	 and	
landmark	site.		I	support	a	development	by	Gehry	at	this	site	even	more	forcefully	because	of	the	condition	of	
the	current	site	(it‛s	a	dump).	 	 I	walk	past	8150	Sunset	a	 lot	 to	go	to	Trader	Joe‛s,	 the	movie	 theaters,	and	
other	destinations	east	of	Crescent	Heights,	but	 I	never	go	 to	8150‐	 there	 just	 isn‛t	anything	 there	 for	me.		
What	I	do	hear	from	neighbors	and	friends	is	the	need	for	more	amenities	and	destinations	clustered	in	this	
area	that	are	convenient,	walkable,	and	serve	our	collective	needs.		A	drive‐thru	McDonald‛s,	while	I‛m	sure	a	
profitable	business,	does	not	serve	the	community.	 	In	fact,	it	does	the	opposite	of	that	by	creating	loads	of	
traffic	 and	 fueling	 the	 car‐centric	 culture	 that	 has	 created	 many	 of	 the	 problems	 we	 face	 today.	 	 After	
reviewing	 the	 draft	 environmental	 impact	 report,	 including	 the	 newly	 released	 DEIR	 information	 on	 the	
Gehry	project,	my	support	for	this	project	remains	strong‐	I	believe	that	this	is	a	smartly	planned	project	that	
puts	the	pedestrian	front	and	center	by	creating	a	space	that	is	welcoming	to	those	walking	to	the	site.		Smart	
planning	dictates	that	pedestrian	oriented	buildings	are	inherently	taller	than	the	fat	and	stubby	alternative.		
In	fact,	these	slender	and	less	boxy	designs	by	Gehry	create	unique	views	of	the	hills	looking	up	and	the	flats	
looking	down.		The	alternative	would	be	shorter	fatter	buildings	that	create	a	canyon	effect	and	completely	
block	views‐	I	believe	these	options	to	be	less	preferred	than	the	Gehry	design	I	see	today.		I	understand	my	
neighbors	who	have	concerns	about	 car	 traffic,	 and	 I	have	urged	 them	to	actually	 read	 the	environmental	
impact	 report‛s	 traffic	 section‐	 unlike	 other	 projects	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 that	 have	 dozens	 of	 permanently	
impacted	intersections,	this	project	has	zero.		Turns	out	that	when	you	remove	a	drive‐thru	McDonald‛s	and	
other	 high	 frequency	 retail	 spaces	 and	 replace	 them	with	 high‐end	 boutique	 retail	 and	 residences,	 traffic	
isn‛t	adversely	effected.		Thank	you	for	your	work	to	date,	and	I	urge	you	to	approve	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C210‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C211	

Alex	Nicholas	
Assistant	to	Rory	Barish	
alex@lane4realestate.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C211‐1	

Dear	Mr.	Lunceford,	
Subsequent	 to	 your	meeting	with	Rory	Barish	 regarding	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd,	
DEIR	 Alternative	 9,	 she	 wrote	 an	 addendum	 to	 her	 letter	 to	 address	 additional	 concerns.	 	 For	 your	
information,	that	addendum	is	attached.		Thank	you	for	your	attention	to	this	matter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C211‐1	

The	attached	letter	cited	by	the	commenter	is	a	duplicate	of	Comment	Letter	B22.		Please	see	Responses	to	
Comment	Letter	B22	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B22).		
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LETTER	NO.	C212	

Joe	Eastwood	
1327	N.	Havenhurst	Dr.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046		

COMMENT	NO.	C212‐1	

I	 am	writing	 to	 add	my	 voice	 to	 those	who	 are	 concerned	 about	 an	 increase	 in	 traffic	 on	Havenhurst	Dr.	
between	Fountain	and	Sunset.		As	you	know,	the	city	has	tried	to	slow	traffic	down	with	speed	humps	and	a	
choker.	 	 Unfortunately,	 the	 addition	 of	 this	mega	 development	 at	 the	 end	 of	 our	 street	will	 undoubtedly	
increase	 traffic.	 	 I	 would	 be	 in	 favor	 of	 doing	 something	 similar	 to	 what	 they	 have	 on	 Alta	 Loma	 and	
Sunset...creating	 a	 cul‐de‐sac	 and	 adding	 signal	 at	 Fountain	 and	Havenhurst.	 	 This	will	 also	 help	with	 the	
increase	in	pedestrians	who	will	be	crossing	Fountain.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C212‐1	

The	comment	is	noted.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project	traffic	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive	in	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	 and	Circulation,	with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐
DEIR	addressed	Project	traffic	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	
and	analysis	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐51	and	4.J‐52	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐46	and	
2‐47	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	traffic	impacts	to	the	
Havenhurst	Drive	roadway	segment	north	of	Fountain	Avenue.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	
Draft	EIR,	and	on	page	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	
operational	traffic	impacts	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	Drive	intersection	with	implementation	
of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	Please	also	 see	Response	 to	Comment	C206‐1	 (J.	Eastwood	Letter	C206)	
regarding	installation	of	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	(e.g.,	a	cul	de	sac	is	not	required).		Also,	please	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 for	 further	 discussion	 (e.g.,	 recommended	
mitigation	 requiring	 a	 signal	 at	 the	 Fountain	 Avenue/Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersection,	 a	 measure	 that	 the	
commenter	mentions	above	being	in	favor	of,	would	mitigate	impacts	at	this	intersection).	
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LETTER	NO.	C213	

Spencer	Villasenor	
President,	Croft	Homeowners	Association	
spencer.villasenor@gmail.com		

COMMENT	NO.	C213‐1	

I	commented	on	the	original	DEIR	in	December	2014	on	my	support	for	8150	Sunset	and	on	the	disturbing	
behavior	 of	 opponents	 to	 the	 project.	 I’d	 like	 to	 reaffirm	 my	 support	 for	 the	 project	 while	 stating	 the	
following:	 	I	am	a	local	resident	very	much	interested	in	how	we	interact	with	our	urban	environment	and	
especially	on	new	development	 in	 the	area.	 	 I	 support	good,	 smart	development,	 and	 for	 this	 reason	have	
found	myself	on	both	sides	of	the	table,	supporting	and	opposing	various	proposed	projects.		You	may	have	
seen	or	heard	some	of	my	comments	at	past	hearings.		After	hearing	arguments	for	and	against	this	project,	I	
strongly	 support	 i	 	 [sic]	 for	 many	 reasons.	 	 First,	 and	 most	 importantly,	 is	 housing.	 	 The	 shortage	 of	
affordable	housing	 (and	housing	 in	 general)	 in	 L.A.	 County	 is	 dire,	 now	more	 than	 ever	 –	 every	 academic	
study	and	anecdotal	piece	of	evidence	points	to	an	overall	consensus	that	it’s	becoming	even	more	difficult	
than	 it	 already	 is	 for	 anyone	who	 isn’t	 in	 the	 1%	 to	 afford	 living	 in	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 Historically,	 and	more	
recently,	housing	shortages	have	led	people	to	seek	housing	further	and	further	away	from	their	jobs,	transit	
opportunities,	 friends,	 and	 popular	 destinations.	 	 The	 urban	 sprawl	 created	 by	 this	 phenomenon	 is	
responsible	for	many	of	the	issues	I	hear	being	blamed	on	the	8150	Sunset	project,	the	biggest	being	traffic.	
Infill	development	and	people	living	close	to	where	they	work	is	not	the	creator	of	the	traffic	problems	we	
face	as	a	city	today	–	the	vast	majority	of	that	traffic	can	be	blamed	on	the	propensity	to	build	out	further	and	
further	away	from	city	centers,	instead	of	building	taller,	denser,	and	more	efficiently.	 	It’s	sadly	ironic	that	
those	who	oppose	denser	developments	in	our	neighborhoods	are	tacitly	responsible	for	not	only	our	sky‐
high	housing	projects,	but	also	our	longer	drive	times.		8150	Sunset	is	a	sound	project.		I	support	it	for	many	
reasons,	including:	putting	legitimate	services	on	the	site	I	would	frequent,	removing	an	eyesore	of	a	parking	
lot	and	dingy	stores,	introducing	affordable	housing	to	an	area	that	barely	has	any,	and	tastefully	balancing	
the	scale/size	of	the	project	with	open	space	at	a	corner	and	in	a	neighborhood	that	is	in	desperate	need	of	a	
revitalized	"streetscape"	‐	particularly	with	an	eye	toward	pedestrian‐oriented	design.	 	The	removal	of	the	
traffic	island	at	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	is	also	a	big	plus	–	replacing	that	useless	area	with	
much‐needed	green	space	will	make	the	area	more	welcoming,	not	only	to	neighbors	like	me	who	frequent	
the	site	by	foot,		but	also	those	biking	and	driving.		All	of	these	improvements	are,	in	my	book,	good	things.	I	
used	 to	 live	directly	at	 this	 intersection,	 so	 I	know	the	area	 intimately.	 	A	small	minority	of	my	neighbors	
have	been	vocal	in	opposing	all	projects	in	the	area,	but	this	one	in	particular.		I’ve	received	emails	in	the	past	
railing	against	affordable	housing.		All	of	this	animosity	comes	from	the	‘haves’	trying	to	keep	the	‘have‐nots’	
out	of	 “their”	neighborhoods,	and	 frankly	 it	makes	me	sick.	 	 I’m	glad	 to	say	 that	much	of	 this	rhetoric	has	
calmed	down	recently.		I’ve	received	the	recirculated	DEIR	of	the	Gehry	project	and	after	review	I	am	happy	
to	report	no	change	from	my	original	view	in	support	of	this	sound	project.		As	a	condo	owner,	I’m	even	more	
supportive	now	knowing	that	these	new	Gehry‐designed	units	are	going	to	tremendously	increase	the	value	
of	my	property.	 	 I	 look	 forward	 to	seeing	 the	developer	and	 the	community	work	 in	a	cohesive	 fashion	 to	
address	 the	 few	 impacts	 that	 do	 exist	 (mostly	 temporary	 impacts	 related	 to	 construction)	 –	 the	 best	
compromises	always	come	when	the	developer	and	community	can	speak	openly	and	 fairly	 to	each	other,	
and	 it’s	 truly	 sad	 when	 hateful	 oppositionists	 create	 an	 environment	 where	 compromise	 is	 hard	 to	
accomplish.		This	project	turns	a	blight	on	the	community	into	an	asset	–	It	has	my	full	support.		Thank	you	
for	the	opportunity	to	comment,	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C213‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C214	

Arthur	Scotti	
arthur.scotti@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐1	

I	have	read	ALL	of	the	following	concerns	forwarded	to	me	by	a	neighbor,	and	I	agree	with	ALL	of	them.	I	live	
two	blocks	away	and	frequently	use	the	Sunset	Plaza	shopping	center	for	Crunch,	Sunset	Sundance,	Trader	
Joe's,	and	various	restaurants.	I	am	deeply	concerned	with	this	new	proposed	development.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐1	

The	comments	regarding	the	concern	with	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		
The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	these	comments	
are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C214‐2	through	C214‐21.		

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	incentives	program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.			

There	are	 alternatives	 to	 the	proposed	development,	which	 could	 render	 the	Project’s	benefits	 still	 viable	
without	destroying	the	character	of	the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd	view	shed.		Proposing	a	project	that	respects	
the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	that	are	in	keeping	with	the	6	10	story	buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
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which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:			

In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	residents	
to	ensure	 that	present	and	 future	 city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	a	 consistent	basis	under	
which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.			

In	the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	
and	Objectives	established	in	a	viable	and	up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	

The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.			

In	 the	 least,	 this	 Project	 is	 premature	 and	 should	 be	 postponed	 for	 review	 until	 after	 a	 legally	 viable	
Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	
does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	
guidelines	for	development.	 	This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	
for	 the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	 the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.	 	 Instead,	 Incentive	Programs,	 and	Over	
Riding	consideration	findings	are	being	used	to	over	ride	an	appropriate	process	of	review	and	analysis.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.		

I	 would	 ask	 City	 Staff,	 the	 Mayor	 and	 the	 Council	 members	 to	 consider	 this	 Project	 premature	 until	 a	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	found	to	be	legally	sound,	and	finally	approved.	At	that	point,	
the	City	will	have	the	tools	to	evaluate	and	approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	
address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C214‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:			

The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	
area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	units	to	the	site.		I	request	
that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	assess	the	traffic	impact.			

Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	 when	 the	 study	 was	
conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	and	
businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	
Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	 this	 is	 the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	the	new	proposed	
building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	 [sic]	 when	 the	 two	 car‐length	 turning	 lane	 going	 into	 the	 project	 is	 filled	 and	 spills	 over	 onto	
through‐traffic	 lanes?	 	 What	 will	 be	 done	 to	 create	 a	 safe	 crossing	 for	 cars	 and	 pedestrians	 at	 the	
Havenhurst/Sunset	Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C214‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C214‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C215	

Bill	Swearinger	
PO	Box	691755	
West	Hollywood,	CA		90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C215‐1	

I	live	in	Laurel	Canyon,	just	north	of	Mt.	Olympus	Drive,	and	I	drive	down	Crescent	Heights	almost	every	day	
to	go	spend	money	in	the	city.		Usually	I	pass	the	intersection	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.		I’ve	lived	here	
32	years,	and	have	lived	in	Hollywood	almost	all	of	my	life.	I’m	over	60	years	old.	

If	the	developers	can	afford	Gehry,	they	can	afford	to	make	the	project	an	asset	for	the	neighborhood	rather	
than	precipitate	a	traffic	monster	there.	

The	EIR	does	not	honestly	 look	at	 the	 traffic	 impact	of	 the	proposed	project.	 	That	 intersection	 is	 lousy	 to	
start	with	because	of	the	unusual	angle	of	Crescent	Heights/Laurel	Canyon	at	the	intersection.	

Please,	go	to	that	intersection	about	5:30	PM	any	weekday,	and	stand	and	watch	it.	 	It’s	at	saturation	point	
now	and	needs	help	as	it	is,	before	a	new	project	there	should	be	considered.	

The	EIR	claim	that	there	will	be	an	increase	of	a	hundred	and	fifty	or	so	new	car	trips	a	day	or	so		is	simply	
nonsense.		The	politically‐correct	wish	that	people	will	take	the	bus	is	not	a	good	reason	to	depend	on	that	
wish	in	making	planning	decisions,	given	that	METRO	use	is	decreasing,	not	increasing	lately	overall.	

Here	are	some	ideas	from	a	boilerplate	protest	that	I	don’t	agree	with	in	total,	but,	the	following	is	accurate	
and	deserves	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C215‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	a	
discussion	of	the	Project’s	proposed	traffic	impacts,	including	those	associated	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	
Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 methodology	 for	 determining	 and	 quantifying	
Project‐related	vehicle	trips	and	anticipated	use	of	public	transit.	

COMMENT	NO.	C215‐2	

The	new	traffic	study	should	make	transparent	its	methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	
future	 projections	 compare	 to	 actual	 traffic	 counts	 of	 existing	 similar	 buildings	 and	 businesses	 to	 the	
proposed	 project.	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	 numbers	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 existing	 Bristol	 Farms	 at	 9039	
Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C215‐2	

Please	refer	to	Response	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C215‐3	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.	The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	 increased	pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	on	this	corner.	How	will	 the	 loss	of	 this	 island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	 and	 roads	 in	 order	 to	 prevent	 pedestrian	deaths.	Has	 the	 LA	planning	 department	 and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	 safety	on	an	F	 rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	How	will	 cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?	Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C215‐3	

Please	refer	to	Response	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C215‐4	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C215‐4	

Please	refer	to	Response	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C215‐5	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	 when	 the	 two	 car‐length	 turning	 lane	 going	 into	 the	 project	 is	 filled	 and	 spills	 over	 onto	
through‐traffic	 lanes?	 What	 will	 be	 done	 to	 create	 a	 safe	 crossing	 for	 cars	 and	 pedestrians	 at	 the	
Havenhurst/Sunset	Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C215‐5	

Please	refer	to	Response	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C215‐6	

This	draft	version	DEIR	is	says	that	there	will	be	only	residential	traffic	funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	assess	this	project.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C215‐6	

Please	refer	to	Response	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C215‐7	

I	request	all	new	impact	studies	be	done	for	the	residents	of	Historic	Havenhurst	Street	that	assess	traffic,	
noise,	 pollution,	 historical	 impact	 on	 the	 3	 Havenhurst	 properties	 on	 the	 national	 historic	 registrar,	
viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

The	building	proposed	looks	beautiful,	and	will	be	great	for	the	corner.		But,	the	developers	are	spending	a	
fortune	 on	 it,	 and,	 if	 they	 can	 afford	 Gehry,	 they	 can	 also	 afford	 to	 scale	 back	 the	 project	 or	 make	 real	
improvements	to	the	infrastructure	at	that	intersection	so	the	net	effect	is	an	improvement	to	traffic	there	
rather	than	create	a	disaster.	

In	short,	please	take	the	developer’s	baloney	out	of	 the	process,	and	take	a	hard	 look	at	 the	reality	we	are	
faced	with.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C215‐7	

Refer	 to	Response	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15	 for	comment	regarding	request	 for	new	impact	studies.	 	Also,	 the	
comment	regarding	the	scale	of	the	building	and	need	for	infrastructure	improvements	is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Traffic	impacts	to	intersections	under	Alternative	9	are	discussed	on	pages	
2‐42	through	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR;	as	discussed	therein,	operational	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	mitigation,	and	would	be	reduced	relative	 to	 the	proposed	Project.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	and	infrastructure	improvements.	
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LETTER	NO.	C216	

Bob	Gray	
improvbob@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C216‐1	

This	 development	 will	 create	 too	 much	 traffic	 and	 is	 too	 tall.	 The	 delivery	 and	 service	 trucks	 along	
everything	else	that	this	oversized	development	will	require	to	keep	running	like	employees	and	tenants	will	
be	a	burden	on	our	quiet	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C216‐1	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addresses	 the	 traffic,	 land	 use	 compatibility,	 visual	 and	 noise	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Sections	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	4.F,	Land	Use,	4.A,	Aesthetics,	and	4.G,	Noise,	respectively,	with	supporting	
technical	data	provided	in	Appendices	H	(Traffic)	and	F	(Noise).		The	RP‐DEIR	addresses	the	traffic,	land	use	
compatibility,	visual	and	noise	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Sections	2.B.10,	2.B.6,	2.B.1,	and	2.B.7,	respectively,	
with	supporting	technical	data	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	
than	significant	operational	 traffic	 impacts	with	 implementation	of	 the	recommended	mitigation,	 less	 than	
significant	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 visual	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 less	 than	 significant	
operational	noise	impacts.		Please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	impacts,	TR‐2	regarding	
land	use	compatibility	impacts,	TR‐4	regarding		traffic	impacts,	and	TR‐8	regarding	noise	impacts,	for	further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C216‐2	

The	 only	 solution	 is	 to	 close	 off	 the	 street	 below	 the	 development	 and	 add	 a	 signal	 at	 Havenhurst	 and	
Fountain.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C216‐2	

The	 addition	 of	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue	 intersection	 is	 required	 by	
Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1	on	page	4.J‐65	of	the	Draft	EIR.		

With	respect	to	the	comment	concerning	closing	off	Havenhurst	Drive,	the	comment	is	noted	and	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project	traffic	impacts	on	Havenhurst	
Drive	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	in	Appendix	
H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	 in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐51	and	4.J‐52	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐46	 and	 2‐47	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	traffic	impacts	to	the	Havenhurst	Drive	roadway	segment	north	of	Fountain	Avenue.		As	indicated	
on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	page	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	result	in	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	at	the	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Fountain	Avenue	
intersection	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Therefore,	closing	off	Havenhurst	Drive	is	
not	 warranted.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C625‐16	 (Janey	 Marks	 Letter	 C625)	 	 regarding	
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installation	of	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	
for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C217	

Christian	Stevens	
90210@misterbeverlyhills.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C217‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C217‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C218	

Coby	Brown	
coby14@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C218‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C218‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C219	

Dean	&	Lynne	Goodhill	
dgedits@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C219‐1	

Dear	planning	committee,	

My	wife	Lynne	and	I	strongly	support	this	project.		I	think	the	design	is	terrific	and	a	great	enhancement	to	
the	 neighborhood.	 	 Lynne	 also	 sent	 in	 a	 card	 to	 that	 effect.	 	 Please	 approve	 the	 project.	 	 Thanks,—Dean	
Goodhill	&	Lynne	Goodhill			

PS		It	has	come	to	my	attention	that	the	people	that	oppose	this	project	are	using	my	name	despite	the	fact	
that	 I	 do	 not	 oppose	 it.	 	 I	 will	 ask	 that	 they	 remove	 my	 name,	 and	 my	 wife	 Lynne’s	 name	 from	 their	
antigrowth	group.		We	disagree	with	them	entirely.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C219‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C220	

Debra	Dresbach	
debradresbach@msn.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C220‐1	

Dear	Planning	Committee	evaluating	the	8150	Sunset	Development,	
It	 is	with	 great	 sadness	 that	 I	 am	writing	 yet	 again	 about	 this	 overly	 ambitious,	 traffic	 clogging,	 towering	
monstrosity	 of	 a	 development	 still	 being	 considered.	 	 Unbridled	 development	 must	 be	 stopped.	 	 Pick	
corridors	of	high	rises	and	build	them	in	a	concentrated	area	rather	than	spreading	them	out	all	over	the	city.	
Clearly	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	should	not	be	one	of	those	high‐rise	corridors!	 	Keeping	
new	 development	 concurrent	 with	 the	 neighborhood's	 current	 low‐rise	 profile	 is	 what	 makes	 the	 most	
sense.		The	neighborhood	doesn't	want	high‐rises	going	up	in	an	area	of	low‐scale	buildings	Commuters	who	
pour	from	the	valley	into	the	city	round	trip	on	a	daily	basis	don't	want	yet	more	congestion.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C220‐1	

Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	Project	 traffic	 impacts,	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 regarding	
visual	 character	 and	 visual	 quality	 related	 to	 the	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation	(including	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection),	and	
would	result	in	less	than	significant	visual	character	and	visual	quality	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.		In	
addition,	as	indicated	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	consistent	with	the	
existing	pattern	of	development	of	more	 intense	commercial	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	with	residential	
neighborhoods	along	the	side	streets.	

COMMENT	NO.	C220‐2	

I	recently	moved	back	to	Laurel	Canyon	from	Santa	Monica,	where	I	lived	for	two	years	while	I	was	restoring	
my	home.	 	Why	 is	 Santa	Monica	 so	 livable?	 	 Yes,	 the	 ocean	 is	 nice	 and	 the	 air	 quality	 good.	 	 But	 there	 is	
another	 huge	 factor:	 all	 the	 apartment	 buildings	 are	 two‐three	 stories.	 	 And	 the	downtown	 area	 is	 highly	
walkable	 because	 it	 consists	 of	 beautiful	 two,	 three	 and	 four‐story	 buildings.	 	 There	 are	 no	 towering	
monsters	blocking	the	light	and	making	pedestrians	feel	unwanted.	 	Keep	those	towering	developments	in	
Century	 City	 where	 they	 belong.	 	 Recently,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	 City	 Council	 voted	 against	 allowing	 taller	
buildings	 throughout	 the	 city's	 downtown.	 	 The	 Planning	 Committee	 evaluating	 the	 8150	 Sunset	
Development	 needs	 to	 look	 at	 the	 decision	 Santa	 Monica	 recently	 made	 and	 seriously	 analyze	 the	
consequence	of	choosing	differently.	 	Please	 take	the	same	course	of	action	that	one	of	 the	country's	most	
beautiful	 cities	 did,	 listen	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 evaluate	 the	 overwhelmingly	 negative	 ramifications	 to	 the	
surrounding	community	by	going	through	with	the	8150	Sunset	Development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C220‐2	

The	comment	requesting	that	towering	development	be	kept	in	Century	City	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	Because	 the	 comment	does	not	 raise	 an	 issue	 specific	 to	 the	
content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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With	respect	to	the	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	development,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C220‐1	
above.	

With	 respect	 to	 shading,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 shading	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9.		This	includes	shading	diagrams	(Figures	4.A‐13	through	4.A‐16	in	the	Draft	EIR,	and	Figure	2‐
6	 in	 the	RP‐DEIR.)	 	As	 indicated	 in	 these	 figures	and	on	pages	4.A‐44	 through	4.A‐51	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	
pages	2‐12	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	
shading	impacts.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	shading	impacts	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C221	

Diane	Cary	Parriott	
8235	Lincoln	Terrace	
LA.	CA.	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C221‐1	

Dear	Sirs,	

I	am	a	15	year	resident	of	8235	Lincoln	Terrace,	LA	90069		I	formally	object...	And	reject...	The	new	plan	for	
the	structure	by	Mr	Geary	[sic].		It	is	UNREASOBABLY	[sic]	high!!!		And	will	ruin	our	historical	neighborhood.		
You	are	doing	a	grave	disservice	to	the	residents	who	will	be	greatly	negatively	 impacted	by	this.	 	 I	 loudly	
protest!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C221‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	related	to	the	
height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 proposed	 development,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	
historical	resources.	 	As	 indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	less	than	significant	visual	
character	impacts	and	indirect	impacts	to	historical	resources.	
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LETTER	NO.	C222	

Edward	Smith	
1550	North	Fairfax	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C222‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C222‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐980	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C222‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C222‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C223	

Elaine	Jesmer	
8519	½	Nash	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C223‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C223‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C223‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C223‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C224	

Eric	Wald	
8236	Kirkwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C224‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C224‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C224‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C224‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C225	

Jeffrey	Hers	and	Rick	Ayres	
Stakeholders	
1344	N.	Spaulding	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐1	

To	Whom	it	may	Concern,			

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C225‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C225‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:		The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	
123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	
units	 to	 the	site.	 	 I	 request	 that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	assess	 the	
traffic	impact.		Furthermore	this	new	traffic	study	should	make	transparent	its	methodology,	when	the	study	
was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	
and	businesses	 to	 the	 proposed	project.	 	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	 numbers	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 existing	
Bristol	 Farms	 at	 9039	 Beverly	 Blvd.	 since	 this	 is	 the	 same	 grocery	 store	 chain	 that	 will	 occupy	 the	 new	
proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐13	

Dear	Sir	or	Madam,	Although	 the	 following	 is	a	boilerplate	message	we	have	been	provided	by	 those	who	
take	attention	to	our	fellow	stakeholders	in	Spaulding	Square,	it	accurately	reflects	the	views	we	hold.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐13	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	Responses	 to	
comments	 from	 the	 “boilerplate	 message”	 referred	 to	 by	 the	 commenter	 are	 addressed	 in	 Response	 to	
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Comments	Nos.	C225‐1	through	C225‐12	above,	and	Response	to	Comment	Nos.	C225‐17	through	C225‐24,	
below.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐14	

The	 continuing	 overdevelopment	 and,	 in	 our	 view,	 inappropriate	 development	 of	 our	 immediate	
surroundings,		including	the	9000	Sunset,	Soho	House….negatively	impact	our	quality	of	life.	Noise,	excessive	
street	traffic	and	parking	are	real	concerns	that	lead	to	diminished	property	values.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐14	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 noise	 and	 vibration	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 and	
parking.			

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐15	

We	 have	 owned	 our	 home	 in	 Spaulding	 Square	 since	 May	 1991	 and	 have	 watched	 the	 steady	 march	 of	
overcrowding	caused,	in	great	part,	by	the	commercial	developments	that	are	oversized	for	our	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐15	

The	comment	regarding	the	concern	with	overcrowding	by	commercial	development	does	not	raise	an	issue	
specific	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.	 	 However,	 the	
comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐16	

We	are	 smaller	 contributors	 to	 the	property	 tax	base	 compared	 to	 the	 sales	 tax	 and	business	 tax	of	 these	
developments.	 Therefore,	 we	 have	 less	 impact	 on	 your	 decisions.	 We	 can	 only	 hope	 that	 some	 of	 our	
concerns	can	be	addressed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐16	

The	comment	regarding	contributions	to	the	City’s	tax	revenues	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers.	 	The	concerns	raised	by	the	commenter	are	addressed	in	this	Response	to	Comments	Nos.	C225‐1	
through	C225‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐17	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C225‐18	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐19	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐20	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐21	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐21	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C225‐22	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐23	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C225‐24	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C225‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C226	

Jeff	McDonough	
music4picture@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐3	

THIS	 IS	NOT	PROGRESS.	 IT	 IS	AN	EYESORE	AND	THE	DESTRUCTION	OF	THE	BEAUTY	OF	THE	CITY.	 	The	
design	does	NOTHING	for	the	community,	and	only	serves	to	line	the	pockets	of	the	tiny	handful	of	people	
involved	in	building	the	eyesore.	It	would	be	nothing	more	than	permanent	visual	vandalism,	and	cause	an	
unprecedented	 stress	 to	 a	 traffic	 system	 already	 at	 it's	 [sic]	 limits.	 Again,	 this	 only	 serves	 the	 handful	 of	
builders	involved.	How	many	of	whom	actually	live	in	the	area?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐3	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 visual	 resources,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
traffic	and	parking.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
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zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C226‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
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disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C226‐14	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C226‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C226‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C226‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C227	

Jeremy	Gardiner	
8751	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Lauren	Canyon,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C227‐1	

Dear	City	Planning	Commision	[sic]	and	political	representatives,	
The	new	plans	for	this	property	call	for	a	234	ft	height,	while	it’s	zoned	for	45	ft.		Why	should	they	be	allowed	
to	 build	 a	 structure	 that	would	 rise	 189	 ft	 taller	 than	 it	was	 zoned	 for?	 	Why	 should	 they	 be	 allowed	 to	
increase	 the	value	of	 their	property	 to	 the	detriment	of	everyone	else	around	 them.	 	Please	do	your	duty,	
follow	the	laws	and	codes	that	were	in	place	when	this	property	was	purchased	for	development	and	force	
the	owner	to	build	within	the	45	ft	zoning	that’s	in	place	for	that	location.		Otherwise,	you’ll	be	approving	a	
project	 that	will	contribute	only	overcrowded	streets,	dangerous	cross	walks	and	diminished	home	values	
for	the	local	neighbors.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C227‐1	

The	commenter	suggests	that	the	Project	Site	is	zoned	with	a	45‐foot	height	limitation;	however,	the	Project	
Site	 does	 not	 have	 a	 height	 restriction	under	 the	City’s	 zoning	 regulations.	 Rather,	 the	 zoning	 regulations	
limit	development	 in	terms	of	 floor‐area	ratio	(FAR),	which	 is	 the	building	floor	space	divided	by	the	total	
site	area.		The	C4‐1D	zoning	designation	allows	for	an	FAR	of	1:1,	or	up	to	111,339	square	feet	of	commercial	
development,	in	any	number	of	floors	on	the	Project	Site	as	long	as	the	built	floor	space	does	not	exceed	the	
1:1	ratio.	Please	see	also	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	City	of	Los	Angeles	development	
standards,	plans,	and	polices	related	to	height	and	scale.	

Regarding	 the	comments	on	pedestrian	safety,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4.	 	Regarding	 the	Project’s	
alleged	contributions	to	“overcrowded	streets,”	please	see	the	discussion	of	traffic	impacts	in	the	Draft	EIR	
(Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 H)	 and	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 (addressing	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A).		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	the	
Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐41	through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	
significant	 pedestrian	 safety	 impacts,	 and	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

With	respect	to	the	issue	of	impacts	to	property	values	resulting	from	the	Project,	property	values	are	not	an	
issue	 to	 be	 evaluated	 in	 an	 EIR,	 as	 CEQA	 is	 concerned	 with	 the	 physical	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	
environment.	
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LETTER	NO.	C228	

Joe	Eastwood	
j.eastwood310@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C228‐1	

I	am	a	homeowner	who	lives	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	less	than	a	block	away	from	the	proposed	development.	
This	project	is	way	too	tall	and	will	not	only	affect	the	traffic	on	our	street,	but	also	on	Fountain	and	Sunset	
which	 are	 major	 east‐west	 thoroughfares	 that	 already	 see	 unbearable	 congestion.	 	 While	 I	 support	
revitalizing	the	east	end	of	the	Sunset	Strip,	I	feel	that	this	project	is	out	of	scale	for	an	area	of	the	city	that	is	
not	connected	by	the	subway.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C228‐1	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	stating	that	the	Project	is	too	tall	and	out	of	scale	with	the	area,	
please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	visual	character	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	compatibility	of	the	proposed	development	with	the	surrounding	area.		
As	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	visual	character	and	land	use	
compatibility	impacts.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	
the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	
with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	stating	that	the	Project	would	not	be	connected	by	the	subway,	
the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	As	indicated	in	
Topical	Response	TR‐2,	 the	Project	 Site	 is	 located	within	1,560	 feet	of	 a	Metro	Transit	 Stop	and	 that	 this,	
combined	with	the	fact	that	the	Project	includes	an	affordable	housing	component,	qualifies	it	for	increased	
density	 under	 California	 Government	 Code	 Sections	 65915‐65918	 and	 LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐A,25	 (for	 off‐
menu	incentives).		
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LETTER	NO.	C229	

Joy	Barr	
joyface@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐1	

The	newest	developer	proposal	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	is	of	great	concern	to	us	folks	that	live	and	work	within	
the	vicinity	and	also	to	the	large	amount	of	commuters	who	travel	by	there	24	hours	a	day.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐1	

This	comment	regarding	concerns	with	 the	Project	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐
DEIR	 and	 the	 environmental	 impacts	 addressed	 therein.	 	 However,	 the	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐2	

I	 REQUEST	 that	 the	 proposed	 structure's	 proximity	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 earthquake	 fault	 line	 be	 closely	
reviewed	and	considered.	This	proposed	structure	would	be	the	tallest	around,	posing	a	great	threat	to	the	
inhabitants	and	all	nearby	buildings	and	people.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 geology	 and	 soils	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 with	 supporting	
information	provided	in	the	Preliminary	Geotechnical	Evaluation	and	Fault	Investigation	Report	included	in	
Appendix	D,	while	pages	2‐27	and	2‐28	 in	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	 associated	
with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	B.		As	discussed	therein,	no	portion	of	
the	Hollywood	Fault	is	located	within	the	Project	Site,	and	further,	impacts	related	to	seismic	ground	shaking	
would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation,	and	thus	the	Project	would	not	
present	a	risk	to	people	or	structures	in	the	area.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	seismic	
hazards	and	location	of	the	Hollywood	Fault.			

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐3	

We	welcome	change	to	the	neighborhood	and	the	growth	and	revenue	that	the	structure	would	provide,	but	
the	 height	 234	 feet	 proposed	 is	 oppressive	 and	 unnecessary.	 	 As	 seen	 all	 over	 our	 town,	 developers	 and	
contractors	want	to	cash	out	as	soon	as	their	buildings	are	up	and	have	no	stake	in	the	local	neighborhood.	
How	can	such	a	structure	be	considered	when	there	are	so	many	residential	and	commercial	vacancies	all	
around	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles?	 	 I	REQUEST	 that	 a	 signed	 list	 of	people	 and	businesses	 interested	 in	
residing	in	the	new	structure	be	submitted	by	the	developer.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐3	

The	 commenter’s	 opinions	 regarding	 the	 height	 of	 Alternative	 9	 and	 statements	 about	 development	
elsewhere	 in	 the	 area	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.		
Information	 regarding	 future	 tenants	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 not	 currently	 available	 and	 furthermore	 is	 not	
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germane	 to	 the	Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 visual	
resources	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐4	

I	also	REQUEST	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	another	company	to	properly	assess	the	traffic	impact.	I	walk	
across	 that	 dangerous	 intersection	 daily	&	 fear	what	 the	 impact	 of	 a	 new	massive	 structure	would	 do	 to	
pedestrian	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐4	

This	comment	requesting	that	a	new	traffic	study	be	prepared	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 comprehensively	 evaluated	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 of	 the	
Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	
included	in	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR,	while	traffic	impacts	under	Alternative	9	were	evaluated	in	2‐41	
through	 2‐57	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 The	 Project	 TIA	 and	
related	analyses	were	prepared	in	accordance	with	established	LADOT	traffic	impact	analysis	guidance	and	
procedures,	 and	 approved	 by	 LADOT.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	
traffic	impacts	and	pedestrian	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐5	

Such	a	massive	undertaking	must	be	heavily	scrutinized	before	the	community	can	feel	comfortable	with	it.	
Let's	take	our	time	with	it	and	make	this	an	amazing	project	for	future	generations	to	enjoy.		I	have	attached	
a	letter	from	our	community	group	with	some	more	direct	concerns	to	review.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐5	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		With	regard	to	
the	 referenced	 letter	 attachment,	 responses	 to	 comments	 contained	 in	 the	 letter	 attachment	 are	provided	
below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C229‐6	through	C229‐25.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐6	

To	Whom	 it	may	Concern,	Unfortunately	 the	 8150	 Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	 EIR	 and	 the	
original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	is	incomplete	and	has	not	adequately	evaluated	the	potential	environmental	
impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	
advocacy	document	intended	to	provide	an	environmental	document	that	can	be	used	to	justify	a	project,	not	
adequately	evaluate	the	proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	
directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐7	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐8	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐9	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐10	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
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until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐11	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐12	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐13	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
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same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐14	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	back	drop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	structures;	as	their	relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	against	a	back	drop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐15	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	not	meet	the	
intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	law.	Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	
of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐16	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐17	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
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safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐18	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐19	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐20	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1015	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐21	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐22	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐22	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐23	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐24	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C229‐25	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C229‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C230	

Judith	James		
Dreyfuss/James	Productions	
2418	Laurel	Pass	Ave	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐1	

I	am	about	 to	email	you	 the	very	clear	and	well	expressed	sample	 letter	our	community	has	proposed	we	
send.	I	was	going	to	add	my	disgusted	observations	on	the	proposal	developers	at	8150	Sunset	trying	to	use	
smoke	and	mirrors	to	make	us	celebrate	the	good	neighborhood	policy	of	the	mixed‐use	buildings	concept.	
Its	absurd,	already	old‐fashioned	and	does	nothing	for	the	wellbeing	of	the	community	already	here.	But	the	
letter	says	it	with	more	knowledgeable	detail.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Responses	to	the	
sample	 letter	 referenced	 by	 the	 commenter	 are	 provided	 in	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Nos.	 C230‐2	 through	
C230‐21,	below.		

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐2	

SO	please	pay	attention	to	this:	Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	
original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	is	incomplete	and	has	not	adequately	evaluated	the	potential	environmental	
impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	
advocacy	document	intended	to	provide	an	environmental	document	that	can	be	used	to	justify	a	project,	not	
adequately	evaluate	the	proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	
directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
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destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C230‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C230‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C230‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C231	

Laura	Cody	Curci	
1533	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C231‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C231‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1027	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C231‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C231‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C232	

Larry	McQueen	
2225	Nichols	Canyon	Rd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C232‐1	

To	Whom	it	May	Concern:	
I	am	writing	to	voice	my	opposition	to	the	above	referenced	case.	 	I	have	previously	written	an	opposition	
but,	 understand	 the	 project’s	 design	 is	 still	 not	 appropriate	 for	 the	 neighborhood.	 	 I	 have	 lived	 in	 the	
immediate	area	for	thirty	years.	I	have	seen	new	developments	that	went	up	over	that	time,	which	I	felt	at	
the	 time	 were	 too	 large	 but,	 nothing	 compared	 to	 the	 developments	 that	 are	 being	 allowed	 now.	 	 The	
monumental	 structures	 that	 are	 now	 being	 allowed	 totally	 dwarf	 anything	 that	 has	 been	 done	 before.	 	 I	
appose	 [sic]	 these	 structure	which	 are	 totally	destroying	 the	 feeling	of	 our	neighborhood	and	 causing	 the	
traffic	situation	to	get	worse.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C232‐1	

This	comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	
makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 with	
development	 standards,	 consistency	with	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 regulations	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	
compatibility	with	 surrounding	 development,	 as	well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	
traffic	generation	and	related	traffic	impacts.		As	indicated,	Project	and	Alternative	9	land	use	impacts	related	
to	building	height/	scale	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	land	uses	were	found	to	be	less	than	significant,	
while	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 were	 found	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C232‐2	

I	 know	 there	 are	monetary	 enticements	 the	 developments	 of	 such	 structures	 for	 the	 city	 but,	 these	 huge	
structures	 are	 destroying	 the	 feeling	 of	 a	 community	 and	 becoming	 a	 sea	 of	 high	 rise	 developments	 and	
causing	traffic	congesting	like	I	have	never	seen	in	30	years.		The	politicians	are	constantly	saying	they	want	
to	preserve	a	feeling	of	neighborhood	and	promise	to	do	something	to	relieve	traffic	but,	all	I	see	them	doing	
is	allowing	more	and	more	development	which	will	destroy	 it	and	make	conditions	worse.	 	New	buildings	
are	a	great	thing	but,	these	kind	of	structures	are	only	to	make	money.		I	am	against	the	above	project	of	this	
size.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C232‐2	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		The	comments	on	height	and	traffic	are	addressed	above	in	Response	to	Comment	C232‐1.			
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LETTER	NO.	C233	

Marc	Levin	
1641	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
LA,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C233‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C233‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C233‐2	

The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	
area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	units	to	the	site.		I	request	
that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	 properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.		
Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	 when	 the	 study	 was	
conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	and	
businesses	to	the	proposed	project.	I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	
Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	 this	 is	 the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	the	new	proposed	
building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C233‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C233‐3	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C233‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20	
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LETTER	NO.	C234	

Margaret	Black	
8464	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C234‐1	

I	am	a	resident	 living	at	8464	Hollywood	Blvd,	Los	Angeles	and	have	a	strong	 interest	 in	 this	project	as	 it	
affects	our	neighborhood.		The	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	
as	prepared,	is	incomplete	and	has	not	adequately	evaluated	the	potential	environmental	impacts	associated	
with	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C234‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	complete	and	comply	with	all	applicable	State	and	City	requirements.		Please	
see	Responses	to	Comments	C234‐2	and	C234‐3	below	for	further	discussion.		

COMMENT	NO.	C234‐2	

One	of	my	objections	relates	to	the	height	of	 the	building	which	appears	to	be	234	 feet	 in	the	new	design.	
This	 is	 totally	 inappropriate	 for	 the	 neighborhood!	 Please	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 for	 scale	 and	
height.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C234‐2	

The	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	the	 impacts	of	Alternative	9	on	visual	character	(as	a	result	of	building	heights)	 in	
Section	2.B.1,	Aesthetics.		As	indicated	on	page	2‐11	of	the	RP‐DEIR:	

“The	Project	was	determined	to	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	with	respect	to	visual	quality	without	
the	 need	 to	 incorporate	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Because	 the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	
Underground	Parking	Alternative	and	the	Project	would	incorporate	similar	features,	impacts	under	the	
Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative	 would	 also	 be	 less	 than	
significant,	but	would	be	reduced	overall	given	that	building	massing	and	setbacks	under	this	Alternative	
would	be	modified	and	 this	Alternative	would	provide	a	development	with	a	unique	design	and	 iconic	
appearance	that	would	substantially	improve	the	visual	character	of	the	Project	Site.”	

Therefore,	a	less	than	significant	visual	character	impact	would	occur.	

For	further	discussion,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	from	the	surrounding	community	
and	visual	character	impacts	related	to	the	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	development.			

The	commenter	makes	reference	to	a	“community	standard	for	scale	and	height”.	 	The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	
the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	adopted	land	use	plans,	polices	and	development	standards	in	Section	4.F,	
Land	 Use,	 while	 Section	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	
indicated	on	pages	4.F‐19	through	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐30	through	2‐34	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 substantially	 consistent	 with	 adopted	 land	 use	 plans,	 polices	 and	
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development	standards,	and	 impacts	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	 for	
more	information	on	land	use	consistency	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C234‐3	

The	other	objection	relates	to	the	traffic	study	which	states	there	will	be	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	at	
night	added	to	the	net	area	trips.	How	can	that	be	true	with	the	249	residential	units	being	built?		We	need	a	
thorough	transparent	traffic	impact	report	so	that	the	Strip	does	not	become	more	gridlocked	than	it	is,	and	
pedestrians	and	cars	can	travel	safely.		Also,	I	would	like	to	believe	that	firetrucks	would	be	able	to	reach	my	
home	 in	 the	 event	 of	 a	 fire,	 but	 am	not	 convinced	 that	 this	would	happen.	 	 Please	 do	 the	 correct	 job	 and	
address	the	concerns	of	the	citizens	of	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C234‐3	

The	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 Transportation,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
Alternative	9	would	result	in	a	net	increase	in	daily	trips	of	18,	a	net	decrease	in	A.M.	peak	hour	trips	of	108,	
and	a	net	increase	in	P.M.	peak	hour	trips	of	123.		These	are	net	estimates	which	subtract	out	the	daily	and	
A.M./P.M.	 peak	 hour	 trips	 generated	 by	 the	 existing	 uses	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 at	 full	 capacity,	 which	 is	
considerable	 (5,296	daily,	313	A.M.	peak	hour,	349	P.M.	peak	hour).	 	The	calculation	of	 these	estimates	 is	
provided	in	Appendix	A‐4	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		These	estimates	are	based	on	ITE	trip	generation	rates,	which	are	
typically	used	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	and	the	surrounding	cities	
(like	 the	 City	 of	West	Hollywood),	 and	 have	 been	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 LADOT.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 pedestrian	 facilities	 and	 safety,	 and	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 the	 traffic	 study	
methodology	and	assumptions.			

With	regard	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	fire	truck	access	and	emergency	response	times,	as	
indicated	 on	 pages	 2‐42	 through	 2‐50	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	
operational	 traffic	 congestion	with	 implementation	of	 the	 recommended	mitigation,	while	 as	 indicated	on	
pages	2‐37	and	‐38	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	emergency	access	and	
emergency	response	time	 impacts	with	 implementation	of	 the	 traffic	mitigation.	 	Similar	conclusions	were	
drawn	when	evaluating	the	other	Alternatives	in	the	Draft	EIR.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
Project	 traffic	 impacts,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 access	 and	 emergency	 response	
times,	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C235	

Mark	Woodland	
mawoodland@hotmail.uk	

COMMENT	NO.	C235‐1	

The	new	project	needs	to	be	in	keeping	with	existing	buildings	in	the	area.		Rethink	the	designs.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C235‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 building	 height	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 visual	
character	 in	 Section	2.B.1.	 	The	Enhanced	View	Corridor	 and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative	
will	result	in	similar	building	heights	as	the	Project.			Each	of	the	building	elements	was	designed	to	respond	
to	the	variety	of	scales	surrounding	the	Project	Site,	and	to	provide	a	distinctive	design	with	greater	visual	
interest.	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetic	and	visual	impacts	related	to	height	and	
scale.		As	indicated	therein,	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	aesthetic	and	visual	character	
impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C236	

Max	Rivkind	
8148	sunset	blvd	
LA	ca	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C236‐1	

I	am	the	major	tenant	in	the	existing	8150	project	i	have	occupied	my	Location	since	1987.		I	have	seen	the	
traffic	on	sunset	get	progressively	Worse	over	time.		The	nos	[sic]	given	in	the	deir	are	all	bogus.	he	who	pays	
the	bills	gets	the	desired	outcomes.	 	The	insurance	institute	has	rated	the	intersection	of	sunset	laurel	and	
crescent	as	particularly	bad	Only	to	get	worse	if	the	scale	of	project	is	allowed	at	current	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C236‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 intersection	where	 level	 of	 service	 (LOS)	would	 remain	 unchanged	 and	where	 delay	would	 be	
below	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 significance	 thresholds	 (page	 4.J‐45	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐43	 of	 the	 RP‐
DEIR).			Furthermore,	access	driveways	into	the	Project	Site	from	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	would	provide	
adequate	queuing	distances	such	that	Project	traffic	entering	the	Project	Site	from	Havenhurst	Drive	would	
not	back	up	into	the	street	or	impact	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	(pages	
4.J‐55	and	4.J‐56	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	pages	2‐50	and	2‐51	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C236‐2	

Also	 does	 it	 not	 seem	 odd	 that	 because	 frank	 gehry	 doing	 la	 river	 project,	 pro	 bono	 that	 suddenly	 the	
developer	hired	him.		Does	it	not	seem	like	frank	gehry	is	entitled	to	some	pay	back	from	the	fast	track	of	this	
project.		Be	careful	what	you	wish	for,	this	project	may	come	back	to	bite	you	on	the	behind.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C236‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C236‐3	

If	i	was	an	attorney	i	would	hold	city	of	la	liable	for	any	damage	caused	Or	injuries	sustained	due	to	accidents	
caused	at	above	intersection.		If	any	one	knows	the	area	it	is	me	i	have	lived	it	for	28	years.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C236‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C237	

Micki	Sauer	
mickisauer@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C237‐1	

I	am	totally	against	this	project	and	its	enormous	size.		The	greed	of	developers	is	ruining	our	city.		This	area	
is	so	dense	and	no	one	can	sanely	state	that	traffic	and	city	overload	will	not	be	effected	by	this	project.		The	
construction	plan	is	too	high,	and	too	much.		How	about	keeping	the	integrity	of	our	neighborhood?		I	chose	
not	to	copy	the	form	letter.		I	think	shorter	is	better.		My	point	is	clear.		I	live	in	this	area	and	I	am	exhausted	
by	 the	 overdevelopment	 happening	 everywhere	 I	 turn.	 	 Make	 our	 lives	 better	 not	more	 crowded.	 	 Micki	
Sauer.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C237‐1	

The	comments	regarding	developers	and	overdevelopment	in	the	City	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	content	of	the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐
1	 regarding	 aesthetic	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation,	while	aesthetics	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale	would	be	less	than	significant.	
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LETTER	NO.	C238	

Mike	Gryciuk	
mikegdrummer@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	CC238‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	CC238‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	CC238‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	CC238‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C238‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	This	letter	is	copied	to	show	I	do	not	agree	
with	the	project	and	to	re‐enforce	what	has	already	been	said.	Not	much	need	for	me	to	write	any	more.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C238‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C239	

Rand	Sagers	
alecdelta@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C239‐1	

Whomever	

if	 you	 allow	 the	 building	 to	 proceed	 to	 234ft	 you	 will	 be	 directly	 responsible	 for	 the	 destruction	 of	
community.		Please	deny	their	request.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C239‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 visual	 character	 and	 land	 use	
impacts	of	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	 related	 to	height	and	scale.	 	As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	
to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C240	

Randall	Rumage	
rummage@pacbell.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐1	

I	live	at	1910	Mount	Olympus	Dr.,	just	north	of	the	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	development	
(southwest	 corner	at	Crescent	Heights).	 	 If	 you've	ever	driven	 in	or	around	 this	 intersection,	which	 is	 the	
main	point	on	which	cars	head	up	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	to/from	the	San	Fernando	Valley,	you	will	know	that	
it	 is	 a	 "parking	 lot"	 day	 in	 and	 day	 out.	 If	 we	 allow	 for	 more	 growth	 (delivery	 trucks,	 more	 guests	 and	
residences)	 by	 allowing	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 project	 to	move	 forward,	 it	will	 become	 even	more	 impassable.	
Already	the	Sunset	Blvd./La	Cienega	Blvd.	development	(farther	west	of	here)	has	become	a	nightmare,	and	
it's	not	even	yet	open	for	business.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐1	

This	comment	regarding	existing	traffic	conditions	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	 consideration.	 	 The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 circulation	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H,	and	with	regard	to	Alternative	
9	on	pages	2‐41	to	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts,	including	site	access	and	circulation	for	passenger	
vehicles	 and	 trucks	 and	 intersection	 level	 of	 service.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	
impacts,	including	impacts	to	intersections,	neighborhood	streets,	and	site	access	and	circulation	under	both	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐2	

The	 new	 design	 for	 8150	 Sunset	 is	 now	 234	 feet,	 even	 taller	 then	 the	 old	 design.	 	 For	 comparison	 the	
Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	just	161	feet,	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	
This	is	even	higher	than	8000	Sunset,	or	Soho	House.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐2	

This	comment	provides	a	comparison	of	the	maximum	building	height	under	Alternative	9	to	notable	high‐
rise	 structures	 in	 the	 area.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	 and	 visual	
character	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	
standards	and	land	use	compatibility	related	to	height	and	scale.				

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐3	

Please	 consider	 this	Project	premature	until	 a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	 found	 to	be	
legally	sound,	and	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐3	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		As	discussed	in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	on	pages	2‐30	 to	2‐35	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9,	
impacts	 related	 to	 consistency	 with	 adopted	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 regulations	 (including	 the	 adopted	
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Hollywood	Community	Plan)	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	regulations	related	to	height	and	
scale,	consistency	with	development	standards,	and	land	use	compatibility.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐4	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐5	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐6	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐7	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐8	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐9	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐10	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐12	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐13	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐14	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐14	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C240‐15	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C240‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	
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LETTER	NO.	C241	

Robert	S.	Sallin	
mail@robertsallin.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐1	

I	 have	 lived	 above	Sunset	Blvd.	 since	1968	and	 continue	 to	be	very	 concerned	and	disappointed	with	 the	
massive	development	of	our	area.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
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been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 residents	 to	 ensure	 that	 present	 and	 future	 city	 administrations	 and	 decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C241‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	 the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	 the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	 to	be	 legally	 sound,	 and	 finally	 approved.	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	 have	 the	 tools	 to	 evaluate	 and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
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disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:		The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	
123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	
units	 to	 the	site.	 	 I	 request	 that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	assess	 the	
traffic	impact.		Furthermore	this	new	traffic	study	should	make	transparent	its	methodology,	when	the	study	
was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	
and	businesses	 to	 the	 proposed	project.	 	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	 numbers	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 existing	
Bristol	 Farms	 at	 9039	 Beverly	 Blvd.	 since	 this	 is	 the	 same	 grocery	 store	 chain	 that	 will	 occupy	 the	 new	
proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C241‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C241‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C241‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C241‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C242	

Sarah	Boyer	
Franklin	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C242‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C242‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C242‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C242‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C243	

sondra	anderson	
1566	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C243‐1	

We	are	pleased	with	 the	changed	made	 to	 the	project's	design.	 	However	 it	 is	 shocking	 that	 this	design	 is	
EVEN	TALLER	 than	 the	 last.	 	 The	height	 is	 and	has	been	 a	 very	big	 issue	 to	 the	neighborhood.	 	 It	 is	 now	
HIGHER	than	any	building	 in	the	area,	 including	9000	Sunset	or	 the	Capitol	Records	building!	 	 It	 is	almost	
100	ft	taller	than	the	Roosevelt	HOtel!		Please	reconsider	the	height	in	your	plan.	It	is	a	challenge	to	the	view	
of	all	the	hillside	homes.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C243‐1	

Please	see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2,	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	 impacts	 to	views	
related	to	height	and	scale,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	
and	consistency	with	development	patterns	in	the	area.	 	As	indicated	therein,	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	 than	 significant	 views	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts,	 and	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	
development	standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C244	

Thomas	Garrick,	M.D.		
tgarrick@mindspring.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C244‐1	

Please	do	not	 approve	 the	 current	plans	 for	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	 	 The	 street	 corner	 is	 already	 a	nightmare.		
Such	a	tall	development	without	traffic	considerations	is	unwise	and	terrible	for	the	neighborhood.		I	live	in	
the	neighborhood	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	work	in	west	LA	near	UCLA.	 	 I	drive	Sunset	by	this	proposed	high	
rise,	past	 the	 two	new	being	built	projects	one	of	which	 is	also	staggeringly	dense	and	promise	 to	 further	
degrade	 the	 drive	 down	 Sunset.	 	 Please	 don't	 turn	 Sunset	 into	 a	 Manhattan‐like	 monstrosity.	 	 At	 least	
Manhattan	has	more	side	streets	to	bypass	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C244‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation.		This	includes	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	which	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.		

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1062	

LETTER	NO.	C245	

Vanessa	Beletic	
vanessa.beletic@gmail.com	
COMMENT	NO.	C245‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1063	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C245‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C245‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C246	

Wayne	Marmorstein	
1861	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
LA	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C246‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	
I	live	in	close	proximity	to	the	8150	Sunset	project,	and	will	be	greatly	impacted	by	this	project.		The	revised	
plans	for	this	project	call	for	an	increase	in	height.		The	height	was	one	the	biggest	objections	to	the	project	
in	the	first	place.		Why	would	they	make	it	taller?		I	would	like	to	see	a	significant	reduction	in	height.	Thank	
You,	

RESPONSE	NO.	C246‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 and	 consistency	 with	 development	
patterns	in	the	area.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	
view	and	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts,	and	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards	
related	to	height	and	scale.		With	regard	to	comments	about	a	reduced‐scale	project,	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	
EIR	 and	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 evaluated	 several	 alternatives	with	 lower	 building	 heights,	massing,	
and/or	overall	development	intensity,	including	Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	4,	6,	and	9.			
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LETTER	NO.	C247	

Wendel	Meldrum	
wendelmeldrum@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C247‐1	

To	Whom	it	May	Concern,	
It's	 the	 developers	 job	 to	 make	 money	 on	 projects	 and	 their	 checks	 and	 balances	 come	 largely	 from	
neighbors	who	 volunteer	 their	 time	 to	 keep	 the	 neighborhood	 a	 neighborhood.	 	 Developers	 don't	 live	 or	
drive	or	have	families	where	they	build	and	their	prime	objective	is	to	make	a	buck.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C247‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C247‐2	

where	they	build	and	their	prime	objective	is	to	make	a	buck.		I	know	you	all	have	many	decisions	to	make	
every	day	and	it	must	be	very	challenging.		Please	come	down	and	spend	time	in	the	area	and	see	the	traffic	
and	all	the	building	going	on	already.		Get	a	feeling	for	what	it	is	to	live	there.		So	much	of	the	city	has	already	
been	given	to	these	'use	every	inch	so	the	financial	gain	is	maxed'	buildings.		Please	stop	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C247‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C247‐3	

This	 building	 is	 too	 tall,	 too	 big,	 the	 traffic	 studies	 absurd.	 	 A	 fancy	 architect	 is	 an	 effort	 to	 overlook	 the	
problems.		Who	are	they	fooling?		Not	the	neighbors	and	I	hope	they	don't	fool	you	either.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C247‐3	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

With	respect	to	building	height,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	
the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	 land	use	
compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	
the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐7	 through	 2‐12	 and	 2‐30	 through	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	 visual	 character,	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	 impacts	 related	 to	height	and	scale.	 	Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 regarding	aesthetics,	
and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	
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With	respect	 to	 the	 traffic	studies,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	
the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	
and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 These	 are	 based,	 in	 part,	 on	 a	 technical	 traffic	 study	 (e.g.,	 Traffic	
Impact	Assessment)	and	tables	prepared	for	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	by	a	professional	traffic	consultant	
and	included	as	Appendix	H	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	Appendix	A	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	The	traffic	study	and	tables	
have	been	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	and	the	City	of	
West	Hollywood.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C248	

Alex	Shohet	
alexs@wonderlandepa.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C248‐1	

To	Planning	

I	received	an	email	from	Rick	Seireeni	about	the	project	at	8150.		I	do	not	agree	with	Rick	Seireeni's	opinions	
about	the	8150	Sunset	project.		I'm	really	amazed	by	the	improvements	all	over	the	City.		I	am	really	proud	of	
LA's	leadership	and	our	planning	department.		Keep	up	the	great	work.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C248‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C249	

Andrew	&	Irene	Robinson	
2671	Byron	Place	
L.A.	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C249‐1	

The	revised	plans	to	the	Sunset	Blvd.	development	project	reduce	square	footage	but	increase	the	height	of	
the	building.		This	does	not	address	the	basic	question	of	increased	traffic	congestion	at	an	incredibly	busy	
intersection	that's	jammed	during	the	morning	and	evening	rush	hours.		I	live	in	Laurel	Canyon	and	work	at	
USC,	and	twice	a	day	I	have	to	navigate	the	intersection.		This	is	the	kind	of	project	that	will	only	make	living	
in	this	area	even	more	stressful	and	further	compromise	a	functioning	quality	of	life.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C249‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation.		This	includes	
the	traffic	impacts	on	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	
(LOS)	would	 remain	 unchanged	 and	where	 delay	would	 change	 nominally	 and	 below	City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	
significance	 thresholds	 (page	 4.J‐45	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐43	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR).	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.		
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LETTER	NO.	C250	

Barbara	Bagley	
1650	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐1	

I	am	a	Sunset	Square	resident	who	lives	near	the	corner	of	Fairfax	and	Sunset.	For	the	past	5	years,	we	have	
watched	 the	 quality	 of	 life	 degrade	 due	 to	 insurmountable	 traffic	 along	 Crescent	 Heights,	 Fairfax	 and	
Fountain.		As	you	are	aware,	most	of	us	support	ourselves	through	full	time	jobs,	which	often	require	a	trip	to	
another	 neighborhood.	 The	 audacity	 of	 the	 8150	 project,	 which	 will	 bring	 even	 more	 traffic	 to	 the	
neighborhood,	 shows	 a	 blatant	 denial	 of	 the	 current	 congested	 situation.	 How	many	 of	 you	 have	 tried	 to	
access	our	neighborhood	at	5	PM	on	a	summer	evening	when	the	Hollywood	Bowl	programming	 is	 in	 full	
swing?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	traffic	and	circulation	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H,	and	with	regard	to	Alternative	9	on	pages	2‐41	to	2‐57	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	Project‐related	operational	 traffic	 impacts	
would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C250‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 residents	 to	 ensure	 that	 present	 and	 future	 city	 administrations	 and	 decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
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no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	 the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	 the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	 to	be	 legally	 sound,	 and	 finally	 approved.	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	 have	 the	 tools	 to	 evaluate	 and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	units	to	the	site.	 	 I	request	that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	
assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	
when	 the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	 its	 future	projections	compare	 to	actual	 traffic	counts	of	existing	
similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	
the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	
the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
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huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C250‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C250‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C251	

Barbara	Kramer	
Co‐Founder,	Designers	&	Agents	
bk@designersandagents.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C251‐1	

Come	on	Guys,	
Seriously,	you	are	still	trying	to	shove	this	monster	of	a	building	down	our	throats!!!!		You	need	to	once	again	
go	back	to	the	drawing	boards	and	don’t	lift	your	heads	up	until	you	have	reduced	this	monstrosity	of	glut	
and	greed	to	a	reasonable	height.	 	 I	MUST	be	 in	 line	with	the	height	of	 the	original	design	 in	the	 least.	 	To	
submit	revised	drawings	that	show	your	new	idea	to	be	an	additional	234	ft	higher	is	an	insult	to	all	of	the	
neighbors	who	live	in	the	area.		Show	a	bit	of	community	respect	and	diligence	and	review	your	actions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C251‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 and	 consistency	 with	 development	
patterns	in	the	area.			As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	
views	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts,	and	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards,	
related	to	height	and	scale.		The	comments	regarding	building	heights	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		To	clarify,	the	maximum	building	height	under	Alternative	9	would	
be	234	feet	above	grade	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site,	compared	to	216	feet	under	the	
Project,	which	is	18	feet	higher,	not	234	feet	higher	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.			
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LETTER	C252	

Burt	Goralnick		
1847	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐1	

This	letter	is	a	duplicate	of	Form	Letter	No.	1.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	incentives	program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.	

There	are	 alternatives	 to	 the	proposed	development,	which	 could	 render	 the	Project’s	benefits	 still	 viable	
without	destroying	the	character	of	the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd	view	shed.	Proposing	a	project	that	respects	
the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	that	are	in	keeping	with	the	6‐10	story	buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	 to	view	this	project,	 indefinitely.	Furthermore,	 the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C252‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city	
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:	

In	 every	 community,	 compliance	 with	 Community	 plans	 (General	 Plan)	 is	 viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 the	
residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	a	consistent	basis	
under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	

In	the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	
and	Objectives	established	in	a	viable	and	up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	

The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.		
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.	Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.	

In	 the	 least,	 this	 Project	 is	 premature	 and	 should	 be	 postponed	 for	 review	 until	 after	 a	 legally	 viable	
Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	
does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	
guidelines	for	development.	 	This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	
for	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd	 area,	 the	 heart	 of	Hollywood	 and	 Los	Angeles.	 Instead,	 Incentive	 Programs,	 and	Over	
Riding	consideration	findings	are	being	used	to	over	ride	an	appropriate	process	of	review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.						

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
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and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.	The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	

I	 would	 ask	 City	 Staff,	 the	 Mayor	 and	 the	 Council	 members	 to	 consider	 this	 Project	 premature	 until	 a	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	found	to	be	legally	sound,	and	finally	approved.		At	that	point,	
the	City	will	have	the	tools	to	evaluate	and	approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	
address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.	Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	 walled	 structures.	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	not	meet	the	
intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	law.	Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	
of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	

The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	
area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	units	to	the	site.	I	request	
that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	assess	the	traffic	impact.	

Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	 when	 the	 study	 was	
conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	and	
businesses	to	the	proposed	project.	I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	
Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	 this	 is	 the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	the	new	proposed	
building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.	The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	 increased	pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	on	this	corner.	How	will	 the	 loss	of	 this	 island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	 and	 roads	 in	 order	 to	 prevent	 pedestrian	deaths.	Has	 the	 LA	planning	 department	 and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	 safety	on	an	F	 rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	How	will	 cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?	Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1084	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐13	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	 [sic]	 when	 the	 two	 car‐	 length	 turning	 lane	 going	 into	 the	 project	 is	 filled	 and	 spills	 over	 onto	
through‐traffic	 lanes?	 What	 will	 be	 done	 to	 create	 a	 safe	 crossing	 for	 cars	 and	 pedestrians	 at	 the	
Havenhurst/Sunset	Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.	Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	 laws.	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	 two	sides	by	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C252‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐18	

		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C252‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C252‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1086	

LETTER	NO.	C253	

Cori	Allvey		
cori_gordon@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C253‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C253‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C254	

Elyse	Eisenberg		
elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C254‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C254‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C255	

Elyse	Wyman		
designworks.elyse@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C255‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C255‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C256	

Eric	Politzer	
2131	Kew	Drive	
LA,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C256	

Dear	Los	Angeles	City	Official:	
As	a	Laurel	Canyon	resident,	I	am	writing	to	express	my	great	concerns	with	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	
Recirculated	Draft	EIR	as	currently	conceived.		The	development	of	these	massive,	towering	structures	which	
are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	 surrounding	 area.	 	 There	 are	 alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	
development,	which	could	render	 the	Project’s	benefits	still	viable	without	destroying	the	character	of	 the	
Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	 zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	
developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	with	 the	 6	 ‐	 10	 story	 buildings	 already	 constructed	 is	more	 in	
keeping	with	 a	 consideration	 for	 the	 history	 of	 the	 area	 and	 the	 community	which	will	 have	 to	 view	 this	
project,	 indefinitely.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 character	 and	 scale	 of	 Sunset	Blvd.	 has	 been	 established	 for	many	
years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	memories	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd	
community.	 	Please	take	more	time	to	ensure	that	any	new	development	along	Sunset	Blvd.	is	well	thought	
out,	 meets	 the	 immediate	 community’s	 needs,	 and	 is	 integrated	 specially	 and	 architecturally	 into	 the	
surrounding	environment	as	much	as	possible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C256	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3	regarding	the	impact	of	the	proposed	development	on	
visual	character	and	views,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compliance	of	the	proposed	development	
with	City	of	Los	Angeles	development	standards,	plans,	and	polices	related	to	height	and	scale.			
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LETTER	NO.	C257	

Chris	Iovekno		
ciovenko@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C257‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C257‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C257‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C257‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C257‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C257‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C257‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C257‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C257‐5	

As	 a	 16	 year	 area	 resident	 and	 home‐owner	 I	 hope	 you	 take	 these	 concerns	 seriously.	 	 I	 agree	with	 the	
importance	 of	 commercial	 development	 in	 Hollywood	 but	 it	 must	 be	 done	 in	 a	 smart	 and	 conscientious	
manner.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C257‐5	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		As	this	comment	
does	 not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	 content	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR,	 no	 further	 response	 is	
warranted.	
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LETTER	NO.	C258	

Claudia	Lewis		
Claudia.Lewis@fox.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C258‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C258‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C259	

James	Teel	
1328	Havenhurst	Drive,	#105	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐1	

Dear	Mayor	Horvath,	Mayor	Pro	Tern	Meister	and	Councilmembers	D'Amico,	Duran	and	Heilman,	

Thank	you	for	your	service	to	our	city.	I	am	West	Hollywood	resident,	first‐time	homeowner	and	voter,	and	
live	at	1328	Havenhurst	Drive,	a	few	doors	down	from	Townscape's	massive	planned	development	at	8150	
Sunset.	

I've	researched	this	project	a	bit	and	it's	clear	that	the	residents	of	Havenhurst	Drive	need	your	protection	
against	 the	 misguided	 scale,	 scope	 and	 design	 of	 this	 project.	 The	 disruption	 caused	 by	 the	 massive	
construction	and	aftermath	of	plopping	a	campus	with	2	skyscrapers,	at	 least	one	made	of	glass,	atop	our	
quiet,	residential	street	of	historic	residences	would	forever	ruin	the	tone	and	calm	of	historic	neighborhood	
and	compromise	the	peace	and	value	of	our	residences.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐1	

The	 comment	 expressing	 opposition	 to	 the	 scale,	 scope	 and	 design	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	impacts	and	disruptions	during	construction:	

 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 aesthetics	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 during	 construction	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐8	and	‐9	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics	 impacts	 during	
construction	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
1	regarding	aesthetics	for	further	discussion.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	quality,	
with	 supporting	data	 and	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	B,	while	 Section	2.B.2	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		
As	indicated	on	page	4.B‐51	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐20	through	2‐22	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	
and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 construction	 air	 quality	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	construction	noise	and	vibration	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.G,	
Noise,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	Appendix	F,	while	Section	2.B.7	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐35	and	‐36	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	 construction	noise	 and	 vibration	
impacts,	even	with	implementation	of	applicable	mitigation	measures,	although	these	impacts	would	
be	 temporary.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 noise	 and	 vibration	 for	 further	
discussion.	
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 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	 the	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Section	
2.B.10	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9	with	 supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐64	and	6‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐41	and	
‐42	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	
traffic	 impacts,	 although	 these	 impacts	 would	 be	 temporary.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 operational	
traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	 technical	data	
and	analysis	 in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	
supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐51	and	4.J‐52	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	
pages	 2‐46	 and	 2‐47	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 roadway	 segment	 north	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue.	 	 As	
indicated	 on	 pages	 4.J‐65	 and	 4.J‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 page	 2‐45	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	operational	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersection	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	views	and	visual	
character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	
Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 also	
evaluated	the	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts	of	 the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	
Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	
on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character,	
and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	
aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	indirect	historical	resources	impacts,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	historic	resources	impacts	
of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Historical	
Resources	Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	
through	 2‐27	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 indirect	
historic	 resources	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historic	 resources	 (e.g.,	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood).	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historic	resources	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐2	

The	3	principal	issues	are	this:	

Outsized	scale	and	scope	of	design:	

Have	a	look	at	the	architect's	plans	and	ask	questions.	

This	proposed	development	is	enormous.	They	are	planning	to	build	a	15‐story	tower	entirely	of	undulating	
style	glass	(!)	on	our	residential	street.	This	south‐facing	glass	will	likely	cause:	increase	in	temperature	on	
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our	 West	 Hollywood	 block,	 blinding	 glare	 to	 residences,	 motorists	 on	 Havenhurst,	 and	 pedestrians.	 In	
addition,	the	size	will	destroy	views,	including	the	view	from	my	home.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐2	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	proposed	building	would	be	constructed	entirely	of	undulating	style	
glass,	 the	Project	would	make	use	of	glass	curtain	walls	and	glass	 rail	balconies	as	 shown	 in	Figures	2‐13	
through	2‐16	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		However,	as	indicated	on	page	4.A‐44	of	the	
Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	would	 be	 constructed	with	 clear	 glass,	 fritted	 glass	 (glass	 treated	 to	 provide	 some	
opacity,	 texture,	 and	 reduce	 reflectivity),	metal	 panel,	 aluminum,	 and	 stone,	 which	would	 not	 be	 notably	
reflective.		Furthermore,	as	indicated	in	Figure	2‐4	and	page	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	reduce	
the	 amount	 of	 exterior	 glass	 proposed	 under	 the	 Project	 and	 would	 incorporate	 additional	 variation	 in	
architecture,	massing,	and	other	design	features.	

With	 respect	 to	 glare,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 glare	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐41	through	‐44	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 glare	 impacts.	 	 Please	 also	 see	Response	 to	
Comment	 C622‐1	 for	 a	 response	 to	 another	 comment	 regarding	 reflected	 heat	 effects	made	 by	 the	 same	
commenter	(James	Teel	Letter	C622).		

With	respect	to	the	size	and	scale	of	the	proposed	development,	and	the	associated	impact	on	views,	please	
see	Response	to	Comment	C259‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐3	

Aside	all	other	size	considerations,	the	city	has	an	obligation	to	protect	Havenhurst	residents	from	a	large‐
scale,	 city‐core	 style	 construction	 zone	 from	 abutting	 their	 residences.	 The	 developers	 have	 no	 plans	 for	
mitigation	of	'unavoidable	vibrations,	noise	and	traffic')	[sic],	which	will	last	more	than	26	months,	and	that's	
IF	the	project	stays	on‐time,	which	is	a	whimsically	optimistic	notion.	It	is	not	acceptable	to	subject	us	to	this	
noise,	vibration,	pollution	etc,	and	shrug	with	a	claim	that	it's	unavoidable.		

We	rely	on	you	to	protect	us	so	we	do	not	live	in	a	[sic]	urban‐core‐level	construction	zone.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐3	

With	respect	construction	impacts,	including	construction‐related	aesthetics,	air	quality,	noise,	vibration	and	
traffic	impacts,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C259‐1.	

Also,	while	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	noise,	vibration		and	traffic	
impacts	as	discussed	in	Response	to	Comment	C259‐1:		(1)	mitigation	measures	are	recommended	on	page	
4.G‐33	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 (Mitigation	 Measures	 NOISE‐1	 AND	 NOISE‐2)	 which	 would	 reduce	 construction‐
related	noise	and	vibration	to	the	greatest	extent	feasible;	and	(2)	the	following	from	page	4.J‐39	of	the	Draft	
EIR	demonstrates	that	significant	unavoidable	construction	traffic	impacts	would	not	occur	for	26	months	or	
more	as	 contended	by	 the	 commenter,	 that	 such	 impacts	would	not	 affect	Havenhurst	Drive,	 and	 that	 the	
Project	 would	 implement	 the	 required	 construction	 traffic	 control	 plan	 which	 would	 help	 reduce	
construction	traffic	impacts:	
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“The	results	of	 the	evaluation	of	potential	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project,	 including	
demolition,	 excavation,	 and	 construction	 activities,	 indicate	 that	 significant	 construction‐related	 traffic	
impacts	are	not	generally	anticipated,	although	temporary	significant	impacts	could	occur	along	Sunset	
Boulevard	between	 the	Project	Site	 (Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	and	 the	US‐101	Freeway	during	off‐
peak	periods	 (9:00	A.M.	 to	4:00	P.M.)	during	 the	 four‐month	shoring	and	excavation	phase.	 	 In	general,	
however,	 the	 proposed	 haul	 route	would	 aid	 in	minimizing	 impacts	 to	 the	 surrounding	 surface	 street	
network	by	providing	a	direct	route	between	the	Project	Site	and	the	US‐101	Freeway	and	avoiding	more	
heavily	 congested	 arterials	 such	 as	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Santa	 Monica	 Boulevard.	 	 Further,	 all	
construction‐related	 vehicles	 would	 stage	 or	 park	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 or	 at	 a	 remote	 location	 to	 be	
identified	prior	to	the	initiation	of	any	construction	activities,	eliminating	potential	impacts	to	area	traffic	
flow	caused	by	 large	vehicles	parked	along	roadways	or	numerous	construction	worker	vehicles	using	
available	 public	 parking.	 	 Finally,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 Project	would	 be	 required	 to	 prepare	 a	
detailed	worksite	construction	traffic	control	plan	for	review	and	approval	by	the	City.		This	plan	would	
identify	any	potential	lane	closures	or	other	items	affecting	roadway	operations	in	the	Project	area,	and	
would	minimize	disruption	to	normal	traffic	flows	resulting	from	the	construction	activities.	 	However,	
although	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 temporary	 in	 nature,	 they	 could	 remain	
significant	and	unavoidable,	during	the	midday	(off‐peak)	hours	only,	for	the	duration	of	the	shoring	and	
excavation	phase	of	Project	construction.”	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐4	

Additionally,	 Tall	 glass	 structures	 are	 deadly	 to	 birds	 (See:	
http://www.nytimes.com/2012110/28/world/americas/casualties‐of‐torontos‐urban‐skies.html?_r=0),	
and	West	 Hollywood's	 animal‐friendly	 council	 should	 discourage	 structures	 lethal	 to	 animal	 populations.		
this	[sic]	may	sound	funny,	but	do	a	little	research	and	you'll	see	there's	truth	to	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐4	

The	comment	regarding	risks	to	birds	due	to	impacts	with	large	buildings	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		While	there	exists	the	potential	within	any	urban	environment	
that	 includes	 tall	 structures,	particularly	 those	with	 large,	 flat	 reflective	surfaces,	 for	bird	mortality	due	 to	
impacts	with	such	structures,	the	Project	would	not	create	unusually	hazardous	conditions	for	birds	in	the	
area	such	that	its	implementation	would	result	in	large	numbers	of	birds	being	affected.		This	is	because	the	
Project	 Site,	 as	 noted	 above,	 is	 located	 in	 an	 urban	 environment	 surrounded	 by	 numerous	 buildings	 and	
other	 existing	 obstacles	 to	 bird	 flight,	 which	 already	 present	 risks	 to	 birds	 under	 existing	 conditions.		
Furthermore,	the	Project	Site	 is	not	 located	within	a	known	migratory	flyway	or	habitat	conservation	area	
that	provides	favorable	conditions	for	migratory	or	nesting	birds,	as	there	are	no	large	bodies	of	water	in	the	
immediate	vicinity	that	would	be	conducive	to	large	gatherings	of	birds	for	feeding	or	foraging,	or	substantial	
stands	of	trees	that	would	be	suitable	for	nesting	given	the	intensity	of	urban	development	and	fragmented	
nature	 of	 available	 open	 space.	 	 As	 such,	 while	 incidental	 bird	 strikes	 may	 occur	 as	 a	 result	 of	 Project	
implementation,	 the	 incidence	of	 such	events	 is	not	 expected	 to	be	greater	 than	 in	other	parts	of	 the	City	
where	taller	structures	currently	exist,	 including	along	the	Sunset	Boulevard	corridor	in	the	vicinity	of	 the	
Project	Site.		As	such,	no	further	analysis	or	discussion	regarding	this	issue	is	warranted.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C259‐5	

Besides,	we	live	in	earthquake	country,	and	this	development	rests	on	the	edge	of	the	Hollywood	fault	line,	
and	it	endangers	West	Hollywood	residents	to	have	an	undulating	glass	tower	looming	above	us.	Crazy	and	
dangerous.	Would	you	live	under	it?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐5	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	earthquake	 risk	associated	with	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	
with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Preliminary	 Geotechnical	 Evaluation	 and	 Fault	 Investigation	
Report	included	in	Appendix	D,	while	Section	2.B.4	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	
Alternative	9	with	further	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	B	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		As	indicated	on	
page	4.D‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐27	and	‐28	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	earthquake	risk	associated	with	the	
Project	 and	 Alternative	 9,	 including	 that	 from	 the	 Hollywood	 fault,	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	 the	recommended	mitigation.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	 for	 further	discussion	
regarding	the	earthquake	risk.	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐6	

Permanent	traffic,	noise	and	negative	environmental	impact	on	Havenhurst:	

The	developers	commissioned	a	laughable	traffic	impact	report,	which	claimed	the	new	8150	would	result	in	
net	fewer	car	trips	per	day,	and	that	any	excess	traffic	that	Havenhurst	may	experience	would	be	mitigated	
by	a	traffic	light	at	Fountain	x	Havenhurst.	This	is	totally	laughable,	and	the	fact	that	a	massive,	downtown‐
urban	scale	parking	structure	WITH	commercial	loading	and	unloading	zone	is	planned	for	Havenhurst	Drive	
is	 terrifying.	 The	 exhaust	 expelled	 into	 the	 air	 on	 our	 street	 and	 the	 inevitable	 honking,	 beeping	 and	
screeching	truck	brakes	from	the	loading/unloading	zone	and	multi‐story	parking	structure	will	negatively	
affect	our	neighborhood	and	city,	along	with	being	bombed	out	by	additional	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐6	

With	respect	to	the	veracity	of	the	“traffic	impact	report”	(e.g.,	Traffic	Impact	Assessment	or	TIA),	the	traffic	
analysis	 in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	based,	 in	part,	on	a	TIA	and	tables	prepared	for	the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	by	a	professional	traffic	consultant,	and	included	as	Appendix	H	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Appendix	
A	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 The	 TIA	 and	 tables	 (including	 the	 trip	 generation	 assumptions	 and	 impact	 analysis)	
adhere	to	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	(ITE)	trip	generation	rates	and	analysis	methodologies,	and	
have	been	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	and	the	
City	 of	 West	 Hollywood.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 the	 TIA	 analysis	 approach	 and	
methodology	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 Project	 trip	 generation	 versus	 existing	 trip	 generation	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	2.B.10,	Transportation,	with	 supporting	 technical	
data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	
result	in	a	net	increase	in	daily	trips	of	18,	a	net	decrease	in	A.M.	peak	hour	trips	of	108,	and	a	net	increase	in	
P.M.	peak	hour	trips	of	123.		These	are	net	estimates	which	subtract	out	the	daily	and	A.M./P.M.	peak	hour	
trips	generated	by	the	existing	uses	at	the	Project	Site	at	full	capacity,	which	is	considerable	(5,296	daily,	313	
A.M.	peak	hour,	349	P.M.	peak	hour).		The	calculation	of	these	estimates	is	provided	in	Appendix	A‐4	of	the	
RP‐DEIR.		These	estimates	are	based	on	ITE	trip	generation	rates,	and	have	been	reviewed	and	approved	by	
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the	LADOT	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	traffic	study	
methodology	and	assumptions	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	operational	traffic	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C259‐1.	

With	 respect	 to	use	of	Havenhurst	Drive	by	 commercial	 vehicles	 associated	with	 the	Alternative	9,	 this	 is	
addressed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 Traffic	 and	 Parking.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 a	 Project	 Design	 Feature	
(PDF)	has	been	added	to	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J.,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	requiring	the	development	of	
a	 raised	 island	 or	 some	 other	 barrier	 at	 the	 proposed	 parking	 structure’s	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway	 to	
prevent	left	turns	onto	Havenhurst	Drive	by	Project	traffic.	

With	 respect	 to	 operational	 loading	 dock	 and	 parking	 structure	 noise	 impacts	 on	 the	 Havenhurst	
neighborhood,	as	 indicated	on	page	4.G‐27	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐36	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	all	 commercial	
loading	 and	unloading	would	occur	within	 fully	 enclosed	 areas,	 and	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	operational	
loading	dock	and	parking	structure	noise	impacts	on	the	closest	Havenhurst	residences	would	be	less	than	
significant	with	implementation	of	the	proposed	PDFs.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	loading	
dock	and	refuse	collection	noise	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	operational	air	quality	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	air	quality	
impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	Appendix	
B,	while	Section	2.B.2	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.B‐51	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐22	through	2‐25	of	
the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 air	 quality	
impacts.		This	includes	the	impacts	of	localized	operational	air	emissions,	including	mobile‐source	emissions	
from	vehicles,	on	the	surrounding	residential	uses	(p.4.B‐41	through	4.B‐43	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	page	2‐25	
of	 the	RP‐DEIR).With	respect	 to	operational	diesel	emissions	 impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	which	 is	often	
the	most	noticeable	emission	from	motor	vehicles,	and	the	emission	of	other	toxic	air	contaminants	(TACs),	
the	following	analysis	is	from	page	4.B‐43	of	the	Draft	EIR:	

“The	SCAQMD	recommends	that	a	health	risk	assessment	(HRA)	be	conducted	for	substantial	sources	
of	 diesel	 particulates	 (e.g.,	 truck	 stops	 and	 warehouse	 distribution	 facilities)	 and	 has	 provided	
guidance	for	analyzing	mobile	source	diesel	emissions.10		The	CARB	siting	guidelines,	Air	Quality	and	
Land	 Use	 Handbook,11	 which	 the	 SCAQMD	 cites	 in	 its	 own	 guidelines,	 Guidance	 Document	 for	
Addressing	Air	Quality	Issues	in	General	Plans	and	Local	Planning	(May	2005),	defines	a	warehouse	as	
having	more	than	100	truck	trips	or	40	refrigerated	truck	trips	per	day.		The	Project	would	generate	
minor	 amounts	 of	 diesel	 emissions	 from	 delivery	 trucks	 and	 incidental	 maintenance	 activities.		
Trucks	 would	 comply	 with	 the	 applicable	 provisions	 of	 the	 CARB	 Truck	 and	 Bus	 regulation	 to	
minimize	 and	 reduce	 PM	 and	 NOX	 emissions	 from	 existing	 diesel	 trucks.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	
generate	 diesel	 emissions	 equivalent	 to	 100	 or	 more	 truck	 trips	 per	 day.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	
would	not	be	considered	a	substantial	source	of	diesel	particulates.			

																																																													

10		 South	Coast	Air	Quality	Management	District,	Health	Risk	Assessment	Guidance	for	Analyzing	Cancer	Risks	from	Mobile	Source	Diesel	
Emissions,	December	2002.	

11		 California	Air	Resources	Board,	Air	Quality	and	Land	Use	Handbook:	A	Community	Health	Perspective,	(2005).	
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In	 addition,	 typical	 sources	 of	 acutely	 and	 chronically	 hazardous	 TACs	 include	 industrial	
manufacturing	processes,	 automotive	 repair	 facilities,	 and	dry	 cleaning	 facilities.	 	The	Project	does	
not	propose	 these	activities	on‐site.	 	Minimal	emissions	of	air	 toxics	may	result	 from	maintenance,	
such	 as	 from	 the	 use	 of	 architectural	 coatings	 and	 other	 products.	 	 Toxic	 or	 carcinogenic	 air	
pollutants	are	not	expected	to	occur	in	any	meaningful	amounts	in	conjunction	with	operation	of	the	
proposed	land	uses	within	the	Project	Site.		Based	on	the	uses	expected	on	the	Project	Site,	potential	
long‐term	operational	impacts	associated	with	the	release	of	TACs	would	be	less	than	significant.	“	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐7	

There	 is	 zero	 ‐	 absolutely	 zero‐	 public	 transit	 element	 to	 a	 massive	 project	 planned	 for	 an	 already	
notoriously	traffic‐stressed	intersection,	which	is	a	vital	link	from	LA	to	the	Valley.	

Also,	 the	developers	plan	to	have	LA	City	move	the	bus	stop	 from	the	 island	on	Crescent	Heights	x	Sunset	
over	in	front	of	the	8000	Sunset	complex,	which	will	cause	motorists	heading	north	on	Crescent	to	slam	on	
their	brakes	on	the	curve	upon	suddenly	coming	up	on	a	stopped	bus,	or	traffic	suddenly	stopping	 for	the	
bus.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐7	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 public	 transit	 element	 of	 the	 Project,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.B‐11	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	
Quality,	 the	Project	would	 represent	high‐density,	mixed‐use,	 infill	 development	within	 close	proximity	 to	
transit	which	would	reduce	per	capita	vehicle	miles	traveled	and	associated	per	capita	energy	consumption.		
These	 are	 among	 the	 regional	 planning	 objectives	 for	 the	 Los	Angeles	 area.	 Furthermore,	 as	 indicated	 on	
page	 4.J‐32	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	would	 implement	 a	 Transportation	Demand	Management	 (TDM)	
program	in	compliance	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	TDM	Ordinance	(Section	98.0411	of	 the	LAMC)	which	
would	 incorporate	 trip‐reduction	 features	 to	 encourage	 carpooling	 and	 ridesharing,	 bicycle	 ridership,	
telecommuting,	 and	 other	 trip‐reducing	 programs	 including,	 but	 not	 limited	 to:	 	 carpool/vanpool	 and	
ridershare	matching;	preferential	vanpool/carpool	parking;	transit	passes	or	subsidies;	parking	cash‐out	for	
Project	residents;	 loaner	bicycles	and/or	flex‐use	vehicles;	985	bicycle	racks	and	showers/lockers;	 flexible	
work	 hours	 and	 telecommute	 opportunities;	 and	 improved	 or	 new	 bus/transit	 stop	 shelters.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 trip	 generation	 for	 further	 discussion,	 as	 well	 as	 pages	 4.J‐6	
through	4.J‐8	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	a	description	of	public	transit	services	serving	the	Project	Site	
and	Figure	9	on	page	61	of	the	Project	TIA	that	shows	the	transit	service	map	for	the	Project	area.	

With	respect	operational	 traffic	 impacts	at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection,	
the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	and	where	delay	would	change	
nominally	and	below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	
of	the	RP‐DEIR).			Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	
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With	regard	to	moving	the	bus	stop,	as	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐31	and	‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	an	existing	Metro	
bus	stop	is	located	on	the	south	side	of	Sunset	Boulevard	adjacent	to	the	Project	Site.		The	bus	stop,	which	is	
currently	situated	on	the	north	edge	of	the	City‐owned	traffic	 island	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection,	would	be	relocated	to	the	east	side	of	Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	as	part	of	the	Project	in	order	to	allow	for	the	conversion	of	the	City‐owned	traffic	island	to	the	
proposed	Corner	Plaza	while	maintaining	convenient	and	proximate	public	transit	service	to	the	Project	Site	
and	 surrounding	 community	 (please	 see	 Appendix	 D	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR	 for	 correspondence	 from	 Metro	
regarding	support	for	the	proposed	bus	stop	location	east	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard).	 	As	indicated	on	
pages	 4.J‐65	 and	 4.J‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 page	 2‐45	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	
would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	
Drive	intersection	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐8	

The	wrong	architect	for	this	location:	

A	 quick	 Google	 search	 makes	 clear	 that	 Frank	 Gehry	 buildings	 are	 inventive	 and	 creatively	 uncharted	
territory	 to	build	 and	maintain,	 and	usually	have	 very	 significant	unforseen	 [sic]	 structural	 problems	 that	
plague	the	neighbors	with	quality‐of‐life	problems.	The	exterior	of	Disney	Hall,	as	you	may	know,	proved	so	
reflective	of	heat	that	neighbors	blocks	away	complained	of	being	scorched,	and	tarp	remains	tossed	over	the	
whole	thing	to	mitigate.	And	Disney	Hall,	like	we	must	presume	this	project	would	be,	was	plagued	by	years	
of	delays	to	complete.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐8	

The	 comments	 that	 this	 is	 the	 wrong	 architect	 for	 this	 location	 and	 that	 Frank	 Gehry	 buildings	 have	
structural	problems	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Because	
these	 comments	 do	 not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	 on	 the	 content	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR,	 no	 further	
response	is	required.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 regarding	 reflective	 heat	 and	 scorching,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	
C259‐2.	

The	 comment	 that	 the	Project	would	be	 “plagued”	by	 years	 of	 delays	 to	 complete	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐9	

The	Conde‐Naste	building,	Disney	Hall	...	all	as	notable	for	design	flaws	as	for	architectural	whimsy.	Hell,	MIT	
sued	Gehry	over	the	faulty	design	of	their	Strata	Center.	Perform	a	search	for	yourself.	It	must	be	presumed	
that	the	same	scope	of	problems	(even	if	the	type	of	problems	is	unique	to	the	project)	will	compromise	the	
quality	of	life	of	West	Hollywood	residents	adjacent	to	this	thing.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐9	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐10	

A	 key	 difference	 to	 his	 other	 key	 structures	 is	 that	 these	 buildings	 were	 not	 built	 near	 residences.	 This	
campus	 of	 structures	 are	 being	 build	 [sic]	 directly	 next	 to	 ‐	 literally	 feet	 from	 ‐	 residences,	 including	 3	
historic	buildings.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐10	

With	 respect	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 indirect	 historical	 resources	 impacts,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	C259‐1.	 	As	 indicated,	the	land	use	compatibility	and	indirect	historical	resources	impacts	of	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.	With	respect	to	the	distance	between	the	proposed	
development	and	the	residences	 to	 the	south,	as	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐47	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	LAMC	Sections	
12.16‐C.		(Setbacks	in	the	C4	zone)	and	Section	12.11‐C	(Setbacks	in	the	R4	Zone),	no	setbacks	are	required	
for	commercial	uses	along	the	Project’s	southern	edges	that	do	not	face	a	street	or	an	ally,	while	the	setback	
for	residential	uses	along	the	southern	property	line,	which	is	considered	to	be	a	side	yard,	is	5	feet	plus	1	
foot	 for	 each	 story	 over	 the	 2nd,	 not	 to	 exceed	 16	 feet.	 	 Notwithstanding,	 residential	 units	 in	 the	 South		
Building	 (levels	 4	 to	 15)	 would	 be	 set	 back	 approximately	 60	 feet	 from	 the	 nearest	 existing	 residential	
development,	while	the	open	recreational	terrace,	which	would	serve	the	residential	uses,	would	be	set	back	
approximately	16	feet	from	the	south	property	line.		Under	Alternative	9,	retail	uses	in	the	southeast	portion	
of	the	Project	Site	would	have	little	if	any	setback	from	the	southern	property	line	as	shown	in	Figure	2‐1	in	
the	RP‐DEIR;	however,	as	 indicated	above,	 the	LAMC	does	not	require	setbacks	 for	commercial	uses	along	
the	Project’s	southern	edges.	 	Thus,	as	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐47	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	 the	RP‐
DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	comply	with	LAMC	setback	requirements.		

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐11	

Did	 I	mention	 that	 the	 loading/unloading	zone	will	be	 lass	 [sic]	 than	50	 feet	 from	a	home	 for	 seniors	and	
those	with	physical	and	mental	disabilities?	How	miserable	to	endure	construction	and	then	live	next	to	that.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C259‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐12	

Architecturally,	 this	 campus,	 appearing	 to	 be	 shimmering,	 shaking	 and	 undulating	 structures,	 will	
aesthetically	shout	and	ruin	the	elegant,	historic	nature	of	Havenhurst	‐	a	quiet,	residential	tree‐lined	street.	
As	 is	 the	 hallmark	 of	 Gehry's	 designs,	 this	 plan	 is	 so	 loud,	 overwhelming	 and	 out‐of‐character	 to	 all	 that	
surrounds	 it	 that	 it	becomes	the	new	normal	of	 the	neighborhood.	 It	might	be	cool	 to	some,	but	no‐one	 in	
their	right	mind	would	want	to	live	next	to	it.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐12	

The	comment	expressing	opposition	to	the	Project,	including	its	design,	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	As	this	portion	of	the	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	
the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

With	respect	to	visual	character,	land	use	compatibility,	and	indirect	historical	resources	impacts,	please	see	
Response	to	Comment	C259‐1.			As	indicated,	visual	character,	land	use	compatibility,	and	indirect	historical	
resources	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.	

With	respect	to	seismic	safety,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C259‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C259‐13	

And	we	don't	want	it.		Dear	Mayor,	Mayor	Pro‐Tern	and	Councilpersons:	Don't	just	say	the	right	thing.	Do	the	
right	thing.		Protect	us	from	this	monolith	that	just	does	not	belong.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C259‐13	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C260	

Jana	Richey		
jana.richey@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C260‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C260‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C261	

Jasmine	Madatian		
jasmine.madatian@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C261‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C261‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C261‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C261‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C261‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C261‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C261‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C261‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C261‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	Plan	was	prepared	 for	adoption	 in	1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 	 (27)	years	ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C261‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C261‐6	

Furthermore,	it	is	shortsighted	of	the	City	to	review	and	p	approve	this	Project	as	proposed.		This	approach	
to	 Planning	 sets	 a	 dangerous	 precedent	 for	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 There	 are	 numerous	 parcels	 located	
along	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 and	within	 the	 immediate	 area	 of	 this	 proposed	 project	 that	 have	 similar	 zoning	 and	
general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	and	
considerations.	 	 The	 development	 of	 multiple,	 massive	 towering	 developments	 East	 along	 Sunset	 Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community		Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C261‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	
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LETTER	NO.	C262	

Jennifer	Cheyne	
8610	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C262‐1	

Dear	Commissioners,	
As	someone	who	was	not	particularly	against	the	former	plan	for	this	site,	this	new	one	is	truly	horrendous.	
It's	 so	 huge	 and	 wide	 and	 disharmonious	 it	 doesn't	 try	 to	 blend	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 at	 all.	 	 It	 feels	
aggressive	as	architecture	goes,	as	if	in	a	"We'll	teach	you	not	to	give	your	input"	kind	of	way.		I	have	to	say	
that	this	is	one	of	the	ugliest	buildings	I	can	imagine	on	that	site.		The	prior	plan	was	far	better	it	was	at	least	
something	one	could	see	around	when	driving	through	the	neighborhood.	 	Please,	please	do	not	allow	this	
monstrosity	to	be	built,	no	matter	what	incentives	or	assurances	they	may	offer.		There	is	a	responsible	and	
visually	sensitive	way	to	improve	that	space.		Surely	demolishing	that	strip	mall/parking	lot	should	not	lead	
to	 something	 that	 is	 even	 uglier.	 	Whatever	 stands	will	 be	 there	 for	 many,	many	 years	 to	 come.	 	 Please	
continue	 to	 insist	 on	 something	 that	makes	 sense	and	 that	might	 even	be	welcomed	 (at	 least	by	 the	non‐
fanatics	like	me).		Please,	whatever	you	allow,	don't	let	it	be	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C262‐1	
	
This	comment	in	opposition	to	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C263	

Joanna	Connor	
joculaire@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C263‐1	

Los	Angeles	 is	 not	 a	 city	 for	 high	 rises	 its	 appeal	 is	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 a	 city	 of	 bungalows	 and	 low‐rise	
business	structures.	 	The	Wilshire	Corridor,	Century	City	and	Downtown	developments	are	exceptions	but	
let's	keep	the	rest	of	the	city	in	keeping	with	its	overall	attraction.		We	seem	to	be	dominated	not	just	by	the	
buildings	but	by	the	architects	and	developers	who	are	only	interested	in	their	own	profit	at	the	cost	of	the	
people	who	have	to	live	here	and	look	at	these,	in	the	main,	ugly	structures	for	the	rest	of	time.		Please	think	
very	carefully	about	allowing	structures	of	the	proposed	height	of	this	development	to	go	ahead.		After	all	it	
will	be	built	on	an	historic	side	[sic]	where	the	Garden	of	Allah	once	stood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C263‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	the	height	of	the	proposed	development,	please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	visual	impacts	of	the	Project,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	
land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Project	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 development	
regulations,	related	to	height	and	scale.		

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	regarding	proposed	development	on	a	historic	site,	please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3.		
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LETTER	NO.	C264	

Joanna	Connor	
joculaire@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C264‐1	

I	 am	 re‐sending	 my	 email	 on	 this	 proposed	 project	 as	 I	 wanted	 to	 cc.	 in	 the	 people	 who	 look	 after	 our	
interests.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C264‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comment	 raised	 in	 the	 letter.	 	 The	 response	 to	 the	
comment	contained	in	this	letter	is	provided	in	Response	to	Comment	C264‐2	(Joanna	Connor	Letter	C264)	
below.	

COMMENT	NO.	C264‐2	

Los	Angeles	 is	 not	 a	 city	 for	 high	 rises	 its	 appeal	 is	 in	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 a	 city	 of	 bungalows	 and	 low‐rise	
business	structures.	 	The	Wilshire	Corridor,	Century	City	and	Downtown	developments	are	exceptions	but	
let's	keep	the	rest	of	the	city	in	keeping	with	its	overall	attraction.		We	seem	to	be	dominated	not	just	by	the	
buildings	but	by	the	architects	and	developers	who	are	only	interested	in	their	own	profit	at	the	cost	of	the	
people	who	have	to	live	here	and	look	at	these,	in	the	main,	ugly	structures	for	the	rest	of	time.		Please	think	
very	carefully	about	allowing	structures	of	the	proposed	height	of	this	development	to	go	ahead.		After	all	it	
will	be	built	on	an	historic	side	[sic]	where	the	Garden	of	Allah	once	stood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C264‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C263‐1	(Joanna	Connor	Letter	C263).	
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LETTER	NO.	C265	

Jocelyn	Medawar	
jmedawar@hw.com	

COMMENT	NO.	1	

Please,	it’s	too	tall!		It	should	suit	the	environment	around	it.		Thank	you	for	considering.		

RESPONSE	NO.	1	
	
This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	 impacts	 to	 visual	 character,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 land	 use	
compatibility,	 associated	with	height	 and	 scale.	 	As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	
result	in	less	than	significant	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C266	

Joie	Magidow		
<joiemagidow@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C266‐1	

Planners	of	the	8150	Sunset	Project,	

For	 our	 neighborhood;	 it's	 too	 high,	 will	 create	 even	 more	 traffic,	 especially	 more	 delivery	 traffic,	 the	
impacts	to	the	community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.			

Why	are	mixed‐use	residential	building	projects	not	held	 to	 the	same	community	standards	of	height,	size	
and	scale?	Zoning	 incentives	as	used	 in	the	recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	community	standards	and	
erode	the	public	trust	by	providing	developer	loopholes	for	height	and	size	restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C266‐1	

Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project,	while	
Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	 traffic	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	 As	discussed	 therein,	
while	the	Project	and	several	Alternatives	would	increase	operational	traffic	relative	to	existing	conditions,	
impacts	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	with	mitigation.	 	The	 comments	 regarding	 the	Project’s	height	 and	
speculation	regarding	increased	delivery	traffic	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	 	All	
projects,	 including	 mixed‐	 or	 single‐use	 projects,	 are	 analyzed	 pursuant	 to	 CEQA	 for	 consistency	 with	
applicable	underlying	zoning	and	land	use	designations,	in	addition	to	applicable	standards/regulations	set	
forth	 in	 the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	and/or	relative	planning	documents.	 	Significant	 impacts	 in	 these	
regards	occur	when	there	are	significant	adverse	physical	impacts	to	the	environment.	 	This	comment	also	
states	 that	 the	zoning	 incentives	as	used	 in	 the	recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	 community	 standards	
and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	 restriction.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	the	Project	Site	has	a	General	Plan	land	use	designation	of	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	and	a	
C4‐1D	zoning	designation.		The	“C4”	indicates	that	the	Project	Site	is	designated	for	commercial	uses,	which	
allows	a	wide	range	of	commercial	activity	as	well	as	residential	development	pursuant	to	the	requirements	
of	 the	 R4	 residential	 zone.	 	 Commercial	 and/or	 residential	 uses	 may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	
components	 of	 mixed	 use	 projects.	 	 The	 “1D”	 is	 a	 Height	 District	 designation.	 	 While	 Height	 District	 1	
typically	 allows	 floor	 area	 ratios	 (FAR)	 of	 1.5:1,	 the	D	 limitation	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 limits	 the	 FAR	 to	 1:1.		
However,	as	discussed	previously,	the	LAMC	provides	that	projects	with	specified	percentages	of	affordable	
housing	units	and	that	qualify	for	a	density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	
including	an	increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.		In	addition,	Height	District	1	does	not	impose	a	maximum	height	limit	
for	 structures.	 	 Although	 the	 LAMC’s	 Commercial	 Corner	 Development	 standards	 limit	 the	 height	 of	
structures	to	45	feet	where	commercially‐zoned	corner	lots	adjoin	or	are	across	a	street	from	any	lot	zoned	
for	or	improved	with	any	residential	use,	this	height	limit	does	not	apply	to	mixed	use	projects,	such	as	the	
Project.				The	comment	regarding	the	Project’s	height	and	perceived	impact	on	the	community	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C266‐2	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	 community	 because	 the	 architect	 is	 now	 Frank	 Geary	 [sic]?	 	 The	 development	 of	 multiple,	 massive	
towering	 developments	 East	 along	 Sunset	 Blvd.;	 fronting	 on	 medium	 to	 low	 density	 residential	
neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	
Denying	 subsequent	 requests,	 based	 on	 any	 of	 the	 planning	 practices	 that	 are	 being	 ignored	 in	 this	 case,	
would	 indicate	 preferential	 treatment	 of	 the	 applicants	 project	 and	 selective	 enforcement	 of	 the	 City’s	
General	Plan	and	Zoning.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	If	
I	may,	 IT	DOESN'T.	Does	an	 approval	 for	8150	Sunset’s	height	 and	 size	virtually	 insure	 the	 rubber	 stamp	
approval	of	more	clone	projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C266‐2	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐6	 and	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐8.	 	 The	 Project,	 and	
consideration	 of	 Alternative	 9,	 is	 not	 receiving	 any	 “preferential	 treatment”	 because	 of	 the	 involvement	
Frank	 Gehry.	 	 Regardless	 of	 the	 architect,	 the	 EIR	 provides	 an	 objective	 evaluation	 of	 aesthetic	 impacts	
resulting	 from	 Project	 implementation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	
impacts,	including	those	related	to	building	mass	and	scale	in	consideration	of	surround	land	uses,	resulting	
from	Project	 implementation.	 	Any	subsequent	project	proposed	along	Sunset	Boulevard	will	be	evaluated	
within	its	own	CEQA	environmental	document	for	individual	and	cumulative	aesthetic	impacts.		Accordingly,	
there	would	be	no	such	referenced	“rubber	stamped”	approvals	for	projects	along	Sunset	Boulevard.	

COMMENT	NO.	C266‐3	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.	The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	 increased	pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	on	this	corner.	How	will	 the	 loss	of	 this	 island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	to	and	from	the	project?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C266‐3	

Refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 pedestrian	
safety	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	Boulevard	 and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 and	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	
traffic	island.		As	discussed	therein,	the	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	would	create	a	more	traditional	
intersection	 design	 that	 would	 not	 reduce	 the	 capacity	 of	 the	 intersection’s	 function	 in	 terms	 of	 level	 of	
service	compared	to	existing	conditions,	and	would	improve	vehicular	and	pedestrian	safety	by	reducing	the	
number	of	pedestrian	street	crossings	and	associated	potential	conflicts	with	vehicles.			

COMMENT	NO.	C266‐4	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

Please,	please,	please	review	this	further	before	rubber	stamping	approval.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C266‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	
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LETTER	NO.	C267	

Kaelyn	Kelly‐Colon		
beezyshrugged@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:		The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	
123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	
units	 to	 the	site.	 	 I	 request	 that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	assess	 the	
traffic	impact.		Furthermore	this	new	traffic	study	should	make	transparent	its	methodology,	when	the	study	
was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	
and	businesses	 to	 the	 proposed	project.	 	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	 numbers	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 existing	
Bristol	 Farms	 at	 9039	 Beverly	 Blvd.	 since	 this	 is	 the	 same	 grocery	 store	 chain	 that	 will	 occupy	 the	 new	
proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C267‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C267‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C268	

Keith	&	Beverly	Wildasin	
1627	Courtney	Avenue	
LA,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C268‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C268‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C268‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C268‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	
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LETTER	NO.	C269	

Lyn	Healy	
lynhealy@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.		How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C269‐21	

MY	NAME	IS	LYN	HEALY	AND	I	AM	A	LONG	TIME	RESIDENT	OF	LAUREL	CANYONTRAFFIC	IN	THE	AREA	IS	
TERRIBLE	AS	IT	ISPLEASE	DONT	MAKE	IT	WORSE	JUST	TO	PUT	MONEY	IN	THE	POCKETS	OF	REAL	ESTATE	
DEVELOPERS!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C269‐21	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	Project‐
related	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	
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LETTER	NO.	C270	

Linda	Boyd	
linda@boydcomm.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C270	

I	 think	 it	 is	necessary	to	rethink	the	height	and	density	of	 this	project.	 	The	additional	amount	of	cars	and	
height	make	 this	 first	 a	 sore	 thumb	dwarfing	 the	neighborhood	and	 second	 increasing	 the	 traffic	 gridlock	
that	has	become	Sunset.	 	 I	am	sure	 if	 they	rethink	the	size	and	scope	of	8150	the	developers	can	come	up	
with	a	more	suitable	plan	for	this	space	and	for	the	community	around	it.	 	Back	to	the	drawing	board,	as	it	
stands	this	will	create	many	ongoing	problems.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C270	
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 uses,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
Project‐related	traffic	impacts.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	
significant	 visual	 character	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 less	 than	
significant	operational	traffic	impacts	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.	 	The	
comment	in	opposition	the	height,	size,	and	scope	of	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C271	

Mark	Grossan	
fireworkee@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐1	

As	a	resident	in	the	90046	area	directly	affected	by	the	8150	Project,	I	object	to	the	current	project	design	
because	of	 it’s	oversize	scale	relative	 to	what	 the	community	can	support	and	what	will	 result:	 	 Increased	
traffic	 and	 congestion	 and	 a	design	 that	 is	 is	 [sic]	 simply	 too	 tall,	 another	 example	 of	 developers	building	
freely	without	regard	to	the	athletics	of	the	existing	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐1	

The	comments	regarding	the	design	and	scale	of	Alternative	9	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	
related	 to	height	 and	scale,	 and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	under	
Alternative	 9.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐51	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 traffic‐related	
impacts	under	Alternative	9.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	to	views	and	visual	character	would	be	less	than	
significant,	and	long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C271‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C271‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐17	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐19	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C271‐21	

Los	angeles	[sic]	has	a	wonderful	but	fading	Architectural	heritage.		What	the	community	desires,	and	what	is	
best	for	the	future	of	the	city	must	be	considered	against	developers	who	care	for	neither.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C271‐21	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Impacts	related	
to	 historical	 resources	 are	 discussed	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 in	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	 with	 additional	
supporting	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	C‐3,	 on	pages	2‐26	 and	2‐27	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	with	 regard	 to	
Alternative	9,	as	well	as	in	Topical	Response	TR‐3.		As	discussed	therein,	while	direct	impacts	to	the	on‐site	
Bank	building	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable,	 indirect	 impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources	would	
be	less	than	significant.			
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LETTER	NO.	C272	

Marsha	Berger	
8335	Kirkwood	Drive	
LA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C272‐1	

To	whom	it	may	concern,	
Please	keep	 the	overall	 feel	 to	our	neighborhood.	 	 I	can	see	 the	pros	and	cons	of	 this	project	going	 in,	but	
there	has	to	be	some	more	codes	they	have	to	adhere	to.	 	 I	will	probably	make	use	of	the	facility	once	it	is	
finished.		Thank	you	for	your	consideration,	

RESPONSE	NO.	C272‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	
consistency	with	development	standards.			As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	 than	 significant	 visual	 character	 impacts,	 and	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 development	
standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.		The	comment	regarding	concerns	over	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C273	

Nathalie	Samanon	
1444	north	orange	grove	avenue		
LA,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C273‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C273‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C273‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C273‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C274	

Neal	Ames	
nealames@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐1	

When	the	value	of	a	big	investor's	property	is	radically	enhanced	at	the	expense	of	diminishing	the	the	[sic]	
value	 of	 the	 neighbor's	 property,	 it	makes	 one	wonder	 if	 someone	who	 has	 the	 power	 to	 permit	 such	 an	
event	may	be	in	a	position	to	be	uniquely	rewarded.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
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been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 residents	 to	 ensure	 that	 present	 and	 future	 city	 administrations	 and	 decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C274‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	 the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	 the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	 to	be	 legally	 sound,	 and	 finally	 approved.	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	 have	 the	 tools	 to	 evaluate	 and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
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disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	units	to	the	site.	 	 I	request	that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	
assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	
when	 the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	 its	 future	projections	compare	 to	actual	 traffic	counts	of	existing	
similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	
the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	
the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C274‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C274‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C274‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C274‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C275	

Nina	Storm	
theninastorm@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
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standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 devalue	
historical	 community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	
height	and	size	restriction.		That	public	trust	is	necessary	in	order	for	you	to	be	re	elected.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.		The	comment	regarding	public	trust	and	reelections	
is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 residents	 to	 ensure	 that	 present	 and	 future	 city	 administrations	 and	 decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	 the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	 the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	 to	be	 legally	 sound,	 and	 finally	 approved.	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	 have	 the	 tools	 to	 evaluate	 and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐7	

It	 appears	 after	 careful	 review	 of	 the	 DEIR	 that	 the	 information	 presented	 is	 incomplete	 and	
inadequate	for	the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	
presented	in	a	clear	and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	
have	an	adequate	and	up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	
the	long	term	needs	for	the	specific,	specialized	community	of	Hollywood.		Furthermore,	the	document	fails	
to	evaluate	the	cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	
policies.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
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the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	units	to	the	site.	 	 I	request	that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	properly	
assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	
when	 the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	 its	 future	projections	compare	 to	actual	 traffic	counts	of	existing	
similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	
the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	
the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C275‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C275‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C275‐21	

The	 residents	 of	 the	 neighborhood	 and	COMMUNITY	 surrounding	8150	 Sunset	 are	 informed,	 vigilant	 and	
prepared	to	fight.	Now	is	the	time	for	you	to	think	clearly,	act	responsibly	and	work	with	your	constituents	
on	a	sensible	development,	that	is	in	scale	and	sustainable	for	this	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C275‐21	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	and	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale,	as	well	as	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	with	 development	 standards,	 consistency	with	 surrounding	
development,	and	land	use	compatibility	related	to	height	and	scale.			
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LETTER	NO.	C276	

Pam	Light	
Senior	Vice	President	
HOK	
9530	Jefferson	Boulevard	
Culver	City,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C276‐1	

I	live	on	Skyline	Drive	and	have	loved	the	area	since	I	moved	in	in	2006.		I	am	still	very	concerned	on	the	size	
of	the	development	at	8150!!		Going	on	line	it	looks	huge!!		I	would	like	to	see	a	copy	of	your	traffic	report.		I	
do	NOT	approve	of	the	project,	despite	the	known	architect.		Thank	you	

RESPONSE	NO.	C276‐1	

The	portion	of	the	comment	in	opposition	of	the	proposed	development	is	noted	and	will	be	forwarded	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	expressing	concern	about	the	size	of	the	development	and	that	it	
looks	 “huge,”	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility,	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	
to	height	and	scale.	

With	respect	 to	 the	portion	of	 the	comment	requesting	a	copy	of	 the	 traffic	 report,	 the	main	 traffic	 report	
(Project	TIA)	 is	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1	 in	the	Draft	EIR,	while	additional	 traffic	data	 for	alternative	9	 is	
included	in	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	information	from	these	reports	is	summarized,	and	significance	
conclusions	provided,	 in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Section	2.B.10	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	The	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR	are	available	on	the	City’s	website	(http://cityplanning.lacity.org)	at	the	following	direct	links:	

	 Draft	EIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html	

RP‐DEIR:		http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html	
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LETTER	NO.	C277	

Pamela	Bothwell	
1552	N.	Fairfax	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐5	

NEED	 FOR	 AN	 UPDATED	 HOLLYWOOD	 COMMUNITY	 PLAN	 BEFORE	 THIS	 APPICATION	 CAN	 BE	
CONSIDERED:			

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐6	

In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	residents	
to	ensure	 that	present	and	 future	 city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	a	 consistent	basis	under	
which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.		In	the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	
Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	Objectives	established	in	a	viable	and	
up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	proponent	and	EIR	consultant	are	using	
"incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	 environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	
approval,	at	the	expense	of	policy	compliance	and	appropriate	community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	
the	 driving	 force	 employed	 by	 this	 approach	 to	 the	 evaluation.	 	 The	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 was	
prepared	for	adoption	in	1988,	some	Twenty‐seven	(27)	years	ago.	Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	
not	 to	 mention	 State	 Laws	 and	 Guidelines,	 insist	 on	 a	 General	 Plan	 review	 every	 five	 (5)	 years	 and	 an	
updated	 document	 at	 least	 every	 twenty	 (20)	 years.	 	 Since	 the	 last	 attempt	 at	 updating	 this	 Plan	 was	
overturned	 by	 the	 Courts	 in	 2014	 due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	 updated	 Community	 Plan	
leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	Project	on	the	community	
at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	until	after	a	legally	viable	
Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	
does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	
guidelines	for	development.	 	This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	
for	 the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	 the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.	 	 Instead,	 Incentive	Programs,	 and	Over	
Riding	consideration	findings	are	being	used	to	over	ride	an	appropriate	process	of	review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	 of	 the	 City	 to	 review	 and	 possibly	 approve	 this	 Project	 as	 proposed.	 This	
approach	 to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	 for	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.	These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
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and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.	Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	 the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	 the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	 to	be	 legally	 sound,	 and	 finally	 approved.	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	 have	 the	 tools	 to	 evaluate	 and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:		1.		The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 2.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐13	

3.	 	The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	
and	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.		How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐14	

4.		The	proposed	project	as	stands	only	provides	three	spaces	for	taxi	and	Uber	traffic.		The	most	superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐15	

5.	 	 How	will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐16	

6.	 	This	draft	version	DEIR	is	[sic]	says	that	there	will	be	only	residential	traffic	funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐17	

7.		The	city’s	own	rules	are	that	projects	abutting	other	jurisdictions	must	do	their	best	to	confirm	with	that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐18	

8.	 	 If	 through	 special	 zoning	 incentives,	 this	 project	 is	 approved	 and	 allowed	 to	 rise	 to	 234ft,	 it	 sets	 a	
precedent	 of	 city	 planning	 approval	 for	 all	 the	 other	 parcels	 going	 east	 on	 Sunset	with	 the	 same	 zoning.		
Tomorrow,	20	other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.		If	
you	approve	this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?		
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RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐20	

9.	 	Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C277‐21	

10.		Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	
of	the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C277‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C278	

Scott	Altomare	
saltomare@highseasent.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C278‐1	

To	whom	it	may	concern,	
I'm	all	for	growth	but	don't	think	this	location	can	handle	it.	Less	is	more.		Scott	Altomare	

RESPONSE	NO.	C278‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C279	

Sheila	Scott	
sheilascott@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C279‐1	

234	feet	tall		Are	you	kidding?		Hardly	a	suitable	spot	for	this.		Sheila	Scott	

RESPONSE	NO.	C279‐1	

This	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project’s	height	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	 Response	TR‐1	 regarding	 views	 and	 visual	 character,	 and	Topical	
Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 compliance	with	 development	 standards,	 related	 to	
height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	
views,	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts,	and	would	comply	with	applicable	development	
standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.		
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LETTER	NO.	C280	

Sheila	Scott	
sheilascott@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C280‐1	

234	feet	tall		Are	you	kidding?		Hardly	a	suitable	spot	for	this.		Sheila	Scott	

RESPONSE	NO.	C280‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	Comment	C279‐1	(Sheila	Scott	Letter	C279).		Therefore,	please	see	Response	
to	Comment	C279‐1.		
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LETTER	NO.	C281	

Susan	Novotny	
rndesign@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C281‐1	

Are	we	 really	 in	 need	 to	 question	why	 this	would	 be	 an	 issue?	 	Water,	 traffic	 and	 health	 issues.	 	 Please	
reconsider	 as	 your	 children	will	 have	 to	 deal	with	 the	 ill	 effects	 of	 these	 issues.	 	We	 choose	 to	 live	 in	 an	
environment	which	was	somewhat	calmer	and	accept	the	growth	of	[sic]	it	is	reasonable,	but	this	is	nothing	
[sic]	greed!		Stop	please	as	it	is	unfair	and	will	affect	us	in	every	way	which	will	not	be	a	positive	one!!			

RESPONSE	NO.	C281‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	proposed	development	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐
makers.	

With	respect	to	water,	the	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	water	supply	in	Section	4.K.1,	
Water	Supply,	while	Section	2.B.11	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	
indicated	on	page	4.K.1‐21	of	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	page	2‐57	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 adequate	water	 is	 available	 to	
serve	the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	and	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	water	supplies	would	occur.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

With	respect	 to	health	 issues,	 the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	noise	 impacts	 in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	
data	 provided	 in	Appendix	 F,	while	 Section	 2.B.7	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
page	 2‐36	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	
noise	 impacts.	 	 Similarly,	 the	Draft	EIR	addresses	 the	air	quality	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 in	 Section	4.B,	Air	
Quality,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	B,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addresses	
the	air	quality	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.2,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	
in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated,	on	page	4.B‐51	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐25	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	
air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		
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LETTER	NO.	C282	

Susan	Pinkus	
shpinkus@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C282‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C282‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C283	

Suzanne	Sergile	
ssergile@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C283‐1	

Please	stop	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project	as	proposed	for	a	lower	height,	smaller	density	project.		The	project	
is	in	the	middle	of	a	low‐rise	residential	neighborhood	with	invaluable	historic	significance	to	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C283‐1	

With	 respect	 to	 height	 and	 density,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 visual	
impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 density,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 both	 land	 use	 compatibility	
impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 density	 and	 consistency	with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	
height	 density.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetic,	
visual,	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 density,	 and	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	
applicable	development	standards	related	to	height	and	density.	

With	 respect	 to	 compatibility	with	 the	 surrounding	neighborhood	 and	historical	 resources	 impacts	 to	 the	
surrounding	 neighborhood,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	
development	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	
surrounding	 neighborhood.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	 alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	land	use	compatibility	and	indirect	historical	resources	impacts.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 in	 the	 middle	 of	 a	 low‐rise	 residential	
neighborhood,	as	indicated	on	page	3‐1	of	Chapter	3.0,	General	Description	of	Environmental	Setting,	of	the	
Draft	EIR:	

“The	 Project	 Site	 encompasses	 approximately	 2.56	 acres	 (111,339	 square	 feet)	 of	 land	 area	 currently	
occupied	by	two	commercial	buildings	and	associated	parking.	“	

“The	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 a	 major	 arterial,	 to	 the	 north,	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	to	the	east,	and	Havenhurst	Drive	to	the	west.”	

“The	Project	Site	is	located	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	in	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	area	of	the	City,	
at	the	western	end	of	the	City’s	portion	of	the	Sunset	Strip.		The	areas	to	the	south	and	west	of	the	Project	
Site	 are	 generally	 characterized	 by	 mid‐	 to	 high‐rise	 office	 buildings,	 hotels,	 entertainment,	 and	
residential	uses.		The	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	located	to	the	immediate	south	and	west	of	the	Project	
Site,	 including	primarily	residential	uses	south	of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard.”	

“The	Project	 Site	 is	 zoned	C4‐1D	 and	has	 a	General	 Plan	 land	use	 designation	 of	Neighborhood	Office	
Commercial	with	corresponding	zones	of	C1,	C2,	C4	and	P	Zones	in	the	Hollywood	Plan.	
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As	 indicated	above,	the	Project	Site	contains	commercial	development,	 is	zoned	for	commercial	use,	and	is	
located	along	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	 commercial	 corridor	 (Sunset	 Strip)	which	 includes	mid‐	 and	high‐rise	
office,	hotel,	entertainment	and	residential	development,	with	residential	neighborhoods	set	back	from	the	
corridor	to	the	south.	

COMMENT	NO.	C283‐2	

We	are	fighting	the	project	not	because	we	don’t	want	our	neighborhood	to	improve	but	to	prevent	the	area	
from	becoming	unlivable	for	ourselves	and	our	families.		The	area	has	increasingly	been	overburdened	with	
traffic	from	the	Valley	to	LA	but	with	larger	developments	like	this	one,	the	problem	will	be	unbearable.		The	
value	of	the	area	will	not	go	up	but	bottom	out.		A	few	developers	will	prosper	and	hundreds	of	thousands	of	
tax	payers	will	pay	the	price	in	lower	home	values,	poorer	public	schools	due	to	over	population	and	poorer	
quality	of	life.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C283‐2	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	statements	regarding	future	traffic	conditions	are	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	
of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10	
with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	be	 less	 than	significant	after	mitigation.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	 traffic	
impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	the	issue	of	impacts	to	property	values	resulting	from	the	Project,	property	values	are	not	an	
issue	 to	 be	 evaluated	 in	 an	 EIR,	 as	 CEQA	 is	 concerned	 with	 the	 physical	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	
environment.	

With	 respect	 to	 schools,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 Project’s	 impacts	 on	 schools	 in	Appendix	 A‐1,	 Initial	
Study/Notice	 of	 Preparation.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	B‐25	 and	B‐26	 of	 the	 Initial	 Study,	while	 the	 Project	
would	 increase	 the	 demand	 for	 school	 facilities,	 it	 would	 pay	 the	 required	 California	 Government	 Code	
Section	65995	school	mitigation	fee	authorized	under	Senate	Bill	50,	which	according	to	SB	50,	represents	
full	and	complete	mitigation	for	impacts	to	schools.	

COMMENT	NO.	C283‐3	

Frank	Gehry	is	no	hero.		Although	whether	one	likes	his	design	or	not	is	subjective,	the	height	of	the	project	
is	not.	It’s	too	tall	for	the	area.		(The	value	of	the	blue	sky	will	never	be	surpassed	by	Mr.	Gehry	or	other.).		I	
find	the	choice	of	Frank	Gehry	manipulative	and	cynical	on	the	part	of	the	developers.		How	coincidental	that	
LACMA	has	a	show	of	Mr.	Gehry’s	work!	 	And	the	fact	that	he	is	LA’s	most	famous	contemporary	architect	
does	 not	mean	 that	 his	 ego‐centric	massive	 designs	 (which	 become	 not	 iconic	 but	 dated)	which	 serve	 of	
greed	of	a	few	developers	should	be	inflicted	on	the	community	and	a	historic	residential	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C283‐3	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 architecture	 and	 the	 height	 of	 the	 Project	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	
makers	 for	their	consideration.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	 impacts	
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related	to	height,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	both	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	
and	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	aesthetic,	visual,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	
to	height,	and	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards	related	to	height.	

COMMENT	NO.	C283‐4	

Just	because	 the	developers	own	the	 land	should	not	mean	 that	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	 to	whom	we	 local	
residents	pay	taxes	can	manipulate	their	way	to	more	$$$	at	the	expense	of	your	tax	payer	citizens.	 	Fight.		
Fight.		Fight.		It’s	too	much!		The	City	favors	the	few.		It’s	time	for	this	to	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C283‐4	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C284		

William	Josephs	
8110	Wilow	Glen	Road	
LA	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C284‐1	

I	 am	writing	 you	 again	 to	 attempt	 to	 reason	with	 you	 regarding	 this	wretchedly	 unreasonable	 project.	 	 I	
presume	 that	 you	 have	 access	 to	my	 previously	 comprehensive	 summary	 of	 problems	with	 this	 festering	
issue.		(Not	to	have	it	would	suggest	Bad	Faith	on	the	part	of	the	City,	which	would	not	be	done.)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C284‐1	

The	comment	is	noted.		Please	see	the	Responses	to	Comment	Letter	C164	(William	Josephs	Letter	C164)	for	
responses	to	the	previous	comment	letter	submitted	by	the	commenter.	

COMMENT	NO.	C284‐2	

The	 project	 now	 appears	 even	 more	 vastly	 out	 of	 proportion	 to	 the	 needs	 of	 our	 community	 showing	
staggering	disregard	to	the	quality	of	life	of	our	residents,	displaying	minimal	if	any	regard	for	the	effect	of	
the	project	on	our	already	maximally	taxed	infrastructure	in	our	community,	with	enormous	projects,	having	
already	gone	up	on	and	below	Sunset	and	going	up	just	a	stone's	through	in	West	Hollywood	at	LaCienega,	
and	 increasing	residential	allotments	such	as	 is	 to	be	built	upon	Kings	Road.	 	To	 the	east	of	us	are	almost	
countless,	similar	developments	that	have	the	community	in	an	uproar	of	discontent	as	well.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C284‐2	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	 infrastructure	 impacts	associated	with	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.K,	Public	Services,	
with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	I.	 	The	RP‐DEIR	addresses	infrastructure	
impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.11,	Utilities,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	C.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.K.1‐21,	4.K.2‐11	and	4.K.3‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐
57	through	2‐61	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	on	utility	(water,	wastewater	
solid	 waste)	 infrastructure	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	
public	services	and	infrastructure	for	further	discussion.	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 traffic	 associated	with	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	
with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 traffic	
associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐41	through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 for	
further	discussion.		

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	land	use	compatibility	impacts	associated	with	the	Project	in	Section	4.F,	while	the	
RP‐DEIR	addresses	land	use	compatibility	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	in	Section	2.B.6.			As	indicated	
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on	 page	 4.F‐59	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐30	 through	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	land	compatibility	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C284‐3	

The	mentality	of	the	developers	is	that	"If	you	want	a	row	boat,	ask	for	a	battleship."	 	The	end	result	from	
them	 for	 the	 community	 is	 a	 destroyer.	 	 The	 developers	 now	 appear	 arrogantly	 to	 believe	 that	 they	 can	
through	their	weight	around	and	propose	an	even	more	abusive	project;	with	the	demented	belief	that	the	
community	will	 pine	 for	 their	 initial	 proposal,	which	 as	 the	 City	well	 knows	 has	 been	 completely	 out‐of‐
keeping	with	the	needs	of	our	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C284‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C284‐4	

These	developers	have	no	rational	need	beyond	greed	and	lust	for	profits	to	erect	more	retail	business	and	
even	 less	 harmony	 with	 the	 community	 to	 pretend	 that	 by	 building	 residential	 property,	 the	 project	
somehow	justifies	itself.		The	last	proposal	exemplifies	the	extent	to	which	the	developers	think	only	of	the	
money	they	will	earn	without	regard	to	the	community	they	crush.	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	 is	already	
developed	to	tolerance.		We	do	not	need	this	excrescence.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C284‐4	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	with	the	surrounding	development.		As	indicated	
therein,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 land	use	 compatibility	 impacts.		
This	conclusion	is	based	on	a	number	of	factors,	including	but	not	limited	to,	that	the	Project	and	Alternative	
9	 would:	 	 (1)	 continue	 the	 interspersing	 of	 high	 rise	 elements	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 with	 low‐rise	
commercial	uses;	(2)	provide	deep	setbacks	along	Sunset	Boulevard;	(3)	provide	a	corner	plaza	and	building	
step‐backs	to	create	interest	and	help	blend	the	edge	of	the	Project	into	the	existing	land	use	pattern	of	the	
area;	and	(4)	result	 in	 less	than	significant	views,	visual	character,	 light/glare,	and	shade/shadow	impacts,	
and	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 noise	 and	 traffic	 impacts	with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation	measures.		Furthermore,	several	alternatives	were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	address	concerns	
related	 to	height	and	scale,	 including	Alternative	1	 (No	Project/No	Build),	Alternative	2	 (Existing	Zoning),	
Alternative	 3	 (Reduced	 Height),	 and	 Alternative	 6	 (Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	 Preservation).	 	 Also,	 in	
response	to	public	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR,	a	new	alternative	was	added	(Alternative	9,	Enhanced	View	
Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking)	 and	 was	 evaluated	 in	 a	 re‐circulated	 Draft	 EIR	 (e.g.,	 RP‐
DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	reduce	the	mass	of	the	Project	by	providing	a	lower	podium	height,	and	would	
provide	north‐south	view	corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	
towers.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C284‐5	

I	find	no	one	in	our	community	unconnected	with	this	project	who	believes	that	any	community	benefit	can	
be	obtained	from	it	in	our	already	traffic	laden	community.		DO	NOT	ALLOW	THIS	ASSAULT	AND	BATTERY	
UPON	OUR	COMMUNITY!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C284‐5	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	C285	

Barbara	Eich	
beich@pacbell.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C285‐1	

Way	too	big	a	development.		This	parcel	adjoins	a	residential	neighborhood.	I	live	in	the	area	which	will	be	
negatively	 impacted	 in	 several	ways	 by	 this	 development.	 	 Traffic	will	 increase	 in	 an	 area	 that	 is	 already	
snarled	with	traffic	many	times	during	the	day,	especially	in	the	morning	and	at	rush	hour.		I	request	that	a	
new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	assess	the	impact	to	the	neighborhood	by	the	increased	
traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C285‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 aesthetics,	 views,	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 and	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	
Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
aesthetics,	views,	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	
(operational)	and	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	(construction).		
As	 indicated	 on	 page	 4.F‐55	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐34	 and	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 land	 use	
compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		For	further	discussion,	please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	regarding	aesthetics	impacts	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility		impacts.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	 after	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C285‐2	

Size	and	scale	are	massive	and	will	overshadow	the	beautiful	historic	buildings	in	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C285‐2	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 shade/shadow	 effects,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	
compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	
historic	 resources	 (e.g.,	 impacts	 to	 historic	 buildings	 in	 the	 area).	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 shading,	 land	 use	 compatibility,	 and	 indirect	 historic	
resources	impacts.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C285‐3	

I	 request	 that	 more	 studies	 be	 made	 and	 careful	 consideration	 be	 given	 to	 the	 negative	 impact	 this	
development	will	have	on	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C285‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	provide	a	comprehensive	analysis	of	the	potential	environmental	impacts	of	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9,	and	no	further	studies	are	required.		With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	
requesting	 that	 careful	 consideration	be	given	 to	 the	negative	 impact	of	 the	development	on	 the	area,	 the	
comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.C286	

Carol	Gray	

caroldhgray@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C286‐1	

TRAFFIC	IS	A	HUGE	CONCERN.	DRIVERS	SPEED	THROUGH	LIGHTS	AND	STOP	SIGNS;	FRUSTRATION	IS	AT	
AN	ALL	TIME	HIGH.	THIS	DEVELOPMENT	WILL	INCREASE	TRAFFIC	BEYOND	SUSTAINABILITY.	THIS	 IS	A	
PUBLIC	HAZARD.	PLEASE	DON'T	LET	THIS	HAPPEN.	

RESPONSE	NO.C286‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 included	 in	Appendix	H‐1	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	while	 Chapter	 3.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	
evaluated	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	discussed	
therein,	operational	 traffic	 impacts	would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	trip	generation	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.C286‐2	

I	am	writing	 in	oppostion	[sic]	 to	ElR	submitted	by	the	developer	 for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	 Case	No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C286‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C286‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C286‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	
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COMMENT	NO.C286‐4	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.C286‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C286‐5	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.C286‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1208	

LETTER	NO.	C287	

Donna	Arost	
darost@darost.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C287‐1	

Dear	Ms.	Meister,	
When	you	took	office	you	promised	to	make	our	city	a	better	place	to	live.		I	hold	you	accountable	for	those	
words.	 	 If	 you	 allow	 8150	 to	 proceed	with	 the	 existing	 plans,	 you	 are	 in	 violation	 of	 your	 promise.	 	 Our	
community	cannot	sustain	the	size	and	scope	of	 this	project.	 	While	 I	understand	change	will	occur	at	 this	
site,	YOU	MUST	SCALE	DOWN.		I	own	property	at	the	Colonial	House.		You	must	act	on	behalf	of	the	people	
who	put	 you	 in	 office,	which	 live	 here	 and	how	 their	 lives	will	 be	 negatively	 impacted	by	 this	monstrous	
project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C287‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	
is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C287‐2	

Issues:		ZONING	INFRACTIONS		INFRASTRUCTURE	LIMITATIONS		TRAFFIC		PARKING		HAVENHURST	MUST	
BE	 MADE	 A	 CUL‐DE‐SAC	 	 EXHAUST	 	 SEISMIC	 HAZARDS	 ASSOCIATED	 WITH	 THE	 HOLLYWOOD	 FAULT		
HISTORIC	 VALUE	 ‐‐	 you	 banned	 building	 McMansions	 over	 concerns	 of	 changing	 the	 character	 of	 the	
neighborhood‐where	is	your	perspective	now??		You	must	consider	the	menace	of	this	project	and	work	to	
reduce.		You	cannot	let	special	interests	and	greed	get	in	your	way	of	action.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C287‐2	

With	 regard	 to	 statements	 about	 zoning	 infractions,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2,	 compliance	
development	standards.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	
the	Project	Site.		With	regard	to	traffic	and	parking,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	and	parking	impacts	of	
the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 and	parking	 impacts	 of	Alternative	 9	 in	
Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated,	operational	
traffic	impacts	(including	impacts	to	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Havenhurst	Drive	intersection,	and	the	segment	
of	 Havenhurst	 north	 of	 Fountain	 Drive)	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation,	while	parking	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.		Regarding	the	commenter’s	suggestion	of	a	cul‐
de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐7	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).			

With	 regard	 to	 seismic	hazards	 associated	with	 the	Hollywood	Fault,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 seismic	
hazards	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	 in	Appendix	D‐1,	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 the	seismic	hazards	 impacts	of	Alternative	9	 in	Section	
2.B.4,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 B,	 and	 the	 Final	 EIR	 includes	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1209	

relevant	 correspondence,	 a	 Fault	 Rupture	 Hazard	 Assessment,	 and	 a	 geotechnical	 report	 addendum	 in	
Appendix	 B.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 page	 4.D‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐27	 through	 2‐30	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	
impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 measures.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	seismic	hazards	associated	with	the	Hollywood	Fault	for	further	
discussion.			

With	regard	to	 impacts	to	historical	resources,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	historical	resources	 impacts	of	
the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	C‐3,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	historical	resources	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.3	
with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	C‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	indicated	on	pages	
4.C.2‐28	 and	 4.C.2‐29	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐25	 through	 2‐27	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 impacts	 to	 on‐site	
historical	 resources	 were	 conservatively	 concluded	 to	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable	 even	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	
impacts	to	historical	resources	for	further	discussion.			

With	 regard	 to	 Project‐related	 exhaust	 and	 other	 air	 pollutants,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 air	 quality	
impacts	 of	 the	Project	 in	 Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 air	 quality	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.2	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	would	be	less	
than	significant.	
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LETTER	NO.	C288	

Frank	Pennino	
frank@frankpre.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C288‐1	

To	whom	it	may	concern:	
I	 want	 to	 add	my	 voice	 to	Wayne	Marmorsteins	 in	 asking	 you	 to	 re	 consider	 the	mammoth	 scale	 of	 this	
project	 !!!	 	 I	 have	 an	historic	property	on	Crescent	Heights	—my	neighbors	 and	 friends	are	 furious	at	 the	
increased	 traffic	 this	will	 bring	——	we	must	 have	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 done	 by	 a	 company	NOT	hired	 or	
under	 the	 influence	 of	 the	 developers———their	 study	 is	 laughable——the	 height	 of	 the	 building	 is	
unacceptable	as	well.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C288‐1	

The	comments	concerning	the	height	and	scale	of,	and	the	traffic	associated	with,	the	proposed	development	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.				

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comments	 expressing	 concern	 about	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project,	 please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	
compatibility	and	compliance	with	development	standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.		As	indicated	therein,	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 views,	 visual	 character	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts,	and	would	comply	with	applicable	development	standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	a	new	traffic	study	is	required,	the	Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	(TIA)	is	
included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 supporting	 traffic	 data	 and	 analysis	 for	 Alternative	 9	 is	
included	in	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	and	the	traffic	analysis	for	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	contained	as	
Section	4.J,	 Transportation	 and	Circulation,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	 Section	2.B.10	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	have	 been	
reviewed	and	approved	by	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation.	 	As	such,	no	new	traffic	
study	is	required.	
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LETTER	NO.	C289	

Halle	Sherwin	
halle@kismettv.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1212	

planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐5	

R	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C289‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C289‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C290	

James	Minchin	III	
james@jamesminchin.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C290‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C290‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C290‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C290‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C290‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C290‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C290‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C290‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1219	

LETTER	NO.	C291	

Jim	Nelson	
8551	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C291‐1	

After	 reviewing	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Mixed	 Use	 Recirculated	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 the	 original	 draft	 EIR	
documentation,	 I	 am	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	
included	 in	 the	 project	 and	 therefore,	 as	 prepared,	 the	 documentation	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	
adequately	 evaluated	 the	Community	Benefits	 the	project	will	provide	as	 an	offset	 to	 the	 resulting	zoning	
upgrades	and	potential	environmental	 impacts	associated	with	 the	proposed	project	Therefore,	 I	 find	the	
EIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C291‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16	regarding	the	definition	of	very	low	income	housing	
and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐8	 regarding	 community	 benefits	 relative	 to	 requested	
incentives.	

COMMENT	NO.	C291‐2	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	 	got,	now	
–	what’s	the	benefit?	We	know	the	number	of	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C291‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	regarding	community	benefit,	as	well	as	Response	to	
Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16	regarding	proposed	housing	units,	including	affordable	units,	and	associated	
rental	rates.	

COMMENT	NO.	C291‐3	

From	my	perspective,	the	Affordable	Units	should	be	made	available	to	the	residents	in	the	neighborhood	of	
the	project	(90046	Zip	Code)	on	the	basis	of	 the	actual	demographic	profile	 for	seniors,	 income	levels	and	
seniority	as	residents	in	the	area.	The	rents	on	an	all	in	basis	(Utilities	and	Fees)	should	be	in	the	following	
range:	

 Seniors	–	850	per	month	

 Minimum	Wage	–	1,550	per	mo.		

The	revised	EIR	should	outline	all	the	economics,	management	of	rentals	and	Community	Involvement	in	the	
“Community	Benefits”	that	the	Developer	proposes	to	offset	the	height	and	bulk	of	the	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C291‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C291‐1	above	regarding	affordable	housing	and	community	benefits.		The	
specific	individuals	that	would	ultimately	occupy	on‐site	affordable	housing	units	cannot	be	specified	at	this	
time.	 The	 cost	 and	 wage	 information	 provided	 by	 the	 commenter	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C292	

Jim	Nelson	
8551	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C292‐1	

After	 reviewing	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Mixed	 Use	 Recirculated	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 the	 original	 draft	 EIR	
documentation,	 I	 am	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	
included	 in	 the	 project	 and	 therefore,	 as	 prepared,	 the	 documentation	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	
adequately	 evaluated	 the	Community	Benefits	 the	project	will	provide	as	 an	offset	 to	 the	 resulting	zoning	
upgrades	and	potential	environmental	 impacts	associated	with	 the	proposed	project	Therefore,	 I	 find	the	
EIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C292‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16	regarding	the	definition	of	very	low	income	housing	
and	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐8	 regarding	 community	 benefits	 relative	 to	 requested	
incentives.	

COMMENT	NO.	C292‐2	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	 	got,	now	
–	what’s	the	benefit?	We	know	the	number	of	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C292‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	regarding	community	benefit,	as	well	as	Response	to	
Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16	regarding	proposed	housing	units,	including	affordable	units,	and	associated	
rental	rates.	

COMMENT	NO.	C292‐3	

From	my	perspective,	the	Affordable	Units	should	be	made	available	to	the	residents	in	the	neighborhood	of	
the	project	(90046	Zip	Code)	on	the	basis	of	 the	actual	demographic	profile	 for	seniors,	 income	levels	and	
seniority	as	residents	in	the	area.	The	rents	on	an	all	in	basis	(Utilities	and	Fees)	should	be	in	the	following	
range:	

 Seniors	–	850	per	month	

 Minimum	Wage	–	1,550	per	mo.		

The	revised	EIR	should	outline	all	the	economics,	management	of	rentals	and	Community	Involvement	in	the	
“Community	Benefits”	that	the	Developer	proposes	to	offset	the	height	and	bulk	of	the	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C292‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C292‐1	above	regarding	affordable	housing	and	community	benefits.		The	
specific	individuals	that	would	ultimately	occupy	on‐site	affordable	housing	units	cannot	be	specified	at	this	
time.	 The	 cost	 and	 wage	 information	 provided	 by	 the	 commenter	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C292‐4	

	

Notes:	

Relevant	Ordinance	Sections.	

2.	 Density	 increase	 for	 a	Housing	Development	 Project	 to	 provide	 for	 additional	 density	 in	 excess	 of	 that	
permitted	in	Section	12.22	A.25.	(Subdivision	Title	Amended	by	Ord.	No.	179,681,	Eff.	4/15/08.)	

(a)	Performance	Standards:	
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(1)	The	development	project	contains	the	requisite	number	of	affordable	and/or	senior	citizen	units	as	set	
forth	in	California	Government	Code	Section	65915(b);	

(2)	The	development	project	 complies	with	 the	 standards	 contained	 in	 the	Affordable	Housing	 Incentives	
Guidelines	approved	by	the	City	Planning	Commission;	

(3)	The	use	 is	 conducted	 in	 conformance	with	 the	City’s	 noise	 regulations	 pursuant	 to	 Chapter	 11	 of	 this	
Code;	

(4)	No	buildings	are	higher	than	any	main	building	on	adjoining	property;	

(5)	 All	 portions	 of	 the	 required	 front	 yard	 not	 used	 for	 necessary	 driveways	 and	 walkways,	 including	
decorative	walkways,	are	landscaped	and	maintained,	not	otherwise	paved,	and	equipped	with	an	automatic	
irrigation	system;	

(6)	The	development	meets	the	open	space	requirements	of	Section	12.21G;	

(7)	Only	one	identification	sign	is	displayed	on	the	site	and	it	is	on	the	building	face.	The	sign	does	not	exceed	
20	square	 feet,	does	not	 extend	more	 than	 two	 feet	beyond	 the	wall	of	 the	building,	 and	does	not	project	
above	the	roof	ridge	or	parapet	wall	(whichever	is	higher)	of	the	building;	

(8)	 Security	 night	 lighting	 is	 shielded	 so	 that	 the	 light	 source	 cannot	 be	 seen	 from	 adjacent	 residential	
properties;	

(9)	 Yards,	 at	 a	 minimum,	 should	 meet	 Code	 requirements	 or	 those	 prevalent	 on	 adjoining	 or	 abutting	
properties,	whichever	is	the	most	restrictive;	

(10)	(Amended	by	Ord.	No.	173,492,	Eff.	10/10/00.)	All	graffiti	on	the	site	is	removed	or	painted	over	in	the	
same	color	as	the	surface	to	which	it	is	applied	within	24	hours	of	its	occurrence;	

(11)	 (Amended	 by	 Ord.	 No.	 173,492,	 Eff.	 10/10/00.)	 Parking	 areas	 are	 landscaped	 pursuant	 to	 the	
requirements	of	Section	12.21A6;	

(12)	 (Added	 by	Ord.	No.	 173,492,	 Eff.	 10/10/00.)	 All	 streets,	 alleys	 and	 sidewalks	 adjoining	 the	 property	
meet	standard	street	dimensions;	

(13)	 (Amended	by	Ord.	No.	177,103,	Eff.	12/18/05.)	A	solid,	decorative,	masonry	or	wrought	 iron	wall	or	
fence	at	least	six	feet	in	height,	or	the	maximum	height	permitted	by	the	zone,	whichever	is	less.	The	wall	or	
fence	encircles	the	periphery	of	the	property	and	does	not	extend	into	the	required	front	yard	setback;	and	

(14)	(Added	by	Ord.	No.	173,492,	Eff.	10/10/00.)	There	are	no	outdoor	public	telephones	on	the	site.	

(b)	Purposes:	(Amended	by	Ord.	No.	173,492,	Eff.	10/10/00.)	The	purposes	of	these	Performance	Standards	
are	to	provide	for	landscaping,	open	space,	scale,	bulk,	height,	yards	and	setbacks,	particularly	with	regard	to	
the	main	buildings,	which	are	similar	to	those	in	the	adjacent	properties	in	the	neighborhood.	Signage,	where	
permitted	by	City	regulations,	should	not	exceed	in	size	or	number	those	located	on	the	same	block	or	across	
the	street	from	the	site.	The	noise	levels	created	on	the	site	should	not	increase	the	ambient	noise	level	so	as	
to	 be	 disturbing	 to	 persons	 on	 adjoining	 or	 abutting	 properties	 after	 completion	 of	 the	 project.	 Public	
telephones	 on	 the	 site	 should	 be	 located	 to	 discourage	 loitering.	 Sufficient	 off‐street	 parking	 should	 be	
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provided	 to	 preclude	 the	 need	 for	 utilization	 of	 on‐street	 parking	 by	 the	 use	 allowed	 on	 the	 site.	 The	
proposed	use	should	be	designed	in	a	manner	that	will	minimize	the	generation	of	loitering	of	individuals	on	
or	adjacent	to	the	site.	City	streets	should	meet	City	standards	in	order	to	ensure	safe	vehicular	ingress	and	
egress	to	the	site	and	to	ensure	that	traffic	does	not	exceed	the	current	level	of	service.	Access	to	and	from	
the	 site	 should	be	 sufficient	 to	meet	police	 and	 fire	 safety	needs	beyond	 the	 explicit	 requirements	 of	 City	
codes	as	determined	by	the	Police,	Fire	and	Building	and	Safety	Departments.	Lighting	on	the	site	should	not	
reflect	on	adjoining	residential	uses.	Walls,	fences,	or	other	visible	security	devices	should	be	similar	to	those	
on	the	adjoining	properties.	Graffiti	should	be	prevented	and	eliminated	when	it	is	found	on	the	site.	The	use	
should	encourage	the	availability	of	affordable	housing.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C292‐4	

The	commenter	provides	a	citation	of	the	LAMC	but	does	not	specify	any	issues	with	the	cited	sections.		The	
LAMC	Section	referenced	in	this	comment,	Section	14.00‐A,2,	applies	to	affordable	housing	projects	that	are	
processed	as	Public	Benefit	Projects.		These	provisions	do	not	apply	to	the	Project,	which	is	not	an	affordable	
housing	 project	 seeking	 approval	 as	 a	 Public	 Benefit	 project.	 	 Rather,	 the	 Project	 is	 seeking	 approval	 of	
Affordable	Housing	Incentives	pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Topical	Response	TR‐2.			
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LETTER	NO.	C293	

Lisa	Hansen	
leezaah@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C293‐1	

To	Whom	It	May	Concern‐	
With	a	home	 located	on	Burroughs	Road	 since	2000	and	my	office	at	 8255	Sunset	Blvd,	 I	will	 be	directly	
affected	by	your	decision	on	the	proposed	new	development	at	8150	Sunset.	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	and	
Laurel	Canyon	intersection.		I	am	very	concerned	about	the	newly	revised	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	
at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	In	particular,	I	don’t	believe	the	traffic	impact	study	is	accurate.	We	live	in	a	city	that	is	
spread	out	and	nearly	every	family	has	two	vehicles.	This	is	an	intersection	that	is	already	extremely	busy;	
we	can’t	afford	to	get	underestimate	the	impact	of	this	new	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C293‐1	

The	 Project	 TIA	 is	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 supporting	 traffic	 data	 and	 analysis	 for	
Alternative	9	is	included	in	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	and	the	traffic	analysis	for	the	Project	and	Alternative	
9	contained	as	Sections	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	and	2.B.10,	Transportation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR,	 respectively,	 have	 been	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	
Transportation,	and	incorporate	industry‐accepted	methodologies	and	analysis.	

With	respect	specifically	to	the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection,	as	indicated	
on	pages	4.J‐39	through	4.J‐48	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐42	through	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	would	both	result	in	less	than	significant	level	of	service	and	delay	impacts.		Please	see	Topical	
Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 the	 analysis	 approach/methodology	 used	 in	 the	 Traffic	 Impact	 Study,	 and	 the	
traffic	impacts	of	the	Project,	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C293‐2	

I’m	also	somewhat	shocked	 that	a	variance	might	be	granted	 through	an	 incentive	program	 for	a	building	
that	towers	over	all	of	the	other	buildings	in	the	area.		My	home	is	a	modest	2100	square	feet	on	a	lot	that	is	
over	one	acre	in	size.	 	The	building	code	restrictions	in	my	area	won’t	allow	an	addition	of	more	than	400	
square	feet.		The	spirit	of	this	restriction	is	to	limit	over	development	which	is	for	the	overall	benefit	of	the	
neighborhood.	 	 This	proposed	project	 is	 not	 in	 keeping	with	neighborhood	 standards,	will	 be	much	 taller	
than	 the	 surrounding	 buildings	 in	 the	 area.	 	 Why	 would	 a	 commercial	 project	 get	 “incentive	 program"	
variances	that	wouldn’t	be	granted	to	residential	one?		Is	this	the	tip	of	the	iceberg	for	other	large	structures	
all	 along	 Sunset	 with	 little	 regard	 for	 traffic	 impact	 and	 neighborhood	 concerns?	 	 I’m	 not	 opposed	 to	
development	and	understand	the	city	continues	to	grow.		But	we	need	to	do	this	carefully	and	responsibly.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C293‐2	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 qualification	 for	 the	 City’s	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	
compliance	 with	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	
development.	
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LETTER	NO.	C294	

Matthew	E.	Schneider	
Racer810@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	back	drop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	structures;	as	their	relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	against	a	back	drop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	not	meet	the	
intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	law.	Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	
of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 mak	 e	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐20	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed.		We	
need	a	new	study	because	the	ingress	and	egress	on	Sunset	Blvd	has	been	removed	and	there	is	added	traffic	
on	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	that	is	not	addressed	fully.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	regarding	requests	to	revise	the	Project	TIA.	 	Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	Site	access	and	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐21	

The	 4‐12	 foot	 setback	 on	 crescent	 heights	 will	 contribute	 to	 a	 "looming"	 feel.	 	 This	 setback	 on	 Crescent	
heights	should	be	rethought	and	redrawn	in	order	to	 improve	the	pedestrian	experience.	 	Setbacks	on	the	
new	design	 are	 almost	non	 existent	 and	part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	
developers	 their	 legally	 required	 setback.	 	 The	 traffic	 island	 should	 stay	 owned	 by	 the	 city	 and	 not	 be	
donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐21	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	 Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	
Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6	regarding	setbacks	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		It	should	
be	noted	that	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	for	public	open	space	purposes	would	have	no	effect	on	the	
setback	 requirements	 for	 the	 Project	 or	 any	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐22	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C294‐23	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	less	congested	times.	 	However,	during	less	congested	times,	
car	 speed	 is	greatly	 increase	by	 cars	 coming	 from	Laurel	Canyon,	 and	 from	cars	 traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.		
The	present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	 inadequate	as	 it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	
these	streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C294‐24	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C294‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C295	

Matthew	E.	Schneider	
matthewevanschneider@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	 161	 feet;	 the	 Capitol	 Records	 building	 is	 just	 150	 feet	without	 the	 antenna.	 	 This	 building	 should	 be	
limited	to	100	ft.	No	more.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2	regarding	building	heights	of	other	structures	in	the	
area	and	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2	regarding	the	suggested	100‐foot	height	limit.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C295‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	back	drop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	structures;	as	their	relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	against	a	back	drop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C295‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	not	meet	the	
intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	law.	Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	
of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 mak	 e	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐20	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed.		We	
need	a	new	study	because	the	ingress	and	egress	on	Sunset	Blvd	has	been	removed	and	there	is	added	traffic	
on	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	that	is	not	addressed	fully.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	regarding	requests	to	revise	the	Project	TIA.	 	Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	Site	access	and	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐21	

The	 4‐12	 foot	 setback	 on	 crescent	 heights	 will	 contribute	 to	 a	 "looming"	 feel.	 	 This	 setback	 on	 Crescent	
heights	should	be	rethought	and	redrawn	in	order	to	 improve	the	pedestrian	experience.	 	Setbacks	on	the	
new	design	 are	 almost	non	 existent	 and	part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	
developers	 their	 legally	 required	 setback.	 	 The	 traffic	 island	 should	 stay	 owned	 by	 the	 city	 and	 not	 be	
donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐21	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	 Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	
Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6	regarding	setbacks	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		It	should	
be	noted	that	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	for	public	open	space	purposes	would	have	no	effect	on	the	
setback	 requirements	 for	 the	 Project	 or	 any	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C295‐22	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐23	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	less	congested	times.	 	However,	during	less	congested	times,	
car	 speed	 is	greatly	 increase	by	 cars	 coming	 from	Laurel	Canyon,	 and	 from	cars	 traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.		
The	present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	 inadequate	as	 it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	
these	streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C295‐24	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C295‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C296	

Matthew	E.	Schneider	
Mschneider@mgm.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	 161	 feet;	 the	 Capitol	 Records	 building	 is	 just	 150	 feet	without	 the	 antenna.	 	 This	 building	 should	 be	
limited	to	100	ft.	No	more.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2	regarding	building	heights	of	other	structures	in	the	
area	and	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2	regarding	the	suggested	100‐foot	height	limit.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C296‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	back	drop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	structures;	as	their	relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	against	a	back	drop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C296‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	justification	for	the	development.	This	process	does	not	meet	the	
intent	of	those	programs	or	processes,	nor	does	it	meet	the	intent	of	the	law.	Please	reconsider	the	adequacy	
of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 mak	 e	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐20	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed.		We	
need	a	new	study	because	the	ingress	and	egress	on	Sunset	Blvd	has	been	removed	and	there	is	added	traffic	
on	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	that	is	not	addressed	fully.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	regarding	requests	to	revise	the	Project	TIA.	 	Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	Site	access	and	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐21	

The	 4‐12	 foot	 setback	 on	 crescent	 heights	 will	 contribute	 to	 a	 "looming"	 feel.	 	 This	 setback	 on	 Crescent	
heights	should	be	rethought	and	redrawn	in	order	to	 improve	the	pedestrian	experience.	 	Setbacks	on	the	
new	design	 are	 almost	non	 existent	 and	part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	
developers	 their	 legally	 required	 setback.	 	 The	 traffic	 island	 should	 stay	 owned	 by	 the	 city	 and	 not	 be	
donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐21	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	 Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	
Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6	regarding	setbacks	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		It	should	
be	noted	that	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	for	public	open	space	purposes	would	have	no	effect	on	the	
setback	 requirements	 for	 the	 Project	 or	 any	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C296‐22	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐23	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	less	congested	times.	 	However,	during	less	congested	times,	
car	 speed	 is	greatly	 increase	by	 cars	 coming	 from	Laurel	Canyon,	 and	 from	cars	 traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.		
The	present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	 inadequate	as	 it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	
these	streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C296‐24	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C296‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C297	

Robinne	Burrell		
robinneb@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C297‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C297‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C298	

Susan	Cuscuna	
8938	Holley	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	 project.	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	 document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C298‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	 of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	We	 ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	 devalue	 historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐5	

In	 every	 community,	 compliance	 with	 Community	 plans	 (General	 Plan)	 is	 viewed	 as	 a	 safety	 net	 for	 the	
residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	a	consistent	basis	
under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.		In	the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
Mixed	 Use	 Project,	 instead	 of	 testing	 the	 potential	 impacts	 against	 Goals	 and	 Objectives	 established	 in	 a	
viable	and	up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	proponent	and	EIR	consultant	
are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	 environmentally	 superior	 project.		
Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	 community	 planning	 practices,	
appears	 to	 be	 the	 driving	 force	 employed	 by	 this	 approach	 to	 the	 evaluation.	 The	Hollywood	Community	
Plan	was	prepared	 for	adoption	 in	1988,	some	Twenty‐seven	(27)	years	ago.	Good	and	adequate	planning	
practices,	not	to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	insist	on	a	General	Plan	review	every	five	(5)	years	and	
an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	at	updating	this	Plan	was	over‐
turned	by	the	Courts	in	2014	due	to	lack	of	compliance,	the	absence	of	an	updated	Community	Plan	leaves	
the	 community	without	 the	proper	 tools	 to	 evaluate	 the	 real	 impacts	 of	 this	Project	 on	 the	 community	 at	
large.	 	In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	until	after	a	legally	viable	
Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	
does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	
guidelines	for	development.	 	This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	
for	 the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	 the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.	 	 Instead,	 Incentive	Programs,	 and	Over	
Riding	consideration	findings	are	being	used	to	over	ride	an	appropriate	process	of	review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐6	

Furthermore,	it	is	shortsighted	of	the	City	to	review	and	possibly	approve	this	Project	as	proposed.		
This	 approach	 to	 Planning	 sets	 a	 dangerous	 precedent	 for	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 There	 are	
numerous	parcels	located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	
that	have	similar	zoning	and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	
the	same	request	for	incentives	and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	
developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	
would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	
subsequent	 requests,	 based	 on	 any	 of	 the	 planning	 practices	 that	 are	 being	 ignored	 in	 this	 case,	 would	
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indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	
and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	
until	 a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	 found	 to	be	 legally	 sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	
that	point,	the	City	will	have	the	tools	to	evaluate	and	approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	
needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers..	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C298‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐11	

The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	
area	trips	 is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	 is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	units	 to	 the	site.	 	 I	have	
lived	 in	Laurel	Canyon	for	thirty‐two	years	and	request	that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	
company	 to	 properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 This	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	 hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	 will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	
pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	
Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	 order	 to	 prevent	 pedestrian	 deaths.	 	 Has	 the	 LA	
planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	
busiest	 in	 all	 of	 LA?	 	How	will	 cars	making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	 Sunset,	 south	 onto	 Crescent	
Heights	make	a	right	turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	their	path?	 	Will	this	
bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	
even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐13	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	 Uber	 traffic.	 	 The	most	
superficial	 glance	 any	night	 at	 the	Chateau	Marmont	 across	 the	 street	will	 show	many	 times	 that	
number	 of	 taxis	 and	 town	 cars	 backed	 up	 trying	 to	 pick	 up	 or	 deposit	 visitors.	 	 How	 will	 this	
development	not	result	in	an	entire	lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	
to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	that	assess	traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	impact	on	the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	 zoning	 laws.	 	 This	 proposed	 project	 is	 bordered	 on	 two	 sides	 by	 the	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood,	which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	
bordering	 the	development.	 	How	does	 this	conform	 to	 the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	 the	city’s	own	
regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐17	

If	 through	 special	 zoning	 incentives,	 this	 project	 is	 approved	 and	 allowed	 to	 rise	 to	 234ft,	 it	 sets	 a	
precedent	 of	 city	 planning	 approval	 for	 all	 the	 other	 parcels	 going	 east	 on	 Sunset	with	 the	 same	
zoning.	 	Tomorrow,	20	other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	
their	project.		If	you	approve	this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	
this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐18	

Does	an	approval	 for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	 size	virtually	 insure	 the	 rubber	 stamp	approval	of	
more	clone	projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C298‐20	

Is	 the	 city	planning	department	 giving	preferential	 treatment	 to	 8150	 Sunset	 over	 the	needs	 and	
desires	of	the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C298‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C299	

Adrienne	Walt		
adrienne.walt@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐1	

I	am	writing	on	behalf	of	my	entire	family.		The	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	
original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	is	incomplete	and	has	not	adequately	evaluated	the	potential	environmental	
impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		The	document	is	drafted,	as	an	advocacy	document	that	can	
be	used	to	justify	a	project,	not	evaluate	it	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community.		We	will	be	most	
directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐3	

The	development	of	these	massive,	towering	structures	are	completely	out	of	character	with	the	surrounding	
area/community.	 	They	cannot	be	justified	by	the	statements	about	project	benefits	and	the	accompanying	
incentives	program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.		There	are	alternatives	to	this	
development	 that	would	maintain	 its	viability	yet	not	destroy	the	character	of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd	
view	shed.		Proposing	a	project	that	respects	the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	that	
are	in	keeping	with	the	six	10story	buildings	already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	
the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Moreover,	the	
character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	been	established	for	many	years	and	is,	in	part,	a	major	contributor	to	
the	public’s	understanding	and	memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.		
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
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community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans		(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	 selective	 enforcement	 of	 the	 City’s	 General	 Plan	 and	 Zoning.	 	 I	 beseech	 City	 Staff,	 the	Mayor	 and	 the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.	I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...		even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C299‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C299‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C300	

Amy	Minchin		
8920	Wonderland	Ave	
LA,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐1	

As	it	stands	now,	my	children	cannot	participate	in	after	school	activities	because	trying	to	come	home	via	
Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	crossing	Sunset	to	get	to	our	home	on	Wonderland	Ave	takes	us	on	average	80	minutes	
to	go	5	miles	because	the	traffic	is	SO	hideous	just	trying	to	pass	that	intersection	at	5:30pm.		HOW	do	you	
plan	to	ADD	so	many	more	cars	to	this	intersection?!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐1	

This	comment	regarding	existing	traffic	conditions	 in	the	Project	area	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	
impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
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already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	spirit	of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	respect	 the	community	standard	of	height,	 size,	and	scale.	 	We	ask	the	city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	
community	 standards	 of	 height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	 used	 in	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	
devalue	 historical	 community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	
height	and	size	restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	In	the	
case	of	 the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	 instead	of	 testing	the	potential	 impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.	Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C300‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	 I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
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disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	

The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	
area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	units	to	the	site.		I	request	
that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	 properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.		
Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	 methodology,	 when	 the	 study	 was	
conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	and	
businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	
Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	 this	 is	 the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	the	new	proposed	
building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C300‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	
Havenhurst,	 however	 they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.		
Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	made	 clear	 to	 the	
residents	and	the	city	in	order	to	accurately	assess	this	project.	 	I	request	all	new	impact	studies	be	
done	 for	 the	 residents	of	Historic	Havenhurst	 Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	
impact	on	the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	
order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C300‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C300‐21	

Is	 the	 city	planning	department	 giving	preferential	 treatment	 to	 8150	 Sunset	 over	 the	needs	 and	
desires	of	the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C300‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C301	

Ari	Randall		
700	Westmount	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C301‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	
I	 am	writing	 today	 to	voice	my	 support	 for	 the	8150	Sunset	project,	which	 I	 live	 less	 than	a	mile	 from.	 	 I	
recently	saw	the	mock	ups	for	the	building	and	it	looks	absolutely	incredible.		The	vision	and	artistic	ability	
make	this	one	of	a	kind	project	something	I	think	we	can	all	support.		This	project	is	not	like	others	going	up	
in	the	area.		I	live	near	La	Cienega	and	am	used	to	the	cookie	cutter	projects	that	all	look	the	same.		We	need	
these	projects	because	they	add	desperately	needed	housing	to	Los	Angeles,	which	as	I'm	sure	you	know	is	
the	least	affordable	city	to	live	in	in	the	entire	country.		It's	a	real	problem,	and	we	can't	simply	continue	to	
build	sprawl	further	and	further	away	to	make	up	for	it.		We	need	new	housing	and	we	need	it	in	places	that	
people	 want	 to	 be.	 	 This	 project	 does	 that	 in	 an	 elegant	 and	 contextual	 way.	 	 Not	 only	 does	 it	 have	 the	
function	 of	 adding	much	 needed	 housing,	 but	 the	 architectural	 form	 is	 something	 that	 is	world	 class.	 	 Its	
design	shows	 that	developers	can	add	housing	 to	where	 it	 is	needed	most	and	enhance	 the	character	of	a	
neighborhood	at	the	same	time.		Design	is	not	the	only	aspect	of	this	project	that	makes	it	an	example	other	
developers	should	follow.		The	more	I	learn	about	it,	the	more	there	is	to	like:		 	The	plaza	will	be	one	of	the	
most	 stunning	 places	 to	 gather	 in	 the	 entire	 city.	 	 The	 project	 being	 built	 to	 the	 toughest	 environmental	
standards	is	a	huge	plus.	 	The	affordable	housing	is	inclusive	in	the	project	and	is	the	best	overall	solution	for	
combating	our	homelessness	issues.		The	lack	of	traffic	impacts.		The	abundance	of	parking	that	actually	exceeds	
what	 the	city	 requires.	 	What	 is	not	 to	 like?	 	Please	 consider	 the	 list	 above	when	 the	 inevitable	doom	and	
gloom	arguments	come	from	the	NIMBYs.		I	work	in	the	real	estate	industry	and	know	for	a	fact	that	a)	I'd	
much	 rather	 have	 a	 world	 class	 Frank	 Gehry	 project	 next	 to	 me	 rather	 than	 a	 run	 down	 drive	 through	
McDonalds	and	b)	this	project	will	increase	the	price	of	homes	in	the	area.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C301‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C302	

Donna	Arost	
darost@darost.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C302‐1	

Your	office	has	a	responsibility	to	make	our	city	a	better	place	to	live.		I	hold	you	accountable	.		If	you	allow	
8150	to	proceed	with	the	existing	plans,	you	are	in	violation	of	keeping	our	community	safe.		Our	community	
cannot	 sustain	 the	 size	 and	 scope	 of	 this	 project.	 	While	 I	 understand	 change	will	 occur	 at	 this	 site,	 YOU	
MUST	SCALE	DOWN.	 	 I	own	property	at	 the	Colonial	House.	 	You	must	 act	on	behalf	of	 the	people	 in	 this	
community	and	how	their	lives	will	be	negatively	impacted	by	this	monstrous	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C302‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	
is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C302‐2	

Issues:		ZONING	INFRACTIONS		INFRASTRUCTURE	LIMITATIONS		TRAFFIC		PARKING		HAVENHURST	MUST	
BE	 MADE	 A	 CUL‐DE‐SAC	 	 EXHAUST	 	 SEISMIC	 HAZARDS	 ASSOCIATED	 WITH	 THE	 HOLLYWOOD	 FAULT		
HISTORIC	 VALUE	 ‐‐	 you	 banned	 building	 McMansions	 over	 concerns	 of	 changing	 the	 character	 of	 the	
neighborhood‐where	is	your	perspective	now??		You	must	consider	the	menace	of	this	project	and	work	to	
reduce.		You	cannot	let	special	interests	and	greed	get	in	your	way	of	action.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C302‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C287‐2	(Donna	Arost	Letter	C287).		
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LETTER	NO.	C303	

Joyce	Deep		
8360	Ridpath	Dr.	
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C303‐1	

I	writing	concerning	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR.	
I	 feel	 in	 its	current	 form,	 that	 it	doesn't	come	near	evaluating	the	proposed	project	and	 its	 impacts	on	the	
surrounding	community.		I	live	in	Laurel	Canyon	and	will	be	directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	
development.	 	 When	 you	 consider	 the	 number	 of	 large	 development	 projects	 currently	 underway	 just	
between	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	and	Alta	Loma,	it's	staggering.	 	 I	can	barely	get	to	the	gym	at	6:30	a.m.	and	
Sunset	Blvd	 is	 gridlocked	 for	hours	 every	day,	morning	and	night,	 either	direction.	 	 I	 don't	 feel	 the	 traffic	
impacts	have	been	 fairly	evaluated	 in	 the	 context	of	valley	 to	 city	 traffic	over	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	OR	 the	
massive	existing	traffic	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	how	this	huge	development	will	impact	it	further.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C303‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 cumulative	 traffic	 effects	
associated	with	development	of	other	related	projects	in	the	area	(the	list	of	related	projects	is	provided	in	
Table	 3‐1	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	 Environmental	 Setting,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR).	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C303‐2	

I'm	not	anti	development	but	we've	seen	enough	corners	cut	in	the	assessments	provided	to	citizens	and	at	
least	if	you're	going	to	push	a	development	of	this	nature,	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	should	make	it	mandatory	
that	a	fair,	and	comprehensive	EIR	is	completed,	not	advocacy	documents	meant	to	sell	the	project	to	all	of	us	
most	 directly	 impacted	 on	 a	 daily	 basis	 by	 what	 comes	 next	 down	 there.	 	 And	 it	 can't	 be	 assessed	 in	 a	
vacuum.	 	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 already	making	 day	 to	 day	 life	 unbearable.	 	 Two	massive	 new	 developments	 in	
earshot	of	this	one	must	be	fairly	considered	in	the	assessment	of	this	one.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C303‐2	

The	 comments	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 comments	 do	 not	 provide	 further	 specifics	 relative	 to	 the	
content	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 or	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 Traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project,	 including	 cumulative	 impacts	 to	
intersections	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	were	addressed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
Draft	 EIR,	 while	 pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 under	 Alternative	 9.		
Noise	impacts,	including	cumulative	noise	effects,	were	addressed	for	the	Project	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	while	
noise	effects	of	Alternative	9	were	discussed	on	pages	2‐35	and	2‐36	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		As	discussed	therein,	
long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation,	while	operational	noise	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
4	 regarding	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 alternatives,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	
Project‐related	noise	impacts.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C303‐3	

In	addition,	the	height,	size	and	scale	of	this	project	still	feels	out	of	balance.	234	feet	is	his	higher	than	the	
Hollywood	Roosevelt	Hotel	(161	feet)	and	the	Capitol	Records	Building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C303‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2	regarding	building	heights	of	other	structures	in	the	
area	and	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3	regarding	consistency	with	building	height	 limits	and	
other	development	standards	applicable	 to	 the	Project	Site	and	consistency	with	building	heights	of	other	
structures	 in	 the	area.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	 impacts	related	 to	aesthetics	and	
visual	resources	associated	with	height	and	scale.		

COMMENT	NO.	C303‐4	

Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	 zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	
keeping	with	 the	6‐10	story	buildings	already	constructed	 is	more	 in	keeping	with	a	consideration	 for	 the	
history	of	the	area	and	the	community	which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	 indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	
character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	been	established	for	many	years	and	is,	in	part,	a	major	contributor	to	
the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	 memories	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd	 community.	 	 And	 let's	 remember	 that	 it	 is	
already	impossible	to	travel	efficiently	in	either	direction	of	this	famed	Boulevard	because	of	hour	upon	hour	
of	gridlock.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C303‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C303‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	spirit	of	these	laws	is	to	respect	the	community	standard	of	height,	size,	and	scale.		It's	curious	that	the	
City	 Planning	 Dept.	 doesn't	 hold	 these	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale.	 	 It	 feels	 as	 if	 the	 zoning	 incentives	put	 forth	do	nothing	but	 erode	 the	
public	trust	by	providing	developer	loopholes	for	height	and	size	restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C303‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	
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LETTER	NO.	C304	

Judy	Stabile	
<judystabile@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐1	

THIS	PHOTO	WAS	TAKEN	TODAY!!	

THE	VIEW	IS	FROM	OUR	KITCHEN	WINDOW	ON	THE	NORTH	SIDE	OF	1416	HAVENHURST.	DR.	ON	THE	

4TH	FLOOR!!	

THIS	IS	HOW	CLOSE	THIS	MONSTER	16	STORIES	WILL	BE	TO	THIS	NEIGHBORHOOD	(IF	ALLOWED).	OUR	
STREET	(ALL	STREETS	BELOW	SUNSET	ARE	ON	A	DOWNWARD	SLANT	16	STORIES	WILL	FEEL	AND	LOOK	
LIKE	30	STORIES	TO	ENTIRE	AREA	BELOW	SUNSET.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐1	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	view	impacts	related	to	the	height	and	scale	of	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐2	

WE	 WILL	 ALL	 HAVE	 TO	 ENDURE	 (	 NOT	 YOU	 BUT	 "	 WE	 THE	 PEOPLE	 "	 WILL	 HAVE	 TO	 ENDURE	 THE	
POLLUTION	 AND	 YEARS	 OF	 DESTRUCTION,	 DUST,	 UNHEALTHY	 AIR,	 NOISE	 TRAFFIC	 AND	 THEN	
CONSTRUCTION	FILTH,	MORE	UNHEALTHY	AIR	NOISE	AND	MORE	TRAFFIC.	OUR	INFRASTRUCTURE	CAN'T	
HANDLE	THE	POPULATION	AS	IT	IS.	ALREADY!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐2	

With	respect	to	construction	(including	dust)	and	operational	air	quality,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	air	quality	
impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 B,	 while	
Section	 2.B.2	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9	with	 supporting	 data	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.B‐51	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐22	and	2‐25	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	the	construction	and	operational	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	
significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

With	respect	to	construction	noise,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	noise	impacts	of	the	project	in	
Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 F,	 while	 Section	 2.B.7	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	
indicated	 on	 page	 4.G‐33	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐35	 and	 2‐36	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	noise	impacts,	even	with	implementation	
of	the	recommended	mitigation	which	would	reduce	but	not	avoid	the	impact.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐8	regarding	noise	for	further	discussion.	

With	 regard	 to	 traffic,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic,	 circulation,	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	Project	TIA	 included	as	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1277	

Appendix	H‐1,	while	 Section	 2.B.10	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9	
with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 infrastructure,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 to	 infrastructure	 in	 Section	 4.K.	 Public	
Services,	while	Section	2.B.11,	Utilities,	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		
As	indicated	on	pages	4.K.1‐21,	4.K.2‐11,	and	4.K.3‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐57	and	‐61	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	adequate	water,	wastewater	and	solid	waste	infrastructure	exists	to	serve	the	Project	and	Alternative	
9.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	the	adequacy	of	infrastructure	to	serve	the	Project	for	further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐3	

OUR	BUILDING	IS	THE	HISTORICAL	COLONIAL	HOUSE.	WHICH	WAS	DESIGNATED	A	LANDMARK	BUILDING	
AS	WERE	MANY	OTHER	BUILDINGS	IN	THIS	AREA	DIRECTLY	BELOW	SUNSET	BLVD.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐3	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	to	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐4	

PLEASE	 SIRMAL,	 TAKE	 TIME	 TO	 VIEW	 AND	 THINK	 AGAIN,	 THERE	 IS	 AN	 ENORMOUS	 NEGATIVE	
ENVIRONMENTAL	 IMPACT	THAT	THIS	BUILDING	WILL	HAVE	ON	EVERY	 SINGLE	PERSON'S	 LIFE	 LIVING	
BELOW	SUNSET.	

YOU	 SHOW	 PHOTOS	 OF	 HOW	 GLORIOUS	 IT	 WILL	 BE	 FROM	 THE	 HILLS	 AND	 AIR,	 WELL	 IT	 WONT	 BE	
GLORIOUS	TO	ANYONE	ACTUALLY	LIVING	HERE	AND	OR	DRIVING	ON	THE	STREETS.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐4	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	
Responses	to	Comments	C304‐1	and	C304‐2	above	regarding	the	environmental	impacts	of	the	Project	and	
Alternative	9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐5	

HOW	COULD	SOMEONE	DO	A	LEGITIMATE	ENVIRONMENTAL	ANALYSIS	AND	OK	THIS	COMPLETELY	OFF	
THE	CHARTS	PROJECT??	

DO	YOU	NOT	TAKE	INTO	CONSIDERATION	THE	IMPACT	ON	RESIDENTS	THAT	ACTUALLY	LIVE	HERE?	

WE	ALREADY	ARE	MISERABLE	ENOUGH	WITH	THE	HORRENDOUS	TRAFFIC.	MOST	PEOPLE	JUST	STAY	IN	
THEIR	HOMES	BECAUSE	IT	TAKES	AN	HOUR	TO	GET	TO	BEVERLY	HILLS.	

TAKE	ONE	DAY	OF	YOUR	LIFE	AND	TRY	THE	DRIVE	ALONG	SUNSET	OR	SANTA	MONICA	BLVD.	 IN	THIS	
AREA.	IT	IS	MIND	BOGGLING.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C302‐5	

With	respect	to	the	legitimacy	of	the	environmental	analysis,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	have	been	prepared	
in	 accordance	 with	 CEQA	 and	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 requirements,	 and	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	 potential	
environmental	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	including	the	impacts	on	the	existing	adjacent	land	
uses.	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9,	 please	 see	 response	 to	 Comment	 C304‐2	
above.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐6	

WE	ALREADY	HAVE	SEWAGE	PROBLEMS	AND	UNDERGROUND	WATER	PIPES	THAT	BURST	ALONG	SUNSET	
BLVD.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐6	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	C304‐2	above	regarding	water	and	wastewater	infrastructure.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐7	

WE	ALREADY	FEEL	OUR	BUILDING	TEETER	WHEN	WE	GET	A	 SMALL	EARTHQUAKE.	 IMAGINE	A	LARGE	
EARTHQUAKE	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐7	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 geology	 and	 soils	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.D,	 Geology	 and	 Soils,	 with	 supporting	
information	provided	in	the	Preliminary	Geotechnical	Evaluation	and	Fault	Investigation	Report	included	in	
Appendix	D,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	9	with	
supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	B.	 	As	determined	therein,	impacts	related	to	seismic	ground	
shaking	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐8	

WE	 ALREADY	 CAN'T	 FIND	 PARKING	 IN	 THIS	 ENTIRE	 AREA.	 PEOPLE	 DON'T	 WANT	 TO	 VISIT	 OUR	
NEIGHBORHOOD	BECAUSE	IT	IS	ALREADY	A	NIGHTMARE	TO	PARK!!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐8	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	adequacy	of	parking.	As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	
provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	is	144	
spaces	 more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC.	 	 Therefore,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 is	 not	
anticipated.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐9	

WE	 ALREADY	 HAVE	 ENDURED	 THE	 DUST	 NOISE	 AND	 UNBEARABLE	 TRAFFIC	 FROM	 ALL	 THE	
CONSTRUCTION	ON	 SUNSET	WEST	OF	HERE.	NAME	ONE	POSITIVE	 FROM	ALL	OF	 THIS	 CONSTRUCTION	
IMPACT	EXCEPT	THE	IMPACT	ON	PEOPLE'S	WALLETS!!!!	
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PLEASE	ENOUGH	IS	ENOUGH!!!!!!!!!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C304‐2	above	regarding	construction‐related	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C304‐10	

THE	PEOPLE	LIVING	IN	THE	AREA	AND	PAYING	EVERYONES	PAYCHECKS	ARE	AGAINST	THIS	PROJECT!!!!!!!	

PLEASE	SCALE	THIS	PROJECT	DOWN!!!!!!!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C304‐10	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	visual	impacts	of	the	Project,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	
land	use	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Project	consistency	with	applicable	development	regulations,	related	to	
height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C305	

Miyoka	Adams	
five5yearplan@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C305‐1	

I	oppose	such	a	tall	monster	on	sunset	and	crescent	heights.		It	will	take	away	the	beautiful	sight	of	the	hill	
above	Sunset	and	increase	much	more	distraction	and	people/cars	going	and	exiting	this	already	congested	
intersection	

RESPONSE	NO.	C305‐1	

The	comments	opposing	the	Project	and	expressing	concern	about	increased	traffic	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	
and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.					

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	and	where	delay	would	change	
nominally	and	below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	
of	the	RP‐DEIR).			Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 concerning	 impacts	 to	 views	 of	 the	 hills	 above	 Sunset,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1,	views	from	surrounding	community	and	Hollywood	Hills.	
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LETTER	NO.	C306	

Philippe	Mora	
1400	North	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C306‐1	

Dear	Srimal	Hewawitharana	
and	also	to	the	many	citizens	this	concerns	in	West	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles,	
This	is	unashamedly	written	in	justified	anger.		One	is	supposed	to	be	cool,	but	sorry	this	is	a	very	hot	issue.		
This	is	in	response	to	what	you	(Srimal	Hewawtharana)	hilariously	have	the	audacity	to	call	a	"DEIR	Report,"	
with	 respect,	 one	 of	 the	 more	 obvious	 examples	 of	 bureaucracy	 perhaps	 losing	 touch	 with	 community	
feelings,	science	and	general	knowledge,	and	the	very	real	issues	at	hand.		Franz	Kafka	would	have	enjoyed	
your	report,	ditto	George	Orwell.		This	"development,"	more	a	proposed	fiasco,	should	not	be	approved.	It	is	
a	clear	and	present	danger	to	the	community	and	has	an	ugly	history	of	bad	faith.		I	will	leave	it	to	the	experts	
to	forensically	obliterate	your	report;	for	myself	I	speak	broadly	but	with	some	background.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C306‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C306‐2	

I	 am	writing	as	 a	35	 year	 resident	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	West	Hollywood,	 a	 community	member,	 a	 father,	
grandfather,	and	an	artist,	writer	and	 film	maker	with	considerable	cultural	credentials.	 I	have	made	over	
forty	 films,	 exhibited	 art	 works	 numerous	 times	 internationally.	 My	 resume	 includes	 decades	 long	
membership	of	the	Academy	of	Motion	Picture	Arts	and	Sciences,	Directors	Guild	of	America,	 international	
honors	as	a	film	maker,	numerous	collections	of	my	films	in	national	collections	and	archives	including	the	
Philippe	Mora	Collection	in	the	National	Archives	of	the	United	states	of	America.	I	have	a	personal	interest	
in	 the	 history	 of	 architecture	 reflected,	 for	 example,	 in	 a	well	 documented	 day	 long	meeting	with	 Albert	
Speer	and	many	other	ways.	For	deeper	architectural	issues,	I	was	involved	as	a	journalist	in	the	Bartning‐
Utzon	historical	controversy	about	the	Sydney	Opera	House.	 	 I	write	to	you	as	an	outraged	member	of	the	
community	 living	 in	 the	 shadow	 of	 this	 completely	 inappropriate,	 almost	 sinister,	 bloated	 proposed	
development.	 It	 is	 considered	 politically	 incorrect	 to	 show	 anger	 in	 civil	 matters	 of	 this	 kind.	 	 However,		
sometimes	anger	 is	 justified	when	transgressions	simply	demand	appropriate	response.	 	My	community	 is	
simply	shocked	and	not	fooled	by	the	PR	cosmetics	(more	on	that	later).		The	disregard	for	community	and	
collateral	plain	lack	of	humanity	in	this	proposal	is	shocking.		If	you	stand	at	the	location	as	I	have	done,	and	
look	at	the	plan,	you	simply	shake	your	head.	 	It	defies	logic.	 	Even	right	now	this	main	artery	intersection	
between	the	Valley	and	LA	is	unwieldy	and	dangerous	according	to	accident	statistics.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C306‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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COMMENT	NO.	C306‐3	

Civic	Insult	to	Community	injury:	This	project	has	a	long	documented	history	or	provenance	of	bad	faith	on	
the	part	of	 the	 "developers,"	 for	example,	when	a	previous	bizarre	 incarnation	was	proposed	with	similar	
architectural	 elephantiasis,	 LA	 City	 Council	 kiboshed	 that	 one.	 	 One	 can	 only	 characterize	 some	 of	 the	
"developer"	activities	as	cheap	tricks	on	their	part,	for	example,	illegally	unilaterally	charging	parking	to	get	
rid	 of	 small	 businesses	 on	 the	 property,	 and	 audaciously	 proposing	 the	 building	 on	 the	 border	 of	 West	
Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles	 to	 apparently	 try	 to	 avoid	 the	 ire	 of	 the	West	Hollywood	 community.	 	 It	was	
cynically	 and	 sarcastically	 pitched	 as	 the	 "gateway"	 to	 Sunset	 and	 Weho	 at	 that	 time.	 	 This	 pitch,	 now	
cosmetically	adjusted,	persists	with	additional	spiel	about	the	historical	importance	of	the	long	gone	Garden	
Of	Allah	on	that	site.		This	bogus	cultural	spin	in	the	proposal	and	press	releases	is	insulting	to	anyone	with	a	
modicum	of	cultural	education.		Its	as	absurd	as	saying:	Please	let	us	build	a	gigantic	building	here	because	
there	was	a	great	little	building	here	once	where	movie	stars	cavorted.		Apparently	as	facetious	comic	relief	
the	developer's	PR	people	recently	told	community	members	architect	Gehry	was	"inspired"	by	the	original	
Garden	of	Allah	 to	build	 this	huge	 structure.	 	A	 ten	year	old	 could	 compare	pictures	 and	 tell	 you	 this	 is	 a	
bogus	claim.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C306‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C306‐4	

These	 are	 cheap	 tricks	with	 dire	 consequences	 for	 human	 beings	who	 live	 around	 here	 and	 the	 broader	
community.	 	Any	layperson	could	easily	list	the	terrible	impact	of	this	gargantuan	building	on	a	key	artery	
and	intersection	in	Los	Angeles	on	traffic,	human	health	and	long	term	chaos.		Architecture	and	community	
are	 intricately	 linked,	 and	 fame	 and	 the	 architect's	 brand	name	do	not	 negate	 fundamental	 human	 issues	
and/or	 physical	 reality.	 	 Certainly	 aesthetically,	 Mr.	 Gehry	 has	 inadvertently	 or	 consciously	 decided	 to	
puncture	 a	 part	 of	 his	 legacy	 by	putting	 his	 name	on	 this.	 	 On	 the	 face	 of	 it,	 it	 seems	 to	 be	Gehry	 Lite	 or	
mediocre	by	his	 own	 standards,	 so	 one	 can	only	 snidely	 speculate	 the	 considerable	mouths	 to	 feed	 in	his	
office	may	have	pushed	this	through.		If	Gehry	himself	has	micro	designed	this	I	am	afraid	his	talent	is	fading.	
The	history	of	architecture	is	littered	with	hubris,	crass	compromise	and	mistakes	and	Mr.	Gehry	might	join	
that	hall	of	shame	with	this	project	with	a	Golden	Ticket.	 	For	God's	sake,	Mr.	Gehry,	where	are	you?		Your	
name	is	on	this!		Perhaps	Mr.	Gehry	has	become	an	architectural	anarchist	and	simply	wants	to	create	chaos,	
in	that	sense	this	project	is	a	big	success.		Personally,	for	the	record,	I	am	an	enthusiastic	fan	of	some	of	his	
post‐modern	 kitsch,	 generated	 by	 his	 facile	 sketches	which	 are	 then	 goosed	 up	 digitally.	 	 If	 you	make	 an	
asinine,	small	doodle	then	hugely	magnify	it,	then	cast	it	 in	metal	 ..Voila,	 it	seems	important.	 	He	is	not	the	
only	practitioner	of	this	in	contemporary	art.	 	Like	many	he	is	in	the	shadow	of	Utzon	whose	Opera	House	
dwarfs	the	rest	who	ripped	him	off.		Sorry,	honored	him.		But	this	design	does	not	even	hit	those	heights	of	
"creativity."		The	proposal	does	take	the	community	of	Weho,	Los	Angeles	and	their	corresponding	councils	
to	be	idiots.		The	proposal	assumes	that	the	Mr.	Gehry's	name	will	somehow	magically	solve	all	the	myriad	
parking,	traffic,	environmental	and	cultural	problems	which	will	explode	with	this	development.	 	However,		
these	real	issues	will	need	more	than	dazzling	public	relations.		One	cannot	help	wondering	if	the	architect	
has	 actually	 visited	 the	 location.	 	 I	 urge	 all	 involved	 to	 visit	 the	 busy	 location	 and	 draw	 the	 obvious	
conclusion.		It	was	and	is,	a	literally	crazy	and	ghastly	idea.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C306‐4	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	traffic	and	parking	 impacts,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	and	parking	 impacts	of	 the	
Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	
in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	 in	Section	2.B.10,	
with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	recommended	mitigation.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	
4.J‐59	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐57	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	 operational	 parking	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	recommended	mitigation.	 	 	Please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	and	parking	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	regard	 to	historic	resources,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	 the	historic	resources	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	
Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Historical	 Resources	
Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	direct	impacts	to	on‐site	
historic	 resources	 even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation,	 and	 less	 than	 significant	
indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historic	 resources	 (e.g.,	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood).	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐3	regarding	historic	resources	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C306‐5	

I	would,	heartfelt,	urge	all	Weho	and	Los	Angeles	council	members	and	employees	of	both	cities	involved	to	
stand	 up	 for	 your	 communities,	 and	 with	 great	 respect,	 not	 be	 snowed	 under	 by	 cheesy,	 fancy	 names,	
expensive	 lobbyists	 and	 PR	 people	 and	 well	 dressed	 tactics.	 	 My	 family	 history	 makes	 it	 apparent	 that	
bullying	of	any	kind	must	be	addressed	without	fear	of	reprisal.		This	looks	like	bullying	of	the	community	to	
me.	 	 I	 hope	 I	 am	wrong	and	 the	developers	 and	architect	 can	 coherently	 and	 sympathetically	 address	 the	
community	concerns.		There	is	much	to	say	on	this	matter.		This	is	even	a	frightening	project	in	many	ways.	
However,	Mr.	Gehry	is	not	Albert	Speer.		But	in	my	opinion	this	proposal	and	the	tactics	used	to	date,	can	be	
perceived	 as	 a	 kind	 of	 bullying	 of	 the	 communities	 involved.	 	 To	 those	 who	 do	 not	 live	 here	 but	 are	
interfering	with	our	life,	please	leave	us	alone	so	we	can	buy	our	groceries,	go	to	the	movies	and	live	our	lives	
in	peace.	 	 I	would	repeat	 this	cynical	development	should	not	be	approved	since	 it	profoundly	attacks	 the	
well	 being	 of	 the	 community	 in	 many	 ways	 including:	 environment,	 traffic,	 parking,	 cultural	 values	 and	
health.		Its	origins	are	a	poisoned	apple	of	bad	faith.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C306‐5	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

With	respect	to	traffic,	parking	and	cultural	(historical	resources)	impacts,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	
C306‐4	above.	

With	respect	to	health	issues,	the	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	
Quality,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	B,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addresses	
the	air	quality	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.2,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	
in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated,	on	page	4.B‐51	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐25	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	
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air	quality	 impacts	of	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Similarly,	 the	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	noise	 impacts	 in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	F,	while	Section	
2.B.7	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	page	2‐36	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	 than	significant	operational	noise	 impacts.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐8	regarding	noise	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C307	

Scott	Sapire	
scott@sweetwaterspice.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C307‐1	

You	can’t	just	add	this	much	construction	and	this	many	people	to	one	of	the	most	congested	traffic	points	in	
LA	for	people	venturing	to	and	from	the	valley.		Please	reconsider.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C307‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	
technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	
indicated	 on	 pages	 4.J‐65	 and	 ‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐68	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	and	where	delay	would	change	
nominally	and	below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	
of	 the	 RP‐DEIR).	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 for	 further	
discussion.	

With	respect	to	construction	impacts:	

 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 aesthetics	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 during	 construction	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐8	and	2‐9	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics	 impacts	 during	
construction	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
1	regarding	aesthetics	for	further	discussion.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	
with	 supporting	data	 and	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	B,	while	 Section	2.B.2	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		
As	indicated	on	page	4.B‐51	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐20	through	2‐22	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	
and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 construction	 air	 quality	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	construction	noise	and	vibration	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.G,	
Noise,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	Appendix	F,	while	Section	2.B.7	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐35	and	2‐36	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	noise	and	vibration	
impacts,	 even	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation,	 although	 these	 impacts	
would	 be	 temporary.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 noise	 and	 vibration	 for	 further	
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discussion.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	 the	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Section	
2.B.10	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9	with	 supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐64	and	6‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐41	and	
2‐42	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	
construction	 traffic	 impacts,	 although	 these	 impacts	 would	 be	 temporary.	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C308	

Tom	Moore	
mooretommoore@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C308‐1	

To	the	LA	City	Officials	Who	Can	Make	a	Difference,	
Although,	it	is	of	course	exciting	that	a	major	architectural	firm	has	been	chosen	to	redesign	the	building	that	
will	occupy	the	8150	site,	and	I	personally	hold	Frank	Gehry	and	his	work	in	high	esteem,	the	size	and	scope	
of	this	project	is	a	disaster.		The	decision	to	hire	Frank	Gehry	and	Associates	was	obviously	made	to	obscure	
the	 terrible	problems	 that	 the	building	still	does	not	address.	 	First	and	 foremost	 is	 its	overwhelming	size	
and	density.		Something	will	occupy	that	site,	as	it	is	a	very	valuable	piece	of	property,	but	it	should	be	within	
the	scale	of	the	neighborhood.		To	build	a	gargantuan	building	will	absolutely	change	the	area	in	a	disastrous	
way.		No	building	in	the	area	is	taller	than	10	stories,	and	most	as	you	know	are	24	stories	tall,	making	for	a	
neighborhood,	not	a	mini	city.		It	goes	without	saying	that	the	height	would	destroy	many	properties	which	
were	 obtained	 for	 their	 view,	 (such	 as	 mine),	 but	 even	 more	 importantly	 it	 will	 make	 a	 very	 difficult	
intersection	even	more	impossible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C308‐1	

With	respect	to	the	comments	expressing	concern	about	the	Project’s	 impacts	on	the	character	of	the	local	
area	and	views	from	the	hills,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character	related	
to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	 views,	 visual	 character	 and	 land	use	 compatibility	 impacts	 related	 to	height	 and	 scale.	 	Also	as	
indicated	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	per	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	and	applicable	case	law,	the	
impacts	of	a	project	on	views	from	public	and	not	private	vantage	points	is	subject	to	review	in	an	EIR.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	expressing	concern	about	the	Project’s	traffic	impacts,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	
the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	with	 supporting	 technical	
data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	
in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	
4.J‐43	through	4.J‐52	and	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐42	through	2‐47	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation,	including	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	at	
the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C308‐2	

I	 have	 been	 to	 several	meetings	 around	 the	 last	 DEIR,	 and	was	 appalled	 to	 learn	what	 the	 city	 considers	
acceptable,	but	I	now	understand	why	they	can	say	adding	this	many	units	and	businesses	will	not	have	an	
adverse	 affect	 on	 the	 traffic	 pattern.	 	 All	 of	 you	 know,	 as	 I	 do,	 that	 this	 is	 patently	 absurd.	 	 It	will	 create	
gridlock	and	even	more	desperate	attempts	to	avoid	traffic	by	entering	neighboring	streets,	like	Hollywood	
Blvd	(above	the	strip.)	This	is	where	my	house,	which	I	have	owned	for	40	years	is	located,	and	when	traffic	
builds	up	on	Sunset,	 this	street	becomes	a	major	 thoroughfare	of	speeding	cars	and	trucks	 trying	to	reach	
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their	destination.		On	a	street	meant	only	for	local	traffic,	not	even	wide	enough	for	two	cars,	when	a	car	is	
parked	on	the	side.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C308‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C308‐1	above	which	also	applies	to	Project	traffic	impacts	along	Hollywood	
Boulevard.	

COMMENT	NO.	C308‐3	

You	are	receiving	many	letters	from	concerned	citizens	who	are	very	much	concerned	with	the	quality	of	life	
in	our	neighborhoods.		Much	more	detailed	letters	go	into	greater	and	specific	detail.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C308‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C309	

Vicki	Radovsky		
vrad@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C309‐1	

The	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	is	incomplete	
and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 and	 community	 impact	 of	 the	 proposed	
project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 advocacy	 document	 is	 prepared	 to	 justify	 the	 project,	 not	 adequately	
evaluate	 the	 proposed	 project	 and	 its	 effects	 on	 the	 surrounding	 community	 directly	 affected	 by	 the	
proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C309‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C309‐2	

This	project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	
adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	
current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	viable,	current	guidelines	for	development.		This	
has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	
of	 Hollywood	 and	 Los	 Angeles.	 Instead,	 incentive	 programs	 and	 overriding	 consideration	 are	 taking	
precedence	over	a	thorough	review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C309‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C309‐3	

It	is	shortsighted	of	the	city	to	approve	this	project	as	proposed	and	sets	a	dangerous	precedent.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C309‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C309‐4	

Please	 think	 ahead	 and	 consider	 the	 cumulative	 negative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 this	 approval	 sets	 a	
precedent	in	allowing	similar	developments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C309‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C310	

Wanda	Deca	
danielawanda@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐3	

The	development	of	these	massive,	towering	structures	are	completely	out	of	character	with	the	surrounding	
area/community.	 	They	cannot	be	justified	by	the	statements	about	project	benefits	and	the	accompanying	
incentives	program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.		There	are	alternatives	to	this	
development	 that	would	maintain	 its	viability	yet	not	destroy	the	character	of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd	
view	shed.		Proposing	a	project	that	respects	the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	that	
are	in	keeping	with	the	six	10story	buildings	already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	
the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Moreover,	the	
character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	been	established	for	many	years	and	is,	in	part,	a	major	contributor	to	
the	public’s	understanding	and	memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.		
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1291	

standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans		(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	 selective	 enforcement	 of	 the	 City’s	 General	 Plan	 and	 Zoning.	 	 I	 beseech	 City	 Staff,	 the	Mayor	 and	 the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1293	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...		even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.		How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C310‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C310‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C311	

Wanda	Decca	
danielawanda@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐3	

The	development	of	these	massive,	towering	structures	are	completely	out	of	character	with	the	surrounding	
area/community.	 	They	cannot	be	justified	by	the	statements	about	project	benefits	and	the	accompanying	
incentives	program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.		There	are	alternatives	to	this	
development	 that	would	maintain	 its	viability	yet	not	destroy	the	character	of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd	
view	shed.		Proposing	a	project	that	respects	the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	that	
are	in	keeping	with	the	six	10story	buildings	already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	
the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Moreover,	the	
character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	been	established	for	many	years	and	is,	in	part,	a	major	contributor	to	
the	public’s	understanding	and	memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.		
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
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standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans		(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	 selective	 enforcement	 of	 the	 City’s	 General	 Plan	 and	 Zoning.	 	 I	 beseech	 City	 Staff,	 the	Mayor	 and	 the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...		even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.		How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C311‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C311‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C312	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C312‐1	

Srimal	Hewawitharana	–	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	started	a	petition	on	Change.org	and	listed	you	as	a	decision	
maker.		Learn	more	about	Save	the	Sunset	Strip’s	petition	and	how	you	can	respond.		Mayor	Eric	Garcetti,	
david	ryu,	lindsey	horvath,	Srimal	Hewawitharana:	Save	Sunset	Blvd!	Limit	the	development	of	8150	
Sunset	Blvd	 to	100	 feet!	 	 Petition	 by	 Save	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 ·	 Started	Nov	 02,	 2015	 	 The	 proposed	 8150	
Sunset	Blvd	Skyscraper	Development	on	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights,	at	234	 feet	 tall,	 is	going	 to	be	 the	
tallest	building	EVER	on	the	Sunset	Strip.	...	Read	more		View	the	petition	

RESPONSE	NO.	C312‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		As	the	comment	
does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		
Please	 note	 that	 the	 full	 Save	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 petition	 is	 responded	 to	 in	 the	 responses	 to	 Letter	 B34	
(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1303	

LETTER	NO.	C313	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C313‐1	

ALEX	ROSE		Orange,	CA	·	Nov	02,	2015	
The	 proposed	 building	 is	 far	 too	 tall	 let's	 keep	 it	 the	 height	 of	 the	 Capitol	 Records	 Building.	 	 The	 traffic	
problems	 that	 are	being	 created	by	 such	a	 large	project	have	not	been	 adequately	 addressed;	 and	 the	 set	
back	is	too	narrow	more	set	back	is	needed.		The	building	is	beautiful;	but	the	towers	must	be	reduced	the	
scale	is	overwhelming	and	"out‐of‐scale"	with	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C313‐1	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 traffic	 problems	 created	 by	 large	 projects	 have	 not	 been	 adequately	
evaluated,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	2.B.10,	Transportation,	with	 supporting	 technical	
data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐43	through	4.J‐52	and	pages	4.J‐65	and	
4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	on	pages	2‐42	through	2‐47	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	 result	 in	 less	 than	significant	operational	 traffic	 impacts	with	 implementation	of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.	 	The	Project	TIA	(Draft	EIR	Appendix	H‐1),	 the	supporting	 technical	data	and	analysis,	and	 the	
Sections	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	2.B.10,	Transportation,	of	the	RP‐DEIR	were	
reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Transportation,	 incorporate	 standard	
industry	trip	generation	factors	and	analysis	methodologies,	and	adequately	evaluated	the	traffic	impacts	of	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	
discussion.	

With	regard	to	comment	that	the	proposed	setbacks	are	too	narrow,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	address	the	
consistency	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	with	applicable	setback	requirements	in	Sections	4.F,	Land	Use,	
and	2.B.6,	Land	Use,	respectively.		As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐47	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	comply	with	applicable	City	setback	requirements.		

With	 respect	 to	 comment	 that	 the	 towers	 are	 “out‐of‐scale”	 with	 the	 neighborhood,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	and	quality	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	
regarding	compatibility	with	surrounding	land	uses.	

COMMENT	NO.	C313‐2	

I'm	a	concerned	neighbor	

RESPONSE	NO.	C313‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C314	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐1	

Jeremy	Graef		Santa	Ana,	CA	·	Nov	02,	2015	
To	whom	 I	 [sic]	may	 concern:	 I	 am	writing	 in	 opposition	 [sic]	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	
proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	(City	Case	No.	 	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 	This	 is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	
development	 that	will	 adversely	 impact	 the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	
approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	
negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	
approving	 such	 a	poorly	written	 and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	 report.	 	While	 the	new	design	 is	 better,	
many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	project	does	
not	conform.	Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal		

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.		

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐2	

include:	HEIGHT:	 at	234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	highest	proposed	 tower	 is	 three	 times	 the	height	 of	nearby	
structures	 like	 the	DGA	building	 (79	 feet)	and	would	be	 the	 largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	 the	
surrounding	neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	
be	the	limit.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.		

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.		This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	for	eliminating	the	traffic	 island	is	to	give	the	developers	their	 legally	required	setback.	 	The	traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.			
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RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	and	developers	 first	priority.	 	How	will	 the	 loss	of	 this	 island	affect	pedestrian	safety	 to	and	 from	the	
project?	 	New	York	City	 is	putting	 in	 islands	all	 over	 the	5	Burroughs	on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.		Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?		How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	 	Will	 this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	and	slow	down	the	right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐6	

The	proposed	setback	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.		This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.		This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.		It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	 	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
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approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,		25(f)(4)(ii);		

SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in	lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21A,5(c),			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐10	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?		The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 	If	a	resident	is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	less	congested	times.	 	However,	during	less	congested	times,	
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car	 speed	 is	greatly	 increase	by	 cars	 coming	 from	Laurel	Canyon,	 and	 from	cars	 traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.		
The	present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	 inadequate	as	 it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	
these	streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.		Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐14	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	 on‐site	 parking	 and	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	
effects.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	
than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	
provide	820	parking	 space	 on‐site	which	 is	 144	 spaces	more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	by	 the	 LAMC.		
Therefore,	off‐site	parking	spillover	is	not	anticipated.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.		The	CIM	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	on	La	Cienega.	 	 This	has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	 	Special	care	should	be	 taken	 to	ensure	 the	developer	wont	need	 to	annex	 the	sidewalks	at	 the	11th	
hour.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.		This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
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which	 has	 a	 10	 story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.		How	can	this	be	prevented?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C314‐22	

	“Towers”	are	for	downtown.		This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.		
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.		Thank	you	
for	your	consideration	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C314‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C315	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C315‐1	

Arost	Arost	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	02,	2015	
SCALE	DOWN	8150	SUNSET		

RESPONSE	NO.	C315‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐11	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition,	Letter	B34).		Also,	
please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 related	 to	
height	and	scale.	 	As	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	aesthetics	
(aesthetics,	views,	visual	character)	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C315‐2	

Kathy	Small	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	02,	2015	
I	am	sick	at	heart	at	what	the	City	of	L.A.	is	allowing	these	developers	to	do	to	Sunset	Blvd.	and	our	historic	
neighborhood.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C315‐2	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐10	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition,	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C315‐3	

Mary	Haskell	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	02,	2015	
I	am	signing	become	[sic]	the	project	scale	is	way	too	tall	and	massive…The	height	of	the	south	west	tower	is	
too	tall!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C315‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐9	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	 	Also,	
please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 related	 to	
height	and	scale.	 	As	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	aesthetics	
(aesthetics,	views,	visual	character)	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C316	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C316‐1	

Darren	McMullen	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	building	will	be	an	eye	sore.	It’s	far	too	tall.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C316‐1	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐19	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).		Also,	
please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 related	 to	
height	and	scale.	 	As	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	aesthetics	
(aesthetics,	views,	visual	character)	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C316‐2	

Gerry	Mahaney		Naples,	FL	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	want	to	support	my	family	that	lives	on	Havenhurst.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C316‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐18	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C316‐3	

Derek	Richmond	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	am	signing	because	this	proposal	is	idiotic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C316‐3	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐17	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C316‐4	

Carolyn	Driscoll	Saratoga,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Trying	 to	 drive	 to	 that	 neighborhood	 is	 difficult	 enough	 as	 it	 is.	 	 A	 building	 this	 large	 will	 cripple	 the	
neighborhood	with	the	additional	traffic.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C316‐4	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐16	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C316‐5	

Karen	Loewenstern		Avon,	CO	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	 live	 and	 enjoy	 the	 Sunset	Blvd.	 area	 and	 if	 they	 limited	our	 La	Cienega	buildings	height	 to	maintain	 the	
integrity	of	the	Blvd.,	they	should	follow	suit	at	Crescent	Heights.		
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RESPONSE	NO.	C316‐5	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐15	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	Also,	
please	 see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	 regarding	 aesthetics,	 land	use	 compatibility,	 and	 compliance	
with	development	standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.		As	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics	 (aesthetics,	 views,	 visual	 character)	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	
impacts,	and	would	comply	with	applicable	development	standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C317	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C317‐1	

Mark	Dettle	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	project	is	too	high	and	will	bring	too	much	traffic	to	West	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C317‐1	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addresses	 building	 height	 in	 Sections	 4.A,	 Aesthetics,	 and	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	
building	height	in	Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6.	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	
Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addresses	traffic	in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	
indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics	 impacts	
related	to	building	height,	less	than	significant	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	height,	and	
less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	
see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	regarding	aesthetics	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	
height,	and	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts,	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C317‐2	

Marianne	Liggett		Venice,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	is	blatant	over‐development.		Just	too	much	already!			

RESPONSE	NO.	C317‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	
is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C317‐3	

Robert	Gray	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	development	is	too	tall.		We	already	have	traffic	that	backs	up	1/3	way	through	the	block	at	rush	hour.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C317‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C317‐1	above.	

COMMENT	NO.	C317‐4	

Joseph	Eastwood	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	believe	this	development	is	way	too	tall	and	will	put	a	burden	on	our	already	busy	street.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C317‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C317‐1	above.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C317‐5	

Francis	LaRoche		West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
The	project	is	entirely	to	massive	and	impacts	not	only	Sunset	but	will	overwhelm	the	Havenhurst	Dr	with	
traffic	and	other	city	services.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C317‐5	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	Project	
traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 in	 Section	 2.B.10	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐51	and	4.J‐52	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐46	and	2‐47	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	Havenhurst	
Drive	roadway	segment	north	of	Fountain	Avenue.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
and	 on	 page	 2‐45	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	
operational	traffic	impacts	at	the	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Fountain	Avenue	intersection	with	implementation	
of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 for	
further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C318	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C318‐1	

Suellen	Wagner	Studio	City,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Too	much	development	is	death	to	our	neighborhoods.		Recall	Garcetti!		

RESPONSE	NO.	C318‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C318‐2	

Elyse	Eisenberg		West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	project	is	higher	and	denser	than	anything	on	Sunset	from	the	ocean	to	downtown.		It's	essentially	in	a	
residential,	 low	and	moderate	height	zone	for	miles	around.	 	The	intersection	already	frequently	takes	5‐6	
traffic	light	cycles	to	get	through	along	Crescent	Heights,	and	can	be	backed	up	for	a	half	mile.		To	say	the	EIR	
is	 flawed	 is	an	understatement.	 	 It	 is	 time	 for	 the	City	of	LA	 to	support	 the	residents	 ‐	NOT	developers	as	
stakeholders	invested	in	the	long‐term	viability	of	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C318‐2	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.		With	respect	
to	 traffic	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 the	
traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	 technical	data	
and	 analysis	 provided	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	Alternative	 9	 in	
Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.J‐
45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged,	and	delay	
would	 change	 nominally	 and	 below	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 significance	 thresholds,	 under	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	(e.g.,	operational	traffic	impacts	at	the	intersection	would	be	less	than	significant).		Please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C318‐3	

Diane	Lander	Simon	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	live	nearby	and	I	am	sick	of	traffic	and	fire	and	earthquake	risk.		Plus	not	enough	police.		STOP	THIS"		

RESPONSE	NO.	C318‐3	

These	comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts,	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	firefighting	infrastructure	
and	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 response	 times,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	 regarding	 the	 Hollywood	
Fault	and	related	seismic	effects.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	
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significant	 operational	 traffic,	 emergency	 vehicle	 access/response	 time,	 and	 seismic	 safety	 risks	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.	

COMMENT	NO.	C318‐4	

David	Gold	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Gives	developers	plenty	of	FAR	without	totally	overwhelming	the	neighborhood	with	towers.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C318‐4	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C318‐5	

Elizabeth	Ziegler		Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	live	on	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd,	and	the	area	surrounding	is	already	congested.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C318‐5	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	
technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	
Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	
indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	 traffic	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 at	 the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	
intersection	where,	as	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	2018	With	Project	operating	conditions	during	the	AM	and	PM	peak	hours	would	be	Level	of	
Service	 B	 (minimal	 traffic	 congestion).	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 impacts	 for	
further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C319	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C319‐1	

Seth	Meier	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
It	is	going	to	strangle	an	already	congested	intersection	and	there	is	no	height	comparable	in	the	area.		It	will	
block	the	iconic	Chateau	Marmount	[sic]	and	kill	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C319‐1	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection	where	 level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	
and	where	delay	would	change	nominally	and	below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(page	4.J‐45	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	
for	further	discussion.			

With	respect	to	views,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	related	to	views	and	building	height	in	Section	4.A,	
Aesthetics,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	building	height	 in	Section	2.B.1.	 	As	discussed	therein,	 impacts	to	
views	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 views	 and	 visual	
character	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale	

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources,	 including	 impacts	 to	 views	 from	 these	 resources	
(including	from	the	Chateau	Marmont),	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	historic	resources	impacts	of	the	Project	
in	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Historical	 Resources	
Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	
of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	
historical	 resources	 (including	 to	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont).	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	
historical	resources	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C319‐2	

Catherine	Sullivan		Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Because	the	almighty	$$$	can	not	be	the	only	voice	we	see,	hear	and	know	when	we	make	decisions	in	our	
small	 but	mighty	 community	 of	Weho!	 	 100	 ft	 should	 surely	 suffice	 in	 the	 needs	 of	 the	 development	 and	
community!	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C319‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility.		As	indicated	therein,	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	
impacts	related	to	building	height.	

COMMENT	NO.	C319‐3	

M.S.	Epstein	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	 live	 near	 this	 site	 and	 experience	 the	 glut	 of	 traffic	 and	 its	 [sic]	 frustrating	 and	 frequently	 dangerous	
consequences.		This	project	is	literally	a	massive	overreach,	slamming	an	already	surreally	and	dangerously	
congested	area.	 	This	will	deal	a	 lethal	blow	to	nearby	businesses.	 	 It	will	 impact	badly	upon	the	extensive	
and	historic	residential	neighborhoods	that	sit	just	beyond	Sunset	Blvd	on	both	sides.		It	will	exacerbate	the	
legendary	 traffic	 problems	 through	 Laurel	 Canyon	 for	 all	 citizens	who	 venture	 there,	 but	 particularly	 for	
emergency	response	vehicles.		There	is	no	rational	argument	to	support	this.		Think.	Again.		Please.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C319‐3	

With	regard	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	stating	that	the	Project	would	impact	badly	upon	the	expensive	
and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods	 just	 beyond	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2,	
compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historical	
resources.	

With	regard	to	the	portions	of	the	comment	concerning	Project	traffic	impacts	in	the	immediate	vicinity	of	
the	Project	Site	(including	along	Sunset	Boulevard)	and	through	Laurel	Canyon,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	
traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	 technical	data	
and	 analysis	 provided	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	Alternative	9	 in	
Section	 2.B.10,	with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	Appendix	A.	 	 For	 each	 of	 the	 two	
traffic	issues	raised,	see	below:	

 Traffic	Impacts	in	the	Immediate	Vicinity	of	the	Project	Site	(including	Along	Sunset	Boulevard):		As	
indicated	on	page	4.J‐39	through	4.J‐52	and	4.J‐65	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐42	through	2‐47	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	(including	along	Sunset	Boulevard)	would	be	
less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

 Traffic	Impacts	Through	Laurel	Canyon:	 	As	 indicated	in	Figure	4.J‐1	on	page	4.J‐3	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	Hollywood	Blvd./Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	intersection	is	among	the	study	intersections	evaluated	in	
the	 traffic	analysis.	Limiting	 the	northern	extent	of	 the	 traffic	analysis	 to	 the	Hollywood	Boulevard	
and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	 intersection	makes	 sense	because	 the	main	 streets	most	 likely	 to	be	
frequented	by	Project	traffic	are	all	 located	south	of	that	intersection,	as	are	the	most	direct	routes	
between	the	Project	Site	and	both	the	Hollywood	and	San	Diego	Freeways.		In	addition,	as	indicated	
in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	
conditions	at	the	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	intersection	under	the	Project	
and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 level	 of	 service	 B	 (minimal	 traffic	 congestion,	 a	 less	 than	 significant	
impact),	which	suggests	that	Project	traffic	impacts	even	farther	north	on	Laurel	Canyon	Drive	would	
also	be	less	than	significant.	 	This	also	suggests	that	Project	traffic	 impacts	on	emergency	response	
vehicles	through	Laurel	Canyon	would	be	less	than	significant.	
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Furthermore,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	emergency	access	and	emergency	response	times	impacts	
of	the	Project	in	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	while	Section	2.B.9.1	
of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	I.1‐13	
and	 ‐15	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐37	 and	 ‐38	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 emergency	 access	 and	
emergency	response	time	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	during	construction	and	operation	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 measures.		
Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 access	 and	 emergency	 response	 times	 for	
further	discussion.			

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C319‐4	

Alison	Simard	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	live	in	this	neighborhood.		This	preload	project	is	at	the	foot	of	Laurel	Canyon	a	neighborhood	constantly	in	
danger	 of	 wildfire.	 	 I	 have	 watched	 this	 protect	 very	 closely.	 	 The	 long	 term	 affect	 [sic]	 on	 traffic	 of	 a	
destination	 behemoth	project	will	 cause	 certain	 negative	 impact	 on	public	 safety	 on	 a	 corner	with	 a	 long	
history	of	pedestrian	tragedies	and	the	traffic	snarls	will	impede	[sic]	Laurel	Canyon	ingress	abs	[sic]	egress	
for	emergency	vehicles.		The	proposed	building	is	out	of	character	with	the	neighborhood	because	it	is	way	
too	tall	even	if	aesthetically	Frank	Geary	[sic]	had	made	substantial	improvement	it	is	still	not	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C319‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 related	 to	 emergency	 services	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	
Emergency	Medical	Services,	and	Section	4.I.2,	Police	Protection,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	emergency	
services	 in	Section	2.B.9,	Public	Services.	 	Based	on	correspondence	with	the	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department	
(LAFD),	which	is	provided	in	Appendix	G	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	as	discussed	on	page	4.I.1‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	Project	Site	is	served	by	three	fire	stations	located	between	0.9	to	2.5	miles	from	the	Project	Site,	and	the	
average	 response	 times	 for	 emergency	 fire	 and	medical	 services	 for	 these	 LAFD	 facilities	 range	 from	 five	
minutes,	 four	seconds	(5:04	minutes)	from	Fire	Station	27	to	six	minutes	(6:00	minutes)	from	Fire	Station	
97.	 	 According	 to	 the	 LAFD,	 the	 response	 standard	 is	 five	minutes	 for	 90	 percent	 of	 emergency	medical	
services	(EMS)	responses	and	5:20	minutes	for	90	percent	of	fire	(non‐EMS)	incidence	responses.	 	Also,	as	
identified	in	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	public	services	related	to	emergency	services	and	emergency	
response	times,	more	recent	data	provided	by	LAFD	show	that	in	2014,	non‐EMS	response	times	from	Fire	
Station	27	 averaged	3:17	minutes	 and	EMS	 response	 times	 averaged	3:50	minutes,	which	meets	both	 the	
EMS	 and	 non‐EMS	 LAFD	 response	 time	 standards.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 public	
services	for	further	discussion.	

Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 evaluates	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
context	of	the	site,	and	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C319‐5	

Lynda	Barens	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	believe	it	is	best	for	the	community.		
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RESPONSE	NO.	C319‐5	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1321	

LETTER	NO.	C320	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C320‐1	

M.S.	Epstein	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	 live	 near	 this	 site	 and	 experience	 the	 glut	 of	 traffic	 and	 its	 frustrating	 and	 frequently	 dangerous	
consequences.		This	project	is	literally	a	massive	overreach,	slamming	an	already	surreally	and	dangerously	
congested	area.	 	This	will	deal	a	 lethal	blow	to	nearby	businesses.	 	 It	will	 impact	badly	upon	the	extensive	
and	historic	residential	neighborhoods	that	sit	just	beyond	Sunset	Blvd	on	both	sides.		It	will	exacerbate	the	
legendary	 traffic	 problems	 through	 Laurel	 Canyon	 for	 all	 citizens	who	 venture	 there,	 but	 particularly	 for	
emergency	response	vehicles.		There	is	no	rational	argument	to	support	this.		Think.	Again.		Please.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C320‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐34	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C320‐2	

Alison	Simard	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	live	in	this	neighborhood.		This	preload	project	is	at	the	foot	of	Laurel	Canyon	a	neighborhood	constantly	in	
danger	 of	 wildfire.	 	 I	 have	 watched	 this	 protect	 very	 closely.	 	 The	 long	 term	 affect	 [sic]	 on	 traffic	 of	 a	
destination	 behemoth	project	will	 cause	 certain	 negative	 impact	 on	public	 safety	 on	 a	 corner	with	 a	 long	
history	of	pedestrian	tragedies	and	the	traffic	snarls	will	 inpede	[sic]	Laurel	Canyon	ingress	abs	egress	 for	
emergency	vehicles.		The	proposed	building	is	out	of	character	with	the	neighborhood	because	it	is	way	too	
tall	even	if	aesthetically	Frank	Geary	[sic]	had	made	substantial	improvement	it	is	still	not	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C320‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐33	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C320‐3	

Lynda	Barens	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	believe	it	is	best	for	the	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C320‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐32	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C320‐4	

Cathy	Wayne	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	development	will	bring	more	 traffic	 to	an	already	congested	 location	and	 the	 inability	of	 residents	 to	
have	 access	 to	 their	 homes	 especially	 in	 an	 emergency.	 	 This	 development	 needs	 to	 enhance	 the	
neighborhood	not	bring	more	problems.		
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RESPONSE	NO.	C320‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐31	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).		
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LETTER	NO.	C321	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org		

COMMENT	NO.	C321‐1	

Javier	Rodriguez	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
It’s	enough.		Time	to	take	our	city	back	from	these	developers.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C321‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	
is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C321‐2	

John	Bollard		West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Redevelopment	is	needed,	but	height	must	be	limited!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C321‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐41	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C321‐3	

Talisa	Reeve	Malibu,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Skylines	define	a	cities	imagery	and	beauty.		Sunset	Blvd.’s	skyline	shouldn’t	be	muddled	with.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C321‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐40	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C321‐4	

Jaime	Schoenbrun	Santee,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	used	to	work	here	and	it	is	hard	to	get	around	with	the	current	traffic	adding	more	will	be	impossible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C321‐4	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	Comment	B34‐39	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34.		
As	indicated	in	the	response	to	that	comment,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐2	(Gregory	Widen,	Save	
the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34)	under	the	Traffic	heading.		

COMMENT	NO.	C321‐5	

Melissa	Susac	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	project	 sounds	completely	out	of	 scale	with	 the	surrounding	buildings	and	charming	hillside	area.	 	 It	
will	add	traffic	in	an	already	congested	area.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C321‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐38	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	
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LETTER	NO.	C322	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C322‐1	

Andrew	Macpherson	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	do	not	believe	that	this	234	ft	tall	monster	should	be	allowed	to	dominate	the	Chateau	Marmont	and	the	
other	architectural	treasures	of	this	historic	part	of	old	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C322‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐45	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C322‐2	

Francisco	Arbolay	Caguas,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
This	is	an	important	part	of	the	pop	culture	and	music	history.		Don’t	ruin	it	please.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C322‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐43	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C322‐3	

Craig	Clark	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
The	concept	 is	 to	 [sic]	 tall	and	really	ugly.	 	Completely	overwhelms	 the	area’s	current	architecture,	with	a	
hideous	 futuristic	 style,	 totally	 out	 of	 place.	 	 It	 will	 increase	 traffic	 congestion,	 on	 an	 already	 difficult	
intersection.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C322‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐44	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).		
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LETTER	NO.	C323	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C323‐1	

James	Teel,	Los	Angeles	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Urban‐core	development	in	a	residential	area	is	not	appropriate.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C323‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐47	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C323‐2	

Joanna	Cassidy,	Studio	City	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Greed	and	more	greed…..it’s	got	to	stop.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C323‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐46	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C323‐3	

Andrew	Macpherson,	West	Hollywood	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
I	do	not	believe	that	this	234	ft	tall	monster	should	be	allowed	to	dominate	the	Chateau	Marmont	and	the	
other	architectural	treasures	of	this	historic	part	of	old	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C323‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐45	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).		



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1327	

LETTER	NO.	C324	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C324‐1	

Doria	Biddle,	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Until	this	city/county	deals	with	our	traffic	issues,	we	can’t	keep	adding	to	the	overcrowding.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C324‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐50	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C324‐2	

Billie	Mahaney,	Annandale,	NJ	·	Nov	03,	2015	
My	uncles,	Phil	and	Patrick	love	their	home	and	the	view	and	a	skyscraper	would	take	away	from	that!!		

RESPONSE	NO.	C324‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐49	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C324‐3	

Rivkind	Michael,	Los	Angeles	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
scale	of	project	 far	 too	 large	 in	relation	to	surroundings	also	sunset	 traffic	at	 this	 intersection	already	bad	
without	any	future	developments	

RESPONSE	NO.	C324‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐48	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C324‐4	

James	Teel,	Los	Angeles	CA	·	Nov	03,	2015	
Urban‐core	development	in	a	residential	area	is	not	appropriate.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C324‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐47	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).		
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LETTER	NO.	C325	

Lala	Khanian	
Ikhanian@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐3	

The	development	of	these	massive,	towering	structures	are	completely	out	of	character	with	the	surrounding	
area/community.	 	They	cannot	be	justified	by	the	statements	about	project	benefits	and	the	accompanying	
incentives	program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.		There	are	alternatives	to	this	
development	 that	would	maintain	 its	viability	yet	not	destroy	the	character	of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd	
view	shed.		Proposing	a	project	that	respects	the	zoning	restriction	of	45	feet	or	developing	structures	that	
are	in	keeping	with	the	six	10story	buildings	already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	
the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Moreover,	the	
character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	been	established	for	many	years	and	is,	in	part,	a	major	contributor	to	
the	public’s	understanding	and	memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.		
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
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standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans		(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	 updating	 this	 Plan	was	 overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	 2014	due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	 selective	 enforcement	 of	 the	 City’s	 General	 Plan	 and	 Zoning.	 	 I	 beseech	 City	 Staff,	 the	Mayor	 and	 the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...		even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.		How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C325‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C325‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C326	

Rob	Lewine	
rob@roblewine.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐1	

I	live	at	8929	Holly	Place,	high	up	in	Laurel	Canyon.		I’ve	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon,	except	for	two	years,	since	
1967.		I’m	forwarding	this	letter	of	concern	about	the	proposed	development	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐1	

The	comment	regarding	concern	about	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	 consideration.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	 forwarded	 letter	 attached	 this	 this	 letter	 are	 provided	 below	 in	
Responses	to	Comments	C326‐2	through	C236‐21.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1335	

been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	 	Plan	was	overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C326‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
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disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C326‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C326‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C326‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C326‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	327	

Mary	Ann	Collins	
mary.ann.collins08@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	327‐1	

Dear	Mayor	Garcetti:	

Today	 I	 received	 a	 Change.org	 petition	 from	 a	 neighbor	 in	 protest	 to	 another	 new	 development	 in	 Los	
Angeles.	 	 This	 one	 caught	my	 eye	 because	 of	 the	 location	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 the	world	 renowned	 architect	
Frank	Gehry	has	been	 in	 the	news	and	at	LACMA	showcasing	his	designs	 for	 the	project.	 	 I	didn’t	sign	 the	
petition	 and	 told	 my	 neighbors	 I	 would	 not	 do	 so	 much	 to	 their	 chagrin.	 	 The	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
proposes	to	take	an	outdated	strip	mall	featuring	a	bank	and	a	McDonald’s	with	a	24hour	drive‐through	and	
replace	it	with	a	mixed‐use	project	featuring	residences	and	neighborhood‐serving	retail.		Just	on	the	face	of	
it,	that	should	be	a	traffic	improvement.		Residences	generate	less	traffic	than	commercial	projects,	and	their	
peak	 usage	 occurs	 at	 predictable	 times	 of	 the	 day	 as	 opposed	 to	 being	 spread	 out	 across	 the	 day.	 	More	
importantly,	 mixed‐use	 projects	 encourage	 pedestrian	 traffic.	 The	 residents	 living	 here	 will	 be	 doing	 so	
because	they	want	to	be	at	the	center	of	it	all	and	within	close	walking	distance	to	Hollywood	to	the	east	and	
the	Sunset	Strip	 to	 the	west.	 	 In	addition,	 the	retail	 space	 that	will	be	a	part	of	 the	project	on	 the	site	will	
certainly	be	 leased	by	 tenants	 aiming	 to	meet	 residents’	day‐to‐day	needs,	 creating	another	 excuse	not	 to	
drive.		I	live	in	the	heart	of	West	Hollywood	and	love	it	I	walk	to	restaurants,	the	gym	and	my	son	can	walk	to	
school.		People	do	walk	in	LA!		After	decades	and	decades	of	growing	out,	Los	Angeles	needs	to	grow	up.		And	
I	mean	that	 literally.	Sprawl	needs	to	stop.	 	We	continue	to	pay	the	price	 for	 that	policy	decision	made	all	
those	decades	ago	with	our	impassable	traffic	and	air	pollution.		To	reverse	the	trend	and	reduce	our	carbon	
footprint	we	need	to	build	taller.		The	8150	Sunset	project	does	that.		It	appropriately	adds	density	in	a	place	
where	it	can	be	absorbed—on	major	streets	and	near	stops	for	high‐volume	bus	lines.		Urban	design	experts	
have	 said	 time	 and	 again	 that	 building	 mixed‐use	 developments	 along	 major	 transit	 corridors	 is	 the	
responsible	way	 for	 cities	 like	 Los	Angeles	 to	 grow.	 That	way,	 by	 locating	 housing	 above	 and	 adjacent	 to	
retail	districts,	people	are	encouraged	to	walk	and	use	transit	to	get	around	rather	than	driving	their	cars.		At	
the	end	of	the	day,	8150	Sunset	looks	to	me	like	it	will	improve	traffic	rather	than	worsen	it.		My	thought	is	if	
a	Frank	Gehry	designed	building	can	replace	a	McDonalds	and	bank	we	have	all	hit	the	aesthetic	jackpot	and	
just	be	thankful.		

RESPONSE	NO.	327‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C328	

Jon	Frishman		
<jon@frishmanarc.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐1	

The	plaza	 itself	 is	 small	with	 residual	 spaces	 left	 over	 around	object	 buildings.	 It	 is	 trying	 to	 support	 too	
many	different	functions	which	are	all	 fragmented	and	disjointed.	With	major	tall	building	elements	at	the	
south	of	 the	site	 the	plaza	will	be	dark	and	unpleasant.	 	The	quality	of	 the	plaza	space	 is	 compromised	 in	
scale	and	definition.	The	dark	corridor	 like	space	of	 the	plaza	 is	chopped	up	and	undefined.	There	are	 too	
many	 object	 buildings	 and	 not	 enough	 void	 spaces.	 The	 3	 story	 north	 building	would	 be	 3	 stories	with	 a	
“marquis	element”.	This	element	is	superfluous	and	doesn’t	enhance	the	experience	of	the	plaza,	is	it	serving	
Sunset	Boulevard	or	 the	Plaza?	The	 tower	on	 the	west	 side	 is	 too	 tall,	 it	will	 dwarf	 the	Chateau	Marmont	
across	the	street	as	it	tries	to	be	a	counterpoint	to	it.	This	is	not	the	place	for	an	iconic	building	it	is	better	to	
blend	in	with	the	urban	fabric.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐1	

This	comment	generally	pertains	to	design	features	proposed	by	the	Project.		This	comment	is	noted	and	will	
be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 aesthetic	
impacts	resulting	from	implementation	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale,	including	Alternative	9.					

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐2	

The	taller	housing	element	on	the	east	side	of	the	site	is	a	good	idea	to	maintain	the	urban	edge,	the	one	on	
the	west	side	is	out	of	scale	with	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐2	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	a	
discussion	 of	 aesthetic	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 implementation	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	
including	Alternative	9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐3	

The	garage	to	the	east	building	needs	to	support	the	housing	only,	to	have	multiple	functions	in	and	out	of	
that	garage	will	jam	up	an	already	maxed	out	circulation	corridor	from	all	of	the	cars	coming	in	and	going	to	
the	valley.	Making	the	auto	island	part	of	the	site	is	aniti‐urban	[sic]	and	given	the	focal	axis	with	Crescent	
Heights	is	silly.	Chairs	and	tables	on	axis	with	a	major	street	is	unprecedented,	it	would	be	best	to	keep	it	an	
auto	island	with	its	own	architecture.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐3	

The	 commenter’s	 opinions	 regarding	 the	 Project	 design,	 location	 of	 parking	 for	 housing,	 speculation	
regarding	traffic	flow	entering	and	exiting	the	Project	Site,	and	statements	regarding	use	of	the	traffic	island	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	
Site	access	and	circulation,	including	access	from	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C328‐4	

The	planning	document	calls	for	a	grocery	store,	this	is	not	represented	in	the	drawings,	will	it	function	like	
Trader	Joes	will	it	share	the	parking	garage,	and	mix	with	the	tenant	parking,	this	is	a	broad	brush	proposal	
and	 is	not	worked	out.	Whole	Foods	market	currently	on	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	 is	a	parking	nightmare.	
This	is	a	terrible	place	for	a	grocery	store.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐4	

The	proposed	supermarket	use	is	identified	in	Table	2‐1	and	illustrated	in	Figure	2‐10	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	
Description	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	shown	in	Figure	2‐10,	the	supermarket/grocery	store	use	would	be	located	
on	Level	B1	(subterranean	level	below	Plaza	level)	within	the	Project,	and	parking	would	be	provided	within	
Level	B1	commercial	parking	areas.	 	The	commenter’s	opinion	regarding	other	grocery	stores	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐5	

The	existing	bank	building	has	relevance	and	it	should	be	incorporated	into	the	new	design.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐5	

Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 considered	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	
Alternatives	5,	6	and	7	all	would	retain	the	Bank	building.		The	impacts	for	each	of	these	alternatives	were	
evaluated	 in	Chapter	5	and	compared	to	those	under	the	Project.	 	The	alternatives	presented	 in	Chapter	5	
will	be	considered	by	the	decision	makers	during	the	review	and	approval	process	for	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐6	

The	 fact	 that	 currently	 there	 is	no	 subway	access,	 the	density	 requested	 is	 irresponsible	and	will	 clog	 the	
intersection	in	an	already	congested	node.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐6	

Refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 associated	 with	
Alternative	 9.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 suggestion	 that	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 direct	 subway	 access	 the	 Project	 is	
“irresponsible”	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐7	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	

Compact	parking	spaces	is	a	ridiculous	notion,	cars	are	getting	bigger	not	smaller,	YOU	know	what	I	speak	of.	
Attendant	parking	is	another	ridiculous	idea,	if	you	want	to	increase	parking	density	do	stacked	parking	like	
they	do	in	San	Francisco.	Be	realistic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐7	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	adequacy	of	on‐site	parking	for	the	Project.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C328‐8	

1.AESTHETICS.		

Alt.	9	DESIGN;	

The	Marquis	elements	are	an	attempt	to	compensate	for	a	retail	area	that	is	undefined.	Is	the	storefront	on	
Sunset	or	is	it	on	the	Plaza	side?	Why	do	we	need	another	Plaza?	Is	the	Plaza	serving	the	residences	that	live	
at	the	site	or	the	retail	function.	Frank	Gehry’s	Edgemar	Development	in	Santa	Monica	works	because	it	is	a	
two	story	building,	it	will	not	work	here	because	it	is	trying	to	address	the	scale	of	the	developer	driven	high	
rises.	It	will	be	like	Edgemar	on	steroids.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐8	

The	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	the	Alternative	9	marquee	element,	proposed	plaza,	and	the	architect’s	
other	project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		The	retail	uses	along	Sunset	Boulevard	
would	be	 accessible	 from	 the	 street	 frontage	 as	well	 as	 from	 the	 interior	Central	 Plaza	 area.	 	 The	Central	
Plaza	is	provided	as	an	open	space	amenity	for	all	Project	residents,	guests,	commercial	patrons,	employees,	
and	the	general	public,	as	it	would	be	publicly	accessible	and	would	not	be	restricted	to	any	particular	users.				

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐9	

The	billboards	do	not	add	to	the	life	of	Sunset	Boulevard	but	become	a	silly	ornamental	gesture.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐9	

The	commenter’s	opinion	regarding	billboards	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Neither	
the	Project	nor	any	of	the	alternatives	would	involve	any	on‐site	billboards	or	off‐site	signs	or	billboards.	

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐10	

FIGURE	2‐2	

The	project	appears	out	of	scale	and	character	of	the	surrounding	buildings,	all	of	the	sails	and	curved	planes	
seem	to	relate	more	to	the	abandoned	night	club	across	from	Pink	Taco.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐10	

This	 comment	 regarding	 the	 visual	 simulation	 rendering	 of	 Alternative	 9	 and	 relationship	 to	 another	
structure	in	the	area	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	
regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 compatibility	 with	
surrounding	uses.			

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐11	

FIGURE	2‐3	

What	we	see	 is	 random	boxes	with	no	 function	and	a	 tower	element	 that	 is	an	attempt	at	being	an	object	
building,	this	is	not	the	place	for	an	iconic	building	and	its	just	housing.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐11	

This	comments	regarding	the	Alternative	9	design	and	the	appropriateness	of	the	Project	at	the	Project	Site	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	Project	would	involve	the	
development	of	commercial	uses	in	addition	to	housing.	

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐12	

FIGURE	2‐4	

The	entire	block	is	uniform,	it	reads	as	one	giant,	“big	block	development	project”,	with	no	scale	or	variety.	
The	old	bank	building	is	worthy,	it	has	architectural	merit	for	its	time	and	should	be	saved	and	incorporated	
into	 the	new	design	 for	 the	 site.	 It	 has	 history	 and	 is	 part	 of	 the	 current	 urban	 fabric.	 A	 dance	 should	 be	
developed	between	the	old	and	the	new.	Clean	slate	development	is	best	when	there	is	zero	urban	fabric.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐12	

This	 comment	 regarding	 the	Alternative	9	design	and	existing	Bank	building’s	merits	 is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 aesthetic	 impacts	
related	 to	 height,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 related	 to	
height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	uses,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	
historical	 resources,	 including	 the	 existing	 Bank	 building.	 	 Also,	 see	 Response	 No.	 C328‐12,	 above,	 for	 a	
discussion	of	alternatives	to	the	Project	that	include	preservation	of	the	existing	Bank	building.	

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐13	

FIGURE	2‐5	

The	proposed	building	scale	overwhelms	the	current	scale	of	the	neighborhood	and	streets.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐13	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	a	
discussion	 of	 aesthetic	 impacts	 related	 to	 height,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 with	
development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	uses.	

COMMENT	NO.	C328‐14	

FIGURE	2‐6	

The	plaza	will	always	be	in	shade.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐14	

Contrary	to	the	comment,	the	Central	Plaza	area	would	not	“always”	be	in	the	shade.		Shadows	will	fluctuate	
throughout	 the	course	of	 the	day	with	 the	time	of	year	also	 influencing	the	extent	of	shadows.	 	While	 it	 is	
acknowledged	that	the	Central	Plaza	area	would	be	shaded	in	some	instances	for	a	large	part	of	the	day,	the	
area	would	still	maintain	its	function	as	a	routinely	usable	outdoor	space.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C328‐15	

IN	CONCLUSION:	

The	 complexity	 of	 the	 site	with	 the	 broad	 array	 of	 functions	 on	 such	 a	 tight	urban	 site	will	 only	 add	 to	 a	
chaotic	sense	of	place.	This	project	needs	to	be	driven	by	simplicity.	Once	the	ornamental	grillage	and	sail	
like	elements	have	been	value	engineered	what	are	we	left	with	then?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C328‐15	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 Alternative	 9	 design,	 including	 regarding	 building	 elements	 being	 “value	
engineered”,	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.	 	 It	 should	 be	 further	 noted	 that	 the	
design	elements	of	the	Project	or	Alternatives	would	be	reviewed	for	substantial	conformance	as	part	of	the	
entitlement	process.		
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LETTER	NO.	C329	

Ruth	Simon	
8551	Appian	Way	
LA,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C329‐1	

I	share	in	the	many	concerns	about	this	project	that	have	been	outlined	at	length.		I	will	just	say	that	I	have	
lived	off	Lookout	Mountain	for	20	years.		The	traffic	moving	into	and	out	of	the	Canyon	on	Crescent	Heights	
is	already	at	a	near	standstill	from	about	3	pm	on	weekdays.	 	I	have	no	doubt	that	the	presence	of	a	major	
development	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	will	have	a	further	deleterious	effect	on	the	situation,	whatever	
the	EIRs	say.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C329‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	data	 and	analysis	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	
Alternative	9	 in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	 in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	 in	
Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	at	
the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	
would	be	 level	of	service	B	(minimal	 traffic	congestion,	a	 less	 than	significant	 impact)	during	both	the	AM	
and	PM	peak	hour,	which	 suggests	 that	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 even	 farther	 north	 (within	 Laurel	 Canyon)	
would	also	be	less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	
further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C329‐2	

Having	the	project	designed	by	Frank	Gehry	‐	whose	Disney	Hall	is	a	marvel	‐	doesn't	help;	it	will	just	lead	to	
more	 traffic,	 not	 just	 residents	 and	 users	 but	 those	who	 just	 come	 to	 look.	 	 I	 also	 object	 to	 height	 of	 the	
building,	which	will	be	dramatically	out	of	scale	with	everything	else	in	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C329‐2	

As	indicated	in	Response	to	Comment	C329‐1	above,	traffic	 is	comprehensively	addressed	in	the	Draft	EIR	
and	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.			

With	respect	to	the	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	development	relative	to	other	development	in	the	area,	
please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	significant	visual	 impacts	 related	 to	height	and	scale	and	 less	 than	
significant	land	use	compatibility	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	C330	

Cathy	Blaivas	
23	residents	of	West	Hollywood	
photoop13@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C330‐1	

To	all	this	may	concern:	
I	am	a	resident	of	West	Hollywood,	walking	distance	from	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	project.	
If	truth	be	told,	I	have	been	rendered	practically	speechless	by	the	enormity	of	this	development.	Where	is	
the	common	sense?	Where	is	the,	dare	I	say....	humanity?	At	the	risk	of	sounding	too	dramatic	I	ask	you,	any	
of	you,	would	YOU	want	to	live	within	walking	distance	of	this	over	sized,	massive,	towering	traffic	jamming	
complex?		What	is	it	that	we	are	so	in	need	of,	so	desperate	for	that	you	cannot	see	just	how	wrong	this	size	
project	is	for	this	site?	I	am	clearly	not	suggesting	that	nothing	be	built	on	the	site	but	honest	to	goodness	if	
this	is	not	a	case	of	size	does	matter,	than	what	is.		I	implore	you,	I	am	actually	begging	you	all	to	rethink	this	
project,	 go	 again	 back	 to	 the	 drawing	 board	 and	 ask	Mr.	 Gehry	 to	 come	 back	 with	 a	 design	 that	 speaks	
volumes	in	 it's	[sic]	salute	to	Hollywood,	 fits	 in	with	size	and	massing	to	our	charming,	historic,	and	iconic	
neighborhood.		Thank	you	for	considering.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C330‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		With	respect	to	the	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	development	relative	to	the	surrounding	
development,	and	the	compatibility	of	the	proposed	development	with	the	surrounding	development,	please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐2.	

With	regard	traffic,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	 impacts	of	the	Project	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	
impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	regard	 to	historic	resources,	 the	Draft	EIR	addressed	 the	historic	resources	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	
Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Historical	 Resources	
Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	indirect	historic	resources	
impacts	to	off‐site	historic	resources	(e.g.,	the	surrounding	neighborhood).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
3	regarding	historic	resources	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C331	

Michael	Dolan	and	Jesus	Fuentes	
7280	½	Fountain	Ave.		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐5722	

COMMENT	NO.	C331‐1	

I	have	been	paying	close	attention	 to	 the	8150	Sunset	project	 since	 it	was	 first	 introduced,	 and	 it	 is	quite	
obvious	that	this	development	has	improved	tremendously	over	time.		The	most	visible	enhancement	is	in	its	
design.		Just	the	mere	act	of	hiring	Frank	Gehry	as	the	project	architect	improved	its	design	tenfold	over	the	
original	 proposal,	which	 to	me	was	uninspired.	 	Gehry	 is	 the	pre‐eminent	 architect	 of	 our	 era	 and	he	has	
come	 up	with	 one	 of	 his	master	works	 for	 this	 property.	 	 The	 curvy,	 billowing	 buildings	 are	 destined	 to	
become	one	of	the	most	iconic	spots	along	the	entire	span	of	Sunset	Boulevard	from	Downtown	to	the	ocean.		
Another	improvement	is	the	mix	of	residential	units	that	are	being	proposed.		While	one	project	on	its	own	
will	never	be	enough	to	solve	the	city’s	housing	crisis,	especially	the	severe	lack	of	affordable	housing,	8150	
Sunset	 is	doing	more	than	 its	part	by	 including	apartments,	 for‐sale	condos,	and	affordable	units	 for	very‐
low‐income	residents	all	on	site.	 	This	diverse	product	mix	 in	a	 location	where	need	 is	among	 the	highest	
should	prove	to	be	a	very	popular	address	to	several	different	constituent	groups.		And	lastly	the	developers	
have	 shown	 a	 sensitivity	 to	 the	 concerns	 expressed	 by	 the	 community,	 specifically	 the	 noise	 and	 view	
impacts	 that	will	 be	 created	by	 this	project.	 	 The	Gehry	design	 resolves	 the	worries	 expressed	by	hillside	
residents	who	feared	that	they	would	lose	their	views	by	orienting	the	taller	elements	of	the	project	to	create	
a	 view	 corridor.	 	 As	 for	 the	 possibility	 of	 noise	 coming	 from	 the	 project,	 that	 has	 been	 lessened	 by	 the	
removal	of	potentially	noisy	elements	such	as	a	rooftop	restaurants.	 	8150	Sunset	 is	an	exemplary	project	
that	will	be	a	benefit	to	its	neighbors	and	the	city	as	a	whole.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C331‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C332	

Julia	Verdin	
President/Producer	
1424	N.	Kings	Road	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C332‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	
I	am	writing	to	you	re	the	proposed	redevelopment	of	8150	Sunset	Development(sunset	&	Crescent	Heights.	
As	a	longterm	[sic]	resident	in	the	area	I	am	very	concerned	about	all	the	redevelopment	that	is	going	on.		We	
already	have	huge	redevelopment	going	on	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega.		This	8150	sunset	development	will	be	
an	unprecedented	size	and	height	on	the	Sunset	Strip.		It	will	block	out	the	skyline	to	the	many	residents	in	
the	 area	 and	 block	 out	 views	 of	 the	 historic	 Chateau	 Marmont.	 	 I	 urge	 you	 to	 reduce	 the	 height	 of	 this	
building	to	100	ft	which	will	blend	in	with	buildings	around	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C332‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 compatibility	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 with	 the	
surrounding	area,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	and	quality	related	to	height	and	
scale.		With	respect	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	views,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	
Form	Letter	No.	3‐2	and	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	height	and	scale.	 	With	respect	to	the	request	to	
reduce	the	height	of	the	proposed	development,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Also,	 several	 alternatives	 were	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 address	
concerns	related	to	height	and	scale,	 including	Alternative	1	(No	Project/No	Build),	Alternative	2	(Existing	
Zoning),	Alternative	3	(Reduced	Height),	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).		Also,	in	
response	to	public	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR,	a	new	alternative	was	added	(Alternative	9,	Enhanced	View	
Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking)	 and	 was	 evaluated	 in	 a	 re‐circulated	 Draft	 EIR	 (e.g.,	 RP‐
DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	reduce	the	mass	of	the	Project	by	providing	a	lower	podium	height,	and	would	
provide	north‐south	view	corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	
towers.	

With	respect	to	indirect	historical	resources	impacts	(e.g.,	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources),	please	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐3.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	indirect	historical	resources	impacts	(including	to	Chateau	Marmont).	

COMMENT	NO.	C332‐2	

8150	will	also	cause	major	traffic	congestion	in	an	area	that	is	already	very	over	crowded	and	has	an	unusual	
amount	of	traffic	already.		Also	please	do	not	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	corner.		That	is	the	only	part	of	
that	intersection	that	works	without	gridlock.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C332‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
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A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	 after	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 request	 that	 the	 traffic	 island	 not	 be	 removed,	 this	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	As	 indicated	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
traffic,	the	traffic	island	would	not	be	removed,	but	rather	would	be	reconfigured	as	indicated	in	Figure	2‐11	
in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 shown,	 the	 Project	 proposes	 to	 reconfigure	 the	
southwest	 quadrant	 of	 the	 intersection	 to	 remove	 the	 independent	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 only	 lane	 and	
replace	 it	 with	 a	 more	 typical	 right‐turn	 lane	 located	 at	 the	 intersection.	 	 As	 indicated,	 this	 would:	 	 (1)	
potentially	improve	traffic	flow	for	eastbound	right‐turn	movements	and	overall	function	of	the	intersection;	
and	 (2)	 increase	 pedestrian	 safety	 at	 the	 intersection.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C332‐3	

Please	deny	an	off‐menu	incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);	

RESPONSE	NO.	C332‐3	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	approval	of	the	requested	off‐menu	incentive	are	noted	and	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	their	consideration.	As	these	comments	do	not	raise	a	substantive	 issue	regarding	the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	necessary.		

COMMENT	NO.	C332‐4	

The	DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	 Benefits	 the	 project	will	
provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	environmental	 impacts	associated	with	
the	proposed	project.		I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C332‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1351	

LETTER	NO.	C333	

Joshua	Donfeld	
Joshua.Donfeld@soros.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C333‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	
I	 am	 writing	 to	 you	 re	 the	 proposed	 redevelopment	 of	 8150	 Sunset	 Development	 (Sunset	 &	 Crescent	
Heights).		As	a	long	term	resident	in	the	area	I	am	very	concerned	about	all	the	redevelopment	that	is	going	
on.		We	already	have	huge	redevelopment	going	on	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega.		This	8150	sunset	development	
will	 be	 an	 unprecedented	 size	 and	 height	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Strip.	 	 It	 will	 block	 out	 the	 skyline	 to	 the	many	
residents	in	the	area	and	block	out	views	of	the	historic	Chateau	Marmont.		I	urge	you	to	reduce	the	height	of	
this	building	to	100	ft	which	will	blend	in	with	buildings	around	it.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C333‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C332‐1	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	333‐2	

8150	will	also	cause	major	traffic	congestion	in	an	area	that	is	already	very	over	crowded	and	has	an	unusual	
amount	of	traffic	already.		Also	please	do	not	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	corner.		That	is	the	only	part	of	
that	intersection	that	works	without	gridlock.	

RESPONSE	NO.	333‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C332‐2	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	333‐3	

Please	deny	an	off‐menu	incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);	

RESPONSE	NO.	333‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C332‐3	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	333‐4	

The	DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	 Benefits	 the	 project	will	
provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	environmental	 impacts	associated	with	
the	proposed	project.		I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	333‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.		
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LETTER	NO.	C334	

<jonny.coyne@yahoo.co.uk>	

COMMENT	NO.	C334‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	

I	am	writing	to	you	re	the	proposed	redevelopment	of	8150	Sunset	Development(sunset	&	Crescent	Heights.	
As	 a	 longterm	resident	 in	 the	area	 I	 am	very	 concerned	about	 all	 the	 redevelopment	 that	 is	 going	on.	We	
already	have	huge	redevelopment	going	on	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega.	This	8150	sunset	development	will	be	
an	unprecedented	size	and	height	on	the	Sunset	Strip.	It	will	block	out	the	skyline	to	the	many	residents	in	
the	area	and	block	out	views	of	the	historic	Chateau	Marmont.	I	urge	you	to	reduce	the	height	of	this	building	
to	100	ft	which	will	blend	in	with	buildings	around	it.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C334‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	332‐1	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	C334‐2	

8150	will	also	cause	major	traffic	congestion	in	an	area	that	is	already	very	over	crowded	and	has	an	unusual	
amount	of	traffic	already.	Also	please	do	not	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	corner.	That	is	the	only	part	of	
that	intersection	that	works	without	gridlock.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C334‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	332‐2	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	C334‐3	

Please	deny	an	offmenu	incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	onmenu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);	

RESPONSE	NO.	C334‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	332‐3	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	C334‐4	

The	DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	 Benefits	 the	 project	will	
provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	environmental	 impacts	associated	with	
the	proposed	project.	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C334‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C335	

Heidi	Jo	Markel	
7510	Sunset	Blvd.	#517	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90045	

COMMENT	NO.	C335‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 to	 you	 re	 the	 proposed	 re‐development	 of	 8150	 Sunset	 Development(sunset	 &	 Crescent	
Heights).		As	a	longterm	resident	in	the	area	I	am	very	concerned	about	all	the	redevelopment	that	is	going	
on.		We	already	have	huge	redevelopment	going	on	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega.		This	8150	sunset	development	
will	 be	 an	 unprecedented	 size	 and	 height	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Strip.	 	 It	 will	 block	 out	 the	 skyline	 to	 the	many	
residents	in	the	area	and	block	out	views	of	the	historic	Chateau	Marmont.		I	urge	you	to	reduce	the	height	of	
this	building	to	100	ft	which	will	blend	in	with	buildings	around	it.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C335‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C332‐1	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	C335‐2	

8150	will	also	cause	major	traffic	congestion	in	an	area	that	is	already	very	over	crowded	and	has	an	unusual	
amount	of	traffic	already.		Also	please	do	not	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	corner.		That	is	the	only	part	of	
that	intersection	that	works	without	gridlock.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C335‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C332‐2	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	C335‐3	

Please	deny	an	off‐menu	incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	

RESPONSE	NO.	C335‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C332‐3	(Julia	Verdin	Letter	C332).	

COMMENT	NO.	C335‐4	

The	DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	 Benefits	 the	 project	will	
provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	environmental	 impacts	associated	with	
the	proposed	project.		I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C335‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.		
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LETTER	NO.	C336	

Serge	Masche	
sergemasche@msn.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C336‐1	

Dear	Planing	and	Review	Dept.	for	City	of	Los	Angeles,	
First	I	want	to	state	that	I	am	not	a	objector	to	a	new	building	being	built	at	the	site.		Although	as	a	lover	of	
classic	architecture	I	wished	the	bank	building	with	it's	classic	early	1960's	midcentury	building	could	have	
been	saved	 for	posterity,	 like	was	 the	Cinerama	Dome.	 	However,	 I	knew	 it	was	not	as	 important	as	The	
Dome.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C336‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	
substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C336‐2	

My	objection	is	the	height	of	the	proposed	project.		There	is	no	other	building	around	in	the	area	that	would	
come	close	to	the	height	of	this	project.		It	is	a	project	of	such	dense	magnitude	that	I	am	shocked	how	
it	 was	 not	 scrapped	 early	 on.	 	 The	 proposed	 development	 as	 it	 stands	 is	 clearly	 in	 the	 'Non	
Conforming'	category,	which	has	numerous	challenges	besides	 traffic	considerations.	 	 It	 times	 like	
this	I	feel	it	is	appropriate	for	the	city	to	re‐examine	the	issue	and	not	have	a	Rush	to	Judgement.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C336‐2	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	compatibility	with	 the	surrounding	development,	and	Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 concerning	 the	 “Non	Conforming”	 category,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	 above	 topical	
responses,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compliance	of	the	proposed	building	height	and	mass	
with	development	standards.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	concerning	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	
Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C336‐3	

I	would	 support	 the	 following	 for	 the	 Planning	Dept.	 to	 implement:	 	 1.	 In	 the	 least,	 this	 Project	 is	
premature	 and	 should	 be	 postponed	 for	 review	 until	 after	 a	 legally	 viable	 Community	 Plan	 is	 adopted.	
Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	
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conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.	
This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	
heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.	 	 Instead,	 Incentive	Programs,	and	Over	Riding	consideration	 findings	
are	being	used	to	over	ride	an	appropriate	process	of	review	and	analysis.		Or:		In	the	event	the	city	would	
like	to	proceed	with	the	project	to	at	least	modify	the	height	of	the	development	to	no	more	than	10	stories.	
This	 would	 still	 be	 a	 major	 development	 but	 at	 least	 it	 would	 not	 violate	 surrounding	 building	 density	
maximums	which	are	in	place	right	adjacent	to	this	proposed	building	site.	 	The	Frank	Geary	design	would	
still	work	well	without	the	'sky	scrapper'	height.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C336‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	 	With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	stating	
that	 the	 proposed	 development	 would	 violate	 surrounding	 building	 density	 maximums	 adjacent	 to	 the	
Project	Site,	please	see	response	to	Comment	C336‐2	above.	

COMMENT	NO.	C336‐4	

There	always	has	to	be	common	ground	to	find	in	what	is	'fair	and	reasonable'	considering	the	surrounding	
density	levels.		As	this	proposal	currently	stands,	it	breaks	all	precedents	set	previously.		In	my	view,	It	
makes	 it	 imperative	 upon	 the	 City	 Planning	 department	 to	 make	 sure	 we	 have	 a	 sustainable	
development	with	 a	 general	 plan	 that	works	 and	 is	 fair	 for	 all.	 	 Please	 keep	 me	 informed	 of	 your	
decisions	in	this	matter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C336‐4	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐6.	 	 With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	
concerning	sustainable	development,	as	 indicated	 in	Section	2.7	 in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	 the	
Draft	EIR,	 the	Project	 (and	all	alternatives	explored)	would	 incorporate	design	 features	 to	both:	 	 (1)	meet	
Leadership	in	Energy	and	Environmental	Design	(LEED)	certification	by	the	U.S.	Green	Building	Council;	and	
(2)	comply	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Green	Building	Ordinance.	 	As	indicated,	such	features	include,	but	
are	not	limited	to:		use	of	glass/window	areas	for	ventilation	and	daylight	accessibility;	landscaping	of	roof	
decks;	 stormwater	 retention;	 installation	of	 heating,	 ventilation	 and	 air	 conditioning	 (HVAC)	 systems	 that	
utilize	ozone‐friendly	refrigerants;	use	of	materials	and	finishes	that	emit	low	quantities	of	volatile	organic	
compounds	 (VOCs);	 use	 of	 high	 efficiency	 fixtures	 and	 appliances	 and	 water	 conservation	 features;	 and	
recycling	 of	 solid	waste.	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.B‐11	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 the	 Project	
would	represent	high‐density,	mixed‐use,	 infill	development	within	close	proximity	to	transit	which	would	
reduce	per	capita	vehicle	miles	traveled	and	associated	per	capita	energy	consumption.		
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LETTER	NO.	C337	

Robert	Smith		
Katherine	Wise	
1351	North	Spaulding	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐1	

I	cannot	personally	write	a	more	thorough,	exacting	email	than	what	is	said	below.		But	I	add	this	personal	
note:		We	have	lived	in	Spaulding	Square	for	twenty‐five	years.		The	galling	excess	of	the	8150	development	
project	 is	astounding.	 	The	 impact	will	be	 felt	not	 just	 in	the	immediate	neighborhoods,	but	throughout	an	
already	overdeveloped	part	of	the	city.		At	a	point,	the	urban	experience	turns	ugly.	8150	will	hasten	the	day.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐2	

To	Whom,	etc.,		Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	
EIR,	 as	 prepared,	 is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	
associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	
document	 intended	 to	 provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	
adequately	evaluate	the	proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	
directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
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destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	 	Plan	was	overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C337‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C337‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?			

RESPONSE	NO.	C337‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C338	

Diane	Abbitt	
8644	Allenwood	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C338‐1	

To	Whom	It	May	Concern,	
I	have	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	the	last	19	years.		As	I	am	sure	you	are	aware,	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	is	
the	main	access	road	from	Laurel	Canyon	into	the	City.	 	Traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	during	rush	hour,	both	
am	 and	 pm,	 is	 currently	 unbearable	 and,	 although	 I	 would	 like	 to	 see	 no	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Boulevard,	I	understand	that	the	owners	of	the	property	is	entitled	to	make	a	reasonable	use	of	his	property.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C338‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	and	Table	4.J‐4a	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	page	2‐68	and	Table	2‐8	
of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 at	 both	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 and	 Hollywood	 Boulevard/Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersections	
would	be	less	than	significant.		The	less	than	significant	finding	at	the	Hollywood	Boulevard/Laurel	Canyon	
Boulevard	intersection,	especially,	suggest	that	Project	traffic	impacts	even	farther	north	would	also	be	less	
than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.		

COMMENT	NO.	C338‐2	

I	appreciate	the	owners’	efforts	to	scale	back	the	project,	but	the	redesign,	while	better,	is	234	feet	high,	even	
taller	than	the	old	design.	 	For	comparison,	 the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	Hotel	 is	 just	161	feet	and	the	Capitol	
Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	 	The	new	design	is	higher	than	8000	Sunset	and	the	
Soho	House.		For	this	reason	I	oppose	the	granting	of	a	permit	for	the	redesign.		I	believe	the	developers	
can	do	better	and	hope	the	City	will	assist	them	in	doing	so.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C338‐2	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐2.	 	 With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	
concerning	 the	 height	 of	 the	 proposed	 development,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	
compatibility	 with	 the	 surrounding	 development,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 visual	 character	
related	to	height	and	scale.		The	comment	expressing	opposition	to	the	proposed	development	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C339	

Jasmine	Youssefzadeh	
jasmineyoussefzadeh@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C339‐1	

I	 am	 a	 nearby	 resident	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights,	 a	 resident	 of	 Council	 District	 Four	 and	 a	 huge	
supporter	 of	 the	 Frank	 Gehry	 Project	 on	 Sunset.	 	 We	 are	 talking	 about	 the	 greatest	 architect	 of	 our	
generation	and	easily	one	of	the	greatest	architects	of	all	time!		I	urge	you	to	join	me	in	supporting	his	vision	
for	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.		It's	a	special	location,	and	it	deserves	something	spectacular.		
Unfortunately	we	do	not	 often	 think	 into	 the	 future	when	 considering	new	buildings	 in	 Los	Angeles.	 	We	
construct	 buildings	 that	 have	no	 staying	power	 and	will	 be	 torn	down	 in	 30	 years	 just	 to	 be	 replaced	by	
another	crappy	development.		This	is	the	exact	opposite	of	that!		Frank	Gehry's	design	which	will	be	built	to	
last	for	centuries	to	come.		These	are	the	types	of	projects	we	need	in	Los	Angeles!		No	more	low	flung	wood	
buildings!		I	urge	you	to	let	this	masterpiece	be	built.		I	would	like	to	remind	you	the	opposition	that	the	Walt	
Disney	 Concert	 Hall	 downtown	 faced	 before	 it	 was	 constructed.	 	 Same	 goes	 for	 the	 Getty	 Museum,	 the	
Hollywood	Sign,	 and	 just	 about	 every	other	great	development	ever	 constructed	 in	Los	Angeles.	 	We	now	
look	 at	 these	 buildings	 as	 jewels	 of	 this	 city,	 the	 fabric	 that	makes	 LA	 what	 it	 is.	 	 How	 great	 would	 Los	
Angeles	be	if	we	didn't	have	these	jewels,	and	how	much	greater	will	 it	be	with	more	projects	just	 like	the	
one	 before	 you	 right	 now?	 	When	 you	 have	 a	 visionary	 like	 Frank	 Gehry	 proposing	 to	 build	 a	 beautiful	
building	at	a	landmark	site,	I	don't	see	any	reason	not	to	support	it.		This	project	has	my	support,	and	I	hope	
it	has	yours	too.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C339‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C340	

Michael	Eselun	
mleselun@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
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standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	 	Plan	was	overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
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effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C340‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C340‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C340‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C341	

Teri	Proust	
8732	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C341‐1	

Hi,	
While	 I	 understand	 that	 the	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 has	 been	 revised,	 it	 is	 still	 too	 large	 for	 the	
neighborhood.		Traffic	at	that	intersection	is	already	congested.		The	quality	of	life	for	all	of	us	who	live	in	the	
area	will	be	compromised.		Please	reconsider	the	development	and	reduce	it	to	something	more	in‐line	with	
the	area.		Until	this	is	done,	I	remain	opposed	to	the	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C341‐1	

With	respect	to	the	size	of	the	proposed	development	relative	to	the	size	of	the	uses	in	the	surrounding	area,	
please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	with	 the	 surrounding	 development.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	 than	significant	visual	character	 impacts	related	 to	height	and	scale	and	
less	than	significant	land	use	compatibility	impacts.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 after	
mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

The	 commenter’s	 request	 for	 a	 reduction	 in	 the	 size	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 and	 statement	 in	
opposition	 to	 the	 current	 proposal	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		Several	alternatives	were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	address	concerns	related	to	height	and	
scale,	including	Alternative	1	(No	Project/No	Build),	Alternative	2	(Existing	Zoning),	Alternative	3	(Reduced	
Height),	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).	 	Also,	 in	response	to	public	comments	
on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 new	 alternative	 was	 added	 (Alternative	 9,	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	
Underground	Parking)	and	was	evaluated	in	a	re‐circulated	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	RP‐DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	
reduce	 the	mass	of	 the	Project	 by	providing	 a	 lower	podium	height,	 and	would	provide	north‐south	 view	
corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	towers.	
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LETTER	NO.	C342	

Yoshiko	Rabin	
yoshikori1@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C342‐1	

Hello,	
I	have	lived	in	the	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	neighborhood	for	many	years.		I	am	very	upset	about	the	
size	of	this	project,	especially	the	height.	 	This	tower	should	not	be	any	higher	than	10	stories	high.	 	If	this	
project	were	a	few	feet	to	the	west,	(it	sits	on	the	borderline	of	West	Hollywood)	it	would	be	limited	to10	
stories,	which	is	West	Hollywoods	[sic]	height	limit.		This	tall	building	does	not	fit	into	our	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C342‐1	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 tower	height	 should	 be	no	 higher	 than	10	 stories,	 this	 comment	 is	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	if	the	Project	were	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	it	would	be	limited	to	10	
stories,	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	City	
height	requirements.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compliance	with	development	standards	
and	consistency	with	development	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 proposed	 building	 does	 not	 fit	 into	 the	 neighborhood,	 please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	with	 the	 surrounding	development,	 and	Topical	 Response	
TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.		
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LETTER	NO.	C343	

D.	Schneider	
teecher@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C343‐1	

renee.weitzer@lacity.org,	 	 cd4.issues@lacity.org,	 	 sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,	 	 julia.duncan@lacity.org,		
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org,	 	 Info@lamayor.org,	 	 Lhorvath@weho.org,	 	 Jheilman@weho.org,		
Lmeister@weho.org,		Jdamico@weho.org,		Jduran@weho.org,		Slunceford@weho.org	

RESPONSE	NO.	C343‐1	

The	commenter	lists	several	e‐mail	addresses,	assumed	to	be	carbon‐copies	(CCd)	on	this	letter.	 	However,	
the	letter	contains	no	discernable	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	such,	no	further	response	is	
warranted.			
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LETTER	NO.	C344	

Wayne	Marmorstein	
1861	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
LA,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C344‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	
I	live	in	close	proximity	to	the	8150	Sunset	project,	and	will	be	greatly	impacted	by	this	project.		The	revised	
plans	for	this	project	call	for	an	increase	in	height.		The	height	was	one	the	biggest	objections	to	the	project	
in	the	first	place.		Why	would	they	make	it	taller?		I	would	like	to	see	a	significant	reduction	in	height.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C344‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	 the	 aesthetics,	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.		The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 Section	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	
impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.A‐66	 and	 4.F‐59	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	
pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	
and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	
use,	for	further	discussion.		

Several	 alternatives	 were	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 address	 concerns	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	
including	 Alternative	 1	 (No	 Project/No	 Build),	 Alternative	 2	 (Existing	 Zoning),	 Alternative	 3	 (Reduced	
Height),	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).	 	Also,	 in	response	to	public	comments	
on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 new	 alternative	 was	 added	 (Alternative	 9,	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	
Underground	Parking)	and	was	evaluated	in	a	re‐circulated	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	RP‐DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	
reduce	 the	mass	of	 the	Project	 by	providing	 a	 lower	podium	height,	 and	would	provide	north‐south	 view	
corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	towers.	It	should	also	be	
noted	that	Alternative	9	was	added	in	response	to	various	comments	about	the	Project,	including	concerns	
that	the	Project	will	obstruct	views,	 impair	overall	visual	quality,	result	 in	potential	operational	air	quality	
impacts,	increase	traffic,	and	provide	insufficient	on‐site	parking.	
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LETTER	NO.	C345	

Dara	Papel	
Site	Director,	Santa	Monica	Chrysalis	
1853	Lincoln	Blvd	
Santa	Monica,	CA	90404	

COMMENT	NO.	C345‐1	

Dear	Srimal,	
My	name	 is	Dara	Papel,	 and	 I	work	as	a	Site	Director	 for	Chrysalis,	 an	agency	based	 in	Santa	Monica	 that	
provides	direct	services	for	the	homeless	and	low‐income	residents	of	Los	Angeles	County.		I	think	we	can	all	
agree	 that	 the	 recent	 visible	 increase	 in	 homelessness	 in	 Los	Angeles	 is	 obvious.	 	Homelessness	 has	 long	
been	an	 issue	 in	Los	Angeles,	but	 for	a	number	of	reasons	 it	has	 increased	exponentially	over	 the	 last	 few	
years.	 	 There	 are	 many	 causal	 factors	 as	 to	 why	 the	 increase	 has	 occurred,	 from	 the	 recession	 and	
foreclosure	 crisis,	 to	 increases	 in	 income	 inequity,	 to	 changes	 to	 state	 drug	 sentencing	 laws.	 	 Whereas	
homelessness	used	to	be	centered	 in	Skid	Row	and	Venice,	people	 living	on	the	street	can	now	be	seen	 in	
practically	every	corner	of	Los	Angeles.		It’s	impossible	to	take	a	walk	or	even	a	short	drive	and	not	witness	
the	 effects	 of	 homelessness.	 	 To	 not	 be	 able	 to	 put	 a	 roof	 over	 the	 heads	 of	 everyone	 who	 desires	 one,	
especially	 in	 our	 society,	 is	 inexcusable.	 	 The	 effects	 on	 destroyed	 lives,	 the	 increase	 in	 blight	 in	
neighborhoods,	and	the	detrimental	effects	on	our	society	make	homelessness	a	problem	we	need	to	address	
head	 on.	 	 Unfortunately,	 Los	 Angeles	 has	 not	 done	 everything	 it	 can	 to	 address	 and	 resolve	 the	 issue.	 	 A	
recent	report	stated	the	city	spends	$100	million	annually	to	combat	homelessness	without	having	any	sort	
of	comprehensive	strategy	and	with	the	majority	of	that	money	going	toward	law	enforcement.		There	are	a	
number	 of	 strategies	we	need	 to	 prioritize	moving	 forward,	 including	 a	 commitment	 to	 providing	mental	
health	 and	 drug	 abuse	 services.	 	 Equally	 as	 important	 is	 providing	 supportive	 and	 affordable	 housing	 for	
families	 in	need.	 	 In	all	of	our	attempts	 to	combat	homelessness,	our	biggest	 failure	has	been	 in	providing	
affordable	and	supportive	housing.	 	The	price	of	housing	 in	Los	Angeles	drives	many	out	of	 their	existing	
homes	and	neighborhoods,	makes	it	harder	for	the	working	class	to	get	by,	and	makes	it	impossible	for	those	
barely	getting	by	to	stay	afloat.		That	is	why	I	want	to	fully	voice	my	support	for	the	8150	Sunset	project.	
Many	 advocate	 generally	 for	 affordable	 housing,	 but	when	 tooth	 comes	 to	 nail	 on	 specific	 projects,	 their	
voices	go	silent.	 	This	project	embodies	the	very	type	of	development	we	need.	 	First	and	foremost,	we	are	
talking	about	inclusive	affordable	housing	instead	of	separating	affordable	and	market‐rate	units	in	different	
buildings.		Inclusive	affordable	housing	is	the	gold	standard	in	building	low‐income	supportive	housing,	and	
developers	proposing	to	build	such	units	should	be	applauded.	 	This	project	also	provides	housing	exactly	
where	it	is	needed	most.	 	The	families	that	will	benefit	from	affordable	housing	succeed	at	the	highest	rate	
when	they	are	convenient	and	close	to	employment	centers.	 	The	West	Hollywood	/	Hollywood	area	is	the	
ideal	spot	for	the	type	of	very	low	income	housing	proposed.		I	recently	attended	the	Hollywood	Hills	West	
Neighborhood	Council	meeting	 on	 the	 project	 and	was	 discouraged	when	 one	 of	 the	 attendees	 suggested	
very	low	income	housing	doesn’t	belong	in	her	neighborhood	because	there	aren’t	enough	affordable	options	
in	the	area.		That	Bristol	Farms	and	Crunch	gym	won’t	be	used	by	those	in	the	affordable	units.		That	these	
very	 low	income	units	belong	 in	more	“affordable”	neighborhoods.	 	 It	saddens	me	that	these	thoughts	still	
permeate	through	our	communities,	and	I	hope	that	protecting	our	neighborhoods,	a	phrase	I’ve	heard	time	
and	again,	doesn’t	include	discrimination	and	polarization.		On	the	topic	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 I	 would	 like	 to	 know	 if	 it	 studies	 how	 this	 project	 will	 positively	 affect	 the	 housing	 crisis	 in	 Los	
Angeles.	Next	to	San	Francisco,	we	have	the	highest	priced	housing	in	the	country.			It’s	because	we	add	such	
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a	small	amount	of	units	to	the	housing	stock	every	year,	and	when	we	do	add	units	we	aren’t	adding	the	type	
we	most	 need.	 	 This	 project	 achieves	 that	 goal	 through	 a	 diverse	mix	 of	 housing	 opportunities,	 including	
units	for	buyers,	renters,	and	very	low	income	residents.		In	addition	to	voicing	my	support	for	the	project,	I	
want	to	strongly	object	to	any	commenters	voicing	concern	with	the	number	of	units	being	proposed	or	the	
size	 of	 the	project.	 	We	need	 these	 units	 to	 combat	homelessness	 and	housing	 issues,	 and	we	need	many	
more	 like	 them.	 	 8150	 Sunset	 is	 an	 exemplary	 project	 and	 deserves	 your	 support.	 	 We	 need	 it,	 and	 the	
homeless	residents	of	Los	Angeles	need	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C345‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C346	

David	Agell		
davidagell@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
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standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	 	Plan	was	overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
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effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C346‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C346‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C346‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C347	

David	M.	Forbes	
dmforbes@pacbell.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
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community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	 	Plan	was	overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
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effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C347‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C347‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C347‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C348	

Rob	Sabala	
richmarin33@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C348‐1	

Dear	sir,	
I'm	 very	 excited	 both	 the	 completion	 of	 the	 project	 on	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 	 I've	 walked	 around	 the	
construction	site	from	the	street	and	I	am	very	impressed	with	the	plan.		Can't	wait	to	visit	the	restaurants	
and	 see	 the	 views	 for	 the	 first	 time	 from	 that	 location.	 	 I	 support	 this	 project	 both	 the	 completion	 of	 the	
project	on	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	 	I've	walked	around	the	construction	site	from	the	street	and	I	am	very	
impressed	with	 the	plan.	 	Can't	wait	 to	visit	 the	restaurants	and	see	 the	views	 for	 the	 first	 time	 from	that	
location.		I	support	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C348‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.C349	

Adam	Baer	
adambaer@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐1	

I'm	writing	 in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	 for	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	[sic]	outlandishly	massive,	out‐of‐scale	development	that,	I'm	
certain,	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	
Environmental	 Impact	 Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	
stressors	the	project	will	produce	as	well	as	the	legal	liability	(e.g.,	lawsuits)	that	the	city	will	expose	itself	to	
for	 approving	 such	 a	 poorly	 written	 and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	
somewhat	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	
This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C349‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐2	

Some	of	our	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	 and	becoming	 an	 enormous	 eyesore,	 but	more	 important	 getting	 in	 the	way	 of	 the	 LA	 that	
people	love.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C349‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C349‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C349‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C349‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C349‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C349‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C349‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C349‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C350	

Aidan	O’Brien	MD	
8382	Grand	View	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1918	

COMMENT	NO.	C350‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C350‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.		

COMMENT	NO.	C350‐2	

At	234	feet	this	project	is	completely	out	of	line	with	the	surrounding	area.		I	have	lived	for	32	years	at	1,000	
feet	 elevation	 directly	 above	 the	 project.	 	 While	 I	 am	 over	 a	 mile	 distant	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 I	 am	 now	
constantly	assaulted	by	loud	music	from	the	nightclubs.	 	Sound	rises	straight	up	the	hillside.	 	 I	am	tired	of	
calling	the	police	and	being	unable	to	identify	the	source.		I	am	sure	they	are	tired	of	me	too.		The	quality	of	
my	life	has	totally	deteriorated	and	this	project	would	be	the	final	straw.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C350‐2	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	stating	that	the	development	is	out	of	scale	with	the	surrounding	
area,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale	and	building	
height	and	scale	of	alternatives,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	with	surrounding	land	
uses.	

With	 respect	 to	 noise,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 noise	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 F,	 while	 Section	 2.B.7	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
page	 2‐36	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	
noise	impacts.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	noise	impacts	of	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	C350‐3	

Mr.	Gehry's	Disney	Hall	Project	had	serious	unintended	consequences	for	the	neighbors.		Ultimately	the	real	
question	is	do	we	want	to	become	Hong	Kong	with	it's	[sic]	high	density	and	real	estate	fueled	economy	or	
opt	for	quality	of	life	over	rabid	commercialism.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C350‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.C351	

Alex	Kaufman	
AlexJayKaufman@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C351‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C351‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C351‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C351‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C351‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C351‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C351‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C351‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C351‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C352	

Amy	Cotteleer	
8000	Sunset	Blvd.,	Suite	301A	
LA	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C352‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C352‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C352‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C352‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C352‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C352‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.	The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C352‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C352‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C352‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C353	

Angela	Alvarado	Rosa	
alvarado@phvx.com	

COMMENT	NO.C353‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C353‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C353‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C353‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C353‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C353‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C353‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C353‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C353‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C354	

Bredon	Morse	
7135	Hollywood	Blvd.	#903	
Los	Angeles,	Cal.90046	

COMMENT	NO.C354‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C354‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C354‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C354‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C354‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C354‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	

COMMENT	NO.C354‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C354‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C354‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(	4)(ii)	;)	

RESPONSE	NO.C354‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.C355	

Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N.	Crecent	Hrights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	CA	90069	
818‐625‐6750	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C355‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C355‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C355‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C355‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1	,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C355‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C355‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C355‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C355‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C355‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C356	

Carolyn	Hennesy	
qofspain@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.C356‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C356‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C356‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C356‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C356‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C356‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C356‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C356‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C356‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C357	

Casey	Anne	Kriley	
casey.kriley@magicalelves.com	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐1	

My	 family	 and	 I	 live	 in	 the	 Sunset	 Square	 neighborhood	 and	 chose	 to	 buy	 a	 house	 in	 this	 neighborhood	
because	it	still	had	somewhat	of	a	small	town	neighborhood	feel	in	terms	of	the	houses,	the	businesses	and	
the	size	of	the	buildings	in	the	surrounding	area.	When	purchasing	this	house,	we	looked	into	the	zoning	and	
limitations	of	what	could	be	built	in	our	community	to	make	sure	that	the	neighborhood	we	were	buying	into	
and	 spending	 our	 life	 savings	 on	would	 be	protected.	 It	 is	 alarming	 to	 hear	 that	 the	 proposed	project	 for	
8150	Sunset	Blvd	 is	asking	you	and	us	 to	 ignore	 the	zoning	 limitations	which	were	put	 into	place	 for	 this	
very	reason.	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐1	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter,	and	also	suggests	that	the	
Project	“ignore[s]	the	zoning	limitations”	for	the	Project	Site.		However,	the	Project	conforms	to	all	applicable	
land	use	regulations,	including	the	development	standards	of	the	LAMC	under	the	C4‐1D	zoning	designation.		
As	discussed	on	pages	4.F‐46	through	4.F‐50	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	not	
conflict	with	 the	 applicable	 land	use	 regulations	 of	 the	LAMC,	 including	height	 and	 setback	 requirements.		
Thus,	the	Project	would	not	“ignore	the	zoning	limitations”	as	suggested	by	the	commenter.		Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	consistency	with	development	standards.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐2	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	region	and	my	family.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C357‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐6	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐7	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐8	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
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units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C357‐9	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C357‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C358	

Damian	Remus	
damiannorman1@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C358‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C358‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C358‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C358‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C358‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C358‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C358‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C358‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C358‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	 incentive	 to	permit	a	3:	1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C358‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.C359	

David	Bonicatto	
1309	N.	Ogden	Drive	LA.CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C359‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C359‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C359‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C359‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C359‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C359‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C359‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C359‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C359‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C360	

Dolores	Scozzesi	
dscozzesi@aol.	com	

COMMENT	NO.C360‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C360‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C360‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C360‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C360‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C360‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C360‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C360‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C360‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C361	

Donna	Bertisch	
8839	Hollywood	Hills	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1444	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C361‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C361‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C361‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C361‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C361‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C361‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C361‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C361‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C361‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C362	

Elissa	Kline	
660	Wild	Iris	Lane	
Santa	Cruz,	Ca.	95060	
208‐720‐2027	

COMMENT	NO.C362‐1	

I	grew	up	in	Laurel	Canyon.	My	parents	worked	at	Lytton	Center	for	the	Visual	Arts,	and	my	uncle	worked	at	
Frascotis	on	the	corner	of	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights,	so	I	have	a	personal	connection	to	this	corner	....	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.C362‐2	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C362‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C362‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C362‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C362‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C362‐6	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C362‐7	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C362‐8	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	
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COMMENT	NO.C362‐9	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C362‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C363	

George	Underwood	
1414	N.	Genesee.	LA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C363‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C363‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C363‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C363‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C363‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1	,50O	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(1.)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	

COMMENT	NO.C363‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C363‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C363‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C363‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1421	

LETTER	NO.C364	

Grayson	F.	Edwards	
grayson.edwards7@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C364‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C364‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C364‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C364‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C364‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C364‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C364‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7	

COMMENT	NO.C364‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C364‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C365	

James	D.	Parriott	
8235	Lincoln	Terrace	
West	Hollywood,	90069	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐1	

I	live	two	blocks	away	from	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	
and	 am	 simply	 appalled	 by	 what	 it	 portends	 for	 our	 part	 of	 the	 city.	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	
development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	
approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	
negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	
approving	 such	 a	 poorly	written	 and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	
many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	
conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1424	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C365‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C365‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C366	

Jason	Reilly	
1632	N.	Orange	Grove	

COMMENT	NO.C366‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	out	of	scale	development	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	
residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	
does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	the	legal	liability	
(lawsuits)	 the	city	would	expose	 itself	 to	 for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	
EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	
of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C366‐2	

Some	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C366‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C366‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C366‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C366‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C366‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C366‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C366‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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FORM	LETTER	NO.	2	

Jeanne	Manos	
1636	N	Vista	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐1	

I	am	writing	 in	opposition	to	 the	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	 for	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	 Case	No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐	 developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐1	

This	comment	letter	is	a	duplicate	of	Form	Letter	No.	2.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐
1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	actually	
is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	[sic]	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.			

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐7	

Specifically,	 the	basic	assumption	 in	 the	developer's	 current	proposal	 is	 that	by	providing	 the	Community	
with	Benefits	 such	as	Affordable	Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	 the	Developer	gets	 to	 ignore	 the	
underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	We	do	not	
see	such	benefits	in	the	proposal	because	the	only	"park	space"	is	the	plaza	area	inside	the	development,	it	is	
not	 clear	 how	much	 the	 "affordable	 housing"	 units	will	 rent	 for	 and	who	 they	will	 be	 rented	 to,	 and	 the	
proposed	parking	appears	inadequate.	Further	the	impact	on	traffic	and	existing	infrastructure	in	the	area	
appears	to	be	significantly	understated	or	not	addressed	at	all.	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	
these	issues	of	community	benefit,	and	reasonable	evaluation	of	the	effects	of	this	development	on	traffic	and	
infrastructure	in	the	immediate	area	(which	is	adjacent	to	a	historic	district)	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	
cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C367‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C367‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C368	

JEFF	HINER	
1400	N.	Hayworth	Avenue	
W.	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C368‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C368‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C368‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C368‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C368‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C368‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C368‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C368‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C368‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C369	

Joan	Lissauer	
emilyjl@att.net	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non‐	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1433	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii)).	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C369‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C369‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	
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LETTER	NO.	C370	

Joel	Thurm	
joelthurm@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	370‐1	

Please	do	not	allow	this	plan	to	go	thru	as	is...	The	height	of	their	tallest	planned	building	is	ridiculously	high	
AND	the	entire	complex	 is	at	one	of	 the	busiest	and	most	accident	prone	 intersections	 in	hollywood/west	
hollywood...	some	develpment	[sic]	of	course	but	not	this	plan.	Joel	Thurm,	40	year	laurel	canyon	resident...	

RESPONSE	NO.	370‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	building	height,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	
the	Project	related	to	height	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 also	 evaluated	 the	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	building	height	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	
the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐7	 through	 2‐12	 and	 2‐30	 through	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	 visual	 character	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	height.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	
Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 at	 the	 Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	intersection.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.C371	

Joel	Thurm	
joelthurm@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C371‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C371‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C371‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C371‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C371‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C371‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C371‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C371‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	propo	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.C371‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C372	

John	Hesse	
johnahesse@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C372‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C372‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	"	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C372‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C372‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C372‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,	560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,	500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C372‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C372‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C372‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C372‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C373	

John	Powell	
powellarch@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C373‐1	

Dear	Honorable	Mayor,	Mr.	Ryu	and	Planning	Council:	
I	live	up	in	Laurel	Canyon,	so	Laurel	Canyon	is	the	only	street	I	can	use	to	get	down	towards	Sunset.		I	want	
you	to	please	draw	a	comparison	with	what	happened	in	Atlanta	to	this	project.		In	Atlanta,	high	rises	were	
built	 along	 Peachtree	 Street	 in	 Midtown,	 which	 had	 been	 one	 or	 two	 story	 businesses.	 	 Even	 though	
Peachtree	 Street	 is	 four	 lanes,	 and	 the	 adjacent	 West	 Peachtree,	 is	 two	 lanes,	 they	 did	 not	 provide	 the	
infrastructure	necessary	for	the	increased	traffic	load.		As	a	result,	it	is	gridlock	on	all	the	streets.		The	area	is	
far	 from	 freeways,	 so	 everyone	 has	 to	 use	 surface	 streets	 meant	 for	 a	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 	 It	 is	
considered	such	an	abject	failure	that	it	is	used	as	an	example	of	bad,	bad	overdevelopment.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C373‐1	

The	 comment	 regarding	development	 in	Atlanta	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	
their	consideration.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 both	 at	 the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard/Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersections	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	
2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		This	suggests	that	traffic	impacts	even	further	away	from	the	Project	Site	
in	Laurel	Canyon	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	
impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C373‐2	

The	area	around	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	(Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.)	is	residential.		Even	though	the	project	is	
on	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	which	 is	 four	 lanes	wide,	 Sunset	 is	 already	 highly	 congested.	 	 People	 have	 come	 to	
avoid	it	already.		By	building	such	a	proposed	development	of	so	many	square	feet	in	such	a	tall	tower	flies	in	
the	 face	 of	 reason,	 for	 it	 would	 be	 even	 a	 worse‐case	 scenario	 than	 Atlanta.	 	 The	 traffic	 alone	 would	 be	
horrifically	 increased	 in	 volume.	 	 The	 freeways	 are	 nowhere	 near	 the	 site.	 	 You	 have	 to	 go	 to	 the	 San	
Fernando	Valley	to	get	to	the	101	Freeway,	south	a	great	distance	to	the	10	Freeway,	or	you	are	left	with	the	
choice	of	heading	east	to	the	Hollywood	Freeway	to	downtown.		All	the	traffic	would	have	to	weave	through	
the	streets	 to	get	 to	 them.	 	 It	 is	 just	unimaginable	were	 it	not	 for	Atlanta's	example.	 	 Sunset	and	Crescent	
Heights	is	already	a	dreaded	intersection.		Please	note	that	in	your	considerations.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C373‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C373‐1	above.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C373‐3	

Lastly,	and	not	least,	is	the	height	of	the	proposed	structure.		Sunset	Boulevard	is	primarily	a	low‐rise	street	
with	a	few	mid‐rise	buildings	here	and	there.		This	tower	would	forever	alter	the	neighborhood	in	many	bad	
ways,	especially	the	scale	of	the	neighborhood.		Furthermore,	it	would	set	a	disastrous	precedent,	leading	to	
another	 Century	 City	 in	 time.	 	 I	 am	 an	 architect	 and	 have	 done	 City	 Planning,	 in	 fact	working	 in	 the	 City	
Planning	Office	in	Mobile,	Alabama.	I	know	about	master‐planning.		Areas	are	designed	for	high‐rise	towers,	
but	 they	are	placed	 together	with	ample	 infrastructure;	 they	are	not	placed	 in	areas	with	 small	 streets	or	
away	from	freeways.		This	proposal	flies	in	the	face	of	City	Planning.		The	tower	is	too	tall.		The	project	adds	
too	many	cars	 to	 the	streets.	 	 It	 is	 just	a	bad	 idea.	 	Please	vote	 to	reduce	both	the	height	and	scope	of	 the	
project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C373‐3	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	of	the	proposed	development	with	surrounding	development.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 Project	 approval	 would	 be	 precedent‐setting	 with	 respect	 to	 building	
densities	and	heights	along	Sunset	Boulevard,	while	it	is	possible	that	other	development	projects	could	be	
brought	 forth	 by	 other	 applicants	which	make	 use	 of	 the	 City’s	 established	 affordable	 housing	 incentives	
programs,	 like	 the	 Project,	 to	 allow	 for	 additional	 density/height,	 approval	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 no	
bearing	on	the	review	process	or	potential	approval	and/or	 implementation	of	 future	projects	 in	the	area.		
Moreover,	such	circumstances	would	not	be	an	effect	attributable	to	the	Project,	 indirect	or	otherwise.	 	As	
noted	previously,	and	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 goals	 and	 policies	 of	 the	 General	 Plan	
Framework	Element	 and	 adopted	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	 as	well	 as	 the	 development	 standards	 and	
other	requirements	of	the	LAMC,	related	to	density	and	height.	Furthermore,	as	discussed	on	page	4.A‐64	in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project,	 in	 conjunction	 with	 other	 related	
projects	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	Site,	would	not	result	in	significant	cumulative	impacts	related	to	scenic	
vistas,	views,	or	visual	character.			

With	respect	to	traffic‐related	comments,	please	see	response	to	Comment	C373‐1	above.	
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LETTER	NO.C374	

John	Ptak	&	Margaret	Black	
ptak@arsenalfilm.net	

COMMENT	NO.C374‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	El	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C374‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C374‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C374‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C374‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	 in	 the	on‐menu	 Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)	(	
ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C374‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C374‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C374‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C374‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C375	

John	Titizian	
7250	Franklin	Ave,	#	815,	Los	Angeles	

COMMENT	NO.C375‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C375‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C375‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C375‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C375‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C375‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C375‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C375‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1444	

COMMENT	NO.C375‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C375‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C375‐6	

Moreover,	 the	 planned	 height	 will	 block	 my	 view	 and	 reduce	 significantly	 my	 property	 value.	 So	 I'm	
vehemently	opposed	to	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.C375‐6	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Impacts	to	views	
under	 the	 Project	were	 comprehensively	 addressed	 in	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR,	while	impacts	to	views	under	Alternatives	1	through	8	were	analyzed	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	
EIR,	 and	 view	 impacts	 under	Alternative	 9	were	 addressed	 in	 Chapter	 3.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	 As	 concluded	
therein,	 impacts	 to	 views	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 under	 the	 Project	 and	 all	 proposed	 alternatives.		
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	related	to	height	and	scale.		As	discussed	
in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.A,	as	well	as	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	private	views	are	not	protected	under	CEQA	
and	thus	impacts	to	private	views	are	not	considered	impacts	to	the	environment.		Nonetheless,	the	Draft	EIR	
and	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	impacts	to	views	from	various	viewpoints	that	are	representative	of	private	views	in	
the	area	for	disclosure	purposes,	although	not	required	by	CEQA,	and	impacts	to	views	from	areas	that	are	
representative	 of	 private	 views	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Property	 values	 in	 the	
surrounding	area	are	not	germane	to	the	analysis	of	impacts	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	as	they	
do	not	relate	to	physical	impacts	on	the	environment	under	CEQA.	
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LETTER	NO.	C376	

Josie	Wade	
jo753wade@msn.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C376‐1	

I	 FEEL	THIS	BUILDING	 IS	GOING	TO	BE	TOO	TALL	FOR	THE	SURROUNDING	AREA	THE	CORNER	 IS	WAY	
TOO	BUSY	TO	HANDLE	ALL	THE	ENSUING	TRAFFIC,	IF	IT	CANNOT	BE	RECINDED	THEY	SHOULD	CONSIDE	
[sic]	LOWERING	THE	HEIGHT	OF	THE	BUILDING.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C376‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	building	height,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	
the	Project	related	to	height	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 also	 evaluated	 the	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	building	height	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	
the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	
of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐7	 through	 2‐12	 and	 2‐30	 through	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	 visual	 character	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	height.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	
Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard	intersection.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.		
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LETTER	NO.C377	

Judy	Stabile	
judystabile@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C377‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C377‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C377‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C377‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C377‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	''Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(il);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C377‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C377‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C377‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C377‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C378	

Judy	Stabile	
judystabile@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C378‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C378‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C378‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C378‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C378‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	''Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C378‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C378‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C378‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C378‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C379	

Justine	Schmidt	
2139	Nichols	Canyon	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C379‐1	

I’m	 not	 opposed	 to	 new	 development	 but	 I	 am	 opposed	 to	 over	 bloated	 projects	 that	 don’t	 take	 any	
appreciation	of	the	community	they	are	about	to	build	in.		Why	does	this	building	have	to	be	the	highest,	the	
biggest,	 and	 one	 that	 will	 cause	 a	 bigger	 traffic	 nightmare	 in	 our	 neighborhood?	 	 Mayor	 Garcetti	 keeps	
preaching	about	getting	ready	for	“the	next	big	one”	and	yet	he	is	ready	to	throw	us	under	the	bus.		How	will	
first	responders	get	to	us	and	how	long	will	 it	take?	 	Then	of	course	there	is	the	traffic.	 	Already,	you	can’t	
travel	down	Sunset	because	of	the	horrible	traffic	jams.		Hey	let’s	throw	a	few	more	thousand	people	at	the	
problem	and	see	how	we	do.		And	then	you	want	to	cut	down	the	lanes	on	Sunset	to	create	a	bus	and	bike	
lane.	 	Have	 you	 guys	 been	 in	 the	 area?	 	What	 about	 our	 infrastructure?	 	What	 about	 saving	water?	 	 This	
project	certainly	has	not	addressed	these	concerns.		I	know	the	developers	are	going	to	build	something	but	
let’s	be	fair	to	the	people	that	live	in	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C379‐1	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts,	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	seismic	
ground	 shaking,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 infrastructure	 adequacy	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	
access	 and	 response	 times.	 	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	 operational	 traffic,	 seismic	 safety,	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	 access/response	 time	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures,	and	less	than	significant	infrastructure	impacts.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	concerning	cutting	down	lanes	on	Sunset	to	create	a	bus	and	bike	lane,	a	bike	
lane	 is	 planned	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 east	 of	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 in	 the	 City’s	 adopted	 General	 Plan	 Mobility	
Element	(Mobility	Plan	2035).		However,	while	the	Mobility	Plan	2035	has	been	adopted,	the	adoption	of	the	
Plan	 and	 associated	 future	 installation	 of	 a	 bike	 lane	 at	 this	 location	was	 not	 anticipated	 at	 the	 time	 the	
Project	TIA	was	prepared,	 and	 thus	 it	would	have	been	speculative	 to	assume	 the	presence	of	 the	 subject	
bike	 lane	 in	 the	Project’s	 traffic	analysis.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	bicycle	 facilities	 for	
further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	concerning	saving	water,	 the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 impacts	to	water	supply	 in	
Section	4.K.1,	Water	 Supply,	while	 Section	2.B.11	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9.			As	indicated	on	page	4.K.1‐18	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	adequate	water	
supply	 is	available	to	serve	the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Furthermore,	as	 indicated	on	page	4.K.1‐15	and	
4.K.1‐16	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	incorporate	water	conservation	features	and	
measures	 required	 for	 Leadership	 in	 Energy	 and	 Environmental	 Design	 (LEED)	 certification	 and	 the	
requirements	of	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Green	Building	Ordinance	 (e.g.,	use	of	water	efficient	 fixtures	and	
appliances,	etc.).	
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LETTER	NO.C380	

Karen	Kondazian	
7135	Hollywood	Blvd.	#1001‐#1002‐#1003	
Los	Angeles,	Cal.90046	

COMMENT	NO.C380‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C380‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C380‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C380‐2	

R	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C380‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C380‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C380‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C380‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C380‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C380‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.C381	

Kathe	Osborne	
ko_images@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.C381‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C381‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C381‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C381‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C381‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C381‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C381‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C381‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C381‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C382	

Kelbe	Bensinger	
1418	N	Genesee	Ave	

COMMENT	NO.C382‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C382‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C382‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C382‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C382‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	perm	 it	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C382‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C382‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C382‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C382‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C383	

Kelly	Mayfield	
kellym@dslextreme.com	

COMMENT	NO.C383‐1	

I	 have	 lived	 in	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd./Crescent	Heights	 neighborhood	 for	 22	 years.	 Not	 only	 is	 this	 lovely	 area	
being	 overrun	 with	 gigantic	 homes	 built	 by	 developers	 ‐	 but	 is	 in	 danger	 of	 being	 destroyed	 by	 the	
development	planned	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd,	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	regarding	homes	built	in	the	surrounding	area	do	not	raise	an	
issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	addressed	therein.		However,	the	
comments	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.C383‐2	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C383‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C383‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C383‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C383‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C383‐6	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii)	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C383‐7	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C383‐8	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	
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COMMENT	NO.C383‐9	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C383‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C384	

Lian	Lunson	
dmforbes@pacbell.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
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standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	 	Plan	was	overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
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approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
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effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C384‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C384‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C384‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.C385	

Lisa	Goodman	
	7135	Hollywood	Blvd.,	LA,	Ca	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C385‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C385‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C385‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C385‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C385‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C385‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C385‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C385‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C385‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C385‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.C386	

Lee	Clay	
8926	Wonderland	Ave.	LA,	CA	90046	
323.469.3231	(office)	310.429.1131	(cell)	
lee	@first‐point.net	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C386‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C386‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C386‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C386‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C386‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C386‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C386‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C386‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C386‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C387	

Lisa	Hsu	and	John	Benet	
lisakhsu@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C387‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C387‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C387‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C387‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C387‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C387‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C387‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C387‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C387‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C388	

Lotus	Donovan	Testa	
emailforlotus@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C388‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C388‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories},	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C388‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C388‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C388‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C388‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C388‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C388‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C388‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C389	

Maria	Gritsch	
Warren	D.	TenHouten	
8854	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐1	

We	are	are	[sic]	writing	 in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	 for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	
Sunset	 Blvd	 (City	 Case	 No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	
adversely	 impact	 the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 We	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	
Environmental	 Impact	 Report,	 which	 we	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	
stresses	 the	 project	 will	 produce	 and	 the	 legal	 liability	 (lawsuits)	 the	 city	 would	 expose	 itself	 to	 for	
approving	 such	 a	 poorly	written	 and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	
many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	
conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C389‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C389‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C389‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C389‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	

Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	
in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C389‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C389‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C389‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C389‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		

Therefore,	we	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C389‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C390	

Marieke	Boorman	
mariekeb@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.C390‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C390‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C390‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C390‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C390‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C390‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C390‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C390‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C390‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C391	

Marjorie	Heidsieck	
8538	Lookout	Mountain	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C391‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C391‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C391‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C391‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C391‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C391‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C391‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C391‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C391‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C392	

Mark	Woodland	
<mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk>Comment	No.	C392‐1	

You	need	to	reconsider	the	plans	for	this	development.		This	project	is	100ft	to	[sic]	tall.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C392‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	
views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	building	height	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	The	
Draft	 EIR	 also	 evaluated	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 building	 height	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	
9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	
2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	
visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	height.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1482	

LETTER	NO.C393	

Masha	Stout	
mtivyan@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C393‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C393‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C393‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C393‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C393‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C393‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C393‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C393‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C393‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C394	

Dr.	Melanie	Ann	Stagnaro	
stagnaromel@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C394‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C394‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C394‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C394‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C394‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐
A;25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C394‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C394‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	 taller	 than	otherwise	possible.	What	 is	 the	Community	benefit	Where	 is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C394‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C394‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C395	

Michael	Peretzian	
2235	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C395‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C395‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C395‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C395‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	 in	 the	on‐menu	 Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 (LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4}(	
ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C395‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C395‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C395‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C395‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C395‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C396	

Michael	Rivkind	
8148	sunset	blvd	
los	angeles	ca	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C396‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C396‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C396‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C396‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C396‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C396‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C396‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C396‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C396‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C397	

Michele	Goralnick	
1847	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	CA	90069	
310‐923‐2007	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C397‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	 eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	 IS	TOO	TALL.	100	 Ft	 should	be	 the	
limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C397‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C397‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C397‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C397‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C397‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C397‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C397‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C397‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C398	

Miriam	Stark	
miriamstark44@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C398‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Blvd(City	 Case	 No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C398‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C398‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C398‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C398‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C398‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C398‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C398‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C398‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C399	

Mitchell	T.	Kaplan	
7088	La	Presa	Drive	
LA,		CA	90068	

COMMENT	NO.	C399‐1	

PLEASE	STOP	THE	DEVELOPMENT	AT	SUNSET	AND	CRESCENT	HEIGHTS	FROM	BEING	OVER	100	FEET	

RESPONSE	NO.	399‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	 the	 aesthetics,	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 building	 height	 in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.		The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	
related	 to	 building	 height	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 Section	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	
impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.A‐66	 and	 4.F‐59	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	
pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	
height	 and	 scale.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 aesthetics,	 and	 Topical	 Resource	 TR‐2	
regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.C400	

Mitchell	Kaplan	
7088	La	Presa	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA.	90068	

COMMENT	NO.C400‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C400‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C400‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C400‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C400‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C400‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C400‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C400‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C400‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C400‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1497	

LETTER	NO.C401	

Rabbi	Dr.	Norbert	Weinberg	
1317	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C401‐1	

I	am	writing	this	not	only	as	a	resident	of	the	neighborhood	but	also	as	Rabbi	of	Hollywood	Temple	Beth	El,	
as	 add	 my	 concern	 for	 the	 impact	 of	 this	 development	 on	 the	 quality	 oflife	 [sic]	 in	 this	 wonderful	
neighborhood,	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C401‐2	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C401‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C401‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C401‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C401‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C401‐6	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C401‐7	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C401‐8	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question	The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	
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COMMENT	NO.C401‐9	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C401‐9	

R	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C402	

Pamela	Raber	
4342	Gentry	Ave.	
Studio	City,	CA	91604	

COMMENT	NO.C402‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C402‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C402‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C402‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C402‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C402‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C402‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C402‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C402‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1	,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)	(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C402‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.C403	

Patricia	Lanza	
lanzafoto@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐1	

I	live	in	Laurel	Canyon	and	the	development	of	a	high	rise	(22	stories)	with	increased	of	usage	of	the	single	
lane	 for	 traffic	 going	 into	 the	 canyon	 from	Crescent	Heights	 and	 that	 corner	will	 be	 impassable	 after	 this	
construction.	There	 is	no	provision	 for	 increasing	 the	 infra	structure	 for	extra	cars	and	street	widening	or	
extra	lanes	of	traffic	to	accommodate	the	increase	in	traffic	by	this	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	the	Project’s	projected	traffic	generation	and	related	impacts	to	intersections,	roadway	segments,	
and	 regional	 facilities	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	
Project	TIA	included	in	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR.		In	addition,	Project	alternatives	were	also	evaluated	
regarding	traffic	impacts	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	(for	Alternatives	1	through	8)	and	in	Chapter	3.0	of	
the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9.		As	concluded	therein,	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	under	all	
scenarios	 with	 implementation	 of	 Project‐related	 improvements	 and	 one	 mitigation	 measure.	 	 Project‐
related	 improvements	 include	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection	and	installation	of	a	new	traffic	signal	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Havenhurst	
Drive,	while	mitigation	included	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J	requires	the	installation	of	a	new	traffic	signal	at	the	
intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		These	improvements	would	improve	traffic	system	
function	 in	 the	 Project	 area,	 and	 thus,	 the	 Project	 would	 include	 provisions	 for	 increasing	 traffic	
infrastructure	capacity	to	accommodate	Project‐related	traffic	 increases.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	with	surrounding	development	related	to	height	and	scale,	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐2	

Also	we	live	in	a	fire	hazard	area,	and	the	residents	have	to	be	able	to	evacuate	safely	using	Crescent	Heights	
as	an	escape	route.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	
emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 response	 times.	 	 As	 noted	 therein,	 Project‐related	 traffic	 and	 emergency	
services	 impacts	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	mitigation	 and	 trip‐reduction	 features	 of	 the	 Project	
including	the	Project’s	TDM	Plan.			

COMMENT	NO.C403‐3	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
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Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐4	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐5	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐6	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐7	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.C403‐8	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐9	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C403‐10	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C403‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1505	

LETTER	NO.C404	

Paulo	Derezende	
8921	Holly	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1506	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C404‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C404‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
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LETTER	NO.C405	

Peter	D.	Grean,	Esq.	
8390	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	Ca.	90069	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C405‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C405‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C405‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C405‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C405‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.8u	

RESPONSE	NO.C405‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C405‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C405‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C405‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C406	

Phil	Hammond	
1327	Havenhurst	Drive	APT	1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C406‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C406‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C406‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C406‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C406‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C406‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C406‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C406‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C406‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C407	

Randall	Kahn	
7250	Franklin	Ave.,	#802	
Los	Angeles	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C407‐1	

At	 234	 feet,	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 will	 put	 a	 huge	 burden	 on	 our	 already	 strained	
infrastructure	 here	 in	 Hollywood	 and	 undoubtedly	 lead	 to	 more	 of	 the	 same.	 We	 simply	 cannot	 sustain	
developments	like	this.	PLEASE	limit	its	height	to	a	more	reasonable	100	feet!	

RESPONSE	NO.C407‐1	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	No.	 2‐2	 regarding	 building	 heights	 in	 the	 Project	 area	 and	
building	heights	proposed	under	the	Project.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.C407‐2	

The	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 (City	 Case	 No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	
development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	
approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	
negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	
approving	 such	 a	 poorly	written	 and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	
many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	
conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C407‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C407‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C407‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C407‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C407‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C407‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C407‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C407‐6	

	ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);).	

RESPONSE	NO.C407‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C408	

Richard	Donner	
dondicker2@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C408‐1	

to	all	concerned	give	our	poor	little	city	a	break	9000	sunset	was	bad	enough	but	22	stories	at	8150	sunset	is	
beyond	reality			how	about	6	stories			that	used	to	be	the	max			help			RICHARD	DONNER	

RESPONSE	NO.	C408‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	views	and	visual	character,	
and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	related	to	height	and	scale.	 	As	indicated:	 	(1)	
the	tallest	building	under	the	Project	would	be	16	stories	in	height	(216	feet	above	grade),	while	the	tallest	
building	under	Alternative	9	would	be	15	stories	in	height	(234	feet	above	grade);	(2)	these	stories/heights	
were	measured	at	the	lowest	point	at	the	Project	Site	(the	southwest	corner);	and	(3)	Alternative	9	would	
have	fewer	floors	but	a	greater	height	than	the	Project	because	of	the	greater	number	of	feet	per	floor	under	
this	alternative.	 	Also	as	indicated,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	views,	
visual	character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.C409	

Rob	McConnell	MD	
Maria	de	Castro	MD	
1616	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
LA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C409‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C409‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C409‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	is	I	and	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	
gift.	It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C409‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Trans	it	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,2S(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C409‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C409‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C409‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C409‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C409‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C410	

Robert	Novinger	
7250	Franklin	Ave	#1207	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C410‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C410‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C410‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C410‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C410‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C410‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C410‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C410‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C410‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C410‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C411	

Robert	Schwartz	
Herluf	Kanstrup	
1230	Horn	Plaza	#607	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C411‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C411‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C412	

Rochelle	Firestone	
firestone8@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C412‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C412‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C412‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C412‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C412‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C412‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C412‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C412‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C412‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	
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LETTER	NO.C413	

Roland	G.	Lopez	
rolandl333@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C413‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C413‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C413‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C413‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C413‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C413‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	J	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C413‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C413‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C413‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C414	

Rosie	Bornstein	
415	N.	Harper	Apt	3	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
323	654	4240	
Rosie.Bornstein@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C414‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C414‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C414‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C414‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C414‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C414‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C414‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C414‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C414‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C415	

Roz	and	Jay	Wolpert	
1825	Mt	Olympus	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	Ca.	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C415‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C415‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C415‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvdd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C415‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C415‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C415‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	

COMMENT	NO.C415‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C415‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C415‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4	)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C415‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C415‐6	

Please	please	consider	the	impact	of	this	project‐there	is	no	going	back!	

RESPONSE	NO.C415‐6	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	
environmental	 impacts	of	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	were	comprehensively	evaluated	in	Chapter	
4.0,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.			
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LETTER	NO.	C416	

Selene	Ting	
1400	N.	Genesee	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C416‐1	

TO	WHOM	IT	MAY	CONCERN:	
As	a	resident	of	Spaulding	Square,	I	can	see	daily	the	effects	of	 increased	traffic	on	Fountain,	Santa	Monica	
and	Sunset	Blvd.	 	 It	 has	never	been	 this	 congested	before,	 and	getting	 around	 is	 very	difficult	 now.	 	 I	 am	
against	 the	proposed	development	 for	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	 	 It	 sets	a	bad	precedent	 for	building	 taller,	more	
densely	packed	buildings.	 	While	 the	new	design	 is	better,	 it’s	now	234	 feet,	 even	 taller	 then	 [sic]	 the	old	
design.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	 is	 just	161	feet,	 the	Capitol	Records	building	 is	 just	
150	feet	without	the	antenna.		This	is	even	higher	than	9000	Sunset,	or	Soho	House.	It	is	outrageous	that	they	
are	requesting	this	to	be	approved.		Sunset	Blvd	was	never	meant	to	be	like	Las	Vegas	or	other	large	cities.		It	
was	meant	to	accomodate	[sic]	a	community	the	size	of	a	small	village.		The	area	cannot	accomodate	[sic]	any	
more	traffic	or	larger	buildings.		A	new	environmental	inpact	[sic]	study	by	an	independent	company	must	be	
conducted	with	complete	transparency	of	its	methodology.	 	No	exceptions	should	be	made	for	the	size	and	
height	 of	 this	 development.	 	 As	 it	 is,	 I	 foresee	 complete	 gridlock	 on	 Sunset	 already	 with	 the	 Millenium	
Project.	 	Large,	 tall	buildings	do	not	belong	on	Sunset,	and	allowing	any	more	 is	completely	 irrresponsible	
[sic].	

RESPONSE	NO.	C416‐1	

The	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		This	includes	the	traffic	impacts	at	the	study	intersections	
along	Fountain	Avenue,	Santa	Monica	Boulevard	and	Sunset	Boulevard	(pages	4.J‐43	 through	4.J‐48	of	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐42	through	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR).	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	
impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	 to	 the	height	and	scale	of	 the	proposed	development,	 the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	aesthetics,	
views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	The	
Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	 the	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 related	 to	height	and	scale,	and	
consistency	with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	
while	Section	2.B.6	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	
pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	 than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	 character	
and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	both	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
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be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 Project	 approval	 would	 be	 precedent‐setting	 with	 respect	 to	 building	
height	 and	 scale	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 while	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 other	 development	 projects	 could	 be	
brought	 forth	 by	 other	 applicants	which	make	 use	 of	 the	 City’s	 established	 affordable	 housing	 incentives	
programs,	 like	 the	 Project,	 to	 allow	 for	 additional	 density/height,	 it	 is	 not	 necessary	 or	 appropriate	 to	
speculate	 on	 the	 future	 development	patterns	 in	 the	 area	 in	 the	 absence	 of	 any	 evidence	 to	 support	 such	
assertions.	 	 Moreover,	 such	 circumstances	 would	 not	 be	 an	 effect	 attributable	 to	 the	 Project,	 indirect	 or	
otherwise.		As	noted	previously,	and	discussed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	
the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 goals	 and	 policies	 of	 the	
General	 Plan	 Framework	 Element	 and	 adopted	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 development	
standards	and	other	 requirements	of	 the	LAMC,	 related	 to	height	and	scale.	Furthermore,	 as	discussed	on	
page	 4.A‐64	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project,	 in	 conjunction	with	
other	related	projects	 in	 the	vicinity	of	 the	Project	Site,	would	not	result	 in	significant	cumulative	 impacts	
related	to	scenic	vistas,	views,	or	visual	character.			

With	respect	to	the	adequacy	of	the	EIR,	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	have	been	prepared	in	accordance	with	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 and	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 requirements,	 and	 recirculation	 of	 these	
documents	is	not	required.		
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LETTER	NO.	C417	

Sheldon	Bond	
sdbond87@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C417‐1	

I,	 like	 most	 people,	 am	 a	 big	 supporter	 of	 Frank	 Gehry	 and	 a	 big	 supporter	 of	 improving	 our	 built	
environment	 in	Los	Angeles.	 	Mr.	Gehry	 is	 responsible	 for	 some	of	 the	buildings	 that	make	Los	Angeles	 a	
unique	and	amazing	place	to	live.	 	This	new	iteration	of	the	8150	Sunset	project	looks	amazing,	is	amazing	
and	will	serve	as	a	defining	feature	in	the	future	Los	Angeles.			

All	of	these	facts	make	the	small	group	of	opposition	to	the	project	that	much	more	infuriating.		As	a	neighbor	
I’ve	 been	 following	 this	 project	 since	 its	 inception	 in	 late	 2013.	 	 It	 was	 a	 decent	 project	 when	 initially	
presented,	 but	 it	 by	 no	 means	 reached	 the	 level	 of	 impressiveness	 of	 the	 current	 Gehry	 alternative	 9	
iteration.	 	Why	and	how	did	this	project	get	better?	 	 I	 think	the	developers	 listened	to	the	concerns	of	 the	
neighbors	 and	 changed	 their	 project.	 	 Most	 notably,	 they	 hired	 Los	 Angeles’	 best	 architect,	 and	 a	 world	
famous	one	on	top	of	 that,	 to	design	the	building.	 	But	 it	was	more	than	 just	 that.	 	The	new	design	has	no	
rooftop	club,	a	request	made	from	stakeholders	and	homeowners	in	the	hills	worried	about	noise	pollution.		
The	new	project	cut	commercial	space	significantly,		dramatically	reducing	traffic	it	would	generate	by	over	
1,000	trips	per	day.		The	new	project	breaks	up	what	was	one	structure	into	five	separate	buildings,	allowing	
for	light	and	views	to	be	preserved	and	enhanced.	The	new	design	isn’t	brutish	in	that	the	podium	walls	at	
the	edges	of	the	property	are	no	longer	disproportionally	high.			

All	 of	 these	 are	 good	 things,	 and	 they	 came	 as	 a	 result	 of	 a	 property	 owner	 and	 a	 community	 working	
together.		So	why	am	I	angry?		It’s	very	simple	–	as	I	read	the	comment	letters	from	some	of	the	very	same	
people	who	so	greatly	affected	and	 improved	the	new	design,	 I	see	 their	anti‐everything	true	colors	really	
come	through.		The	recent	form	letter	that	I’ve	seen	is	most	disturbing.		Even	though	this	project	is	greatly	
improved,	what	does	this	 letter	say?	 	 In	short,	nothing	 is	better,	we	should	delay	the	project,	 the	scientific	
process	of	the	city’s	review	is	flawed	and	needs	to	be	completely	redone,	we	should	follow	some	zoning	laws	
precisely	but	 it’s	 vital	 that	we	 ignore	others,	 and	 in	 closing	 the	entire	 environmental	document	 should	be	
recirculated.			

Sound	 familiar?	 	 This	 was	 almost	 the	 same	 exact	 response	 that	 these	 people	 gave	 the	 first	 time	 the	
environmental	documents	were	circulated	for	the	first	iteration	of	the	project.		And	guess	what,	the	property	
owner	did	recirculate	the	environmental	documents.		They	did	improve	the	project	drastically.		Yet	there	is	
absolutely	 no	 acknowledgement	 of	 that.	 	 Instead,	 these	 people	 are	 regurgitating	 almost	 exactly	 the	 same	
comments	for	a	project	redesigned	as	a	direct	result	of	their	input.		That	I	find	offensive	and	outrageous.			

What	is	even	more	offensive?		Private	acknowledgments	that	the	project	has	changed	for	the	better	that	are	
being	 selectively	 ignored	 by	 project	 opponents	 who	 are	 instead	 focusing	 solely	 on	 the	 negative.	 	 I	 have	
received	 emails	 from	 the	 exact	 same	 group	 circulating	 the	 form	 letter	 that	 include	 the	 following	phrases:	
“The	developers	heard	the	complaints,	and	to	their	credit,	they	have	reworked	their	plans	with	Frank	Gehry	
as	architect.”	And	“Some	board	members	have	had	the	opportunity	to	review	the	plan,	and	there	is	much	to	
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like	over	the	previous	one.	 	There	are	greater	setbacks,	a	breakup	of	 the	building	mass,	 fewer	apartments,	
more	parking	and	more	attention	to	traffic	flow.”			

Wow!	Can	you	believe	the	same	people	writing	the	doom	and	gloom	form	letters	(or	taking	all	of	20	seconds	
of	their	day	to	paste	them	in	an	email	and	press	send)	you	are	receiving	are	the	same	group	that	wrote	the	
phrases	above?		Sadly,	these	realistic	assessments	are	not	being	reflected	on	the	record.		That	is	perplexing	
to	say	the	least,	and	leads	me	to	the	simple	conclusion	that	this	small	group	is	taking	advantage	of	the	system	
to	oppose	change	of	any	type.			

I	urge	you	as	decision‐makers	to	rise	above	this	noise	and	let	this	amazing	project	be	built.		As	a	member	of	
the	community	I	would	certainly	much	rather	have	a	top‐tier	architectural	masterpiece	over	a	rundown	strip	
mall.		I	would	hope	that	you	and	your	legacy	have	the	same	sentiments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C417‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C418	

Skip	Haynes	
Project	Coordinator	
The	Kirkwood	Bowl	Foundation	
animalco@pacbell.net	
Comment	No.	C418‐1	

COMMENT	NO.	C418‐1	

I	totally	support	Mr.	Obrien's	opposition	to	8150	Sunset.		Mr.Obrien's	street,	Grandview	Drive	is	the	#1	spot	
at	risk	for	a	catastrophic	fire	event	in	the	city	of	Los	Angeles	(according	to	LAFD)	and	the	increased	traffic	
from	this	project	will	impact	the	safety	of	all	the	residents	of	the	Kirkwood	Bowl	in	Laurel	Canyon.		Stop	the	
developer	giveaways	that	the	city	seems	to	love	so	much.		This	is	particulariy	[sic]	aimed	at	our	"never	saw	a	
development	I	didn't	like"	Mayor.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C418‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	data	 and	analysis	 in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	of	
Alternative	9	 in	Section	2.B.10	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	 in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	 in	
Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	at	
the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	
would	be	level	of	service	B	(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	 less	than	significant	 impact),	which	suggests	that	
Project	 traffic	 impacts	 even	 farther	 away	 from	 the	 Project	 in	 Laurel	 Canyon	 would	 also	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	
regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times	for	further	discussion.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 emergency	 access	 and	 emergency	 response	 times	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	
Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 while	 Section	 2.B.9.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.I.1‐13	 and	 4.I.1‐15	 of	 the	
Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐37	 and	 2‐38	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 emergency	 access	 and	 emergency	 response	 time	
impacts	of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	during	 construction	and	operation	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	
with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	
emergency	access	and	emergency	response	times	for	further	discussion.			

With	respect	to	statements	concerning	the	fire	risk	in	Laurel	Canyon	and	“Stop	developer	giveways…”,	these	
statements	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 these	
statements	do	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	
warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C418‐2	

Dear	Srimal	Hewawitharana,	Mayor	Garcetti	and	Councilman	Ryu,	
I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
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the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C418‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C418‐3	

At	234	feet	this	project	is	completely	out	of	line	with	the	surrounding	area.	I	have	lived	for	32	years	at	1,000	
feet	 elevation	 directly	 above	 the	 project.	 	 While	 I	 am	 over	 a	 mile	 distant	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 I	 am	 now	
constantly	assaulted	by	loud	music	from	the	nightclubs.	 	Sound	rises	straight	up	the	hillside.	 	 I	am	tired	of	
calling	the	police	and	being	unable	to	identify	the	source.		I	am	sure	they	are	tired	of	me	too.		The	quality	of	
my	life	has	totally	deteriorated	and	this	project	would	be	the	final	straw.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C418‐3	

Please	see	response	to	Comment	C350‐2	(Aiden	Obrien	Letter	C350).	

COMMENT	NO.	C418‐4	

Mr.	Gehry's	Disney	Hall	Project	had	serious	unintended	consequences	for	the	neighbors.		Ultimately	the	real	
question	is	do	we	want	to	become	Hong	Kong	with	it's	[sic]	high	density	and	real	estate	fueled	economy	or	
opt	for	quality	of	life	over	rabid	commercialism.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C418‐4	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.C419	

Stephen	Badger	
1698	Marmont	Ave	

COMMENT	NO.C419‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C419‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C419‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C419‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C419‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	perm	 it	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C419‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C419‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C419‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C419‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C420	

Sue	Bellord	
sue@white‐spark.com	

COMMENT	NO.C420‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	

This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	

I	ask	 that	you	deny	 the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	which	 I	 feel	 both	
does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	the	legal	liability	
(lawsuits)	 the	city	would	expose	 itself	 to	 for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	
EIR	report.	

While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	
architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C420‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C420‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	 impactful	than	it	 is.	 It	
doesn't	even	properly	address	the	already	massive	congestion	on	Laurel	Canyon	which	will	only	get	worse.	
Have	you	tried	getting	from	the	101	and	taking	Laurel	Canyon	to	Sunset?	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.C420‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C420‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C420‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C420‐7	

The	 problems	 far	 out	 way	 [sic]	 the	 benefits.	 Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	
Community	with	Benefits	such	as	Affordable	Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	
ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	
What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	
on	 site?	We	 know	 the	number	 of	 affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐7	

The	comment	that	the	problems	associated	with	the	Project	outweigh	the	benefits	is	noted	and	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7	regarding	
the	 public	 amenities	 of	 the	 Project,	 affordable	 housing,	 and	 conformance	 with	 applicable	 development	
standards.	
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COMMENT	NO.C420‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C420‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C421	

Sukee	Chew	
8714	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C421‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C421‐	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C421‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C421‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,	500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C421‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C421‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	De\eloper	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C421‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C421‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project	

RESPONSE	NO.C421‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C422	

Susan	Ertag	
susanertag@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C422‐1	

Here	 we	 go	 again.	 	 Fuzzy	 math,	 trickery,	 loopholes,	 ducking	 and	 dodging,	 non‐transparency,	 mendacity,	
audacity,	and	 just	plain	selfish	greed.	 	People	are	voting	here,	please	 listen.	 	Go	back	to	the	drawing	board	
and	this	time	get	 it	right	 for	the	community,	 the	environment,	 the	 infrastructure,	and	the	esthetics.	 	 If	you	
have	to	do	that	'by	hook	or	by	crook	thing'	it	is	NOT	right.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C422‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.C423	

Ted	Andre	
tedandre@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C423‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C423‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C423‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C423‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C423‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C423‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C423‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C423‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C423‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C424	

Thomas	A.	Pfeffer,	M.D.	
Dept	of	Cardiac	Surgery	
Kaiser	Permenente,	Los	Angeles	Medical	Center	
1526	N	Edgemont	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90027	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C424‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C424‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C424‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C424‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C424‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C424‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C424‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C424‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C424‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C425	

Homeowners	of	7135	Hollywood	Blvd.	Wells,	Freedman,	Laughlin,	Lynne,	Elliott	

COMMENT	NO.C425‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C425‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C425‐2	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C425‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C425‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C425‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C425‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C425‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C425‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C425‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C426	

Wendy	Kneedler	
1515	N	Ogden	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 “project	 benefits”	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project’s	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public’s	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	 	Plan	was	overturned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City’s	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1550	

approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City’s	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
hugely	 increased	 pedestrian	 foot	 traffic	 on	 this	 corner.	 	 How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1552	

effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	“residential”	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐16	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C426‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C426‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C426‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.C427	

William	(Will)	Caldwell	
310‐270‐7753	
7135	Hollywood	Blvd.	Apt	306	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C427‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C427‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C427‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C427‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C427‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C427‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C427‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C427‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C427‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C427‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C428	

Stephen	J.	Yoder	
1421	½	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C428‐1	

I	have	lived	in,	and	owned,	the	Palmdale	House	Apartments	at	1421½		through	1415	Havenhurst	Drive	since	
1974.	Like	the	predominance	of	buildings	on	Havenhurst,	the	Palmdale	House	is	two	stories	high	containing	
14	one‐bedroom	apartments.	The	street	has	retained	this	average	height	and	composition	at	least	since	1962	
when	my	family	bought	the	building.	The	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	is	about	200	feet	from	my	
apartment.	

There	 are	 many	 troubling	 issues	 and	 questions	 concerning	 8150	 Sunset	 which	 remain	 despite	 several	
modifications	of	the	proposal.	Most	of	these	are	raised	in	the	excellent	letter	written	to	you	by	Rory	Barish,	
dated	October	13,	2015.		I	support	Ms.	Barish	in	all	of	her	concerns	and	requests,	and	I	incorporate	her	letter	
here	by	reference.	

Most	 of	 the	 numerous	 problems	 inherent	 in	 8150	 Sunset	 can	 truly	 be	 satisfactorily	 mitigated	 only	 by	
reducing	its	size	and	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C428‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	B18‐
1	 through	 B18‐23	 (Rory	 Barish	 Letter	 B18).	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 consistency	 with	
development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	land	uses.	

COMMENT	NO.	C428‐2	

No	matter	 what	 drawings	 are	 presented	 or	which	 famous	 architects	 are	 employed,	 If	 the	 developers	 are	
permitted	 to	 build	 for	 the	 number	 of	 cars	 and	 people	 which	 they	 project	 (almost	 certainly	 an	
underestimation)	 a	 severely	 negative	 impact	 is	 inevitable.	 There	 will	 be	 gridlocking	 congestion;	 life	
threatening	 hindrance	 of	 first	 responders	 during	 peak	 driving	 hours;	 health	 threatening	 emissions	 from	
idling	cars	and	trucks	attempting	to	navigate	streets	which	are	not	wide	enough	to	accommodate	them;		and	
sewage	and	water	usage	beyond	the	capacity	of	existing	 infrastructure	resulting	 in	broken	mains	and	sink	
holes.	These	problems	are	occurring	now.	How	can	one	doubt	that	they	will	be	made	worse	by	8150	Sunset?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C428‐2	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project,	including	Alternative	9,	as	well	as	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 response	 times.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 calculation	 of	 trip	 generation	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 was	 conducted	 in	 accordance	 with	
established	LADOT	traffic	impact	analysis	procedures.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	and	air	quality	impacts	
in	Sections	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	and	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	 H‐1	 and	 Appendix	 B,	 respectively.	 	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 associated	
Alternative	9	on	pages	2‐19	to	2‐25.	 	As	discussed	therein,	operational	 traffic	 impacts	to	 intersections	and	
neighborhood	 street	 segments	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation,	 while	
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construction‐related	air	quality	 impacts	were	concluded	to	be	 less	than	significant	with	 implementation	of	
the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures	 and	 operational	 air	 quality	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	(without	mitigation).		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	and	sewage	impacts	in	Section	4.K.1,	
Water	 Supply,	 and	 4.K.2,	 respectively.	 	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 water	 supply	 and	 wastewater	 impacts	
associated	Alternative	9	on	pages	2‐57	to	2‐60.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	
significant.		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	
Site.					

COMMENT	NO.	C428‐3	

Living	on	Havenhurst	I	am	particularly	concerned	about	the	effect	on	that	street	of	8150	Sunset,	both	during	
construction	and	afterward.	 	 In	comparison	with	Sunset	and	with	Crescent	Heights,	Havenhurst	 is	narrow.		
Even	now	the	presence	almost	daily	of	numerous	delivery	vehicles,	moving	vans,	garbage	collection	trucks,	
fire	engines	and	double	parkers,	create	a	serious	hazard	for	cars	and	pedestrians.		These	difficulties	are	going	
to	be	 increased	beyond	all	 acceptable	 levels,	 first	by	 construction	 traffic,	 and	 subsequently	by	 the	 regular	
flow	of	 vehicles	 into	 and	out	of	8150	Sunset.	Unbelievably,	 it	 appears	 that	 the	main	entrance	 and	exit	 for	
8150	Sunset	is	currently	planned	to	be	on	Havenhurst.	For	Havenhurst	to	remain	viable	in	conjunction	with	
8150	Sunset,	 it	must	be	closed	to	 through	traffic	by	a	cul‐de‐sac	 just	 to	 the	south	of	 the	development,	and	
regulated	at	Fountain	by	a	traffic	signal.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C428‐3	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 existing	 conditions	 along	Havenhurst	 Drive	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers.	 	However,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	and	
Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	on	pages	2‐46	and	2‐47	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	
Alternative	9,	 impacts	 to	Havenhurst	Drive	under	 the	Project	and	various	Alternatives	would	be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Contrary	 to	 the	commenter’s	assertion,	 the	Project	entrance	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 is	
the	primary	commercial	patron	and	employee	entry	and	exit	point	and	an	optional	access	point	for	residents	
and	 guests,	 while	 the	 primary	 residential	 access,	 as	well	 as	 garbage	 and	 delivery	 truck	 access,	 would	 be	
provided	at	the	Project	frontage	on	Havenhurst	Drive.		While	primary	resident	vehicle	entry/exit	and	access	
for	 deliveries/garbage	 pickup	 would	 occur	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 it	 would	 only	 affect	 the	 northernmost	
portion	of	the	street	along	the	Project	Site	frontage	due	to	left‐turn	prohibitions	and	physical	barriers	that	
would	minimize	Project‐related	 traffic	 and	 related	effects	 to	 the	 south	of	 the	Project	 Site	on	 this	 roadway	
(please	 see	 Figure	 4.J‐5	 on	 page	 3‐27	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 for	 a	 conceptual	 illustration	 of	 potential	 left‐turn	
barriers).	 	 It	should	also	be	noted	that	access	 for	commercial	automobile	traffic	would	be	restricted	to	the	
Project’s	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway	under	Alternative	9,	thereby	further	reducing	traffic	volumes	
on	Havenhurst	Drive.	 	 Please	 refer	 to	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	Project‐related	 traffic,	 access,	 and	
pedestrian	 safety.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C625‐16	 (Janey	 Marks	 Letter	 C625)	 regarding	
installation	of	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive.		With	regard	to	the	comment	suggesting	the	installation	of	
the	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Fountain	 Avenue,	 this	 improvement	 is	 required	 by	 Mitigation	
Measure	TR‐1,	as	discussed	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		

COMMENT	NO.	C428‐4	

A	final	but	extremely	important	concern	for	me	is	that	the	Chase	Bank	building	be	preserved	at	its	current	
site.	It	is	the	last	remaining	example	of	this	type	of	mid‐century	modern	commercial	building	in	Los	Angeles,	
and	perhaps	anywhere.	 It	 cannot	be	successfully	moved,	and	 it	 should	be	retained	on	 the	site	 for	which	 it	
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was	 specifically	 built.	 	 It	 should	 be	 incorporated	 into	whatever	 design	 is	 ultimately	 determined	 for	 8150	
Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C428‐4	

Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 considered	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Project.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	
Alternatives	5,	6,	and	7	all	would	retain	the	Bank	building	on‐site.		The	impacts	for	each	of	these	alternatives	
were	evaluated	in	Chapter	5	and	compared	to	those	under	the	Project.		The	alternatives	presented	in	Chapter	
5	will	be	considered	by	the	decision	makers	during	the	review	and	approval	process	for	the	Project.		Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historical	resources	including	the	existing	Bank	building.	
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LETTER	NO.	C429	

Adam	Bersin	
abersin07@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	429‐1	

Srimal,	
The	project	at	8150	Sunset	is	a	sound	one.		I	have	two	major	points	to	make	in	support	of	the	project,	the	first	
being	 the	 environmental	 sensitivity	 of	 the	 project	 and	 the	 second	 being	 the	 need	 for	 something	 like	 this	
vision	 at	 this	 intersection.	 	 I’m	 a	 staunch	 environmentalist.	 	 This	 project	 will	 be	 a	 LEED	 building,	 which	
honestly	at	 this	point	should	be	a	requirement	 for	all	new	construction.	 	But	 this	project	goes	many	steps	
beyond	that	–	it	will	be	a	GHG	net	neutral	project,	the	first	of	its	kind	in	Los	Angeles	and	certified	with	a	state	
designation	from	Governor	Jerry	Brown.		This	should	be	commended	and	replicated.		We	desperately	need	
new	development	for	the	sake	of	our	housing	stock	(not	to	mention	jobs	and	economic	development),	but	we	
need	to	take	the	environment	into	consideration.	 	Global	warming	is	real	and	net	neutral	projects	 like	this	
one	are	 the	only	definitive	way	 to	build	 lasting	projects	 that	protect	 the	 future	of	 the	planet.	 	The	 second	
point	is	on	the	location	of	the	project	itself.	 	This	location	deserves	something	magical,	and	I	firmly	believe	
that	the	proposal	truly	is	magical.		The	new	project	will	be	a	structure	that	people	want	to	look	at.		Move	one	
block	over	and	you’ll	see	the	complete	opposite	of	this	type	of	development	at	7950	Sunset.		It’s	short,	squat,	
ugly,	boring,	poorly	planned,	 and	contributes	nothing	 to	 the	world	 famous	Sunset	Strip.	 	The	proposal	 for	
8150	Sunset	 is	a	sound	one	and	should	be	commended	for	 its	design	and	vision.	 	This	 intersection,	on	the	
Sunset	Strip	and	at	the	base	of	Laurel	Canyon,	is	the	perfect	place	for	a	statement	project.	 	I	appreciate	the	
opportunity	to	comment.		Kindly	keep	me	informed	as	this	process	progresses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	429‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C430	

Alan	Toben	
altoben@sbcglobal.net	
1784	N.	Crescent	Heights	Bl	

COMMENT	NO.	C430‐1	

I	am	writing	to	object	to	the	proposed	increase	in	height	of	the	above	project.		(City	Case	#ENV‐29013‐2552‐
EIR)	 	This	will	severely	impact	the	views	from	my	home,	as	well	as	my	neighbors	and	for	which	we	paid	a	
premium.		As	it	is,	the	project	is	so	large	that	I	fear	it	will	overwhelm	the	infrastructure.	 	It	presently	takes	
ten	 minutes	 just	 to	 cross	 Sunset	 Blvd	 heading	 south	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Blvd	 and	 with	 the	 significantly	
increased	traffic	it	will	only	compound	an	already	very	frustrating	situation.		I	hope	this	will	be	addressed	in	
the	review.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C430‐1	

The	portion	of	the	comment	objecting	to	the	proposed	increase	in	height	of	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	
provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

	With	respect	 to	 the	height	and	scale	of	 the	proposed	development,	 the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	
views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	The	
Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	 the	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 related	 to	height	and	scale,	and	
consistency	with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	
while	Section	2.B.6	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	
pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	 than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	 character	
and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	both	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	public	versus	private	views,	as	indicated	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	per	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	
Thresholds	Guide,	 and	 applicable	 case	 law,	 the	 impacts	 of	 a	 project	 on	 views	 from	public	 and	not	private	
vantage	points	is	subject	to	review	in	an	EIR.	

With	respect	to	infrastructure,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	and	wastewater	infrastructure	impacts	
in	 Section	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 and	 Section	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 respectively,	 police	 protection	 and	 fire	
protection/emergency	 medical	 services	 impact	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	
Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	 Protection,	 respectively,	 and	 traffic‐related	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	
Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR).		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	in	these	regards	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	 mitigation	 measures	 (operational	 traffic‐related	 impacts)	 or	 without	 mitigation	 measures	 (water	
supply	 and	 wastewater	 impacts).	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 the	 adequacy	 of	
infrastructure	to	serve	Project‐related	demands	and	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times,	as	well	as	
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Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 associated	 infrastructure	
improvements.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	(pages	4.J‐43	through	4.J‐48	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	
2‐42	through	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	for	further	
discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.C431	

Beverly	Matheney	
HVT	Unit	#1105	
katt.tv@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.C431‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C431‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C431‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C431‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C431‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C431‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C431‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C431‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C431‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C431‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.C432	

Bob	Curran	
2385	Castilian	Drive	
Hollywood,	CA	90068	
bobcurran@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C432‐1	

Dear	Ms.	Hewawitharana,	Mayor	Garcetti	and	Councilman	Ryu,	

This	project	is	just	plain	silly!	Go	there	and	picture	this	development	at	this	site!	

RESPONSE	NO.C432‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.C432‐2	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C432‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C432‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C432‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C432‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C432‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C432‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C432‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C432‐6	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C432‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C432‐7	

Don't	allow	this	to	happen!	

RESPONSE	NO.C432‐7	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.C433	

Carol	Cetrone	
1140	Coronado	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	90026	

COMMENT	NO.C433‐1	

I	am	writing	 in	opposition	to	 the	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	 for	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	 Case	No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	impacts	and	the	legal	liability	
that	the	City	will	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR.	The	
current	 new	 design	 still	 ignores	 many	 basic	 needs	 and	 functions,	 in	 favor	 of	 splashy	 and	 irrelevant	
architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform	and	this	project	is	vastly	out	of	scale	with	the	surrounding	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.C433‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C433‐2	

Some	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	At	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THIS	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C433‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C433‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	Study	needs	to	be	redrawn.	It	is	not	accurate	now	that	the	project	exits	have	changed,	
and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	appear	less	impactful	than	it	really	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C433‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C433‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	remain	City	property	and	not	be	donated	to	this	development.	It	is	
vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1567	

RESPONSE	NO.C433‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C433‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C433‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.C434	

Carter	C.	Bravmann,	A.I.A.,	Architect	
CarterBrav@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C434‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C434‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C434‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C434‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C434‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C434‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTIJRE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C434‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	Is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C434‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C434‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	
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LETTER	NO.C435	

Cheryl	Grubb	
1414	N.	Harper	Ave.	#3	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
310‐345‐8118	
cgrubb@ejmdevelopment.com	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐1	

I	am	writing	 in	opposition	 to	 the	EIR	submitted	by	 the	developer	 for	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	
Sunset	Blvd.,	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.	I	am	offended	that	the	developer	is	highlighting	the	
use	of	Frank	Gehry's	name	and	well	known	architecture	on	mailings	to	the	community	in	an	effort	to	
distract	us	 from	 the	 real	 issues	of	 this	massive	development.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	 	This	 is	 a	
massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	
the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	
the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	 produce	 and	 the	 legal	 liability	 (lawsuits)	 the	 city	 would	
expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	
design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture	by	
a	well‐known	architect.	Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐2	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	 SAFETY:	 Say	 No	 to	 eliminating	 the	 Traffic	 Island!	 Setbacks	 on	 the	 new	 design	 are	 almost	
nonexistent	 and	part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	
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required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	 space	 other	 than	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	We	 know	 the	 number	 of	 affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C435‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C435‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	
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LETTER	NO.	C436	

Cheryl	Alu	
1589	Marmont	Avenue	
LA,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C436‐1	

As	a	resident	of	the	Sunset/Crescent	Heights	area	I	strongly	object	to	the	height	of	the	building	planned	for	
8150	Sunset.	 	 I	ask	that	the	height	be	lowered	in	keeping	with	the	wishes	of	the	people	who	live	near	and	
around	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C436‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		 	The	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	 the	 aesthetics,	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.		The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 Section	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	
impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.A‐66	 and	 4.F‐59	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	
pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	
and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	
use,	for	further	discussion.	

Several	 alternatives	 were	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 address	 concerns	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	
including	 Alternative	 1	 (No	 Project/No	 Build),	 Alternative	 2	 (Existing	 Zoning),	 Alternative	 3	 (Reduced	
Height),	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).	 	Also,	 in	response	to	public	comments	
on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 new	 alternative	 was	 added	 (Alternative	 9,	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	
Underground	Parking)	and	was	evaluated	in	a	re‐circulated	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	RP‐DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	
reduce	 the	mass	of	 the	Project	 by	providing	 a	 lower	podium	height,	 and	would	provide	north‐south	 view	
corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	towers.	
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LETTER	NO.	C437	

Chris	Becker	
1720	N	Fuller	Ave	#544	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C437‐1	

I	came	across	this	information	about	8150	Sunset	and	wanted	to	share	it	with	the	planning	department.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C437‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	 contained	 in	 this	 letter	 are	provided	 in	 responses	 to	Comments	C437‐2	 through	C437‐6	 (Chris	
Becker	Letter	C437)	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	C437‐2	

Great	question,	and	if	I	have	your	permission,	I	would	like	to	make	my	answer	public.		While	I	don’t	like	the	
height,	and	am	very	aware	that	the	consequences	of	whatever	goes	in	there	will	increase	traffic	and	make	life	
harder	 for	 the	 neighborhood,	my	 principal	 reason	 for	 supporting	 this	 is	 that	 I	 genuinely	 believe	 that	 the	
developers	took	on	board	a	huge	amount	of	what	we	asked	for	in	the	initial	round	of	meetings.		To	recap,	my	
biggest	issues	with	the	original	plan	were…..1.)	It	was	hideous		2.)	It	contained	almost	entirely	smaller	one	or	
two	room	‘dormitory’	apartments	that	would	be	transitory,	and	not	build	or	add	to	the	community.		3.)	There	
was	 far	 too	much	 commercial,	which	 is	what	 generates	 the	 lions	 share	 of	 the	 traffic	&	parking	woes.	 	 4.)	
There	was	 not	 enough	 parking	 5.)	 There	was	 too	much	 emphasis	 on	 neighborhood	 disturbances	 such	 as	
outdoor	 concert	 areas,	 lit	 up	 billboards,	 rooftop	 dining	 etc.	 	 6.)	 	 The	 1000	 bicycle	 parking	 thing	was	 just	
ridiculous.		As	one	of	the	lead	players	in	the	group	formed	to	fight	this	project,	I	asked	our	local	PLUM	chair	if	
he	 could	 arrange	 a	meeting	with	 the	 developers.	 	 Despite	 their	 reluctance	 to	meet	with	me	 because	 they	
believed	my	only	 intent	was	 to	sue	 them,	 they	came	and	 listened	 to	everything	 I	had	 to	say.	 	 I	didn’t	hear	
from	them	for	several	months,	then	they	invited	me	to	view	their	new	design.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C437‐2	

The	portions	of	the	comment	identifying	the	commenter’s	issues	with	the	original	Project	and	commenter’s	
interactions	with	the	PLUM	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.			

The	portion	of	the	comment	in	support	of	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	
for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C437‐3	

As	a	big	fan	of	Frank	Gehry	I	was	genuinely	excited	to	see	what	they’d	come	up	with,	and	when	I	saw	it	I	was	
really	blown	away.		It	was	at	that	moment	that	I	knew	that	this	and	these	guys	were	serious	about	bringing	
something	great	to	this	location.	 	Not	only	is	it	a	Gehry,	they	took	on	board	almost	everything	I’d	asked.	 	It	
has	40%	less	commercial,	a	massive	extra	floor	of	underground	parking,	and	a	building	full	of	multi	bedroom	
market	 topping	 apartments	 and	 townhouses	 that	will	 redefine	 the	 values	of	 the	 area.	 	Appealing	 to	 those	
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buyers	also	means	 that	 they	have	 to	 lose	all	 the	originally	proposed	 ‘neighborhood	disturbances’,	outdoor	
concert	areas,	lit	up	billboards,	roof	top	bars.,	etc.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C437‐3	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 Alternative	 9	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision‐makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C437‐4	

The	one	glaring	error	they	made	in	the	design	was	removing	the	Sunset/Crescent	traffic	island	that	everyone	
in	our	neighborhood	wants	kept.	 	 It	allows	an	easy	radius	for	trucks,	buses	and	fire	trucks	at	an	otherwise	
impossible	to	make	V	junction.		I	told	them	this	was	a	massive	mistake,	and	they	gave	me	my	word	that	they	
would	replace	a	version	of	the	traffic	island	and	the	more	open	radius	turn	in	all	the	future	iterations	of	their	
design.		My	honest	feeling	after	that	second	meeting	is	that	these	are	two	guys	who	have	already	gone	way	
out	 of	 their	way	 to	 embrace	 the	 neighborhood	 concerns,	 and	 have	 come	 back	with	 something	 absolutely	
visionary	that	if	built	will	be	one	of	the	greatest	buildings	on	the	west	side	of	LA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C437‐4	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision‐makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		Please	note	that	a	potential	revised	design	for	the	Sunset/Crescent	traffic	island	was	provided	
in	 Figure	 2‐12	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 Corrections	 and	Additions	 to	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 The	 potential	
revised	 design	 increases	 the	 curb	 return	 radius	 from	 the	 original	 (and	 existing)	 22‐foot	 radius	 to	 an	
approximately	37‐foot	radius	which	would	allow	a	 typical	semi‐trailer	 truck	 to	make	 the	eastbound	right‐
turn	from	the	proposed	new	right‐turn	lane	without	encroaching	into	the	oncoming	(northbound)	left‐turn	
or	through	travel	lanes	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		

COMMENT	NO.	C437‐5	

Now,	speaking	entirely	selfishly,	 I	would	 love	 it	 to	be	more	 like	160ft	 than	234ft	so	 it	doesn’t	 take	out	the	
view	from	my	house.		However	looking	at	it	from	their	point	of	view,	I	understand	that	they’d	need	to	build	it	
to	 the	 height	 &	 sq/ft	 they	 propose	 to	 justify	 the	 extra	 expense	 of	 hiring	 a	 legend	 like	 Frank,	 and	 the	 far	
costlier	construction	that	working	with	him	involves.		Of	course	there’s	always	more	room	for	compromise,	
but	 in	my	book	 these	 guys	have	 already	 taken	 a	massive	 step	 in	 the	 right	direction,	 and	having	met	with	
them,	 I	 no	 longer	 see	 them	 as	 the	 enemy.	 	 I	 genuinely	 believe	 they	 want	 to	 create	 projects	 that	 are	
exceptional.	 	They	understand	the	value	in	doing	extraordinary	and	exemplary	work,	and	this	has	been	the	
dictum	 of	my	 own	 life	 and	 career.	 	 I’d	 also	 say	 it’s	 the	 dictum	 that	 has	 created	Hollywood.	 	 Every	 actor,	
director,	producer	and	musician	I	know	is	always	striving	to	attain	the	truly	exceptional.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C437‐5	

The	portion	of	the	comment	in	support	of	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	
for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	view	obstructions,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C437‐6	

This	does	not	mean	I	have	in	any	way	embraced	the	Garcetti	Gang’s	mad	drive	towards	the	scam	of	Transit	
Oriented	Development.	 	 I	still	see	that	as	a	 lousy	way	of	selling	out	the	current	residents	of	LA,	the	people	
who	voted	him	into	office,	to	the	greed	of	the	developers.	 	When	you	look	at	the	disgusting	and	disgraceful	
edifices	 that	are	slated	 to	go	up	at	 the	Palladium,	 the	Mosaic	Church,	 the	Millenium	Towers,	La	Cienega	&	
Sunset,	The	House	of	Blues,	Gower	&	Sunset,	etc,	etc,	you	can	see	there	is	no	vision	in	any	of	these	projects,	
only	greed.		However,	out	of	the	60	hideous	high‐rise	towers	slated	to	go	up	in	LA	over	the	next	few	years,		I	
believe	that	we	got	the	one	and	only	diamond.	 	It’s	the	only	one	destined	to	become	an	icon.	 	So,	given	the	
choice	between	a	Gehry,	or	the	wall	of	steel	and	cement	that	they	could	build	within	the	zoning	laws	on	that	
site,	I	want	to	come	down	firmly	on	the	side	of	the	Gehry,	and	working	with,	and	not	against,	these	guys	to	do	
something	amazing	that	we	can	all	be	proud	of.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C437‐6	

The	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 expressing	 dissatisfaction	 with	 other	 recent	 development	 projects	 in	 Los	
Angeles	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.	

The	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 expressing	 support	 for	 Alternative	 9,	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.C438	

Clare	Diane	
clarediane1@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C438‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C438‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C438‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C438‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C438‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C438‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C438‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C438‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C438‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C439	

Dan	A.	Sniderman	
1556	No.	Curson	Ave.	
L.A.,	CA	90046		

COMMENT	NO.	C439‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(Case	 #	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.	 	 This	 is	 a	 massive	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
whole	region.		I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	environmental	impact	report,	which	I	feel	
does	not	address	 the	enormous	negative	stresses	 the	project	will	produce	and	the	 lawsuits	 the	city	would	
expose	 itself	 to	 for	 approving	 such	a	poorly	written	a	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	 report.	 	While	 the	new	
design	is	better	than	the	previous	one	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored.		This	EIR	
does	not	conform.		Specifically	Height;	Traffic;	Safety;	Zoning;	Infrastructure	problems.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C439‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1	through	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.		Please	also	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	 impacts,	TR‐5	regarding	seismic	hazards,	TR‐2	regarding	compliance	with	
zoning,	and	TR‐6	regarding	infrastructure.	

COMMENT	NO.	C439‐2	

I	 am	 88	 years	 old.	 I	 have	 lived	 at	 1556	North	 Curson	Avenue	 since	 1973,	 before	 that	 I	 l	 lived	 at	 4	 other	
addresses	 in	 the	neighborhood	 totaling	more	 than	55	 years.	 	During	 the	Northridge	 earthquake	 I	 lost	my	
chimney.		The	epicenter	was	about	15	miles	from	my	house.		A	friend	who	lived	in	a	one	story	ranch	house	
located	 in	 Northridge	 had	 $70,000	 in	 damage.	 	 I	 believe	 building	 highrises	 in	 this	 area	 is	 just	 creating	 a	
disaster	that	is	going	to	happen.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C439‐2	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 seismic	 ground	 shaking	 hazards	 associated	 with	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.D,	
Geology	 and	 Soils,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 the	 Preliminary	 Geotechnical	 Evaluation	 and	
Fault	 Investigation	 Report	 included	 in	 Appendix	 D,	 Section	 2.B.4	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	 with	 Alternative	 9,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 B,	 and	 the	 Final	 EIR	
contains	 relevant	 correspondence,	 a	 Fault	 Rupture	 Hazard	 Assessment,	 and	 an	 addendum	 to	 the	
geotechnical	report	in	Appendix	B.		As	indicated	on	page	4.D‐25	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐27	and	2‐28	of	
the	RP‐DEIR,	the	seismic	ground	shaking	hazards	risk	associated	with	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	
less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	
regarding	seismic	ground	shaking	hazards	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C439‐3	

Traffic	has	become	insane	now.		I	do	as	much	as	I	can	before	7	A.M.,	and	I	know	the	side	streets	to	take.		The	
traffic	study	is	just	plain	wrong.		All	one	needs	to	do	is	stand	on	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	at	
8	AM	or	5	P.M.	to	verify	what	I	just	wrote.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C439‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	and	where	delay	would	change	
nominally	and	below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	
of	the	RP‐DEIR).			Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.			

With	respect	to	the	Traffic	Impact	Study	(TIA),	the	TIA,	which	is	included	as	Appendix	H	of	the	Draft	EIR,	has	
been	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Transportation	 (LADOT),	
incorporates	 LADOT	 required	 and	 industry	 accepted	 analysis	 methodologies,	 and	 is	 both	 accurate	 and	
adequate.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 regarding	 the	 TIA	 approach	 and	 methodology,	 for	 further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C439‐4	

Getting	zoning	exceptions	is,	as	far	as	I	am	concerned,	just	plain	Illlegal	[sic].	

RESPONSE	NO.	C439‐4	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	Project	consistency	with	applicable	City	development	standards	and	zoning	related	to	height	and	
scale	in	Section	4.F,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.			
As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR:	

“The	Project	Site	is	 located	within	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Area	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.10	 	It	
has	 a	 General	 Plan	 land	 use	 designation	 of	 Neighborhood	 Office	 Commercial	 and	 a	 C4‐1D	 zoning	
designation.	The	“C4”	 indicates	 that	 the	Project	Site	 is	designated	 for	commercial	uses,	which	allows	a	
wide	range	of	 commercial	activity	as	well	as	 residential	development	pursuant	 to	 the	requirements	of	
the	 R4	 residential	 zone.	 	 Commercial	 and/or	 residential	 uses	 may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	
components	of	mixed	use	projects.		The	“1D”	is	a	height	district	designation.		While	the	height	district	1	
typically	allows	floor	area	ratios	(FAR)	of	1.5:1,	the	D	condition	at	the	Project	Site	limits	the	FAR	to	1:1.		
However,	 the	 LAMC	provides	 that	 projects	with	 specified	percentages	 of	 affordable	 housing	units	 and	
that	qualify	for	a	density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	an	
increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.	 	The	existing	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	the	height	of	buildings	on	the	
Project	Site.”	

As	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐48	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	
would	 	result	 in	FARs	of	2.99:1	and	3.0,	respectively,	which	would	be	consistent	with	the	applicable	LAMC	
requirements	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 with	 approval	 of	 the	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive.	 	 Please	 see	

																																																													

10		 Hollywood	Community	Plan,	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	adopted	December	13,	1988.			
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Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 qualifications	 for	 the	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	 for	
further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C440	

Gene	Sokolovsky	
Director	of	Operations	
Academy	Ground	Transportation	Worldwide	
1356	N	Stanley	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C440‐1	

Dear	Sir/Madam,	
This	 letter	 is	on	support	of	 the	new	construction	 that	should	 take	place	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset.	 	 I	
really	support	the	developers	and	hope	that	the	new	construction	will	be	a	nice	addition	to	the	beautiful	Los	
Angeles	landscape.		Thank	you	for	taking	your	time	to	read	this	short	letter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C440‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C441	

Harlan	Allen	
940	N	Ardmore	#202	
LA,	CA	90029	

COMMENT	NO.	C441‐1	

I	 live	 in	Hollywood	and	commute	daily	to	West	Hollywood,	visiting	the	site	at	8150	regularly.	The	original	
design	for	this	project	was	generic,	provided	limited	value	and	was	certainly	nothing	to	celebrate	‐	let	alone	
hail	 as	 an	 iconic	 piece	 residing	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 current	 plan	 is	 none	 of	 those	 and	 should	 be	
applauded	as	the	amazing	opportunity	it	is.		Frank	Gehry	is	a	living	legend	who	understands	the	culture	and	
possibilities	of	8150.	I	thought	bringing	Gehry	on	board	was	unlikely,	finding	a	better	fit	is	now	impossible.	
His	 history	with	 the	 the	 [sic]	 area	 and	 vision	 for	 the	 future	 draws	 a	 perfect	 connection	 from	 location	 to	
designer.		This	is	a	world	class	architect	who	is	also	local	and	understands	the	project's	history.		Perfect	fit.		
What	 real	 cultural	 elements	 do	we	 have	 in	Hollywood	 and	 this	 area	 of	 LA	 that	 everyone	 can	 appreciate?		
We've	got	a	few	tourist	traps‐	the	walk	of	 fame	and	a	real	estate	advertisement	known	as	"The	Hollywood	
Sign,"	 but	 nearly	 nothing	 that	 locals	 can	 appreciate.	 	 This	will	 be	 iconic.	 	 I'm	 excited	 to	 take	pride	 in	 this	
design	and	our	city	every	time	I	pass	by.		Thank	you	for	your	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C441‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.				
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LETTER	NO.	C442	

Jeffrey	Gold	
Jeffreydgold@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C442‐1	

I	support	the	Sunset	development	designed	by	Frank	Gehry	that	is	currently	being	considered	by	you.		I	live	
in	a	residential	neighborhood.		Like	any	desirable	residential	neighborhood,	my	area	is	close	to	a	commercial	
center	that	affords	easy	access	for	me	and	my	family	and	offers	a	lot	of	things.	 	First,	I	work	in	a	tall	office	
building	convenient	and	close	to	my	house.		In	terms	of	quality	of	life,	living	close	to	where	I	work	allows	me	
to	spend	more	time	with	my	family,	 less	time	commuting	and	more	time	enjoying	 life.	 	Until	 I	realized	the	
positive	 impact	 these	 larger	 commercial	 and	 mixed‐use	 buildings	 had	 on	 my	 life,	 I	 was	 a	 bit	 weary	 of	
developers.		There	are	bad	developers	to	be	sure,	but	when	I	look	at	8150	Sunset	and	its	design,	all	I	can	do	is	
marvel.		Not	only	is	the	architecture	simply	amazing,	but	infill	development	like	this	will	improve	quality	of	
life	for	the	new	residents	of	the	buildings	and	the	neighbors	alike.		I	want	to	go	on	record	as	supporting	it.		I	
also	want	to	talk	about	the	height	of	the	building.		I	live	near	tall	buildings,	and	it's	actually	a	beautiful	thing.	
And	the	buildings	close	to	my	home	are	not	by	Frank	Gehry,	as	this	one	will	be.		I	look	forward	to	bringing	
my	 children	 to	 play	 and	 experience	 the	 open	 space	 surrounded	 by	 these	 5	 magnificent	 structures.	 	 I	
understand	the	hesitation	that	comes	with	big	change	like	this,	but	I	strongly	believe	that	when	we	look	back	
50	years	from	now	we	will	marvel	at	the	building	that	stands	there.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C442‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1585	

LETTER	NO.	C443	

Lara	Voloshin	
lvoloshin@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C443‐1	

We	are	residents	at	1750	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	and	we	are	against	the	rising	of	the	building	planned	to	be	
built	at	8150	Sunset.		It	is	unacceptable	that	the	building	height	be	raised	to	234	feet.		The	total	new	building	
height	should	not	exceed	160	feet	from	ground	level.		We	are	homeowners	and	do	not	want	our	view	to	be	
diminished.		The	main	reason	we	bought	our	property	is	because	of	its	view.		Please	respect	us	homeowners	
and	keep	LA	beautiful,	without	mega	highrises.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C443‐1	

The	respect	 to	 the	portion	of	 the	comment	expressing	opposition	 to	 the	 increase	 in	building	height	under	
Alternative	9,	and	the	request	that	the	building	not	exceed	160	feet	in	height,	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Because	this	portion	of	the	comment	does	not	raise	substantive	
issues	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	comment	concerning	the	views	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	please	
see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1.	 	 As	 indicating	 the	 views	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 from	 the	
surrounding	 community	 and	 the	 Hollywood	Hills	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 City’s	
CEQA	Thresholds	Guide	(2006)	provide	that	an	analysis	of	Project	impacts	on	visual	resources	must	include	
analysis	of	views	from	public	(e.g.,	designated	scenic	highways,	corridors,	parkways,	roads,	bike	paths	and	
trails)	and	not	private	vantage	points	from	private	property.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	
discussion	(including	applicable	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	[CEQA]	case	law).	
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LETTER	NO.	C444	

Lauren	Soroky	
lsoroky@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C444‐1	

I	 recently	 learned	 about	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 project	 and	 felt	 compelled	 to	 write	 you	 to	 express	 normally	
wouldn't	take	time	out	of	my	day	to	write	a	letter	like	this	this	project	is	special	and	deserves	to	be	built.		I	
first	 learned	about	the	project	 from	the	Beverly	Press	article	dated	September	2nd	‐	 I've	copied	the	entire	
letter	 below	 but	 I	wanted	 to	 bring	 your	 attention	 to	 a	 specific	 passage	 that	 really	 spoke	 to	me:	 	 'They're	
building	something	that	will	be	community‐centric	that	people	will	actually	live	in,	instead	of	somewhere	where	
they'd	stay	while	 looking	 for	somewhere	permanent,"	said	Andrew	Macpherson,	of	the	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	
citizen	group	that	opposed	original	plans.	"I'm	extremely	impressed	the	developers	listened	to	every	suggestion,	
and	 listened	 to	neighbors'	concerns."	Macpherson	applauded	 the	designs	and	 the	developers	 for	reducing	 the	
commercial	space,	adding	a	level	of	parking	and	proposing	two	and	three‐bedroom	apartments	as	opposed	to	
the	 original	 plans	 that	 called	 for	 studio	 bed	 sets.	 "These	 are	 all	 things	we	 asked	 for,	 and	we	 got,	 so	 I	 feel	
confident	saying	that	 I	believe	this	marks	a	very	encouraging	new	start	 for	all	of	us	 in	the	neighborhood	and	
Townscape,"	 Save	 Sunset	Boulevard's	website	 said	 about	 the	 new	 designs.	 	 I	 don't	 know	 the	 history	 of	 the	
project	very	well,	but	the	fact	that	a	group	that	was	formed	to	oppose	the	original	plans	now	is	saying	all	of	
these	positive	things	about	the	new	project	is	amazing.		I	strongly	agree	with	the	statements	made	above	and	
further	 believe	 that	 the	 project	 will	 be	 a	 huge	 boon,	 not	 only	 for	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 but	 for	 the	 extended	
community	as	a	whole.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C444‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.					
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LETTER	NO.	C445	

Lee	Bartlett	
leebee1411@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C445‐1	

I	 am	 also	 a	 resident	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Plaza	 area	 and	 I,	 too,	 encourage	 you	 to	 listen	 and	 act	 upon	 what	 Ms	
Marburg	has	said	in	her	email	to	you.		Thank	you	

RESPONSE	NO.	C445‐1	

Please	see	the	Responses	to	the	Comments	in	Letter	C447	(Mila	Marburg	Letter	C447).	

COMMENT	NO.	C445‐2	

I	am	a	resident	of	Los	Angeles	(Sunset	Plaza	area)	who	uses	Sunset	Blvd	as	my	daily	artery.		I	also	am	a	huge	
Frank	 Gehry	 fan	 an	 am	 very	 excited	 about	 him	 doing	 this	 project.	 	 I	 was	with	 a	 friend	 last	 night	who	 is	
purchasing	a	print	of	his	work	from	Gemini	and	we	were	discussing	which	one	to	buy.		I	suggest	as	part	of	
the	 project	 you	 have	 him	 do	 drawings	 and	 sell	 them,	 all	 proceeds	 to	 the	 city	 dedicated	 toward	making	 a	
better	community	for	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C445‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C445‐3	

That	being	said,	it	is	way	too	large….	massive	is	a	better	word	to	describe	it.		We	have	to	maintain	a	quality	of	
life	and	sanity.		With	such	an	enormous	project,	it	will	impact	all	of	us	in	a	negative	way,	no	mater	[sic]	how	
beautiful	and	innovative	the	architecture	will	be.		And	the	skyscraper	height	is	"over	the	top"	as	well	.		Please		
encourage	the	developers	and	whomever	to	continue	to	scale	 it	down	and	please	do	not	approve	 it	at	 this	
juncture.		I	know	they	have	reduced	the	size	to	some	extent,	but	they	need	to	go	back	to	the	drawing	board	as	
it	isn't	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C445‐3	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	 the	 aesthetics,	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.		The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 Section	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	
impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.A‐66	 and	 4.F‐59	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	
pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	
and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	
use,	for	further	discussion.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C445‐4	

This	project	can	be	a	treasure	or	an	eye	sore,	riddled	with	density	and	dangerous	traffic	issues.		Keep	in	mind	
that	 it	 is	also	a	 risky	area	 for	pedestrians.	 	The	 last	 thing	you	need	 is	 lawsuits	because	you	put	 through	a	
project	that	didn't	address	basic	safety	of	citizens.		I	remember	driving	by	that	very	spot	just	after	someone	
was	killed	crossing	the	street.	 	There	 is	so	much	walking	and	traffic	that	I	 fear	 is	not	properly	being	taken	
into	account	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C445‐4	

With	 respect	 to	density,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 land	use	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 in	 Section	4.F,	while	
Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐
59	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐33	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	density	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	 be	 consistent	with	 City	 requirements,	 while	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	for	further	
discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 and	 pedestrian	 safety,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 and	 pedestrian	 safety	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	
analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	
2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	
4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	and	pedestrian	safety	impacts	of	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	operational	traffic	and	pedestrian	safety	for	further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C445‐5	

I	encourage	you	to	fight	it	on	our	behalf	and	reduce	this	to	the	treasure	it	should	be.		It's	a	historic	site	and	
that	too	needs	to	be	taken	into	consideration.		A	magnificent,	appropriately	sized	use	of	the	space	will	be	a	
great	addition	to	the	city.		It	just	needs	to	be	done	within	reason,	and	it's	not	there	yet.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C445‐5	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources.		
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LETTER	NO.C446	

Michaline	Babich	
mbabichtmlp@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C446‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C446‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C446‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C446‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C446‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C446‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C446‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C446‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C446‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C447	

Mila	Marburg	
milmar4@me.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C447‐1	

I	am	a	resident	of	Los	Angeles	(Sunset	Plaza	area)	who	uses	Sunset	Blvd	as	my	daily	artery.		I	also	am	a	huge	
Frank	 Gehry	 fan	 an	 am	 very	 excited	 about	 him	 doing	 this	 project.	 	 I	 was	with	 a	 friend	 last	 night	who	 is	
purchasing	a	print	of	his	work	from	Gemini	and	we	were	discussing	which	one	to	buy.		I	suggest	as	part	of	
the	 project	 you	 have	 him	 do	 drawings	 and	 sell	 them,	 all	 proceeds	 to	 the	 city	 dedicated	 toward	making	 a	
better	community	for	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C447‐1	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 architect	 for	 Alternative	 9	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C447‐2	

That	being	said,	it	is	way	too	large	....massive	is	a	better	word	to	describe	it.		We	have	to	maintain	a	quality	of	
life	and	sanity.		With	such	an	enormous	project,	it	will	impact	all	of	us	in	a	negative	way,	no	mater	[sic]	how	
beautiful	and	innovative	the	architecture	will	be.		And	the	skyscraper	height	is	"over	the	top"	as	well.		Please	
encourage	the	developers	and	whomever	to	continue	to	scale	 it	down	and	please	do	not	approve	 it	at	 this	
juncture.		I	know	they	have	reduced	the	size	to	some	extent,	but	they	need	to	go	back	to	the	drawing	board	as	
it	isn't	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C447‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C445‐3	(Lee	Bartlett	Letter	C445).	

COMMENT	NO.	C447‐3	

This	project	can	be	a	treasure	or	an	eye	sore,	riddled	with	density	and	dangerous	traffic	issues.		Keep	in	mind	
that	 it	 is	also	a	 risky	area	 for	pedestrians.	 	The	 last	 thing	you	need	 is	 lawsuits	because	you	put	 through	a	
project	that	didn't	address	basic	safety	of	citizens.		I	remember	driving	by	that	very	spot	just	after	someone	
was	killed	crossing	the	street.	 	There	 is	so	much	walking	and	traffic	that	I	 fear	 is	not	properly	being	taken	
into	account	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C447‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C445‐4	(Lee	Bartlett	Letter	C445).	

COMMENT	NO.	C447‐4	

I	encourage	you	to	fight	it	on	our	behalf	and	reduce	this	to	the	treasure	it	should	be.		It's	a	historic	site	and	
that	too	needs	to	be	taken	into	consideration.		A	magnificent,	appropriately	sized	use	of	the	space	will	be	a	
great	addition	to	the	city.		It	just	needs	to	be	done	within	reason,	and	it's	not	there	yet.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C447‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C445‐5	(Lee	Bartlett	Letter	C445).		
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LETTER	NO.	C448	

Peter	Woodcock	
rbandpc@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C448‐1	

Ladies	&	Gentlemen	–	I	write	today	as	a	38	year	resident	and	home	owner	here	in	Hollywood	California.	 	I	
must	bring	your	urgent	attention	to	the	proposed	development	that	is	currently	being	reviewed	by	you	CITY	
CASE	 3	 ENV	 –	 2013	 –	 2552	 –	 EIR	 –	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 As	 residents	 of	 this	 community	 we	 are	 all	
currently	aware	and	sensitive	to	the	increased	building	developments	in	our	communities	and	the	startling	
impact	some	of	these	structures	will	bring	and	the	need	for	you	and	your	committee's	to	think	long	and	hard	
before	agreeing	to	this	one	specific	development	in	question.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C448‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C448‐2	

HEIGHT	‐	This	development	due	to	it's	[sic]	surrounding	environment	[sic]	MUST	be	kept	to	a	maximum	of	
100	feet	in	order	to	maintain	an	natural	balance	with	neighborhood	buildings	and	the	historical	heritage	of	
our	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C448‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.F,	while	Section	2.B.6	
of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐59	of	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐33	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	with	
surrounding	land	uses	for	further	discussion.			

COMMENT	NO.	C448‐3	

TRAFFIC	‐	With	local	traffic	in	our	neighborhood	please	ensure	these	developers	do	not	burden	our	already	
overloaded	 neighborhood	with	 traffic	 that	will	 see	 people	 bypassing	 the	 junction	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	
heights	by	spilling	out	onto	nearby	residential	side	streets.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C448‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Section	2.B.10	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	
indicated	 on	 pages	 4.J‐48	 through	 4.J‐52	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐46	 and	 2‐47	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 on	 neighborhood	 streets	 would	 be	 less	 than	
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significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 impacts	 on	 neighborhood	 streets	 for	 further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C448‐4	

ESTHETICS	 ‐	 Please	 please	 [sic]	 consider	 the	 beauty	 and	 elegance	 of	 this	 historical	 neighborhood	 by	 not	
allowing	developers	and	architects	the	ability	to	design	buildings	that	have	no	relationship	to	this	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C448‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 aesthetics,	 views,	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	 and	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	use	 compatibility	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	
Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	
on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	aesthetics,	views,	and	visual	
character	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	
recommended	mitigation.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐34	and	2‐35	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		For	
further	 discussion,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2,	 regarding	 the	 visual	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	

With	 respect	 to	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 on	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 (e.g.,	 indirect	 historical	
resources	 impacts),	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.C,	
Cultural	Resources,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	included	
in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		
As	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	indirect	historic	resources	impacts	to	off‐site	
historic	 resources	 (e.g.,	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood).	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	
historic	resources	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C448‐5	

SAFETY	 ‐	 Please	 ensure	 developers,	 architects	 and	 planners	 consider	 the	 serious	 ramifications	 to	
pedestrians	in	and	around	this	new	developments	and	the	impact	that	proposed	construction	and	increased	
traffic	will	have	on	our	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C448‐5	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 pedestrian	 safety	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9,	 including	 impacts	 to	
pedestrian	 safety,	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	pedestrian	safety	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C448‐6	

This	development	should	at	all	costs	enhance	our	Cities	environment	[sic],	adding	to	it's	[sic]	beauty	for	it's	
[sic]	 residents	 who	 live	 here	 and	 the	 future	 of	 our	 special	 historical	 part	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 Southern	
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California.		Let	it	not	be	said	that	what	we	“Do	Today	Might	Become	A	Burden	and	Eye	Sore	Of	Tomorrow”	Do	
The	Right	thing	And	Protect	Our	Neighborhood	From	The	Pitfalls	Of	Modern	Developments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C448‐6	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.C449	

Robert	Balzebre	
9378	Flicker	Way,	Los	Angeles,	90038	

COMMENT	NO.C449‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	as	currently	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	
Sunset	Blvd	(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	
and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C449‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C449‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	

RESPONSE	NO.C449‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C449‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C449‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C449‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C449‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C449‐5	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	unless	reduced	 in	height,	 I	 find	
the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C449‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C450	

Stan	Berkman	
1691	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C450‐1	

I	am	a	resident	at	1691	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd,	Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	near	the	proposed	project.		I	am	in	
favor	of	this	project	and	feel	it	will	add	world	class	design	and	architecture	to	this	important	gateway	to	our	
neighborhood.		The	revised	design	appears	to	handle	the	parking	and	access	issues	that	were	of	the	concern	
to	the	neighbors.		I	think	the	view	lines	and	site	design	will	add	a	lovely	addition	to	the	skyline.		It	is	visible	
from	my	home	and	terrace.		It	will	greatly	add	to	the	visual	interest	of	the	horizon	and	remove	an	eyesore	of	
the	current	unappealing	commercial	shopping	center.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C450‐1	

This	comment	in	support	of	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.C451	

Tony	Testa	
SVP	Production	&	Business	Affairs	
The	Ebersol	Lanigan	Company	
5455	Wilshire	Blvd,	Suite	2250	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C451‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C451‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C451‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C451‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C451‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C451‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	 but	 how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C451‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C451‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C451‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C452	

Karina	Grotz	
karinagrotz@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	

This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	
you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	
address	 the	 enormous	negative	 stresses	 the	project	will	 produce	 and	 the	 legal	 liability	 (lawsuits)	 the	 city	
would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	report.	

While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	
architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C452‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C452‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C452‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C452‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	

Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	
in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C452‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C452‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	

What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	rented	to?	

Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	
be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C452‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C452‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	

Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C452‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C453	

David	Hakimfar	
Hakimfar	Law	
8746	Holloway	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069		

COMMENT	NO.	C453‐1	

To	Whom	It	May	Concern:	
As	someone	who	works	just	a	mere	block	from	Sunset	Boulevard,	traffic	is	always	the	lens	through	which	I	
evaluate	 new	development	 proposals.	 	 Currently	 there	 are	many	 projects	 along	 Sunset	 that	will	 add	 new	
traffic	to	the	area.		I	would	normally	speak	out	against	development	like	this,	but	this	project	is	sensitive	to	
traffic	impacts	on	the	neighborhood	and	has	my	support.		Will	this	project	create	a	net	increase	of	daily	trips	
over	 existing	 conditions?	 	 Is	 its	 egress	 designed	 to	 facilitate	 the	 movement	 of	 cars	 in	 and	 out,	 or	 will	 it	
exacerbate	things?		Will	it	be	a	destination	or	a	neighborhood	spot?		What	mitigations	are	being	proposed?		
These	are	 just	 some	of	 the	questions	 I	had	 in	mind	as	 I	 reviewed	plans	 for	8150	Sunset	and	examined	 its	
draft	 environmental	 impact	 report.	 	 It	 is	 quite	 clear	 that	 those	 questions	 were	 also	 on	 the	 mind	 of	 this	
developer	and	their	architects	and	consultants	as	this	project	has	been	designed	so	as	to	have	as	little	impact	
on	area	traffic	as	is	humanly	possible.		For	starters,	this	new	alternative	by	Frank	Gehry	contains	significantly	
less	of	the	single	highest	traffic‐generating	component:	retail	space.		By	reducing	the	commercial	component	
of	 the	 proposed	 development	 by	 approximately	 60	 percent,	 they	 are	 effectively	 lessening	 the	 traffic	
generated	by	 this	project	by	a	commensurate	amount.	 	According	 to	 the	DEIR,	 this	alternate	will	generate	
1,000	 fewer	 less	 trips	a	day	than	the	proposed	project	and	a	similar	 level	 to	what	 the	minimal	on	the	site	
now	generates.		That	is	a	huge	improvement	over	the	original	version	of	this	project	and	demonstrates	this	
development	 team’s	 willingness	 to	 not	 just	 listen	 to	 community	 concerns	 but	 act	 to	 address	 them.	 	 In	
addition,	the	driveways	for	the	project	are	sensibly	located	off	of	Sunset	so	as	to	keep	the	traffic	moving	on	
this	main	artery.		And	the	project	is	designed	with	a	sensitivity	to	the	pedestrian	that	is	all	too	lacking	in	this	
day	and	age.		Taken	altogether,	this	project	is	a	win‐win.		The	community	will	get	a	shining	new	addition	that	
will	be	architecturally	stunning	and	thoughtfully	designed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C453‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 Alternative	 9	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C454	

Bruce	Remick	
1408	N.	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C454‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C454‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C454‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C454‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C454‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C454‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C454‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C454‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C454‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C454‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C454‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C454‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C455	

Bruce	Remick	
<bruceremick@ca.rr.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C455‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C455‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C455‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C455‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C455‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C455‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C455‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C455‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C455‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C455‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C455‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C455‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C456	

Bruce	Remick	
1408	N.	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C456‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C456‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C456‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C456‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C456‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C456‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C456‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C456‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C456‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C456‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C456‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C456‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.C457	

Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.C457‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C457‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C457‐2	

Specific	problems	with	 this	proposal	 include:	HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	 proposed	
tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	
building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	
PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	1	00	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C457‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C457‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C457‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1615	

COMMENT	NO.C457‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C457‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C457‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	“High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C457‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C457‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density	

RESPONSE	NO.C457‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C457‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C457‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C457‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C457‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C458	

Christine	Gleim	
<clumpkins@att.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 to	 express	 my	 concern	 about	 the	 proposed	 building	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	
Heights.	 I	have	 forwarded	my	neighbor's	 comments,	which	 I	 agree	with	 in	 their	entirety,	but	also	want	 to	
plead	to	you	as	fellow	Angelenos	and	perhaps	as	home	owners	and	parents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Responses	to	the	
comments	included	in	the	forwarded	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C458‐2	through	
C458‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐2	

Please	help	to	protect	our	neighborhood	and	the	charm	and	history	within.	We	chose	the	Spaulding	Square	
area	off	Sunset	for	the	beautiful	architecture,	tree	lined	streets	and	sidewalks	that	are	safe	for	scootering,	as	
well	as	the	proximity	to	vibrant	city	life.	8150	Sunset	will	not	only	serve	to	significantly	increase	traffic	and	
put	pressure	on	our	city's	outdated	infrastructure,	but	also	will	serve	to	change	the	essence	of	the	area	and	
push	out	homeowners.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐2	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Impacts	related	
to	traffic,	historical	resources,	and	infrastructure	under	the	Project	were	evaluated	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources,	 and	 Section	 4.K,	 Utilities	 and	 Service	
Systems,	respectively,	while	such	impacts	under	Alternative	9	were	evaluated	on	pages	2‐41	through	2‐57,	2‐
26	 and	2‐27,	 and	2‐57	 through	2‐60,	 respectively,	 in	Chapter	2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	 Please	 also	 see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts,	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	
historical	 resources,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	 infrastructure	 serving	 the	 Project	
Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐3	

We	should	be	looking	to	refresh	and	remodel	the	existing	residential,	retail	and	restaurants	to	keep	in	line	
with	the	spirit	of	what	several	generations	worked	so	hard	to	create!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1618	

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐4	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐5	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐6	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	
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We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐7	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐8	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C458‐9	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C458‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C459	

Collette	Leonard	
<colletteleonard@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C459‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C459‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C459‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C459‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C460	

Dale	B.	Chapman	
1425	N	Alta	Vista	Blvd	Apt	407	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐4376	

COMMENT	NO.	C460‐1	

The	project	at	8150	Sunset	is	a	great	thing	for	this	city.		The	fact	this	project	is	leading	the	way	in	sustainable	
building	 is	 admirable	 with	 no	 new	 net	 greenhouse	 gasses.	 	 The	 existing	 structures	 will	 be	 disposed	 of	
properly	and	materials	recycled	appropriately.		That	is	great!		I’m	excited	that	this	project	will	exceed	LEED	
Silver	status	and	will	be	the	first	building	in	Los	Angeles	with	EDLP	certification	from	the	governor.		Future	
building	projects	 in	Los	Angeles	will	surely	use	 this	project	as	a	model	 for	sustainable	building.	 	 I	am	also	
excited	for	the	jobs	that	will	be	created	both	during	construction	and	once	construction	is	complete.		It	is	my	
understanding	 that	 the	 construction	workers	will	be	paid	prevailing	wage.	 	Our	city	 construction	workers	
could	definitely	use	a	big	project	right	now.		And	the	jobs	created	once	this	building	is	completed	will	be	a	
great	thing	for	the	local	economy.		Retail	jobs,	maintenance	jobs,	security	guard	jobs	etc.,	all	at	a	living	wage	
is	 just	what	 this	 community	 needs	 to	 continue	being	 a	 leader	 in	 both	 the	 state	 and	 country.	 	We	 can	not	
stagnate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C460‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C461	

Daniel	Collins	
900	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	#2	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C461‐1	

I’m	a	local	resident	who	spoke	on	behalf	of	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	at	the	meeting	on	October	21,	2015.	I	
am	 a	 supporter	 of	 this	 project.	 I	 love	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 developers	 actually	 listened	 to	 the	 people	 of	 the	
community	and	redesigned	the	whole	project	going	 from	a	standard	 looking	boxy	mixed	use	development	
into	a	new	and	iconic	design	worthy	of	the	Sunset	Strip!	The	developers	took	out	nearly	half	of	the	original	
retail	 space	 which	 is	 a	 reflection	 of	 their	 commitment	 to	 the	 community,	 as	 is	 acquiring	 Frank	 Gehry	 to	
redesign	 the	 buildings.	 Are	 you	 kidding	 me?	 He’s	 one	 of	 the	 best	 architects	 around.	 This	 new	 design	 is	
worthy	of	sharing	the	same	soil	that	held	the	Garden	of	Allah	Hotel	and	become	the	new	iconic	piece	on	that	
corner.	

I’m	also	 a	proponent	 of	more	housing	 and	definitely	more	 affordable	housing	 in	Hollywood	 in	 general,	 to	
which	this	project	provides	both.	I	couch	surfed	for	almost	a	month	before	being	able	to	find	an	apartment	
when	I	moved	here.	Please	recognize	the	disproportionate	amount	of	people	this	project	will	benefit	vs	the	
inconvenience	it	will	cause	to	a	relatively	small	number	of	folks.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C461‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 Alternative	 9	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C462	

Dola	Cherepinsky	
1541	N	Formosa	Ave	Apt	3	

COMMENT	NO.	C462‐1	

I	 live	 on	 Formosa	 Ave	 and	 I’m	writing	 to	 endorse	 the	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 blvd.	 	 As	 a	 person	 who	 is	
committed	to	my	local	community,	I	am	aware	of	the	hardships	that	many	people	have	in	attempting	to	move	
to	our	great	city.		The	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	will	increase	the	chance	that	someone	can	move	into	
the	area	and	that	should	be	seen	as	a	good	thing,	especially	when	the	design	is	as	unique	and	outstanding	as	
this	one.	 	The	30	condos	and	219	rental	apartments	 that	shall	be	added	will	go	a	 long	way	 to	bring	much	
needed	homes	to	our	area.		Currently	I	believe	there	are	no	residential	units	at	the	address	and	in	a	city	such	
as	Los	Angeles,	retail	only	sites	increase	all	of	our	market	rate	rents.		Though	not	only	the	condos	and	rentals,	
I	like	that	the	project	will	have	28	affordable	units.		These	units	will	ensure	that	many	of	our	underprivileged	
citizens	will	get	to	stay	in	the	community	and	receive	the	services	they	desperately	need.		Ensuring	that	our	
needy	citizens	are	taken	care	of,	should	be	our	first	priority	whenever	a	building	is	proposed.		I	hope	that	you	
will	approve	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		The	project	will	add	much	needed	homes	to	the	area.		These	
homes	will	be	owned,	rented	and	improve	our	local	community.		Thank	you	for	your	time	and	consideration	
in	this	matter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C462‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.C463	

Daniel	Son	
sondaniel@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C463‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C463‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C463‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C463‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C463‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	1500	cars	
use	 the	 center	 a	 day,	 not	 the	 7000	 that	 DEIR	 projects	 without	 any	 empirical	 evidence.	 All	 these	 DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C463‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	
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COMMENT	NO.C463‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C463‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C463‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"	High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	
off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C463‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C463‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C463‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C463‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C463‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C463‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C463‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C464	

David	Bonicatto	
1309	N.	Ogden	Drive	
L.A.,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C464‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C464‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C464‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C464‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C464‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C464‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C464‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C464‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C464‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C464‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C464‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C464‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C465	

Lawrence	Marmorstein	
elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C465‐1	

Being	a	resident	in	the	area	affected	by	this	Monster	building,	I	am	afraid	I	would	be	forced	to	move	due	to	
traffic	congestion	and	lack	of	street	parking.		Please	rethink	building	this	skyscraper	in	my	backyard!!!		

Eric	Lawrence	

RESPONSE	NO.	C465‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	spillover	parking	(e.g.,	Project	parking	on	adjacent	streets),	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
4.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	
the	 789	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Municipal	 Code	 (LAMC),	 while	 Alternative	 9	 would	
provide	820	parking	 space	 on‐site	which	 is	 144	 spaces	more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	by	 the	 LAMC.		
Therefore,	off‐site	parking	spillover	is	not	anticipated.	

The	request	to	rethink	the	proposed	development	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C466	

Heinrik	Rouf	
heinrikrouf@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	466‐1	

I	wanted	to	let	you	know	that	I	support	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.		

RESPONSE	NO.	466‐1	

This	comment	in	support	of	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C467	

Howard	Rosenblate,	M.D.		
hroser@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C467‐1	

City	case	#env‐2013‐2552‐eir		We	live	on	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	and	the	traffic	at	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights	 is	 already	 too	 congested.	 	 One	waits	 at	 that	 intersection	 for	many	 changes	 of	 the	 traffic	
lights	now.		Please	lower	the	height	of	the	new	buildings	significantly.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C467‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	and	where	delay	would	change	
nominally	and	below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	
of	the	RP‐DEIR).		

The	portion	of	the	comment	requesting	that	the	height	of	the	new	building	be	lowered	significantly	is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	
views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	building	height	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	The	
Draft	 EIR	 also	 evaluated	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 building	 height	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	
9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	
2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	
visual	character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	height.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

Also,	 several	 alternatives	were	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 to	 address	 concerns	 related	 to	 building	 height,	
including	 Alternative	 1	 (No	 Project/No	 Build),	 Alternative	 2	 (Existing	 Zoning),	 Alternative	 3	 (Reduced	
Height),	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).	 	Also,	 in	response	to	public	comments	
on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 new	 alternative	 was	 added	 (Alternative	 9,	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	
Underground	Parking)	and	was	evaluated	in	a	re‐circulated	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	RP‐DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	
reduce	 the	mass	of	 the	Project	 by	providing	 a	 lower	podium	height,	 and	would	provide	north‐south	 view	
corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	towers.	
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LETTER	NO.C468	

Jane	Lee	
mrsjanelee@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C468‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	E	NV‐2013‐2552‐E	IR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C468‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C468‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	1500	cars	
use	 the	 center	 a	 day,	 not	 the	 7000	 that	 DEIR	 projects	 without	 any	 empirical	 evidence.	 All	 these	 DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C468‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C468‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	
off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C468‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C468‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.	C468‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete,	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C468‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C469	

Joanne	Steuer	
1555	N	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046		

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐1	

I	 know	 when	 Frank	 Geary	 [sic]	 is	 doing	 a	 building	 it	 is	 exciting.	 BUT	 just	 because	 he	 is	 a	 renown	 [sic]	
architect	does	not	mean	that	what	he	proposes	to	build		is	good	for	our	neighborhood.	Indeed,	I	imagine	that	
never	crossed	his	mind.	

I	object	to	the	project	as	proposed	for	the	following	reasons.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐1	

This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 the	
comments	contained	in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C469‐2	through	C469‐9.		

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐2	

1.	The	project	is	too	tall	and	too	big	for	this	area	of	Hollywood.	It	will	dwarf	all	the	surrounding	apartment	
buildings	 and	 single	 family	 homes.	 The	 builders	 are	 a	 bit,	 or	 a	 lot,	 disingenuous	 when	 they	 say	 it	 will	
complement	the	nearby	buildings,	as	Chateau	Marmot	[sic]	and	others.	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	This	towers	over	everything	in	the	neighborhood.	
Nearby	buildings	will	be	dwarfed.	

The	development	of	these	massive,	towering	structures	are	completely	out	of	character	with	the	surrounding	
area/community	cannot	be	justified	by	the	assertions	of	“project	benefits”	and	the	accompanying	incentives	
program	variances	to	the	City	planning	practices,	goals	and	policies.	

Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	 zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	
keeping	with	the	6‐10	story	buildings	already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	this	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2	regarding	building	height	relative	to	the	surrounding	
area,	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	 impacts	related	 to	height	and	scale	 for	 the	Project	
and	 various	 alternatives,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	
development.	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	 regarding	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	historical	 resources	
including	the	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	referenced	by	the	commenter.		It	should	be	noted	that	CEQA	does	not	
require	that	an	EIR	evaluate	community	benefits,	as	suggested	by	the	commenter,	but	rather	it	requires	that	
the	EIR	sufficiently	analyze	the	impacts	of	a	project	on	the	physical	environment.		The	height	and	mass	of	the	
Project	 are	 limited	 only	 by	 the	 floor‐area	 ratio	 (FAR)	 of	 3:1,	 pursuant	 to	 a	 requested	 Affordable	Housing	
Incentive	applicable	to	the	Project	due	to	the	inclusion	of	11%	very	low	income	housing	units	in	the	Project.		
This	incentive	and	associated	3:1	FAR	are	not	dependent	on	assertions	of	Project‐related	benefits	other	than	
inclusion	of	affordable	housing	consistent	with	City	policy,	and	application	of	this	incentive	does	not	require	
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a	variance.	 	Please	also	refer	 to	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	 	Furthermore,	as	discussed	 in	
Topical	Response	TR‐2,	the	Project	Site	is	not	subject	to	a	45	foot	height	limit.	

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐3	

Residential	 Anti‐Mansionization	 laws	 are	 increasingly	 popular	 and	 are	 enforced	 in	 nearby	 areas	 of	 Los	
Angeles.	Locals	are	trying	to	preserve	the	neighborhoods	that	all	these	developers	want	to	destroy.	The	idea	
of	no	more	mansions	is	to	respect	the	community	standard	of	height,	size,	and	scale.	

How	 about	 city‐planning	 holding	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 same	 standards	 of	 the	
community	in	terms	of	height	and	scale.	Zoning	incentives	as	used	in	the	recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐3	

Refer	to	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐4	

And	just	as	a	sidebar,	the	model	at	LACMA	is	so	fictionalized,	it	shows	about	8	cars	on	Sunset	Boulevard.	In	
what	century	did	that	occur?	Certainly	not	now.	Perhaps	this	model	is	based	on	the	"traffic	study"	that	found	
the	project	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	area	trips.		Or	was	the	traffic	study	
based	on	the	model?	Really?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	trip	generation	
and	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 alternatives.	 	 The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 referenced	 model	 of	
Alternative	9	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐5	

2.	How	does	adding	249	brand	new	residential	units	and	50,000	square	feet	of	commercial	venues	to	the	site	
equal	just	18	more	cars	a	day?	Amazing!		I	request	that	a	new	traffic	study	be	done	by	a	different	company	to	
properly	assess	the	traffic	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐5	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 trip	 generation	 and	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	
alternatives,	 and	 pages	 2‐24,	 2‐42	 and	 2‐43	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 regarding	 trip	 generation	 specifically	 under	
Alternative	 9.	 	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 trip	 generation	 under	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 that	 of	 the	
Project,	given	the	substantial	reduction	in	commercial	floor	area,	and	thus	operational	impacts	would	be	less	
than	significant	with	mitigation	and	less	than	under	the	Project.		The	commenter’s	request	for	a	new	traffic	
study	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐6	

3.	The	proposed	project	wants	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	 Heights.	 The	 developers	 said	 that	 there	would	 be	 space	 in	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 for	 six	 cars.	 Cars	
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making	the	right	hand	turn	from	Sunset,	south	onto	Crescent	Heights	will	contend	with	pedestrians	in	their	
path,	and	cars	wanting	to	continue	along	Sunset	will	come	to	a	solid	halt.	This	piece	of	the	project	will	make	
the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset	impassable...	even	during	green	lights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐6	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	and	pedestrian	access	and	
safety.	 	 The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 future	 traffic	 conditions	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐7	

4.	The	proposed	project	provides	three	spaces	for	taxi	and	Uber	traffic.	Another	really?	The	traffic	at	Chateau	
Marmont	across	the	street	is	stacked	with	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	The	proposed	
spaces	are	insufficient	and	inadequate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐8	

5.	The	developers	suggested	there	would	be	no	left	turns	out	of	the	complex	on	to	Havenhurst.	This	though	
most	 of	 the	 entrances	 and	 exits	 will	 be	 from	 that	 side.	 And	 how	will	 any	 of	 the	 proposed	 limitations	 be	
enforced?	By	whom?	They	 also	 proposed	 a	 traffic	 light	 at	Havenhurst	 and	Fountain.	Another	 total	 halt	 to	
traffic,	 this	 time	 on	 Fountain.	 And	 though	 they	 were	 still	 talking	 about	 this	 at	 the	 meeting	 with	 the	
community	I	understand	that	W.	Hollywood	has	totally	nixed	the	idea.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐8	

As	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 shown	 in	 Figure	 4.J‐5	 in	
Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR,	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
prohibit	 left‐turn	exits	 from	 the	Project	onto	Havenhurst	Drive	and	would	also	 install	physical	barriers	 to	
further	discourage	or	prevent	such	turn	movements	and	associated	traffic	on	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive.		
As	 also	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 and	 Fountain	
Avenue	 is	 also	 proposed	 to	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 less	 than	 significant	 at	 this	 location.	 	 The	 commenter’s	
statements	regarding	the	position	of	 the	City	of	West	Hollywood	regarding	this	 improvement	 is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	NO.	C469‐9	

5.	 [sic]	 I	 ask	 that	 the	 city	 reconsider	 the	 proposed	 plan	 for	 8150	 Sunset,	 get	 it	 scaled	 to	 size	 and	 traffic	
circulation,	and	not	be	blinded	by	the	shiny	surfaces	of	Frank	Geary's	[sic]	reputation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C469‐9	

These	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers.			
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LETTER	NO.	C470	

John	Bollard	
jcbollard@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C470‐1	

We	live	on	Marmont	Lane,	above	Sunset.	 	Although	we	support	redevelopment	efforts	at	8150	Sunset,	 the	
height	is	simple	too	high.		234	feet	not	only	destroys	views,	it	also	adds	to	congestion	and	adversely	impacts	
the	feel	of	this	historic	neighborhood.		PLEASE	lower	the	height	of	this	project!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C470‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 aesthetics,	 views,	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	2‐11	and	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	
significant	 views	 impacts.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 regarding	 views	 and	
visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	and	alternatives.	

	
The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	in	the	Project	TIA	included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Section	2.B.10	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	
impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	
4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐41	through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	 result	 in	 less	 than	significant	operational	 traffic	 impacts	with	 implementation	of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic‐related	impacts.	

	
The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	to	historical	resources	in	Section	4.C,	Cultural	Resources,	with	supporting	
information	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	
of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.			As	indicated	on	pages	2‐26	and	2‐27	
of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 the	 historic	 integrity	 of	 the	
surrounding	neighborhood.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	further	discussion	of	historical	resources	
impacts.	

The	 request	 to	 lower	 the	height	 of	 the	buildings	under	Alternative	9	 is	noted	and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 Several	 alternatives	were	 evaluated	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR	 to	 address	
concerns	related	to	height	and	scale,	 including	Alternative	1	(No	Project/No	Build),	Alternative	2	(Existing	
Zoning),	Alternative	3	(Reduced	Height),	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).		Also,	in	
response	to	public	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR,	a	new	alternative	was	added	(Alternative	9,	Enhanced	View	
Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking)	 and	 was	 evaluated	 in	 a	 re‐circulated	 Draft	 EIR	 (e.g.,	 RP‐
DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	reduce	the	mass	of	the	Project	by	providing	a	lower	podium	height,	and	would	
provide	north‐south	view	corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	
towers.	
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LETTER	NO.	C471	

John	Khamneipur	
7249	Franklin	Ave	Unit	303	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐833	

COMMENT	NO.	C471‐1	

I	am	a	local	resident	who	approves	of	the	redevelopment	of	Hollywood,	especially	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	
Housing	 is	 something	we	desperately	 need	 in	 Los	Angeles	 and	 the	 existing	 structures	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 are	
partially	 vacant	 and	 an	 eyesore.	 	 The	 parking	 lot	 is	 usually	 covered	 in	 refuse	 from	what	 I	 assume	 is	 the	
McDonald's	which	 seems	 to	 cause	 a	 great	 deal	 of	 traffic	 during	 the	morning	 and	 lunch	 rush.	 	 I	 currently	
manage	a	26	story	story	building	in	Century	City.		I	get	to	see	first	hand	how	a	newer	building	adds	value	to	a	
neighborhood.		A	building	designed	by	the	architect	Frank	Gehry	would	add	tremendous	value	to	Hollywood	
in	general.		We	need	more	housing	and	this	will	be	a	fantastic	option.		The	need	for	affordable	housing	is	also	
something	this	project	addresses	which	I	think	is	great	as	well.		Please	approve	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C471‐1	

This	comment	in	support	of	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1646	

LETTER	NO.	C472	

Jonathon	Komack	Martin	
Colonial	House	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive	
Penthouses	6A/6C	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C472‐1	

I	own	the	penthouses	at	the	historic	Colonial	House	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	located	at	most	100	feet	from	this	
project	site.	 	If	there's	anyone	who'll	be	impacted	by	the	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard,	
it's	me.		Yet	when	I	think	about	this	proposal,	and	specifically	when	I	think	about	the	new	alternative	design	
by	Frank	Gehry,	I	find	that	the	good	significantly	outweighs	the	bad.		So,	like	my	neighbor	in	the	hills,	Andrew	
McPherson,	 I	 am	warming	up	 to	 this	proposed	project.	 	There	 is	no	denying	 that	my	view	of	 the	hills	will	
change	when	this	 is	built.	 	That	said,	 I	would	trade	almost	anything	to	get	rid	of	 the	structure	 that's	 there	
currently,	which	 contains	 a	McDonalds,	 a	massage	 parlor,	 a	 Polio	 Loco	 and	Metropolitan	 art	 storage.	 	My	
hobby	is	collecting	contemporary	art,	so	a	'work	of	art'	added	to	my	vista	appeals	to	me.		The	Gehry	design	of	
five	distinct	yet	interrelated	structures	is	a	spectacular	sculpture.		It	represents	a	substantial	upgrade	of	the	
property’s	 current	 conditions	 and	will	 be	 a	 first‐rate	 piece	 of	 architecture.	 	 Based	 on	 the	 renderings,	 and	
what	I	viewed	at	LACMA,	Gehry	and	his	staff	have	cleverly	oriented	their	buildings	in	a	north‐south	direction	
so	as	to	create	view	corridors	through	the	project	that	will	ensure	that	neighbors	like	me	continue	to	get	air	
and	light	in	their	homes.		The	same	couldn't	be	said	for	the	original	iteration	of	this	development	proposal.	If	
that	 version	 of	 the	 project	 was	 still	 on	 the	 table,	 I'd	 be	writing	 a	MUCH	 different	 letter.	 	 Thankfully,	 the	
developer	 and	 his	 team	 have	 taken	 the	 concerns	 expressed	 by	 me,	 and	 my	 neighbors,	 to	 heart	 and	 put	
forward	an	alternative	design	of	the	project	that	is	much	more	appealing.		Being	so	close	to	the	project	site	I	
worry	about	the	impact	construction	of	this	project	will	have	on	my	quality	of	life.		However,	based	on	how	
Townscape	has	already	demonstrated	a	willingness	to	work	with	us,	I	am	confident	that	I	will	be	able	to	have	
further	conversations	with	them	and	we'll	be	able	to	arrive	at	a	consensus	that	addresses	(and	resolves)	any	
concerns	I	may	have.		I	really	only	have	two	issues.		The	first	is	the	increased	traffic	on	Havenhurst.		I	urge	
you	to	consider	the	installation	of	traffic	calming	measures	such	as	a	cul‐de‐sac	(like	they	installed	on	Alta	
Loma).	This	is	of	utmost	importance	to	me	AND	my	neighbors	at	the	Colonial	House.		The	second	is	the	sheer	
height	of	the	tower	nearest	me	that	borders	the	southwest	portion	of	the	development.	 	Again,	since	that's	
the	nearest	structure	to	the	Colonial	House,	and	it	happens	to	be	the	tallest	of	the	five	of	the	development,	I	
would	implore	Townscape	to	consider	reducing	the	height	of	that	building.		It	will	also	tower	over	the	poor	
Andalusia,	which,	as	you	know,	is	one	of	the	most	treasured	courtyard	building	in	the	world!		Being	a	native	
of	Los	Angeles,	I	have	a	tremendous	sense	of	history.		This	city	has	SO	much	to	offer.		And	with	this	project,	
we'll	be	able	to	add	something	else	to	that	list:	one	of	LA's	most	spectacular	buildings.		I	truly	feel	that	if	this	
project	 moves	 forward,	 it	 will	 not	 only	 enhance	 the	 neighborhood,	 but	 the	 skyline	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 itself.		
Thank	you	for	your	consideration	and	I	look	forward	to	making	this	the	best	project	it	can	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C472‐1	

The	comment	expressing	support	for	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.				
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With	respect	to	comment	recommending	installation	of	traffic	calming	measures	such	as	a	cul‐de‐sac	along	
Havenhurst	 Drive,	 this	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 forwarded	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐51	and	4.J‐52	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐46	and	2‐47		of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	to	the	
Havenhurst	Drive	roadway	segment	north	of	Fountain	Avenue,	while	as	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	
of	 the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	page	2‐45	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersection	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Therefore,	 a	 cul‐de‐sac	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 is	 not	
warranted.	 	 Also,	 a	 cul‐de‐sac	 is	 not	 recommended	 on	Havenhurst	Drive	 as	 this	would	 substantially	 limit	
local	 vehicular	 circulation,	 and	 further	 this	would	not	be	a	 feasible	mitigation	measure	 to	maintain	 traffic	
flow	conditions	in	the	local	Project	vicinity.		Furthermore,	installing	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	would	
first	 involve	 an	 agreement	 between	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood,	 since	 it	 would	
remove	an	existing	street	from	general	public	“through”	traffic	circulation.		Such	closures	would	most	greatly	
affect	 the	 residents	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 (resulting	 in	 residents	 living	 north	 of	 the	 cul‐de‐sac	 having	 to	
enter/exit	 via	 Sunset	Boulevard	 and	potentially	 creating	 hardships	 to	 those	 residents,	 as	well	 as	 to	 those	
south	 of	 the	 cul‐de‐sac).	 	 Further,	 a	 new	 cul‐de‐sac	 would	 result	 in	 the	 redistribution	 of	 existing	 traffic,	
potentially	resulting	in	significant	impacts	in	the	Project	vicinity	(though	this	feature	was	never	specifically	
evaluated	 for	 reasons	 further	 detailed	 below).	 	 Additionally,	 a	 cul‐de‐sac	 on	 this	 roadway	 would	 affect	
emergency	vehicle	response	times	to	the	subject	portion	of	Havenhurst	Drive.	 	 It	should	be	noted	that	the	
mitigation	recommended	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	is	the	installation	of	a	traffic	signal	at	this	 location,	
either	with	or	without	the	 inclusion	of	supplemental	 left‐turn	 lanes	on	Fountain	Avenue.	 	Finally,	LADOT’s	
review	of	the	Project	TIA	did	not	indicate	a	need	to	install	a	cul‐de‐sac,	since	none	would	be	warranted	given	
the	lack	of	significant	impacts	to	Havenhurst	Drive,	as	noted	above.	

With	respect	 to	 the	comment	expressing	concerning	about	 the	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	building	height	on	
the	surrounding	area,	and	requesting	lower	building	heights,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	forwarded	to	
the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	views	and	visual	character	impacts	
of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	evaluated	land	use	
compatibility	related	to	height	and	scale	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	views,	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	
9	related	to	height	and	scale	would	be	less	than	significant.		As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
pages	 2‐34	 and	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 For	 further	 discussion,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐4,	 regarding	 the	 visual	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.C473	

Kaoru	Shimizu	

COMMENT	NO.C473‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C473‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C473‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C473‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C473‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	1500	cars	
use	 the	 center	 a	 day,	 not	 the	 7000	 that	 DEIR	 projects	 without	 any	 empirical	 evidence.	 All	 these	 DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C473‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	
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COMMENT	NO.C473‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C473‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C473‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	
off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C473‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C473‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C473‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C473‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C473‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C473‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C473‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C474	

Joseph	Grajeda	
joways.amazing@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C474‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	de\eloper	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C474‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C474‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C474‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C474‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	1500	cars	
use	 the	 center	 a	 day,	 not	 the	 7000	 that	 DEIR	 projects	 without	 any	 empirical	 evidence.	 All	 these	 DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C474‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1652	

COMMENT	NO.C474‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C474‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C474‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	
off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C474‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C474‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C474‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C474‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C474‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C474‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C474‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C475	

Jun	Kim	
junhwkim@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C475‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C475‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C475‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C475‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C475‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	1500	cars	
use	 the	 center	 a	 day,	 not	 the	 7000	 that	 DEIR	 projects	 without	 any	 empirical	 evidence.	 All	 these	 DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C475‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	
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COMMENT	NO.C475‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	 to	eliminating	 the	Traffic	 Island!	Setbacks	on	 the	new	design	are	almost	no	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C475‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C475‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C475‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C475‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C475‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C475‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C475‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C475‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C475‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C476	

Katie	Sears	
900	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	#2	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C476‐1	

I'm	new	to	the	area	and	live	about	a	mile	from	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.		I	am	writing	
today	to	show	my	support.		Responsible	green	building	is	something	I	care	about.		I	understand	this	project	
will	be	the	first	one	in	Los	Angeles	to	receive	a	new	rating	that	will	meet	or	exceed	LEED	certification.		I	think	
that	is	fantastic!		All	developers	should	hold	themselves	to	such	a	high	standard.		We	owe	it	to	ourselves	and	
future	generations	to	build	responsibly	and	recycle	anything	we	can	while	doing	it.	 	I	also	like	that	there	is	
affordable	housing	units	in	a	building	designed	by	a	famous	architect	like	Frank	Gehry.		I	was	appalled	when	
I	heard	a	fellow	neighbor	suggest	people	who	couldn't	afford	to	live	at	8150	Sunset	should	just	"move	to	an	
affordable	housing	neighborhood"	at	 the	meeting	on	October	14,	2015.	 	Affordable	housing	is	about	giving	
someone	 the	dignity	 they	deserve	and	having	a	place	 in	 such	a	beautiful	new	building	would	certainly	do	
that.		I	welcome	this	new	addition	to	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C476‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.				
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LETTER	NO.C477	

Kevin	W.	Kim	
kevkim32@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C477‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C477‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C477‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C477‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C477‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	1500	cars	
use	 the	 center	 a	 day,	 not	 the	 7000	 that	 DEIR	 projects	 without	 any	 empirical	 evidence.	 All	 these	 DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C477‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	
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COMMENT	NO.C477‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C477‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C477‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	
off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C477‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C477‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C477‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C477‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C477‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C477‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C477‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1661	

LETTER	NO.	C478	

Lyly	Mariye	
James	Oppenheim	
1413	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
L.A.,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C478‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C478‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C478‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C478‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C478‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C478‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C478‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C478‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C478‐5	

4.We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C478‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C478‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C478‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C479	

Mara	New	
1247	Hilldale	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C479‐1	

My	name	 is	Mara	and	 I	 am	writing	 to	 support	 the	project	 at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	 	 I	 have	heard	 some	of	my	
neighbors	 say	 the	 current	 structures	 found	 at	 that	 location	 are	 historic.	 I	 disagree	 with	 that	 view.	 	 The	
current	 address	 is	 a	 blight	 upon	 our	 neighborhood	 and	 the	 proposed	 project	 will	 improve	 the	 area.		
Currently	the	structures	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	is	a	blight.	 	The	buildings	are	an	uninsperational	row	of	drab	
boxes.	 	 The	 two	 strange	 exits	 of	 the	 parking	 lot	 create	 traffic	 problems	 at	 all	 hours	 of	 the	 day	 from	 the	
commercial	traffic	in	conjunction	with	the	busy	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	intersection.		By	developing	the	
address	we	will	bring	a	much	needed	renovation	to	a	site	that	causes	so	many	problems.		Alternatively	the	
proposed	building	by	Frank	Gehry	will	not	be	a	blight	on	our	neighborhood.		The	impressive	design	will	give	
a	much	 needed	 facelift	 to	 the	 address.	 	 It	will	 add	 to	 the	 surrounding	 locations	 and	 up	 the	 appeal	 of	 the	
famous	Sunset	Blvd.		The	condo	and	rental	units	will	add	to	our	local	economy	as	the	adherence	to	"green"	
applications	will	enhance	our	carbon	footprint.			I	advocate	that	you	approve	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd.		Together	we	can	remove	an	awful	strip	mall	and	construct	a	building	that	enhances	our	city.		We	have	
the	chance	to	beautify	our	city.		Thank	you	for	your	time	and	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C479‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C480	

Marcia	Brandwynne	
1400	North	Orange	Grove	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C480‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C480‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C480‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C480‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C480‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C480‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C480‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C480‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C480‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C480‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C480‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C480‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.C481	

Mary	Helen	Berg	
2415	Castilian	Dr.	
LA,	CA	90068	

COMMENT	NO.C481‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C481‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C481‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	
be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C481‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C481‐3	

TRAFFIC:		The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C481‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C481‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.		
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C481‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C481‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	 is	more	than	1,500	feet	 from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C481‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C481‐6	

Thank	you	for	caring	about	our	city	and	the	character	of	its	neighborhoods.		

RESPONSE	NO.C481‐6	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C482	

Michael	Phillips	
jmp.intl@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C482‐1	

I	am	a	neighborhood	resident	and	city	resident.	Allowing	this	kind	 if	development	 is	 inappropriate	 for	the	
ling	[sic]	term	quality	if	[sic]	life	for	cuty	[sic]	residents	and	amounts	to	empty	apartments	for	forgeign	[sic]	
investors	and	turns	the	cuty	[sic]	into	a	homogenous	wasteland.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C482‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

COMMENT	NO.	C482‐2	

In	 regards	 to	 the	proposal	 submitted	by	 the	developer	 for	 the	proposed	project	 at	 8150	Sunset	Blcd	 [sic]	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	.	I	agree	with	others	speaking	out	against	this	project	and	am	100	percent	
against	it	moving	forward.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C482‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	 	The	comment	 in	opposition	to	 the	Project	 is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C483	

Paul	DeBenedittis	
Paul.Debenedittis@disney.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C483‐1	

While	I	am	a	fan	of	the	project	in	development	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	in	West	Hollywood,	I	strongly	oppose	
the	new	height	request	going	from	100ft	to	234ft.		This	new	height	would	send	the	building	to	historic	levels	
in	West	Hollywood.		Zoning	restrictions	must	be	enforced	and	traffic	congestion	must	be	considered.		This	is	
a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C483‐1	

The	comment	expressing	opposition	to	the	234	foot	height	of	the	tallest	building	under	Alternative	9	is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	new	height	request	would	go	from	100	feet	under	the	Project	to	234	
feet	under	Alternative	9,	while	the	maximum	height	of	the	tallest	building	under	Alternative	9	would	indeed	
be	234	feet	above	the	lowest	point	of	the	Project	Site,	the	corresponding	height	of	the	tallest	portion	of	the	
building	under	the	Project	would	be	216	feet	(page	2‐7	of	the	Draft	EIR),	not	100	feet.	

With	respect	to	the	height	and	scale	of	the	proposed	development	relative	to	other	development	in	the	area,	
please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	with	surrounding	development.		As	indicated,	the	
land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	
RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	Alternative	9	 in	 Section	2.B.10,	with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	
analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	
discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C484	

Peter	Amsden	
2497	Horseshoe	Canyon	Rd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐1	

I	have	had	time	to	look	at	the	revised	deir	for	the	project	a	8150	Sunset	and	am	still	very	concerned	about	
the	size	and	scope	to	this	project!.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	
compatibility	with	surrounding	development.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐2	

IT	IS	TO	[sic]	HIGH.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	
compatibility	with	surrounding	development.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐3	

I	feel	it	is	still	out	of	scope	and	character	for	this	part	of	Sunset	Blvd.		I	don’t	care	if	Frank	Gehry	is	attached	to	
the	project.		LA	has	enough	Gehry	buildings	already.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐3	

The	comments	regarding	the	height	and	scale	of	Alternative	9	and	other	buildings	designed	by	the	architect	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	
surrounding	development.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐4	

I	have	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	over	30	years	and	feel	that	the	intersection	is	already	a	traffic	nightmare.		I	
have	seen	several	fatal	accidents	there	over	the	years	and	increased	pedestrian	traffic	will	be	onerous.		
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RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐4	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 pedestrian	 safety	 issues.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	
operational	traffic	impacts	and	pedestrian	safety	impacts,	including	those	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection,	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐5	

The	 city	 still	 has	not	 restored	Laurel	 Canyon	 at	Mt.	Olympus	 to	 two	 lanes	 after	 the	mud	 slide	of	 over	 ten	
years	ago!		What	could	we	expect	with	this	monster	project.		I	shudder	to	think.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐5	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐6	

Have	you	not	seen	the	gigantic	project	nearing	completion	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega?		Who	is	going	to	live	in	
all	these	expensive	Condos	and	apartments?		The	next	bubble	is	just	around	the	corner!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐6	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
comprehensively	 addressed	 cumulative	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 related	 projects	 in	 Chapter	 4.0,	
Environmental	 Impact	Analysis,	based	on	 the	 list	of	 related	projects	provided	 in	Table	3‐1	 in	Chapter	3.0,	
General	 Description	 of	 Environmental	 Setting.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Table	 3‐1,	 related	 projects	 evaluated	 in	 the	
context	of	cumulative	impacts	included	the	Sunset	Millennium	Project	(listed	as	Project	No.	33	in	Table	3‐1)	
at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	La	Cienega	Boulevard	that	 is	cited	by	the	commenter.	 	As	 this	comment	does	not	
raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐7	

Thanks	for	taking	the	time	to	consider	my	opinion	regarding	this	matter	before	tossing	it	in	the	"circular	file"	
...	otherwise	known	as	DELETE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐7	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐8	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
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proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐9	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐10	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	 Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	with	 the	 6	 1	 0	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐11	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐12	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
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the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.	
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐13	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐14	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
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for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City	's	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐15	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐16	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐17	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐18	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:		The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	
123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	
units	 to	 the	 site.	 I	 request	 that	a	new	 traffic	 study	be	done	by	a	different	 company	 to	properly	 assess	 the	
traffic	impact	Furthermore	this	new	traffic	study	should	make	transparent	its	methodology,	when	the	study	
was	conducted	 ,	an	how	its	 future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	
and	 businesses	 to	 the	 proposed	 project.	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	 numbers	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 existing	
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Bristol	 Farms	 at	 9039	 Beverly	 Blvd.	 since	 this	 is	 the	 same	 grocery	 store	 chain	 that	 will	 occupy	 the	 new	
proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐19	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset	...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐20	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	~sitars.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces??	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐21	

How	will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	Ha‐
venhurst	when	 there	 is	 no	 light	 and	 almost	 constant	 F	 grade	 traffic	 by	 the	 developers	 own	 rating	 of	 the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	lane	going	into	the	project	is	filled	and	spills	over	onto	the	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C484‐22	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	"residential"	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐23	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐24	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives.	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incenti~s	to	build	their	project.		If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐24	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐25	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C484‐26	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C484‐27	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	overr	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C484‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.C485	

Richard	Geddes		
richardgeddes7@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C485‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C485‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C485‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C485‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.		
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C485‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!		
Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C485‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	 	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C485‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C485‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.		

RESPONSE	NO.C485‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐1682	

LETTER	NO.C486	

Richard	Schenkman		
Doubleosix@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C486‐1	

I	am	writing		to	voice,	in	the	strongest	possible	terms,	my	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	
the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	
development	 that	will	 adversely	 impact	 the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	
approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	
negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	the	lawsuits	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	
a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	report.	 	While	the	new	design	is	marginally	less	offensive	
than	 the	 original	 proposal	 –	which	was	 clearly	 just	 a	 “shock‐and‐awe”	 bargaining	 chip	 on	 the	 part	 of	 the	
developer	–	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	
EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C486‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C486‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C486‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C486‐3	

Let	me	 repeat	 that:	 100	 feet	 should	 be	 the	 limit.	 	 There	 is	NO	REASON	 to	 abandon	 a	 standard	which	has	
served	the	neighborhood	well	for	many	years.		

RESPONSE	NO.C486‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.Comment	No.C486‐4	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C486‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.C486‐5	

Anybody	who	has	spent	any	time	at	all	in	Hollywood	and	West	Hollywood	knows	that	there	are	only	a	few	
hours	a	day	when	traffic	is	not	unbearable....	and	when	you	factor	in	special	events	like	the	Oscars,	film/TV	
shoots,	and	Jimmy	Kimmel	events,	water	main	breaks	or	other	too‐frequent	mishaps,	then	it's	crystal	clear	
that	the	traffic	projections	are	not	realistic.	

RESPONSE	NO.C486‐5	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	trip	generation	and	associated	traffic	impacts.		As	discussed	
therein,	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.C486‐6	

For	these	reasons	and	many	more	(including	pedestrian	safety‐	the	mayor	wants	people	out	of	their	cars	and	
walking,	 right?	 	Well,	 then	don't	we	need	 to	protect	pedestrians	as	much	as	possible?),	 I	 stand	with	many	
other	residents	against	this	development.		

RESPONSE	NO.C486‐6	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 pedestrian	 facilities	 and	 safety.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 Project‐related	
improvements	 related	 to	 pedestrian	 facilities	 and	 safety	 include	 the	 provision	 various	 improvements	
including	 newly	 signalized	 intersections	 with	 crosswalks	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 (at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Fountain	Avenue),	 a	 reconfigured	 intersection	with	 crosswalks	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	Heights	
Boulevard,	and	improved	sidewalks	along	the	Project	street	frontages.			
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LETTER	NO.C487	

RJ	Cappadonna	
brokenspokesaloon25th@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C487‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C487‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C487‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C487‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C487‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C487‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	 	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C487‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.		The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C487‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C487‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C488	

Ryan	Lawrence	
rrlawrence@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C488‐1	

Having	 taken	 the	 time	out	 of	my	day	 to	 evaluate	 the	 environmental	 review	documents	 for	8150	 Sunset,	 I	
have	come	to	the	conclusion	that	it	is	a	sound	project	that	deserves	support.		When	I	heard	that	Frank	Gehry	
was	going	to	be	the	architect	here,	I	have	to	admit	I	was	a	bit	worried	because	his	style	may	have	gone	down	
a	path	that	created	a	development	that	was	not	well	planned.	 	My	concern	was	that	his	artistic	expression	
would	get	in	the	way	of	a	well‐planned	project.		Needless	to	say,	I	was	proved	very	wrong.		Smart	planning	
means	smart	ingress	and	egress	for	all	modes	of	transportation.		The	original	project	presented	2	years	ago	
preserved	 the	 auto	 entrance	 to	 the	 project	 off	 of	 Sunset.	 	 I	was	 very	 pleased	 to	 see	 that	 the	 new	project	
removed	that	auto	entrance	as	 it	would	have	created	unneeded	congestion	on	Sunset,	and	because	having	
driveways	on	main	roads	 like	Sunset	make	the	street	unattractive	to	pedestrians.	 	This	 is	a	small	change	I	
admit,	but	 it's	extremely	smart	planning.	 	The	driveways	off	of	Sunset	on	the	blocks	east	of	Laurel	Canyon	
make	it	a	difficult	place	to	walk.		Again,	this	small	change	of	removing	the	auto	entrance	on	Sunset	will	help	
with	implementation	of	the	recently	passed	LA	Mobility	Plan	and	make	the	entire	Sunset	area	a	multi	modal	
neighborhood.	 	 In	 terms	of	pedestrian	accessibility,	Gehry's	design	 is	one	of	 the	best	 I've	ever	seen.	 	Most	
developments	 only	 have	 one	 pedestrian	 access	 point	 and	 the	 ability	 to	 move	 throughout	 the	 project	 is	
severely	limited.		Not	so	in	this	case.		The	design	incorporates	pedestrian	access	at	Havenhurst,	along	Sunset,	
and	 the	 grand	 looking	 entrance	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent.	 	 Internally,	movement	 between	 the	
separate	structures	looks	incredibly	simple	as	the	pedestrian	plaza	connects	every	single	part	of	the	project.	
This	pedestrian	access	this	development	provides	will	not	only	make	it	successful	for	the	residents	who	live	
there	and	the	shops	that	open	there,	but	will	also	make	it	a	wonderful	place	to	visit.		This	all	comes	as	a	result	
of	allowing	the	building	to	be	taller,	which	in	turn	allows	for	more	ground	floor	open	space.		Which	brings	me	
to	the	height	of	the	building	and	the	entitlement	requests.		Because	of	LA's	zoning	code,	projects	like	this	one	
often	 require	many	 zone	 changes,	 variances	 and	 changes	 in	 allowed	height.	 	This	project	does	not	need	 a	
zone	change	or	a	change	 in	the	required	height.	 	Our	zoning	code	 is	out	of	date	and	being	restructured	by	
RecodeLA,	but	this	project	adheres	to	the	zoning	imagined	for	this	site.		I	was	actually	amazed	to	learn	in	my	
research	that	a	tall	office	tower	was	planned	on	the	site	as	far	back	as	1959	(as	an	addition	to	the	bank)	but	
was	never	constructed.		Doing	away	with	any	parking	podium	is	the	best	step	a	developer	can	take,	but	often	
not	possible	because	of	onerous	and	outdated	parking	requirements.		This	project	managed	to	do	just	that	by	
providing	 all	 parking	 underground.	 	What	 this	means	 for	 the	 project	 is	 allowing	 people	 at	 street	 level	 to	
interact	with	 shops,	 stores,	 coffee	 stands,	 and	 restaurants,	 instead	of	 being	 face	 to	 face	with	 the	wall	 of	 a	
parking	structure.		Bravo	on	this	one	‐I	know	it's	not	easy	or	cheap.		The	breaking	up	of	the	one	building	in	
the	original	project	into	five	separate	and	unique	buildings	is	masterful.		The	new	buildings	are	all	different	
shapes,	sizes,	heights,	and	materials,	but	seem	to	speak	to	each	other	in	a	creative	and	unique	way.		The	new	
massing	also	helps	avoid	the	"superblock‐ing"	of	the	project,	where	light,	views,	and	air	are	obstructed	the	
entirety	 of	 the	 block	 from	Crescent	 to	Havenhurst.	 	 This	 is	 a	 vast	 improvement	 over	 the	 original	 project.		
Lastly,	the	improvement	of	the	site	cannot	be	overlooked.		I	frequent	that	area	around	Sunset,	but	have	to	say	
I	never	go	to	the	current	development.	 	Honestly	I	often	times	do	not	feel	comfortable	there	as	the	current	
uses	and	blighted	nature	of	the	site	attract	a	less	than	hospitable	clientele.		This	includes	many	homeless	who	
find	 the	 surface	 parking	 lot	 and	 adjoining	 sidewalks	 to	 be	 their	 personal	 stomping	 ground.	 	 A	 new	
development	at	the	site,	especially	one	as	masterful	as	I	have	reviewed,	will	undoubtedly	improve	the	site,	
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create	offerings	that	people	like	myself	will	use,	and	in	general	clean	up	the	neighborhood.		Please	approve	
this	 project	 ‐	 delaying	 it	 would	 only	 serve	 to	 delay	 improvement,	 masterful	 architecture,	 economic	
development,	and	jobs.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C488‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.C489	

Samuel	Son	
handonenine@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C489‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C489‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C489‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C489‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C489‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.		The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	1500	cars	
use	 the	 center	 a	 day,	 not	 the	 7000	 that	 DEIR	 projects	 without	 any	 empirical	 evidence.	 	 All	 these	 DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.		

RESPONSE	NO.C489‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	
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COMMENT	NO.C489‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C489‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C489‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!		This	Bus	stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.		A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".		Say	NO	to	an	
off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C489‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C489‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C489‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C489‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	 space	 other	 then	 [sic]	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	 	 Why	 has	 the	 "community	
benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	
this	park	space	benefit	the	community	if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	
is	being	gifted	to	 the	developers,	 then	given	back	to	 the	community	 in	 the	 form	of	a	Set	Back/park	space?		
Why	hasn't	the	developer	shown	a	proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	
land	in	all	alternatives?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	
will	they	be	rented	to?		Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question.		The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	
and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C489‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C489‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C489‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C490	

Save	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C490‐1	

Maryanne	Holmes		San	Juan	Capistrano,	CA	Nov	05,	2015	
My	brother	lives	in	this	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C490‐1	
This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C490‐2	

Erica	Spano		Excelsior,	MN	Nov	05,	2015	
I	have	seen	neighborhoods	get	horribly	dangerous	when	over	developed.		Case	in	point	the	development	on	
Santa	Monica	Blvd	and	LaBrea	or	the	Home	Depot	and	half	built	Target	on	Sunset	in	East	Hollywood!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C490‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐88	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C490‐3	

kimberly	rose		Studio	City		CA	Nov	05,	20·15	
i	 love	the	idea	of	refreshing	this	property	into	something	cool	and	current	but	we	DO	NOT	NEED	A	GIANT	
TOWER.	 	100	 feet	 is	plenty	 tall!	 and	no	 setback	exceptions	 should	be	allowed.	 i	 just	 finished	an	extensive	
home	remodel	in	laurel	canyon	and	followed	EVERY	CITY	CODE	AND	RULE.		all	developers	should	be	held	to	
the	same	standards.		i'm	quite	sure	these	developers	are	no	more	special	than	i	am.	thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C490‐3	

The	portions	of	the	comment	stating	that	the	community	does	not	need	a	“giant	tower”,	and	that	100	feet	is	
an	 adequate	 height	 for	 buildings	 on‐site,	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 aesthetics,	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	
related	to	height	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	
such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	
of	the	Project	related	to	height	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	
impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.A‐66	 and	 4.F‐59	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	
pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	 land	use,	 for	
further	discussion.	
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With	respect	 to	 the	comment	 that	no	setback	exceptions	should	be	allowed,	no	exceptions	 to	setbacks	are	
being	proposed	or	provided.		Please	see	the	Draft	EIR	(Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	and	Section	4.F,	Land	
Use)	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	for:		(1)	identification	of	the	land	use	and	zoning	entitlements	being	sought	
under	the	proposed	development;	(2)	an	analysis	of	the	consistency	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	with	City	
development	 standards;	 and	 (3)	 the	density	bonus	being	afforded	 for	 the	provision	of	 affordable	housing.		
Please	see	page	4.F‐47	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	the	RP‐DEIR	where	setbacks	are	discussed	in	more	
detail.			

COMMENT	NO.	C490‐4	

Kira	Sardy		West	Hollywood,	CA	Nov	05,	2015	
I	am	opposed.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C490‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐87	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C490‐5	

Susan	Lavitt	Los	Angeles,	CA	Nov	05,	2015		
The	 density	 in	 our	 area	 has	 become	 untenable.	 	 Our	 infrastructure	 can't	 handle	 this	 much	 traffic,	 the	
congestion	 it	will	 cause	 is	 dangerous	 and	 in	 the	 event	 of	 a	 fire	 or	 earthquake	 lives	will	 surely	 be	 at	 risk.	
Please	build	responsibly	our	lives	and	well	being	depend	on	it	and	we	depend	on	you	to	do	the	right	thing.	
After	all,	doing	the	right	thing	is	always	the	right	thing	to	do.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C490‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐86	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	
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LETTER	NO.C491	

Shari	Stahl	Gronwald	
ssgronwald@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C491‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C491‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C491‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.			

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	

COMMENT	NO.C491‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C491‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C491‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C491‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.		The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C491‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C491‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C492	

Tej	Khalsa	
<tejkk@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C492‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C492‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	and	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C492‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C492‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C493	

Tej	Khalsa	
<tejkk@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C493‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C493‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C493‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C493‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C494	

Tej	Khalsa	
<tejkk@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐1	

Please	help	in	this	situation.	We	live	here.	The	developers	don't	 live	 in	the	area.	They	don't	care	about	the	
quality	of	life.	They	only	care	about	making	more	money.	They	are	already	billionaires.	They	want	to	become	
mega	billionaires.	Without	any	concern	for	the	life	of	those	who	are	just	working	people	who	want	to	make	a	
home	and	be	happy.	Please	help	us.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐2	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐4	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐5	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐6	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐7	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐8	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐9	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐10	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	

SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐11	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐12	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C494‐13	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐14	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐15	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐16	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐17	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐18	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐19	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐19	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐20	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐21	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C494‐22	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C494‐23	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C494‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.C495	

Mr.	Tyler	A	Naifeh	
Mistertyler@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.			

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C495‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.		The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C495‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.C495‐9	

This	neighborhood,	both	it's	[sic]	residents	and	businesses,	mean	a	great	deal	to	me.		I	firmly	believe	this	plan	
will	negatively	impact	the	area	and	I	truly	hope	you	will	do	what	you	can	to	see	that	this	doesn't	happen.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C495‐9	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	
environmental	 impacts	of	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	were	comprehensively	evaluated	in	Chapter	
4.0,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.		A	summary	of	the	impacts	of	the	Project	is	provided	in	Table	ES‐1	in	
the	Draft	EIR	Executive	Summary,	while	a	summary	of	the	impacts	of	all	Project	alternatives	relative	to	the	
Project	is	provided	in	Table	2‐18	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.			
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LETTER	NO.C496	

Joseph	D.	Tuchmayer	
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		While	the	text	here	in	part	repeats	what	other	will	also	share	with	you,	
those	thoughts	are	well	written	and	express	my	own	views	so	I	saw	no	need	to	improve	upon	them	in	many	
respects.			

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	
to	these	comments	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C496‐2	through	C496‐11.		

COMMENT	NO.C496‐2	

In	addition	 to	 the	reasons	expressed	below,	 I	want	you	 to	consider	 that	you	should	not	be	swayed	by	 the	
addition	of	the	services	of	Frank	Gehry	to	the	project.		While	he	is	renowned	and	no	doubt	excellent	at	what	
he	does,	the	problems	with	this	project	transcend	architectural	issues,	and	go	to	the	size,	density	and	use	of	
the	project,	not	to	mention	safety	concerns	created	by	increase	traffic	and	changes	to	traffic	flow	conditions.	
These	are	 issues	that	the	services	of	Mr.	Gehry	does	not	control.	 	Mr.	Gehry	 is	merely	a	"servant''	hired	to	
produce	a	product	that	meets	the	needs	of	his	"master".	 	He	is	not	the	owner	of	the	project	nor	the	person	
who	is	creating	the	scope	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐2	

The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 architect	 for	 the	 Alternative	 9	 design	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Issues	 cited	 by	 the	 commenter	 regarding	 the	 Project	 that	 are	
related	 to	 size,	 density,	 and	 use,	 as	 well	 as	 traffic‐related	 impacts,	 were	 comprehensively	 addressed	 in	
Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 and	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	in	Chapter	5.0	with	regard	to	Alternatives	1	through	8,	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	 with	 regard	 to	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 aesthetics	 and	 land	 use	 impacts	 related	 to	
height	 and	 scale	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 while	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 compatibility	 with	
surrounding	 development	 in	 the	 area,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	
impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐3	

This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.		I	ask	that	
you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	
address	 the	 enormous	negative	 stresses	 the	project	will	 produce	 and	 the	 legal	 liability	 (lawsuits)	 the	 city	
would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	report.		While	the	
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new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	 function	 have	 been	 ignored	 in	 favor	 of	 splashy	
architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.		

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐4	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	neighborhood	and	 	becoming	an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.		

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐5	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐6	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.		THIS	WOULD	MAKE	DRIVING	IS	THIS	AREA	WOULD	
BECOME	MUCH	MORE	DIFFICULT	AND	HAZARDOUS	TO	PEDESTRIANS!	

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐6	

The	comment	on	driving	becoming	more	difficult	and	hazardous	to	pedestrians	is	noted	and	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	
pedestrian	and	vehicle	safety	associated	with	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐7	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	
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RESPONSE	NO.C496‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐8	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	 	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐9	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.		The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐10	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.C496‐11	

Finally,	you	should	not	be	swayed	by	the	addition	of	Frank	Gehry	to	the	project.		While	he	is	renowned	and	
no	doubt	excellent	at	what	he	does,	the	problems	with	this	project	transcend	architectural	issues,	and	go	to	
the	size,	density	and	use	of	the	project.		These	are	issues	that	Mr.	Gehry	does	not	control.		Mr.	Gehry	is	merely	
a	"servant"	hired	to	produce	a	product	that	meets	his	master's	needs.		He	is	not	the	owner	of	the	project	nor	
the	person	who	is	creating	the	scope	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C496‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C496‐2,	above,	as	this	comment	includes	statements	previously	provided	
in	 Comment	 C496‐2.	 	 The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C497	

Chris	Murphy	
1691	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C497‐1	

I	am	a	resident	at	1691	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd,	Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	near	the	proposed	project.		I	am	in	
favor	of	this	project	and	feel	it	will	add	world	class	design	and	architecture	to	this	important	gateway	to	our	
neighborhood.		The	revised	design	appears	to	handle	the	parking	and	access	issues	that	were	of	the	concern	
to	the	neighbors.		I	think	the	view	lines	and	site	design	will	add	a	lovely	addition	to	the	skyline.		It	is	visible	
from	my	home	and	terrace.		It	will	greatly	add	to	the	visual	interest	of	the	horizon	and	remove	an	eyesore	of	
the	current	unappealing	commercial	shopping	center.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C497‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C498	

James	Caballes		
7950	W	Sunset	Blvd	Apt	329	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C498‐1	

I	live	across	the	street	from	8150	Sunset	Blvd	and	I'm	writing	to	show	my	support	for	the	proposed	project.	
Currently	the	address	is	an	eyesore.		When	I	look	out	my	window	to	see	the	mini‐mall	across	the	street,	I	can	
not	understand	how	anyone	could	say	that	the	bank	and	accompanying	businesses	are	in	any	way	historic.		
What	 is	historic	was	 the	Garden	of	Allah	hotel,	once	at	 that	 location,	where	Hollywood	 idols	 frolicked	and	
called	a	second	home.		If	the	location	still	held	the	historic	hotel	and	the	proposal	was	the	current	structure,	
then	I	would	be	an	avid	opponent	of	the	project.		However,	unlike	the	transformation	of	the	Garden	of	Allah	
into	an	eyesore	on	the	Sunset	Strip,	we	now	have	a	chance	to	correct	 that	blemish.	 	The	current	buildings	
create	pedestrian	problems	with	 it's	 strange	 island	system	and	 looks	out	of	place	 in	our	advanced	city.	 	A	
Frank	Gehry	proposed	project	will	 invigorate	the	 landscape	 in	a	way	that	 it	currently	could	never	achieve.		
Please	support	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		Frank	Gehry	has	an	eye	pleasing	vision	that	will	add	to	the	
local	community	in	a	positive	direction.		Let's	tear	down	the	mistake	that	is	currently	there	and	build	a	future	
historic	building	that	all	Angelonias	[sic]	can	come	to	revere	as	a	monument	to	the	great	city	in	which	we	live.		
Thank	you	for	your	time	and	consideration,	

RESPONSE	NO.	C498‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C499	

Jane	Daly	
1419	N	Pointsettia	Pl	Apt	304	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C499‐1	

My	name	is	Jane	Daley	and	I'm	a	local	small	business	owner	who	lives	on	Poinsettia	Place.		I'm	writing	to	let	
you	know	that	 I	 support	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	 	The	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
blvd.	will	bring	much	affordable	housing	units	with	it's	plans	of	adding	28	units	to	an	area	that	currently	has	
so	 few.	 	 Anything	 we	 can	 do	 to	make	 the	 neighborhood	 a	 better	 place	 by	 providing	 more	 room	 for	 our	
citizens,	 especially	 the	 disadvantaged	 who	 need	 to	 help	 the	 most,	 is	 worth	 the	 support	 of	 all	 in	 our	
community.		Especially	when	the	design	is	as	wonderful	as	it	is.		I	hope	that	you	will	approve	the	project	at	
8150	Sunset	blvd.	 	The	project	will	be	good	 for	 our	 economic	diversity	 as	 it	will	 provide	more	 affordable	
housing.		The	project	is	good	for	local	business	as	it	will	rejuvenate	the	local	landscape.		It	will	be	good	for	all	
of	us	as	we	take	pride	in	this	soon	to	be	iconic	building.		Thank	you	so	much	for	your	time	and	I	look	forward	
to	your	approval	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C499‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C500	

Jill	Kraft	
<jill.kraft.email@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C500‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C500‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C500‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C500‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.C501	

Kate	Jackson	
1276	N.	Sweetzer	Ave.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.C501‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	E	IR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C501‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C501‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C501‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C501‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C501‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C501‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C501‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C501‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city	's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	 incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C501‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C502	

Katrina	Demidova	
949	Larrabee	St	Apt	205	
West	Hollywood,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C502‐1	

I	 live	 in	 the	 area	 of	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 I	 approve	 of	 its	 construction.	 I	 actually	 love	 the	
redevelopment	of	Hollywood	as	a	whole.	Breathing	new	life	into	our	city	benefits	us	all	in	the	long	run.	The	
existing	structures	at	8150	Sunset	do	nothing	for	us.	Even	if	 it	was	full	of	businesses,	which	it	definitely	 is	
not,	the	amount	of	tax	revenue	generated	has	to	be	miniscule.	A	mixed	use	development	will	definitely	add	
more	revenue	and	some	much	needed	jobs	for	our	locals.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C502‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.C503	

Kelley	Harron	
1400	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C503‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C503‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C503‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C503‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C503‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C503‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C503‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C503‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C503‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	
in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C503‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C503‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C503‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C503‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	 bigger	 than	 otherwise	 possible.	 	What	 is	 the	 Community	 benefit?	 	Where	 is	 the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	
space	other	then	[sic]	 interior	plaza	space	on	site?	 	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	
been	put	mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	 	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	
community	 if	 they	 can	 not	 access	 it?	 	 How	 come	 the	 city	 owned	 large	 traffic	 island	 is	 being	 gifted	 to	 the	
developers,	 then	 given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	 Why	 hasn't	 the	
developer	 shown	 a	 proposal	 that	 only	 uses	 the	 land	 it	 actually	 owns,	 instead	 of	 annexing	 city	 land	 in	 all	
alternatives?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	
rented	to?		Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C503‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C503‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C503‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C504	

Lauren	Wood	
bighairdo@laurenwood.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐1	

I	am	a	neighborhood	resident	that	will	be	directly	impacted	by	the	development	of	1850	Sunset	Blvd.	I	have	
been	living	here	since	1981	and	have	seen	the	terrible	impact	of	increasing	traffic	through	the	years	and	am	
deeply	concerned	about	this	development	for	numerous	reasons	....	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐1	

This	comment	expressing	concern	about	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	
discussed	therein,	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.			

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐2	

Starting	with:	 The	 so	 called	 "traffic	 study"	 is	 totally	 absurd	when	we	 know	 249	 residential	 units	 will	 be	
added	 to	 the	 development.	 	 A	 new	 independent	 study	must	 be	 done,	 and	 how	 it	 is	 done	must	 be	 made	
transparent,	 because	 the	 "results"	 given	 from	 the	 last	 one	 are	 absurd:	 less	 than	 18	 more	 cars	 in	 the	
daytime????	123	a	night???	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐2	

This	comment	requesting	that	an	independent	traffic	study	be	prepared	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 trip	
generation	 and	 associated	 traffic	 impacts,	 and	 pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 regarding	 traffic	
impacts	under	Alternative	9.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	operational	 traffic	 impacts	under	both	 the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	 It	 should	be	noted	 that	 traffic	 impacts	under	
Alternative	9	would	be	incrementally	less	than	those	of	the	Project	given	the	reduction	in	commercial	space	
under	this	Alternative.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐3	

As	much	 as	 I	would	 love	 a	 Frank	 Geary	 building	 in	my	 neighborhood,	 this	 development	must	 be	
designed	in	keeping	with	the	geography,	and	the	already	terrible	traffic	conditions	that	exist	on	this	
corner,	as	well	as	the	traffic	going	up	and	down	Crescent	Heights	I	Laurel	Cyn.	Blvd.	which	is	already	a	
bottleneck.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐3	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts	and	pages	2‐41	through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
regarding	traffic	impacts	under	Alternative	9.			As	discussed	therein,	operational	traffic	impacts	under	both	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	 	Irrespective	of	various	design	
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changes,	traffic	impacts	under	Alternative	9	would	be	incrementally	less	than	those	of	the	Project	given	the	
reduction	in	commercial	space	under	this	Alternative.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐4	

To	continue:	 	Unfortunately	 the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	
EIR,	 as	 prepared,	 is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	
associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	 document	 is	 prepared,	 as	 an	 advocacy	
document	 intended	 to	 provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	
adequately	evaluate	the	proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	
directly	affected	by	the	impacts	of	this	proposed	development.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐5	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐6	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐7	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	size	and	scale?	 	Zoning	 incentives	as	used	 in	 	 the	recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐8	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	superior	project.	 	Project	approval,	at	the	expense	of	policy	compliance	and	G	appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐9	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will		truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐10	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City's	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐11	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐12	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐13	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐14	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 I	 request	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.	I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐15	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐16	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐17	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1737	

increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐18	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	"residential"	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐19	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 1	 0‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐20	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐20	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐21	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐22	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C504‐23	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	desires	of	the	community	because	the	architect	is	Frank	Gehry?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C504‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C505	

Linda	Finnell	
8225	Hillside	Ave.	

COMMENT	NO.	C505‐1	

I	am	asking	you	to	carefully	consider	the	new	request	of	the	developer	for	8150	Sunset.		Raising	the	height	of	
the	tower	will	jeopardize	views	and	thus	jeopardize	our	property	values.		

There	 is	 too	 much	 development	 on	 Sunset	 as	 it	 is	 (9000	 Sunset)	 and	 views	 that	 have	 already	 been	
compromised.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C505‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	Project	impacts	on	views	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	
2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐11	and	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	on	views	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 views	 impacts	 for	 further	
discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C505‐2	

Yes,	 all	 this	 development	brings	 the	 city	more	 tax	dollars	 ‐	 but	what	 it	 brings	our	neighborhood	 is:	more	
traffic	on	an	already	heavily	trafficed	[sic]	street,	more	time	sitting	in	that	traffic,	noise,	dirt,	street	closures,	
inconvenience	 and	 of	 course‐	 devalued	 property.	 Tell	 me‐	 how	 will	 our	 neighborhood	 benefit	 from	 yet	
another	retail/residential	monolith?	Will	my	property	taxes	go	up	for	something	I	don't	want	and	that	has	
the	potential	to	decrease	my	home's	value?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C505‐2	

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	
traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 noise,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 noise	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 with	 supporting	 data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 F,	 while	 Section	 2.b.7	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
page	 2‐36	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 operational	
noise	impacts.	

With	respect	to	“dirt”,		the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	air	quality	impacts	in	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality,	with	supporting	
data	and	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	B,	while	Section	2.B.2	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	
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associated	with	Alternative	9,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.B‐51	
and	4.B‐52	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐20	through	2‐22	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 construction‐related	 air	 emissions	 (including	 “dirt”	 or	 fugitive	 dust)	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.	

With	 respect	 to	 street	 closures,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 Project	 Traffic	 Impact	 Analysis	
included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1,	 while	 Section	 2.B.10	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	66	of	the	Draft	
EIR	 and	pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 measures.		
However,	 as	 indicated	 on	 page	 4.J‐39	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐42	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 could	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	 construction	 traffic	 impacts	 (potentially	 including	
temporary	 lane	 closures	 on	 surrounding	 streets	 during	 the	 construction	 period).	 	 This	 is	 despite	 the	
implementation	of	the	required	LADOT‐approved	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan,	described	on	pages	
4.J‐26	 and	 ‐27	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 which	 would	 specify	 construction	 hours,	 truck	 haul	 routes,	 construction	
staging	 and	worker	 parking	 areas,	 and	 other	 requirements	 to	minimize	 adverse	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	
regional	traffic	system	throughout	construction.			Please	see	pages	4.J‐26	and	‐27	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	further	
information	on	the	required	Construction	Traffic	Management	Plan.	

With	respect	to	the	issue	of	impacts	to	property	values	resulting	from	the	Project,	property	values	are	not	an	
issue	 to	 be	 evaluated	 in	 an	 EIR,	 as	 CEQA	 is	 concerned	 with	 the	 physical	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	
environment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C505‐3	

I	understand	you	have	a	 job	to	do,	but	when	making	this	decision,	please	keep	in	mind	you	also	represent	
our	 neighborhood	 as	well	 ‐	 not	 just	 a	 developer	 and	 his	 or	 her	 bank	 account.	 	We	 live	 here.	We	will	 be	
harmed	by	this.	You	need	to	deny	this	request.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C505‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C506	

Lionel	B.	Levin,	M.D.	
8108	Laurel	View	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	90069‐1616	

COMMENT	NO.	C506‐1	

Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevards	 is	 an	 extremely	 busy	 intersection,	 especially	 at	 rush	 hours.	
Numerous	times	frustrated	drivers	beat	the	red	 light	going	south	on	Crescent	Heights	and	pose	significant	
dangers	for	accidents.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C506‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation.	 	This	 includes	at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection	
where	 level	 of	 service	 (LOS)	 would	 remain	 unchanged	 and	 where	 impacts	 would	 be	 below	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	 significance	 thresholds	 (page	 4.J‐45	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐43	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR).	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C506‐2	

To	raise	the	height	of	the	proposed	development	to	234	feet	would,	I	assume,	be	to	add	additional	offices	and	
apartments	 to	 the	 previously	 proposed	 structure.	 	 This	 additional	 residential	 and	 business	 density	 will	
permanently	 increase	 an	 already	 severely	 traffic	 congested	 intersection	 and	 cause	 increased	 significant	
traffic	 delays	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 which	 will	 affect	 many	 area	 east	 and	 west	 of	 the	 immediate	 area.	 	 I	
strongly	oppose	this	requested	addition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C506‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C506‐1	above.	

COMMENT	NO.	C506‐3	

I	am	sure	you	will	 receive	many	complaints	 focusing	on	obstructed	views	of	 the	city.	 	This	 is	not	an	 issue	
affecting	my	home	and	I	do	not	wish	to	add	this	consideration.		I	strongly	oppose	plans	which,	I	feel,	already	
permit	overbuilding	even	without	this	height	increase.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C506‐3	

This	comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.	

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1742	

LETTER	NO.	C507	

Marie	Drouin	
<mariefranced10@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C507‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C507‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C507‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C507‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.C508	

Maris	Clement,	MFT,	Psy.D.	
7250	Fraklin	Ave.	#1015	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐3045	

COMMENT	NO.C508‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C508‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C508‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C508‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C508‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	
in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C508‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C508‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	 bigger	 than	 otherwise	 possible.	 	What	 is	 the	 Community	 benefit?	 	Where	 is	 the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	
space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	
will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	rented	to?		Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	
the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C508‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C508‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C509	

Masayo	Suzuki	
masayomasayo123@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	509‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 to	 notify	 my	 strong	 opposition	 against	 proposed	 height	 of	 8150	 Sunset	 Development,	 as	 I	
believe	it	will	not	serve	the	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	509‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	509‐2	

First,	 this	proposal	would	worsen	the	traffic	 in	this	area,	which	should	be	absolutely	avoided	for	the	 long‐
standing,	existing	businesses.	 	The	traffic	is	already	not	a	good	condition.		If	it	gets	even	worse,	people	will	
simply	stop	coming	to	this	area,	which	could	lead	to	significant	profit	loss.	

RESPONSE	NO.	509‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	stating	that	the	Project	could	lead	to	significant	profit	loss	in	the	
area,	property	values	and	economic	profits	are	not	an	issue	to	be	evaluated	in	an	EIR,	as	CEQA	is	concerned	
with	 the	 physical	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	 environment.	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 Project	 would	
redevelop	the	Project	Site	with	a	mix	of	new	commercial	and	residential	uses.		

COMMENT	NO.	509‐3	

Second,	 if	 this	 proposal	 is	 approved,	 other	 developers	 may	 start	 building	 the	 same	 height,	 and	 it	 will	
jeopardize	 the	 unique	 atmosphere	 and	 landscape	 that	 have	 been	 maintained	 in	 this	 area	 for	 decades.	
Numerous	 tall	 buildings	would	make	 this	 area	 look	 like	 another	big	 crowded	 region	 in	LA.	 	This	 area	has	
been	 maintained	 in	 a	 way	 that	 differentiates	 itself	 from	 just	 another	 monotonous	 big	 town.	 	 The	 area's	
unique	atmosphere	is	the	one	that	has	attracted	people	and	businesses.		As	such,	it	is	extremely	important	to	
maintain	the	current	landscape.	

RESPONSE	NO.	509‐3	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	the	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	and	impacts	related	to	 land	use	compatibility	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Sections	2.B.1	and	
2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	
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the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	 through	2‐19	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	visual	 character	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 As	
indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐34	and	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	
impacts	of	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	significant.	 	For	 further	discussion,	please	see	
Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐4,	regarding	the	visual	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	
Alternative	9,	respectively.	

COMMENT	NO.	509‐4	

For	those	reasons,	I	strongly	request	that	you	take	any	actions	to	disapprove	this	proposal.	

RESPONSE	NO.	509‐4	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C510	

Michelle	Milosh	
mmilosh@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C510‐1	

I	 am	 very	 concerned	 about	 the	 impact	 of	 traffic	 with	 the	 proposal	 of	 a	 20+	 story	 building	 on	 Sunset	
&Crescent	heights	...Already	in	the	mornings	there	is	un	bearable	traffic,	it	used	to	take	me	15	minutes	to	get	
to	Sunset‐Crescent	from	my	home	in	Los	Feliz	now	it	takes	over	30	minutes	on	a	normal	day,	sometimes	40	‐	
45	minutes	week	days.		I	travel	daily	for	work.		Dumping	that	many	more	residents	into	the	mix	will	surely	
create	much	worse	morning;	evening,	and	all	day	traffic.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C510‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation.		This	includes	AM	peak	hour,	PM	peak	hour,	and	daily	traffic,	and	includes	traffic	at	
the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection.	

The	 comment	 indicates	 that	 this	 proposal	 would	 be	 20+	 stories.	 	 However,	 as	 indicated	 on	 page	 2‐1	 in	
Chapter	2.0,	 Project	Description,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 and	on	page	2‐1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	maximum	building	
height	would	be	16	stories	under	the	Project	and	15	stories	under	Alternative	9,	though	the	relative	per‐floor	
height	would	be	increased	under	Alternative	9;	hence,	the	increased	overall	building	height	(e.g.,	from	216	to	
234	feet	above	grade).	

COMMENT	NO.	C510‐2	

Please	reconsider	and	cut	 the	building	 in	half,	10‐	12	stories,	 there	by	 lessing	 [sic]	 traffic	and	keeping	 the	
look	of	LA.		Please	look	at	Paris	as	a	model,	within	the	city	building	heights	are	4‐6	stories,	PLUS	they	have	an	
amazing	metro!		LA	does	not	...	Another	reason	to	keep	building	heights	no	more	than	Capitol	Records,	150	
feet.		Leave	the	huge	over	12	story	buildings	outside	of	the	city	and	our	traffic	zones.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C510‐2	

The	request	to	the	City	to	consider	cutting	the	building	to	10‐12	stories	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 Several	 alternatives	were	 evaluated	 in	 the	Draft	 EIR	 to	 address	
concerns	related	to	height	and	scale,	 including	Alternative	1	(No	Project/No	Build),	Alternative	2	(Existing	
Zoning),	Alternative	3	(Reduced	Height,	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).		Also,	in	
response	to	public	comments	on	the	Draft	EIR,	a	new	alternative	was	added	(Alternative	9,	Enhanced	View	
Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking),	 and	 was	 evaluated	 in	 a	 re‐circulated	 Draft	 EIR	 (e.g.,	 RP‐
DEIR).	Alternative	9	would	reduce	the	mass	of	the	Project	by	providing	a	 lower	podium	height,	and	would	
provide	north‐south	view	corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	
towers.	
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With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 concerning	 traffic,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C510‐1	
above.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	about	keeping	the	look	of	LA,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	impacts	
of	the	Project	on	visual	character	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	impacts	related	to	land	use	
compatibility	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	
RP‐DEIR,	 the	visual	 character	 impacts	of	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐34	
and	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	
than	significant.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	proximity	to	Metro,	a	Metro	Rapid	Transit	Bus	stop	is	
located	approximately	1,560	feet	east	of	the	Project	Site	as	indicated	on	page	2‐5	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	shown	
in	Appendix	D	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	
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LETTER	NO.	C511	

Michelle	Milosh	
<mmilosh@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C511‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C511‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C511‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C511‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C512	

Nastassja	Graham	
<nhgraham009@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C512‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C512‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C512‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C512‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C513	

Priya	Ghai	
<priya@passionfruitdirect.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C513‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C513‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C513‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C513‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C514	

Rosemarie	P	Cobin	
1621	Vista	Del	Mar	
Hollywood,	CA	90028	

COMMENT	NO.	C514‐1	

I	WOULD	LIKE	TO	KNOW	IF	THE	DEVELOPER	IS	USING	THE	CITY	OWNED	TRIANGLE	ISLAND	AND	RIGHT	
TURN	 STREET	 ON	 THE	 CORNER	 OF	 CRESCENT	 HEIGHTS	 &	 SUNSET	 BLVD	 IN	 THEIR	 CALCULATIONS	 IN	
ORDER	TO	GET	A	HIGHER	"FAR"	 (Floor	Area	Ratio).	 IT	 IS	WRONG	TO	USE	CITY	AND	TAXPAYER	OWNED	
PROPERTY	IN	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	TO	HELP	THEM	QUALIFY	TO	BUILD	A	MUCH	LARGER	PROJECT	THAN	
THEY	ARE	ALLOWED	BY	CODE.		THERE	IS	ABOUT	125	FEET	OF	CITY	PROPERTY	THEY	ARE	USING	IN	THEIR	
PLANS	AND	THEY	SHOULD	NOT	BE	ALOWED	TO	USE	THAT	125	FEET	TO	MEASURE	THE	DISTANCE	TO	THE	
NEAREST	TRANSIT	STOP	AT	FAIRFAX	&	SUNSET.	 	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	ARE	WRONG	AND	NEED	TO	BE	
REDONE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C514‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	the	comments	provided	in	Letter	C539‐6	(Wayne	Marmorstein	Letter	C539);	
please	refer	to	Responses	to	Comment	Letter	C539‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C514‐2	

Being	a	resident	of	Hollywood	this	is	UNACCEPTABLE.		STOP	THE	MADNESS	...	NOW!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C514‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C514‐3	

Please	listen	for	once,	this	project	is	way,	way	too	TALL!!!	"	Do	not	let	Los	Angeles	look	like	New	York,	and	
listen	to	the	taxpayers	of	LA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C514‐3	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	
compatibility,	related	to	height	and	scale.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	views,	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C515	

Scott	Carnwath	
7400	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	723	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C515‐1	

My	name	is	Scott	Carnwath.		I	am	a	local	citizen	and	live	only	a	mile	away	from	the	proposed	project	at	8150	
Sunset	Blvd.	 	 I	 am	writing	 to	 inform	you	of	my	support	 for	 this	project.	 	My	support	stems	 from	how	 the	
proposed	building	project	will	affect	the	local	area	and	Los	Angeles	as	a	city	at	large.	 	Proposed	by	a	famed	
architect,	Frank	Gehry,	the	buildings	will	 increase	the	number	of	homes	 in	the	area.	 	 I	 like	that	the	project	
will	add	30	condos	and	219	rentals	units	to	the	local	community.		These	units	will	bring	in	families	who	will	
add	to	the	economy	of	the	area.		Their	addition	to	the	area	is	a	welcomed	prospect.		The	growing	number	of	
homes	and	the	shops	to	be	built	will	 improve	the	local	economy	while	the	construction	will	also	boost	the	
economy	through	contractors	and	workers	they	hire.	 	Which	becomes	my	next	point.	 	The	project	at	8150	
Sunset	Blvd.	will	bring	needed	jobs	to	the	area.		Through	the	proposed	construction	of	four	story	building	in	
the	front	with	retail	space	on	the	street	level	will	bring	long	lasting	jobs	to	the	area	that	are	bound	to	show	a	
higher	return	than	the	current	strip	mall	that	resides	at	the	address	currently.		I	also	like	that	the	proposed	
building	will	bring	in	construction	workers	who	bring	in	an	added	bonus	of	an	economic	boost	to	our	local	
community.		Yet	most	of	all,	the	project	is	designed	with	the	environment	in	mind	and,	in	the	midst	of	a	never	
ending	 drought,	 going	 green	 should	 be	 on	 all	 of	 our	minds.	 	Earning	 a	 green	 stamp	of	 approval	 from	 the	
Governor's	office,	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	will	become	a	gold	standard	for	future	green	development.		In	closing	I	
hope	that	you	will	approve	the	project.	 	I	understand	that	some	of	my	neighbors	might	have	a	problem,	but	
know	that	supporters	are	out	here.		We	like	the	project	as	more	families	will	move	to	the	area,	it	will	boost	
the	local	economy,	and	most	of	all	it	will	be	built	with	the	environment	in	mind.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C515‐1	
This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
	

COMMENT	NO.	C515‐2	

RE:	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR		Dear,	Srimal,	David	Ryu,	Mayor	Garcetti,		THE	TRAFFIC	STUDY	THAT	WAS	DONE	IS	
A	 TOTAL	 JOKE!!!!	 THE	 STUDY	 SATS	 THAT	 THERE	 WILL	 BE	 VIRTUALLY	 NO	 IMPACT	 ON	 THE	
NEIGHBORHOOD.	 	 ARE	 THEY	 SERIOUS????	 WHAT	 INTELLIGENT	 BUSINESSMAN	 WOULD	 INVEST	 300	
MILLION	DOLLARS	TO	BUILD	THIS	MASSIVE	PROJECT	ONLY	TO	HAVE	THE	SAME	AMOUNT	OF	TRAFFIC	
GENERATED	 THAT	 IS	 THERE	 NOW???	 	 THE	 DEVELOPER	WOULD	 NEVER	 BUILD	 THIS	 PROJECT	 IF	 THIS	
WERE	TRUE!!!	 	A	FRANK	GHERY	BUILDING	CAN'T	GENERATE	ANY	TRAFFIC???.	 	 IF	ALL	OF	THIS	IS	TRUE,		
WITHIN	MONTHS	 OF	 THE	 GRAND	 OPENING,	 THE	 DEVELOPER	WOULD	 GO	 BANKRUPT!!!!!!!!!!!!	 	PLEASE	
DON'T	INSULT	US	WITH	THIS	RIDICULOUS	TRAFFIC	STUDY!!!!!!!	 	HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	
highest	proposed	 tower	 is	 three	 times	 the	height	of	nearby	structures	 like	 the	DGA	building	 (79	 feet)	and	
would	 be	 the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	
enormous	 eyesore.	 	 THE	PROJECT	 IS	TOO	TALL.	 	 100Ft	 should	 be	 the	 limit.	 	 TRAFFIC:	 	 The	Traffic	 study	
needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	completely	changed	and	uses	
highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	
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eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	reason	for	
eliminating	the	traffic	island	is	to	give	the	developers	their	legally	required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	
stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	 	 Is	vitally	 important	for	pedestrian	and	
driver	safety	ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	
Transit	Stop"	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	
city's	 general	 plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	
Development	Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	
foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	 I	 WOULD	 LIKE	 TO	 KNOW	 IF	 THE	 DEVELOPER	 IS	 USING	 THE	 CITY	 OWNED	 TRIANGLE	
ISLAND	AND	RIGHT	TURN	STREET	ON	THE	CORNER	OF	CRESCENT	HEIGHTS	&	SUNSET	BLVD	 IN	THEIR	
CALCULATIONS	 IN	ORDER	TO	GET	A	HIGHER	"FAR"	 (Floor	Area	Ratio).	 	 IT	 IS	WRONG	TO	USE	CITY	AND	
TAXPAYER	 OWNED	 PROPERTY	 IN	 THEIR	 CALCULATIONS	 TO	 HELP	 THEM	 QUALIFY	 TO	 BUILD	 A	 MUCH	
LARGER	PROJECT	THAN	THEY	ARE	ALLOWED	BY	CODE.	 	THERE	IS	ABOUT	125	FEET	OF	CITY	PROPERTY	
THEY	ARE	USING	IN	THEIR	PLANS	AND	THEY	SHOULD	NOT	BE	ALOWED	[sic]	TO	USE	THAT	125	FEET	TO	
MEASURE	THE	DISTANCE	TO	THE	NEAREST	TRANSIT	STOP	AT	FAIRFAX	&	SUNSET.		THEIR	CALCULATIONS	
ARE	WRONG	AND	NEED	TO	BE	REDONE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C515‐2	

This	comment	 is	a	duplicate	of	 the	comments	provided	 in	Letter	C539	(Wayne	Marmorstein	Letter	C539);	
please	refer	to	Responses	to	Comment	Letter	C539.			
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LETTER	NO.	C516	

Sergio	Jarquin	Jr.	
sjarquinjr@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C516‐1	

What	do	you	say	when	Frank	Gehry	agrees	to	design	a	project	in	your	neighborhood	that	will	replace	a	strip	
mall	best	known	in	the	community	as	a	place	to	avoid	after	dark?		You	say,	"Thank	you;	when	and	where	do	I	
sign	 up?!?"	 	 If	 we	 have	 learned	 anything	 from	 urban	 planners,	 environmentalists,	 and	 other	 dense	
metropolitan	cities	around	the	world,	it's	that	building	height	does	not	equal	more	traffic;	especially	in	areas	
where	public	transit	options	are	in	abundance.		What	it	does	equal	is	more	quality	housing	for	the	wealthy,	
the	 not	 so	 wealthy,	 and	 those	 who's	 circumstances	 suggest	 may	 never	 be	 wealthy.	 	 It	 equals	 more	 job	
opportunities.	 	And	therein	lies	the	real	reason	why	projects	like	8150	Sunset	are	so	vital	to	the	continued	
success	and	progress	of	Los	Angeles.	Housing	and	Jobs!		To	try	and	obstruct	developments	that	are	a	catalyst	
for	economic	growth	and	the	general	betterment	of	a	community	is	to	be	resigned	to	the	status	quo,	which	is,	
frankly,	unacceptable.		As	someone	who	lives	near	the	site,	I	hope	our	City	leaders	embrace	this	development	
and	not	allow	unnecessary	delays	to	an	already	painstakingly	long	and	arduous	process.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C516‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.C517	

Maris	Clement,	MFT,	Psy.D.	
7250	Fraklin	Ave.	#1015	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐3045	

COMMENT	NO.C517‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C517‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C517‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C517‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C517‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C517‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C517‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C517‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C517‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C517‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C518	

Taisuke	Matsuda	
t.matsuda326@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C518‐1	

I	don’t	need	a	high	building	in	a	residential	area.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C518‐1	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	and	visual	character,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	
compatibility,	related	to	height	and	scale.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	
less	than	significant	views,	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C519	

Tamara	Cascardo	
<tmello414@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C519‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C519‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C519‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C519‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C520	

Tanya		
solarcomparison@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C520‐1	

Our	 community	 in	 Laurel	 Canyon	 has	 been	 given	 lots	 of	 info	 about	 the	 proposed	 project	 on	 Sunset	 and	
Crescent	Heights.		I'm	sure	you've	all	been	flooded	with	a	million	emails	..	sorry	about	that.		I	confess,	I	have	
not	fully	delved	into	it.	 	I	do	think	something	nice	needs	to	be	put	up	in	that	space	as	it's	a	bit	 'grey'	at	the	
moment.	 	Many	people	have	expressed	concern	over	the	height	of	the	proposed	building	and	of	course	the	
traffic	stress	of	the	construction	stuff.		I	do	not	regularly	commute	but	on	the	occasions	I	have	to	take	Sunset	
in	 the	 mornings,	 it's	 was	 pretty	 awful	 when	 La	 Cienega	 was	 closed,	 and	 all	 that	 construction	 along	 that	
stretch.	 	Either	way,	I	digress.	 	When	I	first	heard	about	this	plan,	and	then	all	the	hysteria	that	followed,	I	
though	 ‐well,	 I	 am	sure	 the	planners	have	 thought	of	 all	 that.	Well	 ..	 perhaps	not.	 	 I	 love	 the	 idea	of	 truly	
affordable	housing,	having	worked	in	that	area	in	Hollywood	in	the	early	2000s	with	several	organizations.		
I'm	sure	there	was	a	ton	of	opposition	to	The	Grove,	and	now,	look	how	many	people	frequent	it.		Likewise,		
Hollywood	Highland,	formerly	Babylon	Court	(	bad	choice	of	name!)		I'm	sure	there	is	a	way	to	work	things	
out	where	everyone	..	well	mostly	everyone	‐	can	agree	that	what	is	planned	is	a	good	idea	and	a	benefit	to	
the	majority.	 	 So	 no,	 this	 is	 not	 an	 angry	 letter,	 it's	 not	 anti	 development,	 it's	 just	 a	 note	 to	 say	 I	 really	
appreciate	you	all	looking	into	this	and	maybe	re‐thinking	the	tall	building	idea.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C520‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 aesthetics,	 views,	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
aesthetics,	views,	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	
during	 operation	 and	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 during	
construction.	

The	comments	 in	general	 support	of	 the	Project	and	 the	 request	 that	 the	City	 to	 rethink	 the	height	of	 the	
building	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	It	should	be	noted	
that	alternatives	were	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	to	address	concerns	related	to	height	and	scale,	including	
Alternative	 1	 (No	 Project/No	Build),	 Alternative	 2	 (Existing	 Zoning),	 Alternative	 3	 (Reduced	Height),	 and	
Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).	 	Also,	 in	response	to	public	comments	on	the	Draft	
EIR,	 a	 new	 alternative	 was	 added	 (Alternative	 9,	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	
Parking)	and	was	evaluated	in	a	re‐circulated	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	RP‐DEIR).		Alternative	9	would	reduce	the	mass	
of	the	Project	by	providing	a	lower	podium	height,	and	would	provide	north‐south	view	corridors	through	
the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	towers.	
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LETTER	NO.	C521	

T.C.	Conroy	
<tc@westcoastcoaching.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C521‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C521‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C521‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C521‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.C522	

Tranna	M.	Salim.	
trms20@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C522‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C522‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C522‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include	the	HEIGHT:	 	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C522‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C522‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	 fully	 inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	
changed.		It	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	to	have	a	smaller	impact	than	it	will.		

RESPONSE	NO.C522‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C522‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non‐
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C522‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C522‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset.		It’s	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	
in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C522‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C522‐6	

Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 EIR	 deficient	 and	unable	 to	 substantiate	 the	 	 proposed	 project.	 Please	 carefully	
consider	the	impact	this	massive	development	will	have	on	the	residents.		Are	you	interested	in	us,	or	do	you	
just	care	about	changing	the	whole	charming	character	of	the	area?		I	would	hope	that	you	consider	the	local	
residents,	and	the	impact	of	this	development.		I	certainly	would	appreciate	your	careful	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.C522‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	regarding	adequacy	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.		The	
commenter’s	concerns	regarding	changing	the	character	of	the	area	and	impacts	of	the	Project	are	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	
impacts	to	views	and	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	
the	Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	development	standards	and	land	use	compatibility.			
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LETTER	NO.C523	

Yuna	Kim	
ykim1993@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.C523‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C523‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C523‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.			

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C523‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C523‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!		
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a”High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop”.		Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C523‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C523‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?		How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?		How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?		We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	rented	to?	 	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 I	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C523‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefit	 of	 the	 project	 that	 w.	 ill	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
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environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.		Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	
proposed	project.		

RESPONSE	NO.C523‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C524	

Zoe	Sher	
zoeismagic1@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C524‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C524‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C524‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.			

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C524‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C524‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	 is	 looking	to	 increase	the	density	of	their	 lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!		
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a”High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop”.		Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C524‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C524‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?		How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?		How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?		We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	rented	to?	 	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 I	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C524‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefit	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
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environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	 substantiate	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	 unable	 to	 substantiate	 the	
proposed	project.		

RESPONSE	NO.C524‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C525	

David	N.	Haynes	
<davidnhaynes@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C525‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C525‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C525‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C525‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C525‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C525‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C525‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C525‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C525‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C526	

Dee	Dee	Schneider	
teacher@sbcglobal.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C526‐1	

I	live	directly	across	 the	street	 from	the	proposed	project	on	the	north	side	of	Sunset	Bl.	All	of	the	houses	
that	 face	 the	 project	 will	 no	 longer	have	 the	 city	 views	 that	 enticed	us	 to	 buy	 in	 this	 neighborhood.	Our	
houses	will	be	devalued	significantly.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C526‐1	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	views	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	
Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	This	analysis	 includes	
visual	 simulations	 from	multiple	 vantage	 points,	 including	 several	 from	 north	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 looking	
south.		Land	uses	directly	across	Sunset	Boulevard	from	the	Project	Site,	at	the	same	elevation	as	the	Project	
Site,	do	not	have	southerly	city	views	because	of	 the	 intervening	existing	buildings	on	the	Project	Site	and	
further	 to	 the	 south.	 	 As	 indicated	 in	 Figure	 4.A‐7	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR,	 northerly	 land	 uses	 upslope	 from	 the	
Project	 Site,	 as	 from	along	Marlay	Drive,	have	 existing	 southerly	City	views,	but	 as	 indicated	 in	 the	visual	
simulation	in	Figure	4.A‐7,	most	of	the	City	would	still	be	visible	from	this	and	other	northerly	vantage	points	
under	the	Project.	 	As	indicated	in	Figure	2‐2	on	page	2‐13	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	more	of	the	City	would	also	be	
visible	 from	this	and	other	northerly	vantage	points	under	Alternative	9	which	would	 include	north‐south	
view	corridors	across	the	Project	Site.		Therefore,	as	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐12	
of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 less	 than	 significant	 view	 impacts	 would	 occur.	 	 Furthermore,	 as	 discussed	 in	 depth	 in	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1,	 it	 is	 the	 obstruction	 of	 public	 and	 not	 private	 views	 that	 represent	 potentially	
significant	impacts	under	the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA).	

COMMENT	NO.	C526‐2	

Our	 small	 streets	 are	 overcrowded	now	with	 hotel	 and	 restaurant	 employees'	cars	 parked	 everywhere.	 I	
can't	imagine	how	many	vehicles	will	take	over	our	streets.		West	Hollywood	has	permit	parking.	We	don't.		
Signs	posted	around	here	have	unlimited	parking	until	10	pm.	But	LA	City	doesn't	enforce	the	restrictions.	
People	park	after	10	to	go	to	clubs	and	restaurants	without	getting	cited	or	towed	as	the	signs	state.	On	the	
north	side	of	Sunset	Bl	 [sic]	 in	 front	 of	the	nightclub,	 the	posted	signs	 state	NO	STOPPING.	 ..	 but	 cars	 are	
parked	there	all	 evening	long.	They	 are	never	cited.	Those	cars	 parked	there	block	 traffic	 heading	west	 on	
Sunset.	The	same	thing	will	happen	on	the	south	side	of	the	street	 in	 front	 of	the	8150	project.	 	 It	will	be	
nothing	but	chaos	on	both	sides	of	the	street,	as	well	as	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C526‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	 the	
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recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 for	 further	
discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 parking,	 the	 above	 referenced	 sections	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 also	 evaluated	 the	
parking	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 summarized	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 Project	
would	provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	
of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	is	
144	 spaces	more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC.	 	 Therefore,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 is	 not	
anticipated.	

COMMENT	NO.	C526‐3	

This	proposed	awful	building	is	extremely	high.	 ..	out	of	proportion	to	the	other	surrounding	edifices	in	the	
neighborhood.		What	they	want	 to	build	should	be	in	NYC,	not	on	the	Sunset	Strip.	Maybe	even	downtown	
Los	Angeles,	but	not	on	Sunset.		It's	a	nightmare.		It	will	be	ridiculously	congested.		Don't	let	this	building	be	
this	high.			 It	 shouldn't	be	over	8	stories	high.	 ..	 Please,	please,	please.	Use	common	sense.		 SHORTEN	THIS	
PROJECT!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C526‐3	

With	respect	to	the	comments	requesting	that	the	building	not	be	allowed	to	be	as	high	as	proposed,	and	that	
it	 shouldn’t	 be	 over	 8	 stories,	 these	 comments	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 visual	 character	 impacts	 related	 to	 proposed	
building	 height,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 land	 compatibility	 with	
surrounding	development	related	to	building	height.		As	indicated,	the	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	
9	on	visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	related	to	building	height	would	be	less	than	significant.	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C526‐2	above.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1799	

LETTER	NO.	C527	

Jeffrey	Masino	
1566	Courtney	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
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not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1801	

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C527‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C527‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C528	

Marjorie	Harris	
<marjorieharrisla@gmail.com>	
Crest	View	Drive	
LA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C528‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C528‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C528‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
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The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C528‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C528‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C528‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C528‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C528‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C528‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C529	

Michael	Schwartz	
1521	N.	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
L.A.,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C529‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C529‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C529‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C529‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C529‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C529‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C529‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C529‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C529‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C529‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C529‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C529‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.C530	

Michael	Shores	
mshores90069@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐1	

Michael	 Shores.	 	 I	 am	 a	 20+	 year	 resident	 of	 1682	Marmont	 Avenue	 and	 the	 owner	 of	 the	 SFR	 at	 1676	
Marmont	 Avenue	 for	 11+	 years.	 	 I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	
proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 	This	 is	a	massive,	out	of	 scale	
development	 that	will	 adversely	 impact	 the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	
approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	
negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	
approving	 such	 a	poorly	written	 and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	 report.	 	While	 the	new	design	 is	 better,	
many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	
conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.			

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.C530‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐5	

ZONING:	 This	 is	 really	 a	 joke.	 	 Where	 is	 the	 “Major	 Transit	 Stop”	 going	 east	 and	 west?	 The	 public	
transportation	 in	 L.A.	 is	 laughable	 compared	 to	 any	 large	 metropolitan	 city	 in	 the	 world.	 	 Take	 this	
opportunity	to	really	hold	these	developers	accountable	to	do	something	real	for	the	city.		The	developer	is	
looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	
is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan!		Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐5	

The	comments	regarding	the	availability	and	quality	of	public	transit	services	in	the	City	are	noted	and	will	
be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	
No.	2‐5	regarding	the	distance	to	a	major	transit	stop	and	qualification	for	Affordable	Housing	Incentives.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	 	We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	
rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	rented	to?		Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	
is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefit	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.		Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	
proposed	project.		
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RESPONSE	NO.C530‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐9	

Surrounding	 neighborhoods	 will	 be	 overrun	 with	 traffic.	 	 It	 already	 is.	 It	 endangers	 peoples	 [sic]	 lives.		
Hollywood	 Blvd	 has	 already	 become	 an	 overcrowded	 shortcut	with	 impatient	 drivers	 trying	 to	 avoid	 the	
Sunset	 Crescent	 Heights	 intersection.	 	 This	 section	 of	 Hollywood	 Blvd	 is	 a	 catorgorized	 [sic]	 as	 a	 sub‐
standard	street.	Neighbors	walk	their	dogs	and	now	have	to	compete	with	these	rush‐hour	drives	that	don't	
slow	down.	There	are	a	 lot	of	people	 in	L.A.	now	 that	have	more	money	 than	sense	along	with	 their	very	
expensive	and	fast	cars	who	use	the	narrow	curves	of	Hollywood	Blvd	as	their	own	personal	speedway.	 	 I	
have	written	numerous	 letters	 about	 this,	 suggesting	 speed	bumps	 to	 slow	down	 traffic.	 	 Responses	have	
been	that	it’s	not	possible.		The	Fire	Dept	would	be	negatively	affected	with	their	call	response	time.	I	get	it.	
So	please	don’t	add	further	injury	to	this	situation.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐9	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 to	neighborhood	street	
segments	due	 to	 “cut‐through”	 traffic	by	vehicles	avoiding	congestion	on	major	 roadways,	and	pages	2‐46	
and	2‐47	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 regarding	 impacts	 to	neighborhood	 streets	under	Alternative	9.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	 Protection,	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR,	2‐37	through	2‐40	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	
and	 response	 times.	 	As	 concluded	 therein,	 impacts	 related	 to	 emergency	 services	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	
access	and	response	times	would	be	less	than	significant	under	the	Project	and	various	alternatives.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐10	

While	Mr.	Gehry	 is	 a	world‐renowned	architect,	his	 style	has	grown	 tiresome.	 	This	project	will	become	a	
tremendous	eyesore	in	the	future.	It	will	impose	on	the	privacy	off	all	the	surrounding	residential	neighbors	
in	the	hills	as	well	as	guests	at	the	Chateau	Marmont.		It	will	bury	Havenhurst	in	gridlock	as	this	is	the	main	
access	 to	 this	 white	 elephant.	 	 It’s	 massive	 size	 will	 cast	 a	 dark	 shadow	 over	 many	 of	 the	 single	 family	
residents	and	apartments	in	the	surrounding	area,	that	for	years	have	enjoyed	their	right	to	the	L.A.	sunshine	
and	blue	sky.		

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐10	

This	 comment	on	 the	 style	of	 the	architect	 is	noted	and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views,	 visual	 character,	 and	
shade/shadow,	 as	well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	 Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 views,	 visual	 character,	 and	 shade/shadow	 effects	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant,	while	long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐11	

Ask	Mr.	Gehry’s	Santa	Monica	neighbors	how	they	feel	about	living	next	door	to	that	eyesore.	And	that’s	only	
1	story.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C530‐11	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.C530‐12	

Look	at	 the	attached	pictures	 that	 the	developer	 included	 in	 their	study.	 	The	project	 is	so	massive	 that	 it	
can’t	 fit	 in	 the	 picture.	 	 The	 picture	 taken	 from	 the	 NE	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 &	 Crescent	 Heights	 shows	 how	
massive	and	overwhelming	this	structure	will	be.	 	The	picture	taken	from	in	front	of	the	Chateau	Marmont	
looking	east	on	Sunset	barely	shows	any	of	the	project.	It	was	cropped	out	to	minimize	the	massive	scale.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐12	

This	 comments	 regarding	 the	 visual	 simulations	 provided	 in	Figures	2‐3,	 2‐4,	 and	2‐5	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	are	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	
regarding	impacts	to	views	and	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐13	

Look	at	 this	rendering	 from	the	project.	 	 It's	 looking	SW	from	Sunset	/	Laurel	Cyn.	 	This	 is	completely	out	
scale	with	the	neighborhood.		Don’t	let	sun	and	sky	give	way	to	a	monstrosity.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐13	

This	comments	regarding	the	scale	of	Alternative	9	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.		Please	see	pages	2‐8	through	2‐19	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	and	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 visual	 character	 and	 shade/shadow	 effects	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 under	
Alternative	9.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compatibility	with	surrounding	development	
and	 consistency	 with	 plans,	 policies,	 and	 regulations	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	
aesthetics	and	land	use	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale	would	be	less	than	significant	under	Alternative	
9,	as	under	the	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐14	

Looking	East	on	Sunset.		This	picture	doesn’t	tell	the	true	story	of	how	big	this	project	is	–	the	propose	[sic]	
16	story	tower	won’t	even	fit	in	the	frame.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐14	

This	comment	regarding	the	size	of	Alternative	9	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	 for	
their	 consideration.	 	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 aesthetics	 and	 views	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	
height	 and	 scale	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 and	 evaluated	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	
impacts	of	the	Project	and	compliance	with	development	standards	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Sections	
2.B.1	and	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	
4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	aesthetics	and	views	impacts	of	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	Similarly,	as	indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	
EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐34	 and	 2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 and	 both	 proposals	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	
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development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.		For	further	discussion,	please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐
1	 regarding	 aesthetics	 and	 views	 impacts	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	
impacts	and	compliance	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.C530‐15	

This	is	Havenhurst	Drive.		A	nice	neighborhood	street	between	Sunset	&	Fountain.		This	street	will	be	over	
run	with	traffic	as	it	will	be	the	main	parking	entrance	and	exit	to	this	oversized	whale.		Fountain	will	also	be	
horribly	 impacted	 by	 creating	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 lane	 at	 Havenhurst.	 	 I	 believe	 their	 traffic	 studies	 are	
inadequate.		This	project	will	add	massive	gridlock	in	these	neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐15	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 vehicular	 access,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 assumptions	 and	
methodology	employed	in	the	preparation	of	the	Project	TIA.		As	noted	therein	the	Project	TIA	was	prepared	
in	 accordance	with	 established	 LADOT	 traffic	 study	 preparation	 procedures.	 	 Operational	 traffic	 impacts,	
including	impacts	to	Havenhurst	Drive	under	Alternative	9,	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation,	as	
discussed	on	pages	2‐46	and	2‐47	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.			

COMMENT	NO.C530‐16	

All	the	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	filled	with	voters.		The	valuations	of	the	surrounding	neighborhood	
homes	 cause	 us	 to	 pay	 a	 lot	 of	 property	 taxes.	 	 This	 is	 our	 right	 to	 object	 to	 the	way	 the	 city	 panders	 to	
developers.		This	project	should	absolutely	be	rejected	as	is	and	brought	into	scope	with	what	will	enhance	
the	neighborhood	experience,	not	destroy	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.C530‐16	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Property	values	
in	the	surrounding	area	are	not	germane	to	the	analysis	of	impacts	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	as	
they	do	not	relate	to	physical	impacts	on	the	environment	under	CEQA.			
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LETTER	NO.	C531	

Robert	O’Neill	
<Robert@payvy.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C531‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C531‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C531‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C531‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C531‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C531‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C531‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C531‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C531‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C532	

Save	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C532‐1	

Jeffery	Jon	Masino	Los	Angeles,	CA	Nov	08,	2005		There	is	already	the	threat	of	too	much	density	and	lack	of	
infrastructure	in	our	area!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C532‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐134	(Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C532‐2	

Siobhan	Carmean	Los	Angeles,	CA	Nov	08,	2005		I	do	not	support	this	at	all,	 for	reasons	too	many	to	just	
count.		This	is	a	horrible	idea.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C532‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐133	(Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C532‐3	

Ashley	bottorff	Los	Angeles,	CA	Nov	08,	2005		Live	and	work	in	the	area	and	traffic	is	bad	enough	already!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C532‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐132	(Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C532‐4	

Janelle	Thibodaux		Los	Angeles,	CA	Nov	08,	2005		Please,	no	more,	Garcetti	

RESPONSE	NO.	C532‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐131	(Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C532‐5	

Melanie	Pullen		Los	Angeles,	CA	Nov	08,	2005		This	will	be	too	big	for	that	corner.		It'll	be	horrendous	

RESPONSE	NO.	C532‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐130	(Save	the	Sunset	Strip	Petition	Letter	B34).		
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LETTER	NO.C533	

Joseph	D.	Tuchmayer	
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		While	the	text	here	in	part	repeats	what	other	will	also	share	with	you,	
those	thoughts	are	well	written	and	express	my	own	views	so	I	saw	no	need	to	improve	upon	them	in	many	
respects.			

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	
these	comments	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C533‐2	through	C533‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐2	

In	addition	 to	 the	reasons	expressed	below,	 I	want	you	 to	consider	 that	you	should	not	be	swayed	by	 the	
addition	of	the	services	of	Frank	Gehry	to	the	project.		While	he	is	renowned	and	no	doubt	excellent	at	what	
he	does,	the	problems	with	this	project	transcend	architectural	issues,	and	go	to	the	size,	density	and	use	of	
the	project,	not	to	mention	safety	concerns	created	by	increase	traffic	and	changes	to	traffic	flow	conditions.	
These	are	 issues	that	the	services	of	Mr.	Gehry	does	not	control.	 	Mr.	Gehry	 is	merely	a	"servant''	hired	to	
produce	a	product	that	meets	the	needs	of	his	"master".	 	He	is	not	the	owner	of	the	project	nor	the	person	
who	is	creating	the	scope	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C496‐2	(Joseph	Tuchmayer	Letter	C496).		

COMMENT	NO.C533‐3	

This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.		I	ask	that	
you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	
address	 the	 enormous	negative	 stresses	 the	project	will	 produce	 and	 the	 legal	 liability	 (lawsuits)	 the	 city	
would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	report.		While	the	
new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	 function	 have	 been	 ignored	 in	 favor	 of	 splashy	
architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.		

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐4	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
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the	 largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	neighborhood	and	 	becoming	an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.		

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐5	

TRAFFIC:	 	 Traffic	 study	 needs	 to	 be	 redrawn,	 it	 is	 not	 accurate	 now	 that	 the	 design	 project	 exits	 have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐6	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.		THIS	WOULD	MAKE	DRIVING	IS	THIS	AREA	WOULD	
BECOME	MUCH	MORE	DIFFICULT	AND	HAZARDOUS	TO	PEDESTRIANS!	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐6	

The	comment	on	driving	becoming	more	difficult	and	hazardous	to	pedestrians	is	noted	and	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	
pedestrian	and	vehicle	safety	associated	with	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	traffic	island.		

COMMENT	NO.C533‐7	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐8	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	 	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	
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COMMENT	NO.C533‐9	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.		The	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐10	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.C533‐11	

Finally,	you	should	not	be	swayed	by	the	addition	of	Frank	Gehry	to	the	project.		While	he	is	renowned	and	
no	doubt	excellent	at	what	he	does,	the	problems	with	this	project	transcend	architectural	issues,	and	go	to	
the	size,	density	and	use	of	the	project.		These	are	issues	that	Mr.	Gehry	does	not	control.		Mr.	Gehry	is	merely	
a	"servant"	hired	to	produce	a	product	that	meets	his	master's	needs.		He	is	not	the	owner	of	the	project	nor	
the	person	who	is	creating	the	scope	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C533‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C533‐2,	above,	as	this	comment	includes	statements	previously	provided	
in	 Comment	 C533‐2.	 	 The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C534	

Serge	Masche	
sergemasche@msn.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C534‐1	

I	have	just	been	made	aware	of	a	most	important	error	in	the	calculation	in	the	City	of	L.A.	allowance	of	the	
building	"FAR"	(Floor	Area	Allowance)	for	this	project.		The	developers	of	the	project	have	included	the	City	
owned	Island,	and	Right	Turn	roadway	 from	east	bound	Sunset	turning	 into	Southbound	Crescent	Heights	
Blvd.	 as	 their	 'own',	 including	 the	 public	 sidewalk,	 for	 the	 reason	 that	 they	 can	 then	 decrease	 the	 foot	
distance	to	a	Transit	Stop,	which	would	then	allow	them	to	build	a	much	 larger	Square	Foot	building	than	
would	otherwise	be	allowed	by	City	Building	Code.	 	The	Developers	 seem	 to	have	 somehow	 included	 this	
land	that	they	do	not	own	in	the	design	of	the	massive	building.		This	seems	to	me	to	be	a	gross	violation,	and	
perhaps	a	serious	error	somehow	slipped	through	on	the	Planning	Dept.	by	the	developers.		It	is	my	opinion,	
that	had	 the	development	plan	 the	project	within	 the	 legal	 limit	of	 the	 city	 code	on	 the	property	 that	 the	
developers	do	own,	that	there	would	been	a	scaled	down	project	which	was	not	desirable	to	the	developers.	
So	 instead	of	 following	 the	 rules,	 they	hoodwinked	 the	City	planning	department	 in	 the	 'FAR'	 calculations	
and	made	it	work	for	them.		However,	the	only	way	it	would	'work'	for	the	developers	to	build	this	massive	
Non	Conforming	building	was	to	use	in	their	calculations	land	that	was	not	theirs	to	use.		I	am	quite	upset	
at	 this	and	suggest	the	City	Planning	Dept.	does	a	complete	 investigation,	and	this	project	 is	put	On	Hold	‐	
forth	with,	until	the	outcome	of	the	investigation	is	complete.		Please	notify	me	of	your	decision	in	this	most	
important	matter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C534‐1	

The	Project	Site,	which	consists	of	approximately	2.56	acres	(or	111,339	square	feet)	and	does	not	include	
any	portion	of	the	City‐owned	traffic	island,	is	solely	utilized	for	the	calculation	of	FAR	for	the	Project.		The	
traffic	 island,	 though	proposed	to	be	 improved	and	maintained	by	the	Project	as	public	open	space,	would	
remain	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	in	perpetuity,	and	further	would	not	be	
considered	part	of	the	Project	Site.		Similarly,	the	measured	distance	to	the	referenced	major	transit	stop	at	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 is	 measured	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 boundaries	 only,	 and	 does	 not	
account	for	any	off‐site	area	including	the	existing	traffic	island.		As	such,	the	FAR	calculations	and	distance	
to	the	major	transit	stop	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue	are	correctly	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR.		
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LETTER	NO.	C535	

sherry	sexton	
sherrysexton7@aol.com		

COMMENT	NO.	C535‐1	

Please	do	something	about	the	height	of	8150	Sunset.		This	monster	complex	is	going	to	destroy	the	look	of	a	
classic	Sunset	Strip	area.		It	will	tower	over	many	expensive	condos	and	apartments.		Also	destroy	the	view	
for	many	owners	who	have	expensive	homes	above	the	strip.		This	is	a	low	rise	area	and	to	build	this	high	is	
irresponsible.		To	put	money	in	the	pockets	of	a	few,	who	do	not	live	here	while	we	who	do	live	here	have	to	
suffer.		The	traffic	problem	on	Sunset	is	horrific	now	adding	another	1,500	cars	to	it	is	only	going	to	make	it	
worse.	 	Hollywood	Blvd	above	 the	strip	 is	now	becoming	a	 thoroughfare	 to	avoid	 the	 traffic.	 	This	 is	very	
dangerous	as	 there	are	no	sidewalks	 for	residences	who	are	out	walking.	 	Please,	please,	please	make	this	
project	smaller.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C535‐1	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 aesthetics,	 views,	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	 and	 impacts	 related	 to	 land	use	 compatibility	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	
Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	
on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	aesthetics,	views,	and	visual	
character	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	(operational)	and	less	than	
significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	(construction).		As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐34	and	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	
and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		For	further	discussion,	please	see	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	
and	 TR‐4,	 regarding	 the	 visual	 and	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts,	 respectively,	 of	 both	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9.	 	Also	as	 indicated	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	per	 the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	and	
applicable	case	law,	the	impacts	of	a	project	on	views	from	public	and	not	private	vantage	points	is	subject	to	
review	in	an	EIR.	

With	regards	to	traffic	impacts	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	
the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	with	 supporting	 technical	
data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	
in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.			As	indicated	on	pages	
4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	
and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		This	
includes	the	intersections	analyzed	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Hollywood	Boulevard	(pages	4.J‐44	through	
4.J‐48	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐42	through	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR).	

With	regards	to	pedestrian	safety	impacts,	as	indicated	on	page	4.J‐62	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	pedestrian	safety	
impacts	of	the	Project	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	pedestrian	
facilities	 and	 safety	 for	 further	 discussion.	 	 For	 identification	 of	 the	 sidewalk	widths	 proposed	 under	 the	
Project,	 see	 pages	 4.J‐8	 ad	 4.J‐31	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 Based	 on	 compliance	 with	 City	 requirements,	 and	
consistent	with	 policies	 related	 to	 pedestrian	 accessibility,	 sidewalk	widths	 under	 Alternative	 9	 (and	 the	
other	build	alternatives)	would	be	comparable	to	those	under	the	Project.	
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LETTER	NO.	C536	

Studio	M	Photography	Photo	
studio_m_photo@msn.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C536‐1	

CITY	CASE	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR	 	 I	WOULD	LIKE	TO	KNOW	 IF	THE	DEVELOPER	 IS	USING	THE	CITY	
OWNED	TRIANGLE	ISLAND	AND	RIGHT	TURN	STREET	ON	THE	CORNER	OF	CRESCENT	HEIGHTS	&	SUNSET	
BLVD	 IN	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	 IN	ORDER	TO	GET	A	HIGHER	"FAR"	(Floor	Area	Ratio).	 IT	 IS	WRONG	TO	
USE	 CITY	 AND	 TAXPAYER	 OWNED	 PROPERTY	 IN	 THEIR	 CALCULATIONS	 TO	 HELP	 THEM	 QUALIFY	 TO	
BUILD	A	MUCH	LARGER	PROJECT	THAN	THEY	ARE	ALLOWED	BY	CODE.	 	THERE	IS	ABOUT	125	FEET	OF	
CITY	PROPERTY	THEY	ARE	USING	IN	THEIR	PLANS	AND	THEY	SHOULD	NOT	BE	ALLOWED	TO	USE	THAT	
125	FEET	TO	MEASURE	THE	DISTANCE	TO	THE	NEAREST	TRANSIT	STOP	AT	FAIRFAX&	SUNSET.	 	THEIR	
CALCULATIONS	ARE	WRONG	AND	NEED	TO	BE	REDONE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C536‐1	

This	comment	is	a	duplicate	of	the	comments	provided	in	Letter	C539‐6	(Wayne	Marmorstein	Letter	C539);	
please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	Letter	C539‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C536‐2	

The	8150	Sunset	project	 is	 too	 tall.	 	234	 feet	high	 is	way	 too	 tall.	 	The	new	building	 is	 taller	 than	 the	 last	
design.	 	The	developer	 should	not	build	higher	 than	100	 feet	maximum	height	 I'd	 like	 the	building	height	
lowered.	 	 I'd	also	like	to	know	if	 there	is	a	"VIEW	PRESERVATION	ORDINANCE"	 to	protect	the	100	or	so	
homes	that	will	be	negatively	affected	by	the	loss	of	most	if	not	ALL	of	their	view	of	the	city	and	the	impact	it	
will	have	on	their	esthetic	[sic]	property	value.		Commercial	and	or	mixed	use	buildings	should	be	limited	to	
100	feet	in	height	so	close	to	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C536‐2	

The	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 stating	 that	 the	 proposed	 development	would	 be	 too	 tall,	 and	 should	 be	 no	
higher	than	100	feet,	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Because	
this	portion	of	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	no	
further	response	is	warranted.	

With	respect	a	view	preservation	ordinance,	there	is	no	view	preservation	ordinance	applicable	to	the	area.	
Please	 see	 Draft	 EIR	 Sections	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 and	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 for	 analysis	 of	 Project	
consistency	with	adopted	plans	and	polices	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	RP‐DEIR	Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6	
for	similar	analysis	 for	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	consistent	with	
adopted	 plans	 and	 polices	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐1	 and	 TR‐2	
regarding	aesthetics	and	land	use,	respectively,	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	the	statements	that	the	proposed	development	would	result	in	the	loss	of	most	if	not	all	of	
the	views	of	roughly	100	homes	in	the	area	and	adversely	impact	“esthetic	[sic]	property	values”,	the	Draft	
EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	
while	 Chapter	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	
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indicated	 on	 page	 4.A‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐8	 through	 2‐12	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 on	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 This	 conclusion	 is	 based,	 in	 part,	 on	 visual	 simulations	
prepared	 for	 the	 Project	 (Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR)	 and	 Alternative	 9	 (Figures	 2‐2	
through	2‐5	of	the	RP‐DEIR).		In	addition,	as	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	it	is	public	and	not	private	
views	that	are	subject	to	analysis	under	CEQA.	
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LETTER	NO.	C537	

Susan	Townes	
susantownes@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐1	

Please	dig	deep	into	your	souls	to	examine	the	effect	this	project	will	have	for	thousands	of	us	for	oh	so	many	
years.		Thank	you	for	your	service	to	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐2	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐3	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐4	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
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practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐5	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐6	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐7	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
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approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.	

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐8	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C537‐9	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C537‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C538	

Tamara	Bergman	
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
LA	90056	

COMMENT	NO.	C538‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C538‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C538‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C538‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C538‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C538‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C538‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C538‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C538‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C538‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C538‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C538‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.C539	

Wayne	Marmorstein	
waymarr@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.C539‐1	

THE	TRAFFIC	STUDY	THAT	WAS	DONE	IS	A	TOTAL	JOKE!!!!		THE	STUDY	SATS	THAT	THERE	WILL	BE	
VIRTUALLY	 NO	 IMPACT	 ON	 THE	 NEIGHBORHOOD.	 	 ARE	 THEY	 SERIOUS????	 	WHAT	 INTELLIGENT	
BUSINESSMAN	WOULD	 INVEST	300	MILLION	DOLLARS	TO	BUILD	THIS	MASSIVE	PROJECT	ONLY	TO	
HAVE	 THE	 SAME	 AMOUNT	 OF	 TRAFFIC	 GENERATED	 THAT	 IS	 THERE	 NOW???	 	 THE	 DEVELOPER	
WOULD	 NEVER	 BUILD	 THIS	 PROJECT	 IF	 THIS	WERE	 TRUE!!!	 	 A	 FRANK	 GHERY	 BUILDING	 CAN'T	
GENERATE	ANY	TRAFFIC???.	 	 IF	ALL	OF	THIS	 IS	TRUE,	 	WITHIN	MONTHS	OF	THE	GRAND	OPENING,	
THE	DEVELOPER	WOULD	GO	BANKRUPT!	 !	 !	 !	 !	 !	 !	 !	 !	 !	 !	 !	 	 PLEASE	DON'T	 INSULT	US	WITH	THIS	
RIDICULOUS	TRAFFIC	STUDY!!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.C539‐1	

This	 comments	 regarding	 the	 analysis	presented	 in	 the	Project	TIA	 are	noted	and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 trip	 generation	and	
associated	 traffic	 assumptions	 and	 methodology	 employed	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 which	 was	 prepared	 in	
accordance	with	 established	LADOT	 traffic	 analysis	 guidance	 and	procedures.	 	 Please	 also	 see	pages	 2‐41	
through	2‐51	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 for	 a	discussion	of	 traffic‐related	 impacts	under	Alternative	9.	 	As	discussed	
therein,	long‐term	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.			

COMMENT	NO.C539‐2	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C539‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C539‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C539‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C539‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1831	

required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C539‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C539‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop”	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 	 (LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C539‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C539‐6	

I	WOULD	 LIKE	TO	KNOW	 IF	THE	DEVELOPER	 IS	USING	THE	 CITY	OWNED	TRIANGLE	 ISLAND	AND	
RIGHT	 TURN	 STREET	 ON	 THE	 CORNER	 OF	 CRESCENT	 HEIGHTS	 &	 SUNSET	 BLVD	 IN	 THEIR	
CALCULATIONS	IN	ORDER	TO	GET	A	HIGHER	"FAR"	(Floor	Area	Ratio).	IT	IS	WRONG	TO	USE	CITY	AND	
TAXPAYER	OWNED	PROPERTY	IN	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	TO	HELP	THEM	QUALIFY	TO	BUILD	A	MUCH	
LARGER	 PROJECT	 THAN	 THEY	 ARE	 ALLOWED	 BY	 CODE.	 	 THERE	 IS	 ABOUT	 125	 FEET	 OF	 CITY	
PROPERTY	THEY	ARE	USING	IN	THEIR	PLANS	AND	THEY	SHOULD	NOT	BE	ALOWED	TO	USE	THAT	125	
FEET	TO	MEASURE	THE	DISTANCE	TO	THE	NEAREST	TRANSIT	STOP	AT	FAIRFAX	&	SUNSET.	THEIR	
CALCULATIONS	ARE	WRONG	AND	NEED	TO	BE	REDONE.	

RESPONSE	NO.C539‐6	

	The	Project	Site,	which	consists	of	approximately	2.56	acres	(or	111,339	square	feet)	and	does	not	include	
any	portion	of	the	City‐owned	traffic	island,	is	solely	utilized	for	the	calculation	of	FAR	for	the	Project.		The	
traffic	 island,	 though	proposed	to	be	 improved	and	maintained	by	the	Project	as	public	open	space,	would	
remain	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	in	perpetuity,	and	further	would	not	be	
considered	part	of	the	Project	Site.		Similarly,	the	measured	distance	to	the	referenced	major	transit	stop	at	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 is	 measured	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 boundaries	 only,	 and	 does	 not	
account	for	any	off‐site	area	including	the	existing	traffic	island.		As	such,	the	FAR	calculations	and	distance	
to	the	major	transit	stop	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue	are	correctly	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR.		
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LETTER	NO.	C540		

A.	Carrollman	
<ajctrust@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C540‐1	

Good	Morning…	
Reference	is	made	to	the	above	proposed	development.	Los	Angeles	is	not	New	York	City	or	Las	Vegas	or	just	
about	any	other	city.	We	are	a	City	that	has	always	valued	it’s	[sic]	history	and	promoted	the	idea	that	Los	
Angeles	 is	 truly	 “livable”.	 Our	 residential	 neighborhoods	 are	 a	 testament	 to	 that	 way	 of	 life.	 Commercial	
buildings	should	reflect	the	neighborhood,	not	the	other	way	around.	This	proposal	is	outlandish	in	so	many	
ways.	The	size	is	overbearing	and	the	design	startling	to	the	eye.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C540‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C540‐2	

The	traffic	at	that	juncture	is	already	an	amazing	mess,	with	traffic	jams	nearly	24	hours	a	day.	Imagine	what	
will	happen	to	the	traffic	with	the	proposed	monstrosity	being	built!	Gridlock!	Increased	crime	will	 follow,	
making	the	residential	neighborhoods	more	dangerous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C540‐2	

With	respect	to	the	traffic	and	crime	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 traffic	 generation	 and	 Topical	 Responses	 TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	
response	 times.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 (including	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersections),	 while	 public	 safety	 (crime)	 impacts	
related	to	police	access	to	the	Project	Site	would	be	less	than	significant.		

COMMENT	NO.	C540‐3	

When	I	read	the	details,	I	can	not	figure	out	when	the	traffic	study	was	done.	It	must	have	been	many	years	
ago	and	done	at	3	am.	It	is	not	factual.	The	size	of	the	building	will	literally	cast	an	enormous	shadow	over	
entire	 neighborhoods.	 When	 I	 looked	 up	 the	 zoning,	 it	 says	 “Neighborhood	 Office	 Commercial”.	 Our	
neighborhoods	 can	 not	 exist	 with	 this	 type	 of	 construction.	 Our	 culture	 and	 way	 of	 life	 will	 be	 forever	
changed,	not	for	the	betterment	of	all	residents.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C540‐3	

The	traffic	study	is	included	as	Appendix	H	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	TIA	was	prepared	in	November	2013,	and	
evaluates	AM	peak	hour	 (7‐8	AM),	PM	peak	hour	 (5‐6	PM),	 and	daily	 traffic	 levels	under	Existing	 (2013),	
Existing	(2013)	With	Project,	Future	(2018),	and	Future	(2018)	With	Project	conditions.	 	The	traffic	study	
was	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	and	the	City	
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of	 West	 Hollywood,	 incorporates	 City,	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (ITE),	 and	 other	 industry	
accepted	trip	generation	factors	and	analysis	methodologies,	and	is	accurate	and	factual.		Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	 to	 the	size	and	height	of	 the	building,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	visual	
character,	 views	 and	 shade/shadow	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 visual	 character,	 views,	 shade/shadow,	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C540‐4	

The	 very	 size	 of	 the	 building	 is	 way	 too	 big	 for	 the	 area.	 All	 of	 the	 recent	 and	 existing	 buildings	 are	
significantly	 smaller	 in	height	 and	mass.	The	Hollywood	Hills	will	 disappear	 for	 residents,	 businesses	 and	
visitors.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	the	true	beacon,	not	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C540‐4	

Please	see	the	second	part	of	Response	to	Comment	C540‐3	above	regarding	views	and	visual	character.	

COMMENT	NO.	C540‐5	

Liquor	 licenses	 for	 the	 site,	 no	 mention	 of	 what	 type	 of	 establishment.	 With	 those	 licenses	 comes	 more	
congestion,	more	traffic	and	crime	and	parking	will	become	even	more	of	a	nightmare.	Buses?	What	buses?		
There	are	very	few	buses	that	travel	Crescent	Heights	and	the	only	other	lines	are	way	further	than	1500	ft	
away.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C540‐5	

With	respect	 to	 the	 type	of	establishments	 that	would	require	 liquor	 licenses,	 these	would	 include	on‐site	
(restaurants)	and	off‐site	(retail)	sales	as	indicated	as	indicated	on	page	2‐35	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	Please	also	
see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.		

With	respect	to	the	traffic/congestion,	parking	and	crime	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	please	see	
Topical	Responses	TR‐4	(Traffic	and	Parking)	and	TR‐6	(Public	Services	and	Utilities).		As	indicated	therein,	
operational	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation,	 while	 public	 safety	 (crime)	 impacts	 related	 to	 LAPD	 access	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	
would	be	less	than	significant.		

With	respect	to	buses	(e.g.,	transit),	as	noted	on	page	2‐5	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	
the	 closest	major	 transit	 stop	 to	 the	Project	 Site	 is	 the	Metro	Rapid	 transit	 stop	 located	 at	 the	 southwest	
corner	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue,	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 Project	 Site.10	 	 This	
distance	 was	 measured	 by	 a	 licensed	 surveyor	 as	 illustrated	 in	 Appendix	 D	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR.	 	 The	 public	
transit	available	to	serve	the	Project	Site	is	described	beginning	on	page	4.J‐6	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	 Circulation,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 public	 transit	within	 the	 Project	 vicinity	 consists	
primarily	 of	 multiple‐stop,	 local‐serving	 bus	 lines.	 	 Figure	 9	 on	 page	 61	 of	 the	 Project	 TIA	 (included	 as	
Appendix	H‐1	in	the	Draft	EIR)	provides	an	illustration	of	the	transit	stops	in	the	Project	vicinity.	

																																																													

10	50%	of	the	Project	site	is	located	within	1,560	feet	of	the	Metro	Rapid	transit	stop.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C540‐6	

What	about	pedestrians	and	bicycles?	Where	do	you	think	they	will	be	going?	Chaos	on	a	grand	scale.	Please	
don’t	 allow	 this	massive	project	 to	 further	destroy	our	neighborhoods.	Don’t	push	residents/voters	out	of	
the	area	by	over	development.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C540‐6	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	regarding	pedestrians	and	bicycles,	please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 operational	 impacts	 on	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 safety	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	

The	 balance	 of	 the	 comment	 starting	 with	 “Please	 don’t	 allow	 …”	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	Project	visual	impacts	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 Project	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	
related	to	height	and	scale	and	Project	consistency	with	applicable	development	regulations	related	to	height	
and	 scale.	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 visual	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 applicable	 development	
regulations	related	to	height	and	scale	with	approval	of	the	requested	off‐menu	affordable	housing	incentive.	
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LETTER	NO.	C541	

Allison	Caine	(Gottlieb)	
<allisoncaine@earthlink.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C541‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C541‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C541‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C541‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C541‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C541‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C541‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C541‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C541‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C541‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C541‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C541‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C542	

Amy	Harris	
<amybharris@me.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C542‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C542‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C542‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C542‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C542‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C542‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C542‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C542‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C542‐5	

4.		We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C542‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C542‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C542‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C543	

Andrea	Ambandos	
<penhousef@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C543‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C544	

Andrea	Ambandos	
<penhousef@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐1	

This	 letter	 is	a	duplicate	of	a	previous	 letter	submitted	by	the	same	commenter	(Andrea	Ambandos	Letter	
C543).		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
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not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C543‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C543‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C543‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C545	

Arnie	Semsky	
<asemsky@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1849	

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C545‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C545‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.C546	

Ayako	Yamauchi	
waymarr@earthlink.net	

COMMENT	NO.C546‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the		city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C546‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C546‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C546‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C546‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop”	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 	 (LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C546‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C546‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C546‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C546‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C547	

bevshea@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C547‐1	

My	concern	is	the	size	of	this	complex.	It	is	too	big	and	high	for	this	area.	Our	water	mains	and	electrical	grid	
will	not	support	a	site	this	large.	The	traffic	will	be	more	of	a	nightmare	than	it	already	is.	 	Please	stop	the	
destruction	of	our	residential	neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C547‐1	

The	portion	of	the	comment	indicating	that	the	size	of	the	Project	is	too	big	and	high	for	the	area	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	
views	 and	 visual	 character,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 compliance	
with	development	standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
would	result	 in	 less	than	significant	views,	visual	character	and	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts,	and	would	
comply	with	applicable	development	standards,	related	to	height	and	scale.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 water	mains	 to	 support	 the	 proposed	 development,	 please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐6,	Public	Services	and	Utilities.	 	As	 indicated,	 the	existing	water	mains	would	be	adequate	 to	
support	the	proposed	development	(including	fire	flow	requirements)	with	the	recommended	water	system	
improvements,	or	lower	a	combination	of	low	fire	lows	and	other	fire	life	safety	features	would	be	provided	
to	 the	 satisfaction	 of	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Fire	 Department	 such	 that	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 electrical	 grid	 to	 support	 the	 proposed	 development,	 this	 issue	 was	
analyzed	 in	 the	 Initial	 Study,	 included	 as	 Appendix	 A‐1	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 which	 concluded	 that	 adequate	
electrical	infrastructure	and	supplies	are	available	to	support	the	Project.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 traffic,	
circulation	and	parking	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	the	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Section	2.B.10	of	the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	 Alternative	 9,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	
indicated	 on	 pages	 4.J‐65	 and	 4.J‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	
operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 for	
further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C548	

Christine	Runge	
<runge@pacbell.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐3	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C548‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1857	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C548‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C548‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C549	

Courtney	Carol	Small	
1600	Courtney	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the		city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐3	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C549‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop”	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 	 (LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question.	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.C549‐9	

Please	know	that	I	am	on	the	HOA	Board	at	the	Colonial	House	at	1416	Havenhurst	Drive	in	West	Hollywood,	
a	historic	building	designated	under	the	Mills	Act	and	listed	in	the	California	Register	of	Historical	Homes.		I	
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am	a	resident	of	Sunset	Square	and	will	be	directly	and	negatively	impacted	by	the	proposed	development	at	
8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.C549‐9	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources,	 including	 the	 Colonial	 House	
referenced	by	 the	commenter.	 	 In	addition,	as	 further	discussed	on	pages	4.C.2‐23	 through	4.C.2‐26	of	 the	
Draft	EIR,	 and	pages	2‐26	and	2‐27	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	off‐site	historical	 resources	under	
Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.			
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LETTER	NO.	C550	

Dave	Skwarczek	
dave@eatyourlunch.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.	For	comparison,	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet.		The	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 still	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	Blvd.	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	with	 the	 six	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project	 indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	 the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
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community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:	 	 In	every	community,	 compliance	with	Community	Plans	 is	viewed	as	a	
safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	makers	have	
a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.		In	the	case	of	the	
8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	 instead	of	 testing	 the	potential	 impacts	against	Goals	and	Objectives	
established	in	a	viable	and	up	to	date	Community	Plan,	and	community	design	programs,	the	proponent	and	
EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	 environmentally	
superior	project.		Project	approval	at	the	expense	of	policy	compliance	and	appropriate	community	planning	
practices	 appears	 to	 be	 the	 driving	 force	 employed	 by	 this	 approach	 to	 the	 evaluation.	 	 The	 Hollywood	
Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	 twenty	 seven	 years	 ago.	 	 Good	 and	 adequate	
planning	 practices,	 not	 to	mention	 State	 Laws	 and	 Guidelines,	 insist	 on	 a	 General	 Plan	 review	 every	 five	
years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	at	updating	this	Plan	was	
overturned	 by	 the	 Courts	 in	 2014	 due	 to	 lack	 of	 compliance,	 the	 absence	 of	 an	 updated	 Community	 Plan	
leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	Project	on	the	community	
at	large.		This	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	
Plan	is	adopted.	Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	on	it	is	inadequate	because	it	does	not	
provide	viable,	up‐to‐date	planning	guidelines	for	development	based	on	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	
the	community.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	
Blvd	 area,	 the	 heart	 of	 Hollywood	 and	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 It	 appears	 that	 incentive	 programs	 and	 overriding	
consideration	findings	are	being	used	to	circumvent	an	appropriate	process	of	review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants'	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.		Questions	and	requests:		I	ask	City	Staff,	the	
Mayor	and	the	Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	
been	updated	and	approved.		At	that	point,	the	City	will	have	the	tools	to	evaluate	and	approve	a	project	that	
will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	and	in	the	future.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐7	

The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	fewer	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	per	night	to	the	
net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	 residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 I	
request	that	a	new	traffic	study	be	completed	by	a	different	company	to	properly	assess	the	impact	on	traffic	
during	and	 after	 construction.	This	new	 traffic	 study	 should	make	 transparent	 its	methodology,	when	 the	
study	 was	 conducted,	 and	 how	 its	 future	 projections	 compare	 to	 actual	 traffic	 counts	 of	 existing	 similar	
buildings	and	businesses	 to	 the	proposed	project.	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	numbers	be	provided	 for	 the	
existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	will	occupy	the	
new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐8	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	to	and	from	the	project?		New	York	City	is	putting	in	islands	in	large	intersections	and	roads	all	over	
the	5	boroughs	in	order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.		Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	
pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?		How	will	cars	turning	from	
Sunset	 onto	 Crescent	Heights	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 green	when	 a	 huge	 increase	 in	 pedestrians	 is	 in	 their	
path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	
Sunset	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐9	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	Chateau	Marmont	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	town	cars	backed	up	
trying	 to	 pick	 up	 or	 deposit	 visitors.	 	 How	will	 this	 development	 not	 result	 in	 an	 entire	 lane	 of	 Crescent	
Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐10	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
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increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	lane	going	into	the	project	is	filled	and	spills	over	onto	the	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐11	

I	request	all	new	impact	studies	be	done	for	the	residents	of	Historic	Havenhurst	Street	that	assess	traffic,	
noise,	pollution,	viewshed,	shadowing	and	historical	impact	on	the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	the	national	
historic	registrar.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐12	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐13	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		How	will	future	variances	
be	avoided?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐13	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C550‐14	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	impact	the	review	and	approval	process	of	future	Sunset	
Blvd	developments.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C550‐15	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Gehry?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C550‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C551	

David	G.	Bagley	
1650	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C551‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C551‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C551‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
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not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C551‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C551‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C551‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C551‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C551‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C551‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C552	

Dr.	Debra	Semsky	
<debbielyn@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C552‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C552‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C552‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C552‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C552‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C552‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C552‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C552‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C552‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.C	553	

Diane	K.	Goodman	–	Tuchmayer	
dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐1	

I	am	writing	to	you,	like	so	many	others,	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	
project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 (City	 Case	 No.	 ENV‐	 2013‐2552‐EIR).	 	 I	 vote	 and	 I	 care	 very	much	 that	 this	
project	be	significantly	modified	or	even	better	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	As	 this	 comment	does	not	 raise	 a	 substantive	 issue	on	 the	 content	of	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐
DEIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐2	

While	the	text	here	in	part	repeats	what	others	will	also	share	with	you,	those	thoughts	are	well	written	and	
express	my	own	views	so	I	saw	no	need	to	improve	upon	them	in	many	respects.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐2	

The	 comments	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	
commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	these	comments	are	
provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C549‐3	through	C549‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐3	

In	addition	 to	 the	reasons	expressed	below,	 I	want	you	 to	consider	 that	you	should	not	be	swayed	by	 the	
addition	of	the	services	of	Frank	Gehry	to	the	project.		While	he	is	renowned	and	no	doubt	excellent	at	what	
he	does,	the	problems	with	this	project	transcend	architectural	issues,	and	go	to	the	size,	density	and	use	of	
the	project,	not	to	mention	safety	concerns	created	by	increase	traffic	and	changes	to	traffic	flow	conditions.	
These	are	 issues	that	the	services	of	Mr.	Gehry	does	not	control.	 	Mr.	Gehry	 is	merely	a	"servant''	hired	to	
produce	a	product	that	meets	the	needs	of	his	"master".	 	He	is	not	the	owner	of	the	project	nor	the	person	
who	is	creating	the	scope	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C496‐2	(Joseph	Tuchmayer	Letter	C496).		

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐4	

This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.		I	ask	that	
you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	
address	 the	 enormous	negative	 stresses	 the	project	will	 produce	 and	 the	 legal	 liability	 (lawsuits)	 the	 city	
would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	 	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	report.	 	While	
the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	 function	 have	 been	 ignored	 in	 favor	 of	 splashy	
architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐5	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐6	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐7	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.		THIS	WOULD	MAKE	DRIVING	IS	THIS	AREA	WOULD	
BECOME	MUCH	MORE	DIFFICULT	AND	HAZARDOUS	TO	PEDESTRIANS!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐7	

The	comment	on	driving	becoming	more	difficult	and	hazardous	to	pedestrians	is	noted	and	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	
pedestrian	and	vehicle	safety	associated	with	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	traffic	island.		

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐8	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!		Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	(b)		Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C553‐9	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐10	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C553‐11	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore.	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C553‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C554	

Ellen	Weisman		
<a_tooth_fairy@msn.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C554‐1	

I	WOULD	LIKE	TO	KNOW	IF	THE	DEVELOPER	IS	USING	THE	CITY	OWNED	TRIANGLE	ISLAND	AND	RIGHT	
TURN	 STREET	 ON	 THE	 CORNER	 OF	 CRESCENT	 HEIGHTS	 &	 SUNSET	 BLVD	 IN	 THEIR	 CALCULATIONS	 IN	
ORDER	TO	GET	A	HIGHER	"FAR"	 (Floor	Area	Ratio).	 IT	 IS	WRONG	TO	USE	CITY	AND	TAXPAYER	OWNED	
PROPERTY	IN	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	TO	HELP	THEM	QUALIFY	TO	BUILD	A	MUCH	LARGER	PROJECT	THAN	
THEY	ARE	ALLOWED	BY	CODE.	THERE	IS	ABOUT	125	FEET	OF	CITY	PROPERTY	THEY	ARE	USING	IN	THEIR	
PLANS	AND	THEY	SHOULD	NOT	BE	ALLOWED	TO	USE	THAT	125	FEET	TO	MEASURE	THE	DISTANCE	TO	
THE	NEAREST	TRANSIT	STOP	AT	FAIRFAX	&	SUNSET.	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	ARE	WRONG	AND	NEED	TO	
BE	REDONE.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C554‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 the	 comment	provided	 in	Letter	C539	 (Wayne	Marmorstein	Letter	C539);	
please	refer	to	Response	to	Comment	Letter	C539‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C554‐2	

The	8150	Sunset	project	 is	 too	tall.		 234	 feet	high	 is	way	 too	tall.		The	new	building	 is	 taller	than	the	 last	
design.		 The	developer	 should	not	build	higher	than	100	 feet	maximum	height	I'd	like	 the	building	 height	
lowered.		 I'd	also	like	 to	know	if	there	 is	 a	"VIEW	PRESERVATION	ORDINANCE"	 to	protect	 the	100	or	so	
homes	 that	will	be	negatively	 affected	by	the	loss	 of	most	if	not	ALL	of	their	view	of	the	city	and	the	impact	
it	will	 have	 on	 their	esthetic	 property	 value.	Commercial	 and	or	mixed	 use	 buildings	 should	 be	 limited	 to	
100	feet	in	height	so	close	to	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C554‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C536‐2	(Studio	M	Photography	Letter	C536).		
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LETTER	NO.	C555	

Erik	McDowell	
1557	N.	Curson	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C555‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C555‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C555‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C555‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C555‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C555‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C555‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C555‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C555‐5	

4.We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C555‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C555‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C555‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C556	

Halsted	Sullivan	
1541	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C556‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C556‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C556‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
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not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C556‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C556‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C556‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C556‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C556‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C556‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C557	

Joerg	Fent	
8405	Hollywood	Blvd	
Hollywood	

COMMENT	NO.	C557‐1	

My	name	 is	Joerg	Fent.	I	live	a	half	mile	 from	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	 I	pass	 through	this	area	frequently	and	
have	ALWAYS	considered	it	an	eyesore.	

This	space	could	be	utilized	so	much	better	with	the	upgrades	proposed	by	Frank	Gehry.	I	am	impressed	by	his	
amazing	and	very	unique	work	both	locally	and	across	the	globe.	I	also	believe	he	is	a	resident	of	Los	Angeles	so	
he	understands	 what	the	8150	Sunset	address	means.	His	design	for	8150	 is	as	unique	 as	the	8150	address	
itself,	we	can	surely	do	better	than	the	existing	site.	I’m	excited	to	see	it	completed.	Please	approve	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C557‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C558	

Joseph	A.	Costa	
1610	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C558‐1	

I	live	at	1610	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	and	purchased	the	property	in	June	of	2014.	One	of	the	main	reason	
for	buying	the	property	was	for	it's	[sic]	views.	.		I	now	pay	well	over	$20,000	in	property	taxes.	

Shortly	after	purchasing	the	house	I	heard	about	8150	Sunset	being	bought/	developed.	

I	have	no	problem	with	the	unattractive	mall	currently	situated	there	being	developed	and	certainly	like	the	
idea	 of	 Frank	 Ghery	 at	 the	 helm.	 But,	 like	 every	 other	 neighbor,	 I	 am	 vehemently	 opposed	 to	 such	 a	 tall	
building	replacing	it.		Greed	will	turn	what	could	be	an	architecturally	beautiful	entrance	to	West	Hollywood,	
into	an	incongruous	monstrosity.	

We	are	all	aware	of	the	controversy	the	Sierra	Towers	caused.	We	also	know	that	the	neighbors	were	totally	
ignored	and	the	consideration	went	to	whomever	was	able	to	buy	themselves	a	mansion	on	the	hill	with	the	
money	afterwards.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C558‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C558‐2	

Besides	blocking	views	and	therefore,	devaluing	properties	for	most	of	us,	it's	[sic]	height	will	look	ridiculous	
and	 for	what?	A	 few	shekels	 from	 rooms	 rented.	 by	 the	way,	 the	 low‐income	apartments	 for	philanthropic	
reasons,	isn't	really	fooling	anyone.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C558‐2	

The	Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 views	 and	 aesthetics	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	 	 	The	
Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	
2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 views,	
aesthetics	and	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts	of	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	 related	 to	height	and	scale,	
would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	regarding	views,	aesthetics	and	land	
use	compatibility	impacts	for	further	discussion.		

With	respect	to	the	issue	of	impacts	to	property	values	resulting	from	the	Project,	property	values	are	not	an	
issue	 to	 be	 evaluated	 in	 an	 EIR,	 as	 CEQA	 is	 concerned	 with	 the	 physical	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 the	
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environment.With	respect	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	private	views,	impacts	on	private	
views	 are	not	 subject	 to	CEQA	 review.	 	 Please	 see	Topical	Resource	TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 on	public	 vs.	
private	views	for	further	discussion.	

The	 comment	 on	 low‐income	 apartments	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C558‐3	

Sunset	Boulevard	isn't	 the	Westside	Highway.	The	building	isn't	 going	to	be	the	next	Guggenheim	in	Balbao	
[sic].	It's	going	to	be	a	monstrosity	unless	you	reduce	the	height.	

Does	Frank	Gehry	really	want	to	be	the	next	Donald	Trump?	

PLEASE	DO	NOT	ALLOW	8150	SUNSET	TO	BE	TALLER	THEN	ITS	NEIGHBORING	PROPERTIES.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C558‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.C559	

Joseph	D.	Tuchmayer	
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐1	

I	am	writing	to	you,	like	so	many	others,	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	
project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐1	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.C559‐2	

While	the	text	here	in	part	repeats	what	others	will	also	share	with	you,	those	thoughts	are	well	written	and	
express	my	own	views	so	I	saw	no	need	to	improve	upon	them	in	many	respects.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐2	

The	 comments	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	
commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	these	comments	are	
provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C559‐3	through	C559‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐3	

In	addition	 to	 the	reasons	expressed	below,	 I	want	you	 to	consider	 that	you	should	not	be	swayed	by	 the	
addition	of	the	services	of	Frank	Gehry	to	the	project.		While	he	is	renowned	and	no	doubt	excellent	at	what	
he	does,	the	problems	with	this	project	transcend	architectural	issues,	and	go	to	the	size,	density	and	use	of	
the	project,	not	to	mention	safety	concerns	created	by	increase	traffic	and	changes	to	traffic	flow	conditions.	
These	are	 issues	 that	 the	services	of	Mr.	Gehry	does	not	control.	 	Mr.	Gehry	 is	merely	a	"servant"	hired	to	
produce	a	product	that	meets	the	needs	of	his	"master".	 	He	is	not	the	owner	of	the	project	nor	the	person	
who	is	creating	the	scope	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C496‐2	(Joseph	Tuchmayer	Letter	C496).			

COMMENT	NO.C559‐4	

This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	residents.		I	ask	that	
you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	
address	 the	enormous	negative	stresses	 the	project	will	produce	and	 the	 legal	 liability	 	 (lawsuits)	 the	city	
would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	pro‐developer	EIR	report.		While	the	
new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	 function	 have	 been	 ignored	 in	 favor	 of	 splashy	
architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.		
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RESPONSE	NO.C559‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐5	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐6	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐7	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.		THIS	WOULD	MAKE	DRIVING	IS	THIS	AREA	WOULD	
BECOME	MUCH	MORE	DIFFICULT	AND	HAZARDOUS	TO	PEDESTRIANS!	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐7	

The	comment	on	driving	becoming	more	difficult	and	hazardous	to	pedestrians	is	noted	and	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	
pedestrian	and	vehicle	safety	associated	with	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	traffic	island.		

COMMENT	NO.C559‐8	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	 	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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COMMENT	NO.C559‐9	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be		improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐10	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐11	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore.	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.C559‐12	

Finally,	you	should	not	be	swayed	by	the	addition	of	Frank	Gehry	to	the	project.		While	he	is	renowned	and	
no	doubt	excellent	at	what	he	does,	the	problems	with	this	project	transcend	architectural	issues,	and	go	to	
the	size,	density	and	use	of	the	project.		These	are	issues	that	Mr.	Gehry	does	not	control.		Mr.	Gehry	is	merely	
a	"servant"	hired	to	produce	a	product	that	meets	his	master's	needs.		He	is	not	the	owner	of	the	project	nor	
the	person	who	is	creating	the	scope	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C559‐12	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C560	

Judith	Sable	
1333	N	Stanley	Ave	Apt	4	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C560‐1	

I	am	Judith	Sable.	I	live	about	a	mile	from	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	and	I	am	writing	in	support	of	this	fantastic	
proposed	development.	The	current	utilization	of	space	at	the	existing	structure	is	pretty	terrible.	I	feel	that	
having	ANY	 above	 ground	parking	 in	 a	major	 city	 like	 Los	Angeles	 is	 a	 complete	waste	 of	 space.	 Parking	
should	be	below	ground	and	we	should	replace	current	parking	lots	with	parks	and	residential	units.	

I	 appreciate	 the	 fact	 the	 new	 proposed	 project	 will	 include	 about	 30	 units	 of	 affordable	 housing,	 in	 Los	
Angeles	in	general	we	need	to	do	better	and	this	project	is	one	we	should	look	to.	The	design	is	incredible	
and	will	allow	all		residents	to	have	the	dignity	they	deserve.	

Mr.	Gehry	has	done	a	great	job	incorporating	residential	space,	commercial	space,	and	underground	parking	
at	this	new	proposed	development.	There	will	be	parks	and	gathering	spaces	for	local	families.	That	is	great!		
I	real	y	want	to	see	this	project	get	built	and	I’d	personally	love	to	live	there.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C560‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.C561	

Katelyn	Curran	
kcurran@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐1	

I	know	that	you	have	a	heart	for	this	city,	its	resistants	[sic],	and	its	businesses,	which	is	why	I	am	being	[sic]	
an	important	matter	to	your	attention.	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐1	

The	introductory	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	
commenter	provides	an	introduction	to	comments	provided	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	these	comments	are	
provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C561‐2	through	C561‐9.		

COMMENT	NO.C561‐2	

I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Blvd(City	 Case	No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).	 	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	 the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	
Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐3	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.	T	HE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐4	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.		The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	the	center	a	day,	not	the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	 	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C561‐4	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐6	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	a"	High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	Say	NO	to	an	
off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐7	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	J	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐8	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	 bigger	 than	 otherwise	 possible.	 	What	 is	 the	 Community	 benefit?	 	Where	 is	 the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	
space	other	then	[sic]	 interior	plaza	space	on	site?	 	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	
been	put	mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	 	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	
community	 if	 they	 can	 not	 access	 it?	 	 How	 come	 the	 city	 owned	 large	 traffic	 island	 is	 being	 gifted	 to	 the	
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developers,	 then	 given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	 Why	 hasn't	 the	
developer	 shown	 a	 proposal	 that	 only	 uses	 the	 land	 it	 actually	 owns,	 instead	 of	 annexing	 city	 land	 in	 all	
alternatives?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	
rented	to?		Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐8	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.	

COMMENT	NO.C561‐9	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C561‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C562	

Katherine	D.	(Kitty)	Wise	
1351	North	Spaulding	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C562‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C562‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C562‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
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not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C562‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C562‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C562‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C562‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C562‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C562‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C563	

Kristen	Stavola,	Co‐Founder,	We	Are	Laurel	Canyon	
8751	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐1	

Count	 me	 among	 the	 many,	 many	 residents	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 West	 Hollywood	 that	 have	 very	 real	
concerns	 about	 8150	 Sunset.	 	 I've	 attended	 a	 few	 of	 the	 public	meetings	 on	 this	 development	 and	 I	 just	
cannot	wrap	my	head	around	how	the	city	can	allow	for	such	an	over‐sized	development	at	this	corner;	the	
infrastructure	to	support	it	simply	does	not	exist.	It's	time	to	send	the	developers	back	to	the	drawing	board	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐1	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	views	and	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale,	Topical	
Response	TR‐2	regarding	Project	compatibility	with	surrounding	development,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	
regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐2	

I	agree	with	everything	in	the	attached	letter	drafted	by	the	concerned	citizens	of	Save	Sunset:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐2	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	Responses	 to	
comments	provided	 in	 the	attached	 letter	are	provided	below	 in	Responses	 to	Comments	C563‐3	 through	
C563‐22.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐3	

To	Whom	it	may	Concern,			

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐4	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐5	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	 Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	with	 the	 6	 1	 0	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐6	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐7	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:			In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,	appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.	Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
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until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.	Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐8	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐9	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City's	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐10	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.		Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	 	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐11	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐12	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐13	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:		The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	
123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	
units	 to	 the	 site.	 I	 request	 that	a	new	 traffic	 study	be	done	by	a	different	 company	 to	properly	 assess	 the	
traffic	impact.	Furthermore	this	new	traffic	study	should	make	transparent	its	methodology,	when	the	study	
was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	
and	 businesses	 to	 the	 proposed	 project.	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	 numbers	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 existing	
Bristol	 Farms	 at	 9039	 Beverly	 Blvd.	 since	 this	 is	 the	 same	 grocery	 store	 chain	 that	 will	 occupy	 the	 new	
proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐14	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
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huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset...	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐15	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐16	

How	will	all	 the	residents	of	 the	249	apartments	make	a	safe	 left	hand	turn	onto	sunset	Blvd.	 from	Haven	
hurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	closest	
lighted	intersection?	 	How	will	all	 these	new	residents	be	making	a	 left	hand	turn	when	there	is	 increased	
pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	effected	
when	 the	 two	 car‐length	 turning	 lane	 going	 into	 the	 project	 is	 filled	 and	 spills	 over	 onto	 through‐traffic	
lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	Blvd	
intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐17	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	"residential"	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐18	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,		
which	 has	 a	 1	 0‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐19	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐19	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐20	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐21	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C563‐22	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	Frank	Geary	[sic]?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C563‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C564	

Michael	&	Ro	Cobin		
<cobin1621@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C564‐1	

I	WOULD	LIKE	TO	KNOW	IF	THE	DEVELOPER	IS	USING	THE	CITY	OWNED	TRIANGLE	ISLAND	AND	RIGHT	
TURN	 STREET	 ON	 THE	 CORNER	 OF	 CRESCENT	 HEIGHTS	 &	 SUNSET	 BLVD	 IN	 THEIR	 CALCULATIONS	 IN	
ORDER	TO	GET	A	HIGHER	"FAR"	 (Floor	Area	Ratio).	 IT	 IS	WRONG	TO	USE	CITY	AND	TAXPAYER	OWNED	
PROPERTY	IN	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	TO	HELP	THEM	QUALIFY	TO	BUILD	A	MUCH	LARGER	PROJECT	THAN	
THEY	ARE	ALLOWED	BY	CODE.	THERE	IS	ABOUT	125	FEET	OF	CITY	PROPERTY	

THEY	 ARE	 USING	 IN	 THEIR	 PLANS	 AND	 THEY	 SHOULD	 NOT	 BE	 ALOWED	 TO	 USE	 THAT	 125	 FEET	 TO	
MEASURE	THE	DISTANCE	TO	THE	NEAREST	TRANSIT	STOP	AT	FAIRFAX	&	SUNSET.	THEIR	CALCULATIONS	
ARE	WRONG	AND	NEED	TO	BE	REDONE.	

Being	a	resident	of	Hollywood	this	is	UNACCEPTABLE.	

STOP	THE	MADNESS	.	.	.	NOW!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C564‐1	

The	Project	Site,	which	consists	of	approximately	2.56	acres	(or	111,339	square	feet)	and	does	not	include	
any	portion	of	the	City‐owned	traffic	island,	is	solely	utilized	for	the	calculation	of	FAR	for	the	Project.		The	
traffic	 island,	 though	proposed	to	be	 improved	and	maintained	by	the	Project	as	public	open	space,	would	
remain	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	in	perpetuity,	and	further	would	not	be	
considered	part	of	the	Project	Site.		Similarly,	the	measured	distance	to	the	referenced	major	transit	stop	at	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Fairfax	 Avenue	 is	 measured	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 boundaries	 only,	 and	 does	 not	
account	for	any	off‐site	area	including	the	existing	traffic	island.		As	such,	the	FAR	calculations	and	distance	
to	the	major	transit	stop	at	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue	are	correctly	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR.		

COMMENT	NO.	C564‐2	

Please	listen	for	once,	this	project	is	way,	way	too	TALL!!!	

Why	are	you	allowing	this	height?	It	should	not	exceed	100	feet.	Do	not	let	Los	Angeles	look	like	New	York,	
and	listen	to	the	taxpayers	of	LA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C564‐2	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding:		(1)	compliance	of	the	proposed	building	height	with	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 development	 standards	 and	 plans/policies;	 and	 (2)	 the	 qualification	 of	 the	 Project	 for	 a	 density	
bonus	under	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A.25	for	the	provision	of	affordable	housing	that	allows	for	development	at	
a	3:1	FAR.		
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With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	building	height	should	not	exceed	100	feet,	this	comment	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1903	

LETTER	NO.	C565	

Monique	Muraciov		
<monimu22@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C565‐1	

I	am	a	local	resident	of	Hollywood	who	is	very	much	looking	forward	to	the	redevelopment	of	8150	Sunset	
Boulevard.	 The	 existing	 strip	 mall	 is	 awful.	 Full	 of	 vacant	 businesses	 and	 fast	 food.	We	 need	 better	 and	
healthier	choices	than	McDonald’s	and	El	Pollo	Loco.	We	are	in	a	new	era	now	where	fast	food	and	big	SUV’s	
are	 not	 the	 status	 quo.	 We	 want	 inclusion,	 health,	 joy	 and	 creativity	 to	 define	 our	 culture!	 This	 project	
accomplishes	 that	with	 new	 commercial	 space	 and	 homes	 housed	 in	 a	 unique	 and	 beautiful	 Frank	Gehry	
structure.	I	also	love	the	addition	of	the	park!	Please	approve!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C565‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C566	

Present	Phyllis		
<ppresent1@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C566‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	(City	Case	No.	
ENV2013252EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	region	and	its	
residents.	I	ask	you	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report,	which	I	feel	
both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	will	 produce	 and	 the	 legal	
liability	 the	 city	would	 epos	 itself	 to	 for	 approving	 such	 a	 poorly	written	 and	 blatantly	 prodeveloper	 EIR	
report.	The	new	design	is	just	splashy	architecture,	cramming	more	into	this	space	than	is	really	appropriate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C566‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1	(	Jeanne	Manos	Form	Letter	2).		

COMMENT	NO.	C566‐2	

We	forget	that	we	live	in	Earthquake	country,	and	even	with	approved	new	heights,	this	one	at	234	feet	is	the	
highest	proposed	height	of	nearby	structures	and	would	dwarf	surrounding	structures.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	
TALL	AND	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C566‐2	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	seismic	ground	shaking,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	
land	use	compatibility.		As	indicated	therein,	the	seismic	ground	shading	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	
of	the	proposed	development	would	be	less	than	significant.		

COMMENT	NO.	C566‐3	

I	am	horrified	at	the	density	required	by	the	developer	and	the	inconvenience	he	would	impose	on	those	that	
live	nearby.	Also	 I	say	NO	to	 the	 incorporation	of	 the	safety	pedestrian	triangle	which	the	City	owns.	How	
much	more	does	the	City	want	to	give	this	developer	in	lieu	of	our	safety?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C566‐3	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	the	proposed	density	and	associated	height	and	scale	of	the	Project,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	
the	aesthetics,	views	and	visual	character	 impacts	of	 the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	 in	Section	4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9.		The	Draft	EIR	also	evaluated	the	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	
and	 scale,	 and	 Project	 consistency	with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	
9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	
2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	
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visual	character,	and	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	would	be	consistency	
with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	 land	use,	 for	 further	discussion.	Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project	density.	

With	respect	to	the	pedestrian	triangle,	it	would	remain	under	City	ownership	but	would	be	maintained	by	
the	Applicant.	 	Also,	as	 indicated	in	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	the	reconfigured	traffic	 island	is	anticipated	to	
improve	pedestrian	safety	and	would	not	adversely	affect	intersection	operations.			

COMMENT	NO.	C566‐4	

Our	aging	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	considering	this	density.	Most	of	the	parking	spaces	I	
believe,	in	one	public	meeting,	have	been	downsized	to	COMPACT.	Is	there	nobody	caring	for	the	community	
anymore,	just	for	developments	such	as	this?	You	as	elected	officials	have	a	responsibility	to	us.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C566‐4	

Please	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	 infrastructure,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking.	 	As	
indicated	 therein,	 adequate	 infrastructure	 would	 be	 available	 to	 serve	 the	 proposed	 development,	 while	
parking	under	the	proposed	development	would	be	consistent	with	LAMC	requirements	(e.g.,	the	Project	and	
Alternative	9	would	exceed	LAMC	parking	requirements	by	60	and	144	spaces,	respectively)	such	that	 	no	
spillover	parking	impacts	are	anticipated.		With	respect	specifically	to	the	proposed	compact	parking	spaces,	
as	indicated	on	pages	2‐35	and	4.F‐18	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	following	off‐menu	incentive	is	being	sought	by	
the	Project	as	part	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	available	to	the	Project:	

 An	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	an	 increase	 in	 the	number	of	 compact	parking	 spaces	 that	may	be	
provided	for	commercial	uses	from	40%	to	60%	and	to	allow	parking	for	residential	uses	in	excess	of	
one	standard	parking	stall	for	146	residential	units	to	be	provided	as	compact	spaces	instead	of	one	
standard	parking	space	for	each	unit	(or	249	spaces),	with	the	rest	provided	as	compact	spaces,	in‐
lieu	of	the	requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	§12.21‐A,5(c),	with	attendant	parking	for	both	commercial	
and	residential	parking;		

COMMENT	NO.	C566‐5	

Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	many	questions,	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	
not	be	approved.	The	documentation	in	the	DEIR	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	the	
Community	 Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	project.	THEREFORE	I	FIND	THE	DEIR	DEFICIENT	AND	UNABLE	
TO	SUBSTANTIATE	THE	PROPOSED	PROJECT.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C566‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C567	

Robin	Smalley	
1622	N.	Curson	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C567‐1	

I	have	lived	in	the	neighborhood	for	26	years	and	unlike	many	of	my	neighbors,	have	not	been	automatically	
opposed	 to	 the	 continued	 growth	 in	 the	 area.	 	 I	 understand	 that	 things	 change,	 and	 I	 understand	 that	
development	 is	 a	 part	 of	 urban	 life	 that	 can	bring	both	 jobs	 and	progress.	 	However,	 this	 is	 different	 and	
would	have	such	an	eggregious	[sic]	effect,	that	I	can't	stand	by	quietly.	

RESPONSE	NO.C567‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.C567‐2	

I	am	EXTREMELY	OPPOSED	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C567‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C567‐3	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C567‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C567‐4	

TRAFFIC:	 	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.			
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RESPONSE	NO.C567‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C567‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C567‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C567‐6	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C567‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C568	

Sean	O’Brien	
seannyo@icloud.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐1	

As	a	resident	at	1322	Havenhurst,	I	took	a	long	look	at	the	proposed	monstrosity	at	the	top	of	my	street.		I've	
lived	here	 for	almost	 five	years	and	while	a	new	modest‐sized	structure	with	shops	and	apartments	could	
bring	 some	 interesting	 modernity	 to	 the	 area,	 it	 doesn't	 quite	 look	 like	 this	 proposal	 is	 in	 line	 with	 the	
current	quiet	standards	of	our	quaint,	historic,	street.	Keep	in	mind,	you'll	be	paving	the	parking	lot	that	was	
paved	over	paradise.	 	Hopefully,	you'll	 reconsider,	at	 the	very	 least,	 the	height	of	 the	building.	 	Below	 is	a	
copied	e‐mail	that	I'm	sure	you've	been	saturated	with,	but	will	nevertheless	outline	some	of	the	concerns	in	
more	detail.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	as	well	
as	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
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alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,		appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City's	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.	Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C568‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 anew	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset.	..	even	during	green	lights?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	"residential"	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐17	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone		
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C568‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C569	

Shira	Boardman	
9001	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C569‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C569‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C569‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
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not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C569‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C569‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C569‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C569‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C569‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C569‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C570	

Stephen	Steelman	
<stephensteelman@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C570‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C570‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C570‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C570‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C570‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C570‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C570‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C570‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C570‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.			

RESPONSE	NO.	C570‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C570‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C570‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C571	

Susan	Taylor	
1734	N.	Gardner	Street	
L.A.,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C571‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C571‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C571‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C571‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C571‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C571‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C571‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C571‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C571‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C571‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C571‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C571‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C572	

Susanne	Konigsberg	
2355	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles	900691208	

COMMENT	NO.	C572‐1	

Dear	Sirs,	I	am	voicing	my	opposition	to	the	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	I	am	familiar	
with	 the	 site;	 I	 have	 banked	 there	 for	may	 years	 (various	 banks)	 and	 pass	 through	 the	 Sunset/	 Crescent	
Heights	intersection	many	times	each	week.	

This	 project	 is	 too	 tall,	 overwhelming	 other	 nearby	 buildings	 (some	 of	 which	 are	 historic	 structures).	
Developers	keep	trying	to	“manhattanize”	our	neighborhoods—we	don’t	need	and	don’t	want	skyscrapers.	
We	must	enforce	zoning	regulations—Citizens	familiar	with	this	area	not	developers	should	have	the	major	
voice	in	the	project.	

Please	 rethink	 this	 project.	 Please	 Revise	 [sic]	 the	 poorly	written	 pro‐developer	 EIR.	 Please	maintain	 the	
neighborhood	quality	of	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C572‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 and	 compliance	 with	 development	
standards	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historic	resources.	 	As	 indicated	therein:	 	(1)	the	 land	use	
compatibility	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development	would	be	 less	 than	significant;	 (2)	 the	direct	 (on‐site)	
historic	 resources	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	would	 be	 significant	 and	 unavoidable,	while	 the	
indirect	 (off‐site)	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	
with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation;	 and	 (3)	 the	 height	 and	 mass	 of	 the	 proposed	
development	would	comply	with	the	City	development	standards	applicable	to	the	Project	Site.	
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LETTER	NO.	C573	

Wendy	Riche	
<wendyriche@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐1	

I	 am	writing	 to	 you	 because	 of	 our	mutual	 love	 and	 respect	 for	 Los	 ANgeles	 [sic]	 and	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	
Sunset	Blvd	area.	

I	am	forwarding	the	email	letter	below	by	Wayne	Mamorstein.	I	have	never	met	Mr	Marmorstein	but	I	share	
his	concerns.	I	am	very	grateful	for	his	ability	and	passion	to	articulate	the	concerns	of	many	people	who	live	
in	Laurel	canyon	for	we	don't	all	have	the	time	to	do	so.	He	crystalized	the	issues	and	I	agree	with	them	all.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	This	comment	
provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	provided	 in	 an	 attached	 letter.	 	Responses	 to	 comments	 in	 the	
attached	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C573‐2	through	C573‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐2	

PLEASE	 limit	 the	 development	 to	 100ft	 height	 ...and	 like	 Sunset	 Plaza	 keep	 the	 architecture	 similar	 and	
compatible	 with	 the	 canyon	 and	 West	 Hollywood	 lifestyle	 We	 are	 a	 progressive	 people	 living	 in	 West	
Hollywood	but	we	also	share	a	respect	and	love	for	the	beauty	of	the	area,	as	I	know	you	do.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐2	

This	commenter’s	opinions	regarding	the	proposed	building	heights	and	suggestion	of	a	100‐foot	height	limit	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	
surrounding	development.	

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐3	

Please	 do	 not	 violate	 CEQA	 or	 destroy	 the	 Lytton	 Building	 and	 CEQA	 Policy	 I	 recommend	 you	 form	 a	
committee	of	residents	and	advocates	to	consult	and	advise	on	this	issue.		

This	is	important	to	pre	preservation	of	the	community	of	West	Hollywood	and	Los	ANgeles	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐3	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources	including	the	on‐site	Bank	building.		

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐4	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
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in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐5	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐6	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C573‐7	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐8	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐9	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐10	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	
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In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C573‐11	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C573‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C574	

David	Nicksay	
1622	North	Fairfax	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C574‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C574‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C574‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C574‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C574‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C574‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C574‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C574‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C574‐5	

4.We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C574‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C574‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C574‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C575	

Kristen	Stavola	
<stavola1@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C568‐1	

Count	 me	 among	 the	 many,	 many	 residents	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 West	 Hollywood	 that	 have	 very	 real	
concerns	about	8150	Sunset.	I’ve	attended	a	few	of	the	public	meetings	on	this	development	and	I	just	cannot	
wrap	 my	 head	 around	 how	 the	 city	 can	 allow	 for	 such	 an	 oversized	 development	 at	 this	 corner;	 the	
infrastructure	to	support	it	simply	does	not	exist.	It’s	time	to	send	the	developers	back	to	the	drawing	board.	

I	agree	with	everything	in	the	attached	letter	drafted	by	the	concerned	citizens	of	Save	Sunset:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	as	well	
as	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐2	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐3	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐4	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
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destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐5	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐6	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,		appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐7	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐8	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City's	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐9	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.	Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C575‐10	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐11	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐12	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 anew	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐13	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset.	..	even	during	green	lights?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐14	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐15	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐16	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	"residential"	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐17	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone		
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C575‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C575‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C576	

Donald	Wasson	
1601	N.	Sierra	Bonita	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C576‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C576‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C576‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C576‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C576‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C576‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C576‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C576‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C576‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C576‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C576‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C576‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C577	

Eduardo	A.	Branniff	
David	P.	Bardeen	
1559	N.	Genesee	Ave.	
L.A.,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C577‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C577‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C577‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C577‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C577‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C577‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C577‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C577‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C577‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
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eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C577‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C577‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C577‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C578	

Julia	Mason	
1601	North	Sierra	Bonita	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90056	

COMMENT	NO.	C578‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C578‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C578‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C578‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C578‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C578‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C578‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C578‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C578‐5	

4.We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C578‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C578‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C578‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C579	

Lara	Cody	Curci	
1533	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C579‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C579‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C579‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C579‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C579‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C579‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C579‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C579‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C579‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C579‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C579‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C579‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C580	

Mike	Sikowitz	
1601	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C580‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C580‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C580‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C580‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C580‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C580‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C580‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C580‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C580‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C580‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C580‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C580‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C581	

Robyn	Weisman	
<rweisman@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C581‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C581‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C581‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C581‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C581‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C581‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C581‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C581‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C581‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C582	

AJ	Sklar	
4310	Ventura	Canyon	Avenue	#3		
Sherman	Oaks,	CA	91423	

COMMENT	NO.	C582‐1	

The	purpose	of	this	letter	is	to	show	support	of	the	Frank	Gehry	project.	I	live	in	CD4	and	believe	the	current	
site	 at	 8150	 in	 entirely	 unfitting.	This	 area	 can	 either	 return	 to	 the	 grandeur	 it	 once	held,	 or	 continue	 its	
downtrodden	path.	The	current	designs	are	wonderful,	functional	and	will	set	the	benchmark	for	renovation.		

To	 start,	 the	 logistical	 improvements	 will	 go	 a	 long	 way.	 The	 infrastructure	 with	 widened	 sidewalks,	
improved	crosswalks	and	safer	intersections	will	dramatically	improve	the	performance	of	that	block.		

With	growth	comes	traffic,	but	not	with	these	plans	according	to	the	traffic	study.	The	commercial	nature	of	
8150	 as	 it	 currently	 functions	 brings	 thousands	 of	 vehicles	 in	 and	 out	 daily.	 Converting	 the	 space	 to	
residential	use	will	minimally	 increase	 traffic	despite	adding	hundreds	of	new	residents.	This	 is	not	 just	a	
convenience	factor,	but	a	safety	one	as	well	as	the	crosswalks	and	visibility	are	insufficient.		

The	current	plans	are	beautiful	and	include	muchneeded	affordable	housing.	These	two	factors	are	defining	
traits	of	our	City:	economic	diversity	and	wonderful	design.	Changing	 this	block’s	use	 from	commercial	 to	
residential	 is	 sensitive	 and	 thoughtful,	 adding	 units	 to	 the	 city’s	 housing	 stock	 without	 taking	 any	 away	
makes	it	incredible.	This	project	solves	so	many	problems	in	such	a	wonderful	way	while	inconveniencing	so	
few,	and	it	does	so	by	setting	a	standard	that	future	plans	will	look	to	follow.	Thank	you	for	considering	my	
input.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C582‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C583	

Adriana	Mardirosian	
7510	Sunset	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐1	

I	fully	support	the	community	response	to	the	Draft	EIR	regarding	this	project,	as	shown	below.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐2	

Furthermore,	I'd	like	to	add	that	bringing	in	a	famous	architect	who	offered	nothing	more	than	a	hodgepodge	
of	buildings,	attempting	to	camouflage	their	massive	size	with	cover	ups	we've	seen	one	too	many	times,	has	
not	succeeded	in	winning	over	project	acceptance.	I	actually	prefer	the	initial	design.	At	least,	that	one	was	
more	honest	and	authentic.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐2	

The	comment	on	the	architecture	and	design	of	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	aesthetics	and	visual	
resources	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	
standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	development.	

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐3	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐4	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	
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Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐5	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1958	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐6	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐7	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C583‐8	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C583‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C584	

Alex	Nicholas	
antrash@icloud.com	
COMMENT	NO.	C584‐1	

Attached	 is	 a	 letter	detailing	 concerns	 I	have	with	 the	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	project	as	 currently	proposed.	 	 I	
believe	 that	 the	 project	 is	 out	 of	 scale	 for	 the	 location,	will	 have	 a	 tremendously	 negative	 impact	 on	 the	
surrounding	neighborhood	as	well	as	traffic	patterns	on	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights,	and	quite	simply	needs	
to	be	redesigned	to	better	fit	the	community.		Thank	you	for	your	time,	Alex	Nicholas.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	
compatibility	with	 surrounding	 development,	 and	Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	
impacts.		Please	also	see	RP‐DEIR	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12,	pages	2‐30	through	2‐35,	and	2‐41	through	2‐57	
regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character,	 land	 use	 consistency	 and	 compatibility,	 and	 traffic	 and	
circulation,	 respectively,	 under	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 to	 views,	 visual	 character,	
consistency	with	plans	and	policies,	land	use	compatibility,	and	long‐term	operational	traffic	would	be	less	
than	 significant,	 though	 mitigation	 measures	 would	 be	 required,	 as	 under	 the	 Project,	 to	 reduce	 traffic	
impacts	to	less	than	significant	levels.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐2	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐3	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C584‐4	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐5	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐6	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐7	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐8	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐9	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐10	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C584‐11	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐12	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐13	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐13	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐14	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
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Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	
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Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	

A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐15	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
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is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐16	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1967	

is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐17	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐18	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	
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SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐19	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐20	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C584‐21	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	

Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐22	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐23	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐24	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C584‐25	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐26	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐27	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐28	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	 of	 operational	 noise	 barriers	will	 be	 constructed?	 The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	 unaddressed	 and	 so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C584‐29	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐30	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐31	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐32	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
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high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐33	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐34	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐35	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐36	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.	

COMMENT	NO.	C584‐37	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C584‐37	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.	
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LETTER	NO.	C585	

Alexandra	Rose,	Producer	
Alex	Rose	Productions	
8291	Presson	Pl.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐1	

The	letter	below	is	also	attached	so	you	can	see	the	drawings	regarding	the	site	and	traffic	issues.	FYI,	I	use	
this	site	every	day	for	yoga	classes	and	some	shopping	at	SHRED,	etc.	It	is	curious	that	there	has	never	been	
an	exact	count	of	the	traffic	in	and	out	of	the	site.	I	would	have	seen	traffic	counters‐	either	people,	cables,	or	
cameras;	and	there	were	none.	Nor,	is	the	exact	count	mentioned	in	the	EIR	document	itself.	At	our	meetings	
at	the	library,	we	were	presented	vague	estimates	but	never	any	real	numbers.	I	know	for	a	fact	that	the	site	
is	operating	at	about	half	the	capacity	of	vehicle	ingress	and	egress	that	it	was	before	Townscape	purchased	
it	and	rescinded	many	of	the	leases.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 associated	 traffic	
impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐2	

Furthermore,	I	disagree	that	the	distance	of	1,540	feet	from	the	bus	stop	on	Fairfax	can	be	used	as	a	"real"	
number.	First	of	all	1,540	feet	is	beyond	the	limit	allowed	to	grant	a	variance	request.	Also,	the	distance	of	
1,540	is	arrived	upon	as	an	"as‐the‐crow‐flies"	measurement;	it	is	NOT	the	measurement	that	a	pedestrian	
would	need	to	walk	from	the	proposed	site	to	the	"	bus	stop;	that	is	 longer	than	1f,540	feet.	Also,	I	submit	
that	the	bus	stop	on	Fairfax	just	South	of	Sunset	Blvd.	does	NOT	qualify	as	a	major‐transit	hub.	Busses	do	not	
travel	 that	 stop	 every	 15‐	 20	 minutes	 all	 hours	 of	 the	 day	 and	 night.	 Therefore,	 that	 statistic	 must	 be	
disqualified	as	any	grounds	whatsoever	for	a	variance	request	on	the	part	of	the	builders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐2	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	The	1,500‐foot	
distance	 from	a	major	 transit	 stop	 referenced	by	 the	 commenter	 applies	 to	 on‐menu”	Affordable	Housing	
Incentives	offered	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.		The	Project	is	requesting	approval	of	an	“off‐menu”	incentive	
based	 on	 the	 1,560‐foot	 distance	 of	 this	 bus	 stop	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500‐foot	 distance	
required	 for	 “on‐menu”	 incentives,	 but	 is	 not	 requesting	 approval	 of	 a	 variance	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	
commenter.		Accordingly,	and	as	stated	in	the	Draft	EIR,	with	the	approval	of	the	incentive,	the	Project	would	
be	consistent	with	the	LAMC,	as	the	Project	would	meet	the	intent	of	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25	despite	the	
increase	 of	 60	 feet	 of	 additional	 distance	 from	 a	 major	 transit	 stop.	 	 The	 transit	 stop	 located	 at	 Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue	meets	the	LAMC	12.22‐A,25	criteria	as	a	“transit	stop”	due	to	it	being	a	Metro	
Rapid	Bus	stop	located	along	a	Metro	Rapid	Bus	route,	irrespective	of	evening	service	frequency.	Please	also	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	qualification	for	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	as	well	as	the	
discussion	 in	 Table	 4.F‐5	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 regarding	 consistency	 with	 LAMC	
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requirements.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 RP‐DEIR	 Appendix	 D	 that	 shows	 the	 distance	 measurement	 between	 the	
Project	Site	and	the	Sunset/Fairfax	Metro	transit	stop.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐3	

Addition	issues	that	I	have	raised	before	are	very	well	explained	both	below	and	in	the	attached	document.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐3	

This	 comment	 provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 provided	 in	 an	 attached	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	
comments	in	the	attached	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C585‐4	through	C585‐39.			

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐4	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐5	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐6	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐1982	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐7	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐8	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐8	

Response	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐9	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐10	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
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Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐11	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’s	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐12	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐13	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐14	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐15	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐15	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐16	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
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activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	
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A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐17	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
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effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐18	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐19	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
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environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐20	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐21	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐22	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐23	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐24	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐25	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐26	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C585‐27	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐28	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐29	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐30	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C585‐31	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐32	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐33	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐34	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
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high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐35	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐36	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐37	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐37	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐38	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐38	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.	

COMMENT	NO.	C585‐39	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C585‐39	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.	
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LETTER	NO.C586	

Amy	Lee	
amyjlee@live.com	

COMMENT	NO.C586‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C586‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C586‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C586‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C586‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	l	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.		The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	the	center	a	day,	not	the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	 	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C586‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.			
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COMMENT	NO.C586‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety		

RESPONSE	NO.C586‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C586‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	 or	 even	 after	 8pm.	 	 Say	NO	 to	 an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	 a	3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	
Housing	Development	Project	located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	
1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio		(LAMC	Section	
12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C586‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C586‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the		area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C586‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C586‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	 bigger	 than	 otherwise	 possible.	 	What	 is	 the	 Community	 benefit?	 	Where	 is	 the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	
space	other	then	[sic]	 interior	plaza	space	on	site?	 	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	
been	put	mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	 	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	
community	 if	 they	 can	 not	 access	 it?	 	 How	 come	 the	 city	 owned	 large	 traffic	 island	 is	 being	 gifted	 to	 the	
developers,	 then	 given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	 Why	 hasn't	 the	
developer	 shown	 a	 proposal	 that	 only	 uses	 the	 land	 it	 actually	 owns,	 instead	 of	 annexing	 city	 land	 in	 all	
alternatives?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	
rented	to?		Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	
should	not	be	approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C586‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C586‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	 DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C586‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C587	

Angela	Alvarado	
<Alvarado@phvx.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C587‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C587‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C587‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C587‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C587‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C587‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C587‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7			

COMMENT	NO.	C587‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C587‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐2008	

LETTER	NO.C588	

Annie	Son	
amyjlee@live.com	

COMMENT	NO.C588‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform	.	

RESPONSE	NO.C588‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C588‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C588‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C588‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	not	accurate	now	that	the	design	project	exits	l	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.		The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	the	center	a	day,	not	the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	 	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C588‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.			
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COMMENT	NO.C588‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety		

RESPONSE	NO.C588‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C588‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	at	
Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	plan!	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	 or	 even	 after	 8pm.	 	 Say	NO	 to	 an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	 a	3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	
Housing	Development	Project	located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	
1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio		(LAMC	Section	
12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C588‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C588‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the		area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C588‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C588‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	 bigger	 than	 otherwise	 possible.	 	What	 is	 the	 Community	 benefit?	 	Where	 is	 the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	
space	other	then	[sic]	 interior	plaza	space	on	site?	 	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	
been	put	mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	 	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	
community	 if	 they	 can	 not	 access	 it?	 	 How	 come	 the	 city	 owned	 large	 traffic	 island	 is	 being	 gifted	 to	 the	
developers,	 then	 given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	 Why	 hasn't	 the	
developer	 shown	 a	 proposal	 that	 only	 uses	 the	 land	 it	 actually	 owns,	 instead	 of	 annexing	 city	 land	 in	 all	
alternatives?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	
rented	to?		Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	I	
should	not	be	approved.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C588‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C588‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C588‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C589	

Barbara	Witkin	
	<SamsSweethearts@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C589‐1	

We	have	many	questions	and	concerns	about	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	 the	damages	
that,	 as	 presented,	 it	 could	 do	 to	 our	 community.	 Our	 current	 concerns	 with	 the	 DEIR	 and	 recirculated	
Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C589‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C589‐2	

8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	is	inaccurate.		

The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	
already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	
built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	Guild	is	eight	stories	and	the	new	hotel	construction	at	La	Cienega	and	
Sunset	Blvd	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	directly	adjacent	to	the	Hollywood	Hills,	Laurel	
Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural	 and	 a	 wildlife	 corridor.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise	and	lower	intensity.	

This	 proposed	 development	 wants	 to	 be	 a	 beacon	 standing	 out	 and	 seen	 for	 miles.	 That	 it	 would	 be!	
Overshadowing	 the	 character	many	well	 established	neighborhoods	 far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	 is	
not	in	harmony	with	it's	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	and	RDEIR	fail	
to	address	the	public	views	of	the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	
entire	area	and	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Panoramic,	public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	
from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	
city.	Public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	not	only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	 the	view	
beacon	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	If	
the	project	would	like	to	be	a	gateway	to	West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	something	resembling	the	smaller	
one	and	two	story	retail	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	
and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C589‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C589‐3	

The	 traffic	 survey	 is	 inaccurate	 and	misleading.	 The	 DEIR	 and	 RDEIR	 is	 weak	 regarding	 pedestrians	 and	
include	 [sic]	 almost	 nothing	 for	 bicycle	 riders.	 Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	many	 recent	
building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	 project.	 Also	 the	 current	 traffic	 study	 was	 conducted	 for	 a	
completely	different	building	configuration,	with	different	ingress	and	regress	points	and	traffic	patterns	and	
traffic	 flow.	We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C589‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C589‐4	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

Left	 turns‐northbound	 out	 of	 the	 project	 site	 are	 too	 dangerous	 and	 should	 not	 be	 permitted.	 If	 the	
developers	is	allowed	to	incorporate	the	current	traffic	island	and	that	portion	were	to	be	planted,	it	would	
block	a	drivers	[sic]	sight	line	of	oncoming	southbound	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	

Left	turn	arrows	for	signal	light	at	Fountain	Ave	and	Fairfax	Ave	need	to	be	installed	and	added	for	both	east‐
west	and	north‐south	travel	directions.	

Fountain	Ave	at	Fairfax	was	not	included	in	the	traffic	study,	but	should	have	been	included	in	the	DEIR	and	
RDEIR	traffic	study.		This	intersection	will	be	greatly	impacted	by	the	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C589‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.		With	regard	to	the	comment	about	the	traffic	island	
reconfiguration	and	landscaping,	any	landscaping	or	street	furniture	on	the	modified	traffic	island	would	be	
designed	 (and	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City)	 such	 that	 driver	 visibility	 from	 the	 Project	 driveway	
toward	 the	 north	 (toward	 Sunset	 Boulevard)	 is	 not	 obstructed.	 	 It	 is	 also	 important	 to	 note	 that	 drivers	
exiting	 the	 Project’s	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 driveway	 would	 not	 need	 to	 look	 across	 the	 triangular	
island	to	see	southbound	(oncoming)	traffic	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	more	discussion	of	the	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	driveway.	

With	regard	to	the	comment	about	left	turn	arrows	for	a	signal	light	at	Fountain	Avenue	and	Fairfax	Avenue,	
the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	did	not	indicate	that	any	Project‐related	traffic	
impacts	would	occur	at	this	intersection,	and	as	such,	no	Project‐specific	mitigation	at	this	location	(such	as	
installation	 of	 new	 eastbound/westbound	 left‐turn	 phases)	 is	warranted.	 	 Area	 residents	 can	 petition	 the	
City	of	West	Hollywood	and/or	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	(the	subject	intersection	is	under	shared	jurisdiction)	
for	installation	of	the	requested	left‐turn	phases;	the	appropriate	jurisdiction	would	then	perform	a	study	to	
determine	 whether	 such	 left‐turn	 signal	 phasing	 is	 necessary.	 	 However,	 such	 an	 improvement	 is	 not	
required	as	a	result	of	Project‐related	impacts.	

Lastly,	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	at	Fairfax	Avenue	was	included	in	the	traffic	study.	However	this	
intersection	would	not	be	“greatly	impacted”	by	the	Project.		Specifically,	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	
and	Fairfax	Avenue	is	included	as	study	intersection	No.	11	in	the	Project	TIA.		As	shown	in	Table	9(b)	of	the	
Project	TIA	(page	98),	no	significant	Project‐related	impacts	are	anticipated	at	this	location.	

COMMENT	NO.	C589‐5	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.		This	triangle	island	could	be	reworked	to	allows	[sic]	bicycles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C589‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.		With	regard	to	the	comment	about	allowing	bicycles,	
while	 the	 commenter	 doesn’t	 specify	 in	 what	 capacity	 bicycles	 could	 be	 allowed,	 the	 reconfigured	
intersection	would	continue	to	allow	for	bicycle	traffic	in	any	direction	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 The	 public	 open	 space	 proposed	 for	 reconfigured	 traffic	 island	would	 be	 pedestrian‐
oriented,	 and	 thus	 for	 safety	 purposes	 bicycling	 would	 be	 prohibited	 within	 this	 space.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.			

COMMENT	NO.	C589‐6	

The	Master	Land	Use	application	is	requesting	multiple	liquor	licenses,	but	does	not	provide	any	information	
or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	premises	or	
nightclub	at	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C589‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C590	

Bradford	Cobb	
<bradford@directmanagement.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐1	

Dear	Srimal	Hewawitharana,	David	Ryu,	and	Mayor	Eric	Garcetti:	

I	appreciate	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	development	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	Attached	is	a	much	more	
detailed	explanation	of	my	concerns,	which	 I	 share	with	hundreds	of	 residents	 living	 immediately	around	
this	proposed	site.	As	a	resident	of	Laurel	Ave.	&	Sunset	Blvd.	since	2002,	and	now	a	resident	where	Selma	
Ave.	meets	 Sunset	Blvd.	 across	 the	 street	 from	8150	Sunset	Blvd.,	 I	wanted	 to	 include	a	personal	note,	 as	
well,	expressing	my	serious	concern	for	the	neighborhood	I've	enjoyed	for	over	13	years	now.	The	proposal	
continues	to	be	vastly	too	tall!	Please	listen	to	all	of	us	who	traverse	and	enjoy	that	area	each	and	every	day.	
We	 live	 there,	and	we	understand	best	 the	challenges	 (some	of	which	are	outlined	 in	 the	attached	 letter),	
which	will	only	become	much	more	difficult	to	manage	if	this	development	happens	as	it	has	been	proposed.	
We	want	a	major	reduction	in	scale.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	impacts	to	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	
compatibility	with	surrounding	development.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐2	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐3	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐4	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐5	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐6	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐7	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
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Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐8	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐9	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐10	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐11	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐12	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
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would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐13	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐13	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐14	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
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foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	
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Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	

A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐14	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐15	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
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is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐15	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐16	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
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is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐16	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐17	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐18	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	
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SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐19	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐19	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐20	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐20	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐21	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐21	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐22	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐22	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐23	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐23	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐24	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐24	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C590‐25	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐25	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐26	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐26	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐27	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐27	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐28	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐28	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C590‐29	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	without	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐29	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐30	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐30	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐31	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐31	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐32	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐32	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐33	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐33	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐34	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐34	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐35	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐35	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐36	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐36	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35	

COMMENT	NO.	C590‐37	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C590‐37	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.	
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LETTER	NO.C591	

Brian	Harris		
747	N.	Hayworth	Ave.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐1	

I'm	a	concerned	citizen	and	property	owner	in	the	flats	just	off	crescent	heights	and	melrose.		Like	many	in	
the	flats,	I	am	inspired	by	the	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	I	have	from	my	house.		I	think	we	are	making	a	
grave	mistake	in	allowing	development	to	go	so	high	as	to	block	these	vistas	of	Los	Angeles	in	all	directions.	
Below	are	concerns	of	mine	and	many	others.		I	love	Los	Angeles.		I	want	to	share	it	with	anyone	who	wants	
to	 experience	 it.	 	 However,	 we	 must	 make	 careful	 decisions	 toward	 conscious	 development,	 preserving	
history,	and	protecting	quality	of	life	in	Los	Angeles	for	years	and	people	to	come.		Please	see	below	for	my	
concerns	and	I	appreciate	your	attention	in	addressing	them	for	me	and	other	concerned	Angelenos.	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 resources	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources	in	the	area.		As	noted	in	Section	4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR	regarding	the	Project,	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	regarding	
Alternatives	1	through	8,	and	on	pages	2‐8	through	2‐12	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	
9,	 impacts	 to	scenic	vistas	and	views	of	valued	scenic	 resources	 (including	 the	Hollywood	Hills)	would	be	
less	than	significant	under	the	Project	and	various	alternatives.			

COMMENT	NO.C591‐2	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐	EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.		Some	of	my	specific	
problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐3	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	3	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	
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RESPONSE	NO.C591‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 5	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
It	is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐6	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1	,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐7	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	 	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐8	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.		What	is	the	Community	benefit?		Where	is	
the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	
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units,	but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	 	Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	
answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot/should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.C591‐9	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore.	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C591‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.C592	

Bryant	Cameron		
bryanttcameron@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C592‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C592‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C592‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C592‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C592‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.C592‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.C592‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C592‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.C592‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	l2.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C592‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C593	

Charles	Cha		
<charlesjcha@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C593‐1	

My	 top	 concern	 is	 pedestrian	 safety,	 so	 I	 was	 particularly	 pleased	 with	 the	 elimination	 of	 the	 terrifying	
crossings	needed	to	negotiate	that	traffic	island.	Also	the	addition	of	numerous	crosswalks	will	save	lives	and	
bodies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C593‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C594	

Charlie	McBrearty	
1545	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C594‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C594‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C594‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C594‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C594‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C594‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C594‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C594‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C594‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C594‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C594‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C594‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C595	

Cherilyn	Smith	
1427	N.	Gardner	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐2	

a.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	is	inaccurate.		

a.	The	building	height	 in	Alternative	9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	original	proposed	height,	which	was	
already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	
built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	Guild	is	about	with	stories	and	the	new	hotel	construction	at	La	Cienega	
and	Sunset	Blvd	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	adjacent	Hollywood	Hills,	Laurel	Canyon	
and	Nichols	Canyon	are	more	rural.	The	lower	lying	neighborhoods	are	predominately	very	low	to	lower	rise	
and	historic	residential	neighborhoods.	The	narrow	strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	
Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	Shading,	which	on	the	impact	analysis	is	flawed	and	is	an	issue.	South	of	
Sunset	the	open	space	of	project	is	without	sunlight	most	of	the	day	(11a	to	3p),	which	exceeds	the	three	(3)	
hour	shading	threshold.	Sun	light	is	essential	to	good	health!	

This	 proposed	 development	 wants	 to	 be	 a	 beacon	 standing	 out	 and	 seen	 for	 miles.	 That	 it	 would	 be!	
Overshadowing	 the	 character	many	well	 established	neighborhoods	 far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	 is	
not	in	harmony	with	its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	
the	public	views	of	 the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	 are	 a	major	 identifying	 feature	of	Hollywood,	 the	entire	
area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	
west,	are	seen	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	
Hollywood	Hills	not	only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	
diminished,	blocked	or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	If	the	project	would	like	to	
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be	a	"gateway"	to	West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	something	resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	
more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐3	

a.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐4	

1.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	On	Havenhurst	a	right	had	turn	only,	out	of	the	project,	is	proposed.	It’s	unreasonable	to	assume	that	
everyone	will	obey	a	right	turn	only	sign	and	therefore	inaccurately	portrays	the	impact	on	Havenhurst.	

2.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	routes,	
producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	in	and	
out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.	 	As	discussed	on	page	3‐22	and	illustrated	in	Figure	
4.J‐5	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	a	Project	Design	Feature	was	added	to	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	
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Draft	 EIR	 to	 provide	 a	 physical	 barrier	 to	 prohibit	 left‐turn	 exit	 movements	 from	 any	 of	 the	 Project’s	
Havenhurst	Drive	driveways.			

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐5	

3.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.		The	sweeping	right	turn	is	also	of	the	upmost	[sic]	importance	for	fire	and	emergency	vehicles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.		With	regard	to	the	comment	about	emergency	vehicle	
use	 of	 the	 existing	 dedicated	 eastbound	 right‐turn	 lane	 (also	 referred	 to	 as	 right‐turn	 “roadway”),	 the	
proposed	 intersection	 (traffic	 island)	 modification	 would	 result	 in	 a	 more	 “typical”	 configuration	 for	 the	
intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		As	such,	the	reconfiguration	would	make	
it	safer	for	emergency	vehicles	to	navigate	compared	to	the	current	configuration,	which	presents	a	number	
of	undesirable	pedestrian	and	vehicular	conflicts	both	at	the	entrance	to	(along	Sunset	Boulevard)	and	exit	
from	(along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard)	the	dedicated	right‐turn	lane.			

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐6	

4.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐7	

5.	Public	safety	is	paramount.	This	project	sits	directly	across	from	one	of	the	highest	fire	danger	areas	in	the	
city.	The	water	main	is	80	years	old	and	already	at	risk	due	to	age.	And	at	this	time	the	DWP	has	no	plan	to	
replace.	Therefore,	assurance	of	continued	water	flow	and	supply	is	paramount,	not	only	to	the	project,	but	
for	the	Fire	Department	and	the	adjacent	surroundings	hillsides	and	area.	Plus,	the	project	is	next	to	a	fault	
line	and	if	there	is	an	earthquake,	this	could	and	most	likely	will	affect	the	ageing	[sic]	water	mains.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐7	

Fire	protection	impacts	of	the	Project	are	addressed	in	Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	
Services,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	while	such	impacts	for	Alternative	9	are	evaluated	in	Section	2.B.9	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		
As	discussed	on	pages	4.I.1‐13	 through	4.I.1‐16	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐37	and	2‐38	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	
impacts	regarding	fire	protection	services	and	facilities,	emergency	vehicle	access,	firefighting	infrastructure	
services,	 and	 fire	 safety	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 traffic‐related	
mitigation	measures.		The	Project	is	not	located	within	a	“wildfire	hazard	area”	according	to	the	City’s	Safety	
Element,	 and	 is	 not	 located	within	 a	 “very	 high	 fire	 hazard	 severity	 zone”	 according	 to	 the	 City’s	 Zoning	
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Information	&	Map	Access	System	(ZIMAS).11		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	
infrastructure	 serving	 the	Project	 Site	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	 access	 and	 response	 times.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐5	 regarding	 seismic	hazards	affecting	 the	Project	Site.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 seismic	
hazards	 would	 be	 addressed	 through	 implementation	 of	 applicable	 mitigation	 measures	 and	 compliance	
with	building	codes	and	other	seismic	safety	requirements.			

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐8	

6.	Lastly,	

a.	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	 Bank	 Building,	 an	 Icon	 of	 the	 neighborhood,	 is	 not	 included	 in	 Alternate	 9	 but	was	
previously.	It	is	part	of	the	neighborhood	and	it	would	be	nice	keep	it	part	of	the	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐8	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		As	discussed	on	
pages	 5‐111	 through	 5‐217	 in	 Chapter	 5.0,	 Alternatives,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 three	 Project	 alternatives	
(Alternatives	 5,	 6,	 and	 7)	 preserve	 the	 existing	 Bank	 building	 in‐place	 and	 incorporate	 it	 into	 the	
development.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources	including	the	
on‐site	Bank	building.	

COMMENT	NO.	C595‐9	

b.	Where	will	folks	walk	their	dogs?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C595‐9	

This	commenter’s	question	on	where	people	would	walk	 their	dogs	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	
Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	 the	environmental	 impacts	addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	 comment	 is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		

	

																																																													

11		 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Department	of	City	Planning,	Safety	Element	of	the	Los	Angeles	City	General	Plan,	adopted	November	26,	1996,	
	 Exhibit	D	–	Selected	Wildfire	Hazard	Areas	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles;	http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/saftyelt.pdf,	
	 accessed	January	2013.		Also,	City	of	Los	Angeles	Zoning	Information	&	Map	Access	System	(ZIMAS),	Available	at:	zimas.lacity.org,	
	 Accessed	April	22,	2016.	
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LETTER	NO.C596	

Christina	Son		
ckson7@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.C596‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C596‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C596‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.		The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	the	center	a	day,	not	the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	 	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.	
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COMMENT	NO.C596‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C596‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	
Project	 located	within	approximately	1,560	 feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	the	1,500	 foot	distance	
specified	in	the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	l2.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C596‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.	 	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C596‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	 bigger	 than	 otherwise	 possible.	 	What	 is	 the	 Community	 benefit?	 	Where	 is	 the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	
space	other	then	[sic]	 interior	plaza	space	on	site?	 	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	
been	put	mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	 	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	
community	 if	 they	 can	 not	 access	 it?	 	 How	 come	 the	 city	 owned	 large	 traffic	 island	 is	 being	 gifted	 to	 the	
developers,	 then	 given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	 Why	 hasn't	 the	
developer	 shown	 a	 proposal	 that	 only	 uses	 the	 land	 it	 actually	 owns,	 instead	 of	 annexing	 city	 land	 in	 all	
alternatives?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	
rented	 to?	 	 Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	
cannot/should	not	be	approved.		

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	 	 	With	regard	to	the	reconfiguration	of	the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
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Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C596‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project.	 	 Therefore,	 I	 find	 the	DEIR	 deficient	 and	
unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C596‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	
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LETTER	NO.C597	

Christine	Kang	
ckang022@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.C597‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).		This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.		This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.C597‐2	

Some	 of	my	 specific	 problems	with	 this	 proposal	 include:	 	 HEIGHT:	 at	 234	 feet	 (22	 stories),	 the	 highest	
proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	
the	 largest	 building	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 dwarfing	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 and	 becoming	 an	 enormous	
eyesore.		THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.		100Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.C597‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.		The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.		The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	the	center	a	day,	not	the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	 	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.			
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COMMENT	NO.C597‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:		Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!		Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.C597‐5	

ZONING:		The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city's	general	
plan!	 	Say	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	l2.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.C597‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:		We	have	seen	constant	failures	of	the	water	and	sewage	pipes	in	the	area.		Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.C597‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	 bigger	 than	 otherwise	 possible.	 	What	 is	 the	 Community	 benefit?	 	Where	 is	 the	 Public	 offsite	 Park	
space	other	then	[sic]	 interior	plaza	space	on	site?	 	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	
been	put	mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	 	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	
community	 if	 they	 can	 not	 access	 it?	 	 How	 come	 the	 city	 owned	 large	 traffic	 island	 is	 being	 gifted	 to	 the	
developers,	 then	 given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	 	 Why	 hasn't	 the	
developer	 shown	 a	 proposal	 that	 only	 uses	 the	 land	 it	 actually	 owns,	 instead	 of	 annexing	 city	 land	 in	 all	
alternatives?		We	know	the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	they	rent	for	and	who	will	they	be	
rented	 to?	 	 Without	 specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	
cannot/should	not	be	approved.		

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
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Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.C597‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.		Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.C597‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C598	

Darlene	Chan	
814	N.	Kings	Road	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C598‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C598‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C598‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
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not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C598‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C598‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C598‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C598‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C598‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C598‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C599	

Darragh	Marmorstein	
<darraghm@me.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 					2.B‐2060	

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C599‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C599‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C600	

David	Yost	
<dyost333@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C600‐1	

Please	wake	up.	We	are	not	NYC	and	do	not	have	the	public	transportation	or	infrastructure	to	support	the	
many	 ridiculous	 residential/commercial	 projects	 that	 keep	 getting	 proposed	 and	 often	 approved.	 I	 am	
writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd(City	
Case	 No.	 ENV20132552EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C600‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 other	 metropolitan	 areas,	 the	 lack	 of	 public	 transportation	 and	
infrastructure	in	Los	Angeles,	and	opinions	regarding	development	proposals	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project,	Alternative	9,	and	all	the	evaluated	development	alternatives	would	
result	 in	 less	than	significant	utility	 impacts	without	mitigation	and	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐1	 regarding	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	
comment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C600‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C600‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C600‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C600‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C600‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C600‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C600‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C600‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C601	

Dee	Dee	Schneider	
<teacher@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C601‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C601‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C601‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C601‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C602	

Denise	Durfield	
1600	Vine	Street	Apt	349	
Hollywood,	CA	90028	

COMMENT	NO.	C602‐1	

I	 am	 a	 local	 resident	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 I	 approve	 of	 the	 new	project	 proposed	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Avenue.	 	Mr.		
Gehry	has	done	a	great	job	with	the	design	and	I	think	it	looks	beautiful.		We	need	more	housing	and	this	has	
something	for	everyone.		Condos	to	purchase,	apartments	to	rent	and	even	affordable	housing.		This	will	be	a	
great	addition	and	improvement	to	our	city,	thank	you	for	your	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C602‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.				
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LETTER	NO.	C603	

Denmark50	
<info@denmark50.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐1	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐2	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐3	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C603‐4	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐5	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐6	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐7	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
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Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐8	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐9	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐10	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐11	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐12	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐12	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐13	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
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activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	
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A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐14	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
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effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐15	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐16	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
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environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐17	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐18	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐19	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐20	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐21	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐22	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐23	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C603‐24	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐25	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐26	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐27	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C603‐28	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐29	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐30	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐31	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐32	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐33	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐34	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐35	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.			

COMMENT	NO.	C603‐36	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C603‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.			
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LETTER	NO.	C604	

Dietrich	Nelson	
dnelson@dnaepr.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C604‐1	

I	will	concentrate	my	questions	on	emergency	issues	facing	the	proposed	development	and	neighborhoods	
surrounding	8150	W.	Sunset.		1.	Proximity	of	8150	W.	Sunset	to	high	fire	severity	zones:	Directly	north	of	
the	proposed	project	is	one	of	Los	Angeles’	most	dangerous	high	severity	zones	and	rural	wildlife	corridor	
which	 includes	Kirkwood	Bowl,	Laurel	Canyon,	Beverly	Crest,	 etc.	Laurel	Canyon	which	becomes	Crescent	
Heights	 at	 Sunset	 is	 a	 two	 lane	 road	 and	 the	 primary	 evacuation	 route	 for	 thousands	 of	 cars	 exiting	 the	
canyon	in	the	case	of	a	fire	or	earthquake.	 	It’s	imperative	that	at	no	time	any	lanes	of	Crescent	Heights	be	
obstructed	 during	 the	 26	months	 of	 construction	 or	 after	 the	 development	 is	 open.	 	 I	 participated	 in	 the	
Nichols	 Canyon	 Evacuation	 drill	 and	 we	 realized	 that	 anything	 can	 happen	 at	 a	 moment’s	 notice.	 	 What	
precautions	has	the	developer	taken	to	insure	the	project	doesn’t	obstruct	southbound	traffic	in	the	case	of	
an	emergency?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐1	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	

COMMENT	NO.	C604‐2	

	2.	Proximity	of	8150	W.	Sunset	to	the	Hollywood	Earthquake	Fault:	8150	W.	Sunset	 is	 located	within	
100	feet	of	the	recently	mapped	Hollywood	Earthquake	Fault	(see	Diagram	1	below).		The	City	and	developer	
is	planning	a	major	local	center	that	will	draw	thousands	of	people	to	the	property	and	potentially	placing	
their	lives	in	at	risk.	 	What	evacuation	plan	does	the	developer	plan	for	patrons	and	residents	if	case	of	an	
earthquake?		Since	valet	parking	is	the	only	option	offered	by	the	project,	does	that	mean	cars,	if	they	can	exit	
the	property,	will	egress	one	car	at	a	time?		What	other	options	will	be	provided	for	a	timely	evacuation?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐2	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	

COMMENT	NO.	C604‐3	

3.	Wildlife	 Corridors:	 	 Just	 north	 and	 northeast	 of	 8150	 W.	 Sunset	 are	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	
Canyon	Wildlife	Corridors	containing	hundreds	of	acres	of	wilderness	that	is	home	to	horned	owls,	hawks,	
deer,	 coyotes,	 bobcats	 and	 other	 wildlife.	 	 The	 development	 cannot	 impact	 these	 ecologically	 sensitive	
habitats.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐3	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	
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COMMENT	NO.	C604‐4	

4.	 Fire	 first	 responders	 to	 8150:	 LAFD	 first	 responders	 to	 8150	 W.	 Sunset:	 The	 DEIR	 has	 incorrectly	
identified	Fire	Station	97,	located	at	Mulholland	west	of	Laurel	Canyon,	as	its	first	responder.		The	small	Fire	
Station	41,	located	at	Gardner	just	south	of	Sunset,	is	the	designated	first	responder	to	the	area.		It	in	fact	is	
the	first	responder	for	the	area	of	Orange	Drive	on	the	east;	Doheny	on	the	west;	Melrose	to	the	south	and	
Mulholland	 to	 the	north.	 FS	79	while	 closest	 to	8150	will	 be	unable	 to	 respond	and	navigate	 through	 the	
constantly	busy	two	lane	traffic	on	Laurel	Canyon.		It	should	be	noted	that	FS	41	is	a	small	local	fire	station	
with	 one	 fire	 engine	 and	 one	 ambulance	 and	 no	 additional	 resources.	 	 It	 doesn’t	 have	 a	 hook	 and	 ladder	
which	might	be	needed	at	8150.		This	will	have	to	come	from	Fire	Station	27	located	at	Sunset	and	Cole	or	
from	one	of	the	two	fire	stations	in	West	Hollywood.		Please	note	that	the	accumulative	number	of	massive	
developments	planned	or	in	progress	will	also	tax	the	services	of	all	fire	stations	and	there	are	no	plans	for	a	
new	station	 in	either	 city.	 	The	 frequency	of	 ambulance	call	 load	 for	FS	41	 is	overwhelming	 shown	 in	 the	
report	below	(see	Diagram	2).	

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐4	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	

COMMENT	NO.	C604‐5	

5.	Diverting	traffic:	Diversion	of	north/south	traffic	on	Laurel	Canyon/Crescent	Heights	during	construction	
and	after	its	opening	will	negatively	impact	other	neighborhoods.	Rush	hour	traffic	traveling	north	and	south	
on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 presently	 has	 reached	 capacity	 and	 automotive	 GPS	 systems	 are	 diverting	 Valley	
commuters	 onto	 small	 neighborhood	 canyon	 roads	 including	 Nichols	 Canyon	 which	 is	 the	 northern	
extension	 of	 Genessee.	 	 Traffic	 on	 Nichols	 has	 increased	 10	 fold	 over	 the	 past	 two	 months	 from	
approximately	250	cars	between	7	–	9	am	and	4	–	7	pm	to	approximately	3,000	cars	during	morning	and	
evening	rush	hour.		The	construction	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	will	only	exacerbate	this	problem.		It’s	
imperative	 that	 at	 no	 time	 can	 the	 construction	 of	 8150	 block	 any	 lanes	 or	 any	 sidewalks	 on	 Crescent	
Heights,	Sunset	or	Havenhurst.		What	steps	has	the	developer	planned	to	prevent	this?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐5	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	

COMMENT	NO.	C604‐6	

6.	Emergency	 services:	With	 the	 new	 Frank	 Gehry	 design,	 what	 provisions	 has	 the	 developer	made	 for	
LAPD	 and	 LAFD	 vehicles	 should	 they	 need	 to	 access	 on	 the	 property	 from	 the	 street	 level?	 	 Entering	 the	
parking	garage	is	not	an	option.		This	includes	ambulances,	police	cars	and	possibly	fire	engines.		The	DEIR	
states	 it	 will	 not	 need	 additional	 emergency	 resources	 because	 it	 will	 staff	 security	 personnel.	 	 Do	 the	
developers	 realistically	 believe	 they	 won’t	 need	 additional	 emergency	 services?	 	 I	 assume	 the	 developer	
doesn’t	believe	someone	living	in	or	visiting	the	property	might	have	a	heart	attack	or	have	a	kitchen	fire?		
Also,	there’s	a	concern	regarding	the	apparent	decorative	details	covering	the	windows	of	many	parts	of	the	
model	at	LACMA.		This	could	hinder	access	of	emergency	service	providers	should	they	need	to	approach	a	
fire	or	other	service	from	outside	one	of	the	high	rises.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	C605‐6	and	‐7	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	
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COMMENT	NO.	C604‐7	

7.	Outdoor	 entertainment:	 The	 DEIR	 refers	 to	 outdoor	 “event	 venues”	 that	 will	 not	 have	 live	music	 or	
amplification.	 	How	many	people	does	 the	developer	 anticipate	 in	 these	 event	 venues?	 	The	development	
encroaches	 on	 residential	 homes,	 apartments	 and	 condominiums	 on	 Havenhurst	 and	 in	 the	 hills	 above	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	we	 are	 opposed	 to	 any	 outdoor	 entertainment	 that	will	 have	 a	 negative	 impact	 on	
residents.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐8	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	

COMMENT	NO.	C604‐8	

8.	 Removal	 of	 the	 turn	 lane	 and	 traffic	 island:	 Removal	 of	 the	 turn	 lane	 and	 traffic	 island	 and	
incorporating	 it	 into	the	project	 is	not	acceptable	and	should	remain	 in	 its	present	 location.	 It	allows	for	a	
smooth	merging	function	eastbound	Sunset	traffic	to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	and	is	constantly	used	by	
LAFD	and	LA	County	fire	trucks	 	The	proposed	design	creates	a	difficult	turn	for	large	delivery	trucks,	will	
back	 up	 traffic	 on	 Sunset	 and	 will	 reduce	 emergency	 response	 times	 of	 police	 and	 fire.	 	 If	 safety	 is	 the	
reasoning	behind	the	change	then	mark	the	crosswalk	with	flashing	lights	(like	in	West	Hollywood)	and	put	a	
stop	sign	at	the	crosswalk	to	deter	vehicles	from	rushing	through	the	transition	lane.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐9	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).	

COMMENT	NO.	C604‐9	

9.	Liquor	licenses:	The	request	for	multiple	type	48	liquor	licenses	in	the	Master	Plan	is	unacceptable	and	
shouldn’t	run	with	 the	property.	 	We	believe	the	 individual	restaurants	or	grocery	stores	should	apply	 for	
these	licenses	based	on	the	merit	of	each	retail	operation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C604‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C605‐10	(Dietrich	Nelson	Letter	C605).			
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LETTER	NO.	C605	

Dietrich	Nelson		
<dnelson@dnaepr.com>		

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐1	

I	will	concentrate	my	questions	on	emergency	issues	facing	the	proposed	development	and	neighborhoods	
surrounding	8150	W.	Sunset.		

1.		Proximity	of	8150	W.	Sunset	to	high	fire	severity	zones:	Directly	north	of	the	proposed	project	is	one	
of	 Los	 Angeles’	most	 dangerous	 high	 severity	 zones	 and	 rural	wildlife	 corridor	which	 includes	 Kirkwood	
Bowl,	Laurel	Canyon,	Beverly	Crest,	etc.	Laurel	Canyon	which	becomes	Crescent	Heights	at	Sunset	 is	a	two	
lane	road	and	the	primary	evacuation	route	for	thousands	of	cars	exiting	the	canyon	in	the	case	of	a	fire	or	
earthquake.	It’s	imperative	that	at	no	time	any	lanes	of	Crescent	Heights	be	obstructed	during	the	26	months	
of	construction	or	after	the	development	is	open.	I	participated	in	the	Nichols	Canyon	Evacuation	drill	and	
we	 realized	 that	 anything	can	happen	at	 a	moment’s	notice.	What	precautions	has	 the	developer	 taken	 to	
insure	the	project	doesn’t	obstruct	southbound	traffic	in	the	case	of	an	emergency?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐1	

This	 comment	 is	 noted.	 Fire	 protection	 impacts	 are	 addressed	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	
Emergency	Medical	 Services,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 The	 Project	 is	 not	 located	within	 a	wildfire	 hazard	 area.10		
Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.			

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐2	

2.	 	Proximity	of	8150	W.	Sunset	to	the	Hollywood	Earthquake	Fault:	8150	W.	Sunset	 is	 located	within	
100	feet	of	the	recently	mapped	Hollywood	Earthquake	Fault	(see	Diagram	1	below).	The	City	and	developer	
is	planning	a	major	local	center	that	will	draw	thousands	of	people	to	the	property	and	potentially	placing	
their	 lives	 in	at	risk.	What	evacuation	plan	does	 the	developer	plan	 for	patrons	and	residents	 if	case	of	an	
earthquake?	Since	valet	parking	is	the	only	option	offered	by	the	project,	does	that	mean	cars,	if	they	can	exit	
the	property,	will	egress	one	car	at	a	time?	What	other	options	will	be	provided	for	a	timely	evacuation?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐2	

Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	Hollywood	Fault	as	well	as	Response	to	Comment	A12‐1	
and	 A12‐2	 (John	 Weight,	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	 Safety	 Letter	 A12).	 	 Additionally,	 as	
discussed	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	
would	 comply	 with	 all	 LAFD	 requirements	 regarding	 emergency	 evacuation	 of	 proposed	 structures	 and	
vehicular	access.		Parking	for	the	Project	would	be	provided	via	self‐parking	or	valet	for	Project	employees	
and	 Project	 residents	 (and	 resident	 guests),	 and	 valet‐only	 parking	 for	 commercial	 patrons	 and	 non‐
residential	 visitors	 during	 peak	 parking	 hours.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 non‐valet	 parking	

																																																													

10	City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, adopted November 26, 1996, 
Exhibit D – Selected Wildfire Hazard Areas in the City of Los Angeles; http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/saftyelt.pdf, 
accessed January 2013.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2094	

options.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	Project‐related	parking	 impacts	and	operations	
and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.			

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐3	

3.	 	Wildlife	 Corridors:	 Just	 north	 and	 northeast	 of	 8150	 W.	 Sunset	 are	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	
Canyon	Wildlife	Corridors	containing	hundreds	of	acres	of	wilderness	that	is	home	to	horned	owls,	hawks,	
deer,	 coyotes,	 bobcats	 and	 other	 wildlife.	 The	 development	 cannot	 impact	 these	 ecologically	 sensitive	
habitats.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐3	

This	comment	 is	noted.	 	Although	the	natural	areas	cited	by	 the	commenter	may	contain	sensitive	species	
and	habitats,	the	Project	Site	has	been	developed	with	urban	uses	for	decades	and	thus	provides	no	habitat	
or	 support	 for	 such	 resources.	 	 Further,	 as	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 at	 a	 considerable	 distance	 from	 the	
referenced	areas,	the	Project	would	have	a	negligible	potential	to	result	in	any	substantial	direct	or	indirect	
impacts	on	biological	resources.	

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐4	

4.	 	 Fire	 first	 responders	 to	 8150:	 LAFD	 first	 responders	 to	 8150	W.	 Sunset:	 The	 DEIR	 has	 incorrectly	
identified	Fire	Station	97,	located	at	Mulholland	west	of	Laurel	Canyon,	as	its	first	responder.	The	small	Fire	
Station	41,	located	at	Gardner	just	south	of	Sunset,	is	the	designated	first	responder	to	the	area.	It	in	fact	is	
the	first	responder	for	the	area	of	Orange	Drive	on	the	east;	Doheny	on	the	west;	Melrose	to	the	south	and	
Mulholland	 to	 the	north.	 FS	79	while	 closest	 to	8150	will	 be	unable	 to	 respond	and	navigate	 through	 the	
constantly	busy	two	lane	traffic	on	Laurel	Canyon.	

It	 should	be	noted	 that	 FS	41	 is	 a	 small	 local	 fire	 station	with	one	 fire	 engine	and	one	ambulance	and	no	
additional	 resources.	 It	doesn’t	have	a	hook	and	 ladder	which	might	be	needed	at	8150.	This	will	have	 to	
come	from	Fire	Station	27	located	at	Sunset	and	Cole	or	from	one	of	the	two	fire	stations	in	West	Hollywood.	
Please	note	that	the	accumulative	number	of	massive	developments	planned	or	in	progress	will	also	tax	the	
services	of	all	fire	stations	and	there	are	no	plans	for	a	new	station	in	either	city.	The	frequency	of	ambulance	
call	load	for	FS	41	is	overwhelming	shown	in	the	report	below	(see	Diagram	2).	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐4	

Contrary	 to	 the	 commenter’s	 statements,	 as	discussed	on	page	4.I.1‐2	 in	 Section	4.I.1,	 Fire	Protection	and	
Emergency	Medical	Services,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Fire	Station	41	is	considered	the	“first‐in”	fire	station	for	the	
Project	Site,	though	it	is	noted	that	other	stations	including	Fire	Stations	27	and	97	could	provide	resources	
to	the	Project	Site	if	necessary.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	
response	times.		The	comments	regarding	the	fire	protection	equipment	and	facilities	serving	the	Project	Site	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐5	

5.	 	 Diverting	 traffic:	 Diversion	 of	 north/south	 traffic	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon/Crescent	 Heights	 during	
construction	and	after	 its	opening	will	negatively	 impact	other	neighborhoods.	Rush	hour	 traffic	 traveling	
north	and	south	on	Laurel	Canyon	presently	has	reached	capacity	and	automotive	GPS	systems	are	diverting	
Valley	commuters	onto	small	neighborhood	canyon	roads	 including	Nichols	Canyon	which	 is	 the	northern	
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extension	 of	 Genessee.	 Traffic	 on	 Nichols	 has	 increased	 10	 fold	 over	 the	 past	 two	 months	 from	
approximately	250	cars	between	7	–	9	am	and	4	–	7	pm	to	approximately	3,000	cars	during	morning	and	
evening	rush	hour.	The	construction	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	will	only	exacerbate	this	problem.	 It’s	
imperative	 that	 at	 no	 time	 can	 the	 construction	 of	 8150	 block	 any	 lanes	 or	 any	 sidewalks	 on	 Crescent	
Heights,	Sunset	or	Havenhurst.	What	steps	has	the	developer	planned	to	prevent	this?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐5	

The	comments	regarding	routes	taken	by	drivers	due	to	traffic	on	existing	thoroughfares	are	noted	and	will	
be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers.	 	 However,	 as	 relates	 to	 construction	 traffic,	 as	 noted	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 required	 to	 implement	 an	 LADOT‐
approved	 Construction	 Traffic	 Management	 Plan	 that	 would	 minimize	 adverse	 traffic	 effects	 in	 the	 area	
throughout	construction	activities.			

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐6	

6.	 	Emergency	 services:	With	 the	 new	Frank	Gehry	 design,	what	 provisions	 has	 the	 developer	made	 for	
LAPD	 and	 LAFD	 vehicles	 should	 they	 need	 to	 access	 on	 the	 property	 from	 the	 street	 level?	 Entering	 the	
parking	garage	 is	not	an	option.	This	 includes	ambulances,	police	cars	and	possibly	 fire	engines.	The	DEIR	
states	 it	 will	 not	 need	 additional	 emergency	 resources	 because	 it	 will	 staff	 security	 personnel.	 Do	 the	
developers	 realistically	 believe	 they	 won’t	 need	 additional	 emergency	 services?	 I	 assume	 the	 developer	
doesn’t	believe	someone	living	in	or	visiting	the	property	might	have	a	heart	attack	or	have	a	kitchen	fire?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐6	

As	discussed	on	pages	2‐37	through	2‐40	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	while	the	Alternative	9	development	
would	incrementally	increase	the	demand	for	police	protection	and	fire/emergency	medical	services	in	the	
area,	such	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	as	would	occur	under	the	Project.		Further,	
the	Project	and	all	alternatives	would	be	required	to	comply	with	all	applicable	LAPD	and	LAFD	emergency	
vehicle	access	requirements.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	
response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐7	

Also,	there’s	a	concern	regarding	the	apparent	decorative	details	covering	the	windows	of	many	parts	of	the	
model	at	LACMA.	This	could	hinder	access	of	emergency	service	providers	should	they	need	to	approach	a	
fire	or	other	service	from	outside	one	of	the	high	rises.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐7	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	Alternative	 9	model	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers.		
Please	 refer	 to	pages	2‐37	 through	2‐40	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	 regarding	 emergency	
services,	fire	life	safety	features,	and	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.	

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐8	

7.	 	Outdoor	entertainment:	The	DEIR	 refers	 to	 outdoor	 “event	 venues”	 that	will	 not	 have	 live	music	 or	
amplification.	 How	many	 people	 does	 the	 developer	 anticipate	 in	 these	 event	 venues?	 The	 development	
encroaches	 on	 residential	 homes,	 apartments	 and	 condominiums	 on	 Havenhurst	 and	 in	 the	 hills	 above	
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Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	we	 are	 opposed	 to	 any	 outdoor	 entertainment	 that	will	 have	 a	 negative	 impact	 on	
residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐8	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	outdoor	entertainment	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	Letter	No.	 6‐32	 regarding	 special	 events.		
Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐8	regarding	Project‐related	noise	effects	on	surrounding	uses,	including	
noise	 from	special	events.	 	As	discussed	therein,	operational	special	event	noise	 impacts	under	the	Project	
and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Also,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 under	 Alternative	 9,	 the	
rooftop	lounge	feature	proposed	under	the	Project	would	not	be	implemented,	and	as	such	event	noise	from	
this	area	would	not	occur.	 	With	regard	 to	special	events	 in	 the	Central	Plaza	area	under	Alternative	9,	as	
under	 the	 Project,	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 In	 addition,	 Project	 Design	 Features	 would	
preclude	live	bands,	use	of	public	address	(PA)	systems,	and	loud	amplified	music.	

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐9	

8.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 turn	 lane	 and	 traffic	 island:	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 turn	 lane	 and	 traffic	 island	 and	
incorporating	 it	 into	the	project	 is	not	acceptable	and	should	remain	 in	 its	present	 location.	 It	allows	for	a	
smooth	merging	function	eastbound	Sunset	traffic	to	southbound	Crescent	Heights	and	is	constantly	used	by	
LAFD	and	LA	County	fire	trucks.	 	The	proposed	design	creates	a	difficult	turn	for	large	delivery	trucks,	will	
back	 up	 traffic	 on	 Sunset	 and	 will	 reduce	 emergency	 response	 times	 of	 police	 and	 fire.	 If	 safety	 is	 the	
reasoning	behind	the	change	then	mark	the	crosswalk	with	flashing	lights	(like	in	West	Hollywood)	and	put	a	
stop	sign	at	the	crosswalk	to	deter	vehicles	from	rushing	through	the	transition	lane.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐9	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	and	pedestrian	safety.		The	
commenter’s	suggestions	regarding	the	placement	of	flashing	lights	and	a	stop	sign	at	the	existing	right‐turn	
“lane”	pedestrian	crossing	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

COMMENT	NO.	C605‐10	

9.		Liquor	licenses:	The	request	for	multiple	type	48	liquor	licenses	in	the	Master	Plan	is	unacceptable	and	
shouldn’t	 run	with	 the	property.	We	believe	 the	 individual	 restaurants	or	 grocery	 stores	 should	apply	 for	
these	licenses	based	on	the	merit	of	each	retail	operation.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C605‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6	regarding	liquor	licenses	for	the	Project.			
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LETTER	NO.	C606	

Donna	Casey‐Aira	
3467	North	Knoll	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐2	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐3	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C606‐4	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐5	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐6	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐7	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
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Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐8	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐9	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐10	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐11	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐12	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐12	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐13	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
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activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	
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A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐14	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
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effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐15	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐16	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
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environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐17	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐18	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐19	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐20	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐21	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2109	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐22	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐23	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2110	

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐24	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐25	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐26	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐27	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C606‐28	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐29	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2113	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐30	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐31	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐32	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐33	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐34	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐35	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.			

COMMENT	NO.	C606‐36	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C606‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.			
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LETTER	NO.	C607	

Ellyn	Leahy	
1967	N	Beachwood	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	

COMMENT	NO.	C607‐1	

Dear	City	Officials,	
I	 am	 writing	 in	 hopes	 that	 you	 will	 approve	 the	 Frank	 Gehry	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	 There	 has	 been	
longstanding	issues	on	Sunset	Boulevard	in	that	area,	and	this	plan	solves	them	in	a	beautiful	way	that	will	
bring	 life	and	culture	 to	an	otherwise	sparse	stretch	of	street.	 	There	are	many	positive	 things	 I	 could	say	
about	 the	 project,	 but	 I	 wanted	 to	 address	 the	 issue	 of	 height	 that	 has	 been	 discussed	 recently.	 	 This	 is	
nothing	new	with	development	in	Los	Angeles,	and	nothing	new	with	development	in	Hollywood	specifically.	
There	is	some	strange	belief	by	a	small,	uninformed,	and	vocal	group	of	homeowners	that	believe	that	height	
somehow	 translates	 to	more	 cars	on	 the	 road,	more	pollution	 in	 the	air,	 overbuilding,	 and	degradation	of	
their	quality	of	life.		This	project	is	almost	the	same	regarding	impacts	as	the	strip	mall	that	stands,	despite	
many	more	people	benefiting	from	the	residential	use.		In	terms	of	impacts,	this	proposed	project	should	be	
the	poster	child	for	all	developments	as	its	negative	consequences	hover	between	minimal	and	nonexistent	
compared	to	the	existing	site.		This	project’s	FAR	is	3.0	and	is	small	when	compared	to	the	6.0	FAR	of	other	
projects	 in	Hollywood.	 	 This	 project	 has	 250	 larger	 residential	 units	when	 it	 could	 have	 300‐400	 smaller	
units	 that	 would	 create	 more	 impacts.	 	 This	 project	 has	 no	 significant	 traffic	 impacts.	 Just	 because	 this	
building	 is	 as	 tall	 as	 other	 buildings	 on	 Sunset	 does	 not	 mean	 it	 will	 have	 an	 adverse	 impact	 on	 the	
neighborhood	 in	 reality	 it	 will	 replace	 a	 downtrodden	 site	 with	 an	 amazing	 landmark	 by	 an	 amazing	
architect.		To	me	the	most	exciting	components	to	the	entire	project	are	the	sustainable	measures	included	in	
the	design.		It’s	incredible	that	LA	has	the	opportunity	to	house	a	beautiful,	modern	Frank	Gehry	space	with	
minimal	impacts	to	the	environment	and	community.		This	project	is	a	great	fit	for	LA	and	I	strongly	urge	you	
to	approve	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C607‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C608	

Florian	Schaugg	
1600	Courtney	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐1	

Please	wake	up.	We	are	not	NYC	and	do	not	have	the	public	transportation	or	infrastructure	to	support	the	
many	 ridiculous	 residential/commercial	 projects	 that	 keep	 getting	 proposed	 and	 often	 approved.	 I	 am	
writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd(City	
Case	 No.	 ENV20132552EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 other	 metropolitan	 areas,	 the	 lack	 of	 public	 transportation	 and	
infrastructure	 in	Los	Angeles,	and	regarding	development	proposals	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project,	Alternative	9,	and	all	the	evaluated	development	alternatives	would	
result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 utility	 impacts	 without	 mitigation	 and	 less	 significant	 operational	 traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation..		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐1	 regarding	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	
comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	 will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	 who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	
transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C608‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C608‐9	

I	am	a	resident	of	Sunset	Square	and	will	be	directly	and	negatively	impacted	by	the	proposed	development	
at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C608‐9	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 	 The	
environmental	 impacts	of	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	were	comprehensively	evaluated	in	Chapter	
4.0,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.	
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LETTER	NO.	C609	

Frederick	Villanueva	
<Frederick.villnueva@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C609‐1	

Please	wake	up.	We	are	not	NYC	and	do	not	have	the	public	transportation	or	infrastructure	to	support	the	
many	 ridiculous	 residential/commercial	 projects	 that	 keep	 getting	 proposed	 and	 often	 approved.	 I	 am	
writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd(City	
Case	 No.	 ENV20132552EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 other	 metropolitan	 areas,	 the	 lack	 of	 public	 transportation	 and	
infrastructure	in	Los	Angeles,	and	opinions	regarding	development	proposals	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project,	Alternative	9,	and	all	the	evaluated	development	alternatives	would	
result	 in	 less	than	significant	utility	 impacts	without	mitigation	and	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐1	 regarding	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	
comment.		

COMMENT	NO.	C609‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C609‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C609‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C609‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C609‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C609‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	 will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	 who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	
transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C609‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
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environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C609‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C610	

Gayle	Gale	
1335	N.	Fairfax	Avenue	#1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C610‐1	

Please	wake	up.	We	are	not	NYC	and	do	not	have	the	public	transportation	or	infrastructure	to	support	the	
many	 ridiculous	 residential/commercial	 projects	 that	 keep	 getting	 proposed	 and	 often	 approved.	 I	 am	
writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd(City	
Case	 No.	 ENV20132552EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C610‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 other	 metropolitan	 areas,	 the	 lack	 of	 public	 transportation	 and	
infrastructure	 in	Los	Angeles,	and	regarding	development	proposals	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	Alternative	9,	and	all	the	evaluated	development	alternatives	would	
result	 in	 less	than	significant	utility	 impacts	without	mitigation	and	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐1	 regarding	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	
commenter’s	statements.		

COMMENT	NO.	C610‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C610‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C610‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C610‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C610‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C610‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C610‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C610‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C610‐6	

We	don’t	have	the	infrastructure	to	this	development	.	.	PLEASE	.	.	.	Stop	all	this	now!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C610‐6	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	
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LETTER	NO.	C611	

Gayle	Gale	
1335	N.	Fairfax	Avenue	#1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C611‐1	

Please	wake	up.	We	are	not	NYC	and	do	not	have	the	public	transportation	or	infrastructure	to	support	the	
many	 ridiculous	 residential/commercial	 projects	 that	 keep	 getting	 proposed	 and	 often	 approved.	 I	 am	
writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd(City	
Case	 No.	 ENV20132552EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C611‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 other	 metropolitan	 areas,	 the	 lack	 of	 public	 transportation	 and	
infrastructure	 in	Los	Angeles,	and	regarding	development	proposals	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project,	 Alternative	 9,	 and	 the	 evaluated	development	 alternatives	would	
result	 in	 less	than	significant	utility	 impacts	without	mitigation	and	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐1	 regarding	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	
commenter’s	statements.		

COMMENT	NO.	C611‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C611‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C611‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C611‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C611‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C611‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C611‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C611‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C611‐6	

We	don’t	have	the	infrastructure	to	this	development	.	.	PLEASE	.	.	.	Stop	all	this	now!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C611‐6	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	
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LETTER	NO.	C612	

Gayle	Gale	
gaylegale@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C612‐1	

This	development	is	very	disturbing	to	homeowners	in	this	area!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C612‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C613	

Julia	Trainor	
<heyladyyent@hotmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C613‐1	

I	am	against	the	proposed	building	at	8150	W.	Sunset	Blvd.	

*With	249	new	units,	the	reality	of	this	is	at	least	249	more	cars	driving	in	this	already	dense	area.	I	know	
we'd	all	 like	to	think	everyone	will	walk	or	bike,	but	that	certainly	cannot	be	guaranteed	by	the	de‐.eloper	
and	just	is	not	the	reality.	It	is	already	impossible	to	mow	about	this	part	of	the	city	in	a	reasonable	amount	
of	 time	 and	 each	 of	 the	 new	developments	with	 150	 units	 here	 and	 200	 units	 there	 are	 packing	 in	more	
people	and	more	cars.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C613‐1	

The	portion	of	the	comment	expressing	opposition	to	the	proposed	building	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	regarding	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	the	
traffic,	 circulation	 and	 parking	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 are	 evaluated	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	the	Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	included	as	
Appendix	H‐1,	while	 Section	2.B.10	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	9,	
with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	
pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C613‐2	

*	Similar	 concerns	with	water	 resources.	 I	 am	asked	 to	 cut	my	water	usage	by	20%‐which	our	 family	has	
done	by	turing	[sic]	off	water	during	showers,	allowing	our	lawn	to	go	brown	and	only	flushing	toilets	when	
absolutely	necessary.	But	with	each	new	residential	development,	that	is	appx	110	gallons	MORE	per	person	
per	day.	So	the	math	on	this	means	that	this	building	alone	will	increase	water	usage	by	27,900	gallons	per	
day.	Allowing	this	would	be	unwise	urban	planning	and	unacceptable	to	the	citizens	already	living	here	and	
trying	to	conserve.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C613‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	to	water	supply	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply,	while	Section	2.B.11	of	the	
RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	indicated	on	page	4.K.1‐18	of	the	Draft	
EIR	and	page	2‐57	through	2‐58	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	adequate	water	supply	is	available	to	serve	the	Project	and	
Alternative,	respectively,	and	the	impact	on	water	supply	would	be	less	than	significant.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C613‐3	

I	appreciate	the	fact	that	the	plan	calls	for	nearly	10%	affordable	housing,	but	taken	as	a	whole,	I	believe	this	
is	not	a	smart	move	to	build	this	large	unsustainable	addition	in	our	community.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C613‐3	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C614	

Greg	Morrow	
8766	Arlene	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C614‐1	

I'm	not	 the	kind	of	person	who	normally	gets	 involved	 in	 this	sort	of	 thing,	but	 I've	been	a	Laurel	Canyon	
resident	for	over	50	years,	so	I	feel	compelled	to	say	something.		WHAT	ARE	YOU	THINKING!		This	project	is	
only	going	to	make	an	already	overly	congested	intersection	untenable.		You	can't	tell	me	that	adding	all	that	
retail	space	and	residential	is	not	going	to	adversely	impact	traffic.		Not	to	mention	the	property	values	of	the	
people	who	live	on	the	hill	behind	the	tower,	whose	views	of	the	city	are	being	blocked.		Or	the	people	who	
are	going	to	have	to	live	in	the	shadow	of	that	monolith.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C614‐1	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 views	 and	
shade/shadow,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility.	 	 As	 indicated,	 in	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 (including	 on	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection	as	 indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	 the	Draft	
EIR	and	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR)	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	
recommended	mitigation.	 	As	 indicated	 in	Topical	Responses	TR‐1	and	 ‐2,	views,	 shade/shadow,	and	 land	
use	compatibility	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	property	values,	this	portion	of	the	comment	is	noted	
and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 impacts	 to	
property	values	resulting	from	the	Project	are	not	an	issue	to	be	evaluated	in	an	EIR,	as	CEQA	is	concerned	
with	the	physical	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment.	

COMMENT	NO.	C614‐2	

Who's	benefiting	from	this	project?	the	developers?		the	city	tax	base?		Certainly	not	the	people	who	live	in	
the	area.	The	way	 I	 see	 it	 there's	more	 than	enough	convenient	 retail	 locations	already	and	more	already	
under	construction.		Frank	Geary	is	currently	one	of	the	best	architects	in	the	United	States,	but	I	don’t	care	if	
Frank	Lloyd	Wright	himself	is	designing	this	complex,	YOU	JUST	DON’T	GET	IT!		In	its	current	configuration	
it	just	doesn’t	work.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C614‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 Some	 of	 the	
community	benefits	of	the	proposed	development	are	outlined	in	the	Project	objectives	listed	on	page	2‐6	of	
the	Draft	EIR.		However,	the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	(CEQA)	does	not	require	the	identification	
of	the	community	benefits	of	a	proposed	project	in	an	EIR.				
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LETTER	NO.	C615	

Gregory	Wilden	
<crown72@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐1	

As	a	Los	Angles	City	resident	resident	[sic]	who	lives	less	than	2,500	feet	from	8150	Sunset	Blvd,	I	am	writing	
in	opposition	 to	 the	proposed	development	at	 that	 site	as	described	 in	 the	recirculated	DEIR.	As	a	 former	
firefighter	I’m	dismayed	that	the	LAFD	has	already	gone	on	record	as	saying	a	project	of	the	size	proposed	
will	put	such	stress	on	their	resources	that	the	new	residents,	and	those	affected	around	them,	will	not	have	
adequete	[sic]	fire	protection,	thus	putting	the	new	development	and	the	neighborhood	as	a	whole	in	danger	
from	fires	and	medical	emergencies	that	cannot	be	addressed	in	a	timely	matter	by	the	city’s	own	rules	and	
metrics.	The	LAFD	letter	to	the	city,	signed	by	the	fire	chief,	also	states	that	if	this	building	is	approved	it	will	
require	at	 least	another	Truck	company	assignment	to	the	area	and	paramedic	ambulance,	and	probably	a	
new	fire	station	due	the	response	distances	of	Stations	41	and	27	in	Hollywood.	Who	is	going	to	pay	for	this?	
Are	 the	 taxpayers	 going	 to	 be	 shouldered	with	 the	 cost	 of	 hiring	 1825	 new	 firefighters,	 purchasing	 new	
500,000	 dollar	 trucks,	 or	 even	 possibly	 the	millions	 of	 dollars	 for	 a	 new	 fire	 station?	 All	 for	 some	 luxury	
condos,	a	tiny	smattering	of	“Affordable”	units	and	a	hideous,	monstrous	tower	that	will	destroy	the	quality	
of	life	for	an	iconic	neighborhood	of	the	city?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐1	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	impacts	related	to	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	in	
Section	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	
such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	comply	
with	all	applicable	LAFD	requirements	related	to	 fire	 flow	and	 fire	 life	safety	 features	prior	 to	approval	of	
building	 plans.	 	 The	 referenced	 correspondence	 from	 LAFD,	 dated	 September	 19,	 2013	 and	 included	 in	
Appendix	 G‐2	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 suggests	 that	 based	 on	 the	 distance	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 to	 affected	 LAFD	
facilities,	fire	protection	services	(under	existing	conditions)	would	be	considered	inadequate.		However,	as	
further	 noted	 in	 the	 LAFD	 correspondence,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 required	 to	 implement	 numerous	 fire	
protection‐related	 conditions	 to	 address	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	 medical	 services	 demands.	 	 In	
addition,	 the	LAFD	correspondence	 states	 that	 the	LAFD	 “continually	evaluates	 fire	 station	placement	 and	
overall	Department	services	for	the	entire	City,	as	well	as	specific	areas.	The	development	of	this	proposed	
project,	along	with	other	approved	and	planned	projects	 in	the	immediate	area,	may	result	 in	the	need	for	
the	following:	1)	Increased	staffing	for	existing	facilities;	2)	Additional	fire	protection	facilities;	3)	Relocation	
of	present	fire	protection	facilities.”		As	discussed	in	Section	4.I,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	construct	
additional	Project‐specific	firefighting	facilities	or	other	related	infrastructure	(e.g.,	water	supply	pipelines)	
in	order	to	satisfy	LAFD	requirements	prior	to	issuance	of	any	certificate	of	occupancy.			

In	 addition,	 since	 the	 publication	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR,	 LAFD	 has	 provided	 subsequent	
correspondence	 regarding	 the	Project	dated	May	10,	2016	 (included	 in	Appendix	C	of	 this	Final	EIR)	 that	
further	clarifies	that	absent	mitigation,	Project	 implementation	would	increase	the	need	for	fire	protection	
and	emergency	medical	services	in	the	Project	area,	which	could	potentially	have	a	cumulative	impact	on	fire	
protection	services.	 	However,	 in	order	to	address	such	potential	 impacts	to	 fire	protection	services,	LAFD	
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has	 identified	 conditions	with	 respect	 to	 Firefighting	 Personnel	 Access	 and	 Firefighting	Apparatus	Access	
that	would	minimize	 such	 impacts	 and	 assist	 LAFD	 in	 providing	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	 response	
services	to	the	Project.		The	LAFD	letter	further	enumerates	the	Project‐specific	conditions	and	clarifies	that	
prior	to	issuance	of	any	building	permit,	definitive	plans	shall	be	submitted	to	LAFD	to	ensure	that	necessary	
requirements	are	satisfied.	

As	 such,	 significant	 adverse	 impacts	 related	 to	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 would	 be	
precluded,	since	implementation	of	necessary	infrastructure	improvements,	LAFD	conditions	would	ensure	
that	 facilities	 and	 services	 are	 adequate	 to	meet	 Project‐related	demands	prior	 to	 occupancy	 of	 proposed	
uses.		Accordingly,	impacts	in	this	regard	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation	and	compliance	with	
applicable	LAFD	and	other	City	requirements.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	fire	safety,	
emergency	vehicle	access,	and	response	times	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐2	

This	 is	 a	 bad	 project	 and	 a	 hopelessly	 biased	 and	 poorly	 written	 DEIR.	 Public	 safety	 is	 just	 one	 of	 the	
countless	negative	issues	this	mammoth	boondoggle	would	bring	to	the	area	and	one	of	a	long	list	of	impacts	
completely	 unaddressed	 in	 the	 DEIR.	 I	 urge	 you	 to	 reject	 this	 badly	 written	 DEIR	 and	 insist	 that	 the	
developers	come	back	with	a	project	that	is	smaller,	less	dense,	and	a	more	low	rise	fit	for	one	of	the	great	
neighborhoods	of	LA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐2	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	consideration.	 	The	Draft	EIR	
addressed	public	safety	 issues	 in	Sections	4.I.1,	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services,	and	4.I.2,	
Police	Protection,	and	on	pages	2‐37	through	2‐40	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.		All	relevant	
environmental	issues	were	comprehensively	evaluated	in	Chapter	4.0,	Environmental	Impact	Analysis,	of	the	
Draft	EIR	with	regard	to	the	Project,	in	Chapter	5.0	of	the	Draft	EIR	with	regard	to	Alternatives	1	through	8,	
and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐3	

In	 the	PDF	below	 I	have	also	 listed	several	other	problems	with	 the	DEIR	 I	hope	will	help	you	reject	 it	as	
dishonest	and	fatally	flawed.	Let’s	not	destroy	a	neighborhood!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐3	

The	commenter	provides	an	introduction	and	summary	of	the	comments	provided	in	this	letter,	and	suggests	
that	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 are	 “dishonest	 and	 fatally	 flawed”	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 further	 specifics	
relative	to	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		These	comments	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	
for	 their	 consideration.	 	Responses	 to	 comments	 from	 the	 referenced	 letter	 are	 provided	 in	Responses	 to	
Comments	C615‐4	through	C615‐39	below.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐4	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
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Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐5	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐6	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐7	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐8	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐9	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐10	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐11	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C615‐12	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐13	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐14	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
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construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐15	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐15	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐16	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
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natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
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within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	

A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C615‐17	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐18	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	
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Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐19	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐20	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	
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The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐21	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	
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Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐22	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐23	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	

Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐24	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐25	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐26	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C615‐27	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐28	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐29	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐30	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C615‐31	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐32	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐33	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐34	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐35	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐36	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐37	

Operation	Impacts	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2153	

It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐37	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐38	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐38	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.	

COMMENT	NO.	C615‐39	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C615‐39	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.	
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LETTER	NO.	C616	

Gregory	Widen	
crown72@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C616‐1	

This	 is	 a	 letter	 from	Coates	 Consulting,	 an	 EIR	 specialist,	 urging	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 planning	 commission	 to	
deny	this	developer’s	DEIR	based	on	the	fatal	ambiguities	and	violations	of	the	city’s	master	plan	contained	
within.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C616‐1	

This	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted.		Please	see	Responses	to	Comment	Letter	C42	(Michelle	
Coats	Letter	C42)	for	responses	to	the	referenced	comment	letter.			

COMMENT	NO.	C616‐2	

Ms.	Hewawitharana,	

Below	please	 find	 a	 letter	which	 presents	 comments	 on	 the	DEIR	 for	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd.	Mixed	Use	 Project.	
These	comments	were	originally	submitted	during	the	original	DEIR	comment	period,	but	 I	wish	 for	these	
comments	to	be	resubmitted	and	the	questions	raised	to	be	answered	as	they	still	pertain	to	Alternative	9.	
Thank	you	in	advance	for	the	review	of	this	submittal.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C616‐2	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	Comment	Letter	C42	 (Michelle	Coats	Letter	C42)	 for	 responses	 to	 the	 referenced	
comment	letter.				
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LETTER	NO.	C617	

Gregory	Widen	
crown72@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C617‐1	

This	 is	 a	 letter	 from	Coates	 Consulting,	 an	 EIR	 specialist,	 urging	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 planning	 commission	 to	
deny	this	developer’s	DEIR	based	on	the	fatal	ambiguities	and	violations	of	the	city’s	master	plan	contained	
within.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C617‐1	

This	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted.		Please	see	Responses	to	Comment	Letter	C42	(Michelle	
Coats	Letter	C42)	for	responses	to	the	referenced	comment	letter.			

COMMENT	NO.	C617‐2	

Ms.	Hewawitharana,	

Below	please	 find	 a	 letter	which	 presents	 comments	 on	 the	DEIR	 for	 the	 Sunset	 Blvd.	Mixed	Use	 Project.	
These	comments	were	originally	submitted	during	the	original	DEIR	comment	period,	but	 I	wish	 for	these	
comments	to	be	resubmitted	and	the	questions	raised	to	be	answered	as	they	still	pertain	to	Alternative	9.	
Thank	you	in	advance	for	the	review	of	this	submittal.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C617‐2	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	Comment	Letter	C42	 (Michelle	Coats	Letter	C42)	 for	 responses	 to	 the	 referenced	
comment	letter.				
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LETTER	NO.	C618	

Greg	Widen	
<crown72@mac.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐1	

As	a	Los	Angles	City	resident	resident	[sic]	who	lives	less	than	2,500	feet	from	8150	Sunset	Blvd,	I	am	writing	
in	opposition	 to	 the	proposed	development	at	 that	 site	as	described	 in	 the	recirculated	DEIR.	As	a	 former	
firefighter	I’m	dismayed	that	the	LAFD	has	already	gone	on	record	as	saying	a	project	of	the	size	proposed	
will	put	such	stress	on	their	resources	that	the	new	residents,	and	those	affected	around	them,	will	not	have	
adequete	[sic]	fire	protection,	thus	putting	the	new	development	and	the	neighborhood	as	a	whole	in	danger	
from	fires	and	medical	emergencies	that	cannot	be	addressed	in	a	timely	matter	by	the	city’s	own	rules	and	
metrics.	The	LAFD	letter	to	the	city,	signed	by	the	fire	chief,	also	states	that	if	this	building	is	approved	it	will	
require	at	 least	another	Truck	company	assignment	to	the	area	and	paramedic	ambulance,	and	probably	a	
new	fire	station	due	the	response	distances	of	Stations	41	and	27	in	Hollywood.	Who	is	going	to	pay	for	this?	
Are	 the	 taxpayers	 going	 to	 be	 shouldered	with	 the	 cost	 of	 hiring	 1825	 new	 firefighters,	 purchasing	 new	
500,000	 dollar	 trucks,	 or	 even	 possibly	 the	millions	 of	 dollars	 for	 a	 new	 fire	 station?	 All	 for	 some	 luxury	
condos,	a	tiny	smattering	of	“Affordable”	units	and	a	hideous,	monstrous	tower	that	will	destroy	the	quality	
of	life	for	an	iconic	neighborhood	of	the	city?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C615‐1	(Gregory	Widen	Letter	C615).	

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐2	

This	 is	 a	 bad	 project	 and	 a	 hopelessly	 biased	 and	 poorly	 written	 DEIR.	 Public	 safety	 is	 just	 one	 of	 the	
countless	negative	issues	this	mammoth	boondoggle	would	bring	to	the	area	and	one	of	a	long	list	of	impacts	
completely	 unaddressed	 in	 the	 DEIR.	 I	 urge	 you	 to	 reject	 this	 badly	 written	 DEIR	 and	 insist	 that	 the	
developers	come	back	with	a	project	that	is	smaller,	less	dense,	and	a	more	low	rise	fit	for	one	of	the	great	
neighborhoods	of	LA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C615‐2	(Gregory	Widen	Letter	C615).	

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐3	

In	 the	PDF	below	 I	have	also	 listed	several	other	problems	with	 the	DEIR	 I	hope	will	help	you	reject	 it	as	
dishonest	and	fatally	flawed.	Let’s	not	destroy	a	neighborhood!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C615‐3	(Gregory	Widen	Letter	C615).	

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐4	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	
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Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐5	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐6	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐7	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐8	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
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input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐9	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐10	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐11	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2160	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐12	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐13	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐14	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	
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The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐15	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐15	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐16	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	
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It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	
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The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	

A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐17	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐18	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
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visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐19	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C618‐20	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C618‐21	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐22	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?		

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	
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The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐23	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	

Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐24	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
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Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐25	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C618‐26	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐27	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐28	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	This	is	
an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐29	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	
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The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	

How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐30	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	
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What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐31	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐32	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐33	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐34	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	
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The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐35	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	
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The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	

High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐36	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C618‐37	

Operation	Impacts	

It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐37	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐38	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐38	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.			

COMMENT	NO.	C618‐39	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2177	

not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C618‐39	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.			
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LETTER	NO.	C619	

Gwen	&	Ron	Hitchcock	
1625	North	Fairfax	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C619‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C619‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C619‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C619‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C619‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C619‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C619‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C619‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C619‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C619‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C619‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C619‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C620	

Heather	Fox	
<hfoxen@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C620‐1	

Please	wake	up.	We	are	not	NYC	and	do	not	have	the	public	transportation	or	infrastructure	to	support	the	
many	 ridiculous	 residential/commercial	 projects	 that	 keep	 getting	 proposed	 and	 often	 approved.	 I	 am	
writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd(City	
Case	 No.	 ENV20132552EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 other	 metropolitan	 areas,	 the	 lack	 of	 public	 transportation	 and	
infrastructure	 in	Los	Angeles,	and	regarding	development	proposals	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project,	 Alternative	 9,	 and	 the	 evaluated	development	 alternatives	would	
result	 in	 less	than	significant	utility	 impacts	without	mitigation	and	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐1	 regarding	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	
commenter’s	statements.		

COMMENT	NO.	C620‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C620‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C620‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C620‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C620‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C620‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	 will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	 who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	
transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C620‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
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environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C620‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C621	

Hope	Levy	
1335	N	Fairfax	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	Ca	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C621‐1	

Please	be	respectful	and	DO	THE	RIGHT	THING.		Do	not	allow	buildings	to	be	built	over	75	feet	high!		Even	
THAT	is	too	high...But	u	are	proposing	200+??	Do	you	really	think	that	will	add	beauty?		That	is	a	disgrace.		
Please	listen	to	the	people	who	live	here	and	do	not	obstruct	our	skylines!!!		Thank	you!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C621‐1	

The	comment	expressing	opposition	to	the	proposed	building	height	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 related	 building	 height,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	
views	 and	 visual	 character,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 land	 use	 compatibility.	 	 As	
indicated	therein,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	views,	visual	character,	
and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	building	height.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 request	 for	 a	 reduction	 in	 building	 height,	 several	 alternatives	were	 evaluated	 in	 the	
Draft	 EIR	 to	 address	 concerns	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 including	 Alternative	 1	 (No	 Project/No	 Build),	
Alternative	2	(Existing	Zoning),	Alternative	3	(Reduced	Height,	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	
Preservation).	 	 Also,	 in	 response	 to	 public	 comments	 on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 new	 alternative	 was	 added	
(Alternative	9,	Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking),	 and	was	evaluated	 in	a	 re‐
circulated	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	RP‐DEIR).		Alternative	9	would	reduce	the	mass	of	the	Project	by	providing	a	lower	
podium	 height,	 and	 would	 provide	 north‐south	 view	 corridors	 through	 the	 Project	 site	 by	 splitting	 the	
Project	tower	into	two	narrower	towers.	
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LETTER	NO.	C622	

James	Teel	
1328	Havenhurst	Drive,	Ste.	105	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐1	

I	 am	 a	 homeowner	 and	 resident	 of	Havenhurst	 Drive	 a	 few	 doors	 down	 to	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	
8150	 Sunset,	 and	 I	 am	writing	 to	 you	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer.	 (City	 Case	 #	
ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	

Say	NO	to	the	massively	out	of	scale	heights	of	the	proposed	towers.	234	feet	is	far	taller	than	the	25	stories	
they	are	reporting,	and	a	glass	tower	facing	south	will	likely	produce	blinding	glare	and	radiate	heat	for	this	
residential	block.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐1	

The	commenter’s	stated	opposition	to	the	Project	as	proposed	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers.		Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	a	discussion	of	the	aesthetic	impacts	associated	with	the	
Project’s	proposed	massing	and	height,	and	specifically	 the	referenced	height	of	Alternative	9	cited	by	 the	
commenter.	 	 Also,	 to	 clarify	 the	 commenter’s	 statement	 regarding	 Alternative	 9,	 the	 proposed	 building	
height	of	234	feet	relates	to	a	building	at	15	stories,	not	25	stories	as	stated	in	the	comment.		With	regard	to	
the	 potential	 for	 glare	 and	 heat	 effects	 associated	with	Alternative	 9,	 as	 discussed	 on	RP‐DEIR	 page	 2‐10	
regarding	 building	materials	 and	 page	 2‐12	 regarding	 light	 and	 glare,	 the	 building	materials	 and	 glazing	
would	not	create	large	expansive	flat	surfaces	with	high	reflectivity	such	that	substantial	glare	or	reflected	
solar	radiation	(heat)	would	affect	a	given	 location	 for	an	extended	period	of	 time.	 	While	 incidental	glare	
and	reflected	heat	could	be	generated	by	proposed	building	surfaces,	such	effects	would	be	of	short	duration	
at	any	single	location	in	the	surrounding	area.	 	As	such,	as	concluded	in	Section	4.A	and	Chapter	5.0	of	the	
Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	light	and	glare	impacts	of	the	Project	and	evaluated	alternatives	
would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐2	

Say	NO	to	any	and	all	glass	structures	–	they	radiate	glare	and	heat,	and	this	project	is	located	on	the	lip	of	a	
known	fault	line.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C622‐1	above	regarding	glare	and	heat	effects	of	the	Project.		With	regard	
to	earthquake	faults	and	seismic	hazards,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐5	regarding	the	relationship	of	the	
Project	with	the	Hollywood	Fault.			

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐3	

Say	NO	to	eliminating	the	traffic	island.	This	land	should	not	be	donated	or	sold	to	the	developers.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐3	

The	 commenter’s	 stated	 opposition	 to	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers.		However,	contrary	to	the	comment,	the	City	owned	off‐site	area	adjoining	the	Project	site	
(including	 traffic	 island)	 would	 remain	 under	 ownership	 of	 the	 City,	 with	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 being	
responsible	 for	 all	 improvements	 and	 long‐term	 maintenance	 within	 this	 area.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐4	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection.			

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐4	

Say	YES	to	a	new	independent	traffic	and	pollution	impact	report.	The	developers	commissioned	a	laughable	
report	 that	 actually	 claimed	 this	 development	would	 reduce	 traffic.	 This	 development	 –	 during	 and	 after	
construction	–	has	the	capability	of	causing	havoc	for	commuters	to	and	from	the	Valley.	Sunset	x	Crescent	
Heights	 is	a	vital	artery	and	cannot	be	 jeopardized.	Also,	moving	 the	bus	stop	 in	 front	of	8000	Sunset	 is	a	
poor	idea,	and	simply	causes	a	much	more	dangerous	traffic	situation	on	that	block.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐4	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 comprehensively	 addresses	 impacts	 related	 to	 traffic	 and	 air	 quality	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	and	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	
in	Appendices	H	and	B,	respectively,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	evaluated	these	issues	with	respect	to	Alternative	9	
with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	would	
be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation,	while	construction‐related	and	operational	air	quality	impacts	would	
be	 less	 than	 significant,	 though	 mitigation	 would	 be	 required	 to	 reduce	 construction‐related	 air	 quality	
impacts	 to	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 trip	 generation	 and	
associated	traffic	impacts,	as	well	as	a	discussion	regarding	how	the	Project	TIA	was	prepared	in	accordance	
with	accepted	LADOT	traffic	impact	analysis	guidelines.		With	regard	to	relocation	of	the	existing	bus	stop	to	
the	east	side	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	the	proposed	location	would	not	result	in	adverse	traffic	impacts	
as	indicated	on	page	4.J‐54	of	the	Draft	EIR.		This	conclusion	was	reinforced	by	discussions	with	Metro	staff	
who	found	the	proposed	relocation	acceptable	(please	see	Appendix	D	of	this	Final	EIR	for	correspondence	
from	Metro	regarding	the	relocated	bus	stop).	

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐5	

Also,	 we	 need	 a	 traffic	 impact	 report	 that	 includes	 a	 cumulative	 impact	 of	 all	 current	 and	 planned	
construction	projects	to	be	included	in	the	study.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐5	

The	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR)	appropriately	included	input	from	the	Cities	of	
Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood	pertaining	to	all	current	and	planned	construction	projects	to	be	included	
in	the	study.		Thus,	cumulative	short‐	and	long‐term	impacts	from	all	such	projects	were	adequately	analyzed	
in	 the	 Traffic	 Study	 in	 accordance	 with	 applicable	 City	 requirements.	 	 The	 list	 of	 38	 related	 projects	 is	
provided	in	Table	3‐1	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	includes	all	planned	and	reasonably	 foreseeable	
future	 developments	 in	 the	 Project	 area	with	 the	 potential	 to	 contribute	 to	 cumulative	 traffic	 impacts	 in	
conjunction	with	the	Project.						
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COMMENT	NO.	C622‐6	

Say	NO	to	this	development	without	an	[sic]	mass	transit	element.	Currently	there	is	none.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐6	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers.	 It	 is	 also	 noted	 that	 under	 existing	
conditions,	 an	 existing	 Metro	 bus	 stop	 is	 located	 on	 the	 south	 side	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 adjacent	 to	 the	
Project	Site.	 	The	bus	stop,	which	is	currently	situated	on	the	north	edge	of	the	City‐owned	traffic	island	at	
the	southwest	corner	of	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection,	would	be	relocated	
to	the	east	side	of	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	as	part	of	the	Project	in	order	to	allow	for	the	conversion	of	
the	 City‐owned	 traffic	 island	 to	 the	 proposed	 Corner	 Plaza	 while	 maintaining	 convenient	 and	 proximate	
public	transit	service	to	the	Project	Site	and	surrounding	community.			

Also,	as	the	proposed	Project	is	located	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
Crescent	Heights	Boulevard;	both	of	these	roadways	exhibit	a	number	of	public	transit	bus	lines	that	provide	
stops	at	or	within	convenient	walking	distance	(about	one‐quarter	mile)	of	the	Project	Site,	including	Metro	
Lines	2/302,	and	Metro	Line	218,	which	directly	serve	the	Project	site,	and	together	provide	a	total	of	about	
20	 buses	 per	 hour,	 and	 nearly	 270	 buses	 per	 day,	 as	 well	 as	 Metro	 Lines	 217	 and	 780,	 and	 the	 West	
Hollywood	CityLine,	which	do	not	stop	at	the	Project	site	but	provide	stops	within	walking	distance	at	Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue.	

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐7	

SAY	NO	to	the	project	in	general	unless	the	developers	can	figure	out	how	to	develop	the	property	without	
causing	unavoidable	noise,	vibration	and	pollution	impacts	on	the	neighbors.	We	are	a	residential	block,	and	
cannot	absorb	industrial,	downtown‐core	style	construction.	The	burden	should	not	be	on	the	residents	to	
shoulder	the	nerve‐shredding	noise	and	vibrations,	and	the	health‐damaging	pollution	caused	by	the	current	
plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐7	

As	discussed	in	Section	4.G,	Noise	and	Section	4.B,	Air	Quality	of	the	Draft	EIR,	temporary	construction	noise	
and	vibration	would	result	in	significant	short‐term	impacts	to	the	closest	sensitive	receptors	to	the	Project	
Site,	but	temporary	construction	air	quality	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation.		Both	long	
term	noise	and	air	quality	 impacts,	however,	would	be	 less	 than	significant.	 	The	comments	regarding	 the	
appropriateness	of	the	Project	in	the	area	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐8	

SAY	NO	to	full	valet.	

Say	 NO	 to	 having	 a	 commercial	 loading/unloading	 zone	 directly	 next	 to	 a	 residential	 building.	 This	 is	
onerous,	and	will	negatively	affect	our	historic	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐8	

The	commenter’s	opposition	to	the	full	valet	and	commercial	loading/unloading	zone	location	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C622‐9	

Say	NO	to	any	entrance	to	the	development	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	period.	This	is	a	historic	residential	block	
and	a	side	street.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐9	

The	 comment’s	 opposition	 to	 any	 entrances	 along	Havenhurst	Drive	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers.		The	characteristics	of	the	surrounding	neighborhood	and	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	
same	are	discussed	throughout	the	Draft	EIR.			

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐10	

Say	 NO	 to	 Frank	 Gehry.	 A	 quick	 google	 search	 reveals	 that	 his	 ambitions,	 one‐of‐a‐kind	 projects	 make	
terrible	 neighbors	 for	 residential	 areas,	 and	 always	 fall	 far	 behind	 on	 construction	 schedules.	 PROCEED	
WITH	CAUTION.	Remember,	we	 live	next	 to	 this	 and	we	 can’t	 claim	 to	not	be	 aware	 that	Gehry’s	designs	
often	result	 in	 lawsuits,	denigrated	quality	of	 life	 for	neighboring	residences,	and	aesthetically	overwhelm	
anything	 near	 it.	 This	 design	 may	 be	 appropriate	 for	 Century	 City	 or	 downtown,	 but	 not	 atop	 a	 quiet	
residential	block	of	historic	buildings.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐10	

The	comment’s	opposition	to	the	Frank	Gehry	design	under	Alternative	9	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	a	discussion	of	aesthetic	impacts	resulting	from	
implementation	of	the	Project,	including	Alternative	9.				

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐11	

All	 sidewalks	 need	 to	 stay	 unobstructed	 and	 open	 during	 any	 construction,	 without	 any	 out	 for	 the	
developer.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐11	

Sidewalks	 adjacent	 to	 the	 site	 would	 be	 available	 for	 pedestrian	 use	 during	 construction	 activities,	 with	
temporary	 closures	 occurring	 only	 as	 needed	when	 there	 is	 a	 potential	 safety	 risk	 for	 pedestrians	 during	
construction	activities.	

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐12	

This	project	cannot	have	any	height	of	size	exemptions	–	it	will	set	precedent	in	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐12	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	 	Please	refer	to	Topical	Response	TR‐2	
regarding	Project	Site	zoning	and	the	Project’s	consistency	with	development	standards	 including	building	
heights.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 Project	 Site	 has	 a	 General	 Plan	 land	 use	 designation	 of	 Neighborhood	
Office	Commercial	and	a	C4‐1D	zoning	designation.		The	“1D”	is	a	Height	District	designation.		While	Height	
District	1	typically	allows	floor	area	ratios	(FAR)	of	1.5:1,	the	D	limitation	at	the	Project	Site	limits	the	FAR	to	
1:1.	 	 However,	 as	 discussed	 previously,	 the	 LAMC	 provides	 that	 projects	 with	 specified	 percentages	 of	
affordable	housing	units	and	that	qualify	for	a	density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	
Incentives,	 including	an	 increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.	 	 In	addition,	Height	District	1	does	not	 impose	a	maximum	
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height	limit	for	structures.		Although	the	LAMC’s	Commercial	Corner	Development	standards	limit	the	height	
of	 structures	 to	 45	 feet	where	 commercially‐zoned	 corner	 lots	 adjoin	 or	 are	 across	 a	 street	 from	 any	 lot	
zoned	for	or	improved	with	any	residential	use,	this	height	limit	does	not	apply	to	mixed	use	projects,	such	
as	 the	 Project.	 	 As	 further	 discussed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 not	
conflict	with	applicable	development	standards,	including	building	height	and	density.	

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐13	

Too	big,	 too	 tall,	 no	mass	 transit,	 and	no	plan	 to	 alleviate	negative	 traffic	or	pollution	 impacts	before	and	
after	construction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐13	

The	comment	pertaining	to	the	Project’s	massing,	height	and	transit	elements	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	the	decision	makers.			

With	 regards	 to	 negative	 traffic	 and	 air	 pollution	 impacts	 before	 and	 after	 construction,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
evaluated	traffic	and	air	quality	 impacts	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	and	Section	4.B,	Air	
Quality,	 respectively.	 	 For	all	 identified	potentially	 significant	 impacts,	 the	Draft	EIR	prescribed	mitigation	
measures,	where	feasible,	and	identified	applicable	regulatory	requirements	the	Project	would	comply	with	
to	minimize	impacts.	 	Regarding	traffic	impacts,	while	short‐term	traffic	related	impacts	were	concluded	to	
be	significant	and	unavoidable,	potentially	significant	long‐term	impacts	to	local	intersections	were	reduced	
to	less	than	significant	impact	with	the	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.		Please	refer	to	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	for	a	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	 	Potentially	significant	air	quality	impacts	during	
construction	were	also	 reduced	 to	a	 less	 than	significant	 level	with	 implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	
AQ‐1,	while	operational	air	quality	 impacts	would	be	 less	 than	significant	without	 the	need	 for	mitigation.				
In	addition,	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives	of	the	Draft	EIR,	as	well	as	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	
Alternative	 9,	 include	 an	 analysis	 of	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Project	 to	 consider	ways	 to	mitigate	 or	 avoid	 the	
environmental	effects	of	the	Project.									

COMMENT	NO.	C622‐14	

Say	NO	to	this	project.	I	live	on	this	block	and	‐	before	and	after	construction	‐	it	would	devastate	the	historic	
tone	of	my	neighborhood	and	our	ability	to	live	in	peace.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C622‐14	

The	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers.	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	off‐site	historical	
resources	 in	 the	 Project	 area	 are	 discussed	 in	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	 Resources	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 with	
supporting	documentation	provided	in	Appendix	C‐3,	as	well	as	in	Draft	Chapter	5.0	regarding	Alternatives	1	
through	8,	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	Alternative	9.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	to	
off‐site	historical	resources	would	be	less	than	significant	under	the	Project	and	all	alternatives	evaluated.	
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LETTER	NO.	C623	

Jamie	Kiffel‐Alcheh	
editorpublishing@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐1	

I	am	concerned	about	the	proposed	building	at	8150	Sunset	(please	see	the	attached	PDF).	I	am	particularly	
interested	in	this	project	because	I	am	a	regular	shopper	at	the	current	development	on	that	site,	and	as	a	
former	West	Hollywood	resident,	I	know	the	area	well.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐1	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐2	

A	skyscraper,	as	currently	proposed,	would	dwarf	the	area.	Perhaps	more	importantly,	the	plan	as	currently	
conceived	would	introduce	massive	traffic,	parking	problems,	and	unsafe	situations	for	pedestrians.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 aesthetics	 and	 visual	 resources	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	with	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	
compatibility	with	 surrounding	 development.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	
traffic	impacts,	adequacy	of	parking	on‐site,	and	pedestrian	facilities	and	safety.		Please	also	see	pages	2‐41	
through	2‐51	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 for	a	discussion	of	 traffic‐related	 impacts	under	Alternative	9.	 	As	concluded	
therein,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation,	would	result	in	less	than	significant	parking	impacts,	and	would	improve	pedestrian	
facilities	and	safety	with	the	elimination	of	the	existing	traffic	island	and	related	pedestrian	improvements,	
and	thus	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐3	

I	know	that	 the	attached	document	 is	 long.	That	said,	 it	contains	a	great	deal	of	 important	detail	within	 it.	
Please	consider	it	carefully.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐3	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	This	comment	
provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	provided	 in	 an	 attached	 letter.	 	Responses	 to	 comments	 in	 the	
attached	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C623‐4	through	C623‐39.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐4	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	
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Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐5	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐6	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐7	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐8	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
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input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐9	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐10	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐11	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐12	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐13	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐14	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2194	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	 storeys	 conversion	which	 if	 properly	 applied	 yields:	 236	 feet	 =	 22	 Stories	 (west	 tower),	 174	 feet	 =	 16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐15	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐15	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐16	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	
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It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	
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The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	

A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐17	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐18	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
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visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐19	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C623‐20	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C623‐21	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐22	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
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Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐23	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	

Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐24	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
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backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐25	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐26	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐27	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐28	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐29	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	
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The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	

How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐30	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐31	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C623‐32	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐33	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐34	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	
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The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐35	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2208	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	

High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐36	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C623‐37	

Operation	Impacts	

It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐37	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐38	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐38	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.	

COMMENT	NO.	C623‐39	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
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not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C623‐39	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.	
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LETTER	NO.	C624	

Janet	Carper	
<janet.carper12@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐1	

The	is	[sic]	no	way	around	it:	the	proposed	building	project	for	8150	Sunset	as	per	the	EIR	submitted	by	the	
developer	 (City	 Case	 No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR)	 is	 an	 abomination	 in	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 and	 how	 out	 of	
character	it	is	for	the	our	[sic]	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐1	

This	commenter’s	opinion	regarding	 the	size	and	scale	of	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	 for	their	consideration.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	visual	character	and	
quality	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 with	 development	
standards	related	to	height	and	scale	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	development	in	the	area,	as	well	as	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts.		

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐2	

Just	even	on	the	basis	of	the	extreme	height	and	the	additional	traffic‐‐	on	an	already	congested	corne	[sic]‐‐
are	an	insult.	I	was	at	the	initial	EIR	report	when	it	was	stated	that	there	would	be	"no	significant"	impact	on	
traffic.	 Can	 City	Hall	 actually	 countenance	 such	 nonsense?	 And	 if	 so,	 for	whose	 benefit?	 Certainly	 not	 the	
voters	and	residents	of	this	are	which	is	seismic	(one	of	the	reasons	not	to	build	up	vertically)	and	already	
congested	 (one	 of	 the	 reasons	 densification	 is	 a	 ploy,	 clearly	 not	 based	 on	 the	 reality	 of	 our	 failing	
infrastrcutre).	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐2	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	Topical	
Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 trip	 generation	 and	 associated	 traffic	 impacts,	 Topical	 Response	
TR‐5	regarding	seismic	hazards	and	the	Hollywood	Fault,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐3	

With	climate	change,	it	has	been	scientifically	studied‐‐see	our	area's	own	Tree	People's	studies,	as	well	as,	
for	instance,	Climate	Central	http://www.climatecentral.org/,	the	more	vertical	building	structures	there	are	
the	more	the	temperature	is	raised.	The	phenomenon	is	called	"urban	heat	islands."	

In	the	face	of	the	hottest	year	on	record,	in	2015,	it	would	be	criminal	to	pander	to	developers	for	profits	at	
the	 expense	 of	 our	 quality	 of	 life	 in	 so	 many	 ways.	 Other	 cities	 are	 "greening"	 but	 there	 is	 a	 grotesque	
distorted	vision	being	foisted	onto	the	Hollywood	area	to	build	it	up,	regardless	of	what	makes	actual	sense,	
and	in	the	case	of	climate	change,	in	defiance	of	science.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐3	

The	 commenter’s	 assertions	 regarding	 the	 height	 and	 scale	 of	 the	 Project	 (including	 Alternative	 9)	 and	
potential	for	increased	potential	for	impacts	to	global	climate	change	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	greenhouse	gas	emission	impacts	on	pages	
4.E‐28	 through	 4.E‐37	 in	 Section	 4.E,	 Greenhouse	 Gas	 Emissions,	 with	 supporting	 data	 and	 information	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 E,	 while	 pages	 2‐28	 through	 2‐30	 in	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	
impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	discussed	therein,	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	any	mitigation,	since	greenhouse	gas	emissions	
would	not	exceed	established	thresholds,	as	summarized	in	Table	4.E‐5	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.E	and	in	Table	
2‐7	 in	Chapter	2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	As	 such,	 impacts	 related	 to	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	under	both	 the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐7	regarding	the	
Project’s	certification	as	an	Environmental	Leadership	Development	Project.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐4	

Please	stop	ruining	our	area	with	unconscionable	selling	out	to	developers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐4	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐5	

The	proposed	development	for	8150	Sunset	is	massive	and	disproportionate	for	our	area.	It	will	adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐6	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐7	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐8	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐9	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐10	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C624‐11	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	 will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	 who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	
transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7	
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COMMENT	NO.	C624‐12	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C624‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C625	

Janey	Marks	
<Janey.Marks@gettyimages.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐3	

	Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.Comment	No.	C625‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C625‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐16	

Or	more	 importantly,	please	add	a	 cul	de	 sac	on	 the	West	Hollywood	border	 so	no	commercial	or	Project	
traffic	interferes	with	the	normal	residential	Havenhurst	owners	commute	on	Havenhurst	to	Fountain.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐16	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.				A	cul‐de‐sac	is	
not	warranted	or	recommended	on	Havenhurst	Drive	based	on	the	analysis	of	neighborhood	street	segments	
presented	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA,	 as	 this	would	 substantially	 limit	 local	 vehicular	 circulation,	 and	 further	 this	
would	not	be	a	 feasible	mitigation	measure	to	maintain	 traffic	 flow	conditions	 in	 the	 local	Project	vicinity.		
Furthermore,	installing	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive	would	first	involve	an	agreement	between	the	City	
of	 Los	Angeles	 and	City	 of	West	Hollywood,	 since	 it	would	 remove	 an	 existing	 street	 from	 general	 public	
“through”	 traffic	 circulation.	 	 Such	 closures	would	most	 greatly	 affect	 the	 residents	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	
(resulting	 in	 residents	 living	 north	 of	 the	 cul‐de‐sac	 having	 to	 enter/exit	 via	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
potentially	creating	hardships	to	those	residents,	as	well	as	to	those	south	of	the	cul‐de‐sac).		Further,	a	new	
cul‐de‐sac	would	result	in	the	redistribution	of	existing	traffic,	potentially	resulting	in	significant	impacts	in	
the	Project	vicinity	(though	this	feature	was	never	specifically	evaluated	for	reasons	further	detailed	below).		
Additionally,	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	this	roadway	would	potentially	affect	emergency	vehicle	response	times	to	the	
subject	 portion	 of	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 Further,	 the	 Project	 TIA	 did	 not	 identify	 any	 significant	 impacts	 to	
Havenhurst	 Drive	 itself,	 although	 a	 significant	 impact	 is	 identified	 for	 the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	
Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive.	 	However,	 this	 impact	would	be	reduced	 to	 less‐than‐significant	 levels	 through	
installation	of	 the	recommended	new	traffic	 signal	at	 this	 location,	 either	with	or	without	 the	 inclusion	of	
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supplemental	left‐turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Avenue.		Finally,	LADOT’s	review	of	the	Project	TIA	did	not	indicate	
a	 need	 to	 install	 a	 cul‐de‐sac,	 and	 none	 would	 be	 warranted	 given	 the	 lack	 of	 significant	 impacts	 to	
Havenhurst	Drive,	as	noted	above.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐17	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐18	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐19	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐19	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐20	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐21	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C625‐22	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C625‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C626	

Janna	A.	Zinzi	
<swirlpn@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐1	

I'm	a	resident	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	I'm	writing	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR	for	the	proposed	development	at	
8150	Sunset.	I	oppose	the	development	of	these	oversized	and	unneccesary	[sic]	buildings.	outcry	was	[sic]	
been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	in	previous	designs.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐1	

The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project,	 including	 comments	 regarding	 the	 perceived	 community	
sentiment	about	the	Project,	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.		These	comments	do	not	
raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.		

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐2	

I'm	a	New	Yorker	who	moved	here	to	get	away	from	overdevelopment	and	gentrification.	By	building	these	
structures,	you	strip	the	beauty	and	flavor	of	this	city	and	continue	to	make	it	 look	like	every	other	city	 in	
America.	Los	Angeles	can	do	better.	Take	a	look	at	the	flight	out	of	New	York	City	to	come	here.	People	are	
leaving	because	 it's	 become	a	 shadow	of	 itself.	 Building	 condos	 that	 are	 an	 eyesore	 and	 that	most	people	
can't	afford	is	good	for	developers	to	ruin	the	city	and	terrible	for	regular	voters	like	myself.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐2	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐3	

Alternative	9	has	only	 increased	 the	height,	 increased	 the	mass,	 and	 increased	 the	bulk.	Alternative	9	has	
equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	change.org	petition	
demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐4	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
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resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐5	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐6	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐7	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2223	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐8	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐9	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C626‐10	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C626‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C627	

Jeanine	DiTomasso	
7616	Hollywood	Blvd,	#109	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C627‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C627‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C627‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C627‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C627‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C627‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C627‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C627‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C627‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C627‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C627‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C627‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			

COMMENT	NO.	C627‐7	

6.	Finally,	I	understand	that	I	live	in	one	of	the	biggest,	most	famous	cities	on	earth.	However,	Hollywood	is	a	
neighborhood	as	well	as	a	cultural	icon.	Protect	the	neighborhood	so	my	kids	can	continue	to	attend	school	
within	walking	distance.	The	area	around	Gardner	Elementary	 is	 slowly	being	 taken	over	by	McMansions.	
Developers	told	us	that	there	is	a	demand	for	larger	houses	since	more	folks	are	multigeneration	households.	
I	have	met	every	person	who	purchased	the	McMansions	in	my	area,	guess	what?	Every	home	but	1	has	1	
resident.	I	went	to	8	homes	and	only	1	has	a	family.	That	family	only	has	1	child	and	2	parents.	So	just	as	the	
developers	lied	about	the	need	for	these	giant	homes,	they	are	lying	about	the	NEED	for	more	liquor,	more	
profit	and	more	development.	PLEASE	KEEP	THIS	AREA	FOR	OUR	KIDS	AND	FOR	ALL,	NOT	JUST	FOR	THE	
UBER	ELITE,	SUPER	TRENDY,	NIGHTCLUB,	NON	RESIDENT	MOMEY	[sic]	MAKERS!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C627‐7	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C628	

Joel	J.	Loquvam,	Esq.	
9701	Wilshire	Boulevard,	Suite	1000	
Beverly	Hills,	CA	90212	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Blvd(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	 will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	 who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	
transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C628‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C628‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C629	

John	Zahitis	
zahitisjohn@yahoo.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C629‐1	

Dear	EIR	Board,	
I	 approve	of	 the	proposed	mixed	use	development	designed	by	Frank	Gehry	at	8150	Sunset.	 	His	work	 is	
legendary	and	 I	was	genuinely	surprised	he	agreed	 to	do	 this	project.	 	The	current	occupants	make	 it	 feel	
much	like	a	dead	space	and	a	drain	on	the	atmosphere	and	culture	of	the	area.		A	mixed	use	development	will	
simply	occupy	the	space	better.		This	design	is	the	next	step	in	the	redevelopment	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	
the	natural	 progression	 is	 to	 get	 bigger	 /	 taller	 as	we	 responsibly	 expand.	 	 Please	 don’t	 stifle	 progress	 in	
redeveloping	Hollywood	because	a	 few	 local	 residents	 feel	 traffic	 is	 already	 too	bad.	 	This	 is	Los	Angeles,	
traffic	will	always	be	bad,	let’s	make	the	most	of	what	we	have.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C629‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C630	

Joie	Resnick	
1333	N	Martel	Ave	Apt	302	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C630‐1	

Hello	City	Officials,	
My	name	is	Joie	Resnick.		I	live	about	about	a	mile	from	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	and	I'm	writing	to	show	my	
support	of	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C630‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C631	

Judy	Stabile	
<jusystabile@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C631‐1	

PLEASE	LOOK	AT	THIS	PROJECT	FROM	BELOW	SUNSET	PERSPECTIVE	INSTEAD	OF	A	BIRDS	EYE	VIEW!!!!!!	
HOW	WILL	OUR	HEALTH	BE	PROTECTED	DURING	TEAR	DOWN	AND	CONSTRUCTION??	WE	ARE	@)	FEET	
AWAY	FROM	THIS	SITE!!!!!!!!!!!		

PLEASE	 CHANGE	 THE	 TRAFFIC	 ENTRANCE	 TO	 SUNSET	 INSTEAD	 OF	 OUR	 RESIDENTIAL	 STREET	
HAVENHURST!!!!!!!!	

THIS	WILL	RUIN	OUR	LIVES!!!!!!	GIVE	US	A	CUL	DE	SAC	AND	SCALE	THIS	DOWN!!!!!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C631‐1	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 regarding	 views	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 from	
below	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 views	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 while	 Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	
Alternative	9.		As	indicated	in	Figure	4.A‐3	in	Section	4.A	of	the	Draft	EIR,	two	viewpoints	from	below	Sunset	
were	evaluated	in	the	views	analysis,	with	simulations	(Figures	4.A‐11	and	‐12	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Figure	2‐
5	of	 the	RP‐DEIR)	provided	as	 to	what	 the	proposed	development	would	 look	 like	 from	these	viewpoints.		
This	 includes	 one	 from	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 looking	 north	 (Figure	 4.A‐12)	 and	 one	 from	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	looking	north	(Figure	4.A‐11).		Both	of	these	are	public	viewpoints	–	private	viewpoints,	such	as	
those	from	individual	residences,	are	not	subject	to	analysis	in	an	EIR.		See	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	
views	impacts	and	the	issue	of	the	analysis	of	public	versus	private	views	for	further	discussion.	

	With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	inquiring	as	to	the	health	impacts	of	proposed	construction,	the	
Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction‐related	air	quality	and	noise	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	
Quality,	 and	 Section	 4.G,	 Noise,	 while	 Sections	 2.B.2	 and	 2.B.7	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.B‐51,	4.B‐52,	and	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR,	Project	construction‐related	
air	 quality	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation,	
while	Project	construction‐related	noise	impacts	would	be	significant	and	unavoidable.		The	same	is	true	for	
the	construction‐related	air	quality	and	noise	impacts	of	Alternative	9	as	indicated	on	pages	2‐22,	2‐35	and	
2‐36	of	the	RP‐DEIR.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 requesting	 that	 the	 traffic	 entrance	 be	 located	 on	 Sunset	
Boulevard	instead	of	Havenhurst	Drive,	and	indicating	that	this	will	“ruin	our	 lives”,	 the	comment	is	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision‐makers	for	their	consideration.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	
the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	locating	site	driveways	on	Havenhurst	Drive	under	the	Project	
and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	with	implementation	of	the	
recommended	mitigation.	 	 Also,	 as	 indicated	 on	 page	 2‐51	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 commercial	 vehicle	 use	 of	 the	
Havenhurst	driveway	would	be	restricted	under	Alternative	9.		Finally,	as	indicated	in	Figure	2‐4	on	page	2‐
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22	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	maintain	the	existing	Sunset	Driveway	(although	as	indicated	on	page	
2‐2	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	this	driveway/access	would	be	eliminated	under	Alternative	9).	

With	respect	to	the	request	for	a	cul‐de‐sac	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 A	 cul‐de‐sac	 is	 not	 warranted	 or	 recommended	 on	
Havenhurst	Drive	based	on	 the	analysis	of	neighborhood	street	 segments	presented	 in	 the	Project	TIA,	 as	
this	would	substantially	limit	local	vehicular	circulation,	and	further	this	would	not	be	a	feasible	mitigation	
measure	to	maintain	traffic	flow	conditions	in	the	local	Project	vicinity.		Furthermore,	installing	a	cul‐de‐sac	
on	Havenhurst	Drive	would	 first	 involve	 an	 agreement	 between	 the	 City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	
Hollywood,	since	it	would	remove	an	existing	street	from	general	public	“through”	traffic	circulation.	 	Such	
closures	would	most	greatly	affect	the	residents	on	Havenhurst	Drive	(resulting	in	residents	living	north	of	
the	 cul‐de‐sac	 having	 to	 enter/exit	 via	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 potentially	 creating	 hardships	 to	 those	
residents,	 as	 well	 as	 to	 those	 south	 of	 the	 cul‐de‐sac).	 	 Further,	 a	 new	 cul‐de‐sac	 would	 result	 in	 the	
redistribution	 of	 existing	 traffic,	 potentially	 resulting	 in	 significant	 impacts	 in	 the	Project	 vicinity	 (though	
this	feature	was	never	specifically	evaluated	for	reasons	further	detailed	below).		Additionally,	a	cul‐de‐sac	
on	this	roadway	could	affect	emergency	vehicle	response	times	to	the	subject	portion	of	Havenhurst	Drive.		
Further,	 the	 Project	 TIA	 did	 not	 identify	 any	 significant	 impacts	 to	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 itself,	 although	 a	
significant	 impact	 is	 identified	 for	 the	 intersection	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue/Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 However,	 this	
impact	would	be	reduced	to	less‐than‐significant	levels	through	installation	of	the	recommended	new	traffic	
signal	 at	 this	 location,	 either	 with	 or	 without	 the	 inclusion	 of	 supplemental	 left‐turn	 lanes	 on	 Fountain	
Avenue.		Finally,	LADOT’s	review	of	the	Project	TIA	did	not	indicate	a	need	to	install	a	cul‐de‐sac,	since	none	
would	be	warranted	given	the	lack	of	significant	impacts	to	Havenhurst	Drive,	as	noted	above.	
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LETTER	NO.	C632	

June	and	Rene	Averseng	
1429	No.	Genesee	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C632‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C632‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C632‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C632‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C632‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C632‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C632‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C632‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C632‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C632‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2236	

COMMENT	NO.	C632‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C632‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C633	

Karen	Smalley	
124	N.	Flores	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA		90	0	48	

COMMENT	NO.	C633‐1	

I	 am	greatly	 concerned	about	 the	 current	plan	 for	 this	 critical	property.	 It	 is	massively	overscaled	 for	 the	
neighborhood,	 will	 lead	 to	 increased	 traffic	 congestion	 at	 an	 already	 problematic	 intersection	 and	 its	
surrounding	streets,	will	make	pedestrians	even	more	imperiled	with	the	removal	of	the	traffic	island,	and	
will	destroy	a	remarkable	building	that	deserves	historic	landmark	protection.	

I	 travel	 Crescent	Heights	 to	 Laurel	 Canyon	 at	 least	 once	 a	week.	 Traffic	 currently	 backs	 up	 for	 blocks	 on	
Crescent	Heights	 during	 rush	 hour;	 one	 of	 the	main	 arteries	 to	 cross	 the	 the	 [sic]	 SFV	will	 potentially	 be	
impassible	if	this	massive	development	proceeds.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C633‐1	

The	commenter’s	stated	concerns	regarding	the	Project	as	proposed	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	 makers.	 	 Traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 were	 evaluated	 in	 Sections	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR;	 as	 concluded	 therein,	 impacts	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	mitigation.		
Please	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	 of	 the	 Project	 with	 development	 standards	
related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 and	 compatibility	 with	 surrounding	 development,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project‐related	trip	generation,	traffic	impacts,	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	(and	associated	
pedestrian	safety),	and	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historical	resources.			

COMMENT	NO.	C633‐2	

I'm	 equally	 concerned	 about	 the	 tremendous	 mass	 of	 these	 buildings,	 and	 the	 height	 which	 far	 exceeds	
anything	 remotely	 nearby.	 Frank	 Gehry's	 starchitecture	 [sic]	 should	 not	 be	 allowed	 to	 impose	 it's	 bulk	
beyond	zoning	limits.	

As	 follows,	more	detailed	 information	on	why	 I	 feel	 this	 design	 is	 inappropriate,	 and	 requires	 at	 the	 very	
least	further	and	more	impartial	studies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C633‐2	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 1‐3	 regarding	 height	 and	 mass	 and	 consistency	 with	
development	 standards.	 	 The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 architect	 and	 opinions	 regarding	 the	 design	
appropriateness	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	NO.	C633‐3	

THE	 PROJECT	 DESTROYS	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	
encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	
extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms.	
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Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	outweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C633‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C633‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	cars	use	the	center	a	day,	not	
the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	these	DEIR	projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C633‐4	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	No.	 2‐3.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
Project	 trip	generation	and	related	assumptions	 in	 the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	
EIR).		The	Project	TIA	assumes	that	all	existing	uses	would	be	removed	and	replaced	with	new	construction;	
while	the	Project	would	include	a	walk‐in	bank	use,	similar	to	what	exists	on‐site	under	existing	conditions,	
the	vehicle	trips	associated	with	the	existing	and	proposed	bank	use	are	accounted	for	in	the	analysis.			

COMMENT	NO.	C633‐5	

THERE	IS	NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	
claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".	

RESPONSE	NO.	C633‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3	regarding	the	location	of	the	
nearest	major	transit	stop	as	relates	to	Affordable	Housing	Incentives.					

COMMENT	NO.	C633‐6	

THE	PROJECT	DESTROYS	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING:	To	paraphrase	 the	Los	Angeles	Conservancy,	 "With	 its	
dramatic,	folded	plate	concrete	roof	and	glass‐walled	banking	floor,	the	former	Lytton	Savings	was	a	striking	
departure	from	traditional	bank	design	when	it	opened	in	1960.	…through	its	modern	architectural	design,	
transparency,	and	integrated	art	component,	and	is	one	of	Los	Angeles’	earliest	remaining	examples	of	this	
transformative	shift	in	postwar‐era	bank	design.”	

CEQA	requires	public	agencies	 to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	
alternatives	or	feasible	mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	 	The	lead	agency	cannot	
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merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	 project	with	 significant	 impacts;	 it	
must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C633‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.	
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LETTER	NO.	C634	

Kate	Nevels	
katherine.nevels@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C634‐1	

Being	 a	 responsible	 citizen	means	 participating	 in	my	 community	 as	 an	 active	 and	 engaged	member.	 	 So	
when	 there	 are	 real	 estate	 developments	 proposed	 in	my	 community,	 and	 that	means	 not	 just	my	 “back	
yard”	but	the	general	area	that	encompasses	West	Hollywood,	Hollywood,	and	Beverly‐Fairfax,	I	do	my	best	
to	educate	myself	 about	what	 is	being	proposed	and	examining	what	 its	 impacts	might	be,	both	good	and	
bad.		In	the	case	of	the	proposal	at	8150	Sunset	I	see	a	whole	lot	of	positive	changes	for	the	better.		First	and	
foremost,	there	is	the	physical	property	itself.		Today	it	is	occupied	by	a	McDonald’s	with	a	drive‐through,	a	
bank,	 and	 a	 minimal	 full	 of	 businesses	 that	 hold	 no	 appeal	 to	 me.	 	 It	 is	 an	 eyesore	 and	 blight	 on	 the	
community.	 	 The	mixed‐use	 retail‐residential	 project	 designed	 by	 Frank	 Gehry	 is	 a	 tremendous	 upgrade.		
This	project	also	directly	assists	with	 the	chronic	shortage	of	housing	 in	 the	Los	Angeles	region	by	adding	
residential	units	to	a	property	without	taking	any	away.	 	In	my	neighborhood,	the	opposite	trend	has	been	
going	on	for	years	where	homes,	duplexes	and	apartment	buildings	are	being	taken	off	of	the	housing	market	
and	replaced	with	an	equivalent	number	of	 luxury	units.	 	This	project,	 in	contrast,	will	offer	 far	more	than	
just	 luxury	 housing	 because	 included	 in	 its	 unit	 mix	 will	 be	 24	 units	 expressly	 earmarked	 as	 affordable	
housing	for	individuals	with	very	low	incomes.	 	At	a	time	when	homelessness	is	on	the	rise	because	of	the	
astronomical	 cost	of	housing,	 this	 is	 an	 important	 and	hopefully	precedent‐setting	development.	 	Another	
remarkable	attribute	about	this	project	is	this	developer’s	commitment	to	building	green.		They	are	planning	
to	 achieve	 at	 a	 minimum	 LEED	 Silver	 certification,	 which	 is	 a	 tremendous	 testament	 to	 their	 social	
responsibility.	 	You	would	think	that	all	 these	positives	would	be	greeted	with	a	chorus	of	approvals.	 	But	
alas	a	 few	of	my	neighbors	are	 the	glass	half	empty	types	and	 instead	 focus	on	the	negative.	 	Yet	 they	are	
going	far	beyond	just	saying	they	don’t	like	this	project.	 	They	are	circulating	petitions	calling	for	arbitrary	
height	limits,	talking	up	the	bank	building’s	so‐called	historic	status	when	it’s	just	another	early	1960s	tilt‐up	
construction,	calling	into	the	question	the	integrity	of	anyone	who	dares	to	speak	up	in	favor	of	the	project,	
and	threatening	lawsuits.		In	short	they	are	resorting	to	the	same	boorish	bad	behavior	that	West	Hollywood	
Mayor	 Lindsey	 Horvath	 called	 out	 at	 the	 other	 night’s	West	 Hollywood	 City	 Council	 meeting.	 	 Whatever	
happened	to	respectfully	agreeing	to	disagree?	 	 It	 is	 truly	sad	 that	opponents	of	projects	have	to	resort	 to	
name	calling	and	threats	to	make	themselves	heard.	 	Constructive	criticism	and	maintaining	a	dialogue	are	
the	 way	 the	 public	 process	 should	 work.	 	 I	 wish	 that	 were	 the	 case	 here.	 	 I	 am	 proud	 to	 call	 myself	 a	
supporter	of	the	8150	Sunset	because	of	numerous	community	benefits	that	will	be	felt	for	years	and	should	
be	incorporated	into	all	developments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C634‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C635	

Kathy	Small	
kathysmall@mac.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C635‐1	

My	name	is	Kathleen	Small	and	am	writing	to	voice	my	opinions,	objections	and	feelings	regarding	the	8150	
Sunset	 project.	 	 I	 want	 you	 to	 know	 I	 am	 sick	 at	 heart	 that	 you	 and	 the	 other	 “powers	 that	 be”	 are	 not	
concerned	about	the	neighborhood	surrounding	this	project.		I	understand	that	it	is	an	important	corner	and	
something	will	 be	 built,	 buy	why	 not	 a	 structure	 or	 structures	 in	 keeping	with	 both	 the	 commercial	 and	
residential	neighborhood?		These	are	the	issues	I	would	like	to	see	addressed:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C635‐1	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	visual	character,	
and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	the	compatibility	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	with	the	surrounding	
development.	 	As	 indicated,	 the	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	on	visual	 character	 and	 land	use	
compatibility	would	be	less	than	significant.		

COMMENT	NO.	C635‐2	

1.	HEIGHT	
I	 understand	 this	 corner	 was	 never	 given	 a	 height	 restriction,	 however,	 is	 there	 no	 concern	 about	
compatability	[sic]	with	the	surrounding	neighborhood?		This	234	foot	building	is	ridiculously	high	and	will	
dwarf	 any	 structure	 nearby.	 	 It	 most	 certainly	 will	 totally	 destroy	 the	 esthetics	 of	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood	including	many	historical	structures.		Do	you	not	care?		If	you	allow	this	massive,	out	of	scale	
monstrosity	of	a	structure	to	be	built	without	further	analysis	of	the	effects	it	will	have	on	the	community,	I	
consider	your	conduct	to	be	negligent,	extremely	detrimental	and	will	erode	the	trust	in	you	as	a	leader	and	
protector.		It	must	not	be	anywhere	near	that	high!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C635‐2	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 regarding	 compatibility	 with,	 and	 the	 aesthetics	 of,	 the	
surrounding	neighborhood,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C635‐1	above.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	portion	of	 the	 comment	 regarding	 impacts	 to	historical	 structures,	 please	 see	Topical	
Response	 TR‐3.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 on	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	
within	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood	 (i.e.,	 indirect	 historical	 resources	 impacts)	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	

With	regarding	to	the	balance	of	the	comment	starting	with	“Do	you	not	care”,	this	portion	of	the	comment	is	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers.	

COMMENT	NO.	C635‐3	

2.	ARCHITECTURE	
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I	have	been	told	that	the	design	was	by	Frank	Gehry.		However,	recently	he	was	asked	about	the	project	and	
said	he	was	not	familiar	with	it.		It	is	a	lie	–	not	a	Frank	Gehry	design.	Possibly,	it	was	designed	by	someone	in	
his	 firm,	 but	 definitely	 not	 him.	 	 In	 my	 opinion,	 it	 is	 a	 disgraceful	 mess.	 	 It	 looks	 like	 a	 cartoon,	 not	 a	
sophisticated	nor	an	interesting	structure.		Once	built,	we	will	have	to	live	with	it,	as	embarrassing	as	it	will	
be.	 It	could	be	modern,	 interesting	and	creative,	but	this	 is	simply	terrible.	 	 Is	 it	possible	that	Frank	Gehry	
could	design	this	project	as	we	have	been	told?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C635‐3	

Alternative	9	is	a	Frank	Gehry	design,	contrary	to	the	commenter’s	assertion.		The	comment	is	noted	and	will	
be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

COMMENT	NO.	C635‐4	

3.	TRAFFIC	
Have	you	 recently	driven	down	Sunset	or	Crescent	Heights	 in	either	direction	between	8	AM	and	11	PM?		
The	 traffic	 is	 horrendous	 and	 this	 is	 before	 the	 completion	 of	 the	 new	 hotels	 on	 Sunset	 now	 under	
construction.	How	in	the	world	can	the	EIR	state	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	123	cars	a	
night	to	the	net	area	trips.	 	It	 is	 impossible.	 	Who	hired	the	people	who	wrote	the	EIR	Report	–	the	
developers?	 	This	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	new	residential	units	to	the	site.		
The	studies	should	be	done	by	completely	 independent	 firms	who	will	give	unbiased	and	accurate	
reports.	 	 It	 does	 not	 acknowledge	 the	 traffic	 congestion	 on	 Laurel	 Cyn.	 to	 and	 from	 Studio	 City.		
Further,	Crescent	Heights	before	4:PM	is	constantly	congested	&	is	one	lane	from	south	of	Pico	north	until	it	
becomes	Laurel	Cyn	at	Sunset	and	then	all	the	way	to	Mulholland.	 	It	will	become	even	more	difficult	once	
8150	Sunset	is	built.	Havenhurst	is	a	lovely	quiet	residential	street.	 	Once	8150	Sunset	is	completed,	it	will	
surely	become	a	bypass	for	Crescent	Heights.		A	signal	at	Fountain	&	Havenhurst?		No	way	–	Fountain	is	just	
as	congested	as	the	others	and	with	a	signal	one	block	befor	[sic]	the	signal	at	Crescent	Heights,	it	will	back	
up	Fountain	even	more.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C635‐4	

With	 regard	 to	 the	portion	of	 the	 comment	 referencing	 the	18	daily	 and	234	nightly	net	 increase	 in	 trips	
associated	with	 the	 proposed	 development,	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	
Section	 2.B.10,	 Transportation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	
indicated	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	result	in	a	net	increase	in	daily	trips	of	18,	a	net	
decrease	 in	A.M.	peak	hour	 trips	of	108,	and	a	net	 increase	 in	P.M.	peak	hour	 trips	of	123.	 	These	are	net	
estimates	which	subtract	out	the	daily	and	A.M./P.M.	peak	hour	trips	generated	by	the	existing	uses	at	the	
Project	Site	at	full	capacity	(5,296	daily,	313	A.M.	peak	hour,	349	P.M.	peak	hour).	 	The	calculation	of	these	
estimates	 is	provided	 in	Appendix	A‐4	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	 These	estimates	 are	based	on	 ITE	 trip	 generation	
rates,	 which	 are	 used	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Transportation	 (LADOT)	 and	 surrounding	
jurisdictions	 (including	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood),	 and	 have	 been	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 LADOT.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	pedestrian	facilities	and	safety.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 stating	 that	 the	 studies	 should	 be	 done	 by	 completely	
independent	 firms,	 the	Transportation	and	Circulation	sections	of	 the	Draft	EIR	 (Section	4.J)	and	RP‐DEIR	
(Section	2.B.10),	the	traffic	study	(Draft	EIR	Appendix	H‐1,),	and	the	supporting	traffic	data	and	analysis	in	
the	Draft	EIR	(Appendix	H)	and	RP‐DEIR	(Appendix	A),	were	all	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	and	incorporate	City	and	industry‐accepted	trip	generation	
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estimates,	 analysis	 methodologies,	 and	 significance	 thresholds.	 	 	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	
further	information	on	the	traffic	study	methodology	and	approach.	

With	regard	to	the	portion	of	comment	concerning	traffic	on	Laurel	Canyon	Drive	to	and	from	Studio	City,	
The	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	page	4.J‐15	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	 intersections	and	 roadway	segments	evaluated	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	were	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	while	as	indicated	on	page	4	
of	the	Project	TIA	(included	as	Appendix	H‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	provided	input	
into	the	selection	of	study	intersections	and	roadway	segments.		This	includes	the	Hollywood	Boulevard	and	
Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 (see	 Figure	 4.J‐1	 on	 page	 4.J‐3	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR).	 	 In	 addition,	 as	
indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	
conditions	 at	 the	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 intersection	 under	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	be	level	of	service	B	(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	 less	than	significant	 impact),	which	
suggests	that	Project	traffic	impacts	even	farther	north	would	also	be	less	than	significant.	With	regard	to	the	
portion	of	the	comment	concerning	traffic	impacts	on	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	as	indicated	on	page	4.J‐
51	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐46	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	operational	traffic	impacts	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection.		
Also,	as	 indicated	on	page	4.J‐54	through	‐56	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	and	as	discussed	 in	Topical	Response	TR‐4,	
adequate	driveway	and	turning	 lane	queuing	distances	would	be	provided	to	avoid	backups	onto	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard	of	traffic	entering	and	exiting	the	Project	Site.		Please	see	topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 concerning	 impacts	 to	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	Havenhurst	
Drive	intersection,	as	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐44	through	4.J‐48	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	2‐45	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	impacts	at	this	intersection.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C635‐5	

Are	you	giving	them	the	 island	at	the	south/west	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset?	 	We	need	this	to	
move	right	turning	traffic	off	Sunset	and	give	some	relief	to	the	westbound	Sunset	right	lane	backup.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C635‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C36‐7	(Kathy	Small	Letter	C36).		

COMMENT	NO.	C635‐6	

I	believe	these	developers	could	care	less	about	the	esthetics	[sic]	of	our	City	and	their	sole	interest	is	their	
own	financial	gain.		I	beg	of	you	to	do	your	job	protecting	our	City	and	caring	about	the	residents,	passers	by,	
and	 tourists	 by	 not	 allowing	 this	 huge	massive	 towering	 structure.	 	 I	 would	 love	 to	 see	 a	 beautiful,	 well	
designed	quality	project	–	one	that	we	can	all	be	proud	of.		I	am	asking	you	to	truly	care	and	give	your	utmost	
attention	to	this	absurd	project	serve	and	protect	us!!!	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2244	

RESPONSE	NO.	C635‐6	

	This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	the	Project’s	visual	character	related	to	height	and	scale.	
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LETTER	NO.	C636	

Keiko‐Marierose	T.	Shores	
<piazzotti@hotmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C636‐1	

Please	wake	up.	We	are	not	NYC	and	do	not	have	the	public	transportation	or	infrastructure	to	support	the	
many	 ridiculous	 residential/commercial	 projects	 that	 keep	 getting	 proposed	 and	 often	 approved.	 I	 am	
writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd(City	
Case	 No.	 ENV20132552EIR).	 This	 is	 a	 massive,	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 will	 adversely	 impact	 the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐1	

The	 commenter’s	 statements	 regarding	 other	 metropolitan	 areas,	 the	 lack	 of	 public	 transportation	 and	
infrastructure	 in	Los	Angeles,	and	regarding	development	proposals	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Draft	 EIR	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	and	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project,	 Alterantive	 9,	 and	 the	 evaluated	development	 alternatives	would	
result	 in	 less	than	significant	utility	 impacts	without	mitigation	and	less	than	significant	operational	traffic	
impacts	with	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	adequacy	of	infrastructure	serving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐1	 regarding	 the	 remainder	 of	 the	
commenter’s	statements.	

COMMENT	NO.	C636‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C636‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C636‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C636‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C636‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C636‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	 will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	 who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	
transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C636‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
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environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C636‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C637	

Kennon	B.	Raines	
1775	N.	Orange	Dr.	#402	
Hollywood,	CA	90028	

COMMENT	NO.	C637‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Blvd(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C637‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C637‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C637‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C637‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C637‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C637‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2249	

RESPONSE	NO.	C637‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C637‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C637‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C637‐6	

We	cannot	continue	to	build	another	NYC	in	earthquake	land!!!	

Please	reconsider	this	foolhardy	trend	in	city	planning	now!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C637‐6	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	 regarding	 seismic	 hazards	 and	 proximity	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	 impacts	 related	 to	 seismic	hazards,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 the	Hollywood	Fault,	would	be	 less	
than	significant	with	mitigation.	
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LETTER	NO.	C638	

Kim	Martin	
1335	N.	Fairfax	#7	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C638‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C638‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C638‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C638‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C638‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C638‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C638‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C638‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C638‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C638‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C639	

Krisy	Gosney	&	Kate	Eggert	
<kgosney@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C639‐1	

We	are	West	Hollywood	residents,	however,	we	bank	at	 the	 site,	we	eat	 sushi	at	 the	 site,	we	shop	and	go	
movies	across	the	street	from	the	site	and	we	live	close	by.	And	although	this	is	somewhat	of	a	'form'	letter,	
we	are	strongly	concerned	about	the	following	issues:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C639‐1	

The	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	 	This	comment	
provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	provided	 in	 an	 attached	 letter.	 	Responses	 to	 comments	 in	 the	
attached	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C639‐2	through	C639‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C639‐2	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C639‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C639‐3	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C639‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C639‐4	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C639‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C639‐5	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C639‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C639‐6	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C639‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			
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LETTER	NO.	C640	

Lauri	Dickinson	
1335	N.	Fairfax	#4	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C640‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C640‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C640‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C640‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C640‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C640‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C640‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C640‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C640‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C640‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C640‐6	

There	 is	 already	 enough	 new	 development	 in	 West	 Hollywood	 that	 impacts	 my	 life	 each	 and	 everyday.		
Please	stop	the	developers	from	ruing	our	city.	 	We	do	not	have	the	infrastructure	to	support	the	increase.	
Enough	is	enough!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C640‐6	

The	comment’s	regarding	development	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	
infrastructure	serving	the	Project	Site,	including	sewer	facilities	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2257	

LETTER	NO.	C641	

Lawrence	Marmorstein	
<elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐2	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐3	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2258	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐4	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐5	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐6	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐7	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
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Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐8	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐9	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐10	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐11	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐12	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐12	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐13	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
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activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	
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A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐13	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐14	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
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effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐14	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐15	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐15	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐16	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
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environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐16	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐17	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐18	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐19	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐19	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐20	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐20	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐21	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐21	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐22	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐22	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐23	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐23	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C641‐24	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐24	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐25	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐25	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐26	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐26	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐27	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐27	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C641‐28	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐28	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐29	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐29	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐30	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐30	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐31	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2274	

causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐31	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐32	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐32	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐33	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐33	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐34	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐34	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐35	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐35	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.			

COMMENT	NO.	C641‐36	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2277	

speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C641‐36	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.			
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LETTER	NO.	C642	

Lenore	Zerman	
Liberman/Zerman	Management	
252	N.	Larchmont	Blvd.	
Suite	200	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
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landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.	

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C642‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C642‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C643	

Lillya	Miryem	
7960	Selma	Ave	#304	
Los	Angeles	

COMMENT	NO.	C643‐1	

My	name	is	Lillya	Miryem.		I	live	about	a	quarter	mile	from	the	proposed	design	at	8150	Sunset	Avenue	and	I	
am	writing	 to	say	 I	approve	of	 this	project.	 	 I	have	 lived	 in	Los	Angeles	 for	many	years,	having	raised	my	
daughter	here.	 	We	originally	came	from	Moscow	where	architecture	is	big	and	bold	and	beautiful	like	this	
project	is.		We	both	really	love	and	appreciate	the	big	city	life	like	we	get	in	Los	Angeles.		However,	one	thing	
though	that	intrigues	me	about	this	project	is	the	“little	village”	aspect	of	a	mixed	use	development.		People	
will	 have	 a	 chance	 to	 work,	 sleep,	 eat,	 and	 play	 all	 within	 their	 own	 little	 community	 in	 the	 middle	 of	
Hollywood.		This	is	fantastic	and	the	type	of	living	we	should	encourage.		Where	do	I	sign	up?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C643‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C644	

Lynn	Roth	
1445	Rising	Glen	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C644‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C644‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C644‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C644‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C644‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C644‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C644‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2283	

RESPONSE	NO.	C644‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C644‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C644‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C644‐6	

You	have	got	to	show	concern	for	the	tax	paying	residents	of	this	neighborhood	–	for	our	health,	safety	and	
for	the	quality	of	our	lives	and	not	just	be	obedient	pawns	in	the	hands	of	developers!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C644‐6	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C645	

Lynne	Hendel	
<denon1824@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C645‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Blvd(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C645‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C645‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C645‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C645‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C645‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C645‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C645‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C645‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C645‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C646	

Michael	Fruehtorfer	
<madman@dslextreme.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C646‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C646‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C646‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C646‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C646‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C646‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C646‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C646‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C646‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C646‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C646‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C646‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C647	

Margo	L.	Hamilton		
8233	Kirkwood	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C647‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,		appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
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practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	
approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City's	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.	Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C647‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:		The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	and	
123	cars	a	night	to	the	net	area	trips	is	highly	suspect	when	the	project	is	adding	249	brand	new	residential	
units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	anew	 traffic	 study	be	done	by	a	different	 company	 to	properly	assess	 the	
traffic	impact.		Furthermore	this	new	traffic	study	should	make	transparent	its	methodology,	when	the	study	
was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	of	existing	similar	buildings	
and	businesses	 to	 the	 proposed	project.	 	 I	 request	 the	 traffic	 count	 numbers	 be	 provided	 for	 the	 existing	
Bristol	 Farms	 at	 9039	 Beverly	 Blvd.	 since	 this	 is	 the	 same	 grocery	 store	 chain	 that	 will	 occupy	 the	 new	
proposed	building	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset.	..	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	"residential"	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐16	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C647‐20	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C647‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C648	

Marissa	Coloma	
<mcoloma91@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C648‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C648‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C648‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C648‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C648‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C648‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C648‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	

Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	We	know	the	number	of	
affordable	 units,	 but	 how	much	 will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	 who	will	 they	 be	 rented	 to?	Without	 specific	 and	
transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C648‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C648‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8	
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LETTER	NO.	C649	

Marne	Carmean	
marne.poet@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C649‐1	

I	am	a	resident	at	1354	Havenhurst	Drive	and	am	vehemently	opposed	to	the	traffic	increase	that	would	be	
inevitable	on	Havenhurst	due	to	the	8150	project.	 	My	son	 is	a	Down	syndrome	person	who	enjoys	taking	
mail	to	the	mailbox	at	Sunset	and	Havenhurst,	as	well	as	crossing	the	street	to	go	into	the	Havenhurst	Park.	
Both	outings	are	opportunities	for	him	to	be	independent	and	will	surely	be	curtailed	with	trucks	and	cars	
traversing	both	the	sidewalk	and	street.		There	is	also	a	Havenhurst	resident,	a	woman	who	is	often	seen	in	a	
motorized	wheelchair	negotiating	Havenhurst	Drive	and	the	sidewalks.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C649‐1	

With	regard	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	
Havenhurst	Drive,	please	see	response	to	Comment	C177‐1	(Jeff	Kaye	Letter	C177).	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 concerning	 pedestrian	 safety	 at	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Havenhurst	Drive	intersection,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	include	a	new	traffic	signal	at	
the	intersection	which	is	currently	unsignalized	(page	4.J‐31	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐51	of	the	RP‐DEIR),	
thereby	 improving	pedestrian	 safety	 at	 the	 intersection.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 the	
pedestrian	safety	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	for	further	discussion.		As	indicated,	the	pedestrian	
safety	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C649‐2	

The	increase	of	traffic	will	be	commensurate	with	the	planned	construction	which	is	huge.		This	is	in	and	of	
itself	 wholly	 objectionable	 as	 it	 is	 outsized	 in	 relation	 to	 all	 else	 in	 the	 neighborhood,	 the	 buildings,	 and	
gauge	of	the	street,	and	our	neighborhood	spirit.		Thank	you	for	your	time	and	attention.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C649‐2	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	 after	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	concerning	the	scale	of	the	proposed	development	in	relation	to	
the	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	
development	on	the	visual	character	of	the	surrounding	area,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	
compatibility	 impacts.	 	As	 indicated	 the	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development	on	 the	visual	character	and	
land	use	compatibility	of	the	area	would	be	less	than	significant.	
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LETTER	NO.	C650	

Martin	Schneider	
<msdsinc@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐1	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐3	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐4	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C650‐5	

If	this	project	is	going	to	greatly	increase	pedestrian	traffic	from	the	transit	stop,	their	safety	should	be	the	
city	 and	developers	 first	 priority.	How	will	 the	 loss	 of	 this	 island	 affect	 pedestrian	 safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	
project?	New	York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	 intersections	 and	 roads	 in	
order	to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	Has	the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	considered	pedestrian	safety	
on	an	F	rated	intersection	and	one	of	the	busiest	in	all	of	LA?	How	will	cars	making	the	right	hand	turn	south	
onto	Crescent	Heights	 from	Sunset,	make	a	 right	 turn	on	green	when	a	huge	 increase	 in	pedestrians	 is	 in	
their	path?	Will	 this	bottleneck	 situation	 create	 a	dangerous	domino	effect	 and	 slow	down	 the	 right	hand	
lane	of	sunset	all	the	way	west	to	Havenhurst?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐6	

The	proposed	set‐back	the	building	will	have	on	Crescent	heights	is	only	4	FEET	in	some	areas.	This	will	give	
the	building	a	massive,	looming	feel	to	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐7	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed	and	
uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	will	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐8	

The	enormous	 size	of	 this	project	will	 further	 impact	 traffic	 at	 Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights,	 slowing	
already	slow	emergency	response	times	from	the	area’s	designated	fire	station	on	Gardner	and	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐9	

The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	
and	Sunset.	This	is	just	a	regular	“bus	stop”	that	already	creates	huge	traffic	problems	at	that	intersection.	It	
is	also	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	plan.	Say	NO	to	an	off‐
menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	 located	within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	
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SAY	NO	to	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	allow	an	increase	in	the	number	of	compact	parking	spaces	in‐lieu	of	the	
requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	Section	12.21‐A,5(c),	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐10	

The	 proposed	 project	 as	 stands	 only	 provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.	How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	The	developer	
representatives	seem	to	hope	that	Uber	and	Taxis	will	drive	into	the	structure	and	out	of	traffic,	but	we	all	
know	they	will	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐11	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 How	 will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	 making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	 when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?	How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
affected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?	What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐12	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 If	a	resident	 is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐13	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 (on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights)	can	probably	only	be	made	 less	congested	 times.	However,	during	 less	congested	times,	
car	speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐14	

The	DEIR	proposes	only	one	designated	on	site	parking	space	for	each	of	the	249	apartments.	Since	almost	
no	two‐person‐plus	 family	 in	Los	Angeles	only	shares	a	single	car,	how	will	 this	not	result	 in	 the	project’s	
condo	dwellers	swelling	neighborhood	streets	with	their	second	car	parking	demands?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐15	

This	draft	version	DEIR	says	 that	 there	will	be	only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	onto	Havenhurst,	however	
they	 also	 indicate	 this	 “residential”	 traffic	 includes	 freight	 delivery	 trucks.	 Freight	 Delivery	 trucks	 are	
considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	 be	 made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐16	

During	construction,	all	sidewalks	should	remain	open.	The	CI	M	building	at	Sunset	and	La	Cienega	took	over	
the	 sidewalks	 on	 sunset	 and	 eliminated	 sidewalks	 on	 La	 Cienega.	 This	 has	 snarled	 traffic	 throughout	 the	
area.	Special	care	should	be	taken	to	ensure	the	developer	wont	[sic]	need	to	annex	the	sidewalks	at	the	11th	
hour.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐17	

The	city’s	own	rules	 are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction’s	zoning	laws.	This	proposed	project	is	bordered	on	three	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.	How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city’s	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C650‐18	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234	ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.	Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	these	same	exceptions	and	incentives	to	build	their	project.	If	you	approve	this	
height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐18	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐19	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset’s	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐20	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐21	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C650‐22	

“Towers”	are	for	downtown.	This	is	a	Neighborhood	Office	Commercial	District	and	should	remain	that	way.	
Let’s	limit	this	to	100	feet.	If	we	block	out	the	skyline,	that	is	an	irreplaceable	natural	resource.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C650‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐22.	
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LETTER	NO.	C651	

Maura	Mejia	
<mejiam574@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C651‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C651‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C651‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C651‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C651‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C651‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C651‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
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developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.	C651‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C651‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C652	

Michael	Grajeda	
<grajeda_michael@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C652‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Blvd(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C652‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C652‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C652‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C652‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C652‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C652‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.	C652‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C652‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C653	

Mona	Sabeti,	MD	
monasabeti@gmail	

COMMENT	NO.	C653‐1	

I	am	a	resident	of	the	city	of	west	hollywood,	and	would	like	to	petition	the	project	on	8150	Sunse	blvdt.	[sic]	
I	do	not	feel	the	the	[sic]	architecture	blends	with	the	surroundings	of	the	west	hollywood	area,	and	it	will	
also	 take	 away	 from	 the	 old	 hollywood	 feel	 of	 this	 area.	 	 The	 building	 is	 too	 modern,	 too	 large	 and	
obstructive	for	this	area.		I	am	also	concerned	that	the	views	for	surrounding	establishments	and	homes	will	
be	obscured.		So	to	make	my	opinion	known,	I	am	not	in	favor	of	this	project	being	built.		Thank	you,	please	
feel	free	to	contact	me	via	email	or	cell	3109457912.			

Mona	Sabeti,	MD	

RESPONSE	NO.	C653‐1	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development’s	height	and	scale	on	
visual	character	and	views,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	
height	and	scale	and	Project	consistency	with	applicable	development	regulations	related	to	height	and	scale.		
As	indicated,	such	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	and	the	proposed	development	would	be	consistent	
with	applicable	regulations	related	to	height	and	scale	with	approval	of	 the	requested	off‐menu	affordable	
housing	incentive.	

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	stating	that	the	proposed	architecture	would	not	blend	with	the	
surroundings,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C654	

Nancy	Beyda	
<nancybeyda@earthlink.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐2	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐3	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C654‐4	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐5	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐6	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐7	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
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Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐8	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐9	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐10	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐11	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐12	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐12	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3	

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐13	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
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activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	
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A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐14	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
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effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐15	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐16	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
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environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐17	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐18	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐19	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐20	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐21	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐22	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐23	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C654‐24	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐25	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐26	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐27	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C654‐28	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐29	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐30	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐31	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐32	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐33	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐34	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐35	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.			

COMMENT	NO.	C654‐36	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C654‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.			
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LETTER	NO.	C655	

Peter	Wentzl	
Jeff	Masino	
1328	North	Ogden	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C655‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C655‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C655‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C655‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C655‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C655‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C655‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C655‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C655‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
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eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C655‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C655‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C655‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C656	

Robert	Givens	
robert.d.givens@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C656‐1	

I	 would	 like	 to	 take	 this	 time	 to	 comment	 on	 the	 Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 for	 the	 proposed	
development	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	in	Hollywood.		I	supported	the	8150	plan	BEFORE	Frank	Gehry	was	
announced	as	the	architect.	I	supported	it	because	as	someone	who	has	worked	and	lived	in	the	area,	I	know	
that	 the	 existing	 shopping	 center	 is	 not	 only	 a	 blight	 on	 the	 Sunset	 Strip	 but	 is	 also	 under‐parked	 and	
woefully	substandard	with	regard	to	today’s	environmental	requirements.	The	new	plan	is	simply	superior	
in	 every	 respect…I	 am	 delighted	 to	 continue	 supporting	 this	 plan	 as	 it	 has	 only	 improved	 through	 the	
participation	of	someone	like	Frank	Gehry,	whose	reputation	for	innovation	and	creativity	is	unmatched.	 	I	
see	nothing	 in	the	DEIR	that	would	change	my	mind.	 	 In	fact,	 it’s	only	 logical	to	think	that	a	project	of	this	
magnitude	will	 only	 further	 the	 revitalization	 of	Hollywood,	 increase	 surrounding	property	 values,	 create	
new	affordable	housing	opportunities,	and	make	the	area	safer	for	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C656‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C657	

Ron	Hoffman	
8111	Laurelmont	Dr.	
LA	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C657‐1	

To	whom	it	may	concern;	
I	 am	writing	 to	 tell	 you	about	my	concern	 regarding	 the	probable	development	on	 the	 corner	of	Crescent	
Heights	 and	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Blvd.	 This	 already	 a	 very	 densely	 populated	 area	with	 horrible	 traffic	 delays	
daily.	We	can	hardly	sustain	yet	another	large	project	in	the	neighborhood.	It	has	become	unbearable	for	the	
residents.	I	have	lived	in	this	area	for	65	years	and	have	seen	the	quality	of	living	deteriorate	for	all	of	us.	It's	
enough	already.	We	(the	residents)	are	 forming	a	committee	 to	stop	the	madness	and	other	groups	 in	 the	
close	by	neighborhoods	are	doing	the	same.	The	development	needs	to	stop.	Give	us	ROOM	TO	BREATHE!		
Regards	

RESPONSE	NO.	C657‐1	

This	comment	expressing	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	traffic,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	traffic,	circulation	and	parking	impacts	of	the	Project	in	
Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Project	Traffic	Impact	Analysis	
included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1,	 while	 Chapter	 2.0	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	9,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	
Draft	 EIR	 and	pages	 2‐41	 through	 2‐57	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	Project	 and	
Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	C658	

Sarah	Foelske		
8599	Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C658‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development	

RESPONSE	NO.	C658‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C658‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C658‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C658‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C658‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2338	

COMMENT	NO.	C658‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C658‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	
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LETTER	NO.	C659	

Sarah	In	
<in_sarah@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C659‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 in	 opposition	 to	 EIR	 submitted	 by	 the	 developer	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	
Blvd(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	
the	 region	 and	 its	 residents.	 I	 ask	 that	 you	 deny	 the	 developers	 approval	 of	 the	 Environmental	 Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EIR	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C659‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C659‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C659‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C659‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C659‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C659‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.	C659‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C659‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C660	

Save	the	Sunset	Strip	
mail@changemail.org	

COMMENT	NO.	C660‐1	

Milena	Simonova,	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	09,	2015	
This	building	would	ruin	the	skyscape	of	Sunset	Blvd.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C660‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐167	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C660‐2	

Brian	Wadley,	Los	Angeles,	CA	·	Nov	09,	2015	
To	big	for	this	area.		And	bank	should	be	saved	from	being	torn	down		

RESPONSE	NO.	C660‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐166	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C660‐3	

Devon	Brooks,	West	Hollywood,	CA	·	Nov	09,	2015	
I	greatly	appreciate	the	revised	plan,	but	please	bring	the	height	down.		It	will	block	our	views	and	ruin	the	
Sunset	Strip.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C660‐3	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	from	the	surrounding	community.	 	 In	indicated	therein,	
the	view	impacts	under	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C660‐4	

John	Kaye,	Los	Angeles	CA	·	Nov	09,	2015	
Eric	Gacetti's	[sic]	a	jerk	and	cares	less	for	LA	and	its	people.	He	has	an	agenda	to	make	money	from	every	
failed	business	he	approves	like	Turf	Terminators.		He's	got	to	go!		

RESPONSE	NO.	C660‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐165	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Letter	B34).	

COMMENT	NO.	C660‐5	

Adele	Sillyman,	Los	Angeles	CA	·	Nov	09,	2015	
This	is	my	neighborhood,	please	respect	it		
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RESPONSE	NO.	C660‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B34‐164	(Save	Sunset	Strip	Letter	B34).		
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LETTER	NO.	C661	

Serge	Masche	
<sergemasche@msn.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐1	

The	above	attachment	 is	a	 letter	that	 is	not	mine	but	 it	represents	the	complete	overview	of	 the	proposed	
building	project	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		

I	am	sending	this	to	all	the	departments	that	may	have	a	[sic]	interest	as	it	is	The	One	letter	that	covers	the	
complete	issues	on	this	project.	

There	are	numerous	questions	that	need	to	be	addressed	in	this	situation,	and	here	it	is	well	addressed	what	
those	issues	are.	Please	read	this	as	there	is	something	terrible	wrong	with	how	this	project	is	progressing	
and	must	be	stopped	or	at	least	curtailed	downward	after	a	investigation	of	the	issues	are	addressed	to	all	in	
a	open	public	format.	

Please	keep	me	informed	on	you	views	and	decision	in	this	most	important	matter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐1	

The	 commenter	 provides	 an	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 provided	 in	 this	 letter.	 	 Responses	 to	 these	
comments	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Comments	C661‐2	through	C661‐37	below.		

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐2	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐3	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C661‐4	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐5	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐6	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐7	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐8	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐9	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐10	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C661‐11	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐12	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	 storeys	 conversion	which	 if	 properly	 applied	 yields:	 236	 feet	 =	 22	 Stories	 (west	 tower),	 174	 feet	 =	 16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐13	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐13	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐14	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
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Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	
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Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	

A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐15	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
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is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐16	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
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is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐17	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐18	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	
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SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐19	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐20	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐21	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐22	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐23	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐24	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C661‐25	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐26	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐27	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐28	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C661‐29	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐30	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐31	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐32	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐33	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐34	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐35	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐36	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.	

COMMENT	NO.	C661‐37	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C661‐37	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.	
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LETTER	NO.	C662	

Sharifa	Paglar	
<shafiapaglar@sbcglobal.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C662‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C662‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C662‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C662‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C662‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C662‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C662‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.	C662‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C662‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C663	

Sin	Wong	
thesinwong@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C663‐1	

Hi,	my	name	is	Sin	Wong.	I	am	a	resident	within	a	0.5	mile	radius	of	8150	Sunset.	
While	 I	 love	 that	Frank	Gehry's	name	 is	now	attached	 to	 this	project	on	8150	Sunset,	 the	proposed	plans	
need	further	consideration	as	there	are	still	some	major	issues:		Number	of	stories	proposed	at	22	needs	to	
be	 scaled	 down	 as	 the	 surrounding	 buildings	 in	 the	 area	 are	 not	 nearly	 that	 tall	 and	 if	 something	 of	 that	
height	was	built:		a)	The	skyline	for	the	residents	in	the	area	would	be	drastically	altered.		People	living	in	the	
flats	would	not	appreciate	having	tower(s)	of	that	size	looming	over	them	and	people	living	in	the	hills	would	
not	appreciate	something	sticking	out	in	their	view	of	LA	city.		Just	the	aesthetics	would	cause	a	depreciation	
in	 home	 value	 as	well	 as	 living	 quality.	 	 Have	 you	 read	Death	 of	 a	 Salesman?	 	 The	 salesman's	 home	was	
squished	between	 two	high	rises.	 	He	committed.	 	Have	you	seen	 the	movie	Up?	 	Same	 thing	with	 the	old	
man's	home:	his	immediate	surroundings	were	sold	out	to	developers.		He	checked	out	with	balloons.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C663‐1	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	views	and	visual	
character,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 views,	 visual	
character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	would	be	less	than	significant.	It	
should	be	noted	that	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	16	stories	(216	feet	above	grade)	and	15	stories	
(234	 feet	 above	 grade),	 respectively.	 	 Alternative	 9	 would	 have	 fewer	 stories	 but	 be	 taller	 because	 the	
number	of	feet	per	floor	would	be	greater.	

COMMENT	NO.	C663‐2	

b)	Other	developers	can	site	[sic]	8150	Sunset	as	an	example	of	why	they	should	also	be	permitted	to	build	
looming	towers,	resulting	in	more	Death	of	a	Salesman	and	Up	scenarios.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C663‐2	

While	it	is	possible	that	other	development	projects	could	be	brought	forth	by	other	applicants	which	make	
use	of	the	City's	established	affordable	housing	projects,	approval	of	the	Project	would	have	no	bearing	on	
the	 review	 process	 or	 potential	 approval	 and/or	 implementation	 of	 future	 projects	 in	 the	 area.	 	 Such	
circumstances	 would	 not	 be	 an	 effect	 attributable	 to	 the	 Project,	 indirect	 or	 otherwise.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
be	 consistent	with	 all	 applicable	 goals	 and	 policies	 of	 the	 General	 Plan	 Framework	 Element	 and	 adopted	
Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	 as	well	 as	 the	 development	 standards	 and	 other	 requirements	 of	 the	 LAMC,	
related	 to	 density	 and	 height.	 Furthermore,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.A‐64	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project,	in	conjunction	with	other	related	projects	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	
Site,	would	not	result	in	significant	cumulative	impacts	related	to	scenic	vistas,	views,	or	visual	character.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C663‐3	

Parking	concerns:	not	enough	parking.	 	One	space	for	each	apartment?	 	This	cannot	be	serious	as	most	2+	
households	have	at	least	two	cars.		Even	some	single	people	have	more	than	one	car.		Where	are	these	cars	
going	to	be	parked?		On	the	streets?		All	residents	in	the	22	story	tower	will	be	parking	at	least	one	car	on	the	
streets?		Do	you	all	see	how	this	is	ridiculous?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C663‐3	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy	and	parking	spillover	 into	 the	surrounding	
neighborhood.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 parking	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant,	with	the	Project	providing	849	spaces	(60	more	than	required	by	the	LAMC),	and	Alternative	9	
providing	820	(100	more	than	required	by	the	LAMC).	

COMMENT	NO.	C663‐4	

Traffic:	 The	 intersection	 on	 Sunset	 and	 Crescent	 is	 already	 infamous	 for	 being	 unsafe.	 	 Traffic	 on	 Laurel	
Canyon	Monday‐Friday	 is	already	severely	depressing.	 	Are	we	 trying	 to	depress	 the	residents	of	LA	even	
more	 with	 all	 this	 added	 cars/people	 trying	 to	 get	 to	 8150	 Sunset	 without	 proper	 parking?	 	 And	 really,	
massive	 redesigning	 of	 the	 surrounding	 streets	 should	 be	 considered	 to	 ease	 traffic	 flow	 as	 oppose	 to	
congest	it	even	further.		Much	more	consideration	needs	to	be	put	upon	8150	Sunset.		Much	much	more.	We	
love	Frank	Gehry	but	his	team	needs	to	come	up	with	a	better	plan.		Thanks	for	reading!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C663‐4	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	With	regard	to	
the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 concerning	 the	 safety	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection,	 please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 safety	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	
development	at	the	subject	intersection	would	be	less	than	significant.	

		The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	
with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	the	traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	and	where	impacts	would	be	
below	City	of	Los	Angeles	significance	thresholds	(Table	4.J.4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	Table	2‐8	
on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR).			This	also	includes	the	traffic	impacts	at	Laurel	Canyon/Hollywood	Boulevard	
intersection	where	LOS	would	be	B	which	 is	minimal	 traffic	 congestion	 and	a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	
(Table	4.J‐4a	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	Table	2‐8	of	the	RP‐DEIR).	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	 regard	 to	 the	portion	of	 the	 comment	 concerning	parking,	 please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	C663‐3	
above.	
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LETTER	NO.	C664	

Stephanie	Savage	
2153	Groveland	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C664‐1	

To	Srimal	Hewawitharana,	David	Ryu,	and	Mayor	Garcetti,	

Re:	City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR	

I	have	several	concerns	about	the	proposed	project	8150	Sunset	project	and	I	am	in	opposition	of	the	DEIR	
as	written.	My	concerns:	

1.	Zoning	‐	current	and	proposed	–	Density	&	Height	

2.	Height	allowable	and	loss	of	views	

3.	Valid	Traffic	Analysis	proving	a	favorable	traffic	condition	prior	to	any	CUP/	or	zoning	change		

RESPONSE	NO.	C664‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		This	comment	
provides	a	general	introduction	to	the	comments	raised	in	this	letter.		Responses	to	the	comments	contained	
in	this	letter	are	provided	below	in	Responses	to	Comments	C664‐2	through	C664‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C664‐2	

Concern	1	

Zoning	would	need	to	be	changed	prior	to	applying	for	development	incentives.	Current	base	zone	is	C4‐1D	
and	the	FAR	is	1.5:1	and	max.	height	is	45	feet.	However	the	developers	attempt	to	change	from	current	zone	
C4	to	MU	via	conditional	use	permit?	I	am	not	sure	how	they	are	attempting	this	change	without	changing	
the	base	zoning	height	and	FAR	are	limited	by	the	summary	of	zoning	regulations	and	by	the	code	section	
below.	

See	Section	13.09	Mixed	Use	Districts,	under	Development	incentives		

E.	Development	Incentives.	Notwithstanding	any	other	provisions	of	this	chapter	to	the	contrary,	the	
following	development	incentives	shall	apply	in	Mixed	Use	Districts:	

1.	Housing.	The	 individual	ordinance	establishing	a	Mixed	Use	District	shall	establish	an	 incentive	for	
dwelling	units	 in	Mixed	Use	Projects.	The	amount	 of	 the	 incentive	 shall	 be	 based	 on	an	appropriate	
consideration	 of	 the	 proposed	 district’s	 character,	 needs,	 and	 development	 potential,	 and	 the	 goals,	
policies,	and	objectives	set	forth	in	the	applicable	Community	Plan.	

The	incentive	shall	be	shown	on	the	“Zoning	Map”	by	use	of	the	capital	letters	“MU”	for	Mixed	
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Use	Projects	and	“C”	 for	Commercial	Uses,	preceded	by	 the	applicable	numerical	 limits.	The	 first	 two‐
digit	number	before	the	diagonal	 line	shall	 indicate	the	maximum	height	permitted.	The	 first	number	
after	 the	diagonal	 line,	which	may	 include	a	decimal	 fraction,	 shall	 indicate	 the	maximum	permitted	
floor	area	 ratio	 (FAR).	For	 example,	a	Mixed	Use	District	 zoned	C2	45/2.0MU	35/1.5C	means	 that	a	
Mixed	Use	Project	may	not	exceed	a	maximum	height	of	45	feet	for	the	entire	Project	or	an	FAR	of	2.0.	
The	Commercial	Uses	 in	a	Mixed	Use	Project	would	be	 restricted	 to	a	maximum	FAR	of	1.5.	Projects	
comprised	exclusively	of	Commercial	Uses	would	be	 restricted	 to	a	maximum	height	of	35	 feet	and	a	
maximum	FAR	of	1.5.	 If	 the	 letter	 “U”	appears	before	 the	diagonal	 line	 instead	of	a	number,	 then	an	
unlimited	height	is	permitted.	

(a)	If	a	height	or	FAR	housing	incentive	would	result	in	a	maximum	height	or	FAR	which	exceeds	
that	of	the	underlying	base	zone,	then	the	Project	may	not	proceed	until	the	height	district	of	the	
base	zone	is	changed.	

(b)	The	minimum	dwelling	unit	FAR	for	Mixed	Use	Projects	with	a	total	FAR	of	6.0	or	greater	is	
1.5	

(c)	The	lot	area	requirements	of	the	R5	zone	shall	apply	to	Mixed	Use	Projects	with	a	total	FAR	
of	6.0	or	greater.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C664‐2	

The	commenter	asserts	that	a	zone	change	is	required	for	the	proposed	development,	and	that	the	proposed	
development	is	limited	by	zoning	to	45	feet	in	height.		However,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project	consistency	
with	applicable	City	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.F,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	
the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.			As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐2	of	the	Draft	
EIR:	

“The	Project	Site	is	 located	within	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Area	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.11	 	It	
has	 a	 General	 Plan	 land	 use	 designation	 of	 Neighborhood	 Office	 Commercial	 and	 a	 C4‐1D	 zoning	
designation.	The	“C4”	 indicates	 that	 the	Project	Site	 is	designated	 for	commercial	uses,	which	allows	a	
wide	range	of	 commercial	activity	as	well	as	 residential	development	pursuant	 to	 the	requirements	of	
the	 R4	 residential	 zone.	 	 Commercial	 and/or	 residential	 uses	 may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	
components	of	mixed	use	projects.		The	“1D”	is	a	height	district	designation.		While	the	height	district	1	
typically	allows	floor	area	ratios	(FAR)	of	1.5:1,	the	D	condition	at	the	Project	Site	limits	the	FAR	to	1:1.		
However,	 the	 LAMC	provides	 that	 projects	with	 specified	percentages	 of	 affordable	 housing	units	 and	
that	qualify	for	a	density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	an	
increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.	 	The	existing	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	the	height	of	buildings	on	the	
Project	Site.”	

As	 indicated	on	page	4.F‐48	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	
would	 	result	 in	FARs	of	2.99:1	and	3.0,	respectively,	which	would	be	consistent	with	the	applicable	LAMC	
requirements	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 with	 approval	 of	 the	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 qualifications	 for	 the	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives	 for	

																																																													

11		 Hollywood	Community	Plan,	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	adopted	December	13,	1988.			
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further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C664‐3	

Concern	2	

The	allowable	heights	are	listed	on	the	summary	of	zoning	regulations,	under	C4	the	height/stories	column	
states	 “unlimited	 (8)”,	 which	 is	 a	 footnote	 (8)	 refers	 you	 to	 SEC.	 12.21.1.	 HEIGHT	 OF	 BUILDING	 OR	
STRUCTURES.	 The	 heights	 are	 limited	 and	 references	 to	 SEC.	 12.24.	 CONDITIONAL	 USE	 PERMITS	 AND	
OTHER	SIMILAR	QUASIJUDICIAL	APPROVALS.	Apply	 to	 the	developer’s	 request.	 The	 size,	 height,	 location,	
operations	 are	 relevant	 to	 degradation	 of	 adjacent	 properties	 by	 loss	 of	 view,	 problematic	 access	 due	 to	
overburdening	the	infrastructure	with	700	to	800	more	cars	at	a	dense	intersection.	The	proposed	plan	will	
block	views,	which	is	easily	understood	due	to	the	height	and	mass.	The	city	needs	to	validate/prove	how	the	
maximum	height	of	234	feet	was	determined	and	how	it	could	ever	be	allowed,	since	“unlimited”	does	have	
limits.	

Section	12.24	.E	

E.	Findings	for	Approval.	(Amended	by	Ord.	No.	182,095,	Eff.	5/7/12.)	A	decision‐maker	shall	not	grant	a	
conditional	use	or	other	approval	specified	in	Subsections	U,	V,	W,	or	X	of	this	Section	without	finding:	

1.	that	the	project	will	enhance	the	built	environment	in	the	surrounding	neighborhood	or	will	perform	
a	function	or	provide	a	service	that	is	essential	or	beneficial	to	the	community,	city,	or	region;	

2.	that	the	project's	 location,	size,	height,	operations	and	other	significant	 features	will	be	compatible	
with	 and	 will	 not	 adversely	 affect	 or	 further	 degrade	 adjacent	 properties,	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood,	or	the	public	health,	welfare,	and	safety;	and	

3.	that	the	project	substantially	conforms	with	the	purpose,	 intent	and	provisions	of	the	General	Plan,	
the	applicable	community	plan,	and	any	applicable	specific	plan.	

The	decision‐maker	shall	also	make	any	additional	findings	required	by	Subsections	U,	V,	W	and	X,	and	
shall	determine	that	the	project	satisfies	all	applicable	requirements	in	those	subsections.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C664‐3	

With	respect	to	the	consistency	of	the	proposed	development	with	applicable	City	height	restrictions,	please	
see	Response	to	Comment	C664‐2	above.	

With	respect	to	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	views	and	visual	
character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	
Section	 2.B.1	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 also	
evaluated	the	 land	use	compatibility	 impacts	of	 the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	 in	Section	4.F,	Land	
Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	
on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	than	significant	aesthetics,	views,	visual	character,	
and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	
aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2373	

With	 respect	 to	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	
Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 in	
Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 A.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 44.J‐39	 through	 ‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐42	
through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	operational	
traffic	impacts	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		This	includes	operational	vehicular	site	
access	and	circulation	impacts	(pages	4.J‐54	through	4.J‐57	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	pages	2‐50	and	‐51	of	the	
RP‐DEIR).		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 infrastructure,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	water,	wastewater	 and	 solid	waste	 infrastructure	
impacts	 in	 Sections	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 and	 4.K.3,	 respectively,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 such	 impacts	 for	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.8.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.K.1‐21,	 4.K.2‐11,	 and	
4.K.3‐14	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐57	through	2‐60	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 impacts	 to	 water,	 wastewater	 and	 solid	 waste	 infrastructure	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 proposed	 Project	 Design	 Features	 (including	 PDF‐WW‐1	 below	 regarding	 sewer	
facilities	added	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR,	of	 this	Final	EIR)	and	compliance	with	applicable	regulations.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	
regarding	water,	wastewater	and	solid	waste	infrastructure	for	further	discussion.	

PDF‐WW‐1,	 In	 order	 to	 address	 potential	 future	 improvements	 to	 sewage	 conveyance	 facilities	
within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	that	serve	the	Project	Site,	the	Project	shall	contribute	
fair‐share	 payments	 to	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 commensurate	 with	 the	 Project’s	
incremental	impact	to	affected	facilities.		The	Project’s	specific	fair‐share	contribution	for	
West	Hollywood	sewage	system	upgrades	shall	be	determined	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
and	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 at	 such	 a	 time	 that	 the	 necessary	 improvements	 and	
associated	capital	costs	are	known,	and	shall	be	proportional	to	the	Project’s	contribution	
to	total	wastewater	flows	in	each	affected	West	Hollywood‐owned	sewer.		

COMMENT	NO.	C664‐4	

Concern	3	

I	have	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	17	years	and	traffic	is	not	getting	better	and	the	roads	are	not	getting	wider.		
The	burden	for	the	developer	to	prove	that	traffic	will	be	minimally	 impacted	and	this	 is	their	 job.	 I	doubt	
they	can	validate	a	traffic	plan	since	the	project	is	too	large.	I	am	concerned	about	the	safety	of	the	area	due	
to	the	increase	in	the	traffic	as	well.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C664‐4	

With	respect	to	operational	traffic	impacts	please	see	Response	to	Comment	C664‐3.	

With	respect	specifically	to	operational	traffic	impacts	in	Laurel	Canyon,	as	indicated	in	Figure	4.J‐1	on	page	
4.J‐3	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 Hollywood	 Blvd./Laurel	 Canyon	 Blvd.	 intersection	 (an	 intersection	 in	 Laurel	
Canyon)	was	among	the	study	intersections	evaluated	in	the	traffic	analysis.		As	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	on	
page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	at	the	Hollywood	
Boulevard	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	intersection	under	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	level	of	
service	 B	 (minimal	 traffic	 congestion,	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact),	 which	 suggests	 that	 Project	 traffic	
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impacts	even	farther	north	on	Laurel	Canyon	Drive	would	also	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	pedestrian	safety,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	vehicular	and	pedestrian	safety	impacts	of	the	
Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	
in	Appendix	H,	while	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9	with	 supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐56	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐50	and	2‐
51	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	vehicular	and	
pedestrian	safety	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	vehicular	and	pedestrian	safety	for	further	discussion.	

COMMENT	NO.	C664‐5	

I	 design	 and	 build	 houses	 in	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 I	 believe	 in	 responsible	 development,	 not	 overdevelopment.		
This	 size	 and	height	 of	 this	 proposed	project	 needs	 to	 reduced	 [sic].	 This	proposed	project	 is	 a	 land	 grab	
under	the	guise	of	11%	low	income	housing	(	which	only	allows	21%	density	bonus	on	the	1.5:1,	not	double),	
a	bit	of	green	space	and	stating	is	has	a	major	transit	stop	which	it	does	not	by	have	definition	(by	distance	
from	or	definition	of	“major	transit	stop”).	I	see	so	many	mistakes	by	either	planning	and/or	by	developers	
not	 accurately	 representing	 their	 projects	 in	 the	 hillside	 areas.	 In	 fact,	 I	 attend	 hearings	 at	 least	 twice	 a	
month	to	remind	either	the	ZA	or	the	CAPC	of	the	[sic]	these	errors.	I	am	losing	faith	that	the	laws	are	not	
being	implemented	for	everyone.	Please	be	responsible	for	the	8150	Sunset	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C664‐5	

The	comments	that	the	commenter	believes	in	development	and	not	overdevelopment,	the	size	and	height	of	
the	proposed	development	needs	to	be	reduced,	and	the	proposed	development	is	a	land	grab,	are	noted	and	
will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 aesthetics,	
views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	The	
Draft	 EIR	 also	 evaluated	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	
9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	
2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	
visual	character	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.		Also,	please	
see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 C664‐2	 above	 which	 indicates	 that	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	
consistent	with	applicable	development	regulations	related	to	height,	scale	and	density	(FAR)	with	approval	
of	the	available	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	(e.g.,	density	bonus).	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 requirement	 for	 a	 project	 to	 be	 located	within	 1,500	 feet	 of	 a	 “major	 transit	 stop”	 to	
qualify	for	the	Affordable	Housing	Incentive,	this	is	addressed	in	the	Draft	EIR.		As	indicated	on	page	2‐5	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 closest	 “Transit	 Stop”	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 the	Metro	 Rapid	 transit	 stop	 located	 at	 the	
southwest	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Fairfax	Avenue,	approximately	1,560	feet	east	of	the	Project	Site.		
Pursuant	 to	LAMC	12.22‐A,25,	a	Transit	Stop	 is	defined	 to	 include	a	Metro	Rapid	Bus	stop	 located	along	a	
Metro	Rapid	Bus	route.	As	further	indicated	on	page	2‐5	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	Site	is	located	60	feet	
beyond	the	1,500‐foot	distance	requirement,	and	thus	the	Applicant	has	requested	approval	of	an	off‐menu	
Affordable	 Housing	 Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 FAR	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
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approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	 distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio.		As	indicated	on	page	2‐35	of	the	Draft	EIR,	this	identified	as	one	of	
the	necessary	project	approvals.	 	Finally,	as	indicated	on	page	4.F‐48	of	the	Draft	EIR,	with	the	approval	of	
the	 incentive,	 including	 the	 1,560	 for	 1,500	 feet	 portion,	 the	 Project	would	 be	 consistent	with	 the	 LAMC.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	land	use	for	further	discussion.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 commenter’s	 contention	 that	 the	 Metro	 Rapid	 transit	 stop	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	
Fairfax	 Avenue	 does	 not	 represent	 a	 “major	 transit	 stop”,	 according	 to	 LAMC	 Section	 12.22‐A.25(b)(2),	 a	
major	transit	stop	includes	“A	Metro	Rapid	Bus	Stop	located	along	a	Metro	Rapid	Bus	Route.”	

With	respect	to	the	commenter’s	contention	that	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	a	hillside	area,	as	indicated	
in	the	Draft	EIR:	

“Sunset	 Boulevard,	 along	 with	 adjacent	 commercial	 uses,	 demarcates	 an	 edge	 between	 hillside	
residential	 development	 north	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 residential	 communities	 south	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	that	are	typical	of	the	Los	Angeles	“grid”	development	pattern	with	residential	blocks	located	
within	a	grid	of	strip	commercial	corridors.”	(Draft	EIR	page	4.F‐2)	

““The	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 in	 proximity	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills,	 but	would	 not	 involve	 any	 physical	
changes	to	hillside	residential	areas.”		(Draft	EIR	page	4.F‐28)	

Per	the	above,	as	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	the	Sunset	Strip	commercial	corridor,	on	the	south	side	of	
Sunset	Boulevard	on	the	valley	floor,	and	not	within	the	hillside	area	to	the	north.	
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LETTER	NO.	C665	

Steven	Luftman	
124	N.	Flores	St	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	

COMMENT	NO.	C665‐1	

I	am	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR	for	the	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	for	the	following	reasons:	

THE	 PROJECT	 DESTROYS	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	
encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	
extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms.		

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C665‐1		

Please	 see	Response	 to	 Comments	 Form	Letter	Nos.	 4‐2	 and	 5‐3.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐1	
regarding	 the	view‐related	 impacts	of	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9,	and	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	
consistency	of	 the	proposed	development	with	applicable	City	of	Los	Angeles	plans	and	policies	related	to	
height	 and	 scale.	 	 As	 indicated,	 the	 views	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant,	 and	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 City	 plans	 and	 polices	 related	 to	
height	and	scale.			

COMMENT	NO.	C665‐2		

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	cars	use	the	center	a	day,	not	
the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	these	DEIR	projections	are	theoretical.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C665‐2		

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 5‐4.	 	 The	 RP‐DEIR	 evaluated	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	
Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	and	analysis	provided	
in	Appendix	A.			

With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 regarding	 the	 change	 in	 the	 proposed	 driveways	 under	
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Alternative	 9,	 the	 analysis	 evaluates	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 based	 on	 the	 locations	 of	 the	
driveways	 proposed	 under	 Alternative	 9	 as	 described	 on	 pages	 2‐50	 and	 2‐51	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 not	 those	
proposed	under	the	Project.			

With	 respect	 to	 the	 portion	 of	 the	 comment	 regarding	 the	 existing	 trip	 generation	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	
asserting	that	existing	trip	generation	should	have	been	based	on	empirical	evidence	rather	than	estimates,	
please	 see	 Topical	Response	TR‐4.	 	 The	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	was	 estimated	 at	 5,296	daily	
trips,	not	7,000.			

Finally,	with	respect	to	the	adequacy	of	the	traffic	study,	in	addition	to	the	information	provided	above,	,		the	
traffic	 analysis	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 are	 based,	 in	 part,	 on	 	 technical	 traffic	 studies	 (e.g.,	 Traffic	
Impact	 Assessments)	 and	 tables	 prepared	 for	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 by	 a	 professional	 traffic	
consultant,	and	included	as	Appendix	H	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	Appendix	A	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	traffic	studies	
and	 tables	 have	 been	 prepared	 in	 accordance	 with	 industry‐accepted	 standards,	 methodologies,	 and	 trip	
generation	rates	consistent	with	those	used	by	the	Cities	of	Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood,	were	prepared	
in	 coordination	 with	 the	 staffs	 of	 these	 cities,	 and	 have	 been	 reviewed	 and	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	Department	of	Transportation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	
for	further	discussion.		This	includes	the	following:	

“A	number	of	comments	also	indicated	that	the	Project	Site	is	not	currently	fully	occupied,	and	that	this	
factor	should	have	been	or	should	be	incorporated	into	the	estimates	of	the	amount	of	traffic	generated	
by	 the	 existing	 site	 uses.	 	 In	 fact,	 the	 current	 vacancies,	 resulting	 from	 leasing	 decisions	 made	 in	
anticipation	 of	 significant	 redevelopment	 on‐site,	 are	 the	 reason	 that	 estimates	 of	 existing	 conditions	
using	 LADOT’s	 formula	 are	 warranted	 here.	 	 The	 existing	 development	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	 currently	
exhibits	 a	 number	 of	 vacancies,	 primarily	 as	 a	 result	 of	 non‐renewal	 of	 leases	 for	 previous	 tenants	 in	
anticipation	of	the	development	of	the	proposed	Project.		However,	the	Project	Site	was	fully	leased	and	
occupied	at	 the	 time	the	TIA	was	conducted,	so	the	Project	TIA	currently	reflects	the	conditions	at	 the	
existing	site	and	its	associated	uses	at	the	time	the	TIA	was	prepared.”	

COMMENT	NO.	C665‐3		

THERE	IS	NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	
claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	
This	 Bus	 stop	 does	 not	meet	 the	 criteria	 of	 a	 "Major	 Transit	 Stop"	 because	 it	 does	 not	 run	 on	weekends,	
holidays	or	even	after	8pm.	A	bare	bus	bench	is	hardly	a	"High	Quality	Major	Transit	Stop".		

RESPONSE	NO.	C665‐3		

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3	regarding	the	proximity	of	
major	 transit	 stops	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 the	 consistency	 of	 these	 conditions	 with	 the	 	 density	 bonus	
incentives	being	sought	by	the	Project.					

COMMENT	NO.	C665‐4		

THE	PROJECT	DESTROYS	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING:	To	paraphrase	 the	Los	Angeles	Conservency,	 "With	 its	
dramatic,	folded	plate	concrete	roof	and	glass‐walled	banking	floor,	the	former	Lytton	Savings	was	a	striking	
departure	from	traditional	bank	design	when	it	opened	in	1960.	…through	its	modern	architectural	design,	
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transparency,	and	integrated	art	component,	and	is	one	of	Los	Angeles’	earliest	remaining	examples	of	this	
transformative	shift	in	post‐war‐era	bank	design.”		

RESPONSE	NO.	C665‐4		

Please	 see	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comments	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 5‐7,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	
regarding	the	historical	resources	impacts	of	removing	the	on‐site	Bank	building.	

COMMENT	NO.	C665‐5		

CEQA	requires	public	agencies	 to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	
alternatives	or	 feasible	mitigation	measures	can	 substantially	 lessen	such	effects.”	The	 lead	agency	cannot	
merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	 project	with	 significant	 impacts;	 it	
must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C665‐5		

Please	 see	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comments	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 5‐7.	 	 Additionally,	 State	 CEQA	 Guidelines	
Section	15093	states	the	following:	

a. “CEQA	 requires	 the	 decision‐making	 agency	 to	 balance,	 as	 applicable,	 the	 economic,	 legal,	 social,	
technological,	 or	 other	 benefits,	 including	 region‐wide	 or	 statement	 environmental	 benefits,	 of	 a	
proposed	project	against	is	unavoidable	environmental	risks	when	determining	whether	to	approve	
the	project.	 	 If	 the	specific	economic,	 legal,	social,	 technological,	or	other	benefits,	 including	region‐
wide	or	statewide	environmental	benefits,	of	a	proposed	project	outweigh	the	unavoidable	adverse	
environmental	effects,	the	adverse	environmental	effects	may	be	considered	“acceptable.”	

b. “When	the	 lead	agency	approves	a	project	which	will	 result	 in	 the	occurrence	of	significant	effects	
which	are	 identified	 in	the	final	EIR	but	are	not	avoided	or	substantially	 lessened,	 the	agency	shall	
state	 in	 writing	 the	 specific	 reason	 to	 support	 its	 action	 based	 on	 the	 final	 EIR	 and/or	 other	
information	 in	 the	 record.	 	 The	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 shall	 be	 supported	 by	
substantial	evidence	in	the	record.”	

As	 indicated,	 the	 lead	 agency	 may	 approve	 a	 project	 where	 the	 significant	 effects	 “are	 not	 avoided	 or	
significantly	lessened”	as	long	as	a	Statement	of	Overriding	Considerations	is	adopted.		CEQA	does	not	limit	
which	of	the	alternatives	(including	the	Project	or	Alternative)	the	lead	agency	may	approve.		Furthermore,	
the	 Draft	 EIR	 identifies	 mitigation	 measures	 designed	 to	 reduce	 or	 avoid	 the	 significant	 impacts	 of	 the	
Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Finally,	a	new	alternative	(Alternative	9)	was	added	to	the	Draft	EIR	via	the	RP‐
DEIR	which	was	designed	to	reduce	Project	impacts	and	respond	to	public	concerns	regarding	views,	traffic,	
and	other	impacts	of	the	Project.	
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LETTER	NO.	C666	

Terry	Laughlin	
7135	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C666‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C666‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C666‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C666‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C666‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C666‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C666‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C666‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C666‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C666‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C666‐6	

City	Officials,	help	us	.	.	.	thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C666‐6	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C667	

Wayne	Marmorstein	
<artfuldodgerinc@earthlink.net>	

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐2	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐3	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C667‐4	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐5	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐6	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐7	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	
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Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐8	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’sP	 ‐‐1930s.	 Before	 the	 project	 goes	 forward	 a	 complete	 Historic	 Resources	 Survey	 of	 the	 buildings	
within	a	3/4	mile	radius	should	be	completed	and	it	should	include	private	homes.	The	DEIR	is	inadequate	
and	contains	insufficient	information	to	allow	the	decision	makers	to	reach	correct	conclusions	and	findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐9	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐10	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐11	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐12	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐12	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐13	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
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activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	
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A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐14	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
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effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐15	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐16	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	
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environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐17	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2390	

		

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐18	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐19	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐20	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐21	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐22	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐23	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C667‐24	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐25	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐26	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐27	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C667‐28	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐29	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐30	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐31	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐32	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐33	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐34	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐35	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.			

COMMENT	NO.	C667‐36	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C667‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.			
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LETTER	NO.	C688	

Yvette	Rojas	
7760	Hollywood	Blvd	Apt	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C668‐1	

To	the	Environmental	Review	Board,	
I	am	a	local	resident.		I’d	like	to	see	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Avenue	approved.		I	really	like	the	new	design	
by	 Frank	 Gehry	 and	 I	 am	 excited	 by	 how	 nice	 that	 corner	 will	 eventually	 be.	 	 The	 current	 retail	 and	
restaurant	options	in	the	existing	plaza	leave	a	lot	to	be	desired.		In	truth,	the	only	thing	I	want	to	see	back	on	
that	corner	is	El	Pollo	Loco	(A	personal	favorite),	but	I	don’t	believe	it	is	actually	fitting	of	Sunset.		Other	than	
that,	I	feel	any	retail	and	restaurants	that	come	along	in	the	new	project	will	be	a	major	improvement.		The	
area	needs	redevelopment	and	this	is	a	great	way	to	kick	it	off!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C668‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C669	

A.J.	Sklar	
4310	Ventura	Canyon	Avenue	#3	
Sherman	Oaks,	CA	91423	

COMMENT	NO.	C669‐1	

Dear	Planning	Department,	
The	purpose	of	this	letter	is	to	show	support	of	the	Frank	Gehry	project.		I	live	in	CD4	and	believe	the	current	
site	at	8150	 in	entirely	unfitting.	 	This	area	can	either	 return	 to	 the	grandeur	 it	once	held,	or	continue	 its	
downtrodden	 path.	 	 The	 current	 designs	 are	 wonderful,	 functional	 and	 will	 set	 the	 benchmark	 for	
renovation.	 	 To	 start,	 the	 logistical	 improvements	 will	 go	 a	 long	 way.	 	 The	 infrastructure	 with	 widened	
sidewalks,	 improved	crosswalks	and	safer	 intersections	will	dramatically	 improve	the	performance	of	 that	
block.	 	With	growth	comes	traffic,	but	not	with	these	plans	according	to	the	traffic	study.	 	The	commercial	
nature	of	8150	as	it	currently	functions	brings	thousands	of	vehicles	in	and	out	daily.		Converting	the	space	
to	residential	use	will	minimally	increase	traffic	despite	adding	hundreds	of	new	residents.		This	is	not	just	a	
convenience	 factor,	 but	 a	 safety	 one	 as	well	 as	 the	 crosswalks	 and	 visibility	 are	 insufficient.	 	 The	 current	
plans	are	beautiful	and	include	much‐needed	affordable	housing.		These	two	factors	are	defining	traits	of	our	
City:	economic	diversity	and	wonderful	design.		Changing	this	block’s	use	from	commercial	to	residential	is	
sensitive	 and	 thoughtful,	 adding	 units	 to	 the	 city’s	 housing	 stock	 without	 taking	 any	 away	 makes	 it	
incredible.		This	project	solves	so	many	problems	in	such	a	wonderful	way	while	inconveniencing	so	few,	and	
it	does	so	by	setting	a	standard	that	future	plans	will	look	to	follow.		Thank	you	for	considering	my	input.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C669‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C670	

Alexander	Friedman	
1330	N	Orange	Dr	Apt	106	
Los	Angeles	CA	90028	

COMMENT	NO.	C670‐1	

As	 a	 local	 resident	 and	 a	 frequent	 visitor	 of	 the	 Sunset	 Strip,	 I	 believe	 the	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 Project	 will	
dramatically	 transfer	 the	 current	 dull	 and	 useless	 strip	 mall	 into	 a	 vibrant,	 safe,	 family	 friendly,	 and	
pedestrian	oriented	 environment.	The	project	will	 also	 serve	 as	 a	 beautiful	 gateway	 the	 Sunset	 Strip.	The	
project	 will	 serve	 as	 a	 huge	 benefit	 to	 the	 entire	 Hollywood/	West	 Hollywood	 area,	 and	 will	 be	 a	 great	
contribution	to	our	economy.	Lastly	and	most	importantly	it	will	provide	much	needed	housing.	I	along	with	
the	community,	strongly	encourage	the	city	to	fully	endorse	the	project!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C670‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C671	

Aliya	Astiphan	
1211	Sunset	Plaza	Dr	Apt	402	
West	Hollywood	CA	90069	

COMMENT	NO.	C671‐1	

I	agree	with	my	neighbors	who	support	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Project.	It	is	Environmentally	[sic]	friendly	and	
will	 create	 affordable	 housing.	 Please	 don't	 let	 the	 complaints	 of	 a	 small	 group	 of	 people,	who	 don't	 care	
about	the	project's	many	benefits	allow	you	to	stop	this	project.	Please	approve	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C671‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C672	

Anita	and	Karen	Mawji	
<sageandstonela@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C672‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C672‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C672‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C672‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C672‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C672‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C672‐4	

3.	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C672‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C672‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C672‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C672‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C672‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C673	

Catherine	Olim	
1328	North	Spaulding	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C673‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C673‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C673‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C673‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C673‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C673‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C673‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C673‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C673‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C673‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C673‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C673‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C674	

Chris	Roginski	
833	N.	Edinburgh	Ave.	PH5	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C674‐1	

As	 someone	who	 lives	 in	 the	 neighborhood	 and	 shares	 the	 90046	 zip	 code	 of	 the	 proposed	 8150	 Sunset	
project,	I	would	like	to	go	on	record	as	a	supporter.	

I	live	South	of	Sunset	Boulevard.	I	know	this	area	like	the	back	of	my	hand.	It	makes	me	very	upset	when	I	
read	and	hear	that	most,	if	not	all,	of	the	local	opposition	to	this	project	is	coming	from	the	Hollywood	Hills.	I	
can	 tell	 you	 that	 folks	 that	 live	 South	 of	 this	 project	 are	 supportive	 and	 embrace	 improvements	 to	 our	
community	that	make	us	safer	and	create	jobs	and	housing	opportunities	for	the	masses.	

For	those	opponents	so	passionately	against	this	project,	one	wonders	how	was	Hollywood	different	when	
you	first	moved	here?	Surely	there	were	plenty	of	tall	buildings,	bright	lights,	billboards	and	the	sounds	of	
rock	n’	roll?	Surely	there	was	traffic	to	maneuver	as	people	flocked	from	all	over	to	get	a	glimpse	of	the	world	
famous	 Sunset	 Strip.	What’s	 so	 different	 now?	 The	 answer	 is…	 not	much.	 More	 likely,	 opponents	 to	 this	
project	have	just	gotten	older,	wealthier,	grumpier,	and	have	become	uncomfortable	with	any	type	of	change	
to	their	surroundings	‐‐	even	when	it’s	positive	change.	A	sad	truth,	but	these	are	the	times	we	live	in.	

The	 irony	 is	 that	these	folks	at	 the	top	of	 the	hill	should	be	the	biggest	cheerleaders	 for	this	development.	
You	mean	you	would	rather	have	a	 crowded	McDonalds	drive‐thru	rather	 than	a	nice	 restaurant	 that	you	
and	your	friends	and	family	can	go?	You	would	rather	have	massage	parlors	and	check	cashing	stores	and	an	
ugly	surface	parking	lot	that	likely	none	of	you	use	anyway;	instead	of	a	Frank	Gehry	masterpiece?	None	of	
this	adds	up	or	makes	any	sense.	

Giving	this	aesthetic	nightmare	a	makeover	will	not	worsen	an	already	gridlocked	area.	It	will	not	ruin	your	
panoramic	 views	 of	 the	 City.	 And	 I’m	 pretty	 sure	 El	 Pollo	 Loco	 will	 find	 another	 home.	 Simply	 put,	 this	
project	is	long	overdue	and	will	be	a	benefit	to	all	of	us	that	live	in	or	around	Hollywood	‐‐	even	those	on	top	
of	the	hill.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C674‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C675	

Derek	Stephens	
1611	N	Formosa	Ave	#	209	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C675‐1	

Please	 clean	 up	 the	 area	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd,	 it	 looks	 like	 a	 junkie	 area.	 The	 proposed	 project,	 which	 I	
support,	will	clean	it	up	and	increase	the	property	values	in	the	surrounding	areas.	

Hollywood	 is	 also	 in	 need	 of	 new	 tax	 revenue.	 It	 is	 no	 secret	 that	 Hollywood	 and	 all	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 are	
extremely	understaffed	in	the	police,	fire,	and	emergency	response	departments.	Part	of	the	problem	is	that	
we	don’t	have	the	revenue	to	increase	staffing	levels.	

Approving	 good	 construction	 like	 what	 is	 happening	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 is	 crucial	 to	 our	 cities	
survival.	There	will	be	tens	of	millions	of	dollars	generated	annually	at	this	site	alone.	City	planners,	elected	
officials,	and	business	owners	understand	that	the	city	brings	in	more	tax	revenue	when	people	shop	and	eat	
out	more.	 I	wish	my	neighbors	here	 in	Hollywood	 realized	 this	 as	well.	We	need	new	revenue	 streams	 in	
Hollywood	to	keep	us	safe.	Status	quo	is	not	getting	the	job	done.	

Please	approve	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C675‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C676	

Desislava	Filipova	
fdesislava@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C676‐1	

Hello	

I	 live	 at	 1332	n	 vista	 st.	 The	project	 on	8150	 is	 good	project	 yes	 approve	 it.	 I	 support	 and	my	neighbors	
support	

RESPONSE	NO.	C676‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C677	

Edward	Baxley	
<e_baxley@aol.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C677‐1	

We	have	so	many	large	scale	projects	in	Hollywood	right	now	and	even	more	being	proposed	and	I	approve	
of	 all	 of	 it!	 Hollywood	 desperately	 needs	 to	 be	 redeveloped	 and	made	 safer	 and	 cleaner	 for	 our	 current	
residents	and	all	of	our	future	residents	who	will	FINALLY	be	able	to	have	nice	new	apartments	and	condos.	
The	current	market	is	full	of	older	decaying	apartments	and	you’re	lucky	to	even	get	one	where	everything	
works.	I	have	rusty	water,	old	appliances,	and	my	building	hasn’t	been	painted	in	what	feels	like	a	decade.	So	
please	 go	 ahead	 and	 take	 down	 the	 McDonald’s,	 the	 old	 bank,	 and	 the	 strip	 mall	 and	 put	 in	 some	 new	
residential	units.	Maybe	I’ll	be	able	to	move	into	one!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C677‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C678	

Emma	Espi	
<emma.espi@me.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C678‐1	

I	 was	 brought	 out	 the	 environment	 conscious	 project	 on	 8150	 by	 architect	 Frank	 Gehry.	 I	 believe	 such	
project	would	perfectly	fit	the	area	and	measurably	increase	its	Ora	and	attractiveness.	

I	support	it	fully.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C678‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C679	

Erik	Jaffe	
7205	Fountain	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C679‐1	

As	a	community	member	I	was	pleased	to	be	presented	with	the	photos	and	information	on	the	8150	Sunset	
proposed	development	 and	be	 asked	 for	 feedback.	 I'm	 excited	 to	 have	 a	 potential	 landmark	development	
nearby	 designed	 by	 the	 world	 famous	 Frank	 Gehry!	 It	 looks	 like	 it	 may	 be	 an	 intriguing	 and	 attractive	
complex	based	on	the	photos	and	models	I	saw.	So	I	wanted	to	offer	my	approval	as	requested.	

Good	luck	with	the	building	and	I	look	forward	to	seeing	the	final	product!	How	does	one	apply	for	the	low	
income	units	may	I	ask?	

Thank	you	for	your	community	involvement	and	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C679‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	With	 respect	 to	 the	 question	 concerning	 how	 to	 apply	 for	 the	 low	 income	 units,	 the	 low	
income	units	pursuant	to	the	Density	Bonus	would	be	applied	for	in	consultation	with	the	Project	applicant	
following	 the	 issuance	 of	 a	 Certificate	 of	 Occupancy,	 and	 further,	 are	 based	 on	 income	 levels	 that	 are	
monitored	and	periodically	updated	by	the	Los	Angeles	Housing	and	Community	Investment	Department.	
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LETTER	NO.	C680	

Geoff	Clark	
7250	franklin	ave	#316	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C680‐1	

Dear	Council	Member	Ryu,		This	letter's	intent	is	to	support	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.		I	love	
Los	Angeles	 for	many	reasons.	 	Whatever	area	you	 find	yourself	 in,	you'll	 likely	be	met	with	diversity	and	
inclusion.	 	 Many	 people	 fought	 hard	 to	 achieve	 this	 culture,	 and	 it	 will	 take	 a	 lot	 to	 maintain	 it.	 	 The	
progressive	 policies	 and	 dedicated	 efforts	 in	 support	 of	 social	 justice	 have	 been	 cornerstones	 in	 the	
development	of	our	 iconic	city,	 and	 this	must	continue.	 	While	 I	personally	do	not	benefit	 from	affordable	
housing,	 I	 understand	 the	 impacts	 such	 inclusions	 carry.	 	 This	 letter	 is	 to	 inform	 you	 that	 I	 support	 the	
proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.		The	current	traffic	situation	is	dangerous	and	during	lunch	that	
McDonald's	creates	such	a	nightmare.		The	bus	impedes	traffic	with	every	stop.		Once	the	passengers	get	off	
the	bus	they	again	mess	up	traffic	walking	over	across	to	8150	crossing	the	right	turning	lane	onto	Crescent	
Heights.	 	There	 isn't	even	a	real	crosswalk	 there.	 	People	 just	walk	right	 through	 the	 turning	 lane	without	
regard	for	motorists.		Having	a	protected	crosswalk	there	and	maybe	an	actual	right	turning	lane,	as	I've	seen	
in	 the	proposal,	will	 be	 a	 great	 thing.	 	While	 I've	 got	 your	 attention	 I	want	 to	point	 out	 that	 the	property	
we're	talking	about	isn't	even	completely	occupied.		By	my	estimation	that	boring	old	strip	mall	is	half	full	at	
best.	 	And	the	parking	lot	is	full	of	trash	from	McDonald's.	 	The	new	proposed	building	looks	great	and	the	
improvements	to	local	traffic	and	scenery	once	completed	is	just	what	this	city	needs.		I	can't	wait	to	see	how	
many	people	are	positively	affected	by	this	project,	please	approve!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C680‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C681	

Gigi	Fontane		
<gigifontane@outlook.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C681‐1	

I	 am	a	 local	 resident	 and	 I	 take	 the	bus	 to	 and	 from	work	on	 Sunset	Boulevard.	The	 intersection	 at	 8150	
Sunset	Boulevard	is	actually	pretty	terrifying	as	a	pedestrian.	As	it	stands	right	now	we	are	expected	to	cross	
half	of	Crescent	Heights	without	a	real	crosswalk.	It’s	like	playing	a	video	game.	When	do	I	cross?	Will	those	
cars	stop	before	 turning	right?	They’re	supposed	 to	but	rarely	do.	Am	I	going	 to	get	hit	 if	 I	go	now?	What	
about	 now?	 Improving	 pedestrian	 safety	 in	 all	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 is	 something	 I	 am	 passionate	 about,	 but	
especially	on	my	home	 turf!	Please	approve	 the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	and	 let	me	walk	 to	
work	safely	and	in	actual	crosswalks.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C681‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 pedestrian	 safety	 at	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection.	As	 indicated	 therein,	 changes	 to	 the	 traffic	 island	 are	
anticipated	to	improve	pedestrian	safety	and	intersection	operations.		
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LETTER	NO.	C682	

Henry	Von	Seyfried	
8055	Willow	Glen	Rd	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C682‐1	

I	 am	 writing	 with	 my	 approval	 for	 the	 proposed	 project	 at	 8150	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 I	 believe	 that	 infill	
projects	 along	major	 transportation	 routes	 are	 the	 best	way	 to	 address	 the	 current	 housing	 crisis	 in	 Los	
Angeles.	 The	 lack	 of	 housing	 is	 the	 biggest	 issue	 in	 Los	 Angeles	 right	 now.	 Turning	 currently	 underused	
structures,	 and	 let’s	 be	 honest	we’re	 talking	 about	 tearing	 down	 a	 half	 vacant	 strip	mall,	 into	mixed	 use	
residential	dwellings	is	the	smartest	way	to	add	housing	and	keep	traffic	down.	

Speaking	of	traffic,	the	intersection	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	is	horrendous.	Pedestrians	cross	in	front	
of	you	willy	nilly	when	you’re	trying	to	take	a	right	onto	Crescent	Heights.	And	it	is	hard	to	be	mad	at	them	as	
there	is	no	crosswalk	currently	across	the	right	turning	lane.	This	is	a	huge	safety	issue!	How	has	it	not	been	
addressed	by	the	city	prior	to	now?	

In	summation	please	approve	the	project.	We	need	more	housing	and	we	need	a	safer	traffic	flow.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C682‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C683	

James	Caballes	
jcaballes@msn.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C683‐1	

I	live	across	the	street	from	8150	Sunset	Blvd	and	I’m	writing	to	show	my	support	for	the	proposed	project.	
Currently	 the	address	 is	 an	eyesore.	When	 I	 look	out	my	window	 to	 see	 the	mini‐mall	 across	 the	 street,	 I	
cannot	 understand	 how	 anyone	 could	 say	 that	 the	 bank	 and	 accompanying	 businesses	 are	 in	 any	 way	
historic.	

What	is	historic	was	the	Garden	of	Allah	hotel,	once	at	that	location,	where	Hollywood	idols	frequented	and	
called	a	second	home.	If	the	location	still	held	the	historic	hotel	and	the	proposal	was	the	currently	structure,	
then	I	would	be	an	avid	opponent	of	the	project.	

However	unlike	the	transformation	of	the	Garden	of	Allah	into	an	eye‐soar	[sic]	on	the	Sunset	Strip,	we	now	
have	a	chance	to	correct	that	eyesore.	The	current	buildings	creates	traffic	problem	with	it’s	strange	parking	
system	 and	 looks	 out	 of	 place	 in	 our	 advanced	 city.	 Frank	 Gehry	 proposed	 project	 will	 invigorate	 the	
landscape	in	a	way	that	it	currently	could	never	achieve.	

Please	support	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	Frank	Gehry	has	an	eye	pleasing	vision	that	will	add	to	the	
local	community	in	a	positive	direction.	Let’s	tear	down	the	eye‐soar	[sic]	that	is	currently	there	and	build	a	
future	historic	building	that	all	Angelonias	can	come	to	revere	as	a	monument	to	the	great	city	in	which	we	
live.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C683‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C684	

John	Tyler	Martin	
1355	N	Alta	Vista	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C684‐1	

I’m	 looking	 forward	 to	seeing	a	mixed	use	development	 in	action	 in	our	area	at	8150	Sunset.	 I	know	they	
work	in	other	cities.	The	economic	boost	is	something	we	sorely	need	in	Hollywood.	From	the	research	I’ve	
done	the	amount	of	property	tax	and	sales	tax	generated	by	a	mixed	use	community	is	at	least	tenfold	and	
probably	a	hundredfold	more	than	revenue	generated	by	any	big	box	department	store	or	other	alternative.	
A	mixed	use	development	is	sure	to	dwarf	the	revenue	of	the	existing	strip	mall,	fast	food	restaurants,	and	
bank.	

In	short	 I	 approve	of	 the	building	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	We	need	 that	 revenue	 locally	 to	build	better	
roads,	improve	schools,	and	hire	more	teachers.	Not	to	mention	the	job	locally	during	and	post	construction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C684‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2423	

LETTER	NO.	C685	

Jack	McCourt		
<jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C685‐1	

i	am	very	confused	about	the	project	at	8150	sunset.	i	continue	to	hear	conflicting	information.	

when	does	this	project	get	started?	

is	there	a	new	plan	for	a	taller	building?	

this	building	should	NOT	be	a	highrise.	

it	ruins	the	integrity	of	this	famous	corner.	

i	live	at	8272	marmont	lane	and	i	am	very	concerned	about	this	project.	

i	would	like	a	phone	number	to	call	and	get	some	detailed	answers.	we	as	residents	of	this	area	need	to	be	
informed	with	correct	information	

RESPONSE	NO.	C685‐1	

As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 2‐33	 and	 2‐34	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	 Description,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	 proposed	
development	 would	 require	 approximately	 two	 years	 to	 construct	 once	 the	 Project	 is	 approved	 and	 all	
required	 development	 permits	 are	 obtained.	 	 As	 indicated,	 Project	 construction	 was	 anticipated	 to	
commence	in	2015	with	occupancy	anticipated	in	2017.		Because	of	preparation	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	these	dates	
have	 likely	 been	 delayed	 by	 several	 months;	 however,	 the	 anticipated	 durations	 of	 construction	 phases	
remains	as	stated	in	Chapter	2	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

With	regard	to	the	question	about	whether	a	new	plan	for	a	taller	building	has	been	submitted,	Alternative	9,	
which	includes	a	slightly	taller	building	(234	feet	above	grade	vs.	216	feet	under	the	Project),	was	the	subject	
of	 analysis	 in	 the	RP‐DEIR	which	was	 circulated	 to	 the	public	on	September	10,	 2015	 for	 a	45‐day	public	
review	period	which	was	extended	to	November	9th	at	the	public’s	request.	

With	regarding	to	 the	balance	of	 the	comment,	 it	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	 the	decision	makers	 for	
their	consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C686	

John	J.	Tilley	
tilley220@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C686‐1	

This	letter	is	to	inform	you	that	I	support	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	The	current	traffic	
situation	is	dangerous	and	during	lunch	that	McDonald's	creates	such	a	nightmare.	The	bus	impedes	traffic	
with	every	stop.	Once	the	passengers	get	off	the	bus	they	again	mess	up	traffic	walking	over	across	to	8150	
crossing	 the	 right	 turning	 lane	onto	Crescent	Heights.	There	 isn’t	 even	a	 real	 crosswalk	 there.	People	 just	
walk	right	 through	 the	 turning	 lane	without	regard	 for	motorists.	Having	a	protected	crosswalk	 there	and	
maybe	an	actual	right	turning	lane,	as	I’ve	seen	in	the	proposal,	will	be	a	great	thing.	

While	I’ve	got	your	attention	I	want	to	point	out	that	the	property	we’re	talking	about	isn’t	even	completely	
occupied.	By	my	estimation	that	boring	old	strip	mall	 is	half	full	at	best.	And	the	parking	lot	is	full	of	trash	
from	McDonald’s.	The	new	proposed	building	looks	great	and	the	improvements	to	local	traffic	and	scenery	
once	completed	is	 just	what	this	city	needs.	 I	can’t	wait	to	see	how	many	people	are	positively	affected	by	
this	project,	please	approve!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C686‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C687	

Jon	Carmody	
7200	Franklin	Ave	Apt	225	
Los	Angeles	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C687‐1	

The	architecture	 in	unprecedented	and	will	 set	 the	standard	we	want	 in	Los	Angeles.	 It’s	unreasonable	 to	
expect	 every	 development	 will	 provide	 as	 many	 benefits	 as	 this	 one	 does,	 but	 there	 is	 no	 reason	 to	 not	
pursue	greatness.	I	understand	the	building	is	taller	than	others	in	the	area,	but	the	glass	construction	with	a	
view	corridor	provides	a	beautiful	addition	to	both	the	views	and	area.	The	strip	mall	that	currently	stands	is	
entirely	unfitting	of	Sunset	Boulevard.	

That	are	knew	greatness	once,	it’s	time	we	bring	it	back.	Please	approve	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C687‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C688	

Julie	Moran	
<sjm611@hotmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C688‐1	

This	 letter	 is	 being	 written	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 DEIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 development	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	
Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	9	has	equally	angered	the	community.	The	over	200	plus	letters	and	250	plus	signatures	on	the	
change.org	petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C688‐2	

ESTABLISHED	DENSITY	AND	HIEGHT:	 [sic]	 This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	office	 commercial,	 not	 a	mixed‐use	
area.		This	is	not	a	regional	center	or	downtown.	Respect	the	present	established	density.	Alternative	9	is	a	
manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	elimination	of	what	defines	this	area	as	a	well	established	
low	 to	middle	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	 proposed	 development	 is	 not	 in	 harmony	with	 the	
policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	Limit	this	development	to	100ft.	At	this	height	it	would	still	be	the	tallest	building	around	
(the	neighboring	buildings	are	only	2	stories	and	3	stories	tall)	but	it	would	fit	in	with	this	long	established	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C688‐3	

PROTECTING	 THE	 PUBLIC	 VIEWS	 OF	 THE	 HILLS:	 It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	
and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	 properties	 in	 a	manner	 that	will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	
practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	
scenic	 features	 (historic,	 ocean,	mountains,	 unique	natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	
other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views	as	indicated	in	the	following	document:	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	 The	 perception	 of	 open	 space	 once	 lost,	 will	 alter	 the	 landscape	 permanently.	 No	 development	
should	 be	 able	 to	 block	 and	 diminish	 the	Hollywood	hills	 for	 the	 public.	 The	 hills	 represent	 a	 directional	
landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	of	the	area.	The	public	view	should	be	protected.	
The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	the	needs	of	the	few	should	
not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	result.	The	supposed	150	ft	
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view	corridor	that	is	mentioned	in	alternative	9	is	a	misrepresentation,	since	you	would	have	to	levitate	110	
ft	in	air	to	see	the	view	over	the	middle	building	of	the	site.	When	viewed	from	street	level,	and	from	south	
on	Crescent	Heights,	there	will	be	a	solid	wall	of	mass	blocking	the	view	of	the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C688‐4	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site.	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C688‐5	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	
of	the	traffic	island	and	associated	traffic	impacts.			

COMMENT	NO.	C688‐6	

NO	MAJOR	TRANSIT	STOP	NEARBY:	The	developer	is	looking	to	increase	the	density	of	their	lot	by	claiming	
a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development.	This	Bus	
stop	does	not	meet	the	criteria	of	a	"Major	Transit	Stop"	because	it	does	not	run	on	weekends,	holidays	or	
even	 after	 8pm.	A	 bare	 bus	 bench	 is	 hardly	 a	 "High	Quality	Major	 Transit	 Stop".	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	
Incentive	 to	 permit	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 for	 a	 Housing	 Development	 Project	 located	 within	
approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	on‐menu	
Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5	and	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 requested	 off‐menu	 Affordable	 Housing	 Incentives,	 associated	 requirements,	 and	 the	
Project’s	qualification	for	such	incentives.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C688‐7	

DESTROYING	THE	LYTTON	BUILDING	AND	CEQA	POLICY:	A	key	policy	under	the	California	Environmental	
Quality	Act	(CEQA)	is	the	lead	agency’s	duty	to	“take	all	action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	this	state	
with	 historic	 environmental	 qualities	 and	 preserve	 for	 future	 generations	 examples	 of	 major	 periods	 of	
California	history.”		To	this	end,	CEQA	requires	public	agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	
adverse	 effects	 when	 feasible	 alternatives	 or	 feasible	 mitigation	 measures	 can	 substantially	 lessen	 such	
effects.”	 	 The	 lead	 agency	 cannot	 merely	 adopt	 a	 statement	 of	 overriding	 considerations	 and	 approve	 a	
project	with	significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

In	alternative	9,	there	is	no	plan	to	save	The	Lytton	Building,	and	it	will	be	demolished.	This	is	a	significant	
impact	that	alternative	9	fails	to	mitigate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C688‐8	

VIOLATION	OF	CEQA:	Since	the	project	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	of	an	
EIR	and	is	different	from	what	was	studied,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	
and	known.	This	project	has	been	in	flux	since	its	inception.	Frank	Gehry	is	the	third	architect	hired	by	the	
developer	 in	 the	 space	 of	 a	 year.	 Each	 notice	 to	 the	 community	 reads	 differently	 as	 does	 the	 project	
description	 in	 the	DEIR,	especially	alternative	9.	There	have	been	 three	completely	different	building	plan	
presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	Neighborhood	Council.	It	is	no	wonder	there	is	widespread	confusion	as	
to	what	this	plan	even	is	and	its	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C688‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	5‐8.			
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LETTER	NO.	C689	

Kimberly	Burke	
burkekimberly20@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C689‐1	

I	am	a	resident	of	West	Hollywood	and	I	am	asking	that	you	approve	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	With	the	
addition	of	residential	housing	to	this	area,	there	would	be	twenty	four	hour	foot	traffic	which	would	make	
the	area	safer.	With	 the	addition	of	 twenty	eight	affordable	housing	units	 in	 the	building,	we	as	a	 city	are	
taking	a	continued	right	step	in	the	direction	of	being	an	all	inclusive	city.	While	I	personally	do	not	benefit	
directly	from	affordable	housing,	I	do	understand	the	impact	it	has	on	our	community	as	a	whole.	If	all	of	our	
friends	and	neighbors	can	afford	to	comfortably	pay	their	rent,	they	will	have	more	money	to	spend	locally.	
The	Sunset	Blvd	project	has	so	many	wonderful	components	to	it	from	the	points	I	mentioned,	to	the	many	
other	added	benefits	so	I	hope	that	you	will	approve	this	project	and	set	a	standard	going	forward.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C689‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C690	

Maurice	Mitchell	
1435	Havenhurst	Dr	Apt	202	
West	Hollywood	CA,	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C690‐1	

I’m	 looking	 forward	 to	 the	 redevelopment	of	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	and	 I	hope	you	approve	 the	existing	
Frank	Gehry	 design.	 The	 buildings	 there	 now	 are	 just	 plain	 ugly	 and	 dirty.	 I’m	 tired	 of	 the	 trash	 blowing	
around	the	neighborhood	from	the	fast	food	restaurant.	I’m	tired	of	the	traffic	at	that	intersection.	I	hate	it.	
Have	you	ever	tried	to	walk	across	that	island	with	the	right	turn	in	front	of	8150?	Good	luck!	Vehicles	don’t	
stop.	There	is	no	crosswalk.	The	new	proposed	plan	will	make	every	day	life	safer	in	the	neighborhood.	Let’s	
get	it	approved!	

I	 also	 appreciate	 the	 design	 by	 Mr.	 Gehry	 and	 think	 that	 it	 will	 be	 a	 tremendous	 addition	 to	 the	
neighborhood.	I	approve	of	green	building.	 I	approve	of	more	jobs.	 I	approve	of	rebuilding	our	community	
and	adding	some	new	neighbors.	Again,	Let’s	get	it	approved!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C690‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C691	

Michael	Echols	
7095	Hollywood	Blvd.	#305	
Los	Angeles	Ca,	90028	

COMMENT	NO.	C691‐1	

I’m	writing	this	letter	to	show	my	support	of	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

I	 attended	 a	Hollywood	Hills	West	Neighborhood	Council	meeting	 a	 few	weeks	 ago,	 and	was	 appalled	 by	
some	of	the	comments	made	in	regard	to	affordable	housing	at	8150.	“This	is	not	a	low	income	area,	where	
are	 these	people	going	to	shop?	Bristol	Farms?	 I	don’t	 think	so.	Wouldn’t	 it	make	more	sense	to	put	 these	
people	in	an	area	better	suited	for	them?”	This	attitude	is	shortsighted	and	disgusting.	Should	we	not	provide	
all	our	residents	with	the	respect	and	dignity	they	deserve?	We	have	a	choice	to	what	type	of	community	we	
build	with	each	development	that	is	approved.	We	put	our	economic	diversity	and	inclusivity	at	risk	if	we	fail	
to	approve	projects	that	benefit	the	disadvantaged	in	the	name	of	 the	prosperous.	While	 I	hold	no	disdain	
toward	the	comfortable	members	of	the	community	surrounding	the	project,	it	is	difficult	to	empathize	with	
a	 group	 focused	 on	 frivolous	 concerns.	 I’m	 aware	 that	 the	 surrounding	 community	 does	 not	 deem	 these	
concerns	 inconsequential,	but	 in	 the	greater	scope,	 their	 issues	are	specific	and	pessimistic	and	have	been	
addressed	through	compromise	in	the	current	plans.	

The	 developers	 have	 listened	 to	 the	 community	 and	 made	 massive	 adjustments	 to	 the	 original	 plan	 to	
appease	the	unimpressed,	and	rightfully	so.	I	understand	the	height	is	something	we	are	not	used	to,	but	the	
design	itself	is	nonintrusive	especially	with	the	curvature	and	view	in	between	the	buildings.	The	height	of	
15	stories	to	12	is	negligible,	and	this	project	gives	so	many	in	the	area	an	actual	view	of	something	beautiful	
compared	to	the	strip	mall	that	currently	stands.	

I	strongly	urge	you	to	approve	this	project	and	set	a	standard	of	inclusion	moving	forward.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C691‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C692	

Michael	L.	Grace	
1415	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C692‐1	

The	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset	is	about	200	feet	from	my	apartment.	

There	 are	 many	 troubling	 issues	 and	 questions	 concerning	 8150	 Sunset,	 which	 remain	 despite	 several	
modifications	of	the	proposal.	Most	of	these	are	raised	in	the	excellent	letter	written	to	you	by	Rory	Barish,	
dated	October	13,	2015.	I	support	Ms.	Barish	in	all	of	her	concerns	and	requests.	I	also	support	Steve	Yoder	
in	his	November	4th	letter	regarding	his	concerns	and	requests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C692‐1	

The	comments	regarding	concerns	about	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	are	noted.	 	Please	see	Responses	to	
Comment	Letter	B18	(Rory	Barish)	and	Comment	Letter	C428	(Stephen	Yoder).			

COMMENT	NO.	C692‐2	

Why	has	8150	Sunset	failed	to	address	is	[sic]	the	West	Hollywood	subsidized	housing	located	right	across	
the	street	from	the	8150	Sunset	building	on	Havenhurst?		

Here	is	a	photo:	

		

This	 building	 houses	 people	 with	 AIDS,	 people	 with	 handicaps,	 people	 with	 breathing	 problems,	 elderly,	
minorities,	etc.	

As	you	know,	8150	proposes	to	have	all	entrances	and	exits	to	their	project	right	across	the	street	from	the	
above	building	located	on	Heavenhurst	[sic]	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	
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This	of	 course	will	 prompt	all	 kind	of	negative	 social	media	 issues	 (for	 the	politicians	 and	 commissioners	
backing	this)	…	along	with	possible	legal	action	due	to	the	amount	of	pollution	created	by	the	construction	of	
8150	along	with	access	issues	for	fire	and	police.	Plus	using	Havenhurst	Drive	like	a	busy	sem‐blvd	[sic]	to	
profit	New	York	money.	

I	am	really	surprised	that	the	New	York	money	behind	8150	never	addressed	this	issue	regarding	minorities	
and	the	elderly	to	be	effected	[sic]	by	the	project.	

Perhaps	you	can	tell	me	where	this	was	addressed	in	the	report?		

RESPONSE	NO.	C692‐2	

The	analyses	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	do,	in	fact,	address	impacts	to	such	sensitive	receptors.		
Specifically,	 as	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.B‐39	 through	 4.B‐43	 and	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality	 and	 Section	 4.G,	
Noise	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 respectively,	 and	 on	 pages	 2‐20	 through	 2‐25	 and	 2‐35	 and	 2‐36	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	
respectively,	 the	 analysis	 of	 air	 pollution	 and	 noise/vibration	 effects	 is	 conservatively	 based	 on	 potential	
effects	to	the	most	sensitive	populations,	which	 includes	children,	 the	elderly,	 those	with	chronic	diseases,	
etc.		Sensitive	receptors	locations	near	the	Project	Site	are	identified	and	discussed	on	pages	4.B‐6	and	4.B‐
10	 and	 shown	 in	Figure	4.B‐3	 in	 Section	4.B	and	on	page	4.G‐5	and	 shown	 in	Figure	4.G‐2	 in	 Section	4.G.		
These	same	sensitive	receptors	were	evaluated	in	both	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	with	regard	to	air	quality	
and	 noise	 impacts.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 analyses	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 necessarily	 account	 for	 such	
populations	in	proximity	to	the	Project	Site.		Nonetheless,	in	order	to	ensure	that	construction‐related	health	
risks	 to	 nearby	 sensitive	 populations	 do	 not	 result	 from	 Project	 implementation,	 a	 Project‐specific	
construction	Health	Risk	Assessment	(HRA,	included	in	Appendix	F	of	this	Final	EIR)	was	prepared	to	more	
precisely	 evaluate	 potential	 risks	 in	 accordance	 with	 recently	 updated	 SCAQMD	 health	 risk	 assessment	
standards.	 	 Project‐related	 construction	 emissions	were	 estimated	 consistent	with	 the	DEIR	 and	RP‐DEIR	
which	 used	 the	 CalEEMod	 (Version	 2013.2.2)	 software,	 an	 emissions	 inventory	 software	 program	
recommended	by	the	SCAQMD.		CalEEMod	is	based	on	outputs	from	EMFAC2011	and	OFFROAD2011,	which	
are	 emissions	 estimation	 models	 developed	 by	 CARB	 and	 used	 to	 calculate	 emissions	 from	 construction	
activities,	 including	 on‐	 and	 off‐road	 vehicles.	 	 Since	 the	 current	 version	 of	 CalEEMod	 is	 based	 on	
EMFAC2011,	 the	 analysis	 for	 on‐road	 vehicle	 emissions	 has	 been	 updated	 using	 EMFAC2014,	 which	was	
released	in	December	2014	and	is	approved	by	CARB	as	the	most	updated	on‐road	vehicle	emissions	model.		
The	 OFFROAD2011	 model	 is	 the	 most	 current	 off‐road	 emissions	 model.	 	 The	 input	 values	 used	 in	 this	
analysis	 were	 adjusted	 to	 be	 Project‐specific	 based	 on	 equipment	 types	 and	 the	 construction	 schedule.		
Emissions	were	 calculated	 for	 diesel	 particulate	matter	 resulting	 from	 heavy	 equipment	 usage	 and	 truck	
engines.			
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Since	the	preparation	of	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	applicant	has	revised	Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1	in	
order	 to	account	 for	 the	 increased	availability	of	 cleaner	heavy‐duty	construction	equipment	compared	 to	
when	the	DEIR	and	RP‐DEIR	were	prepared.		These	measures	include	the	use	of	electric	and	alternative	non‐
diesel	fueled	(i.e.,	propane,	gas)	equipment	on‐site	and	use	of	USEPA	Tier	4	emissions	compliant	equipment	
on‐site.		As	shown	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR,	of	this	Final	EIR,	
the	following	modifications	to	Mitigation	Measures	AQ‐1	have	been	incorporated	into	Section	4.B	of	the	Draft	
EIR:		

Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1:			 The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 off‐road	 diesel‐powered	 construction	
equipment	that	meet	Tier	3	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	rated	
at	50	hp	or	greater	and	the	Tier	4	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	
rated	at	50200	hp	or	greater	during	the	grading/excavation	and	building	construction	
phases	 of	 Project	 construction.	 	 To	 the	 extent	 possible,	 pole	 power	 will	 be	 made	
available	 for	 use	 with	 electric	 tools,	 equipment,	 lighting,	 etc.		 The	 Applicant	 shall	
utilize	 electric	 or	 alternative	 non‐diesel	 fuel	 (e.g.,	 propane)	 for	 certain	 heavy‐duty	
equipment,	 including	 concrete/industrial	 saws,	 tower	 cranes,	 scissor	 and	man	 lifts,	
concrete	 placing	 booms,	 water	 pumps,	 and	 welders.	 	 These	 requirements	 shall	 be	
included	in	applicable	bid	documents	and	successful	contractor(s)	must	demonstrate	
the	ability	to	supply	such	equipment.		A	copy	of	each	unit’s	certified	tier	specification	
and	CARB	or	SCAQMD	operating	permit	shall	be	available	upon	request	at	the	time	of	
mobilization	 of	 each	 applicable	 unit	 of	 equipment.	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 encourage	
construction	 contractors	 to	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 finds.	 	 Incentives	 could	 be	
provided	 for	 those	 construction	 contractors	who	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 funds.		
The	“SOON”	program	provides	funds	to	accelerate	clean‐up	of	off‐road	diesel	vehicles,	
such	as	heavy‐duty	construction	equipment.	 	More	information	on	this	program	can	
be	 found	 at	 the	 following	 website:	 http://www.aqmd.gov/
tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	

As	 stated	 in	 the	 revised	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ‐1,	 the	 applicant	 has	 agreed	 to	 the	 use	 of	 electric	 or	
alternative	non‐diesel	fuel	for	certain	heavy‐duty	equipment,	such	as	concrete/industrial	saws,	tower	cranes,	
scissor	and	man	lifts,	concrete	placing	booms,	water	pumps,	and	welders,	used	during	construction	activities	
based	 on	 the	 commercial	 availability	 of	 such	 equipment.	 	 Although	 the	 accepted	 tools	 for	 assessing	 the	
impacts	 of	 construction	 emissions	 have	 been	 refined	 since	 the	 preparation	 of	 the	DEIR	 and	RP‐DEIR,	 the	
impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 have	 not	 changed	 and	 the	 approach	 to	 mitigating	 these	 impacts	 –	 reliance	 on	 a	
particular	 class	 of	 equipment	 to	meet	 emissions	mandates	 –	 also	 remains	 the	 same.		 For	 certain	 types	 of	
equipment,	 the	 requirements	 also	 remain	 the	 same.		 The	 revisions	 to	 Mitigation	 Measure	 AQ‐1	 simply	
amplify	 the	 mitigation	 measure	 to	 account	 for	 insignificant	 changes	 in	 the	 construction	 impacts	 on	 air	
resources	and	to	leverage	the	environmental	benefits	of	new	technology.		As	a	result,	for	the	purposes	of	the	
HRA,	the	electric	or	alternative	non‐diesel	fueled	equipment	were	incorporated	into	the	Project	construction	
equipment	 mix.	 	 Table	 1	 of	 the	 HRA	 (included	 in	 Appendix	 F	 of	 this	 Final	 EIR)	 provides	 a	 comparison	
between	the	construction	equipment	fleet	mix	assumed	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	the	current	Project	construction	
requirements.	

Overall,	as	discussed	in	detail	in	the	Project	HRA,	based	on	an	exposure	duration	of	approximately	two	years	
for	 Project	 construction,	 numeric	 risks	 of	 carcinogenic	 and	 non‐carcinogenic	 health	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	
sensitive	 receptors	due	 to	TAC	emissions	 from	Project‐related	 construction	would	be	 less	 than	 significant	
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with	 implementation	 of	 applicable	mitigation	measures.	 	Receptors	 located	 farther	 away	 from	 the	Project	
Site	would	result	in	a	smaller	cancer	risk	impact.		The	maximally	impacted	off‐site	sensitive	land	uses	would	
not	 be	 exposed	 to	 cancer	 risk	 in	 excess	 of	 the	 SCAQMD	 significance	 threshold	 of	 10	 per	 one	million.	 	 In	
addition,	 off‐site	 sensitive	 receptors	 would	 not	 be	 exposed	 to	 chronic	 impacts	 that	 would	 exceed	 the	
threshold	of	1.0.		As	a	result,	off‐site	residential	uses	would	be	provided	an	adequate	health‐based	separation	
distance	from	sources	of	Project	emissions	and	would	be	considered	less	than	significant,	consistent	with	the	
findings	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	

The	 comments	 regarding	 social	 media	 activity,	 potential	 legal	 action,	 and	 funding	 sources	 for	 future	
development	are	noted	and	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers.	 	The	commenter	suggests	 that	 the	Draft	EIR	
and	 RP‐DEIR	 did	 not	 address	 issues	 regarding	 minority	 populations	 and	 the	 elderly,	 but	 provides	 no	
specifics	regarding	this	statement	aside	from	the	sensitive	receptors	which	are	discussed	above.		It	should	be	
noted	that	CEQA	does	not	require	analysis	of	social	issues	such	as	effects	specifically	on	minorities	and	the	
elderly,	 but	 it	 does	 require	 evaluation	 of	 physical	 impacts	 related	 to	 issues	 such	 as	 air	 quality	 effects	 on	
sensitive	populations,	which	were	thoroughly	addressed	 in	the	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR.	 	Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐6	regarding	emergency	vehicle	access	and	response	times.			
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LETTER	NO.	C693	

R.A.	Poons	
L.A.	Ca.	90068	
poonsy6603@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C693‐1	

This	project	is	too	tall.	

It	will	block	views	of	The	Hollywood	Hills,	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	and	
[sic]	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	
are	seen	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	And	should	remain	visible,	
not	obstructed	by	oversized	projects	so	close	to	the	hillsides.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	 is	seven	stories,	
built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	Guild	is	eight	stories	and	the	new	hotel	construction	at	La	Cienega	and	
Sunset	Blvd	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	
downtown	or	regional	center.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C693‐1	

	The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	views	and	compatibility	with	nearby	 land	uses	 in	Section	4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources	and	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	while	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	 these	 issues	 with	 respect	 to	 Alternative	 9.	 	 As	 concluded	 therein,	 impacts	 to	 views/visual	
character,	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies,	and	land	use	compatibility	where	determined	to	be	
less	than	significant.			

As	discussed	 in	Section	4.A	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	Chapter	2.0	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	
were	 determined,	 based	 on	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 CEQA	 Thresholds	 Guide	 methodology,	 to	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	impacts	to	views	from	surrounding	locations,	including	locations	to	the	south	of	the	Project	Site.		
Specifically,	as	shown	in	Figures	4.A‐11	and	4.A‐12	in	Draft	EIR	Section	4.A	and	discussed	on	pages	4.A‐32	
and	 4.A‐40	 regarding	 the	 Project,	 and	 in	 Figures	 2‐2	 and	 2‐3	 and	 discussed	 on	 pages	 2‐11	 and	 2‐12	 in	
Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR	regarding	Alternative	9,	views	northward	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	along	Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 and	Havenhurst	 Drive,	 respectively,	 are	 currently	 largely	 obstructed	within	 the	 public	
right‐of‐way	 due	 existing	 urban	 development	 and	 landscaping.	 	 As	 such,	 introduction	 of	 the	 Project’s	 (or	
Alternative	9’s)	structures	and	 landscaping	would	not	represent	a	substantial	portion	of	 the	visual	 field	of	
view	as	observe	from	the	public	right‐of‐way,	and	therefore	would	not	result	in	a	significant	impact	to	views	
from	locations	south	of	the	Project	Site.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views	 and	 visual	 character	 related	 to	 height	 and	
scale,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 consistency	with	 applicable	 development	 standards	 and	 land	 use	
compatibility	 and	 view	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 as	 well	 as	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	
compatibility	with	existing	off‐site	historical	resources	and	indirect	impacts	to	such	resources	resulting	from	
Project	implementation.					
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COMMENT	NO.	C693‐2	

This	project	has	not	had	any	acceptable	traffic	studies,	with	old	data	from	2013,	no	cumulative	traffic	study	
taking	into	consideration	all	the	new	projects	along	Sunset	Blvd.	The	massive	size	of	it	will	create	unbearable	
traffic	at	an	already	congested,	gridlocked	and	one	of	the	busiest	intersections	in	the	city.	

Crescent	Heights	becomes	Laurel	Canyon	and	anyone	who	has	ever	 tried	 to	navigate	 that	up	 to	 the	Valley	
knows	it	is	always	slow	moving,	a	canyon	road,	and	once	on	it	there	is	no	way	off	to	get	an	alternate	route.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C693‐2	

With	 regard	 to	 the	 age	 of	 the	 traffic	 study,	 including	 the	 cumulative	 analysis,	 please	 see	 Responses	 to	
Comments	 B27‐6	 and	 B27‐20	 (Anastasia	 Mann,	 HHWNC	 Letter	 B27).	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion	of	the	traffic	study	methodology	and	approach.	

With	regard	to	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	proposed	development,	including	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 Section	 4.J,	
Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	H,	while	
the	RP‐DEIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	
and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	
after	mitigation.		This	includes	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	(page	4.J‐45	
of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR).				Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	
impacts	for	further	discussion.	

With	regard	to	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	Laurel	Canyon	Drive,	as	indicated	in	Table	
4.J‐4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	traffic	conditions	at	the	
Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	intersection	under	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
be	level	of	service	B	(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	less	than	significant	impact),	which	suggests	that	Project	
traffic	 impacts	 even	 farther	 north	 would	 also	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.		

COMMENT	NO.	C693‐3	

Backing	it	up	with	additional	traffic	from	this	project	is	a	huge	life	and	death	EMS	public	safety	issue.	How	
will	EMS	ever	get	through,	to	a	fire	that	may	be	burning,	to	a	resident	who	may	be	having	a	heart	attack,	or	to	
a	car	that	may	have	some	trouble	or	an	accident.	Clearly,	this	intersection,	at	the	mouth	of	Laurel	Canyon,	is	
about	the	very	worst	choice	for	a	project	of	this	size	and	mass,	adding	so	much	more	traffic.	People	could	die	
and	fires	could	burn	out	of	control	while	waiting	for	EMS	to	get	through	the	mass	of	 traffic	caused	by	this	
project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C693‐3	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	emergency	vehicle	
access	and	response	times.	 	As	 indicated,	 impacts	to	emergency	vehicle	response	times	would	be	less	than	
significant.	

COMMENT	NO.	C693‐4	

This	project	contradicts	Dept.	of	Planning's	own	"Do	Real	Planning'	
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This	project	is	not	Real	Planning,	Good	Planning	or	any	Planning.	It	does	not	'respect	the	surrounding	area'	
as	far	as	character,	it	is	massively	oversized	for	the	area,	and	does	not	coincide	with	the	size	of	what	is	there	
now.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C693‐4	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	land	use	impacts	of	the	Project	(including	consistency	applicable	land	use	plans)	
in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	 Chapter	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.F‐26	and	4.F‐27	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐31	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	consistent	with	the	City	Planning	Commission’s	“Do	Real	Planning”.	

COMMENT	NO.	C693‐5	

This	project	cannot	be	considered	a	TOD	to	justify	it's	[sic]	massive	overscale	since	it	is	not	close	enough	to	a	
subway	stop	and	Bus	Stops	should	not	be	used	for	this	justification	as	they	can	come	and	go.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C693‐5	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B10‐3	 (Grafton	 Tanquary	 Letter	 B10,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2,	
regarding	qualification	of	the	Sunset	and	Fairfax	Metro	stop	as	a	transit	stop	for	purposes	of	qualifying	for	
the	density	bonuses	afforded	under	LAMC	Section	12.22.A,25.	
COMMENT	NO.	C693‐6	

I	have	attended	a	number	of	community	and	neighborhood	council	meetings.	variances,	bonuses,	on	and	on,	
and	the	myth	that	bicycles	will	alleviate	 the	 traffic	and	many	 living	or	 frequenting	the	project	will	not	use	
cars	but	will	all	use	bicycles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C693‐6	

As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐16	and	4.J‐17	of	the	Draft	EIR:	

“Project	 Trip	 Generation.	 	 Trip	 generation	 is	 expressed	 in	 vehicle	 trip	 ends,	 defined	 as	 one‐way	
vehicular	movements,	either	entering	or	exiting	the	generating	land	use.		The	trip	generation	for	the	
existing	uses	and	the	Project	were	calculated	by	applying	the	trip	generation	rates	in	the	9th	Edition	
of	 the	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (ITE)	 Trip	 Generation	 manual.	 	 Various	 land	 use	 ITE	
categories	were	used	as	appropriate	for	the	existing	and	proposed	uses.		(For	more	detail	see	Table	1	of	
the	TIA	in	Appendix	H	of	this	EIR.)		The	ITE	trip	generation	rates	are	derived	by	counting	the	number	of	
vehicles	entering	and	exiting	the	driveways	of	the	surveyed	land	use	and	do	not	take	into	consideration	
factors	 that	may	 adjust	 the	 number	 of	 new	 vehicle	 trips	 added	 to	 the	 street	 system.	 	 For	 example,	
internal	 interaction	(on‐site)/walk‐in	patronage	(off‐site)	and	pass‐by	traffic	as	well	as	public	 transit	
can	serve	to	reduce	the	new	trips	that	would	occur.”	

Therefore,	 any	 reduction	 in	motor	vehicle	 trips	 associated	with	bicycle	use	was	not	 incorporated	 into	 the	
Project’s	trip	generation	estimates.		The	analysis	in	the	EIR	provides	a	conservative	estimate	of	Project	trip	
generation.		Please	see	TR‐4	regarding	Project	trip	generation	for	additional	discussion.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C693‐7	

The	hope	now	is	the	myths	will	be	separated	from	the	truths,	and	the	city	and	developer	will	really	 listen,	
and	hear,	and	do	a	project	that	is	beautiful	and	livable	for	all	and	compliments	a	very	famous	intersection.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C693‐7	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C694	

Robert	Givens	
<Robert.d.givens@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C694‐1	

I	 would	 like	 to	 take	 this	 time	 to	 comment	 on	 the	 Draft	 Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 for	 the	 proposed	
development	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	in	Hollywood.	

I	supported	the	8150	plan	BEFORE	Frank	Gehry	was	announced	as	the	architect.	I	supported	it	because	as	
someone	who	has	worked	and	lived	in	the	area,	I	know	that	the	existing	shopping	center	is	not	only	a	blight	
on	the	Sunset	Strip	but	is	also	underparked	and	woefully	substandard	with	regard	to	today’s	environmental	
requirements.	The	new	plan	is	simply	superior	in	every	respect…	

I	am	delighted	to	continue	supporting	this	plan	as	it	has	only	improved	through	the	participation	of	someone	
like	Frank	Gehry,	whose	reputation	for	innovation	and	creativity	is	unmatched.	I	see	nothing	in	the	DEIR	that	
would	change	my	mind.	In	fact,	it’s	only	logical	to	think	that	a	project	of	this	magnitude	will	only	further	the	
revitalization	 of	 Hollywood,	 increase	 surrounding	 property	 values,	 create	 new	 affordable	 housing	
opportunities,	and	make	the	area	safer	for	the	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C694‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C695	

Sean	Leffers	(Lepper)	
lefferssean@hotmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C695‐1	

The	proposed	Frank	Gehry	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	could	be	a	huge	win	for	our	little	neighborhood.	
Some	of	my	neighbors	have	complained	about	the	height	of	the	residential	towers,	but	fail	to	take	the	actual	
significance	of	a	unique	building.	A	historic	address	like	8150	Sunset	needs	a	new	and	iconic	building	built	
on	it	like	the	Gardens	of	Allah	was.	

I	think	about	the	Eiffel	Tower	in	Paris,	France.	When	that	was	built	the	entire	city	was	up	in	arms	about	the	
height	and	that	it	was	ugly.	Do	you	know	who	pays	the	highest	commercial	rent	now	or	which	hotels	get	the	
highest	rates	today	in	Paris?	ANYONE	who	has	a	view	of	the	Eiffel	Tower.	This	project	design	by	Frank	Gehry	
has	the	opportunity	to	be	a	building	that	people	will	pay	to	see!	Put	it	as	a	stop	on	a	local	Hollywood	tour	bus	
and	let’s	rake	in	the	revenue	from	the	sales	tax	from	the	residential	and	restaurants	being	built	there.	

I	 am	 a	 local	 resident	 and	 a	 developer	myself.	 The	 buildings	 there	 just	 do	 not	 fit,	 let’s	make	 Sunset	more	
glamourous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C695‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C696	

Susan	Whyberd	
2155	Outpost	Drive	
Los	Angeles	CA,	90068	

COMMENT	NO.	C696‐1	

I	think	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	is	a	great	way	to	improve	the	quality	of	life	in	our	community.	
The	 existing	 structures	 now	 are	 older	 and	mostly	 empty	 storefronts,	 a	 fast	 food	 restaurant,	 and	 an	 older	
looking	bank	structure	that	some	people	seem	to	want	to	keep.	I	am	not	a	fan	the	architecture	of	that	bank.	
I’d	replace	it	in	a	minute,	especially	with	a	building	designed	by	fellow	Los	Angeles	resident	Frank	Gehry.	His	
work	is	so	unique	and	that	 is	what	we	need	to	revitalize	our	neighborhood.	We	need	big	bright	structures	
with	 the	 lights	 on	 24	 hours	 to	 help	 that	 area	 feel	 safe.	We	 need	 housing,	 not	 fast	 food	 restaurants.	 This	
project	will	also	add	some	much	needed	jobs	both	during	construction	and	once	completed.	I	approve	of	this	
project.	Let’s	get	it	done!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C696‐1		

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C697	

Wendy	Parker	
<wendy_0119_Parker@mail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C697‐1	

I	approve	of	mixed	use	developments	wherever	we	can	fit	them	in	Hollywood.	Mixed	use	projects	generate	
more	tax	revenue	than	anything	else	we	can	build.	More	than	the	existing	strip	mall	and	McDonald’s.	More	
than	 just	 a	 building	 full	 of	 condos	or	 apartments.	More	 than	 the	Costco	 and	Target	 developers	 have	been	
threatening	to	build	in	Hollywood	for	years.	

Hollywood	and	all	of	Los	Angeles	can	use	that	tax	revenue	to	bring	emergency	responders	to	proper	staffing	
levels,	make	improvements	to	traffic	without	relying	on	developers,	and	how	about	adding	some	parking	for	
current	residents?	

I	approve	of	the	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C697‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

With	respect	to	the	portion	of	the	comment	asking	“how	about	adding	some	parking	for	current	residents?”,	
per	State	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15126.4,	an	EIR	shall	describe	feasible	mitigation	measures	to	reduce	or	
avoid	 the	 significant	 impacts	of	 the	project,	 and	mitigation	measures	must	be	 roughly	proportional	 to	 the	
impacts	of	the	project.	 	Therefore,	the	EIR	is	not	required	to	identify	mitigation	measures	to	solve	existing	
parking	problems	that	may	exist	in	the	area.			
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LETTER	NO.	C698	

John	W.	McCourt	
<jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C698‐1	

i	am	very	confused	about	the	project	at	8150	sunset.	i	continue	to	hear	conflicting	information.	

when	does	this	project	get	started?	

is	there	a	new	plan	for	a	taller	building?	

this	building	should	NOT	be	a	highrise.	it	ruins	the	integrity	of	this	famous	corner.	

i	live	at	8272	marmont	lane	and	i	am	very	concerned	about	this	project.	

i	would	like	a	phone	number	to	call	and	get	some	detailed	answers.	we	as	residents	of	this	area	need	to	be	
informed	with	correct	information.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C698‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C685‐1	(Jack	McCourt	Letter	C685).		
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LETTER	NO.	C699	

Wendy	Kneedler	
1515	N.	Ogden	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C699‐1	

The	 recent	 City	 Council	 election	 demonstrated	 the	 great	 concern	 that	 long‐time	 business	 owners,	
homeowners,	 residents,	 and	 stakeholders	 have	 about	 over‐scale	 development	 all	 over	 the	 city.	 Here	 in	
Hollywood,	where	historic	century‐old	homes	and	commercial	buildings	attract	residents	and	visitors	to	the	
area	and	are	vulnerable	links	to	our	cultural	heritage,	monitoring	development	so	that	it	aligns	to	a	coherent	
plan	that	does	not	damage	existing	neighborhoods	 is	particularly	 important.	We	have	many	questions	and	
concerns	about	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	and	the	damages	that,	as	presented,	it	will	do	to	
our	community.	Our	current	concerns	with	Alternative	9	include:	

RESPONSE	NO.	C699‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C699‐2	

1.	 8150	 Sunset	 Blvd	 Project	 is	 a	 multi‐use	 development	 (residential,	 commercial	 and	 event	 venue).	 The	
proposed	building	height	and	mass	are	 too	tall	and	way	out	of	scale	with	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods.	
The	area	is	"Neighborhood	Office	Commercial"	not	a	downtown	or	regional	center.	

Impact	Statement	AES‐2,	 that	 “the	Project	would	not	obstruct	 focal	or	panoramic	views	across	 the	Project	
Site,”	 is	 inaccurate.	 The	 building	 height	 in	 Alternative	 9	 is	 substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	
height,	which	was	already	too	tall	for	this	area	and	surrounding	neighborhoods.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	
is	 seven	 stories,	 built	 into	 the	 hillside.	 The	 Directors	 Guild	 is	 about	 with	 stories	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	 at	 La	 Cienega	 and	 Sunset	 Blvd	 in	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 is	 ten	 stories.	 The	 adjacent	
Hollywood	 Hills,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon	 are	 more	 rural.	 The	 lower	 lying	 neighborhoods	 are	
predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	 strip	 of	
neighborhood	 serving	 commercial	 use	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 is	 also	 significantly	 lower	 rise.	 This	 proposed	
development	wants	 to	be	a	beacon	standing	out	 and	seen	 for	miles.	That	 it	would	be!	Overshadowing	 the	
character	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
its	surroundings.	While	the	applicant	cites	views	from	the	hills,	the	DEIR	fails	to	address	the	public	views	of	
the	hills.	The	Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	 identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	Public	views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	viewed	from	the	south,	east	and	west,	are	seen	for	
miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	residents,	businesses	and	visitors	to	the	city.	Public	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	not	
only	provide	a	needed	sense	of	open	space,	but	are	the	view	"beacon"	and	should	not	be	diminished,	blocked	
or	overshadowed	by	a	developments	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	 If	 the	project	would	 like	 to	be	a	 "gateway"	 to	
West	Hollywood's	Sunset	Strip,	 something	resembling	 the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	 in	 line	and	
appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	for	this	location.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C699‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐2.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C699‐3	

2.	The	traffic	survey	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	include	[sic]	
almost	nothing	for	bicycle	riders.	Outdated	statistics	from	2013	do	not	include	many	recent	building	projects	
to	the	west	and	east	of	the	project.	We	request	a	new	traffic	study	by	an	independent	company	be	done	to	
more	accurately	and	impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic.	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	major	transit	stop.	

The	Recirculated	DEIR	points	out	that	the	project	is	not	within	1,500	feet	of	these	unimproved	bus	stops,	but	
does	not	mention	what	 improvement	will	 be	made	or	 to	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	quality	bus	 stops.	The	
rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	the	local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	Blvd.	
However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week,	all	times	that	
the	project	site	would	have	heavy	commercial	use.	Santa	Monica	Blvd	is	the	more	major	stop	for	the	780	bus.	
Please	provide	more	detailed	information	on	the	major	transit	stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C699‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C699‐4	

1.	[sic]	We	have	numerous	concerns	about	traffic	flow	in	and	out	of	the	project,	and	in	turn	lanes	adjacent	to	
the	project.	In	recent	years,	both	Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain	have	joined	Sunset	Blvd.	as	major	commuter	
routes,	producing	heavy	cut	through	traffic	on	local	neighborhood	streets.	We	are	concerned	about	left	turns	
in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C699‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C699‐5	

4.	We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	 volumes	 of	 drivers	 and	 delivery	 trucks	 going	 to	 and	 leaving	 the	 site	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 parking	
garage.	 	 Removal	 of	 the	 right	 turn	 lane	 in	 front	 of	 the	 island	 would	 cause	 major	 backup	 traffic	 on	 the	
eastbound	side	of	Sunset.	This	intersection	currently	has	major	gridlock	throughout	the	day	both	on	Sunset	
and	Crescent	Heights.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C699‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C699‐6	

5.	 The	 Master	 Land	 Use	 application	 is	 requesting	 multiple	 liquor	 licenses,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	 any	
information	or	detail	as	 to	what	 type	of	 liquor	 licenses.	We	do	not	support	a	 type	48	 liquor	 license‐public	
premises	or	nightclub	at	this	location.		Hollywood	Vice	and	the	Captain	of	the	Hollywood	Police	station	have	
said	that	this	area	is	already	over	saturated	with	Liquor	licenses.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C699‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	4‐6.			
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LETTER	NO.	C700	

Jennifer	Rudy	and	Parker	Van	Zyl	
6426	La	Punta	Drive	
Hollywood,	CA	90068	

COMMENT	NO.	C700‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C700‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C700‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C700‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C700‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C700‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C700‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C700‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C700‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C701	

Robin	Lerner	
1701	North	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐1	

Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	comment	on	the	recirculated	DEIR	for	8150	Sunset	Blvd	project.	This	letter	
is	being	written	in	opposition	to	the	DEIR,	RDEIR	and	proposed	development	at	8150	Sunset.	

Community	outcry	was	been	well	demonstrated	in	the	over	700	letters	opposing	the	height,	mass,	and	bulk	
in	previous	designs.	Alternative	9	has	only	increased	the	height,	increased	the	mass,	and	increased	the	bulk.	
Alternative	 9	 has	 equally	 angered	 the	 community.	 The	 over	 650	 letters	 and	 signatures	 on	 the	 change.org	
petition	demonstrate	a	strong	and	continued	stakeholder	opposition.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐1.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐2	

This	 area	 is	 neighborhood	 office	 commercial,	 not	 a	 mixed‐use	 area.	 This	 is	 not	 a	 regional	 center	 or	
downtown.	Respect	the	present	zoning.	Alternative	9	is	a	manipulation	of	the	zoning	and	would	result	in	the	
elimination	 of	 what	 defines	 this	 area	 as	 a	 well	 established	 low	 rise,	 lower	 density	 neighborhood.	 This	
proposed	development	is	not	in	harmony	with	the	policies	outlined	in	the	General	Plan	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐2.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐3	

Public	views	are	an	irreplaceable	natural	resources	as	defined	by	CEQA.	The	hillsides	are	a	beacon	for	Los	
Angeles.	The	perception	of	open	space	once	lost,	will	alter	the	landscape	permanently.	Allowing	a	structure	
of	 this	height	and	mass,	would	create	a	barrier	and	separation	of	 the	areas	natural	 form.	No	development	
that	blocks	and	diminishes	public	views	of	 the	Hollywood	hills,	 should	be	permitted.	The	hills	 represent	a	
directional	landmark	for	all	of	LA	and	they	are	the	identifying	feature	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	The	public	
view	should	be	protected.	The	tallest	building	will	be	inhabited	by	only	30	condo	owners	on	the	top	floors,	
the	needs	of	the	few	should	not	overweigh	the	many	in	the	grotesque	impact	on	the	neighborhood	that	will	
result.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐3.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C701‐4	

In	general,	as	was	pointed	out	by	members	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	Neighborhood	council,	the	logic	employed	
in	 the	 DEIR	 is	muddy	 and	 often	 simply	 not	 credible.	 In	many	ways	 as	will	 be	 outlined,	 the	 DEIR	 fails	 to	
adequately	address	that	fact	or	support	its	lack	of	discussion	of	the	impacts	of	the	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐4.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐5	

The	Project	Description	is	Flawed/Unsure/and	Transitory/Public	Input	was	Refused	

Townscape	has	violated	CEQA	early	on	in	this	process	by	not	striving	to	involve	the	community	as	much	as	
possible,	and	seeking	to	exclude	community	participation	and	comment.	Rather	than	seek	open	community	
input,	Townscape	has	preferred	back	door	politics	by	scheduling	private	meetings	to	preview	the	project	to	
city	officials	and	a	select	few	before	the	DEIR	alternative	9	was	released.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐5.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐6	

Since	the	project	and	description	 is	vastly	different	 from	the	Notice	of	Preparation	(NOP)	of	an	EIR	and	 is	
different	from	what	was	studied,	many	studies	conducted	for	the	NOP	are	inadequate	for	the	Alternative	9	
option,	this	violates	CEQA.	The	project	description	is	supposed	to	remain	stable	and	known.	This	project	has	
been	 in	 flux	since	 its	 inception.	Frank	Gehry	 is	 the	 third	architect	hired	by	the	developer	 in	 the	space	of	a	
year.	Each	notice	to	the	community	reads	differently	as	does	the	project	description	in	the	DEIR,	especially	
alternative	9.	There	have	been	three	completely	different	building	plan	presentations	to	the	Hollywood	Hill	
Neighborhood	Council.	 It	 is	no	wonder	 there	 is	widespread	 confusion	as	 to	what	 this	plan	even	 is	 and	 its	
impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐7	

LAND	USE	IMPACTS	

The	 DEIR’s	 bare	 conclusions	 that	 the	 proposed	 project	 would	 have	 a	 less‐than‐significant	 impact	 on	 the	
existing	character	of	the	project	site	and	vicinity	and	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	
is	completely	unsupported	by	the	facts	and	the	obvious	overwhelming	impacts	of	the	building	in	this	lower	
rise	neighborhood.	The	immediate	neighboring	buildings,	which	are	not	considered	or	specifically	discussed	
in	the	DEIR,	are	only	two	and	three	stories	tall.	Similarly,	the	conclusion	that	the	proposed	project	would	not	
conflict	with	The	General	Plan	is	completely	unsupported	and	undiscussed.	The	conclusions	are	unsupported	
as	drawings	or	renderings	contained	in	the	DEIR	do	not	show	the	directly	neighboring	buildings	of	2	story	
and	 3	 story	 buildings	 in	 scale	 in	 an	 attempt	 do	 [sic]	 downplay	 how	 out	 of	 scale	 this	 project	 would	 be.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2453	

Nowhere	in	the	DEIR	does	it	faithfully	represent	the	surrounding	neighborhood	in	scale	or	irreparable	harm	
this	development	would	cause.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐7.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐8	

The	surrounding	neighborhoods	are	some	of	the	oldest	in	the	area	with	many	buildings	dating	from	the	early	
1920’s‐‐1930s.	Before	the	project	goes	forward	a	complete	Historic	Resources	Survey	of	the	buildings	within	
a	 3/4	mile	 radius	 should	 be	 completed	 and	 it	 should	 include	 private	 homes.	 The	DEIR	 is	 inadequate	 and	
contains	 insufficient	 information	 to	 allow	 the	 decision	 makers	 to	 reach	 correct	 conclusions	 and	 findings	
regarding	the	project’s	impact	on	historical	resources	and	the	existing	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐8.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐9	

Over	50	projects	are	currently	underway	or	proposed	for	Hollywood	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	
of	West	Hollywood.	This	DEIR	makes	no	accounting	for	the	cumulative	impacts	caused	these	developments	
will	have	on	the	neighborhood,	city	services,	police,	fire,	medical,	neighborhood	cut	through	traffic,	 .	It	also	
doesn’t	account	for	the	21,000	truck	trips	that	the	neighborhood	will	suffer	during	construction	of	8150	and	
how	this	will	have	a	cumulative	effect	when	combined	with	other	concurrent	development.	The	project,	 in	
calling	 for	 off	 menu	 incentives	 that	 would	 relax	 existing	 development	 standards	 will	 only,	 if	 approved,	
increase	density	and	 traffic	problems	 in	 the	area,	 as	other	developers	 seek	 the	 same	preferences,	 thereby	
threatening	known	and	potential	 historic	 resources	 in	historically	 sensitive	neighborhoods.	None	of	 these	
cumulative	effects	are	addressed	in	the	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐9.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐10	

The	DEIR	does	not	cite	any	single	specific	policy	and	provides	only	bare	conclusions	of	“no	impact”	or	“less	
than	 significant	 impact”.	 The	 DEIR	 should	 discuss	 and	 illustrate	 how	 it	 satisfies	 a	 majority	 of	 land	 use	
objectives	and	policies	to	affirmatively	demonstrate	how	the	bare	conclusions	were	reached.	Discussions	of	
the	violated	policies	should	also	be	added	to	the	DEIR	to	fully	resolve	the	conclusions	reached	and	how	the	
facts	and	studies	support	the	conclusions.	The	conclusions	appear	erroneous	because	the	project	appears	to	
violate,	at	some	level,	nearly	every	aspect	of	the	General	Plan.	A	full	discussion	in	the	DEIR	of	which	policies	
and	 principals	 [sic]	 of	 the	 elements	 are	 satisfied	 and	 which	 violated	 by	 the	 proposed	 project	 should	 be	
enumerated	in	the	DEIR.	The	following	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	objectives	should	be	fully	discussed	
in	the	DEIR:	It	is	insufficient	to	simply	state	bare	conclusions	without	a	deeper	discussion	of	the	elements	of	
the	General	Plan.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐10.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐11	

Building	Height	and	Mass	

Applicant	description	of	project:	“one	tower	at	Havenhurst	at	15	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	234	feet	
above	grade	as	measured	from	the	lowest	point	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	southwest	corner	of	the	property),	
Crescent	 Heights	 at	 11	 stories	 (or	 approximately	 174	 feet	 above	 grade	 as	measured	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	the	property),	one	at	the	central	portion	of	the	South	Building	between	the	East	and	West	tower	
elements	at	five	stories	(or	approximately	110	feet	above	grade	as	measured	from	the	southwest	corner	of	
the	property),	thereby	creating	an	approximately	150K	foot‐wide,	open	north‐south‐oriented	view	corridor	
between	the	taller	East	and	West	tower	elements	that	provides	views	southward	across	the	Project	Site	from	
locations	to	the	north	and	vice‐versa.”	

The	towers	heights	 in	Alternative	9,	are	shown	to	be	234	 feet,	174	 feet	and	110	feet	above	grade,	and	are	
substantially	 taller	 than	 the	 original	 proposed	 height,	 which	 was	 already	 too	 tall	 for	 this	 area	 and	
surrounding	neighborhood.	The	Chateau	Marmont	Hotel	is	seven	stories,	built	into	the	hillside.	The	Directors	
Guild	 is	 75	 feet	 high	 at	 about	 8	 stories	 (this	 project	 would	 be	 three	 times	 higher)	 and	 the	 new	 hotel	
construction	at	La	Cienega	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	is	ten	stories.	The	Hollywood	Hills	in	this	adjacent	
area,	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 Nichols	 Canyon,	 are	more	 rural	 and	 are	wildlife	 corridors,	with	 the	 lower	 lying	
neighborhoods	 predominately	 very	 low	 to	 lower	 rise	 and	 historic	 residential	 neighborhoods.	 The	 narrow	
strip	of	neighborhood	serving	commercial	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	is	also	significantly	lower	rise.	This	proposed	
development	wants	to	be	a	beacon	to	stand	out	and	be	seen	for	miles.	That	it	would	be	Overshadowing	the	
character	of	many	well	established	neighborhoods	far	and	wide.	The	current	proposal	is	not	in	harmony	with	
it's	[sic]	surroundings	and	built	environment.	Developer	also	understates	standard	industry	feet	to	number	
of	storeys	[sic]	conversion	which	if	properly	applied	yields:	236	feet	=	22	Stories	(west	tower),	174	feet	=	16	
Stories	 (east	 tower),	110	 feet	=	10	Stories	 (center	building).	We	remind	you,	 this	makes	 the	 largest	 tower	
three	times	taller	than	the	Chateau	Marmont,	long	considered	the	anchor	of	the	neighborhood.	This	project	
would	dwarf	it	and	be	12	stories	taller	than	even	the	large	development	on	Sunset	Blvd	at	La	Cienega	in	West	
Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐11.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐12	

While	 the	 applicant	 cites	 views	 from	 the	 hills,	 the	DEIR	 fails	 to	 address	 the	 public	 views	 of	 the	 hills.	 The	
Hollywood	Hills	are	a	major	identifying	feature	of	Hollywood,	the	entire	area	and	City	of	Los	Angeles.	Public	
views	of	the	hills	and	hillside	landscape	are	seen	from	the	south,	east	and	west	for	miles	and	enjoyed	by	all	
residents	 and	visitors	 to	 the	 city.	 Public	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 not	 only	provide	 a	needed	 sense	of	
open	 space,	 but	 are	 the	 view	 "beacon"	 and	 should	 not	 be	 diminished,	 blocked	 or	 overshadowed	 by	 a	
development’s	heights,	mass	or	bulk.	We	would	like	to	point	out	that	the	project	site	is	not	in	a	downtown	or	
regional	 center.	 If	 the	developer	would	 like	 to	be	a	 gateway	 to	West	Hollywood's	 Sunset	 Strip,	 something	
resembling	the	Sunset	Plaza	portion	might	be	more	in	line	and	appropriate	in	terms	of	height,	scale	and	mass	
for	this	location.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐12	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	5‐2	and	Form	Letter	No.	5‐3.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐13	

SCENIC	RESOURCES	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	the	city	has	a	
major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	 accessible	 to	 the	
public.	

It	 is	 Los	 Angeles	 city	 policy	 to	 continue	 to	 encourage	 and/or	 require	 property	 owners	 to	 develop	 their	
properties	in	a	manner	that	will,	to	the	greatest	extent	practical,	retain	significant	existing	land	forms	(e.g.,	
ridge	lines,	bluffs,	unique	geologic	features)	and	unique	scenic	features	(historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	
natural	 features)	 and/or	make	possible	public	 view	or	 other	 access	 to	unique	 features	or	 scenic	 views	 as	
indicated	in	the	following	document:	

CITY	OF	LOS	ANGELES	CONSERVATION	ELEMENT	Adopted	September	2001	

SECTION	15:	LAND	FORM	AND	SCENIC	VISTAS	Page	46	‐	47	

The	city	encompasses	467	square	miles	of	land	area,	including	approximately	214	square	miles	of	hills	and	
mountains.	 The	 San	 Gabriel	 and	 Santa	 Susana	 Mountains	 bound	 the	 city	 on	 the	 north,	 the	 Santa	 Monica	
Mountains	extend	across	the	middle	of	the	city,	and	the	Palos	Verdes	Hills	and	Pacific	Ocean	are	on	the	south	
and	west.	The	topography	rises	from	sea	level	to	5,074	feet	(Sister	Elsie	station	in	the	San	Gabriel	Mountain	
foothills	in	Tujunga).	The	Santa	Monica	Mountains	are	the	most	visible	feature	from	many	areas	of	the	city.	
They	are	60	miles	long	and	stretch	from	Elysian	and	Griffith	parks	in	Los	Angeles	to	Point	Mugu	State	Park	in	
Ventura	County.	 The	 Los	Angeles	River	 and	 its	 associated	 tributaries	 and	 flood	plains	 also	 are	 prominent	
topographic	features.	

Land	form	protection.	Several	sections	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	are	specifically	intended	to	
encourage	retention	of	existing	land	forms.	These	include	the	residential	planned	development	supplemental	
district	(LAMC	Section	13.04),	which	encourages	clustering	of	development	in	order	to	reduce	grading	and	
preserve	 existing	 natural	 terrain;	 the	 slope‐density	 regulations	 (LAMC	 Section	 17.50‐E),	 which	 restrict	
density	on	the	basis	of	the	calculated	average	of	the	ungraded	slopes	at	selected	contours	within	a	parcel	that	
is	 proposed	 for	 divisions	 of	 land;	 the	 hillside	 overlay	 zone	 (LAMC	 12.21‐A.17)	 within	 which	 restricted	
densities	and	other	requirements	for	neighborhood	and	environmental	compatibility	apply;	and	the	Specific	
Plan	 For	 The	 Management	 of	 Flood	 Hazards	 (Ordinance	 172,081),	 which	 contains	 hazard	 protection	
requirements.	 In	 addition,	 some	 community	 plans	 contain	 land	 form	 protection	 provisions.	 Under	 the	
California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act,	 project	 design	 adjustments	 may	 be	 required	 to	 mitigate	 potential	
significant	impacts	on	landform	and	unique	site	features.	The	California	Coastal	Act	requires	minimization	of	
natural	landform	alteration	by	new	development	projects	within	the	coastal	zone,	including	minimization	of	
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activities	that	would	contribute	to	erosion	and	geologic	instability.	Flood	plain	management	is	addressed	by	
the	general	plan	Safety	Element.	

Scenic	features	protection.	Scenic	views	or	vistas	are	the	panoramic	public	view	access	to	natural	features,	
including	views	of	the	ocean,	striking	or	unusual	natural	terrain,	or	unique	urban	or	historic	features.	Public	
access	to	these	views	is	from	park	lands,	private	and	publicly	owned	sites	and	public	rights‐of‐way.	

The	 Transportation	 Element	 contains	 provisions	 regulating	 scenic	 highways	 which	 are	 not	 regulated	 by	
specific	plans.	The	element	contains	a	map	of	the	designated	scenic	highways	and	guidelines	for	protection	of	
natural	scenic	features	and	for	aesthetic	enhancement	of	the	highways.	Scenic	protection	provisions	also	are	
contained	in	the	community	plans.	

The	 LAMC	 contains	 provisions	 which	 potentially	 protect	 views.	 These	 include	 height	 limits	 and	 building	
setback	requirements.	Some	scenic	highways,	including	the	Mulholland	Drive	Scenic	Parkway,	are	regulated	
by	 specific	 plan	 ordinances	 that	 contain	 design	 provisions	 intended	 to	 protect	 natural	 ridge	 tops,	
neighborhood	visual	ambience,	public	views	and	other	features.	

The	 California	 Environmental	 Quality	 Act	 mandates	 identification	 and	 protection	 of	 scenic	 resources.	
Identified	resources	include	trees,	historic	buildings,	rock	outcroppings	and	similar	features	that	are	located	
within	 a	 designated	 state	 scenic	 highway.	Under	CEQA	 and	 the	 LAMC,	 decision	makers	 have	been	 able	 to	
require	retention	and	protection	of	scenic	features.	

Conclusion.	Through	acquisition,	park	development	and	land	use	planning	and	development	requirements	
the	 city	 has	 a	 major	 role	 in	 protecting	 land	 forms	 and	 scenic	 features	 and	 in	 making	 scenic	 features	
accessible	to	the	public.	

N	Loss	of	natural	features	of	the	terrain,	especially	in	mountain	and	hillside	areas.	

N	Loss	of	scenic	features.	

N	Loss	of	visual	or	physical	accessibility	to	view	corridors,	scenic	features	and	areas.	

Land	 form	and	 scenic	vistas	objective,	policy	and	programs:	Objective:	 protect	 and	 reinforce	 natural	
and	 scenic	 vistas	 as	 irreplaceable	 resources	 and	 for	 the	 aesthetic	 enjoyment	 of	 present	 and	 future	
generations.	

Policy:	continue	to	encourage	and/or	require	property	owners	to	develop	their	properties	in	a	manner	that	
will,	 to	 the	 greatest	 extent	 practical,	 retain	 significant	 existing	 land	 forms	 (e.g.,	 ridge	 lines,	 bluffs,	 unique	
geologic	 features)	and	unique	scenic	 features	 (historic,	ocean,	mountains,	unique	natural	 features)	and/or	
make	possible	public	view	or	other	access	to	unique	features	or	scenic	views.	

Program	 1:	 permit	 processing,	 enforcement	 and	 periodic	 revision,	 especially	 environmental	 review,	
grading,	 large	 lot	 zoning,	 clustering	 of	 structures,	 building	 height	 limits	 and	 other	 project	 design	 and	
construction	methods	for	protecting	natural	terrain	and	features	and	protecting	public	view	access.	

Responsibility:	departments	of	*Building	and	Safety,	*City	Planning	and	*Public	Works	and	other	agencies	
involved	in	city	development	permit	review	and/or	processing.	
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A	 key	policy	 under	 the	California	Environmental	Quality	Act	 (CEQA)	 is	 the	 lead	 agency’s	 duty	 to	 “take	 all	
action	necessary	to	provide	the	people	of	 this	state	with	historic	environmental	qualities	and	preserve	 for	
future	 generations	 examples	 of	major	 periods	 of	 California	 history.”	 1.	 To	 this	 end,	 CEQA	 requires	 public	
agencies	to	deny	approval	of	a	project	with	significant	adverse	effects	when	feasible	alternatives	or	feasible	
mitigation	measures	can	substantially	lessen	such	effects.”	

2.	Courts	often	refer	to	the	EIR	as	“the	heart”	of	CEQA	because	it	provides	decision	makers	with	an	in‐depth	
review	of	projects	with	potentially	 significant	 environmental	 impacts	 and	analyzes	 a	 range	of	 alternatives	
that	reduce	those	impacts.	

3.	Based	on	objective	analyses	found	in	the	EIR,	agencies	“shall	mitigate	or	avoid	the	significant	effects	on	the	
environment	whenever	it	is	feasible	to	do	so.”	

4.	The	lead	agency	cannot	merely	adopt	a	statement	of	overriding	considerations	and	approve	a	project	with	
significant	impacts;	it	must	first	adopt	feasible	alternatives	and	mitigation	measures.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐13.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐14	

CONSERVATION	OF	RESOURCES	WHICH	PROVIDE	A	SENSE	OF	NATURE,	CONTINUITY	WITH	THE	PAST,	
AND	FREEDOM	FROM	OVERCROWDING.	

New	 development	 can	 enhance	 and	 preserve	 Los	 Angeles’	 distinctive	 qualities	 if	 it	 is	 designed	 with	
consideration	for	the	prevailing	design	character	and	the	effect	on	surroundings.	It	is	important	to	conserve	
important	design	character	in	historic	or	distinctive	older	areas,	some	uniformity	of	detail,	scale,	proportion,	
texture,	materials,	color	and	building	form	is	necessary.	Large	buildings	impair	the	character	of	older,	small	
scale	areas	if	no	transition	is	made	between	small‐scale	and	large‐scale	elements	

The	DEIR	should	set	forth	extensive	discussions	of	how	this	project	meets	this	criteria	and	how	it	does	not	
create	a	large	“separation”	in	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	present	building	on	the	site	“fits	in”	because	it	
is	 essentially	 two	 stories	 and	 creates	 a	harmonious	 transition	 from	 the	 two	 story	 apartment	buildings	on	
Havenhurst	 and	 the	 three	 story	 apartment	 buildings	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 that	 it	 directly	 borders.	 The	
proposed	buildings	will	separate	and	divide	the	existing	neighborhood	just	by	its	sheer	size.	

Visually	strong	buildings	which	contrast	severely	with	their	surroundings	impair	the	character	of	the	area.	
There	is	no	discussion	of	this	policy	and	of	the	jarring	visual	impact	of	the	proposed	project.	The	lack	of	any	
discussion	and	reference	to	these	policies	make	the	DEIR	completely	inadequate.	Other	policies	which	need	
to	be	reconciled	include	the	principal	[sic]	that:	

POLICY,	Hollywood	Plan,	Feature,	pg	4:	

“The	low‐density	residential	character	of	many	parts	of	Hollywood	should	be	preserved,	and	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	should	be	protected	from	encroachment	by	other	types	of	uses”	

Similar	care	should	be	exercised	 in	 the	design	of	new	buildings	 to	be	constructed	near	historic	 landmarks	
and	 in	older	areas	of	 established	character.	The	new	and	old	 can	 stand	next	 to	one	another	with	pleasing	
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effects,	but	only	 if	 there	 is	a	similarity	or	successful	 transition	 in	scale,	building	 form	and	proportion.	The	
detail,	texture,	color	and	materials	of	the	old	should	be	repeated	or	complemented	by	the	new.”	

The	DEIR	is	nearly	devoid	of	any	discussion	of	the	potential	impacts	of	a	dramatic	change	in	the	zoning	for	
one	lot	in	an	area	filled	with	historic	buildings.	The	DEIR	inadequately	discusses	any	of	these	important	and	
directly	applicable	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐14.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐15	

Human	Needs	

In	questions	of	scale,	the	height	of	buildings	has	received	the	greatest	and	most	continuous	public	attention.	
Nevertheless,	a	citywide	plan	for	building	height	has	not	existed	prior	to	this	time,	and	both	residents	and	
visitors	have	experienced	stress	and	concern	at	the	prospect	that	the	appearance	of	the	skyline	may	continue	
to	change	rapidly	without	further	direction	or	any	real	planning.	

Extremely	 massive	 buildings	 on	 or	 near	 hills	 can	 overwhelm	 the	 natural	 land	 forms,	 block	 views,	 and	
generally	disrupt	 the	character	of	 the	city.	Low,	smaller‐scale	buildings	on	the	slopes	of	hills,	at	 their	base	
and	in	the	valleys	between	complement	topographic	forms	and	permit	uninterrupted	views.	The	relationship	
between	 areas	 of	 low,	 fine‐scaled	 buildings	 and	 areas	 of	 high,	 large‐scaled	 buildings	 can	 be	 made	 more	
pleasing	if	 the	transition	in	building	height	and	mass	between	such	areas	is	gradual.	Buildings	which	meet	
the	ground	and	reflect	the	slope	of	the	hill	relate	to	the	land	form.	A	bulky	building	creates	the	most	visual	
disruption	when	seen	from	a	distance	as	the	dominant	silhouette	against	a	background	and/or	foreground	of	
much	smaller	structures.	

There	 is	no	discussion	 in	 the	DEIR	of	 these	principals	 [sic]	 ‐‐‐‐merely	a	conclusion	 that	 the	building	 is	not	
disruptive	and	causes	no	significant	 impact—a	bare	conclusion	not	supported	by	the	facts,	any	reasonable	
discussion	or	reconciliation	of	the	principals	[sic]	and	policies	and	appears	erroneous.	An	in	depth	discussion	
is	needed	as	to	how	the	proposed	building	is	sympathetic	to	the	scale	and	form	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
so	as	to	reconcile	the	erroneous	conclusions	of	no	impacts	or	less	than	significant	impacts.	

These	 policies	 are	 completely	 ignored	 in	 the	 DEIR	 and	 the	 exact	 opposite	 conclusion	 is	 reached	 without	
adequate	discussion	or	any	facts	or	law	to	justify	these	erroneous	conclusions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐15.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐16	

	“Affordable	Housing”	

Reviewing	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR	documentation,	
one	 is	 unable	 to	 locate	 a	 clear	 definition	 of	 “Affordable”	 for	 the	 “Affordable	 Units”	 being	 included	 in	 the	
project	and	therefore,	as	prepared,	the	documentation	is	incomplete	because	it	has	not	adequately	evaluated	
the	Community	Benefits	the	project	will	provide	as	an	offset	to	the	resulting	zoning	upgrades	and	potential	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2459	

environmental	 impacts	 associated	 with	 the	 proposed	 project	 Therefore,	 the	 city	 must	 find	 the	 EIR	
deficient	and	unable	to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	underlying	zoning	on	the	site	and	
build	something	much	bigger	and	taller	than	otherwise	possible.	The	bigger	and	taller	part	we’ve	got,	now	–	
what’s	 the	benefit?	We	know	 the	number	of	 units,	 but	how	much	will	 they	 rent	 for	 and	who	will	 they	be	
rented	to?	Without	specific	and	transparent	answers	to	this	question,	the	EIR	is	fatally	flawed	and	cannot	/	
should	not	be	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐16.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐17	

Traffic	Island	and	Current	Sweeping	Right	Turn	Moving	the	Bus	Stop	

The	current	triangle	and	sweeping	right	turn	could	be	re‐worked	to	allow	pedestrian	and	bicycle	passage,	in	
addition	to	the	stop	lights	and	maybe	even	a	cut	out	for	the	east	bound	Sunset	bus	to	pull	 in	out	of	traffic.	
Pedestrian	 refuge	 medians	 are	 being	 added	 back	 in	 many	 cities,	 including	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 They	
provide	a	place	for	people	to	safely	wait	where	intersections	are	busy	and	complicated.	The	intersection	of	
Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Height	has	definitely	become	much	busier	and	complicated	with	the	new	multi	use	
resident,	commercial	retail,	restaurant	and	event	venue	project.	

The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 allows	 for	
continual	vehicle	merging,	which	will	be	needed	with	the	addition	of	500	plus	new	residents,	where	there	
currently	are	none,	commercial	and	new	additional	event	traffic.	Removing	the	current	right	turn	lane	would	
create	a	completely	stopped	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd.	Right	on	red	could	not	be	accommodated	due	to	
pedestrian	 crossing	 and	 southbound	 oncoming	 traffic	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 The	 local	 bus	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	
should	be	kept	at	the	location,	or	at	minimum	in	front	of	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Semi	Truck	turn	around	traffic	island	P	uses	all	lanes	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐17.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐18	

Moving	the	Sunset	Blvd	Bus	Stop	

Moving	the	bus	stop	to	8000	Sunset	Blvd	as	proposed	forces	pedestrians	to	cross	the	street	and	walk	farther	
to	reach	the	bus.	Placing	the	bus	on	Sunset	in	front	of	8000	Sunset	would	back	up	vehicle	traffic	turning	east	
onto	Sunset	Blvd	from	Crescent	Heights’	sweeping	right	turn.	The	sidewalk	provided	for	bus	rider	waiting	
area	 is	 extremely	 limited	 at	 this	 location.	 There	 is	 minimal	 sidewalk	 space	 to	 add	 a	 bus	 shelter	 and	 or	
accommodate	bus	riders	with	bicycles.	This	is	not	a	good	location	for	a	bus	stop.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐18.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐19	

Fairfax‐‐Sunset	a	Major	High	Quality	Transit	Stop?	PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:	
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The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(1)	an	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	

Development	 Project	 located	 within	 approximately	 1,560	 feet	 of	 a	 Transit	 Stop,	 in	 lieu	 of	 the	 1,500	 foot	
distance	 specified	 in	 the	 on‐menu	 Incentive	 allowing	 a	 3:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (LAMC	 Section	
12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);	

We	do	not	agree	that	the	project	location,	at	1,560	feet	from	a	transit	stop,	entitles	the	project	to	a	3:1	FAR	
bonus.	The	transit	stop	at	Fairfax	and	Sunset	is	a	small,	neighborhood‐oriented	bus	stop.	The	transit	services	
provided	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon	with	Metro	Routes	2	and	302	do	not	qualify	this	project	as	
“transit‐oriented	development.”	In	addition,	these	services	are	not	guaranteed	to	be	provided	in	perpetuity,	
and	could	be	terminated	by	Metro	at	any	time.	The	DEIR	says	that	Metro	lines	217	and	780	on	Fairfax	serve	
this	project,	but	as	stated	above,	this	route	is	not	within	guidelines	of	1,500	feet.	

Significant	 improvement	will	need	 to	be	made	at	 all	bus	 stops	 located	at	Sunset	and	Fairfax	 for	 this	 to	be	
considered	as	a	"high	quality"	bus,	or	major	transit	stop.	

The	 Recirculated	 DEIR	 points	 out	 that	 the	 project	 is	 not	 within	 the	 required	 1,500	 feet	 of	 these	 very	
unimproved	bus	stops	for	FAR	consideration.	The	DEIR	does	not	mention	what	improvements	will	be	made	
or	 at	what	 locations	 to	 achieve	 a	 quality	 bus	 stop.	 Please	 provide	more	 information	 on	 the	major	 transit	
stops	and	improvements	to	be	made.	Failure	to	have	done	so	makes	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

A	 well	 lit,	 ADA	 compliant	 bus	 shelter	 will	 be	 needed	 at	 this	 location,	 if	 it	 is	 to	 properly	 serve	 the	 new	
residents,	guests,	patrons,	employees	and	general	public.	Restaurant	employees	and	patrons	who	leave	the	
project	 later	 at	 night	 and	 should	 not	 have	 to	 walk	 farther	 distance	 or	 be	 expected	 to	 wait	 at	 a	 dark,	
unsheltered	bus	stop	during	late	night	hours.	People	will	not	take	the	bus.	

The	rapid	bus	number	780	does	stop	on	Fairfax	south	of	Sunset	Blvd,	where	 the	 local	bus	runs	on	Sunset	
Blvd.	However,	the	780	bus	does	not	operate	on	weekends,	holidays	of	after	8pm	during	the	week.	All	times	
that	 the	 project	 site	 would	 have	 heavy	 commercial	 use.	 Hardly	 a	 high	 quality	 Major	 transit	 stop.	 Santa	
Monica	Blvd	 is	 the	more	major	stop	 for	 the	780	bus	but	 is	even	 farther	away	and	disqualifies	 this	project	
from	FAR	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐19.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐20	

Traffic	objections	to	DEIR	Alternative	9	

The	 impacts	 from	 construction	 and	 operation	 are	 so	 far	 reaching	 in	 alternative	 9	 they	 are	 an	 untenable	
burden	for	not	only	residents	but	commuters	who	use	Sunset	Blvd,	Laurel	Canyon	Hollywood	Blvd,	Laurel,	
Fairfax	Ave	and	Fountain.	

A	layman's	review	of	this	proposed	project	can	easily	pick	out	numerous	glaring	issues,	demonstrating	the	
most	basic	operational	aspects	of	this	multi	use	development	have	not	been	vetted	or	thought	through.	
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Alternative	9	is	a	completely	different	project,	with	completely	new	building	configurations	and	significant	
changes	 to	 proposed	 traffic	 patterns	 and	 traffic	 flow	 than	what	 the	 current	 Traffic	 Study	was	 previously	
performed	 for.	A	New	 traffic	 study	should	be	 required	and	performed	 for	 this	new	Alternative	9,	 and	any	
other	configuration	that	changes	or	alters	traffic	 flow,	travel	 lanes,	traffic	circulation,	 ingress	and	egress	to	
project	site	for	vehicles,	trucks	and	bicycles	on	Havenhurst,	Fountain	Ave,	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights.	
The	new	traffic	study	needs	to	include	cumulative	impacts	from	other	projects	approved	and	planned	within	
one	and	one	half	miles	of	the	project	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐20.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐21	

We	have	numerous	concerns	about	 traffic	 flow	 in	and	out	of	 the	project,	and	 in	 turn	 lanes	adjacent	 to	 the	
project.	 In	 recent	 years,	both	Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain	have	 joined	Sunset	Blvd.	 as	major	 commuter	
routes,	 producing	heavy	 cut	 through	 traffic	 on	 local	 neighborhood	 streets.	We	 are	 additionally	 concerned	
with	driver	ability	and	safety	of	left	turns	in	and	out	of	the	project	on	Crescent	Heights.	

One	of	the	proposed	changes	is	for	Fountain	Ave,	installing	left	turn	lanes	and	a	traffic	light	at	Havenhurst.	
Installation	of	new	left	turn	lanes	on	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	would	reduce	the	two	existing	east‐west	
travel	 lanes	to	only	one	in	each	direction	at	all	hours.	Fountain	Ave	is	already	overflowing	with	traffic	and	
backed	 up	 in	 each	 direction.	 Changing	 Fountain	 Ave	 to	 only	 one	 travel	 lane,	 would	 eliminate	 on	 street	
parking	currently	available	to	residents,	further	reduce	emergency	response	times	and	would	be	disaster	

Performance	Metric	#3:	Development	Located	Near	Transit	Stops	

The	City’s	strategy	to	accommodate	growth,	as	expressed	in	the	General	Plan,	is	to	direct	most	new	
development	 to	 designated	 ce4nters	 and	 corridors	 well	 served	 by	 transit	 and	 other	 amenities.		
Locating	 new	 development	 near	 transit	 improves	 mobility,	 lessens	 vehicle	 miles	 travelled	 and	
therefore	reduces	air	pollution	and	regional	congestion	associated	with	growth.	The	approach	also	
protects	the	City’s	 low	density	neighborhoods	and	encourages	economic	opportunities,	affordable	
housing,	and	an	improved	quality	of	life.	

SEE	PHOTO:	Fountain	Ave	at	Havenhurst	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐21.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐22	

We	do	not	believe	that	the	traffic	island,	which	belongs	to	the	city,	should	be	incorporated	into	the	project.	
The	 current	 sweeping	 right	 turn	 lane	 eastbound	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 should	 be	
preserved	as	is.	It	allows	for	continual	vehicle	merging	function	which	will	be	needed	to	accommodate	the	
new	528	residents,	volumes	of	drivers	and	delivery	trucks	going	to	and	leaving	the	site	and	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage.	The	traffic	survey	on	this	matter	is	inaccurate	and	misleading.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐22.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐23	

The	DEIR	is	weak	regarding	pedestrians	and	silent	regarding	incorporations	of	bicycle	riders.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐23.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C701‐24	

Outdated	 statistics	 from	 2013	 do	 not	 include	 many	 recent	 building	 projects	 to	 the	 west	 and	 east	 of	 the	
project.	 We	 request	 a	 new	 traffic	 study	 by	 an	 independent	 company	 be	 done	 to	 more	 accurately	 and	
impartially	assess	the	project’s	impact	on	traffic	as	this	DEIR	is	fatally	flawed	in	its	methodology.	All	Traffic	is	
estimated	by	 theoretical	models	 instead	of	empirical	evidence.	 It	 is	easy	to	do	an	actual	count	of	 the	daily	
traffic	 accounts	 in	 and	out	 of	 the	 present	 shopping	 center	 but	 this	 has	 not	 been	done.	 The	present	mall’s	
Traffic	estimations	of	over	7000	cars	is	a	gross	overestimate.	Townscape’s	own	site	manager	concludes	that	
about	1500	cars	visit	the	center	daily.	Real	numbers	based	on	empirical	evidence,	not	theoretical	numbers,	
should	be	used	so	the	city	and	the	public	can	then	properly	assess	the	DEIR	traffic	impacts.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐24.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐25	

Construction	Truck	Access	and	Street	Closures	

The	DEIR	states	that	construction	trucks	entering	and	exiting	the	project	during	construction	will	do	so	from	
Crescent	 Heights,	 making	 a	 left	 turn	 across	 all	 lanes	 of	 traffic	 up	 to	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 By	 the	 DEIR’s	 own	
conclusions	this	will	result	in	21,000	one	way	trips	or	42,000	in	and	out	truck	trips,	each	one	that	must	cross	
all	 lanes	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 to	 then	make	 a	 right	 turn	 on	 Sunset.	 If	 each	 such	 effective	 lane	 closures	 of	
Crescent	Heights	results	in	a	minute’s	disruption	of	traffic,	then	by	the	time	the	project	is	finished	Crescent	
Heights	will	have	suffered	a	cumulative	29	days	of	stopped	traffic.	

The	 traffic	 congestion	 effect	on	all	 surrounding	 streets,	 including	 local	 residential	 streets	 and	 cut	 through	
traffic	will	be	severe.	As	well	as	a	[sic]	impacts	to	street	surfaces	and	infrastructure	from	heavy	load	trucks.	
This	is	an	unacceptable	community	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐25	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐25.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐26	

Commercial	Delivery	Trucks	

Emissions,	 noise	 and	 environment	 hazards	 from	 expected	 volume	 of	 daily	 delivery	 trucks	 will	 have	 a	
negative	 and	 severe	 effect	 on	 the	 health	 and	 welfare	 of	 the	 immediate	 and	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	
residents,	pedestrians,	local	businesses,	traffic	circulation	and	roads.	

The	DEIR	does	not	take	into	account	in	its	traffic	estimates	the	fact	that	the	developers	are	proposing	a	high	
volume	grocery	store	on	 the	premises	and	a	high	volume	gym.	We	ask	 that	 the	DEIR	be	 forced	 to	 include	
traffic	numbers	counted	properly	from	similarly	sized	grocery	stores	and	gyms.	

The	project	proposes	an	internal	truck	delivery	and	loading	dock	area	for	its	grocery	and	retail	operations.	
The	recirculated	DEIR	does	not	provide	information	or	specifics	regarding	the	actual	operations	and	function	
for	trucks	and	deliveries.	Multiple	restaurant	and	retail	stores	will	generate	heavy	delivery	truck	volume.	
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How	many	trucks	(large,	medium	and	smaller)	can	the	internal	loading	dock	area	accommodate	at	one	time?	
The	DEIR	leaves	this	undressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Where	would	 the	 truck	waiting	or	 staging	area	be	 located,	while	 trucks	wait	 for	other	 trucks	 to	 leave	 the	
loading	area	and	free	up	loading	dock	access	and	space?	The	DEIR	leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	
flawed.	

Would	there	be	a	delivery	truck	waiting‐staging	location	on	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	or	other	location?	

Will	there	be	some	type	of	radio	communications	between	the	loading	dock	office	and	incoming	/	out	going	
delivery	truck	drivers	to	alert	the	driver	that	the	loading	dock	is	already	in	use	and	at	capacity	?	The	DEIR	
leaves	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Havenhurst	is	a	small	local	street.	Most	small	local	streets	and	under	street	infrastructure	in	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	 and	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	were	 not	 designed	 or	made	 to	 support	 the	 size	 and	weight	 of	 large	
trucks	or	heavy	volume	truck	traffic.	

Would	 Havenhurst	 need	 to	 be	 widened	 and	 strengthened	 to	 support	 and	 accommodate	 the	 project's	
proposed	heavy	truck	use	and	volume	?	

Would	Sunset	Blvd	access	or	regular	traffic	flow	be	blocked	by	trucks	entering,	exiting,	turn	maneuvers,	or	
trucks	waiting	 and	 lining	 up	 to	 enter	 the	 project's	 internal	 loading	 dock	 area	 on	Havenhurst	 ?	 The	DEIR	
leaves	any	of	this	unaddressed	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Many	deliveries	for	grocery	and	restaurants	make	deliveries	in	the	morning,	mixing	with	regular	commuter	
AM	peaks	rush	hours.	

How	will	the	project	site	handle	this	additional	truck	volume	coming	and	going	from	the	Havenhurst	loading	
dock	 area,	 in	 addition	 to	 approximately	 100	plus	 resident	 vehicles	 leaving	 the	project's	 same	 vehicle	 exit	
location,	also	traveling	north	to	Sunset	Blvd	during	the	same	morning	peak	rush	hour	time?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐26	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐26.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐27	

Grocery	stores	in	particular	get	their	deliveries	during	night	and	very	early	morning	hours.	The	noise	from	
trucks	 accessing	 the	 project	 site	 during	 the	 night	 time	 and	 early	 morning	 hours	 (3:30P5am)	 could	 be	
disruptive	to	residents	trying	to	sleep.	

What	 type	of	operational	noise	barriers	will	be	 constructed	 ?	The	DEIR	 leaves	 this	unaddressed	and	so	 is	
fatally	flawed	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐27	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐27.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C701‐28	

The	DEIR	has	represented	that	only	“residential	traffic”	will	be	allowed	to	enter	the	project	from	Havenhurst,	
a	tiny	residential	street.	Yet	 it	also	states	that	all	 truck	deliveries	are	to	enter	and	exit	 the	internal	 loading	
dock	area	 from	Havenhurst	via	Sunset	Blvd.	This	 includes	 large	daily	truck	deliveries	 to	the	grocery	store,	
restaurant,	retail	deliveries,	garbage	trucks	etc.	

Can	such	a	small	residential	street	such	as	Havenhurst	accommodate	this	type	of	 large	truck	maneuvering,	
turning	radius	and	volume	of	trucks	to	back	in	to	the	internal	loading	dock?	

It	is	a	reasonable	expectation	that	the	most	simple	access	delivery	trucks	servicing	smaller	restaurants	and	
retail	establishments	will	stop	and	park	on	Sunset	Blvd	in	front	of	the	project	site	or	Crescent	Heights	on	the	
side	 of	 the	 project	 site	 to	 make	 their	 deliveries.	 Unloading	 of	 goods	 would	 take	 place	 on	 the	 pubic	 [sic]	
sidewalks,	 then	wheeled	 into	 the	 plaza	 area	 and	 to	 the	 restaurant	 and	 retail	 stores.	However,	 this	would	
eliminate	vehicle	lane	use	on	Sunset	Blvd	or	Crescent	Heights	for	residents	leaving	in	the	morning	via	Sunset	
Blvd	and	patrons	and	employees	entering	and	exiting	during	 the	day.	The	DEIR	offers	no	solutions	 to	 this	
and	in	fact	states	only	three	spaces	will	be	provided	in	the	internal	garage	for	such	deliveries	as	well	as	taxis,	
uber,	and	personal	drop‐offs.	This	is	a	vast	underestimation	of	the	likely	demand	for	unloading	space	created	
by	such	deliveries.	

Delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd	 would	 also	 greatly	 shorten	 turn	 lane	 length	 availability	 for	 the	
proposed	 Sunset	 Blvd	 right	 turn	 lane	 and	 vehicles	 turning	 from	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 southbound	 to	 Crescent	
Heights.	The	right	turn	lane	on	Sunset	Blvd	would	overflow	to	other	lanes	making	Sunset	Blvd	access	for	new	
residents,	 patrons	 and	 all	 regular	 vehicle	 travel	 near	 impossible.	 The	 DEIR	 does	 not	 address	 this	 and	 is	
deficient.	

Additionally,	 delivery	 trucks	 parked	 on	 Crescent	 Heights	 would	 hinder	 ingress,	 egress	 to	 and	 from	 the	
parking	garage	access	and	block	vehicle	site	view	on	oncoming	traffic	from	Laurel	Canyon.	Crescent	Heights	
parking	garage	is	proposed	to	be	a	very	high	volume	use	from	employees,	patrons,	valet	set	up,	residents	and	
residents	guests	turning	 left	and	right	 into	and	out	of	 the	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage.	The	DEIR	does	
not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

Delivery	trucks	parked	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	Crescent	Heights	would	also	eliminate	or	hinder	use	of	a	curbside	
resident,	patron	and	employee	passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	for	ride	services	like	Taxi,	Lyft	and	Uber.	Easy	
passenger	pick	up	and	drop	off	areas	will	be	essential	for	smooth	east‐west	travel	on	Sunset	Blvd	and	north‐
south	 travel	 on	 Crescent	 Heights.	 An	 off	 street	 cutout	 area	 is	 necessary	 for	 Sunset	 Blvd	 to	 accommodate	
passenger	drop	off	and	pick	up	with	out	adding	more	strain	on	Crescent	Heights	parking	garage	access	and	
surrounding	neighborhood	streets.	The	

DEIR	does	not	address	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐28	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐28.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐29	

Uber,	Taxi,	personal	deliveries,	UPS	etc.	are	 inside	 the	parking	garage	where	no	one	will	use	 them.	This	 is	
utterly	inadequate.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐29	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐29.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐30	

Additionally,	 the	 recirculated	 DEIR	 doesn't	 mention	 if	 residential	 moving	 vans	 and	 trucks	 and	 daily	
residential	packages	deliveries	would	also	be	using	the	Havenhust	[sic]	access	as	well.	No	mention	is	made	in	
the	DEIR	how	Havenhurst,	 a	 tiny	residential	 street,	will	be	 impacted	by	 taxis	and	personal	pick‐ups	being	
made	for	residents	at	the	Havenhurst	entrance	to	the	project.	

SEE	PHOTO	BELOW:	Havenhurst	parking	and	truck	garage	access	

[Insert	Figure	4.J‐5	from	DEIR]	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐30	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐30.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐31	

Parking	

PERMITS	AND	APPROVALS:		

The	Project	Applicant	is	requesting	permits	and	approvals	for	the	Project	that	would	include,	but	may	not	be	
limited	to,	the	following:	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

(2)	 an	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	 may	 be	
provided	 for	 commercial	 uses	 from	 40	 to	 60	 and	 to	 allow	 parking	 for	 residential	 uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	
standard	parking	stall	 for	146	residential	units	 to	be	provided	as	compact	 spaces	 instead	of	one	standard	
parking	 space	 for	 each	 unit	 (or	 249	 spaces),	 with	 the	 rest	 provided	 as	 compact	 spaces,	 in‐lieu	 of	 the	
requirements	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	 Section	 12.21PA,5(c),	 with	 attendant	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	
residential	parking;	

Parking	Option	1,	pursuant	to	Section	12.22PA,25(d)(1),	which	allows	parking	to	be	provided	at	a	ratio	of	1	
space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	
provides	that	required	parking	in	a	Housing	Development	Project	that	qualifies	for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

The	DEIR	states	that	Mixed	Use	buildings	are	permitted	to	sell	or	rent	parking	spaces,	but	does	not	provide	
specifics	as	to	how	many	spaces	will	sold	or	rent	or	at	what	cost.	

The	 DEIR	 also	 states	 parking	 will	 be	 provided	 by	 valet	 only	 or	 shuttle	 for	 events,	 but	 does	 not	 provide	
information	of	cost	per	vehicle.	

The	DEIR	states	that	parking	discounts	will	be	given	for	vehicles	with	3	or	more	occupants,	but	patrons	going	
to	a	grocery	store,	gym	or	bank	generally	don't	travel	with	3	or	more	people	per	car.	Sunset	Blvd,	Havenhurst	
and	Crescent	Heights	already	has	little	to	no	available	extra	street	parking.	If	parking	and	valet	charges	are	
high,	 vehicles	 will	 not	 park	 at	 the	 complex,	 but	 will	 circle	 the	 neighborhood	 streets	 looking	 for	 parking,	
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causing	more	emissions,	noise	and	congestion.	Townscape	Partners	previously	demonstrated	their	desire	for	
high	 parking	 fees	 in	 2013	 with	 disastrous	 outcome	 for	 neighborhood	 serving	 establishments	 and	 local	
patrons.	

This	 proposed	 development	 shows	 real	 probability	 of	 overrunning	 and	 overwhelming	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood.	Availability,	accessibility	and	affordability	of	parking,	for	this	location	are	important	details	to	
provide.	Parking	spaces	for	residents,	guests,	employees	and	patrons	for	separate	establishments,	along	with	
the	cost	or	charge	 for	a	parking	spaces,	parking	and	valet	charges	should	be	provided	and	 included	 in	 the	
DEIR	and	RDEIR.	Additionally,	local	neighbors	of	the	project	site,	are	hillside	residents	who	will	need	to	drive	
to	the	location.	

Will	a	self	park	option	be	available	?	

Will	free	parking	be	available	?	

Will	guests	of	residents	be	charged	for	parking	?	

Will	service	workers,	(painters,	repair	people,	construction	workers	etc.)	housekeepers	for	residential	units	
and	condos	be	charged	to	park	on	site	?	

The	DEIR	does	not	address	any	of	this	and	so	is	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐31	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐31.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐32	

Event	Venue	Parking	and	Traffic	Circulation	

Applicant	 P	 Page	 ESP45.	 Modify	 text;	 PDFPTrafficP2,	 During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	
Applicant	 shall	 (1)	 require	 that	 all	 event‐related	 parking	 is	 valet‐	 only	 or	 (2)	 secure	 off‐site	 facilities	
(including	 shuttle	 service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area	 (s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	

The	Project	says	the	site,	 in	addition	to	residential	and	commercial	mix,	will	also	be	an	event	venue.	While	
there	are	residential	uses	located	close	by	high	volume,	high	intensity	event	venues,	generally	residents	don't	
live	at	event	venues.	This	is	not	usually	a	compatible	mix.	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 guests	 coming	 for	 events	 will	 only	 valet	 park	 or	 be	 shuttled	 for	 off	 site	 parking	
locations,	but	does	not	say	what	type	of	events,	how	many	people	would	be	attending,	what	the	hours	events	
would	take	place,	or	where	the	off	site	event	parking	is	located.	

The	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Blvd	 is	not	an	appropriate	 location	 for	 large	high	volume,	high	
intensity	public	or	private	events.	

High	 volume	 event	 traffic	 with	 many	 guests	 arriving	 at	 the	 same	 time	 by	 car	 trying	 to	 access	 the	 valet	
parking	garage	on	Crescent	Heights	would	over	 flow	 the	 southbound	and	northbound	vehicle	 travel	 lanes	
waiting	to	turn	left	and	right	into	Crescent	Heights	garage.	
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High	volumes	of	vehicle	would	block	exiting	vehicles	 from	turning	 left	onto	Crescents	Heights	and	general	
traffic	flow	on	Crescent	Heights	and	Laurel	Canyon.	

How	many	events	would	take	place	monthly	or	annually	?	What	type	of	events	would	be	held	at	the	location	?	
Would	events	be	private	events	or	open	 to	 the	general	public?	During	what	hours	and	days	would	events	
take	place	?	Would	events	take	place	during	late	night	hours	?	How	will	residential	uses	be	separated	from	
event	use	?	

Will	 event	 use	 of	 location	 and	 parking	 access	 be	 separate	 from	 residential	 and	 general	 neighborhood	
commercial	use	?	

Will	the	plaza	area,	retail	and	restaurant	use	be	closed	to	general	public	during	events	?	If	the	plaza	area	is	
used	for	private	events,	that	don't	include	the	on	site	residents,	how	do	residents	access	their	units	from	the	
plaza	area	?	

More	information	regarding	traffic	flow,	shuttling	and	access	during	events	and	in	general	should	have	been	
provided,	making	this	DEIR	fatally	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐32	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐32.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐33	

Public	Safety	

Increased	 response	 times	 for	 fire/paramedic	 units	 will	 be	 further	 slowed	 into	 the	 neighborhood	 by	 the	
increased	traffic	this	project	will	generate.	The	responding	agency,	LAFD,	has	already	submitted	to	the	city	a	
finding	that	the	size	and	density	of	the	proposed	project,	coupled	with	reduced	response	times,	would	render	
fire	 protection	 for	 the	 project	 and	 its	 residents	 “inadequate”.	 It	 goes	 on	 to	 state	 the	 following	 “Adverse	
effects”	 the	 project	 will	 generate:	 “Project	 implementation	 will	 increase	 the	 need	 for	 more	 fire	
protection	 and	 emergency	medical	 services	 in	 the	 area”.	 This	 letter	 is	 signed	 by	 the	 fire	 chief	 of	 the	
LAFD.	

Who	will	pay	for	this?	At	what	point	does	the	cost	to	the	city	for	the	supposed	benefits	of	a	few	affordable	
apartments	become	outweighed	not	only	by	the	damage	done	to	an	entire	neighborhood’s	quality	of	life	but	
real	 cost	 outlays	 for	 additional	 fire	 and	 ambulance	 personnel	 or	 even	 a	 new	 fire	 station	 to	 handle	 the	
unnecessary	density	the	project	creates?	The	DEIR	is	utterly	silent	on	this	and	therefore	must	be	considered	
fatally	flawed	and	be	rejected.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐33	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐33.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐34	

Operation	Impacts	
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It	 is	 reasonable	 to	assume	 that	 residents	of	a	Frank	Gehry	building	would	be	affluent	 tenants	and	owners	
who	 would	 want	 a	 separate,	 more	 private	 residential	 pedestrian	 access	 other	 than	 having	 to	 walk	 out	
through	the	parking	garage	or	directly	into	and	through	a	public	plaza	space.	

The	 project	 has	 a	 large	 residential	 component,	 but	 doesn't	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 residential	 relationship	 to	
Havenhurst	 or	 Crescent	 Heights,	 which	 are	 residential	 streets.	 The	 rendering	 included	 in	 the	 DEIR	 only	
shows	 a	 residential	 relationship	 with	 the	 commercial	 public	 plaza,	 rather	 than	 a	 defined	 front	 door	 for	
residents	and	their	guests.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐34	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐34.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐35	

Resident	pets	

It	is	reasonable	to	presume	that	of	the	249	new	units	and	with	505P528	new	residents,	the	project	would	be	
home	to	approximately	100	plus	new	resident	dogs.	The	project	rendering	does	not	show	amenities	or	place	
for	these	resident	pets,	such	as	an	on	site	dog	run	dog,	making	the	DEIR	flawed.	

Further,	the	DEIR	doesn't	not	address	how	these	resident	pets	/	dogs	will	access	or	leave	the	project	site	for	
their	daily	walks	other	than	out	through	the	parking	garages	on	Havenhurst	or	Crescent	Heights,	or	through	
the	public	plaza	entry	points	on	Sunset	Blvd,	thus	mixing	with	shoppers	coming	and	going	and	people	dining.	
While	I'm	sure	the	dogs	would	enjoy	participating	in	plaza	dining,	this	would	not	be	the	best	access	or	safe	
route	for	excited	pets	or	patrons.	

More	consideration	should	be	paid	to	providing	wider	sidewalks.	Mixed	use	is	just	that,	a	mix	of	residential	
function	and	commercial	function	and	event	venue	function.	Mixing	multiple	functions	requires	more	effort.	
The	current	sidewalk	renderings	cater	more	to	the	current	commercial	use,	rather	than	the	new	increased	
use	and	basic	daily	 function	 for	528	new	residents,	 their	pets,	 rideshare	drop	off	 and	pick	up,	 transit	bus	
waiting	areas	and	substantially	increased	commercial	use.	This	makes	the	DEIR	flawed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐35	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐35.			

COMMENT	NO.	C701‐36	

Required	park	space	

Affordable	housing	is	not	the	only	“community	benefit”	on	which	this	project’s	DEIR	bases	its	approvable	on.	
Other	 “community	 benefits”	 include	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 counting	 private	 resident	 terraces	 as	
community	 park	 space.	 The	 developer	 is	 also	 counting	 its	 legally	mandated	 setbacks	 as	 community	 park	
space.	The	developer	is	using	hoped‐for	annexed	city	 land	that	it	does	not	own	as	park	space	while	taking	
away	a	much	needed	transit	island.	This	does	not	constitute	true	public	park	space	in	any	real	form	and	does	
not	meet	the	city’s	own	criteria	for	community	park	space.	Will	the	affordable	housing	residents	have	their	
own	terraces,	or	will	 they	be	given	 the	worst	units	on	 the	bottom	of	 the	project	with	no	outdoor	space	 to	
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speak	of?	Will	they	be	shuttled	through	a	“poor	door”,	which	was	proposed	by	the	same	developers	on	their	
last	project	at	8899	Beverly	blvd?	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	 then	 interior	 plaza	 space	 on	 site?	Why	 has	 the	 "community	 benefiting	 public	 park	 space"	 been	 put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	can	not	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C701‐36	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	6‐36.			
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LETTER	NO.	C702	

Richard	Haas‐Winkelman	
<safaripro@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C702‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C702‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C702‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	The	
developer	 supposes	 that	 all	 daily	 trips	 to	 and	 from	 the	mall	will	 be	 eliminated,	 however	 the	 developer	 is	
keeping	the	bank	on	site_	The	Site	Manager	working	for	Townscape	himself	has	said	that	less	then	[sic]	1500	
cars	use	 the	center	a	day,	not	 the	7000	that	DEIR	projects	without	any	empirical	evidence.	All	 these	DEIR	
projections	are	theoretical.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐3	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 Form	 Letter	 No.	 2‐3	 regarding	 changes	 in	 Project	 Site	 access	 and	
circulation	under	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project‐
related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 existing	 Project	 Site	 trip	 generation	 and	 related	 assumptions	 and	
methodology.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 existing	 Project	 Site	 traffic	 generation	was	 estimated	 using	 accepted	
methodology	in	accordance	with	LADOT	guidance	for	preparing	traffic	studies.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C702‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C702‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C702‐6	

AGING	INFRASTRUCTURE:	We	have	seen	constant	 failures	of	 the	water	and	sewage	pipes	 in	 the	area.	Our	
water	and	sewage	infrastructure	needs	to	be	improved	before	we	consider	adding	density.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C702‐7	

Specifically,	 the	 basic	 assumption	 is	 that	 by	 providing	 the	 Community	 with	 Benefits	 such	 as	 Affordable	
Housing,	Parking,	Bike	Racks	and	Parks	the	Developer	gets	to	ignore	the	FAR	on	the	site	and	build	something	
much	bigger	than	otherwise	possible.	What	is	the	Community	benefit?	Where	is	the	Public	offsite	Park	space	
other	then	[sic]	interior	plaza	space	on	site?	Why	has	the	"community	benefiting	public	park	space"	been	put	
mostly	on	the	private	residential	terraces	up	in	the	towers?	How	will	this	park	space	benefit	the	community	
if	they	cannot	access	it?	How	come	the	city	owned	large	traffic	island	is	being	gifted	to	the	developers,	then	
given	 back	 to	 the	 community	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Set	 Back/park	 space?	Why	 hasn't	 the	 developer	 shown	 a	
proposal	that	only	uses	the	land	it	actually	owns,	instead	of	annexing	city	land	in	all	alternatives?	We	know	
the	number	of	affordable	units,	but	how	much	will	 they	rent	 for	and	who	will	 they	be	 rented	 to?	Without	
specific	 and	 transparent	 answers	 to	 this	 question,	 the	 DEIR	 is	 fatally	 flawed	 and	 cannot	 /	 should	 not	 be	
approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐7	

Please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐7.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	 reconfiguration	of	 the	existing	
traffic	island,	this	property	is	and	would	continue	to	be	under	the	ownership	and	control	of	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 “annex”	 this	 property	 and	 the	 property	 would	 not	 be	 “gifted	 to	 the	
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developers”,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 commenter,	 but	 rather	 the	 Project	 would	 fund	 the	 improvement	 and	
ongoing	maintenance	of	the	proposed	Corner	Plaza	as	public	open	space,	but	the	property	would	continue	to	
be	under	the	sole	ownership	and	control	of	the	City.			

COMMENT	NO.	C702‐8	

The	 documentation	 in	 the	 DEIR	 is	 incomplete	 because	 it	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 Community	
Benefits	 of	 the	 project	 that	 will	 provide	 an	 offset	 to	 the	 resulting	 zoning	 upgrades	 and	 potential	
environmental	impacts	associated	with	the	proposed	project.	Therefore,	I	find	the	DEIR	deficient	and	unable	
to	substantiate	the	proposed	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C702‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐8.	
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LETTER	NO.	C703	

Timothy	Armitage	
7250	Franklin	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

COMMENT	NO.	C703‐1	

I	am	writing	in	opposition	to	EIR	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	
(City	Case	No.	ENV20132552EIR).	This	is	a	massive,	out	of	scale	development	that	will	adversely	impact	the	
region	and	its	residents.	 I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	 the	Environmental	 Impact	Report,	
which	I	feel	both	does	not	adequately	address	the	enormous	negative	stresses	the	project	will	produce	and	
the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	and	blatantly	
pro‐developer	EIR	report.	While	the	new	design	is	better,	many	basic	issues	of	need	and	function	have	been	
ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	EIR	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C703‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C703‐2	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C703‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C703‐3	

TRAFFIC:	The	Traffic	 study	needs	 to	be	redrawn,	 it	 is	not	accurate	now	that	 the	design	project	exits	have	
completely	changed	and	uses	highly	suspect	numbers	to	make	the	project	seem	less	impactful	than	it	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C703‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C703‐4	

PEDESTRIAN	SAFETY:	Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	
existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	 reason	 for	 eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	 give	 the	 developers	 their	 legally	
required	setback.	The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	
Is	vitally	important	for	pedestrian	and	driver	safety	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C703‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C703‐5	

ZONING:	The	developer	is	looking	for	variances	for	its	increased	density	by	claiming	a	“Major	Transit	Stop”	
at		Fairfax	and	Sunset	which	is	more	than	1,500	feet	from	the	development,	a	violation	of	the	city’s	general	
plan!	Say	NO	 to	an	off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	permit	a	3:1	 floor	area	 ratio	 for	a	Housing	Development	Project	
located	within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	in	lieu	of	the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	the	
on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22A,	25(f)(4)(ii);)	

RESPONSE	NO.	C703‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐5.	
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LETTER	NO.	C704	

Alexandria	Banks	
1813	W	Pico	Boulevard	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90006	

COMMENT	NO.	C704‐1	

I	 am	writing	 today	 in	 support	of	 the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Avenue.	 I	 live	 in	CD4	and	 frequently	visit	 the	
project's	area	as	part	of	my	business	and	organizational	affiliations	with	All	Women	Count,	the	LGBT	center	
and	the	LA	Women's	Network.	

Diversity	 and	 inclusion	 are	 part	 of	 what	 makes	 Los	 Angeles	 such	 a	 wonderful	 place	 to	 live,	 but	 without	
maintenance	 and	 continued	 efforts,	 our	 culture	 can	 and	 will	 change.	 Whether	 it's	 iconic	 designs	 or	 an	
economically	 diverse	 community,	 defining	 characteristics	 will	 be	 past	 memories	 if	 we	 succumb	 to	 the	
pessimistic.	Projects	like	8150	influence	the	direction	of	a	city,	and	this	one	b	a	true	gem	for	many	reasons.	

As	a	fellow	artist	I	can	appreciate	the	effort	to	get	Frank	Gehry	on	board	as	the	architect.	His	work	is	unique.	
His	designs	are	amazing	and	we'd	be	lucky	to	have	a	building	by	him	in	such	a	historic	place	on	Sunset!	The	
design	with	the	view	corridor	and	shaped	glass	are	extremely	tasteful	and	will	serve	the	community	well.	

Another	 thing	 I	 like	 is	 the	mix	 of	 available	 types	 of	 housing	 for	 different	 income	 levels.	 This	 project	 has	
apartments,	condos,	and	at	least	10%	affordable	housing	units.	I've	heard	community	members	upset	when	a	
project	only	includes	one	type	of	housing,	this	has	something	for	everyone.	

This	 design	 improves	 the	 area,	 positively	 influences	 the	 direction	 of	 our	 city	 and	 sets	 a	 wonderful	
benchmark.	I	strongly	urge	you	to	approve	this	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C704‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C705	

Jack	Gipson	
520	North	Croft	Ave#	103	
West	Hollywood,	CA	

COMMENT	NO.	C705‐1	

I	am	a	longtime	resident	of	West	Hollywood	and	am	in	full	support	of	the	8150	Sunset	project.		I	am	not	big	
into	politics,	but	I	am	big	into	having	a	happy	and	safe	community	to	live	and	work	in.	California	has	been	
losing	affordable	units	and	this	trend	needs	to	be	reversed.	We	need	more	affordable	housing	 in	this	area,	
and	the	8150	Sunset	project	provides	a	dignified	space	for	all	our	community	members.	Many	people	fought	
hard	 to	 achieve	 a	 culture	 of	 inclusivity,	 and	 it	will	 take	 a	 lot	 to	maintain	 it.	 The	 progressive	 policies	 and	
dedicated	efforts	 in	support	of	social	 justice	have	been	cornerstones	 in	the	development	of	our	 iconic	city,	
and	this	must	continue.	

Approving	 a	 project	 such	 as	 this	 will	 push	 our	 city	 in	 the	 right	 direction.	 The	 site	 provides	 a	 wonderful	
opportunity	to	bring	Sunset	Blvd	into	the	21st	Century	by	famed	architect	Frank	Gehry.	After	considering	the	
economic,	aesthetic	and	overall	improvements,	this	development	is	incredible.	Please	approve	this	project!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C705‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2479	

LETTER	NO.	C706	

Judy	and	Shelly	Asher		
<villarosarentals@yahoo.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C706‐1	

We	are	writing	as	neighbors	of	the	8150	Susnet	[sic]	project	and	the	latest	plans	to	raise	the	tower	to	234	
feet.	This	seems	particularly	high,	given	the	area	and	the	height	of	the	other	taller	buildings	on	Sunset.	We	
are	not	against	the	new	developement,	[sic]	but	we	want	to	see	something	done	responsibly	and	with	respec	
[sic]	to	long	time	residents.	We	as	homeowners	are	subject	to	stringent	building	codes	and	restrictions	with	
respect	to	height	and	square	footage…..all	of	which	are	making	it	increasing	challenging	for	homeowners	to	
build	to	their	own	desired	specs.	Commercial	projects	should	be	under	the	same	scrutiny.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C706‐1	

With	respect	to	the	comments	concerning	the	height	of	the	proposed	development,	the	comments	are	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	aesthetics,	
views	and	visual	character	impacts	of	the	Project	related	to	height	and	scale	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	The	
Draft	 EIR	 also	 evaluated	 the	 land	 use	 compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	
Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	while	Section	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	
9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.A‐66	and	4.F‐59	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	
2‐35	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	Alternative	 9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics,	 views,	
visual	character,	and	land	use	compatibility	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐1	regarding	aesthetics,	and	Topical	Resource	TR‐2	regarding	land	use,	for	further	discussion.	

Also,	 several	alternatives	were	evaluated	 in	 the	Draft	EIR	 to	address	concerns	related	 to	height	and	scale,	
including	 Alternative	 1	 (No	 Project/No	 Build),	 Alternative	 2	 (Existing	 Zoning),	 Alternative	 3	 (Reduced	
Height),	and	Alternative	6	(Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation).	 	Also,	 in	response	to	public	comments	
on	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 a	 new	 alternative	 was	 added	 (Alternative	 9,	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	
Underground	Parking)	and	was	evaluated	in	a	re‐circulated	Draft	EIR	(e.g.,	RP‐DEIR).	 	Alternative	9	would	
reduce	 the	mass	of	 the	Project	 by	providing	 a	 lower	podium	height,	 and	would	provide	north‐south	 view	
corridors	through	the	Project	site	by	splitting	the	Project	tower	into	two	narrower	towers.	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 commercial	 projects	 should	 be	 under	 stringent	 building	 codes	 and	
restrictions,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	compliance	with	development	standards	related	to	
building	height	and	scale.	

COMMENT	NO.	C706‐2	

We	would	 like	 to	 see	 the	 propesed	 [sic]	 tower	 height	 lowered	 as	 well	 as	 a	 better	 plan	 to	 accommodate	
cars/trucks	that	are	turning	right	onto	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	from	Sunset	Blvd.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C706‐2	

The	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	reconfiguration	of	 the	traffic	 island	and	effects	on	turning	movements	at	
the	intersection.		Please	see	Response	to	Comment	C706‐1	above	regarding	building	height	and	scale.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2481	

LETTER	NO.	C707	

Lewis	Evans	
1315	N	Poinsettia	Pl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐4359	

COMMENT	NO.	C707‐1	

I	am	a	local	resident	and	former	business	owner	on	the	Sunset	Strip.	I'm	writing	today	to	give	my	support	of	
the	new	construction	project	at	8150	Sunset	Boulevard.	McDonald's	and	a	strip	mall	are	not	Sunset	to	me,	
the	 property	 at	 8150	 used	 to	 be	 iconic!	 Joni	Mitchell	wrote	 a	 song	 about	 the	 former	 structure	 there	 The	
Gardens	 of	 Allah.	 That	 was	 Sunset.	 It	 was	 grand.	 It	 was	 beautiful.	 It	 was	 the	 glitz	 and	 glam	 expected	 of	
Hollywood.	 McDonald's	 and	 a	 transient	 community	 just	 isn't	 that	 to	 me.	 The	 proposed	 glass	 tower	 is	
different	 than	 anything	we	 have	 in	 Los	Angeles	 currently	 and	 is	 unique	 enough	 to	 be	 the	 gateway	 to	 the	
Sunset	Strip.	This	will	be	a	fantastic	addition	for	the	community,	neighbors	and	everyone	who	is	 fortunate	
enough	to	be	in	beautiful	LA.	Keep	Sunset	Sunset	and	approve	this	project!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C707‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C708	

Stephon	Turner	
5852	Willoughby	Ave	
Los	Angeles	CA	90038	

COMMENT	NO.	C708‐1	

I	live,	work	and	go	to	school	in	Hollywood	and	strongly	support	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd	.		I	moved	to	
Los	Angeles	from	Missouri	almost	two	years	ago,	and	this	building	by	Frank	Gehry	is	what	I	expected	to	see	
upon	arrival.		It	is	elegant	and	glamorous	and	promotes	a	Hollywood	ideal.		What	is	there	now,	is	not	at	all	
what	I	imagined	for	the	famed	Sunset	strip.		I	understand	that	an	outsider's	expectation	of	the	city	and	a	long	
time	resident	will	not	see	eye	to	eye,	but	this	area	is	bleak	and	in	serious	need	of	renovation	‐	I	can't	think	of	
a	more	fitting	project	to	ignite	a	new	era	on	Sunset	Blvd.		On	one	of	my	visits	to	the	Bank	there,	I	witnessed	a	
business	 owner	 yelling	 after	 a	man	who	 had	 come	 into	 his	 store	 and	 grabbed	 food	 and	 ran	 out	 without	
paying.		That	same	day	I	saw	McDonald's	trash	and	food	all	over	the	ground,	and	halfway	vacant	stores.	 	It	
looked	like	something	you	would	see	along	a	deserted	highway	in	the	south.		I	was	very	put	off	by	the	whole	
incident,	especially	because	everything	else	surrounding	the	area	was	so	much	nicer.		Another	great	aspect	of	
the	project	is	that	it	fills	a	need	for	housing	in	Los	Angeles.		It	took	me	almost	six	months	to	find	a	place	when	
I	first	arrived	because	everything	was	taken	as	soon	as	it	became	available,	I	almost	felt	like	I	had	to	know	
someone	to	even	get	an	apartment.	 	 I	am	also	very	excited	about	the	affordable	housing	component	of	the	
project,	because	while	I	myself	have	no	need	for	it,	I	think	that	everyone	should	be	able	to	have	a	respectful	
place	to	live	no	matter	their	situation.		Los	Angeles	is	such	a	wonderful	place	to	live	and	build	a	community	
with.	 	If	we	have	the	opportunity	to	grow	our	community	without	displacing	anyone,	while	simultaneously	
improving	the	economy,	streetscape	and	perception	of	Sunset	Boulevard,	we	should.		We'll	certainly	be	doing	
ourselves	a	disservice	should	this	project	be	denied.		Thank	you	for	your	consideration.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C708‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	C709	

Chloe	Popescu	
chloepopescu@gmail.com	
Los	Angeles,	90048	

COMMENT	NO.	C709‐1	

I	would	urge	anyone	judging	the	appropriateness	of	Frank	Gehry's	project	at	Sunset	and	Laurel	cyn	to	attend	
the	Frank	Gehry	exhibit	currently	on	display	at	LACMA.	Two	models	of	the	Sunset	project	are	on	display	as	
part	of	 the	exhibit	and	 they	are	amazing	achievements	by	not	only	 the	world's	most	 famous	architect,	but	
one	of	the	world's	most	famous	living	artists.	What	is	amazing	about	the	exhibit	is	viewing	the	models	of	the	
dozens	of	other	projects	that	are	in	various	stages	of	development	the	model	that	inspired	8	Spruce	Street	in	
New	York	is	simply	stunning.	The	models	for	the	Facebook	campus	are	equally	as	impressive,	and	show	in	
such	intricate	detail	the	attention	given	to	each	and	every	one	of	these	projects.	

Gehry	Sunset	will	be	yet	another	architectural	masterpiece,	and	one	that	will	be	walking	distance	from	my	
apartment.	Please	approve	it!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C709‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.					
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LETTER	NO.	C710	

Barry	Poznick		
<barry@barracudaprod.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C710‐1	

I	am	writing	in	support	of	the	Frank	Gehry	design	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	

As	a	homeowner	in	laurel	canyon	and	a	business	owner	with	an	office	in	the	strip,	I	know	that	the	existing	
site	is	in	much	need	of	an	overhaul.	This	will	be	an	iconic	structure	perfect	for	the	Sunset	strip.	

A	project	of	this	scale	will	provide	an	economic	boost	to	the	surrounding	area.	

Thank	you	for	your	consideration,	I	sincerely	hope	this	project	is	approved.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C710‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	C711	

Jorge	Cueva	
2301	Apollo	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐2060	

COMMENT	NO.	C711‐1	

I	like	the	project	at	8150	Sunset	Avenue	and	sincerely	hope	your	office	approves	it.		The	new	design	by	Frank	
Gehry	 looks	amazing,	 	The	original	boxy	design	wasn't	all	 that	appealing	and	 I'm	so	happy	 the	developers	
listened	to	the	community.		This	address	is	considered	the	gateway	to	Hollywood,	only	it	doesn't	feel	like	that	
right	 now.	 	McDonald's,	 vacant	 stores,	 and	 a	 generic	 bank	 that	 needs	 updating	 (or	 replacing)	 should	 not	
create	 the	 atmosphere	 on	 Sunset.	 	 Mr.	 Gehry	 did	 a	 good	 job	 to	 create	 a	 unique	 looking	 building	 and	
understood	the	local	community	including	a	view	corridor	and	removing	so	much	retail	space.		This	is	what	
Sunset	 should	 look	 like.	 	 My	 idea	 of	 Hollywood	 is	 not	 strip	 malls	 and	 McDonald's.	 	 It	 is	 world‐class	
architecture	and	setting	benchmarks	for	the	future	generations	to	live	up	to.	I	for	one	cannot	wait	to	see	this	
project	completed,	please	approve	it!	

RESPONSE	NO.	C711‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C712	

Margarita	Cueva	
2301	Apollo	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐2060	

COMMENT	NO.	C712‐1	

I	would	like	to	show	my	‐support	for	the	building	proposed	at	8150	Sunset	Blvd.	 	The	economic	impact	of	
adding	new	commercial	space	and	a	few	thousand	new	neighbors	will	be	a	great	boost	for	the	local	economy.	
In	the	short	term	we'll	have	construction	jobs	and	in	the	long	term	we'll	have	potentially	hundreds	of	new	
jobs	created	and	maintained.	 	The	 local	economy	will	 appreciate	 the	 jump	start	and	 the	 injection	of	much	
needed	property	tax	and	sales	tax	will	only	grow	our	city	in	a	prosperous	way.		The	area	as	it	currently	rests	
has	no	business	on	Sunset	Blvd.		The	waves	of	traffic	caused	by	McDonald's	and	the	various	run	down	shops	
at	the	strip	mall	are	awful.		The	inconvenience	is	widely	recognized,	but	the	safety	issues	must	be	addressed.	
If	 we	 have	 an	 opportunity	 to	 positively	 affect	 the	 area's	 aesthetic	 appeal,	 functionality	 and	 safety,	 we	
certainly	should.		I	would	much	rather	see	individuals	make	a	home	in	a	beautiful	building	than	tolerate	the	
out	of	place	eyesore.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C712‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 support	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	C713	

Rory	Barish	
	N2swimng@aol.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐1	

So	here	is	my	lengthy	letter	to	Srimal	at	the	City	of	LA.		I	have	added	a	few	comments	to	the	one	that	I	gave	
you	(and	cleaned	it	up	a	bit)	with	some	help	from	my	friend	who	is	project	manager	of	the	widening	of	the	
405.	

The	areas	that	I	added	comments	were	..	

Storm	Water	

Paleontological	

Infrastructure	and	Safety	

Low‐	Income	

Exhaust	

Alcohol	

Thanks	for	all	of	your	help	and	support,	

My	name	is	Rory	Barish,	and	I	am	President	of	the	HOA	at	the	Colonial	House	at	1416	Havenhurst	Drive	In	
West	Hollywood.		I	live/own	in	a	most	splendid	historic	building	designated	under	the	Mills	Act	and	listed	in	
the	 California	 Register	 of	Historical	Homes.	 	 It	 has	 been	 featured	 in	many	 articles	 and	 has	 been	 home	 to	
legendary	stars	and	many	notables.		Other	historic	homes	on	my	street	include	La	Ronda	(Mi	Casa)	and	the	
Andalusia.	 	 These	 buildings	 have	 been	 filmed	 and	 photographed	 (in	 many	 well‐known	 publications),	 on	
numerous	 occasions,	 for	 their	 architectural	 beauty.	 	 These,	 amongst	 several	 treasures	within	 a	 1‐3	 block	
radius	are	threatened	to	be	greatly	impacted	if	81SO•s,	Alternative	9	plan	passes	and	is	allowed	to	be	built	.		
The	idea	that	a	developer	can	come	into	a	neighborhood	and	not	understand	the	Infrastructure	and	needs	of	
the	neighborhood	and	it’s	[sic]	community	is	unfathomable,	which	is	the	case	here.	

In	the	following	paragraphs,	I	will	comment	on	various	aspects	of	8150’s	DEIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐1	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐2	

ZONING	AND	VARIANCES	

This	project	does	not	conform	to	the	current	zoning	on	the	subject	site.		This	site	has	a	FAR	1.1	ratio	and	the	
developers	are	asking	for	a	variance	for	3.1	.		The	developers	state	that	they	will	meet	the	criteria/guidelines	
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for	 this	 variance.	 	 However,	 they	 do	 not	 meet	 the	 criteria	 for	 the	 variance	 but	 want	 special	 favors	 and	
allowances	anyway.		For	example,	they	are	not	within	1500	ft	of	a	Transit	stop	but	they	state	that	they	are	
approximately	within	in	it.		They	state	that	they	are	within	1,560	ft	but	request	the	variance	anyway	in	lieu	of	
the	1,500	SPECIFIED	and	REQUIRED	in	the	on‐menu	incentive	(LAMC	12.22.).		MapQuest	shows	1,700	+,but	
even	 if	 it	 is	1,560,	 it	does	not	meet	 the	requirements.	 	 In	 football,	 if	you	are	on	 the	1	yd	 line,	 this	 is	not	a	
touchdown	and	you	will	never	get	points	for	it.		It	does	not	count.		The	developers	might	be	on	the	1‐5	yd	line	
but	it	still	does	not	count.	 	If	Eileen	Ford	said	that	all	models	coming	to	her	agency	had	to	be	5	ft	8	inches,	
they	were.		She	did	not	take	models	that	were	5	ft	7	and	3/4.		She	said	that	she	had	to	have	an	exact	cutoff	
because	 there	were	 too	many	5	 ft	8	models	 that	met	 all	 of	 the	 criteria	 and	 she	wanted	 to	make	 room	 for	
them.	

How	does	the	City	of	LA	justify	giving	a	variance	for	this	when	they	DO	NOT	meet	the	requirements?	

The	 developers	 also	 want	 to	 increase	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 spaces	 REQUIREMENTS	 set	 forth	 in	 LAMC	
12.21	provided	 for	commercial	uses	and	adjust	parking	 for	residential	 (compact	spaces)	 ..	 	 in	 lieu	of	 these	
REQUIREMENTS.	

They	want	a	variance	to	allow	for	a	fitness	studio,	as	not	otherwise	permitted	in	the	C4	zone.		Why	can't	the	
City	just	say	no?	The	city	has	many	"outs"	with	the	developers.		The	project	is	just	too	oversized	for	the	lot	
and	the	developers	know	it	but	want	exceptions	to	every	rule	and	variances	to	make	their	project	allowable.		
These	guidelines	and	rules	for	special	incentives	and	variances	should	not	be	broken	for	certain	individuals	.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐2	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐3	

INFRASTRUCTURE	

What	mitigation	do	the	developers	continue	to	talk	about	in	the	OEIR?	The	only	way	to	mitigate	these	huge	
impacts	is	to	build	something	significantly	smaller.		This	site	was	originally	intended	for	a	structure	such	as	
the	Garden	of	Allah	or	 the	existing	 strip	mall	 that	 is	 two	stories	 today.	 	 It	 is	not	 intended	 for	a	New	York	
skyscrapers	seen	from	the	Valley	to	the	Santa	Monica	Mountains	to	the	LA	basin	as	the	newspapers	suggest.	

The	infrastructure	is	simply	not	there.		It	is	not	there	to	support	a	"Disney	Hall"	abutting	a	very	residential	
neighborhood.		Disney	Hall	is	not	in	a	residential	neighborhood.		And	Disney	Hall	is	not	located	on	one	of	the	
most	trafficked	streets	and	intersections	in	the	city.		There	is	a	place	for	this	project	but	it	is	not	here.	

The	developers	might	be	able	to	upgrade	certain	workings	but	what	they	cannot	mitigate	for	all	of	their	talk	
is	 the	 traffic	 nightmare.	 	 They	 cannot	 widen	 Sunset,	 Crescent	 Heights,	 Havenhurst	 or	 Fountain	 and	 that	
would	be	the	ONLY	solution.	

The	traffic	from	this	monster	project	will	clog	up	residential	streets	and	narrow	roads	which	were	not	built	
to	 accommodate	 added	 flow.	 	 When	 you	 keep	 increasing	 the	 number	 of	 units	 in	 a	 community	 without	
increasing	the	number	of	traffic	lanes	you	are	inviting	a	huge	safety	and	traffic	catastrophe.		Projects	of	this	
mass	and	scale	are	found	in	Las	Vegas	on	the	main	boulevard	but	that	boulevard	has	6	lanes	for	traffic.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐3	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐4	

INFRASTRUCTURE	AND	SAFETY	

The	DEIR	(3‐18)	states	that	The	LAFD	has	indicated	that	a	fire	flow	of	9,000	gpm	to	the	Project	site	from	4	
hydrants	would	be	required	to	adequately	serve	the	site.		The	developers	say,	"However,	if	fire	flows	at	9,000	
gpm	at	the	Project	site	are	not	 feasible	(eg:	due	to	 infrastructure	 limitations)	 ,	a	combination	of	 lower	fire	
flows,	building	design	features,	and	other	 fire	 life	safety	features,	subject	to	review	and	approval	by	LAFD,	
may	be	provided	In	lieu	of	requirements.		In	my	mind,	if	they	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	the	LAFD,	then	
this	should	not	be	allowed.		There	should	be	no,	"in	lieu	of".		They	are	telling	us	that	the	infrastructure	is	not	
there	and	that	they	may	provide	alternatives	(once	again,	trying	to	getting	around	requirements).		Would	the	
city	 align	 itself	 with	 the	 developers	 over	 the	 safety	 of	 the	 neighborhood?	 Getting	 around	 requirements	
should	not	be	tolerated	when	speaking	to	the	safety	of	the	neighborhood.	

What	about	LA	Dept	of	Public	Works?	Any	input?	

What	about	LA	Dept	of	Bldg	and	Safety?	Any	input?	

Have	you	approached	these	agencies	about	plans?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐4	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐5	

HEIGHT	

The	DEIR	says	that	this	project	plan	will	be	15	stories	in	height,	234ft	above	grade	(measured	from	the	sw	
corner	of	the	property	..	 	 lowest	point),	which	is	lower	than	the	former	proposed	project.	 	How	can	that	be	
when	 they	 say	 that	 the	 former	 project	 plan	was	 17	 stories	 but	 only	 216ft	 above	 ground	 elevation	 at	 sw	
corner	 of	 the	 site???	 If	 the	 imposing	 12	 story	 Hollywood	 Roosevelt	 Hotel	 is	 just	 161	 ft	 and	 the	 13	 story	
Capitol	 Records	 building	 is	 just	 150ft	 (without	 the	 antenna),	 then	 how	 can	 a	 tower	 of	 234ft	 be	 justified	
anywhere	but	downtown	or	Century	City?	This	project	sits	atop	Sunset	and	it	is	the	feet/	height	that	we	look	
at	 and	 not	 the	 stories	 ....	 	 You	 can	 have	 4	 stories	 with	 20	 or	 40ft	 ceilings	 in	 a	 150ft	 structure	 or	 design	
features	of	the	building	like	they	describe	{horizontal	breaks	in	between	stories).	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐5	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐6	

TRAFFIC	IMPACTS	
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The	City	owned	traffic	island	is	crucial	to	the	continuous	flow	of	Eastbound	traffic	on	Sunset	headed	South.		
Isn't	it	more	important	to	keep	the	traffic	flowing	(thinking	of	emergency	vehicles	as	a	priority)	than	to	have	
8150	take	this	island	for	aesthetic	use?	The	developers	propose	that	this	island	will	be	a	soft	landscaped	area	
(	are	they	thinking	about	watering	 in	this	drought?)	where	pedestrians	would	be	drawn	to	gather.	 	Would	
you	want	to	gather	and	relax	at	one	of	the	busiest	and	noisiest	intersections,	where	horns	are	blaring,	where	
cars	 are	 flying	 down	 Laurel	 Cyn	 and	where	 traffic	 is	 backed	 up	 on	 Sunset?	 It	 would	 be	 amazing	 to	 hear	
yourself	talk,	let	alone	relax	and	gather.	

How	can	 adding	 their	 additional	 traffic	 to	 the	 streets,	 and	backing	up	 traffic,	 (there	 is	 already	 an	 existing	
traffic	 problem)	 not	 adversely	 impact	 the	 quality	 of	 life	 in	 adjacent	 residential	 and	 commercial	
neighborhoods	as	they	state	2‐34?	This	will	be	a	disaster.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐6	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐7	

HAVENHURST	TRAFFIC	

At	present,	there	is	a	NO	LEFT	HAND	TURN	sign	at	the	ramp	at	the	driveway	on	Havenhurst	to	the	existing	
project.	 	Cars	 should	not	be	exiting	and	 turning	 left.	 	BUT	THEY	DO.	 	All	THE	TIME.	 	The	developers	 reps	
admitted	during	a	meeting	that	this	is	unavoidable.	 	They	stated	that	they	could	not	monitor	this	or	have	a	
guard	standing	by	24	hrs.	 	They	state	 in	 the	DEIR	 that	 the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveways	are	anticipated	 to	
provide	the	primary	exit	and	entry	locations.		However,	they	now	talk	of	a	physical	barrier	in	this	DEIR	(3‐2)	
to	prevent	exiting	on	Havenhurst.	 	But	the	only	way	to	rectify	the	increased	traffic	problem	on	Havenhurst	
(we	already	have	a	problem)	is	to	either	have	no	entrance	or	exit	on	Havenhurst,	or	put	a	cul‐de‐sac	there	
with	a	light	on	Fountain,	in	the	exact	fashion	that	one	was	put	on	Alta	Loma	prohibiting	entrance	and	exit	to	
all	cars	going	into	Equinox.	 	Havenhurst	deserves	the	same	consideration.	 	There	should	be	no	entrance	or	
exit	to	8150	from	the	start	of	the	West	Hollywood	border	on	Havenhurst	to	Fountain.	 	This	will	also	deter	
cars	 from	 thinking	 of	Havenhurst	 as	 a	 cut	 through	 street.	 	 If	 this	 is	 blocked	 off	 and	 there	 is	 a	 cul‐de‐sac,	
emergency	 vehicles	 would	 be	 able	 to	 enter	 or	 exit	 because	 they	 would	 have	 codes	 to	 the	 retractable	
barrier/bollards	on	the	street.		The	DEIR	states	that	there	will	only	be	approx	463	new	trips	on	Havenhurst??	
Firstly,	I	would	argue	way	more	but	even	at	463,	that	is	463	too	many.	

The	DEIR	also	talks	about	having	residential	and	commercial	project‐related	exiting	traffic	being	able	to	turn	
left	on	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.		Has	anyone	from	the	City	seen	the	traffic	flying	south	down	Crescent	Heights	
from	laurel	Canyon,	not	to	mention	cars	turning	right	from	Sunset?	This	is	a	death	wish.		Does	the	City	think	
that	this	is	feasible	and	not	a	safety	hazard?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐7	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐8	

PARKING	
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Parking	needs	 to	be	addressed	on	Havenhurst,	 Crescent	Heights	 and	Fountain.	 	Will	 it	 be	 addressed?	 It	 is	
hard	enough	to	park	on	Havenhurst	when	people	are	moving	(reserved	street	parking),	or	when	it	is	street	
sweeping	day	or	when	smaller	scale	construction	 is	being	done	(reserved	street	parking).	 	With	residents,	
guests	 and	 visitors	 to	 8150,there	 will	 be	 no	 place	 for	 local	 existing	 residents	 and	 guests	 to	 park.	 	 With	
Alternative	9	there	will	be	just	too	many	cars	added	to	the	street.		Many	people	do	not	like	valet	or	want	to	
pay	 for	 it	 (if	 offered)	 and	 there	 will	 not	 be	 enough	 parking	 spaces	 at	 the	 site	 because	 not	 everyone	 has	
compact	 cars	 and	 practically	 nobody	 will	 ride	 bicycles.	 	 This	 is	 not	 the	 answer	 or	 "mitigation".	 	 What	
mitigation?	West	Hollywood	streets	all	around	8150	should	have	24	hr	permit	parking.		This	will	deter	any	
and	all	 residents,	 guests	and	visitors	 to	8150	 (because	8150	 is	Los	Angeles)	 from	parking	on	Havenhurst,	
Crescent	Heights	and	Fountain.		The	parking	for	the	site	as	it	exists	now	is	sufficient	for	its	guests,	especially	
with	the	added	Metropolitan	Storage.		It	will	not	be	with	this	proposed	project.	

Where	will	the	valets	park	the	cars	because	there	will	not	be	sufficient	parking	at	the	site?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐8	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐9	

BICYCLES	

Countless	 pages	 of	 talk	 of	 allowances	 for	 bicycles	 and	 bicycle	 spaces	 makes	 zero	 sense.	 	 We	 are	 in	 Los	
Angeles	(not	in	some	small	town)	and	this	project	sits	on	Sunset	at	one	of	the	busiest	and	most	dangerous	
intersections	in	the	city.		There	are	no	bicycle	lanes	and	no	proposed	ones	in	place.		Nor	would	you	ever	want	
to	propose	one	here.	 	Who	 in	 their	 right	mind	would	propose	one	here?	You	would	 take	your	 life	 in	your	
hands	cycling	here.		I	have	done	triathlons,	I	know.		would	never	cycle	here.		The	idea	of	people	riding	bikes	
to	the	supermarket	to	get	groceries	(where	do	they	put	these	groceries?)	or	riding	to	and	from	work	with	
briefcases	 in	dangerous	 traffic	 ,or	riding	up	and	down	the	Hollywood	Hills,	or	riding	 to	purchase	goods	 in	
these	 expensive	 retail	 shops	 (where	 do	 your	 packages	 go?)	 is	 ludicrous.	 	 These	 incentives	 for	 developers	
,encouraging	bicycle	use	in	the	city,	should	be	strictly	geographical	because	they	apply	or	make	sense	only	to	
certain	areas.		To	say	that	you	can	have	variances	and	meet	environmental	initiatives	(ie:	encouraging	use	of	
bicycles	and	providing	spaces	for	them)	needs	to	be	evaluated	more.		These	incentives	should	not	be	granted	
unless	the	city	does	a	complete	geographical	check.	

This	DEIR	report	should	not	be	generated	by	the	developers	because	it	is	one‐sided/	bias,	on	all	counts.		Of	
course	the	developers	will	say	that	every	idea	of	their	project	works	just	fine,	including	the	use	of	bicycles	on	
Sunset	..		Does	the	City	agree	that	this	is	not	the	site	for	encouragement	of	bicycles?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐9	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐10	

ALTERNATIVES	

The	developers	have	thrown	out	every	alternative	proposed	by	neighboring	citizens	and	officials	and	came	
up	with	their	own	alternative	because	they	want	to	build	what	they	want	to	build.		This	is	no	doubt	that	they	
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are	only	thinking	of	dollar	signs,	maximizing	their	project	site	to	the	fullest	and	their	so	called	logic	makes	no	
sense.	 	They	want	to	try	to	convince	us	how	building	something	much	smaller	in	scale	(equivalent	to	8000	
Sunset)	will	not	have	less	of	a	traffic	impact,	or	exhaust	impact	or	view	impact	or	anything	else	...		They	must	
think	we	are	all	stupid.	 	They	try	to	find	a	way	to	tell	you	how	none	of	the	other	alternatives	are	good	and	
why	their	idea	is	the	best.		They	would	rather	justify	giving	people	a	green	space	to	sit	(on	one	of	the	busiest	
streets	and	intersections,	I	might	add)	than	to	preserve	the	safety	of	the	neighborhood	.		Does	the	City	agree	
with	this	alternative?	

Beverly	Hills	real	estate	development	firm	Bolour	Associates	and	Portland,	Oregon	hotel	management	firm	
Provenance	Hotels	are	building	a	hotel	 in	Hermosa	Beach.	 	When	residents	weren't	thrilled	with	their	first	
peek	at	plans	(it	was	15ft	above	the	city's	maximum	building	height),	the	developers	encouraged	community	
discussions.		This	led	the	developers	to	DRASCTICALLV	alter	the	hotel's	design	concept	and	the	hotel	ended	
up	being	only	30ft	high.		Community	dissidents	felt	all	of	their	issues	were	addressed	and	had	a	compromise	
that	 was	 more	 than	 expected.	 	 These	 developers	 were	 very	 sensitive	 to	 the	 needs	 and	 wants	 of	 the	
community,	whereas	the	8150	developers	are	not.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐10	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐11	

AFFORDABLE‐LOW	INCOME	HOUSING	

Both	of	their	plans	called/call	for	affordable	or	"very"	low	income	housing	and	the	developers	express	caring	
for	 those	 in	need.	 	 If	 this	 is	 true	then	why	not	build	 in	neighborhoods	where	there	are	affordable,	grocery	
stores,	fitness	centers	(like	the	V},	retail	shops,	and	restaurants?	Are	these	affordable	or	"very"	low‐income	
housing	 occupants	 shopping	 at	 Bristol	 Farms,	 going	 to	 private	 Fitness	 Centers,	 eating	 at	 the	 Chateau	
Marmont	 or	 the	 Tower	 Bar	 or	 going	 to	 the	Hyde	 Lounge?	 Because	 this	 is	what	 is	 available	 to	 these	 low‐
income	tenants	 in	the	immediate	vicinity.	 	 I	 think	not.	 	They	propose	affordable	housing	ONLY	to	get	their	
FAR	ratio	increased	from	a	1.	 	1	to	3.1	 .	 	They	do	not	care	about	low‐income	residents	as	demonstrated	by	
their	"poor	door"	policy	at	8899	Beverly	Blvd	(see	my	last	paragraph,	IN	CLOSING).	

How	will	this	low‐income	housing	be	monitored?	When	the	initial	occupants	move	in,	how	will	the	city	of	LA	
monitor	what	they	are	paying?	When	the	occupants	move	out	and	new	occupants	move	in,	how	can	the	city	
of	LA	monitor	what	they	are	paying?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐11	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐12	

COMPACT	CARS	

Can	the	developers	really	require	occupants	of	their	project	to	buy	compact	cars	or	buy	bicycles	when	these	
occupants	buy	expensive	condos	or	pay	a	lot	in	rent?	They	will	narrow	their	market	for	buyers	and	renters	
and	 you	will	 see	 a	 lot	 of	 empty	 units	 in	 this	 project	 like	 elsewhere	 in	 the	 city.	 	 Is	 it	 fair	 to	make	 buyers	
purchase	 compact	 cars	 because	 the	 developers	might	 have	parking	 issues	 and	have	maxed	out	 their	 site?	
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Does	 the	 city	 agree	 that	 parking	 is	 not	 adequate	 and	 the	 developers	 are	 compensating	 with	 spaces	 for	
compact	cars	and	bicycles?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐12	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐13	

HISTORIC	VALUE	

The	DEIR	talks	about	the	Colonial	House,	The	Andalusia,	La	Ronda	(Mi	Casa),	The	Granville,	The	Savoy,	etc.		
These	are	buildings	that	have	historic	value	and	are	recognized	buildings	in	the	National	Register.		They	are	
protected	by	the	Mills	Act	and	guidelines	require	preservation	and	restoration	of	these	buildings.		Does	the	
state	or	 city	define	preservation	of	 these	buildings	on	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	as	allowing	 these	
buildings	 to	have	 their	 views	blocked,	 their	 light	 altered	 (shade,	 shadows	and	glare)	 and	 their	 residential	
streets	 turned	 into	 freeways?	 Is	 that	 the	 definition	 of	 preservation?	 Values	 will	 for	 sure	 be	 damaged.	 	 A	
feeling	 of	 local	 identity	 will	 be	 lost	 if	 planning	 officials	 fail	 to	 recognize	 local	 community	 wishes.		
Communities	such	as	these,	sprinkled	with	architectural	gems	will	lose	their	identity	and	feel	like	anywhere	
in	the	U.S	..		Powerful	developers	with	deep	pockets	can	now	change	master	plans	(ie:	The	Valleywide	plan)	
that	were	designed	to	protect	neighborhoods,	that	could	never	be	built	upon	and	they	can	now	nullify	these	
plans.		This	is	all	wrong	and	needs	to	be	stopped.	

If	 the	Los	Angeles	City	Council	banned	building	McMansions	 in	 the	 immediate	neighborhood	because	they	
were	concerned	that	their	size	(2	stories)	was	changing	the	character	of	the	neighborhoods,	then	why	is	it	
okay	 to	 allow	 a	 skyscraper	 in	 the	 same	 area?	 So	 this	 only	 applies	 to	 residential	 structures?	 Commercial	
buildings	are	immune	from	this?	How	can	this	make	any	sense?	Does	the	proposed	Alternative	9	not	change	
the	character	of	the	neighborhood?	This	is	a	question	that	I	would	love	the	city	to	answer.	

There	 is	 also	 a	 moratorium	 on	 the	 issuance	 of	 building	 and	 demolition	 permits	 for	 proposed	 Historic	
Preservation	Overlay	 Zones.	 	 If	 the	 city	 does	 care	 about	Historic	 Preservation,	why	not	 protect	 the	Chase	
Bank	building	on	the	8150	site	and	the	architectural	gems	that	surround	it?	A	city	report	states	that	the	ban	
came	 amid	 a	 proliferation	 of	 out	 of	 scale	 development	 that	 threaten	 the	 cohesion	 and	 character	 of	
neighborhoods.	 	 Therefore,	 is	 it	 not	 logical	 to	 say	 that	 it	 would	 be	 hypocritical	 to	 allow	 this	 proposed	
Alternative	to	be	built?	

The	 DEIR	 states	 that	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 a	 SIGNIFICANT	 and	 UNAVOIDABLE	 direct	 impact	 to	
historical	 resources	 (2‐26),	 even	with	 the	Mitigation	Measures	 HIST‐1	 through	 HIST‐4	 because	 the	 Bank	
Building	would	be	removed	and	demolished.		Why	is	this	unavoidable?	They	can	choose	to	not	tear	it	down,	
redesign	their	plans	and	have	a	smaller	scale	project	in	keeping	with	the	neighborhood.		Correct?	

When	discussing	the	Bank	building,	formerly	Lytton	Savings	and	now	Chase	Bank,	former	paragraphs	speak	
of	preservation.		Why	was	it	so	important	to	keep	the	old	Duttons	bookstore,	also	known	as	The	mid‐century	
Barry	Building	on	San	Vicente	in	Brentwood	or	Norms	Diner	on	La	Cienega?	But	then	why	is	it	okay	to	tear	
down	 the	 iconic	mid‐century	 Lytton	 Savings	 (now	Chase	 bank}	 at	 8150	 Sunset?	 Can	 the	 City	 answer	 this	
question?	 Especially	 when	 the	 architect	 of	 that	 building,	 Kurt	 Meyer,	 a	 passionate	 advocate	 for	 great	
architecture	(and	architects}	was	recognized	and	honored	for	his	great	work	around	the	city.		Why	does	he	
does	not	gain	the	same	respect	from	the	city,	Frank	Gehry	or	the	developers?	Does	the	city	randomly	choose	
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which	 iconic	 buildings	 to	 save	 or	 not,	 depending	 upon	 which	 developer	 is	 involved	 and	 how	 deep	 their	
pockets	are?	I	wonder.	

The	DEIR	states	that	Alternative	9	would	not	detract	from	the	historical	or	architectural	significance	of	the	
Colonial	 House	 (2‐26).	 	 Their	 rational	 is	 because	 you	 can	 still	 see	 it	 looking	 up	 the	 street	 and	 although	
dwarfed	from	the	monolith	project,	it	has	not	disappeared.		Do	the	residents	of	the	building	agree?	Like	those	
buyers	who	purchased	units	like	the	famed	Bette	Davis	unit	with	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills,	and	beautiful	
light	to	the	north	7	Or	like	mine	whose	patio	will	be	completely	overlooked	and	shadowed	and/or	glared	by	
their	 towers?	 Or	 whose	 street	 will	 become	 a	 freeway	 because	 this	 project	 would	 increase	 existing	 daily	
traffic?	That	sure	does	change	the	character	and	value	of	the	building	and	it's	[sic]	units.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐13	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐14	

EXHAUST	

The	developers	state	that	having	underground	parking	now	should	alleviate	the	impacts	of	exhaust	fumes.		
Well	so	now	we	do	not	have	to	look	at	the	cars	above	grade	but	I	ask	...		where	will	these	exhausts	be	vented	
out	to?	They	still	need	to	be	vented	out	to	the	street	right?	So	the	question	still	remains,	how	and	where	will	
this	be	alleviated?	

How	will	the	noise	level	be	monitored	and	measured?	The	vents	will	make	noise	at	all	hours	of	the	day	and	
night,	inside	and	outside	of	the	structure.		How	can	the	neighborhood	be	assured	that	this	will	not	be	a	noise	
nuisance?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐14	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐15	

MASSING	AND	SCALE	AND	MATERIALS	

The	DEIR	talks	about	softening	the	massing	with	their	design.		This	is	an	oxymoron.		If	they	admit	that	there	
is	so	much	mass	and	massing,	there	is	no	real	way	to	soften	it.		They	state	on	2‐27	"	The	horizontal	break	in	
massing	allows	the	 lower	portion	along	the	Havenhurst	 facade	to	respond	to	 the	surrounding	neighboring	
scale.	 	Have	they	ever	walked	down	the	street	and	seen	the	height	and	architecture	of	the	buildings	there?	
Really?	They	state	that	that	the	upper	portion	of	the	building	steps	up	into	the	center	of	the	site,	HELPING	TO	
ALLEVIATE	taller	building	elements	along	the	smaller	scale	street.	 	The	developers	really	do	know	that	the	
scale	 of	 the	 street	 is	 small	 and	 try	 to	 justify	 overpowering	 the	 neighborhood	with	 flowery	 design	 jargon.		
They	 speak	of	minimizing	visual	 effects	 associated	with	 the	podium	structure	on	 surrounding	 lower‐scale	
residential	development	(3‐3).		They	are	in	essence,	trying	to	mask	the	giant,	with	words	and	design	features,	
which	is	impossible.		Does	the	City	agree	with	their	assessment	of	the	scale	of	the	street	in	relation	to	their	
project?	
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They	 also	 say	 on	 page	 2‐10,	 "building	 material	 selection	 is	 currently	 at	 an	 early	 stage."	 They	 have	 not	
presented	 their	materials	 to	us.	 	How	can	we	determine	what	effects/impacts	 this	project	will	have	on	us	
(glare,	shade,	heat..)	if	we	are	not	fully	informed.		This	could	be	another	Disney	Hall	all	over	again.		Will	the	
city	require	materials	presented	now?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐15	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐16	

ARCHEOLOGICAL	AND	PALEONTOLOGICAL	RESOURCES	

They	state	 that	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 incrementally	 greater	potential	 impacts	 to	archeological	 and	
paleontological	resources	due	to	the	incrementally	increased	excavation.		They	then	state	that	these	impacts	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation.	 	 What	 mitigation?	 Again,	 they	 do	 not	 state	 what	 that	
mitigation	would	be.	 	like	many	politicians,	who	state	that	they	will	bring	about	reform	and	never	say	how	
(they	 tell	 you	 that	 they	 will	 have	 the	 answer	 after	 they	 are	 elected),	 these	 developers	 talk	 of	 mitigation	
several	times	but	do	not	state	how.	

Hazardous	materials	needs	to	be	addressed	...		soil	and	anything	else	during	excavation.		What	happens	if	the	
soil	is	determined	to	be	hazardous?	It	then	cannot	remain	exposed	or	at	the	site.		How	will	this	be	dealt	with?	
They	will	be	trucking	tons	of	excavated	soil	off‐site	and	I	would	want	to	know	where	it	is	going??	How	will	
the	city	of	LA	and	West	Hollywood	deal	with	the	truck	queue?	Trucking	will	add	to	already	impacted	traffic	
and	noise.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐16	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐17	

AESTHETICS	

The	 developers	 state	 that	 they	want	 to	 create	 a	 development	 that	 compliments	 and	 improves	 the	 visual	
character	of	the	westernmost	area	of	Hollywood	and	promotes	quality	living	spaces	....		Is	this	not	subjective?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐17	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐17	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐18	

GEOLOGY	

The	DEIR	states	that	with	this	alternative,	with	reduced	occupancy,	it	will	expose	fewer	people	at	the	site	to	
seismic	hazards	associated	with	 the	Hollywood	Fault!	 I!	Admitting	 that	 they	are	building	within	very	dose	
proximity	to	this	fault,	they	are	still	asking	to	build	an	enormous	project	and	increase	the	FAR	to	3.1!	How	
ridiculous	 and	 contradictory.	 	Why	would	 the	 City	 allow	 this	 scale	 so	 close	 to	 a	major	 fault..	 	which	 runs	
directly	across	the	street?	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2496	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐18	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐19	

There	is	no	discussion	of	their	storm	water	pollution	prevention	plan.		What	are	they	doing	about	run‐off?	Is	
the	 run‐off	 going	 into	 the	 city	of	West	Hollywood's	 systems?	What	will	 be	 the	 impact	of	 a	 significant	 rain	
event?	

LA	 County	 operate	 "flood	 control"	 facilities	 within	 the	 city	 of	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 Is	 there	 any	 water	 run‐off	
dumping	into	their	facilities?	From	either	the	city	or	West	Hollywood?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐19	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐20	

ALCOHOL	

Alcohol	permits	 ...	 	are	they	planning	on	taking	over	existing	licenses	or	have	they	already	applied	?	Or	are	
they	leaving	it	up	to	whomever	will	be	occupying	that	space?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐20	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐21	

IN	CLOSING	...		FRANK	GEHRY	AND	TOWNSCAPE	DEVELOPERS	

It	is	my	opinion	that	the	developers	went	with	a	big	name	to	get	the	project	passed.		I	assume	that	they	figure	
that	if	they	used	FRANK	GEHRY	they	would	impress	the	hell	out	of	citizens	and	City	officials	(Mayor	Garcetti	
is	a	fan)	and	all	would	just	swoon.		Well	Disney	Hall	was	not	without	problems	as	you	recall	because	Gehry's	
shiny	metal	building	was	not	well	thought	out.		Drivers	were	blinded	by	the	glare	and	residents	of	the	condos	
across	the	street	complained	about	the	reflective	heat.		Workers	had	to	sand	down	the	metal	to	dull	the	glass,	
a	 tarp	was	hung	over	 the	worst	area	 ....	 	 all	 the	while	Gehry	saying	 that	 it	 is	not	a	story	 that	should	be	all	
around	the	world.	 	He	did	not	think	it	was	a	big	deal.	 	So	what	about	the	materials	for	this	mass	oversized	
project?	The	developers	say	that	the	building	material	selection	is	at	an	early	stage	and	have	not	disclosed	
what	materials	will	be	used.		Will	we	have	the	same	problem	as	Disney	Hall?	

The	New	York	Times	reported	That	Frank	Gehy	[sic]	“draws	Ire	for	joining	the	Los	Angeles	River	Restoration	
project.	 	 His	 involvement	 has	 prompted	 stinging	 criticism	 from	 advocates	 wary	 of	 gentrification	 and	
skeptical	of	the	architect's	ability	to	create	an	appealing	outdoor	space".		So	is	Frank	Gehry	really	the	ticket	
for	getting	this	project	passed?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐21	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐21	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	
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COMMENT	NO.	C713‐22	

TOWNSCAPE	PARTNERS,	 is	known	for	unsavory	practices.	 	They	planned	to	segregate	 low	income	tenants	
from	amenities	for	condo	owners	at	8899	Beverly	Blvd.	 	This	"poor	door	policy"	sparked	outrage	and	they	
were	forced	to	abandon	this	discriminatory	practice.	

At	the	present	site	at	8150	Sunset,	Townscape	was	embroiled	In	a	lawsuit	dispute	with	many	of	their	retail	
tenants.	 	They	installed	parking	arms	and	charged	$3.00	for	15	minutes,	fees	which	tenants	believed	was	a	
sure	 way	 of	 putting	 them	 out	 of	 business	 to	 make	 room	 for	 their	 mixed‐use	 project.	 	 The	 developers	
succeeded	 because	 it	 destroyed	 and	 hurt	 many	 of	 these	 small	 businesses	 many	 of	 which,	 went	 out	 of	
business.		Townscape	had	to	stop	charging	after	it	was	told	to	do	so	by	the	City	of	LA.	

So	 why	would	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 want	 to	make	 allowances	 and	 concessions,	 give	 variances	 and	 do	
business	 with	 these	 developers	 who	 disrespect	 the	 community	 and	 demonstrate	 unsavory	 practices?	 No	
favors	should	be	done	 for	 these	developers	as	 they	have	shown	no	consideration	 for	Los	Angeles	or	West	
Hollywood	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐22	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).Comment	No.	C713‐
23	

COMMENT	NO.	C713‐23	

The	 neighborhood	 would	 definitely	 like	 something	 nice	 to	 be	 built	 at	 8150	 Sunset.	 	 An	 improvement	 is	
needed	...		a	much	smaller	scale	project	that	is	tasteful,	upscale	and	which	speaks	to	the	environment.		When	
visiting	the	site,	Michael	La	Grande,	LA	city	planner,	said	that	the	project	should	not	be	any	higher	than	the	
8000	Sunset	complex	...		4	stories,	which	is	directly	across	the	street.		Speaking	of	which,	the	developers	said	
when	they	thought	about	the	project,	they	thought	about	neighborhood	needs.		They	felt	a	fitness	center	and	
supermarket	would	be	a	good	choice.		Hmmm.		Did	they	really	scope	out	the	area	because	DIRECTLY	across	
the	street	at	the	8000	Sunset	complex	is	a	Trader	Joes	and	Crunch	gym	and	there	is	also	a	Bristol	Farms	just	a	
few	blocks	down.		These	are	not	needed.		If	they	omitted	these	from	their	plans	and	scaled	way	down~	the	
impacts	would	be	a	lot	less.	

Alternative	9	is	no	alternative	and	should	not	be	granted	permits,	given	consideration	or	approval	to	be	built.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C713‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	B18‐23	(Rory	Barish,	Colonial	House	HOA	Letter	B18).	
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LETTER	NO.	C714	

Matthew	Schneider		
matthewevanschneider@gmail.com	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐1	

Unfortunately	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	original	draft	EIR,	as	prepared,	
is	 incomplete	 and	 has	 not	 adequately	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 environmental	 impacts	 associated	with	 the	
proposed	project.	 	 In	 its	 current	 format,	 the	document	 is	prepared,	 as	 an	advocacy	document	 intended	 to	
provide	 an	 environmental	 document	 that	 can	 be	 used	 to	 justify	 a	 project,	 not	 adequately	 evaluate	 the	
proposed	project	and	its	impacts	on	the	surrounding	community,	which	will	be	most	directly	affected	by	the	
impacts	of	this	proposed	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐1	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐2	

The	tallest	structure	on	the	new	redesign	will	be	234	feet.		For	comparison	the	Hollywood	Roosevelt	hotel	is	
just	161	feet;	the	Capitol	Records	building	is	just	150	feet	without	the	antenna.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐2.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐3	

The	 development	 of	 these	 massive,	 towering	 structures	 which	 are	 completely	 out	 of	 character	 with	 the	
surrounding	 area/community	 cannot	 be	 justified	 by	 the	 assertions	 of	 "project	 benefits"	 and	 the	
accompanying	 incentives	 program	 variances	 to	 the	 City	 planning	 practices,	 goals	 and	 policies.	 	 There	 are	
alternatives	 to	 the	 proposed	 development,	 which	 could	 render	 the	 Project's	 benefits	 still	 viable	 without	
destroying	 the	 character	 of	 the	Hollywood/Sunset	 Blvd	 view	 shed.	 	 Proposing	 a	 project	 that	 respects	 the	
zoning	 restriction	 of	 45	 feet	 or	 developing	 structures	 that	 are	 in	 keeping	 with	 the	 6	 10	 story	 buildings	
already	constructed	is	more	in	keeping	with	a	consideration	for	the	history	of	the	area	and	the	community	
which	will	have	to	view	this	project,	indefinitely.	 	Furthermore,	the	character	and	scale	of	Sunset	Blvd.	has	
been	 established	 for	 many	 years	 and	 is,	 in	 part,	 a	 major	 contributor	 to	 the	 public's	 understanding	 and	
memories	of	the	Sunset	Blvd	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐4	

Residential	Anti‐Mansionization	laws	are	increasingly	popular	and	are	enforced	in	15	areas	in	Los	Angeles.	
The	 spirit	 of	 these	 laws	 is	 to	 respect	 the	 community	 standard	of	 height,	 size,	 and	 scale.	 	We	ask	 the	 city‐
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planning	 department,	 why	 are	 mixed‐use	 residential	 building	 projects	 not	 held	 to	 the	 same	 community	
standards	of	height,	 size	 and	 scale?	 	 Zoning	 incentives	 as	used	 in	 the	 recirculated	DEIR	devalue	historical	
community	 standards	 and	 erode	 the	 public	 trust	 by	 providing	 developer	 loopholes	 for	 height	 and	 size	
restriction.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐4.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐5	

HOLLYWOOD	COMMUNITY	PLAN:		In	every	community,	compliance	with	Community	plans	(General	Plan)	is	
viewed	as	a	safety	net	for	the	residents	to	ensure	that	present	and	future	city	administrations	and	decision	
makers	have	a	consistent	basis	under	which	to	conduct	compliance	assessments	on	proposed	projects.	 	 In	
the	case	of	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	Mixed	Use	Project,	instead	of	testing	the	potential	impacts	against	Goals	and	
Objectives	 established	 in	 a	 viable	 and	 up	 to	 date	 Community	 Plan,	 and	 community	 design	 programs,	 the	
proponent	 and	 EIR	 consultant	 are	 using	 "incentive"	 Programs	 to	 circumvent	 the	 need	 to	 provide	 an	
environmentally	 superior	 project.	 	 Project	 approval,	 at	 the	 expense	 of	 policy	 compliance	 and	 appropriate	
community	planning	practices,		appears	to	be	the	driving	force	employed	by	this	approach	to	the	evaluation.		
The	Hollywood	Community	 Plan	was	 prepared	 for	 adoption	 in	 1988,	 some	Twenty‐seven	 (27)	 years	 ago.	
Good	and	adequate	planning	practices,	not	 to	mention	State	Laws	and	Guidelines,	 insist	on	a	General	Plan	
review	every	five	(5)	years	and	an	updated	document	at	least	every	twenty	(20)	years.		Since	the	last	attempt	
at	updating	 this	Plan	was	over‐turned	by	 the	Courts	 in	2014	due	 to	 lack	of	 compliance,	 the	absence	of	an	
updated	Community	Plan	leaves	the	community	without	the	proper	tools	to	evaluate	the	real	impacts	of	this	
Project	on	the	community	at	large.		In	the	least,	this	Project	is	premature	and	should	be	postponed	for	review	
until	after	a	legally	viable	Community	Plan	is	adopted.		Reinstituting	the	1988	Plan	and	placing	a	2014	date	
on	it	is	not	adequate;	as	it	does	not	address	the	current	conditions	and	needs	of	the	community	and	provide	
viable,	up	to	date	planning	guidelines	for	development.		This	has	put	the	community	in	the	position	of	having	
no	Master	Planning	tool	for	the	Sunset	Blvd	area,	the	heart	of	Hollywood	and	Los	Angeles.		Instead,	Incentive	
Programs,	 and	 Over	 Riding	 consideration	 findings	 are	 being	 used	 to	 over	 ride	 an	 appropriate	 process	 of	
review	and	analysis.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐5.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐6	

Furthermore,	 it	 is	 shortsighted	of	 the	City	 to	 review	and	possibly	 approve	 this	Project	 as	proposed.	 	 This	
approach	to	Planning	sets	a	dangerous	precedent	for	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	 	There	are	numerous	parcels	
located	along	Sunset	Blvd.	and	within	the	immediate	area	of	this	proposed	project	that	have	similar	zoning	
and	general	plan	land	use	designations.		These	same	properties	could	make	the	same	request	for	incentives	
and	considerations.		The	development	of	multiple,	massive	towering	developments	East	along	Sunset	Blvd.;	
fronting	on	medium	to	low	density	residential	neighborhoods,	would	forever	change	the	scale	and	character	
of	Sunset	Blvd	and	the	Hollywood	community.		Denying	subsequent	requests,	based	on	any	of	the	planning	
practices	that	are	being	ignored	in	this	case,	would	indicate	preferential	treatment	of	the	applicants	project	
and	selective	enforcement	of	the	City's	General	Plan	and	Zoning.	 	I	would	ask	City	Staff,	the	Mayor	and	the	
Council	members	to	consider	this	Project	premature	until	a	Hollywood	Community	Plan	has	been	updated,	
found	to	be	 legally	sound,	and	 finally	approved.	 	At	 that	point,	 the	City	will	have	the	tools	 to	evaluate	and	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2500	

approve	a	project	that	will	truly	meet	the	community	needs	and	address	any	community	concerns,	both	now	
and	in	the	future.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐6	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐6.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐7	

It	appears	after	careful	review	of	the	DEIR	that	the	information	presented	is	incomplete	and	inadequate	for	
the	purposes	of	allowing	an	informed	decision.		Not	all	options	have	been	explored	and	presented	in	a	clear	
and	understandable	fashion.		The	blame,	in	part,	rests	on	the	fact	that	the	City	does	not	have	an	adequate	and	
up	to	date	policy	document	with	which	to	assess	current	conditions,	future	trends	and	the	long	term	needs	
for	 the	 specific,	 specialized	 community	 of	 Hollywood.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 document	 fails	 to	 evaluate	 the	
cumulative	impacts	of	allowing	numerous	deviations	from	the	City's	general	plan	and	zoning	policies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐7	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐7.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐8	

Utilizing	 incentive	 programs	 and	 over	 riding	 considerations	 as	 a	 planning	 tool	 is	 dangerous.	 	 If	 the	
cumulative	 impacts,	 based	on	 this	 approach	 to	planning,	 are	not	 adequately	 evaluated,	 the	 impacts	 to	 the	
community	could	be	adverse	and	significant.	Allowing	a	development	of	the	mass	and	scale	of	the	proposed	
development	without	at	least	a	visual	assessment	of	the	cumulative	impact	of	numerous	developments	of	the	
same	size	and	character	within	the	Sunset	Blvd.	area	is	negligent.	The	lasting	effect	to	the	character	of	the	
Hollywood	area	and	its	surrounds	would	be	irreversible	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐8	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐9	

Furthermore,	 the	 lack	 of	 appropriate	 consideration	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 that	 size	 and	 scale	 of	 development	
against	a	backdrop	of	numerous	historic	structures	is	equally	irresponsible	and	paves	the	way	for	potential	
disposal	of	other	historic	 structures;	 as	 their	 relevance	will	neither	be	seen	nor	 felt	 against	a	backdrop	of	
concrete,	 glass	walled	 structures.	 	 The	 document	 inadequately	 considers	 and	 presents	 this	 impact	 to	 the	
community	and	decision	makers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐9	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐9.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐10	

In	closing,	this	document	was	prepared	for	a	project	for	which	the	City	Staff	utilized	a	process	of	 incentive	
programs	and	over	riding	considerations	as	 justification	for	the	development.	 	This	process	does	not	meet	
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the	 intent	 of	 those	 programs	 or	 processes,	 nor	 does	 it	meet	 the	 intent	 of	 the	 law.	 	 Please	 reconsider	 the	
adequacy	of	this	document	as	prepared	and	require	a	revision	and	recirculation	to	address	the	inadequacies.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐10	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐11	

QUESTIONS	AND	REQUESTS:	 	The	supposition	by	the	Traffic	study	that	it	will	add	less	than	18	cars	a	day	
and	 123	 cars	 a	 night	 to	 the	 net	 area	 trips	 is	 highly	 suspect	 when	 the	 project	 is	 adding	 249	 brand	 new	
residential	 units	 to	 the	 site.	 	 I	 request	 that	 anew	 traffic	 study	 be	 done	 by	 a	 different	 company	 to	
properly	 assess	 the	 traffic	 impact.	 	 Furthermore	 this	 new	 traffic	 study	 should	 make	 transparent	 its	
methodology,	when	the	study	was	conducted,	and	how	its	future	projections	compare	to	actual	traffic	counts	
of	existing	similar	buildings	and	businesses	to	the	proposed	project.		I	request	the	traffic	count	numbers	be	
provided	for	the	existing	Bristol	Farms	at	9039	Beverly	Blvd.	since	this	is	the	same	grocery	store	chain	that	
will	occupy	the	new	proposed	building	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐11	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐11.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐12	

The	proposed	project	wishes	to	completely	remove	the	traffic	island	on	the	Southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	
Crescent	Heights.		The	project,	as	its	representatives	admitted	during	the	PLUM	meeting,	is	also	going	to	lead	
to	hugely	increased	pedestrian	foot	traffic	on	this	corner.	 	How	will	the	loss	of	this	island	affect	pedestrian	
safety	 to	 and	 from	 the	 project?	 	 New	 York	 City	 is	 putting	 in	 islands	 all	 over	 the	 5	 Burroughs	 on	 large	
intersections	and	roads	 in	order	 to	prevent	pedestrian	deaths.	 	Has	 the	LA	planning	department	and	DOT	
considered	pedestrian	safety	on	an	F	rated	 intersection	and	one	of	 the	busiest	 in	all	of	LA?	 	How	will	cars	
making	 the	 right	hand	 turn	 from	Sunset,	 south	onto	Crescent	Heights	make	a	 right	 turn	on	 green	when	a	
huge	increase	in	pedestrians	is	in	their	path?		Will	this	bottleneck	situation	create	a	dangerous	domino	effect	
and	slow	down	the	right	hand	lane	of	sunset.	..	even	during	green	lights?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐12	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐13	

The	proposed	project	as	 stands	only	provides	 three	 spaces	 for	 taxi	 and	Uber	 traffic.	 	The	most	 superficial	
glance	any	night	at	the	Chateau	Marmont	across	the	street	will	show	many	times	that	number	of	taxis	and	
town	cars	backed	up	trying	to	pick	up	or	deposit	visitors.		How	will	this	development	not	result	in	an	entire	
lane	of	Crescent	Heights	being	blocked	by	taxis	and	Ubers	trying	to	get	to	the	three	spaces?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐13	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐13.	
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COMMENT	NO.	C714‐14	

How	 will	 all	 the	 residents	 of	 the	 249	 apartments	 make	 a	 safe	 left	 hand	 turn	 onto	 sunset	 Blvd.	 from	
Havenhurst	when	there	is	no	light	and	almost	constant	F	grade	traffic	by	the	developers	own	rating	of	the	
closest	 lighted	 intersection?	 	 How	will	 all	 these	 new	 residents	 be	making	 a	 left	 hand	 turn	when	 there	 is	
increased	pedestrian	traffic	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	intersection?		How	will	westbound	traffic	on	Sunset	be	
effected	when	the	two	car‐length	turning	 lane	going	 into	 the	project	 is	 filled	and	spills	over	onto	through‐
traffic	lanes?		What	will	be	done	to	create	a	safe	crossing	for	cars	and	pedestrians	at	the	Havenhurst/Sunset	
Blvd	intersection?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐14	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐14.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐15	

This	 draft	 version	 DEIR	 is	 [sic]	 says	 that	 there	 will	 be	 only	 residential	 traffic	 funneled	 onto	 Havenhurst,	
however	they	also	indicate	this	"residential"	traffic	includes	freight	delivery	trucks.		Freight	Delivery	trucks	
are	 considered	 commercial	 traffic	 and	 this	 should	be	made	 clear	 to	 the	 residents	 and	 the	 city	 in	 order	 to	
accurately	 assess	 this	 project.	 	 I	 request	 all	 new	 impact	 studies	 be	 done	 for	 the	 residents	 of	 Historic	
Havenhurst	Street	 that	assess	 traffic,	noise,	pollution,	historical	 impact	on	 the	3	Havenhurst	properties	on	
the	national	historic	registrar,	viewshed,	and	shadowing	in	order	to	clarify	the	full	impact.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐15	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐15.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐16	

The	city's	own	rules	are	 that	projects	abutting	other	 jurisdictions	must	do	 their	best	 to	 confirm	with	 that	
jurisdiction's	zoning	laws.	 	This	proposed	project	 is	bordered	on	two	sides	by	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	
which	 has	 a	 10‐story	 height	 limit	 and	 low	 rise,	 historically	 designated	 neighborhoods	 bordering	 the	
development.		How	does	this	conform	to	the	Hollywood	city	plan	and	the	city's	own	regulations?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐16	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐16.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐17	

If	through	special	zoning	incentives,	this	project	is	approved	and	allowed	to	rise	to	234ft,	it	sets	a	precedent	
of	city	planning	approval	for	all	the	other	parcels	going	east	on	Sunset	with	the	same	zoning.		Tomorrow,	20	
other	developers	can	also	cite	 these	same	exceptions	and	 incentives	 to	build	 their	project.	 	 If	you	approve	
this	height	and	size,	the	next	developer	will	ask	for	the	same.	How	can	this	be	prevented?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐17	

Please	see	Responses	to	Comments	Form	Letter	No.	1‐17.			
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COMMENT	NO.	C714‐18	

Does	an	approval	for	8150	Sunset's	height	and	size	virtually	insure	the	rubber	stamp	approval	of	more	clone	
projects	all	down	Sunset	Blvd?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐18	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐18.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐19	

Has	 the	 city	 planning	 department	 considered	 the	 cumulative	 effects	 on	 the	 community	 if	 through	 this	
singular	approval,	clone	projects	will	now	have	a	precedent	of	approval?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐19	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐8.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐20	

The	Traffic	study	needs	to	be	redrawn,	it	is	fully	inaccurate	now	that	the	design	has	completely	changed.		We	
need	a	new	study	because	the	ingress	and	egress	on	Sunset	Blvd	has	been	removed	and	there	is	added	traffic	
on	Havenhurst	and	Crescent	Heights	that	is	not	addressed	fully.		

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐20	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐3	regarding	requests	to	revise	the	Project	TIA.	 	Please	
also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	Site	access	and	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐21	

Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	reason	for	eliminating	the	traffic	island	is	
to	give	the	developers	their	legally	required	setback.		The	traffic	island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	
be	 donated	 to	 this	 project	 as	 a	 gift.	 	 Setbacks	 on	 the	 new	design	 are	 almost	 non	 existent	 and	 part	 of	 the	
reason	for	eliminating	the	traffic	 island	is	to	give	the	developers	their	 legally	required	setback.	 	The	traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐21	

Please	 see	Responses	 to	 Comment	Form	Letter	No.	 2‐4	 regarding	 reconfiguration	of	 the	 traffic	 island	 and	
Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐6	regarding	setbacks	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		It	should	
be	noted	that	reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island	for	public	open	space	purposes	would	have	no	effect	on	the	
setback	 requirements	 for	 the	 Project	 or	 any	 of	 the	 alternatives.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	
regarding	aesthetics	and	visual	resources	related	to	height	and	scale	and	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
reconfiguration	of	the	traffic	island.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐22	

There	seems	to	be	no	private	pedestrian	entrance	for	renters	and	owners.	 	If	a	resident	is	required	to	pass	
through	 the	 interior	 mall,	 by	 multiple	 restaurants,	 a	 gym,	 and	 a	 grocery	 store,	 this	 will	 degrade	 the	
residential	experience.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐22	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐12.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐23	

The	 developer	 traffic	 representatives	 have	 cited	 that	 left	 hand	 turns	 against	 traffic	 on	 Havenhurst	 and	
Crescent	Heights	can	probably	only	be	made	less	congested	times.	However,	during	less	congested	times,	car	
speed	is	greatly	increase	by	cars	coming	from	Laurel	Canyon,	and	from	cars	traveling	on	Sunset	Blvd.	 	The	
present	Traffic	study	is	wholly	inadequate	as	it	does	not	address	the	high	rate	of	speed	fluctuation	on	these	
streets	and	how	this	will	effect	ingress	and	egress	to	the	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐23	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐13.	

COMMENT	NO.	C714‐24	

Is	the	city	planning	department	giving	preferential	treatment	to	8150	Sunset	over	the	needs	and	desires	of	
the	community	because	the	architect	is	now	Frank	Geary	[sic]?	

RESPONSE	NO.	C714‐24	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	1‐20.	
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LETTER	NO.	C715	

Carol	Gray	
<caroldhgray@gmail.com>	

COMMENT	NO.	C715‐1	

TRAFFIC	IS	A	HUGE	CONCERN.	DRIVERS	SPEED	THROUGH	LIGHTS	AND	STOP	SIGNS;	FRUSTRATION	IS	AT	
AN	ALL	TIME	HIGH.	THIS	DEVELOPMENT	WILL	INCREASE	TRAFFIC	BEYOND	SUSTAINABILITY.	THIS	 IS	A	
PUBLIC	HAZARD.	PLEASE	DON'T	LET	THIS	HAPPEN.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C715‐1	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		As	discussed	in	
Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	
Appendix	H‐1	with	regard	 to	 the	Project	and	on	pages	2‐41	 through	2‐57	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	with	supporting	
information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 A	 with	 regard	 to	 Alternative	 9,	 long‐term	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	
including	 impacts	 to	 intersections,	 neighborhood	 street	 segments,	 regional	 facilities,	 and	 vehicular	 access	
and	 circulation	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 mitigation.	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	
regarding	Project‐related	traffic	impacts,	including	vehicular	access	and	safety.	

COMMENT	NO.	C715‐2	

I	am	writing	in	oppostion	[sic]	to	EI	R	submitted	by	the	developer	for	the	proposed	project	at	8150	Sunset	
Blvd	 (City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EI	R).	 This	 is	 a	massive,	 out	 of	 scale	development	 that	will	 adversely	
impact	the	region	and	its	residents.	I	ask	that	you	deny	the	developers	approval	of	the	Environmental	Impact	
Report,	 which	 I	 feel	 both	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 the	 enormous	 negative	 stresses	 the	 project	 will	
produce	and	the	legal	liability	(lawsuits)	the	city	would	expose	itself	to	for	approving	such	a	poorly	written	
and	 blatantly	 pro‐developer	 EI	 R	 report.	 While	 the	 new	 design	 is	 better,	 many	 basic	 issues	 of	 need	 and	
function	have	been	ignored	in	favor	of	splashy	architecture.	This	project	does	not	conform.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C715‐2	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	C715‐3	

Some	of	my	specific	problems	with	this	proposal	include:	

HEIGHT:	at	234	feet	(22	stories),	the	highest	proposed	tower	is	three	times	the	height	of	nearby	structures	
like	the	DGA	building	(79	feet)	and	would	be	the	largest	building	on	Sunset	Blvd,	dwarfing	the	surrounding	
neighborhood	and	becoming	an	enormous	eyesore.	THE	PROJECT	IS	TOO	TALL.	100	Ft	should	be	the	limit.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C715‐3	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐2.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2506	

COMMENT	NO.	C715‐4	

Say	 no	 to	 FULL	 valet	 parking	 for	 both	 commercial	 and	 residential.	 If	 I	 want	 to	 run	 to	 the	 store	 to	 pick	
something	up	at	this	project	I	will	HAVE	to	Valet	my	car.	This	is	poor	planning	and	a	cheap	workaround.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C715‐4	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	3‐3.	

COMMENT	NO.	C715‐5	

Say	No	to	eliminating	the	Traffic	Island!	Setbacks	on	the	new	design	are	almost	non	existent	and	part	of	the	
reason	 for	eliminating	 the	 traffic	 island	 is	 to	give	 the	developers	 their	 legally	required	setback.	The	 traffic	
island	should	stay	owned	by	the	city	and	not	be	donated	to	this	project	as	a	gift.	

RESPONSE	NO.	C715‐5	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	Form	Letter	No.	2‐4.	
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LETTER	NO.	D1	

Save	Sunset	Boulevard	Form	Letter	
Various	Commenters	

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐1	

I	strongly	object	to	the	oversized	and	completely	out	of	context	development	being	proposed	for	the	south‐
west	junction	of	Sunset	&	Crescent	Heights	on	these	grounds;	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐1	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 This	 comment	 provides	 a	 general	 introduction	 to	 the	 comments	 raised	 in	 this	 letter.		
Responses	 to	 the	 comments	 contained	 in	 this	 letter	 are	 provided	 below	 in	 Responses	 to	 Comments	D1‐2	
through	D1‐10.	

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐2	

This	EIR	makes	reference	to	general	conformance,	yet	general	conformance	is	not	the	standard	on	which	a	
project	 may	 be	 approved.	 In	 the	 EIR	 there	 is	 no	 serious	 respect	 given	 to	 the	 historical	 context	 for	 a	
development	of	 this	 scale,	mass	or	design.	This	project	 stands	 in	direct	 conflict	 to	 the	Hollywood	General	
Plan	and	CEQA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐2	

The	Project’s	consistency	with	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	regulations	is	addressed,	where	appropriate,	in	
each	 respective	 section	 in	 Chapter	 4.0,	 Environmental	 Impact	Analysis,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	
pages	4.A‐51	through	4.A‐63	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	on	pages	4.F‐19	through	4.F‐55	
in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	the	applicable	goals	and	policies	
related	to	land	use,	height,	and	scale,	and,	as	such,	impacts	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.			

In	 regard	 to	 the	 historical	 context	 for	 the	 Project,	 substantial	 focus	 and	 extensive	 analysis	 of	 historical	
resources	was	 provided	 in	 the	Historical	Resources	Assessment	Report	 	 (“Assessment	 Report”)	 included	 in	
Appendix	C‐3	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 and	 in	 Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	 of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Regarding	 the	
historical	context	of	the	Project,	see	the	comprehensive	discussion	under	the	heading	“Historic	Context”	on	
pages	 17	 through	 90	 of	 the	 Assessment	 Report.	 	 Also,	 see	 the	 discussion	 under	 the	 heading	 “Known	
Historical	Resources	in	the	Project	Vicinity”	on	pages	91	and	92	of	the	Assessment	Report,	and	the	discussion	
of	 “Identified	 Historical	 Resources	 in	 the	 Project	 Vicinity”	 provided	 on	 pages	 4.C.2‐5	 through	 4.C.2‐7	 in	
Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources	of	the	Draft	EIR.		In	addition,	see	the	analysis	of	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	
historical	resources	presented	on	pages	143	through	154	of	the	Assessment	Report,	and	on	pages	4.C.2‐23	
through	 4.C.2‐26	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 note	 as	 supported	 by	 the	
analyses	therein,	that	indirect	impacts	on	historical	resources	were	determined	to	be	less	than	significant.			

While	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 has	 no	 such	 plan	 as	 the	 “Hollywood	 General	 Plan”	 it	 is	 inferred	 that	 the	
commenter	is	referring	to	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	the	relevant	policies	of	which	are	addressed,	as	
appropriate,	 in	 the	 various	 sections	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 However,	 as	 discussed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	
regarding	consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	related	to	scale,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	
any	such	plans,	policies,	or	development	standards.	Furthermore,	regarding	the	statement	that	the	Project	is	
in	 conflict	 with	 CEQA,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 is	 comprehensive,	 has	 been	 prepared	 in	 accordance	 with	 CEQA’s	
requirements	and	has	facilitated	public	review	of	the	Project.	
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In	addition	to	the	above,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	aesthetic	impacts	related	to	height	and	
scale,	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 land	 use	 compatibility	 relative	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources	associated	with	height	and	scale.					

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐3	

HEIGHT	

The	land	use	detailed	in	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	EIR	is	simply	too	excessive.		At	216	feet	this	will	be	the	tallest	
skyscraper	on	the	historically	low	rise	Sunset	Strip.	

8150	 is	applying	 for	a	permit	 to	build	condominiums.	 	 I	ask	 that	 the	city	of	Los	Angeles	reject	 this	permit	
because	 on	 [sic]	 the	 way	 in	 which	 the	 approval	 process	 for	 rentals	 and	 condominiums	 differs.	 	 The	 EIR	
represents	 the	 project	 as	 16	 stories	when	 it	 is	 actually	 over	 a	 realistic	 20	 stories	 at	 10	 feet	 per	 story.	 	 I	
believe	this	to	be	an	intentional	misrepresentation	to	confuse	the	public,	and	because	of	this	I	demand	a	new	
EIR	that	correctly	states	the	height	without	this	misleading	and	incorrect	figure	of	just	sixteen	stories.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐3	

The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 proposed	 land	 uses	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Aesthetic	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale	are	addressed	in	the	
Draft	 EIR	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources,	 beginning	 on	 page	 4.A‐25,	 while	 land	 use	 impacts	
associated	with	proposed	height	and	scale	are	addressed	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	beginning	on	page	4.F‐19.		
While	the	height	of	the	Project’s	structures	would	be	higher	than	the	buildings	immediately	surrounding	the	
Project	 Site,	 it	 would	 not	 be	 inconsistent	 with	 other	 mid‐	 and	 high‐rise	 developments	 along	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard	corridor	 in	 the	Project	vicinity,	both	 in	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 regarding	 the	 Project’s	 conformance	 with	 development	 standards	
(including	density),	 consistency	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	 related	 to	height	and	scale,	 consistency	
with	development	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood,	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	development.		As	
further	 noted	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2,	 several	 of	 the	 Project	 Alternatives	
considered	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 RP‐DEIR	 (regarding	 Alternative	 9)	 fully	 evaluated	 the	 potential	 effects	
related	to	views,	visual	character,	shade/shadow,	and	land	use	compatibility	as	relates	to	building	height	and	
scale.	

The	 commenter’s	 request	 for	 the	 City	 to	 reject	 the	 Project’s	 subdivision	 application	 for	 condominium	
airspace	lots	because	of	the	way	the	approval	process	differs	from	the	approval	process	for	rental	projects	
does	 not	 raise	 any	 specific	 issues	 with	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 further,	 the	 minor	 variations	 in	 the	 approval	
processes	 for	 condominiums	and	apartments	do	not	 change	or	otherwise	affect	 the	environmental	 impact	
analysis	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR.			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 specifically	 describes	 the	 proposed	 structural	 heights	 throughout	 the	 document,	 where	
appropriate.		As	discussed	on	page	2‐7	and	on	page	2‐25	in	Chapter	2.0,	Project	Description,	the	changes	in	
building	heights	and	the	perception	of	building	heights	 from	different	areas	of	the	site	are	 fully	presented.		
More	 specifically,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 2‐25,	 the	 maximum	 height	 of	 the	 16‐story	 portion	 of	 the	 South	
Building	would	be	approximately	191	 feet	 relative	 to	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	grade,	 and	approximately	216	
feet	 as	 measured	 from	 the	 low	 point	 of	 the	 site	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 the	 Project	 Site’s	 southern	
boundary.	 	Furthermore,	 this	discussion	also	clarifies	(see	 footnote	2	on	page	2‐7),	 that	due	to	the	sloping	
nature	of	the	Project	Site,	the	16‐story	portion	of	the	South	Building	would	appear	to	be	20	stories	in	height	
at	the	southwest	area	of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst.		Accordingly,	the	Draft	EIR	did	not	misrepresent	
the	 maximum	 building	 heights.	 The	 correct	 maximum	 building	 height	 of	 approximately	 216	 feet	 was	
consistently	used	throughout	the	document	and	was	reflected	in	the	relevant	analyses	and	figures.		See	the	
Project	elevations	along	the	north,	east,	west,	and	south	sides	of	the	property	in	Figures	2‐13	through	2‐16	in	
Chapter	2	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Further,	all	of	 the	visual	simulations	depicting	conceptual	views	of	 the	Project	
from	 surrounding	 locations	 provided	 in	 Figures	 4.A‐4	 through	 4.A‐12	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
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Resources,	 of	 the	Draft	 EIR	 illustrate	 the	Project	with	 the	proposed	maximum	building	height	 of	 216	 feet	
above	grade.		The	Draft	EIR	provides	the	total	building	height,	irrespective	of	height	of	each	floor,	in	addition	
to	 the	 proposed	 number	 of	 floors,	which	 also	 accounts	 for	 building	 elements	 such	 as	 rooftop	 equipment,	
parapets,	or	other	architectural	features	which	are	not	necessarily	related	to	the	number	of	floors.		As	such,	
the	specific	height	per	floor	is	not	relevant	to	the	analysis	presented	in	the	Draft	EIR.		However,	the	relative	
floor	heights	are	nonetheless	illustrated	in	the	aforementioned	Project	elevations	along	the	north,	east,	west,	
and	south	sides	of	the	property	in	Figures	2‐13	through	2‐16	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐4	

HISTORICAL	RESOURCE	DISTRICT	

The	Chateau	Marmont	and	the	surrounding	French	Chateau	style	aparment	[sic]	buildings	represent	some	of	
Los	 Angeles's	 premier	 historical	 treasures,	 so	 to	 tower	 of	 [sic]	 them	with	 a	massive	 skyscraper	will	 be	 a	
blight	 upon	 the	 area	 and	 a	 tragedy	 of	 urban	 design	 that	 cannot	 be	 undone.	 The	 EIR	 does	 not	 accurately	
represent	the	destruction	to	the	neighborhood	that	this	project	will	cause.	 	The	current	design	will	have	a	
disastrous	effect	on	the	historical	nature	of	the	immediate	surroundings	by:	

 Demolishing	the	Lytton	Building.	

 The	EIR	fails	to	correctly	address	the	asthetic	[sic]	and	financial	effects	of	blocking	the	light	and	views	
of	the	historic	Chateau	Marmont,	the	Colonial	House,	Andalusia,	Mi	Casa,	Chateau	Marmont	[sic],	The	
Granville,	and	The	Savoy	and	countless	hillside	residents.	

 The	shading	the	Chateau	Marmont,	Colonial	House,	and	The	Andalusia	will	completely	destroy	one	of	
the	most	open	and	spacious	areas	of	Hollywood's	original	residential	district.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐4	

As	described	 in	Response	 to	Comment	No.	D1‐2,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	off‐site	historical	 resources,	 including	
the	 Chateau	Marmont	 Hotel,	 were	 determined	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 as	 discussed	 in	 the	 Assessment	
Report	and	 in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	 impacts	of	demolishing	the	Lytton	
Building,	which	were	determined	to	be	significant	and	unavoidable	even	with	implementation	of	mitigation	
measures	HIST‐1	through	HIST‐4,	were	also	fully	evaluated	on	pages	4.C.2‐22	and	4.C.2‐23	in	Section	4.C.2,	
Historical	Resources	of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	Furthermore,	 impacts	 to	aesthetics,	views,	and	shade/shadow	were	
also	determined	to	be	less	than	significant	as	discussed	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		Please	
see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	impacts	to	historical	resources	and	shade/shadow	impacts	to	historical	
resources,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 aesthetics/view	 effects	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale.	 	 It	
should	be	noted	that	financial	effects,	as	referenced	by	the	commenter,	are	not	considered	physical	impacts	
to	the	environment	that	warrant	analysis	under	CEQA.	

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐5	

DENSITY	

The	Hollywood	general	plan	states	that	it	will:	

"Protect	lower	density	housing	from	the	scattered	intrusion	of	apartments"	and	states	that...	

"Transition	building	heights	should	be	imposed,	especially	in	the	medium	density	housing	designated	areas	
where	the	designation	is	immediately	adjacent	to	properties	designated	Low	Medium	1	or	more	restrictive"	

This	project	shares	a	property	line	with	a	2	story	residential	building	and	I	believe	it	is	not	consistent	with	
the	general	plan.		Specifically,	the	project	immediately	borders	R4B	zoned	buildings	on	Havenhurst,	R4a	on	
Crescent	Heights,	and	R2‐1xl	zoning	across	Havenhurst.	
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RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐5	

As	noted	above	in	Response	to	Comment	D1‐2,	the	reference	to	the	“Hollywood	general	plan”	is	assumed	to	
mean	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		The	comment	cites	language	from	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	all	
of	the	relevant	objectives	of	which	are	evaluated	for	consistency	in	Table	4.F‐2,	Comparison	of	the	Project	to	
Applicable	Policies	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	on	pages	4.F‐28	and	4.F‐29	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	
the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 concluded	 in	 Table	 4.F‐2,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 conflict	 with	 applicable	 objectives,	
including	the	portion	of	Objective	3	cited	by	the	commenter	regarding	intrusion	of	higher	density	residential	
uses	into	lower	density	neighborhoods,	as	the	Project	would	provide	new	commercial	and	residential	uses	
on	 the	 Project	 Site	 where	 currently	 no	 residential	 uses	 exist;	 thus,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 result	 in	 the	
intrusion	 of	 apartments	 into	 lower	 density	 neighborhoods	 since	 the	 proposed	 residential	 uses	 would	 be	
limited	to	the	Project	Site.	 	The	language	regarding	transitional	building	heights	 is	taken	from	the	Housing	
policies	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 which	 provides	 suggested	 features	 for	 housing	 within	 the	
Community	Plan	area	(page	HO‐3	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan).		As	discussed	in	Tables	4.F‐1	and	4.F‐3	
in	Section	4.F,	the	Project	design	would	provide	varied	building	heights	and	setbacks	from	the	property	line	
for	 the	 Project’s	 taller	 elements,	 thus	 creating	 a	 transition	 between	 the	 Project	 structures	 and	 the	
surrounding	low‐	and	mid‐rise	development.		Additionally,	several	Project	alternatives	were	fully	evaluated	
in	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	of	the	Draft	EIR	that	reduce	overall	building	heights	on	the	Project	Site,	including	
Alternatives	1,	2,	3,	and	6.		In	addition,	as	discussed	in	Chapter	2.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Alternative	9	would	also	
provide	 variations	 in	 building	 massing	 and	 setbacks	 in	 order	 to	 respond	 to	 the	 scale	 of	 surrounding	
development	in	the	area.		In	response	to	the	final	comment	regarding	consistency	with	General	Plan	land	use	
and	zoning	designations	of	surrounding	properties	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	regarding	consistency	
of	 the	Project	with	applicable	plans	and	policies	related	to	height	and	scale,	compliance	with	development	
standards,	and	compatibility	with	surrounding	development.			

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐6	

TRAFFIC	

The	EIR	falsly	[sic]	claims	that	5,296	daily	trips	are	made	by	the	present	shopping	mall	and	bases	its	traffic	
impact	by	subtracting	this	number.	 	At	present,	the	real	number	is	approximately	1500	daily	trips	that	are	
made	by	the	shopping	mall,	and	at	its	peak	occupancy	it	was	still	only	around	3000.		The	EIR	says	that	it	will	
only	 increase	 traffic	 by	 1077	 cars	 by	 building	 this	 development,	 but	 the	 real	 and	 honest	 number	 for	 240	
apartments	containing	at	least	480	new	residents,	the	restaurants,	retails	spaces,	offices	and	gym	employees,	
deliveries	and	the	sheer	number	of	the	customers	those	business	will	need	to	cover	their	rent,	the	real	figure	
will	 be	 closer	 to	 8‐10,000	 new	 vehicle	 movements	 per	 day	 at	 this	 already	 abysmally	 overcrowded	
intersection.	

I	demand	that	the	city	of	Los	Angeles	independently	reassess	the	real	figures	based	on	actual	traffic	rather	
than	the	ridiculous	disingenuous	'trips	per	day'	guestimate	made	in	the	EIR.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐6	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	generation	for	existing	and	proposed	uses.	

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐7	

Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	(between	Sunset	&	Ventura)	is	one	of	the	most	heavily	congested	corridors,	as	identified	
in	 the	CGPF	 analysis	 of	 2010	population	 and	 employment	 projections.	 	 (City	 of	 Los	Angeles	General	 Plan,	
Transportation,	Chapter	2)	

The	proposal	to	take	out	a	turning	lane	on	the	intersection	of	Laurel	and	Sunset	will	worsen	traffic	and	slow	
emergency	response	times.		This	application	must	be	denied.	
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The	lead	agency,	the	City	of	LA	Planning	Department,	must	consider	whether	this	project	will	cause	unsafe	
conditions	for	roadway	users,	residents	and	tax	payers	to	avoid	more	expensive	and	disastrous	lawsuits	by	
properly	determining	the	consequences	of:	

 The	developers	[sic]	goal	of	pushing	900	new	bicyclists	into	totally	unsafe	streets.	

 Greater	 speed	 differentials	 between	 bicycles,	 pedestrians	 and	 motor	 vehicles	 in	 one	 of	 the	 most	
congested	and	dangerous	junctions	in	Hollywood.	

 Increased	danger	to	bicyclists	and	pedestrians	in	''vehicle	conflict	areas"	

 The	resulting	inadequate	emergency	access	to	all	hillside	residents	and	neighbors	as	a	result	of	this	
new	and	unmanageable	congestion.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐7	

The	 comment	 regarding	 the	 existing	 traffic	 congestion	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	
provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 traffic	 impacts	 to	
intersections	within	 the	Project	 study	 area	 in	 Section	4.J,	 Transportation	 and	Circulation,	with	 supporting	
data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 the	Project	TIA	 (included	 as	Appendix	H‐1	of	 the	Draft	EIR).	 	As	 concluded	
therein,	 and	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.J‐4a,	 impacts	 to	 study	 area	 intersections	 on	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard,	
including	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 at	 Hollywood	 Boulevard,	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard	(i.e.,	 the	southern	terminus	of	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard),	would	be	less	than	significant	without	
the	 need	 for	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 B14‐14	 (Rory	 Barish	 Letter	 B14)	 and	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	provision	of	bicycle	parking	and	the	availability	and	safety	of	bicycle	facilities	
in	the	Project	area.		With	regard	to	removal	of	the	dedicated	right‐turn	lane	and	traffic	island	at	the	Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 intersection	 and	 emergency	 vehicle	 response	 times,	 please	 see	
Topical	 Responses	 TR‐4	 and	 TR‐6.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 reconfigured	 intersection	
would	still	provide	a	dedicated	right‐turn	pocket	at	the	eastbound	approach	to	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	
but	 in	 a	more	 traditional	 intersection	 configuration,	 and	 the	 reconfiguration	 intersection	 is	 anticipated	 to	
improve	pedestrian	and	bicycle	safety	by	reducing	potential	conflict	points.		Further,	it	should	be	noted	that	
proposed	bicycle	parking	is	being	provided	as	part	of	the	Project	in	compliance	with	LAMC	bicycle	parking	
requirements.		Lastly,	as	discussed	in	Topical	Response	TR‐6,	impacts	to	emergency	vehicle	response	times	
would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 traffic‐related	 mitigation,	 including	 Mitigation	
Measure	TR‐1.	

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐8	

PARKING	

TThe	[sic]	EIR	does	not	satisfactorily	address	the	fact	that	there	are	nothing	like	enough	parking	spaces	for	
the	480+	residents,	100+	retail,	restaurant	and	gym	employees	along	the	thousands	of	clients	they	will	need	
to	attract	to	cover	their	rent.		This	will	mean	thousands	of	cars	a	day	circling	one	of	the	most	congested	areas	
in	Hollywood	searching	for	parking,	adding	massive	amounts	of	pollution,	destroying	our	quality	of	life,	and	
making	 it	 impossible	 for	 residents	 and	 emergency	 vehicles	 	 to	 have	 speedy	 access	 to	 the	 hillside	
neighborhoods.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐8	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	adequacy	of	parking	for	the	Project.		As	discussed	in	detail	
therein,	the	Project	and	various	alternatives	meet	or	exceed	LAMC	requirements	by	a	minimum	of	60	spaces,	
and	thus	spillover	parking	effects	are	not	anticipated	to	occur.			
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COMMENT	NO.	D1‐9	

THE	"CONDO"	LOOPHOLE	

Townscape,	the	developers,	are	now	applying	to	the	city	for	condo	parcel	numbers.		This	means	the	units	will	
be	considered	"individual	homes"	and	are	not	subject	to	city	rent	increase	guidelines.		This	is	clearly	a	away	
[sic]	to	get	around	city	rent	guidelines,	and	to	turn	the	unenforced	"low	income	housing"	benefits	they	are	
asking	for	into	yet	more	easy	to	flip	profit.	I	also	ask	that	these	loopholes	are	closed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐9	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	 Project	 applicant’s	 subdivision	 entitlement	 request	 are	 noted	 and	 will	 be	
provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 City’s	 Rent	 Stabilization	 Ordinance	 is	 not	
applicable	 to	 residential	units	 for	which	a	Certificate	of	Occupancy	has	been	 issued	after	October	1,	1978.		
The	Project’s	28	affordable	units	would	be	restricted	so	as	to	be	affordable	to	very	low	income	households,	
as	 determined	 and	 monitored	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Housing	 and	 Community	 Investment	 Department,	 and	
would	remain	restricted	affordable	units	even	under	condominium	ownership.	

COMMENT	NO.	D1‐10	

LOSS	OF	SERVICE	

The	addition	of	 traffic	and	 the	overburden	of	parking	 to	 this	already	overcrowded	 intersection	 is	going	 to	
result	in	a	huge	loss	of	speedy	emergency	service	to	all	hillside	residents.		When	seconds	matter	in	the	event	
of	fire	or	heart	attack	this	loss	of	service	will	open	the	door	to	potentially	massive	law	suits	against	the	city	in	
the	event	of	catastrophic	of	[sic]	fatal	accidents	in	the	hillside	communities.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D1‐10	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	parking	adequacy,	as	well	as	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	
emergency	services	 impacts	and	emergency	vehicle	response	 times.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	parking‐related	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	while	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	emergency	vehicle	response	
times	would	be	 less	 than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 traffic‐related	mitigation,	 including	Mitigation	
Measure	TR‐1.	
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The	following	comments	are	those	that	were	provided	under	the	“Additional	Comments”	heading	in	the	Save	
Sunset	Boulevard	form	letter	(i.e.,	comments	letters	indicated	with	a	“D”	identifier),	which	are	supplemental	
comments	 submitted	 by	 some	 commenters;	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	most	 commenters	 that	 submitted	 the	
Save	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 from	 letter	 did	 not	 provide	 any	 supplemental	 comments	 under	 the	 “Additional	
Comments”	 heading,	 and	 thus	 the	 comments	 and	 responses	 below	 correspond	 only	 to	 those	 Save	 Sunset	
Boulevard	form	letter	submissions	that	included	such	supplemental	comments.		Responses	to	the	balance	of	
comments	contained	in	the	Save	Sunset	Boulevard	form	letter,	are	provided	in	Responses	to	Letter	D1	(Save	
Sunset	Boulevard	Form	Letter	D1).				
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LETTER	NO.	D2	

Ted	Andre		
8787	Shoreham	Drive,		Suite	#506	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
tedandre@gmail.com	

The	historic	Sunset	Strip	needs	to	be	preserved,	and	retain	the	charm	that	made	it	famous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D2	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D4	

Clare	Beresford	
8533	Sunset	Bid		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Clare@workdlocations.com	

My	business	specializes	in	bringing	tourists	to	the	area	‐	this	will	be	very	detrimental‐	preserving	history	and	
architecture	is	paramount‐	have	we	learnt	[sic]	nothing	from	the	mistakes	of	others?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D4	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	related	to	off‐site	historical	resources.			

In	addition,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts,	including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	
in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	of	aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	those	
related	to	building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				
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LETTER	NO.	D6	

Siobhan	Carmean	
8764	Lookout	Mt	
LA	,	CA	90046	
Smcarmean@att.net	

This	does	not	suit	this	neighborhood!		Traffic	is	already	maxed	out.	This	seems	to	be	endangering	the	safety	
of	residents	around	Crescent	Hgts	and	Sunset	and	the	Laurel	Cyn	area.		Seems	obvious	to	see.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D6	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D10	

Elaine	Furst	
2114	Beech	Knoll	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Efurst@prodigy.net	

Councilman	 La	 Bonge	 has	 been	 most	 responsive	 to	 residents'	 concerns	 in	 the	 past.	 	 I	 hope	 that	 he	 will	
continue	to	be	responsive	in	this	situation	as	well.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D10	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D11	

David	Gardner		
141	South	Clark	Drive	#111	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90048	
gcduk628@aol.com	

It	would	be	just	a	tragedy	to	see	the	beautiful	hill	sight	line	be	ruined,	enough	is	enough.	No	sky	scrapers	or	
our	grandchildren	will	have	no	hills	to	look	at	just	metal.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D11	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.	The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	evaluated	in	the	Draft	EIR	on	
pages	4.A‐24	through	‐32,	and	asshown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	
would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	public	areas.		

	Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D14	

Cary	Lee		
1115	Larrabee	Street	
West		Hollywood,	CA	90069	
carylee2002@yahoo.com	

Enough		of	this		crap	in	trying	to	make		Sunset	Blvd	into	Las	Vegas		Blvd.	We	voted	you	in...we	can		very	well	
vote/impeach	you	out.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D14	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2520	

LETTER	NO.	D19	

Rikki	Poulos		
8305	Yucca	Trail	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
redezine@pacbell.net	

The	 cumulative	 effect	 this	 project	 will	 have	 on	 the	 community,	 to	 the	 environment,	 to	 the	 crumbling	
infrastructure,	 to	 the	 already	 grid‐locked	 traffic	 and	 the	 overall	well	 being	 and	 future	 of	 the	 area	will	 be	
destructive	and	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D19	

The	 context	 for	 analyzing	 cumulative	 impacts	 is	 described	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	
Environmental	Setting,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	stated	therein,	buildout	of	the	proposed	project	is	forecasted	to	
occur	 in	 2017.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 considers	 the	 effects	 of	 other	 known	 proposed	 development	
projects	that	may	be	constructed	between	2013	and	2018.		The	list	of	related	projects	was	provided	by	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	The	area	for	
which	the	related	projects	are	identified	is	the	study	area	that	was	identified	for	the	traffic	analysis,	i.e.	the	
area	 in	 which	 the	 project	 might	 substantially	 affect	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 The	 development	 of	 38	 related	
projects	 is	 anticipated	 in	 the	project	 study	 area	 (12	 in	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 and	26	 in	 the	City	 of	West	
Hollywood).		Table	3‐1,	Related	Projects,	in	the	Draft	EIR	summarizes	the	location,	land	use,	and	size	of	each	
related	project.		The	analysis	of	cumulative	development	also	assumes	a	1.0	percent	average	annual	growth	
factor	in	traffic	levels	between	2013	and	2018.	 	The	projected	cumulative	development	is	addressed	in	the	
analyses	of	each	of	the	environmental	issues	in	Chapter	4.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Each	sub‐section	in	Chapter	4.0	
includes	a	cumulative	impact	assessment	following	the	Project‐specific	assessment	of	impacts.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	As	discussed	therein,	 long‐term	cumulative	 traffic	 impacts	were	concluded	to	be	
less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

With	 respect	 to	 infrastructure,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 water	 and	 sewer	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 in	
Sections	 4.K.1,	 Water	 Supply,	 and	 4.K.2,	 Wastewater,	 with	 supporting	 correspondence	 and	 technical	
information	 in	 Appendix	 I,	 while	 Section	 2.B.11	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	
Alternative	 9,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 information	 in	 Appendix	 C.	 	 As	 indicated	 on	 pages	 4.K.1‐21	 and	
4.K.2‐11	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 pages	 2‐57	 and	 2‐60	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 adequate	 water	 supply,	 water	
infrastructure,	 and	 sewer	 infrastructure	 is	 available	 to	 serve	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9,	 and	 less	 than	
significant	impacts	would	occur	in	terms	of	these	issues.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	concerning	water	
and	sewer	infrastructure	for	further	discussion.	

With	respect	to	public	services,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	Project	impacts	to	public	services	(police,	fire,	parks,	
libraries)	 in	 Section	 4.I,	 Public	 Services,	 while	 Section	 2.B.9	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	
associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	indicated	on	pages	4.I.1‐17,	4.I.2‐16,	4.I.3‐17,	and	4.I.4‐12,	the	impacts	of	
the	Project	on	fire,	police	and	parks	services	would	be	less	than	significant	with	mitigation,	while	the	impacts	
of	the	Project	on	library	services	would	be	less	than	significant.		The	same	findings	are	made	for	Alternative	
9	on	pages	2‐37	through	‐41	of	 the	RP‐DEIR.	 	Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	 impacts	 to	
public	services/facilities	for	further	discussion.	
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The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D21	

Robert	Rumage	
1910	Mt	Olympus	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rockyjunkyard‐staples@yahoo.com	

There	 is	 no	 room	 for	 add'l.	 traffic	 on	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 There's	 no	 room	 even	without	 the	 construction	 of	 the	
development	 on	 the	 west	 and	 east	 sides	 of	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 @	 La	 Cienega,	 much	 less	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	
Crescent	Hts.		Stop	the	insanity!	

RESPONSE	NO.		D21	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.		As	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐4a	and	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	Table	2‐8	and	page	2‐68	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	
with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation.	 	 This	 includes	 the	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 the	 Sunset	
Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 intersection	where	 level	of	service	(LOS)	would	remain	unchanged	
and	 where	 impacts	 would	 be	 below	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 significance	 thresholds,	 and	 at	 other	 study	
intersections	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 (page	 4.J‐45	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐43	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR).	 	 	 As	
indicated	on	page	4.J‐65	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐42	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	 although	 these	 impacts	 would	 be	
temporary.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.			

With	respect	to	cumulative	traffic	impacts	(e.g.,	existing	traffic	+	Project	traffic	+	traffic	from	other	projects	in	
the	planning	and	development	stages	in	the	area	+	plus	ambient	growth	factor),	the	Year	2018	With	Project	
Conditions	 evaluated	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 (e.g.,	 the	 above	 referenced	 analysis	 and	 tables),	
includes	the	traffic	anticipated	from	the	other	projects	in	the	planning	and	development	stages	in	the	area.		
Please	see	Response	to	Comment	D19	(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos)	for	further	discussion.	
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SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2523	

LETTER	NO.	D24	

Diane	Abbitt		
8644	Allenwood	Road	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
dra@env;rolution.com	

I’ve	been	a	resident	of	Laurel	Canyon	for	18	years.		My	biggest	concern	is	traffic.	Traffic	on	Sunset	Blvd.	at	the	
intersection	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	as	well	as	on	Sunset	Blvd	reaches	critical	mass	during	rush	hours	
and	in	the	evenings.	A	project	of	this	size	and	magnitude	at	this	interection	[sic]	 is	unacceptable	as	well	as	
being	out	of	character	with	other	structures	in	the	neighborhood.	We	are	submitting	the	above	information	
in	the	hope	the	City	will	take	the	community's	concerns	to	heart	and	perform	its	own	careful	analysis	of	this	
project.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D24	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts	(including	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	
and	other	intersections	along	Sunset	Boulevard),	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	
Rumage).	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

Finally,	the	City	reviewed	and	approved	the	Draft	EIR	prior	to	its	release	for	public	review.			
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2524	

LETTER	NO.	D34	

Bigler.Steve		
1201	S.	la	cienega	
LOS	ANGELES	,	California	89444	
bigler.steve@gmail.com	

Seriously...	this	is	the	type	of	dumb	shit	sucking	up	to	developers	that	will	ruin	the	character	and	charm	of	
the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D34	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D40	

Eric	Ciambra		
10	Crestview	court	
Montclair,	NJ	07042	
eric.ciambra@yahoo.com	

We	used	to	live	in	Los	Angeles	and	have	very	fond	memories	of	the	city.		Los	Angeles	takes	great	pride	in	its	
history.	It	is	obvious	that	the	developers	do	not	share	that	pride	with	the	many	residents	(past	and	present)	
of	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D40	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D45	

Terry	DeBellis		
2540	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
terry@lawyerlee.com	

Dear	Sirs:	This	is	already	a	very	congested	area	with	thousands	of	vehicles	driving	through	the	canyon	daily.		
There	are	plenty	of	other	shopping	centers	some	of	which	are	very	recent	additions	in	the	vicinity.	We	do	not	
need	anymore.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D45	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
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LETTER	NO.	D55	

Steffi	Gaines		
8107	McKim	Court		
Los	Angeles	,	California	90046	
steffanigaines@yahoo.com	

Please	know	that	this	project	will	cause	traffic	jams	and	traffic	accidents.		It	is	very	dangerous.	Please	don't	
allow	the	this	[sic]	project	to	move	forward.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D55	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2528	

LETTER	NO.	D57	

Dr.	Dad		Gerber		
Wonderland	Park	Avenue		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
djgerber@post.harvard.edu		

What	I	am	opposed	to	in	particular	is	the	lack	of	traffic	congestion	consideration	nor	mitigation	brought	to	
bare	 [sic]	 in	 the	 development	 	 plan.	 The	 development	will	 adversely	 	 impact	 all	 of	 the	 canyon	 residents,	
children	...	Laurel	Canyon	needs	expansion	

RESPONSE	NO.		D57	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 air	 quality	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	As	such,	substantial	adverse	air	quality	 impacts	to	
residents	of	Laurel	Canyon	associated	with	Project‐related	traffic	increases	are	not	anticipated.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2529	

LETTER	NO.	D58	

Yoav	Getzler	
10012	Charter	Oak	LN		
Beverly	Hills,	California	90210	
Yoavgetzler@gmail.com	

As	a	lifelong	resident	of	Los	Angeles	I	beg	you	please	stop	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D58	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2530	

LETTER	NO.	D59	

Karen	Gilman		
4941	Elmwood	Aw.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
gilperson2@gmail.com	

We	lived		around	the	corner	on	Hayworth	for	five	years	and	now	live	in	CD	4.	We	are	intimately	familiar	with	
this	corner	and	the	neighborhood.	Please	scale	back	the	project	and	do	not	approve	the	developer’s	request	
for	220'	height.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D59	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 aesthetics,	 views	 and	 visual	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	and	evaluated	 impacts	related	to	 land	use	compatibility	and	compliance	with	
development	 standards	 (LAMC,	 zoning,	 etc.)	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 Land	 Use,	 while	
Sections	2.B.1	and	2.B.6	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.			As	indicated	
on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐19	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	aesthetics,	views	
and	visual	 character	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Similarly,	 as	
indicated	on	page	4.F‐55	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐34	and	2‐35	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	operational	land	use	
compatibility	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant,	 and	 both	 proposals	
would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards	related	to	height	and	scale.		Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	aesthetics,	views	and	visual	character	impacts,	and	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	for	further	discussion	of	land	use	compatibility	and	compliance	with	development	standards	related	to	
height	and	scale.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 
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LETTER	NO.	D61	

dennie	gordon		
2044	Lewis	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
dennieg@earthlink.net	

I	have	lived	in	this	neighborhood	for	30	years	and	my	neighbors	and	I		have	wrestled	with	increased	traffic	in	
this	area	over	the	years.	Laurel	Canyon	is	a	unique	natural	area	that	has	already	been	maximized.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D61	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2532	

LETTER	NO.	D62	

krisy	gosney		
Palm	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	ca	90069	
kgosney@sbcglobal.net		

There's	 a	 reason	why	 so	many	people	 live	 and	visit	 LA	 ‐	 it's	 the	 spirit	 of	 the	place.	 	 Projects	 like	 this	one	
proposed	will	 serve	 to	 destroy	 that	 spirit.	 	 Personally,	 I	 live	 near	 that	 intersection	 and	 a	 huge	 structure	
would	cause	horrible	traffic.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D62	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
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LETTER	NO.	D63	

Kim	Gottlieb‐Walker	
2157	Stanley	Hills	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Kim@Largedoor.com	

This	project	would	make	the	current	horrendous	traffic	problems	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	a	thousand	
times	worse!	

RESPONSE	NO.		D63	

Please	see	Response	To	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	
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LETTER	NO.	D65	

Lisa	Hansen		
9043	Burroughs	Rd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lhansenalt@gmail.com	

I	have	 lived	 in	 the	Hills	off	Laurel	Canyon	 for	more	 than	30	years.	 	 I	 realize	we	need	new	construction	 to	
accommodate	a	growing	population	but	the	size	of	this	building	is	way	out	of	proportion	

RESPONSE	NO.		D65	

		With	 respect	 to	 the	 size	 of	 the	 proposed	 building(s)	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D59	 (Letter	 D59,	
Karen	Gilman).				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D68	

Kelley	Harron		
1400	N.	Crescent		Heights		Blvd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
ka.harron@gmail.com	

Please	don't	allow	t	the	[sic]	irrevocable	mixed	use/over	scaled	condo	boom	in	our	historic	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D68	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D70	

marjorie	heidsieck		
8538	lookout	mountain	avenue		
los	angeles,	CA	90046	
nheidsieck@aol.com	

This	 is	a	massive	oversized	project	 that	will	be	an	aesthetic	blight	on	this	community.	 	 It	will	 threaten	the	
safety	of	the	citizens	who	already	live	here	.in	the	event	of	fires	in	the	canyon	and	all	other	needed	services	
like	ambulance	and	police.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D70	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D71	

Theresa	Hoover	
8630	Lookout	Mountain	Ave.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Terry24CA@aol.com	

The	 proposed	 development	 will	 destroy	 the	 historic	 legacy	 	 of	 the	 site	 and	 cause	 an	 extreme	 and	
unwarranted	burden	on	our	already	overburdened	infrastructure.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D71	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	C.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	historical	resources.			

Regarding	 impacts	 to	 infrastructure	 and	 public	 services/facilities,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D19	
(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	

With	 respect	 to	 historic	 resources	 impacts,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 the	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 of	 the	
Project	in	Section	4.C,	Cultural	Resources,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	the	Historical	Resources	
Assessment	included	in	Appendix	C‐3,	while	Section	2.B.3	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐25	through	2‐27	
of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	
historic	 resources	 (e.g.,	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood,	 including	 the	 Chateau	 Marmont),	 and	 significant	
unavoidable	 impacts	 to	 on‐site	 historic	 resources,	 even	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	
mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	historic	resources	for	further	discussion.		

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D73	

Janet	Iovino		
7095	Hollywood	Blvd.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90028	
iovinojanet@gmail.com	

This	 project	 is	 a	monstrosity,	 totally	 out	 of	 scale	with	 the	 surrounding	 area,	 and	 a	 blight.	 The	 impact	 on	
traffic	on	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.	will	be	disastrous	and	dangerous,	not	only	for	hundreds	of	families	but	also	a	
school,	in	case	of	any	emergency.	

RESPONSE	NO.		D73	

With	 respect	 to	 the	height	 and	 scale	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	D59	
(Letter	D59,	Karen	Gilman).	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).		With	respect	to	
traffic	impacts	on	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	in	particular,	as	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐
4a	on	page	4.J‐45	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	 in	Table	2‐8	on	page	2‐43	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 traffic	 conditions	at	 the	
Hollywood	Boulevard	and	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	intersection	under	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	
be	level	of	service	B	(minimal	traffic	congestion,	a	less	than	significant	impact).			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			
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LETTER	NO.	D74	

Karis	Jagger	
2705	carmar	drive	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
Jagwat@me.com	

Please	do	not	let	this	development	happen!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D74	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D77	

elissa	kline		
660	wild	iris	lane		
Santa	Cruz	,	California	95060	
elk@elissakline.com	

I	 grew	up	 in	Laurel	 Canyon,	went	 to	 Lytton	Center	 for	 the	Visual	 arts,	watched	 the	hippies	 on	 the	 Sunset	
Strip.	That	corner	has	already	been	compromised	by	the	giant	complex‐	please	do	not	put	this	giant	tower	
there!	Leave	Sunset	Blvd	alone!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D77	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D78	

Susanne	Konigsberg	
2355	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
W.	Hollywood,	CA	90069‐1208	
Susannekonigsberg@gmaiI.com	

Keep	our	historic		neighborhoods	intact	and	out	clutches	[sic]	of	greedy	developers	

RESPONSE	NO.	D78	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	to	historic	resources	impacts	on	the	surrounding	neighborhood	(i.e.,	indirect	historic	resources	
impacts),	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2542	

LETTER	NO.	D79	

D.	Korwin		
2205	Beech	Knoll	Rd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
devrak@sbcglobal.net	

No	‐	no	more	overbuilding!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D79	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2543	

LETTER	NO.	D85	

Lenny	Lipton		
8642Allenwood	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lipton3d@gmail.com	

Come	on	guys,	this	isn't	Manhattan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D85	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2544	

LETTER	NO.	D89	

Linda	Marder		
8835	Wonderland	Ave.	
L.A.,	Calif.	90046	
lm@lindamarder.com	

It's	"The	War	of	Economy	and	Morality"	

RESPONSE	NO.	D89	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2545	

LETTER	NO.	D91	

Andrea	McNichol		
2363	Hermits	Glen	
Los	Angeles,	,	CA		90046	
amcnichol@aol.com	

I	have	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	over	40	years.		Where	you	propose	to	build	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	
would	not	only	ruin	the	whole	complexion	of	this	area	but	the	unbearable	traffic	that	already	exists	would	
now	be	intolerable	for	thousands.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D91	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	
with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	
discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

With	respect	to	the	comment	that	the	proposed	development	would	ruin	the	complexion	of	the	area,	please	
see	Response	to	Comment	D59	(Letter	D59,	Karen	Gilman).	

Also,	the	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2546	

LETTER	NO.	D94	

Dee	Miyamura		
1961	west	231st	Street	
Torrance,	California	90501	
ladyjinnkenobi@aol.com	

I		believe	this	planned	development		is	just	plan	[sic]	ugly.	It	is	taking	away	the	historic	aspects	of	Sunset	Blvd	
and	 stealing	 away	 from	 those	 of	 us	who	 love	 it,	 live	 in	 it,	 visit	 it,	 enjoy	 it,	 &	 	what	makes	 it	well	 known	
worldwide!	Stop	NOW!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D94	

With	respect	to	indirect	impacts	related	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	
(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).			

In	addition,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts,	including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	
in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	of	aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	those	
related	to	building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2547	

LETTER	NO.	D95	

Robert	Moore		
2516	Greenvalley	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bobmor711@aol.com	

Afternoon	traffic	at	this	intersection	is	now	gridlocked.	Don't	make	it	worse.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D95	

No.	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	 impacts	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.		Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Randall	Rumage	Letter	
D21).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2548	

LETTER	NO.	D96	

Linda	M	Moore		
1856	Laurel	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
linda.moore@oracle.com	

Our	street	is	already	congested	beyond	belief‐	I	see	nothing	in	any	plans	I’ve	seen	that	indicate	in	any	way	
that	the	proposed	project		can	account	for	the	additional	burden	of	traffic	and	congestion	it	will	add	to	our	
neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D96	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.		Please	also	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Randall	Rumage	Letter	
D21).	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2549	

LETTER	NO.	D97	

Lisa	Moore		
1856	Laurel	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
lisa.moore@pinebridge.com	

As	a	homeowner	in	Laurel	Canyon	who	has	witnessed	a	couple	of	canyon	fires,	to	build	such	a	structure	that	
could	only	add	to	an	already	overly	congested	area	would	create	a	dangerous	environment	and	hamper	the	
ability	of	emergency	vehicles	and	first	responders	to	protect	the	canyon	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D97	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Also,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	Fire	 and	Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2550	

LETTER	NO.	D99	

Tracey	Nelson	
8918	Holly	Place	
LA,	Ca	90046	
Tkleis@yahoo.com	

Please	NO!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D99	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2551	

LETTER	NO.	D100	

Aidan	O'Brien		
8382	GrandView	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
apobr@yahoo.com	

"They	paved	paradise	 and	put	up	 a	parking	 lot".	Will	we	never	 learn.	 	 The	 corner	of	 Sunset	 and	Crescent	
Heights	is	now	completely	overwhelmed.		I	live	directly	above	this	in	the	hills	and	the	noise	level	from	Sunset	
is	unacceptable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D100	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.		
As	discussed	therein,	 long‐term	noise	 impacts	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐8	for	further	discussion	of	noise	impacts.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2552	

LETTER	NO.	D101	

Lee	Papa	
11000	S	Rastern	Ave	#1423		
henderson,	nV	89052	
Lee@leepapa.com	

I	lived	in	the	area	for	many	years	and	it	would	be	shame	to	lose	this	view	for	the	residents.		Development	has	
gone	crazy.	Do	not	approve	this	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D101	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	indicated	in	the	analysis	on	
pages	4.A‐24	through	4.A‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	as	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12,	the	
Project	would	not	substantially	block	public	views	(including	public	views	of	the	hills).	Potential	effects	on	
views	 from	 private	 residential	 properties	 was	 also	 discussed,	 although	 private	 property	 views,	 standing	
alone,	are	not	a	protected	resource	under	CEQA	in	most	circumstances.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2553	

LETTER	NO.	D103	

Joan	and	Stuart		Pappa		
9045	Hollywood	Hills	Rd.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
pappe@aol.com	

Lets	[sic]	get	real.		No	need	to	put‐up	with	more	and	more	traffic	congestion.		Lets	[sic]	not	destroy	the	view	
of	the	hills.	SP	

RESPONSE	NO.	D103	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	
4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	
public	 areas.	 Potential	 effects	 on	 views	 from	 private	 residential	 properties	 was	 also	 discussed	 although	
private	property	views	are	not	a	protected	resource	under	CEQA	in	most	circumstances.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2554	

LETTER	NO.	D109	

Teri	Poust		
8732	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
teri.poust@sbcglobal.net	

Please	stop	this	development.	It's	MUCH	too	large	for	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D109	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2555	

LETTER	NO.	D111	

irene	pusztai		
8845	wonderland	ave		
los	angeles,	CA	90046	
a.i.s.h@sbcglobal.net	

The	traffic	on	the	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	is	a	nightmare	NOW,	I	believe	the	new	construction	
will	only	add	to	the	nightmare	traffic	if	it	were	allowed.	The	height	of	the	construction	will	hinder	the	views	
for	residents!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D111	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	
4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	
public	 areas.	 Potential	 effects	 on	 views	 from	 private	 residential	 properties	 were	 also	 discussed	 although	
private	property	views	are	not	a	protected	resource	under	CEQA	in	most	circumstances.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2556	

LETTER	NO.	D118	

Wendy	Riche	
2500	Laurel	Pass	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
Wendyriche@gmail.com	

There	 are	many	 areas	 in	 LA	 for	 developers	 to	 buy	 and	 build	 and	 create	 new	pockets	 of	 development	 for	
lifestyle	and	commerce.	sunset	[sic]	&	Crescent	Heights	should	be	preserved	as	it	is	for	all	the	reasons	in	the	
letter.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D118	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2557	

LETTER	NO.	D119	

Elizabeth	Roewe		
2411	Zorada	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
lizroewe@mac.com	

Do	you	realize,	the	lyrics	from	Joni	Mitchell's	song	"Big	Yellow	Taxi"	were	about	that	corner.		It	used	to	be	the	
Gardens	of	Allah.		The	proposed	site	is	too	massive	and	will	choke	the	area.	Don't	build	it	please.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D119	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2558	

LETTER	NO.	D120	

Robert	Rosenheck	
2030	Laurel	Canyon	blvd	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
Rob@capobianco.biz	

The	area	is	or	[sic]	burdened	already	with	traffic,	etc.	This	is	unworkable	and	will	create	havoc.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D120	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2559	

LETTER	NO.	D123	

RAND	SAGERS	
8403	yucca	trail	
l.a.	,	ca	90046	
alecdelta@gmail.com	

it's	wrong	and	the	process	is	flawed	to	the	point	of	a	crime.	city	"officials"	involved	should	go	to	jail	for	their	
continued	corrupt	behavior.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D123	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2560	

LETTER	NO.	D125	

Stephanie	Savage		
2153	Growland	Drive	
Los	Angeles	,	ca	90046	
mike.stephanie@prodigy.net	

The	 additional	 traffic	 burden	 to	 all	 communities	 surrounding	 this	 ill‐conceived	 project	 will	 turn	 many	
against	the	city,	i.e.:	voting	people	who	understand	that	this	project	is	too	large	for	that	location.	We	except	
planning	to	think	responsibly.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D125	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2561	

LETTER	NO.	D131	

Ruth	Simon		
8561	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ruthala@sbcglobal.net	

I	live	in	laurel	[sic]	Canyon.	The	traffic	at	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	is	already	terrible.		It's	hard	to	imagine	
what	this	will	do.		I'm	also	old	enough	to	remember	walking	through	the	Garden	of	Allah.	Sigh.	What	we	have	
come	to.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D131	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Responses	to	Comments	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage)	and	D73	(Letter	
D73,	Janet	Iovino).	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2562	

LETTER	NO.	D135	

Miriam	Stark	
2162	Beech	Knoll	Rd	
La,	Ca	90946	
Miriamstark44@gmail.com	

These	 concerns	 are	 real	 and	 valid.	 As	 a	 Laurel	 Canyon	 resident	 for	 the	 past	 7	 years,	 I	 share	 the	 concern.	
Please	do	not	let	the	quick	money	cloud	your	long	term	judgment	in	this	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D135	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2563	

LETTER	NO.	D141	

Kurt	Waldheim	
2333	high	tower	dr		
los	angeles,	ca	99068	
videocoffee@gmail.com	

Please	help	us	preserve	sunset		blvd!		It's	value	is	inestimable	to	our	global	village.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D141	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2564	

LETTER	NO.	D142	

Lucinda	Walker		
4362	W.	Kling	Street	
Burbank,	CA	91505	
tvwalker@gmail.com	

Our	 city	 seems	 to	 be	 being	 swallowed	 up	 by	 these	 large	 developments.	 It's	 truly	 awful.	 	 Congestion	 is	
devastating	the	quality	of	life	here	in	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D142	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2565	

LETTER	NO.	D143	

Art	weeks	
8888	Hollywood	hills	
Los	angeles,	Ca	90046	
Art_weeks@yahoo.com	

Please	don't	make	our	neighborhood	a	living	hell	by	approving	the	building	of	this	monstrosity	

RESPONSE	NO.	D143	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2566	

LETTER	NO.	D144	

Friend	Wells		
349	North	Wilton	Place	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90004	
fwells@sprynet.com	

Dear	 Councilman	 La	 Bonge,	 Each	 generation	 of	 L.A.	 leaders	 bemoan	 decisions	 of	 their	 forbears,	 red	 cars,	
mini‐malls,	 	 	 the	 L.A.	 River.	 failed	 infrastructure	 investment.	 You	 know	 in	 your	 heart	 these	 mega	
developments	are	wrong.	Be	a	leader,	please!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D144	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2567	

LETTER	NO.	D145	

Adam	Wolfe		
2674	Carmar	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
adamlee6219@gmail.com	

I	work	at	Robertson	and	Santa	Monica	blvd	and	it	takes	40	minutes	travel	1.5	miles	daily	during	rush	hour	to	
pass	through	the	intersection	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	Sunset	Blvd	on	my	way	home	from	work.	This	structure	
will	only	compound	the	problem!!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D145	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Randall	Rumage	Letter	D21).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2568	

LETTER	NO.	D147	

Lenore	Zerrnan	
8925	wonderland	park	avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Lzerman@mac.com	

The	only	traffic	study	presented	is	South	of	Sunset	Blvd	and	nothing	has	been	presented	regarding	effects	on	
traffic	north	of	Sunset	Blvd,	which	is	already	terribly	congested	at	all	hours	of	the	day.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D147	

Contrary	to	the	comment,	the	traffic	analysis	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	the	Draft	EIR	
does	include	study	area	intersections	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard.		Please	see	Figure	4.J‐1	on	page	4.J‐3	in	the	
Draft	 EIR	 for	 an	 illustration	 of	 the	 study	 area	 intersections.	 	 Further,	 the	Traffic	 Study	was	 reviewed	 and	
approved	by	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	prior	to	the	circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR.			
The	 analysis	 and	 methodology	 contained	 in	 the	 Traffic	 Study	 was	 prepared	 based	 on	 applicable	 City	
standards	 and	 requirements	 for	 a	 project‐level	 traffic	 analysis.	 	 The	 study	 area	 intersections	 were	 also	
determined	based	on	consultation	with	LADOT	and	their	guidelines	for	a	project‐level	traffic	analysis.	

Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2569	

LETTER	NO.	D148	

Janna	Zinzi	
8575	Wonderland	Ave.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Swirlpr@gmail.com	

Please	help	preserve	Los	Angeles	history.	We	don't	need	LA	to	look	like	every	other	city.			Maintain	the	city's	
charm.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D148	

This	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	respect	to	impacts	to	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	
Hoover).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2570	

LETTER	NO.	D149	

Anonymous2		

I	believe	this	development	would	greatly	lessen	property	values	in	the	communities,	around	Laurel	Canyon	
Blvd.,	 which	 are	 already	 suffering	 from	 reduced	 access	 because	 of	 traffic	 congestion	 which	 it	 would	
exacerbate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D149	

Potential	economic	impacts	on	individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	CEQA	(see	CEQA	Guidelines	
section	 15131(a)).	 	 In	 addition,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	traffic	 impacts	
were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2571	

LETTER	NO.	D150	

Dave	Abbitt		
8460	Utica	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
daveabbitt@gmail.com	

I'm	all	for	gentrification,	beautification,	and	modernization.	But,	this	is	ridiculous.	Please	stop	it.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D150	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2572	

LETTER	NO.	D156	

Sandra	Baughman		
sandy2b2002@yahoo.com		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sadny2b2002@yahoo.com		

Townscape	Developers	should	not	be	allowed	to	build	the	proposed	220	foot	tower	on	the	south‐west	corner	
of	Laurel	Canyon‐Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Boulevard	that	will	dominate	and	destroy	the	heart	of	historic	
residential	Hollywood	

RESPONSE	NO.	D156	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.				

With	respect	to	impacts	on	historic	resources,	including	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historic	resources	in	the	
surrounding	neighborhood,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2573	

LETTER	NO.	D158	

Todd	Bianco		
8914	Cynthia	St		
West	Hollywood	,	California	90069	
toddbianco@gmail.com	

I'm	particularly	disturbed	about	the	Lytton	(Chase	Bank)	building's	destruction.		It’s	a	fantastic	mid‐century	
modem	building	with	an	iconic	folded	plate	roof.	It	has	beautiful	murals	that	should	stay	IN	the	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D158	

This	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project	demolishing	the	Lytton	building	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	
the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	

Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 provides	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	
Home	Branch	Building	and	addresses	the	building	in	the	context	of	significant	Mid‐Century	Modern	buildings	
and	within	 the	 career	 of	 noted	 architect	 Kurt	Werner	Myer.	 	 The	 Lytton	 structure	 has	 been	 significantly	
altered	with	no	remaining	outstanding	unique	features	and	this	loss	of	integrity	has	made	it	ineligible	for	the	
California	or	National	registers.		In	addition,	most	of	the	fine	art	has	been	removed	from	the	Lytton	structure.		
However,	it	was	conservatively	deemed	eleigible	locally,	and	as	such,	a	significant	and	unavoidable	impact	is	
identified	 on	 pages	 4.C.2‐28	 and	 4.C.2‐29	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 page	 2‐26	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 even	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation	 which	 includes	 recordation,	 relocation	 of	 art	 works,	
preparation	of	a	feasibility	study	for	relocation	of	the	bank,	and	making	the	bank	available	for	relocation	if	
relocation	 is	 determined	 to	 be	 feasible,	 and	 demolition	 monitoring	 and	 salvage).	 	 With	 respect	 to	 the	
mitigation	measure	requiring	the	relocation	of	art	works,	this	includes	the	two	remaining	pieces	“Screen”	by	
Darricarrere	 and	 “The	 Family”	 by	 Green,	 which	 will	 be	 incorporated	 into	 the	 final	 Project	 design	 or	
preserved	 at	 an	 off‐site	 location	 in	 accordance	 with	 CEQA.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	
impacts	historic	resources	impacts	for	further	discussion.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2574	

LETTER	NO.	D159	

Michael	Blum		
2573	Greenvalley	Road	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
michael@riwrstreet.net	

We	have	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	20	years,	and	have	seen	many	developments		approved		that	are	way	out	
of	scale	and	out	of	touch	with	this	bucolic	setting.	This	project	is	too	big	for	this	location.			

RESPONSE	NO.	D159	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2575	

LETTER	NO.	D160	

Mary	s	brock		
2415	Vado	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1447	
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net	

Does	LA	have	 	 a	water	problem?	Yet	 there's	 this	mad	building	 spree	all	 over	Hollywood.	 	This	 location	 is	
already	congested	with	huge	traffic	delays	that	effect	[sic]	our	quality	of	 life	area.	This	project	needs	to	be	
scaled	down	or	cancelled!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D160	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	impacts	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	
were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2576	

LETTER	NO.	D163	

daniel	chun		
8520	allenwood	rd	
los	angeles,	California	90046	
dchun02@yahoo.com	

Please	consider	something	smaller	and	more	in	line	with	the	character	of	our	city.	 	This	generic	behemoth	
will	be	a	blight	on	LA.	Thank	you	and	happy	holidays!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D163	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2577	

LETTER	NO.	D165	

Bradford	Cobb		
1417	N.	Laurel	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
bradford@directmanagement.com	

I	 have	 	 two	addresses	near	 this	proposed	development	 	 ‐	 one	 is	 a	 rented	 apartment	 listed	below	and	 the	
other	 is	my	new	home.	 	BOTH	will	be	affected	by	 this	oversized	development,	unless	 it	 is	properly	 scaled	
back	to	fit	into	the	community	landscape.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D165	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2578	

LETTER	NO.	D172	

Eric	Edmunds		
2576	Cordelia	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	California	90049	
lalhasa@aol.com	

The	Sunset	Strip	is	one	of	my	favorite	parts	of	Los	Angeles.	 	Please	do	not	let	it	be	degraded	and	ruined	by	
this	inappropriately	sized	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D172	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2579	

LETTER	NO.	D173	

Grayson	Edwards	
8071	Selma	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Gfedward1@gmail.com	

I	could	not	be	more	saddend	[sic]	by	the	news	of	this	monstrous	building	which	will	encroach	on	the	privacy	
of	established	taxpayers	in	the	surrounding	area.	The	size	is	disproportionate	to	the	surround	[sic]	buildings	
and	should	be	significantly	reduced!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D173	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2580	

LETTER	NO.	D174	

Michael	Fassett		
2127	Beech	Knoll	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
fassetmj@gmail.com	

As	a	resident	of	Laurel	Canyon,		I	rely	on	the	intersection	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	to	have	appropriate	
movement	of	traffic	to	allow	me	access	to	my	home,	and	to	be	able	to	allow	access	for	emergency	vehicles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D174	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services.	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2581	

LETTER	NO.	D176	

Marilyn	Frandsen		
8336	Livingston	Way	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
poette@sbcglobal.net	

I	live	just	above	this	in	Laurel	Canyon	and	already	have	a	nightmare	just	getting	down	my	hill	and	past	that	
intersection.	 	 I	 relish	 all	 the	 historic	 buildings	 in	 this	 neighborhood	 and	 do	 not	 understand	 why	 this	
nightmare	is	happening.	Please	no.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D176	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

With	Respect	to	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2582	

LETTER	NO.	D181	

Lisa	Gaffney		
65	W	Harriet	St	
Altadena,	CA	91001	
lisafbgaffney@gmail.com	

I	 recently	moved	 from	Harper	 and	Melrose	where	 I	 lived	 for	 19	 years.	 	 As	 a	 child,	my	 father	 lived	 in	 the	
Hollywood	Hills	above	Kings	Road.		Building	that	monstrous	development	will	do	nothing	but	devastate	the	
landscape	of	a	great	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D181	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2583	

LETTER	NO.	D183	

Jeremy	Gardiner		
8751	Wonderland	Park	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com	

Our	 family	 requests	 LA	 City	 Planning	 Dept	 not	 allow	 this	 overly	 ambitious	 project	 to	 move	 forward	 as	
presently	 proposed.	 	 The	 developer	 has	 put	 forth	 unrealistic	 and	 deceitful	 environmental	 and	 traffic	
mitigations.		Please	protect	our	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D183	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		The	mitigation	measures	provided	in	the	Draft	EIR	have	been	determined	feasible	based	on	
review	and	approval	of	the	Draft	EIR	by	City	Staff	prior	to	circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	public	review.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2584	

LETTER	NO.	D184	

Lynda	Gluck		
1728	laurel	canyon	blvd		
los	angeles,	ca	90046	
eara@earthlink.net	

It	 took	me	10	minutes	 to	get	across	Laurel	Canyon	 last	night	at	5:30,	 just	2	blocks	North	of	 the	proposed	
building	 site.	 This	 is	 typical	 throughout	 the	day.	 	We	 can't	 handle	 any	more	 traffic	 or	 noise.	And,	 not	 one	
bicyclist	was	in	site	[sic].	

RESPONSE	NO.	D184	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts	and	impacts	related	to	bicycle	facilities	and	safety.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.		
As	discussed	therein,	 long‐term	noise	 impacts	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐8	for	further	discussion	of	noise	impacts.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2585	

LETTER	NO.	D185	

Burt	Goralnick	
1847	N	Crescent		Heights	Blvd	
LOS	ANGELES	CA,	90069		
BurtGoralnick@Gmail.com	

Townscape	Developers	should	not	be	allowed	to	build	the	proposed	220	foot	tower	on	the	south‐west	corner	
of	Laurel	Canyon‐Crescent	Heights		and	Sunset		Boulevard	

RESPONSE	NO.	D185	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.				



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2586	

LETTER	NO.	D187	

Michele	GORALNICK		
1847	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
LOS	ANGELES	,	CA	90069	
Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com	

I	strongly	object	to	the	oversized	development	being	proposed	for	the	south‐west	 intersection	of	Sunset	&	
Laural	[sic]	Canyon	Blvd	/	Crescent	Heights	

RESPONSE	NO.	D187	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 With	 respect	 to	 aesthetics	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	
Comment	D59	(Letter	D59,	Karen	Gilman).	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2587	

LETTER	NO.	D188	

Gina	Greblo		
807	N.	Doheny	Drive	
Beverly		Hills,	CA	90210	
ggreblo@yahoo.com	

Please	keep	a	moratorium	of	the	height	of	buildings	along	Sunset	Blvd.	to	maintain	integrity	of	our	history	
and	beautiful	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D188	

With	respect	to	aesthetics	impacts	related	to	height	and	scale,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D59	(Letter	
D59,	Karen	Gilman).		With	respect	to	indirect	(e.g.,	off‐site)	historical	resources	impacts,	please	see	Response	
to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2588	

LETTER	NO.	D190	

Phil	Hammond		
1327	Havenhurst	Drive,	unit	1	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
philhammond@gmail.com	

If	the	project	moves	forward	which	I	believe	it	will	I'd	like	to	request	that	Havenhurst	Drive	be	blocked	to	
through	 traffic	 on	 the	 end	 that	 meets	 Sunset	 Blvd.	 and	 a	 traffic	 light	 be	 placed	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	Fountain	Avenue.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D190	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts,	including	those	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	Similar	 to	existing	conditions,	 the	No	Left‐
Turn	 sign	 would	 remain	 in	 place	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 Thus,	 traffic	 from	 the	 proposed	 residential	 and	
commercial	 uses	 would	 be	 prohibited	 from	 making	 a	 turn	 left	 (southbound)	 onto	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 (as	
discussed	on	page	4.J‐48	of	the	Draft	EIR).	 	Also:	 	(1)	no	commercial	traffic	entry	into	the	Project	would	be	
permitted	 at	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway	 (Draft	 EIR	 page	 4.J‐28);	 (2)	 a	 new	 traffic	 signal	 would	 be	
installed	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Havenhurst	Drive	intersection	(Draft	EIR	p.	4.J‐31);	and	(3)	a	raised	island	
within	 the	 Havenhurst	 Driveway	 or	 some	 other	 barrier	 would	 be	 provided	 to	 prevent	 left	 turn	 exits	 by	
Project	traffic	onto	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	(this	feature	has	been	added	to	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	as	a	Project	Design	Feature	and	Figure	4.J‐5	in	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	to	the	
Draft	EIR,	in	the	Final	EIR).		As	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	
than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures	 (e.g.,	 a	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	
Havenhurst	Drive/Fountain	Avenue	intersection	which	is	what	the	commenter	requests	above).		Please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts	and	vehicular	access.		



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2589	

LETTER	NO.	D191	

Barbara	Hearn		
8169	Gould	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bjheam@pacbell.net	

I	 cannot	 begin	 to	 imagine	 the	 Laurel	 Canyon/Crescent	Heights	 traffic	 snarls	with	 the	 lack	 of	 attention	 to	
mitigating	the	full	traffic	and	parking	impact	on	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D191	

With	respect	to	traffic,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

With	 respect	 to	 parking,	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 adequacy	 of	 on‐site	 parking	 and	 off‐site	
parking	spillover	effects.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	
60	 more	 spaces	 than	 the	 789	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Municipal	 Code	 (LAMC),	 while	
Alternative	 9	 would	 provide	 820	 parking	 space	 on‐site	 which	 is	 144	 spaces	 more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	
required	by	the	LAMC.		Hence,	off‐site	parking	spillover	is	not	anticipated.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2590	

LETTER	NO.	D193	

Carolyn	Hennesy		
844	North	Maple	St.		
Burbank,	CA	91505	
qofspain@sbcglobal.net	

LA	City	Planning	Dept.	please	do	not	allow	this	monstrosity		to	be	built.		I	have	lived	and	continue	to	travel	
through	this	area...it’s	gorgeous	as	is.		Please,	don't	allow	the	blight.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D193	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2591	

LETTER	NO.	D195	

Michael	Hoover		
8630	Lookout	Mountain	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mfhoover@pacbell.net	

Traffic	on	Sunset	is	already	horrible.	Adding	to	the	congestion	isn't	a	great	idea.	Our	infrastructure	is	already	
over‐taxed.	Adding	to	the	population	density	isn't	a	good	idea.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D195	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 on	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D21	 (Letter	 D21,	 Robert	
Rumage).	

With	respect	 to	 infrastructure	and	public	 services/facilities,	please	see	Response	 to	Comment	D19	(Letter	
D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2592	

LETTER	NO.	D196	

Mona	Houghton		
8544	Walnut	Drive		
LOS	ANGELES	,	CALIFORNIA	90046‐1950	
mhdp03@gmail.com	

STOP	

RESPONSE	NO.	D196	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2593	

LETTER	NO.	D197	

Colleen	Keane		
1330	N.	Sweetzer	Ave.,	#203	
W.	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
cfk726@msn.com	

The	amount	of	over‐development	in	West	Hollywood	is	frightening.		Those	of	who	live	in	this	neighborhood	
are	absolutely	against	yet	another	high‐rise,	traffic‐choking	development	on	this	stretch	of	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D197	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2594	

LETTER	NO.	D200	

Joel	J	Loquvam		
9701	Wilshire	Boulevard,	Suite	1000	
Beverly	Hills,	CALIFORNIA	(CA)	90212	
joel@laestateplan.com	

I	 live	 in	 Laurel	 Canyon	 and	 the	 access	 to	 and	 egress	 from	 Laurel	 Canyon	will	 be	 severely	 and	 negatively	
impacted	by	the	increased	traffic	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.		Also,	Emergency	vehicles	will	have	a	much	
harder	time	entering	the	canyon.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D200	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts	in	Laurel	Canyon	and	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	intersection,	
please	see	Responses	to	Comments	D73	(Letter	D73,	Janet	Iovino)	and	D21	(Robert	Rumage),	respectively.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2595	

LETTER	NO.	D202	

Kelly	Mayfield		
1807	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd.		
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
kellym@dslextreme.com	

Please	do	not	allow	 this	development	 to	move	 forward.	Not	only	 is	 the	area	 congested	enough,	but	 it	will	
destroy	what	is	left	of	an	iconic	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D202	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2596	

LETTER	NO.	D207	

David	Naylor		
8359	Hollywood	Blvd	
LOS	ANGELES	CA,	90069		
ddnaylor@me.com	

This	would	make	 living	 in	this	neighborhood	unbearable.	 	The	traffic	would	be	 impossible	and	would	ruin	
the	historical	beauty	of	area....			Just	go	there	at	morning	or	evening	rush	hour	and	see	for	yourselves	what	a	
nightmare	this	would	be.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D207	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

With	respect	to	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	
D71,	Theresa	Hoover).			

In	addition,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts,	including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	
in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	of	aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	those	
related	to	building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2597	

LETTER	NO.	D208	

Robin	Neuman	
8170	Laurel	View	Drive	
Los	angeles,	Ca	90069‐1616	
Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net	

No,	I'm	sorry,	you’ve	no	right	to	make	this	building	happen.	This	is	all	about	your	money‐	no	one	else's.	It	is	
not	right	action.	You	will	suffer	consequences.	You	will	make	mistake.	Is	this	the	path	you	truly	choose.	Know	
your	path.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D208	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2598	

LETTER	NO.	D210	

Steven	Poster	ASC		
Wonderland	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
stevenasc@aol.com		

There	 is	 no	 doubt	 that	 if	 this	 development	 is	 undertaken	 as	 designed,	 it	 will	 impact	 the	 neighborhood	
negatively.	It	can't	help	but	destroy	quality	of	life	for	miles	around	it.	This	is	a	bad	design.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D210	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2599	

LETTER	NO.	D220	

Courtney	Small		
1600	Courtney	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐2744	
cs@csandfs.com	

I	am	absolutely	opposed	to	a	building	this	tall	and	quite	frankly	of	no	architectural	merit	being	built	in	my	
town.		I	do	not	understand	why	I	am	not	being	represented	by	the	people	I	voted	into	office.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D220	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2600	

LETTER	NO.	D225	

Shane	Stabile		
1251	N.	Gardner	St.	
West		Hollywood,	Ca.		(0046	
getshane@sbcglobal.net	

If	you	want	to	build	skyscrapers	go	to	N.Y.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D225	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2601	

LETTER	NO.	D228	

christian	stevens	
8411	coreyell	pl	
Ia,	California	90046	
90210@misterbeverlyhills.com	

You	have	got	to	be	kidding,		with	all	the	other	construction	on	Sunset		you	assholes	think	we	need	yet	more	
retail?	Do	you	really	think	we	need	a	Starbucks	every	100	yards?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D228	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2602	

LETTER	NO.	D230	

Catherine	Sullivan	
1008	N	La	Jolla	Ave	
LA	CA,	90046		
Cgsull1310@aol.com	

Seriously	the	character	of	our	neighborhoods	are	under	fire	with	boxes	going	into	residential	areas	now	this	
mega	complex...not	good	for	the	hood!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D230	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2603	

LETTER	NO.	D231	

Olanna	Taskey		
8359	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
olanna323@gmail.com	

Thank	 for	 taking	 the	 time	 to	 consider	 all	 our	 letters.	 	 	We	are	 shocked	at	 the	magnitude	of	 this	 proposed	
building.	 I	have	lived	in	this	neighborhood	for	16	years,	and	my	husband	for	25	years.	 	This	project	would	
impact	the	people,	traffic	too	much.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D231	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2604	

LETTER	NO.	D232	

Chloe	trig	
101	south	orange	drive	
Los	angeles,	California	90026	
Chloet@me.om	

Don't	do	it	

RESPONSE	NO.	D232	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2605	

LETTER	NO.	D233	

Nicolas	Valle		
4825	Toland	Way		
Los	Angeles	,	California	90042	
buzzcut2000@speakeasy.net	

I	lived	in	this	area	for	or	26	years.	Because	of	rampant	development	I	left.	What	is	proposed	is	disgusting.	It	
benefits	no	one	except	a	handful	of	developers.		Shame	on	you	

RESPONSE	NO.	D233	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2606	

LETTER	NO.	D234	

bryan	wark		
9013	wonderland		park	ave		
los	angeles,	Ca	90046	
bryan@bryanwarkdesigns.com	

Traffic	at	Crescent	Heights		&	Sunset	is	already	horrible,	as	laurel	[sic]	Cyn	is	a	major	artery	from	the	west	
side	 to	 the	 valley	 at	 both	 rush	 hours.	 This	 proposed	 construction	 project	 would	 create	 a	 nightmare	 of	
unimaginable	proportions		&	consequences.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D234	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2607	

LETTER	NO.	D246	

Zach	bamea	
8978	wonderland		ave.		
L.A,	Ca	90046	
Bzagyb@gmail.com	

This	city	is	developed	enough.	Traffic	the	view	[sic]	will	be	further	compromise	[sic].	Enough	with	greed	as	a	
motivation.	 How	 about	 more	 land	 gardens	 green?	 Let	 them	 spread	 outside,	 move	 the	 development	 out.	
People	count.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D246	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	 	 The	Draft	EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 relating	 to	building	
height	and	scale,	in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	
were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures,	while	
impacts	to	views	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	
discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 to	 views.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Responses	to	Comments	D21	(Randall	Rumage	Letter	D21)	and	D59	(Karen	Gilman	Letter	D59).	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2608	

LETTER	NO.	D251	

d.m.	casper	
1354	N.	Harper	#302		
west	hollywood,	CA	90046	
CasperVonDj@yahoo.com	

As	a	long	time	resident	of	the	neighborhood,	I	object	strongly	to	the	height	and	size	of	this	project.	Also	these	
are	developers		with	NO	experience	and	an	unproven	record.	what	happens	if	they	fail	and	we	have	a	huge	
whet	[sic]	elephant?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D251	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2609	

LETTER	NO.	D252	

Michael	Citrone		
1639	
Los	Angeles	,	ca	90004	
michael@globalfitness.com	

Townscape	Developers	should	not	be	allowed	to	build	the	proposed	220	foot	tower	on	the	south‐west	corner	
of	Laurel	Canyon‐Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	Boulevard	that	will	dominate	and	destroy	the	heart	of	historic	
residential	Hollywood!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D252	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	to	indirect	impacts	on	historic	resources	in	the	neighborhood,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	
D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2610	

LETTER	NO.	D254	

Sebastian	Copeland		
1626	N	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sebastian@sebastiancopeland.com	

The	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	nights	[sic]	is	already	a	traffic	headache	for	commuters.	Higher	resident	
concentration,	not	to	mention	construction	here,	does	not	sound	like	anything	reasonable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D254	

With	repsect	 to	operational	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	
interseciton,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

With	respect	to	construction	traffic	impacts,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	construction	traffic	impacts	in	Section	
4.J.,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 the	 TIA	 included	 as	 Appendix	 H‐1,	
while	Section	2.B.10	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	
data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐64	and	6‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐41	and	2‐
42	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	traffic	
impacts,	although	these	impacts	would	be	temporary.	This	comment	in	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2611	

LETTER	NO.	D257	

Kevin	Dompe		
2084	Lewis	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kdompehaskins@gmail.com	

In	addition	to	all	extremely	valid	points	 in	 the	 letter,	especially	concerning	the	 impact	on	the	surrounding	
historic	architecture	and	traffic	congestion,	it	will	also	add	a	major	strain	on	our	already	taxed,	resources	and	
infrastructure.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D257	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources,	 including	 off‐site	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historic	
resources	in	the	local	project	vicinity,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	 C.	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 resources	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	a	further	discussion	of	impacts	to	historical	resources.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

With	respect	to	impacts	to	infrastructure	and	public	services/facilities,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D19	
(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2612	

LETTER	NO.	D259	

Stephen	Gehman		
227	w	Lincoln	Rd		
stockton,	ca	95207	
crstnbassplayer777@gmail.com	

We	travel	to	LA	a	few	times		a	year	to	go	to	see	shows	and	visit	classic	sites	on	the	Sunset	Blvd...	Without	the	
places	like	House	Of	Blues,	Whisky,	Rainbow,	etc	we	would	never	come	to	Hollywood.	Save	Sunset	Blvd.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D259	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2613	

LETTER	NO.	D263	

jez	guito		
8667	Wonderland	Avenue	
L.A.,	California	90046	
canmuse@aol.com	

This	construction	will	completely	ruin	Laurel	Canyon....	

RESPONSE	NO.	D263	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 Nonetheless,	 construction‐related	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 to	 Laurel	 Canyon	
Boulevard,	are	discussed	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	on	pages	2‐41	
through	2‐57	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		As	discussed	therein,	temporary	construction‐related	traffic	impacts	would	be	
significant	 and	unavoidable	 for	 intersections	 along	 the	proposed	 truck	haul	 routes,	 and	would	 only	 occur	
during	the	shoring	and	excavation	phase	of	construction.		Of	those	affected	intersections,	the	only	one	along	
Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 would	 be	 the	 intersection	 of	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	
(Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 becomes	 Laurel	 Canyon	 Boulevard	 north	 of	 this	 location).	 	 Thus,	 significant	
construction‐related	traffic	impacts	on	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard	are	not	expected	
to	occur.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2614	

LETTER	NO.	D264	

Kate	Hardie	
Lookout	mountain	ave	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
Katekenji@hotmail.com	

Please	consider	those	who	own	individual	homes	who	will	be	unable	to	make	a	quick	grocery	run	or	receive	
public	services	like	fire/Emergency	Etc.		This	intersection	is	much	too	busy	for	a	high	rise	building	with	all	of	
the	valley	commuters	etc	

RESPONSE	NO.	D264	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Also,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	Fire	 and	Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2615	

LETTER	NO.	D266	

Jeffrey	Hersh	
1344	North	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jhersh01@ca.rr.com	

Please	protect	us	from	further	overgrowth	of	developments	that	have	this	corrosive	effect	on	the	quality	of	
life	in	our	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D266	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2616	

LETTER	NO.	D267	

Sheila	Irani		
2657	Zorada	Drive	
LA	,	CA	90046	
pathcom@pacbell.net	

It	 is	my	hope	that	 the	plans	 for	congestion	mitigation	of	 this	development	will	go	beyond	hundred	[sic]	of	
bike	racks,	and	reduction	of	parking	so	that	the	residents	spill	into	the	side	streets	for	parking.		Please	reduce	
the	size	and	mitigate	the	traffic	

RESPONSE	NO.	D267	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	and	parking	impacts	were	
concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measure,	 which	
requires	the	installation	of	a	new	traffic	signal	at	the	intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		
Although	the	 installation	of	a	 traffic	signal	at	 the	 intersection	of	Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive	 is	
the	only	required	mitigation	meaures	to	address	traffic‐related	impacts,	the	Project	also	includes	a	Project‐
specific	 Transportation	 Demand	Management	 (TDM)	 program	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 LADOT.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.	

The	 Project	 would	 provide	 on‐site	 bicycle	 parking	 in	 order	 to	 facilitate	 bicycle	 use	 by	 Project	 residents,	
employees,	patrons,	and	guests	 in	accordance	with	LAMC	requirements,	but	 the	analysis	of	 traffic	 impacts	
does	not	rely	on	traffic	reductions	associated	with	bicycle	use.	 	Similarly,	as	noted	above,	while	the	Project	
would	 only	 require	 one	mitigation	measure	 (the	 installation	 of	 a	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	
Fountain	Avenue	and	Havenhurst	Drive)	 to	 reduce	 impacts	 to	 less	 than	significant,	 the	Project	would	also	
implement	a	TDM	program	at	the	Project	Site,	as	discussed	on	page	4.J‐32	in	Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR.		The	
TDM	program	could	include	bicycle‐related	facilities	to	further	encourage	bicycle	use	such	as	bicycle	racks	
and	showers/lockers,	as	well	as	other	non‐bicycle‐related	elements	that	may	include	provision	of	an	on‐site	
transportation	 coordinator	 in	 charge	 of	 carpool/vanpool	 and	 rideshare	matching,	 preferential	 parking	 for	
carpool/vanpool,	 transit	passes	or	subsidies,	parking	cash‐out	or	unbundled	parking	 for	Project	 residents,	
loaner	bicycles	and/or	 flex‐use	vehicles,	guaranteed	ride	home	services,	 flexible	work	hours/telecommute	
opportunities	for	employees,	improved	or	new	bus/transit	stop	shelters	or	other	amenities,	and	wayfinding	
information	 and	 signage.	 	 In	 addition,	 other	 potential	 demand	 reduction	 measures	 that	 could	 be	
implemented	 for	 the	 Project	 include	 free	 valet	 parking	 for	 high	 occupancy	 vehicles	 (3.0	 or	more	 average	
vehicle	occupancy	[AVO]),	discounts	for	commercial	patrons	who	utilize	public	transit	to	travel	to	the	Project	
Site,	 and/or	online	 shopping	and	home	delivery	 to	 reduce	 the	number	of	patrons	needing	 to	 travel	 to	 the	
Project	Site.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts	as	well	as	
bicycle	facilities	and	safety.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2617	

LETTER	NO.	D269	

Barry	Johnson		
4166	Farmdale	Ave.		
Studio	City,	CA	91604	
bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net	

Please	stop	the	building	of	this	monstrosity.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D269	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2618	

LETTER	NO.	D272	

Phyllis	Katz	
8929	Holly	Place		
Los	Angeles	,	California	90046	
Brainfun@roadrunner.com	

Traffic	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	already	is	an	issue.		At	rush	hour,	it	backs	up	on	all	
sides.		This	project	as	it	stands	will	be	a	huge	problem	for	anyone	who	has	to	go	near	that	area.		Please	stop	
this	from	happening.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D272	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection,	please	see	
Letter	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2619	

LETTER	NO.	D275	

Kat	Lester		
316	N.	Rossiter	Ave	
LA,	CA	90004	
lakatmeow@aol.com	

This	 relatively	 young	 city	 has	 already	 fallen	 prey	 to	 the	 destruction	 of	 too	many	 architectural	 gems	 and	
monuments.	They	have	not	only	defined	Los	Angeles,	 they	have	been	a	great	source	of	 it's	 [sic]	attraction.	
Please	preserve	their	integrity!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D275	

With	respect	to	indirect	impacts	related	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	
(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2620	

LETTER	NO.	D279	

adelle	lutz		
7964	Willow	Glen	Rd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
adellel@mac.com	

people	and	safety	before	profits	please.	and	also‐	aesthetic	relevance.	the	scale	is	INSANE.	the	damage	to	the	
air	and	safety	is	INSANE.	what	it	will	do	to	the	already	congested	area	is	INSANE.	what	can	be	gained	by	this	
scar?	IT	IS	INSANE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D279	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 air	 quality	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	

In	addition,	this	comment’s	opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	
their	consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2621	

LETTER	NO.	D280	

Abel	Lynch		
Hometown		Ln.	
Manteca,	CA	93557	
dokkenfan80s@gmal.com		

This	IS	A	HISTORICAL	PLACE	that	should	NOT	be	taken	away	from	musicians		or	people	in	general,	in	THE	
NAME	OF	ROCK'N'ROLL,	DO	NOT	DESTROY	THE	HEART	OF	80's	ROCK;	DON'T	TAKE	THIS	AWAY	FROM	US.	
MANY	TEENS	WHO	FEEL	THEY	WERE	BORN	IN	THE	WRONG	DECADE...	

RESPONSE	NO.	D280	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	C.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	historical	resources.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2622	

LETTER	NO.	D281	

Linda	McDonough	
9460Sierra	Mar	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
LindaMcDonough@mac.com	

I	particularly	object	to	the	height	of	the	structure.		I	support	business	and	development		‐	but	not	at	all	costs!		
The	height	should	not	impact	the	views	and	therefore	property	values	of	any	of	the	surrounding	properties.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D281	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 and	 height	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

Also,	 the	potential	economic	 impacts	on	 individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	CEQA	(see	CEQA	
Guidelines	section	15131(a)).			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2623	

LETTER	NO.	D286	

Ben	Nichols		
8419	Edwin	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bennichols1@yahoo.com	

From	the	picture	presented,	it	really	does	look	out	of	scale	for	the	neighborhood	to	me.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D286	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2624	

LETTER	NO.	D287	

Christina	Nickerson	
509	S	Gramercy	Pl.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90020	
Tutten@me.com	

Let's	be	realistic	about	what	will	happen	in	the	future	if	one	of	this	[sic]	buildings	gets	built.		Let's	keep	the	
beautiful	views	of	our	mountains.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D287	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	
4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	
public	areas.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2625	

LETTER	NO.	D288	

Charles	noice	ii		
1629	n.	fair	Oaks	ave.		
pasadena,	ca	91103	
charles@mercenary‐audio.com	

Preserve	Hollywood	

RESPONSE	NO.	D288	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2626	

LETTER	NO.	D293	

Jan	Pomerans		
3028	West	11th	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90023	
janpomerans@gmail.com	

This	building	is	completely	inappropriate,	and	would	contribute	to	the	wholesale	homogenisation	[sic]	of	one	
of	the	most	characterful	[sic]	areas	of	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D293	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2627	

LETTER	NO.	D295	

Fran	Reichenbach	
2751	Westshire	Dr		
Los	Angeles	,	California	90068	
FranReichenbach@gmail.com	

Besides	its	massive	size,	this	project	 is	 far	out	of	scale	 in	every	way.	The	community	and	its	 infrastructure	
cannot	bear	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D295	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	impacts	to	infrastructure	and	public	services/facilities.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2628	

LETTER	NO.	D297	

Andrew	&	Irene	Robinson		
2671	Byron	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
arobinso@usc.edu	

We	live	in	the	heart	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	I	drive	to	work	every	morning	down	Crescent	Heights.		It's	difficult	
enough	now	getting	out	of	the	Canyon	on	work	mornings	and	back	in	the	evenings.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D297	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2629	

LETTER	NO.	D300	

Nina	G	Rosenfield		
1545	Umeo	Road		
Pacific	Palisades	,	CA	90272	
ninarosenfield@yahoo.com	

This	 is	 truly	 a	 project	 that	 should	 not	 be	 permitted.	 It	 satisfies	 the	 developers	 who	 destroy	 an	 historic	
neighborhood	and	then	move	on	with	no	conscience		of	what	they	have	done.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D300	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historic	 resources,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	D71	 (Letter	D71,	
Theresa	Hoover).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2630	

LETTER	NO.	D302	

bradley	ross		
9460	sierra	mar	pl		
los	angeles	,	California	90069	
bemro@earthlink.net	

Planning	department	please	do	not	allow	this.	 	Be	responsible	to	the	citizens	that	you	are	there	to	protect	
and	 do	 not	 cave	 in	 to	 developers	 special	 interests	 to	 the	 detriment	 of	 our	 community.	 	 This	would	 be	 a	
disaster	that	you	allowed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D302	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2631	

LETTER	NO.	D303	

Louise	Salter		
8847	Wonderland	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
laboratoryfilm@gmail.com	

To	build	something	so	out	of	keeping	with	the	spirit	of	historical	Sunset	Boulevard	is	being	done	solely	for	
monetary	gain.	There	is	no	upside	for	the	residents	who	make	this	wonderful	part	of	the	city	their	home.	I	
truly	hope	it	is	scaled	back.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D303	

With	respect	to	the	aesthetics	and	land	use	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	related	to	height	and	scale,	
please	see	Response	to	Comment	D59	(Letter	D59,	Karen	Gilman).			

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historic	 resources,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	D71	 (Letter	D71,	
Theresa	Hoover).	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2632	

LETTER	NO.	D305	

Margo	L	Shapiro		
8731	Arlene	Terrace		
Los	Angeles	,	California	90046	
margoshapiro@sbcglobal.net	

The	population	and	traffic	density	in	this	area	are	already	out	of	control.		It	is	unthinkable	that	any	projects	
could	be	approved	that	will	add	to	this	current	nightmare.		THANK	YOU.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D305	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2633	

LETTER	NO.	D306	

Paul	Shepherd		
2460	Sunset	Plaza	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	California	90069	
successnow@roadrunner.com	

The	underground	parking	spaces	provided	for	the	visitors	of	the	shopping	center	right	across	the	street	at	
8000	Sunset	Blvd	are	an	example	of	claustrophobic	inadequacy.		How	will	the	parking	spaces	for	this	project	
be	any	different?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D306	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	data	provided	
in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	parking	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	
Figures	 2‐9	 through	 2‐11	 on	 pages	 2‐18	 through	 2‐20	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 for	 the	 proposed	 driveways	 and	
parking	 configuration,	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 parking	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.				



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2634	

LETTER	NO.	D307	

Michael		Shores		
1682	Marmont		Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mshores90069@gmail.com	

Traffic	is	horrible.		It	gets	worse	every	year.		The	roads	are	in	terrible	condition	and	unsafe	for	bicycles.		You	
only	have	to	see	the	Ghost	Bike	on	the	corner	to	realize	people	die	at	this	intersection.		This	project	will	make	
the	area	unlivable.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D307	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	and	pedestrian/bicycle	safety	impacts	were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	pedestrian/bicycle	safety	impacts.	

Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	impacts	to	infrastructure	and	public	services/facilities.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2635	

LETTER	NO.	D308	

Keiko	Shores		
1682	Marmont	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
piazzotti@hotmail.com	

My	husband	&	I	have	lived	in	this	neighborhood	for	20	years.		These	developers	are	greedy	&	do	nothing	to	
improve	 the	 community.	 	 They	 are	 ruining	 it.	 Traffic	 sucks	 already	 and	 their	 idea	 is	 to	 take	 away	 1	 lane.		
Absurd!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D308	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	
than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.				

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 proposed	 development	would	 “take	 away	 1	 lane”,	 the	 Project	 and	
Alternative	 9	 would	 not	 remove	 any	 travel	 lane	 on	 the	 surrounding	 streets.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐4,	 the	 Project	 would	 reconfigure	 the	 Sunset	 Bouelvard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 traffic	
island,	including	replacing	the	current	“access	spur”	with	a	more	traditional	light‐controlled	intersection	and	
right‐turn	 pocket,	 but	 this	 would	 not	 take	 away	 any	 travel	 lane,	 and	 would	 potentially	 improve	 existing	
traffic	conditions,		vehicular	circulation	and	vehicular/pedestrian	safety	at	the	intersection.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2636	

LETTER	NO.	D309	

Randy	Skinner		
12424	Wilshire	Blvd.	
LA,	CA	90025	
randski@sbcglobal.net	

This	is	terribly	wrong.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D309	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2637	

LETTER	NO.	D311	

Barbara	Somlo	
8597	Appian	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Bsomlo@gmail.com	

Enough	is	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D311	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2638	

LETTER	NO.	D313	

Camilla	Trigano		
101	S.	Orange	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
camillatrigano@gmail.com	

How	can	anything	 like	this	be	built	 in	this	neighborhood?	 It	 is	a	 total	eyesore,	 it	 is	definitely	motivated	by	
money	and	not	 taste.	Please	do	not	build	 this	complex	here!!!	 	Take	 it	somewhere	else	where	 it	will	blend	
into	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D313	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2639	

LETTER	NO.	D316	

Jane	Wald	
2307	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	California	90069	
Janeswald@irell.com	

I	speak	for	myself	and	as	a	Board	Member	for	and	on	behalf	of	Sunset	Doheny	Homes,	a	100+	constituency	of	
among	the	most	affluent	voting	households	in	LA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D316	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2640	

LETTER	NO.	D317	

Susan	Weber		
514	Eastview	Dr.		
LA,	CA	90042	
sweber12@pacbell.net	

Traffic	 congestion	 is	already	painful	 in	 this	area.	 It	would	be	severely	 irresponsible	 to	build	 this	giant	eye	
sore	in	Los	Angeles.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D317	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	the	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2641	

LETTER	NO.	D319	

Mark	Woodland	
7949	selma	ave		
West	hollywood	,	Ca	90046	
Mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk	

This	is	not	within	keeping	in	terms	of	the	current	buildings	in	the	area,	designs	should	be	reviewed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D319	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2642	

LETTER	NO.	D321	

Patrick	Zulinov		
4453	Main	St.		
Vancouver	,	Canada		V5vOa2	
patrickzulinov@gmail.com	

I	 stay	 in	 the	 neighborhood	 of	 the	 proposed	 complex	 very	 often	 and	 love	 the	 history	 and	 state	 of	 the	
neighborhood	as	is.	As	a	consistent	business	visitor	and	fan	of	the	area.	I’d	hate	to	see	this	happen.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D321	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2643	

LETTER	NO.	D322	

Studio	City	Residents	Association	
12069	Ventura	Place,		Ste	H		
Studio	City,	California	91604	
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com	

Studio	City	Resident	Assoc	members	use	Laurel		Canyon	to	travel	to	and	from	Hollywood/	Los	Angeles.		The	
traffic	analysis	 is	seriously	 flawed:	 	an	 independent	 	analysis	should	be	performed	using	credible	metrics..		
Alan	Dymond	President.	SCRA	

RESPONSE	NO.	D322	

The	commenter	states	that	the	Draft	EIR’s	traffic	study	 is	 flawed,	but	does	not	specifically	 identify	what	 is	
flawed	or	provide	 any	 evidence	 in	 support	 of	 the	 assertion.	 	 Further,	 the	Traffic	 Study	was	 reviewed	and	
approved	by	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	prior	to	the	circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR.			
The	 analysis	 and	 methodology	 contained	 in	 the	 Traffic	 Study	 was	 prepared	 based	 on	 applicable	 City	
standards	and	requirements	for	a	project‐level	traffic	analysis.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	
traffic	impact	analysis	approach	and	methdology	for	further	discussion.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2644	

LETTER	NO.	D325	

steven	curtis		
2590	greenvalley	rd	
los	angeles	,	ca	90046	
bustercurt@sbcglobal.net	

How	much	longer	are	we	going	to	let	greedy	developers	ruin	our	city?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D325	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2645	

LETTER	NO.	D327	

Michael	Gryciuk		
2416	Outpost	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	California	90068	
mikegdrummer@hotmail.com	

I	can't	believe	anybody	would	be	ok	with	such	a	disgusting		mass	that	would	destroy	the	look	and	feel	of	this	
community!	Please	do	not	let	this	happen!	Same	for	the	building	proposed	to	go	up	at	Hollywood	and	La	Brea	

RESPONSE	NO.	D327	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2646	

LETTER	NO.	D329	

Eric	mills		
526	s.	Genesee	ave	
la,	ca	90036	
emillslocations@gmail.com	

All	these	douchebag	developers	need	to	stop	building	big	ugly	shit	in	Hollywood.		Stop.		Now.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D329	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2647	

LETTER	NO.	D342	

michael	rivking	
1867	rising	glen	road	
la	,	ca	90069	
mochmen@aol.com	

I	work	in	the	actual	redevelopment	site			I	have	been	living	and	working	in	this	neighborhood	since	1986	the	
daily	commute	more	and	more	impossible	daily	

RESPONSE	NO.	D342	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2648	

LETTER	NO.	D344	

Michael	Speziali		
1351	N	Crescent	Heights	blvd	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
drums4mikey@yahoo.com	

Stop	ruining	the	Sunset	Strip..	

RESPONSE	NO.	D344	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2649	

LETTER	NO.	D346	

Jennifer	Weill	
1520	N	Hayworth	Aw	
LA	,	CA	90046	
JennX2014@gmail.com	

The	neighborhood	is	firmly	against	this	project.	Please	approve	something	tasteful	and	size	appropriate	for	
that	corner.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D346	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	 to	 the	size	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	see	Response	 to	Comment	D59	(Letter	D59,	
Karen	Gilman).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2650	

LETTER	NO.	D352	

Victoria		
8100	Gould	Ave	
LA,	CA	90046	
vickyreps@mac.com	

DONT	RUIN	OUR	NEIGHBORHOOD!	 	WE	DONT	NEED	ANOTHER	GREEDY	DEVELOPER	MAKING	ALL	 THE	
PROFIT	AT	THE	EXPENSE	OF	OUR	CITY>	TRAFFIC	IS	ALREADY	A	NIGHTMARE>	STOP	THIS	NOW!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D352	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2651	

LETTER	NO.	D354	

Please	don't	change	the	charm	of	the	city		
8110	Gould	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
carole@thelastcrumbbaskets.com	

The	220	foot	tower	on	the	south‐west	corner	of	Laurel	Canyon	and	Crescent	Heights	will	destroy	the	heart	of	
historic	residential	Hollywood.		Please	do	not	allow	this	to	continue.			

RESPONSE	NO.	D354	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historic	 resources,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	D71	 (Letter	D71,	
Theresa	Hoover).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2652	

LETTER	NO.	D360	

Marina	Yaney		
8420	Kirkwood	Drive	
LOS	ANGELES	CA	–	,	California	90046‐1928	
yaniac54@hotmail.com	

This	project	is	such	a	blight	visually	and	will	not	help	to	alleviate	the	already	VERY	dangerous	intersection	
that	we	drive	through	every		day!		I	do	not	want	to	see	this	kind	of	architecture	overshadowing	our	beloved	
Chateau	Marmont!!!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D360	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection,	please	see	
Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources,	 including	 off‐site	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historic	
resources	in	the	local	project	vicinity,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	 C.	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 resources	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	a	further	discussion	of	impacts	to	historical	resources.		

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2653	

LETTER	NO.	D364	

Joseph	Tuchmayer		
2307	laurelmont	place	
Los	Angeles	,	ca	90046	
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com	

this	 project	 will,	 without	 question,	 add	 to	 traffic	 congestion	 and	 with	 that	 an	 increase	 in	 pollution.	 	 the	
project	will	also	add	to	the	density	of	an	already	crowded	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D364	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 air	 quality	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2654	

LETTER	NO.	D366	

Curtis	wayne	brown	
2333	San	Marco	Drive		
Los	Angeles	California,	90068		
Rascalcbrown@aol.com	

There	is	so	much	developing	going	on	that	people	cannot	afford	nor	live	in	not	all	the	buildings	or	[sic]	even	
being	 filled	up	why	build	another	high‐rise	 to	block	 the	views	 from	people	who	can	actually	afford	 to	 live	
here	

RESPONSE	NO.	D366	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	
4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	
public	 areas.	 Potential	 effects	 on	 views	 from	 private	 residential	 properties	 was	 also	 discussed	 although	
private	property	views	are	not	a	protected	resource	under	CEQA	in	most	circumstances.		Please	see	Topical	
Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	

The	commenter	suggests	that	housing	in	various	developments	in	the	area	are	too	expensive	for	people	to	
afford,	 including	the	Project.	It	should	be	noted	that	the	Project	would	provide	11	percent	of	the	proposed	
housing	 units	 as	 very	 low	 income	 housing	 units.	 	 Thus	 the	 Project	would	 provide	 housing	 for	 a	 range	 of	
income	levels,	 including	both	market	rate	and	affordable	housing	units.	 	The	comment	in	opposition	to	the	
Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2655	

LETTER	NO.	D367	

Eda	G	Hallinan	
2593		1/2	Beachwood	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	California	90068	
TinseltownEda@Gmail.com	

The	shopping	center	is	an	eyesore....but	I	would	pick	that	over	this	building	which	is	simply	a	bigger	eyesore.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D367	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2656	

LETTER	NO.	D368	

Julie	Olen		
1270	Havenhurst	Dr.	#14	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
julieolen@sbcglobal.net	

Please	 let	 common	 sense	 prevail.	 DO	NOT	DESTROY	OUR	NEIGHBORHOOD	 !!!	 This	would	 be	 an	 absolute	
disaster,	 displacing	 hundreds	 of	 people,	 ruining	 the	Harper	 historic	 district	&	 the	 continuity	 of	 the	 entire	
area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D368	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources,	 including	 off‐site	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historic	
resources	in	the	local	project	vicinity,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	 C.	 	 Appendix	 C‐3	 identifies	 the	North	Harper	Avenue	Historic	District	 	 as	 one	 of	 the	 nine	 listed	
National	Register	sites	within	¼	mile	of	the	Project.		Table	4	of	DEIR	Appendix	C‐3	at	p.	145	indicates	that	the	
“Harper	District	was	outside	of	the	Project’s	viewshed	as	well	as	finding	no	impacts	to	the	Harper	District	as	
the	Project	would	not	materially	impair	the	immediate	surroundings	or	significance	of	the	“Harper	District.”		

Indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	resources	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐3	for	a	further	discussion	of	impacts	to	historical	resources.		

Also,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 visual	 character	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 proposed	 development	 would	 displace	 hundreds	 of	 people,	 while	
construction	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 temporarily	 displace	 the	 existing	 approximately	 217	 employees	 at	 the	
Project	Site:		(1)	Project	construciton	activities	would	result	in	approximately	200	on‐site	construction	jobs	
during	peak	construction	periods;	and	(2)	Project	operation	would	result	 in	an	net	 increase	of	169	on‐site	
employees	 (e.g.,	 would	 increase	 net	 employment	 on‐site).	 	 In	 addition,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 B‐24	 of	 the	
Project	Initial	Study	(included	as	Appendix	A‐1	of	the	Draft	EIR),	given	the	lack	of	any	on‐site	housing,	the	
Project	would	not	displace	any	persons	or	housing	units,	and	thus	no	impact	would	occur	in	this	regard	from	
Project	implementation.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2657	

LETTER	NO.	D370	

Slobodanka	Andric		
1629	N.Curson		Av.		
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
bobamaxx@yahoo.com	

I	 STRONGLY	 OBJECT	 TO	 THE	 OVERSIZED	 AND	 COMPLETELY	 OUT	 OF	 CONTEXT	 DEVELOPMENT	 BEING	
PROPOSED	FOR	THE	SOUTH‐WEST	JUNCTION	OF	SUNSET	&CRESCENT	HEIGHTS.		The	city	has	to	stop	with	
overdeveloping,	it	will	hurt	us	all.		I	hope	councilman	Tom	LaBonge	will	hear	

RESPONSE	NO.	D370	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2658	

LETTER	NO.	D371	

Nanci	and	Larry	Bazzell		
1632	N.	Laurel	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
momlalaland@hotmail.com	

Enough	is	enough....		this	is	NOT	NYC.		TRAFFIC	is	everywhere	now....	what	s	the	point?		Greedy...	

RESPONSE	NO.	D371	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2659	

LETTER	NO.	D372	

Meryl	S.	Cohen	
1416	N.	Havenhurst		Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
auntiemer4x@yahoo.com	

It	 is	astonishing	 to	me	how	 little	regard	 for	West	Hollywood,	Los	Angeles	and	 its	 residents	our	politicians	
have.		We	DO	NOT	want	this	kind	of	development		destroying	what	makes	us	unique.	If	we	wanted	to	live		in	
Manhattan,	we'd	move	there!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D372	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2660	

LETTER	NO.	D377	

Brandi	Montague	
8555	Walnut	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Brandi.montague@gmail.com	

I'm	not	opposed	to	new	construction,	but	the	height	of	this	building	is	obscene!	Much	of	LA's	beauty	lies	in	
the	views	of	the	hills.	Let's	not	obstruct	that	view	of	the	hills	as	we	travel	north	to	Sunset	with	a	building	of	
this	height.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D377	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	 the	 impact	 of	 the	Project	on	 views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	 from	public	 streets.	As	
shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	
views	of	the	hills	from	these	public	areas.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2661	

LETTER	NO.	D378	

Michael	Moran		
1428	N	Orange	Grove		Ave	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
lapdr6119@gmail.com	

Do	not	approve	this	as	it	now	stands.		Take	a	look	at	the	number	of	vacant	commercial	spaces	in	the	existing	
mixed		use	developments	in	the	area.	Every	point	in	this	letter	is	accurate.		Do	your	job	and	do	the	right	thing.	
Do	we	need	MORE?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D378	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2662	

LETTER	NO.	D382	

Judy	whitman		
po	box	291815	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90029	
judithwhitm@aol.com		

The	developers	have	purchased	this	town.	Stop	them.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D382	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2663	

LETTER	NO.	D383	

Richard	Callahan		
1220	Havenhurst	Dr,	#6	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
jumpflip@gmail.co	

Don't	turn	WeHo	into	another	Wilshire	Corridor!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D383	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2664	

LETTER	NO.	D384	

Kristen	Cummins	
1401	n	fairfax	ave	#104	
west	hollywood	ca,	90046		
shiniette@yahoo.com	

Enough	already	with	 these	giant	ugly	buildings	destroying	 the	area	and	packing	 in	 assholes	 like	 sardines!	
ENOUGH!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D384	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2665	

LETTER	NO.	D387	

William	Kilby		
3609	1/2	Brunswick	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90039	
rem.cure.82@gmail.com	

SAVE	THE	HOUSE	OF	BLUES.	WE	DO	NOT	NEED	MORE	CONDOS	OR	HUGE	SKYSCRAPERS	IN	THE	SUNSET	
STRIP!!	WE	NEED	LIVE	MUSIC	VENUES	

RESPONSE	NO.	D387	

With	 respect	 to	 the	 House	 of	 Blues,	 the	 Project	 Site	 does	 not	 contain	 the	 House	 of	 Blues,	 nor	would	 the	
proposed	development	affect	its	operation	as	a	live	music	venue.	 	With	respect	to	the	comment	that	we	do	
not	need	more	condos	or	skyscrapers	in	the	Sunset	Strip,	this	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2666	

LETTER	NO.	D388	

Robert	Lamkie	
1408	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
robinlamkie@yahoo.com	

Please	build	your	buildings	in	YOUR	neighborhood,	where	I'm	sure,	they	will	be	welcome	and	appreciated.		
Your	developments	are	not	welcome	in	Our	[sic]	neighborhood!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D388	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2667	

LETTER	NO.	D389	

Dessislava	Markovsky		
2105	Ridgemont	Dr.	
LA,	CA	90046	
dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com	

The	Height	and	the	location	are	totally	incompatible	and	it	will	destroy	this	corner	for	residents	and	tourists	
alike.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D389	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2668	

LETTER	NO.	D390	

justine	Schmidt		
2139	Nichols	Cayon	
los	angeles,	California	90046	
justine@schmidt.net	

Don't	ruin	our	neighborhood!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D390	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2669	

LETTER	NO.	D392	

Masha	Stout		
8883	Sunset	Crest	Pl		
Los	Angeles,	CA	‐	California	900461847	
mtivyan@gmail.com	

Thank	you	for	your	attention	to	this	important	matter!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D392	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2670	

LETTER	NO.	D395	

Robinne	Burrell		
8035	Hemet	Place	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
robinneb@gmail.com	

I	strongly	oppose	the	construction	of	this	site.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D395	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2671	

LETTER	NO.	D396	

Lou	Cutell	
1923	N.	Crescent	Heights	
L.A.,	California	90069	
Jaythaddus@aol.com	

The	letter	is	so	complete	and	so	well	thought	out	that	I	can	only	add	that	my	view	will	be	diminished	by	this	
"High	Rise"	monstrosity.	 	 I	 have	 	 lived	 in	 this	 home	 for	 35	 years	with	 horrible	 traffic.	 Imagine	 the	 future	
gridlocks.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D396	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	
4.A‐10	through	4.A‐12	in	Section	4.A,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	
public	 areas.	 Potential	 effects	 on	 views	 from	 private	 residential	 properties	 was	 also	 discussed	 although	
private	property	views	are	not	a	protected	resource	under	CEQA	in	most	circumstances.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2672	

LETTER	NO.	D399	

Rochelle	Firestone		
7985	Santa	Monica	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
firestone8@gmail.com	

Please	don't	allow	this.		It	will	make	traffic	on	Crescent	and	Sunset	more	of	a	nightmare	than	it	already	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D399	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2673	

LETTER	NO.	D400	

barbara	kramer		
2527	Jalmia	Drive	
LA	,	CA	90046	
nylagrl1@gmail.com	

I	have	been	a	resident	in	this	area	for	going	on	16	years.		I	have	watched	as	La	Brea	has	been	developed	into	
a	 congested	CONDO	 jungle	 and	now	with	 this	proposed	plan	 for	 this	MONSTEROUS	development	 in	mind	
MUST	BE	STOPPED	

RESPONSE	NO.	D400	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2674	

LETTER	NO.	D401	

Jim	Nelson		
1335	Fairfax	Ave		
LOS	ANGELES	,	ca	90046	
motherco@aol.com	

As	the	President	Emeritus	of	Laurel	Canyon	Association,	I've	seen	35	years	of	reasonable	building	in	the	area.	
To	 imagine	 that	 the	 City	would	 allow	 the	 required	 variances	 to	 allow	 this	MegaMonster	 to	 be	 built	 is	 an	
outrage.	No	bigger	than	8000	Sunset	

RESPONSE	NO.	D401	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2675	

LETTER	NO.	D402	

Milena	Simonova		
8319	Waring	Ave.	#3	
West	Hollywood	,	ca	90069	
milena.simonova@gmail.com	

The		proposed	structure	is	way	out	of	scale.	It	would		disfigure	the	hills.	It	would	be	an	infamy.			Do	not	kill	
the	hills.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D402	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

With	respect	 to	 the	comment	 that	 the	proposed	development	would	disfigure	 the	hills,	as	 indicated	 in	 the	
Draft	EIR:	

“Sunset	 Boulevard,	 along	 with	 adjacent	 commercial	 uses,	 demarcates	 an	 edge	 between	 hillside	
residential	 development	 north	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 residential	 communities	 south	 of	 Sunset	
Boulevard	that	are	typical	of	the	Los	Angeles	“grid”	development	pattern	with	residential	blocks	located	
within	a	grid	of	strip	commercial	corridors.”	(Draft	EIR	page	4.F‐2)	

““The	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 in	 proximity	 to	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills,	 but	would	 not	 involve	 any	 physical	
changes	to	hillside	residential	areas.”		(Draft	EIR	page	4.F‐28)	

Per	the	above,	as	the	Project	Site	is	located	within	the	Sunset	Strip	commercial	corridor,	on	the	south	side	of	
Sunset	Boulevard	on	the	valley	floor,	and	not	within	the	hillside	area	to	the	north.	

If	the	commenter’s	intent	was	to	indicated	that	the	proposed	development	would	ruin	the	southerly	views	of	
the	 valley	 from	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills,	 or	 the	 northerly	 views	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 from	 the	 valley,	 as	
indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐11	and	2‐12	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	views	impacts	of	the	
Project	and	Alternative	9	(including	those	from	the	Hollywood	Hills	and	the	areas	south	of	the	Project	Site	
looking	 towards	 the	Hollywood	Hills)	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 (pages	 4.A‐24	 through	 4.A‐32	 of	 the	
Draft	EIR	 and	pages	2‐7	 through	2‐12	and	2‐30	 through	2‐35	of	 the	RP‐DEIR).	 	 Please	also	 see	 the	visual	
simulations	included	as	Figures	4.A‐4	through	4.A‐12	in	the	Draft	EIR	and	Figures	2‐2	through	2‐5	in	the	RP‐
DEIR.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	regarding	views	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2676	

LETTER	NO.	D405	

Andrew	Macpherson		
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
macfly@macfly.com	

I	demand	a	full	and	through	[sic]	traffic	report	based	on	actual	figures.	The	figures	in	the	EIR	are	absolutely	
false,	the	mall	generates	just	1500	vehicle	movements	today,	and	if	this	project	goes	ahead	it	will	add	over	
8,000	new	vehicle	movements		a	day.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D405	

The	 commenter	 states	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR’s	 traffic	 study	 is	 flawed	 because	 of	 its	 trip	 generation	 numbers.		
However,	 the	 trip	generation	estimates	 in	 the	Traffic	Study	are	accurate.	 	The	existing	and	trip	generation	
estimates	are	shown	in	Table	4.J‐3	on	page	4.J‐40	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	in	the	Draft	
EIR.		These	trip	generation	estimates	are	based	on	industry	standard	factors,	which	have	been	reviewed	and	
approved	in	the	Traffic	Study	by	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	prior	to	circulation	
of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	 	Furthermore,	the	analysis	and	methodology	contained	in	the	Traffic	Study	was	prepared	
based	 on	 applicable	 City	 standards	 and	 requirements	 for	 a	 project‐level	 traffic	 analysis.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	generation	for	existing	and	proposed	uses.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2677	

LETTER	NO.	D406	

Kathy	Small		
1416	Havenhurst	Dr.		
West	Hollywood,	Ca	90046	
kathysmall@mac.com	

How	can	you	possibly	consider	allowing	a	monstrous	structure	to	tower	over	our	lowly	neighborhoods,	cut	
off	views	of	 the	hills,	eliminate	sunlight,	&	create	 	more	traffic	problems.	 	Please	care	about	us	&	not	your	
pocket!		

RESPONSE	NO.	D406	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 and	 shadow	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	
than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2678	

LETTER	NO.	D407	

sayeed	hasnat		
8595	cole	crest	drive	
los	angeles	,	ca	90046	
sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co.uk	

Please	don't	allow	this	to	happen.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D407	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2679	

LETTER	NO.	D408	

Jim	Nelson	
1335	Fairfax	Ave		
LOS	ANGELES	,	ca	90046	
motherco@aol.com	

I'd	 like	 to	 know	 what	 variances	 	 are	 required	 for	 the	 project	 to	 be	 so	 much	 	 bigger	 than	 the	 entire	
neighborhood.	 AND,	 if	 it	 doesn't	 	 require	 any	 variances...	 Please	 show	 a	 drawing	 of	 what	 the	 entire	
neighborhood	down	there	will	look	like	in	10	yrs.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D408	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 lists	 the	 requested	 discretionary	 actions/approvals	 on	 page	 2‐3	 in	 Chapter	 2.0,	 Project	
Description,	of	the	Draft	EIR.	

In	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	“before	and	after”	visual	simulations	of	the	Project	are	provided	
from	various	vantages.	 	However,	the	extent	of	changes	to	the	neighborhood	in	10	years	is	speculative	and	
not	possible	to	determine	at	this	time.	 	 	Thus,	the	requested	drawing	is	not	required	in	the	EIR	(per	CEQA	
Guidelines	Section	15145).	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2680	

LETTER	NO.	D410	

Jonathon	Martin		
1416	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
dtfasst@gmail.com	

Councilman	La	Bonge,	As	a	native	Angelino,	 I	understand	the	need	 	 for	new	development,	but	at	 the	same	
time,	I	also	understand	the	need	to	protect	and	preserve	what	makes	our	city	special.		Very	simply	put,	this	is	
the	wrong	development	for	8150!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D410	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2681	

LETTER	NO.	D417	

Roddy		
8706	Lookout	Mtn.	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
mdesign@earthlink.net	

Are	we	just	going	crazy	now?		Laurel	Canyon	cannot	take	on	anymore	traffic	than	we	already	have!!		Please	
stop	this	madness!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D417	

With	respect	to	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	on	Laurel	Canyon,	please	see	Response	to	
Comment	D73	(Letter	D73,	Janet	Iovino).	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2682	

LETTER	NO.	D418	

charles	silver	
1825	Weepah	Way	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
csilver@smsla.com	

My	wife	saw	someone	killed	at	that	intersection	because	of	the	overwhelming	business	it	receives	WITHOUT	
the	addition	of	massive	amounts	of	traffic.		Please	do	not	allow	this	to	proceed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D418	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	 further	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 vehicular	 circulation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2683	

LETTER	NO.	D419	

Janna	Zinzi		
8575	Wonderland	Aw.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
swirlpr@gmail.com	

Please	preserve	the	history	and	charm	of	this	great	city.	I	 just	moved	from	NYC	because	it's	too	dense	and	
homogenous.	Every		city	should	not	look	the	same	with	cookie	cutter	condos	pricing	people	out.	Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D419	

The	comments	requesting	that	the	history	and	charm	of	the	city	be	preserved,	and	that	cookie	cutter	condos	
pricing	people	out,		are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.			

With	 respect	 to	 the	 historic	 resources	 impacts	 of	 the	 proposed	 development	 on	 the	 surrounding	
neighborhood,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).				



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2684	

LETTER	NO.	D420	

Harry	Carmean		
8764	Lookout	Mt	AV		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
georgesbelle@yahoo.com	

This	does	not	suit	the	neighborhood	and	is	a	risk	to	public	health	to	the	area,	no	question.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D420	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	Because	the	comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	
further	response	is	warranted.	
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LETTER	NO.	D421	

Julia	Miller		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
West	Hollywood,	,	California	90046	
jemiller59@aol.com	

Do	 not	 approve	 this	 plan!!!!	 	 This	 construction	 will	 block	 my	 view	 of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills	 as	 designed.	
Additionally	the	construction	will	add	to	traffic	congestion	at	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights.	 	Parking	for	the	
building	is	inadequate	and	poorly	conceived.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D421	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	 	Also	as	
indicated	in	Topical	Response	TR‐1,	per	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	and	applicable	case	law,	the	
impacts	of	a	project	on	views	from	public	and	not	private	vantage	points	is	subject	to	review	in	an	EIR.The	
Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 costruction	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	
significant	and	unavoidable,	operational	traffic	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	
of	 the	 recommended	mitigation,	 and	 parking	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.				
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LETTER	NO.	D424	

Amy	Armistead		
7206	Hawthorn	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
amy@nancylangdon.net	

I	work	on	Crescent	Heights	just	south	of	Sunset.	The	lack	of	parking	and	added	traffic	would	be	a	hardship	to	
all	who	now	live	and	work	in	the	area.		It's	already	very	difficult	finding	street	parking	and	this	project	would	
make	it	nearly	impossible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D424	

With	respect	to	parking,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4.		As	indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	
849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	 is	144	spaces	
more	than	the	676	spaces	required	by	the	LAMC.		Therefore,	off‐site	parking	spillover	is	not	anticipated.	

With	response	to	traffic	impacts,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage),			
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LETTER	NO.	D425	

Lloyd	M.	Arnold		
1327	N.	Havenhurst		Drive,		#4	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
lloydamold@yahoo.com	

I	am	particularly	concerned	about	the	impact	and	flow	of	increased	vehicle		traffic	on	Havenhurst	Drive.	As	it	
is	now,	Havenhurst	is	used	as	a	cut‐through	street	for	vehicles		heading	to	Sunset	from	Fountain	during	rush	
hours.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D425	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	Project	
traffic	 impacts	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 in	 Section	 2.B.10,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐5	and	on	pages	4.J‐51	and	4.J‐52	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	Table	2‐11	and	
on	pages	2‐46	and	2‐47	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	 than	significant	
traffic	impacts	to	the	Havenhurst	Drive	roadway	segment	north	of	Fountain	Avenue.		As	indicated	in	Tables	
4.J‐4a	and	4.J‐4b	and	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	Tables	2‐8	through	2‐10	and	on	page	
2‐45	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	 and	Alternative	9	would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	operational	 traffic	
impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersection	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
recommended	mitigation.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project	 traffic	 impacts	 for	 further	
discussion	 (including	 the	 recommended	mitigation	 requiring	 a	 signal	 at	 the	Fountain	Avenue/Havenhurst	
Drive	intersection).	

Additionally,	 regarding	 left‐turn	 exits	 from	 the	Havenhurst	 Drive	 driveway,	 if	 the	 existing	 traffic	 island	 is	
removed,	this	driveway	would	be	designed	to	physically	deter	left‐turns	through	a	raised	island	within	the	
driveway	or	some	other	barrier	 to	prohibit	 this	exit	move.	 	This	 feature	has	been	added	as	Figure	4.J‐5	 in	
Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	as	a	Project	Design	Feature	(refer	to	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	
Additions	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR).	 	 Also,	 as	 indicated	 on	 pages	 2‐50	 and	 2‐51	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	
Project	access	points	under	Alternative	9	include	elimination	of	the	commercial	vehicle	exit	on	Havenhurst	
Drive	proposed	under	the	Project.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.		
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LETTER	NO.	D427	

Barbara	Bagley,	Sunset	Square	resident	
1650	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rosenthalb@ca.rr.com	

Dreadful	 traffic	will	 impede	 tourism	and	business	 commuters	 for	miles	 if	 this	 goes	up.	 	There	 are	 several	
other	 high	 rises	 already	 in	 development	 and	 ultimately	 the	 area	 will	 end	 up	 with	 a	 surplus	 of	 rentals,	
bringing	down	prices	everywhere	

RESPONSE	NO.	D427	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 would	 add	 new	 apartment	 units	 to	 the	 project	 area	 as	 in	 infill	 development.	 	 As	
discussed	in	Section	4.H,	Population,	Housing	and	Employment,	in	the	Draft	EIR,	the	anticipated	population	
and	growth	 resulting	 the	Project	 is	 consistent	with	growth	projections	 for	Hollywood	and	would	help	 the	
City	meet	its	housing	objectives	per	the	General	Plan	Housing	Element.		The	Project	would	also	be	consistent	
with	 the	 applicable	 growth‐related	 policies/objectives	 in	 the	 Hollywood	 Community	 Plan	 as	 discussed	 in	
Sections	4.H	and	4.F,	Land	use,	in	the	Draft	EIR.													
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LETTER	NO.	D428	

Cathy	Blaivas		
1143	N.	Vista	Street	
West	Hollywood,	Ca	90046	
photoop13@aol.com	

Size,	MATTERS!	Height,	MATTERS!	TRAFFIC,	CONGESTION,	NOISE,	OVER	DENSITY	MATTER!	where	in	this	
plan	is	their	[sic]	ANY	CONSIDERATION	for	quality	of	life?	I	BEG	you	to	reconsider	this	ENORMOUS,	OUT	Of	
SCALE	complex....and	DOWNSIZE....DOWNSIZE...	

RESPONSE	NO.	D428	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.		
As	discussed	therein,	 long‐term	noise	 impacts	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐8	for	further	discussion	of	noise	impacts.			

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D434	

Larry	Boring		
1428	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
LOS	ANGELES	,	CA	90046‐3902	
larrydaleb1@gmail.com	

Too	close	to	intact	residential	neighborhoods	which	are	rare	in	this	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D434	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	NO.	D4D436	

John	Campbell	
2424	Castilian	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90068	
2013johncampbell@gmail.com	

Helping	the	people	in	your	district	who	oppose	over‐development	of	Hollywood	would	be	a	way	to	actually	
leave	office	having	accomplished		something	significant.			Help	us	prove	the	Council	is	not	in	the	pocket	of	the	
developers.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D436	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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LETTER	NO.	D439	

MARGARET	CHEN	
941	no	highland	avenue	
Los	Angeles,	California	90038	
shopchen@aol.com	

Obviously	people	working	at	city	hall	or	city	planning	does	not	have		to	deal	w	[sic]	the	traffic	and	parking	in	
the	area,	in	fact	they	will	get	more	money	from	parking	citations	

RESPONSE	NO.	D439	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	
than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.		

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D444	

Richard	Frost		
1204	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	#1	
West	Hollywood	,	ca	90046	
rjfro22@earthlink.net	

Let’s	see	if	our	voices	are	heard	

RESPONSE	NO.	D444	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	
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LETTER	NO.	D447	

Jose	Gonzalez		
1802	S.	Kingsley	Dr.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90006	
djlatnhouse@yahoo.com	

Los	Angeles	was	built	with	low	rise	edifices	with	the	intention	that	the	city	would	become	another	New	York	
City.		Please	do	not	let	Los	Angeles	become	New	York	City.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D447	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2695	

LETTER	NO.	D448	

angelo	graham		
8230	Hollywood	bl.		
los	angeles,	ca.	90069	
evangelograham143@yahoo.com	

Laurel	 canyon	 is	 for	 the	most	 part	 a	 two	 lane	major	 north	 south	 artery	 .There	 are	 no	 passing	 lanes‐	 any	
landslides	will	shut	down	the	pass.	We	have	had	many	earthquakes,	some	of	which	have	done	just	that.		Suns	
bl.	[sic]	is	already	a	nightmare.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D448	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	geology	impacts	in	Section	4.D,	Geology	and	Soils,	with	data	provided	in	Appendix	
D.		As	discussed	therein,	geology	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	
the	 prescribed	mitigation	measure.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐5	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 geology‐
related	impacts.	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts	on	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	please	see	Responses	to	Comments	D21	(Letter	
D21,	Robert	Rumage)	and	D73	(Letter	D73,	Janet	Iovino).		
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LETTER	NO.	D450	

Michael	Hollingsworth	
1260	N.	Harper	Ave.	Apt.	G		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
Lmagnif@sbcglobal.net	

It	 was	 a	 crime	when	 they	 tore	 down	 the	 Gardens	 of	 Allah	 and	 now	 a	 bigger	 crime	 to	 try	 and	 build	 this	
behemoth	where	it	is	not	wanted.		There's	already	too	much	traffic.		See	how	long	it	takes	to	make	a	left	tum	
from	Sunset	to	Crescent	Heights.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D450	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D454	

Herluf	Kanstrup	
1230	Hom	Ave.	#	607	
West	Hollywood,	Ca.	90069	
Schastrup@yahoo.com	

This	 is	 a	historical	 area.	The	 current	 shopping	 area	 should	never	have	been	permitted,	 and	 this	 is	 adding	
insult	to	injury.	 	This	area	used	to	contain	homes	of	some	of	Hollywoods	most	famous	personalities,	and	it	
should	haw	[sic]	been	left	as	such.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D454	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.		
With	 respect	 to	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	 impacts,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D71	 (Letter	 D71,	
Theresa	Hoover).		
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LETTER	NO.	D460	

Joie	Magidow		
7570	Delongpre	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
joiemagidow@yahoo.com	

We've	been	lied	to	since	Lytton	Savings	tore	down	The	Garden	of	Alla	&	promised	us	there	would	ALWAYS	
be	 a	miniature	of	 that	 on	 the	property.	 	 It	would	 seem	 that	 our	City	Council	 is	 for	 sale	 to	 the	highest	 tax	
revenue.	Why	don't	we	have	a	vote???	

RESPONSE	NO.	D460	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D463	

Sharon	McKnight		
1725	Camino	Palmero	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
sharonmcn@juno.com	

Bigger	is	NOT	better!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D463	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2700	

LETTER	NO.	D465	

Shaun	Neale		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046		
west	hollywood,	CA	90046	
shaunneale@hotmail.com		

This	building	will	cause	nothing	but	more	traffic	and	be	an	eye	sore	to	the	entire	neighborhood.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D465	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D466	

Sarina	Neer		
1330	N.	Crescent	Heights	#	16	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
tourbtch@hotmail.com	

Please	don't	allow	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D466	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D472	

June	Sale		
1455	Oriole	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
junessale@gmail.com	

Traffic	 and	 pollution	 are	 at	 the	 highest	 since	 moving	 here.	 	 It	 is	 insane	 to	 contribute	more	 of	 the	 same,	
making	travelling	and	breathing	almost	impossible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D472	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 air	 quality	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2703	

LETTER	NO.	D473	

Allison	Sarnon	
1124	N.	Sherbourne	Dr.		
West	Hollywood	,	CALIFORNIA	90069	
allisonmegabox@gmail.com	

The	 congestion	 and	 lack	 of	 parking	 in	 this	 city	 is	 already	 outrageous.	 We	 sometimes	 drive	 around	 our	
neighborhood	for	hours	looking	for	parking	and	we	have	a	permit!	There	is	no	need	for	new	development,	
but	rather	improving	upon	existing	buildings.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D473	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	data	provided	
in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	the	Project	would	provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	
spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	
would	 provide	 820	 parking	 space	 on‐site	which	 is	 144	 spaces	more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	
LAMC.	 	 Hence,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 is	 not	 anticipated.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	
parking	impacts	for	further	discussion.				



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2704	

LETTER	NO.	D475	

Joan	Satt		
1406	Belfast	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
jsrecycle@sbcglobal.net	

The	proposed	plan	is	contrary	to	everything	an	EIR	is	supposed	to	protect.		Density	projects	are	supposed	to	
be	built	near	public	transportation	hubs,	this	is	not	and	will	be	an	eyesore	and	traffic	nightmare.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D475	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	 the	environmental	 impacts	 that	would	occur	 from	the	Project	as	proposed	by	 the	
Project	Applicant.		The	EIR	prescribes	mitigation	measures,	where	feasible,	to	mitigate	potentially	significant	
environmental	impacts.		In	addition,	the	commenter	is	referred	to	Chapter	5.0,	Alternatives,	in	the	Draft	EIR	
which	provides	an	assessment	of	alternatives	to	the	Project.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Also,	 as	 discussed	 beginning	 on	 page	 4.J‐6,	 public	 transit	within	 the	 Project	 vicinity	 consists	 primarily	 of	
multiple‐stop,	 local‐serving	 bus	 lines.	 	 Figure	 9,	 Project	 Area	 Transit	 Service	 Map,	 in	 the	 Traffic	 Study	
(Appendix	H	of	 the	Draft	EIR)	provides	an	 illustration	of	 the	numerous	public	 transit	 facilities	available	to	
serve	the	project	site.				

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2705	

LETTER	NO.	D476	

Robert	Schwartz		
1230	Hom	Ave	#607	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
schastrup@yahoo.com	

A	terrible	idea	that	will	further	erode	the	quality	of	life	for	residents	of	the	neighborhood.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D476	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2706	

LETTER	NO.	D478	

Arthur	Scotti		
8130	Norton	Ave.,	Apt.	11	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
arthur.scotti@gmail.com	

This	will	cover	our	open	skyline	AND	bring	even		more	traffic	to	an	already	insane	intersection!		

RESPONSE	NO.	D478	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		DEIR	Section	4.A	does	
evaluate	the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	
Figures	 4.A‐10	 through	 4.A‐12	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 the	 Project	would	 not	 substantially	 block	 views	 of	 the	 hills	
from	these	public	areas.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2707	

LETTER	NO.	D479	

Max	Shapiro		
1745	Camino	Palmero		#537	
Hollywood,	CA	90046	
readenlaff@aol.com	

You	wouldn't	want	this	neighborhood‐destroying	monstrosity	near	you,	so	why	dump	it	on	us?		

RESPONSE	NO.	D479	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2708	

LETTER	NO.	D480	

Lorelei	Shark		
343	N.	Alfred	St.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
l.shark@sbcglobal.net	

What	little	architectural	integrity	we	have	left	as	a	city	is	being	destroyed	one	developer	at‐a‐time.		This	out‐
of	place	building	does	not	belong	here.		Listen	to	the	people.	Please.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D480	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2709	

LETTER	NO.	D482	

Nina	Storm		
1625	N.	Laurel	A‐.e.	#28	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
theninastorm@gmail.com	

This	 development	 is	 completely	 out	 of	 scale	 for	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhood.	 The	 traffic	 impact	 alone	
would	be	disastrous.	The	residents	of	 the	surrounding	neighborhoods	OPPOSE	 the	 scale	and	scope	of	 this	
development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D482	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2710	

LETTER	NO.	D489	

Roland	WeHo		
1130	N.	Laurel	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
rolandl333@gmail.com	

NOOOOOO!		

RESPONSE	NO.	D489	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2711	

LETTER	NO.	D490	

clive	whitcher		
2107	Mt.	Olympus	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
clivelsw@yahoo.com	

I	do	not	object	to	redevelopment	of	the	site	per	se	‐	but	the	proposed	design	does	nothing	to	enhance	the	site,	
neither	blending	in	with	existing	buildings	nor	making	a	bold	architectural	statement.	 	Nor	has	traffic	been	
properly	addressed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D490	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2712	

LETTER	NO.	D491	

Maryann	Wilcox		
941	North	La	Jolla	Avenue	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
maryannwx@aol.com	

This	 hideous	 project	 will	 destroy	 the	 character	 of	 a	 wonderful	 historic	 neighborhood	 and	 dramatically	
increase	traffic	congestion	that	 is	already	strained	to	the	breaking	point.	 	Will	no	one	have	the	integrity	to	
stand	up	to	developers?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D491	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources,	 including	 off‐site	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 historic	
resources	in	the	local	project	vicinity,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	 C.	 	 Indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 resources	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	a	further	discussion	of	impacts	to	historical	resources.		

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2713	

LETTER	NO.	D493	

Mark	Witko		
1417	Havenhurst	Drive	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
mwitko@hotmail.com	

I	 live	 right	 around	 the	 corner	 from	 where	 this	 huge	 building	 is	 being	 proposed.	 	 Please	 help	 keep	 our	
neighborhood	the	safe	and	enjoyable	place	that	it	is.		Stop	this	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D493	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2714	

LETTER	NO.	D495	

Arielle	Zurzolo		
Stanley	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
nalijkwest@gmail.com		

Keep	Sunset	sexy!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D495	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2715	

LETTER	NO.	D498	

Ninon	Aprea		
727	N	Martel		
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90046	
ninonaprea@gmail.com	

Put	in	a	Park!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D498	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2716	

LETTER	NO.	D500	

chris	brown		
2235	Nichols	Canyon	Road	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
ctbrown.02@gmail.com	

I	am	not	against	development	but	I	cannot	abide	by	the	density	 that	 is	suggested	by	the	renderings	of	this	
project	in	relationship	to	the	existing	neighborhood.	The	traffic	at	this	intersection	is	already	near	gridlock	
proportions.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D500	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts,	including	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	interseciton,	
please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2717	

LETTER	NO.	D502	

Thorn	Fennessey		
919	North	Alfred	Street	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90069	
thom@collaborationfactory.com	

Please	don't	allow	this	to	happen.		This	is	grossly	overscaled	to	the	rest	of	the	areas	proportions.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D502	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2718	

LETTER	NO.	D503	

D	E	FINKELSTEIN	
POB	480948	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
deflaca@PACBELL.NET		

Even	without	such	a	 large	structure,	 crossing	sunset	 [sic]	while	 traveling	 southbound	 from	Laurel	Canyon	
Blvd	 	 to	 Crescent	 Heights	 is	 already	 fraught	 with	 dangers.	 	 Can	 you	 imagine	 what	 it	 will	 be	 like	 if	 the	
proposed	building	is	completed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D503	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts,	including	pedestrian	safety	at	the	intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	
and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2719	

LETTER	NO.	D505	

Amy	Galaudet		
6120	w	5th	st	
Los	Angeles	,	calif	90048	
amyg93@aol.com	

We	cannot	even	breathe	with	all	the	congestion,	no	parking	too	many	people,	we	are	overbuilt.	 	We	need	a	
moratorium		on	any	more	building				We	suffer	so	they	can	get	rich	

RESPONSE	NO.	D505	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	
be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures,	while	parking	 impacts	
would	be	less	than	significant.	 	With	respect	specifically	to	parking,	as	indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	
provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	
Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	is	144	
spaces	 more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC.	 	 Therefore,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 is	 not	
anticipated.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.				



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2720	

LETTER	NO.	D508	

Susan	Hanks		
430	S	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	c	90036	
shanks@littler.com	

Tom,	I	lived	4	blocks	from	this	proposed	project	for	close	to	40	years	and	currently	use	Crescent	Heights	on	
my	way	to	North	Hollywood	1‐2	times	per	month.	 	This	project	 is	WAY	out	of	scale	 for	 the	neighborhood.		
DON'T	DO	IT!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D508	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2721	

LETTER	NO.	D509	

R	King	
520	S	Burnside	
LA	,	CA	90036	
rayafromca@webtv.net	

This	 will	 heavily	 impact	 traffic	 over	 Laurel	 Canyon.	 	 Please	 do	 not	 go	 forward	 with	 this	 oversized	
monstrosity	!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D509	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts	over	Laurel	Canyon,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D73	(Letter	D73,	Janet	
Iovino).	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2722	

LETTER	NO.	D510	

Robert	Krumpholz		
1416	North	Hayworth	Avenue	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
rkivsf@prodigy.net	

Please	 scale	 back	 this	 project	 to	 protect	 all	 residents	 from	 massive	 over	 development	 that	 will	 forever	
destroy	the	quality	of	life	for	everyone	in	our	city.		Money	should	and	cannot	be	our	first	and	only	priority.		
Thank	you.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D510	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2723	

LETTER	NO.	D512	

Harley	Lond		
2274	Alcyona	Dr.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90068	
harleyl@earthlink.net	

This	high‐rise	madness	has	got	to	stop.	Traffic	in	L.A.	is	atrocious	and	will	get	only	worse	‐‐	and	the	quality	of	
life	in	L.A.	will	decline‐	as	more	of	these	hideous	buildings	based	solely	on	greed	are	developed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D512	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2724	

LETTER	NO.	D514	

Philip	Luque	
1348	n	Sierra	Bonita	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Plcityboy@aol.com	

This	is	an	eyesore	and	will	add	more	traffic	to	the	already	gridlock	in	that	area.	We	do	not	need	this!		

RESPONSE	NO.	D514	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2725	

LETTER	NO.	D516	

leslie	militzok	
1556	North	fairfax	ave		
los	angeles,	CA	90046	
4dreamdogs@sbcglobal.net	

Overbuilding	for	this	neighborhood	damages	all	the	residents	and	businesses.	This	projects	size,	height	and	
density	is	completely	out	of	character	for	this	area.	Mayor	Garcetti	is	clearly	in	the	pocket	of	the	developers.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D516	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2726	

LETTER	NO.	D517	

sumie	mishima		
1556	north	Fairfax	ave		
los	angeles,	CA	90046	
sumie@sbcglobal.net	

This	 oversize	 project	 poses	 a	 real	 danger	 to	 the	 quality	 of	 life	 in	 the	 surrounding	 neighborhoods.	 The	
concessions	made	to	the	developers	by	the	City	of	L.A.	and	specifically	our	new	mayor	is	outrageous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D517	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2727	

LETTER	NO.	D519	

Lesley	O’Toole‐Roque		
1300	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave,	
West	Hollywood,	California	90046	
lesleyotoole@gmail.com	

I	have	lived	seconds	from	Sunset	Blvd./WeHo	for	20+	years.	I	love	this	city	‐	its	architecture,	its	diversity,	its	
history.	Why	are	you	planning	to	destroy	all	of	this,	and	how	do	I	explain	this	to	my	child?	Please	do	not	ruin	
our	home	forever.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D519	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2728	

LETTER	NO.	D522	

Ricco	Ross		
736	N.	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
riccoross95@gmail.com	

Keep	the	integrity		of	the	area.	This	is	too	much!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D522	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2729	

LETTER	NO.	D526	

susan	townes		
8581	Walnut	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
susantownes@earthlink.net	

Please	reconsider	approving	this	project	and	giving	some	deep	thought	to	how	traffic	will	be	mitigated.		Try	
trawling	northbound	on	Laurel	Canyon	from	3‐8	PM	to	know	the	extent	of	the	congestion.	Then	consider	the	
esthetics	[sic]	of	a	21	story	building	

RESPONSE	NO.	D526	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

In	addition,	the	Project	has	yet	to	be	approved.			Consideration	to	approve	the	Project	by	the	City	would	come	
after	the	CEQA	environmental	review	process	is	complete.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2730	

LETTER	NO.	D529	

Helen	Berman	
7135	Hollywood	Boulevard	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
helenberman@mac.com	

The	EIR	does	not	 take	 into	account	 the	cumulative	 impact	of	 the	over‐development	of	 the	Hollywood	area	
from	 Highland	 to	 Crescent	 Heights.	 Traffic	 has	 become	 intolerable	 and	 no	 increase	 has	 been	 made	 for	
emergency	surfaces	or	to	improve	infrastructure	

RESPONSE	NO.	D529	

The	Draft	EIR	did	consider	the	cumulative	impact	with	other	development	proposals	in	the	project	vicinity.		
The	 context	 for	 analyzing	 cumulative	 impacts	 is	 described	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	
Environmental	Setting,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	stated	therein,	buildout	of	the	proposed	project	is	forecasted	to	
occur	 in	 2017.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 considers	 the	 effects	 of	 other	 known	 proposed	 development	
projects	that	may	be	constructed	between	2013	and	2018.		The	list	of	related	projects	was	provided	by	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	The	area	for	
which	the	related	projects	are	identified	is	the	study	area	that	was	identified	for	the	traffic	analysis,	i.e.	the	
area	 in	 which	 the	 project	 might	 substantially	 affect	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 The	 development	 of	 38	 related	
projects	 is	 anticipated	 in	 the	project	 study	 area	 (12	 in	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 and	26	 in	 the	City	 of	West	
Hollywood).		Table	3‐1,	Related	Projects,	in	the	Draft	EIR	summarizes	the	location,	land	use,	and	size	of	each	
related	project.		The	analysis	of	cumulative	development	also	assumes	a	1.0	percent	average	annual	growth	
factor	in	traffic	levels	between	2013	and	2018.	 	The	projected	cumulative	development	is	addressed	in	the	
analyses	of	each	of	the	environmental	issues	in	Chapter	4.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Each	sub‐section	in	Chapter	4.0	
includes	a	cumulative	impact	assessment	following	the	Project‐specific	assessment	of	impacts.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Also,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	Fire	 and	Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2731	

LETTER	NO.	D531	

Elyse	Eisenberg		
1230	Hom	Avenue	#526	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com	

This	would	the	tallest,	most	dense	project	along	Sunset	bet	[sic]	the	ocean	&	downtown,	increasing	problems	
in	an	area	already	strangled	for	years	by	traffic.		What	elected	officials	are	responsible	for	allowing	this	to	go	
forward?		For	shame!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D531	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2732	

LETTER	NO.	D533	

Brian	Hamilton		
1305	N	Laurel	Ave	Apt	100	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐4648	
laguy323@pacbell.net	

Our	neighborhood	 cannot	 support	 this	 huge	 structure!	 The	 traffic	 in	 the	 nearby	 residential	 areas	 and	 the	
noise	will	be	intolerable.	The	magnitude	of	this	development	is	unprecedented	in	this	neighborhood.	Many	
more	revisions	and	changes	are	necessary	

RESPONSE	NO.	D533	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.		
As	discussed	therein,	 long‐term	noise	 impacts	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐8	for	further	discussion	of	noise	impacts.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2733	

LETTER	NO.	D534	

Bruce	Remick	
1408	N.	Genesee	Ave	
LA	CA,	90046		
Bruce@bruceremick.com	

This	 is	 just	a	terrible	project	 that	will	cause	traffic	and	safety	nightmares	as	well	as	destroying	a	beautiful	
neighborhood	

RESPONSE	NO.	D534	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2734	

LETTER	NO.	D536	

thomas	challener		
6120	w	5th	st	
Los	Angeles	,	calif	90048	
t.challener@gmail.com	

You	are	going	to	destroy	the	Garden	of	Allah,	If	I	recall	it	was	there	to	put	up	some	ugly	modernistic	garrish,	
and	cheap	looking	gargantuan	building,				Why?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D536	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	Garden	of	Allah,	as	 indicated	on	page	4.C.2‐3	of	 the	Draft	EIR,	 the	Garden	of	Allah	was	
removed	from	the	Project	Site	(e.g.,	demolished)	in	1959.		Further,	as	indicated	in	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	
15126.2(a),	an	EIR	shall	identify	and	focus	on	the	significant	environmental	effects	of	the	proposed	project,	
and	that	in	assessing	the	impacts	of	a	proposed	project	on	the	environment,	the	lead	agency	should	normally	
limit	its	examination	to	changes	in	the	existing	physical	conditions	in	the	affected	areas	as	they	exist	at	the	
time	the	notice	of	preparaiton	is	published.		Hence,	the	Project	would	not	impact	the	Garden	of	Allah,	and	the	
EIR	is	not	required	to	evaluate	the	Garden	of	Allah.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2735	

LETTER	NO.	D537	

Mark	R.	Edwards		
814	N.	Ogden	Drive		
Los	Angeles	,	California	9046	
emailyavin@gmail.com	

There	are	two	profound	facts	that	impact	this	project.	The	City	of	Los	Angeles	does	not	have	the	capacity	or	
the	record	to	enforce	any	conditions	and	Townscape	‐	the	developers		‐	cannot	be	trusted	to	do	what	they	say	
–	see	8899	Beverly		project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D537	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2736	

LETTER	NO.	D539	

Beverly	Karam	
1201	N.Crescent	Heights	Bl.	
West	Hollywood	ca,	90046		
beverly_karam@yahoo.com	

We	have	way	to	[sic]	many	cars	that	use	Laurel	cyn.	going	N&S	we	don't	need	more	monster	buildings.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D539	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	D73	(Letter	D73,	Janet	Iovino).			



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2737	

LETTER	NO.	D542	

adriana		
7510	sunset	blvd.		
los	angeles,	ca	90046	
arosian1OO@sbcglobal.net	

Hollywood	does	not	have	 the	 infrastructure	 to	 support	 the	many,	many	major	developments	proposed	or	
already	taking	place.		Please	consider	the	long	term	and	long	range	impact	and	save	our	city	from	developers	
who	are	only	concerned	with	profits.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D542	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	D19	(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2738	

LETTER	NO.	D543	

Kelbe	Bensinger		
1418	N	Genesee	Ave	
LA,	California	90046	
kelbeb@aol.com	

Being	 a	 former	 New	 York	 City	 resident,	 My	 [sic]	 objection	 is	 to	 the	 height	 of	 the	 Tower	 along	 with	 the	
massive	added	traffic	to	an	already	problematic	[sic].	

RESPONSE	NO.	D543	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2739	

LETTER	NO.	D550	

Kathy	evans	fogel	
1328	n.	Orange	grove	ave	
Los	angeles,	Calif	90046	
M.fog@ca.rr.com	

Please	save	Spauling	[sic]	Square	

RESPONSE	NO.	D550	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2740	

LETTER	NO.	D555	

Toni	Kotite	
1637	N	Orange	Grove	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
Toniduck@yahoo.com	

A	 terrible	 idea	 to	 put	 a	 skyscraper	 in	 this	 historic	 location.	 Please	 do	 not	 allow	 it‐	 the	 congestion	will	 be	
horrible.	Thank	you	

RESPONSE	NO.	D555	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D556	

Casey	Kriley		
1640	N.	Stanley	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
casey.kriley@magicalel\les.com	

I	bought	my	small	bungalow	house	over	seven	years	ago	in	the	historic	Sunset	Square	area	because	building	
of	this	size	did	not	exist.		And	I	would	really	appreciate	it	if	it	could	stay	that	way.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D556	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	to	the	impacts	of	the	proposed	development	related	to	height	and	scale,	please	see	Response	to	
Comment	D59	(Letter	D59,	Karen	Gilman).	
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LETTER	NO.	D557	

Renee	Lamkiae		
1408	north	orange	grove	avenue		
west	hollywood,	ca	90046	90046	
reneelamkie@s	bcglobal.net	

Good	lord....what	a	monstrous	edifice	in	our	pretty	area...It	is	a	horrid	mountain.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D557	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D559	

Jeanne	Manos	
1636	N	Vista	Street	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
JeanManos@aol.com	

In	considering	 the	 impact	of	 this	proposed	project,	 I	 ask	 that	 the	EIR	 take	 into	consideration	all	 currently	
approved	&	proposed	development	projects	in	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D559	

The	Draft	EIR	did	consider	the	cumulative	impact	with	other	development	proposals	in	the	project	vicinity.		
The	 context	 for	 analyzing	 cumulative	 impacts	 is	 described	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	
Environmental	Setting,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	stated	therein,	buildout	of	the	proposed	project	is	forecasted	to	
occur	 in	 2017.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 considers	 the	 effects	 of	 other	 known	 proposed	 development	
projects	that	may	be	constructed	between	2013	and	2018.		The	list	of	related	projects	was	provided	by	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	The	area	for	
which	the	related	projects	are	identified	is	the	study	area	that	was	identified	for	the	traffic	analysis,	i.e.	the	
area	 in	 which	 the	 project	 might	 substantially	 affect	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 The	 development	 of	 38	 related	
projects	 is	 anticipated	 in	 the	project	 study	 area	 (12	 in	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 and	26	 in	 the	City	 of	West	
Hollywood).		Table	3‐1,	Related	Projects,	in	the	Draft	EIR	summarizes	the	location,	land	use,	and	size	of	each	
related	project.		The	analysis	of	cumulative	development	also	assumes	a	1.0	percent	average	annual	growth	
factor	in	traffic	levels	between	2013	and	2018.	 	The	projected	cumulative	development	is	addressed	in	the	
analyses	of	each	of	the	environmental	issues	in	Chapter	4.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Each	sub‐section	in	Chapter	4.0	
includes	a	cumulative	impact	assessment	following	the	Project‐specific	assessment	of	impacts.			
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LETTER	NO.	D560	

Wayne	Marmorstein		
1861	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	
los	angeles,	CA	90069	
waymarr@earthlink.net	

The	EIR	report	is	very	troublesome	to	me.		This	project	is	way	to	[sic]	large	for	this	neighborhood.		The	EIR	is	
full	 of	 FALSE	 numbers	 and	 facts.	 	 The	 rack	 for	 900	 bicycles	 is	 ridiculous.	 No	 one	 rides	 bikes	 on	 Sunset.		
Project	will	create	too	much	noise!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D560	

The	commenter	states	that	the	Draft	EIR	is	“full	of	false	number	and	facts,”	but	does	not	specifically	identify	
what	is	false	or	provide	any	evidence	in	support	of	commenter’s	assertion.			

The	 Project	 would	 provide	 on‐site	 bicycle	 parking	 in	 order	 to	 facilitate	 bicycle	 use	 by	 Project	 residents,	
employees,	patrons,	and	guests	purusant	to	LAMC	requirements,	but	the	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	does	not	
rely	 on	 traffic	 reductions	 associated	 with	 bicycle	 use.	 	 Similarly,	 the	 Project	 would	 implement	 a	
Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 program	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 in	
Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	TDM	program	could	include	bicycle‐related	facilities	to	further	encourage	
bicycle	 use	 such	 as	 bicycle	 racks	 and	 showers/lockers,	 as	well	 as	 other	 non‐bicycle‐related	 elements	 that	
may	include	provision	of	an	on‐site	transportation	coordinator	in	charge	of	carpool/vanpool	and	rideshare	
matching,	 preferential	 parking	 for	 carpool/vanpool,	 transit	 passes	 or	 subsidies,	 parking	 cash‐out	 or	
unbundled	 parking	 for	 Project	 residents,	 loaner	 bicycles	 and/or	 flex‐use	 vehicles,	 guaranteed	 ride	 home	
services,	flexible	work	hours/telecommute	opportunities	for	employees,	improved	or	new	bus/transit	stop	
shelters	or	other	amenities,	and	wayfinding	 information	and	signage.	 	 In	addition,	other	potential	demand	
reduction	measures	that	could	be	implemented	for	the	Project	include	free	valet	parking	for	high	occupancy	
vehicles	(3.0	or	more	average	vehicle	occupancy	[AVO]),	discounts	for	commercial	patrons	who	utilize	public	
transit	 to	 travel	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and/or	 online	 shopping	 and	 home	 delivery	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	
patrons	 needing	 to	 travel	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	
Project‐related	traffic	impacts	and	mitigation,	as	well	as	bicycle	facilities	and	safety.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	noise	impacts	in	Section	4.G,	Noise,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	F.		
As	discussed	therein,	 long‐term	noise	 impacts	would	be	 less	than	significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐8	for	further	discussion	of	noise	impacts.			
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LETTER	NO.	D562	

Melanie	Mayron		
1435	n.	ogden	dr.		
los	angeles,	CA	90046	
maymay@aol.com	

Please	DO	NOT	BUILD	 this	monstrosity	 in	our	neighborhood.	The	 shadow	 is	 [sic]	will	 cast	 	over	 the	quiet	
residential	area	here	will	be	enormous.	Build	it	somewhere	else.	There	is	NOTHING	like	it	anywhere	 	near	
here.	Thanks	for	your	time.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D562	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 and	 shadow	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	of	 aesthetics	 and	 shadow	 impacts	 resulting	 from	
Project	implementation.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D566	

Michael	Moran		
1428	N	Orange	Grove	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
glockjock44cal@gmail.com	

Mixed	 use	 developments	 don't	work.	 	 Take	 a	 look	 at	 how	many	 similar	 buildings	 in	 the	 area	 are	 entirely	
vacant	at	ground	level.	Do	not	rubber	stamp	this	through.	Ask	questions	FIRST.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D566	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D567	

Jeffery	Jon	Masino		
1566	Courtney	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
jmasino28@gmail.com	

Dear	Mr.	LaBonge	and	Colleagues,	In	my	15	years	as	a	resident,	traffic	at	this	intersection	has	gotten	much	
worse	and	the	impact	on	emergency	response	times,	as	well	as	"quality	of	life"	issues	cannot	be	overstated.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D567	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts,	including	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	interseciton,	
please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			
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LETTER	NO.	D570	

Lily	Mariye	and	Jim	Oppenheim		
1413	N.	Orange	Grove	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
wingleburt@yahoo.com	

We	 live	 in	 nearby	 Spaulding	 Square,	 a	 historical	 preservation	 neighborhood.	We	moved	 here	 because	we	
indeed	want	to	preserve	the	history	of	Los	Angeles.	This	development	will	overtax	our	already	stretched‐to‐
the‐limit	police	and	fire	departments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D570	

With	respect	to	indirect	impacts	related	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	
(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			
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LETTER	NO.	D572	

Julia	Rask	
1328	North	Ogden	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Jmrask@mac.com	

We	have	had	to	deal	with	numerous	new	construction	projects	and	even	though	we	complain	it	doesn't	seem	
like	anyone	in	the	Planning	Dept.	listens	or	cares.		Please	uphold	the	neighborhood	and	DO	NOT	let	this	big	
development	be	built!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D572	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D576	

Jonah	Schwartz	
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave		
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
livefreeordiii@gmail.com	

Our	infrastructure	is	overburdened	as	t	[sic]	is	and	also	the	police	and	LAFD	response	times	will	be	slowed	
and	equipment	is	not	adequate	and	will	be	severely	taxed	by	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D576	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 impacts	 related	 to	 utilities	 and	 related	
infastructure	in	Section	4.K,	Utilities	and	Service	Systems,	with	supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	
I.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	
prescribed	mitigation	measures.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	for	further	discussion	of	impacts	to	
emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			
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LETTER	NO.	D579	

Selene	Ting		
1400	N.	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
selene.ting@gmail.com	

You	 cannot	 keep	 building	 bigger	without	 negatively	 	 impacting	 everything	 around	 it.	 The	 developers	 are	
trying	to	exploit	every	possible	loophole	in	the	name	of	greed.	They	couldn't	care	less	about	the	quality	of	life	
for	nearby	residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D579	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D583	

Robyn	Weisman		
1637	N.	Sierra	Bonita	Aw.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rweisman@gmail.com	

We	 don't	 have	 the	 infrastructure	 to	 handle	 what	 we	 currently	 have,	 let	 alone	 manage	 these	 outsized	
developments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D583	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	D19	(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	
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LETTER	NO.	D584	

Glenn	Williamson		
1351	N.	Genesee	Ave.		
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
glenn.williamson@gmail.com	

Are	you	kidding	me?	This	proposed	complex	completely	ignores	the	proportions	of	the	historic	buildings	in	
the	neighborhood.	I'm	not	anti‐development,	but	this	ignores	the	fabric	of	the	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D584	

	With	 respect	 to	 indirect	 impacts	 related	 to	 off‐site	historical	 resources,	please	 see	Response	 to	 Comment	
D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).			

In	addition,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts,	including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	
in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	of	aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	those	
related	to	building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D586	

Suzanne	Good	
Goodsggood@aol.com	
2652	Byron	Place	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	

Traffic	 is	 already	 a	 nightmare,	 please	 reconsider	 the	 effect	 on	 the	 neighborhood	 and	 stop	 this	 oversized	
project	

RESPONSE	NO.	D586	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	traffic	 impacts	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	
be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

With	regard	to	the	comment	suggesting	the	Project	is	“oversized”,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts,	
including	 those	 relating	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	
discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	
further	discussion	of	aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	those	related	to	building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	 from	
Project	 implementation.	 	 The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D587	

Erica	Hornung	
erica.homung@gmail.com	
1330	N	Crescent	Hts	Blvd.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

I	have	been	doing	research	on	the	neighborhood	for	many	years,	and	can	attest	to	its	historical	importance.	
In	fact,	there	are	three	historic	zones	within	three	blocks	of	the	proposed	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D587	

The	comment	regarding	historical	resources	in	the	Project	area	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	
makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 As	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.C.2‐5	 through	 4.C.2‐7	 in	 Section	 4.C,	 Cultural	
Resources,	of	the	Draft	EIR,	numerous	off‐site	historical	resources	are	located	in	the	Project	vicinity,	as	noted	
by	 the	 commenter.	 	Plese	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	 for	 further	discussion	of	off‐site	historical	 resources	
impacts.)	
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LETTER	NO.	D588	

serge	masche		
6861	Iris	Circle	
Hollywood,	Ca.	90068	
sergemasche@msn.com	

I	drive	through	that	intersection	everyday.	It's	a	nightmare		already.	Those	900	proposed	Bike	Racks	are	a	
developers	scam.		This,	out	of	ALL	proportions,	massive	development	will	make	live	worse	to	all	of	us	who	
live	in	the	area.		STOP	THE	GREED!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D588	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.			

The	 Project	 would	 provide	 on‐site	 bicycle	 parking	 in	 order	 to	 facilitate	 bicycle	 use	 by	 Project	 residents,	
employees,	patrons,	and	guests	pursuant	to	LAMC	requirements,	but	the	analysis	of	traffic	impacts	does	not	
rely	 on	 traffic	 reductions	 associated	 with	 bicycle	 use.	 	 Similarly,	 the	 Project	 would	 implement	 a	
Transportation	 Demand	 Management	 (TDM)	 program	 at	 the	 Project	 Site,	 as	 discussed	 on	 page	 4.J‐32	 in	
Section	4.J	of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	The	TDM	program	could	include	bicycle‐related	facilities	to	further	encourage	
bicycle	 use	 such	 as	 bicycle	 racks	 and	 showers/lockers,	 as	well	 as	 other	 non‐bicycle‐related	 elements	 that	
may	include	provision	of	an	on‐site	transportation	coordinator	in	charge	of	carpool/vanpool	and	rideshare	
matching,	 preferential	 parking	 for	 carpool/vanpool,	 transit	 passes	 or	 subsidies,	 parking	 cash‐out	 or	
unbundled	 parking	 for	 Project	 residents,	 loaner	 bicycles	 and/or	 flex‐use	 vehicles,	 guaranteed	 ride	 home	
services,	flexible	work	hours/telecommute	opportunities	for	employees,	improved	or	new	bus/transit	stop	
shelters	or	other	amenities,	and	wayfinding	 information	and	signage.	 	 In	addition,	other	potential	demand	
reduction	measures	that	could	be	implemented	for	the	Project	include	free	valet	parking	for	high	occupancy	
vehicles	(3.0	or	more	average	vehicle	occupancy	[AVO]),	discounts	for	commercial	patrons	who	utilize	public	
transit	 to	 travel	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and/or	 online	 shopping	 and	 home	 delivery	 to	 reduce	 the	 number	 of	
patrons	 needing	 to	 travel	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	
bicycle	facilities	and	safety.	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D589	

Micki	Sauer	
mickisauer@aol.com	
617	N	Alta	Vista	Bl	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	

The	city	is	overwhelmed	by	traffic	and	population.	Instead	of	adding	to	it,	let's	improve	the	style	of	living	for	
those	of	us	already	here	and	let	money	be	made	that	way.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D589	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 Project‐related	 traffic	 and	 population	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	
Circulation,	and	Section	4.H,	Population,	Housing,	and	Employment,	respectively.		As	concluded	therein,	long‐
term	 operational	 impacts	 to	 the	 local	 and	 regional	 traffic	 system	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1,	while	impacts	related	to	population	growth	would	be	less	than	
significant	with	 no	mitigation	 required.	 	 	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	TR‐4	 regarding	 traffic	 impacts	 for	
further	discussion.	

The	comments	regarding	improving	the	“style	of	living”	for	existing	residents	and	“let	money	be	made	that	
way”	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2758	

LETTER	NO.	D590	

Suzanne		
suzanne@mightycompanions.org	
1500	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	

Have	a	heart.	Will	suffering	never	end,	with	Sunset	Blvd	and	La	Cienega	already	a	nightmare	for	us	 locals?	
Enough	is	enough.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D590	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	 As	 shown	 therein	 in	Tables	 4.J‐4a	 and	4.J‐4b,	 Project‐
related	operational	 impacts	 to	 study	area	 intersections	along	Sunset	Boulevard	and	La	Cienega	Boulevard	
would	be	 less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation.	 	The	comments	regarding	traffic	conditions	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2759	

LETTER	NO.	D592	

Barbara	Eich		
1301	N.	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
beich@pacbell.net	

Way	too	many	reasons		to	not	approve	this	project.		One	point:		have	you	tried	driving	on	Sunset		most	hours	
at	 a	 normal	 pace?	 	 	 or	 Crescent	 	 Heights...or	 Fountain	 	 Ave?	 	 It's	 getting	 impossible	 to	 get	 anyplace	 in	 a	
reasonable	amount	of	time.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D592	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.		



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2760	

LETTER	NO.	D596	

Katherine		D.	Wiise		
1351	N.	Spaulding		Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA.	90046	
kittywise@me.com	

I	 find	it	deeply	troubling	that	money	continues	to	rule	the	day.	 	 It	has	 	become	abundantly	clear	how	little	
else	matters.	Quality	of	life	is	considered	an	antiquated	concept.	I	believe	in	the	capitolist	[sic]	system		I	think	
CONSIDERATION		for	humanity	

RESPONSE	NO.	D596	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Because	 the	
comment	does	not	raise	a	substantive	issue	on	the	content	of	the	Draft	EIR,	no	further	response	is	warranted.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2761	

LETTER	NO.	D599	

Peter	Amsden		
Horseshoe	Canyon	Rd		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
pjamsden@gmail.com		

I	 have	 lived	 in	Laurel	 Canyon	north	 of	 Sunset	 for	 over	30	 years.	 I	 have	 seen	many	 serious	 and	 even	 fatal	
accidents	 at	 that	 intersection.	 Traffic	 and	 parking	 are	 already	 a	 nightmare.	 This	 project	 needs	 to	
accommodate	for	increased	traffic	and	parking!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D599	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	and	parking	impacts	were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 vehicular	 circulation	 at	 Sunset	
Boulevard	and	Sunset	Crescent	Heights.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2762	

LETTER	NO.	D600	

Peter	Anton		
7777	Hollywood	Blvd,	Apt	309	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
panton@mednet.ucla.edu	

Traffic	impact:	I	drive	Sunset	to	UCLA	every	day	(>20	years).	Between	7:30‐10am	&	3:30‐7:30pm	JUST	the	
WeHo	 (Doheny	 to	 Crescent	Hts)	 adds	 30‐35	min.	 I	 use	 the	 CHASE	 and	McDonalds	 often:	 the	 #s	 used	 are	
woefully	LOW.	PLEASE	re‐evaluate.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D600	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts	and	for	more	information	on	trip	generation	and	the	traffic	analysis	
methodology.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2763	

LETTER	NO.	D601	

Jody	Blake		
6703	W	Olympic	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
jorablake@icloud.com	

Born	and	raised	in	this	city,	I	lament	the	overbuilding	that's	happening.	We're	not	NYC,	so	let's	not	try	to	be.	
Until	there's	a	subway	a	block	away	from	the	proposed	site,	forget	about	it‐	enough	is	enough	already!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D601	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2764	

LETTER	NO.	D608	

Joseph	Eastwood		
1327	Havenhurst	Dr.	#5	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
jeastwood31O@gmail.com	

My	main	concerns:	 	1)	 I	 consider	 the	Chase	building	 to	be	a	historic	architectural	site,	2)	size/scale	of	 the	
developer’s	 plans	 are	way	 too	 large,	 and	 3)	 the	 	 retail	 plans	 do	 not	 seem	 to	 be	much	 of	 a	 draw	 for	 local	
residents.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D608	

With	respect	to	impacts	to	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	
Hoover).	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	comment	pertaining	 to	 the	Project’s	proposed	retail	 components	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.					



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2765	

LETTER	NO.	D609	

Bradford	Elsinger		
7135	Hollywood	B1vd.,	Apt.	504	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
bradelsinger@sbcglobal.net	

I	oppose	this	outrageous	project	as	it	will	only	increase	traffic	problems	for	this	already	congested	area.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D609	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2766	

LETTER	NO.	D610	

susan	ertag		
8574	wonderland	ave	
los	angeles	,	ca	90046	
susanertag@yahoo.com	

just	make	it	smaller!	this	monstrosity			is	someone's	ego	trip.	be	sensible.	or	we	will	only	take	our	business	to	
the	valley	from	now	on.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D610	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale,	 please	 see	Reponse	 to	 Comment	D59	
(Letter	D59,	Karen	Gilman).	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2767	

LETTER	NO.	D611	

Wayne	Feit		
6703	W.	OLYMPIC	BLVD.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
wlfeit@gmail.com	

Another	bad	idea.	Exemptions	&	loopholes	are	molesting	the	city.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D611	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2768	

LETTER	NO.	D612	

bill	fiala		
7337	W.	85th	St	
Los	angeles	,	ca	90045	
billfiala@gmail.com	

That	area	can't	contain	traffic	now,	I	don't	see	how	it	can	adding	almost	500	homes	and	unknown	amount	of	
cars.		The	number	of	parking	spaces	is	almost	a	joke.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D612	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	
be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures,	while	parking	 impacts	
were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.	 	With	respect	specifically	to	parking,		the	Project	would	provide	
849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	 is	144	spaces	
more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC.	 	 Therefore,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 is	 not	 anticipated.		
Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.				



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2769	

LETTER	NO.	D616	

Thomas	Joseph	Hatten		
1759	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	Calif.	90069	
tomhatten@me.com	

Just	for	the	record	I	still	miss	the	Garden	of	Allah,	though	I	confess	I	was	very	young.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D616	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2770	

LETTER	NO.	D618	

Willam	Keith	henning		
7135	Hollywood	Blvd.,	Apt	504	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net	

I	oppose	this	outrageous	project	as	it	will	only	increase	traffic	problems	for	this	already	congested	area.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D618	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2771	

LETTER	NO.	D619	

Willam	Keith	Henning		
7135	Hollywood	Blvd.,		Apt	504	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net	

I	oppose	this	outrageous	project	as	it	will	only	increase	traffic	problems	for	this	already	congested	area.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D619	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project,	 which	 is	 a	 duplicate	 of	 the	 previous	 comment	 by	 the	 same	
individual,	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	
addressed	traffic	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	
provided	in	Appendix	H.		Further,	please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic,	parking,	and	access.			



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2772	

LETTER	NO.	D620	

Scott	Jackson	
10201	W	Pico	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90035	
Scott.Jacks	on@fox.com	

this	kind	of	development		needs	to	stop.	we're	turning	LA	into	Times	Square.	the	last	thing	this	city	needs	is	
more	$3000/month	apartments...	how	about	some	AFFORDABLE	developments?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D620	

Of	the	249	apartment	units	proposed	by	the	Project,	28	Affordable	Housing	Units	would	be	provided.		Thus,	
the	project	would	provide	affordable	housing	as	a	component	of	the	proposed	mix	of	uses.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2773	

LETTER	NO.	D623	

Matt	Labov		
1669	Virginia	Rd		
Los	Angeles	,	California	90019	
mlabm@forefrontmedia.com	

Enough	is	enough,	scale	it	to	110	feet	and	you'll	still	be	the	biggest	kid	on	the	block.		Don't	disrupt	the	natural	
beauty	and	be	greedy!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D623	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2774	

LETTER	NO.	D625	

Susan	levine		
1270	1/2	N	Hayworth	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
susl@sbcglobal.net	

I	live	around	the	corner	from	this	site	and	am	absolutely	against	a	development		of	this	size	and	scope.	please	
please	please	stop	this	building.	the	impact	upon	the	area	will	be	extremely	negative.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D625	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2775	

LETTER	NO.	D627	

John	Iorick		
124	South	Harper	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
johnlorick@att.net	

The	 Crescent	 Heights/Sunset	 Boulevard	 intersection	 is	 a	 key	 route	 to	 the	 valley.	 	 It	 is	 already	massively	
congested,	especially	on	weekend	evenings	&	during	rush	hours.		Adding	this	level	of	density	&	traffic	to	this	
choke	point	reckless	[sic].	

RESPONSE	NO.	D627	

Please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2776	

LETTER	NO.	D629	

Carolyn		Manetti		
234	N	Norton	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
carolynmanetti@hotmail.com	

Developing	that	space	into	something	more	modern	and	user	friendly	is	fine,	but	this	design	is	entirely	too	
massive	 for	 that	 location.	We	have	too	much	traffic	and	congestion	as	 it	 is.	Scale	 it	DOWN	to	a	story	 	or	2.	
Thanks	for	listening.		CM	

RESPONSE	NO.	D629	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2777	

LETTER	NO.	D631	

Darragh	Marmorstein	
2350	Hollyridge	Dr.	
Hollywood,	CA	90068	
Darraghm@me.com	

I	lived	in	West	Hollywood	for	16	years	I	drive	by	Sunset	and	Crescent	Hts.		many	times	a	week	on	the	way	to	
work.		I		also	patronize	businesses	at	the	property	in	question.		I	am	outraged	by	the	size	of	that	monstrosity!		
It	needs	to	be	shorter!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D631	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2778	

LETTER	NO.	D632	

Wendel	Meldrum		
2019	Cyprean	Dr		
los	angeles	,	California	90046	
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com	

Where	are	the	traffic	and	parking	studies?	The	developers	have	everything	to	gain	then	leave	the	people	who	
live	in	the	neighborhood	with	traffic,	pollution,	strain	on	the	electrical	grid	and	water	supply.		Join	us.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D632	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	and	parking	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	the	
Traffic	Study	provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	
than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.			

With	respect	 to	 impacts	 to	water,	wastewater	and	solid	waste	 infrastructure	and	public	services/facilities,	
please	see	Reponse	to	Comment	D19	(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 to	 electricity	 infrstructure,	 these	 are	 addressed	 in	 the	 Project’s	 Initial	 Study,	
Appendix	A	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	indicated	on	pages	B‐32	and	33	of	the	Initial	Study,	the	Project	would	result	
in	a	less	than	significant	impact	to	electricity	infrastructure.	

With	respect	to	air	quality	impacts,	the	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	
4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 B,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addresses	 the	 air	 quality	 impacts	 of	 Alternative	 9	 in	 Section	 2.B.2,	 with	 supporting	 technical	 data	 and	
analysis	provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated,	on	page	4.B‐51	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐25	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	operational	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant.		

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	impacts	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	
were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.			
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LETTER	NO.	D633	

Janice	Melton		
2630	west	view	street		
los	angeles,	ca	90016	
jmworkroom@gmail.com	

Being	a	2nd	generation	Angeleno,	I	treasure	our	city's	iconic	scales	and	landmarks.		I	get	growth	but	we	need	
to	preserve	history.	Please	study	Pasadena's	laws	and	regulations	re:	development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D633	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	indirect	impacts	related	to	off‐site	historical	resources.			
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LETTER	NO.	D635	

H.F.	Menefee		
1747	Sunset	Plaza	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	Calif	90069	
petemenefee@me.com	

Traffic	on	Sunset,	particularly	driving	East	in	the	afternoon	to	evening	hours	is	unworkable	now...the	lack	of	
planned	parking	and	the	sheer	density	of	this	project	is	a	joke!		The	area	cannot	sustain	this	sort	of	building.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D635	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	
than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D637	

Kevin	Minucci	
1221	kings	rd		
West	hollywood	,	Ca	90069	
Kjminucci@earthlink.net	

Enough	is	enough	

RESPONSE	NO.	D637	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2782	

LETTER	NO.	D638	

Annette	O'Keefe		
564	N	Lucerne		Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
raycib@sbcglobal.net	

We	must	stop	changing	and	losing	the	unique	nature	of	Los	Angeles	

RESPONSE	NO.	D638	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D639	

Vincent	Panettiere	
1841	N.	Fuller	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Vpane13@gmail.com	

Stop	turning	Hollywood	 into	a	sterile	 imitation	of	Manhattan	canyons.	The	hills	are	blotted	out	along	with	
the	 Hollywood	 sign.	 They	 are	 iconic	 attractions	 for	 tourists,	 slowly	 being	 obscured	 by	 30‐foot	 towers	 of	
blandness.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D639	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	 to	 the	 impacts	of	 the	proposed	development	on	views	of	 the	Hollywood	Hills	and	Hollywood	
sign,	 the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	views	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	
while	Section	2.B.1	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	 impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.	 	As	 indicated	on	
pages	4.A‐24	through	4.A‐32	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐7	through	2‐12	and	2‐30	through	2‐35	of	the	RP‐
DEIR,	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	less	than	significant	impacts	to	views	(including	on	views	
of	 the	 Hollywood	 Hills).	 	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 regarding	 impacts	 on	 views	 for	 further	
discussion.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	Hollywood	sign	is	not	visible	from	locations	near	the	Project	Site	due	
to	 intervening	 topography,	 most	 notably	 the	 Santa	 Monica	 Mountains	 to	 the	 north,	 as	 well	 as	 existing	
structures,	 landscaping,	 and	 other	 vegetation.	 	 As	 such,	 there	 would	 be	 no	 potential	 for	 Project	
implementation	to	measurably	affect	views	of	the	Hollywood	sign.					
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LETTER	NO.	D640	

Josephine	Powell		
1249	No	Crescent	Hgts	Blvd	
West	Hollywood,	Ca	90046	
japowell@earthlink.net	

The	 Colonial	Manor,	 built	 in	 the	 late	 1940s,	 is	 one	 of	 the	 few	 residential	 apartments	 designed	 by	 Paul	 R	
Williams.		The	courtyard	is	one	where	nature	is	preserved	with	over	25	trees	and	palms.	Help	us	to	maintain	
this	treasure.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D640	

With	respect	to	impacts	to	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	
Hoover).	

With	 respect	 specifically	 to	Colonial	 “Manor”	 (i.e.,	 Colonial	House),	 this	 is	 addressed	on	pages	4.C.2‐6	 and	
4.C.2‐24	of	the	Draft	EIR).		As	indicated	on	page	4.C‐2.6:	

 "Colonial	House	(1930),	1416	Havenhurst	Drive	(P‐Number	19‐176851);	 individual	property	 listed	
on	the	National	Register	on	April	15,	1982	(CRHR	Status	Code	1S,	NPS‐Number	82002190)	and	City	
of	West	Hollywood	Landmark;	located	to	the	immediate	south	of	the	Project	Site;	direct	views	of	the	
Project	Site.	

As	indicated	on	page	4.C.2‐24,	the	Project	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	on	Colonial	House.	
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LETTER	NO.	D641	

Yoshiko	Rabin		
1861	North	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
yoshikor1@gmail.com	

I	looked	at	the	EIR	and	for	the	developer	to	say	there	will	be	"NO	SIGNIFICANT	IMPACT”	is	an	insult	to	all	of	
us.	 A	 project	 of	 this	 magnitude	 will	 absolutely	 create	 a	 huge	 impact.	 	 The	 developer’s	 calculations	 are	
BOGUS!!!	Please	investigate!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D641	

		The	Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	evaluate	the	impacts	of	the	Proposed	Project	and	Alternative	9	in	terms	of	16	
separate	 environmental	 issues,	 and	 multiple	 environmental	 subissues	 (for	 example,	 under	 aesthetics,	
multiple	 sub‐issues	 are	 addressed	 such	 as	 aesthetics,	 views,	 visual	 character,	 light/glare,	 and	
shade/shadow).	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR’s	 Executive	 Summary	 summarizes	 all	 Project	 impacts	 and	 mitigation	
measures,	while	a	summary	of	 the	significant	unavoidable	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 is	provided	on	pages	6‐1	
and	6‐2	of	Chapter	6.		As	indicated	in	theExecutive	Summary,	the	Project	would	result	in	significant	impacts	
before	 mitigation	 in	 terms	 of	 approximately	 two‐thirds	 of	 the	 16	 environmental	 issues,	 and	 22	 separate	
mitigation	measures	are	recommended	to	mitigate	these	impacts.		As	summarized	in	Chapter	6,	the	Project	
would	result	 in	significant	unavoidable	impacts	in	terms	of	on‐site	historical	resources,	construction	noise,	
and	construction	traffic,	even	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation	measures.			

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 developer’s	 calculations	 are	 bogus,	 and	 that	 they	 should	 be	
investigated,	 this	 comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	 forwarded	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	 consideration.		
However,	the	commenter	has	not	submitted	further	specifics	to	support	this	contention.	
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LETTER	NO.	D644	

Mary	Sherwood	Brock		
2415	Vado	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net	

With	 the	 Manhattan‐ization	 of	 Hollywood	 one	 wonders	 where	 the	 water	 is	 coming	 	 from	 to	 build	 this	
building?	Thousands	of	 gallons	needed	 for	pouring	concrete	daily,	 	 and	 then	water	 to	 support	 these	 	new	
people.	Seems	a	bad	fit	for	LA.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D644	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	water	supply	impacts	in	Section	4.K.1,	Water	Supply.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	
were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.			
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LETTER	NO.	D648	

christian	stevens	
1234	mickey	mouse	way	
LA,	California	90046	
9021O@misterbeverlyhills.com	

You	 must	 be	 fucking	 joking.	 Have	 you	 driven	 Sunset	 lately‐the	 whole	 fucking	 street	 is	 already	 under	
construction.	You	people	are	too	stupid	to	be	in	charge	of	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D648	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage),	
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LETTER	NO.	D649	

John	Steward		
406	N	Windsor	Blvd,	Los	Angeles	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90004‐1516	
annabelleaardvar@aol.com	

MONSTROSITY	......		out	of	character	for	the	area!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D649	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 visual	 character	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D650	

Laura	Stoneman	
536	N	June	St		
Los	Angeles	,	CA	90004	
Stonehen@aol.com	

The	proliferation	of	 	 apartment	 	 and	 condo	buildings	 in	 the	Hollywood	area,	without	 the	 improvement	of	
streets,	parking	and	public	 transportation,	 is	choking	our	neighborhoods.	Does	nobody	in	city	government	
feel	the	impact	and	get	angry	?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D650	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	
than	significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	and	parking	impacts.				

With	respect	to	impacts	to	infrastructure	and	public	services/facilities,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D19	
(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	
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SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2790	

LETTER	NO.	D652	

joan	temple		
5747	Waring	#8	
los	angeles	,	ca	90038	
joanie.tee@gmail.net	

I	 strongly	 object	 to	 construction	 proposed	 for	 the	 areas	 of	 sunset	 [sic]	 and	 Crescents	 Hts.	 Please	 don't	
destroy	a	neighborhood.		And	the	"condo"	provision	is	unfair.	And	parking	is	such	a	problem	in	Los	Angeles,	
and	Hollywood.	Please.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D652	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	operational	traffic	and	parking	impacts	were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.	 	 	With	respect	specifically	to	parking,	as	indicated	therein,	the	Project	
would	provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	the	City	
of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	which	is	
144	 spaces	more	 than	 the	 676	 spaces	 required	 by	 the	 LAMC.	 	 Therefore,	 off‐site	 parking	 spillover	 is	 not	
anticipated.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	parking	impacts.				



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
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LETTER	NO.	D653	

joel	thurm		
8485	Brier	Drive		
los	angeles,	ca	90046	
joelthurm@aol.com	

The	scope		of	this	development	at	one	of	the	busiest		and	most		accident		prone	corners		in	hollywood	is	so	
ridiculous	it	is	not	even	funny..	Perhaps	thats	the	game‐	ask	for	everything	and	then	settle	for	less.....			a	much	
more	modest		plan	is	needed.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D653	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).			

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D654	

Gary	Tieche		
1036	S.	Burnside		Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90019	
gktieche@gmail.com	

This	is	already	one	of	the	most	traffic	dense	corners	in	Los	Angeles	‐	the	proposed	construction	will	gridlock		
the	area	for	years	and	years	to	come.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D654	

	With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).			
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LETTER	NO.	D655	

Julia	Trainor		
Stanley	
LA,	CA	90046	
heyladyent@hotmail.com		

This	 is	another	construction	project	 that	will	cause	blight	on	our	historic	city	 	AND	increase	traffic.	 	 In	the	
last	2	yrs,	the	amount	of	huge	new	apartment/office	buildings	you	have	allowed	to	be	built	is	staggering	and	
we	will	regret	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D655	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2794	

LETTER	NO.	D656	

Anya	Varda		
1265	Poinsettia	Place	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
vardaox@yahoo.com	

Please	come	to	your	senses...this	whole	development	is	a	sick,	sick	joke	dreamed	up	by	people	that	have	NO	
IDEA	what	that	area	of	Los	Angeles	is	like...they	will	utterly	destroy	the	quality	of	life	for	thousands	of	people.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D656	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D657	

Joseph	A	Viola	
820	Schumacher	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90048	
JoeViola12@Gmail.Com	

Over	 development	 is	 strangling	 Los	 Angeles.	 	 Traffic	 generated	 by	 these	 overscale	 projects	 has	 already	
changed	life	in	many	areas.		Please	say	NO	to	corporate	greed	and	redesign	this	project.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D657	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D665	

Gail	Dodge	Altman	
1601	n	Ogden	dr	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
Gailandcharles@gmail.com	

This	proposed	building	does	not	belong	in	this	historic	Hollywood	neighborhood.		The	scale	and	density	is	all	
wrong.	The	impact	of	the	traffic	caused	by	so	many	apartments	and	the	change	in	flow	caused	by	removal	of	
the	island	will	be	horrible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D665	

With	respect	to	indirect	impacts	related	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	
(Letter	D71,	Theresa	Hoover).			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).		With	respect	the	proposed	
traffic	 island	 reconfiguration	 at	 this	 intersection,	 please	 see	 Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4.	 	 As	
indicated	therein:		(1)	the	traffic	island	would	not	be	removed	but	rather	would	be	reconfigured;	and	(2)	the	
replacement	of	the	current	“access	spur”	with	a	more	traditional	light‐controlled	intersection	and	right‐turn	
pocket	would	potentially	 improve	rather	than	degrade	existing	traffic	conditions,	vehicular	circulation	and	
vehicular/pedestrian	safety.	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D668	

Peter	Grean	
8390	Hollywood	Blvd.		
Los	Angeles,	CA.	90069	
pgrean@aol.com	

The	affected	 intersection	 is	not	only	one	of	 the	most	heavily	 trafficked	 in	L.A.	 it	 is	 a	vital	 route	 for	untold	
thousands	of	commuters	to	and	from	the	valley	as	well	along	Sunset	Blvd.	It	would	defy	logic	to	permit	such	
a	major	development	there.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D668	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).			

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D669	

Matthew	Hutchison	
1235	N.	Havenhurst		Dr.	#9	
West	Hollywood,	Ca	90046	
Mghutch@gmail.com	

In	 addition,	my	 apartment	 is	 just	 a	 block	 away	 from	 this	 proposed	monstrosity	 	 and	 I	will	 be	 personally	
impacted	by	the	visual	blight,	traffic	and	construction.	The	project	is	way	out	of	proportion	and	will	ruin	the	
village	feel	of	our	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D669	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

With	respect	to	construction	impacts:	

 The	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	 the	 aesthetics	 impacts	 of	 the	 Project	 during	 construction	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources,	while	Section	2.B.1	of	the	RP‐DEIR	addressed	such	impacts	associated	
with	Alternative	9.		As	indicated	on	page	4.A‐66	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐8	and	2‐9	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 aesthetics	 impacts	 during	
construction	with	implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
1	regarding	aesthetics	for	further	discussion.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	air	quality	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.B,	Air	quality,	
with	 supporting	data	 and	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	B,	while	 Section	2.B.2	of	 the	RP‐DEIR	
addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	A.		
As	indicated	on	page	4.B‐51	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐20	through	2‐22	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	the	Project	
and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	 construction	 air	 quality	 impacts	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	 the	construction	noise	and	vibration	 impacts	of	 the	Project	 in	Section	4.G,	
Noise,	with	supporting	data	and	information	provided	in	Appendix	F,	while	Section	2.B.7	of	the	RP‐
DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	 with	 Alternative	 9	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	page	4.G‐33	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	pages	2‐35	and	2‐36	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	
the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	in	significant	unavoidable	construction	noise	and	vibration	
impacts,	 even	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 recommended	 mitigation,	 although	 these	 impacts	
would	 be	 temporary.	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐8	 regarding	 noise	 and	 vibration	 for	 further	
discussion.	

 The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	the	construction	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	 the	TIA	 included	as	Appendix	H‐1,	while	Section	
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2.B.10	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR	 addressed	 such	 impacts	 associated	with	Alternative	 9	with	 supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	on	pages	4.J‐64	and	6‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	on	pages	2‐41	and	
2‐42	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 significant	 unavoidable	
construction	 traffic	 impacts,	 although	 these	 impacts	 would	 be	 temporary.	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	regarding	traffic	for	further	discussion.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D670	

Kevin	Kane		
1745	Camino	Palmero	#302	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
kevkane@pacbell.net	

This	is	too	large	a	project	for	this	area	of	town.		Traffic	is	already	horrendous	at	this	intersection	and	building	
such	a	large	project	there	will	only	increase	the	congestion.			City	officials	should	look	for	a	more	reasonable	
balance.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D670	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D21	 (Letter	 D21,	 Robert	 Rumage).	 	 This	 comment	 in	
opposition	to	the	Project	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D671	

Eric	Lawrence		
5748Satsuma	Aw		
N	HOLLYWOOD	,	CA	91601	
elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net	

Laurel	Canyon	is	a	main	artery	between	LA	&	the	Valley,	the	traffic	is		heavy	now,	It	will	be	impossible	during	
and	after	the	construction	of	this	massive	project	

RESPONSE	NO.	D671	

	With	respect	 to	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	along	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	please	see	Response	 to	
Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).			
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LETTER	NO.	D672	

Andrew	Macpherson		
8278	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
amacfly@mac.com	

Please	make		sure	that	all	these	issues	are	addressed,	answered		and	circulated	in	the	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	D672	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D674	

S.	Rutberg		
pob	48739	
los	angeles,	Ca	90048	
klezcomer@aol.com		

i	am	totally	against	the	project	on	Sunset	&	Crescent	Height.	TSsize	[sic]	of	the	project	is	ridiculous.	This	city	
has	 overgrown	 it's	 self	 [sic].	 LA	 has	 become	UGLY	&	 lost	 all	 its	 historic	 character.	 I	 urge	 you	 to	 deny	 all	
permits	for	this	project	as	it	stands.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D674	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D675	

Robin	Schorr		
141	S	ALMONT	DR		
BEVERLY	HILLS	,	CA	‐	California	902112504	
robinschorr@gmail.com	

This	will	be	terrible	for	businesses	and	residents	of	this	area,	which	is	already	very	congested.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D675	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	 respect	 to	 “congestion”	 (e.g.,	 traffic),	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D21	 (Letter	 D21,	 Robert	
Rumage).	
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LETTER	NO.	D677	

Stephanie	Striegel		
527	North	Bronson	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
stephanie.streak@gmail.com	

This	development		is	awful	and	will	not	improve		the	neighborhood	or	the	quality	of	life	for	its	citizens.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D677	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D678	

Marilyn	Szatmary	
967	Hammond	Street	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
Marilynds967@gmail.com	

I	moved		to	West	Hollywood	from	NY	25	years	ago...it		was	a	lovely	city.		It	has	become	totally	unlivable.		U	
[sic]	r	 [sic]	building	2	high	rises	 [sic]	buildings	on	LaCienaga	[sic]	Blvd.	 	 I	 fear	 the	day	 I	will	not	be	able	 to	
leave	my	house	as	the	traffic	will	be	stopped.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D678	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D681	

Jane	De	Haven	
322	North	Arden	Blvd.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
Hooliganmom@gmail.com	

ENOUGH!	Please,	City	Council,	stop	bending	over	backwards	for	out	of	town,	out	of	touch	developers.	Please	
listen‐	for	once!‐	to	residents,	to	NATIVES	OF	LA,		who	know	and	love	this	city	like	no	other.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D681	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D684	

Steven	Luftman		
124	N	Flores	St	
Los	Angeles	,	ca	90048	
sluftman@yahoo.com	

The	Lytton	Savings/Chase	Bank	building	is	a	masterpiece	of	mid	century	zig	zag	roof	architecture,	it	should	
be	preserved	as	part	of	our	heritage.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D684	

Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 provides	 a	 detailed	 evaluation	 of	 the	 Lytton	 Savings	
Home	Branch	Building	and	addresses	the	building	in	the	context	of	significant	Mid‐Century	Modern	buildings	
and	within	the	career	of	architect	Kurt	Werner	Myer,	with	additional	supporting	information	provided	in	the	
Project	 Historical	 Resources	 Assessment	 included	 as	 Appendix	 C‐3.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 the	 Lytton	
structure	has	been	significantly	altered	and	this	loss	of	 integrity	has	made	it	 ineligible	for	the	California	or	
National	Registers.		In	addition,	most	of	the	fine	art	has	been	removed	from	the	Lytton	structure.		However,	it	
was	conservatively	deemed	eleigible	locally,	and	as	such,	a	significant	and	unavoidable	 impact	is	 identified	
on	pages	4.C.2‐28	and	4.C.2‐29	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐26	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	even	with	implementation	of	
the	recommended	mitigation	which	includes	recordation,	relocation	of	art	works,	preparation	of	a	feasibility	
study	for	relocation	of	the	bank,	and	making	the	bank	available	for	relocation	if	relocation	is	determined	to	
be	 feasible,	and	demolition	monitoring	and	salvage).	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	regarding	 impacts	
historic	resources	impacts	for	further	discussion.	

In	addition	to	prescribing	mitigaiton	measures	to	reduce	the	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	bank,	the	Draft	EIR	
evaluated	 three	 alternatives	 in	 Chapter	 5,	 Alternatives,	 that	 included	 preservation	 of	 the	 Bank	 building.		
These	 include	 Alternative	 5,	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 Alternative	 6,	 Reduced	 Height	 and	 Bank	
Preservation	Alternative,	and	Alternative	7,	On‐Menue	Alternative.	 	Pleasee	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	 for	
further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	D685	

Lisa	Meldrum		
2610	Jalmia	Driw	
Los	Angeles,	CA	‐	California	90046	
lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com	

Mr	LaBonge,		Stop	this	project	and	be	very	vary	[sic]	of	loopholes,	please!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D685	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D688	

Laura	Rae‐Yates	
7532	Kimdale	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
llradiates@aol.com	

Along	w/	what	stated	[sic]	in	this	letter...Increasing	thru	traffic	in	Hollywood	Hills	w/people	avoiding	Laurel	
Canyon	likely	w/current	GPS	use	showing	back	ways.	Concern	that	this	project	will	increase	this	problem	for	
this	residential	area.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D688	

With	respect	to	traffic	impacts,	including	those	through	Laurel	Canyon,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D73	
(Letter	D73,	Janet	Iovino).	
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LETTER	NO.	D689	

John	Rodgers		
1412	1/2	Havenhurst		Dr.		
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
sox415@gmail.com	

While	it	makes	sense	to	develop	the	property	on	the	south‐west	corner	of	Sunset	Blvd.	and	Crescent	Heights,	
the	8150	Sunset	project	is	is	[sic]	an	over‐sized	joke	of	a	development.	From	the	mayor	on	down.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D689	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			

With	 respect	 to	 the	height	 and	 scale	of	 the	proposed	development,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	D59	
(Letter	59,	Karen	Gilman).	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2812	

LETTER	NO.	D693	

Linda	boyd	
2938	westbrook	ave	
LA,	CA	90046	
Linda@boydcomm.com	

There	is	way	too	much	density	and	traffic	in	this	area	at	present.	This	would	grind	Sunset	to	a	halt.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D693	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D697	

Virginia	Knight		
749	S	Citrus	Ave.		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
ginyknight@aol.com	

Not	only	that,	this	building	is	gross	looking.	Too,	Too	big	and	ugly.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D697	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			
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LETTER	NO.	D698	

Tom	Moore		
8283	Hollywood	Blvd.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
mooretommoore@yahoo.com	

Traffic	on	Sunset	 is	already	horrendous	with	terrible	backups	because	of	the	extra	stoplight	 installed	for	a	
previous	developer.	 	Traffic	will	be	disastrous	 for	us	as	people	 take	shortcuts	on	Hollywood	to	escape	 the	
disastrous	traffic	of	Sunset.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D698	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	D699	

Philippe		
1400	North	Havenhurst	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
morafilms@gmail.com	

This	 is	 a	 ridiculous	 and	 bad	 faith	 proposal	 by	 any	 reasonable	 criteria.	 It	 is	 an	 aesthetic,	 cultural,	
environmental	and	community	fiasco	in	the	making.		On	the	border	it	also	promotes	a	"civil	war''	between	LA	
and	West	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D699	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D700	

Susan	Pinkus		
950	N.	Kings	Rd		
West	Hollywood	,	California	90069	
shpinkus@gmail.com	

The	quality	of	life	is	diminishing	greatly	because	of	all	these	non‐descript	over	developed	projects.		Traffic	is	
at	a	standstill	now	and	you	want	to	build	more	outrageously	huge	buildings!	Do	you	ever	drive	in	the	areas	
where	you	want	to	build?	

RESPONSE	NO.	D700	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D701	

Phyllis		Present		
7839	Electra	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	Ca.	90046	
ppresent@aol.com	

Horrified	at	this	project	and	the	greed	and	fact	the	City	is	willing	to	“rent”	the	extra	corner	that	is	imperative	
for	East	bound	traffic	on	Sunset	to	make	a	right‐hand	turn	(South).		A	necessity	for	safety	AND	pedestrians	
crossing	the	road.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D701	

Please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D21	 (Letter	 D21,	 Robert	 Rumage)	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4.	 	 As	
indicated	 therein:	 	 (1)	 the	 City	would	 retain	 ownership	 of	 the	 traffic	 island	while	 the	 applicant	would	 be	
responsible	 for	 its	 maintenance;	 (2)	 the	 proposed	 development	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	 significant	
operational	traffic	impacts	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	and	would	
provide	 a	 more	 traditional	 light‐controlled	 intersection	 and	 right‐turn	 pocket;	 and	 (3)	 the	 traffic	 island	
reconfiguration	 would	 potentially	 improve	 existing	 traffic	 conditions,	 vehicular	 circulation	 and	
vehicular/pedestrian	safety,	at	the	intersection.	
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LETTER	NO.	D703	

sherry	sexton	
8286	presson	pl		
los	angeles,	ca	90069	
sherrysexton7@aol.com	

This	structure	will	impact	the	value	of	our	homes.	It	will	block	views	we	have	spent	millions	to	have	and	will	
make	our	traffic	situation,	which	is	already	terrible,	impossible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D703	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	

However,	potential	economic	impacts	on	individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	CEQA	(see	CEQA	
Guidelines	section	15131(a)).		

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D705	

JR	
8360	Hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles	,	ca	90069	
shamepyle@aol.com	

I	have	lived	on	this	mountain	my	entire	life.	 	This	area	in	NO	WAY		SHAPE	or	FORM	needs	another	mall	or	
housing	 development.	 The	 traffic	 w	 [sic]	 the	 current	 La	 Cienega	 build	makes	 	 us	 all	 miserable	 here.	 Life	
quality,	views	&	property	value	will	surely	suffer	

RESPONSE	NO.	D705	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	
4.A‐10	 through	 4.A‐12	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 and	 as	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.A‐24	 and	 4.A‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	
Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	 the	hills	 from	these	public	areas.	Potential	effects	on	views	
from	private	residential	properties	was	also	discussed	although	private	property	views,	standing	alone,	are	
not	a	protected	resource	under	CEQA	in	most	circumstances.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

However,	potential	economic	impacts	on	individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	CEQA	(see	CEQA	
Guidelines	section	15131(a)).			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D706	

Ebon	Alabastur	
1344	Havenhurst	Dr	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
Alabastur@aol.com	

Health	and	safety		concerns	for	the	traffic	that	will	generated		by	this	development	onto	Havenhurst	Drive,	
which	for	the	last	10+	years		has	had	speed	bumps		to	mitigate	traffic	to	and	from	Sunset		&	Fountain.		Also,	
no	mention	as	to	"staging"	during	building	

RESPONSE	NO.	D706	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts,	including	those	on	Havenhurst	Drive,	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	
and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	provided	 in	Appendix	H.	 	Similar	 to	existing	conditions,	 the	No	Left‐
Turn	 sign	 would	 remain	 in	 place	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 Thus,	 traffic	 from	 the	 proposed	 residential	 and	
commercial	 uses	 would	 be	 prohibited	 from	making	 a	 turn	 left	 (southbound)	 onto	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 As	
discussed	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	
discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project	traffic	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive	in	Section	
4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	in	Appendix	H,	while	the	RP‐
DEIR	addressed	Project	traffic	impacts	on	Havenhurst	Drive	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	
and	analysis	in	Appendix	A.		As	indicated	in	Table	4.J‐5	and	on	pages	4.J‐51	and	4.J‐52	of	the	Draft	EIR,	and	in	
Table	2‐11	and	on	pages	2‐46	and	2‐47	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	result	 in	 less	
than	 significant	 traffic	 impacts	 to	 the	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 roadway	 segment	 north	 of	 Fountain	 Avenue.	 	 As	
indicated	 in	 Tables	 4.J‐4a	 and	 4.J‐4b	 and	 on	 pages	 4.J‐65	 and	 4.J‐66	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 and	 in	 Tables	 2‐8	
through	 2‐10	 and	 on	 page	 2‐45	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR,	 the	 Project	 and	 Alternative	 9	 would	 result	 in	 less	 than	
significant	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 intersection	 with	
implementation	of	the	recommended	mitigation.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	Project	traffic	
impacts	 for	 further	 discussion	 (including	 the	 recommended	mitigation	 requiring	 a	 signal	 at	 the	 Fountain	
Avenue/Havenhurst	Drive	intersection).	

Additionally,	regarding	left‐turn	exits	from	the	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway,	this	driveway	would	be	designed	
to	physically	deter	left‐turns	through	a	raised	island	within	the	driveway	or	some	other	barrier	to	prohibit	
this	exit	move.		This	feature	has	been	added	as	Figure	4.J‐5	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	as	a	
Project	Design	Feature	 (refer	 to	Chapter	3.0,	Corrections	and	Additions	 to	 the	Draft	EIR,	 of	 the	RP‐DEIR).		
Also,	as	indicated	on	pages	2‐50	and	2‐51	of	the	RP‐DEIR,	Project	access	points	under	Alternative	9	include	
elimination	 of	 the	 commercial	 vehicle	 exit	 on	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 proposed	 under	 the	 Project.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.		

The	Project’s	proposed	 construction	activities	 relating	 to	 traffic	 are	described	beginning	on	page	4.J‐26	 in	
Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR.	 	 As	 stated	 therein,	 construction	 vehicles,	
including	worker	 vehicles,	would	 be	 staged	 (or	 parked)	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 or	 at	 a	 remote	 location	 to	 be	
identified	prior	 to	 the	 initiation	 of	 demolition	 activities.	 Construction	 vehicles	would	 primarily	 access	 the	
Project	 Site	 from	 Sunset	 Boulevard.	 	 Construction	 staging,	 including	 material	 stockpiling	 and	 equipment	
storage,	would	generally	occur	within	the	Project	boundaries,	though	equipment	staging,	concrete	pouring,	
and	tower	crane	installation	and	removal	would	occur	as	needed	within	parking	lanes	fronting	the	Project	
Site	on	Sunset	Boulevard,	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard,	and	Havenhurst	Drive.		Such	activities	would	require	
temporary	 lane	 closures.	 	 Despite	 the	 temporary	 lane	 closures	 along	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 at	 various	 times	
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during	 the	 construction	 activities,	 it	 is	 anticipated	 that	 Havenhurst	 Drive	 would	 remain	 open	 to	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 during	 the	 Project’s	 construction	 activities.	 	 During	 such	 times,	 construction	 personnel	 and/or	
signage	would	guide	 traffic	along	Havenhurst	Drive	 to	minimize	 traffic	disruptions	and	maintain	access	 to	
Sunset	Boulevard.	
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LETTER	NO.	D714	

Tamara	Bergman		
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
sbsierra@gmail.com	

The	 traffic	 study	 is	 flawed	 it	 does	 not	 reflect	 	 true	 amount	 of	 traffic	 	 on	 the	 streets,	 it	 does	 not	 take	 into	
consideration	any	of	the	intersections		on	of	Sunset		and	Hollywood	Blvds	at	La	Brea	or	Highland	Please	redo	
traffic	study	

RESPONSE	NO.	D714	

The	commenter	states	that	the	Draft	EIR’s	traffic	study	 is	 flawed,	but	does	not	specifically	 identify	what	 is	
flawed	or	provide	any	evidence	 in	support	of	 commenter’s	assertion.	The	 trip	generation	estimates	 in	 the	
Traffic	Study	are	accurate.		The	existing	and	trip	generation	estimates	are	shown	in	Table	4.J‐3	on	page	4.J‐40	
in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	in	the	Draft	EIR.		These	trip	generation	estimates	are	based	on	
industry	standard	factors,	which	have	been	reviewed	and	approved	in	the	Traffic	Study	by	the	Los	Angeles	
Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	prior	to	circulation	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Furthermore,	the	analysis	and	
methodology	 contained	 in	 the	 Traffic	 Study	 was	 prepared	 based	 on	 applicable	 City	 standards	 and	
requirements	for	a	project‐level	traffic	analysis.		The	study	area	intersections	were	also	determined	based	on	
consultation	with	LADOT	and	their	guidelines	for	a	project‐level	traffic	analysis.			
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LETTER	NO.	D715	

Fab	Brandt		
3627	Dixie	Canyon	Ave		
Sherman	Oaks	,	California	91423	
fabrandt@aol.com	

Keep	Sunset	Blvd	Iconic....keep	it	simple.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D715	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D717	

Madonna	Cacciatore		
5870	Franklin	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90028	
shlmgmt@hotmail.com	

You	 really	 need	 to	 put	 the	 brakes	 on	 this.	 Hollywood	 is	 being	 sold	 out	 and	much	 of	 her	 history	 is	 being	
demolished.		I'm	talking	about	beautiful	treasures.	You've	sold	us	out	and	we	vote.		We're	tired	of	it!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D717	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D719	

susan	collette		
Transportation	Engineer	
los	angeles,	CA	90048	
susanc90025@yahoo.com		

In	addition	to	the	increased	number	of	vehicle	trips	in	the	hills,	there	will	be	a	large	increase	in	trips	much	
further	south	on	Crescent	Heights.	We're	 in	a	residential	area	1/2	block	away,	and	do	not	want	the	health	
hazards	of	more	fuel	exhaust.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D719	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 air	 quality	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.B,	 Air	 Quality,	with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 B.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 air	 quality	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	
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LETTER	NO.	D720	

A	a	completely	

A	completely		out	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	D720	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D722	

Lou	Cutell	
1923	N.	Crescent	Heights	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Jaythaddus@aol.com	

I	have	lived	in	this	area	for	40years,	and	the	traffic	has	always	been	horrible.	 	I	can	only	imagine	what	will	
happen	when	this	mega/monster	is	erected,	and	the	other	mega/monster	at	La	Cienega	and	Sunset.		We	will	
be	confined	to	our	garages!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D722	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts,	including	cumulative	impacts,	were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 context	 for	 analyzing	 cumulative	 impacts	 is	 described	 in	 Chapter	 3.0,	 General	 Description	 of	
Environmental	Setting,	of	the	Draft	EIR.		As	stated	therein,	buildout	of	the	proposed	project	is	forecasted	to	
occur	 in	 2017.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 considers	 the	 effects	 of	 other	 known	 proposed	 development	
projects	that	may	be	constructed	between	2013	and	2018.		The	list	of	related	projects	was	provided	by	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT),	and	the	City	of	West	Hollywood.	 	The	area	for	
which	the	related	projects	are	identified	is	the	study	area	that	was	identified	for	the	traffic	analysis,	i.e.	the	
area	 in	 which	 the	 project	 might	 substantially	 affect	 traffic	 conditions.	 	 The	 development	 of	 38	 related	
projects	 is	 anticipated	 in	 the	project	 study	 area	 (12	 in	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 and	26	 in	 the	City	 of	West	
Hollywood).		Table	3‐1,	Related	Projects,	in	the	Draft	EIR	summarizes	the	location,	land	use,	and	size	of	each	
related	project.		The	analysis	of	cumulative	development	also	assumes	a	1.0	percent	average	annual	growth	
factor	in	traffic	levels	between	2013	and	2018.	 	The	projected	cumulative	development	is	addressed	in	the	
analyses	of	each	of	the	environmental	issues	in	Chapter	4.0	of	the	Draft	EIR.		Each	sub‐section	in	Chapter	4.0	
includes	a	cumulative	impact	assessment	following	the	Project‐specific	assessment	of	impacts.		
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LETTER	NO.	D723	

Blanche	D'Souza	
11812	San	Vicente	Blvd	#	100	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90049	
blanchedsouza@aol.com	

I	have		lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	since	the	70's		and	I	have		experienced	the	traffic	congestion	and	accidents	that	
have	 	 occurred	 over	 the	 years	 at	 the	 intersection	 	 of	 Sunset	 	 and	 Crescent	 Heights.	 	 The	 existing	
infrastructure	does	not	support	this.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D723	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	 further	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 vehicular	 circulation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard.			

Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐6	regarding	impacts	to	infrastructure	and	public	services/facilities.	
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LETTER	NO.	D724	

Janet	Eckholm		
7433	Kimdale	Lane	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
janeteckholm@sbcglobal.net	

This	location	is	too	congested	‐	developing	a	highrise	there	would	be	irresponsible.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D724	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D725	

Peter	Falk		
8206	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1037	
peterandrenafalk@gmail.com	

I	am	a	Laurel	Canyon	resident	who	uses	the	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset	corridors	daily.		I	greatly	object	to	
this	ill‐conceived	project.		Please	support	residents,	drivers		and	pedestrians	and	review	the	EIR	for	this	plan.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D725	

With	 respect	 to	 traffic	 congestion,	 especially	 at	 the	 Sunset	 Boulevard/Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	
intersection,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D21	(Letter	D21,	Robert	Rumage).	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D726	

Rena	E.	Falk		
8206	Skyline	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046‐1037	
rena.falk@cshs.org	

As	a	resident	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	who	uses	Laurel	Canyon	Blvd	daily,	I	have	witnessed	the	huge	changes	in	
traffic	 in	 general	 and,	 specifically	at	 the	Sunset‐Crescent	Heights	 corner.	 	This	 is	 a	horribly	 congested	and	
dangerous	corner	already.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D726	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	 further	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 vehicular	 circulation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard.			
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LETTER	NO.	D727	

Alex	Federico		
1315	N.	Genesee	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
ajfederico66@gmail.com	

Please	don't	build	this	retarded	complex	this	city	is	already	super	crowded	and	the	project	looks	horrible	

RESPONSE	NO.	D727	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D728	

Carol	Gray		
8301	Marmont	Ln	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
caroldhgray@gmail.com	

Traffic	on	Sunset/Crescent	 	Hgts	already	at	dangerous	critical	mass.	 	PLEASE	don't	build	 this	high	density	
building	and	destroy	our	community.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D728	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	 further	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts,	 including	 vehicular	 circulation	 at	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	Boulevard.			

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D730	

Lyn	Healy		
8112	Gould	ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
Lyn@megamace.com	

Traffic	at	that	corner	is	horrible	enough‐how	dare	anyone	consider	making	it	100	worse?		The	idea	is	terrible	
on	a	number	of	levels.	Please	have	some	respect	for	"old	Hollywood"	and	the	buildings	around	there!!		

RESPONSE	NO.	D730	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	

With	 respect	 to	 off‐site	 historic	 resources	 impacts,	 please	 see	 Response	 to	 Comment	 D71	 (Letter	 D71,	
Theresa	Hoover).	
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LETTER	NO.	D733	

Melissa	Lee		
14531	albers	st	#3		
sherman	oaks,	ca	91411	
mml511@yahoo.com	

I	work	in	the	6300	block		of	Wilshire.	I	come		across		Laurel	Canyon.	My	commute	is	already	horrid;	this	will	
make	it	worse.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D733	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	D734	

Rob	Lewine		
8929	Holly	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
rob@roblewine.com	

Dear	Planning:		I've	lived	in	Laurel	Canyon	for	48	years.		It	seems	illogical	to	me	that	the	answer	to	expanded	
density	in	Hollywood	(and	in	the	Hollywood	Hills)	is	to	allow	a	massive	development	at	an	already‐crowded	
intersection.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D734	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				
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LETTER	NO.	D739	

James	Parriott	
8235	Lincoln	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
Jamesparriott@gmail.com	

The	 infrastructure	 simply	 can't	 support	 this	 additional	 population	 and	 subsequent	 traffic.	 Emergency	
vehicles	will	be	delayed	costly	minutes.	Houses	will	burn	and	people	will	die.	This	is	a	terrible	idea.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D739	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	 Fire	 and	 Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services	and	infrastructure.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	
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LETTER	NO.	D740	

Diane	Cary	Parriott		
8235	Lincoln	Terrace	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90069	
attrice17@gmail.com	

Do	not	jeopardize	safety	of	our	children	by	allowing	size	of	8150	Building	be	constructed!!		I	had	a	child	in	a	
coma,	had	 to	call	911	 for	emergency	 in	2006,	 and	 they	arrived	 	 in	5	minutes.	This	could	not	happen	with	
heavy	traffic	that	will	happen	now	

RESPONSE	NO.	D740	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

Also,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	public	 services,	 including	 response	 times	 for	 the	Fire	 and	Police	
Departments,	 in	 Section	 4.I.1,	 Fire	 Protection	 and	 Emergency	 Medical	 Services,	 and	 Section	 4.I.2,	 Police	
Protection,	 respectively.	 	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐6	 for	 further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	emergency	services.	
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LETTER	NO.	D743	

Christopher	Rice	
1424	N	Crescent	Heights	Blvd.	#74	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
c.rice78@yahoo.com	

As	current	president	of	 the	Granville	Towers	HOA,	a	 landmarked	building	across	the	street	from	the	site,	 I	
note	that	construction	damage	could	endanger	physical	aspects	of	our	building	which	secure	our	landmark	
status	and	thereby	our	financial	health	

RESPONSE	NO.	D743	

The	Draft	EIR	(pages	4.C.2‐23	and	4.C.2‐24)	has	concluded	that	no	significant	physical	impacts	would	occur	
to	the	Granville	Towers	during	construction	and	operation	of	the	Project.			

It	would	be	speculative	to	predict	any	accidental	construction	impacts	to	the	Towers	and	the	comment	fails	
to	provide	any	evidence	 to	 support	a	 fair	 argument	 that	 the	Project	might	physically	 impact	 the	Granville	
Towers.		Thus,	further	analysis	of	accidents	is	not	required	in	the	EIR	(per	CEQA	Guidelines	Section	15145).			
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LETTER	NO.	D745	

Jonah	Schwartz		
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Aw	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
liwfreeordiii@gmail.com	

The	traffic	study	is	flawed	and	does	not	reflect	how	much	traffic	is	on	the	adjoining	streets	and	it	does	not	
take	into	consideration	any	of	the	intersections	on	of	[sic]	Sunset		and	Hollywood	Blvds	ast	[sic]	La	Brea	or	
Highland	

RESPONSE	NO.	D745	

The	commenter	states	that	the	Draft	EIR’s	traffic	study	 is	 flawed,	but	does	not	specifically	 identify	what	 is	
flawed	 or	 provide	 any	 evidence	 in	 support	 of	 commenter’s	 assertion.	 	 Further,	 the	 Traffic	 Study	 was	
reviewed	and	approved	by	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	prior	to	circulation	of	the	
Draft	EIR.			The	analysis	and	methodology	contained	in	the	Traffic	Study	was	prepared	based	on	applicable	
City	standards	and	requirements	for	a	project‐level	traffic	analysis.	 	The	study	area	intersections	were	also	
determined	based	on	consultation	with	LADOT	and	 their	 guidelines	 for	a	project‐level	 traffic	 analysis.	 	As	
indicated	 in	 Figure	 4.J‐1	 on	 page	 4.J‐3	 and	 as	 listed	 in	 Table	 4.J‐1	 on	 page	 4.J‐10	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 four	
intersections	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 two	 intersections	 along	 Hollywood	 Boulevard	were	 among	 the	
study	intersections	evaluated	in	the	traffic	analysis.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	the	traffic	
impact	analysis	approach	and	methdology	for	further	discussion.	
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LETTER	NO.	D746	

Michael	Schwartz		
1521	N	Sierra	Bonita	Aw	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	
proptrends@gmail.com	

This	developer		should	not	be	able	to	build	anything	over	3	stories	on	this	historic	site.	Out	infrastructure	is	
not	 adequate	 and	 the	 traffic	 is	 already	gridlocked.	Please	 redo	 the	 traffic	 study	as	 it	 is	 incorrect	 as	 to	 the	
number	of	cars	and	trips	

RESPONSE	NO.	D746	

With	 respect	 to	 building	 height,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 Project	 consistency	 with	 applicable	 City	
development	 standards	 related	 to	 height	 and	 scale	 in	 Section	 4.F,	 while	 Section	 2.B.6	 of	 the	 RP‐DEIR	
addressed	such	impacts	associated	with	Alternative	9.			As	indicated	on	page	4.F‐2	of	the	Draft	EIR:	

“The	Project	Site	is	 located	within	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan	Area	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.10	 	It	
has	 a	 General	 Plan	 land	 use	 designation	 of	 Neighborhood	 Office	 Commercial	 and	 a	 C4‐1D	 zoning	
designation.	The	“C4”	 indicates	 that	 the	Project	Site	 is	designated	 for	commercial	uses,	which	allows	a	
wide	range	of	 commercial	activity	as	well	as	 residential	development	pursuant	 to	 the	requirements	of	
the	 R4	 residential	 zone.	 	 Commercial	 and/or	 residential	 uses	 may	 be	 provided	 individually	 or	 as	
components	of	mixed	use	projects.		The	“1D”	is	a	height	district	designation.		While	the	height	district	1	
typically	allows	floor	area	ratios	(FAR)	of	1.5:1,	the	D	condition	at	the	Project	Site	limits	the	FAR	to	1:1.		
However,	 the	 LAMC	provides	 that	 projects	with	 specified	percentages	 of	 affordable	 housing	units	 and	
that	qualify	for	a	density	bonus	are	eligible	for	one	or	more	Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	an	
increase	in	FAR	to	3:1.	 	The	existing	zoning	designation	does	not	restrict	the	height	of	buildings	on	the	
Project	Site.”	

Per	the	above,	there	is	no	height	restriction	on	the	Project	Site	but	only	an	FAR	restriction.		As	indicated	on	
page	4.F‐48	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐33	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	 	 result	 in	
FARs	 of	 2.99:1	 and	 3.0,	 respectively,	 which	would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 applicable	 LAMC	 requirements	
related	to	height	and	scale	with	approval	of	the	Affordable	Housing	Incentive.		Please	see	Topical	Response	
TR‐2	regarding	the	Project’s	qualifications	for	the	Affordable	Housing	Incentives	for	further	discussion.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 commenter	 states	 that	 the	 Draft	 EIR’s	 traffic	 study	 is	 flawed	 because	 of	 its	 trip	 generation	 numbers.		
However,	 the	 trip	generation	estimates	 in	 the	Traffic	Study	are	accurate.	 	The	existing	and	trip	generation	
estimates	are	shown	in	Table	4.J‐3	on	page	4.J‐40	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	in	the	Draft	
EIR.		These	trip	generation	estimates	are	based	on	industry	standard	factors,	which	have	been	reviewed	and	
approved	in	the	Traffic	Study	by	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	(LADOT)	prior	to	circulation	

																																																													
10		 Hollywood	Community	Plan,	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	adopted	December	13,	1988.			
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of	the	Draft	EIR.	 	 	Furthermore,	the	analysis	and	methodology	contained	in	the	Traffic	Study	was	prepared	
based	on	applicable	City	standards	and	requirements	for	a	project‐level	traffic	analysis.	

With	respect	to	impacts	to	infrastructure	and	public	services/facilities,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D19	
(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	D748	

Pauline	Szkolnik		
8211	Blackburn	Aw	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048	
bowwowbf@yahoo.com	

Once	 these	historical	buildings	are	gone	 they	will	never	return	and	Sunset	Blvd.	with	 its	special	ambiance	
will	never	be	the	same.		Please		help	our	cause.		Money	isn't	everything	in	this	world!!		Thank	You	

RESPONSE	NO.	D748	

With	respect	to	impacts	to	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	Theresa	
Hoover).	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D749	

Lisa	Whalen		
P.O.	Box	13944	
Tampa,	Florida	33681	
lwhalen0@gmail.com		

I	started		my	life	as	a	child	in	California,	and	to	think	that	the	beauty		and	historic		buildings		are	being	taken	
down	just	makes		me	wonder	what	is	left	of	the	real	Hollywood?		Destruction	is	not	an	answer	restoring	is.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D749	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources	 in	 Section	 4.C.2,	 Historical	 Resources,	 with	
supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	C.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐3	for	further	
discussion	of	impacts	to	historical	resources.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D750	

Laura	Whipple	
752	N	McCadden	PI		
Los	Angeles,	CA	90038	
Whipple0@gmail.com	

As	 a	 board	 member	 of	 SOHO	 Neighborhood	 Association,	 I	 have	 been	 working	 to	 slow	 the	 growth	 of	
developments	too	large	for	the	surrounding	neighborhood.	 	This	development	is	obviously	way	too	big	for	
it's	[sic]	location!		It	must	be	scaled	way	down.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D750	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	

	This	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D752	

Carol	
511	N.	Sycamore	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90036	
dirtypaws29@gmail.com	

More	buildings	the	same	streets.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D752	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.			
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LETTER	NO.	D753	

Anonymous	1	

A	completely	out	of	character	development	that	will	destroy	our	neighborhood!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D753	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 building	 massing	 and	 scale,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2848	

LETTER	NO.	D756	

Billy	Childers		
8225	Lincoln	Terrace	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90069	
billychilders@me.com	

This	proposed		development,	I	feel,	would	have	a	detrimental	effect	on	the	historic,	residential	nature	of	this	
neighborhood	and	devalue	the	surrounding	area.	The	trade‐off	for	"economic	growth"			is	not	worth	what	is	
at	stake	of	being	lost.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D756	

With	respects	to	impacts	to	off‐site	historical	resources,	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D71	(Letter	D71,	
Theresa	Hoover).			

In	addition,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts,	including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	
in	Section	4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	concluded	 to	be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	of	aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	those	
related	 to	building	height	 and	 scale,	 resulting	 from	Project	 implementation.	 	 	With	 respect	 to	 the	 issue	of	
devaluation	 of	 the	 surrounding	 area	 resulting	 from	 the	 Project,	 property	 values	 are	 not	 an	 issue	 to	 be	
evaluated	in	an	EIR,	as	CEQA	is	concerned	with	the	physical	impacts	of	the	Project	on	the	environment.	
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LETTER	NO.	D757	

Meryl	Cohen		
1416	N	Havenhurst		Drive,	1B	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
auntiemer4x@aol.com	

PLEASE!!!		DO	NOT	ALLOW	THIS	TO	HAPPEN	TO	OUR	ICONIC	NEIGHBORHOOD.	THIS	MONSTROSITY	DOES	
NOT	BELONG	HERE.	 	 IF	WE	MUST	BUILD,	 I'M	SURE	A	MUCH	MORE	APPEALING	OPTION	THAT	FITS	OUR	
NEIGHBORHOOD	CAN	BE	DEVELOPED.	KEEP	LOS	ANGELES...LOS		ANGELES.			NOT	NY.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D757	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D761	

frank	pennino	
9229	w	sunset	blvd.	#602		
west	hollywood,,	calif	90069	
frank@frankpre.com	

I	vehemently	oppose	the	huge	scale	of	this	development		‐the	traffic	on	Sunset	is	already	a	nightmare	‐‐	As	a	
neighbor,	this	will	have	a	lasting	negative		effect	‐an	environmental		disaster		that	adds	to	the	already	huge	
projects	underway	

RESPONSE	NO.	D761	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

The	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.		

With	 respect	 to	 the	 comment	 that	 the	 Project	 would	 add	 to	 the	 impacts	 of	 the	 already	 huge	 projects	
underway	(e.g.,	cumulative	projects),	please	see	Response	to	Comment	D19	(Letter	D19,	Rikki	Poulos).	
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LETTER	NO.	D762	

John	Powell		
9028	Crescent	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
powellarch@aol.com	

I	am	an	architect	in	Laurel	Canyon.		The	most	wonderful	character	of	this	low‐rise	neighborhood	will	destroy	
the	way	of	life.		The	traffic	is	already	a	stand‐still,	and	the	number	of	cars	this	would	add	is	totally	out	of	line.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D762	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 visual	 character	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	 were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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LETTER	NO.	D763	

Courtenay	Raia		
8390	hollywood	Blvd	
Los	Angeles,	CA.	90069	
plscortena@aol.com	

The	 proposed	 height	 of	 the	 buildings	 will	 seriously	 obstruct	 the	 views	 of	 the	 houses	 above	 Sunset	 Strip	
resulting	in	both	a	diminution	in	the	quality	of	life	as	well	as	property	values	(and	property	tax	basis).	

RESPONSE	NO.	D763	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 view	 impacts,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.	The	Draft	EIR	evaluates	
the	impact	of	the	Project	on	views	of	the	Hollywood	Hills	from	public	streets.	As	shown	in	Draft	EIR	Figures	
4.A‐10	 through	 4.A‐12	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 and	 as	 discussed	 on	 pages	 4.A‐24	 and	 4.A‐25	 of	 the	 Draft	 EIR,	 the	
Project	would	not	substantially	block	views	of	the	hills	from	these	public	areas.		Also	as	indicated	in	Topical	
Response	TR‐1,	per	the	City	of	L.A.	CEQA	Thresholds	Guide,	and	applicable	case	law,	the	impacts	of	a	project	
on	views	from	public	and	not	private	vantage	points	is	subject	to	review	in	an	EIR.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.	

However,	potential	economic	impacts	on	individual	homeowners	are	beyond	the	scope	of	CEQA	(see	CEQA	
Guidelines	section	15131(a)).			
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LETTER	NO.	D765	

Norm	Garr		
6600	Moore	Drive	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90048‐5328	
norm.garr@sbcglobal.net	

I	support	all	the	efforts	to	stop	this	project.		Thank	you	for	your	consideration	of	my	views.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D765	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D766	

Scott	Nixon		
8806	Wonderland	Aw	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
citadelgrad@gmail.com	

I'm	 strongly	 against	 the	 proposed	 traffic	 flow	 changes	 and	 the	 lack	 of	 parking	provided	by	 this	 proposed	
development.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D766	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	and	parking	impacts	were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts.	 	 	 As	 indicated	 therein,	 the	
Project	would	provide	849	parking	spaces	on‐site	which	is	60	more	spaces	than	the	789	spaces	required	by	
the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC),	while	Alternative	9	would	provide	820	parking	space	on‐site	
which	is	144	spaces	more	than	the	676	spaces	required	by	the	LAMC.		Therefore,	off‐site	parking	spillover	is	
not	anticipated.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D767	

Alison	Simard		
2226	Stanley	Hills	Dr	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	
alisimard@gmail.com	

Live	in	Laurel	Canyon	&	suffer	impact	of	commuter	traffic.	I	strongly	oppose	the	8150	Sunset	Blvd	plan.		This	
massive	structure	will	be	a	destination	that	brings	hundreds	of	cars.		The	very	corner	at	Sunset	&	Crescent	
Hts	is	already	dangerous.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D767	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation	with	data	provided	in	
Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	
of	the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	regarding	vehicular	circulation	at	
Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.			
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LETTER	NO.	D768	

Ruth	Sugerman		
630	N	McCadden	Place	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90004	
rsugerperson@yahoo.com	

The	traffic	there	is	already	a	nightmare,	this	will	make	the	area	unlivable	and	impossible	to	get	through.		

RESPONSE	NO.	D768	

The	comment	is	noted.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	in	The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	
4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 data	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	
long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant	with	implementation	of	the	prescribed	
mitigation	measures.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	
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LETTER	NO.	D769	

Julie	Olen		
1270	Havenhurst	Dr.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
julieolen@sbcglobal.net	

"The	worst	reason	to	do	something	is	because	you	can."	‐Bill	Clinton	

RESPONSE	NO.	D769	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	issue	specific	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	impacts	
addressed	therein.		However,	the	comment	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	
consideration.		
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LETTER	NO.	D772	

Shawn	Flannigan		
7962	norton	ave		
west	hollywood	,	California	90046	
shawnflannigan@aol.com	

A	development	of	this	size	is	INSANE	on	many	levels	and	we	will	fight	it	to	the	bitter	end.	There	are	so	many	
better‐suited	parcels	for	something	of	this	size.	Sunset	Blvd	will	become	a	parking	lot.	Please	do	not	let	this	
development	move	forward!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D772	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D774	

Jeff	McDonough		
1936	Whitley	Ave		
Hollywood	,	California	90068	
music4picture@gmail.com	

Please	 do	 not	 facilitate	 the	 further	 destruction	 of	 the	 neighborhoods	 and	 history	 of	 our	 city,	 by	 allowing	
these	monstrous	eyesores	to	be	built.	They	will	drive	traffic	and	density	 levels	to	 intolerable	gridlock,	and	
deface	our	skyline.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D774	

With	 respect	 to	 impacts	 to	historic	 resources,	please	 see	Response	 to	Comment	D71	 (Letter	D71,	Theresa	
Hoover).	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.	

Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐2	 for	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project’s	 consistency	 with	 applicable	
development/density	standards.	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2860	

LETTER	NO.	D777	

Kristin	Slawosky	
1241	N.	Harper	Ave.	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	
KSlawosky125@hotmail.com	
Dear	 City	 Planning	 Department,	 haw	 you	 not	 seen	 what	 is	 happening	 to	 the	 already	 congested	 West	
Hollywood	area?!?!	Just	because	you	can	build,	does	not	mean	you	should!	Pl	[sic]	

RESPONSE	NO.	D777	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	data	
provided	 in	 Appendix	 H.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 long‐term	 traffic	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	 implementation	of	 the	prescribed	mitigation	measures.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
for	 further	 discussion	 of	 traffic	 impacts.	 	 The	 comment	 regarding	 justification	 for	 further	 development	 is	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D778	

M	L	Lawson	
8018	Honey	Dr	
LA,	Ca	90046	
lulaw@earthlink.net	
Your	project	as	planned	has	no	valid	reason	for	being	completed.		It	does	not	in	any	way	consider	the	needs	
of	people/residents	 in	the	area,	 just	the	opposite.	 	 It	 is	excessive	in	size	and	scope.	 	 It	has	no	architectural	
value	to	its	surroundings.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D778	

The	comments	regarding	the	reason	for	the	Project,	consideration	of	the	needs	of	the	residents	in	the	area,	
and	opinions	 regarding	 the	 architectural	 value	 are	noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	
their	 consideration.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 comments	 about	 the	 size	 and	 scope	 of	 the	 Project,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 relating	 to	 visual	 character,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 visual	 character	 impacts	 related	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale,	 were	
concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	aesthetics	
impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 visual	 character	 and	 building	 height	 and	 scale,	 resulting	 from	 Project	
implementation.				
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LETTER	NO.	D779	

Joie	Magidow	
7570	Delongpre	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	
90046‐4113		
joiemagidow@yahoo.com	

If	this	project	 is	built	against	our	wishes,	we	will	then	know	that	our	own	City	Council	has	been	for	sale	&	
bought!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D779	

The	 comments	 regarding	 the	Project	 approval	 and	 the	City	Council	 are	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	
decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D780	

Marc	Fogel	
1328	North	Orange	Grow	Avenue	
Los	Angeles	
CA	–	California	90046	
marc5656@gmail.com	

Way	Too	Large	
We	Don't	Need	It!!!!	
Marc	

RESPONSE	NO.	D780	

The	comments	regarding	the	Project	size	and	scope	and	the	the	need	for	the	Project	are	noted	and	will	be	
provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	
including	 those	 relating	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	
discussed	 therein,	 aesthetics	 impacts	 related	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	
significant.	 	Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	 for	 further	discussion	of	aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	those	
related	to	building	mass	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.			
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LETTER	NO.	D781	

Deborah	Goncalves	
1039	¼	North	Sweetzer	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	California	
90069	
deborah	.goncalves@fox.	com	

This	proposed	monstrosity	must	be	stopped.	 	We	are	tired	of	greedy	developers	with	no	taste	ruining	our	
city	and	quality	of	life.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D781	

The	comments	regarding	the	Project	size	and	scope	and	and	developers	and	effects	on	the	City	and	quality	of	
life	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		The	Draft	EIR	addressed	
aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 those	 relating	 to	 building	 height	 and	 scale,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	
Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 impacts	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	 building	mass	 and	
scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2865	

LETTER	NO.	D784	

dsujxmwaj@gmail.com	

Not	that	I	know	of.	
Fifa	coins	http://fifa16coinsfut.sayfasi.net/fifa‐16‐player‐ratings‐for‐liverpool‐arsenal‐chelsea‐fc/	
These	are	some	of	my	concerns,	and	I	would	like	to	know	that	City	Hall	will	address	them.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D784	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2866	

LETTER	NO.	D785	

Samuel	Joseph	
samuelwj1@gmail.com	
1541	N.	Laurel	Ave.	#103	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	

I	have	been	living	in	this	area	for	almost	20	years	and	the	traffic	has	gotten	progressively	worse,	particularly	
at	the	corner	of	Crescent	Heights	and	Sunset.	This	kind	of	massive	construction	will	make	it	horrific.	These	
are	some	of	my	concerns,	and	I	would	like	to	know	that	City	Hall	will	address	them.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D785	

The	Draft	EIR	addresses	the	traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 technical	 data	 and	 analysis	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H,	 while	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 addresses	 the	 traffic	
impacts	of	Alternative	9	in	Section	2.B.10,	with	supporting	technical	data	and	analysis	provided	in	Appendix	
A.	 	As	 indicated	on	pages	4.J‐65	and	4.J‐66	of	 the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐68	of	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 the	operational	
traffic	impacts	of	the	Project	and	Alternative	9	would	be	less	than	significant	after	mitigation.		This	includes	
the	traffic	impacts	on	the	Sunset	Boulevard/Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	intersection	where	level	of	service	
(LOS)	 would	 remain	 unchanged	 and	 where	 impacts	 would	 be	 below	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 significance	
thresholds	(page		4.J‐45	of	the	Draft	EIR	and	page	2‐43	of	the	RP‐DEIR).			Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐4	
regarding	Project	traffic	impacts	for	further	discussion.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2867	

LETTER	NO.	D786	

Herbert	Loughery	
hloughery@msn.com	
396	Huntington	Road	
Scotland,	CT	06264	

While	 I	now	reside	 in	Connecticut,	 I	was	born	and	raised	 in	LA.	So	much	of	Hollywood's	rich	heritage	has	
already	been	lost	through	uncontrolled	development.	Gone	are	landmarks	such	as	The	Garden	of	Allah,	the	
Brown	Derbyshire,	&	Ambassador	hotel.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D786	

This	 comment	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	 consideration.	 	 Please	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 regarding	 Project‐related	 impacts	 to	 on‐	 and	 off‐site	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	
Project	area.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2868	

LETTER	NO.	D789	

pwqvgbrxpw@gmail.com	

youre	really	talented	
buy	Fifa	coins	http://fifa16coinsfut.sayfasi.net/fifa‐16‐player‐ratings‐for‐liverpool‐arsenal‐chelsea‐fc/	

RESPONSE	NO.	D789	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2869	

LETTER	NO.	D790	

ilubtg@gmail.com	

You	are	looking	sharp!	
FUT	16	Coins	http://www.lifehe.com/blogs/post/1079	

RESPONSE	NO.	D790	

This	comment	does	not	raise	an	 issue	specific	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	the	environmental	 impacts	
addressed	 therein.	 	However,	 the	comment	 is	noted	and	will	be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.			
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2870	

LETTER	NO.	D792	

Robinne	Burrell		
8035	Hemet	Place	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	
robinneb@gmail.com	

We	 the	 tenants	 and	 residents	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	 do	 not	 approve	 of	 this	 development.	 The	 area	 is	 already	
overly	congested	with	traffic	going	up	Laurel	Canyon	and	there	have	been	several	pedestrian	deaths	on	an	
already	unsafe	intersection.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D792	

This	 comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	Project	 is	 noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 comments	 about	 traffic	 congestion	 and	 parking,	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	
Project‐related	 traffic	 and	 parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	with	 supporting	
information	provided	in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	As	concluded	therein,	and	shown	in	Table	4.J‐4a,	 impacts	to	study	
area	intersections	on	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	including	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard	at	Hollywood	Boulevard,	
and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 at	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (i.e.,	 the	 southern	 terminus	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	
Boulevard),	would	be	less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation.		In	addition,	as	discussed	on	page	
4.J‐62,	 impacts	 related	 to	 pedestrian	 and	 bicycle	 access	 and	 safety	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	
mitigation.	 	 Please	 also	 refer	 to	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 and	
pedestrian	and	bicycle	safety.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2871	

LETTER	NO.	D797	

Angie	Hill	
savesunsetblvd@angiehill.com	
1428	N	Genesee	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

Are	you	serious?!?!?	Traffic	in	this	area	is	already	unbearable	and	it	completely	spoils	the	neighborhood	

RESPONSE	NO.	D797	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	Project‐related	traffic	 impacts	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	H.		As	discussed	therein,	long‐term	traffic	impacts	were	concluded	to	
be	 less	 than	 significant	 with	 implementation	 of	 the	 prescribed	 mitigation	 measures.	 	 Please	 see	 Topical	
Response	TR‐4	for	further	discussion	of	traffic	impacts.		The	comment	regarding	existing	traffic	conditions	in	
the	area	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2872	

LETTER	NO.	D800	

Catherine	Olim	
catherine.olim@pmkbnc.com	
1328	North	Spaulding	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	California	90046	

Traffic	is	already	horrifically	congested	at	that	intersection,	it	is	impossible	to	imagine	how	Sunset	especially	
but	also	Crescent	Heights	can	absorb	more	

RESPONSE	NO.	D800	

The	Draft	EIR	evaluated	Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	
supporting	 information	provided	 in	Appendix	H‐1.	 	 As	 shown	 therein	 in	Tables	 4.J‐4a	 and	4.J‐4b,	 Project‐
related	 operational	 impacts	 to	 study	 area	 intersections	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	
Boulevard,	 including	the	 intersection	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	 itself,	would	be	
less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation.		Nonetheless,	the	comments	regarding	traffic	conditions	
are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2873	

LETTER	NO.	D802	

Daniel	Goldman	
brainysmf@aol.com	
1524	Courtney	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	

Create	an	eyesore.	
Will	destroy	Laurel	Canyon	travel.	Traffic.	
Grotesque	proposal.	
Claims	for	lower	income	housing	in	a	wildly	upscale,	costly	neighborhood.	
Proposed	stores	offer	nothing	new.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D802	

As	relates	to	the	comment	about	the	Project	creating	an	“eyesore”,	the	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	impacts,	
including	 those	 relating	 to	 visual	 character,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	 Aesthetics/Visual	 Resources.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	visual	character	impacts,	including	those	related	to	building	height	and	scale,	were	concluded	to	be	
less	than	significant.		Please	see	Topical	Response	TR‐1	for	further	discussion	of	aesthetics	impacts,	including	
those	related	to	visual	character	and	building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

With	regard	to	comments	about	traffic	on	Laurel	Canyon	Boulevard,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	Project‐related	
traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 shown	 therein	 in	 Table	 4.J‐4a,	 Project‐related	 operational	 impacts	 to	 study	 area	
intersections	 along	 Laurel	 Canyon	Boulevard,	 including	 the	 intersections	 of	 Laurel	 Canyon	Boulevard	 and	
Hollywood	 Boulevard	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (which	 is	 Laurel	 Canyon	
Boulevard	north	of	Sunset	Boulevard),	would	be	less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	mitigation.			

The	comments	regarding	the	“grotesque	proposal”,	affordable	housing,	and	proposed	retail	uses	are	noted	
and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2874	

LETTER	NO.	D805	

Edward	Weiant	
weiantdesign@aol.com	
1528	North	Curson	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	Ca.	90046	

Please	 stop	 the	 construction!	 It	 is	 these	 neighborhoods	 that	 are	 systematically	 being	 taken	 over	 by	
developers	 that	 makes	 Los	 Angeles	 the	 gem	 that	 it	 is.	 Rebuild	 the	 Beverly	 Center.	 No	 one	 goes	 there	
anymore.		Leave	Sunset	and	Sunset	Square	ALONE.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D805	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project,	observations	regarding	current	development	trends	in	the	area,	
and	 suggestions	 regarding	 future	development	 are	noted	 and	will	 be	provided	 to	 the	decision	makers	 for	
their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2875	

LETTER	NO.	D811	

Jeremy	Davidson	
jeremy268@sbcglobal.net	
1735	N.	Fuller	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

The	oversized	buildings	being	built	and	the	ones	being	proposed	are	completely	inappropriate	for	residential	
Hollwood.	[sic]		It	appears	those	who	benefit	from	these	monstrous	buildings	are	developers	and	politicians	‐	
not	the	public.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D811	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	and	scale,	resulting	from	Project	implementation.				

The	comment	regarding	the	alleged	beneficiaries	of	large‐scale	developments	is	noted	and	will	be	provided	
to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2876	

LETTER	NO.	D812	

John	Obrien	
calljohnob@gmail.com	
1254	N.	Fairfax	Ave	#4	
W.	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

Please!	It	would	absolutely	destroy	this	beautiful	part	of	town!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D812	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 related	 to	 visual	 character,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	
comment	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 is	 noted	 and	 will	 be	 provided	 to	 the	 decision	 makers	 for	 their	
consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2877	

LETTER	NO.	D815	

Keith	Wildasin	
wildasin@prodigy.net	
1627	Courtney	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

Please	 stop	 the	 insanity.	 And	 greet.	 [sic]	 It's	 a	wonderful,	marvelous	 residential	 neighborhood	 in	 a	 greed	
driven	city.		Please	secure	our	borders	and	respect	the	residents	who	purchased	homes	seeking	peace,	quiet,	
tranquility	and	joy.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D815	

The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	statements	regarding	the	nature	of	the	existing	neighborhood	
near	the	Project	Site	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2878	

LETTER	NO.	D818	

Larry	Boring	
larrydaleb1	@gmail.com	
1428	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046‐3902	

Out	of	scale	with	the	neighborhood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D818	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	 and	scale,	 resulting	 from	Project	 implementation.	 	 	 Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	
regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards,	 consistency	 with	 plans,	 policies,	 and	
regulations	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	land	use	compatibility.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2879	

LETTER	NO.	D820	

M.A.	DeCastro	
madecastro@sbcglobal.net	
R.	McConne	
rmcconne@usc.edu	
1616	N	Orange	Grove	Ave	
LA,	California	90046	

220	feet	tall!	Are	you	kidding?	Will	destroy	the	character	of	the	neighborhood,	create	parking	and	congestion	
issues.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D820	

The	Draft	EIR	addressed	aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	those	relating	to	building	height	and	scale,	 in	Section	
4.A,	Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.	 	As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		
Please	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 for	 further	 discussion	 of	 aesthetics	 impacts,	 including	 those	 related	 to	
building	height	 and	scale,	 resulting	 from	Project	 implementation.	 	 	 Please	also	 see	Topical	Response	TR‐2	
regarding	 the	 Project’s	 consistency	 with	 development	 standards,	 consistency	 with	 plans,	 policies,	 and	
regulations	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	land	use	compatibility.	 	With	regard	to	comments	about	traffic	
congestion	 and	parking,	 the	Draft	 EIR	 evaluated	Project‐related	 traffic	 and	parking	 impacts	 in	 Section	4.J,	
Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 discussed	
therein,	 Project‐related	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	with	 implementation	 of	
Mitigation	 Measure	 TR‐1,	 while	 parking‐related	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 Please	 also	 see	
Topical	 Response	 TR‐4	 regarding	 Project‐related	 traffic	 impacts	 and	 adequacy	 of	 on‐site	 parking	 to	meet	
projected	demands.	



2.B  Responses to Comments    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2880	

LETTER	NO.	D821	

Mark	Thomas	
mat5@mindspring.com	
432	S	Curson	Ave	#4H	
Los	Angeles,	California	90036	

Please	reconsider	this	idea.	There	appear	to	be	far	more	negative	impacts	than	positive.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D821	

The	 comment	 in	opposition	 to	 the	Project	 and	 the	general	 statement	 regarding	 the	overall	 impacts	of	 the	
Project	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2881	

LETTER	NO.	D823	

Melanie	Stagnaro,	Ph.D.	
stagnaromel@gmail.com	
8689	Lookout	Mountain	Ave.	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

PLEASE	create	something	here	on	this	corner	that	makes	sense	for	the	neighborhood!!!	We'd	all	like	to	see	an	
improvement	there,	but	what	is	proposed	is	absolutely	unacceptable!!!	

RESPONSE	NO.	D823	

The	 comments	 in	 opposition	 to	 the	 Project	 and	 regarding	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 the	 Project	 in	 the	
neighborhood	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.		Please	also	see	
Topical	Response	TR‐2	 regarding	 the	Project’s	 consistency	with	 development	 standards,	 consistency	with	
plans,	policies,	and	regulations	related	to	height	and	scale,	and	land	use	compatibility.		As	discussed	therein,	
the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	development	standards	and	plans,	policies,	and	regulations	
related	to	height	and	scale,	and	would	also	be	consistent	with	surrounding	development	patterns	(including	
those	in	the	City	of	West	Hollywood),	and	would	be	compatible	with	surrounding	land	uses.	
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City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2882	

LETTER	NO.	D825	

Pam	Griffiths	
ppgnyc@aol.com	
1309	N	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

I	do	believe	that	change	can	be	good	‐	but	when	it	comes	to	 literally	destroying	infrastructure	and	making	
bad	traffic	even	worse‐	it's	just	not	a	good	idea	all	the	way	around	...	

RESPONSE	NO.	D825	

Impacts	 to	 infrastructure	are	 addressed	 in	 Section	4.K,	Utilities	 and	Service	Systems,	 of	 the	Draft	EIR.	 	As	
discussed	in	Section	4.K,	impacts	to	utility	infrastructure	would	be	less	than	significant	without	the	need	for	
mitigation.	 	With	regard	to	comments	about	traffic	 impacts	of	 the	Project,	 the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	Project‐
related	traffic	impacts	in	Section	4.J,	Transportation	and	Circulation,	with	supporting	information	provided	
in	 Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 Project‐related	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.		The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	are	
noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	



May 2016    2.B  Responses to Comments 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles			 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 				2.B‐2883	

LETTER	NO.	D827	

Patricia	Springer	
tccspringer@aol.com	
113	Gale	Ave	
Liverpool,	NY	13088	

Please	do	not	destroy	this	beautiful,	historical,	and	amazing	part	of	Hollywood.	I	plan	on	taking	many	more	
trips	to	explore	and	would	like	it	to	be	as	intact	as	it	is	today.	Thank	you	for	reconsidering.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D827	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 aesthetic	 impacts,	 including	 impacts	 related	 to	 visual	 character,	 in	 Section	 4.A,	
Aesthetics/Visual	Resources.		As	discussed	therein,	impacts	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		The	
Draft	EIR	addressed	impacts	to	historical	resources,	including	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	historic	resources	
in	the	local	Project	vicinity,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	Appendix	
C.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 resources	were	 concluded	 to	 be	 less	 than	 significant.		
Please	 also	 see	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐1	 and	 Topical	 Response	 TR‐3	 for	 a	 further	 discussion	 of	 impacts	
regarding	 aesthetics/visual	 character	 and	 historical	 resources	 in	 the	 Project	 area.	 	 The	 comments	 in	
opposition	to	the	Project	and	statements	regarding	destruction	of	the	existing	neighborhood	are	noted	and	
will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D828	

Robert	Smith	
Flemsnopes1@gmail.com	
1351	North	Spaulding	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	Ca	90046	

This	 is	 another	 rapacious,	 greedy	 and	 short‐sighted	 project.	 It	 will	 diminish	 property	 values,	 create	
congestion	far	greater	than	the	bogus	projections	used	to	trick,	cheat,	coerce	or	bribe	city	officials.		ENOUGH	
OF	THIS	URBAN	DEVELOPER	GREED.	STOP	

RESPONSE	NO.	D828	

The	 potential	 effect	 of	 the	 Project	 on	 private	 property	 values	 in	 the	 area	 is	 not	 germane	 to	 the	 analysis	
presented	in	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR	and	evaluation	of	this	issue	is	not	required	by	CEQA	or	the	City’s	CEQA	
Thresholds	Guide.		With	regard	to	comments	about	traffic	congestion,	the	Draft	EIR	evaluated	Project‐related	
traffic	 impacts	 in	 Section	 4.J,	 Transportation	 and	 Circulation,	 with	 supporting	 information	 provided	 in	
Appendix	 H‐1.	 	 As	 discussed	 therein,	 Project‐related	 operational	 traffic	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant	with	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	TR‐1.		The	comments	in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	
statements	 regarding	 property	 values,	misrepresentation	 of	 data/projections,	 and	 the	 City’s	 development	
review	process	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	D829	

Sarah	Boyer	
sarahboyer1@gmail.com	
1524	N.	Orange	Grove	Ave	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

Please	don't	destroy	the	historical	buildings	in	Los	Angeles	and	West	Hollywood.	

RESPONSE	NO.	D829	

The	 Draft	 EIR	 addressed	 impacts	 to	 historical	 resources,	 including	 indirect	 impacts	 to	 off‐site	 historic	
resources	in	the	local	Project	vicinity,	in	Section	4.C.2,	Historical	Resources,	with	supporting	data	provided	in	
Appendix	C.		As	discussed	therein,	indirect	impacts	to	off‐site	resources	in	both	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	and	
the	City	of	West	Hollywood	were	concluded	to	be	less	than	significant.		Please	also	see	Topical	Response	TR‐
3	for	further	discussion	of	impacts	regarding	off‐site	historical	resources	in	the	Project	area.			
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LETTER	NO.	D830	

Susan	Whitin	
Whitinsusan@gmail.com	
1427	N.	Orange	Grow	Avenue	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90046	

Councilman	 LeBonge,	 It	 would	 serve	 the	 neighborhood	 and	 the	 City	 of	 LA	 to	 incentivize	 a	 responsible	
developer	committed	 to	 IMPROVING	the	quality	of	urban	 life	 ‐Wayne	Ratkovitch	 for	example.	Please	deny	
this	cookie	cutter	proposal‐we	can	do	better	

RESPONSE	NO.	D830	

The	comments	 in	opposition	to	the	Project	and	suggestions	regarding	 future	redevelopment	of	 the	Project	
Site	are	noted	and	will	be	provided	to	the	decision	makers	for	their	consideration.	
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LETTER	NO.	E1	

Darlene	Navarrete	
[No	contact	information	provided]	

COMMENT	NO.	E1‐1	

[This	letter	contains	a	photocopy	of	certified	mailing	receipts	for	the	Notice	of	Completion	and	Availability	
(NOC)	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.]	

RESPONSE	NO.	E1‐1	

The	comment	provides	certified	mailing	receipts	for	the	NOC	for	the	Draft	EIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	E2	

D.K.	
[Delivery	messenger	initials,	no	other	information	provided]	

COMMENT	NO.	E2‐1	

[This	letter	contains	a	photocopy	of	certified	mail	delivery	slips	for	the	Notice	of	Completion	and	Availability	
(NOC)	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.]	

RESPONSE	NO.	E2‐1	

The	comment	provides	certified	mail	delivery	confirmations	for	the	NOC	for	the	Draft	EIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	E3	

D.K.	
[Delivery	messenger	initials,	no	other	information	provided]	

COMMENT	NO.	E3‐1	

[This	 letter	 contains	 a	 photocopy	 of	 certified	 mailing	 confirmations	 for	 the	 Notice	 of	 Completion	 and	
Availability	(NOC)	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.]	

RESPONSE	NO.	E3‐1	

The	comment	provides	certified	mailing	delivery	confirmations	for	the	NOC	for	the	Draft	EIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	E4	

D.K.	
[Delivery	messenger	initials,	no	other	information	provided]	

COMMENT	NO.	E4‐1	

[This	 letter	 contains	 a	 photocopy	 of	 returned	 certified	mail	 for	 the	Notice	 of	 Completion	 and	 Availability	
(NOC)	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.]	

RESPONSE	NO.	E4‐1	

The	comment	provides	returned	certified	mail	for	the	NOC	for	the	Draft	EIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	E5	

D.K.	
[Delivery	messenger	initials,	no	other	information	provided]	

COMMENT	NO.	E5‐1	

[This	 letter	 contains	 a	 photocopy	 of	 returned	 regular	 mail	 for	 the	 Notice	 of	 Completion	 and	 Availability	
(NOC)	of	the	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR.]	

RESPONSE	NO.	E5‐1	

The	comment	provides	returned	regular	mail	for	the	NOC	for	the	Draft	EIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	E6	

PCR_Team	
announcement@pcrnet.com	

COMMENT	NO.	E6‐1	

You	are	receiving	this	message	on	behalf	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	due	to	your	
expressed	interest	in	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	EIR.	Attached	for	your	information	is	the	
Notice	of	Availability	of	the	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	Draft	EIR	(RP‐DEIR)	for	the	Project.	You	are	invited	
to	 submit	 your	 written	 comments	 on	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 to	 the	 Department	 of	 City	 Planning	 via	 email	 at	
planning.envreview@lacity.org,	 or	 via	 regular	 mail	 using	 the	 contact	 information	 provided	 below,	 until	
October	26.	2015.	Please	reference	City	Case	No.	ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR	in	your	comments.		

Srimal	Hewawitharana	
Environmental	Analysis	Section	
Department	of	City	Planning	
200	N.	Spring	Street,	Room	750	
Los	Angeles,	California	90012	

RESPONSE	NO.	E6‐1	

The	 comment	 on	 behalf	 of	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 City	 staff	 forwards	 the	 NOA	 for	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 solicits	
comments	from	the	public	on	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	comment	also	provides	web	links	to	both	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	E7	

PCR_Team	
announcement@pcrnet.com	

COMMENT	NO.	E7‐1	

You	are	receiving	this	message	on	behalf	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	due	to	your	
expressed	interest	in	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	EIR.		

The	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	is	located	on	the	Department	of	City	Planning	website	(planning.lacity.org).	Click	
on	 "Environmental"	 on	 the	 left	 side	 of	 the	 screen,	 then	 click	 on	 "Draft	 EIR"	 in	 the	 list	 below.	 If	 the	 8150	
Sunset	Project	does	not	appear	in	the	window	in	the	center	of	the	screen,	scroll	down	the	window	to	see	it.	
Click	on	the	project	name	to	find	links	to	both	the	original	and	recirculated	versions	of	the	Draft	EIR	for	8150	
Sunset	Boulevard	Project.	

A	 direct	 link	 to	 the	 8150	 Sunset	 project	 portal	 with	 Draft	 EIR	 and	 Recirculated	 Portions	 of	 Draft	 EIR	 is	
located	here:	

http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/8150SunsetCoverPg.html	

Attached	for	your	information	is	the	Notice	of	Availability	of	the	Recirculated	Portions	of	the	Draft	EIR	(RP‐
DEIR)	for	the	Project.	You	are	invited	to	submit	your	written	comments	on	the	RP‐DEIR	to	the	Department	of	
City	Planning	via	email	at	planning.envreview@lacity.org,	or	via	regular	mail	using	the	contact	information	
provided	 below,	 until	 October	 26,	 2015.	 Please	 reference	 City	 Case	 No.	 ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR	 in	 your	
comments.	

RESPONSE	NO.	E7‐1	

The	comment	on	behalf	of	City	of	Los	Angeles	City	staff	announces	the	availability	of	the	RP‐DEIR	for	public	
review,	provides	 a	direct	web	 link	 to	 the	Draft	EIR	 and	RP‐DEIR,	 forwards	 the	NOE	 for	 the	RP‐DEIR,	 and	
solicits	comments	from	the	public	on	the	RP‐DEIR.			
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LETTER	NO.	E8	

Srimal	Hewawitharana		
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org	

COMMENT	NO.	E8‐1	

Dear	Adara	Salim,	

In	response	to	your	request,	 the	comment	period	for	the	above	project	has	been	extended	to	November	9,	
2015.	

Please	see	the	attached	Notice	of	Extension.	The	document	will	also	be	posted	on	the	website	and	mailed	to	
all	on	the	mailing	list.		

RESPONSE	NO.	E8‐1	

The	comment	is	an	e‐mail	from	City	of	Los	Angeles	City	staff	to	the	public	announcing	the	extension	of	the	
CEQA	public	comment	period	for	the	RP‐DEIR	and	providing	a	copy	of	the	NOE.			
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LETTER	NO.	E9	

PCR_Team	
announcement@pcrnet.com	

COMMENT	NO.	E9‐1	

You	are	receiving	this	message	on	behalf	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	due	to	your	
expressed	interest	in	the	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	EIR.	

Attached	 for	 your	 information	 is	 the	Notice	 of	 Extension	 of	 the	 public	 review	period	 for	 the	Recirculated	
Portions	of	the	Draft	EIR	(RPDEIR)	for	the	Project.	You	are	invited	to	submit	your	written	comments	on	the	
RPDEIR	to	the	Department	of	City	Planning	via	email	at	planning.envreview@lacity.org,	or	via	regular	mail	
using	 the	 contact	 information	 provided	 below,	 until	 November	 9,	 2015.	 Please	 reference	 City	 Case	 No.	
ENV20132552EIR	in	your	comments.		

Srimal	Hewawitharana	
Environmental	Analysis	Section	
Department	of	City	Planning	
200	N.	Spring	Street,	Room	750	
Los	Angeles,	California	90012	

Access	to	both	the	Recirculated	Draft	EIR	and	the	Original	Draft	EIR	is	provided	via	the	Department	of	City	
Planning	website	at	the	following	links:	

Recirculated	Portions	of	the	Draft	EIR:	http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/rdeir/index.html	

Original	Draft	EIR:	http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html	

RESPONSE	NO.	E9‐1	

The	 comment	 on	 behalf	 of	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 City	 staff	 forwards	 the	 NOE	 for	 the	 RP‐DEIR	 and	 solicits	
comments	from	the	public	on	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	comment	also	provides	web	links	to	both	the	Draft	EIR	and	
RP‐DEIR.			
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3.0  CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR AND RP‐DEIR 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This	Chapter	of	the	Final	EIR	provides	additional	corrections	and	additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	and	corrections	
and	additions	to	the	RP‐DEIR	that	have	been	made	to	clarify,	correct,	or	add	to	the	information	provided	in	
that	document.	 	Corrections	and	additions	to	the	Draft	EIR	resulting	from	comments	received	on	the	Draft	
EIR	were	provided	in	the	RP‐DEIR,	and	therefore	only	those	additional	corrections	and	additions	to	the	Draft	
EIR	that	have	been	made	subsequent	to	the	release	of	the	RP‐DEIR	are	provided	in	this	section.	 	Similarly,	
any	corrections	and	additions	 to	 the	RP‐DEIR	 that	have	occurred	since	release	of	 the	document	 for	public	
review	are	also	provided	below.		In	order	to	present	the	changes	to	these	documents	as	clearly	as	possible,	
proposed	 changes	 to	 the	 Draft	 EIR	 are	 presented	 first,	 followed	 by	 proposed	 changes	 to	 the	 RP‐DEIR.		
Deletions	 are	 shown	with	 strikethrough	 and	 additions	 are	 shown	with	 double	 underline.	 	 Changes	 to	 the	
Draft	EIR	and	RP‐DEIR	are	indicated	below	under	the	respective	Draft	EIR	and/or	RP‐DEIR	section	heading,	
page	number,	and	paragraph.		Paragraph	reference	is	to	the	first	full	paragraph	on	the	page.		These	changes	
do	not	add	significant	new	information	to	the	Draft	EIR	or	RP‐DEIR,	nor	do	they	result	in	new	or	more	severe	
significant	environmental	impacts	from	the	Project	or	Alternative	9.	

2. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.	 Draft	EIR	Page	ES‐6.	 	Modify	text	in	the	third	complete	sentence	in	the	first	paragraph	under	
Subheading	5,	Alternative	5:		Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	as	follows:	

Total	development	would	consist	of	approximately	334,000200	square	feet,	compared	to	a	total	of	333,903	
square	feet	under	the	Project.			

2.	 Draft	EIR	Page	ES‐7.	 	Modify	 text	 in	 the	 first	paragraph	under	Subheading	6,	Alternative	6:		
Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	as	follows:	

Alternative	6,	 the	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	would	 include	 the	development	of	a	
mixed‐use	 residential/commercial	 project	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 at	 the	 same	 overall	 intensity	 as	 the	 Project	
(maximum	 FAR	 of	 3:1),	 but	 would	 increase	 residential	 units	 and	 decrease	 commercial	 floor	 area.	 	 This	
Alternative	would	 also	 preserve	 the	 on‐site	 Chase	 Bank	 building	 in	 its	 current	 location.	 	 Specifically,	 this	
Alternative	would	entail	 the	 removal	of	all	 existing	buildings	on	 the	Project	Site	except	 the	Bank	building.				
Total	development	would	consist	of	291	residential	units,	including	32	affordable	housing	units,	and	62,231	
square	feet	of	commercial	uses,	including	a	reduced	grocery	store	use	of	up	to	15,000	square	feet	(compared	
to	 24,811	 square	 feet	 under	 the	 Project).	 	 Building	 heights	 under	 this	 Alternative	would	 range	 from	 two	
stories	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	retail	frontage	to	16	14	stories	at	the	South	Building,	and	the	massing	of	the	
buildings	would	 vary	 from	 that	 of	 the	 Project.4	 	 Specifically,	 the	 South	 Building	would	 include	 two	 tower	

																																																													
4		 Due	to	the	sloping	nature	of	the	Project	Site,	the	1614‐story	portion	of	the	South	Building	would	appear	to	be	2018	stories	in	height	

at	the	southwest	area	of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	
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elements,	one	along	Havenhurst	Drive	at	14	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	178	feet	above	grade)	and	
the	other	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	at	12	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	155	feet	above	grade),	
while	the	central	portion	of	the	building	would	be	a	maximum	of	six	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	75	
feet	above	grade).		The	Sunset	retail	frontage	would	include	the	existing	Bank	building,	a	new	retail	structure	
west	 of	 the	 Bank	Building	 at	 the	 corner	 of	Havenhurst	Drive	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 a	 new	 “flagship”	
retail	building	east	of	the	Bank	building	at	the	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		
Due	to	the	preservation	of	the	Bank	building,	no	rooftop	activity	would	occur	at	the	northwest	corner	of	the	
Project	Site.	 	 In	addition,	 the	rooftop	bar/lounge	would	not	be	developed	at	 the	 top	of	 the	South	Building.		
Preservation	of	the	Bank	building	under	this	Alternative	would	increase	the	depth	of	excavation	necessary	to	
construct	below‐grade	parking	since	the	area	underneath	the	bank	building	would	not	be	used	for	parking,	
as	 it	 is	 under	 the	Project.	 	 Although	Alternative	 6,	 as	with	 the	Project,	would	provide	 three	 subterranean	
parking	 levels,	 additional	 	 excavation	would	 be	 required	 compared	 to	 the	Project	 to	 provide	parking.	 	 All	
other	Project‐related	improvements,	facilities,	and	amenities	such	as	landscaping	and	the	conversion	of	the	
adjacent	City‐owned	traffic	island	to	provide	a	9,134	square‐foot	public	space	would	be	similar	to	those	of	
the	Project.	

3.	 Draft	EIR	Page	ES‐14.		Modify	text	in	Table	ES‐1	under	the	column	labeled	Mitigation	Measures	
(MM‐),	for	Impact	Statement	AQ‐2	as	follows:	

Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1:			The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 off‐road	 diesel‐powered	 construction	
equipment	that	meet	Tier	3	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	rated	
at	50	hp	or	greater	and	the	Tier	4	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	
rated	at	50200	hp	or	greater	during	the	grading/excavation	and	building	construction	
phases	 of	 Project	 construction.	 	 To	 the	 extent	 possible,	 pole	 power	 will	 be	 made	
available	 for	 use	 with	 electric	 tools,	 equipment,	 lighting,	 etc.		 The	 Applicant	 shall	
utilize	 electric	 or	 alternative	 non‐diesel	 fuel	 (e.g.,	 propane)	 for	 certain	 heavy‐duty	
equipment,	 including	 concrete/industrial	 saws,	 tower	 cranes,	 scissor	 and	man	 lifts,	
concrete	 placing	 booms,	 water	 pumps,	 and	 welders.	 	 These	 requirements	 shall	 be	
included	in	applicable	bid	documents	and	successful	contractor(s)	must	demonstrate	
the	ability	to	supply	such	equipment.		A	copy	of	each	unit’s	certified	tier	specification	
and	CARB	or	SCAQMD	operating	permit	shall	be	available	upon	request	at	the	time	of	
mobilization	 of	 each	 applicable	 unit	 of	 equipment.	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 encourage	
construction	 contractors	 to	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 finds.	 	 Incentives	 could	 be	
provided	 for	 those	 construction	 contractors	who	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 funds.		
The	“SOON”	program	provides	funds	to	accelerate	clean‐up	of	off‐road	diesel	vehicles,	
such	as	heavy‐duty	construction	equipment.	 	More	information	on	this	program	can	
be	 found	 at	 the	 following	 website:	 http://www.aqmd.gov/
tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	

4.	 Draft	 EIR	 Page	 ES‐34.	 	Modify	 text	 in	 Table	 ES‐1	 under	 the	 right	 column	 labeled	 Level	 of	
Significance,	for	Impact	Statement	Noise‐1	as	follows:	

Less	than	Significant	after	Mitigation	Significant	and	Unavoidable.	
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5.	 Draft	EIR	Page	ES‐43.	 	Add	the	following	text	in	Table	ES‐1	under	the	second	column	labeled	
Project	Design	Features	(PDF‐),	for	Impact	Statement	TR‐2A	and	TR‐2B:	

PDF‐Traffic‐2,	 Special	 Event	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	 Management	 Plan.	 	 A	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	
Management	Plan	shall	be	developed	for	future	special	events	on	the	Project	Site	in	order	
to	minimize	potential	operational	parking	and	traffic	 impacts	on	the	surrounding	street	
system	to	the	maximum	extent	feasible.		The	Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan,	which	
would	be	 subject	 to	 review	and	approval	by	LADOT,	would	address	 traffic	 and	parking	
management	for	all	future	special	events	on	the	Project	Site.		Prior	to	Project	occupancy,	
the	 Project	 Applicant	 shall	 enter	 into	 an	 agreement	 with	 LADOT	 that	 establishes	 the	
maximum	 attendance	 of	 future	 special	 events	 above	 which	 coordination	 with	 LADOT	
prior	 to	 the	 event	 would	 be	 required.	 	 Components	 of	 the	 plan,	 which	 would	 be	
implemented	 as	 necessary	 on	 an	 event‐by‐event	 basis	 depending	 on	 various	 factors	
including	 number	 of	 attendees,	 day	 and	 time	 of	 the	 event,	 or	 other	 event‐specific	
circumstances,	would	 include	measures	 to	effectively	direct	 traffic	 and	manage	parking	
demand	during	occasional	special	events	that	may	occur	at	the	Project	Site.	 	Traffic	and	
Parking	 Management	 Plan	 strategies,	 which	 are	 anticipated,	 in	 part,	 to	 facilitate	 more	
direct	routing	to	off‐street	parking	lots	(if	necessary),	may	include	but	not	be	limited	to	
the	following:				

 Establish	 an	 Event	 Coordination	 Plan	with	 affected	 on‐site	 commercial	 tenants	 and	
residential	 management	 that	 may	 include	 additional	 measures	 related	 to	 events,	
visitor	enhancements,	parking,	loading,	etc.	

 Implement	traffic	and	parking	management	measures	for	the	Project,	as	appropriate;	

 Encourage	and	identify	alternate	travel	options	(ridesharing,		public	transit)	in	event‐
related	marketing/media	information;	

 Deploy	lane	use	signs,	changeable	message	signs,	etc.,	as	may	be	necessary	to	direct	
traffic	to	use		designated	travel	routes;	

 Reschedule	Project	operating	hours,	activities,	programs,	etc.,	that	are	not	related	to	a	
planned	 special	 event	 to	 a	 different	 day	 or	 non‐peak	 periods	whenever	 possible	 in	
order	to	minimize	typical	Project‐related	traffic	on	event	days;	

 Contract	 with	 parking	 operators	 to	 provide	 attendants,	 flagmen,	 valets,	 etc.,	 to	
expedite	vehicle	movement	in	or	out	of	the	Project	parking	garage;	

 Secure	additional	off‐site	parking	spaces	and	locations,	which	may	include	round‐trip	
shuttle	service	to	the	site	for	selected	events;	

 Assign	 personnel	 (e.g.,	 parking	monitors)	 to	 redirect	 traffic	 as	 needed	 between	 the	
on‐site	parking	areas	depending	on	congestion,	and	to	direct	any	overflow	vehicles	to	
approved	designated	off‐site	locations;	and	

 Provide	and	promote	certain	designated	passenger	loading	areas	as	approved	by	the	
City.	
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6.	 Draft	EIR	Page	ES‐45.	 	Add	the	following	text	in	Table	ES‐1	under	the	second	column	labeled	
Project	Design	Features	(PDF‐),	for	Impact	Statement	TR‐7:	

See	PDF‐Traffic‐2.	

7.	 Draft	 EIR	 Page	 ES‐47.	 	Modify	 text	 in	Table	 ES‐1	 under	 the	 column	 labeled	 Project	Design	
Features	(PDF‐),	for	Impact	Statement	WW‐1B	as	follows:	

Not	 applicable.	 PDF‐WW‐1,	 In	 order	 to	 address	 potential	 future	 improvements	 to	 sewage	 conveyance	
facilities	within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	that	serve	the	Project	Site,	the	Project	shall	contribute	fair‐share	
payments	 to	 the	City	 of	West	Hollywood	 commensurate	with	 the	Project’s	 incremental	 impact	 to	 affected	
facilities.		The	Project’s	specific	fair‐share	contribution	for	West	Hollywood	sewage	system	upgrades	shall	be	
determined	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 and	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 at	 such	 a	 time	 that	 the	 necessary	
improvements	and	associated	capital	costs	are	known,	and	shall	be	proportional	to	the	Project’s	contribution	
to	total	wastewater	flows	in	each	affected	West	Hollywood‐owned	sewer.	

2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.	 Page	2‐22.		Add	the	following	text	after	the	second	paragraph	from	the	top	of	the	page	(under	
Subsection	(b),	Off‐Site	Circulation	Improvements,	with	the	following	changes:5	

In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 is	 requesting	 that	 a	 new	 traffic	 signal	 be	 installed	 at	 the	 Project	 Site‐adjacent	
intersection	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	 which	would	 provide	 additional	 capacity	 at	 that	
intersection	 and	 improve	 access	between	Sunset	Boulevard	 and	 the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway.		
This	 intersection	 meets	 several	 applicable	 traffic	 signal	 warrants,	 as	 described	 in	 the	 Project	 TIA	 with	
supporting	information	provided	in	Appendix	D	therein.		A	new	traffic	signal	would	facilitate	left‐turns	from	
northbound	Havenhurst	Drive	to	westbound	Sunset	Boulevard,	as	well	as	westbound	left‐turns	from	Sunset	
Boulevard	 onto	 Havenhurst	 Drive.	 	 The	 new	 traffic	 signal	 is	 expected	 to	 be	 fully	 actuated,	 in	 order	 to	
minimize	disruption	to	Sunset	Boulevard	through	traffic	flows,	providing	a	green	indication	for	northbound	
Havenhurst	Drive	only	when	traffic	on	this	approach	begins	to	exhibit	unacceptable	delays	or	lengthy	queues	
due	to	high	volumes	and/or	limited	gaps	in	Sunset	Boulevard	traffic,	particularly	during	the	critical	A.M.	and	
P.M.	peak	traffic	periods.	

2.	 Page	2‐35.		Modify	the	list	of	requested	approvals	for	Project	as	follows:	

It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 approvals	 required	 for	 the	 Project	 would	 include,	 but	 may	 not	 be	 limited	 to,	 the	
following:	

 Pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(c),	a	22%	density	bonus	to	provide	45	additional	units,	in	lieu	
of	the	35%	density	bonus	allowed,	where	11%	(28	units)	of	the	total	units	will	be	set	aside	for	Very	
Low	Income	Households;	

 Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

																																																													
5		 Appendix	D	of	the	Project	TIA	is	provided	for	reference	in	Appendix	E	of	this	Final	EIR.	
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o An	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	 the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	
the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	and	

o 	 An	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	
may	be	provided	for	commercial	uses	from	40%	to	60%	and	to	allow	parking	for	residential	
uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	 standard	 parking	 stall	 for	 146	 residential	 units	 to	 be	 provided	 as	
compact	spaces	instead	of	one	standard	parking	space	for	each	unit	(or	249	spaces),	with	the	
rest	provided	as	compact	spaces,	in‐lieu	of	the	requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	§12.21‐A,5(c),	
with	attendant	parking	for	both	commercial	and	residential	parking;		

o 	 An	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 the	 lot	 area	 including	 any	 land	 to	 be	 set	 aside	 for	 street	
purposes	 to	 be	 included	 in	 calculating	 the	 maximum	 allowable	 floor	 area,	 in	 lieu	 of	 as	
otherwise	required	by	LAMC	Section	17.05;	

 Parking	Option	 1,	 pursuant	 to	 Section	 12.22‐A,25(d)(1),	which	 allows	 parking	 to	 be	 provided	 at	 a	
ratio	 of	 1	 space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐
bedroom	unit,	 and	 two‐and‐one‐half	 spaces	 for	 each	unit	 of	 four	or	more	bedrooms,	 and	provides	
that	required	parking	 in	a	Housing	Development	Project	 that	qualifies	 for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

 Site	Plan	Review;6	

 Master	Conditional	Use	Permit	for	Alcohol	(on‐	and	off‐site	sales);		

 Subdivision	to	create	airspace	lots	and	for	condominium	purposes;	

 Variance	to	allow	a	fitness	studio,	as	not	otherwise	permitted	in	the	C4	zone;		

 Demolition	permits;	

 Construction	permits,	including	building,	grading,	excavation,	foundation,	and	associated	permits;		

 B‐Permits	and	other	required	permits	for	off‐site	improvements;	

 Approvals	 and	 associated	 permits	 for	 the	 reconfiguration	 and	 maintenance	 of	 the	 adjacent	 City‐
owned	traffic	island	area	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards;	

 Haul	route	permit,	as	may	be	required;		

 Street	tree	removal	permit;	and	

 Other	approvals	as	needed.	

																																																													
6		 Site	Plan	Review	is	normally	required	for	the	addition	of	50,000	square	feet	or	more	of	non‐residential	floor	area	and/or	the	addition	

of	50	 or	more	 residential	units.	 	 In	 the	 case	of	 the	Project,	 fewer	 than	50,000	 square	 feet	of	additional	non‐residential	uses	are	
proposed.		The	proposed	249	residential	units,	which	would	otherwise	trigger	Site	Plan	Review,	would	only	be	added	as	a	result	of	the	
incentives	requested	pursuant	to	Government	Code	§65915	and	LAMC	§12.22‐A,25	for	the	provision	of	affordable	housing.		Pursuant	
to	California	Government	Code	§65915(j),	the	granting	of	a	concession	or	incentive	shall	not	be	interpreted,	in	and	of	itself,	to	require	
another	discretionary	approval,	such	as	Site	Plan	Review.		Therefore,	Site	Plan	Review	should	not	be	required	for	the	Project.	
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

4.B  Air Quality 

1.	 Draft	EIR	Page	4.B‐26.	 	Modify	 text	 in	 the	 second	paragraph	under	Subheading	4,	Toxic	Air	
Contaminant	Impacts	(Construction	and	Operations),	as	follows:	

The	greatest	potential	for	TAC	emissions	during	construction	would	be	related	to	diesel	particulate	matter	
emissions	associated	with	heavy‐duty	equipment	during	demolition,	excavation	and	grading	activities.		The	
SCAQMD	 does	 not	 generally	 consider	 diesel	 particulate	 matter	 emissions	 from	 temporary	 construction	
activities	to	contribute	substantially	to	an	incremental	increase	in	diesel‐related	cancer	risks	because	of	the	
short‐term	 and	 temporary	 nature	 of	 construction	 activities.	 	 Construction	 activities	 associated	 with	 the	
Project	would	be	sporadic,	transitory,	and	short	term	in	nature	(approximately	two	years).		The	assessment	
of	cancer	risk	is	typically	based	on	a	70‐year	exposure	period;	however,	shorter	periods	may	be	evaluated.		
Therefore,	 construction	 impacts	 associated	 with	 TACs	 are	 addressed	 quantitativelyqualitatively	 based	 on	
consistency	with	Project	strategies	and	measures	that	limit,	minimize,	or	reduce	diesel	emissions.	

2.	 Draft	EIR	Page	4.B‐40.		Modify	text	in	the	last	paragraph	as	follows:	

Toxic Air Contaminants 

The	greatest	potential	for	TAC	emissions	would	be	related	to	diesel	particulate	matter	emissions	associated	
with	 heavy	 equipment	 operations	 during	 demolition,	 grading,	 and	 trenching	 activities.	 	 In	 addition,	
incidental	 amounts	 of	 toxic	 substances	 such	 as	 oils,	 solvents,	 and	 paints	would	 be	 used.	 	 These	 products	
would	 comply	 with	 all	 applicable	 SCAQMD	 rules	 for	 their	 manufacture	 and	 use.	 	 According	 to	 SCAQMD	
methodology,	health	effects	from	carcinogenic	air	toxics	are	usually	described	in	terms	of	individual	cancer	
risk.		Individual	cancer	risk	is	the	likelihood	that	a	person	exposed	to	concentrations	of	TACs	over	a	70‐year	
lifetime	 will	 contract	 cancer,	 based	 on	 the	 use	 of	 standard	 risk‐assessment	 methodology.	 	 Given	 the	
temporary	and	short‐term	construction	schedule,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	a	long‐term	(i.e.,	70	years)	
substantial	 source	of	TAC	emissions.	 	 Furthermore,	 as	discussed	above,	 the	Project	would	also	 implement	
Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1,	which	would	require	the	use	of	 low‐emission	diesel	construction	equipment	and	
other	 electric	 and	 non‐diesel‐powered	 equipment	 to	 the	 extent	 feasible	 in	 order	 to	minimize	 health	 risk	
effects	to	sensitive	populations	in	the	immediate	Project	vicinity.		In	addition,	the	Project	would	be	required	
to	comply	with	the	CARB	Air	Toxics	Control	Measure	that	limits	diesel	powered	equipment	and	vehicle	idling	
to	no	more	than	5	minutes	at	a	location,	and	the	CARB	In‐Use	Off‐Road	Diesel	Vehicle	Regulation;	compliance	
with	these	would	minimize	emissions	of	TACs	during	construction.		The	Project	would	also	comply	with	the	
requirements	of	SCAQMD	Rule	1403	if	asbestos	 is	 found	during	the	renovation	and	construction	activities.		
Based	on	the	temporary	and	short‐term	construction	schedule,	implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1,	
and	 required	 regulatory	 compliance,	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 A	 quantitative	 construction	
health	 risk	 assessment	 was	 conducted	 to	 confirm	 that	 construction	 TAC	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		The	construction	health	risk	assessment	is	provided	in	Appendix	F	of	this	Final	EIR.	

3.	 Draft	EIR	Page	4.B‐50.	 	Modify	Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1	and	the	text	in	the	last	paragraph	as	
follows:	

AQ‐1:			 The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 off‐road	 diesel‐powered	 construction	 equipment	 that	 meet	
Tier	3	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	rated	at	50	hp	or	greater	and	the	
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Tier	 4	 off‐road	 emissions	 standards	 for	 those	 equipment	 rated	 at	 50200	 hp	 or	 greater	
during	the	grading/excavation	and	building	construction	phases	of	Project	construction.		
To	 the	 extent	 possible,	 pole	 power	 will	 be	 made	 available	 for	 use	 with	 electric	 tools,	
equipment,	lighting,	etc.		The	Applicant	shall	utilize	electric	or	alternative	non‐diesel	fuel	
(e.g.,	 propane)	 for	 certain	 heavy‐duty	 equipment,	 including	 concrete/industrial	 saws,	
tower	cranes,	scissor	and	man	lifts,	concrete	placing	booms,	water	pumps,	and	welders.		
These	 requirements	 shall	 be	 included	 in	 applicable	 bid	 documents	 and	 successful	
contractor(s)	must	 demonstrate	 the	 ability	 to	 supply	 such	 equipment.		A	 copy	 of	 each	
unit’s	certified	tier	specification	and	CARB	or	SCAQMD	operating	permit	shall	be	available	
upon	 request	 at	 the	 time	 of	 mobilization	 of	 each	 applicable	 unit	 of	 equipment.	 	 The	
Applicant	 shall	 encourage	 construction	 contractors	 to	 apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 finds.		
Incentives	could	be	provided	for	those	construction	contractors	who	apply	for	SCAQMD	
“SOON”	 funds.	 	 The	 “SOON”	 program	 provides	 funds	 to	 accelerate	 clean‐up	 of	 off‐road	
diesel	 vehicles,	 such	 as	 heavy‐duty	 construction	 equipment.	 	More	 information	 on	 this	
program	 can	 be	 found	 at	 the	 following	 website:	 http://www.aqmd.gov/
tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	

Implementation	of	mitigation	measure	AQ‐1	would	reduce	regional	NOX	emissions	and	 localized	PM10	and	
PM2.5	 emissions	 from	construction.	 	 The	maximum	mitigated	daily	 regional	 emissions	during	 construction	
are	 estimated	 using	 the	 CalEEMod	 (Version	 2013.2.2)	 software	 using	 the	 Tier	 3	 and	 Tier	 4	 construction	
equipment	 input	 values	 as	 described	 in	 mitigation	 measure	 AQ‐1.	 	 The	 mitigated	 regional	 construction	
emissions	are	presented	in	Table	4.B‐10,	Estimated	Maximum	Mitigated	Regional	Construction	Emissions.	 As	
shown	therein,	maximum	mitigated	regional	construction	emissions	would	not	exceed	the	regional	numeric	
indicators.	 	 The	 maximum	 mitigated	 daily	 localized	 emissions	 during	 construction	 are	 presented	 in	
Table	4.B‐11,	Estimated	Maximum	Mitigated	Localized	Construction	Emissions.	 As	shown	therein,	maximum	
mitigated	 localized	 construction	 emissions	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 localized	 numeric	 indicators.	 	 Since	
mitigation	 measure	 AQ‐1	 would	 reduce	 construction	 emissions	 of	 NOX	 to	 below	 the	 regional	 numeric	
indicator	 of	 significance	 and	 emissions	 of	 PM10	 and	 PM2.5	 to	 below	 the	 localized	 numeric	 indicators	 of	
significance,	 the	mitigated	Project	would	not	cause	or	substantially	contribute	 to	regional	NOX‐related	and	
localized	PM10	and	PM2.5‐related	health	impacts.		Implementation	of	Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1	would	further	
reduce	the	regional	and	localized	emissions	shown	in	Table	4.B‐10	and	Table	4.B‐11	below	the	already	less	
than	significant	levels.				

4.	 Draft	 EIR	 Page	 4.B‐51.	 	 Modify	 text	 in	 the	 last	 paragraph	 under	 subheading	 6,	 Level	 of	
Significance	After	Mitigation,	as	follows:	

Based	on	the	quantitative	qualtitative	analysis	using	CalEEMod	with	the	use	of	Tier	3	and	Tier	4	construction	
equipment	 as	 described	 in	mMitigation	mMeasure	 AQ‐1,	 implementation	 of	mMitigation	mMeasure	 AQ‐1	
would	reduce	regional	NOX	emissions	and	localized	PM10	and	PM2.5	emissions	from	construction	to	below	the	
numeric	 indicators	 of	 significance.	 	 Therefore,	 construction	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant	 after	
mitigation.			
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4.F  Land Use 

1.		 Draft	EIR	Page	4.F‐18.		Modify	text	in	the	list	of	requested	approvals	at	the	bottom	of	the	page	
as	follows:	

As	described	in	Chapter	2,	Project	Description,	of	this	Draft	EIR,	Subsection	F,	Necessary	Approvals,	proposed	
land	use	approvals	include	the	following	approvals:				

 Pursuant	to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(c),	a	22%	density	bonus	to	provide	45	additional	units,	in	lieu	
of	the	35%	density	bonus	allowed,	where	11%	(28	units)	of	the	total	units	will	be	set	aside	for	Very	
Low	Income	Households;	

 Affordable	Housing	Incentives,	including	the	following	off‐menu	Incentives:	

o An	off‐menu	Incentive	to	permit	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	for	a	Housing	Development	Project	located	
within	approximately	1,560	feet	of	a	Transit	Stop,	 in	 lieu	of	 the	1,500	foot	distance	specified	in	
the	on‐menu	Incentive	allowing	a	3:1	floor	area	ratio	(LAMC	Section	12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	and	

o 	 An	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	 compact	 parking	 spaces	 that	
may	be	provided	for	commercial	uses	from	40%	to	60%	and	to	allow	parking	for	residential	
uses	 in	 excess	 of	 one	 standard	 parking	 stall	 for	 146	 residential	 units	 to	 be	 provided	 as	
compact	spaces	instead	of	one	standard	parking	space	for	each	unit	(or	249	spaces),	with	the	
rest	provided	as	compact	spaces,	in‐lieu	of	the	requirements	set	forth	in	LAMC	§12.21‐A,5(c),	
with	attendant	parking	for	both	commercial	and	residential	parking;		

o 	 An	 off‐menu	 Incentive	 to	 allow	 the	 lot	 area	 including	 any	 land	 to	 be	 set	 aside	 for	 street	
purposes	 to	 be	 included	 in	 calculating	 the	 maximum	 allowable	 floor	 area,	 in	 lieu	 of	 as	
otherwise	required	by	LAMC	Section	17.05;	

 Parking	Option	 1,	 pursuant	 to	 Section	 12.22‐A,25(d)(1),	which	 allows	 parking	 to	 be	 provided	 at	 a	
ratio	 of	 1	 space	 for	 each	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	 unit,	 and	 two	 spaces	 for	 each	 two‐	 and	 three‐
bedroom	unit,	 and	 two‐and‐one‐half	 spaces	 for	 each	unit	 of	 four	or	more	bedrooms,	 and	provides	
that	required	parking	 in	a	Housing	Development	Project	 that	qualifies	 for	a	Density	Bonus	may	be	
sold	or	rented	separately	from	the	dwelling	units;	

 Site	Plan	Review;7	

 Master	Conditional	Use	Permit	for	Alcohol	(on‐	and	off‐site	sales);		

 Subdivision	to	create	airspace	lots	and	for	condominium	purposes;	

 Variance	to	allow	a	fitness	studio,	as	not	otherwise	permitted	in	the	C4	zone;		

 Demolition	permits;	

 Construction	permits,	including	building,	grading,	excavation,	foundation,	and	associated	permits;		

																																																													
7		 Site	Plan	Review	is	normally	required	for	the	addition	of	50,000	square	feet	or	more	of	non‐residential	floor	area	and/or	the	addition	

of	50	 or	more	 residential	units.	 	 In	 the	 case	of	 the	Project,	 fewer	 than	50,000	 square	 feet	of	additional	non‐residential	uses	are	
proposed.		The	proposed	249	residential	units,	which	would	otherwise	trigger	Site	Plan	Review,	would	only	be	added	as	a	result	of	the	
incentives	requested	pursuant	to	Government	Code	§65915	and	LAMC	§12.22‐A,25	for	the	provision	of	affordable	housing.		Pursuant	
to	California	Government	Code	§65915(j),	the	granting	of	a	concession	or	incentive	shall	not	be	interpreted,	in	and	of	itself,	to	require	
another	discretionary	approval,	such	as	Site	Plan	Review.		Therefore,	Site	Plan	Review	should	not	be	required	for	the	Project.	
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 B‐Permits	and	other	required	permits	for	off‐site	improvements;	

 Approvals	 and	 associated	 permits	 for	 the	 reconfiguration	 and	 maintenance	 of	 the	 adjacent	 City‐
owned	traffic	island	area	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards;	

 Haul	route	permit,	as	may	be	required;		

 Street	tree	removal	permit;	and	

 Other	approvals	as	needed.	

2.		 Draft	 EIR	 Page	 4.F‐27.	 	 Modify	 text	 in	 the	 second	 to	 last	 paragraph	 on	 the	 page	 under	
Subheading	c,	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	as	follows:	

Table	 4.F‐2,	 Comparison	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Project	 to	 Applicable	 Policies	 of	 the	Hollywood	 Community	 Plan,	
below,	evaluates	the	consistency	of	the	Project	with	policies	of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		As	shown	in	
Table	4.F‐2,	the	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	objectives	of	furthering	the	development	of	Hollywood	
as	a	major	center	of	population,	employment,	and	retail	services,	providing	land	uses	at	densities	required	to	
accommodate	 future	 growth	 in	 the	 area,	 and	 providing	 housing	 for	 a	 variety	 of	 income	 levels	 while	
preserving	and	enhancing	the	residential	character	of	the	community.		The	Project	would	also	be	supportive	
of	 the	 Plan’s	 objectives	 related	 to	 development	 of	 additional	 commercial	 uses	 in	 appropriate	 locations,	
implementation	of	adequate	infrastructure	and	traffic	system	improvements	to	serve	anticipated	demands,	
and	provision	of	additional	parks	and	open	space	areas	to	meet	the	needs	of	 the	community.	 	 It	should	be	
noted	that	 the	Plan	allows	a	density	range	of	up	to	80	dwelling	units	per	acre,	but	 it	also	provides	 for	 the	
granting	 of	 density	 bonuses	 in	 accordance	 with	 Government	 Code	 65915.	 	 Thus,	 with	 approval	 of	 the	
requested	 density	 bonus,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 limits	 prescribed	 in	 the	 Hollywood	
Community	Plan.		As	summarized	in	Table	4.F‐2,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	the	applicable	objectives	
of	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan,	and	therefore	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

3.		 Draft	EIR	Page	4.F‐28.	 	Modify	 text	 in	 the	right	column	of	Table	4.F‐2	 for	Objective	No.	2	as	
follows:	

Consistent:	The	Project	would	provide	new	commercial	and	residential	uses	on	the	Project	Site	that	would	
help	 meet	 the	 growing	 market	 demands	 for	 housing	 and	 retail	 services.	 	 	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	
Hollywood	Community	Plan	allows	a	density	range	of	up	to	80	dwelling	units	per	acre,	but	it	also	provides	
for	the	granting	of	density	bonuses	in	accordance	with	Government	Code	65915.		Thus,	with	approval	of	the	
requested	 density	 bonus,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 limits	 prescribed	 in	 the	 Hollywood	
Community	Plan.	

4.	 Draft	EIR	Page	4.F‐47.		Modify	text	in	the	right	column	of	the	top	row	of	Table	4.F‐5	as	follows:	

Consistent.	 	The	Project	would	provide	a	mix	of	uses	that	would	be	allowable	under	the	C4	category.	 	The	
site’s	approximate	111,339	square	 feet	could	support	up	 to	278	residential	units;	249	units	are	proposed.		
With	the	approval	of	the	Conditional	Use	Permit	and	Variance	requested	by	the	Applicant,	the	Project	would	
be	consistent	with	the	LAMC.	
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5.		 Draft	EIR	Page	4.F‐56.		Modify	text	in	the	second	to	last	paragraph	as	follows:	

The	 Project’s	 uses,	 such	 as	 retail	 and	 restaurants,	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 highly	 active	 Sunset	
Boulevard	 milieu.	 	 The	 Project’s	 higher‐density	 residential	 development	 would	 also	 enhance	 night‐time	
activity	 and	 pedestrian	 presence,	 as	 well	 as	 increase	 the	 population	 base	 for	 the	 area’s	 retail	 and	
entertainment	uses.		In	addition,	because	the	Project	would	provide	a	high‐density	residential	component,	it	
would	provide	needed	housing	and	help	to	avoid	future	changes	or	pressures	to	change	in	the	lower	density	
residential	neighborhoods	that	surround	the	site.	 	The	adopted	1988	Hollywood	Community	Plan	allows	a	
density	range	of	up	to	80	dwelling	units	per	acre,	but	it	also	provides	for	the	granting	of	density	bonuses	in	
accordance	with	Government	Code	65915.		Thus,	with	approval	of	the	requested	density	bonus,	the	Project	
would	be	consistent	with	the	limits	prescribed	in	the	Hollywood	Community	Plan.		

4.K.1  Utilities and Service Systems – Water Supply 

1.	 Draft	EIR	Page	4.K.1‐17.		Modify	text	in	the	last	paragraph	as	follows:	

The	54.0	AF	per	year	net	increase	in	water	demand	generated	by	the	Project	would	constitute	approximately	
0.008	percent	of	the	City's	total	increase	in	water	demand	through	2035.		The	Project	conforms	with	the	use	
and	 intensity	 of	 development	 permitted	 by	 the	 City's	 General	 Plan.	 Consistency	 with	 the	 demographic	
projections	 for	 the	 City	 contained	 in	 the	 2012	RTP	 is	 required	 for	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 City's	water	 demand	
projections	 in	 the	 2010	 UWMP	 were	 developed	 based	 on	 the	 2008	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 (RTP)	
demographic	projections	by	the	Southern	California	Association	of	Governments	(SCAG)	using	the	2000	U.S.	
Census	data	 for	 the	City.	The	2012	RTP	demographic	projections	 for	 the	City	were	based	on	the	2010	U.S.	
Census,	and	are	lower	than	the	2008	RTP	demographic	projections.		The	region's	economic	growth	is	usually	
a	 major	 factor	 behind	 net	 migration	 and	 the	 consequent	 population	 growth.	 	 The	 economic	 recession	 of	
2007‐2009	had	a	negative	 impact	on	the	region's	population	growth,	resulting	 in	a	decrease	 in	population	
growth	between	the	2000	Census	and	the	2010	Census.	 	LADWP’s	preliminary	analysis	shows	that	the	City	
water	 demand	 projections	 through	 2035,	 based	 on	 demographic	 projections	 from	 the	 2012	 RTP	 for	
population,	housing	and	employment,	and	accounting	for	water	conservation	and	weather	patterns,	will	be	
lower	than	the	City's	water	demand	projection	contained	in	the	2010	UWMP.	 	As	a	result,	 the	City's	water	
supply	projections	provided	in	the	2010	UWMP	are	sufficient	to	meet	the	City's	water	demand	projections	
based	on	the	2012	RTP	data.	 	The	54.0	AF	per	year	net	increase	in	water	demand	generated	by	the	Project	
would	 constitute	 approximately	0.008	percent	of	 the	City’s	 total	 increase	 in	water	demand	 through	2035.		
The	proposed	Project	would	fall	within	the	available	and	projected	water	supplies	of	LADWP’s	2010	UWMP.		
Given	 that	 LADWP	 would	 be	 able	 to	 meet	 the	 water	 demand	 of	 the	 Project,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 existing	 and	
planned	future	water	demands	of	its	service	area,	impacts	associated	with	long‐term	operation	of	the	Project	
would	be	less	than	significant.			

4.K.2  Utilities and Service Systems – Wastewater 

1.	 Page	 4.K.2‐6.	 	Modify	 text	 under	 Subheading	 C,	 Project	 Characteristics,	with	 the	 following	
changes:	

The	 Project	 would	 connect	 to	 the	 sewer	 lines	 located	 adjacent	 to	 the	 site	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 City’s	
requirements	 and	 based	 on	 City	 approval.	 	 Any	 necessary	 on‐and	 off‐site	 sewer	 pipe	 improvements	 and	
connections	to	adequately	connect	to	the	City’s	system	would	occur	as	part	of	construction	of	the	Project.		In	
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addition,	the	following	Project	Design	Feature	would	be	implemented,	as	necessary,	as	part	of	the	Project	in	
order	address	potential	future	off‐site	sewer	system	improvements:	

PDF‐WW‐1,	 In	 order	 to	 address	 potential	 future	 improvements	 to	 sewage	 conveyance	 facilities	
within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	that	serve	the	Project	Site,	the	Project	shall	contribute	
fair‐share	 payments	 to	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 commensurate	 with	 the	 Project’s	
incremental	impact	to	affected	facilities.		The	Project’s	specific	fair‐share	contribution	for	
West	Hollywood	sewage	system	upgrades	shall	be	determined	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
and	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 at	 such	 a	 time	 that	 the	 necessary	 improvements	 and	
associated	capital	costs	are	known,	and	shall	be	proportional	to	the	Project’s	contribution	
to	total	wastewater	flows	in	each	affected	West	Hollywood‐owned	sewer.	

2.	 Page	4.K.2‐11.		Modify	text	in	the	third	full	paragraph	with	the	following	changes:	

As	with	the	Project,	all	related	projects	 in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	would	be	subject	 to	LAMC	Section	64.15	
requiring	 a	 determination	 by	 LADPW	 that	 there	 is	 allotted	 sewer	 capacity	 available	 for	 each	 project.		
Therefore,	 cumulative	 impacts	on	 the	 local	sewer	 infrastructure	would	be	addressed,	with	required	sewer	
improvements,	 if	 needed.	 	 The	 Although	 the	 proposed	 Project	 would	 not	 involve	 the	 use	 of	 contribute	
sewage	flows	to	existing	City	of	West	Hollywood‐owned	sewage	facilities,	as	noted	above,	and	therefore	the	
Project	 would	 not	 contribute	 sewage	 flows	 to	 such	 facilities	 in	 sufficient	 volumes	 to	 be	 cumulatively	
considerable	based	on	the	minimal	contribution	of	 the	Project	 to	 total	wastewater	 flows	 in	affected	sewer	
lines,	 the	 remaining	 available	 capacity	 in	 the	 affected	West	 Hollywood	 facilities,	 and	 the	 fact	 that	 only	 a	
portion	 of	 sewage	 flows	 from	 the	 various	 related	 projects	 both	 within	 and	 outside	 the	 City	 of	 West	
Hollywood	 would	 be	 conveyed	 by	 the	 same	 sewer	 facilities	 impacted	 by	 the	 Project.	 	 Furthermore,	 as	
required	by	Project	Design	Feature	PDF‐WW‐1	above,	the	Project	would	contribute	fair‐share	payments	to	
the	 City	 of	West	 Hollywood	 to	 help	 fund	 future	 sewer	 system	 improvements	 and/or	maintenance,	which	
would	 be	 proportional	 to	 the	 Project’s	 contribution	 to	 total	 wastewater	 flows	 in	 each	 affected	 West	
Hollywood‐owned	 sewer.	 	 These	 payments	would	 further	 reduce	 the	 Project’s	 contribution	 to	 cumulative	
effects	on	sewage	conveyance	facilities	to	a	cumulative	impact	on	such	facilities.		Therefore,	the	cumulative	
impacts	of	the	Project	on	sewer	infrastructure	would	be	less	than	significant.		

5.0  ALTERNATIVES 

1.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐11.		Modify	text	in	the	last	paragraph	on	the	page	as	follows:	

Under	the	No	Project/No	Build	Alternative,	there	would	be	no	land	use	changes	to	the	Project	Site	and	the	
adjacent	City‐owned	traffic	island	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards	would	
not	be	reconfigured	to	provide	a	9,134‐square‐foot	public	space.		As	such,	there	would	be	no	requirement	for	
approvals	 of	 a	 vested	 tentative	 tract	map,	 a	 variance	 to	 allow	 a	 fitness	 studio	 in	 the	 C4	 zone,	 affordable	
housing	 incentives	or	other	entitlements,	or	approvals	and	permits	 for	 the	reconfiguration	of	 the	adjacent	
City‐owned	traffic	island	area	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards.		Because	
no	changes	would	occur	on	the	Project	Site,	the	No	Project/No	Build	Alternative	would	not	conflict	with	any	
City	and	regional	plans	and	policies	related	to	development.	 	No	changes	with	respect	 to	existing	 land	use	
patterns	would	 occur.	 	 However,	 unlike	 the	 Project,	 this	 Alternative	would	 not	 further	 regional	 and	 local	
policies	to	provide	affordable	housing,	enhance	pedestrian	activity,	or	provide	publicly	accessible	gathering	
spaces.		The	Project	was	determined	to	result	in	a	less	than	significant	land	use	impact	without	the	need	to	
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incorporate	mitigation	measures.		Under	the	No	Project/No	Build	Alternative,	no	impacts	related	to	land	use	
would	occur.	 	However,	 this	Alternative	would	not	provide	 the	Project’s	 land	use	benefits	with	 respect	 to	
adopted	land	use	plans	and	fulfillment	of	relevant	policies.	

2.	 Draft	 EIR	 Page	 5‐31.	 	 Modify	 text	 in	 the	 second	 to	 last	 paragraph	 on	 the	 page	 under	
Subheading	6,	Land	Use,	as	follows:	

As	with	 the	Project,	 the	Existing	 Zoning	Alternative	would	 require	 a	 CUP	 for	 on‐	 and	 off‐premises	 sale	 of	
alcoholic	 beverages,	 but	would	 not	 require	 a	 variance	 to	 allow	 a	 fitness	 studio	 in	 the	 C4	 zone.	 	 Site	 Plan	
Review	would	not	be	required	since	the	incremental	 increase	in	floor	area	of	31,339	square	feet	would	be	
below	 the	 50,000	 square	 foot	 threshold	 that	 triggers	 Site	 Plan	 Review.	 	 As	 discussed	 below,	 the	 Existing	
Zoning	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	applicable	City	and	regional	plans	and	policies,	as	would	be	the	
case	under	the	Project.		

3.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐50.		Modify	text	in	Table	5.C‐1	as	follows:	

See	edits	to	Table	5.C‐1	below.	

4.	 Draft	 EIR	 Page	 5‐64.	 	 Modify	 text	 in	 the	 second	 to	 last	 paragraph	 on	 the	 page	 under	
Subheading	6,	Land	Use,	as	follows:	

As	with	the	Project,	the	Reduced	Height	Alternative	would	require	the	approval	of	a	vesting	tract	map,	site	
plan	 review,	 affordable	 housing	 incentives	 and	 other	 entitlements,	 approvals	 or	 permits	 for	 the	
reconfiguration	of	the	adjacent	City‐owned	traffic	island	area	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevards,	a	variance		to	allow	a	fitness	studio	in	the	C4	zone	and	a	CUP	for	on‐	and	off‐premises	
sale	of	alcoholic	beverages.	 	As	discussed	below,	 the	Reduced	Height	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	
existing	applicable	City	and	regional	plans	and	policies,	as	would	be	the	case	under	the	Project.	

Table 5.C‐1
   

Alternative 3 – Reduced Height Alternative Summary 
	

Residential Units 

Market Rate  Affordable  Total 

Studio	
64	 9	 73	

One	Bedroom	
115	 15	 130	

Two	Bedroom	
34	 4	 38	

Three	Bedroom	
8	 ‐‐	 8	
221	 28 249	units	

Residential	Unit	Floor	Area 191,324	sf	
Residential	Common	Area	(Roof	Decks)	 18,600	sf	
Residential	Amenities:	
Lobby	 1,500	sf	
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Table 5.C‐1
   

Alternative 3 – Reduced Height Alternative Summary 
	

Resident	Recreation	Room	 1,152sf	
Fitness	 1,815	sf	
Business	Center	 536	sf	
Library	 		 1,140	sf	
Changing	Rooms	 738	sf	

Subtotal	Amenities	 6,881	sf	
Circulation/Common	Areas	 	 24,359	sf	

Total	Residential	Floor	Area	 222,564	sf	

Retail	 59,24551,150	sf	
Restaurant	 22,189	sf	
Supermarket	 24,811	sf	
Health	Club/Fitness	 8,095	sf	
Walk‐in	Bank	 5,094	sf	

Total	Commercial	Floor	Area	 111,339	sf	

TOTAL	ALTERNATIVE	3	FLOOR	AREA	 333,903	sf	

Parking	 849	spaces	

FAR	 2.99	
   

Source: AG‐SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP, 2014 

	

5.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐78.		Modify	text	in	Table	5.D‐1	as	follows:	

See	edits	to	Table	5.D‐1	below.	

Table 5.D‐1
   

Alternative 4 – Reduced Density Alternative Summary 
	

Residential Units 

Market Rate  Affordable  Total 

Studio	
48	 7	 55	

One	Bedroom	
86	 11	 97	

Two	Bedroom	
26	 3	 29	

Three	Bedroom	
6	 ‐‐	 6	
166	 21 187	units	

Residential	Unit	Floor	Area 145,406	sf 

Residential	Common	Area	(Roof	Decks)	 18,600	sf	
Residential	Amenities:	
Lobby	 1,500sf	
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Table 5.D‐1
   

Alternative 4 – Reduced Density Alternative Summary 
	

Resident	Recreation	Room	 1,152sf	
Fitness	 1,815	sf	
Business	Center	 536	sf	
Library	 		 1,140	sf	
Changing	Rooms	 738	sf	

Subtotal	Amenities	 6,881	sf	
Circulation/Common	Areas	 	 15,590	sf	

Total	Residential	Floor	Area	 167,585	sf	

Retail	 44,43538,365	sf	
Restaurant	 16,640	sf	
Supermarket	 18,605	sf	
Health	Club/Fitness	 6,070	sf	
Walk‐in	Bank	 3,820	sf	

Total	Commercial	Floor	Area	 83,500	sf	

TOTAL	ALTERNATIVE	4	FLOOR	AREA	 251,377	sf	

Parking	 637	spaces	

FAR	 2.25	
   

Source: AG‐SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP, 2014 

	

6.	 Draft	 EIR	 Page	 5‐90.	 	 Modify	 text	 in	 the	 second	 to	 last	 paragraph	 on	 the	 page	 under	
Subheading	6,	Land	Use,	as	follows:	

As	with	the	Project,	the	Reduced	Density	Alternative	would	require	the	approval	of	a	vesting	tract	map,	site	
plan	 review,	 affordable	 housing	 incentives	 and	 other	 entitlements,	 approvals	 or	 permits	 for	 the	
reconfiguration	of	the	adjacent	City‐owned	traffic	island	area	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevards,	a	variance	to	allow	a	fitness	studio	in	the	C4	zone,	and	a	CUP	for	on‐	and	off‐premises	
sale	of	alcoholic	beverages.	 	As	discussed	below,	the	Reduced	Density	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	
existing	applicable	City	and	regional	plans	and	policies,	as	would	be	the	case	under	the	Project.			

7.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐111.	 	Modify	text	in	the	first	paragraph	under	Subheading	A,	Description	of	
the	Alternative,	as	follows:	

Alternative	 5,	 the	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 would	 include	 the	 development	 of	 a	 mixed‐use	
residential/commercial	project	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	same	overall	 intensity	as	the	Project,	which	has	a	
maximum	FAR	of	3:1.	 	However,	this	Alternative	would	increase	residential	units	and	decrease	commercial	
floor	area	compared	 to	 the	Project.	 	 	The	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	would	preserve	 the	on‐site	Chase	
Bank	building	 in	 its	 current	 location.	 	 Specifically,	 this	Alternative	would	entail	 the	 removal	of	 all	 existing	
buildings	on	the	Project	Site	except	the	Bank	building.		Alternative	5	would	comprise	the	development	of	291	
residential	units	including	32	affordable	housing	units,	compared	to	249	residential	units	with	28	affordable	
units	under	the	Project,	and	62,231	square	feet	of	commercial	uses,	compared	to	111,339	square	feet	under	
the	Project.		Total	residential	floor	area	would	be	271,769969	square	feet,	compared	to	222,564	square	feet	
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under	the	Project.	 	Grocery	store	floor	area	would	be	up	to	15,000	square	feet,	compared	to	24,811	square	
feet	 under	 the	 Project.	 	 Total	 development	 would	 consist	 of	 approximately	 334,000200	 square	 feet,	
compared	to	a	total	of	333,903	square	feet	under	the	Project.		Building	heights	under	this	Alternative	would	
range	from	two	stories	at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	retail	 frontage	to	16	stories	at	 the	South	Building,	and	the	
massing	of	the	buildings	would	vary	from	that	of	the	Project.8		Specifically,	the	South	Building	would	include	
two	tower	elements,	one	along	Havenhurst	Drive	at	16	stories	 in	height	(or	approximately	200	 feet	above	
grade)	and	the	other	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	at	eight	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	110	feet	
above	 grade),	 while	 the	 central	 portion	 of	 the	 building	would	 be	 a	maximum	 of	 six	 stories	 in	 height	 (or	
approximately	75	feet	above	grade).		The	Sunset	retail	frontage	would	include	the	existing	Bank	building,	a	
new	retail	structure	west	of	the	Bank	Building	at	the	corner	of	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	a	
new	 “flagship”	 retail	 building	 east	 of	 the	 Bank	 building	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 Given	 the	 preservation	 of	 the	 Bank	 building,	 no	 rooftop	 activity	 would	 occur	 at	 the	
northwest	corner	of	the	Project	Site.		In	addition,	a	rooftop	bar/lounge	would	not	be	developed	at	the	top	of	
the	South	Building.	 	 Preservation	of	 the	Bank	building	under	 this	Alternative	would	 increase	 the	depth	of	
excavation	necessary	to	construct	below‐grade	parking	since	the	area	under	the	Bank	building	would	not	be	
used	for	parking,	as	it	would	be	under	the	Project.	Although	the	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	as	with	the	
Project,	 would	 provide	 three	 subterranean	 parking	 levels,	 additional	 excavation	 would	 be	 required	
compared	 to	 the	 Project	 to	 provide	 parking.	 	 All	 other	 Project‐related	 improvements,	 facilities,	 and	
amenities,	 such	 as	 landscaping	 and	 the	 conversion	 of	 the	 adjacent	 City‐owned	 traffic	 island	 to	 provide	 a	
9,134	square‐foot	public	space	would	be	similar	to	those	of	the	Project.			The	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	
is	summarized	below	in	Table	5.E‐1,	Alternative	5	–	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	Summary,	and	illustrated	
in	Figure	5.E‐1,	Alternative	5	Site	Plan.	

8.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐112.		Modify	text	in	Table	5.E‐1	as	follows:	

See	edits	to	Table	5.E‐1	below.	

	

																																																													
8		 Due	to	the	sloping	nature	of	the	Project	Site,	the	16‐story	portion	of	the	South	Building	would	appear	to	be	20	stories	in	height	at	the	

southwest	area	of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	



May 2016    3.0  Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR and RP‐DEIR 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 3‐16	
	

9.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐128.		Modify	text	in	the	last	paragraph	on	the	page	under	Subheading	6,	Land	
Use,	as	follows:	

As	with	the	Project,	the	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	would	require	the	approval	of	a	vesting	tract	map,	site	
plan	 review,	 affordable	 housing	 incentives	 and	 other	 entitlements,	 approvals	 or	 permits	 for	 the	
reconfiguration	of	the	adjacent	City‐owned	traffic	island	area	at	the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	
Heights	Boulevards,	a	variance	to	allow	a	fitness	studio	in	the	C4	zone,	and	a	CUP	for	on‐	and	off‐premises	
sale	of	alcoholic	beverages.		The	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	would	also	require	a	density	bonus	in	order	

Table 5.E‐1
   

Alternative 5 – Bank Preservation Alternative Summary 
	

Residential Units 

Market Rate  Affordable  Total 

Studio	
73	 9	 82	

One	Bedroom	
136	 16	 152	

Two	Bedroom	
39	 6	 45	

Three	Bedroom	
11	 1	 12	
262	 32 291	units

Residential	Unit	Floor	Area	 231,731	sf
Residential	Common	Area	(Roof	Decks)	 18,600	sf	
Residential	Amenities:	
Lobby	 2,627	sf	
Resident	Recreation	Room	 1,500	sf	
Fitness	 2,500	sf	
Business	Center	 757	sf	
Library	 		 1,500	sf	
Changing	Rooms	 907	sf	

Subtotal	Amenities	 9,791	sf	
Circulation/Common	Areas	 	 30,247447	sf	

Total	Residential	Floor	Area	 271,769969	sf	

Retail	 1523,231	sf	
Restaurant	 19,000	sf	
Supermarket	 15,000	sf	
Health	Club/Fitness	 	 8,000	sf	
Walk‐in	Bank	 5,000	sf	

Total	Commercial	Floor	Area	 62,231	sf	

TOTAL	ALTERNATIVE	5	FLOOR	AREA	 334,000200	sf	

Parking	 720	spaces	

FAR	 3.00	
   

Source: AG‐SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP, 2014 
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to	allow	additional	residential	units	above	the	278	units	permitted	by	the	Project	Site’s	zoning.		As	discussed	
below,	 the	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 existing	 applicable	 City	 and	 regional	
plans	and	policies,	as	would	be	the	case	under	the	Project.	

10.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐149.	 	Modify	text	in	the	first	paragraph	under	Subheading	A,	Description	of	
the	Alternative,	as	follows:	

Alternative	6,	 the	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	would	 include	 the	development	of	a	
mixed‐use	 residential/commercial	 project	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 at	 the	 same	 overall	 intensity	 as	 the	 Project	
(maximum	 FAR	 of	 3:1),	 but	 would	 increase	 residential	 units	 and	 decrease	 commercial	 floor	 area.	 	 This	
Alternative	would	 also	 preserve	 the	 on‐site	 Chase	 Bank	 building	 in	 its	 current	 location.	 	 Specifically,	 this	
Alternative	would	entail	 the	 removal	of	all	 existing	buildings	on	 the	Project	Site	except	 the	Bank	building.				
Total	development	would	consist	of	291	residential	units,	including	32	affordable	housing	units,	and	62,231	
square	feet	of	commercial	uses,	including	a	reduced	grocery	store	use	of	up	to	15,000	square	feet	(compared	
to	 24,811	 square	 feet	 under	 the	 Project).	 	 Building	 heights	 under	 this	 Alternative	would	 range	 from	 two	
stories	at	the	Sunset	Boulevard	retail	frontage	to	16	14	stories	at	the	South	Building,	and	the	massing	of	the	
buildings	would	 vary	 from	 that	 of	 the	 Project.9	 	 Specifically,	 the	 South	 Building	would	 include	 two	 tower	
elements,	one	along	Havenhurst	Drive	at	14	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	178	feet	above	grade)	and	
the	other	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	at	12	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	155	feet	above	grade),	
while	the	central	portion	of	the	building	would	be	a	maximum	of	six	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	75	
feet	above	grade).		The	Sunset	retail	frontage	would	include	the	existing	Bank	building,	a	new	retail	structure	
west	 of	 the	 Bank	Building	 at	 the	 corner	 of	Havenhurst	Drive	 and	 Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 a	 new	 “flagship”	
retail	building	east	of	the	Bank	building	at	the	corner	of	Sunset	Boulevard	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard.		
Due	to	the	preservation	of	the	Bank	building,	no	rooftop	activity	would	occur	at	the	northwest	corner	of	the	
Project	Site.	 	 In	addition,	 the	rooftop	bar/lounge	would	not	be	developed	at	 the	 top	of	 the	South	Building.		
Preservation	of	the	Bank	building	under	this	Alternative	would	increase	the	depth	of	excavation	necessary	to	
construct	below‐grade	parking	since	the	area	underneath	the	bank	building	would	not	be	used	for	parking,	
as	 it	 is	 under	 the	Project.	 	 Although	Alternative	 6,	 as	with	 the	Project,	would	provide	 three	 subterranean	
parking	 levels,	 additional	 	 excavation	would	 be	 required	 compared	 to	 the	Project	 to	 provide	parking.	 	 All	
other	Project‐related	improvements,	facilities,	and	amenities	such	as	landscaping	and	the	conversion	of	the	
adjacent	City‐owned	traffic	island	to	provide	a	9,134	square‐foot	public	space	would	be	similar	to	those	of	
the	Project.	

11.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐150.		Modify	text	in	Table	5.F‐1	as	follows:	

See	edits	to	Table	5.F‐1	below.	

																																																													
9		 Due	to	the	sloping	nature	of	the	Project	Site,	the	1614‐story	portion	of	the	South	Building	would	appear	to	be	2018	stories	in	height	

at	the	southwest	area	of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	
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Table 5.F‐1
   

Alternative 6 – Reduced Height and Bank Preservation Summary  
	

Residential Units 

Market Rate  Affordable  Total 

Studio	
73	 9	 82	

One	Bedroom	
136	 16	 152	

Two	Bedroom	
39	 6	 45	

Three	Bedroom	
11	 1	 12	
259	 32 291	units	

Residential	Unit	Floor	Area 231,731	sf	
Residential	Common	Area	(Roof	Decks)	 18,600	sf	
Residential	Amenities:	
Lobby	 2,627sf	
Resident	Recreation	Room	 1,500sf	
Fitness	 2,500sf	
Business	Center	 757	sf	
Library	 		 1,500	sf	
Changing	Rooms	 907sf	

Subtotal	Amenities	 9,791	sf	
Circulation/Common	Areas	 	 30,247447	sf	

Total	Residential	Floor	Area	 222,682	271,769	sf	

Retail	 1523,231	sf	
Restaurant	 19,000	sf	
Supermarket	 15,000	sf	
Health	Club/Fitness	 	 8,000	sf	
Walk‐in	Bank	 5,000	sf	

Total	Commercial	Floor	Area	 62,231	sf	

TOTAL	ALTERNATIVE	6	FLOOR	AREA	 334,000200	sf	

Parking	 720	spaces	

FAR	 3.00	
   

Source: AG‐SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP, 2014 

	

12.	 Draft	EIR	Page	5‐128.		Modify	text	in	the	last	paragraph	on	the	page	under	Subheading	6,	Land	
Use,	as	follows:	

As	with	the	Project,	the	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	would	require	the	approval	of	a	
vesting	 tract	 map,	 site	 plan	 review,	 affordable	 housing	 incentives	 and	 other	 entitlements,	 approvals	 or	
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permits	 for	 the	 reconfiguration	 of	 the	 adjacent	 City‐owned	 traffic	 island	 area	 at	 the	 southwest	 corner	 of	
Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards,	a	variance	to	allow	a	fitness	studio	in	the	C4	zone,	and	a	CUP	for	on‐	
and	off‐premises	sale	of	alcoholic	beverages.		The	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	would	
also	require	a	density	bonus	in	order	to	allow	additional	residential	units	above	the	278	units	permitted	by	
the	Project	Site’s	zoning.		As	discussed	below,	the	Reduced	Height	and	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	would	
be	consistent	with	existing	applicable	City	and	regional	plans	and	policies,	as	would	be	the	case	under	the	
Project.	

3. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE RP‐DEIR 

1.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐2.			Modify	text	in	the	second	paragraph	on	the	page	as	follows:	

Parking	would	be	reconfigured	such	that	the	above‐grade	structured	parking	in	the	southwest	portion	of	the	
property	would	 be	 eliminated,	 and	would	 be	 provided	 largely	 underground	which	 is	 intended	 to	 address	
concerns	raised	in	the	Draft	EIR	comment	letters	regarding	potential	noise	and	air	quality	impacts	resulting	
from	the	above‐grade	and	open	parking	structure	proposed	under	the	Project.				Alternative	9	includes	820	
parking	 spaces	 (which	 is	 144	 more	 spaces	 than	 required	 by	 the	 City’s	 Zoning	 Code),	 and	 offers	 a	
substantially	higher	parking	ratio	 than	would	be	provided	under	 the	Project,	although	the	total	amount	of	
parking	 spaces	would	 be	 slightly	 less	 than	 under	 the	 Project	 (i.e.,	 29	 fewer	 spaces)	 given	 the	 substantial	
reduction	 in	 commercial	 uses	under	 this	Alternative.	 	 The	 additional	 parking	 above	 and	beyond	 the	Code	
requirements	 proposed	 under	 this	 Alternative	 is	 intended	 to	 address	 concerns	 raised	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
comment	letters	regarding	the	sufficiency	of	parking	provided	under	the	proposed	Project	and	the	potential	
for	spillover	parking	effects	 in	 the	surrounding	area.	 	The	reconfigured	parking	areas	make	 the	affordable	
housing	incentive	relating	to	compact	spaces	unnecessary	for	this	Alternative.		Access	to	the	Project	site	on	
Sunset	 Boulevard	 would	 be	 eliminated,	 which	 is	 intended	 to	 address	 concerns	 raised	 in	 the	 Draft	 EIR	
comment	 letters	 regarding	 congestion	 along	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 pedestrian	 safety.	 	 Changes	would	 be	
made	to	the	excavation	plans	compared	to	the	Project	to	accommodate	four	rather	than	three	subterranean	
parking	levels	for	the	increased	underground	capacity	of	the	garage.		

2.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐3.			Modify	Table	2‐1	as	follows:	

See	edits	to	Table	2‐1	below.	

3.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐8.			Modify	text	in	the	second	to	last	paragraph	on	the	page	as	follows:	

Construction	activities	typically	result	in	site	disturbance,	movement	of	construction	equipment,	import	and	
export	 of	 materials,	 views	 of	 incomplete	 structures	 and	 other	 activities	 that	 generally	 contrast	 with	 the	
aesthetic	 character	 of	 an	 area.	 	 Under	 the	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	
Alternative,	 construction	 activities	 would	 be	 visible	 from	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard,	 Havenhurst	 Drive,	
Sunset	 Boulevard,	 and	 from	 residential	 streets	 in	 the	Hollywood	Hills.	 	 The	 Enhanced	View	Corridor	 and	
Additional	 Underground	 Parking	 Alternative,	 which	would	 result	 in	 a	 total	 of	 334,000200	 square	 feet	 of	
development,	would	 slightly	 increase	 the	 Project’s	 total	 floor	 area	 of	 333,903	 square	 feet.	 	 In	 addition,	 a	
deeper	excavation	for	subterranean	parking	would	be	required	in	order	to	provide	additional	subterranean	
parking	and	reduce	the	overall	height	of	the	podium	structure	compared	to	the	Project.			
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Table 2‐1
   

Alternative 9 – Enhanced View Corridor and Additional Underground Parking Alternative Summary 
 

Residential Units 

Market Rate  Affordable  Total 
Rental Apartments   
Studio 

48  6 54 
One Bedroom 

116  18 134 
Two Bedroom 

17  3 20 
Three Bedroom 

10  1 11 
Subtotal Rental Units 

191  28 219 
For‐Sale Condominiums 
Two Bedroom   

15  0 15 
Three Bedroom   

13  0 13 
Four Bedroom   

2 0 2 
Subtotal For‐Sale Units 

30  0 30 

221  28 249 units

Residential Unit Floor Area  229,313 sf

Residential Common Area (Roof Decks)  27,500 sf
Residential Amenities: 

Lobbies  1,037 sf 

Resident Recreation Rooms  4,000 sf 

Fitness  2,700 sf 
Business Center  300 sf
Library  300 sf
Changing Rooms  2,000 sf

Subtotal Amenities  10,337 sf
Circulation/Common Areas  29,350550 sf

Total Residential Floor Area  269,000200 sf

Retail  3,84211,937 sf
Restaurant  23,158 sf
Supermarket  24,811 sf
Health Club/Fitness  8,095 sf
Walk‐In Bank  5,094 sf

Total Commercial Floor Area  65,000 sf

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE 9 FLOOR AREA  334,000200 sf

Parking  820 spaces 

FAR  3.00 
   
Source: AG‐SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP, 2015 
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4.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐30.	 	Modify	text	in	the	last	paragraph	on	the	page	under	Subheading	6,	Land	
Use,	as	follows:	

As	with	 the	 Project,	 the	 Enhanced	 View	Corridor	 and	Additional	Underground	 Parking	Alternative	would	
require	 the	 approval	 of	 a	 vesting	 tract	 map,	 site	 plan	 review,	 affordable	 housing	 incentives	 and	 other	
entitlements,	approvals	or	permits	 for	the	reconfiguration	of	 the	adjacent	City‐owned	traffic	 island	area	at	
the	southwest	corner	of	Sunset	and	Crescent	Heights	Boulevards,	a	variance	to	allow	a	fitness	studio	in	the	
C4	zone,	and	a	CUP	for	on‐	and	off‐premises	sale	of	alcoholic	beverages.		As	discussed	below,	the	Enhanced	
View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	existing	applicable	
City	and	regional	plans	and	policies,	as	would	be	the	case	under	the	Project.	

5.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐33.	 	Modify	text	 in	the	 first	 full	paragraph	on	the	page	under	Subheading	6,	
Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code,	as	follows:	

The	Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative	would	be	consistent	with	the	
applicable	policies	of	the	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(LAMC)	related	to	permitted	uses	in	the	underlying	C4	
zone,	 which	 provides	 for	 a	 range	 of	 commercial	 uses,	 as	 well	 as	 multi‐family	 residential	 development	
consistent	with	the	R4	zone.		The	Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative	
would	 be	 consistent	 with	 setback	 regulations	 for	 commercial	 and	 residential	 uses.	 	 This	 Alternative’s	
provision	of	28	very	low	income	rental	units	allows	the	Applicant	to	request	an	Affordable	Housing	Incentive	
to	allow	an	 increase	of	FAR	to	3.0	pursuant	 to	LAMC	Section	12.22‐A.25.	 	Because	Although	 the	249	units	
proposed	under	the	Project	are	within	the	permitted	unit	density	for	the	Project	Site	(278	units)	C4	zone,	the	
Project	does	not	require	is	requesting	approval	of	a	density	bonus	to	explicitly	permit	the	number	of	units	
proposed	 in	 exchange	 for	 the	provision	of	 11	percent	 of	 the	 units	 for	Very	Low	 Income	households.	 	 The	
proposed	 FAR	 (3.0)	 would	 be	 consistent	 with	 the	 maximum	 FAR	 requested	 pursuant	 to	 the	 Affordable	
Housing	 Incentive	 for	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 Enhanced	 View	 Corridor	 and	 Additional	 Underground	 Parking	
Alternative,	therefore,	would	also	be	consistent	with	the	applicable	LAMC	density	and	FAR	requirements,	as	
well	as	the	common	open	space	and	landscaped	open	space	requirements	of	the	LAMC.		Consistency	of	the	
Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative	with	LAMC	regulations	would	be	
similar	to	the	detailed	discussion	related	to	the	Project	and	provided	in	Section	4.F,	Land	Use,	of	the	Draft	EIR	
and	in	Table	4.F‐5,	Comparison	of	the	Project	to	Applicable	Land	Use	Regulations	of	the	LAMC.			

6.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐41.			Modify	text	in	the	first	sentence	in	the	last	paragraph	on	the	page	as	follows:	

The	Enhanced	View	Corridor	and	Additional	Underground	Parking	Alternative	would	require	a	similar	scale	
of	 construction	 as	 under	 the	 Project,	 including	 demolition,	 construction	 of	 subterranean	 and	 above‐grade	
parking	and	approximately	334,000200	square	feet	of	building	area,	compared	to	a	total	of	333,903	square	
feet	under	the	Project.			

7.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐55.			Modify	text	in	Table	2‐13	under	Vehicular	Parking	Calculations	as	follows:	

Vehicle	Parking	Requirement	Reduction	due	to	Bicycle	Parking	
(calculated	at	1	vehicle	space	per	4	bicycle	spaces	for	64110	required	bicycle	spaces)	
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8.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	2‐72.			Modify	text	in	the	second	paragraph	under	Subheading	5,	Alternative	5:	
Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	as	follows:	

Alternative	 5,	 the	 Bank	 Preservation	 Alternative,	 would	 include	 the	 development	 of	 a	 mixed‐use	
residential/commercial	project	on	the	Project	Site	at	the	same	overall	 intensity	as	the	Project,	which	has	a	
maximum	FAR	of	3:1.	 	However,	this	Alternative	would	increase	residential	units	and	decrease	commercial	
floor	area	compared	 to	 the	Project.	 	 	The	Bank	Preservation	Alternative	would	preserve	 the	on‐site	Chase	
Bank	building	 in	 its	 current	 location.	 	 Specifically,	 this	Alternative	would	entail	 the	 removal	of	 all	 existing	
buildings	on	the	Project	Site	except	the	Bank	building.		Alternative	5	would	comprise	the	development	of	291	
residential	units	including	32	affordable	housing	units,	compared	to	249	residential	units	with	28	affordable	
units	under	the	Project,	and	62,231	square	feet	of	commercial	uses,	compared	to	111,339	square	feet	under	
the	Project.		Total	residential	floor	area	would	be	271,769969	square	feet,	compared	to	222,564	square	feet	
under	the	Project.	 	Grocery	store	floor	area	would	be	up	to	15,000	square	feet,	compared	to	24,811	square	
feet	 under	 the	 Project.	 	 Total	 development	 would	 consist	 of	 approximately	 334,000200	 square	 feet,	
compared	to	a	total	of	333,903	square	feet	under	the	Project.		Building	heights	under	this	Alternative	would	
range	from	two	stories	at	 the	Sunset	Boulevard	retail	 frontage	to	16	stories	at	 the	South	Building,	and	the	
massing	of	the	buildings	would	vary	from	that	of	the	Project.10		Specifically,	the	South	Building	would	include	
two	tower	elements,	one	along	Havenhurst	Drive	at	16	stories	 in	height	(or	approximately	200	 feet	above	
grade)	and	the	other	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	at	eight	stories	in	height	(or	approximately	110	feet	
above	 grade),	 while	 the	 central	 portion	 of	 the	 building	would	 be	 a	maximum	 of	 six	 stories	 in	 height	 (or	
approximately	75	feet	above	grade).		The	Sunset	retail	frontage	would	include	the	existing	Bank	building,	a	
new	retail	structure	west	of	the	Bank	Building	at	the	corner	of	Havenhurst	Drive	and	Sunset	Boulevard,	and	a	
new	 “flagship”	 retail	 building	 east	 of	 the	 Bank	 building	 at	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 Boulevard	 and	 Crescent	
Heights	 Boulevard.	 	 Given	 the	 preservation	 of	 the	 Bank	 building,	 no	 rooftop	 activity	 would	 occur	 at	 the	
northwest	corner	of	the	Project	Site.		In	addition,	a	rooftop	bar/lounge	would	not	be	developed	at	the	top	of	
the	South	Building.	 	 Preservation	of	 the	Bank	building	under	 this	Alternative	would	 increase	 the	depth	of	
excavation	necessary	to	construct	below‐grade	parking	since	the	area	under	the	Bank	building	would	not	be	
used	for	parking,	as	it	would	be	under	the	Project.	Although	the	Bank	Preservation	Alternative,	as	with	the	
Project,	 would	 provide	 three	 subterranean	 parking	 levels,	 additional	 excavation	 would	 be	 required	
compared	 to	 the	 Project	 to	 provide	 parking.	 	 All	 other	 Project‐related	 improvements,	 facilities,	 and	
amenities,	 such	 as	 landscaping	 and	 the	 conversion	 of	 the	 adjacent	 City‐owned	 traffic	 island	 to	 provide	 a	
9,134	square‐foot	public	space	would	be	similar	to	those	of	the	Project.	

9.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	3‐22.			Modify	text	in	PDF‐Traffic‐2	as	follows:	

PDF‐Traffic‐2,	During	 occasional	 large	 special	 events	 on‐site,	 the	 Applicant	 shall	 require	 that	 all	
event‐related	parking	 is	valet‐only	or	secure	off‐site	parking	 facilities	(including	shuttle	
service	 to	 and	 from	 the	 off‐site	 parking	 area(s)	 for	 event	 guests),	 or	 a	 combination	 of	
valet‐only	and	off‐site	parking.	Special	Event	Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan.		A	
Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan	shall	be	developed	for	future	special	events	on	the	
Project	Site	in	order	to	minimize	potential	operational	parking	and	traffic	impacts	on	the	
surrounding	 street	 system	 to	 the	 maximum	 extent	 feasible.	 	 The	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	
Management	 Plan,	 which	 would	 be	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	 LADOT,	 would	
address	traffic	and	parking	management	for	all	future	special	events	on	the	Project	Site.		

																																																													
10		 Due	to	the	sloping	nature	of	the	Project	Site,	the	16‐story	portion	of	the	South	Building	would	appear	to	be	20	stories	in	height	at	the	

southwest	area	of	the	Project	Site	along	Havenhurst	Drive.	
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Prior	 to	 Project	 occupancy,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 shall	 enter	 into	 an	 agreement	 with	
LADOT	 that	 establishes	 the	maximum	attendance	 of	 future	 special	 events	 above	which	
coordination	with	LADOT	prior	to	the	event	would	be	required.		Components	of	the	plan,	
which	 would	 be	 implemented	 as	 necessary	 on	 an	 event‐by‐event	 basis	 depending	 on	
various	factors	including	number	of	attendees,	day	and	time	of	the	event,	or	other	event‐
specific	 circumstances,	would	 include	measures	 to	 effectively	direct	 traffic	 and	manage	
parking	 demand	 during	 occasional	 special	 events	 that	 may	 occur	 at	 the	 Project	 Site.		
Traffic	 and	 Parking	 Management	 Plan	 strategies,	 which	 are	 anticipated,	 in	 part,	 to	
facilitate	more	direct	routing	to	off‐street	parking	lots	(if	necessary),	may	include	but	not	
be	limited	to	the	following:				

 Establish	 an	 Event	 Coordination	 Plan	with	 affected	 on‐site	 commercial	 tenants	 and	
residential	 management	 that	 may	 include	 additional	 measures	 related	 to	 events,	
visitor	enhancements,	parking,	loading,	etc.	

 Implement	traffic	and	parking	management	measures	for	the	Project,	as	appropriate;	

 Encourage	and	identify	alternate	travel	options	(ridesharing,		public	transit)	in	event‐
related	marketing/media	information;	

 Deploy	lane	use	signs,	changeable	message	signs,	etc.,	as	may	be	necessary	to	direct	
traffic	to	use		designated	travel	routes;	

 Reschedule	Project	operating	hours,	activities,	programs,	etc.,	that	are	not	related	to	a	
planned	 special	 event	 to	 a	 different	 day	 or	 non‐peak	 periods	whenever	 possible	 in	
order	to	minimize	typical	Project‐related	traffic	on	event	days;	

 Contract	 with	 parking	 operators	 to	 provide	 attendants,	 flagmen,	 valets,	 etc.,	 to	
expedite	vehicle	movement	in	or	out	of	the	Project	parking	garage;	

 Secure	additional	off‐site	parking	spaces	and	locations,	which	may	include	round‐trip	
shuttle	service	to	the	site	for	selected	events;	

 Assign	 personnel	 (e.g.,	 parking	monitors)	 to	 redirect	 traffic	 as	 needed	 between	 the	
on‐site	parking	areas	depending	on	congestion,	and	to	direct	any	overflow	vehicles	to	
approved	designated	off‐site	locations;	and	

 Provide	and	promote	certain	designated	passenger	loading	areas	as	approved	by	the	
City.	

10.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	3‐25.		Replace	text	in	the	last	paragraph	as	follows:	

The	54.0	AF	per	year	net	increase	in	water	demand	generated	by	the	Project	would	constitute	approximately	
0.008	percent	of	the	City's	total	increase	in	water	demand	through	2035.		The	Project	conforms	with	the	use	
and	 intensity	 of	 development	 permitted	 by	 the	 City's	 General	 Plan.	 Consistency	 with	 the	 demographic	
projections	 for	 the	 City	 contained	 in	 the	 2012	RTP	 is	 required	 for	 the	 Project.	 	 The	 City's	water	 demand	
projections	 in	 the	 2010	 UWMP	 were	 developed	 based	 on	 the	 2008	 Regional	 Transportation	 Plan	 (RTP)	
demographic	projections	by	the	Southern	California	Association	of	Governments	(SCAG)	using	the	2000	U.S.	
Census	data	 for	 the	City.	The	2012	RTP	demographic	projections	 for	 the	City	were	based	on	the	2010	U.S.	
Census,	and	are	lower	than	the	2008	RTP	demographic	projections.		The	region's	economic	growth	is	usually	
a	 major	 factor	 behind	 net	 migration	 and	 the	 consequent	 population	 growth.	 	 The	 economic	 recession	 of	
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2007‐2009	had	a	negative	 impact	on	the	region's	population	growth,	resulting	 in	a	decrease	 in	population	
growth	between	the	2000	Census	and	the	2010	Census.	 	LADWP’s	preliminary	analysis	shows	that	the	City	
water	 demand	 projections	 through	 2035,	 based	 on	 demographic	 projections	 from	 the	 2012	 RTP	 for	
population,	housing	and	employment,	and	accounting	for	water	conservation	and	weather	patterns,	will	be	
lower	than	the	City's	water	demand	projection	contained	in	the	2010	UWMP.	 	As	a	result,	 the	City's	water	
supply	projections	provided	in	the	2010	UWMP	are	sufficient	to	meet	the	City's	water	demand	projections	
based	on	the	2012	RTP	data.	 	The	54.0	AF	per	year	net	increase	in	water	demand	generated	by	the	Project	
would	 constitute	 approximately	0.008	percent	of	 the	City’s	 total	 increase	 in	water	demand	 through	2035.		
The	proposed	Project	would	fall	within	the	available	and	projected	water	supplies	of	LADWP’s	2010	UWMP.		
Given	 that	 LADWP	 would	 be	 able	 to	 meet	 the	 water	 demand	 of	 the	 Project,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 existing	 and	
planned	future	water	demands	of	its	service	area,	impacts	associated	with	long‐term	operation	of	the	Project	
would	be	less	than	significant.			

11.	 RP‐DEIR	Page	3‐26.	 	Modify	text	 in	the	third	paragraph	regarding	changes	to	Draft	EIR	page	
4.K.2‐6	as	follows: 

Construction	of	the	proposed	Project	would	include	all	necessary	on‐	and	off‐site	sewer	pipe	improvements	
and	 connections	 to	 adequately	 connect	 to	 the	 City’s	 existing	 sewer	 system.	 	 Construction	 relative	 to	 the	
wastewater	 system	 for	 the	 Project	would	 occur	 at	 the	 Project	 site	 and	 immediate	 vicinity.	 	 The	 design	 of	
these	 connections	would	 be	 developed	by	 a	 registered	 engineer	 and	 approved	by	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	
Bureau	of	Engineering.		It	is	not	anticipated	that	any	substantial	off‐site	sewer	system	improvements	would	
be	necessary	to	accommodate	the	additional	wastewater	flows	generated	by	the	Project,	based	on	the	results	
of	a	Sewer	Area	Study	prepared	in	June	2015,	which	concluded	that	all	 the	sewer	lines	serving	the	Project	
Site	are	currently	operating	well	below	their	design	capacity	(the	Sewer	Area	Study	is	provided	in	Appendix	I	
C	 of	 this	 Final	 RP‐DEIR).	 	 In	 the	 event	 that,	 during	 development,	 wastewater	 lines	 were	 found	 to	 be	
substandard	or	in	deteriorated	condition,	the	applicant	would	be	required	to	make	necessary	improvements	
to	achieve	adequate	service,	under	City	of	Los	Angeles	Building	and	Safety	Code	and	LADPW	requirements.		
All	 necessary	 improvements	would	 be	 verified	 through	 the	 permit	 approval	 process	 of	 obtaining	 a	 sewer	
capacity	and	connection	permit	from	the	City.			

	

	



4.  mItIgatIon monortIng program





     

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 	 	 	 4‐1	
	

4.0  MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This	Mitigation	Monitoring	Program	(MMP),	which	is	provided	below,	has	been	prepared	pursuant	to	Public	
Resources	Code	Section	21081.6,	which	requires	adoption	of	a	MMP	for	projects	in	which	the	Lead	Agency	
has	 required	 changes	 or	 adopted	 mitigation	 to	 avoid	 significant	 environmental	 effects.	 	 The	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles	is	the	Lead	Agency	for	the	proposed	8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed‐Use	Project	(the	“Project”)	and	
therefore	 is	 responsible	 for	 administering	 and	 implementing	 the	MMP.	 	 The	 decision‐makers	must	 define	
specific	 reporting	and/or	monitoring	 requirements	 to	be	enforced	during	Project	 implementation	prior	 to	
final	 approval	of	 the	proposed	Project.	 	The	primary	purpose	of	 the	MMP	 is	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	mitigation	
measures	identified	in	the	Initial	Study	(designated	as	IS),	and	Draft	(inclusive	of	the	RP‐DEIR)	and	Final	EIR	
(designated	by	the	respective	environmental	issue	within	Chapter	4.0	of	the	EIR)	are	implemented	thereby	
minimizing	identified	environmental	effects.	 	The	MMP	also	includes	the	proposed	Project	Design	Features	
(PDFs)	identified	throughout	Chapter	4.0	the	Draft	EIR	as	well	as	in	Chapter	3.0	of	the	RP‐DEIR.		The	PDFs	
are	 specific	 design	 elements	 proposed	 by	 the	 Applicant	 that	 have	 been	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Project	 to	
prevent	the	occurrence	of	or	to	minimize	the	significance	of	potential	environmental	effects.		Because	PDFs	
have	been	incorporated	into	the	Project,	 they	do	not	constitute	mitigation	measures,	as	defined	by	Section	
15126.4	of	 the	State	CEQA	Guidelines	 (Title	14	of	 the	California	Code	of	Regulations).	 	However,	PDFs	are	
included	in	this	MMP	to	ensure	their	implementation	as	a	part	of	the	Project.			

The	MMP	for	the	proposed	Project	will	be	in	place	through	all	phases	of	the	Project,	including	design	(pre‐
construction),	construction,	and	operation	(both	prior	to	and	post‐occupancy).		The	City’s	Planning	Division	
will	 ensure	 that	 monitoring	 is	 documented	 through	 periodic	 reports	 and	 that	 deficiencies	 are	 promptly	
corrected.	 	 The	 designated	 environmental	 monitor	 will	 track	 and	 document	 compliance	 with	 mitigation	
measures,	note	any	problems	that	may	result,	and	take	appropriate	action	to	remedy	problems.	

As	 shown	 on	 the	 following	 pages,	 each	 required	mitigation	measure	 and	 proposed	PDF	 for	 the	 Project	 is	
listed	and	categorized	by	impact	area,	with	an	accompanying	identification	of	the	following:			

 Enforcement	Agency:		The	agency	with	the	power	to	enforce	the	Mitigation	Measure/Project	Design	
Feature.	

 Monitoring	Agency:		The	agency	to	which	reports	involving	feasibility,	compliance,	implementation	
and	development	are	made.	

 Monitoring	Phase:	 	The	phase	of	 the	Project	during	which	 the	Mitigation	Measure/Project	Design	
Feature	shall	be	monitored.	

 Monitoring	 Frequency:	 	 The	 frequency	 at	 which	 the	 Mitigation	Measure/Project	 Design	 Feature	
shall	be	monitored.	

 Action	 Indicating	 Compliance:	 	 The	 action	 of	 which	 the	 Enforcement	 or	 Monitoring	 Agency	
indicates	 that	 compliance	 with	 the	 required	Mitigation	Measure/Project	 Design	 Feature	 has	 been	
implemented.	
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B. PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES, MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPLEMENTATION 

Aesthetics/Visual Resources 

Project Design Features 

PDF‐AES‐1:	The	Project	shall	provide	landscaping	features,	or	features	that	contribute	to	landscaping,	
such	as	a	green	wall	and	vine‐covered	stone	cladding	along	the	exposed	podium	structure	on	
Havenhurst	Drive	and	landscaping	treatment	of	the	exposed	podium	structure	on	the	south	
edge	of	the	property	where	adequate	space	exists	to	allow	for	landscape	maintenance.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 		 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	

Monitoring	Agency:	 		 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	

Monitoring	Phase:	 		 Prior	to	occupancy	and	post‐occupancy	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 		 Field	inspection(s)	following	construction	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	inspection	sign‐off	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	 Measure	 AES‐1:	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 provide	 a	 12‐foot	 construction	 fence	 for	
neighborhood	protection	during	construction	of	the	Project.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 	Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 	Periodic	field	inspections	during	construction	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	inspection	sign‐off;	Compliance	certification	report	by	
Project	contractor	

Mitigation	Measure	 AES‐2:	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 ensure	 through	 appropriate	 postings	 and	 daily	
visual	 inspections	 that	 no	 unauthorized	 materials	 are	 posted	 on	 any	 temporary	
construction	 barriers	 or	 temporary	 pedestrian	 walkways,	 and	 that	 such	 temporary	
barriers	 and	 walkways	 are	 maintained	 in	 a	 visually	 attractive	 manner	 throughout	 the	
construction	period.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 	Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 	Daily	field	inspections	during	construction	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	inspection	sign‐off;	Compliance	certification	report	by	
Project	contractor	
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Air Quality 

Project Design Features 

PDF	AQ‐1:		Green	Building	Measures:		The	Project	would	be	designed	and	operated	to	meet	or	exceed	
the	applicable	requirements	of	the	State	of	California	Green	Building	Standards	Code	and	the	
City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Green	 Building	 Code	 and	 achieve	 the	 U.S.	 Green	 Building	 Council	
(USGBC)	 LEED®	 Silver	 Certification.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 incorporate	 measures	 and	
performance	standards	to	support	its	LEED®	Silver	Certification,	which	include	but	are	not	
limited	to	the	following:	

 The	 Project	 would	 implement	 a	 construction	 waste	 management	 plan	 to	 recycle	
and/or	 salvage	 a	 minimum	 of	 75	 percent	 of	 nonhazardous	 construction	 debris	 or	
minimize	 the	 generation	 of	 construction	 waste	 to	 2.5	 pounds	 per	 square	 foot	 of	
building	floor	area.		(LEED®	Materials	and	Resources	Credit	5	[v4]1);	

 The	Project	would	be	designed	to	optimize	energy	performance	and	reduce	building	
energy	 cost	 by	 10	 percent	 for	 new	 construction	 compared	 to	 ASHRAE	 90.1‐2010,	
Appendix	G	and	the	Title	24	Building	Standards	Code.		The	energy	optimization	would	
be	 achieved	 by	 incorporating	 energy	 efficient	 designs	 that	 may	 include	 energy	
efficient	 heating,	 ventilation,	 and	 HVAC	 systems,	 energy	 efficient	 windows,	 energy	
efficient	insulation,	or	other	appropriate	measures.		Prior	to	building	permit	issuance,	
sufficient	 proof	 of	 energy	 optimization	 shall	 be	made	 available	 in	 accordance	with	
LEED®,	 which	 may	 include	 building	 energy	 simulations,	 past	 energy	 simulation	
analyses	for	similar	buildings,	or	published	data	from	analyses	for	similar	buildings.		
(LEED®	Energy	and	Atmosphere	Credit	2	[v4]);	

 The	 Project	 would	 reduce	 emissions	 through	 the	 use	 of	 grid‐source,	 renewable	
energy	 technologies	and	carbon	mitigation	projects.	 	The	Project	would	engage	 in	a	
contract	for	qualified	resources,	for	a	minimum	of	five	years,	to	be	delivered	at	least	
annually.	 	 The	 contract	would	 specify	 the	 provision	 of	 100	 percent	 of	 the	 Project’s	
energy	 from	green	 power,	 carbon	 offsets,	 and/or	renewable	 energy	certificates	
(“RECs”)	 during	 the	 first	 five	 years	 of	 operation.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 commit	 to	
providing	a	minimum	of	15	percent	of	the	Project’s	energy	from	green	power,	carbon	
offsets,	 and/or	 RECs	 for	 two	 years	 after	 the	 minimum	 five	 year	 period.	 	 (LEED®	
Energy	and	Atmosphere	Credit	7	[v4]);	and	

 The	Project	would	reduce	indoor	water	use	by	a	minimum	of	35	percent	by	installing	
water	 fixtures	 that	 exceed	 applicable	 standards.	 	 (LEED®	Water	 Efficiency	 Credit	 2	
[v4]).	

Enforcement	Agency:	 SCAQMD;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 	Pre‐Construction;	Operation	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 	Once	 at	 plan	 check	 prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 building	 permit;	 once	 after	
occupancy	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Issuance	of	Building	Permit	(Pre‐Construction);	Compliance	
certification	report	(Operation)	

																																																													
1		 The	bracketed	text	“v4”	denotes	version	4	of	the	LEED®	Building	Design	and	Construction	credits.		



4.0  Mitigation Monitoring Program    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 	 	 	 4‐4	
	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	AQ‐1:			 The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 off‐road	 diesel‐powered	 construction	
equipment	that	meet	the	Tier	4	off‐road	emissions	standards	for	those	equipment	rated	
at	 50	hp	or	 greater.	 	 To	 the	 extent	possible,	 pole	power	will	 be	made	 available	 for	use	
with	 electric	 tools,	 equipment,	 lighting,	 etc.		 The	 Applicant	 shall	 utilize	 electric	 or	
alternative	 non‐diesel	 fuel	 (e.g.,	 propane)	 for	 certain	 heavy‐duty	 equipment,	 including	
concrete/industrial	 saws,	 tower	 cranes,	 scissor	 and	man	 lifts,	 concrete	 placing	 booms,	
water	 pumps,	 and	 welders.	 	 These	 requirements	 shall	 be	 included	 in	 applicable	 bid	
documents	 and	 successful	 contractor(s)	 must	 demonstrate	 the	 ability	 to	 supply	 such	
equipment.		 A	 copy	 of	 each	 unit’s	 certified	 tier	 specification	 and	 CARB	 or	 SCAQMD	
operating	 permit	 shall	 be	 available	 upon	 request	 at	 the	 time	 of	 mobilization	 of	 each	
applicable	unit	of	equipment.		The	Applicant	shall	encourage	construction	contractors	to	
apply	 for	 SCAQMD	 “SOON”	 finds.	 	 Incentives	 could	 be	 provided	 for	 those	 construction	
contractors	who	apply	for	SCAQMD	“SOON”	funds.		The	“SOON”	program	provides	funds	
to	 accelerate	 clean‐up	 of	 off‐road	 diesel	 vehicles,	 such	 as	 heavy‐duty	 construction	
equipment.	 	More	 information	 on	 this	 program	 can	 be	 found	 at	 the	 following	website:	
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	SCAQMD	

Monitoring	Agency:	 	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 	Pre‐Construction	and	Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Construction	bid	document	verification	and	periodic	 field	 inspections	
during	construction	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Construction	 bid	 document	 sign‐off;	 Compliance	
certification	report	by	Project	contractor	

Cultural Resources 

Archaelogical and Paleontological Resources 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Archaeological	and	Paleontological	Resources.	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	 ARCH‐1:	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 retain	 a	 qualified	 archaeological	 monitor	 who	
meets	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Professional	 Qualifications	 Standards	 for	 an	
archaeologist.	 	 The	 monitor	 shall	 be	 present	 during	 construction	 excavations	 such	 as	
grading,	 trenching,	 grubbing,	 or	 any	 other	 construction	 excavation	 activity	 associated	
with	the	Project.		The	frequency	of	monitoring	shall	be	determined	by	the	monitor	based	
on	 the	 rate	 of	 excavation	 activities,	 the	 materials	 being	 excavated	 (native	 versus	 fill	
sediments),	and	the	depth	of	excavation,	and,	if	found,	the	proximity,	abundance,	and	type	
of	archaeological	resources	encountered.			

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning		
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Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Periodic	per	recommendations	of	archaeological	monitor	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Compliance	report	by	qualified	archaeological	monitor.	

Mitigation	Measure	 ARCH‐2:	 	 In	 the	 event	 that	 archaeological	 resources	 are	 unearthed	 during	
ground‐disturbing	 activities,	 the	 archaeological	monitor	 shall	 be	 empowered	 to	 halt	 or	
redirect	ground‐disturbing	activities	away	from	the	vicinity	of	the	find	so	that	the	find	can	
be	evaluated.	 	Work	shall	be	allowed	to	continue	outside	of	 the	vicinity	of	 the	 find.	 	All	
archaeological	resources	unearthed	by	Project	construction	activities	shall	be	evaluated	
by	the	archaeologist.	 	The	Applicant	shall	coordinate	with	the	archaeologist	and	the	City	
to	develop	an	appropriate	treatment	plan	for	the	resources	if	they	are	determined	to	be	
potentially	 eligible	 for	 the	 California	 Register	 or	 potentially	 qualify	 as	 unique	
archaeological	 resources	pursuant	 to	CEQA.	 	Treatment	may	 include	 implementation	of	
archaeological	data	recovery	excavations	to	remove	the	resource	or	preservation	in	place.				

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 At	time	of	resource	discovery,	should	it	occur	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 If	 archaeological	 resources	 are	 unearthed,	 submittal	 of	
compliance	 certification	 report	 and	 treatment	 plan	 by	 a	 qualified	
archaeological	monitor	

Mitigation	 Measure	 ARCH‐3:	 	 The	 archaeological	 monitor	 shall	 prepare	 a	 final	 report	 at	 the	
conclusion	of	archaeological	monitoring.		The	report	shall	be	submitted	by	the	Applicant	
to	 the	 City,	 the	 South	 Central	 Coastal	 Information	 Center,	 and	 representatives	 of	 other	
appropriate	 or	 concerned	 agencies	 to	 signify	 the	 satisfactory	 completion	 of	 the	 Project	
and	 required	mitigation	measures.	 	 The	 report	 shall	 include	 a	 description	 of	 resources	
unearthed,	 if	 any,	 treatment	 of	 the	 resources,	 and	 evaluation	 of	 the	 resources	 with	
respect	to	the	California	Register.	 	The	Applicant,	 in	consultation	with	the	archaeologist	
and	 the	 City,	 shall	 designate	 repositories	 meeting	 State	 standards	 in	 the	 event	 that	
archaeological	material	is	recovered.		Project	material	shall	be	curated	in	accordance	with	
the	 State	 Historical	 Resources	 Commission’s	 Guidelines	 for	 Curation	 of	 Archaeological	
Collections.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Post‐construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	upon	completion	of	excavation	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Compliance	report	by	qualified	archaeological	monitor.	

Mitigation	Measure	ARCH‐4:		If	human	remains	are	encountered	unexpectedly	during	construction	
of	 the	 Project,	 State	 Health	 and	 Safety	 Code	 Section	 7050.5	 requires	 that	 no	 further	
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disturbance	shall	occur	until	 the	County	Coroner	has	made	the	necessary	 findings	as	 to	
origin	and	disposition	pursuant	to	Public	Resources	Code	(PRC)	Section	5097.98.	 	 If	 the	
remains	are	determined	 to	be	of	Native	American	descent,	 the	 coroner	has	24	hours	 to	
notify	the	Native	American	Heritage	Commission	(“NAHC”).		The	NAHC	shall	then	identify	
the	person(s)	thought	to	be	the	Most	Likely	Descendent	(“MLD”).		The	MLD	may,	with	the	
permission	 of	 the	 Applicant,	 inspect	 the	 site	 of	 the	 discovery	 of	 the	 Native	 American	
remains	and	may	recommend	means	for	treating	or	disposing,	with	appropriate	dignity,	
the	 human	 remains	 and	 any	 associated	 grave	 goods.	 	 The	 MLD	 shall	 complete	 their	
inspection	and	make	their	recommendation	within	48	hours	of	being	granted	access	by	
the	Applicant	 to	 inspect	 the	discovery.	 	The	recommendation	may	 include	 the	scientific	
removal	and	nondestructive	analysis	of	human	remains	and	items	associated	with	Native	
American	burials.		Upon	the	discovery	of	the	Native	American	remains,	the	Applicant	shall	
ensure,	according	to	generally	accepted	cultural	or	archaeological	standards	or	practices,	
that	the	immediate	vicinity	where	the	Native	American	human	remains	are	located	is	not	
damaged	or	disturbed	by	further	development	activity	until	the	Applicant	has	discussed	
and	 conferred,	 as	 prescribed	 in	 this	mitigation	measure,	with	 the	MLD	 regarding	 their	
recommendations,	 if	 applicable,	 taking	 into	 account	 the	 possibility	 of	 multiple	 human	
remains.	 	 The	 Applicant	 shall	 discuss	 all	 reasonable	 options	 with	 the	 descendants	
regarding	the	descendants'	preferences	for	treatment.	

	 Whenever	 the	NAHC	 is	unable	 to	 identify	 a	MLD,	 or	 the	MLD	 identified	 fails	 to	make	 a	
recommendation,	 or	 the	 Applicant	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 rejects	 the	
recommendation	of	the	descendants	and	the	mediation	provided	for	in	Subdivision	(k)	of	
PRC	Section	5097.94,	if	invoked,	fails	to	provide	measures	acceptable	to	the	Applicant,	the	
Applicant	 or	 his	 or	 her	 authorized	 representative	 shall	 inter	 the	 human	 remains	 and	
items	associated	with	Native	American	human	remains	with	appropriate	dignity	on	 the	
property	in	a	location	not	subject	to	further	and	future	subsurface	disturbance.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Ongoing	through	grading	and	excavation	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 If	human	remains	are	encountered	unexpectedly,	 submittal	
of	written	evidence	to	the	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	of	
compliance	 with	 State	 Health	 and	 Safety	 Code	 Section	 7050.0	 and	
Public	Resources	Code	Section	5097.98	

Mitigation	Measure	 PALEO‐1:	 	 A	 qualified	 Paleontologist	 shall	 attend	 a	 pre‐grade	 meeting	 and	
develop	 a	 paleontological	 monitoring	 program	 for	 excavations	 into	 older	 Quaternary	
Alluvium	deposits.	 	A	qualified	paleontologist	 is	defined	as	a	paleontologist	meeting	the	
criteria	 established	 by	 the	 Society	 for	 Vertebrate	 Paleontology.	 	 The	 qualified	
Paleontologist	 shall	 supervise	 a	 paleontological	 monitor	 who	 shall	 be	 present	 during	
construction	 excavations	 into	 older	 Quaternary	 Alluvium	 deposits.	 	 Monitoring	 shall	
consist	of	visually	inspecting	fresh	exposures	of	rock	for	larger	fossil	remains	and,	where	
appropriate,	collecting	wet	or	dry	screened	sediment	samples	of	promising	horizons	for	
smaller	fossil	remains.	 	The	frequency	of	monitoring	inspections	shall	be	determined	by	
the	Paleontologist	and	shall	be	based	on	the	rate	of	excavation	and	grading	activities,	the	
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materials	being	excavated,	and	the	depth	of	excavation,	and	if	found,	the	abundance	and	
type	of	fossils	encountered.			

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety			

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐Construction,	Construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	 prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 building	 permits	 for	 program	 approval;	
Periodic	during	excavation	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Issuance	 of	 grading	 permit	 and	 development	 of	
paleontological	 resources	monitoring	program;	Compliance	 report	by	
qualified	paleontologist		

Mitigation	Measure	PALEO‐2:	 	 If	 a	 potential	 fossil	 is	 found,	 the	 Paleontological	 Monitor	 shall	 be	
allowed	to	temporarily	divert	or	redirect	grading	and	excavation	activities	in	the	area	of	
the	 exposed	 fossil	 to	 facilitate	 evaluation	 and,	 if	 necessary,	 salvage.	 	 At	 the	
Paleontologist’s	 discretion	 and	 to	 reduce	 any	 construction	 delay,	 the	 grading	 and	
excavation	contractor	shall	assist	in	removing	rock	samples	for	initial	processing.			

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Building	 and	 Safety;	 Los	 Angeles	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 At	time	of	resource	discovery,	should	it	occur	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 If	no	unanticipated	discoveries	are	found	and	grading	occurs	
within	the	older	Quaternary	Alluvium,	compliance	certification	report	
by	 qualified	 paleontologist;	 if	 unanticipated	 discoveries	 are	 found,	
submittal	 of	 a	 report	 and	 mitigation	 plan(s)	 by	 a	 qualified	
paleontologist.	

Mitigation	Measure	PALEO‐3:		Any	fossils	encountered	and	recovered	shall	be	prepared	to	the	point	
of	 identification	 and	 catalogued	 before	 they	 are	 donated	 to	 their	 final	 repository.	 	 Any	
fossils	 collected	 shall	 be	 donated	 to	 a	 public,	 non‐profit	 institution	 with	 a	 research	
interest	 in	 the	 materials,	 such	 as	 the	 Natural	 History	 Museum	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 County.		
Accompanying	notes,	maps,	and	photographs	shall	also	be	filed	at	the	repository.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning;		

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 At	time	of	resource	recovery,	should	resources	be	discovered	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 If	no	unanticipated	discoveries	are	found	and	grading	occurs	
within	the	older	Quaternary	Alluvium,	compliance	certification	report	
by	 qualified	 paleontologist;	 if	 unanticipated	 discoveries	 are	 found,	
submittal	of	a	report	by	a	qualified	paleontologist.	



4.0  Mitigation Monitoring Program    May 2016 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 	 8150	Sunset	Boulevard	Mixed	Use	Project	
SCH	No.	2013091044	 	 	 	 4‐8	
	

Mitigation	Measure	PALEO‐4:		Following	the	completion	of	the	above	measures,	the	Paleontologist	
shall	prepare	a	 report	 summarizing	 the	 results	of	 the	monitoring	and	 salvaging	efforts,	
the	methodology	used	in	these	efforts,	as	well	as	a	description	of	the	fossils	collected	and	
their	 significance.	 	 The	 report	 shall	 be	 submitted	 by	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 to	 the	 lead	
agency,	the	Natural	History	Museum	of	Los	Angeles	County,	and	representatives	of	other	
appropriate	 or	 concerned	 agencies	 to	 signify	 the	 satisfactory	 completion	 of	 the	 Project	
and	required	mitigation	measures.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction		

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	upon	the	completion	of	excavation	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 If	no	unanticipated	discoveries	are	found	and	grading	occurs	
within	the	older	Quaternary	Alluvium,	compliance	certification	report	
by	 qualified	 paleontologist;	 if	 unanticipated	 discoveries	 are	 found,	
submittal	of	a	by	a	qualified	paleontologist	

Historical Resources 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Historical	Resources.	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	 Measure	 HIST‐1:	 	 Recordation.	 	 Prior	 to	 demolition	 and	 rehabilitation,	 the	 project	
applicant	 shall	 prepare	 a	 Historic	 American	 Buildings	 Survey	 (HABS)	 Level	 II	
documentation	 for	 the	 Bank	 and	 remaining	 historic	 property	 setting,	 including	 the	
parking	 lot	 ramp	 to	 the	 former	 rooftop	 of	 the	 Lytton	 Center,	 the	 staircase	 and	 planter	
from	the	 former	Lytton	Center	on	 the	west	side	of	 the	Project	Site,	 landscape	along	 the	
primary	 Bank	 elevation,	 Bouquet	 Canyon	 stone	wall	 extending	 from	 the	 primary	 Bank	
elevation	 to	 the	 corner	 of	 Sunset	 and	Havenhurst,	 and	 patio	 in	 front	 of	 the	west	 Bank	
elevation.	 	The	HABS	document	shall	be	prepared	by	a	qualified	architectural	historian,	
historic	architect,	or	historic	preservation	professional	who	satisfies	the	Secretary	of	the	
Interior’s	 Professional	 Qualification	 Standards	 for	 History,	 Architectural	 History,	 or	
Architecture,	 pursuant	 to	 36	 CFR	 61.	 	 This	 document	 shall	 record	 the	 history	 of	 the	
property	and	architecture,	as	well	as	important	events	or	other	significant	contributions	
to	 the	 patterns	 and	 trends	 of	 history	 with	 which	 the	 property	 is	 associated,	 as	
appropriate.	 	 The	 property’s	 physical	 condition,	 both	 historic	 and	 current,	 shall	 be	
documented	 through	 site	 plans;	 historic	 maps	 and	 photographs;	 original	 as‐built	
drawings;	 large	 format	 photographs;	 and	 written	 data.	 	 The	 building	 exteriors,	
representative	interior	spaces,	character‐defining	features,	as	well	as	the	property	setting	
and	 contextual	 views	 shall	 be	 documented.	 	 Field	 photographs	 and	 notes	 shall	 also	 be	
included.	 	 All	 documentation	 components	 shall	 be	 completed	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	
Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	 Standards	 and	 Guidelines	 for	 Architectural	 and	 Engineering	
Documentation	 (HABS	 standards).	 	 The	HABS	 documentation	 shall	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	
National	Park	Service	for	transmittal	to	the	Library	of	Congress,	and	archival	copies	shall	
be	 sent	 to	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Office	 of	 Historic	 Resources	 and	 Los	 Angeles	 Public	
Library.		
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Enforcement	Agency:			 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre	Construction,	Construction,	Operations	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Submittal	of	draft	Survey	Report	prior	to	issuance	of	building	permits;	
approval	of	final	Survey	Report	by	OHR	prior	to	issuance	of	demolition	
permit(s)	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Approval	 of	 Plan	 by	 OHR;	 Compliance	 report	 by	 historic	
consultant/monitor		

Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐2:		Relocation	of	Two	Art	Works.		Pursuant	to	CEQA	and	the	California	Art	
Preservation	Act,	the	two	existing	integrated	artworks	on	the	Project	Site	including	Roger	
Darricarrere’s	Screen	and	David	Green’s	The	Family	are	of	recognized	quality	and	shall	be	
relocated	 and	 incorporated	 into	 the	 Project	 design	 or	 preserved	 at	 an	 off‐site	 location.		
The	families	of	the	artists	shall	be	notified	of	the	extant	artworks	and	every	attempt	shall	
be	made	to	relocate	the	artworks	to	an	appropriate	setting.	 	A	relocation	plan	would	be	
prepared	 by	 a	 qualified	 professional	 conservator	 and	 implemented	 in	 accordance	with	
nationally	 recognized	 conservation	 guidelines	 including	 the	 Code	 of	 Ethics	 and	 the	
Guidelines	for	Practice	of	the	American	Institute	for	Conservation	of	Historic	and	Artistic	
Works.	

Enforcement	Agency:			 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre	Construction,	Construction,	Operations	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Submittal	of	draft	Relocation	Plan	prior	to	issuance	of	building	permits;	
approval	of	final	Plan	by	OHR	prior	to	issuance	of	demolition	permit(s)	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Approval	 of	 Plan	 by	 OHR;	 Compliance	 report	 by	 historic	
consultant/monitor		

Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐3:	 	 Relocation	 of	 Bank.	 Since	 retention	 of	 the	 Bank	 is	 not	 feasible	 for	
implementation	and	development	of	the	Project,	a	feasibility	study,	subject	to	City	review	
and	 approval,	 shall	 be	 prepared	 weighing	 the	 costs,	 advantages,	 and	 disadvantages	 of	
relocation.	 	 If	 the	 study	 concludes	 it	 is	 feasible	 to	 relocate	 the	 Bank,	 the	 structure’s	
availability	 in	historic	preservation	websites	shall	be	advertised	 for	a	period	of	not	 less	
than	thirty	(30)	days	by	the	Applicant.		Any	such	relocation	efforts	shall	be	undertaken	in	
accordance	 with	 a	 Relocation	 and	 Rehabilitation	 Plan	 prepared	 by	 the	 party	 taking	
possession	of	the	structure	to	be	moved.			The	Relocation	and	Rehabilitation	Plan	shall	be	
developed	 in	 conjunction	 with	 a	 qualified	 architectural	 historian,	 historic	 architect,	 or	
historic	 preservation	 professional	 who	 satisfies	 the	 Secretary	 of	 the	 Interior’s	
Professional	Qualifications	Standards	 for	History,	Architectural	History,	or	Architecture,	
pursuant	to	36	CFR	61.		The	Plan	shall	include	relocation	methodology	recommended	by	
the	 National	 Park	 Service,	 which	 are	 outlined	 in	 the	 booklet	 entitled	 “Moving	 Historic	
Buildings,”	by	John	Obed	Curtis	(1979).		Upon	relocation	of	the	structure	to	the	new	site,	
any	 maintenance,	 repair,	 stabilization,	 rehabilitation,	 preservation,	 conservation,	 or	
reconstruction	work	performed	in	conjunction	with	the	relocation	of	the	building	shall	be	
undertaken	 in	a	manner	consistent	with	 the	Secretary	of	the	 Interior’s	Standards	 for	the	
Treatment	of	Historic	Properties	with	Guidelines	 for	Preserving,	Rehabilitating,	Restoring,	
and	Reconstructing	Historic	Properties.	 	 The	Relocation	 and	Rehabilitation	Plan	 shall	 be	
reviewed	and	approved	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Office	of	Historic	Resources	prior	to	its	
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implementation.	 	 In	addition,	a	plaque	describing	 the	date	of	 the	move	and	 the	original	
location	shall	be	placed	in	a	visible	location	on	of	the	Bank.	Relocation	shall	not	take	place	
until	the	Bank	is	first	recorded	pursuant	to	Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐1:	Recordation.	

	 If	after	three	(3)	months	it	 is	evident	that	no	party	is	 interested	in	purchasing	the	Bank	
per	the	mitigation	measure	stipulated	above,	then	Mitigation	Measures	HIST‐1	and	HIST‐
2	would	be	required	to	document	and	salvage	the	important	history	and	architecture	of	
the	Bank.	

Enforcement	Agency:			 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐Construction,	Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Submittal	of	draft	Plan	prior	to	issuance	of	building	permits;	approval	
of	final	Plan	by	OHR	prior	to	issuance	of	demolition	permit(s)		

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Approval	 of	 Plan	 by	 OHR;	 Compliance	 report	 by	 historic	
consultant/monitor		

Mitigation	Measure	HIST‐4:		Demolition	Monitoring	and	Salvage.		The	project	applicant	shall	retain	
a	qualified	architectural	historian	to	conduct	construction	monitoring	during	demolition.		
Any	important	historic	fabric	associated	with	the	period	of	significance	from	1959‐1969,	
shall	be	fully	recorded	in	photographic	images	and	written	manuscript	notes.		Prior	to	the	
commencement	of	demolition,	significant	material	such	as	the	concrete‐folded	plate	roof	
shall	be	 inventoried	and	evaluated	 for	potential	 salvage,	 analysis	and	 interpretation.	 	A	
qualified	 architectural	 historian	 or	 historic	 preservation	 professional	 who	 satisfies	 the	
Secretary	of	the	Interior’s	Professional	Qualification	Standards	for	Architectural	History,	
pursuant	to	36	CFR	61,	shall	prepare	the	necessary	written	and	illustrated	documentation	
in	a	construction	monitoring	and	salvage	report.		This	document	shall	record	the	history	
of	the	Bank’s	reinforced	concrete	construction	methods	during	the	period	of	significance	
as	 well	 document	 its	 present	 physical	 condition	 through	 site	 plans;	 historic	maps	 and	
photographs;	 sketch	 maps;	 digital	 photography;	 and	 written	 data	 and	 text.	 	 All	
documentation	components	 shall	be	 completed	 in	accordance	with	 the	Secretary	of	 the	
Interior’s	Standards	and	for	Archaeological	Documentation	for	above	ground	structures.		
The	 completed	 documentation	 shall	 be	 placed	 on	 file	 at	 the	 South	 Central	 Coastal	
Information	Center,	California	State	University,	Fullerton,	CA;	and	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
Public	 Library.	 	 Findings	 shall	 be	 incorporated	 into	 the	 HABS	 report	 (see	 Mitigation	
Measure	HIST‐1	above).	

Enforcement	Agency:			 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Office	of	Historic	Resources	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre	Construction,	Construction,	Operations	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Submittal	of	draft	salvage	report	prior	to	issuance	of	building	permits;	
approval	of	final	report	by	OHR	prior	to	issuance	of	final	certificates	of	
occupancy.		

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Approval	 of	 Plan	 by	 OHR;	 Compliance	 report	 by	 historic	
consultant/monitor		
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Geology and Soils 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Geology	and	Soils.	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	GS‐1:	 	Prior	to	 issuance	of	a	grading	permit,	a	qualified	geotechnical	engineer	
shall	prepare	and	submit	 to	 the	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	a	 final	Geotechnical	
Report	 that	 provides	 recommendations	 to	 address	 seismic	 safety	 and	 design	
requirements	 for	 foundations,	 retaining	 walls/shoring,	 and	 excavation.	 	 A	 qualified	
geotechnical	engineer	shall	be	retained	by	the	Applicant	to	be	present	on	the	Project	Site	
during	 excavation,	 grading,	 and	 general	 site	 preparation	 activities	 to	 monitor	 the	
implementation	of	the	recommendations	specified	in	the	Geotechnical	Report	as	well	as	
other	 recommendations	 made	 in	 subsequent	 Geotechnical	 Reports	 prepared	 for	 the	
project	subject	to	City	review	and	approval.	 	When/if	needed,	the	geotechnical	engineer	
shall	provide	structure‐specific	geologic	and	geotechnical	recommendations	which	shall	
be	 documented	 in	 a	 report	 to	 be	 approved	 by	 the	 City	 and	 appended	 to	 the	 project’s	
previous	Geotechnical	Reports.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐Construction	and	Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once,	 prior	 to	 issuance	 of	 grading	 permit;	 Periodic	 field	 inspections	
during	construction	

Action	 Indicating	 Compliance:	 Issuance	 of	 grading	 permits;	 Field	 inspection	 sign‐off;	
Geotechnical	Engineers	site	visit	reports	as	needed	

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Project Design Features 

Refer	to	PDF‐AQ‐1,	Green	Building	Measures,	above.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	Mitigation	Measures	are	required	for	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions.	

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials.	
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Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	 VIII‐1:	 	 Prior	 to	 demolition	 of	 the	 existing	 on‐site	 Chase	 bank	 building,	 all	
asbestos	containing	material	(ACM)	identified	on	the	property	shall	be	properly	removed	
by	a	licensed	and	Cal/OSHA‐registered	asbestos	abatement	contractor.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	SCAQMD	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐	Construction;	Construction	if	asbestos	found	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	at	onset	of	building	activities;	ongoing	if	ACM	found	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Compliance	report	by	Project	contractor	

Mitigation	Measure	VIII‐2:		Prior	to	the	issuance	of	a	demolition	permit	for	the	existing	Chase	bank	
building,	a	lead‐based	paint	(LBP)	survey	shall	be	conducted	in	and	around	the	structure	
and	any	LBP	 identified	shall	be	abated	 in	accordance	with	all	applicable	City,	State,	and	
federal	regulations.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	Cal	EPA	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐	Construction;	Construction	if	LBP	found	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	prior	to	demolition		

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Compliance	report	by	Project	contractor	

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Hydrology	and	Water	Quality.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	mitigation	measures	are	required	for	Hydrology	and	Water	Quality.	

Land Use and Planning 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Land	Use	and	Planning.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	mitigation	measures	are	required	for	Land	Use	and	Planning.	
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Noise 

Project Design Features 

PDF	NOISE‐1:	 	The	project	 contractor(s)	would	equip	all	 construction	equipment,	 fixed	or	mobile,	
with	properly	operating	 and	maintained	noise	mufflers,	 consistent	with	manufacturers’	
standards.			

Enforcement	Agency:			 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:			 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:			 Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:			 Periodic	Field	Inspections	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:		Field	Inspection	Sign‐off	within	compliance	report 

PDF	NOISE‐2:	 	Exterior	amplified	music	 from	the	event	areas	(i.e.	Sunset	Terrace,	Rooftop	Lounge	
Terrace,	etc.)	shall	be	 limited	to	a	maximum	sound	level	of	86	dBA	at	approximately	25	
feet	from	the	event	area	boundaries.		The	business	operator(s)	and/or	event	coordinators	
shall	 ensure	 that	 sound	 equipment	 is	 calibrated	 semi‐annually.	 	 No	 live	 bands,	 public	
address	(PA)	system	use,	or	loud	amplified	music	shall	be	permitted.	

Enforcement	Agency:			 Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	Los	Angeles	Police	Department	

Monitoring	Agency:		 Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	Los	Angeles	Police	Department	

Monitoring	Phase:			 Operations	

Monitoring	Frequency:			 As	needed	during	special	events	on	the	Project	Site	

Action	 Indicating	 Compliance:	 	Noise	 measurement	 data	 and	 equipment	 calibration	 records;	
Field	inspection	report	sign‐off; 

PDF	NOISE‐3:	 	 Exterior	 amplified	music	 from	 the	event	 areas	of	 Internal	Patios	 and	Central	Plaza	
shall	be	 limited	to	a	maximum	sound	level	of	80	dBA	at	approximately	10	feet	from	the	
event	area	boundaries.		The	business	operator(s)	and/or	event	coordinators	shall	ensure	
that	sound	equipment	is	calibrated	semi‐annually.		No	live	bands,	PA	system	use,	or	loud	
amplified	music	shall	be	permitted.	

Enforcement	Agency:			 Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	Los	Angeles	Police	Department	

Monitoring	Agency:		 Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	Los	Angeles	Police	Department	

Monitoring	Phase:			 Operations	

Monitoring	Frequency:			 As	needed	during	special	events	on	the	Project	Site	

Action	 Indicating	 Compliance:	 	Noise	 measurement	 data	 and	 equipment	 calibration	 records;	
Field	inspection	report	sign‐off; 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	 NOISE‐1:	 	 Temporary	 noise	 barriers	 shall	 be	 used	 to	 block	 the	 line‐of‐site	
between	 construction	 equipment	 and	 noise‐sensitive	 receptors	 during	 project	
construction,	as	follows:	
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 Provide	 a	 temporary	 15‐foot	 tall	 noise	 barrier	 along	 the	 eastern	 boundary	 of	 the	
Project	construction	site	to	reduce	construction	noise	at	the	multi‐family	residential	
uses	along	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard	(Location	R3).	

 Provide	 a	 temporary	 15‐foot	 tall	 noise	 barrier	 along	 the	 southern	 and	 western	
boundaries	of	the	Project	construction	site	to	reduce	construction	noise	at	the	multi‐
family	residential	uses	along	Havenhurst	Drive	(Location	R4).	

 Provide	 a	 temporary	 15‐foot	 tall	 noise	 barrier	 along	 the	 northern	 boundary	 of	 the	
Project	construction	site	to	reduce	construction	noise	at	the	single‐family	residential	
uses	along	Selma	Avenue	(Location	R5).			

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety			

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Periodic	field	inspections	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	 inspection	 sign‐off;	 Compliance	 certification	 report	
submitted	by	Project	contractor	

Mitigation	 Measure	 NOISE‐2:	 	 Construction	 activities	 which	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 produce	
substantial	vibration	shall	be	scheduled	so	as	to	allow	only	one	piece	of	such	equipment	
to	operate	within	50	feet	of	the	multi‐family	residential	uses	along	the	southern	boundary	
of	the	Project	Site.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Periodic	field	inspections	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	 inspection	 sign‐off;	 Compliance	 certification	 report	
submitted	by	Project	contractor	

Population, Housing and Employment 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Population,	Housing	and	Employment.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	mitigation	measures	are	required	for	Population,	Housing	and	Employment.	
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Public Services 

Fire Protection 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Fire	Protection	and	Emergency	Medical	Services.	

Mitigation Measures 

Please	refer	to	Mitigation	Measures	TR‐1	and	TR‐2	under	Transportation	and	Circulation	below.	

Police Protection 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Police	Protection.	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	POL‐1:		Prior	to	issuance	of	building	permits,	the	Project	applicant	shall	consult	
with	 the	 LAPD	 Crime	 Prevention	 Unit	 regarding	 incorporation	 of	 Crime	 Prevention	
Through	Environmental	Design	 (CPTED)	 techniques	 into	 the	Project	 design	 in	 order	 to	
minimize	potential	criminal	activity	at	the	Project	Site.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Police	Department		

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	 Angeles	 Police	 Department;	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 building	
and	Safety		

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once,	prior	to	issuance	of	building	permits	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Sign‐off	 on	 LAPD	 reviewed	 diagrams;	 Issuance	 of	 building	
permits	

Schools 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	schools.	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	 XIV‐1:	 	 The	 project	 shall	 pay	 required	 school	 mitigation	 fees	 pursuant	 to	
Government	Code	 Section	65995	and	 in	 compliance	with	 SB	50	 (payment	of	 developer	
fees).			

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	LAUSD	
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Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	and	Safety;	LAUSD	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	at	Plan	Check	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Receipt	of	payment	from	LAUSD	

Libraries 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Libraries.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	Mitigation	Measures	are	required	for	Libraries.	

Parks and Recreation 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Parks	and	Recreation.	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	PRK‐1:		In	the	event	that	the	Project’s	amenities	do	not	provide	sufficient	credit	
against	 the	Project’s	 land	dedication	and/or	 in	 lieu	 fee	requirement,	 the	Applicant	shall	
do	 one	 or	 more	 of	 the	 following:	 	 (1)	 dedicate	 additional	 parkland	 to	 meet	 the	
requirements	of	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	Section	17.12;	 (2)	pay	 in‐lieu	 fees	 for	 any	
land	dedication	requirement	shortfall;	or	(3)	provide	on‐site	improvements	equivalent	in	
value	to	said	in‐lieu	fees.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Recreation	 and	 Parks;	 Los	 Angeles	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Recreation	 and	 Parks;	 Los	 Angeles	
Department	of	Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐operations	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	prior	to	certification	of	occupancy	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Certificate	of	occupancy	

Transportation and Circulation 

Project Design Features 

PDF‐Traffic‐1:	In	order	to	ensure	the	vehicles	exiting	from	the	Project’s	Havenhurst	Drive	driveway	
do	not	make	left‐turns	onto	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive,	the	Applicant	shall	construct	a	
physical	 barrier	 or	 other	 equivalent	 improvement,	 subject	 to	 review	 and	 approval	 by	
LADOT.	
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Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation;		

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Periodic	field	inspections	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	inspection	sign‐off	and	compliance	certification	report	
submitted	by	project	contractor	

PDF‐Traffic‐2,	 Special	 Event	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	 Management	 Plan.	 	 A	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	
Management	Plan	shall	be	developed	for	future	special	events	on	the	Project	Site	in	order	
to	minimize	potential	operational	parking	and	traffic	 impacts	on	the	surrounding	street	
system	to	the	maximum	extent	feasible.		The	Traffic	and	Parking	Management	Plan,	which	
would	be	 subject	 to	 review	and	approval	by	LADOT,	would	address	 traffic	 and	parking	
management	for	all	future	special	events	on	the	Project	Site.		Prior	to	Project	occupancy,	
the	 Project	 Applicant	 shall	 enter	 into	 an	 agreement	 with	 LADOT	 that	 establishes	 the	
maximum	 attendance	 of	 future	 special	 events	 above	 which	 coordination	 with	 LADOT	
prior	 to	 the	 event	 would	 be	 required.	 	 Components	 of	 the	 plan,	 which	 would	 be	
implemented	 as	 necessary	 on	 an	 event‐by‐event	 basis	 depending	 on	 various	 factors	
including	 number	 of	 attendees,	 day	 and	 time	 of	 the	 event,	 or	 other	 event‐specific	
circumstances,	would	 include	measures	 to	effectively	direct	 traffic	 and	manage	parking	
demand	during	occasional	special	events	that	may	occur	at	the	Project	Site.	 	Traffic	and	
Parking	 Management	 Plan	 strategies,	 which	 are	 anticipated,	 in	 part,	 to	 facilitate	 more	
direct	routing	to	off‐street	parking	lots	(if	necessary),	may	include	but	not	be	limited	to	
the	following:				

 Establish	 an	 Event	 Coordination	 Plan	 with	 affected	 on‐site	 commercial	 tenants	 and	
residential	management	that	may	include	additional	measures	related	to	events,	visitor	
enhancements,	parking,	loading,	etc.	

 Implement	traffic	and	parking	management	measures	for	the	Project,	as	appropriate;	

 Encourage	and	identify	alternate	travel	options	(ridesharing,	 	public	transit)	in	event‐
related	marketing/media	information;	

 Deploy	 lane	 use	 signs,	 changeable	message	 signs,	 etc.,	 as	may	 be	 necessary	 to	 direct	
traffic	to	use		designated	travel	routes;	

 Reschedule	Project	operating	hours,	activities,	programs,	etc.,	that	are	not	related	to	a	
planned	 special	 event	 to	 a	 different	 day	 or	 non‐peak	 periods	 whenever	 possible	 in	
order	to	minimize	typical	Project‐related	traffic	on	event	days;	

 Contract	with	parking	operators	to	provide	attendants,	flagmen,	valets,	etc.,	to	expedite	
vehicle	movement	in	or	out	of	the	Project	parking	garage;	

 Secure	additional	off‐site	parking	spaces	and	locations,	which	may	include	round‐trip	
shuttle	service	to	the	site	for	selected	events;	

 Assign	personnel	(e.g.,	parking	monitors)	to	redirect	traffic	as	needed	between	the	on‐
site	 parking	 areas	 depending	 on	 congestion,	 and	 to	 direct	 any	 overflow	 vehicles	 to	
approved	designated	off‐site	locations;	and	

 Provide	and	promote	certain	designated	passenger	 loading	areas	as	approved	by	 the	
City.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	
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Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Prior	to	occupancy	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Periodic	field	inspections	during	special	events	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 LADOT	 approval	 of	 the	 Special	 Event	 Traffic	 and	 Parking	
Management	Plan.	

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation	Measure	 TR‐1:	 	 The	 applicant	 shall	 install	 a	 new	 traffic	 signal	 at	 Fountain	 Avenue	
/Havenhurst	Drive.		The	new	signal	shall	be	a	simple,	two‐phase	signal	(one	for	Fountain	
Avenue	traffic	and	one	for	Havenhurst	Drive	traffic).		The	signal	shall	be	fully	actuated	so	
as	to	minimize	disruption	to	Fountain	Avenue	through	traffic	flows,	but	provide	a	“green”	
indication	for	both	northbound	and	southbound	Havenhurst	Drive	when	traffic	on	one	or	
both	 of	 those	 approaches	 begins	 to	 exhibit	 unacceptable	 delays	 due	 to	 high	 volumes	
and/or	limited	gaps	in	Fountain	Avenue	traffic,	particularly	during	the	A.M.	and	P.M.	peak	
traffic	periods.			

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety		

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation;	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Prior	to	occupancy	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	prior	to	occupancy	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	inspection	sign‐off	and	compliance	certification	report	
submitted	by	project	contractor	

Mitigation	Measure	TR‐2:		The	on‐street	valet	drop‐off	turnout	lane	shall	be	restricted	to	right‐turn	
entry	 only	 from	 southbound	 Crescent	 Heights	 Boulevard	 (no	 left‐turn	 entry	 from	
northbound	Crescent	Heights	Boulevard).				

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Building	and	Safety		

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Transportation	

Monitoring	Phase:	 Prior	to	occupancy	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	prior	to	occupancy	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Field	inspection	sign‐off	and	compliance	certification	report	
submitted	to	LADOT	by	Project	contractor	

Utilites and Service Systems 

Water Supply 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Water	Supply.	
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Mitigation Measures 

No	Mitigation	Measures	are	required	for	Water	Supply.	

Wastewater 

Project Design Features 

PDF‐WW‐1:	 In	 order	 to	 address	 potential	 future	 improvements	 to	 sewage	 conveyance	 facilities	
within	the	City	of	West	Hollywood	that	serve	the	Project	Site,	the	Project	shall	contribute	
fair‐share	 payments	 to	 the	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 commensurate	 with	 the	 Project’s	
incremental	impact	to	affected	facilities.		The	Project’s	specific	fair‐share	contribution	for	
West	Hollywood	sewage	system	upgrades	shall	be	determined	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
and	 City	 of	 West	 Hollywood	 at	 such	 a	 time	 that	 the	 necessary	 improvements	 and	
associated	capital	costs	are	known,	and	shall	be	proportional	to	the	Project’s	contribution	
to	total	wastewater	flows	in	each	affected	West	Hollywood‐owned	sewer.	

Enforcement	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	Public	Works	

Monitoring	Agency:	 Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning;	Los	Angeles	Department	of	
Public	Works		

Monitoring	Phase:	 Pre‐Construction	

Monitoring	Frequency:	 Once	prior	to	construction	

Action	Indicating	Compliance:	 Agreement	with	City	of	West	Hollywood	or	 documentation	
of	fair‐share	payments	

Mitigation Measures 

No	Mitigation	Measures	are	required	for	Wastewater.	

Solid Waste 

Project Design Features 

No	Project	Design	Features	are	proposed	for	Solid	Waste.	

Mitigation Measures 

No	Mitigation	Measures	are	required	for	Solid	Waste.	
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Appendix A 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2013091044 

 
Project Location: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, California, 90046 
Council District: 4, David E. Ryu 
 
Project Description:  AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the “Applicant”) proposes 
development of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project (the “Project”).  The Project consists of two 
buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories, 
increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story 
portion of the building; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low 
point of the site to the top of the South Building.  The North Building would include two levels with a 
rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses.  The South Building would contain commercial uses 
on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the 
top level.  The project would include approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, representing 
approximately 222,564 gross square feet of residential space.  The project would also provide a central 
public plaza, public space at the northeast corner of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet.  Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level parking structure 
housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 residential and 554 
commercial).  The total development would include approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1.     
 

APPLICANT: 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Owner, L.P. 

 

PREPARED BY: 
ESA PCR 

201 Santa Monica Blvd, #500 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles  

Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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orIgInal comment letters





CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENT AL CORRESPONDENCE 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS REPORT CORRECTION LETTER 

November 21, 2014 

To: 

From: 

Jim Tokunaga, Deputy Advisory Agency 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 7th Floor, Room 750 

Pascal Challita, Geotechnical Engineer III 
Department of Building and Safety 

Tentative Tract: 72370 
LOT(S): 
LOCATION: 

1 Master Lot and 10 Airspace Lots 
8150 W. Sunset Boulevard 

LOG# 83343 
SOILS/GEOLOGY FILE - 2 
AP 

CURRENT REFERENCE 
REPORT/LETTER(S) 
Geology Report 

REPORT DATE{S) OF 

Soils Report 

No. DOCUMENT 
123-92034-02 01/27/2014 
123-92034 10/03/2014 

PREPARED BY 
Golder Associates 

The Grading Division of the Department of Building and Safety has reviewed the Tentative Tract 
723 70 with Los Angeles Department of City Planning receipt stamp dated and the referenced reports 
that provide recommendations for a proposed multi-level residential and commercial development, 
including one building with a 9-story and a 16-story portion and a separate 3 story building. Two 
subterranean levels are proposed. According to the reports, the site gently slopes to the south and 
is occupied by commercial developments. All of the existing structures are to be removed to 
accommodate the proposed development. The earth materials at the subsurface exploration locations 
consist of alluvium. 

The property is located within a now official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (APEFZ) that 
was established (November 6, 2014) by the California Geological Survey for the Hollywood fault 
on the USGS 7 .5 minute Hollywood Quadrangle. The APEFZ shows the trace of the Hollywood 
fault northwest of the site. The edge of the APEFZ traverses the southeast comer of the site. A 
surface fault rupture hazard assessment report (dated 01/27/2014) was prepared to determine ifthe 
site is impacted by active faults. The fault investigation included a transect of CPT soundings and 
continuous core borings. Young (Holocene) alluvium was encountered to a depth of about 4 7-70 
feet, which represent deposits of the Laurel Canyon alluvial fan. Older (Pleistocene) alluvium 
underlies the Laurel Canyon alluvial fan deposits. Age assessments of the geologic units were made 
by radio carbon dating and observations of pedological development. The subsequent 10/03/2014 
report provided geotechnical recommendation for design of the proposed construction. 

The review of the subject reports can not be completed at this time and will be continued upon 
submittal of an addendum to the report which shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER A1



Page2 
8150 W. Sunset Boulevard 

(Note: Numbers in parenthesis ()refer to applicable sections of the 2014 City of LA Building Code. 
P/BC numbers refer the applicable Information Bulletin. Information Bulletins can be accessed on 
the internet at LADBS.ORG.) 

1. The exploratory transect, which included 14 CPT soundings and 2 continuous core borings, 
extended from the southwest comer of the site and along Havenhurst Drive on the west side 
of the site. This exploration covered the area from the southwest edge of the APEFZ to the 
northwest comer of the site. The exploration did not extend 50 feet beyond the property 
boundary. As such, the Department policy is that the presence of an active fault must be 
considered to exist just beyond the property line. 

The consultants argue that the setback or reinforced foundations are not necessary. The 
argument is primarily based on a fairly recent paper by Petersen and others titled "Fault 
Displacement Hazard for Strike-Slip Faults", published in the Bulletin of the Seismological 
Society of America (BSSA), Vol. 101, No. 2, pages 805 to 825. In general, the paper 
presents a methodology, data and regression equations to calculate the potential for off-fault 
deformations near steeply-dipping strike-slip faults that are well developed and regularly 
active. This type of faulting, however, does not apply to the Hollywood fault, which is not 
well developed and overlain by thick un-faulted young alluvium. Paleoseismic data is also 
very spars for the Hollywood fault. 

Based on the above, the nature of what is known about Hollywood fault seems to apply to 
the caveats discussed at the end of the Peterson and others BSSA paper. In sum, there are 
too many epistemic and aleatory uncertainties regarding the Hollywood fault to warrant 
disregarding the required setback. 

2. Provide a revised map and transect cross sections (01/27/2014 fault study report) to reflect 
a standard engineer's scale. This would be helpful in comparing the interpretive figures/cross 
sections with the field data. 

3. Review and provide the pertinent data from the investigation that was performed just to the 
southwest of the site at 1433-1437 Havenhurst Drive (West Hollywood reference fault study 
17). 

4. Clarify either that no artificial fill was encountered in borings, or indicate fill on the boring 
log and include in the discussion (10/03/2014 soils report). 

5. Provide a geotechnical map for the 10/03/2014 soils report, at an appropriate scale showing 
the location of the proposed buildings. Provide cross sections where basements, retaining 
walls, or temporary/permanent excavations are existing or proposed. The geotechnical map 
and cross sections shall clearly show the site boundaries, location and size of all existing and 
proposed buildings and structures, the location of all exploratory excavations, earth material 
contacts, and the extent of the proposed grading work. The map shall be legible and 
reproducible. (P/BC 2014-113) 
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6. Provide justification for recommended bearing capacities in Tables 2 and 3 on page 11 in the 
10/03/2014 soils report, and justification that static settlements will not exceed 1" for the 
most critical footings. It is noted that no direct shear test data was provided in said report. 

7. The 10/03/2014 soils report recommends that footings may alternatively be founded in 
compacted fill. It shall be noted that the Department requires that compacted fill for the 
support of foundations extend laterally beyond the footings a minimum distance equal to the 
depth of the fill below the bottom of footings or a minimum of 3 feet whichever is greater 
(1809.2, 7011.3). Where recommendations are provided for a lesser lateral overexcavation, 
the Department requires that analyses be provided demonstrating that the proposed 
compacted fill and adjacent undocumented fill and native soils will have the lateral and 
vertical bearing capacities recommended. 

8. Under section 4.3.2.2 titled "Lateral Resistance" in the 10/03/2014 soils report, continuing 
on page 12, an ultimate base friction factor of 0.50 is recommended. The Department 
requires a minimum factor of safety of 1.50 on lateral sliding and does not allow it to be 
based directly on the ultimate base friction. Provide clarification/correction. 

9. Under section 4.3.3.1 titled "Axial Capacity", clarify what is meant by "unfactored" 
(ultimate?) compressive capacity, and demonstrate that the recommended friction capacity 
will not result in a factor of safety on the supporting soils less than 2.0 as allowed per Code 
section 1810.3.3.1.7 

10. Discuss the low blow count data for the predominately granular soils encountered in the 
borings, which appears to imply loose to medium dense deposits the full depth explored. It 
is unclear how the consultant has calculated bearing capacities. The Department generally 
requires that bearing capacities and skin friction resistance be based on direct shear test data. 

11. The Department requires that saturated shear strengths and unit weights of earth materials 
be utilized in long-term slope stability and retaining wall analyses where these result in more 
critical computed factors of safety. Provide direct shear test data on the earth material to be 
retained. 

12. Where basement/retaining walls exceed 6 feet in retained height, the Code requires a 
determination of static lateral earth pressures on foundation and retaining walls with a factor 
of safety against failure, no less than 1.50, on the retained earth. 

13. Where basement/retaining walls exceed 6 feet in retained height, the Code requires a 
determination of dynamic seismic lateral earth pressures on foundation and retaining walls 
due to design earthquake ground motions (1803.5.12). The Department requires that the 
acceleration to be applied to the retained mass not be less than Y2 of % of the PGAM 
(Maximum Considered Earthquake-Geometric Mean, MCE0 adjusted for site effects, 
ASCE 7-10 Eq. 11.8-1). 

14. Provide recommendations for temporary excavations. Where an excavation would remove 
lateral support (as defined in Code Section 3307.3.1) from an adjacent public way, property 
or structure, it shall be noted that unbraced/unshored excavations are not allowed and 
excavations need to be shored or made by the ABC slot-cut method. Analysis shall 
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demonstrate that slot-cut excavations or shoring have an acceptable factor of safety (FS ~ 
1.25) against failure based on the shear strength parameters of the earth materials in which 
the excavation is made or the shoring is to support, at the most critical degree of saturation 
that is expected to occur. All surcharge loads shall be considered. (P/BC 2014-113) 

It is noted that the soils encountered appear the be cohesionless or to have little cohesion, and 
do not appear suitable for slot-cut excavations which require the soil to be able to stand 
vertically. 

15. Where laboratory data utilized in engineering analysis is provided by another firm, the 
consultant shall provide a statement that he has reviewed the laboratory data, concurs with 
the results and accepts responsibility for use of said data. (P/BC 2014-113). The Department 
requires that the statement include the phrase "concurs with". Provide said statement. 

The laboratory data shall be appended to the consultant's report on the data sheets/letterhead 
of the approved laboratory with a cover letter from the same signed by the responsible 
licensed engineer. 

The geologist and soils engineer shall prepare a report containing the corrections indicated in this 
letter. The report shall be in the form of an itemized response. It is recommended that once all 
correction items have been addressed in a response report, to contact the report review engineer 
and/or geologist to schedule a verification appointment to demonstrate compliance with all the 
corrections. Do not schedule an appointment until all corrections have been addressed. Bring three 
copies of the response report, including one unbound wet-signed original for microfilming in the 
event that the report is found to be acceptable. 

~lc~cd 
Log No. 83343 
213-482-0480 

cc: AG SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., Owner 
Michael Nytzen, Applicant 
Golder Associates, Project Consultant 
LA District Office 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Memorandum 

November 21, 2014 

All Reviewing Agencies 

Scott Morgan, Director 

SCH# 2013091044 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

DEC 02 2014 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

The State Clearinghouse forwarded the above-mentioned project to your agency for 

review on November 20, 2014 with incorrect review dates. Please make note of the 

following infornrntion for your files: 

Review period ends: January 5, 2015 

We apologize for any inconvenience this may have caused. All other project inforn1ation 

remains the same. 

cc: Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N . Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
Mail w: State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 916/445-0613 

SCH #2013091044 

Project Title: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Lead Agency: City of Los Angeles Cont.a.er Pers::m: Srimal HewaY>rltharana 

Mai Ling Address: Dept. of City Planning, 200 N. Spring Strt:et, Room 750 Phone: (2 13) 978-1359 

Ciry: Los Angeles Zip: _9_00_12 _____ _ Coun~: --=-Lo_s_An_g_e_I~-----------

Project Location: 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Cowity; Los .~geles City/Nearest Communiry: _L_os_-..,.-.n~g~e...,le_s ______________ _ 

Cross Streets: Sunset Boulevard and Cm=t HeighlS Boulov-6rd Zip Code: 90046 Total Acres: 2.56 ------
Assessor's Parcel No. 5554--00i-014, 015 S~on: Twp. Range: Base: 

Within2Miles: StateHwy#: SR-101,SR-2 Waterways: N/A 

A.ixports: N/ A Railways: ols: Several 

O~c~m-entryPS; - - - - - - - - - - -
CE:QA: 0 NOP 0 Supplernent/Subsi:qu t EIR N 0 V .2 (}'iglj'f4 

0 Early Cons (Prior SCH No.) 
D 
D 
D 0 Neg Dec 0 Other 

l8J Draft EIR 

L0c31 Actioii"TyP;; - - - - - - - - - -
0 General Plan Update D Specific Pl!Ul 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

0 Prezone 
l:!l:I Use Permit 

other; D Joint Document 
0 Final Docum::nt 
O Other 

0 Gencral Phm Amendment D M8'tcr Plan 
O General Plan Elcmont 0 Planned Unit Development 
0 Community Plan !21 Site Plan 

0 Rezone· 

~ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) 
0 Annexstion 

0 Coastal P c:mllt 
0 Other. Variance, 
Affordable Housing 
lnceotives 

0 Redcvelop111ent 

Development Type: 
f8I Rcs:idcnriBI: Units...112._ Acres __ _ 
0 Office: Sqjt.__ Acres __ _ 

0 Tra.;sponation: Type ___________ _ 
0 Mining: A1ineral 

f8I Comm=ial: Sqfr 111.339 Acres __ _ 
0 lndustriel: Sqjl. ___ Acres __ _ 

Employees __ 
Employees __ 
Employees __ 

0 Power: Type __ -~;_-:::::::::_""11""'0-tts _____ --~-
0 Waste Treatment: 'l}p•·-------'-------
0 Ha:zardous Waste: Type 0 Educalioaal _______________ _ 

0 Recreational 
0 WatcrFacilices-:-"Type MGD _NIA_ 

0 Oilier: ------~~---

Funding (approx.): Federal$ ------ State$ ____ Total$ 

----------------------------Project Issues Discussed in Document: 
IE! Aostbetic/Visual 0 Flood PlainlJ'looding D Schools/Universities 
0 Agricultural Laod D Forest Land/fire Hazard D Septic Systems 
li<I Air Quality l&l Geologic/Seismic l!l Sewer Capacity 
f&J Archeologlcal!IDstorical ·O Minerals !&I Soil ErosionlCornpaction/GradiDg 
0 Coastal Zone 1lll Noise l!l Solid W oste 
0 Drainage/Absorption l8l Population/Housing Balance 0 Toxic'Hazardous 
0 Economic!Jobs ll!I Public Services/Facilities 1!11 TrafficlCirculation 
0 Fiscal liSI Recreation/Parks 0 Vegetation 

P~e;ent L~nd Us~oning/Gen;;alPi;n o;,gn;ti;n:- - - - - - - - - - -

0 Water Quality 
igi Water Supply/Groundwarc:r 
0 Wetland/Riparian 
0 Wildlife 
lill Growth Inducing 
181 Land use 
181 Cumulotive Effects 
0 Other 

Cj-!_D.!.C2.m!!1e!.ci~)it:Je_!9h£o!!)",2d.9~ci;_C~m!!'e!.ci~ ________________________ _ 
Project Description: The Project Applicant proposes the demolition of existing uses and development of a two- to 16-story 
mixed-use commercial/residential building on the 2.56-acre site, including approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial 
retail and restaurant uses within three lower levels (one subterranean) and one rooflop level, with 249 residential units, 
including 28 affordable housing units, within twelve upper levels representing 222,564 gross square feet of residential space. 
Parking for proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level (three subterranean and semi-subterranean) parking 
structure with 849 parl<ing spaces. The total development would include up to 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space wtth a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1. Construction would commence in 2015 wltl1 
completion and occupancy estimated in 2017. 

State Clearinghouse Contact: 

State Review Began: 

SCH COMPLIANCE 

(916) 445-0613 

_\ l_--2..Q__-2014 

\ s "2-o\5 
/'\~w 

Pleas.e note: State ,Clearinghouse Number 
(SCH#) on all Comments 

20130~1044 
SCH#: · 
Ple:i~e fo-rn-'a_r_d_la_t_e_co_m_m_e_n_ts_·_d-ir_e_c_tl_y_ to the 

Lead Agency 

AQMD/APCD 3 ~ 

(Resources: _\_\ _; ;), ')_) 

Project Sent to the following State Agencies 

_X __ Resources 
___ Boating & Waterways 

Coastal Comm 
Colorado Rvr Bd 
Conservation 

__lL CDFW # _5__ 
Delta Protection Comm 
Cal Fire 

--X_ Historic Preservation 
__x_ Parks & Rec 

Central Valley Flood Prat. 
__ Bay Cons & Dev Comm. 

_)(__ DWR 

State!Consumer Svcs 
General Services 

Cal EPA 
__K_ ARB: ALL Other Projects 

ARB: Transportation Projects 
_ _ ARB: Majorlndustrial/Energy 

SWRCB: Div. of Drinking Water 
SWRCB: Div. Financial Assist. 
SWRCB: Wtr Quality ·· 

_ _ SWRCB: Wtr Rights 

__lL Reg. WQCB #!i._ 
___x_ Torie Sub Ctrl-CTC 

Yth/ Adlt Corrections 

__.}(..._ OES __ . Cap-cctions 
___ Resow-c:s,.Re.cycling.and Recavery 

CalSTA 

Aeronautics 
._x__ CHP 
__x_ Caltrans # l 
___ Trans Planning 

Other 
_x__ HCD 

_ _ Food & Agriculture 

Independent Comm 
___ Energy. Commission 

X NARC 
~ Public utilities comm- 

State Lands Comm 
__ Tahoe Rgl Plan Agency 

Conservancy 

Other: - ------



FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 8-12) 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

December 11, 2014 

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 
Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning ()1 JJ 
Ali Poosti, Division Manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Divisio 
LA Sanitation -

SUBJECT: 8150 SUNSET BOULEY ARD MIXED-USE PROJECT - DRAFT EIR 

This is in response to your November 20, 2014 letter requesting a review of your proposed multi 
-use building project located at 8150 W. Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90046. The Bureau of 
Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the wastewater and 
storrnwater systems for the proposed project. 

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT 

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with 
the task of evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available wastewater 
capacity exists for future developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts 
and guide the planning process for any future sewer improvements projects needed to provide 
future capacity as the City grows and develops. 

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project: 

Type Description Average Daily Flow per Type Proposed No. Average Daily 
Description (GPD!UNIT) of Units Flow (GPD) 

Proposed 
Residential: Studio 75 GPD/DU 73 DU 5,475 

I-BDRM 110 GPD/DU 130DU 14,300 
2-BDRMS 150 GPD/DU 38DU 5,700 
3-BDRMS 190 GPD/DU 8DU 1,520 

Lobby &Recreation 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 2,652 SQ.FT 133 
Room 

Fitness & Changing 200 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 2,553 SQ.FT 511 
Room 

Business Center 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 536 SQ.FT 64 
Library 30 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 1,140 SQ.FT 34 

Swimming Pool 190/GPM 5MIN 950 
backwash Rate 

Commercial-Retail 25 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 51,150 SQ.FT 1,279 
Restaurant 300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 22,189 SQ.FT 6,657 
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Supermarket 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 
Health Club/Fitness 200 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 

Bank 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 

24,811 SQ.FT I 1,241 
8,095 SQ. Ft I 1,619 
5,094 SQ.FT I 255 

Total i 39,738 I 

SEWER AVAILABILITY 

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 10-inch line 
on Sunset Blvd. The sewage from the 10-inch line feeds into a Los Angeles County sewer line on 
Havenhurst Dr. The sewage from the Los Angeles County sewer line feeds into a 12-inch City 
sewer pipe at the do\\nstream and passes through 15-inch line before discharge into an 18-inch 
line on LA Cienega Blvd. Figure 1 shows the details of the sewer system within the vicinity of 
the project. The current flow level (d/D) in the 10-inch line cannot be determined at this time 
without additional gauging. 

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer 
system are as follows: 

Pipe Diameter 
I 

Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D 50% Design Capacity I 
I 

(in) (%) i 
10 ! Sunset Blvd. I * 415,790 GPD I 
15 LA Cienega Blvd 47 2.01 MGD l 
15 LA Cienega Blvd 54 1.73 MGD 

j 

I 
18 LA Cienega Blvd I 56 3.02 MGD I 

i I 
* No gauging available 

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the City sewer system might be able to accommodate 
the total flow for your proposed project. The developers will be required to contact Los Angeles 
County Sanitation District to verify capacity availability of the County lines. Further detailed 
gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the permit process to identify a sewer 
connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient capacity then the developer will be required 
to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with sufficient capacity. A final approval for 
sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow 
will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has sufficient capacity for the project. 

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562. 

STOR.l\'IWATER REQUIREMENTS 

The Bureau of Sanitation, \Vatershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of 
ensuring the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of 
Los Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project. 

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project-Draft EIR.doc 
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POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS 

The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These requirements are 
based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and the recently adopted 
Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to SUSMP/LID are 
required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff. The requirements 
are outlined in the guidance manual titled"Developrnent Best Management Practices Handbook
Part B: Planning Activities". Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then 
biofiltration as the preferred stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found 
at: www.lastormwater.org. It is advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received 
in the early phases of the project from WPD' s plan-checking staff. 

GREEN STREETS 

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green 
Street elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of
away to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater 
runoff and other environmental concerns. The goals of the Green Street elements are to 
improve the water quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve 
air quality, reduce the heat island effect of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of 
sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of transportation. The Green Street elements may 
include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and permeable pavements where stormwater 
can be easily directed from the streets into the parkways and can be implemented in 
conjunction with the SUSMP/LID requirements. 

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 

The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction phase. 
All projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of stormwater 
pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy season that is 
between October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required to be prepared. 
Also projects that disturb more than one-acre of land are subject to the California General 
Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this requirement a Notice of Intent (NOi) needs to 
be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during the duration of 
construction. 

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at (213) 
485-0586, or WPD's plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD's plan-checking counter can 
also be visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3rd Fl, Station 18 

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments of four 
or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other 
development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments 

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project-Draft BIR.doc 
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must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this 
requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney of the Special Project Division at (213)485-3684. 

KB\AP:tn 

Attachment: Figure 1 - Sewer Map 

c: Kosta Kaporis, LASAN 
Daniel Hackney, LAS AN 
Eduardo Perez, LASAN 

File Location: \Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response L TR.s\8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project-Draft EIR.doc 
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te~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

DEIR Review for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
1 message 

Kwan, Delon <Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com> Tue, Dec 30, 2014 at 9:05 AM 
To: "SRIMAL.HEWAWITHARANA@LACITY.ORG" <SRIMAL.HEWAWITHARANA@lacity.org> 
Cc: "Planning.en\fe"1ew@lacity.org" <Planning.en\fe"1ew@lacity.org>, "Holloway, Chuck" 
<Charles.Holloway@ladwp.com>, "Parker, Nadia" <Nadia.Parker@ladwp.com>, "Moosbrugger, Earl" 
<Earl.Moosbrugger@ladwp.com>, "Nikolaje-..s,Val"<Val.Nikolaje-..s@ladwp.com> 

Srimal, 

We are submitting to you the following comments to the Draft Em.1ronmental Impact Report (DEIR} for the 8150 
Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. These comments reflect our re"1ew of the Water Supply chapter only for 
matters related to water resources for the project; you may receiw additional comments from other di"1sions at 
LADWP separately to other respectiw areas in the DEIR such as water infrastructure capacity, etc. 

The first two sentences of the last paragraph of p. 4.K.1-17 of the DEIR, see below, appears to imply that the net 
increase in project water demand expressed as 0.008% percent is within the total 30% increase in total City 
water demand through 2035 and is a basis for determining that the additional demand is accounted for in 
LADWP's 2010 UWMP. 

Excerpt from DEIR. p. 4.K.1-17: 

"The 54.0 AF per year net increase in water demand generated by the Project would constitute 
approximately 0.008 percent of the City's total increase in water demand through 2035. The proposed 
Project would fall within the available and projected water supplies of LADWP's 2010 UWMP." 

Howewr, the methodology for determining whether the project's demand is included in supply projections is not 
related to that percentage. Instead, it is based on demographic projections included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan by the Southern California Association of Gowmrnents, and by extension, consistency with 
the City's General Plan. Therefore, additional clarification should be pro"1ded as follows: 

Replace abow Excerpt from DEIR. p. 4.K.1-17 with the following: 

The 54.0 AF per year net increase in water demand generated by the Project would constitute 
approximately 0.008 percent of the City's total increase in water demand through 2035. Proposed 
Project conforms with the use and intensity of development permitted by the City's General Plan. 
Consistency with the demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required for Proposed 
Project. City's water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP was developed based on the 2008 Regional 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a9c2890f70e07d&siml=14a9c2890f70e07d 1/2 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER A4



12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - DEIR Re\Aewfor 8150 Sunset Boulewrd Mi»'ld-Use Project 

Transportation Plan (RTP) demographic projection by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) using the 2000 U.S. Census for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for 
the City was based on the 2010 U.S. Census, and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic projection. 
The region's economic growth is usually a major factor behind net migration and the consequent 
population growth. The economic recession of 2007-2009 had a negative impact on the region's 
population growth, resulting in decrease in population growth from 2000 Census to 2010 Census. Our 
preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand projection to year 2035 based on demographic 
projection from 2012 RTP using population, housing and employment, as well as water conservation, 
and weather will be lower than the City's water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, 
City's water supply projections in the 2010 UWMP are sufficient to meet the City's water demand 
projections based on the 2012 RTP. 

Thanks, 

Delon Kwan, P.E. 

LADWP -Water Resources De-.elopment 

111 N. Hope Street, Room 1460 

Los Angeles, CA 9001 2 

(213) 367-2166 

(213) 367-1131 Fax 

Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com 

-----v,onfidentiality Notice-----

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which may be 

confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any dis;losure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this 

information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original 

message and any attachment without reading or saving in any manner. 
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https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14ae958fe65e17f0&siml=14ae958fe65e17f0 1/2

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: Possible Extension of DEIR Comment Period for 8150 Sunset Blvd.

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 8:48 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Date: Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 9:25 AM
Subject: Re: Possible Extension of DEIR Comment Period for 8150 Sunset Blvd.
To: Scott Lunceford <SLunceford@weho.org>

Hi Scott,

The comment period has been extended till January 20, 2015.  Please see attached.

Sincerely,

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II

On Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 9:58 AM, Scott Lunceford <SLunceford@weho.org> wrote:

Hi Srimal,

 

I heard that the Draft EIR comment period for the project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. may have been extended.  Is
this the case, or are final comments still due by January 5, 2015?

 

Happy New Year,

 

Scott Lunceford, AICP

Associate Planner

Current and Historic Preservation Planning

City of West Hollywood

slunceford@weho.org

3238486427

 

mailto:SLunceford@weho.org
mailto:slunceford@weho.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:SLunceford@weho.org
tel:323-848-6427
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8150SunsetDEIR_CommentPeriodExtensionLtrSigned.pdf
214K
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S T AT E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A 

Governor 's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

January 6, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
SCH#: 2013091044 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

JAN O.a 2015 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The 
review period closed on January 5, 2015, and no state agencies submitted co1m11ents by that date. This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, .-___.....- / 

~ - /:··."' 
~ z;;;vt • ; ·,,. ~. 

Scott ~an / /:· 

Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

2013091044 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
Los Angeles, City of 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Description The Project Applicant proposes the demolition of existing uses and development of a two to 16-story 

mixed-use commercial/residential building on the 2.56-acre site, including approximately 111,310 sf of 

commercial retail and restaurant uses within three lower levels (one subterranean) and one rooftop 

level, with 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, within twelve upper.levels 

representing 222,560 gsf of residential space. Parking for proposed uses would be provided on-site 

via a seven-level (three subterranean and semi-subterranean) parking structure. The total 

development would include up to 333,870 sf of commercial and residential space with maximum 

floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1. Construction would commence in 2015 with completion 

and occupancy estimated in 2017. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
213 978 1359 Fax 

Address 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
City Los Angeles State CA Zip 9001 2 

Project Location 
County 

City 
Region 

Lat/ Long 

Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, City of 

Cross Streets Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard 
Parcel No. 5554-007-014, 015 
Township 

Proximity to: 
Highways SR 101, 2 

Airports 
Metro Red Line 

Several 

Range Section 

Railways 
Waterways 

Schools 
Land Use C4-1 D (Commercial)/Neighborhood Office Commercial 

Base 

Project Issues Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public 

Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; 

Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Landuse; Cumulative 

Effects; other Issues; AestheticNisual 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office of Historic Preservation; 

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services, 

California; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Department of Housing and Community 

Development; Air Resources Board; Regional Waler Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of 

Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission 

Date Received 11/20/2014 Start of Review 11/20/2014 End of Review 01/05/2015 



Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

S T AT E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Memorandum 

January 12, 2015 

All Reviewing Agencies 

Scott Morgan, Director 

SCH# 2013091044 

8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 

Recesve o 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

JAN 20 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

Pursuant to the attached letter, the Lead Agency has extended the review period for the 

above referenced project to January 20, 2015 to accommodate the review process. All 

other project information remains the same. 

cc: · Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
Dept. of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 

Los ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 
AND 

6262 VAN Nuvs BLVD., SLITT£351 
VAN Nuvs, CA 91401 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DAVID H.J. AMBROZ 
PRESJOENT 

RENEE DAKE WILSON 
VlCE-PflfSIOENT 

ROBERT L. AHN 
MARIA CABILDO 
CAROLINE CHOE 
RICHARD KA"TZ 
JOHNW.MACK 

DANA M. PERLMAN 
MARTA SEGURA 

JAMES K. WILUAMS 
COMMISSION EXECLITIVE ASSISTANTil 

(213) 978-1300 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTJ 
MAYOR · 

December 31, 2014 

NOTICE OF EXTENSION 

EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

MICHAEL J. LOGRANDE 
DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1271 

ALAN BELL, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1272 

USA M. WEBBER. AICP 
DEPUTY DJRECTOR 

(213) 978-1274 

JAN ZATORSKI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1273 

FAX: (213) 978-1275 

INFORMATION 
www.planning.lacity.org 

THIS IS TO SERVE AS NOTICE THAT THE FINAL DAY OF THE COMMENT PERIOD 
FOR DRAFT EIR ENV-2013-2552-EIR (SCH NO. 2013091044) HAS BEEN EXTENDED 

FROM JANUARY 5, 2015 TO JANUARY 20, 2015* 

TO: Owners of Property and Occupants and Other Interested Parties 

PROJECT NAME: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

SITE LOCATION: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90046 (See Figure 1) 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA: Hollywood 

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 4- Tom La Bonge 

COMMENT REVIEW PERIOD: November 20, 2014 - Januarv 20, 2015* 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the "Applicant") proposes 
to redevelop the 2.56-acre property located at 8150 Sunset Boulevard (the "Project Site") with a mixed
use residential and retail project (the "Project"). The property is located within the Hollywood 
community of the City of Los Angeles (the "City"), and currently contains two commercial structures and 
other improvements, all of which would be demolished and removed from the Project Site. An aerial 
photograph of the Project Site and surrounding land uses is provided in Figure 2. The Project would 
consist of two buildings over a sing!~ podium structure with various elements ranging in height from two 
stories to 16 stories in height as measured from the intersection of Sunset and Crescent Heights 
Boulevards (approximately 42 feet above the ground elevation at the intersection of Sunset and Crescent 
Heights Boulevards [the ''North Building"], increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story 
portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story portion of the building [the "South Building"]; the 
overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low point of the Project Site along 
Havenhurst Drive to the top of the South Building; due to the sloping nature of the Project Site, the 16-
story portion of the South Building would appear to be 20 stories in height at the southwest comer of the 
Project Site along Havenhurst Drive). The North Building, which will be built along Sunset Boulevard, 
would include two levels with a rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses. The South 
Building would contain commercial uses on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 
15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the top level. The Project site plan is illustrated in Figure 3. 

The Project would include 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant uses within three lower 
levels (one subterranean) and one rooftop level, and 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing 
units , within the twelve upper levels representing 222,564 gross square feet of residential space. The 
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Project would also provide a new, 9,134 square-foot public space ("Comer Plaza") at the northeast comer 
of the site (this area is, and will continue to be, owned by the City, although the Applicant will be 
required to improve and maintain the area), a 34,050-square-foot central public plaza at the site interior 
("Central Plaz.a"), public rooftop deck/garden areas c••sunset Terrace") along Sunset Boulevard, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents (''Pool Terrace"), as well as other resident-only amenities totaling 
approximately 6,900 square feet that would include a residential lobby, resident recreation room, fitness 
center, business center, changing rooms, and library, as well as a wrap-around landscaped terrace on the 
fo~ fl~or of the So~~h. J3uj,i''.~d.e'P Terrace") .. Parking for all proposed ~ses would be provi~ed 
on-site via a seven-level,~e .... :~l[bterranean and serm-subterranean levels) parkmg structure (''Parking 
Structure") housed witllin''tiie podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 for residential 
uses and 554 for commercial retail and restallran.t uses). Short- and long-term bicycle parking totaling 
985 spaces would also be provided on-site, including 428 spaces for residential uses and 557 spaces for 
commercial uses. The total development W;Ould include up to 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a :in:ax~U.irdloor-area fatio (FAR) of 3: 1. 

PERMITS AND APPROVALS: The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the 
Project that would include, but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, 
including the following off-menu Incentives: (1) an off-menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for 
a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 
1,500 foot distance specified in the on-menu lncentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 
12.22-A,25(f)(4)(ii); and (2) an off-menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking 
spaces that may be provided for commercial uses from 40% to 60% and to allow parking for residential 
uses in excess of one standard parki:ug stall for 146 residential units to be provided as compact spaces 
instead of one standard parking space for each unit (or-249-spares),..with-the-rest-previded-as-compact 
spaces, in-lieu of the requirements set furthJn_iAMC .§.12~2-1..=.t\.~_(p), __ w@_{l_tt~q@LP_!!I.kmgJm: _bQth 
commercial and residential parking; Parking Option 1, pursuant to Section 12.22-A,25(d)(1 ), which 
allows parking to be provided at a ratio of 1 space for each studio and· one-bedroom uriit, and two spaces 
for each two- and three-bedroom unit, and provides that required parking ·in a· Housing Development 
Project that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwelling units; Site 
Plan lteview; Master Conditional Use Permit for Alcohol (on- and off-site sa1es); Subdivision to create 
airspace lots and for condominium purposes; Variance to allow a fitness studio, as not otherwise 
permitted in the C4 zone; Demolition permits; Construction permits, including building, grading, 
excavation, foundation, and associated permits; B-Pennits and other required permits for off-site 
improvements; Approvals and associated permits for the reconfiguration and maintenance of the adjacent 
City-owned traffic island area at the southwest comer of Sunset and Crescent Heights Boulevards; Haul 
route permit, as may be required; Street tree removal permit; and other approvals as needed. 

ANTICIPATED SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Based on the analysis contained in 
this Draft EIR., implementation of the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related 
to historical resources, construction-related traffic, and construction-related noise and vibration. Other 
issues addressed in the Draft EIR include aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
greenhouse gas emissions, land use, noise, population and housing, public services (fire, police, parks, 
and libraries), transportation and parking (construction traffic, intersections, roadway segments, regional 
transportation system, access, parking). With implementation of mitigation measures, no other significant 
and unavoidable impacts are expected to occur as a result of construction or operation of the Project. 

DOCUMENT REVIEW AND COMMENT: If you wish to review a print copy of the Draft BIR or the 
documents referenced in the Draft EIR, you may do so, by appointment, during office hours (between 
8:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.) at the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 200 North Spring 
Street, City Hall, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA, 90012. The Draft EIR is also available online at the 
Department of City Planning's website at http://cityplanningJacity.org by clicking on the 
"Environmental" tab, then "Draft ElR." Print and digital versions are also available at the following 
Library Branches: 
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1) Los Angeles Central Library, 630 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

2) Will & Ariel Durant Branch Library, 7140 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90046 

3) Fairfax Branch Library, 161 South Gardner Street, Los Angeles, CA 90036 

4) John C. Fremont Library, 6121 Melrose Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90038 

The Draft EIR can also be purchased on CD-ROM for $7.50 per copy. Contract Srimal Hewawitharana at 
(213) 978-1359 to purchase copies. 

The review period for the Draft EIR begins on November 20, 2014 and ends on January 20, 2015. If you 
wish to submit comments regarding the Draft EIR, please reference the file number above and submit in 
writing, preferably by e-mail, by Tuesday, January 20, 2015 no later than 4:00 P.M. 

Please direct your comments to: 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Email: planning.envreview@lacity.org 
Mail: Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 

} 

WMJ.1dh_ \ 
Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner, Major Projects Section 



Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
Mail to: State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 916/445-0613 

SCH #2013091044 

Project litle: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Lead Agency: City of Los Angeles Contact Person: Srimal Hewa\\ritharana 

Mailing Address: Dept. of City Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

City: Los Angeles Zip: _9_0_0_12 _ ___ _ 

Phone: _(,...2_13_)_9_78.,.-_13_5_9 _ _ _ _ ___ _ 

County: _ Lo_s_An_g=-e-lc:s ______ ____ _ 

Project Location: 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

County: Los Ange.:les City/Nearest Community: _L_os_An-:-:'g~eJ-:e_s __ --,,:-,------------
Cross Streets: Sunscl Boulevard and Crescent Heighrs Boulevard Zip Code: 90046 Toral Acres: _2._56 ____ _ 

Assessors Parcel No. 5554--007-014, 015 Section: Twp. Range: Bose: ---- -
Within 2 Miles: State Hwy#: SR-JOI , SR-2 WaieIWoys: NIA 

Allports: N/ A Railways: ls: Several 

oOc~rMnt TYp'e: - - - - - - - - - - -
CeQA: 0 NOP 0 Supplement/Subsequ tEIR NOV 2 ~~B~ 

0 Early Coos (Prior SCH No.) 
D or 
D A 

D 0 Neg Dec 0 Other 
~ DraftEIR STATE CLEARIN6 HOUSE 

aft EIS 
ONSI 

§~~:iofi:~~~= - - -O s:..:fi~P;:- - - - - -0-P~:ne- - -

other: 0 Joint Documau 
0 Final Document 
D Other 

O General Plan Amendment D Master Plan ~ Use Permit 
O General Plan Element 0 Planned Unit Development 121 Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) 
0 Community Plan 121 Site Plan 0 Anncxatioo 

0 Coastal Permit 
181 Other: VeriBJ1ce, 
Affordable Housing 
loceorivcs 

D Rezone · D ~ovelopment 

Development Type: 
[8J Residaitial: Units..M_ Acres __ _ 0 Transponatioo: TyP< __________ _ _ 

D Mining: Mineral ___________ _ 0 Office: Sq,fr.__ Acres___ Employees __ 
[8J Commercial; Sqji ll 1.J39 Acres___ Employees __ 
0 Industrial: Sq ft. ___ Acres___ Employees __ 

0 Power. Type_ --c=------Wotts __ 
0 Waste T=nnent: J}pe. ___________ _ 

0 Educational D Rccrcational----------------
D Hazardous Waste: Type. _________ __ _ 
D Other: 

0 WnterFacilidesoJ)'p • MGD_N!A_ 
Funding (approx.): Federal S State$ ____ TotolS 

Project Issues Discussed in Document: 
181 Aesthetic/Visual D Flood Plain/Flooding D Schools/Universities 
D Agriculnrral Land D Forest Land/Fire Hazard D Septic Systems 

'llSJ NJ- Quality IBl Geologic/Seismic 181 Sewer Capacity 
l&l Arcbcological/ffisroricel D Minerals 29 Soil Erosion/Compactiow'Grading 
D Coastal Zone IBl Noise l8l Solid Was~e 
D Drainage/Absoll'tion !El Population/Housing Balance D Toxic/Hazardous 
D Eoonomic/Jobs IE) Public Scrviccs!Facilities IBl Traffic/Circulation 
D Fiscal IEI RecreaiionlParl:s 0 Vegetation 

---------------------------- -Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation: 

D Woter Quality 
ll<I Water Supply/Groundwater 
D W ctland/Riparian 
0 Wildlife 
l8J Growth Inducing 
I!!! Land use 
IBl Cumulative Effects 
0 Other 

C_j-1_Dl.C2.m.!.!1e.rcifil)l~e.!Sh~tt'o_2d_9f!c'!...C2.m.!!'8!ci!!.' ________________________ _ 

Project Descnption: The Project Applicant proposes the demoliUon of existing uses and development of a two- to 16-slory 
mixed-use commercial/residential building on the 2.56-acre site, Including approximately 111.339 square feet of commercial 
retail and restaurant uses within three lower levels (one subterranean) and one roottop level, with 249 residential units, 
including 28 affordable housing units, within twelve upper levels representing 222,504 gross square feet of residential space. 
Parking for proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level (three subterranean and semi-subterranean) parking 
structure With 849 parking spaces. The total development would include up to 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1. Construction would commence in 2015 wlU1 
completion and occupancy estimated in 2017. 

State Clearinghouse Contact: Project Sent to the following State Agencies 

State Review Began: 

SCH COMPLIANCE 

(916) 445-0613 

_I \_._2Q_-2014 
20 

\ -&- "2-o\S 
~ 

Please note State Clearinghouse.Number 
(SCH#) on all Comments 

SCH#: 
20130~1044 , 

Ple~e fo-rn-'a_r_d_la_t_e_c_o_m_m_e_o_ts_d_ir_ec_·_tl-y to the 

Lead Agency 

AQMD/APCD 3? 

(Resources: _\_\ _1 d. :;!_) 

_X __ Resources 
__ Boating & Waterways 

Coastal Comm 

Colorado Rvr Bd. 
Conservation 
CDFW#i_ 
Delta Protection Comm 
Cal Fire 

~ Historic Preservation 
_x_ Parks & Rec 
__ Central Valley Flood Prat. 

__ Bay Cons & Dev Comm. 

~DWR 

State/Consumer Svcs 
General Services 

Cal EPA 
__x_ ARB: ALL Other Projects 

ARB; Transportation Projects 

ARB: Major Industrial/Energy 
SWRCB: Div. ofDrinkIDg Water 
SWRCB: Div. Financial Assist. 

__ SWRCB: WtrQuality .. 

__ SWRCB: Wtr Rights 
__x_ Reg. WQCB # .!±__ 
_x._ Toxic Sub Ctrl-CTC 

YtWAdlt Corrections . 

_::f._ OES . Corrections. 
___ Resources,.Rccycling,and Recovery 

CalSTA 

Aeronautics 
·_l_ CHP 
_x_ Calo-ans# l 
__ Trans Planning 

Other 
_:i,._ HCD 

__ Food & Agriculture 

Independent Comm 
___ Energy Commission 

__x_ NAHC 
__y_ Public ut11ITie5 cOtD.m

State Lands Comm 
___ Tahoe Rgl Plan Agea cy 

Conservancy 

Other: ------



Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

S T AT E OF C A L I F 0 R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

January 21, 2015 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
SCH#: 2013091044 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

FEB 23 2015 
ENVIRONMENTAi. 

UNIT 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The 
review period closed on January 20, 2015, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, 

~-~/ Scott -4[,.. -" 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

2013091044 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
Los Angeles, City of 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Description Note: Extended Review 

The Project Applicant proposes the demolition of existing uses and development of a two to 16-story 

mixed-use commercial/residential building on the 2.56-acre site, including approximately 111,31 O sf of 

commercial retail and restaurant uses within three lower levels (one subterranean) and one rooftop 

level, with 249 apartment units, including .28 affordable housing units, within twelve upper levels 

representing 222,560 gsf of residential space. Parking for proposed uses would be provided on-site 

via a seven-level (three subterranean and semi-subterranean) parking structure. The total 

development would include up to 333,870 sf of commercial and residential space with maximum 

floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3: 1. Construction would commence in 2015 with completion 

and occupancy estimated in 2017. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Srimal Hewawitharana 

Agency . City of Los Angeles 
Phone 213 978 1359 
email 

Fax 

Address 
City 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles State CA 

Project Location 
County 

City 
Region 

Lat/ Long 
Cross Streets 

Parcel No. 
Township 

Proximity to: 

Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, City of 

Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard 
5554-007-014, 015 

Range Section 

Highways SR 101, 2 
Airports 

Railways 
WateJWays 

Schools 
Land Use 

Metro Red Line 

Several 
C4-1 D (Commercial)/Neighborhood Office Commercial 

Zip 90012 

Base 

Project Issues Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public 

Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/l,Jniversities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Co.mpaction/Grading; 

Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Landuse; Cumulative 

Effects; Other Issues; AestheticNisual 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office of Historic Preservation; 

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services, 

California; California Highway Patrol ; Caltrans, District 7; Department of Housing and Community 

Development; Air Resources Board; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of 

Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission 

Date Received 11/20/2014 Start of Review 11/20/2014 End of Review 0112012015 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 



1/21/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fm: DEIR Comments Letter for 8150 Sunset 811.d. 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: DEIR Comments Letter for 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
1 message 

-- ------
Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 11 :57 AM 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Scott Lunceford <SLunceford@weho.org> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 4:53 PM 
Subject: DEIR Comments Letter for 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
To: "srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hello Srimal, 

Attached please find a pdf copy of the comments letter from the City of West Hollywood pertaining to the Draft 
En\1ronmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. I will be sending you the 
attachments separately, as they are too large for your email system. I am also sending you a hardcopy via 
USPS. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you ha'we any questions. 

Best Regards, 

Scott Lunceford, AICP 

Associate Planner 

Current and Historic Preservation Planning 

City of West Hollywood 

slunceford@weho.org 

323-848-6427 

EGI E 
BY FEB.17 

* VOTE * o,. MAR. 3 

~-~~9~.~~~· 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&1.ie-J.Fpt&search=inbol<&th=14b0e121e987acb3&siml=14b0e121e987acb3 1/2 
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~ 8150 Sunset - DEIR Comments Letter.pdf 
2624K 

https://mail .g oog le.corrv'mail/u/O/?ui=2&i k=4a51170ce2&\.iew= pt&search=inboY&th= 14b0e121e987acb3&siml=14b0e121 e987acb3 212 
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City ol We~t Hollywood 
C.alilorr'l1l9M 

CITY H~u. 
X300 SASTA MONIC"A 81.YD. 

\VEST HOLl.Yll"(X)Jl, c A 

90069-6216 
Ti,1.: (323) 848-6475 
FAX: (323) 1148-657 5 

TIY: For hearing impaired 
(323) 848-6496 

COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 

DEPARTMEl\IT 

CITY Of 
W[ST Hott YWOOO 
January 20, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project (Project) . 

The following is a list of items the City of West Hollywood deems as not 
properly analyzed in the DEIR completed for the Project: 

SECTION 3- GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The mixed-use development located within the City of West Hollywood at 
8350 Santa Monica Boulevard needs to be included in the list of Related 
Projects {TABLE 3-1). The project consists of a 48,574 square foot building 
located on the northwest corner of Santa Monica Boulevard and Kings Road, 
and includes 48 residential units and 5,850 square feet of retail space. 

SECTION 4.1. - PARKS AND RECREATION 

Not all of the existing parks and recreation facilities located in the vicinity of 
the Project were included in the DEIR impact analysis. The following parks, 2 
of which are within the City of West Hollywood, were not listed on Table 4-l.3-
1 and need to be included in the DEIR: 

• Laurel Avenue Park - 0.19 mile southeast, located at 1343 N. Laurel 
Avenue, West Hollywood 

• West Hollywood Park- 1.6 miles southwest, located at 647 N. San 
Vicente Boulevard, West Hollywood 

• Poinsettia Recreation Center - 1.19 miles southeast, located at 7341 
Willoughby Avenue, Los Angeles 



Based on the above correction, the number of parks within City of West 
Hollywood listed as located within 0.5-mile of the Project needs to be updated 
from 2 to 3 parks. 

Table 4.1.3-1 lists the incorrect amenities available at William S. Hart Park. 
The actual amenities available at Hart Park include the following: community 
building with restrooms, water feature, off-leash dog area, and paths. Also, 
the supporting discussion for Impact Statement PRK-1 erroneously states that 
Hart Park is not accessible from Sunset Boulevard. The park is accessible 
from Sunset Boulevard. 

Increased pet populations were not taken in consideration when determining 
impacts on local parks. Analysis of this impact on local parks needs to be 
included in the DEIR, especially given the Project's close proximity to the off
leash dog area at Hart Park. 

SECTION 4.J. -TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The City of West Hollywood requested detailed Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
of 10 key intersections as part of the October 14, 2013 comment letter to the 
NOP to the City of Los Angeles Environmental Analysis Section. All 
requested study intersections are included in the DEIR with the exception of 
Sunset Boulevard and Roxbury Road/Harper Avenue. This intersection is the 
first intersection immediately west of the proposed project site and has the 
potential to be most impacted. Analysis of this intersection must be included. 

The DEIR traffic study states that a 5% trip reduction was applied to the 
affordable housing component of the project. The TIA states that "lower 
income" residents tend to have a higher reliance on public transit or other 
non-vehicular means of transportation. While this may be a reasonable 
assumption, the TIA applied an additional 5% transit reduction to the entire 
residential component of the project. This effectively double counted the trip 
reduction for transit for the affordable units. This error in assumption should 
be corrected. 

The DEIR TIA utilized ITE Trip Generation rates to estimate trips from the 
exiting project site. The existing trips are discounted from the proposed 
project trips which yield the net traffic trips which potential traffic impacts are 
determined. The site has a significant number of commercial tenant spaces 
that have been vacant for a few years. The DEIR does not take into account 
the significant vacancies as part of the baseline conditions of the project site, 
and thus the estimated existing trip credits are overstated. This ultimately 
yields a much lower net project trips calculation, thereby understating the 
potential traffic impacts. Pursuant to the ruling from Citizens for East Shore 
Parks v. California State Lands Commission ((2011) 202 Cal. App . 4th 549, 



561], the description of the environmental setting required by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15125(a) that constitutes the baseline physical conditions of a 
property must include existing conditions, even when those conditions have 
never been reviewed. Thus, the traffic study needs to be updated to 
accurately reflect existing conditions. 

The DEIR TIA assumes pass-by trip reduction for the retail/commercial 
component of the proposed project. While pass-by reduction is reasonable 
for uses such as restaurants and supermarkets, pass-by reduction is not 
appropriate for dance/yoga studios since they are destination uses (i.e. usage 
is dictated by appointment or class time). The TIA should be revised to reflect 
this. 

The proposed traffic signal at Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive along 
with the proposed mitigation of signalizing the intersection at Fountain 
Avenue and Havenhurst Drive would effectively make Havenhurst Drive a cut
through route and would impact the residential neighborhood along 
Havenhurst Drive. The DEIR TIA does not take into account the potential 
non-project related trips that the two proposed traffic signals may induce. 
Also, adding the proposed traffic signal at the Fountain/Havenhurst 
intersection is geometrically problematic as Fountain Avenue is not wide 
enough to accommodate installation of a left turn pocket. Left turning 
vehicles attracted to this intersection will cause congestion and delay to 
through traffic on Fountain Avenue. Based on the anticipated impacts along 
Havenhurst Drive and Fountain Avenue, the City of West Hollywood would 
like the project to eliminate site access along Havenhurst Drive. Also, 
deliveries and services (i.e. trash collection, moving vans, etc.) should be 
required to only ingress and egress the Project via the driveways on Sunset 
Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard. 

The proposed project would increase both vehicular and pedestrian traffic in 
the surrounding area. The potential increase in pedestrian levels warrants an 
upgrade to the existing pedestrian crosswalk located south of the project site 
on Crescent Heights Boulevard. As part of the mitigation, the City of West 
Hollywood would like the project to upgrade the current crosswalk to a mid
block pedestrian signal. Pedestrian visibility enhancements should also be 
incorporated into the signalization of this crosswalk (i.e. sidewalk bulb-outs, 
refuge island, reflective markings, etc.). 

On Fountain Avenue, the level of service calculations show worsening 
conditions at all intersections which were studied. Although the signalized 
intersections of Fountain/Olive and Fountain/Laurel were not included in the 
analysis, they too will be impacted. To mitigate the worsening of conditions at 
these intersections, the developer should be required to fund the upgrade of 
the traffic signal controller equipment, replacing existing 170 controllers with 



2070 controllers, as well as fund installation of battery back-up systems for 
the following City of West Hollywood signalized intersections: Fountain/La 
Cienega; Fountain/Olive; Fountain/Sweetzer; Fountain/Crescent Heights; and 
Fountain/Laurel (Fountain/Fairfax is not included, as that intersection already 
has an upgraded 2070 controller and has a battery back-up system). 

SECTION 4.K.2. - UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - WASTEWATER 

The City of West Hollywood comments in our letter dated October 14, 2013 
regarding impacts to City of West Hollywood owned sewer infrastructure 
seem to have been ignored. We reiterate our concerns and request 
preparation of a sewer capacity study. 

The second paragraph under Environmental Setting on page 4.K.2-1 is 
incorrect. The draft report states the project site is served by a City of Los 
Angeles owned 10-inch sewer line in Sunset Boulevard, which continues 
southwesterly to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, in Playa Del Rey. Actually, 
the City of LA owned 10-inch sewer in Sunset Boulevard connects to an 8-
inch City of West Hollywood owned sewer line located in Havenhurst 
Drive. The sewer line in the Havenhurst Drive flows in a southerly direction, 
discharging into a westerly flowing City of West Hollywood owned 15-inch 
sewer line in Norton Ave, discharging into a southerly flowing City of West 
Hollywood owned 15-inch sewer line in Sweetzer Avenue, discharging into a 
westerly flowing inch City of West Hollywood owned 15-inch sewer line in 
Santa Monica Boulevard and an alley south of Santa Monica Boulevard, and 
finally discharging into a Los Angeles County Sanitation District owned trunk 
line located in La Cienega Boulevard. Flowing through the Los Angeles 
County Sanitation District owned trunk line and City of Los Angeles owned 
trunk lines, the sewage travels approximately 15 miles to the City of Los 
Angeles' Hyperion Treatment Plant in Playa Del Rey. 

The Regulatory Framework discussed on page 4.K.2-4 through 4.K.2-5 is 
incomplete as it discusses the regulatory framework for accommodation of 
sewer capacity without addressing the City of West Hollywood owned sewer 
lines which would carry flow discharged from the project site. 

Impact Statement VVW-18 on page 4.K.2-7 is not correct, nor supported by 
technical analysis. The City of West Hollywood owned sewer lines located 
downstream from the project site have limited capacity under existing 
conditions, particularly the portion of sewer aligned in Santa Monica 
Boulevard and in an alley south of Santa Monica Boulevard. The proposed 
project will essentially discharge six times the amount of sewage when 
compared to existing conditions. Technical analysis has not been provided in 
the EIR for impacts to the City of West Hollywood owned sewer lines. The 
subject City of West Hollywood owned sewer lines also need to 



accommodate service to development of the City of West Hollywood's 
tributary parcels. The technical analysis needs to address impacts to the 
West Hollywood sewer lines if all remaining capacity is taken up by the sewer 
discharged by the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard, and 
provide mitigation measures to ensure that future capacity of the City of West 
Hollywood owned sewer lines are not precluded for West Hollywood parcels. 

The Cumulative Impacts discussion on pages 4.K.2-9 through 4.K.2-11 is not 
correct. Per the above comments, West Hollywood sewers are involved with 
the flow discharged from the proposed project. The 3rd sentence in the 4th 

paragraph on page 4.K.2-11 is not correct. It states "The proposed Project 
would not involve the use of City of West Hollywood facilities, and therefore 
the Project would not contribute to a cumulative impact on such 
facilities." After a proper sewer capacity study is prepared for the proposed 
project, this section needs to be rewritten to reflect impacts and mitigation 
measures for the City of West Hollywood owned sewer system. 

APPENDIX I - UTILITY CORRESPONDENCE AND TECHNICAL DATA 

The letter dated July 8, 2014 from Ali Poosti of the Bureau of Sanitation 
contains incorrect information on page 2 in the section titled Sewer 
Availability. In the 1st paragraph it incorrectly states that the sewer 
infrastructure downstream from the project site is owned by Los Angeles 
County. Per the above comments, City of West Hollywood owned sewers are 
involved with the flow discharged from the proposed project. In the 2nd 
sentence of the 2"d paragraph, it incorrectly states that the developers will be 
required to contact Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts to verify capacity 
availability of the County lines. Instead, this sentence should state the 
developers are required to verify the capacity availability of the City of West 
Hollywood owned lines. If the City of West Hollywood owned sewers have 
insufficient capacity, then the developer needs to be required to construct 
sewer line relief systems to provide sufficient capacity. 

REVIEW 

The above items need to be addressed prior to certification of the Final EIR 
for the Project. In addition, the following are key conditions that the City of 
West Hollywood requests be applied to the Project: 

• Eliminate site access along Havenhurst Drive. 
• Require deliveries and services (i.e. trash collection, moving vans, etc.) 

to only ingress and egress the Project via the driveways on Sunset 
Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard. 

• Upgrade the existing pedestrian crosswalk located south of the project 
site on Crescent Heights Boulevard to a mid-block pedestrian signal, 
and incorporate other pedestrian visibility enhancements into the 



signalization of this crosswalk (i.e. sidewalk bulb-outs, refuge island, 
reflective markings, etc.) 

• Fund the upgrade of the traffic signal controller equipment, replacing 
existing 170 controllers with 2070 controllers, and installation of battery 
back-up systems for the following City of West Hollywood signalized 
intersections: Fountain/La Cienega, Fountain/Olive, 
Fountain/Sweetzer, Fountain/Crescent Heights, and Fountain/Laurel. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input on the environmental 
review of this project. Please provide a copy of any notice of determination 
that may be filed with respect to the Project, pursuant to the provisions of 
Public Resources Code Section 21197 (f). 

For any infrastructure related questions, please call Sharon Perlstein, P.E., 
City Engineer, at 323-848-6383 or sperlstein@weho.org. 

For any traffic related questions, please contact Bob Cheung, Senior 
Transportation Planner, at 323-848-6346 or bcheung@weho.org. 

Attached please find copies of correspondence from residents. of West 
Hollywood commenting on the Project. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Seo rd, AICP 
Associate Planner 
Current and Historic Preservation Planning 
City of West Hollywood 
slunceford@weho.org 
323-848-6427 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Public Comment Correspondence 



FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 8-12) 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

October 8, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 

Ali Poosti, Division Manager Qi JI 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
LA Sanitation 

RECE~VED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 14 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL. 
UNIT 

SUBJECT: 8150 SUNSET BOULEY ARD MIXED-USE PROJECT - REQUEST FOR 
COMMENTS ON RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

This is in response to your September 10, 2015 letter requesting a review of your proposed multi -use 
building project located at 8150 W. Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90046. LA Sanitation has conducted a 
preliminary evaluation of the potential impacts to the wastewater and stonnwater systems for the 
proposed project. 

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT 

LA Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged with the task of evaluating 
the local sewer conditions and to determine if available wastewater capacity exists for future 
developments. The evaluation will determine cumulative sewer impacts and guide the planning process 
for any future sewer improvements projects needed to provide future capacity as the City grows and 
develops. 

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project: 

Type Description Average Daily Flow per Proposed No. of Average Daily Flow 
Type Description Units (GPD) 

(GPD/UNIT) 
Proposed 

Residential: Studio 75 GPD/DU 73DU 5,475 
I-BDRM 110 GPD/DU 130DU 14,300 

2-BDRMS 150 GPD/DU 38DU 5,700 
3-BDRMS 190 GPD/DU 8DU 1,520 

Lobby &Recreation 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 2,652 SQ.FT 133 
Room 

Fitness & Changing 200 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 2,553 SQ.FT 511 
Room 

Business Center 120 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 536 SQ.FT 64 
Library 30 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 1,140 SQ.FT 34 

Swimming Pool 190/GPM 5MIN 950 
backwash Rate 

Commercial-Retail 25 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 51,150 SQ.FT 1,279 
Restaurant 300 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 22,189 SQ.FT 6,657 

Supermarket 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 24,811 SQ.FT 1,241 
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8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project-Request for Comments on Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 
September 28, 2015 
Page 2 of3 

Health Club/Fitness ! 200 GPD/ 1000 SQ.FT 8,095 SQ. Ft 1,619 
Bank i 50 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 5,094 SQ.FT 255 ! 

Total 39,738 

SEWER AVAILABILITY 

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 10-inch line on Sunset 
Blvd. The sewage from the 10-inch line feeds into a Los Angeles County sewer line on Havenhurst Dr. 
The sewage from the Los Angeles County sewer line feeds into a 12-inch City se\ver pipe at the 
downstream and passes through 15-inch line before discharge into an 18-inch line on LA Cienega Blvd. 
Figure 1 sho\vs the details of the sewer system within the vicinity of the project. The current flow level 
( d/D) in the 10-inch line cannot be determined at this time without additional gauging. 

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at d/D of 50% in the sewer system are 
as follows: 

Pipe Diameter Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D l 50% Design Capacity 
I (in) (%) ! 

I 

10 Sunset Blvd. * 415,790 GPD ! 
15 LA Cienega Blvd 47 2.01 MGD i 
15 LA Cienega Blvd 54 1.73 MGD i 
18 LA Cienega Blvd 56 3.02MGD ! 

i 
* No gauging available 

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the City sewer system might be able to accommodate the total 
flow for your proposed project. The developers will be required to contact Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District to verify capacity availability of the County lines. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be 
needed as part of the permit process to identif).· a sewer connection point. If the public sewer has 
insufficient capacity then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system 
with sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at that 
time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, which has 
sufficient capacity for the project. 

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berka of my staff at (323) 342-1562. 

STOR.i'1W ATER REQUIREMENTS 

The LA Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of ensuring the 
implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the City of Los Angeles. We 
anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project. 
POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIRE~IENTS 
The project requires implementation of storm\vater mitigation measures. These requirements are based 
on Storm\vater Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are subject to LID are 
required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of storm\vater runoff. The requirements are 
outlined in the guidance manual titled "Development Best Management Practices Handbook - Part B: 
Planning Activities". Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then biofiltration as the 
preferred stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found at: w\vw.lastormwater.org. 
It is advised that input regarding LID requirements be received in the early phases of the project from 
WPD's plan-checking staff. 

Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-use Project-Request for Comments on 
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR.doc 
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GREEN STREETS 
The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement Green Street 
elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the public right-of-away to capture 
and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the impact of stormwater runoff and other 
environmental concerns. The goals of the Green Street elements are to improve the water quality of 
stormwater runoff, recharge local ground water basins, improve air quality, reduce the heat island effect 
of street pavement, enhance pedestrian use of sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of 
transportation. The Green Street elements may include infiltration systems, biofiltration swales, and 
permeable pavements where stormwater can be easily directed from the streets into the parkways and 
can be implemented in conjunction with the LID requirements. 

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 

The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction phase. All 
projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact of stormwater pollution. In 
addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy season that is between October 1 and April 
15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is required to be prepared. Also projects that disturb more than 
one-acre of land are subject to the California General Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this 
requirement a Notice of Intent (NOi) needs to be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be maintained on-site during 
the duration of construction. 

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at (213) 485-0586, 
or WPD's plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD's plan-checking counter can also be visited at 
201 N. Figueroa, 3rd Fl, Station 18 

SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments of four or more 
units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all other development projects where 
the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such developments must set aside a recycling area or 
room for onsite recycling activities. For more details of this requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney 
of the Special Project Division at (213)485-3684. 

KB/AP:as 

Attachment: Figure 1 - Sewer Map 

c: Kosta Kaporis, LASAN 
Daniel Hackney, LASAN 
Eduardo Perez, LASAN 

Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project-Request for Comments on 
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10/15/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - FIMI: RP-DEIR Re>.iewfor 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

- -------
Fwd: RP-DEIR Review for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 15, 2015 at 11:50 AM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, William Lamborn 
<william.lambom@lacity.org>, Da\Ad Crook <D.Crook@pcmet.com> 

--- Forwarded message --
From: Moosbrugger, Earl <Earl.Moosbrugger@ladwp.com> 
Date: Tue, Oct 13, 2015 at 3:27 PM 
Subject: RP-DEIR Re\1ew for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
To: "Holloway, Chuck" <Charles.Holloway@ladwp.com> 
Cc: "Parker, Nadia" <Nadia.Parker@ladwp.com>, "Eatinger, Stephanie" <Stephanie.Eatinger@ladwp.com>, 
Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hello Mr. Holloway, 

Water Resources Dewlopment Group submitted a comment on the original DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Mixed-Use Project (ENV-2013-2552-EIR) to City Planning on December 30, 2014 (See e-mail below). Howewr, 
City Planning has requested for us to re\Aew and comment on Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR (RP-DEIR) 
with generally reduced commercial scope (Altematiw 9). Water Resources is submitting to you the following 
comment to RP-DEIR. This comment reflects our re\Aew for matters related to water resources for the project; 
you may receiw additional comments from other di\Asions at LADWP, separately, referring to other respective 
areas in RP-DEIR, such as water infrastructure capacity, etc. 

Our understanding is that En\1ronmental will compile all comments and submit to the City Planning Department 
by October 26, 2015. 

Links to NOC and RP-DEIR: 

NOP: http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/RDEIR/Notice_of_Completion&Availability.pdf 

RP-DEIR: http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/rdeir/index.html. 

Water Resources Dewlopment Comment: 

1. PAGE 3·25. 3.0 Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR. 4.K.1 Utilitles and Servjce Systems
Water Supcly 

https://mail.google.com'mail/ut1nui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&\oie.AFpt&search=inbo>&nsg=1506cd69c59c4221&siml=1506cd69c59c4221 11• 
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10/15/2015 

Comment: 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv..d: RP-DEIR Re\1ewfor 8~50 Sunset Boulevard Mi>Bd-Use Project 

Article 4.K.1 .. 1 on page 3-25 of RP-DEIR (see last paragraph on that page) indicates replacement of the last 
paragraph of DEIR page 4.K.1-17 with the text shown in quotes and reproduced immediately below. Howewr, 
our comment sent to Planning on December 30, 2014, was to replace only the first two sentences of the last 
paragraph of p. 4.K.1-17 of the DEIR with the same text. Therefore, please re\Ase correction shown in 4.K.1.1 of 
RP-DEIR, accordingly. 

"The 54.0 AF per year net increase in water demand generated by the Project would constitute 
approximately 0.008 percent of the City's total increase in water demand through 2035. Proposed 
Project conforms with the use and intensity of dewlopment permitted by the City's General Plan. 
Consistency with the demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required for Proposed 
Project. City's water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP was dewloped based on the 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) demographic projection by the Southern California Association of 
Gowrnments (SCAG) using the 2000 U.S. Census for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for 
the City was based on the 2010 U.S, Census, and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic projection. 
The region's economic growth is usually a major factor behind net migration and the consequent 
population growth. The economic recession of 2007-2009 had a negatiw impact on the region's 
population growth, resulting in decrease in population growth from 2000 Census to 2010 Census. Our 
preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand projection to year 2035 based on demographic 
projection from 2012 RTP using population, housing and employment, as well as water conservation, and 
weather will be lower than the City's water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, City's 
water supply projections in the 2010 UWMP are sufficient to meet the City's water demand projections 
based on the 2012 RTP." 

If you haw any questions, please let me know. 

Thank you, 

Earl Moosbrugger, PE 

Resources Dewlopment and Supply Assessment Group 

Water System Executiw Office I Water Resources Section 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

111 N. Hope Street, Room 1450 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 367-2527 

A'om: Kwan, Delon 
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2014 9:05 AM 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/1/?ui;:2&ik=4a51170ce2&\16111Fpt&search;:inbo.x&msg;:15Q6cd69c59c4221&siml=1506cd69c59c4221 214 



10/1512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - FIM'.i: RP-DEIR Re\oiewfor 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mi»3d-Use Project 

To: SRIMAL.HEWAWITHARANA@LACITY .ORG 
Cc: Planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org; Holloway, Chuck; Parker, Nadia; Moosbrugger, Earl; Nikolajevs, Val 
Subject: DEIR Review for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Srimal, 

We are submitting to you the following comments to the Draft En...,;ronmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 8150 
Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. These comments reflect our review of the Water Supply chapter only for 
matters related to water resources for the project; you may receiw additional comments from other dhAsions at 
LADWP separately to other respectiw areas in the DEIR such as water infrastructure capacity, etc. 

The first two sentences of the last paragraph of p. 4.K.1-17 of the DEIR, see below, appears to imply that the net 
increase in project water demand expressed as 0.008% percent is within the total 30% increase in total City 
water demand through 2035 and is a basis for determining that the additional demand is accounted for in 
LADWP's 2010 UWMP. 

Excerot from DEIR. p. 4.K.1-17: 

"The 54.0 AF per year net increase in water demand generated by the Project would constitute 
approximately 0.008 percent of the City's total increase in water demand through 2035. The proposed 
Project would fall within the available and projected water supplies of LADWP's 2010 UWMP." 

Howewr, the methodology for detenninlng whether the project's demand is included in supply projections is not 
related to that percentage. Instead, it is based on demographic projections included in the Regional 
Transportation Plan by the Southern California Association of Gowmments, and by extension, consistency with 
the City's General Plan. Therefore, additional clarification should be pro\1ded as follows: 

Replace abow Excernt from PEIR. p. 4.K.1-17 with the following: 

The 54.0 AF per year net increase In water demand generated by the Project would constitute 
approximately 0.008 percent of the City's total increase in water demand through 2035. Proposed 
Project conforms with the use and intensity of development permitted by the City's General Plan. 
Consistency with the demographic projection for the City from the 2012 RTP is required for Proposed 
Project. City's water demand projection In the 2010 UWMP was developed based on the 2008 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP} demographic projection by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG} using the 2000 U.S. Census for the City. The 2012 RTP demographic projection for 
the City was based on the 2010 U.S. Census, and is lower than the 2008 RTP demographic projection. 
The region's economic growth is usually a major factor behind net migration and the consequent 
population growth. The economic recession of 2007-2009 had a negative impact on the region's 
population growth, resulting in decrease in population growth from 2000 Census to 2010 Census. Our 
preliminary analysis shows that the City water demand projection to year 2035 based on demographic 
projection from 2012 RTP using population, housing and employment, as well as water conservation, 
and weather will be lower than the City's water demand projection in the 2010 UWMP. As a result, 
City's water supply projections in the 2010 UWMP are sufficient to meet the City's water demand 
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projections based on the 2012 RTP. 

Thanks, 

Delon Kwan, P.E. 

LADWP - Water Resources De\lelopment 

111 N. Hope Street, Room 1460 

Los Angeles , CA 90012 

(213) 367-2166 

(213) 367-1131 Fax 

Delon.Kwan@ladwp.com 

-----Confidentiality Notice------

This electronic message transmission contains information from the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which may be 

confidential . If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosure , copying, distribution or use of the content of this 

information is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by e-mail and delete the original 

message and any attachment without reading or saving in any manner. 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 
(213) 978-1359 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&msg=1506cd69c59c4221&siml=1506cd69c59c4221 4/4 



BOARD OF 

BUILDING ANO SAFETY 
COMMISSIONERS 

VAN AMBATIELOS 
PRESIDENT 

E. FELICIA BRANNON 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

JOSELYN GEAGA-ROSENTHAL 
GEORGE HOVAGUIMIAN 

JAVIER NUNEZ 

C ITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETII 
MAYOR 

DEPARTMENT OF 

BUILDING AND SAFETY 
201 NORTH FIGUEROA STREET 

LOS ANGELES, CA 9001 2 

RAYMOND S. CHAN, C.E., S.E. 
GENERAL MANAGER 

FRANK BUSH 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS REPORT APPROVAL LETTER 

October 19, 20 15 
LOG # 83343-02 
SOILS/GEOLOGY FILE - 2 
AP 

To: Jim Tokunaga, Deputy Adv isory Agency 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 7•h Floor, Room 750 

From: John Weight, Grad ing Division Chief 
Department of Building and Safety 

Tentative Tract: 72370 
LOT(S): 
LOCATION: 

1 Master Lot and 10 Airspace Lots 
8150 W. Sunset Boulevard 

CURRENT REFERENCE REPORT DATE(S) OF 
REPORT/LETTER(S) No. DOCUMENT 
Response Report 123-92034 08/ 10120 15 
Addendum No. 1 Report 123-92034 
Laboratory Test Report 07/30/20 15 

PREVIOUS REFERENCE REPORT DATE(S) OF 
REPORT/LETTER(S) No. DOCUMENT 
Dept. Correction Letter 83343-01 0612912015 
Soils Report 123-92034 05/ 18/2015 
Response Report 123-92034 
Geology Report 123-92034-02 
Dept. Correction Letter 83343 11 /21 /2014 
Geology Report 123-92034-02 01 /27/2014 
Soils Report 123-92034 10/03/2014 

PREPARED BY 
Golder Associates 

HAI 

PREPARED BY 
LA DBS 
Golder Associates 

LA DBS 
Golder Associates 

The Grading Division of the Depa1tment of Building and Safety has reviewed the referenced reports 
that concern a proposed multi-level residential and commercial development, including one bui lding 
with a 9-story and a 16-story portion and a separate 3 story building. Two subterranean levels are 
proposed. Cross-sections in the reports indicate that basement emanations are proposed up to the 
property lines on all sides, to depths of some 27 feet along Sunset and Crescent Heights Boulevards, 
and some 12 feet deep along the rear property line. Accord ing to the reports, the site gently slopes to 

LADBS G-5 (Rev. 08/0512014) AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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the south and is occupied by commercial developments. All of the existing structures are to be 
removed to accommodate the proposed development. The earth materials at the subsurface exploration 
locations consist of alluvium. Although not encountered in the exploration, some artificial fill is 
expected to be present on site related to existing retaining walls. All existing structures on the site are 
to be demolished. The consultants recommend to support the proposed structures on conventional, 
mat-type and/or drilled-pile foundations bearing on native undisturbed soils and/or properly placed fill. 

The property is located within an Official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (APEFZ) that was 
established (November 6, 2014) by the California Geological Survey for the Hollywood fault on the 
USGS 7.5 minute Hollywood Quadrangle. The fault investigation consisted of a transect of continuous 
core borings and CPT's within the street along the western edge of the site (Havenhurst Drive) and 
within the southwest portion of the site. Based on the continuity of stratigraphy, the consultants 
conclude that no active faults underlie the site. Because the exploration did not extend 50 feet beyond 
the northern part of the site, a reinforce foundation area is recommended at the northwest comer of the 
site to reduce the impact of minor off-fault deformation in the event that an active fault is located just 
beyond the site exploration. 

The referenced reports are acceptable, provided the following conditions are complied with during site 
development: 

(Note: Numbers in parenthesis ()refer to applicable sections of the 2014 City of LA Building Code. 
P/BC numbers referthe applicable Information Bulletin. Information Bulletins can be accessed on the 
internet at LADBS.ORG.). 

1. The Department has concerns regarding the recommendations for drilled cast-in-place friction 
piles. In a discussion with the soil engineer, it was noted that current plans are to support the 
proposed building(s) on a mat foundation, and that piles are not currently proposed. Hence, 
this approval does not extend to piles at this time. If pile are to be considered later, a 
supplemental report shall be submitted for review to the Grading Division providing details 
of the analyses which support pile recommendations, in particular, justification of the OCRs 
that were utilized for determinations of Ko for the Holocene age sands with SPT blow counts, 
N, averaging 15. 

2. The geologist and soils engineer shall review and approve the detailed plans prior to issuance 
of any permits. This approval shall be by signature on the plans that clearly indicates the 
geologist and soils engineer have reviewed the plans prepared by the design engineer and that 
the plans include the recommendations contained in their reports. (7006.1) 

3. All recommendations of the report by Golder Associates dated 08/l 0/2015 response report 
signed by Ryan Hillman, RCE 71988 and Alan Hull, CEG 2315, and the 05/18/2015 soils 
report and the 05/18/2015 response report signed by Anthony Augetto, RCE 55314 and Alan 
Hull, CEG 2315, which in addition to or more restrictive than the conditions contained herein 
shall also be incorporated into the plans for the project. (7006. l) 

4. A copy of the subject and appropriate referenced reports and this approval letter shall be 
attached to the District Office and field set of plans. Submit one copy of the above reports to 
the Building Department Plan Checker prior to issuance of the permit. (7006. l) 

5. A grading permit shall be obtained. (106.1.2) 
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6. During construction, the project engineering geologist shall observe and log in detail the 
proposed basement excavations where the natural alluvial soils are exposed. The project 
engineering geologist shall post a notice on the job site for the City Grading 
Inspector/Geologist and the Contractor stating that the excavation (or portion thereof) has been 
observed and documented and meets the conditions of the report. No fill or lagging shall be 
placed until the LAD BS geologist has verified the documentation. If evidence of active faulting 
is observed, the Grading Division shall be notified immediately. (Code Section 91.7009) 

7. A supplemental report that summarizes the geologist's observations (including photographs 
and logs of excavations) shall be submitted to the Grading Division of the Department upon 
completion of the excavations. 

8. All man-made fill shall be compacted to a minimum 90 percent of the maximum dry density 
of the fill material per the latest version of ASTM D 1557. Where cohesionless soil having less 
than 15 percent finer than 0.005 millimeters is used for fill, it shall be compacted to a 
minimum of 95 percent relative compaction based on maximum dry density (01556). 
Placement of gravel in lieu of compacted fill is allowed only if complying with Section 
91.7011.3 of the Code. (7011.3) 

9. Existing uncertified fill shall not be used for support of footings, concrete slabs or new fill. 
(1809.2) 

10. Compacted fill pads for the support of footings shall consist of removing all existing fill and 
unsuitable soils and replacing with properly compacted fill, as recommended. Compacted fill 
shall be placed on competent native soils approved for support by the soils engineer by bottom 
inspection. 

11. Compacted fill for the support of foundations shall extend beyond the footings a minimum 
distance equal to the depth of the fill below the bottom of footings or a minimum of 3 feet, 
whichever is greater. (7011.3) 

Where lateral overexcavation cannot be carried out, a supplemental report providing alternative 
recommendations supported by appropriate analysis justifying bearing capacities and that total 
and differential settlements are within acceptable limits shall be submitted to the Grading 
Division for review. 

12. If import soils are used, no footings shall be poured until the soils engineer has submitted a 
compaction report containing in-place shear test data and settlement data to the Grading 
Division of the Department, and obtained approval. (7008.2) 

13. Drainage in conformance with the provisions of this Code shall be maintained during and 
subsequent to construction. (7013.12) 

14. Grading shall be scheduled for completion prior to the start of the rainy season, or detailed 
temporary erosion control plans shall be filed in a manner satisfactory to the Grading Division 
of the Department and the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, B-Permit 
Section, for any grading work in excess of 200 cu yd. (7007 .1) 

201 N. Figueroa Street Room 770, LA (213) 977-6063 
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15. The applicant is advised that the approval of this report does not waive the requirements for 
excavations contained in the State Construction Safety Orders enforced by the State Division 
of Industrial Safety. (3301.1) 

16. Construction of trenches or excavations which are 5 feet or deeper and into which a person is 
required to descend requires a permit from the State Division of Industrial Safety prior to 
obtaining a grading permit. (3301.1) 

17. Prior to the issuance of any permit which authorizes an excavation where the excavation is to 
be of a greater depth than are the walls or foundation of any adjoining building or structure and 
located closer to the property line than the depth of the excavation, the owner of the subject 
site shall provide the Department with evidence that the adjacent property owner has been 
given a 30-day written notice of such intent to make an excavation. (3307 .1) 

18. Where any excavation would remove lateral support (as defined in 3307.3.1) from a public 
way or adjacent property or structure, unshored excavations are not allowed and the excavation 
shall be shored as recommended. 

19. Shoring shall be designed for lateral earth pressures no less than specified in the 08/10/2015 
Addendum No. 1 for the corresponding conditions of wall restraint indicated therein; all 
surcharge loads shall be included into the design. 

20. The soils engineer shall review and approve the shoring plans prior to issuance of the permit. 
(7006.1) 

21. Installation of shoring, shall be performed under the inspection and approval of the soils 
engineer. (7008.2, 7009) 

22. Where an excavatio~ removes lateral support (as defined in 3307.3.1) from an adjacent 
structure, the shoring shall be designed for a maximum lateral deflection limit, specified by the 
soils engineer to prevent damage to the adjacent structures. A maximum lateral deflection 
limit greater than Yi inch shall be justified by analysis in a supplemental report submitted to 
the Grading Division for review. Where an excavation removes lateral support (as defined in 
3307.3.1) from an adjacent public way or property, a maximum lateral deflection limit shall 
be specified by the soils engineer to prevent damage to the adjacent public way. A 
recommendation for more than 1 inch shall be justified by analysis in a supplemental report 
submitted to the Grading Division for review. 

23. Prior to the issuance of the permits, the soils engineer and/or the structural designer shall 
evaluate the surcharge loads used in the report calculations for the design of the retaining walls 
and shoring. If the surcharge loads used in the calculations do not conform to the actual 
surcharge loads, the soil engineer shall submit a supplementary report with revised 
recommendations to the Department for approval. 

24. End bearing foundations shall be supported in competent natural soils or approved compacted 
fill, as recommended and approved by the soils engineer by inspection. 

25. The seismic design shall be based on a Site Class Das recommended. All other seismic design 
parameters shall be reviewed by LADBS building plan check. 
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26. Response 12 in the 05/18/2015 response report indicates that all retaining and basement walls 
exceeding 6 feet in height shall be designed for an EFP of no less than 57 pcf (for an FS=l .50 
on retained earth). In the section titled "Lateral Earth Pressures for Retaining Walls" starting 
on page 15 of the 05/18/2015 geotechnical report it is noted that the at-rest pressure for the 
design of restrained walls is 57 pcf. All surcharge loads shall be incorporated into the design. 

27. Retaining/basement walls shall be designed for additional loadings due to earthquake ground 
motions (in plf of wall) of 30H2(H in feet) applied at 0.6H above the base of wall, as 
recommended on page 16 of the 05/18/2015 geotechnical report. (1803.5.12) 

28. All retaining walls shall be provided with a standard surface backdrain system and all drainage 
shall be conducted to the street in an acceptable manner and in a non-erosive device. (7013 .11) 

29. All retaining walls shall be provided with a subdrain system to prevent possible hydrostatic 
pressure behind the wall, as recommended. Prior to issuance of any permit, the retaining wall 
subdrain system recommended in the soil report shall be incorporated into the foundation plan 
which shall be reviewed and approved by the soils engineer of record. 

30. Prefabricated drainage composites (Miradrain) (Geotextiles) may be only used in addition to 
traditionally accepted methods of draining retained earth. The minimum accepted subdrain 
method allowed by the Department is 12" x 12" x 12" rock pockets with weep hole to daylight 
spaced no more than 8 feet on center. 

31. Installation of the subdrain system shall be inspected and approved by the soils engineer of 
record and the City grading/building inspector. (7008.2 & 108.9) 

32. Basement walls and floors shall be waterproofed/dampproofed with an L.A. City approved 
"Below-grade" waterproofing/dampproofing material with a research report number. (1703) 

33. Where no hydrostatic pressure will occur, basement walls and floor slabs-on-grade shall be 
dampproofed (1805.2). 

34. The structures shall be connected to the public sewer system. (P/BC 2014-027) 

35. All roof and pad drainage shall be conducted to the improved street or other location in a 
manner that is acceptable to the Department and acceptable to the Department of Public 
Works. (7013.10) 

36. Prior to excavation, an initial inspection shall be called with LAD BS Inspector at which time 
sequence of shoring, protection fences and dust and traffic control will be scheduled. 

37. Any recommendations prepared by the geologist and/or the soils engineer for correction of 
geological hazards found during grading shall be submitted to the Grading Division of the 
Department for approval prior to utilization in the field. (7008.3) 

38. The geologist and soils engineer shall inspect all excavations to determine that conditions 
anticipated in the report have been encountered and to provide recommendations for the 
correction of hazards found during grading. (7008 & 1705.6) 



Page 6 
8150 W. Sunset Boulevard 

39. A registered grading deputy inspector approved by and responsible to the soils engineer shall 
be required to provide inspection for shoring, tie-back, and pile installation. (1705.6) 

40. All friction pile or caisson dri lling and installation shall be performed under the inspection and 
approval of the geologist and soil s engineer. T he geologist/soils engineer shall indicate the 
distance that friction piles or caissons penetrate into competent alluvium in a wri tten field 
memorandum. (1803.5.5, 1704.9) 

41. Prior to the pouring of concrete, a representative of the consulting soils engineer shall inspect 
and approve the footing excavations. He/She shall post a notice on the j ob site for the LAD BS 
Building Inspector and the Contractor stating that the work so inspected meets the conditions 
of the report, but that no concrete shall be poured until the City Building Inspector has also 
inspected and approved the footing excavations. A written certification to th is effect shall be 
filed with the Grading Division of the Department upon completion of the work. (I 08.9 & 
7008.2) 

42. Prior to the placing of compacted fill , a representative of the soils engineer shall inspect and 
approve the bottom excavations. He/She shall post a notice on the job site for the City Grading 
Inspector and the Contractor stating that the soil inspected meets the conditions of the report, 
but that no fi ll shall be placed until the LADBS Grading Inspector has also inspected and 
approved the bottom excavations. A written certification to this effect shall be included in the 
fina l compaction report filed with the Grading Division of the Depa11ment. All fill shall be 
placed under the inspection and approval of the so ils engineer. A compaction report together 
with the approved soil report and Department approval letter shall be submitted to the Grading 
Division of the Department upon completion of the compaction. In addi tion, an Engineer's 
Certificate of Compliance with the legal description as ind icated in the grading permit and the 
permit number shall be included. (70 11 .3) 

43. No foundations or slabs-on-grade supported in new compacted fill shall be poured until the 
compaction report is submitted and approved by the Grading Division of the Department. 

44. The installation and testing of tie-back anchors shall comply with the recomm endations 
included in the report or the standard sheets titled "Requirements For Temporary Tieback 
Earth Anchors", whatever is more restrictive. (Research Report #23835) 

i)C~ ~ 
DCS/CD:dcs/cd 
Log No. 83343-02 
213-482-0480 

cc: AG SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard, Owner 
Michael Nytzen, Applicant 
Golder Associates, Project Consultant 
LA District Office 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Dominic Gray <dgray@weho.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:45 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Srimal Hewawitharana City of Los Angeles

Environmental Analysis Section Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 Los Angeles, CA 90012

 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for 8150 Sunset Boulevard MixedUse Project (Case
Number: ENV20132552EIR)

 

 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

 

Attached please find a PDF copy of a City of West Hollywood comment letter regarding the Recirculated
Portions of the DEIR to the above referenced project. This letter addresses additional concerns that were
not listed in our November 4, 2015 letter in regards to the items that the City of West Hollywood believes
were not properly analyzed in either the DEIR or the Recirculated Portions of the DEIR.

 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Scott Lunceford, AICP, Associate Planner for
the City of West Hollywood’s Current and Historic Preservation Planning at (323)8486427 or 
slunceford@weho.org.

 

 

Regards,

Dominic Gray
 

City of West Hollywood

tel:%28323%29848-6427
mailto:slunceford@weho.org
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Community Development Department

8300 Santa Monica Blvd. | West Hollywood, CA 90069

Phone: 3238486818  | Email: DGray@weho.org

 

 

8150 Sunset  Recirculated DEIR Comments Letter 11052015.pdf
1533K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:45 PM
To: dgray@weho.org

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-848-6818
mailto:DGray@weho.org
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150d99c59448cbb8&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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November 5, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Analysis Section Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact 
Report 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EI R 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated Portions of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) regarding use of Alternative 9 
of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project (Project). 

The following is an additional concern to the outstanding items listed in our 
November 4, 2015 letter that the City of West Hollywood deems were not 
properly analyzed in either the DEIR or the Recirculated Portions of the 
DEi R completed for the Project: 

SECTION 4.K.2 - UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS-WASTWATER 

Thank you for providing the sewer capacity study. As noted in our January 
20, 2015 letter - "After a proper sewer capacity study is prepared for the 
proposed project, this section needs to be rewritten to reflect impacts and 
mitigation measures for the City of West Hollywood owned sewer system." 

While the sewer capacity study shows that there is adequate capacity, this 
development shall mitigate its impact by paying a fair-share cost of the on
going maintenance of the City of West Hollywood owned sewer utility 
system. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input on the environmental 
review of this project. Please provide a copy of any notice of determination 
that may be filed with respect to the Project, pursuant to the provisions of 
Public Resources Code Section 21197 (f). 
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For any infrastructure related questions, please contact Sharon Perlstein, 
P.E., City Engineer, at 323-848-6383 or sperlstein@weho.org. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact 
me. 

Best Regards, 

Associate Planner 
Current and Historic Preservation Planning 
City of West Hollywood 
sl u nceford@weho.org 
323-848-6427 
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Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

October 27, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
SCH#: 2013091044 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

RECEIVED 
Cl1Y OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 06 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The 
review period closed on October 26, 2015, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, · __.-- /I _,.,....- ,, / 
~~r°<"r" ,QIJ.r:~7·"~?.~ A~,fj>'t,_.a ~,,.·fYl '?'J" .,, .,. __ 

Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACR.AM:ENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

2013091044 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
Los Angeles, City of 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Description The Project Applicant has developed a new Project Alternative (Alternative 9) based on comments 

received on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project DEIR dated November 20, 2014, the 

analysis of which as well as other corrections and additions to the DEIR are provided in the 

Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. As with the Project, Alternative 9 would involve removal of all 

existing buildings and associated improvements on the Project Site. The development would consist 

of 249 residential units, including 28 affordable housing units (equivalent to the Project), and 65,000 sf 

of commercial uses (compared to 111,339 sf under the Project). 

Lead Agency Contact 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
213 978 1359 Fax 

Name 
Agency 

Phone 
email 

Address 
City 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles State CA 

Project Location 
Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, City of 

County 
City 

Region 
Lat/Long 

Cross Streets 
Parcel No. 
Township 

Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard 
5554-007-014, 015 

Proximity to: 
Highw[!ys SR 101, 2 

Airports 
Railways Metro Red Line 

Several 

Range Section 

Waterways 
Schools 

Land Use C4-1 D (Commercial}/Neighborhood Office Commercial 

Zip 90012 

Base 

Project Issues Archaeologic-Historic; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; 

Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid 

Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Landuse; Cumulative 

Effects; Other Issues; AestheticNisual; Air Quality 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office of Historic Preservation; 

Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services, 

California; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Department of Housing and Community 

Development; Air Resources Board; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Native American 

Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission 

Date Received 09/10/2015 Start of Review 09/10/2015 End of Review 10/26/2015 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV 20132552EIR  8150 Sunset Blvd. DEIR Comments
2 messages

Andi Lovano <ALovano@weho.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:25 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Hello –

 

Please find the attached comments in response to the DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd. The comments are being
submitted on behalf of City of West Hollywood Mayor Lindsey Horvath.

 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

 

Best,

 

Andi Lovano

City Council Offices

City of West Hollywood

8300 Santa Monica Blvd., West Hollywood, CA  90069

alovano@weho.org | (323) 8486333

 

    

 

West Hollywood  8150 Sunset Blvd DEIR Comments.pdf
691K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:25 PM
To: ALovano@weho.org

mailto:alovano@weho.org
tel:%28323%29%20848-6333
http://www.weho.org/30
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150eec8d5655545a&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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November 9, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email: planning.envreview@lacity.org 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EI R 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for hearing comments from the City of West Hollywood on the 
proposed development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. We share the City of 
Los Angeles' desire to see this site become a more vibrant, successful 
property that embraces the culture of the Sunset Strip and addresses the 
21st century realities and needs of the surrounding community. 

Our City staff has offered official comment on the DEIR. In addition to 
their analysis, I would like to offer the following requests for 
consideration. They have come up in most of the conversations I've had 
with residents and leaders in my community with regard to this project, 
and appear to be the three most critical impacts that the adjacent 
neighborhoods have raised , in addition to a comprehensive construction 
mitigation plan coordinated with City of West Hollywood staff: 

1) Height Limit - Since there appears to be an oversight on limiting 
the height on this parcel of land, we understand that the City of 
Los Angeles will consider a height that is taller than the current 
buildings. However, not enforcing a height limit to be compatible 
with the neighborhood will not serve either of our cities, as 
evidenced by comments from residents of both. Please consider 
reducing the height on the current proposal to be more mindful of 
and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

2) Sewer Impacts - Given that the project impacts West Hollywood's 
existing sewer system, a fair share payment should be provided to 
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the City of West Hollywood for the on-going maintenance and 
repair of the City of West Hollywood-owned sewer utility system. 

3) Traffic Island/Dedicated Right Turn - Preserving the dedicated 
right turn lane on the eastbound lane of Sunset Boulevard is very 
important to the traffic flow of the intersection. Please consider 
modifying the proposal to include protection of the traffic island, 
which provides for the protected right-hand turn lane. 

I recognize the ultimate decision on this project is that of the City of Los 
Angeles. My comments are intended to continue the conversation I've 
had with members your City's leadership, as well as the conversation 
that both of our communities are having. I thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comment on behalf of my community, who will share your 
roads and patronize your new businesses. Please let me know if I can 
answer any questions you may have. 

Thank you, 

~~ 
Lindsey ~orvath 
Mayor 
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Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Plannl.ng Unit 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Memorandum 

October 28, 2015 

All Reviewing Agencies 

Scott Morgan, Director 

SCH# 2013091044 

8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 

t~ E C E I V t.~ ~· 
"ITV OF ' r;.;: r,· "' · !..OS AMGFI Ft' 

NOV 0 9 2015 

FNVIRONMENTA1 
IJ~1rr 

Pursuant to the attached letter, the Lead Agency has extended the review period for the 

above referenced project to November 9, 2015 to accommodate the review process. All 

other project information remains the same. 

cc: Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER A16



DEPARTMENT Of 
CITY PLANNING 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DAVID H.J. AMBROZ 
PRESIDENT 

RENEE DAKE WILSON 
VICE-PRES IDENT 

ROBERT LAHN 
CAROUNE CHOE 
RICHARD KATZ 
JOHNW. MACK 

SAMANTHA MILLMAN 
DANA M. PERLMAN 

MARTA SEGURA . 
JAMES K. WILLIAM S 

COMMISSION EXECUTIVE ASSIST ANT 0 
(213) 978-1300 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

October 21 , 2015 

NOTICE OF EXTENSION 
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(213) 978-1271 

USA M. WEBBER. AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1274 

JAN ZATORSKI 
DEPUT'f DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1273 

FAX: (213} 978-1275 

INFORMATION 
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THIS IS TO SERVE NOTICE THAT THE FINAL DAY OF THE COMMENT PERIOD FOR 
RECIRCULATED PORTIONS OF THE DRAFTEIR 

CITY CASE NO. ENV-2013-2552-EIR (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2013091044) 
HAS BEEN EXTENDED FROM OCTOBER 26, 2015 TO NOVEMBER 9, 2015 

TO: Owners of Property and Occupants and Other Interested Parties 
PROJECT NAME: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
SITE LOCATION: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90046 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA: Hollywood 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 4 - David E. Ryu 
NEW COMMENT REVIEW PERIOD: September 10, 2015-November 9, 2015 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the 
"Applicant") has developed a new Project Alternative (Alternative 9) based on comments 
received on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR dated November 20, 2014, 
the analysis of which is provided in the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR ("RP-DEIR"), 
along with other corrections and additions to the Draft EIR. As with the Project, Alternative 9 
would involve .removal of all existing buildings and associated improvements on the Project Site. 
The development would consist of 249 residential units, including 28 affordable/very low income 
housing units (equivalent to the Project), and 30 for-sale condominium units, and 65,000 square 
feet of commercial uses (compared to 111,339 square feet of commercial uses under the 
Project). The total area of the commercial uses under this Alternative is similar to that proposed 
under Alternatives 5 and 6. Commercial uses under this Alternative would include a grocery 
store use of approximately 24,811 square feet (equivalent to the Project), reduced retail uses of 
approximately 3,842 square feet (compared to 51, 150 square feet under the Project), similar 
restaurant uses of approximately 23, 158 square feet (compared to 22, 189 square feet under the 
Project), health club/fitness use of approximately 8,095 square feet (equivalent to the Project), 
and walk-in bank use of approximately 5,094 square feet (equivalent to the Project). 

Building heights under this Alternative would range from three stqries at the Sunset 
Boulevard retail frontage to 15 stories at the South Building, similar to the Project, though the 
massing of the buildings would vary from that of the Project. Specifically, the South Building 
would include three tower elements: one along Havenhurst Drive at 15 stories in height (or 
approximately 234 feet above grade as measured from the lowest point on the Project Site at 
the southwest corner of the property), one along Crescent Heights Boulevard at 11 stories (or 
approximately 17 4 feet above grade as measured from the southwest comer of the property), 
and one at the central portion of the South Building between the East and West tower elements 
at five stories (or approximately 110 feet above grade as measured from the southwest corner 
of the property), The spacing of the towers creates a large (approximately 150-foot-wide), open 
north-south-oriented view corridor between the taller East and West tower elements that 
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Project that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwefling 
units; 

Site Plan Review; 

Master Conditional Use Permit for Alcohol (on- and off-site sales); 

Subpivision to create airspace lots and for condominium purposes; Variance to allow a 
fitness studio, as not otherwise permitted in the C4 zone; 

Demolition permits; 

Construction permits, including building, grading, excavation, foundation, and associated 
permits; 

B-Permits and other required permits for off-site improvements; 

Approvals and associated permits for the reconfiguration and maintenance of the adjacent 
City-owned traffic island area at the southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights 
Boulevards; 

Haul route permit, as may be required; 

Street tree removal permit; and 

Other approvals as needed. 

ANTICIPATED SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: Based on the analysis contained 
in the RP-DEIR, implementation of Alternative 9 would result in significant and unavoidable 
impacts related to historical resources, construction-related traffic, and construction-related 
noise and vibration. Other issues addressed in the RP-DEIR include aesthetics, air quality, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, land use, noise, population 
and housing, public services (fire, police, parks, and libraries), transportation and parking 
(construction traffic, intersections, roadway segments, regional transportation system, access, 
parking). With implementation of mitigation measures, no other significant and unavoidable 
impacts are expected to occur as a result of construction or operation of the Project. 

DOCUMENT REVIEW AND COMMENT: If you wish to review a print copy of the RP-DEIR or 
the documents referenced in the RP-DEIR, you may do so during office hours office hours 
(between 8:00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M.) at the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 200 
North Spring Street, City Hall, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA, 90012. The RP-DEIR is available 
online at the Department of City Planning's website at http://cityplanning.lacity.org by clicking on 
the "Environmental" tab, then "RP-DEIR" Print and digital versions are also available at the 
following Library Branches: 

1) Los Angeles Central Library, 630 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

2) Will & Ariel Durant Branch Library, 7140 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90046 

3) Fairfax Branch Library, 161 South Gardner Street, Los Angeles, CA 90036 

4) John C. Fremont Library, 6121 Melrose Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90038 

The RP-DEIR can also be purchased on CD-ROM for $7.50 per copy. Contract Srimal 
Hewawitharana at (213) 978-1359 to purchase copies. 

The review period for t: ·1e RP-DEIR begins on September 10, 2015 and ends on November 9, 
2015. If you wish to submit comments regarding the RP-DEIR, please reference the file number 
above and submit in writing, preferably by e-mail, by Monday, November 9. 2015 no later than 
4:00 P.M. 



Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
SCH #2013091044 

Mail ro: Slate Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 916/445-0613 

Project Title: 

Lead Agency: 

81 SO Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

City of Los Angele' Contact Person: Srim:=•:.:I H=e"'cc'a:.:"c:'i:::th:::ar:.:an=•-------
Mailing Address: Dept of City Planning, 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 Phone: (213) 978-1359 

City: Los Angeles Zip: _9_0_01_2 __ _ County: Los PJJg<lcs 

Project Location: 8150 Sunset Boulevard ·------- --
Councy: Los Angeles CityfNearest Community: L>s Angeles 

Cross Streets: Swiset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard Zip Code: 90046 Total Acres: 2.56 

Assessor's Parcel No. 5554-007-0141 015 Section:· Twp. Range: Base:-----
Within 2 Miles: State Hwy#: SR-101, SR-2 Waterways: NIA 

Airports: NIA RailY>ays: Metro Red Line Schools: Several 

D"Oc'U,,:;"ent Type: - - - - ----------
CEQA: 0 NOP 0 Supplement'Subsequent EIR 

0 Early Cons ('Prior SCH No.} 
NEPA: ONO! 

DEA 
0 Neg Dec t8:J Other Recirculat~d DEIR Portions 0 Draft EIS 

0FONSJ D DraftEIR 

~~~~;~;----------
0 General Plan Update D Specific Plan 0 Prezone 

lg) Use Permit 
- 1(.~G HD~S~ 

· 0 General Plan Amcndmrnt D Master Plan 
O General Plan Element D Planned Unit Development 
0 Community Plan 181 Site Plan 

D Rezone 

tgj Land Dhis1on (Subdivision, etc.) 
D Annexation 

[gj Other: Variance, 
Affordable Housing 
Incentives 

0 Redevelopment 

Development Type: 
@ Residential: Units 249 Acr<.< __ _ 
0 Office: Sq.Jr.=- Acres ___ Employees __ 

0 Tran•portotion: Typo, _ __________ _ 
0 Mining: .\.Jineral. ___________ _ 

~ Commercial: Sq.ft 65 000 Acres EmploJ~"'--
0 [ndustrial: Sq.ft. ___ Acres-== Employee~--

D PO\ver. 1);ve_____ Watts __ 
0 Waste Treatment: Type. ___________ _ 

0 Educational _______________ _ 0 Hazardous Waste: 7)pe. ___________ _ 
0 Recrearionel 
0 Wat~Facilirles~T.11'e MGD _NIA_ 

0 Other: 

Funding (lljlprox.): Federal~ ------ State S Total S 

!Bl Aesthetic/Visual 0 Flood Plai1vFlooding D Schools/Universities 0 Water Quality 
0 Agricultural Land 0 Forest Land/Fire HMard D Septic Systems 18) Water Supp}y/Groundweu:r 
181 Air Quality 181 Ocologic/Sclsmic !iii Sewer Capacity 0 \Vetland'Riparian 
l8J Archeological/Historical 0 Minerals IBI Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading D Wildlife 
0 Coastal Zone 181 Noise l8J Solid Was~ 18) Growth [nducing 
0 DrainageiAbsorption ll9 Popu1ationfHousing Balance 0 Tox.ic/l:Iazardous l8J Land use 
D Economic/Jobs l8I Public Sm•ices/Facilities IBI Traffic.'Circulation 181 Cumulative Effects 
0 Fi!'cal !BJ Recrcation!Parl:s D Vegetation 0 Other 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----------------Present Land Usc/Z:o;ilng/Genernl Plan Designation: 
Cj-!._D1C!2.m!!'er.cl!!!~eJ.sh£od;>o£d.9~ce_C£_m.!!'eld~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ________ _ 
Project Description: The Project Applicant has developed a new Project Alternative (Al!emative 9) based on comments 
received on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR dated November 20 , 2014, the analysis of which as well 
as other corrections and additions to the Draft EIR are provided in the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR \RP-DEIR"). As 
with the Project, Alternative 9 would Involve removal of all existing buildings and associated Improvements on the Project Site. 
The development would consist of 249 residential units, induding 28 affordable housing units (equivalent to the Project), and 
65,000 square feet of commercial uses (compared to 111 ,339 square feet under the Project). 

State Clearinghouse Contact: 
(916) 445-0613 

State Review Began: _1_ -1£-1m: 

SCH COMPLIANCE 

Please note State Clearinghouse Number 
(SCH#) on all Comments . 
SCH#: 2 Q j 3 Q 9 1 Q 4 4 
Please forward late comi11ents directly to the 
Lead Agency 

AQMD/APCD ~ 3 

(Resources: --3_;~ 

Project Sent to the following State Agencies 

__L Resources 
___ Boating & Waterways 
_ _ _ Coastal Comm 
__ Colorado RvrBd 

Conservation 
___x_ CDFW # __£___ 

Delta Protection Comm 
Cal fire 

~ Historic Preservation 
_K__ Parks & Rec 
__ Central Valley Flood Prot 
_ _ _ Bay Cons & Dev Comm. 

_K_ DWR 

State/Consumer Svcs 
General Services 

Cal EPA 
_L ARB: ALL Other Projects 

ARB: Transportation Projects 
ARB: Major Industrial/Energy 

__ SWRCB: Div. of Drinking Water 
SWRCB: Div. Financial Assist. ==- SWRCB: Wtr Quality 
S\VRCB: Wtr Rhthts 

_x_ Reg. WQCB # 1.J 
Toxic Sub Ctrl-CTC 

Yth/Adlt Corrections 

~ OES ___ Corrections 
___ Resources, Recycling and Recovery 

CalSTA Independent Comm 
___ Aeronautics 

__}(_ CHP 
_x_ Caltrans # _1:_ 
___ Trans Planning 

, Qther 
_.6_ HCD 

__ Food & Agriculture 

---------.,-

___ Energy Commission 

_x_ NAHC 
_L(_ Public Utilities Comm 

State Lands Comm 
__ Tahoe Rgl Plan Agency 

Conservancy 

Other:-------
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TIY: For hearing impaired / Environmental Analysis Section 

(323) 848-6496 Department of City Planning 
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IJNIT 200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
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RE: RecirculDraft Environmental Impact Report 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated Portions of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) regarding use of Alternative 9 of 
the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project (Project). 

The following is a list of outstanding items the City of West Hollywood deems 
were not properly analyzed in either the DEIR or the Recirculated Portions of 
the DEIR completed for the Project: 

SECTION 3 - GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The mixed-use development located within the City of West Hollywood at 
8350 Santa Monica Boulevard needs to be included in the list of Related 
Projects (TABLE 3-1). The project consists of a 48,574 square foot building 
located on the northwest corner of Santa Monica Boulevard and Kings Road , 
and includes 48 residential units and 5,850 square feet of retail space. 

SECTION 4.J. -TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

The City of West Hollywood requested detailed Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
of 10 key intersections as part of the October 14, 2013 comment letter to the 
NOP to the City of Los Angeles Environmental Analysis Section. All 
requested study intersections are included in the DEIR with the exception of 
Sunset Boulevard and Roxbury Road/Harper Avenue. This intersection is the 
first intersection immediately west of the proposed project site and has the 
potential to be most impacted . Analysis of this intersection must be included. 

The DEIR traffic study states that a 5% trip reduction was applied to the 
affordable housing component of the project. The TIA states that "lower 

d.kaneshiro
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income" residents tend to have a higher reliance on public transit or other 
non-vehicular means of transportation. While this may be a reasonable 
assumption, the TIA applied an additional 5% transit reduction to the entire 
residential component of the project. This effectively double counted the trip 
reduction for transit for the affordable units. This error in assumption should 
be corrected. 

The DEIR TIA utilized ITE Trip Generation rates to estimate trips from the 
exiting project site. The existing trips are discounted from the proposed 
project trips which yield the net traffic trips which potential traffic impacts are 
determined. The site has a significant number of commercial tenant spaces 
that have been vacant for a few years. The DEIR does not take into account 
the significant vacancies as part of the baseline conditions of the project site, 
and thus the estimated existing trip credits are overstated. This ultimately 
yields a much lower net project trips calculation, thereby understating the 
potential traffic impacts. Pursuant to the ruling from Citizens for East Shore 
Parks v. California State Lands Commission [(2011) 202 Cal. App. 4th 549, 
561], the description of the environmental setting required by CEQA 
Guidelines § 15125(a) that constitutes the baseline physical conditions of a 
property must include existing conditions, even when those conditions have 
never been reviewed. Thus, the traffic study needs to be updated to 
accurately reflect existing conditions. 

The DEIR TIA assumes pass-by trip reduction for the retail/commercial 
component of the proposed project. While pass-by reduction is reasonable 
for uses such as restaurants and supermarkets, pass-by reduction is not 
appropriate for dance/yoga studios since they are destination uses (i.e. usage 
is dictated by appointment or class time). The TIA should be revised to reflect 
this. 

The proposed traffic signal at Sunset Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive along 
with the proposed mitigation of signalizing the intersection at Fountain 
Avenue and Havenhurst Drive would effectively make Havenhurst Drive a cut
through route and would impact the residential neighborhood along 
Havenhurst Drive. The DEIR TIA does not take into account the potential 
non-project related trips that the two proposed traffic signals may induce. 
Also, adding the proposed traffic signal at the Fountain/Havenhurst 
intersection is geometrically problematic as Fountain Avenue is not wide 
enough to accommodate installation of a left turn pocket without the use of 
substandard lane widths. In addition, the existing sidewalks are not wide 
enough for any proposed signal poles and equipment without negatively 
affecting handicapped pass-through access on the sidewalks to and from the 
intersection. Left turning vehicles at this intersection will cause congestion 
and delay to through traffic on Fountain Avenue. 
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Based on the anticipated impacts along Havenhurst Drive and Fountain 
Avenue, the City of West Hollywood would like the project to eliminate site 
access along Havenhurst Drive. The proposed left-turn prohibition 
improvements shown in Figure 4.J-5 will not be adequate to address all of the 
anticipated impacts, nor will the proposed improvements eliminate the 
possibility of making left-hand turns out of the proposed driveways without 
proper enforcement. Also, deliveries and services (i.e. trash collection, 
moving vans, etc.) should only access the Project via the driveways on 
Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard . 

The proposed project would increase both vehicular and pedestrian traffic in 
the surrounding area. The potential increase in pedestrian levels warrants an 
upgrade to the existing pedestrian crosswalk located south of the project site 
on Crescent Heights Boulevard. As part of the mitigation, the City of West 
Hollywood would like the project to upgrade the current crosswalk to a mid
block pedestrian signal. Pedestrian visibility enhancements should also be 
incorporated into the signalization of this crosswalk (i.e. sidewalk bulb-outs, 
refuge island, reflective markings, etc.). 

On Fountain Avenue, the level of service calculations show worsening 
conditions at all intersections which were studied. Although the signalized 
intersections of Fountain/Olive and Fountain/Laurel were not included in the 
analysis, they too will be impacted. To mitigate the worsening of conditions at 
these intersections, the developer should be required to fund the upgrade of 
the traffic signal controller equipment, replacing existing 170 controllers with 
2070 controllers, as well as fund installation of battery back-up systems for 
the following City of West Hollywood signalized intersections: Fountain/La 
Cienega; Fountain/Olive; Fountain/Sweetzer; Fountain/Crescent Heights; and 
Fountain/Laurel (Fountain/Fairfax is not included, as that intersection already 
has an upgraded 2070 controller and has a battery back-up system). 

REVIEW 

The above items have not been adequately addressed by Recirculated 
Portions of the DEIR, and continue to be outstanding items that need to be 
addressed prior to certification of the Final EIR for the Project. In addition, the 
following are key conditions that the City of West Hollywood still requests be 
applied to the Project: 

• Eliminate site access along Havenhurst Drive. 
• Require deliveries and services (i.e. trash collection, moving vans, etc.) 

to only ingress and egress the Project via the driveways on Sunset 
Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard . 

• Upgrade the existing pedestrian crosswalk located south of the project 
site on Crescent Heights Boulevard to a mid-block pedestrian signal, 
and incorporate other pedestrian visibility enhancements into the 
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signalization of this crosswalk (i.e. sidewalk bulb-outs, refuge island, 
reflective markings, etc.). 

• Fund upgrading the traffic signal controller equipment, replacing 
existing 170 controllers with 2070 controllers, and installation of battery 
back-up systems for the following City of West Hollywood signalized 
intersections: Fountain/La Cienega, Fountain/Crescent Heights, 
Fountain/Sweetzer, Fountain/Olive, and Fountain/Laurel. 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input on the environmental 
review of this project. Please provide a copy of any notice of determination 
that may be filed with respect to the Project, pursuant to the provisions of 
Public Resources Code Section 21197 (f). 

For any infrastructure related questions, please call Sharon Perlstein, P.E. , 
City Engineer, at 323-848-6383 or sperlstein@weho.org. 

For any traffic related questions, please contact Bob Cheung, Senior 
Transportation Planner, at 323-848-6346 or bcheung@weho.org. 

Attached please find copies of correspondence from residents of West 
Hollywood commenting on the revised Project (Alternative 9). 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Scott unc , AICP 
Associate Planner 
Current and Historic Preservation Planning 
City of West Hollywood 
slunceford@weho.org 
323-848-6427 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Public Comment Correspondence 



Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Hi Scott, 

Rory Barish <N2swimng@aol.com> 
Wednesday, October 14, 2015 12:34 PM 
Scott Lunceford 
Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd - Letter Regarding Proposed Development - DEIR Alternative 9 
Letter to Srimal Hewawitharana Re 8150 Sunset Blvd Alternative 9.pdf; Writeup on 
Colonial House.pdf; In Style Article on Colonial House.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

So here is my lengthy letter to Srimal at the City of LA. I have added a few comments to the one that I gave 
you (and cleaned it up a bit) with some help from my friend who is project manager of the widening of the 
405. 
The areas that I added comments were .. 
Storm Water 
Paleontological 
Infrastructure and Safety 
Low- Income 
Exhaust 
Alcohol 

Thanks for all of your help and support, 

Rory Barish 
310 502-8797 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Alex Nicholas <alex@lane4realestate.com> 
Date: October 13, 2015 at 4:02:47 PM PDT 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
Cc: Rory Barish <N2swimng@aol.com> 
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd - Letter Regarding Proposed Development - DEIR Alternative 9 

Dear Srimal, 

Attached is a letter from Rory Barish regarding the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd, 
DEIR Alternative 9, along with several photographs illustrating the project. We have also sent 
you a hard copy of all of these documents for your reference. 
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Several of Hollywoods most significant hi! 
buildings lie within a quarter mile of the tc 
and one will be destroyed by it, yet the de 
claim the area to be of no historic relevan 



Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Alex Nicholas 
Assistant to Rory Barish 

Phone: (310) 623-7437 
E-Mail: alex@lane4realestate.com 
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Rory Barish 

October 13, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: RORY BARISH DEIR COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVE 9 

Dear Srlmal, 

1416 Havenhurst Drive, Apt. lE 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

My name is Rory Barish, and I am President of the HOA at the Colonial House at 1416 

Havenhurst Drive In West Hollywood. I live/own in a most splendid historic building 

designated under the Mills Act and listed in the California Register of Historical Homes. It has 

been featured in many articles and has been home to legendary stars and many notables. 

Other historic homes on my street include La Ronda (Mi Casa) and the Andalusia. These 

buildings have been filmed and photographed (in many well-known publications), on 

numerous occasions, for their architectural beauty. These, amongst several treasures within a 

1-3 block radius are threatened to be greatly impacted if 81501s, Alternative 9 plan passes and 

is allowed to be built . The idea that a developer can come into a neighborhood and not 

understand the Infrastructure and needs of the neighborhood and it's community is 

unfathomable, which is the case here. 

In the following paragraphs, I will comment on various aspects of 8150's DEIR. 

ZONING AND VARIANCES 

This project does not conform to the current zoning on the subject site. This site has a FAR 1.1 

ratio and the developers are asking for a variance for 3.1 . The developers state that they will 

meet the criteria/guidelines for this variance. However, they do not meet the criteria for the 

variance but want special favors and allowances anyway. For example, they are not within 

1500 ft of a Transit stop but they state that they are approximately within in it. They state that 

they are within 1,560 ft but request the variance anyway in lieu of the 1,500 SPECIFIED and 



REQUIRED in the on-menu incentive (LAMC 12.22.). MapQuest shows 1,700 +,but even if it is 

1,560, it does not meet the requirements. In football, if you are on the 1 yd line, this is not a 

touchdown and you will never get points for it. It does not count. The developers might be on 

the 1-5 yd line but it still does not count. If Eileen Ford said that all models coming to her 

agency had to be 5 ft 8 inches, they were. She did not take models that were 5 ft 7 and 3/4. 

She said that she had to have an exact cutoff because there were too many 5 ft 8 models that 

met all of the criteria and she wanted to make room for them. 

How does the City of LA justify giving a variance for this when they 00 NOT meet the 

requirements? 

The developers also want to increase the number of compact spaces REQUIREMENTS set forth 

in LAMC 12.21 provided for commercial uses and adjust parking for residential (compact 

spaces) .. in lieu of these REQUIREMENTS. 

They want a variance to allow for a fitness studio, as not otherwise permitted in the C4 zone. 

Why can't the City just say no? The city has many "outs" with the developers. The project is 

just too oversized for the lot and the developers know it but want exceptions to every rule and 

variances to make their project allowable. These guidelines and rules for special incentives and 

variances should not be broken for certain individuals . 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

What mitigation do the developers continue to talk about in the DEIR? The only way to 

mitigate these huge impacts is to build something significantly smaller. This site was originally 

intended for a structure such as the Garden of Allah or the existing strip mall that Is two stories 

today. It is not intended for a New York skyscrapers seen from the Valley to the Santa Monica 

Mountains to the LA basin as the newspapers suggest. 

The infrastructure is simply not there. It is not there to support a "Disney Hall" abutting a very 

residential neighborhood. Disney Hall is not in a residential neighborhood. And Disney Hall is 

not located on one of the most trafficked streets and intersections in the city. There is a place 

for this project but it is not here. 

The developers might be able to upgrade certain workings but what they cannot mitigate for all 

of their talk is the traffic nightmare. They cannot widen Sunset, Crescent Heights, Havenhurst 

or Fountain and that would be the ONLY solution. 
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The traffic from this monster project will clog up residential streets and narrow roads which 

were not built to accommodate added flow. When you keep increasing the number of units in 

a community without increasing the number of traffic lanes you are inviting a huge safety and 

traffic catastrophe. Projects of this mass and scale are found in Las Vegas on the main 

boulevard but that boulevard has 6 lanes for traffic. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SAFETY 

The DEIR (3-18) states that The LAFD has indicated that a fire flow of 9,000 gpm to the Project 

site from 4 hydrants would be required to adequately serve the site. The developers say, 

"However, if fire flows at 9,000 gpm at the Project site are not feasible (eg: due to 

infrastructure limitations) , a combination of lower fire flows, building design features, and 

other fire life safety features, subject to review and approval by LAFD, mav be provided in lieu 

of requirements. In my mind, if they do not meet the requirements of the LAFD, then this 

should not be allowed. There should be no, "in lieu of". They are telling us that the 

infrastructure is not there and that they may provide alternatives (once again, trying to getting 

around requirements). Would the city align itself with the developers over the safety of the 

neighborhood? Getting around requirements should not be tolerated when speaking to the 

safety of the neighborhood. 

What about LA Dept of Public Works? Any input? 

What about LA Dept of Bldg and Safety? Any input? 

Have you approached these agencies about plans? 

HEIGHT 

The DEIR says that this project plan will be 15 stories in height, 234 ft above grade (measured 

from the sw corner of the property .. lowest point), which is lower than the former proposed 

project. How can that be when they say that the former project plan was 17 stories but only 

216 ft above ground elevation at sw corner of the site??? If the imposing 12 story Hollywood 

Roosevelt Hotel is just 161 ft and the 13 story Capitol Records building is just 150 ft (without 

the antenna), then how can a tower of 234 ft be justified anywhere but downtown or Century 

City? This project sits atop Sunset and it is the feet/ height that we look at and not the 

stories .... You can have 4 stories with 20 or 40 ft ceilings in a 150 ft structure or design features 

of the building like they describe (horizontal breaks in between stories). 
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TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

The City owned traffic island is crucial to the continuous flow of Eastbound traffic on Sunset 

headed South. Isn't it more important to keep the traffic flowing (thinking of emergency 

vehicles as a priority) than to have 8150 take this island for aesthetic use? The developers 

propose that this island will be a soft landscaped area ( are they thinking about watering in this 

drought?) where pedestrians would be drawn to gather. Would you want to gather and relax at 

one of the busiest and noisiest intersections, where horns are blaring, where cars are flying 

down Laurel Cyn and where traffic is backed up on Sunset? It would be amazing to hear 

yourself talk, let alone relax and gather. 

How can adding their additional traffic to the streets, and backing up traffic, (there is already an 

existing traffic problem) not adversely impact the quality of life in adjacent residential and 

commercial neighborhoods as they state 2-34? This will be a disaster. 

HAVEN HURST TRAFFIC 

At present, there is a NO LEFT HAND TURN sign at the ramp at the driveway on Havenhurst to 

the existing project. Cars should not be exiting and turning left. BUT THEY DO. ALL THE TIME. 

The developers reps admitted during a meeting that this is unavoidable. They stated that they 

could not monitor this or have a guard standing by 24 hrs. They state in the DEIR that the 

Havenhurst Drive driveways are anticipated to provide the primary exit and entry locations. 

However, they now talk of a physical barrier in this DEIR (3-2) to prevent exiting on Havenhurst. 

But the only way to rectify the increased traffic problem on Havenhurst (we already have a 

problem) is to either have no entrance or exit on Havenhurst, or put a cul-de-sac there with a 

light on Fountain, in the exact fashion that one was put on Alta Loma prohibiting entrance and 

exit to all cars going Into Equinox. Havenhurst deserves the same consideration. There should 

be no entrance or exit to 8150 from the start of the West Hollywood border on Havenhurst to 

Fountain. This will also deter cars from thinking of Havenhurst as a cut through street. If this is 

blocked off and there is a cul-de-sac, emergency vehicles would be able to enter or exit 

because they would have codes to the retractable barrier/bollards on the street. The DEIR 

states that there will only be approx 463 new trips on Havenhurst?? Firstly, I would argue way 

more but even at 463, that is 463 too many. 

The DEIR also talks about having residential and commercial project-related exiting traffic 

being able to turn left on Crescent Heights Blvd. Has anyone from the City seen the traffic flying 

south down Crescent Heights from Laurel Canyon, not to mention cars turning right from 

Sunset? This is a death wish. Does the City think that this is feasible and not a safety hazard? 
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PARKING 

Parking needs to be addressed on Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. Will it be 

addressed? It is hard enough to park on Havenhurst when people are moving (reserved street 

parking), or when it is street sweeping day or when smaller scale construction is being done 

(reserved street parking). With residents, guests and visitors to 8150, there will be no place for 

local existing residents and guests to park. With Alternative 9 there will be just too many cars 

added to the street. Many people do not like valet or want to pay for it (if offered), and there 

will not be enough parking spaces at the site because not everyone has compact cars and 

practically nobody will ride bicycles. This is not the answer or "mitigation". What mitigation? 

West Hollywood streets all around 8150 should have 24 hr permit parking. This will deter any 

and all residents, guests and visitors to 8150 (because 8150 is Los Angeles) from parking on 

Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. The parking for the site as it exists now is 

sufficient for its guests, especially with the added Metropolitan Storage. It will not be with this 

proposed project. 

Where will the valets park the cars because there will not be sufficient parking at the site? 

BICYCLES 

Countless pages oftalk of allowances for bicycles and bicycle spaces makes zero sense. We are 

in Los Angeles (not in some small town) and this project sits on Sunset at one ofthe busiest and 

most dangerous intersections in the city. There are no bicycle lanes and no proposed ones in 

place. Nor would you ever want to propose one here. Who in their right mind would propose 

one here? You would take your life in your hands cycling here. I have done triathlons, I know. 

would never cycle here. The idea of people riding bikes to the supermarket to get groceries 

(where do they put these groceries?) or riding to and from work with briefcases in dangerous 

traffic, or riding up and down the Hollywood Hills, or riding to purchase goods in these 

expensive retail shops (where do your packages go?) is ludicrous. These incentives for 

developers, encouraging bicycle use in the city, should be strictly geographical because they 

apply or make sense only to certain areas. To say that you can have variances and meet 

environmental initiatives (ie: encouraging use of bicycles and providing spaces for them) needs 

to be evaluated more. These incentives should not be granted unless the city does a complete 

geographical check. 

This DEIR report should not be generated by the developers because it is one-sided/ bias, on all 

counts. Of course the developers will say that every idea of their project works just fine, 
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including the use of bicycles on Sunset .. Does the City agree that this is not the site for 

encouragement of bicycles? 

ALTERNATIVES 

The developers have thrown out every alternative proposed by neighboring citizens and 

officials and came up with their own alternative because they want to build what they want to 

build. This is no doubt that they are only thinking of dollar signs, maximizing their project site 

to the fullest and their so called logic makes no sense. They want to try to convince us how 

building something much smaller in scale (equivalent to 8000 Sunset) will not have less of a 

traffic impact, or exhaust impact or view impact or anything else ... They must think we are all 

stupid. They try to find a way to tell you how none of the other alternatives are good and why 

their idea is the best. They would rather justify giving people a green space to sit (on one of the 

busiest streets and intersections, I might add) than to preserve the safety of the neighborhood. 

Does the City agree with this alternative? 

Beverly Hiiis real estate development firm Bolour Associates and Portland, Oregon hotel 

management firm Provenance Hotels are building a hotel in Hermosa Beach. When residents 

weren 1t thrilled with their first peek at plans (it was 15 ft above the city's maximum building 

height), the developers encouraged community discussions. This led the developers to 

DRASCTICALLV alter the hotel 1s design concept and the hotel ended up being only 30 ft high. 

Community dissidents felt all of their issues were addressed and had a compromise that was 

more than expected. These developers were very sensitive to the needs and wants of the 

community, whereas the 8150 developers are not. 

AFFORDABLE-LOW INCOME HOUSING 

Both of their plans called/call for affordable or 11very11 low income housing and the developers 

express caring for those in need. If this is true then why not build in neighborhoods where 

there are affordable, grocery stores, fitness centers (like the V), retail shops, and restaurants? 

Are these affordable or 11very11 low-income housing occupants shopping at Bristol Farms, going 

to private Fitness Centers, eating at the Chateau Marmont or the Tower Bar or going to the 

Hyde Lounge? Because this is what is available to these low-income tenants in the immediate 

vicinity. I think not. They propose affordable housing ONLY to get their FAR ratio increased 

from a 1. 1 to 3.1 . They do not care about low-income residents as demonstrated by their 

"poor door" policy at 8899 Beverly Blvd (see my last paragraph, IN CLOSING). 
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How will this low-income housing be monitored? When the initial occupants move in, how will 

the city of LA monitor what they are paying? When the occupants move out and new 

occupants move in, how can the city of LA monitor what they are paying? 

COMPACT CARS 

Can the developers really require occupants of their project to buy compact cars or buy bicycles 

when these occupants buy expensive condos or pay a lot in rent? They will narrow their market 

for buyers and renters and you will see a lot of empty units in this project like elsewhere in the 

city. Is it fair to make buyers purchase compact cars because the developers might have 

parking issues and have maxed out their site? Does the city agree that parking is not adequate 

and the developers are compensating with spaces for compact cars and bicycles? 

HISTORIC VALUE 

The DEIR talks about the Colonial House, The Andalusia, La Ronda (Mi Casa), The Granville, The 

Savoy, etc. These are buildings that have historic value and are recognized buildings in the 

National Register. They are protected by the Mills Act and guidelines require preservation and 

restoration of these buildings. Does the state or city define preservation of these buildings on 

Havenhurst and Crescent Heights as allowing these buildings to have their views blocked, their 

light altered (shade, shadows and glare) and their residential streets turned into freeways? Is 

that the definition of preservation? Values will for sure be damaged. A feeling of local identity 

will be lost if planning officials fail to recognize local community wishes. Communities such as 

these, sprinkled with architectural gems will lose their identity and feel like anywhere in the 

U.S .. Powerful developers with deep pockets can now change master plans (ie: The Valleywide 

plan) that were designed to protect neighborhoods, that could never be built upon and they 

can now nullify these plans. This is all wrong and needs to be stopped. 

If the Los Angeles City Council banned building McManslons in the immediate neighborhood 

because they were concerned that their size (2 stories) was changing the character of the 

neighborhoods, then why is it okay to allow a skyscraper in the same area? So this only applies 

to residential structures? Commercial buildings are immune from this? How can this make any 

sense? Does the proposed Alternative 9 not change the character ofthe neighborhood? This is 

a question that I would love the city to answer. 

There is also a moratorium on the issuance of building and demolition permits for proposed 

Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. lfthe city does care about Historic Preservation, why not 
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protect the Chase Bank building on the 8150 site and the architectural gems that surround it? 

A city report states that the ban came amid a proliferation of out of scale development that 

threaten the cohesion and character of neighborhoods. Therefore, is it not logical to say that it 

would be hypocritical to allow this proposed Alternative to be built? 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would result in a SIGNIFICANT and UNAVOIDABLE direct 

impact to historical resources (2-26), even with the Mitigation Measures HIST-1 through HIST-4 

because the Bank Building would be removed and demolished. Why is this unavoidable? They 

can choose to not tear it down, redesign their plans and have a smaller scale project in keeping 

with the neighborhood. Correct? 

When discussing the Bank building, formerly Lytton Savings and now Chase Bank, former 

paragraphs speak of preservation. Why was it so important to keep the old Duttons bookstore, 

also known as The mid-century Barry Building on San Vicente in Brentwood or Norms Diner on 

La Cienega? But then why is it okay to tear down the iconic mid-century Lytton Savings (now 

Chase bank) at 8150 Sunset? Can the City answer this question? Especially when the architect 

of that building, Kurt Meyer, a passionate advocate for great architecture (and architects) was 

recognized and honored for his great work around the city. Why does he does not gain the 

same respect from the city, Frank Gehry or the developers? Does the city randomly choose 

which iconic buildings to save or not, depending upon which developer is involved and how 

deep their pockets are? I wonder. 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would not detract from the historical or architectural 

significance of the Colonial House (2-26). Their rational is because you can still see it looking up 

the street and although dwarfed from the monolith project, it has not disappeared. Do the 

residents of the building agree? Like those buyers who purchased units like the famed Bette 

Davis unit with views of the Hollywood Hills, and beautiful light to the north 7 Or like mine 

whose patio will be completely overlooked and shadowed and/or glared by their towers? Or 

whose street will become a freeway because this project would increase existing daily traffic? 

That sure does change the character and value of the building and it's units. 

EXHAUST 

The developers state that having underground parking now should alleviate the impacts of 

exhaust fumes. Well so now we do not have to look at the cars above grade but I ask ... where 

will these exhausts be vented out to? They still need to be vented out to the street right? So 

the question still remains, how and where will this be alleviated? 
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How will the noise level be monitored and measured? The vents will make noise at all hours of 

the day and night, inside and outside of the structure. How can the neighborhood be assured 

that this will not be a noise nuisance? 

MASSING AND SCALE AND MATERIALS 

The DEIR talks about softening the massing with their design. This is an oxymoron. If they 

admit that there is so much mass and massing, there is no real way to soften it. They state on 

2-27 " The horizontal break in massing allows the lower portion along the Havenhurst facade to 

respond to the surrounding neighboring scale. Have they ever walked down the street and 

seen the height and architecture of the buildings there? Really? They state that that the upper 

portion of the building steps up into the center of the site, HELPING TO ALLEVIATE taller 

building elements along the smaller scale street. The developers really do know that the scale 

of the street is small and try to justify overpowering the neighborhood with flowery design 

jargon. They speak of minimizing visual effects associated with the podium structure on 

surrounding lower-scale residential development (3-3). They are in essence, trying to mask the 

giant, with words and design features, which is impossible. Does the City agree with their 

assessment of the scale of the street in relation to their project? 

They also say on page 2-10, "build1ng material selection is currently at an early stage." They 

have not presented their materials to us. How can we determine what effects/impacts this 

project will have on us (glare, shade, heat..) if we are not fully informed. This could be another 

Disney Hall all over again. Will the city require materials presented now? 

ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

They state that Alternative 9 would result in incrementally greater potential impacts to 

archeological and paleontological resources due to the incrementally increased excavation. 

They then state that these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. What 

mitigation? Again, they do not state what that mitigation would be. Like many politicians, who 

state that they will bring about reform and never say how (they tell you that they will have the 

answer after they are elected), these developers talk of mitigation several times but do not 

state how. 

Hazardous materials needs to be addressed ... soil and anything else during excavation. What 

happens if the soil is determined to be hazardous? It then cannot remain exposed or at the 

site. How will this be dealt with? They will be trucking tons of excavated soil off-site and I 
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would want to know where it is going?? How will the city of LA and West Hollywood deal with 

the truck queue? Trucking will add to already impacted traffic and noise. 

AESTHETICS 

The developers state that they want to create a development that compliments and improves 

the visual character of the westernmost area of Hollywood and promotes quality living spaces 

.... Is this not subjective? 

GEOLOGY 

The DEIR states that with this alternative, with reduced occupancy, it will expose fewer people 

at the site to seismic hazards associated with the Hollywood Fault! I! Admitting that they are 

building within very close proximity to this fault, they are still asking to build an enormous 

project and increase the FAR to 3.1! How ridiculous and contradictory. Why would the City 

allow this scale so close to a major fault.. which runs directly across the street? 

There is no discussion of their storm water pollution prevention plan. What are they doing 

about run-off? Is the run-off going into the city of West Hollywood's systems? What will be 

the impact of a significant rain event? 

LA County operate "flood control" facilities within the city of Los Angeles. Is there any water 

run-off dumping into their facilities? From either the city or West Hollywood? 

ALCOHOL 

Alcohol permits ... are they planning on taking over existing licenses or have they already applied 

? Or are they leaving it up to whomever will be occupying that space? 

IN CLOSING ... FRANK GEHRY AND TOWNSCAPE DEVELOPERS 

It is my opinion that the developers went with a big name to get the project passed. I assume 

that they figure that if they used FRANK GEHRY they would impress the hell out of citizens and 

City officials (Mayor Garcetti is a fan) and all would just swoon. Well Disney Hall was not 
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without problems as you recall because Gehry's shiny metal building was not well thought out. 

Drivers were blinded by the glare and residents of the condos across the street complained 

about the reflective heat. Workers had to sand down the metal to dull the glass, a tarp was 

hung over the worst area .... all the while Gehry saying that it is not a story that should be all 

around the world. He did not think it was a big deal. So what about the materials for this mass 

oversized project? The developers say that the building material selection is at an early stage 

and have not disclosed what materials will be used. Will we have the same problem as Disney 

Hall? 

The New York Times reported That Frank Gehy "draws Ire for joining the Los Angeles River 

Restoration project. His involvement has prompted stinging criticism from advocates wary of 

gentrification and skeptical of the architect's ability to create an appealing outdoor space". So 

is Frank Gehry really the ticket for getting this project passed? 

TOWNSCAPE PARTNERS, is known for unsavory practices. They planned to segregate low

income tenants from amenities for condo owners at 8899 Beverly Blvd. This "poor door policy" 

sparked outrage and they were forced to abandon this discriminatory practice. 

At the present site at 8150 Sunset, Townscape was embroiled In a lawsuit dispute with many 

of their retail tenants. They installed parking arms and charged $3.00 for 15 minutes, fees 

which tenants believed was a sure way of putting them out of business to make room for their 

mixed-use project. The developers succeeded because it destroyed and hurt many of these 

small businesses many of which, went out of business. Townscape had to stop charging after it 

was told to do so by the City of LA. 

So why would the City of Los Angeles want to make allowances and concessions, give variances 

and do business with these developers who disrespect the community and demonstrate 

unsavory practices? No favors should be done for these developers as they have shown no 

consideration for Los Angeles or West Hollywood residents. 

The neighborhood would definitely like something nice to be built at 8150 Sunset. An 

improvement is needed ... a much smaller scale project that is tasteful, upscale and which speaks 

to the environment. When visiting the site, Michael La Grande, LA city planner, said that the 

project should not be any higher than the 8000 Sunset complex ... 4 stories, which is directly 

across the street. Speaking of which, the developers said when they thought about the project, 

they thought about neighborhood needs. They felt a fitness center and supermarket would be 

a good choice. Hmmm. Did they really scope out the area because DIRECTLY across the street 
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at the 8000 Sunset complex is a Trader Joes and Crunch gym and there is also a Bristol Farms 

just a few blocks down. These are not needed. If they omitted these from their plans and 

scaled way down, the impacts would be a lot less. 

Alternative 9 is no alternative and should not be granted permits, given consideration or 

approval to be built. 

Thank You, 

·r·; __J 
-~:~~"\\._ __ 

Rory Barish 

Enclosures 
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THE COLONIAL HOUSE 

BUILT TN 1927 BY RENOWNED ARCHITECT, LELAND BRYANT. 

LISTED ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. 

THE COLONIAL HOUSE lS THE MOST BEAUTIFUL AND UNIQUE CONDOMINTIJM IN LOS 
ANGELES. ORIGINALLY rT WAS A HOTEL/APARTMENT BUILDTNG AND WAS CONVERTED 
TO CONDOMfNTUMS fN THE 1970'S. lT rs THE ONLY CONDOMINTIJM BUILDING OF THIS 
VTNTAGE WITH ON-STTE MANAGER, TOTAL SECURITY FOR RENOWNED RESIDENTS, 
BEAUTIFUL COURTYARDS, LARGE MANICURED GROUNDS AND POOL lN WEST 
HOLLYWOOD. IT CONTAINS TWENTY-ONE UNITS MAINTAINING rNTlMACY AND 
EXCLUSIVITY. 
ALL THE UNITS HA VE THE ORIGINAL POURED MOLDINGS, WOOD BURNING FIREPLACES, 
HARDWOOD FLOORS AND ORJGINAL TlLES. MOST OF THE RESIDENTS HAVE OWNED FOR 
MANY YEARS AND RARELY DOES ONE GO ON THE MARKET FOR SALE. 
TT IS LOCATED ON A QUIET STREET IN THE MOST DESIRABLE AREA OF WEST 
HOLLYWOOD BETWEEN SUNSET AND FOUNTAIN, WEST OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS. 

PAST COLONIAL HOUSE RESIDENTS INCLUDE: 

F. SCOTT FITZGERALD 
CLARK GABLE 
EDDIE CANTOR 
KIM SEDGEWlCK 
KEVrN BACON 
JODI FOSTER 
ELIZABETH HURLY 
ELLEN DIGENERAS 
CAROL KANE 
MARISA TOMEl 
TIM BURTON 
PETER BERG 
JOELY RICHARDSON 
JENNIFER LOPEZ 
KATLY BAX 

BETIE DAVlS 
MYRNA LOY 
JOAN BLONDELLE 
ANNA BETH GISH 
JUUA ROBERTS 
HUGH GRANT 
JAMIE LEE CURTIS 
ANNE HECKE 
KIRA SEGWICK 
ELIZABETH SHUE 
JENNIFER BEALS 
JOHN MAUCHERI 
VANESSA REDGRAVE 
MARLENE STEWART 



(hollywood history) 

star comp 
So many A-listers have called the Colonial 
House home, you'd think there was 
a red carpet leading to the front door 

Sure, looks and talent count for 

something in Hollywood, but 

never underestimate the power of 

the right address. Just ask Hugh 

Grant, Julia Roberts, Jennifer 

Lopez and Jodie Foster, all of 

whom have resided at the 

Colonial House apartments in 

West Hollywood. 

Designed by architect Leland 

A. Bryant and built in I930, the 

seven-story, 2I-unit complex was 

once home to an earlier genera

tion of celebrities, including 

Myrna Loy, E Scott Fitzgerald 

and Bette Davis, whose name 

remains etched on the brass mail

box plate for apartment 4b. 

Foster also lived in 4b, as 

did director Tim Burton. The 

illustrious former inhabitants 

of apartment 2c include 

Oscar-winner Roberts and Oscar

nomint:t: Elisabeth Shue. 

"Colonial House is such a 

historic place," says actress and 

past tenant Annabeth Gish. "I 

just hope some of its theatrical 

spirit seeped into my bones." 

-Leslee Komalko 

192 I SPRING 2004 I N STYL E HOME 



Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Dear Mr. Lunceford, 

Alex Nicholas <alex@lane4realestate.com> 
Thursday, October 29, 2015 4:03 PM 
Scott Lunceford 
Rory Barish 
Addendum to Rory Barish's Letter Regarding the Proposed Development at 8150 Sunset 
Blvd. 
Addendum to Letter to Srimal Hewawitharana - 10--28-2015.pdf 

Follow up 
Flagged 

Subsequent to your meeting with Rory Barish regarding the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd, DEIR Alternative 9, she 
wrote an addendum to her letter to address additional concerns. For your information, that addendum is attached. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Alex Nicholas 
Assistant to Rory Barish 

Phone: (310) 623-7437 
E-Mail: alex@lane4realestate.com 
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Rory Barish 

October 28, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 

Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

1416 Havenhurst Drive, Apt. lE 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

RE: ADDENDUM TO RORY BARISH DEIR COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVE 9 

Dear Srimal, 

In addition to the things that I wrote in my letter dated October 13, 2015, I would like to 
add these additional things. 

1. Do the developers have a shoring plan? There was slippage while excavating at 
the 8,000 Sunset site (directly across the street) and the property slid and 
undermined the Granville. There were several lawsuits against the developers 
and the Granville was compensated. This can happen to the Historic Colonial 
House .. which happens to be brick and is behind the project. 

2. Do they know where the ground water/table is? When will they hit water? 
Liquefaction? They are across the street from the Hollywood fault. 

3. The developer' reps seem to think that this resembles the Garden of Allah which 
was previously at the 8150 site. They said that Frank Gehry took inspiration from 
the Garden of Allah and came up with this proposed plan so that it might satisfy 
neighborhood needs and wishes. The neighborhood is shocked and offended 
that this absurd comparison was made. Can the City of LA do a Google search 
for images of The Garden of Allah and tell me if they agree that the developers 
can make comparison? How can Spanish/mission bungalows relate to a 
skyscraper? 

4. Please see these links: 

http://www.nytimes.com/2007 /11/07 /us/07mit.html? r=l& 
http://www.cracked.com/article 19682 5-roost-embarrassing-architectural-failures.html 
http:// architecture. about. com/ od/i deasa pp roach es/ss/Controversy-Dis n eyHa 11. htm 



Can this design withstand a major earthquake? Have these materials been 
tested for heat and glare? 

5. Can the City think of another project this large in mass and scale, that sits upon 
one of the busiest and most dangerous intersections and is a main artery 
connecting to the Valley? The Beverly Center, The Beverly Grove, Century City, 
Disney Hall... .... ALL DO NOT. Would the City actually even consider approving 
something like this which would in essence be giving the developers permission 
to create one of the biggest traffic nightmares and safety hazards in Los 
Angeles? 

6. The developers reps stated in a recent meeting that stories 1-3 relate to 
residential scale while 3-6 relate to multi-use and commercial scale while the rest 
of the tower of over 200+ ft creates a marker and gateway to Los Angeles. 

Can the City and the developers justify building a legacy and marker for the 
developers and Frank Gehry's ego (we did not ask for a Gateway and it certainly 
cannot fit in any way shape or form, here), and disregard the infrastructure, the 
safety and needs of the residents in the neighborhood, and disregarding for the 
neighborhood character and scale? 

7. The new Alternative calls for 3 entrances/exits on Havenhurst (none now on 
Sunset) including truck loading zones. Does the City agree that this will destroy 
a lovely and most beautiful residential street with architectural treasures? Will the 
city approve this? 

8. The developers' representatives stated that there will only be 18 more cars a day. 
That led to huge laughs from the audience who attended the meeting at the 
Durant Library. Again, they must think that we are very stupid. Currently there is 
a strip mall at the 8150 site which has half of the stores closed and out of 
business. Only few remain. They now propose a massive project with a fitness 
center, grocery store, retail, residences ..... and expect us to believe that there will 
only be 18 more cars a day???? Who did this traffic study??? This is a 
complete joke. The City needs to do an independent study of their own. 

Thank You, 

"() ') 

-~~~-~--
Rory Barish 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Michael Black <blackmb@aol.com> 
Monday, October 19, 2015 3:06 PM 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford; CD4.scheduling@lacity.org; 
CD4.issues@lacity.org 
n2swimng@aol.com 
Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd. Development 

Follow up 
Flagged 

The traffic and noise (especially on weekend nights) is unbearable. Condos are on thing but rentals will only bring people 
who don't stake in the neighborhood and who will rent their place out on Airbnb. 

I have lived at the colonial house for 30+ years and the development will block my view totally. I'm not saying that I like the 
shopping center on the corner now but the new proposal is INSANE. 

Thanks, 
Michael Black 

Michael Black Management, Inc. 
9701 Wilshire Blvd., 10th Floor 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
Office: 31 0-651-3081 
Fax: 310-651-3083 
blackmb@aol.com 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

October 21st, 2015 

Srimil Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Phil Hammond <philhammond@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 5:41 PM 
planning.envreniew@lacity.org; Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford; CD4.scheduling@lacity.org; 
CD4.issues@lacity.org; david.zahniser@latimes.com; steve.lopez@latimes.com 
8150 Sunset DEIR comment: LA City Case no. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 

Flagged 

Phil Hammond, President 

1327 Havenhurst HOA 

1327 Havenhurst Drive, Unit 1 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

philhammond@gmail.com 

(323) 656-6144 

Re: Phil Hammond DEIR comments on Alternative 9 (8150 Sunset Blvd.) LA City Case no. ENV-2013-2552-
EIR 

Dear Srimal, 
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My name is Phil Hammond and I am President of the 1327 Havenhurst HOA at 1327 Havenhurst Drive in West 
Hollywood (on the same block as the 8150 Sunset Blvd. project). 

The 8150 Sunset developer's traffic study states that there will be no increase in traffic in/out of the project 
compared to the current flow. I don't believe this is accurate and I would like to see an independent traffic 
study done to show the real impact of the huge increase in commercial space and the 240+ new living units 
where there are none presently. The development is planning for THREE new driveways and semi truck 
loading docks on Havenhurst Drive. 

As a resident of Havenhurst Drive I am concerned about an increase of traffic on our historic neighborhood 
street which is already used heavily (and often unsafely) as a cut-through for commuters between Sunset and 
Fountain. The City of West Hollywood has tried to address this previously with the addition of three speed 
humps and a traffic choker. 

In conjunction with the 8150 Sunset development please consider recommending the placement of a cul-de-sac 
at the top of Havenhurst Drive (with or without an entry driveway to the project for residents) to prevent 
through traffic between Sunset and Fountain. This, combined with a light at Havenhurst/Fountain will improve 
the flow of traffic along Fountain with less people stopping traffic to tum North onto Havenhurst and will 
provide easier and safer left tum onto Fountain from Havenhurst. This arrangement works well on Alta Loma 
Road at Sunset Blvd. 

Thank you, 

Phil Hammond 

htto://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/deir recir/DEIR/ Start Menu-
8150%20Sunset%20Blvd%20M ixed%20Use-DEI R.html 

You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning due to 
your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project EIR. Attached for your 
information is the Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR (RP-DEIR) for the 
Project. You are invited to submit your written comments on the RP-DEIR to the Department of City 
Planning via email at planning.envreview@lacity.org, or via regular mail using the contact information 
provided below, until October 26, 2015. Please reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR in your 
comments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, California 90012 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Joe Eastwood <j.eastwood310@gmail.com> 
Thursday, October 29, 2015 5:18 PM 
Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott 
Lunceford 
8150 Sunset DEIR comment: LA City Case no. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 
Flagged 

I am writing to add my voice to those who are concerned about an increase in traffic on Havenhurst Dr. between 
Fountain and Sunset. As you know, the city has tried to slow traffic down with speed humps and a 
choker. Unfortunately, the addition of this mega development at the end of our street will undoubtedly increase 
traffic. 

I would be in favor of doing something similar to what they have on Alta Loma and Sunset...creating a cul-de
sac and adding signal at Fountain and Havenhurst. This will also help with the increase in pedestrians who will 
be crossing Fountain. 

Thank you for your time, 

Joe Eastwood 
Condo Owner 
1327 N. Havenhurst Dr. 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

James Teel <jamesateel@gmail.com> 
Sunday, November 01, 2015 5:14 PM 
Lindsey Horvath; Lauren Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; John Heilman 
Scott Lunceford 
8150 Sunset planned development- we need your protection 

Follow up 
Flagged 

Dear Mayor Horvath, Mayor Pro Tern Meister and Councilmembers D'Amico, Duran and Heilman, 

Thank you for your service to our city. I am West Hollywood resident, first-time homeowner and voter, and live 
at 1328 Havenhurst Drive, a few doors down from Townscape's massive planned development at 8150 Sunset. 

I've researched this project a bit and it's clear that the residents of Havenhurst Drive need your protection 
against the misguided scale, scope and design of this project. The disruption caused by the massive construction 
and aftermath of plopping a campus with 2 skyscrapers, at least one made of glass, atop our quiet, residential 
street of historic residences would forever ruin the tone and calm of historic neighborhood and compromise the 
peace and value of our residences. 

The 3 principal issues are this: 

Outsized scale and scope of design: 

Have a look at the architect's plans and ask questions. 

This proposed development is enormous. They are planning to build a 15-story tower entirely ofundulating
style glass(!) on our residential street. This south-facing glass will likely cause: increase in temperature on our 
West Hollywood block, blinding glare to residences, motorists on Havenhurst, and pedestrians. In addition, the 
size will destroy views, including the view from my home. 

Aside all other size considerations, the city has an obligation to protect Havenhurst residents from a large-scale, 
city-core style construction zone from abutting their residences. The developers have no plans for mitigation of 
'unavoidable vibrations, noise and traffic'), which will last more than 26 months, and that's IF the project stays 
on-time, which is a whimsically optimistic notion. It is not acceptable to subject us to this noise, vibration, 
pollution etc, and shrug with a claim that it's unavoidable. 

We rely on you to protect us so we do not live in a urban-core-level construction zone. 

Additionally, Tall glass structures are deadly to birds (See: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/10/28/world/americas/casualties-of-torontos-urban-skies.html? r=O), and West 
Hollywood's animal-friendly council should discourage structures lethal to animal populations. this may sound 
funny, but do a little research and you'll see there's truth to this. 

Besides, we live in earthquake country, and this development rests on the edge of the Hollywood fault line, and 
it endangers West Hollywood residents to have an undulating glass tower looming above us. Crazy and 
dangerous. Would you live under it? 

1 



Permanent traffic, noise and negative environmental impact on Havenhurst: 

The developers commissioned a laughable traffic impact report, which claimed the new 8150 would result in 
net fewer car trips per day, and that any excess traffic that Havenhurst may experience would be mitigated by a 
traffic light at Fountain x Havenhurst. This is totally taughable, and the fact that a massive, downtown-urban 
scale parking structure WITH commercial loading and unloading zone is planned for Havenhurst Drive is 
terrifying. The exhaust expelled into the air on our street and the inevitable honking, beeping and screeching 
truck brakes from the loading/unloading zone and multi-story parking structure will negatively affect our 
neighborhood and city, along with being bombed out by additional traffic. 

There is zero - absolutely zero- public transit element to a massive project planned for an already notoriously 
traffic-stressed intersection, which is a vital link from LA to the Valley. 

Also, the developers plan to have LA City move the bus stop from the island on Crescent Heights x Sunset over 
in front of the 8000 Sunset complex, which will cause motorists heading north on Crescent to slam on their 
brakes on the curve upon suddenly coming up on a stopped bus, or traffic suddenly stopping for the bus. 

The wrong architect for this location: 

A quick Google search makes clear that Frank Gehry buildings are inventive and creatively uncharted territory 
to build and maintain, and usually have very significant unforseen structural problems that plague the neighbors 
with quality-of-life problems. The exterior of Disney Hall, as you may know, proved so reflective of heat that 
neighbors blocks away complained of being scorched, and tarp remains tossed over the whole thing to 
mitigate. And Disney Hall, like we must presume this project would be, was plagued by years of delays to 
complete. 

The Conde-Naste building, Disney Hall ... all as notable for design flaws as for architectural whimsy. Hell, MIT 
sued Gehry over the faulty design of their Strata Center. Perform a search for yourself. It must be presumed that 
the same scope of problems (even ifthe type of problems is unique to the project) will compromise the quality 
oflife of West Hollywood residents adjacent to this thing. 

A key difference to his other key structures is that these buildings were not built near residences. This campus 
of structures are being build directly next to - literally feet from - residences, including 3 historic buildings. 

Did I mention that the loading/unloading zone will be lass than 50 feet from a home for seniors and those with 
physical and mental disabilities? How miserable to endure construction and then live next to that. 

Architecturally, this campus, appearing to be shimmering, shaking and undulating structures, will aesthetically 
shout and ruin the elegant, historic nature of Havenhurst - a quiet, residential tree-lined street. As is the 
hallmark of Gehry's designs, this plan is so loud, overwhelming and out-of-character to all that surrounds it that 
it becomes the new normal of the neighborhood. It might be cool to some, but no-one in their right mind would 
want to live next to it. 

And we don't want it. 

Dear Mayor, Mayor Pro-Tern and Councilpersons: Don't just say the right thing. Do the right thing. 

Protect us from this monolith that just does not belong. 

With sincere thanks, 

James Teel 
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1328 Havenhurst Drive, 
#105 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
310-871-7281 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

To Whom it may Concern, 

Matthew Schneider < matthewevanschneider@gmail.com> 

Monday, November 02, 2015 10:11 AM 
planning.envreview@lacity.org 

david.ryu@lacity.org; mayor.ga rcetti@lacity.com; re nee.weitzer@lacity.org; 
cd4.issues@lacity.org; sarah.dusseault@lacity.org; julia.duncan@lacity.org; 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford 
City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 

Flagged 

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and 
has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. In its current format, 
the document is prepared. as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify 
a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most 
directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development. 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the 
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.This building should 
be limited to 100 ft. No more. 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the surrounding 
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of "project benefits" and the accompanying incentives program variances 
to the City planning practices, goals and policies. 
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the 
Project's benefits still viable without destroying the character of the 
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures 
that are in keeping with the 6 10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the 
area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. 
has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public's understanding and memories of the 
Sunset Blvd community. 

Residential Anti-Mansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of these 
laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the city-planning department, why are mixed-use 
residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in 
the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for 
height and size restriction. 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN: 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents to ensure that 
present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance 
assessments on proposed projects. 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and Objectives 
established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent and 
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior project. Project 
approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force 
employed by this approach to the evaluation. 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some 
Twenty-seven (27) years ago. Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a 
General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. Since the last attempt at 
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updating this Plan was over-turned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan 
leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large. 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is 
adopted. Reinstituting the 
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs of the 
community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development. This has put the community in the position of 
having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, 
and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis. 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach to Planning 
sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the 
immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties 
could make the same request for incentives and considerations. The development of multiple, massive towering developments 
East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and 
character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices 
that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of 
the City's General Plan and Zoning. 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan 
has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved. At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and 
approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the future. 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of 
allowing an informed decision. Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion. The 
blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess 
current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the 
document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City's general plan and zoning 
policies. 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous. If the cumulative impacts, based on 
this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and significant. 
Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the 
cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent. The 
lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible. 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a backdrop of 
numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures; as their 
relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately 
considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers. 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City 
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. This process 
does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. Please reconsider the 
adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies. 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS: 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is highly 
suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done by a 
different company to properly assess the traffic impact. 
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and how its future 
projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I request the 
traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain 
that will occupy the new proposed building. 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. 
The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot 
traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York 
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the 
LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? 
How will cars making the right hand tum from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge 
increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right 
hand lane of sunset... even during green lights? 
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The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the 
Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or 
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis 
and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand tum onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no 
light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new 
residents be making a left hand tum when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will 
westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car-length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto 
through-traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd 
intersection? 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential 
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this "residential" traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight 
Delivery trucks are 
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the 
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of 
Historic 
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic 
registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact. 

The city's own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that jurisdiction's zoning laws. 
This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10-story height limit and low rise, 
historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the 
city's own regulations? 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of city planning 
approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these 
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask for the 
same. How can this be prevented? 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset's height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all down 
Sunset Blvd? 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular approval, clone 
projects will now have a precedent of approval? 

The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely changed. We need a new study because the 
ingress and egress on Sunset Blvd has been removed and there is added traffic on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights that is not addressed 
fully. 

The 4-12 foot setback on crescent heights will contribute to a "looming" feel . This setback on Crescent heights should be rethought and 
redrawn in order to improve the pedestrian experience. 

Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers 
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this 
project as a gift. 

There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a resident is required to pass 
through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential 
experience. 

The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst and 
Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested times. However, during less congested times, car 
speed is greatly increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The 
present Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on these 
streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site. 
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the community 
because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Thanks, 
Matt 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Carol Gray <caroldhgray@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 02, 2015 11:01 AM 
planning.envreview@lacity.org 
david.ryu@lacity.org; mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; renee.weitzer@lacity.org; 
cd4.issues@lacity.org; sarah.dusseault@lacity.org; julia.duncan@lacity.org; 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford 
City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 
Flagged 

TRAFFIC IS A HUGE CONCERN. DRIVERS SPEED THROUGH LIGHTS AND STOP 
SIGNS; FRUSTRATION IS AT AN ALL TIME HIGH. THIS DEVELOPMENT 
WILL INCREASE TRAFFIC BEYOND SUSTAINABILITY. THIS IS A PUBLIC 
HAZARD. PLEASE DON'T LET THIS HAPPEN. 

I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development 
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers 
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address 
the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the 
city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro-developer EIR 
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been 
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This project does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include: 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of 
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset 
Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE 
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 
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Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to the store 
to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor planning and a 
cheap workaround. 

Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent 
and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally 
required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this 
project as a gift. 
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Scott Lunceford 

Subject: FW: 8150 Sunset 

From: Donna Arost [darost@darost.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 10:33 AM 
To: Lauren Meister 
Subject: 8150 Sunset 

Dear Ms. Meister, 

When you took office you promised to make our city a better place to live. I hold you accountable for those 
words. If you allow 8150 to proceed with the existing plans, you are in violation of your promise. 

Our community cannot sustain the size and scope of this project. While I understand change will occur at this 
site, YOU MUST SCALE DOWN. 

I own property at the Colonial House. You must act on behalf of the people who put you in office, which live 
here and how their lives will be negatively impacted by this monstrous project. 

Issues: 

ZONING INFRACTIONS 

INFRASTRUCTURE LIMITATIONS 

TRAFFIC 

PARKING 

HA VENHURST MUST BE MADE A CUL-DE-SAC 

EXHAUST 

SEISMIC HAZARDS AS SOCIA TED WITH THE HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

HISTORIC VALUE -- you banned building McMansions over concerns of changing the 

character of the neighborhood-where is your perspective now?? 

You must consider the menace of this project and work to reduce. You cannot let special interests and greed get 
in your way of action. 

DonnaArost 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Philippe Mora <morafilms@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 02, 2015 7:48 PM 

Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; Lauren Meister; John D'Amico; Scott Lunceford; 
CD4.issues@lacity.org; David.Zahniser@latimes.com; Patt Morrison; Rory Barish; 
Info@marathon-com.com; Gkramer@marathon-com.com; Rob@co-conspiracy.tv; 
Marne Carmean; christine@co-conspiracy.tv; Lynn Russell; adarasalim@gmail.com; 
Swami Rogers; mikeyb@earthlink.net; Ryan Gierach, editor, WeHo News; Abbe Land 
Fwd: Draft EIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard AKA The Poisoned Apple Project 

Follow up 
Completed 

TO Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

RE: City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR I AN OPEN LETTER IN DISMAY 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana 
and also to the many citizens this concerns in West Hollywood and Los Angeles, 

This is unashamedly written in justified anger. One is supposed to be cool, but sorry this is a very hot 
issue. 

This is in response to what you (Srimal Hewawtharana) hilariously have the audacity to call a "DEIR 
Report," with respect, one of the more obvious examples of bureaucracy perhaps losing touch with 
community feelings, science and general knowledge, and the very real issues at hand. Franz Kafka would 
have enjoyed your report, ditto George Orwell. This "development," more a proposed fiasco, should not 
be approved. It is a clear and present danger to the community and has an ugly history of bad faith. I will 
leave it to the experts to forensically obliterate your report; for myself I speak broadly but with some 
background. 

I am writing as a 35 year resident of Havenhurst Drive, West Hollywood, a community member, a father, grandfather, and an 
artist, writer and film maker with considerable cultural credentials. I have made over forty films, exhibited art works 
numerous times internationally. My resume includes decades long membership of the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and 
Sciences, Directors Guild of America, international honors as a film maker, numerous collections of my films in national 
collections and archives including the Philippe Mora Collection in the National Archives of the United states of America. I 
have a personal interest in the history of architecture reflected, for example, in a well documented day long meeting with 
Albert Speer and many other ways. For deeper architectural issues, I was involved as a journalist in the Bartning-Utzon 
historical controversy about the Sydney Opera House. 

I write to you as an outraged member of the community living in the shadow of this completely inappropriate, almost sinister, 
bloated proposed development. It is considered politically incorrect to show anger in civil matters of this kind. However, 
sometimes anger is justified when transgressions simply demand appropriate response. My community is simply shocked and 
not fooled by the PR cosmetics (more on that later). The disregard for community and collateral plain lack of humanity in this 
proposal is shocking. If you stand at the location as I have done, and look at the plan, you simply shake your head. It defies 
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logic. Even right now this main artery intersection between the Valley and LA is unwieldy and dangerous according to 
accident statistics. 

Civic Insult to Community injury: This project has a long documented history or provenance of bad faith on the part of the 
"developers," for example, when a previous bizarre incarnation was proposed with similar architectural elephantiasis, LA 
City Council kiboshed that one. One can only characterize some of the "developer" activities as cheap tricks on their part, for 
example, illegally unilaterally charging parking to get rid of small businesses on the property, and audaciously proposing the 
building on the border of West Hollywood and Los Angeles to apparently try to avoid the ire of the West Hollywood 
community. It was cynically and sarcastically pitched as the "gateway" to Sunset and Weho at that time. This pitch, now 
cosmetically adjusted, persists with additional spiel about the historical importance of the long gone Garden Of Allah on that 
site. This bogus cultural spin in the proposal and press releases is insulting to anyone with a modicum of cultural education. Its 
as absurd as saying: Please let us build a gigantic building here because there was a great little building here once where movie 
stars cavorted. Apparently as facetious comic relief the developer's PR people recently told community members architect 
Gehry was "inspired" by the original Garden of Allah to build this huge structure. A ten year old could compare pictures and 
tell you this is a bogus claim. 

These are cheap tricks with dire consequences for human beings who live around here and the broader community. Any 
layperson could easily list the terrible impact of this gargantuan building on a key artery and intersection in Los Angeles on 
traffic, human health and long term chaos. 

Architecture and community are intricately linked, and fame and the architect's brand name do not negate fundamental 
human issues and/or physical reality. 

Certainly aesthetically, Mr. Gehry has inadvertently or consciously decided to puncture a part of his legacy by putting his 
name on this. On the face of it, it seems to be Gehry Lite or mediocre by his own standards, so one can only snidely speculate 
the considerable mouths to feed in his office may have pushed this through. If Gehry himself has micro designed this I am 
afraid his talent is fading. The history of architecture is littered with hubris, crass compromise and mistakes and Mr. Gehry 
might join that hall of shame with this project with a Golden Ticket. For God's sake, Mr. Gehry, where are you? Your name is 
on this! 

Perhaps Mr. Gehry has become an architectural anarchist and simply wants to create chaos, in that sense this project is a big 
success. 

Personally, for the record, I am an enthusiastic fan of some of his post-modern kitsch, generated by his facile sketches which 
are then goosed up digitally. If you make an asinine, small doodle then hugely magnify it, then cast it in metal .. Voila, it seems 
important. He is not the only practitioner of this in contemporary art. Like many he is in the shadow of Utzon whose Opera 
House dwarfs the rest who ripped him off. Sorry, honored him. 

But this design does not even hit those heights of "creativity." The proposal does take the community of Weho, Los Angeles 
and their corresponding councils to be idiots. The proposal assumes that the Mr. Gehry's name will somehow magically solve 
all the myriad parking, traffic, environmental and cultural problems which will explode with this development. However, 
these real issues will need more than dazzling public relations. One cannot help wondering if the architect has actually visited 
the location. 
I urge all involved to visit the busy location and draw the obvious conclusion. It was and is, a literally crazy and ghastly idea. 

I would, heartfelt, urge all Weho and Los Angeles council members and employees of both cities involved to stand up for your 
communities, and with great respect, not be snowed under by cheesy, fancy names, expensive lobbyists and PR people and well 
dressed tactics. 

My family history makes it apparent that bullying of any kind must be addressed without fear of reprisal. This looks like 
bullying of the community to me. I hope I am wrong and the developers and architect can coherently and sympathetically 
address the community concerns. 

There is much to say on this matter. This is even a frightening project in many ways. However, Mr. Gehry is not Albert Speer. 
But in my opinion this proposal and the tactics used to date, can be perceived as a kind of bullying of the communities 
involved. To those who do not live here but are interfering with our life, please leave us alone so we can buy our groceries, go 
to the movies and live our lives in peace. 

l would repeat this cynical development should not be approved since it profoundly attacks the well being of the community in 
many ways including: environment, traffic, parking, cultural values and health. 

2 



Its origins are a poisoned apple of bad faith. 

Sincerely, 

Philippe Mora 

1400 North Havenhurst Drive 
Los Angles California 90046 
323 650 1940 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

RE: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Srimal, 

wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net> 
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 12:25 PM 
david.ryu@lacity.org; mayo r.g arcetti@lacity.co m; renee.weitzer@lacity.org; 
cd4.issues@lacity.org; sarah.dusseault@lacity.org; julia.duncan@lacity.org; 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford; artfuldodgerinc@earthlink.net 
8150 SUNSET BLVD PROJECT 

Follow up 
Flagged 

I live in close proximity to the 8150 Sunset project, and will be greatly impacted by this project. The revised plans for 
this project call for an increase in height. The height was one the biggest objections to the project in the first place. Why 
would they make it taller? I would like to see a significant reduction in height. 

Thank You, 

Wayne Marmorstein 
1861 North Crescent Heights Blvd 
LA CA 90046 
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11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: ENV 20132552EIR  8150 Sunset Blvd. DEIR Comments
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: ENV 20132552EIR  8150 Sunset Blvd. DEIR Comments
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:12 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Andi Lovano <ALovano@weho.org>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:25 PM
Subject: ENV 20132552EIR  8150 Sunset Blvd. DEIR Comments
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Hello –

 

Please find the attached comments in response to the DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd. The comments are being
submitted on behalf of City of West Hollywood Mayor Lindsey Horvath.

 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

 

Best,

 

Andi Lovano

City Council Offices

City of West Hollywood

8300 Santa Monica Blvd., West Hollywood, CA  90069

alovano@weho.org | (323) 8486333

 

    

 

mailto:ALovano@weho.org
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:alovano@weho.org
tel:%28323%29%20848-6333
http://www.weho.org/30
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https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0c0e333f54&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150f299cf04d65ec&siml=150f299cf04d65ec 2/2

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

West Hollywood  8150 Sunset Blvd DEIR Comments.pdf
691K
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November 9, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Email: planning.envreview@lacity.org 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EI R 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for hearing comments from the City of West Hollywood on the 
proposed development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. We share the City of 
Los Angeles' desire to see this site become a more vibrant, successful 
property that embraces the culture of the Sunset Strip and addresses the 
21st century realities and needs of the surrounding community. 

Our City staff has offered official comment on the DEIR. In addition to 
their analysis, I would like to offer the following requests for 
consideration. They have come up in most of the conversations I've had 
with residents and leaders in my community with regard to th is project, 
and appear to be the three most critical impacts that the adjacent 
neighborhoods have ra ised , in addition to a comprehensive construction 
mitigation plan coordinated with City of West Hollywood staff: 

1) Height Limit - Since there appears to be an oversight on limiting 
the height on this parcel of land, we understand that the City of 
Los Angeles will consider a height that is taller than the current 
buildings. However, not enforcing a height limit to be compatible 
with the neighborhood will not serve either of our cities, as 
evidenced by comments from residents of both. Please consider 
reducing the height on the current proposal to be more mindful of 
and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

2) Sewer Impacts - Given that the project impacts West Hollywood's 
existing sewer system, a fair share payment should be provided to 
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the City of West Hollywood for the on-going maintenance and 
repair of the City of West Hollywood-owned sewer utility system. 

3) Traffic Island/Dedicated Right Turn - Preserving the dedicated 
right turn lane on the eastbound lane of Sunset Boulevard is very 
important to the traffic flow of the intersection. Please consider 
modifying the proposal to include protection of the traffic island, 
which provides for the protected right-hand turn lane. 

I recognize the ultimate decision on this project is that of the City of Los 
Angeles. My comments are intended to continue the conversation I've 
had with members your City's leadership, as well as the conversation 
that both of our communities are having. I thank you for the opportunity 
to provide comment on behalf of my community, who will share your 
roads and patronize your new businesses. Please let me know if I can 
answer any questions you may have. 

Thank you, 

~~ 
Lindsey liorvath 
Mayor 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd. Recirculated DEIR  ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:08 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <RosenFree@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:32 AM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd. Recirculated DEIR  ENV20132552EIR
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

Attached is the letter from the Hillside Federation commenting on the recirculated Draft EIR for the project at
8150 W. Sunset Blvd. Please add it to you file and include the Hillside Federation on any and all notification lists
for the project.

Thank you very much.

Best regards,

WendySue Rosen, Vice President
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations
www.hillsidefederation.org

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

HF 8150 Comment Letter 11915.pdf
310K
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Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

 
November 9, 2015 

 

 

Re: 8150 Sunset Blvd. Recirculated DEIR – ENV-2013-2552-EIR  

 

 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

 

The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., founded in 1952, represents 

45 homeowner and resident associations spanning the Santa Monica Mountains, from 

Pacific Palisades to Mt. Washington. The Federation’s mission is to protect the 

property and quality of life of its over 200,000 constituents and to conserve the natural 

habitat and appearance of the hillside and mountain areas in which they live. 

 

The Federation had previously submitted three letters on this project, dated October 

14, 2013, May 8, 2014 and January 19, 2015. We incorporate those letters by 

reference and expect that the issues raised in those letters will be addressed in the 

responses to the recirculated Draft EIR. 

 

The Federation voted at its October meeting to continue to oppose the proposed 

project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. as described in the DEIR, the recirculated DEIR, and the 

ELDP streamlining process certified for this project. Although we appreciate that the 

project has been changed in some ways that were responsive to the letters that were 

submitted through the comment period, there remain major aspects of the project that 

would create significant negative impacts on commuters, the surrounding community 

and hillside aesthetics. 

 

Some of our concerns include: the height of the project continues to be out of scale 

with the surrounding area impacting the hillside aesthetic; the traffic mitigation 

measures do not appear adequate for a project of this size and scale; this project does 

not appear to be consistent with the City’s General or Community Plans and the 

findings for consistency have not been made; deviations from code on height, set-

backs, etc, cannot be justified; and the marquee structure proposed to display signage 

is very large with little detail about how it will be utilized. How does the proposed 

marquee structure and future signage comply with current sign code and how can it be 

permitted with the sign ban in place. What luminosity limits would be imposed for the 

outdoor signs for daytime and nighttime hours and what would the impact of the 

illumination be on the surrounding community, including hillside residents and 

motorists. 

 

 

 

P.O. Box 27404 

Los Angeles, CA 90027 

www.hillsidefederation.org 

 

 

 

president@hillsidefederation.org 

www.hillsidefederation.org 

PRESIDENT 
Marian Dodge 

CHAIRMAN 

Charley Mims 
VICE PRESIDENTS 

Mark Stratton 

Wendy-Sue Rosen 
SECRETARIES 

Carol Sidlow 

John Given 
TREASURER 

Don Andres 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood 

Bel-Air Association 

Bel Air Knolls Property Owners 

Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners 

Benedict Canyon Association 

Brentwood Hills Homeowners 

Brentwood Residents Coalition 

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 

Canyon Back Alliance 

CASM-SFV 

Crests Neighborhood Assn. 

Franklin Ave./Hollywood Bl. West 

Franklin Hills Residents Assn. 

Highlands Owners Assn. 

Hollywood Dell Civic Assn. 

Hollywood Heights Assn. 

Hollywoodland Homeowners 

Holmby Hills Homeowners Assn. 

Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 

Lake Hollywood HOA 

Laurel Canyon Assn. 

Lookout Mountain Alliance 

Los Feliz Improvement Assn. 

Mt. Olympus Property Owners  

Mt. Washington Homeowners All. 

Nichols Canyon Assn. 

N. Beverly Dr./Franklin Canyon 

Oak Forest Canyon Assn. 

Oaks Homeowners Assn. 

Outpost Estates Homeowners 

Rancho Verdugo Estates 

Residents of Beverly Glen 

Roscomare Valley Assn. 

Save Coldwater Canyon! 

Save Sunset Blvd. 

Shadow Hills Property Owners 

Sherman Oaks HO Assn. 

Silver Lake Heritage Trust 

Studio City Residents Assn. 

Sunset Hills Homeowners Assn. 

Tarzana Property Owners Assn. 

Torreyson Flynn Assn. 

Upper Mandeville Canyon  

Upper Nichols Canyon NA 

Whitley Heights Civic Assn. 

 

CHAIRS EMERITI 
Shirley Cohen 

Jerome C. Daniel 

Patricia Bell Hearst 
Alan Kishbaugh 

Gordon Murley 

Steve Twining 
CHAIRS IN MEMORIUM 

Brian Moore 

Polly Ward 

http://www.hillsidefederation.org/
mailto:president@hillsidefederation.org
http://www.hillsidefederation.org/


CEQA requires full disclosure of all potential significant environmental impacts to give the community an 

opportunity for meaningful public input, the decision-makers an in-depth review of projects analyzing a 

range of alternatives that reduce those impacts, and based on objective analyses found in the EIR, 

agencies shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible to do so. 

We do not believe the recirculated DEIR accomplishes these objectives. 

 

We join the Sunset Strip community in their comments and ask that the project be revised to a size and 

scale consistent with the surrounding community while reducing negative impacts to the neighborhood.  

 

 

Sincerely,  
 

 

 

Wendy-Sue Rosen 

 

Wendy-Sue Rosen, Vice President 

 
cc:  

Councilmember Ryu 

Mayor Eric Garcetti 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: city case #env20132552eir

William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 2:23 PM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
Cc: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>

Mr. McCourt,
Thanks for your email. Please see responses below.

The original project includes heights ranging from 2 to 16 stories (overall building height approximately 216 feet as measured from the low point of the Project Site at Havenhurst Drive). 

Alternative 9, which is addressed in the recirculated DEIR, includes heights ranging from 3 to 15 stories (overall building height approximately 234 feet as measured from the low point of the Project Site at
Havenhurst Drive).

For a complete description of Alternative 9, please see Page 21, Project Description of the recirculated DEIR:

http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html 

The project cannot get started until after certifying the Final EIR and going through the City's review process, through which the project could be approved or denied.

Regards,
William Lamborn
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Ph: 213.978.1470 

On Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 9:23 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote:

 Forwarded message 
From: Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 6:30 AM
Subject: Re: city case #env20132552eir
To: Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Good morning, please respond to below email I sent earlier this week.

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 10, 2015, at 9:55 AM, Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com> wrote:

i am very confused about the project at 8150 sunset. i continue to hear conflicting information.

when does this project get started?
is there a new plan for a taller building?

this building should NOT be a highrise. it ruins the integrity of this famous corner.

i live at 8272 marmont lane and i am very concerned about this project.

i would like a phone number to call and get some detailed answers. we as residents of this area need to be informed with correct information.

thank you in advance, 
john w mccourt
3235283222

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

 
William Lamborn
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Ph: 213.978.1470 

http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html
tel:213.978.1470
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
tel:323-528-3222
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
tel:213.978.1470
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER A20
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Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Governor 

November 10, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
SCH#: 2013091044 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

"'f.f·""" --.~.,. J-~OFr.A~\fll~ 

Ken Alex 
Director 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 16 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The 
review period closed on November 9, 2015, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date . This 
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the 
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office. 

Sincerely~ _....- .,~ 

:§r""VI '?~~ 
Scott Morgan 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
TEL (916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

2013091044 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project 
Los Angeles, City of 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Description The Project Applicant has developed a new Project Alternative (Alternative 9) based on comments 

received on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project DEIR dated November 20, 2014, the 

analysis of which as well as other corrections and additions to the DEIR are provided in the 

Recirculated Portions of the DEIR. As with the Project, Alternative 9 would involve removal of all 

existing buildings and associated improvements on the Project Site. The development would consist 

of 249 residential units, including 28 affordable housing units (equivalent to the Project), and 65,000 sf 

of commercial uses (compared to 111,339 sf under the Project). 

Lead Agency Contact 
Narrns Srimal Hcwawitharana 

City of Los Angeles 
213 978 1359 Fax 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Address 
City 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles State CA Zip 90012 

Project Location 
County 

City 
Region 

Lat/ Long 

Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, City of 

Cross Streets Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard 
Parcel No. 5554-007-014, 015 
Township 

Proximity to: 
Highways SR 101, 2 

Airports 
Railways Metro Red Line 

Several 

Range Section 

Waterways 
Schools 

Land Use C4-1 D (Commercial)/Neighborhood Office Commercial 

Base 

Project Issues Archaeologic-Historic; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; 

Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid 
Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Landuse; Cumulative 

Effects; Other Issues; AestheticNisual; Air Quality 

Reviewing 
Agencies 

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Office of Historic Preservation; 

Department of Parks and Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services, 

California; California Highway Patrol ; Caltrans, District 7; Department of Housing and Community 

Development; Air Resources Board; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Native American 

Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission 

Date Received 09/10/2015 Start of Review 09/10/2015 End of Review 11/09/2015 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: city case #env20132552eir

William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 20, 2015 at 11:13 AM
To: Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>

Mr. McCourt,
We conducted a records search of the 4 parcels immediately abutting the Sunset/Laurel intersection and found no records of Planning cases that have been filed. However, please note that there still could be byright
permits filed with Building and Safety that therefore do not come to the Department of City Planing, or projects in early stages of development that have not been filed with the City as of yet.

Best,
Will Lamborn

On Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 4:02 PM, Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com> wrote:
Thank you for the response.

Are there any plans in discussion for corner of crescent (Laurel) and sunset?

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 12, 2015, at 2:23 PM, William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org> wrote:

Mr. McCourt,
Thanks for your email. Please see responses below.

The original project includes heights ranging from 2 to 16 stories (overall building height approximately 216 feet as measured from the low point of the Project Site at Havenhurst Drive). 

Alternative 9, which is addressed in the recirculated DEIR, includes heights ranging from 3 to 15 stories (overall building height approximately 234 feet as measured from the low point of the Project Site at
Havenhurst Drive).

For a complete description of Alternative 9, please see Page 21, Project Description of the recirculated DEIR:

http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html 

The project cannot get started until after certifying the Final EIR and going through the City's review process, through which the project could be approved or denied.

Regards,
William Lamborn
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Ph: 213.978.1470 

On Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 9:23 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote:

 Forwarded message 
From: Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>
Date: Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 6:30 AM
Subject: Re: city case #env20132552eir
To: Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
mailto:william.lamborn@lacity.org
http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/index.html
tel:213.978.1470
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
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Good morning, please respond to below email I sent earlier this week.

Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 10, 2015, at 9:55 AM, Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com> wrote:

i am very confused about the project at 8150 sunset. i continue to hear conflicting information.

when does this project get started?
is there a new plan for a taller building?

this building should NOT be a highrise. it ruins the integrity of this famous corner.

i live at 8272 marmont lane and i am very concerned about this project.

i would like a phone number to call and get some detailed answers. we as residents of this area need to be informed with correct information.

thank you in advance, 
john w mccourt
3235283222

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

 
William Lamborn
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Ph: 213.978.1470 

 
William Lamborn
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Ph: 213.978.1470 

mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
tel:323-528-3222
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
tel:213.978.1470
tel:213.978.1470
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SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - EIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

S1~ 'r1~ 
1SUNSET BLVD J 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

JAN 20 2015 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

A COMMUNITY GROUP DEDICATED TO SCALED AND RESPONSIBLE NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING DEVELOPMENT. 

JAN 20 2015 

To the City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Tom LeBonge, Jonathan Brand. 

Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

In reference to City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Please enter the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles, 
California into the public record, and address each one. 

Please also enter into the public record that Save Sunset Boulevard is a coalition 
of neighbors who are horrified at the size, scale, mass, traffic, shading, and 
geological consequences of this project on our historic neighborhood. This letter 
augments the over 700 (at last count) letters from our neighbors that have been 
submitted via our Save Sunset Boulevard's website, to the City Planning Office, 
Tom LeBonge and Jonathan Brand. 

Documents referenced in this letter are attached as PDF's and listed on the final 
page of this document. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER B1
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GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

The EIR's Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is 
permissible under both the City's General Plan and the adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan of 1988 that is currently in force. 

The EIR needs to be more accessible to the general public. The EIR consultants 
must evaluate each existing business side-by-side with each of the proposed new 
business uses in a chart or table. Specifically; 

• What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for 
the proposed land uses based on floor area (square footage) and spaces 
allocated/required? 

• What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on 
site and for the proposed land uses, again with square footage, proposed 
patronage, and individual business or residential use related vehicle 
movements? 

• These metrics should identify all the current commercial uses including Art 
Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the commercial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where 
it is shown. If it is missing, please include this information in the revised draft. 

The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that the 
community had asked to be included during the Consultant's initial scoping 
meetings. These were; 

• Commercial only development up to the allowable 111,000 sq. feet. 
• Mixed use development up to the allowable 111,000 sq. feet (with the same 

commercial/residential ratio of the proposed project) 
• Mixed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allowable 

111,000 sq. feet 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking 
requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, considerations with or without 
affordable housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project 
alternatives require that the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances 
in order to comply with the code? 

Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the 
criteria for Environmentally Superior Alternatives. 

Project Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all involve development options that were 
NOT raised by the community during scoping process. There was no explanation 
as to why these were considered based on the public scoping process. Most, if not 
all, appear to be non-code compliant options. Please disclose who generated 
these alternatives, and why they were considered as viable alternatives with 
respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan considerations? 
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The EIR (ref. Executive Summary, Page E5-10, paragraph 1) concludes that 
Alternatives #4 and #5 are the environmentally superior alternatives. The 
Consultants should re-evaluate this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report, 
and in fact only Alternative #2 is identified as reducing one of the impacts. A 
careful study of the three alternatives that were suggested by the community 
during the scoping meeting will yield different results. Please consider the 
environmental superiority of these options and then re-address the current 
conclusions. 

Section D of the Executive Summary does not list "Hydrology" and underground 
water impacts resulting from the proposed new concrete parking structure and 
building foundation walls. The project is being built on a thick alluvial fan that 
during El Nino years will still contain massive amounts of run-off from the hills, and 
is within 100 feet of the recently confirmed Alquist-Priolo fault line. The 
consequences of these very serious dangers must be addressed clearly in the EIR. 

The EIR states that the developer is asking for 249 units of residential. The 
Hollywood Community plan specifies a maximum for Med-High Density Units -
40-60 per acre. Then the 2.55 of Site Acres would allow them just 151 units. If you 
add a 35% density bonus that is 52.85 (53) units, for a total of 204 units. This is the 
actual maximum number units allowed under the Hollywood Community Plan 
(1988) in the case that the project would be granted a 3:1 FAR. 

Where is the developer getting the density figures from? The EIR must show how 
these figures have been arrived at. 

The EIR does not conform to the Hollywood Community Plan (1988) or CEQA 

The EIR admits that the Lytton Center on the project site "was found conservatively 
eligible as a City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument as a historical 
resource. Therefore the Project Site is considered a historical resource under 
section 15064.5(a) (2) of the CEQA Guidelines and the Project would have 
significant and unavoidable impacts in historical resources due to demolition of the 
Bank." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

"If a project would render an eligible historic resource ineligible, then there would 
be a significant adverse effect under CEQA." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

Here the EIR admits that its plan has significant adverse effects under CEQA since 
by demolishing the Lytton Center, it renders an eligible historic resource ineligible. 
Also, the demolition plan is against the clear language of the Hollywood 
Community Plan to encourage preservation as quoted below. 
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The Hollywood Community Plan serves to "encourage the preservation and 
enhancement of the varied and distinctive residential character of the community" 
-pg.1, section 3 

"There are twenty-nine known historical resources located in a % mile radius of the 
project site" "eight historical resources are located within the visual view-shed or 
indirect impacts study area of the project site." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

These twenty-nine historical resources constitute "varied and distinctive residential 
character". The EIR's bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a 
less-than-significant impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity 
and would not physically divide an established community is completely 
unsupported by the facts and obvious overwhelming impacts of building a glass 
and steel skyscraper of 216 foot tall in this modest Chateau, Spanish Colonial 
revival neighborhood of two to eight story buildings. 

Context should be respected in the design of new buildings to be constructed near 
historic landmarks and in areas of established historical character. The new and 
old can stand next to one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is a 
similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, 
texture, color and materials of the old should be complemented by the new. 

"Therefore the demolition of the mid twentieth century resources on the project site 
would not materially impact the historic setting"" because the setting of these 
resources have already been compromised." 
Pg 151 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

Here the EIR claims that because there are newer buildings in the area, demolition 
will have no impact. This reasoning is disingenuous at best. There are 3 properties 
bordering the property on the National Register of Historic Places. The United 
States Federal Government found these properties worthy of preservation even 
though they border newer properties, as should the applicant. 

There is no discussion of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The 
project makes no attempt to ''fit in" or to match the character of the neighborhood. 
Other principals and policies from the Hollywood General Plan should be 
discussed and reconciled with the project. The lack of any discussion and 
reference to the policies in the Hollywood General Plan makes the EIR inadequate 
at best, and beyond the legal requirements at worst. 

"Generally a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's standards for the 
treatment of historic properties guidelines for preserving, rebuilding, restoring, and 
reconstructing, historic buildings" "shall be considered as mitigated to the level of 
less than a significant impact on the historic resource." 
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The EIR goes on to say: 
"Related to new construction will not destroy historic materials, features and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and will be compatible with historic materials features, size, scale, and 
proportion, and mass seeing to protect the integrity of the property and its 
environment." 
Pg 154-155 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report. 

"The building is 'generally compatible with the historic materials, features and 
massing of the adjacent buildings." 
Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR. 

Here the Appellant does not make a fair argument and no substantial evidence 
exists that proves it "Generally compatible". Thus the EIR is incomplete and 
inaccurate without specifics. Most of the Appellant's assertions are purely 
speculative, with no proof in the record to substantiate these claims. 

The EIR violates its own standards even though it won't admit it. The historic 
buildings surrounding the building site do not make use of Glass and Steel modern 
architecture. They are not 20+ stories high. They do not make use of 3:1 FAR and 
off menu Multi-Use zoning. The building proposed does change the spatial 
relationship of the block by creating a 216 foot tall neighborhood dividing block of a 
building, especially separating all the neighboring low rise buildings from the hills, 
and blocking out the view of the community from all the adjacent buildings on the 
hill. There is no discussion of how this violates the specific policies in the 
Hollywood Community Plan (1988) and provides only inaccurate and speculative 
assumptions of "no impact" or "less than significant impact". 

The EIR should illustrate how it satisfies the objectives and policies of the law in 
reaching its conclusions. Discussions of the violated policies should also be added 
to the EIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies 
support the conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project 
appears to violate, at some level, nearly every aspect of the Hollywood Community 
Plan and Policies. A full discussion in the EIR of the policies and principals of the 
Hollywood Community Plan and which are satisfied and which violated by the 
proposed project should be enumerated in the EIR. The following principals and 
policies and objectives should be fully discussed in the EIR: It is insufficient to 
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements of the 
Hollywood Community Plan. 

The established neighborhood character should also be respected. In some cases, 
formal height limits and other building controls may be required to assure that 
prevailing heights or building lines or the dominance of certain buildings and 
features will not be broken by new construction. 
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The Hollywood General plan mandates that we must: 
"protect lower density housing from the scatted intrusion of apartments" 
page 1: section 3. 

"promote the preservation of views, natural character and topography of 
mountainous parts of the Community" page 1 : section 7 

And that; 
"Transitional building heights should be imposed, especially in the Medium 
density housing designated area where this designation is immediately 
adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" page 3 

The immediate neighboring homes on Havenhurst Drive, some of which are not 
considered or specifically discussed in the EIR, are between two and seven stories 
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with an 
adopted land use plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect (The Hollywood Plan and its various Elements) is 
completely unsupported. The scale and mass of the project is Neighborhood 
Dividing and this is a major CEQA issue 

"There are twenty-nine known historical resources located in a 114 mile radius of the 
project site" and" ... eight historical resources are located within the visual view
shed or indirect impacts study area of the project site." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

Of these twenty-nine historic buildings, the EIR states that there is no impact, or no 
significant impact to any of them. The methodology for coming to this conclusion 
should be examined in detail, as it is not supported by the facts. 

The EIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic 
change in the zoning for one lot in a historic neighborhood. The EIR inadequately 
discusses any of these important and directly applicable policies. 
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On the left is the 2 story National Historic Register building, The Andalusia; directly 
across the street is the 8150 project site where the 220 foot building with its seven 
story concrete walled car parking structure is proposed, will completely over 
shadow it. 

l o(.01 ............ l:at 9 . _, .... "'_:...•-" 
1j"f ____ ....,. ..... 

The projects seven story concrete parking structure is within feet of this modest 
two story neighboring building on the right. 
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The views of and from The Colonial House (right), another National Historic 
Register building, will be gone once a 216 foot tall skyscraper is built on the left 
hand portion of these photos. 

Below is an illustration of how completely out of scale the proposed 220 foot 
building is with the 2-8 story context of the neighborhood. 



SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - EIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

Environmental Leadership Development Project 

Where are the improvements mandated to gain an ELDP status and exemption? 
How does this project meet the threshold? 

The ELDP states; 
"The project creates high wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and 
living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians"
page 15, appendix j, ELDP certification documents (City of LA Notice of 
Environmental Leadership Development Project) 

The EIR fails to state what type of high wage jobs it will be creating. The EIR fails 
to certify that these will be new jobs and not just the high wage jobs that exist 
already in the 8150 site, particularly the jobs at Chase Bank currently in the Lytton 
building. The EIR fails to adequately estimate the number of jobs being merely 
transferred from other parts of the community. Under ELDP the project must create 
high wage jobs, but the EIR fails to subtract the amount of already existing, high 
wage jobs that already exist from operating to proposed tenants. Where are the 
specific figures for creating new jobs? Most importantly, can the people who work 
at the building afford to live at the building at current market rates? 

THE EIR fails to discuss in detail the wages and what type of jobs and what they 
will be paid. They said they would provide 300 jobs. Currently on site there are 
already 217 jobs. 

The EIR fails to state the difference between creating and just transferring jobs. 

The EIR fails to state how many restaurant worker jobs will be created and if these 
are classified as high wage, highly skilled jobs. 

The EIR fails to state how many of these jobs part time or full time jobs. 

The ELDP states that the project within 112 a mile of major, high quality transit stop. 
The nearest bus stop is on Fairfax. The EIR misstates the nature of the transit stop 
Fairfax. The building is beyond the mandated 1500 feet of We have included 
pictures located on the subsequent pages 

The ELDP states the project must have a net reduction of greenhouse emissions, 
but the 11,693 new vehicle movements this project will generate will massively 
degrade both the neighborhood, community and city air quality. 

How does this project get the same streamlining as Apple's new campus? 
There are no solar panels because all the outside space is given to noise making 
activities that will destroy the community, and the building casts a massive shadow 
across a wide area, preventing the neighbors from going solar. 
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ZONING, HEIGHT, DENSITY, AND TRANSIT 

• Zoning: C4-1 D 
• FAR: 1 :1 with "D" Height restriction 
• Neighborhood Office Commercial - "Neighborhood Commercial" 
• Regional Center or Neighborhood Center: No 
• Mixed Use Boulevard: No 
• TOD: No 
• Alquist Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone: Yes 
• General Plan Framework - City of Los Angeles 
• Community Plan: Hollywood Community Plan 1988 
• Housing Element: December 2013 City of Los Angeles 
• Units per acre = 203 units 
• Med-High Density Units - 40-60 per acre @ 2.55 Acres= 151 units 
• plus 35% density bonus 52.85 (53) units = 204 units (Hollywood Community 

Plan 1988) 
• Off Menu Requests: Many 
• FAR Increase Request: Yes 
• Air Rights Request: Yes 
• Condo to Apartments: ? 

This area is not designated a "Regional Center," but the project is an "infill" project. 
Pursuant to Senate Bill 743 ("SB 743"), recently passed by the California 
legislature, aesthetic and parking impacts of residential, mixed use residential, and 
employment center projects on infill sites within transit priority areas (such as the 
proposed Project) "shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment." 

However, SB 743 also states that local agencies may continue to set their own 
thresholds, including those for aesthetic impacts. As such, the analysis presented 
below evaluates aesthetics, views, light/glare, and shade/shadow impacts per the 
City of Los Angeles' local CEQA guidelines, which are contained in the Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide, discussed below. 

APPLICANT TEXT 
b. Regulatory Framework 
(1) State of California- Senate Bill No. 743 
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which 
became effective on January 1, 2014. The purpose of SB 743 is to streamline the 
review under CEQA for several categories of development projects including the 
development of infill projects in transit priority areas. The bill adds to the CEQA 
Statute, Chapter 2. 7, Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented 
Infill Projects, and in particular Section 21099. Pursuant to Section 21099(d) 
(1) "Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall 
not be considered significant impacts on the environment." 
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"Transit priority area" means an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop 
that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within 
the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement Program adopted 
pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

"Major transit stop" is defined by PRC Section 21064.3 to mean a site containing 
an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit 
service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of 
service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak 
commute periods. 

The Project Site is located approximately 1,500 feet of the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue, which is served by two or more major bus routes 
with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and 
afternoon peak commute periods, including Metro routes 2, 217, 302 and 780. 

The proposed Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 21099(d), and for this 
reason, the proposed Project's effects on aesthetics, including views, and lighting 
and glare are not required to be analyzed under the State CEQA Statute. 

COMMENT 
We dispute the applicants assertion based on its non-compliance with the 
current law. 
4.A-11. 
Chapter 5 of the General Plan Framework applies to urban form and neighborhood 
design. "Urban form" refers to the general pattern of building heights and 
development intensity and the structural elements that define the City physically, 
such as natural features, transportation corridors, activity centers, and focal 
elements. "Neighborhood design" refers to the physical character of neighborhoods 
and communities within the City. With respect to neighborhood design, this chapter 
encourages growth in areas that have a sufficient base of both commercial and 
residential development to support transit service. The General Plan Framework 
also states that the livability of all neighborhoods would be improved by upgrading 
the quality of development and improving the quality of the public realm. Urban 
form policies applicable to the Project Site include Objective 5.8, which 
applies to neighborhood districts and community districts. This objective is to 
reinforce and encourage the establishment of a strong pedestrian orientation in 
designated neighborhood districts. community centers, and pedestrian-oriented 
subareas within regional centers, so that these districts and centers can serve as 
a focus of activity for the surrounding community and a focus for investment in the 
community. 

General Plan Framework Chapter 6, Open Space and Conservation, addresses 
outdoor recreation needs of the City's residents. Objective 6.4 applies to the 
provision of usable open space and maximizing the use of public open space 
resources through private development. 
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4.A-15 
b. Thresholds of Significance 
(1) Visual Character and Aesthetics 
(a) Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides sample questions for use in an 
Initial Study to determine a project's potential for environmental impacts. According 
to the sample questions included in Appendix G under Section I, Aesthetics, a 
project would have a potentially significant aesthetic impact if it would: 

• a.) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or 
• b.) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, 

rock outcroppings, and historic buildings or other locally recognized desirable 
aesthetic natural feature within a city-designated scenic highway; or 

• c.) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings. 
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The El R for 8150 Sunset Blvd Project fails to provide information and/or detail on 
transit and street improvements related to construction and general after 
construction operations. The project proposes very reduced vehicle parking with 
high use of limited close by transit, use of bikes and walking for the majority or 
users without needed improvements needed for operation 

The project site, 8150 Sunset Blvd at Crescent Heights is not located in a regional 
center, mixed use boulevard, or center or such designated by the City of Los 
Angeles or Hollywood Community Plan. The project site is not an employment hub, 
or considered an entertainment center area. That is designated as such east of La 
Brea. The project site does not fit the common "transit oriented development" 
definition as the site is located almost two (2) miles from major rail transit - Red 
Line. While there is a local bus stops on Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon and Fairfax 
Ave has a local rapid bus stop, but this bus is constantly detoured due to numerous 
Hollywood Blvd street closures. The current local bus stop locations and sidewalks 
cannot support or accommodate high volume transit riders without significant 
improvements to all bus-transit stop locations within the project vicinity. 

• Intersections and streets in the area surrounding the project site in the City of 
Los Angles and City of West Hollywood are already operating a "Fail" during 
peak hours and beyond. 

• Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon around the project site have 
No bike lanes now or planned. The sidewalks are narrow and not able to 
support bike riding. Therefore it would be expected that travel to and from the 
project site from the immediate neighboring hillsides and surrounding areas will 
be by car at all times of operation, especially during later night time hours. 

• The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed high-volume 
use are incompatible with the neighborhood character and infrastructure 
capabilities. 

• The projects proposed high volume commercial activity and late night use will 
have overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding 
community and daily commuter travelers on Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, 
Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed high volume use 
is incompatible with the neighborhood character and infrastructure capabilities. It 
proposes a high volume of commercial activity and late night use which will have 
overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding community and 
commuters on Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

The EIR fails to provide a complete description of the existing building uses on the 
site. The floor areas and parking counts currently allocated to each use, and to the 
proposed uses must be shown. This information should be in the "Master Land Use 
Application" online on the City's website link for this project. 

The EIR fails to mention that the zoning was changed/downsized from 3:1 FAR to 
1 : 1 FAR ("Q Condition") over a period of years, and that this was compliant and in 
accordance with the currently in use Hollywood Community Plan. For correct public 
and legal consideration, the EIR must show the reason the FAR was downsized. 
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Also please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site 
without a variance from Code Section SEC. 12.22.A.25.f.5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet 
equal to the percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development 
Project is eligible. This percentage increase in height shall be applicable over the 
entire parcel regardless of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of 
this subparagraph, Section 12.21.1 A.10. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height or number of stories is limited, this height 
increase shall permit a maximum of eleven additional feet or one additional story, 
whichever is lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

New Residential Units 

249 units for 505-528 new residents where there are currently none. The project 
plans or EIR does not include or address onsite or local parks and necessities or 
amenities for children, seniors or pets that will live at the project site; 

• What amenities and recreation play areas will be provided for children and 
where? 

• What amenities and recreation area will be provided for seniors and where? 
• What is the proposed rents for market rate and affordable housing units? 
• What amenities will be provided for the residents pets? 
• Where will residents walk their dogs or pets, on Sunset Blvd and Crescent 

Heights? 
• Residents can rent additional parking spaces from where? The commercial 

parking or off site? What cost? 
• Most project open space is proposed for entertainment and commercial type 

use. Where are the studies for noise pollution of these events? Where will the 
overflow parking be located for these events? 

• What school or child care amenities will be provided? 
• Will each apartment have a full sized parking stall? 
• Will each apartment have a second parking stall? 
• Where will residents guests park? 
• Where is the commercial parking, on site or off site? 
• What is the parking cost? 

The EIR must correct address and recirculate the answers to all these concerns. 
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PARKS AND GREEN OPEN SPACE 

The project site the Havenhurst Park as a local park to be used by residents. 
However Havenhurst Park is a Very small immediate resident serving pocket park, 
open from 9am to dusk and located in the City of West Hollywood. Hardly a major 
park, not even a small size park. The EIR does not identify any other public open 
space or park space they would contribute to the existing community or that their 
residents would be using. Nor does the EIR identify any contributions to editing 
parks and open space. 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
The Project Site is also located within a quarter-mile of open space/park uses at 
Havenhurst Park. 

COMMENT 
As can be seen from the images below, this one-building lot, pocket park cannot be 
considered as open space for a project of this density, size, scale and mass. 
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COMMERCIAL USE AND JOBS 

The EIR proposes 111,000 square feet of new restaurants and commercial use 
with hundreds of permanent highly skilled, high paying jobs in addition to 
construction jobs. 

However the EIR fails to provide information or detail regarding; 
• The project projects net 94 new jobs over what the existing mall provided. 
• Will the jobs be lower wage part-time restaurant and gym type jobs? 
• Will jobs be local hire? 
• What is the proposed average wage for the projects jobs? 
• What family friendly restaurants and neighborhood serving retail is proposed? 
• All restaurants are proposed to serve a full line of alcoholic beverages and 

remain open until 2am. This is neither neighborhood serving nor "family 
friendly". 

• Will the average employee wage support being able to afford the projects 
market rate residential units on site? 

TRAFFIC 

The traffic analysis in the DEIR is inadequate to answer the issues we have raised 
in our review and we believe the impacts are grossly understated. We request 
that the applicant redo the analysis as suggested and that the DEIR be 
reissued for another 45 days for further review and comment. 

Our traffic consultant, Allyn Rifkin, former Bureau Chief of the LA DOT Planning 
Bureau, has calculated that the real figure for New Vehicle Trips generated by the 
project as it is proposed will be 2751. This has been correctly calculated using the 
l.T.E Trips Generation Manual, 9th Ed, Vol 6. 

The wildly inaccurate analysis in the EIR must be redone and recirculated. It goes 
without saying that since the traffic figures are so flawed, the figures used to 
calculate the parking, both within the structure and its massive neighborhood 
destroying overflow, must also be realistically recalculated and recirculated. 

The EIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd Project fails to provide information and or detail on 
many important transit and street improvements related to construction and 
general after construction operations. The project proposes very reduced vehicle 
parking with high use of limited close by transit, use of bikes and walking for the 
majority or users without needed improvements needed for operation 

The project site, 8150 Sunset Blvd at Crescent Heights is not located in a regional 
center, on a mixed use boulevard, or center or such as designated by the City of 
Los Angeles or the Hollywood Community Plan. The project site is not an 
employment hub, or considered an entertainment center area. That designation is 
only to the east of La Brea. 
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The project site does not fit the definition of a "transit oriented development" as the 
site is located almost two (2) miles from any rail transit (Red Line). 

While there is a local bus stop on Sunset Blvd for Laurel Canyon, only Fairfax Ave 
has a local and rapid bus stops, but simple posts in the pavement cannot be 
described as a "regional transport hub" and it also lies beyond the mandated 1500 
feet from the development. That bus is also constantly detoured due to numerous 
Hollywood Boulevard closures. The current local bus stop locations and sidewalks 
cannot support or accommodate high volume transit riders without significant 
improvements to all bus-transit stop locations within the project vicinity. The 
intersections and streets adjacent to 8150 in the City of Los Angles and City of 
West Hollywood are already operating a "Fail" during peak and normal hours. 

The EIR is asking for 'Green Bonuses' by providing parking for over 1,300 bicycles. 
With each bicycle space taking at least 6 square feet, that's a minimum of 6,000 
square feet of encouraging the use of bicycles. However the EIR fails to recognize 
the unsuitability of the area for cyclists. The heavily trafficked junction of Sunset 
Boulevard, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon is already one of the most 
dangerous in the City of LA, and has had several bicycle fatalities in recent years. 
The hillside roads are all narrow, extremely steep and already overburdened by 
massive amounts of traffic, making them completely unsuitable and dangerous for 
any kind of weekday transport/transit cycling. 

Despite the inherent dangers on the main roads and the unsuitability of the steep 
hillsides narrow and already overcrowded streets, the EIR fails to mention bicycle 
safety or bicycle routes for its proposed 1300 cyclists. Where are the bike lanes 
being proposed or planned? The sidewalks are certainly too narrow to support 
even a very few cyclists, and with the proposed increase in pedestrian traffic the 
project says it will generate, they will be completely unsuitable for cyclists. 

It is glaringly obvious that all travel to and from the project site from all the 
neighboring hillsides and surrounding areas will be by car at all times of operation, 
especially during later night time hours. It must be noted that; 

• Intersections and streets in the area surrounding the project site in the Cities of 
Los Angles and West Hollywood are already operating a "Fail" during peak 
hours and beyond. 

• Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon have no bike lanes now or 
planned. The sidewalks are narrow and unable to support safe bike riding. 

• Therefore it is clear that all travel to and from the project site from the 
immediate neighboring hillsides and surrounding areas will be by car at all 
times of operation, especially during later night time hours. 

• The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed volume use is 
incompatible with the neighborhood character and infrastructure capabilities. 

• The projects proposed high volume commercial activity and late night use will 
have overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding 
community and daily commuter travelers on Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, 
Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

These comments, and those in Allyn Rifkin's letter (addendum #1) must all be 
addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 
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RESIDENT AND GUEST PARKING 

Resident parking figures are nothing short of ridiculous according to the EIR. 
• Residential Units 249 for 505-528 residents = 210 
• 233 resident will Not have parking 
• Studio 73 units = 73 vehicle parking spaces 
• One Bedroom = 130 vehicle parking spaces 
• Two Bedroom = 76 vehicle parking spaces 
• Three Bedroom = 16 vehicle parking spaces 

· Total Resident Vehicle Parking Spaces = 295 

Resident & Guest Parking consequences on the neighboring community. 
• 505-528 new residents where there are currently none. 
• 528 new residents minus(-) 295 resident I guest parking spaces= 
• 233 residents with NO on-site parking will create a massive overflow 
• Guest Parking=? (zero) which will also create a massive parking overflow 

The project assumes that 21 O to 233 residents will not have a car, but will walk, 
ride a bike or take the bus. How do these high income, high value units sell to 
people with no car in a city with no realistic public transport alternatives? The EIR 
needs to suitably demonstrate how people who are spending $1500 a square foot 
to buy an apartment in the proposed site (or rent at comparative rates) will not 
have a car. It is possible in New York, Paris or London, but it is totally impossible 
on the border of West Hollywood. 

What about the Guests of the residents? 
• One onsite parking space per Studio and One Bedroom - additional or second 

resident vehicle parking space would be available for rented or purchased. 
• Where would the additional rented vehicle parking space come from - the 

commercial parking or off site? 
• What will be the weekly or monthly charge to residents for a second or 

additional vehicle parking space on-site? 
• What will be parking charges be for those in the affordable housing units? 

These figures are completely out of step with all the City studies on parking. The 
consequence of the parking overflow in such a busy area will be massive and 
neighborhood destroying congestion and pollution. For the community to take the 
EIR seriously this must be addressed in a serious, sensible and realistic manne 

PARKING FOR RESTAURANT, EMPLOYEE AND RETAIL PATRONS 

Unrealistically limited commercial & employee shared parking. 
The EIR states that the originally proposed 617 vehicle parking spaces will be 
further reduced by 123 additional vehicle parking spaces to allow for 380 more bike 
parking spaces, leaving just 494 shared vehicle parking spaces. 

• The EIR assumes that more than half the guests, employees and patrons will 
not have a car, but will ride a bike. 
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• The projects EIR and study assumes that approximately 689 employees and 
patrons will not have a car, but will walk, ride a bike or take the bus. This 
number is completely unrealistic for such a 'high end' establishment, especially 
one open after all public transport stops. 

• There are No bike paths or bike lanes now or proposed in the project plans. 
Due to the high volume vehicle traffic, safe, protected bike lanes for adults and 
children, with designated bike access from all surrounding streets to and from 
project site must be included for Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel 
Canyon, Fountain Ave and Havenhurst Dr. 

• The EIR fails to provide an adequate layout map of the parking. How many 
spaces will be tandem? 

• The EIR fails to provide an adequate community benefit to parking spaces 
being taken out on the sunset side of their property and being replaced by a 
taxi line. How does this benefit the community? 

• The EIR fails to address the traffic impact of a permanent taxi line on Sunset 
Blvd. 

• Taxi line up on SUNSET Blvd, will take over the 3rd lane on Sunset at 
Havenhurst, there is no mention in the EIR of the impact to traffic traveling east 
on Sunset or residents, employees and patrons exiting the building from 
Havenhurst on to Sunset. 

The EIR assumes that more than half of residents, guests, employees and 
patrons of this 'high income destination' will not have a car, but will ride a bike. How 
this completely unrealistic figure arrived at and justified? 

The EIR also assumes that approximately 689 employees and patrons of this 'high 
income destination' will not have a car, but will walk, ride a bike or take the bus. 
This is completely unrealistic for this location, and must be suitably addressed and 
circulated in the final EIR. 

The also EIR fails to mention the history of the developers overcharging for parking 
at this site. The EIR must reflect and discuss this as it throws into question their 
ability to safeguard their tenants, residents, commercial operators and act as 
responsible operators of a neighborhood serving destination. 

See: "Sunset Stripmall Owner Sued by Tenants Over Parking Fees I WEHOville 
http://www.wehoville.com/2013/04/17/sunset-stripmall-owner-sued-by-tenants
ove r-parki ng-fees/ 

1365 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES 

The EIR states that bicycle parking spaces have been increased by 380, for a total 
of 1365. This has been achieved by reducing 123 commercial and residential 
vehicle parking spaces. Further the project states the future studies for possible 
bike paths were suggested as part of a study farther east from the project site -
Fairfax, Hollywood and Sunset Blvd. 
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This cynical, bonus grabbing antic provides on-site (mostly short term) bike 
parking, but is completely unsuitable for this location. The EIR fails to reflect how 

the 'high income' individuals residing in, frequenting, or working at their 'newly 
created high income jobs' will chose to risk their lives in one of the most hazardous 
and congested areas of Hollywood. 

With no bike paths or safe access for bikes provided at or around the surrounding 
area, the EIR fails to provide information or detail as to how the surrounding streets 
and sidewalks will accommodate 1,365 bike riders. Further the EIR does not 
provide information or detail on future bike paths and which streets would 
accommodate safe bike travel and/or exactly which street and how many 
surrounding streets would lose a vehicle travel lane for bike travel. Sunset Blvd, 
Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, Fairfax Ave, Hollywood Blvd? 

The EIR must demonstrate how it arrived at this figure as a percentage of 
residents, guests, patrons and employees who would use a bicycle as a form of 
transport, and give real world examples of buildings in a similarly hilly, high traffic 
density area. 

The EIR must also provide full details on bike parking : 

• Where in the structure is short term bike parking? 
• What constitutes "long term" and "short term" bike parking? Minutes, hours or 

days of parking use? 
• Will exterior bike parking be covered and lighted? 
• Will bike parking areas provide 24 hours security? 
• Will there be a fee or charge for long term or short term bike parking? 
• Will shower and lockers be available to all employees and/or patrons using 

bicycles? 
• What times of the day will showers and lockers be open and available? 
• Will there be a charge (fee) for use of showers and lockers? 
• Will there be valet bike parking and at what charge? 
• The project state that bikes lanes and bike paths are being "studied" for future 

application; however, the EIR fails to provide information or detail on the time 
horizon of the study, is it five years, ten years, never? 

• Who will be conducting the study and installation of the bike paths and lanes? 
• What streets are the bike paths and bike lanes to be installed on? 
• How will it affect traffic and parking? 
• Which and how many vehicle travel lanes will be removed to accommodate the 

new bike paths and bike lanes? 
• What is the location of a safe bike path feeding directly into and out of the 

project site? 
• Will bike riders be expected to share the sidewalk with pedestrians? 
• Will bike paths be actual protected bike paths and bike lanes or minimal non 

safety sharrows? 
• How many vehicle travel lanes and what length of the street will be lost on each 

street to apply new bike paths 
• How will cyclists, including children, safely access the site and bike parking? 
• Will a security guard be stationed at bike parking area all the time? 
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There are no bike paths or bike lanes now, or proposed in the plans. Due to the 
high volume motorized traffic, putting 1 ,000+ cyclists in the dense and dangerous 
traffic on Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, even Fountain Ave and 
Havenhurst Dr without protected bike lanes for adults and children, is a public 
safety debacle. This must be suitably addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 

Designated bike access from all surrounding streets to and from project site must 
be included for, but the current layout of these streets makes this an impossibility. 

This must be suitably addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 

PARKING CHARGE & VALET CHARGE 

The project states that all parking will be by Valet only. The EIR does not provide 
details regarding the fees and charges for parking; 

• Resident may rent or purchase an additional vehicle parking space. What 
would the weekly or monthly fee per space? 

• What is the cost or charge to park and Valet parking? Long term - Short term 
• Is self parking option provided? 
• Will guests of residents be charged for parking or free parking? What cost? 
• Will employees be charged to park ? What cost? 
• Will transit passes and discounts will be offered; What type - How many ? What 

cost and for how many years? For residents, employees, patrons, guests? 
• The developer tried out the pay parking at this location charging $3 for 15 

minutes to park. It failed. Will the developer be charging these rates again? 

The EIR states that 8150 will be 100% valet parking. Does this apply to the 
affordable housing units as well? How will they pay for this service or will the other 
residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

The EIR must evaluate the street parking available in the area. What conditions will 
be applied to ensure that there no impacts to the adjacent streets? The site is 
currently self-parked with free parking, so the EIR must also evaluate whether free 
self-parking will help mitigate impacts of the 2751 new vehicle trips this project will 
generate on the adjacent streets. (figure re I.TE Trips Generation Manual, 9th Ed, 
Vol 6 - please quote, confirm and recirculate in the new EIR). 

VANPOOL & CARPOOL 

The EIR states that multiple van pool, ride home and car pool options will be 
available. However the EIR does not provide further information or operational 
detail of this proposal; 

• Will these ride options be provided by the building management or by individual 
establishments? 

• How long will this service be guaranteed to employees, commercial operators 
and most importantly, the community? 

• Who and how will the operation of the Van Pool and Ride Share be policed? 
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• What measures are in place to guarantee it remains enforced for the life of the 
building? 

• How will the community, the City and the Neighborhood Council be reimbursed 
if new landlords decide they no longer want to offer it? 

• Where will the van pool and ride share pick up and drop be? 
• What times and frequency will this service be available? 
• Will all ride share and ride home options be available daily, day & late night 

service and what charge I fee? 
• Will the "Van Pool" service be available for all residents, guests, employees? 
• Will three or more per car will be offered parking discounts-what discounts? 
• How will that be available, to who and at what cost? 
• The project requests 80% vehicles spaces to be Compact cars.The EIR does 

not explain why, or discuss the lower ride sharing suitability of these? 
• How many free parking spaces? 
• What is the charge for ride share at the Valet? 
• Will valet charge increase at night or evening hours? 
• Will parking be validated by on site commercial establishments - How many 

minutes at what charge? 
• How much handicap parking will there be, and will it be free? 
• How many Electric car spaces w/plug in will be provided?. 
• What voltage/wattage/hours to charge and at what costs to residents, patrons 

and guests? 
• What protections to existing neighborhood residents will the project provide? 

VEHICLE TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
Fountain Avenue is designated as a Secondary or Modified Secondary Highway 
within the City of Los Angeles and as a Collector Street within the City of West 
Hollywood. Within the study area, Fountain Avenue is typically striped to provide 
for two travel lanes in each direction, with left-turn lanes provided at key 
intersections, and limited on-street parking is permitted. However, along its western 
segments (generally between Havenhurst Drive and La Cienega Boulevard), on
street parking is allowed along the south side of the street throughout much of the 
day, reducing eastbound travel to one lane, with the exception of during the 
afternoon peak period, when such parking is prohibited, thereby allowing for a 
second eastbound lane. 

CORRECTION 
Fountain Ave is a Collector Street throughout the project study area, from La 
Cienega to La Brea and solely the City of West Hollywood. Fountain Ave as a 
"Modified" Secondary Highway within the City of Los Angeles starts at La Brea to 
the east. However, "Modified" street standards as specified as part of the 2012 
Hollywood Community Plan Update (HCPU) were terminated with the Superior 
Court Order, to set aside the HCPU; and therefore are no longer in effect for all and 
any "modified" streets surrounding the project site. These streets include; Crescent 
Heights, Laurel Canyon, Hollywood Blvd, Fairfax Ave and Fountain Ave. 
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COMMENT 
Streets surrounding the project site should not have been studied as "modified" 
street standards for the project's traffic study. The EIR must reflect the correct 
current Hollywood Community Plan. 

The EIR fails to provide information and detail on why the project proposes to use 
and incorporate the City of Los Angeles owned traffic island, street and right turn 
lane, making it a part of their project. 

The removal of the City owned traffic island, street and right turn would cause 
irreversible and severe negative impact on traffic for the entire surrounding area 
forever. This proposed change should be eliminated from the project plan. 

The EIR must review the lasting, negative effects of eliminating the City owned 
traffic island and dedicated right turn lane and moving the Metro bus stop. 

The EIR also fails to provide detail as to how the increase in vehicle traffic, traffic 
flow, transit riders, pedestrians and bike riders would safely co-exists and move to 
and from the project site and throughout the neighborhoods and community. 

The current City of Los Angeles owned traffic island should remain and be 
improved to accommodate the new increase in transit user volume, pedestrians 
and bike riders. Traffic Island should not be incorporated into the project. 

The EIR must examine how articulated fire engines, large trucks, private buses, 
and other long wheel base vehicles would make that right turn. The removal of the 
island would make it impossible for anything large than a compact car to make the 
almost hairpin turn that would remain the only southbound option. 

The elimination of the traffic island would prevent, or at minimum, severely limit 
Metro and the City of Los Angeles from any future enhancements and additions of 
new transit service. Any future or new transit service that would require the right or 
left turn at Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would no longer be an option for the 
City or Metro. 

Elimination of the traffic island and current dedicated-sweeping right turn would 
make very dangerous conditions for vehicles attempting to make the right turn onto 
Crescent Heights and also vehicles turning left onto Sunset from Crescent Heights 
left. 

Since all turning traffic would now have to wait for pedestrians and bike riders to 
clear the junction, this would cause further back-ups along Sunset Blvd. This would 
fray tempers, putting pedestrian and cyclists at the crosswalk in further danger 
while adding even more pollution to the neighborhood than the 2751 new vehicle 
trips the project will generate. 
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APPLICANT TEXT: 
Approximately 60 percent of the Project's residential component inbound traffic is 
anticipated to enter the Project Site's Havenhurst Drive driveway from the south 
(via Fountain Avenue), with about one-half of this traffic (30 percent) turning onto 
Havenhurst Drive from both eastbound and westbound Fountain Avenue. 

COMMENT 
The project proposes a signal light at Fountain Ave at Havenhurst Dr to mitigate 
traffic. The EIR traffic study fails to provide detail of the severe negative impacts 
due to vehicles backing up on Fountain Ave; 

• A dedicated left turn lane for eastbound vehicle travel on Fountain Ave would 
be required to accommodate the project's anticipated hundreds of new 
resident vehicles turning left (north) onto Havenhurst Dr. to access the project 
site. The absence of a dedicated left turn lane would cause extreme back up 
on Fountain Ave to the west, especially during hours of the day when only 
One vehicle travel lane is available for eastbound traffic. This in addition to 
peak hours. 

• Fountain Ave; Necessity of dedicated eastbound left turn lane at Havenhurst 
Dr. is not included in traffic study. 

The project proposes to mitigate pedestrian and bike safety by prohibiting left turn 
from Crescent Heights into the project site. This is already an illegal turn, but 
regardless of that, the EIR fails to provide information on how this would affect 
traffic and circulation into and out of the project site; 

• What type of left turn "blocking" measure would be added to Crescent 
Heights? 

• How these added measures would impact regular high volume traffic flow? 
• How Crescent Heights northbound vehicles and bikes will access the project 

site parking area and valet drop off area? 

The project proposes the use of the current Crescent Heights street vehicle travel 
"merge" lane for their valet parking drop off and queuing. However the EIR fails to 
address or provide detail regarding these safety issues; 

• Valets in the street. 
• Drivers exiting on Crescent Heights, especially those turning north. 
• Mitigation and "blocking" measures that would prohibit U-Turns into the valet 

drop-off area from vehicles traveling from the north (Crescent Heights) turning 
into the valet drop off area. 

• Access proposed valet queuing area from Sunset Blvd, around traffic island? 
• Increase traffic making right hand turn on to Crescent Heights from Sunset 
• Emergency service right turn and parking for Fire, Police, Ambulance 
• Vehicles merging from Crescent Heights into on coming traffic 

• 
APPLICANT TEXT: 
All of the Project's residential component trips must exit from the Havenhurst Drive 
driveway toward the north; approximately 10 percent of the Project's residential 
trips exiting the Havenhurst Drive driveway are expected to utilize an "around the 
block" route to access Fountain Avenue, turning right from Havenhurst Drive onto 
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eastbound Sunset Boulevard, and then turning right again onto southbound 
Crescent Heights Boulevard before continuing along westbound Fountain Avenue. 

COMMENT 

• The EIR proposes to eliminate the current traffic island, bus stop and traffic 
lights and streets lights. 

• The EIR proposes to eliminate the current dedicated right turn lane form 
eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights. 

• The EIR proposes moving the bus stop further east, away from the site. 
• The EIR proposes all residential vehicles must exit on Havenhurst and travel 

north to Sunset Blvd. the vehicles that don't turn west on Sunset Blvd would 
have to turn east on Sunset Blvd, then TURN RIGHT around the tip of the 
deleted traffic island (now the project's plaza) onto Crescent Heights in order 
to access Fountain Ave or travel south on Crescent Heights. 

• Vehicles making the right turn from Sunset Blvd to Crescent Height will be 
increased by many thousands of vehicle trips daily from residents, employees 
and vehicles retuning to the valet drop off. 

• All these vehicles will have to skirt the taxi and limo drop off for the proposed 
concerts, and open air entertainments, as well the multitude of restaurants, 
creating a massive bottle-neck, adding to the traffic mess generated by the 
SBE venue, and Chateau Marmont's drop off, both directly across the street. 

• Right turns around the deleted traffic island from all this new traffic would 
create tremendous back-ups on Sunset Blvd as all right turning vehicles will 
now be forced to wait for pedestrians and bikes to cross Crescent Heights at 
Sunset Blvd. 

• Thousands of passenger vehicles, large delivery trucks and emergency 
vehicles would now be attempting to make this almost hairpin right turn daily. 

• All long wheel base vehicles, including Fire Trucks, would be forced into 
opposing traffic lane when attempting to make this tight and unsafe right turn. 

• This will impede the already heavy eastbound traffic flow on Sunset Blvd, 
especially during PM peak commute hours (Today that lasts from 3pm-8pm) 

• What will adding thousands more vehicles into such a heavy trafficked 
intersection that already operates at "E" to "F" do to the quality of life and the 
air quality of the neighborhood and community? 

• It makes No Sense in regard to traffic flow, turn capabilities and vehicle, 
pedestrian and bike safety to remove the current dedicated turn lane and 
traffic island. The mass of pedestrians, bike riders and bus riders generated 
by the project crossing Crescent Heights to access and leave the project site 
makes removing the traffic island even more non-sensical. 

• Moving the bus stop farther away from the project site, forcing transit riders to 
walk back and cross Crescent Heights is also neither safe nor sensible. 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
Project component traffic is anticipated to travel to and from the Project Site along 
Fountain Avenue east of Crescent Heights Boulevard. The Project's residential 
component is estimated to generate a total of approximately 1,564 net daily trips, 
and therefore, would result in approximately 469 (northbound only) daily trips on 
the segment of Havenhurst Drive between the Project Site and Fountain Avenue), 
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as well as a total of approximately 314 new trips per day on Fountain Avenue west 
of Havenhurst Drive, a total of approximately 313 new trips per day on Fountain 

Avenue between Havenhurst Drive and Crescent Heights Boulevard, and a total of 
approximately 78 new daily trips per day on Fountain east of Crescent Heights. 
Therefore, the Project's combined retail/commercial and residential components 
are estimated to add approximately 469 new (northbound only) trips per day to 
Havenhurst Drive south of the Project Site, along with approximately 654 new daily 
trips on Fountain Avenue west of Havenhurst Drive, a total of approximately 653 
new daily trips on Fountain Avenue between Havenhurst Drive and Crescent 
Heights Boulevard, and a total of approximately 418 new trips per day on Fountain 
Avenue east of Crescent Heights Boulevard. 
Table 4.J-5, Local/Residential Street Traffic Impact Analysis Summary , it is 
recommended that the entry-only loading dock driveway on Havenhurst Drive be 
restricted to southbound left-turn moves only (requiring all trucks accessing the 
loading docks to enter via Havenhurst Drive from Sunset Boulevard). The trucks 
would then exit the Project Site from the exclusive truck driveway on Crescent 
Heights Boulevard immediately south of the Project's main Crescent Heights 
Boulevard driveway. Since most truck delivery traffic is expected to occur during 
off-peak periods when Project-related traffic (as well as traffic on Crescent Heights 
Boulevard) is reduced, the potential for conflicts with Project patron-related 
vehicles turning right out of the Crescent Heights Boulevard driveway are 
anticipated to be minimal. Therefore, no turn restrictions at this truck exit driveway 
are considered to be necessary. 

COMMENTS CONTINUED 
The project proposes all patron and employee vehicles, delivery trucks and service 
trucks will exit onto Crescent Heights turning left to Sunset Blvd and right turns to 
Fountains Ave. However the EIR fails to address and provide information and detail 
regarding realistic traffic operations; 

• Left turn vehicle safety issues 
• Right turn vehicle safety issues 
• Obstruction of current traffic flow 
• Safety and traffic flow measures for turning vehicles and on coming traffic 
• Vehicles merging and/or waiting in area of operation 
• Vehicle back up from cars attempting exit project site to cross Crescent Heights 

and turn left toward Sunset Blvd 
• Vehicle attempting exit project site to cross and Crescent Heights and merge 

across lanes of traffic to turn right-west bound on Sunset Blvd 
• Pedestrian and bike safety wile mixing with hundreds of vehicles exiting the 

project site on Crescent Heights 

All these comments in this VEHICLE TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION section must all 
be addressed and circulated in the new EIR, as well as the comments made by our 
Traffic Consultant, Allyn Riskin in his attached letter, Appendix #1 
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PUBLIC TRANSIT, CIRCULATION AND IMPROVEMENTS 

Local Bus Stop: Yes 
Transit Stop: Sunset and Fairfax 
Proposed Improvements to Transit and Transit Bus Stop: None 
Bus Stop: Removed from site 
Dash Bus: No 
Bike Lanes I Bike Path: No 
Proposed Bike Lanes I Paths: No 
Bike Access to Project Site: None shown in EIR 
Bike Lane Improvements: None 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
(d) Public Transit 
As discussed above under Project Characteristics, the existing Metro bus stop at 
the south west corner of Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard would 
be relocated to a new location east of Crescent Heights Boulevard as part of the 
Project. The new bus stop would still be located on the south side of Sunset 
Boulevard, approximately 400 feet east of its current location, and would continue 
to provide public transit service. The bus stop relocation would be completed prior 
to initiation of Project construction activities in order to ensure that uninterrupted 
transit service is provided throughout Project implementation. As such, no adverse 
impacts to public transit service associated with the relocation of the existing Metro 
bus stop would occur. 
It is estimated that approximately 240 of the Project's retail/commercial daily trips 
would occur via the public transit services in the Project vicinity, Using an AVO 
factor of 1 .2 to convert these vehicle trips to person trips, the Project's retail/ 
commercial component could result in an increase in bus ridership of 
approximately 288 persons per day 
In addition, it is estimated that approximately 156 of the Project's total daily 
residential trips could actually occur via the area transit facilities rather than in 
privately-owned vehicles. 
Using the AVO factor of 1 .2 persons per vehicle, the Project's residential 
component could result in a potential increase in area transit ridership of 
approximately 187 persons per day, 
While it is acknowledged that bus utilization in the Project vicinity can be heavy 
during the peak weekday commute periods, this nominal level of new rider demand 
would likely be divided among the three bus lines (Metro Lines 2/302, and Metro 
Line 218) providing direct service to the Project Site. 

COMMENT 
Only local bus service is available at the site, and the EIR also states that a Dash 
Bus Service is available at the project site. 

CORRECTION 
The project site is more than 1500 feet from a main bus line, and 1.9 miles from the 
Red Line at Hollywood & Highland, far beyond the distance a commuter would 
consider walking. The project misleadingly used old and outdated information from 
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the now scrapped 2012 Hollywood Community Plan Update. The Dash bus was 
withdrawn on Aug 1, 201 O due to it not enough riders to make economical sense. 

There is No Dash Bus service in the area. Hollywood-West Hollywood Dash Bus 
was eliminated in 2010 and never reinstated. 

The EIR states there are additional bus lines farther east to service the project site, 
but it does not address the Metro Bus detours due to numerous street and lane 
closures on Hollywood Blvd. Bus riders must wait and transfer or walk the extra 1 /2 
mile to the nearest rail Red line at Hollywood & Highland. 

Metro Service Changes I December 2013 Service Changes and Detours 
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COMMENT 
Metro bus lines 2 I 302 and 218 are located on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. 
Improvements to sidewalks, upgrades to bus stop waiting areas will be necessary 
in order to accommodate the mass of anticipated new bus riders, pedestrians and 
bike riders that will all share the sidewalk. 

Re-location of Bus Stop.The project proposes the relocation of the local eastbound 
Sunset Blvd bus to 8000 Sunset during construction. However for appropriate 
operation and function of 8150 Sunset Blvd, this location would not be feasible, 
safe or practical. 

The EIR fails to provide information and detail for future operations, including 
improvements that will be provided as part of the project to bus stops, transit, 
transit safety, transit accommodation during, after and for the future. 

• The proposed location and sidewalk could not accommodate the projects 
anticipated increase of transit riders due to the narrow sidewalk. 

• The current sidewalk cannot accommodate bus shelters, benches, pedestrians, 
and bike riders, nor would it be American Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant. 

• The current sidewalk cannot accommodate pedestrians, bus riders and bicycles 
• Relocation of the eastbound Sunset Blvd bus would force riders to pass the 

project site, then walk back down a narrow sidewalk and have to cross Crescent 
Heights to access the project site. 

• Relocation of the eastbound Sunset Blvd bus would also contribute to vehicle 
back up on Sunset Blvd, as right turning vehicles will have to wait for pedestrians 
and bike riders to cross the street. 

• Relocation the local bus stop to the east side of Sunset Blvd would cause a traffic 
hazard, due to the almost blind north-east turn lane. Cars looking back at the 
traffic they have to merge into will be at greatly increased risk of rear ending the 
stopped bus. 

• At completion, an upgraded sheltered, lighted bus stop should be located at the 
west side of Sunset Blvd (8150 Sunset Blvd.) This will allow for safer transit rider
pedestrian access going to and from the project site, without having to cross the 
Crescent Heights. Additionally the current bus location can accommodate 
significant improvements and upgrades for transit and bus-bike riders 

LATE NIGHT BUS SERVICE 

The EIR proposes late night operations and events running until 2am close. 
However, there is not the service to support this. 

• The local bus late night "Owl Service'1 only runs every hour 
after 11 :30pm, and has a limited weekend/holiday service. 

• There is also no Rapid bus service nights or weekends or holidays 
• Rapid bus is constantly redirected for Hollywood Blvd event closures 
• Red line doesn't run beyond 11 pm 
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BUS STOP IMPROVEMENTS 

Significant improvements required for all current bus stops on Sunset Blvd, Laurel 
Canyon, Crescent Heights and at Fairfax Ave & Sunset Blvd. The EIR does not 
provide information or detail on what improvement are proposed for current bus 
stop location and when improvement will take place. 

• The project anticipates hundreds of new residents, employees and patrons 
will travel by bus to and from the project site. 

• All bus stops serving the project site Must be upgraded to be sheltered and 
lighted (Absolute minimum) 

• Safety upgrades needed at all bus stops to accommodate Hundreds of new 
and future transit riders 

• Sidewalk upgrades around all bus stops to accommodate Hundreds of new 
and future transit riders 

• Moving the bus stop farther away from the project site, forcing transit riders to 
walk back and cross Crescent Heights is ridiculous, when the City owned 
traffic island could become a City owned "transit island" providing better, safe 
service for all transit riders. Disability service, seniors, children, transit riders 
with bikes, etc. 

Proposed placement of moved bus stop in front of the 8000 Sunset building 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
(e) Access 
f5Note also that these ridership estimates do not include the use of several 
additional bus lines that do not serve the Project Site directly but which provide 
stops within convenient walking distance (Metro Lines 217 and 780, and the West 
Hollywood Cityline), which would further reduce the potential new "per bus" 
ridership. 
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COMMENT 

Sunset Blvd & Fairfax Ave bus stops are not acceptable "high quality or major 
transit stops" 

Bus Stop-Line 780 on Fairfax Ave - west side at Sunset Blvd 

Bus Stop - eastbound on Sunset Blvd at Fairfax 

Bus Stop-Line 780 northbound on Fairfax Ave - east side at Sunset Blvd 
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The proposed re-location of the local bus stop is to a narrow sidewalk that would 
not accommodate a bus stop with shelter and could also not accommodate 
pedestrians and bus riders and bicycles. It is also not American Disability Act 
(ADA) compliant. 

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC TRANSIT COMMENTS 
The EIR also does not discuss the project's plans for improvements and upgrades 
to the current bus stops along Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, 
Fairfax Ave and sidewalks that would be needed to accommodate the projects 
anticipated pedestrians, bike riders and future generated transit use. This must be 
addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

The Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the EIR as the adjacent 
streets are impacted by its location. Moving the location east to mid-block between 
Crescent Heights and Laurel could work if the right turn lane and triangular median 
at the east lane of Crescent Heights were improved. 

Maintaining the current bus stop location at the project site could accommodate the 
bus and anticipated new bus riders and riders with bikes. This would mean that 
residents, employees and patrons wouldn't need to cross Crescent Heights to 
catch the bus, increasing pedestrian congestion at the already dangerous and 
overcrowded intersection. A state of the art bus stop could be placed on the current 
traffic island with using green technologies, such as solar shelter roofs for lighting. 

Please study how this new location and improvements might help mitigate impacts 
for this Project. 

ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC FLOW COMMENTS 
1.) Removing the traffic island on the south west corner of Sunset Boulevard and 
Crescent Heights will; 

• Make it all but impossible for eastbound traffic on Sunset to turn south, 
especially for long wheelbase vehicles. This will add congestion to Sunset by 
forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax, and then adding 
more traffic to Fairfax. This is must be addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

• Any vehicle larger than a small SUV turning south onto Crescent Heights from 
Sunset will be forced to 'invade' the north-bound lane of opposing traffic. 

• The removal of the easy-access right turn lane means all drivers will be forced 
to wait for ALL PEDESTRIANS crossing Crescent Heights. This takes 
"forever" as there are always numerous stragglers paying little heed to the 
duration of the crossing light; so by the time the last pedestrian completes his 
crossing, the SOUTHBOUND vehicles on Crescent Heights are already 
crossing the intersection on their way to Fountain Ave. The result will be a 
massive build-up of the East bound traffic behind the vehicle making the 
almost impossible right turn. 
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• The traffic island acts as a "safety buffer" and several minutes of 11free 11 time 
(as the pedestrians take a few minutes to cross the rather large triangle) for 
the easy-access right turning traffic to accomplish their turns into the 
Southbound Crescent Heights traffic flow. 

2.) The misguided concept of adding yet another traffic light at the corner of Sunset 
and Havenhurst mentioned both in the EIR and in the HHWNC PLUM meeting on 
the Jan 8th will have disastrous consequences for the already congested East
West traffic on Sunset Boulevard. 

• Besides the stoplight on Crescent Heights, there is another traffic light 2 1 /2 
blocks west on the corner of Roxbury Road and Sunset Boulevard that 
creates traffic tie-ups during morning and evening rush hour traffic . 

• That light is very badly timed, often unnecessarily long waits for it to change, 
and that is from a tiny, almost private road with no more than 4-5 residences . 

• Adding this new light in an area in two different municipalities will be fraught 
with massive congestion issues since two of these lights are the province of 
the City of LA and the third (Roxbury Road) West Hollywood, there is no hope 
of ever getting the two traffic departments to synchronize the lights - they 
haven't been able to work it out since the Roxbury light was installed -
approximately 8 years ago . 

• From the stop light at Crescent Heights and a new one installed on the corner 
of Havenhurst is around 100 feet. To regulate traffic twice in such a short 
distance guarantees that there will be traffic trailing into the North-South traffic 
flow of Crescent Heights at almost every change of the light. 

• Drivers will scrunch in to the traffic ahead to 'beat the light', disrupting not only 
the East-West traffic, but the North-South traffic at the lights, and the 
pedestrians crossing who'll be endangered as they walk around the gridlock 
blocking their crosswalk . 

• This will all have a massive negative impact the quality of life of the 
community and the air quality of the neighborhood. 

3.) The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or 
exiting to the south. However there appears to be a carriage or drop off lane 
proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only an "insignificant increase in the daily 
trips", what is this for? Other projects in the area and on similar corners do not 
have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from the 
Consultant allowing new northbound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

4.) There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 1,365 bicycles they are 
proposing to park. There are no bike paths on Sunset and the ridership suggested 
by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on Sunset. This 
extraordinarily large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to 
be evaluated much more accurately and carefully in the EIR. 

5.) EIR fails to provide detail on the bus stop. While we understand relocating the 
bus stop on the east side of crescent heights during construction. Relocating the 
bus stop permanently will probably not be ADA compliant. You need 7 unobstructed 
feet. It is on a slope and there is not enough depth of sidewalk. 
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MAYOR OF WEST HOLLYWOOD JOHN D'AMICO ON TRAFFIC 

"I am very concerned about the mega development proposal that has been floated 
for the MTA lot at San Vicente and Santa Monica (http://www.wehoville.com/ 
2013/02/01 /cohen-brothers-mta-reach-exclusive-agreement-for-proposed-mega
complex-at-weho-depot/) and the proposed development just outside our city 
borders at Crescent Heights and Sunset (http://www.wehoville.com/2015/01 /06/ 
study-projects-traff ic-impact-fou ntain-avenue-8150-sunset-project/). Developments 
like these have the potential to exact great harm on this part of the LA Basin and 
West Hollywood specifically. A development as large as these should not be 
considered until mass transit reaches the area, and West Hollywood should do all it 
can to fight the approval of these developments in their current incarnations. And 
developments like these should be brought to the voters for approval not simply 
presented to the council members for an up or down vote." 
Source: wehoville .com 

The Hollywood General Plan states "No increase in density shall be effected by 
zone change or subdivision unless it is determined that the local streets, major and 
secondary highways, freeways, and public transportation available in the area of 
the property involved, are adequate to serve the traffic generated" 
pg 4 

The intersection of Sunset and Crescent Heights is rated a LOS F. How is a failing 
grade considered adequate? Does the criteria for defining "adequate" streets 
include the current traffic counts? 

These comments must be reviewed, addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

NOISE 

APPLICANT TEXT: 

The Project would include three areas where events could be held, including 
gatherings of 50 to 500 guests accompanied by amplified background music. Each 
is discussed in detail separately. 

• Sunset Terrace - 500 patrons plus event staff, security/safety personnel, etc 
According to the applicant, the operation hours of the Sunset Terrace would 
be 1 OAM to 1 OPM. (Sunday through Thursday) and 10 AM. to Midnight 
(Friday and Saturday) 

• Rooftop Lounge Terrace - The Rooftop Lounge Terrace would open as early 
as 1 OAM to serve breakfast and close as late as 2AM. Noise levels generated 
by dining activities of approximately 500 people with background music could 
be as high as 73 dBA at 40 feet from the boundary of the Rooftop Lounge 
Terrace. 

• Pool Terrace - Level 9 - The residential component of the Project would 
include amenities such as a private pool/pool deck (Pool Terrace) on Level 9. 
The Pool Terrace is located approximately 94 feet above ground. The nearest 
residential uses (R4) is located approximately 20 feet from the Pool Terrace. 
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• However, the Pool Terrace is located approximately 7 4 feet above the top of 
the nearest residential uses (R4). 

• Internal Patios and Central Plaza - The operation hours of Internal Patios and 
Central Plaza would be 1 OAM to 2AM daily. Noise generated by operation of 
the Internal Patios and Central Plaza generally includes music (amplified) and 
crowds of people (applause and cheer). Noise from amplified music would be 
controlled by limiting the allowable volume level from equipment. Noise levels 
generated by crowds (applause and cheers), however, could be as high as 86 
dBA (maximum sound level) at the back row of the event terrace based on 
measurements of similar events. 

COMMENTS 

The project states the mall, restaurants, bars, lounges and entertainment activity, 
will operate on multiple levels until 2AM. The EIR does not provide information 
regarding noise mitigation for the residents. 

The EIR fails to adequately assess indoor pollutants and noise pollution created by 
the commercial and restaurant tenants that will affect the residential tenants. 
Including but not limited to noise from bar patrons, noise from loading and 
unloading trucks, noise from valet line, noise from taxi line. Indoor pollutants such 
as lingering smells, cooking pollutants, second hand smoke, amplified music, 
concerts and applause. 

The EIR fail to state what activity will be taking place on the roof. 

The EIR fails to state the hours of use/operation of any resident only common area. 

The EIR fails to state the policing of the hours of use/operation of any resident only 
common area, and how the community can control this noise pollution. 

The EIR fails to state if any of the projects open spaces can be used for special 
event parties. 

All open space use, including sound and light pollution, especially to residents on 
the hill who will have a direct line of sight and sound to these areas, must be fully 
studied, addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

SOLAR TECHNOLOGY USE 

As an ELDP beneficiary, this building should have all open areas covered in solar 
panels, but it makes no mention of any solar or other environmentally conscious 
technology to offset the 11693 new vehicle trips worth of pollution it is going to 
generate. 

The EIR fails to provide detail regarding the project's use of solar technologies, 
solar panel use, placements, impacts to surrounding properties and any health 
affects to surrounding neighborhood and properties. 
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The EIR fails to provide a breakdown and information or detail regarding impacts to 
existing buildings and properties surrounding the project site as to how many 
properties will no longer have the ability to use solar energy technologies and or 
the level of reduced capacity and capability surrounding property sites will have 
when utilizing solar technology in the future due to shadowing effects from the out 
of scale and context building height. 

The EIR fails to provide information and/or detail regarding impacts to future use of 
solar for city street lights, bus stops and other infrastructure that would use solar 
technology as part of their sustainable upgrades. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses 
provided under the City's housing policy. It appears that the total proposed amount 
of affordable housing at 11 % of the total residential units. How does the Applicant 
arrive at the unit counts that qualify for this bonus? 

State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is 
necessary to offset costs. 

This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable 
Housing because it is more than 1500 feet from a major transit stop. The Applicant 
is asking for a Variance in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density. This is not 
legal. A developer cannot ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus. This puts the 
City (and taxpayers) at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits. 

The EIR fails to adequately state where the affordable housing units will be placed 
within the building. Will they be on a separate floor? Will the affordable housing 
tenants be given less desirable units? Will the affordable housing tenants have the 
same finishes and appliances as market rate units? Will they share the same 
entrance, parking, pools and decks? The EIR fails to include adequate information 
on what services the affordable income tenants will be allowed to use. 

The EIR fails to state if the affordable income occupants will be able to use the 
resident valet for free without tip since at many times there will be no self park 
option for them. How will free parking without tip, if provided to the affordable 
income tenants, be enforced by the owners in perpetuity through outside valet 
companies? 

The EIR fails to state at what price and how many affordable income units will sell if 
they choose to condo the building. 

The EIR does not state the layout and size of the affordable income units, or 
wether affordable income occupants and guests will be able to use the same door 
as "market rate" residents as proposed in their West Hollywood building. 
http://www.latimes.com/local/westside/la-me-poor-doors-20140811-story. html 
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EARTHQUAKE - SEISMIC STUDY 

With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the 
community should be informed about the location or assumed location of the fault 
at this site. Please have the Consultant indicate, in Map form in the Report, where 
the testing was undertaken on the site and what were the results. 

The EIR fails to estimate emissions if trenching is needed as it is in the Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Zone. 

The EIR fails to state what emergency evacuation plans will be as it is in Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Zone. 

The EIR fails to state what impact the valet only residential parking will have on 
evacuation measures. How will valet only parking effect the evacuation of the sick 
and disabled whose only viable means of evacuation might be by car? 

The EIR fails to state evacuation methods pursuant to ADA guidelines within the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. 

The EIR does not adequately define what trenching methods will take place on the 
property as it is in Alquist Priolo zone. 

The EIR also fails to examine the dangers of hydrology on an alluvial fan. The 
consequence of constructing the correct barrier will lead to a diversion of 
groundwater and the increased likelihood of liquefaction under neighboring building 
such at 8000 Sunset, the historic Granville Towers, the Andalusia, the Colonial 
House etc, etc., in the event of a bad quake, especially following a period of 
intense rain, which is usual in an El Nino year. This must be addressed in the EIR, 
and it should be signed off on by the state geologist to ensure that the city will not 
be open to massive and costly lawsuits in the unfortunate event of any such 
damage occurring . 

COMMUNITY IMPACT 

The EIR contains insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach the 
correct conclusions and findings regarding the project's impact on both the local 
historical resources and the existing neighborhood. 

Placing a new 216 foot tall building with a bulk of 333,903 square feet next to a 
building of 14,318 square feet is overwhelming and the EIR does not discuss 
adequately (except to draw the conclusion that it will not create a significant 
impact) how such a project complies with the Hollywood Community Plan. 

The EIR incorrectly labels the neighboring homes on Selma, Sunset and Crescent 
Heights as multi family units, but many of them are single-family residences. 
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There is no discussion in the EIR of the principals noted above from the Hollywood 
Community Plan, merely a conclusion that the building is not disruptive and causes 
no significant impact. This conclusion is not supported by any demonstrated facts. 
An in-depth discussion is needed as to how the proposed building is sympathetic to 
the scale and form of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous 
conclusions of 'no impact' or 'less than significant impact' on such a historical 
neighborhood. 

The EIR does not state the economic impact of more traffic, more shade, more 
glare on buildings on the property values of Havenhurst. 

The EIR does not state the impact on hillside residents whose views will be 
dominated and their property prices devastated by the out-of-scale and context 216 
foot tower. 

The EIR states that the Billboard on the site was digital and/or illuminated. The 
billboard is lit up by spotlights at night, but has never been a digital board. What 
outside advertising there will be? Will there be any digital displays facing the street 
causing light pollution and visual blight. 

The EIR does not state whether cell towers will be placed on the site, this must be 
addressed for both the present and the future. 

The EIR fails to address the "respect other neighbors" policy in Hollywood 
Community Plan. There is a 10-story West Hollywood height limit that must 
addressed and discussed in the EIR. 

FIRE AND SAFETY 

The EIR fails to use statistics and response time from fire station 41. It uses only 
statistics for Station 27. Please inquire why a station that also serves this area was 
not included? Please get the response times information from this Station 41. 

LAFD requires 9000 gallon a minute from 4 hydrants known as the GPM flowing 
simultaneously. The hydrants currently at the site produce less then 4000 gallons 
per minute. This is insufficient according to the LA City Fire Code. The EIR does 
not contain plans to remedy this massive and exceptionally dangerous oversight in 
public safety. (see attached LAFD letters - Addendum #2) 

The EIR fails to accurately represent the reduced response time for fire and first 
responders traveling to and from adjacent Hillside Communities. The Loss Of 
Service standards of measure for everyday drivers is not an accurate estimate of 
delay time for first responders when seconds count. 
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SAFETY DURING CONSTRUCTION 

The community traffic will suffer an unavoidable "significant impact" during 
construction. Can the applicant limit start construction later in the morning in order 
to correspond with our later commute time on Sunset Blvd. A 1 O:OOam start time 
would be ideal. 

Pedestrian safety during construction is not addressed in the EIR 

The EIR fails to state mitigation efforts to reduce construction worker's cars idling 
and blocking lanes. 

La Cienega and Sunset Blvd. construction worker pulled over the black SUV 
pictured, blocked half a lane, then ran across the street while leaving car idling. 
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La Cienega and Sunset Blvd. Pedestrian with no sidewalk, forced to dangerously 
walk in road. 
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A NEW COMPREHENSIVE HISTORIC SURVEY MUST BE COMPLETED 
BEFORE CERTIFICATION 

The Department's initial broad-brush analysis was that the project would have 
No Significant Impacts on nearby Historic Resources and that 'no mitigation 
measures are necessary' again stands as a bare conclusion without adequate 
discussion or support. Not only is this position wrong as a matter of law, even to 
the casual observer, it was obvious from the beginning that it was reasonable to 
believe that that the project, unless mitigated will lead to significant majorly adverse 
impacts on Hollywoods original residential neighborhood. 

These resources represent a variety of important architectural styles starting from 
the early 20th century; three on Havenhurst alone are on the National Register of 
Historic Places. This neighborhood also exhibits a consistent development pattern 
including height, scale, bulk, massing, rhythm, architectural detail and use of 
materials that creates cohesive groupings of buildings, districts and 
neighborhoods. 

The EIR indicates numerous potential and acknowledged historic resources but 
concludes that no impacts will occur because previous development in the 50's 
and 60's have nullified a need to preserve our historic buildings, and nullified the 
need to respect our buildings from the 20's and 30's. Therefore, the EIR does not 
meet accepted professional standards. 

By design, a Survey or Historic Resources Evaluation Report is intended to 
prioritize the evaluation of properties that are directly impacted by the proposed 
project. The approach used here is inadequate as a matter of law. The full and 
complete analysis of the impacts of the project cannot be deferred or separated 
from approval and certification of the final EIR. In order to comply with law the EIR 
must adequately and completely fully disclose all potential impacts to the historic 
resources in the area impacted by the project. 

There is only dismissive analysis as to how this conclusion is reached. A specific 
analysis of the impact on the potential historic properties requires that a EIR be 
adequate, complete, and a good faith effort at full disclosure per CEQA Guideline 
15151. 

It is unthinkable that this project could go forward without such a complete survey. 
The lack of comprehensive survey shifts the burden of monitoring to the 
neighborhood, creates a reactive process rather than proactively planning for the 
treatment of historic resources, and leaves open the potential for development 
decisions to be made about properties without the benefit of knowing whether they 
are Historic Resources. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Department is presenting an EIR to the public which is at best incomplete and 
at worst both inaccurate and completely unrepresentative of the consequences of 
the project. A request for certification on such a document is directly contrary to 
CEQA. "The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, 
and a good faith effort at full disclosure." (CEQA Guidelines, 15151.) 

The ultimate decision of whether to approve a project, be that decision right or 
wrong, is a nullity if based upon an EIR that does not provide the decision-makers, 
and the public, with the information about the project that is required by CEQA.' 
" (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, supra. 27 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 721-722, quoting Santiago County Water Dist. v. County of 
Orange (1981) 118 

Cal.App.3d 818, 829 [173 Cal.Rptr. 602]). If the description of the environmental 
setting of the project site and surrounding area is inaccurate, incomplete or 
misleading, the EIR does not comply with CEQA. Without accurate and complete 
information pertaining to the setting of the project and surrounding uses, it cannot 
be found that the EIR adequately investigated and discussed the environmental 
impacts of the development project. 
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Save Sunset Boulevard would like to conclude our comments by reminding the City 
that the force of public opinion is against this completely out of scale development. 
As of 9pm on Jan 19th 783 letters of objection have been forwarded to the City 
Planning Office, Tom LeBonge and Jonathan Brand from our website. The full 
contents of the letter, and also the names, emails and address of the concerned 
and disgusted citizens in our community are added to the addendum list. 
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December 31 . 2014 at 1.45 PM 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of conteX1 development being " ~o..::s;,j for the south-west junction of Sunset & Crescent 
Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard Oil which a project may be approved. In the EIR there 
is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development of this scale. mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the 
Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the a150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too exces1w9. At 216 feet this will be the tallest skyscraper on the historically low ris~ 
Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying :Or a permit to build condOfTlinlums. I ask that the city 01 Los ;..,.,.. ;;isa reject this perm~ because on the way in which the approval 
process 'or rentals and condominiums dr.tera. Tha EIR Reprasents the project as '6 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O 'eet per 
stOfy. I believe this to be an intentional misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a ("lfN{ BR that COIT9C'tly states the 
height without this misleading and incorrect figure ct just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marm011t and the surrounding French Chateau style apar,.,ent buildings represent some of l.Ds Angeles's premier historical treasures. 
so to tower over them with a massive sl<yscra,oer will be a blight upon the area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does 
not accurately represent tlia destruction to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The cur'l'9flt design will have a disastrous effect cc !ha 
historical nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and flnanclal effects oi blocking the ight and ~iews of the historic Chateau \i1armont, the Colonial 
House, Andalusia. Mi Casa, Chateau Marmon!, The Granville, and The Savoyand countless hillside residents. 
• Tj~..:. cth orl inn tko r.hota::i.1 1 1!.Aan"l'lr'\nt r.nlrvtiol ~"' 1ca ::an.rl "Tho Anrl:>.tucd::a o.,m """mnlotofu rioct,..,.,,.., rir\Q f'\f ~160 ml"lc:!· """"'°'n ::anri C;l"\~!ro 1c QfC'!:llC nf 
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Addendum list, submitted by email and in person. 

1. Allyn Rifkin Traffic Report 
2. Letter from LA City Fire Department #1 
3. Letter from LA City Fire Department #2 
4. City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 
5. 1988 (currently in force) Hollywood Community Plan 
6. Council Member Tom LeBonge's letter 
7. City of West Hollywood letter 
8. City of LA ELDP notification 
9. City of LA Traffic Assessment 
10. The full list of the 783 petitioners who joined the "Letter of Objection" campaign 

to the city through Save Sunset Boulevard's website. 



Allyn D. Rifkin, PE 
Rifkin Transportation Planning Group 

January 18, 2015 

Andrew Macpherson 
Save Sunset Boulevard 
c/o Macfly Corp 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LA CA 90069 

4455 Los Feliz Boulevard, Suite 1403 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

(323) 664-2805 [t] 
(323) 697-1594 [c] 

allynrifkin@gmail.com 

Peer Review of Traffic and Circulation Issues - Draft EIR for the Proposed 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard (Sunset/Crescent Heights) Mixed Use Project Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Mr. Macpherson: 

This letter is a summary of my comments on the traffic sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the proposed project. I reviewed the DEIR Chapter 4.J - Environmental Impact 
Analysis - Transportation and Circulation (66 pages) and Appendix H -Traffic and Parking (724 
pages). The length and complexity of those documents should be justification for an extended review 
period. Within the time constraints I have not been able to do an extensive review and may have 
additional comments to make at future review points to this project. In summary, there are questions 
regarding the present analysis that would require additional study and a re-circulation of the DEIR. 

I have an extensive background in traffic impact analysis. For your information a copy of my resume 
and qualifications to conduct this review is attached. I have worked over 30 years with the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation, including the Chief of the Transportation Planning Bureau 
which conducts the review of all development related traffic analyses within the City. Due to the limited 
time for review, I have limited my comments to impacts on City of Los Angeles Circulation, the area for 
which I am most qualified to comment. I am registered in the State of California as Professional 
Engineers (PE) both in Civil and Traffic Engineering. 

1. Trip Generation 

The Trip Generation analyses utilize a number of discounts from a multitude of assumptions (page 4.J-
17). These discounts are not applied consistently to the existing use project, leading to an over-estimate 
of vehicle trips for the existing development and an under-estimate of vehicle trips for the proposed 
project. The result of these differing assumptions results in a significant underestimate of the number of 
vehicle trips and thus would affect the conclusions regarding traffic impacts. 

The most glaring errant assumption relates to internal trip discounts between various uses in the 
proposed shopping center. Tables 2a and 2b of the Traffic Study reveal the "parsing" of various 
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proposed uses in the shopping center and the application of different assumptions for those uses. The 
reality is that uses within a shopping center change over the life of the project. The analysis should have 
used generalized trip rates for shopping center. The ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition) describes 
what may be expected in a Shopping Center (Land Use Code 820) according to data contained in there 
data base (see Exhibit 1). Surveys of vehicle trips from those projects already include the "internal" 
discounts assumed in the DEIR analysis. Treating both the shopping center components for the existing 
and the proposed projects equally without "parsing" out individual components is illustrated in my 
Exhibit 2, utilizing the vehicle trip rates from ITE Land Use Code 820. The differences in estimated 
vehicle trips are 1,674 daily, 219 am peak hour, and 38 pm peak hour. 

Because the existing shopping center is currently occupied, an opportunity exists to validate the 
magnitude of these differences in assumptions. The applicant should be requested to provide a survey of 
the existing shopping center vehicle trip generation and report these in a document for re-circulation. 

An additional discount that is provided in the DEIR analysis is an assumed discount of 0.6% for 
"affordable" units. The documents provide no evidence that occupants of affordable units travel less 
frequently than market rate units. This evidence should be included in a revised document. 

2. Parking 

According to the DEIR, a significant parking impact would incur if the Project provides less parking 
than needed as determined through an analysis of demand from the project (page 4.J-59 of the DEIR). 
Tabulations included in the document fail to show "demand" for parking and only provides an analysis 
of City of Los Angeles code required parking with "allowable" discounts in comparison to the provided 
parking. Any short-fall in the "actual" demand for parking can result in impacts to the surrounding 
residential community. A revised shared parking analysis utilizing a data source on actual demand for 
parking (such as ITE Parking Generation Manual) should be included in a revised document with 
proposals for mitigation of any projected short-fall in parking. 

3. Sunset Boulevard at Crescent Heights 

The DEIR and Traffic Study propose a physical change to remove the existing free right tum from east 
to south. According to my field observations, the resultant right tum around the existing channelization 
island is not feasible for larger vehicles, with possible conflict with the northbound traffic on Crescent 
Heights. A study of the physical road geometry with a Tum-Template analysis should be included in a 
revised document. 

The capacity analysis (Critical Movement Analysis - CMA, page 4.J-45) notes that the Level of Service 
(LOS) for this intersection has been "manually" adjusted to LOS F, in spite of the calculations presented 
in the Traffic Study and DEIR that display the Volume/Capacity (V/C) ratio as 0.756 (LOS C). While I 
do not dispute the observation that the intersection is over-capacity during the PM peak hour, the 
analysis should be re-done so that the adjustments are disclosed and validated so that the before and 
after VIC ratios are calculated consistently over 0.90. Findings of no impact cannot be relied upon 
without a more analytic presentation of the analysis. 

Further, the impact of removing this free right turn from the intersection is likely to have significant 
impacts, particularly with the volume of pedestrian traffic. No analysis is provided for the intersection 

RTPG - 2 - Allyn D. Rifkin 
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with and without the proposed circulation change. A revised study should address this issue. 

4. New Traffic Signals for Hayvenhurst A venue at Sunset Boulevard and Fountain A venue 

Two new traffic signals are proposed to assist the project access plans for Hayvenhurst A venue, a local 
residential street. Hayvenhurst A venue is a short block west of Crescent Heights, a congested 
Secondary Highway. There may be tradeoffs between the project access needs and the traffic flows on 
Sunset and Fountain. A revised study should include a traffic flow simulation (such as provided in 
NETS IM) to evaluate the traffic flow impacts of these new traffic signals. 

The DEIR and Traffic Study do not present analyses examining the "Warrants" and justification for 
these traffic signal and an analysis of the possible traffic flow impacts on the intersecting arterial streets. 
These additional items should be included in a revised study. 

Also, the provision of two new traffic signals on a residential street has the potential of attracting by
pass traffic from the parallel congested arterial, Crescent Heights. The possible diverted traffic may 
increase the level of traffic so that a conclusion of significant residential traffic impacts to that street is 
likely, requiring additional traffic mitigation measures. A revised study should address this issue. 

5. Driveway on Sunset Boulevard 

One major driveway is proposed for access to the Shopping Center from Sunset Boulevard. According 
to the project description this driveway would have limited egress (right turn only). This is explanation 
for the proposed new traffic signal at Hayvenhurst Avenue and Sunset. There are no limitations on 
ingress. From field observations, from the levels of congestion on Sunset Boulevard, there would 
appear to be major difficulties in making a westbound left turn into this shopping center driveway. Left 
turn ingress should be restricted because of impacts to Sunset Boulevard. The assumed left turns at this 
driveway need to be reassigned to west-bound left turns at Crescent Heights and evaluated for impacts at 
that intersection. A revised study should address this issue. 

In summary, there are a number of traffic and circulation issues raised in the DEIR that have inadequate 
analysis. It is my opinion that the Traffic Study needs to be corrected and the additional analysis should 
be re-circulated in a revised DEIR. 

If there are any questions regarding the above comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

RTPG - 3 - Allyn D. Rifkin 
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Allyn Rifkin, P .E. 
Experience and Qualifications 

Mr. Rifkin has over 30 years experience in the field of transportation engineering and planning. Included in 
that experience are assignments in both the private and public sectors, ranging from consultant for developers 
to research for the Automobile Club of Southern California. Until recently, he was the Chief of the Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation's Bureau of Planning and Land Use Development, responsible for 
managing a staff of 38 professionals and serving as the key department liaison between the development 
community and City Council on traffic mitigation and transportation planning issues. He supervised the 
completion of numerous project EIRs for the City of Los Angeles. His latest projects focused on transit 
oriented development along various rail alignments in the Los Angeles area. As a private consultant, Mr. 
Rifkin assisted the Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency in a "complete streets" initiative; the 
Los Angeles City Planning Department in its revision to the City's Mobility Element of the General Plan, the 
Eagle Rock neighborhood in the formation of the Colorado Boulevard Pilot Community Parking program 
and County Supervisor Yaroslavsky in the initial proposal to convert Olympic and Pico Boulevards into a 
one-way pair. 

Professionally, Allyn is active in the Urban Land Institute (ULI) and the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE), and has served as the president of the ITE'S largest Chapter ofITE, the Southern California 
Chapter, with over l, I 00 members. In addition to serving on the ITE National Transit and Transportation 
Planning committees, he has been instrumental on national steering committees for the ITE Trip Generation 
Committee and the Urban Goods Movement Committee. He has lectured extensively on the topics of traffic 
impact mitigation and on neighborhood traffic controls. 

His college education began with a B.S. in Systems Engineering at UCLA and led to an M.S. in 
Transportation Engineering at Northwestern University. Rifkin is nationally recognized for his expertise in 
travel demand forecasting. His more recent work has involved traffic plans to relieve congestion in various 
hot spots of development in Southern California including the South Coast Plaza area of Orange County, 
Downtown Los Angeles, Westwood, the LAX Transportation Corridor (the initial area in Los Angeles to 
adopt a traffic impact mitigation fee), and Warner Center. 

He was involved in the creation of five transportation trust funds with current balances exceeding $23 
million for transportation improvements. In his role as mediator of development traffic impact Mr. Rifkin 
launched a neighborhood traffic safety program currently exceeding $1.5 million in neighborhood traffic 
controls and negotiated pedestrian safety mitigations from the Los Angeles Unified School District. 

RTPG - 4 - Allyn D. Rifkin 
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Description 

EXHIBIT 1 

Land Use: 820 
Shopping Center 

January 18, 2015 

A shopping center is an integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned, developed, 
owned and managed as a unit. A shopping center's composition is related to its market area in terms 
of size, location and type of store. A shopping center also provides on-site parking facilities sufficient 
to serve its own parking demands. Specialty retail center (Land Use 826) and factory outlet center 
(Land Use 823) are related uses. 

Additional Data 

Shopping centers, including neighborhood centers, community centers, regional centers and 
super regional centers, were surveyed for this land use. Some of these centers contained non
rnerchandising facilities, such as office buildings, movie theaters, restaurants, post offices, banks, 
health clubs and recreational facilities (for example, ice skating rinks or indoor miniature golf 
courses). The centers ranged in size from 1,700 to 2.2 million square feet gross leasable area 
(GLA). The centers studied were located in suburban areas throughout the United States and, 
therefore, represent typical U.S. suburban conditions. 

Many shopping centers, in addition to the integrated unit of shops in one building or enclosed 
around a mall, include outparcels (peripheral buildings or pads located on the perimeter.of the 
center adjacent to the streets and major access points). These buildings are typically drive-
in banks, retail stores, restaurants, or small offices. Although the data herein do not indicate 
which of the centers studied included peripheral buildings, it can be assumed that some of the 
data show their effect. 

The vehicle trips generated at a shopping center are based upon the total GLA of the center. In 
cases of smaller centers without an enclosed mall or peripheral buildings, the GLA could be the 
same as the gross floor area of the building. 

Separate equations have been developed for shopping centers during the Christmas shopping 
season. Plots were included for the weekday peak hour of adjacent street traffic and the Saturday 
peak hour of the generator. 

Information on approximate hourly, monthly and daily variation in shopping center traffic is 
shown in Tables 1-3. It should be noted, however, that the information contained in these 
tables is based on a limited sample size. Therefore, caution should be exercised when applying 
the data. Also, some information provided in the tables may conflict with the results obtained 
by applying the average rate or regression equations. When this occurs, it is suggested that the 
results from the average rate or regression equations be used, as they are based on a larger 
number of studies. 

Trip Generation, 9th Edition• Institute of Transportation Engineers 

RTPG - 5 - Allyn D. Rifkin 
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EXHIBIT 2 

Trip Generation Analysis Sunset-Crescent Hts Mixed Use RTPG· 18..Jan-15 
8150 W. Sunset 

SOURCE: !TE - TRIP GENERATION MANUAL • 9TH EDITION 

DAILY 
TRIP AM PEAK 

NOTE ITE CODE LAND USE "X" ENDS HOUR TRIPS 

n<>te 1 220 APARTMENT 249 DU 1658 127 
Mte2 820 SHOPPING CENTER 111.3 K-SQ FT 7280 166 
DISCOUNT APARTMENT TO SHOPPING CENTER 10% \ 166; {13) 

note2 

note 3 

no{e 1 

note 2 

TOTAL 8770 280 

DISCOUNTS DUE TO PRIOR USE 

620 SHOPPING CENiER BOK-SQ FT 5874 136 

TOTAL 5874 136 

SCOPING NET TRIPS 2896 144 

DISCOUNTS DUE TO TRANSIT 5 PERCENT 1145) (7\ 

NET NEW TRIPS 2751 137 

COMPARE 
DEIR Tal:iio 4.J-3, p 4.J-40 

NET NEW TRIPS 1077 (82) 

fDIFFERENCE 1674 219 

APARTMENT pk hour t=G.65 x 
APARTMENT pl< hOur t"'0.51 x 

APARTMENT daily t "0.62 x 

AM pk hour of adjacent street 
PM pk hour of adjacenl strt:\et 
DAILY 

SHOPPING CENTER LN (T) = 0.65 LN (X) +5.83 daily trips 
LN (T) = 0.65 LN (111.3) +5.83 
LN (T) = 8.89 
T=' 7280 

INBOUND OUTBOUND 

25 102 
103 63 
{l} (10) 

126 155 

84 52 

84 52 

41 103 

2 (51 

44 98 

(92) 10 

136 88 

20% in; BO% out 
65% in; 35% out 

PM PEAK 
HOUR TRIPS 

154 
644 
(15) 

783 

516 

516 

261 

(12• 

254 

216 

38 

LN (T) = 0.65 LN (X) +5.83 
LN (D = 0.65 LN (80) +5.83 
LN (T) = 867 
T" 5874 

INBOUND OUTBOUND 

90 65 
309 335 
(9) (6} 

390 393 

2.48 268 

248 268 

142 125 

fl) f6i 

135 119 

158 58 

(23) 61 

daily trips 

am pk hour of adjacent street 62% in; 38% out (based on peak hour of generator) 
LN (T) = 0.61 LN (X) +2.24 
LN(D=0.61 LN(111.3)+2.24 
LN (T) = 5.11 
T= 166 

LN (T) = 0.67 LN (X) +3.31 
LN (T) = 0.67 LN (111.3) +3.31 
lN (T) = 6.47 
T = 644 

note 3 FREQUENT Bus service on both Sunset and on La Brea 

TRIP RATES PER !TE TRIP GENERATION HANDBOOK (9TH EDITION) 

LN (T) = 0.61 LN (XJ +2.24 
LN (T) = 0.61 lN (80) +2.24 
LN (T) = 4.91 
T= 136 

pm pk hour of adjacent street 48% in; 52% out 
LN (Tj = 0.67 LN (X) +3.31 
LN (T) = 0.67 LN (X) +3.31 
LN (T) = 6.25 
T = 516 

RTPG - 6 . Allyn D_ Rifl.in 



FORM. GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-80). 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENT AL CORRESPONDENCE 

October 22, 2014 

TO: 

FROM: 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director of Planning 
Department of City Planning 
Attention: Darlene Navarrete 

Fire Department 

SUBJECT: TRACT MAP NO. 72370 {8150 Sunset Boulevard) 

Subject property has been investigated by members of the Fire Department. 

Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of Tract Action. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the edge of a 
roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be required. 

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings exceed 28 feet in 
height. 

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by the Fire 
Department prior to any building construction. 

No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 

Where rescue window access is required , provide conditions and improvements necessary to 
meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire Department. 

Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one access 
stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater then 150ft horizontal travel 
distance from the edge of the public street, private street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend 
unto the roof. 

Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 50ft visual line 
of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire Department. 



Darlene Navarrete 
October 22, 2014 
Page 2 

The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these conditions must be 
with the Hydrant and Access Unit. This would include clarification, verification of condition 
compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY 
APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of 
waiting please call (213) 482-6504. You should advise any consultant representing you of this 
requirement as well. 

RALPH M. Terrazas 
Fire Chief 

Mark I. Stormes, Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 

MIS:TW'O:vlj 
TR-72370 
Map No: 148-177 



DC 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 11:08 AM 
To: David Crook 
Subject: Fwd: ENV 2013025520EIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Veronica Jaimez <veronica.jaimez@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hello Srimal, 
Okay I'm glad you recei-.ed it. 

Veronica Jaimez 
(Quoted text hidden] 

Thu, Sep 19, 2013 at 11 :40 AM 



ORM. GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-80) 

September 19, 2013 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

To: Michael J . LoGrande, Director of Planning 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 

From: Fire Department 

Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
ENV 2013-2552-EIR 

PROJECT LOCATION 

8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Community Plan Area 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project Applicant proposes to redevelop the 2.56-acre property located at 8150 
Sunset Boulevard with a mixed-use residential and retail project. The property is located 
within the Hollywood community of the City? of Los Angeles (City), and currently contains 
two commercial structures and other improvements, all of which would be demolished and 
removed from the site. The proposed project would consist of two buildings over a single 
podium structure with various elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories in 
height (approximately 42 feet above the ground elevation at the intersection of Sunset and 
Crescent Heights Boulevards [the "North Building"], increasing to approximately 108 feet 
for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story portion of the building 
[the "South Building"]; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured 
from the low point of the site along Havenhurst Drive to the top of the South Building). The 
North Building, which would be built along Sunset Boulevard, would include two levels with 
a rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses. 
The South Building would contain commercial uses on the first two levels, residential uses 
on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the top level. The project 
would include approximately 111,310 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant uses 
within three lower levels (one subterranean) and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, 
including 28 affordable housing units, within the twelve upper levels representing 
approximately 222,560 gross square feet of residential space. The project would also 
provide a new central public plaza, new public space at the northeast corner of the site, 
public rooftop deck/garden areas along Sunset Boulevard, a private pool and pool deck 
area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet that would include a residential lobby, resident recreation room, fitness center, 
changing rooms, business center, and library. Parking for all proposed uses would be 
provided on-site via a seven-level (three subterranean and semi-subterranean levels) 
parking structure housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking 
spaces (295 for residential uses and 554 for commercial uses). 



Srimal Hewawitharana 
September 19, 2013 
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The total development would include approximately 333,870 square feet of commercial 
and residential space with a maximum floor-area ration (FAR) of approximately 3:1. The 
Project Applicant anticipates commencing construction in 2015 with occupancy occurring 
in 2017. 

The following comments are furnished in response to your request for this Department to 
review the proposed development: 

A. Fire Flow 

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on required fire-flow, 
response distance from existing fire stations, and this Department's judgment for 
needs in the area. In general, the required fire-flow is closely related to land use. 
The quantity of water necessary for fire protection varies with the type of 
development, life hazard, occupancy, and the degree of fire hazard. 

Fire-flow requirements vary from 2,000 gallons per minute (G.P.M.) in low density 
residential_areas to 12,000 G.P.M. in high-density commercial or industrial areas. A 
minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (P.S.I.) is to remain 
in the water system, with the required gallons per minute flowing. The required fire
flow for this project has been set at 9,000 G.P.M. from four to six fire hydrants 
flowing simultaneously. 

Improvements to the water system in this area may be required to provide 9,000 
G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost of improving the water system may be charged to the 
developer. For more detailed information regarding water main improvements, the 
developer shall contact the Water Services Section of the Department of Water and 
Power. 

All water systems and roadways are to be improved to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department prior to the issuance of any building permits. 

A valid Division 5 Fire Department permit is required prior to installation for all 
private fire hydrant systems. 

B. Response Distance, Apparatus, and Personnel 

Based on a required fire-flow of 9,000 G.P.M., the first-due Engine Company should 
be within 1 mile(s), the first-due Truck Company within 1.5 mile(s). 

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for initial 
response into the area of the proposed development: 
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Fire Station No. 41 
1439 N. Gardner Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Single Engine Company 
Miles - 0.9 miles 

Fire Station No. 27 
1327 N. Cole Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Headquarters Battalion 5 
Task Force Truck and 
Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
EMT Rescue Ambulance 
Miles-2.4 

Fire Station No. 97 
8021 Mulholland Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Paramedic Engine Company 
Miles-2.5 

Fire Station No. 61 
5821 W. 3rn Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 
Task Force Truck and 
Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescuce Ambulance 
EMT Rescue Ambulance 
Miles-3.0 

Fire Station No. 82 
1800 N. Bronson Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Single Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
Miles- 3.2 

The above distances were computed to Project Site using Google Maps. 

Based on these criteria (response distance from existing fire stations), fire 
protection would be considered (inadequate}. 

Adverse Effects: Project implementation will increase the need for fire protection 
and emergency medical services in this area. 
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The proposed project would have a cumulative impact on fire protection services. 

Project implementation will increase the need for fire protection and emergency 
medical services in this area 

C. Firefighting Personnel Access 

During demolftion, the Fire Department access will remain clear and unobstructed. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire 
lane. 

Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units 

Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50ft visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 

Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one 
access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater then 150ft 
horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private street or Fire 
Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 

Policy Exception: 

L.A.M.C. 57.09.03.B Exception: 

• When this exception is applied to a fully fire sprinklered residential building 
equipped with a wet standpipe outlet inside an exit stairway with at least a 2 
hour rating the distance from the wet standpipe outlet in the stairway to the 
entry door of any dwelling unit or guest room shall not exceed 150 feet of 
horizontal travel AND the distance from the edge of the roadway of an 
improved street or approved fire lane to the door into the same exit stairway 
directly from outside the building shall not exceed 150 feet of horizontal travel. 
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• It is the intent of this policy that in no case will the maximum travel distance 
exceed 150 feet inside the structure and 150 feet outside the structure. The 
term "horizontal travel" refers to the actual path of travel to be taken by a 
person responding to an emergency in the building. 

• This policy does not apply to single-family dwellings or to non-residential 
buildings. 

D. Firefighting Apparatus Access 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the 
edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are 
installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac 
or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be greater 
than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department 
approval. 

All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The ·entrance to 
all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign no 
less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. 

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, minimum outside radius of the paved surface shall be 35 feet. An 
additional six feet of clear space must be maintained beyond the outside radius to a 
vertical point 13 feet 6 inches above the paved surface of the roadway. 

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet. 

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 
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Where fire apparatus will be driven onto the road level surface of the subterranean 
parking structure, that structure shall be engineered to withstand a bearing pressure 
of 8,600 pounds per square foot. 

No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by 
the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" shall 
be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire 
Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of Occupancy. 

All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or be 
posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. 

Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

Site plans shall include all overhead utility lines adjacent to the site. 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of travel. 

Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the plot 
plan. 

At present, there are no immediate plans to increase Fire Department staffing or 
resources in those areas, which will serve the proposed project. 

CONCLUSION 

At present, there are no immediate plans to increase Fire Department staffing or 
resources in those areas, which will serve the proposed project. 
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Definitive plans and specifications shall be submitted to this Department and 
requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to commencement of any portion 
of this project. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department continually evaluates fire station placement and 
overall Department services for the entire City, as well as specific areas. The 
development of this proposed project, along with other approved and planned 
projects in the immediate area, may result in the need for the following: 

1. Increased staffing for existing facilities. 
2. Additional fire protection facilities. 
3. Relocation of present fire protection facilities. 

BRIAN L. CUMMINGS 
Fire Marshal 

Mark Stormes, Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 

MS:RED:vlj 



See Policies: (Policies are what matter) City of Los Angeles General 
Plan Framework 

Chapter 3. Neighborhood Districts 

Chapter 3. Neighborhood Districts 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/03/03203.htm#policy3.8.1 

Reinforce existing and establish new neighborhood districts which 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the needs of adjacent 
residents, promote neighborhood activity, are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and are developed as desirable places to work and visit. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.8.1 Accommodate the development of neighborhood-serving 
uses in areas designated as "Neighborhood District" in 
accordance with Tables 3-1 and 3-4. The range and 
densities/intensities of uses permitted in any area shall 
be identified in the community plans. (P1, P18) 

Table 3-4 

Land Use Designation Corresponding Zones 

Neighborhood District C1, C1 .5, C4, [Q]C2 

3.8.2 Encourage the retention of existing and development of 
new commercial uses that primarily are oriented to the 
residents of adjacent neighborhoods and promote the 
inclusion of community services (e.g., childcare and 
community meeting rooms). (E.1, P18, P34) 



3.8.3 Encourage the owners of existing commercial shopping 
centers that contain chain grocery and drug stores to 
include additional uses, such as restaurants, 
entertainment, childcare facilities, public meeting rooms, 
recreation, cultural facilities, and public open spaces, 
which enhance neighborhood activity. (P18, P35) 

Shopping center incorporating retail shops with 
upper level housing and pedestrian-oriented amenities 

district Open air marketplace incorporated in 
neighborhood 

Design and Development 

3.8.4 Enhance pedestrian activity by the design and siting of 
structures in accordance Chapter 5 Urban Form and 
Neighborhood Design policies of this Element and 
Pedestrian-Oriented District 
Policies 3.16.1 through 3.16.3. (.E.1, P18, P24, P25) 

3.8.5 Initiate a program of streetscape improvements, where 
appropriate. (P30, P31, P32) 

3.8.6 Encourage out door areas within neighborhood districts 
to be lighted for night use, safety and comfort 
commensurate with their intended nighttime use. 
(P17, P24) 

Return to Multi-Family Residential I Chapter Contents I Advance to 
Community Centers 

Chapter 3. Implementation Programs 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/10/10 .htm#P17 

ORDINANCES 

P18 
Amend the Zoning Ordinance to implement the policies and standards of the 



General Plan Framework Element. The revisions provide tools needed to which 
are described below and are representative of the actions that may be taken. 

a. Revise land use and density classifications, zoning maps, and pertinent 
development standards (e.g, parking standards, design of multi-family units, 
pedestrian districts, development transitions, and other) to reflect the concepts 
contained in the Framework Element, appropriately applied through 
amendments of the community plans consistent with community 
characteristics. 

b. Establish incentives to stimulate the types of use desired (e.g., mixed-use, 
community facilities in centers, districts, and boulevards, and other) and 
development in appropriate selected targeted growth areas as defined in the 
community plans, such as density bonuses for mixed-use development, parking 
in proximity to transit stations and transit corridors, 11 by-right 11 entitlements 
with administrative review and approval for traffic or other necessary studies 
and mitigation, and other. 

c. Permit the incorporation of revenue-generating recreation facilities into 
communities, where such uses are feasible and where levying fees would not 
place an undue hardship on the users. 

d. Allow commercial structures and multi-family dwelling units destroyed by 
natural catastrophes to be re-constructed to their pre-existing use and density in 
any areas where permitted densities may be reduced by amendments to the 
community plans. 

e. Establish reasonable defensible space design requirements that will help 
ensure maximum visibility and security for entrances, pathways, and corridors . 
as we11 as open space (both public and private) and parking lots or structures. 
The code and design review amendments should address landscaping and 
lighting in addition to site design. 

Responsibility: Department of City Planning, with assistance from the 
Departments of Transportation and Public Works and the Community 
Redevelopment Agency and the Los Angeles Unified School District 

Funding Source: General Fund and State funds 

Schedule: Within one year of General Plan Framework Element adoption and 
ongomg, as necessary. 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 



The following may be implemented through (1) guidelines to be adopted by the 
City Planning Commission (CPC) and/or Council, or (2) codification 
(ordinances) enacted by the City Council. The method of implementation 
should be determined after Framework Element adoption. 

P24 
Formulate citywide development standards that: 

a. Enhance and/or conserve the appearance and functionality of residential and 
commercial areas, including appropriate applications for mixed-use structures 
that integrate housing with commercial uses. The following indicates a 
preliminary list of standards that may be considered. 

(1) Encourage and facilitate the assembly of small lots for higher-density 
housing or mixed- use 

(2) Encourage mixed-use development to locate on lots with side street access 
so that traffic flows and the pedestrian-oriented street frontage can be 
uninterrupted. 

(3) Provide incentives for a mix of residential unit sizes in the R3, R4 and RS 
zones through the replacement of the habitable room-based density range by a 
single density. 

(4) Separate the measurement of intensity (floor area ratio/FAR) from building 
coverage and do not exclude required yards from the permitted FAR. 

(5) Increase per-unit on-site space requirement for all multi-family residential 
buildings. 

(6) Require transitional heights and buffers between higher-density housing and 
single- family homes. 

(7) Provide landscape options: more but smaller size (e.g. , 15 gallon) trees in 
lieu of fewer larger size (e.g., 24-inch box) trees. 

(8) Protect residential areas from the intrusion of 11 through traffic 11 by 
implementing neighborhood traffic management strategies. 

(9) Require street trees at the minimum spacing permitted by the Division of 
Street Trees . 

(10) Wherever possible, along secondary and major highways, require 
driveway access to buildings from side streets or alleys to minimize 
interference with pedestrian access and vehicular movement. 

(11) For parking structures, screen architecturally or with landscaping, locate 
no more than one level above grade in residential areas, and screen direct views 
of headlights/building lights from building exterior. 



b. Enhance the appearance and function of public infrastructure and 
development, considering: 

(1) Sidewalk improvement standards; location, appropriate width, species and 
spacing of trees as well as street furniture and street lighting. 

(2) Revise street tree standards, including species and placement to enhance 
pedestrian- oriented districts and centers with a continuous tree canopy. 
Broadleaf evergreen and deciduous trees should be used whenever feasible. 

(3) Revise street tree maintenance and removal standards. 

Responsibility: Departments of City Planning, Transportation, and Public 
Works 

Funding Source: General Fund, Street Lighting Assessment Fund 

Schedule: Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 
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HOLLYWOOD PLAN 

PURPOSES 

USE OF THE PLAN 

The purpose of the Hollywood Community Plan is to 
provide an official guide to the future development of the 
Community for the use of the City Council, the Mayor, the 
City Planning Commission: other concerned government 
agencies, residents. property owners, and business 
people of the Community; and private organizations 
concerned with planning and civic betterment. For the 
Council, the Mayor and the Planning Commission, the 
Plan provides a reference to be used in connection with 
their actions on various city development matters as 
required by law. 

The Plan is intended to promote an arrangement of land 
use. circulation, and services which will encourage and 
contribute to the economic. social and physical health, 
safety, welfare. and convenience of the Community, within 
the larger framework of the City; guide the development, 
betterment, and change of the Community to meet existing 
and anticipated needs and conditions; balance growth and 
stability; reflect economic potentials and limits, land 
development and other trends; and protect investment to 
the extent reasonable and feasible. 

This Plan proposes approximate locations and dimensions 
for land use. Development may vary slightly from the Plan 
provided the total acreage of each type of land use, the 
land use intensities, and the physical relationships among 
the various land uses are not altered. 

The Plan is not and official zone map and while it is a 
guide it does not imply any implicit right to a particular 
zone or to the land uses permitted therein. Changes of 
zone are considered under a specific procedure 
established under the Los Angeles City Charter and the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code, subject to various 
requirements set forth therein. 

The Plan is subject to revision within five years, to 
reflect changes in circumstances. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN 

1. To coordinate the development of Hollywood with that 
of other parts of the City of Los Angeles and the 
metropolitan area. 

To further the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment; and to perpetuate its image as the 
international center of the motion picture industry. 
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2. To designate lands at appropriate locations for the 
various private uses and public facilities in the 
quantities and at densities required to accommodate 
population and activities projected to the year 2010. 

3. To make provision for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic 
segments of the Community. maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice. 

To encourage the preservation and enhancement of 
the varied and distinctive residential character of the 
Community, and to protect lower density housing from 
the scattered intrusion of apartments. 

Jn hillside residential areas to: 

a. Minimize grading so as to retain the natural terrain 
and ecological balance. 

b. Provide a standard of land use intensity and 
population density which will be compatible with 
street capacity, public service facilities and utilities, 
and topography and in coordination with 
development in the remainder of the City. 

4. To promote economic well being and public 
convenience through: 

a. Allocating and distributing commercial lands for 
retail, service, and office facilities in quantities and 
patterns based on accepted planning principles 
and standards. 

b. Designating land for industrial development that 
can be so used without determent to adjacent 
uses of other types, and imposing restrictions on 
the types and intensities of industrial uses as are 
necessary to this purpose. 

c. Encouraging the revitalization of the motion picture 
industry. 

d. Recognizing the existing concentration of medical 
facilities in East Hollywood as a center serving the 
medical needs of Los Angeles. 

5. To provide a basis for the location and programming of 
public services and utilities and to coordinate the 
phasing of public facilities with private development. To 
encourage open space and parks in both local 
neighborhoods and in high density areas. 

6. To make provision for a circulation system coordinated 
with land uses and densities and adequate to 
accommodate traffic; and lo encourage the expansion 
and improvement of public transportation service. 

7. To encourage the preservation of open space 
consistent with property rights when privately owned 
and to promote the preservation of views, natural 
character and topography of mountainous parts of the 
Community for the enjoyment of both local residents 
and persons throughout the Los Angeles region. 



POLICIES 

The Hollywood Community Plan has been designed to 
accommodate the anticipated growth in population and 
employment of the Community to the year 2010_ The Plan 
does not seek to promote nor to hinder growth; rather it 
accepts the likelihood that growth will take place and must 
be provided for_ 

The Plan encourages the preservation of lower density 
residential areas, and the conservation of open space 
lands_ 

Much of the Hollywood Community is hillside and 
mountainous terrain, and as much of the remaining 
undeveloped land as feasible is to be preserved for open 
space and recreational uses_ It is also the City's policy 
that the Hollywood Community Plan incorporate the sites 
designated on the Cultural and Historic Monuments 
Element of the General Plan: furthermore, the Hollywood 
Plan encourages the addition of suitable sites thereto. 

LAND USE 

COMMERCE 

Standards and Criteria 

The commercial lands (including associated parking) 
designated by this Plan to serve residential areas are 
adequate in quantity to meet the needs of the projected 
population to the year 2010, as computed by the following 
standards: 

1. 0.6 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for 
neighborhood or convenience-type commercial areas; 

2. 0.2 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for 
community shopping and business districts, including 
service uses and specialized commercial uses. 

Parking areas should be located between commercial and 
residential uses on the commercially-zoned properties 
where appropriate to provide a buffer, and shall be 
separated from residential uses by means of at least a 
solid masonry wall and landscaped setback. 

Features 

The Plan provides approximately 1, 139 acres of 
commercial and related parking uses. 

The focal point of the Community is the Hollywood Center, 
located generally on both sides of Hollywood and Sunset 
Boulevards between La Brea and Gower Street. The 
Hollywood Center is included in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project area as adopted in May 1986. This 
center area shall function 1 ) as the commercial center for 
Hollywood and surrounding communities and 2) as an 
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entertainment center for the entire region. Future 
development should be compalibie with existing 
commercial development, surrounding residential 
neighborhoods, and the transportation and circulation 
system. Developments combining residential and 
commercial uses are especially encouraged in this Center 
area. 

The Plan recognizes the concentration of medical facilities 
in the vicinity of the Sunset BoulevardNermont Avenue 
intersection; it is identified as the East Hollywood Center 
Study Area. Within an adjacent to this center should be 
housing for employees as well as retail establishments 
serving the medical complex personnel and clients. While a 
commercial development intensity of up to 3:1 FAR is 
envisioned, the Community Commercial designation 
should not be expanded beyond the current sites until the 
Metro Rail system or some other high capacity 
transportation facility is operational. 

Strategically distributed throughout the Community would 
be neighborhood shopping areas, emphasizing 
convenience retail stores and services. The Plan 
encourages the retention of neighborhood convenience 
clusters offering retail and service establishments oriented 
to pedestrians. 

HOUSING 

Standards and Criteria 

The intensity of residential land use in this Plan and the 
density of the population which can be accommodated 
thereon, shall be limited in accordance with the following 
criteria: 

1. The adequacy of the existing and assured circulation 
and public transportation systems within the area; 

2. The availability of sewers, drainage facilities, fire 
protection services and facilities. and other public 
utilities; 

3. The steepness of the topography of the various parts 
of the area, and the suitability of the geology of the 
area for development. 

To the extent feasible, the "cluster concept" is the 
preferred method to be utilized for new residential 
development in hillside areas in order to use the natural 
terrain to best advantage and minimize the amount of 
grading required. However, development by conventional 
subdivision shall not be precluded. The "cluster concept" 
is defined as the grouping of residential structures on the 
more level parts of the terrain while retaining a large area 
(75 to 80 percent) in its natural slate or in a park-like 
setting. Density patterns indicated on the Plan Map may 
be adjusted to facilitate cluster developments, provided 
that the total number of dwelling units indicated in any 
development is not increased from that depicted on the 
Plan Map. 



New apartments should be soundproofed and should be 
provided with adequate usable open space at a minimum 
ratio of 100 square feet per dwelling unit excluding parking 
areas, driveways and the required front yard setback. 

Features 

Apartments in high-density areas provide housing for 
about 37,430 persons. Medium and low-medium density 
apartment and townhouse areas provide for about 127,105 
persons. The low-density residential character of many 
parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower 
density (Low Medium I or more restrictive) residential 
neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment 
by other types of uses, including surface parking. It is the 
intent of this Plan that all natural slopes generally in 
excess of 15% be limited to the minimum density range. 
Transitional building heights should be imposed, especially 
in the Medium density housing designated areas where 
this designation is immediately adjacent to properties 
designated Low Medium I or more restrictive. 

The Plan encourages the preservation and enhancement 
of well defined residential neighborhoods in Hollywood 
through (1) application of Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zones where appropriate, and/or (2) preparation of 
neighborhood preservation plans which further refine and 
tailor development standards to neighborhood character. 

The Plan encourages the rehabilitation and/or rebuilding of 
deteriorated single-family areas for the same use. Single
family housing should be made available to all persons 
regardless of social, economic, and ethnic background. 

Additional low and moderate-income housing is needed in 
all parts of this Community. Density bonuses for provision 
of such housing through Government Code 65915 may be 
granted in the Low-Medium I or less restrictive residential 
categories. 

The proposed residential density categories and their 
capacities are: 

Dwelling & of 
Residential Units per Persons per Gross Resd. Pop. Pop. 
Density Gross Acre'" Gross Acre Acres Land Capacity Capacity 

Minimum .5 to 1 3 945 11.6 2.835 1.2 
Very Low II 2+ to 3 9 1,667 20.5 15.000 6.4 
Low! 3+ to 5 12.5 410 5.0 5.125 2.2 
Low II 5+ to 7 18.5 2,373 29.2 43,900 19.0 
Low Med I 7+ to 12 26 439 5.4 11,415 5.0 
Low Med 1112+ to 24 40 959 11.9 38,360 16.6 
Medium 24+ to 40 74 1,045 12.8 77,330 33.4 
High-Med 40+ to 60 95 122 1.5 11,590 5.0 
High 60+ to 80 152 170 2.1 25.840 11.2 

Totals 8.130 100.0 231.395 100.0 

• "Gross Acre 0 includes one-half of abutting s1reets. 

The 201 O population of Hollywood is projected to be 
approximately 219,000 persons, an increase of 38,000 over 
the 1980 population. 
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The Plan capacity is 5.7% in excess of the projected 
population figure for the year 2010. 

INDUSTRY 

Standards and Criteria 

Industrial lands are located on a citywide basis without 
regard to the boundaries of individual communities or 
districts, under the general principle that such employment 
should be available within a reasonable commuting 
distance from residential locations. On-street parking 
should be discouraged in industrial areas. 

If industrial expansion is permitted into residential areas, it 
should be conducted according to a planned development 
program to avoid a mixture of uses . Industrial lands are 
intended to be limited and restricted to types of uses 
which will avoid nuisance to other uses on adjacent lands. 

Features 

The Plan designates approximately 335 acres of land for 
industrial uses. A large proportion should be encouraged 
to be occupied by the types of industry which are 
indigenous to Hollywood-motion picture and television 
production, radio studios, sound and recording studios, 
film processing studios, and motion picture equipment 
manufacturing and distribution. The Plan proposes more 
intensive utilization of existing industrial sites and 
encourages the vacation of appropriate local streets and 
alleys in industrial areas for purposes of lot assemblage. 
The Plan recognizes the need to review and revise the 
Zoning Code relative to the classification of many 
entertainment industry uses. 

To preserve this valuable land resource from the intrusion 
of other uses, and to ensure its development with high 
quality industrial uses in keeping with the urban residential 
character of the community, the Plan proposes classifying 
industrial land in restricted zoning categories, such as the 
MR zones, wherever possible. 

CIRCULATION 

Major transportation corridors serving other parts of the 
Los Angeles metropolitan area cross the Hollywood 
Community and thus the highways and streets of the 
community must accommodate traffic generated both 
within and without the community. To accommodate the 
transportation needs of the Community, the circulation 
system proposed in the Plan must be supplemented by a 
greatly improved public transportation system and/or 
additional highways and freeways. Unless such additional 
modes of transportation are provided, acute traffic 
congestion will be further aggravated in most parts of the 
community. 

Several proposed Metro Rail stations are to be located in 
Hollywood. If higher intensity development is to be 
encouraged in the vicinity of these Metro Rail stations, 



station area master plans should be prepared. 

Standards and Criteria 

Highways and local streets shown on this Plan shall be 
developed in accordance with standards and criteria 
contained in the Highways and freeways Element of the 
General Plan and the City's Standard Street Dimensions. 
Design characteristics which give street identity such as 
curves, changes in direction and topographical differences. 
should be emphasized by street trees and planted median 
strips and by paving. Streets. highways and freeways, 
when developed, should be designed and improved in 
harmony with adjacent development and to facilitate driver 
and passenger orientation. 

The lull residential, commercial and industrial densities and 
intensities proposed by the Plan are predicated upon the 
development of the designated major and secondary 
highways and freeways. No increase in density shall be 
effected by zone change or subdivision unless it is 
determined that the local streets, major and secondary 
highways, freeways, and public transportation available in 
the area of the property involved, are adequate to serve 
the traffic generated. Adequate highway improvements 
shall be assured prior to the approval of zoning permitting 
intensification of land use in order to avoid congestion and 
assure proper development. The Plan recognizes that 
within the designated Center Study Areas of Hollywood 
innovative parking programs should be instituted to 
accommodate these Centers' parking needs through 
creation of more available parking capacity and more 
efficient use of parking facilities. 

Features 

The Plan incorporates the Highways and Freeways 
Element of the Los Angeles General Plan. Collector streets 
are shown to assist traffic flow toward major and 
secondary highways. A transportation improvement and 
management plan is needed to create an integrated 
program of transportation mitigation measures such as 
traffic flow management, demand management programs, 
street widening, public transit. and private transit. The 
transportation program described in Section 518.1 of the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan is a component of this 
Community Plan-wide program. 

SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The public facilities (such as schools, libraries, etc. ) 
shown on this Plan are to be developed in accordance 
with the standards for need, site area. design, and general 
location expressed in the Service-Systems Element of the 
General Plan. (See individual facility plans for spe.cific 
standards. ) Such development shall he sequenced and 
timed to provide a workable, efficient, and adequate 
balance between land use and service facilities at all times. 
The Plan recommends that a study be undertaken to 
develop revised standards and facility requirements 
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appropriate to a highly developed urban community 
including the provision of additional small parks. 

The full residential, commercial, and industrial densities 
and intensities proposed by the Plan are predicated upon 
the provision of adequate public service facilities, with 
reference to the standards contained in the General Plan. 
No increase in density shall be effected by zone change or 
subdivision unless it is determined that such facilities are 
adequate to serve the proposed development. In mountain 
areas no tentative subdivision map shall be approved until 
reviewed and approved by the Fire Department. 

RECREATION AND PARKS 

Po~cies 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That the desires of the local residents be considered 
in the planning of recreational facilities. 

2. That recreational facilities, programs and procedures 
be tailored to the social, economic and cultural 
characteristics of individual neighborhoods and that 
these programs and procedures be continually 
monitored. 

3. That existing recreational sites and facilities be 
upgraded through site improvements, rehabilitation and 
reuse of sound structures, and replacement of 
obsolete structures, as funds become available. 

4. That, in the absence of public land, and where 
feasible, intensified use of existing facilities and joint 
use of other public facilities for recreational purposes 
be encouraged. 

5. That the expansion of existing recreational sites and 
the acquisition of new sites be planned so as to 
minimize the displacement of housing and the 
relocation of residents. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

Policies 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That the various components of the fire 
protection/emergency medical services system be 
continually evaluated and updated by the Fire 
Department in coordination with other City 
departments, as fire protection techniques, apparatus, 
needs and land use patterns change. 

2. That the expansion of existing fire stations and the 
acquisition of new sites be planned and designed to 
minimize the displacement of housing and relocation of 
residents. 



3. That public education activities concerning the 
elimination of fire hazards, methods of fire protection 
and emergency medical service be encouraged. 

4. That the existing paramedic program be continually 
evaluated, updated and improved. 

5. That the City intensify its program of fire protection 
through weed abatement. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Policies 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That the Los Angeles Unified School District's 
standards and criteria for student travel distance, 
minimum school size and optimum pupil enrollment be 
tailored to specific Hollywood area characteristics of 
land use, street circulation, topography, population 
densities, number of school age children and 
availability of vacant land. 

2. That the Los Angeles Unified School District be 
requested to tailor improvements in educational 
programming, curricula and staffing to the specific 
social, economic and cultural characteristics of the 
Community 's residents . 

3. That all school facilities in the Hollywood Community 
be constantly reviewed. analyzed and upgraded, in 
view of the fact that the District contains some of the 
oldest schools in the City. 

4. That due to an absence of vacant land, an after-hours , 
multi-use concept of school facilities , together with a 
joint-use concept of other public facilities. be 
encouraged and promoted. 

5. That the expansion of school sites be planned so as 
to minimize displacement of residents and that, where 
possible, alternative architectural concepts be 
developed. 

6. Thal the expansion of school facilities be 
accommodated on a priority basis and consider the 
following: existing school size, age of main buildings. 
current and projected enrollment and projected land 
uses and population. 

7. That the location of new school facilities be based on 
population densities, number of school age children, 
projected population, circulation, and existing and 
future land uses. 

8. That all school facilities adjacent to freeways be 
buffered against visual. noise and air pollution impacts. 

9. That educational opportunities for adults be expanded 
in the community. 
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LIBRARY 

Policies 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That library facilities, procedures. programs and 
resources be continually evaluated and tailored to the 
social. economic and cultural needs of local residents. 

2. That. where feasible, bookmobile service to isolated 
residents be encouraged as a complimentary service of 
community branch libraries. 

3. That the expansion of existing library facilities and the 
acquisition of new sites be planned and designed to 
minimize the displacement of housing and relocation of 
residents. 

OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES 

Policies 
It is the City's policy: 

1. Thal. where feasible, new power lines be placed 
underground and that the undergrounding of existing 
lines be continued and expanded. 

2. That new equipment for public facilities be energy 
efficient. 

3. That solar access to adjacent properties be recognized 
and protected in the construction of public facilities. 

SOCIAL SERVICES 

Policies 
11 is the City's policy: 

1. That all public and private agencies responsible for the 
delivery of social services be encouraged to 
continuallY evaluate and modify programs as needs 
change and funds become available. 

2. That publicly funded agencies strive to achieve and 
maintain a high level of awareness and understanding 
to the ethnic and cultural diversity of the community. 

PROGRAMS 

These programs establish a framework for guiding 
development of the Hollywood Community in accordance 
with the objectives of the Plan . In general, they indicate 
those public and private actions which should take place 
during the initial ten years following revision of the Plan. 
The described actions will require the use of a variety of 
implementation methods. 



PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 

1. CIRCULATION 

To facilitate local traffic circulation, relieve congestion, and 
provide mobility for all citizens, the following are 
recommended: 

a. Continued development of the freeway, highway, 
and street system in conformance with existing and 
future adopted programs. This should include 
participation of the City in a regional study 
focusing on Route 2 capacity increases. 

b. Continued planning of and improvements to the 
public transportation system for the community, 
including people-mover systems in high intensity 
areas as well as the proposed Metro Rail System. 

c. Preparation of a Hollywood Transportation Plan in 
ordinance form which creates an integrated 
program of transportation mitigation measures. 

d. Improvement of the Highland/Franklin intersections. 
including jog elimination either through realignment 
of Franklin Avenue or through grade separation. 

e. Improvement of Fountain Avenue as an east-west 
arterial. including jog elimination in the vicinity of le 
Conte Junior High School. 

f. Improvement of the Hollywood Boulevard/la Brea 
Avenue intersection , including jog elimination. 

g. Improvement of the Los Feliz Boulevard/ Western 
Avenue intersection. including realignment of the 
curve. 

h. Improvement of Martel AvenueNista Street as a 
north-south arterial, including jog elimination north 
of Waring Avenue. 

2. RECREATION, PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

The City should encourage continuing efforts by County, 
State, and Federal agencies to acquire vacant lands for 
publicly owned open space. The Plan encourages creation 
of the Los Angeles River Greenbelt corridor which would 
be Integrated with existing and proposed parks, bicycle 
paths, equestrian trails, and scenic routes. 

3. OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES 

The development of other public facilities such as lire 
stations, libraries, and schools should be sequenced and 
timed to provide a balance between land use and public 
services at all times. New power lines should be placed 
underground, and a program for the undergrounding of 
existing lines should be developed. 
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PRIVATE PARTICIPATION 

Citizen groups are encouraged to undertake private 
actions for community improvements such as: 

1. Initiation by property owners and merchants of 
programs to increase off-street parking facilities serving 
adjacent shopping areas. 

2. Promoting street tree planting programs in commercial 
areas as well as residential areas . 

3. Sponsoring clean-up and beautification programs to 
improve the general environment. 

HOLLYWOOD REDEVELOPMENT 
PLAN 

A Redevelopment Plan has been adopted by City Council 
(May 1986) for the area outlined in Map A. The purpose of 
the Redevelopment Plan is to implement the Community 
Plan's goals for the revitalization of the Hollywood Center. 
In order to accomplish these goals the Redevelopment 
Plan includes several tools, some of which ensure that 
standards established by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency (CRA) are carried out. 

URBAN DESIGN DISTRICTS 

The Hollywood. Redevelopment Plan includes three special 
urban design districts also outlined in Map A. These are 
(1) the Hollywood Boulevard District (2) the Hollywood 
Core Transition District and (3) the Franklin Avenue Design 
District. Objectives defined in these urban design 
programs shall guide and regulate development for those 
areas. 

REGIONAL CENTER COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

The Redevelopment Plan limits development within the 
Regional Center Commercial designation to the equivalent 
of an average floor area ratio (FAR) of 4.5: 1 for the entire 
area so designated. Proposed development in excess of 
4.5:1 FAR up to 6:1 FAR may be permitted provided that 
certain objectives set forth in the Redevelopment Plan 
subsecton 506 .2.3 are met. In order to provide incentives 
for historic and cultural preservation , the unused density 
from significant structures may be transferred to other 
development sites. 

HOUSING INCENTIVE UNITS 

In order to promote revitalization and improvement of 
residential properties and neighborhoods, the CRA Board 
may authorize new housing to be developed with more 
dwelling units per acre than otherwise permitted in the 
Redevelopment Plan (up to 30% more dwelling units than 
permitted by that plan) in order to achieve the objectives 
set forth in Section 505.3 of the Redevelopment Plan. In no 
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event may such authorization, in and of itself, exceed the 
maximum number of dwelling units permitted by Zoning. 

In general. the Redevelopment Plan establishes a 
framework for implementing community revitalization 
activities. All development, including the construction of 
new buildings and the remodeling and expansion of 
existing buildings, must conform to the Redevelopment 
Plan. All building permits must be submitted to and 
approved by the CRA for development within the 
Redevelopment Project area. 

SPECIFIC PLAN STUDIES 

Specific Plan studies are suggested in the following areas: 

East Hollywood Center Study Area/Metro Rail Station 
area: focusing on the Medical Centers. providing for 
off-street parking. pedestrian walkways, landscaping, 
site planning, and mixed use development. 

Industrial Districts: emphasizing the retention and 
development of the entertainment industry, and 
including street widening, street improvement and 
parking, and clustering of complementary 
uses/services. 

Neighborhood preservation plans: to maintain and 
enhance the quality of development in, and reinforce 
the definition of, individual residential neighborhoods. 

Metro Rail Station areas: if development intensities 
greater than those depicted in this Plan are to be 
encouraged, station area master plans should be 
prepared. 
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CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF Los ANGELES 

T OM L ABON G E 
COUNCILMEMSER 4TH DISTRIC T 

ROOM 480, CITY HALL 

L OS A NGELES, CA 900 12 

(2 f 3) 485-3337 

FAX (213) 624 -78 10 

November 1, 2013 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: 815 0 Sunset Blvd Proposed Development - ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

My staff and I have been following the proposed mixed use development located at 8150 
Sunset closely. We have received correspondence from residents in and around the 
neighborhood and my staff has attended several preliminary meetings. We have also been 
copied on and have reviewed numerous letters asking questions to be studied in the Draft EIR. 
We share several of these major concerns and ask for them to be properly analyzed in the Draft 
EIR: 

1. Building height at 16 stories and up to 216 feet 
a . I consider that too tall for this community and it should be lowered to a more 

reasonable height. 
b. Please properly study the view and shade/shadow impact to the community 

including the local hillside properties. 
c. Please compare the proposed height of this building compared to other fairly 

recent developments in the close vicinity including those recently approved in 
the City of West Hollywood along the Sunset Strip. 

d. Please identify alternative/reduced building heights and their comparative 
shade/shadow impacts. 

2. Transportation 
a . Sunset and Crescent Heights is a major intersection with significant traffic. 

Crescent Heights/Laurel Canyon is a critical N01th/South route to and from the 
Valley. Peak hours are especially congested not only from vehicles coming to 
and from commercial and residential properties in the vicinity but also pass 



through commuters. Sunset is also a critical through east/west route with 
significant commerce. 

b. Please do a thorough traffic study and identify the increase in traffic with the 
new proposal. What are the current traffic levels so we can compare? 

c. There should be numerous on street improvements associated with this 
proposal. \Vhat streets/intersections will have to be widened due to potential 
impact? How will capacity be increased. 

d. Any changes resulting in these improvements as well as the proposed plaza must 
result in an engineering improvement from both a vehicle capacity standpoint 
and an improvement in the pedestrian experience. 

e. Please identify ingress and egress for the commercial, residential, and loading 
components of this project. Will there be multiple ingress and egress on 
Crescent Heights, Sunset and Havenhurst? Will there be turn restrictions. How 
will egress from the site and merging onto Crescent Heights be improved as it is 
especially difficult? 

f. Residential parking is going to be valet parking. Will that parking be to code? 
Where will guests park? Can they be accommodated on site by the valet? 

g. Please look at solutions to minimize the impact to Havenhurst which is a 
residential street. Perhaps there is a mitigation technique to reduce traffic on 
Havenhurst to below today's level. 

3. Noise 
a . We have heard many concerns about proposed rooftop dining or a 

bar/nightclub. 
b. Please further explain what public uses are proposed for the rooftop. At what 

height are these uses at? 
c. We share concern about noise resonating throughout the community from a 

rooftop commercial use. While this is the Sunset Strip it is important to 
minimize noise and not allow for opportunities where a commercial use will 
amplify noise throughout the community. 

d. Please note that none of the many mixed-use projects built in CD4 throughout 
my twelve year tenure as Councilmember have had noise issues emanating from 
their commercial component. The landlords of these projects have residential 
tenants that demand not to be impacted by the commercial uses below. 
Commercial space in recently built mixed use buildings have not become noise 
or use problems. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Councilmember, ourth District 
City of Los Angeles 
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WE.H HoL:L:Ywooo. CA 
90069-6216 

TEL:: (323} 848·6475 
FAx: (323) 848·6575 

. I 'ITY: For hearingimpaired I 
(323} S48C6496 

CDMMUNITY 
DIEVELOPMIEl\lT 

DEPARTMENT 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City P.lanning 
200 N. Spring Street. Room 750 
Los Angeies, CA 90012 

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
___ -~---·--·-----8J_5_0_S_unse.LB_o_ul.e-'lar:.d_Mixe_d.:..U_s_e __ E'rnj?ct~_ 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Ms .. Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed-Use Project {Project). Included in this letter is a list of 
issues the City of West Hollywood would like studied in the DEIR that is to be 
completed for th·e Project. 

ANALYSIS REQUESTED 

Due to the Project's close proximity to the City boundary, there is a potential 
that the City of West Hollywood and its residents could experience negative 
impacts both during the construction of the Project and as a result of 
operation thereafter. The Project has a potential to create negative impacts 
and therefore the City of West Hollyvvood requests that the potential for any 
environmental impact, including the following specific issues, be studied in the 
DEIR: 

TRAFFIC 

Due to the Project's vicinity to the City of West Hollywood, the following 
intersections are requested to be studied as part of the DEIR traffic analysis: 

1. Sunset Blvd. & Harper Ave. 
2. Sunset Blvd. & Sweetzer Ave. 
3. Sunset Blvd. & La Cienega Blvd. 
4. Fountain Ave. & Fairfax Ave. 
5. Fountain Ave. & Crescent Heights Blvd. 
6. Fountain Ave. & Havenhurst Dr. 
7. Fountain Ave. & Sweetzer Ave. 
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8. Fountc;i.in Ave. & La Cienega Blvd. 
9. Santa MorucalflVd-:-&-FainaxA·-v-e.

----------~ro--:-:santa fV'lornca Blva~--crescent fle1gnts 'S-lva. 

In addition to the intersections listed above, please also study the residential 
street segment of Havenhurst Drive between Sunset Boulevard and Fountain 
Avenue. 

As part of the study, consider traffic generated by cumulative projects located 
within the City of West Hollywood. The list of projects .is available upon 
request 

Ea.r_all_stud.y_lo_ca.ti.o_o_s_witb_i_o_tbe_C[ty__o_f_W_e_s.tl:Lol.LY-:W-o_o_d_,_pJ_e_C).$J3_W_s_e_th~..CJt)( __ 
of West Hollywood's adopted level of service methodologies and significant 
impact criteria when assessing potential traffic impacts. Please contacrthe 
City's Transportation Planner, Bob Cheung, at (323) 848-6346 for the 
methodology and thresholds of significant impact criteria. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

The Project is located just to the north of the City of West Hollywood 
boundary at Crescent Heights Boul,evard and Havenhurst Avenue. The City 
of West Hollywood owns and operates 8-inch diameter sewer lines which 
convey flows from north to south in both of these streets. The Project will 
have sewer flow which will discharge into both of these City of West 
Hollywood sewers. 

The Project may generate a net increase of sewage flow into the City of West 
Hollywood sewers. Therefore, the City of West Hollywbod requests a sewer 
capacity study be conducted to evaluate the impacts to the downstream City 
ofWest Hollywood sewers, and include all necessary mitigation measures to 
ensure our sewer system is protected. 

-~~~~-~~~~~~~~-

Also, if the Project uses a large portion of the available capacity of the City 0f 
West Hollywood sewers, then it could potentially preclude any future 
development within the City of West Hollywood from being able to discharge 
flows into these j=)ewers. If the capacity of the City of West Hollywood sewers 
is impacted, relief sewers or larger pipes need to be installed to provide 
additional capacity for the City of West Hollywood sewer system. 

Here is a link to West Hollywood's guideline packet for preparation of a sewer 
capacity study: 

http://wvvw.weho.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2320 
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Please use this as a starting point to-put together a ·scope of work for the 
--OErR-sewer capaCily StuOya ------

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Eight (8) desigriated Cultural Resources and one Thematic District located in 
the City of West Hollywood are within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. 
Due to the Project's proximity to these historic resources, we request that the 
Project's potential impacts on these resources be studied as part of the DEIR. 

NOISE 

____________ The PrQject_may_g~ne.ratfLC.Ls_u_b_sJao1Lalp_~[mao_e_oHo.c.c.e_a_s_e _ _io_.am_bj_e_oLm2Ls_e~_ 
l.evels in the project vicinity due to project-related traffic, truck loading and 
unloading for businesses within the Project, and HVAC systems. The 
proposed outdoor dining above the ground floor, and the rooftop restaurant 
use, may also contribute to a permanent ambient noise level increase which 
may negatively impact surrounding properties within the City of West · 
Holfywooq. Thus, we request that these potential noise impacts be studied as 
part of the DEIR. 

LIGHT, GLARE, AND SHADE 

The Project includes buildings that will be up to 16-stories tall (approximately 
216 feet in height}, introduc~s new building surface materials to the site, and 
includes nighttime illumination which may cause light, glare, and shade 
impacts on surrounding properties within the City of West Hollywood. We 
request thatthese is.sues be studied as p·art ofthe DEIR. 

SEISMIC 

The Project is located within close proximity to the active Hollywood Fault. 
Given the increased level of mound shaking in areas nearactivetaults,-we ____________ -----
request that all geology, soils, and building design requirements related to 
seismic activity be studied as part of the DEIR to ensure the protection of 
public safety. 

_,, 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

All potential construction related impacts for the proposed project should be 
studied in detail, and mitigation measures should be proposed when 
applicable. This includes, but is not limited to, all of the following: 

1. Heavy haul routing 
2. Haul frequency 
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6. Location of construction ramps and driveways 
7. Construction parking supply (Note: No construction parking will be 

allowed within the City of West Hollywood) 
8. Construction Noise 
9. Project Duration 
10. Dust control and truck wheel washing practice 
11. Pavement quality control 
12. Any other construction related issues and information that could 

impact City of West Hollywood neighborhoods 

If any construction related haul route passes through the City of West 
Hollywood, dust control for construction traffic needs to be addressed. We 
request that the DEIR specify the. mitigation measures for this issue. 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input on the environmental 
review of this project. Plem:;e list me as primary contact for the City of West 
Hollywood, and place my name on the list of interested parties to receive 
copies of all notices issued regarding the Project. Please also provide a copy 
of any notice of determination that may be filed with respect tQ the Project, 
pursuant to the provisions of Public Res.ources Code Section 21197 (f). 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Scott Lu eford, AICP 
Contract Planner 
Current and Historic Preservation Planning 
City of West Hollywood 
slunceford@weho.org 
323-848-6427 
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NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSIDP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 

CASE NO.: 
PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT APPLICANT: 
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 
COMMUNITY PLANNING.AREA: 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

E"NV'-2013-2552-EIR 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP. 
8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Conununity Plan Area 
4 - Tom LaBonge 

THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
Vi' ITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF . THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE rs 
INCLUDED BELOW. 

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE - PRC 
DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 - 21189.3] 

(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433 .) 

CHAPTER 6.5 . Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 [2 1178 - 21189.3] (Chapter 6.5 added by Stats. 2011 , Ch. 354, Sec. 1.) 

21 178. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 
that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(h) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (co1runencing with Section 21000) of 
the Public Resources Code) requires that the enviromnental impacts of development projects be 
identified and mitigated. 
(c) The act also guarantees the public an opporiunity to review and conunent on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in ·the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant envirornnental impacts. 
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( d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 
(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 
(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 
(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger 
vehicle trips attributed to the project. · 
(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable 
projects in the United States. 
(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under 
the California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 

21180. For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 
undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. . 
(b) "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one_ the following: · 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project 
that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where 
applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for 
comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a 
metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative 
planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use 
designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in 
either a sustainable communities ~~rategy or at\altemative planning strategy, for which the State 
Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's 
detennination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy 
would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, 
but not including waste incineration or conversion. 
(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components 
used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean 
alternative fuel vehicles. 
( c) "Transpmiation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, spo1is, cultural, ente1iainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 

21181. This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor docs not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January l, 2016. 

21182. A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for 
ce1iification that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The 
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person shall supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a 
decision on the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at 
least 15 days before the Governor ce1iifies a project pmsuant to this chapter. 

21183. The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining-pursuant to this chapter if 
all the following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimllin investment of one hundred million dollars 
($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b) The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 
and provide construction jobs and pern1anent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, 'jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that all 
construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the general 
prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the 
Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1 773 and 1773 .9 of the Labor Code. If the 
project is ce1iified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this reqtlirer.nent in _all 
contracts for the performance of the work. 
(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as detennined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 ( conunencing with Section 3 8500) of the Health and 
Safety Code. 
(d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead 
agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental mitigation 
measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored 
and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 
( e) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in 
the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 21185. 
(f) The project applicant agred~ to pay the costs of preparing the administfative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and mam1er specified by the lead agency for the project. 

21184. (a) The Governor may certify a project for str~amlining pursuant to this chapter if it 
complies with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b) (1) Prior to ce1iifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 
conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to judicial 
review. 
(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant 
to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any suppmiing information, to the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcunence. 
(B) Within 30 days of receiving the detennination, the Joint Legislative Budget Commi1tee shall 
concur or nonconcur in v,iriting on the detennination. 
(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by 
the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified. 
(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and ce1iification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the 
rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
Section 11340) of Paii 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 
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21185. On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish 
procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or 
annul the ce1tification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership 
development project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any 
project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals 
therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of ce1tification of the record of proceedings pursuant to 
Section 21186. 

21186. Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative 
record for a leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following 
manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 
division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All d<?cuments and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 
be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with the 
date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 
(c) The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the 
lead·agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 
(d) A document prepared by the lead agency_ or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic fonnat within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 
( e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 
(f) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that fonuat. 
(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not 
required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected 
documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic 
format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact rep01i, or within 
five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of 
the draft enviromnental impact rep01i. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices 
in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review. 
(h) The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval 
of the project. 
(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior comi. 
Unless the superior comt directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall file a 
motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief 
G) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision ( e) of Section 
21167.6. 

21187. Within 10 days of the Governor ce1iifying an environmental leadership development 
project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant's expense, issue a public 
notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following: 
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"THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMivfENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE -BIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW." 

The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 

21188. The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its 
application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect. any other provision or application 
that can .be given effect without the invalid provision or application. 

21189. Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the 
duty of any party to comply with this division. 

21189.1. If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the 
Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 

21189.2. The Judicial Council shall repmi to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2015, on 
the effects of this chapter, which shall include, but not be limited to, a description of the benefits, 
costs, and detriments of the certification ofleadership projects pursuant to this chapter. 

21189.3. This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed 
unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 

Lisa M. Webber, 
Deputy Director of Plam1ing 

~(1L!_! G-1~1 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Project Coordinator 



FORM GEN. 160A (Rev. 1182) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

8150 W Sunset Bl 
DOT Case No. GEN 13-41328 

Date: February 28, 2014 

To: Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 

From: Tomas Carr~;;:nsportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation 

Subject: TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 
LOCATED AT 8150 WEST SUNSET BOULEVARD (CPC-2013-2551-CUB
ZV-DB-SPR/ENV-2013-2552-EIR) 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic analysis (dated November 
2013) and subsequent revisions prepared by Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc., 
for a mixed-use development located at 8150 West Sunset Boulevard. The project is 
located on the southwest corner of Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard in 
the City of Los Angeles. The project's southern edge and a portion of the western edge of 
the project site abut the boundaries of the City of West Hollywood. 

In order to evaluate the effects of the project's traffic on the available transportation 
infrastructure, the significance of the project's traffic impacts is measured in terms of 
change to the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio between the "future no project" and the "future 
with project" scenarios. This change in the V/C ratio is compared to DOT's established 
threshold standards to assess the project-related traffic impacts. Based on DOT's current 
traffic impact criteria 1 , the traffic study included the detailed analysis of 13 intersections: four 
in the City of Los Angeles and 11 in the City of West Hollywood. The traffic study 
determined that the project would not result in any significant traffic impacts within the City 
of Los Angeles but may potentially impact an unsignalized intersection within the City of 
West Hollywood. The results of the traffic impact analysis are summarized in Attachment 
1. The study adequately evaluated the project-related traffic impacts on the surrounding 
community. 

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

A. Project Description 
The proposed project will demolish the existing active shopping center and construct a 
new mixed-use development with 249 residential apartments (including 28 affordable 
units) and 111,339 square feet of commercial space at 8150 West Sunset Boulevard 
(see Attachment 2). The commercial space would include 51, 150 square feet of retail 
uses, a 24,811 square foot supermarket, 22, 189 square feet of quality restaurant space, 
a 5,094 square foot walk-in bank, and 8,095 square feet of health and fitness uses 
(dance studio, yoga studio, etc.). The existing 80,000 square foot shopping center 

1 
- Per the DOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, a significant impact is identified as an increase in the Critical 

Movement Analysis (CMA) value, due to project related traffic, of 0.01 or more when the final ("with project") Level of Service (LOS) 
is LOS E or F; an increase of 0.020 or more when the final LOS is LOS D; or an increase of 0.040 or more when the final LOS is 
LOS C. 
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includes 14,647 square feet of typical retail uses, a 20, 172 square foot walk-in bank, 
11,646 square feet of restaurant and fast food uses, a 2,360 square foot dental office, a 
3,550 square foot martial arts studio, and a 27,625 square foot art storage facility. The 
project would provide 849 automobile parking spaces and 985 bicycle spaces in a multi
level (subterranean and above-grade) parking structure. The project proposes to 
provide access points at approximately the existing three driveways. The project is 
expected to be completed by 2018. 

B. Trip Generation 
The project is estimated to generate a net increase of 1,077 daily trips, a net decrease of 
82 trips in the a.m. peak hour and a net increase of 216 trips during the p.m. peak hour 
(see Attachment 3). The trip generation estimates are based on rates and formulas 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 
2012. These trip generation rates are typically derived from surveys of similar land use 
developments in suburban areas with little to no transit service. Therefore, DOT's traffic 
study guidelines allow projects to reduce their total trip generation to account for potential 
transit usage to and from the site, and for the internal-trip making opportunities that are 
afforded by mixed-use projects. Consistent with DOT's guidelines, the estimated trip 
generation includes trip credits to account for the existing uses, the mixed-use nature of 
the project, and for the expected transit mode share. 

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 

A. New Traffic Signal (City of Los Angeles - Voluntary Measure) 
In the preparation of traffic studies, DOT guidelines indicate that unsignalized 
intersections should be evaluated solely to determine the need for the installation of a 
traffic signal or other traffic control device. Additionally, when choosing which 
unsignalized intersections to evaluate in the study, intersections that are adjacent to the 
project or that are integral to the project's site access and circulation plan should be 
identified. Based on the results of a traffic signal warrant analysis included in the traffic 
study, the applicant proposes to install a new traffic signal at the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive. The traffic study indicates that this new signal would 
facilitate access between Sunset Boulevard and the project's driveway on Havenhurst 
Drive. However, this requires further review by DOT as described below. 

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant does not in itself require the installation of a 
signal. Other factors relative to safety, traffic flow, signal spacing, coordination, etc. 
should be considered. The design and construction of this proposed traffic signal, if 
deemed warranted by DOT, would be required of the applicant. To process the request 
for a new traffic signal, the applicant should work with DOT's Hollywood/Wilshire District 
Office. If the new signal is approved, this DOT office will issue a Traffic Control Report 
(TCR) authorizing the installation of the traffic signal. Then, it would be the responsibility 
of the applicant to design and construct the new signal through the Bureau of 
Engineering's B-permit process. 

B. New Traffic Signal (City of West Hollywood) 
The traffic study indicates that project-related traffic may result in a significant traffic 
impact at the unsignalized intersection of Fountain Avenue and Havenhurst Drive. 
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This intersection is located south of the project site and within the City of West Hollywood. 
The traffic study proposes to install a new traffic signal at this intersection to off-set the 
potential impact. This proposal is subject to review and approval by the City of West 
Hollywood. 

C. Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Program 
The project proposes to implement a TOM plan to reduce the number of vehicle trips 
generated by the site. The purpose of a TOM plan should be to reduce the use of single 
occupant vehicles (SOV) by increasing the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, 
vanpool and transit. The design of the development should contribute to minimizing traffic 
impacts by emphasizing non-auto modes of transportation. Also, a pedestrian-friendly 
project with safe and walkable sidewalks should be included in the overall design of this 
mixed-use project. 

A preliminary TOM program should be prepared and provided for DOT review prior to the 
issuance of the first building permit for this project and a final TOM program approved by 
DOT is required prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
The TOM program should include, but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

On-site Transportation Coordinator; 
Carpool, Vanpool and Rideshare Matching; 
Preferential parking for rideshare parking; 
A one-time fixed-fee of $50,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust 
Fund to implement bicycle improvements within the area of the proposed project; 

• Transit pass subsidies for eligible project tenants and employees; 
Parking management strategies like parking cash-out and unbundling of the 
residential parking; 
Loaner bicycles and/or flex-use vehicles on site; 

• Guaranteed Ride Home Program; 
Bicycle racks, lockers and showers on site; 
Encourage implementation of bus shelters in area of project; 

• Flexible work hours and telecommute opportunities; 
Enhanced wayfinding information and signage. 

The study does not take into account the trip reduction credits that are expected from 
these proposed measures. Due to this conservative approach, the benefits related to 
these TOM strategies were not quantified; therefore, the reported traffic impacts are 
likely overstated. 

D. Voluntary Intersection Improvement (Sunset Boulevard & Crescent Heights Boulevard) 
To enhance and activate the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project, the project 
proposes to reconfigure the southwest quadrant of the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard. The improvement would remove the 
current sweeping eastbound right-turn lane on Sunset Boulevard that is stop-controlled 
before merging with southbound Crescent Heights Boulevard , and install a typical 
exclusive right-turn lane at the intersection. The unused "triangle" section would then be 
reconfigured to provide a new public "plaza" area adjacent to the northeast corner of the 
project site as illustrated in Attachment 4. 
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To accommodate the exclusive eastbound right-turn lane, the south side of Sunset 
Boulevard would be widened and the west side of Crescent Heights Boulevard between 
Sunset Boulevard and the project's driveway would be reconstructed. Conceptually, this 
improvement is acceptable to DOT; however, to ensure optimal efficiency and safety of 
the intersection's operations for all modes, the existing bus stop on the eastbound 
approach should be relocated from the near-side and the traffic signal may need to be 
upgraded to install northbound left-turn phasing and concurrent eastbound right-turn 
phasing (subject to review by DOT's Hollywood/Wilshire District Office). These design 
issues should be discussed with DOT prior to the commencement of the engineering 
plans for this improvement. 

E. Construction Impacts 
DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to DOT 
for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan should 
show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. 
DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours, 
as feasible. 

F. Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
Highway dedication and widening may be required along the streets that front the 
proposed project. Along the project's frontage, Sunset Boulevard and Crescent 
Heights Boulevard are both designated Major Highways Class II which require a 40-
foot half-width roadway within a 52-foot half-width right-of-way. Havenhurst Drive is 
designated as a Local Street which requires a 20-foot half-width roadway within a 30-
foot half-width right-of-way. The applicant should check with BOE's Land Development 
Group to determine the specific highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements, if any, for this project. 

G. Implementation of Improvements 
The applicant should be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary 
traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the 
proposed transportation improvements described above. All improvements and 
associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles must be guaranteed 
through BOE's B-Permit process, prior to the issuance of any building permits and 
completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary 
certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of 
the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has demonstrated reasonable 
efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, 
BOE shall require that the developer's engineer or contractor contact DOT's B-Permit 
Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the 
proposed design needed for the project. 

H. Parking Analysis 
As referenced in the Project Description section above, the project will provide up to 849 
automobile parking spaces and 985 bicycle spaces. The applicant should check with 
the Department of Building and Safety on the number of Code-required or Specific Plan
required parking spaces needed for this project. 
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I. Site Access and Circulation 
The proposed project will provide vehicular access via three driveways: Sunset 
Boulevard (left-turn and right-turn entry only), Crescent Heights Boulevard (two-way full 
access), and Havenhurst Drive (full service entry for residential traffic only, plus right
turn only exit for both residential and commercial traffic) as illustrated in Attachment 5. 
The project also proposes separate driveways providing truck access to the on-site 
loading dock facilities: an ingress only driveway on Havenhurst Drive and an egress only 
driveway on Crescent Heights Boulevard. The project also proposes a passenger pick
up/drop-off loading area along the Crescent Heights Boulevard frontage. However, it is 
unclear from the attached illustration how pedestrians would be accommodated through 
this section of the street. It is recommended that the applicant work with DOT to explore 
different passenger loading schemes for the project to establish a design that can safely 
accommodate pedestrians, minimize conflict points with southbound traffic on this 
curved section of Crescent Heights Boulevard , and provide the site with its valet 
parking/passenger loading needs. 

Review of the study does not constitute approval of the driveway dimensions and 
internal circulation schemes. Those require separate review and approval and should 
be coordinated with DOT's Citywide Planning Coordination Section (201 N. Figueroa 
Street, 4th Floor, Station 3,@ 213-482-7024) to avoid delays in the building permit 
approval process. Prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design 
efforts, the applicant should contact DOT for driveway width and internal circulation 
requirements so that such traffic flow considerations are designed and incorporated 
early into the building and parking layout plans. All driveways should be Case 2 
driveways and 30 feet and 16 feet wide for two-way and one-way operations, 
respectively. 

J. Development Review Fees 
An ordinance adding Section 19.15 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code relative to 
application fees paid to DOT for permit issuance activities was adopted by the Los 
Angeles City Council in 2009. This ordinance identifies specific fees for traffic study 
review, condition clearance, and permit issuance. The applicant shall comply with any 
applicable fees per this ordinance. 

If you have any questions, please contact Eileen Hunt of my staff at (213) 972-8481 . 

Attachments 

K:\Letters\2014\CEN 13-41 328_mixed-use_8150 Sunset_ltr.docx 

c: Renee Weitzer/Jonathan Brand, Council District 4 
Luci Ibarra, City Planning 
Jeannie Shen, Hollywood-Wilshire District Office, DOT 
Rudy Guevara , Western District Office, DOT 
Taimour Tanavoli , Citywide Planning Coordination Section, DOT 
Gregg Vandergriff, Central District, BOE 
Ron Hirsch, Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

CEN13-41328 815 0 Sunset Bl 

Table 2(a) 

Proposed Project Trip Generation Estimates 

NII Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Size/Use Daily In Out Total In Out Total 

Proposed Project 

Residential Component 

249 -unit Apartments (including 28 affordable units) 1,656 25 102 127 100 54 154 

Less 0.6% "Affordable" Unit Discount (10) 0 (1) ( 1) (1) 0 ( 1) 

Less 5% Transit Utilization (82) ( 1) (5) (6) (5) (3) (8) 

Total Apartment Trips 1,564 24 96 120 94 51 145 

Retail/Commercial Components 

51, 150 sq. ft. General Retail (total) 2,184 30 19 49 91 99 190 

Less 10% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (218) (3) (2) (5) (9) (10) (19) 

Less 40% Pass-by Trips (786) ( 11) (7) (18) (33) (35) (68) 

Subtotal Retail Trips 1, 180 16 10 26 49 54 103 

24,811 sq. ft. Supermarket 2,537 52 32 84 120 115 235 

Less 15% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (381) (8) (5) (13) (18) (17) (35) 

Less 5% Walk-in Patronage (108) (2) (2) (4) (5) (5) (10) 

Less 40% Pass-by Trips (819) (17) (10) (27) (39) (37) (76) 

Subtotal Supermarket Trips 1,229 25 15 40 58 56 114 

5,094 sq. ft. Walk-in Bank 764 22 9 31 27 35 62 

Less 5% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (38) ( 1) (1) (2) (1) (2) (3) 

Less 20% Pass-by Trips (145) (4) (2) (6) (5) (7) (12) 

Subtotal Walk-in Bank Trips 581 17 6 23 21 26 47 

22, 189 sq. ft. Quality Restaurants (total) 1,996 11 7 18 111 55 166 

Less 10% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (200) ( 1) (1) (2) ( 11) (6) (17) 

Less 10% Pass-by Trips (180) ( 1) (1) (2) (10) (5) (15) 

Subtotal Quality Restaurant Trips 1,616 9 5 14 90 44 134 

8,095 sq. ft. Dance/Yoga Studios (total) 267 5 6 11 17 12 29 

Less 5% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (13) 0 ( 1 ) (1) ( 1) 0 ( 1) 

Less 20% Pass-by Trips (51) ( 1) ( 1) (2) (3) (3) (6) 

Subtotal Dance/Yoga Studio Trips 203 4 4 8 13 9 22 

Total Proposed Retail/Commercial Trips 4,809 71 40 111 231 189 420 

Total Proposed Retail/Commercial Trips at Adjacent /IS 6,790 105 61 166 321 276 597 

Total Proposed New Project Trips 6,373 95 136 231 325 240 565 

Total Proposed New Project Trips at Adjacent /IS 8,354 129 157 286 415 327 742 
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Table 2(b) 
Existing Site Uses Trip Generation Estimates 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Size/Use Daily In Out Total In Out Total 

Existing Uses (Removed) 

14,647 sq. ft. General Retail (total) 625 9 5 14 26 28 54 

Less 50% Pass-by Trips (313) (4) (3) (7) (13) (14) (27) 

Subtotal Retail Trips 312 5 2 7 13 14 27 

27,625 sq. ft. Art Storage Facility (Metro Art Storage) 69 2 2 4 4 3 7 

11,786 sq. ft. Walk-in Bank- Banking Uses (1st floor) 1,768 50 21 71 63 80 143 
8,386 sq. ft. Bank Offices/Ancillary Space (2nd floor) 92 11 2 13 2 10 12 
Less 20% Pass-by Trips (Banking Uses Only) (354) (10) (4) (14) (13) (16) (29) 

Subtotal Walk-in Bank Trips 1,506 51 19 70 52 74 126 

2,056 sq. ft. Restaurant (Kuru Sushi) r11 196 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 12 8 20 

Less 20% Pass-by Trips (39) - - - - - n/a - - - - - (2) (2) (4) 

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 157 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 10 6 16 

800 sq. ft. Ice Cream Parlor L1
J 76 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 5 3 8 

Less 20% Pass-by Trips (15) - - - - - n/a - - - - - ( 1) ( 1) (2) 

Subtotal Ice Cream Parlor Trips 61 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 4 2 6 

5,070 sq. ft. Fast Food (with drive-thru) - McDonalds 2,515 117 113 230 86 80 166 

Less 50% Pass-by Trips (1,258) (59) (56) (115) (43) (40) (83) 

Subtotal Fast Food (with drive-thru) Trips 1,257 58 57 115 43 40 83 

3,720 sq. ft. Fast Food (without drive-thru) (total) 2,664 98 65 163 49 48 97 

Less 35% Pass-by Trips (932) (34) (23) (57) (17) (17) (34) 

Subtotal Fast Food (without drive-thru) Trips 1,732 64 42 106 32 31 63 

2,360 sq. ft. Dental Office 85 5 6 2 6 8 

3,550 sq. ft. Health Club (Martial Arts) 117 2 3 5 7 6 13 

Total Existing Site Trips 5,296 187 126 313 167 182 349 

Total Existing Site Trips at Adjacent /IS 8,207 294 212 506 256 272 528 

Note: 

[1] Use not open during AM peak hours (prior to 10:00 AM). 
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Table 2(c) 
Summary of Proposed Project, Existing Site Uses, and Net Project Trip Generation Estimates 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Size/Use Daily In Out Total In Out 

Summa~ of ProEosed Project TriES - from Table 2{a} 

Total Net Residential Component 1,564 24 96 120 94 51 

Total Net Retail/Commercial Components 4,809 71 40 111 231 189 

Retail/Commercial Trips at Adjacent !IS 6,790 105 61 166 321 276 

Total Proposed New Project Trips 6,373 95 136 231 325 240 

Total Proposed New Project Trips at Adjacent /IS 8,354 129 157 286 415 327 

Summa~ of Existing Uses TriES - from Table 2{b} 

Total Existing Site Trips 5,296 187 126 313 167 182 

Total Existing Site Trips at Adjacent !IS 8,207 294 212 506 256 272 

Net New Project Retail/Commercial Trips (487) (116) (86) (202) 64 7 

Net Retail/Commercial Trips at Adjacent Intersections (1,417) (189) (151) (340) 65 4 

Net New Project Residential Trips (same at Adj. !IS) 1,564 24 96 120 94 51 

Total Net New Project Trips 1,077 (92) 10 (82) 158 58 

Total Net New Project Trips at Adjacent Intersections 147 (165) (55) (220) 159 55 

As shown in Table 2(a), once completed and occupied, the proposed project itself is expected to 

result in a total of approximately 6,373 trips per day (a 24-hour period beginning at midnight), 

including approximately 231 trips (95 inbound, 136 outbound) during the AM peak hour, and 

approximately 565 trips (325 inbound, 240 outbound) during the PM peak hour. Of these total 

trips, most are the result of the retail/commercial components (except during the AM peak hour 

when many of the retail and restaurant uses are closed), which are expected to generate a total 

of approximately 4,809 daily trips, including approximately 111 trips (71 inbound, 40 outbound) 

during the AM peak hour and approximately 420 trips (231 inbound, 189 outbound) during the 

PM peak hour, while the proposed residential component of the project will account for the 

remaining approximately 1,564 daily trips, 120 (24 inbound, 96 outbound) AM peak hour trips, 

and 145 (94 inbound, 51 outbound) PM peak hour trips. 

However, the demolition of the existing on-site development to construct the proposed project 

will also result in the removal of its associated trips from the "existing" area traffic volumes, 

offsetting some of the traffic generated by the new development. As shown in Table 2(b), the 
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From: 
Devon Brooks 
d evo n b ro@_g_rria.U,_QQ~rn 
8292 Marmont Lane 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand , 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being 
proposed for the south-west junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds ; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the 
standard on which a project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect 
given to the historical context for a development of this scale, mass or design. This 
project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet 
this will be the tallest skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles 
reject this permit because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and 
condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project as 16 stories when it is actually 
over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that 
correctly states the height without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen 
stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apartment buildings 
represent some of Los Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them 
with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the area and a tragedy of urban design 
that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction to the 
neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect 
on the historical nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the aesthetic and financial effects of blocking the 
light and views af the historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi 
Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoy and countless hillside 
residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely 
destroy one of the most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential 
district. 



DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density 
housing designated areas where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties 
designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is 
not consistent with the general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B 
zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across 
Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsely claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and 
bases its traffic impact by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is 
approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the shopping mall, and at its peak 
occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase traffic by 
1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 
apartments containing at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, 
offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer number of the customers those 
business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 new 
vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on 
actual traffic rather than the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guesstimate made in 
the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested 
corridors, as identified in the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment 
projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will 
worsen traffic and slow emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this 
project will cause unsafe conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to 
avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by properly determining the 
consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of 
the most congested and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as 
a resu lt of this new and unmanageable congestion. 



PARKING 

The EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough 
parking spaces for the 480+ residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along 
the thousands of clients they will need to attract to cover their rent. This will mean 
thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of 
life, and making it impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy 
access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This 
means the units will be considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent 
increase guidelines. This is clearly an away to get around city rent guidelines, and to 
turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet more 
easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded 
intersection is going to result in a huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside 
residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart attack this loss of service 
will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address 
them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 



The full list of all 771 respondents to Save Sunset Boulevard's one click "Objection to 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard". 

Mary Haskell Simon Jones Rob Lewine 
maryhaskell22@gmail.com simon@znakjones.com rob@roblewine.com 
8424 Santa Monica Blvd A863 749 N La Jolla Ave 8929 Holly Place 
West Hollywood, Ca Los Angeles Los Angeles 
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Devon Brooks Joanna P Mockenhaupt Peter Falk 
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Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
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CA91602 CA90069 Los Angeles 
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Blanche D'Souza Carol Gray 
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Michael Schwartz Stephen Badger 
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1521 N Sierra Bonita Ave 1698 MarMont Ave attrice17@gmail.com 
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Christopher Rice Matthew Schneider 
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#74 Los Angeles 7839 Electra Drive 
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CA90046 Ca.90046 
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Sherry Sexton Ara Berberian Eve Meldrum 
sherrysexton 7@aol.com Arazamo@aol.com lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
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JR Susan Pinkus Donale Meldrum 
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Katharine Karabian Megan Farley Lisa Meldrum 
kkarabian@gmail.com Mlynnf@gmail.com lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
Blue Heights 5836 Carlton way 2610 Jalmia Drive 
Los Angeles Hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90028 CA - California 90046 

Tom Moore Jane De Haven Stacy Sillins 
mooretommoore@yahoo.com Hooliganmom@gmail.com lupio@aol.com 
8283 Hollywood Blvd. 322 North Arden Blvd. 7542 Kimdale lane 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90069 CA90004 CA90046 

ALEXANDRA ROSE Steven Luttman S.Shea 
alex_rose@sbcg lo bal. net sluftman@yahoo.com Sheams54@gmail.com 
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CA90069 ca 90048 Ca.90046 

Linda Boyd John Hesse John Brown 
Linda@boydcomm.com johnahesse@gmail.com JBT@gmail.com 
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Virginia Knight 90069 Ines Gerson 
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Los Angeles sox415@gmail.com Los Angeles 
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West Hollywood 
Warren TenHouten CA90046 Andrew Macpherson 
wtenhout@ucla.edu amacfly@mac.com 
8854 Lookout Mountain Ave Jessica Abrams 8278 Hollywood Blvd 
Los Angeles jessiloua@gmail.com Los Angeles 
California 90046 616. N. Plymouth Blvd. CA90069 
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Maria Gritsch California 90004-1421 Marilyn Szatmary 
mariafgritsch@yahoo.com Marilynds967@gmail.com 
8854 Lookout Mountain Ave Laura Rae-Yates 967 Hammond Street 
Los Angeles llradiates@aol.com West Hollywood 
California 90046 7532 Kimdale Lane CA 90069 
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Rosie Bornstein Patty Clark Peter Amsden 
rosie.bornstein@gmail.com PClark777@gmail.com pjamsden@gmail.com 
1415 N. Harper Apt 3 1036 South Burnside Avenue Horseshoe Canyon Rd 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90019 CA90046 

Peter Grean Diane Ettinger susan levine 
pgrean@aol.com DAVIDDIANEORTH1999@YA susl@sbcglobal.net 
8390 HOLLYWOOD BLVD. HOO.COM 1270 1 /2 N Hayworth Ave 
LOS ANGELES PO Box 69126 West Hollywood 
CA.90069 West Hollywood CA90046 

CALIFORNIA 90069 
Kevin Kane From : 
kevkane@pacbell.net Robin Schorr Linda Kay 
1745 Camino Palmero #302 robinschorr@gmail.com lkay8@ca.rr.com 
Los Angeles 141 S ALMONT DR 5747 Waring Avenue 
CA90046 BEVERLY HILLS Los Angeles 

CA 902112504 CA90038 
Stephanie Striegel 
stephanie.streak@gmail.com Charles boswell Barry Brennan 
527 North Bronson Avenue Boswel lcharles@g mail .com ermovick@gmail.com 
Los Angeles 1601 north Ogden dr 929 N . San Vicente Blvd. #10 
CA90004 Los angeles West Hollywood 

Ca 90046 California 
Carol 90069-3882 
dirtypaws29@gmail.com Gail Dodge Altman 
511 N. Sycamore Ave Gailandcharles@gmail .com Christian Stevens 
Los Angeles 1601 n Ogden dr 9021 O@misterbeverlyhills.com 
CA90036 Los Angeles 1423 Blue Jay Way 

Ca 90046 la CA90069 
Simon Jones 
simonvjones1@gmail.com Matthew Hutchison Mary Sherwood Brock 
8287 Marmont Ln Mghutch@gmail.com studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 
Los Angeles 1235 N. Havenhurst Dr. #9 2415 Vada Drive 
CA 90069 West Hollywood Los Angeles 

Ca 90046 CA90046 
Philippe 
morafilms@gmail .com Diane Stellman Thomas Joseph Hatten 
1400 North Havenhurst Drive urberteddy@yahoo.com tomhatten@me.com 
Los Angeles 950 North Kings Road #240 1759 Sunset Plaza Drive 
CA90046 West Hollywood Los Angeles 

CA. Calif. 90069 
Eric Lawrence 90069 
elawrence87 49@sbcglobal .net Darragh Marmorstein 
5748Satsuma Ave Wadley Wadley Darraghm@me.com 
N HOLLYWOOD fatwadks@hotmail.com 2350 Hollyridge Dr. 
CA 91601 7974 1/2 melrose ave Hollywood 

la ca 90046 CA 90068 
David Orth 
eugenebound@yahoo.com Joan Temple 
111 O Hacienda Pl #305 joanie. tee@gmail .net 
West Hollywood 5747 Waring #8 
California 90069 ca 90038 



H.F. Menefee Scott Abbott susan ertag 
petemenefee@me.com ScottCharlesAbbott@yahoo.com susanertag@yahoo.com 
1747 Sunset Plaza Drive 906 N. Doheny Drive 857 4 wonderland ave 
Los Angeles West Hollywood los angeles 
Calif 90069 CA90069 ca 90046 

Yoshiko Rabin John Steward Jill Gwen Braginets 
yoshikor1@gmail.com annabelleaardvar@aol.com jill .gwen@fox.com 
1861 North Crescent Heights 406 N Windsor Blvd, Los 17 45 Wellesley Drive 
Blvd Angeles Santa Monica 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90405 
CA90069 Ca 90004-1516 

Gary Tieche 
Bradford Elsinger Blaine Mallory gktieche@gmail .com 
bradelsinger@sbcglobal.net malloryb laine@aol.com 1036 S. Burnside Ave 
7135 Hollywood Blvd., Apt. 504 9192 Crescent Drive Los Angeles 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA 90019 
CA90046 CA90046 

Robert Sallin 
SUSAN SOLOMON Carolyn Manetti sallin@gmail.com 
SSOLOMON@PYENTCOM carolynmanetti @hotmaiI.com 1345 N Wetherly Drive 
2014LAURELCANY90N 234 N Norton Ave Los Angeles 
BLVD Los Angeles CA90069 
LACA90046 CA 90004 

Daniel Coplon 
Willam Keith Henning Josephine Powell daniel.coplon@gmail.com 
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net japowell@earthlink.net 1301 N Ogden Dr 
7135 Hollywood Blvd., Apt 504 1249 No Crescent Hgts Blvd Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood California 90046 
CA90046 Ca 90046 

Susana Mendoza 
Robert Wilkinson john lorick susana.mendoza@fox.com 
rmichaelwilkinson@gmail.com johnlorick@att.net 10201 W. Pico Blvd. 
13019 Rose Avenue 124 South Harper Avenue Los Angeles 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90035 
CA 90066 CA 90048 

Janice Melton 
Larry Smith Isabelle Sugimoto jmworkroom@gmail.com 
larryks@usa.net izzysugi@gmail.com 2630 west view street 
1427 N. Gardner St. #14 2337 Midvale Ave los angeles 
Hollywood Los Angeles ca 90016 
CA 90046 CA90064 

bill fiala 
Allison Harris David Wood billfiala@gmail.com 
allison_r _harris@yahoo.com woody90069@mac.com 7337 W. 85th St 
906 N. Doheny Drive 710 N Orlando Ave. #204 Los angeles 
West Hollywood West Hollywood ca 90045 
CA90069 CA 90069 

Wayne Feit 
Wendel Meldrum Anya Varda wlfeit@gmail.com 
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com vardavox@yahoo.com 6703 W. OLYMPIC BLVD. 
2019 Cyprean Dr 1265 Poinsettia Place Los Angeles 
los angeles West Hollywood CA90048 
California 90046 CA 90046 Scott Jackson 



Scott.Jackson@fox.com clickonlee@sbcglobal.net Alan Henderson 
10201 W Pico Blvd 410 N Rossmore Ave acad23@pacbell.net 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 8182 Kirkwood Dr 
CA90035 CA90004 Los angeles 

CA90046 
Adam Minton Joseph A Viola 
Adam.Minton@fox.com JoeViola12@Gmail.Com laurel kuppin 
10201 W. Pico Blvd, 820 Schumacher Dr lbk90069@yahoo.com 
Bldg 38/Rm 116 Los Angeles 2301 sunset plaza dr 
Los Angeles Ca 90048 la ca 90069 
CA90064 

Michael Conway Matt Labov 
Ben Wilkinson conwaym@unitedtalent.com mlabov@forefrontmedia.com 
ben_tall@hotmail.com 9336 Civic Center Dr. 1669 Virginia Rd 
2048 Fox Hilsl Drive Beverly Hills Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA 90210 California 90019 
CA90025 

Joseph Culliton Laura Stoneman 
Elizabeth Sayre JosephC859@aol.com Stonehen@aol.com 
sayre.liz@gmail.com 1541 N. Ogden Drive 536 N June St 
609 16th Street Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Santa Monica CA90046 CA90004 
CA90402 

Jody Blake Peter Anton 
Taylor Friedman jorablake@icloud.com panton@mednet.ucla.edu 
TaylorSFriedman@gmail.com 6703 W Olympic Blvd 7777 Hollywood Blvd, Apt 309 
826 S Spaulding Avenue Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90048 CA90046 
CA90036 

Robert Gray Julia Trainor 
Max Silva improvbob@gmail.com heyladyent@hotmail.com 
silvmax@gmail.com 1327 Havenhurst Dr. #5 Stanley 
1301 N. Ogden Dr West Hollywood LACA 90046 
West Hollywood CA90046 
CA90046 Vincent Panettiere 

Joseph Eastwood vpane13@gmail.com 
Darlene Chan jeastwood31 O@gmail.com 1841 N. Fuller Ave 
Firebox6@roadrunner.com 1327 Havenhurst Dr. #5 Los Angeles 
950 N. Kings Road West Hollywood CA90046 
West Hollywood CA90046 
Ca 90069 Kevin Minucci 

darby manning Kjminucci@earthlink.net 
Claudia Lewis garydarby8@yahoo.com 1221 kings rd 
claudia.lewis@fox.com 1648 mountcrest ave West hollywood 
8484 Harold Way los angeles Ca 90069 
Los Angeles calif 90069 
CA 90069 matthew harper 

joel thurm emskat@aol.com 
Annette O'Keefe joelthurm@aol.com 2530 Laurel Pass Ave 
raycib@sbcglobal.net 8485 Brier Drive LA 
564 N Lucerne Blvd las angeles CA90046 
Los Angeles ca 90046 
CA90004 
Roy Lawrence 



Jeanne Barney Capote Stevens Ever Carradine 
HollywoodCatLady@msn.com patricky1?@yahoo.com everdawn4@aol.com 
1525 North Gardner Street 8282 yucca 355 S. Grand Ave #1710 
Hollywood los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 ca 90046 Ca 90071 
Katherine D. Wiise 
kittywise@me.com John OBrien KATE SHEPHERD 
1351 N. Spaulding Ave. calljohnob@gmail.com kate.shepherd@me.com 
Los Angeles 1254 N. Fairfax Ave #4 1557 n stanley avenue 
CA. 90046 W. Hollywood los angeles 

CA90046 California 90046 
Douglas Hutchinson 
dshutchin@gmail.com Patricia Springer Daniel Goldman 
1468 N Kings Road tccspringer@aol.com brainysmf@aol.com 
Los Angeles 113GaleAve 1524 Courtney Ave 
CA90069 Liverpool Los Angeles 

NY 13088 Ca 90046 
Barbara Eich 
beich@pacbell.net George Underwood Kyrstin Munson 
1301 N. Genesee Ave gu310@ca.rr.com songsailher@yahoo.com 
Los Angeles 1414 N. Genesee Ave. 1388 N Ogden Dr 
CA90046 Los Angeles Los Angeles 

California 90046 CA90046 
Micki Sauer 
mickisauer@aol.com Jeff Hiner madecastro@sbcglobal.net 
617 N Alta Vista Bl jeffalan@me.com rmcconne@usc.edu 
Los Angeles 1400 N. Hayworth Avenue 1616 N Orange Grove Ave 
CA90036 W. Hollywood LA California 90046 

CA90046 
Suzanne Peters Charles Rumsey 
suzanne@mightycompanions.o Jon Kinnally lesrumsey@gmail .com 
rg jonkinnally@gmail.com 1720 Laurel Canyon Blvd, 
1500 Sunset Plaza Drive 8328 Livingston Way Apt D 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90069 CA90046 ca 90046 

serge masche pbothwel@pacbel I. net Ellen pittleman 
sergemasche@msn.com 1522 N. Fairfax Ave. tuckaho@gmail.com 
6861 Iris Circle Los Angeles 1720 N Orange Grove Ave 
Hollywood CA90046 Los Angeles 
Ca.90068 CA90046 

Michael Hershberger 
Suzanne Good Weboburg@hotmail.com Mary Coley 
Goodsggood@aol.com 1325 N Ogden Drivr maryteresacoley@gmail.com 
2652 Byron Place Los Angeles 1515 Courtney Ave 
Los Angeles CA90046 Los Angeles 
Ca 90046 CA90046 

Melanie Stagnaro, Ph.D. 
Erica Hornung stagnaromel@gmail.com Susan Whitin 
erica.hornung @gmail.com 8689 Lookout Mountain Ave. Whitinsusan @gmail.com 
1330 N Crescent Hts Blvd Los Angeles 1427 N. Orange Grove Avenue 
West Hollywood CA90046 Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90046 



Keith Wildasin Susi Klein Robert Smith 
wildasin@prodigy.net susiklein7@aol.com Flemsnopes1@gmail.com 
1627 Courtney Ave. 1628 Courtney Ave. 1351 north spaulding ave 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca.90046 Ca 90046 

Laura Whipple Pam Griffiths 
WhippleO@gmail.com Sarah Boyer ppgnyc@aol.com 
752 N McCadden Pl sarahboyer1@gmail.com 1309 N Spaulding Ave 
Los Angeles 1524 N. Orange Grove Ave Los Angeles 
CA90038 Los Angeles CA90046 

CA90046 
Gregory Widen Edward Smith 
gregorywiden@mac.com Lala Khanian lawsmith46@netscape.net 
8267 Hollywood Blvd LA CA lkhanian@yahoo.com 1550 N. Fairfax 
90069 7638 W. HAMPTON AVE. Los Angeles 

West Hollywood ca 90046 
Jeremy Davidson California 90046 
je remy268@sbcg lobal. net Robert Lamkie 
1735 N. Fuller Avenue Edward Weiant robinlamkie@yahoo.com 
Los Angeles weiantdesig n@aol .com 1408 N Orange Grove Ave 
CA90046 1528 North Curson Avenue Los Angeles 

Los Angeles CA90046 
Anita Mawji Ca. 90046 
Akmanglani@yahoo.com renee lamkiae 
1 623 N orange Mark Thomas reneelamkie@sbcglobal.net 
Los Angels mat5@mindspring.com 1408 north orange grove 
CA90046 432 S Curson Ave #4H avenue 

Los Angeles west hollhywood 
Amy Flemming California 90036 ca 90046 
Amyflemming 123@gmail.com 
1356 N Genesee Ave David Bonicatto Selene Ting 
Los Angeles dbonicatto@yahoo.com selene.ting@gmail.com 
CA90046 1309 N.Ogden Drive 1400 N. Genesee Ave 

We ho Los Angeles 
linda pianigiani CA 90046 CA90046 
pianilinda@yahoo.com 
1264 N Kings rd Catherine Olim Jeffery Jon Masino 
West Hollywood catherine.olim@pmkbnc.com jmasino28@gmail.com 
CA90069 1328 North Spaulding Ave. 1566 Courtney Avenue 

Los Angeles Los Angeles 
angie hill California 90046 CA90046 
savesunsetblvd@angiehill.com 
1428 N Genesee Ave Larry Boring Daniel Mitchell 
los angeles larrydaleb1@gmail.com wehodan@hotmail.com 
ca 90046 1428 N Orange Grove Ave 1325 North Ogden Drive 

WEST HOLLYWOOD West Hollywood 
France and John Rouard CA 90046-3902 CA90046 
susiklein 7@aol .com 
1632 Courtney Ave. Alex Kaufman Julia Rask 
Los Angeles alexjaykaufman@aol.com Jmrask@mac.com 
Ca.90046 1325 N Orange Grove Ave 1328 North Ogden Drive 

Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90046 



Brian Wadley marilyn lawenda Florian Schaugg 
fatwadks@hotmail.com lawenda@aol.com schaugg@yahoo.com 
7974 1 /2 melrose 1415 n ogden dr 1416 Havenhurst Dr. 
Los Angeles los angeles Los Angeles 
ca 90046 ca 90046 California 90046 

Jason Reilly Kathy evans fogel adriana 
jasonpreilly@gmail.com M.fog@ca.rr.com arosian1 OO@sbcglobal.net 
1632 N. Orange Grove Ave 1328 n. Orange grove ave 7510 sunset blvd. 
Los Angeles Los angeles los angeles 
CA90046 Calif 90046 ca 90046 

kelbe bensinger malena hougen marcia brandwynne 
kelbeb@aol.com malena.hougen@gmail.com mbrandwynne@gmail.com 
1418 N Genesee Ave 1623 1400 N Orange Grove Ave 
LA Courtney Ave los angeles 
California 90046 Los Angeles, CA 90046 ca 90046 

Rabbi Norbert Weinberg melanie mayron Robert ONeill 
rabbiweinberg@htbel.org maymay@aol.com robertdoneill@gmail.com 
1317 N Crescent Heights 1435 n. ogden dr. 1545 N Stanley Avenue 
Los Angeles los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA 90046 

Glenn Williamson Lara Cody Amy Cotteleer 
glenn.williamson@gmail.com frelapub@yahoo.com amycotteleer@yahoo.com 
1351 N. Genesee Ave. 1533 N Orange Grove Ave 1610 N. Orange Grove 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 ca 90046 CA90046 

Robyn Weisman Toni Kotite Halsted Sullivan 
rweisman@gmail.com Toniduck@yahoo.com HalstedSullivan@gmail.com 
1637 N. Sierra Bonita Ave. 1637 N Orange Grove Avenue 1541 N Sierra Bonita Ave 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca 90046 CA90046 

Erik McDowell Jeanne Manos Kathe Osborne 
emcdowell@manatt.com JeanManos@aol.com ko_images@yahoo.com 
1557 N. Curson Ave. 1 636 N Vista Street Genesee Ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90046 

Casey Kriley maria veronica Paul Wang 
casey.kriley@magicalelves.co swedishmaria@hotmail.com Paulthomaswang@sbcglobal.net 

m 1730 camino palmero st #3 1351 crescent hts bl 118 
1640 N. Stanley Ave. las angeles We ho 
Los Angeles ca 90046 Ca 90046 
CA90046 

Tracy Broaddus Jeffrey Hersh 
FRANCINE MATARAZZO tbbroaddus@mac.com Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
francinematarazzo@gmail.com 1607 N. Sierra Bonita Avenue 1344 North Spaulding Avenue 
1617 North Courtney Avenue Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90046 CA 90046 
California 90046 



Nathalie samanon wayne marmorstein Stuart Fine 
Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com waymarr@earthlink.net StuAFine@aol.com 
1444 north orange grove 1861 North Crescent Heights 1550 No. Genesee 
avenue Blvd LA 
Los angeles los angeles CA90046 
Ca 90046 CA90069 

Elyse Eisenberg 
Kristen Stabile Mark Grossan elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com 
kmstabile@gmail.com fireworkee@aol.com 1230 Horn Avenue #526 
1335 N. Genesee Ave. 802 N. Martel Ave West Hollywood 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90069 
CA90046 CA90046 

Bruce Remick 
Michael Moran thomas challener Bruce@bruceremick.com 
glockjock44cal@gmail.com t.challener@gmail.com 1408 N. Genesee Ave 
1428 N Orange Grove Avenue 6120 w 5th st LA 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90046 
California 90046 calif 90048 

Brian Hamilton 
Jonah Schwartz Thomas Pfeffer laguy323@pacbell.net 
livefreeordiii@gmail.com Thomas.a.pfeffer@kp.org 1305 N Laurel Ave Apt 100 
1521 N Sierra Bonita Ave 7095 Hollywood Blvd 663 West Hollywood 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA 90046-4648 
California 90046 CA90028 

Fred Selden 
Lily Mariye and Jim Oppenheim BeverlyKaram seldenmusic@mac.com 
wingleburt@yahoo.com beverly _karam@yahoo.com 1855 Sunset Plaza Drive 
1413 N. Orange Grove Ave. 1201 N.Crescent Heights Bl. Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood California 90069 
California 90046 ca 90046 Helen Berman 

helenberman@mac.com 
Michael Cinquemani gary manning 7135 Hollywood Boulevard 
michaeljcinquemani@gmail.com garydarby8@yahoo.com Los Angeles 
1441 N. Ogden Dr. 1648 mountcrest ave California 90046 
Los Angeles las angeles 
CA90046 CA90069 Christina Pitcher 

cpitcher37@gmail.com 
Alex de Cordoba Ken hudson 342 N Flores St 
lakersalex@yahoo.com Kenphudson@gmail.com Los Angeles 
1424 N Orange Grove Ave 522 n Edinburgh ave CA90048 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA90048 Michael Bronstein 

mialbro@roadrunner.com 
Karen Klein Mark R. Edwards 2225 Nichols Canyon Road 
kkphonehome@gmail.com emailyavin@gmail.com Los angeles 
1414 N. Orange Grove Ave 814 N. Ogden Drive CA90046 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90046 Amy Galaudet 

amyg93@aol.com 
Victor Zolfo j bernstein 6120 w 5th st 
victorjzolfo@mac.com natrhikr@yahoo.com Los Angeles 
1338 N. Orange Grove Avenue 327 n kilkea dr calif 90048 
West Hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90048 



Ricco Ross leslie militzok Leticia Alvarez 
riccoross95@gmail.com 4dreamdogs@sbcglobal.net Lett_alvarez@yahoo.com 
736 N. Fuller Ave 1556 North fairfax ave 633 1 /2 North Orange Drive 
Los Angeles los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90036 

Julie Shannon sumie mishima Cathy Waldman 
ju lieshannon@ mail .com sumie@sbcglobal.net catwaldla@aol.com 
736 N. Fuller Ave 1556 north Fairfax ave 1219 Larrabee St. #2 
Los Angeles los angeles West Hollywood 
CA90046 CA90046 CA 90069-6105 

Jill Lummus chris brown susan ray 
DrJLummus@sbcglobal.net ctbrown.02@gmail.com hermahoot@earthlink.net 
950 N Kings Rd, #256 2235 Nichols Canyon Road 7906 santa monica 
West Hollywood Los Angeles west hollywood 
CA90069 Ca 90046 ca 90046 

Michael Eselun Lesley O'Toole-Roque Larry McOueen 
Michael@michaeleselun.com lesleyotoole@gmail.com thecollection@earthlink.net 
1124 Greenacre Avenue 1300 N. Orange Grove Ave, 2225 Nichols Canyon Rd. 
West Hollywood West Hollywood Los Angeles 
Ca 90046 California 90046 CA90046 

Thom Fennessey Susan Hanks Sidra Franklin 
thom@collaborationfactory.com shanks@littler.com sidrafranklin@yahoo.com 
919 North Alfred Street 430 S Fuller Ave 346 N. Harper Ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA90036 CA90048 

Dave O'Brien marya shahriary Brigette Goulet 
badgerdaveo@gmail.com marya.shahriary@gmail.com brigette.goulet@gmail.com 
1035 N. Gardner #8 837 euclid st 4900 Overland Ave #244 
West Hollywood santa monica Culver City 
CA90046 ca 90403 California 90230 

Jessica Lam R King Trevor Goff 
jlam4579@yahoo.com rayafromca@webtv.net clubhev@gmail.com 
1641 N Curson Ave 520 S Burnside 458 N. Orlando Ave. 
Los Angeles LA Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90036 CA 90048 

susan townes Harley Land Philip Luque 
susantownes@earthlink.net harleyl@earthlink.net Plcityboy@aol.com 
8581 Walnut Drive 2274 Alcyona Dr. 1348 n Sierra Bonita 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90068 CA 90046 

Robert Krumpholz Norman Timares Ninon Aprea 
rkivsf@prodigy.net ntimares@gmail.com ninonaprea@gmail.com 
1416 North Hayworth Avenue 2223 N 1 chols Canyon Road 727 N Martel 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90046 CA 90046 



Abigail Wald Joie Magidow Allison Samon 
abigailrose@gmail.com joiemagidow@yahoo.com allisonmegabox@gmail.com 
8236 Kirkwood Drive 7570 Delongpre Avenue 1124 N. Sherbourne Dr. 
LOS ANGELES Los Angeles West Hollywood 
California 90046 CA90046 CALIFORNIA 90069 

Mark Andrew JOAN NAGLER Robert Schwartz 
Markcandrew@gmail.com jnagler@roadrunner.com schastrup@yahoo.com 
8218 DeLongpre Ave #2 7309 Franklin Avenue, #203 1230 Horn Ave #607 
West Hollywood Los Angeles West Hollywood 
CA90046 California 90046 CA90069 

margaret black Max Shapiro Carmen Boothe 
ptakfam@earthlink.net readenlaff@aol.com novacboothe@hotmail.com 
8464 hollywood blvd 1745 Camino Palmero #537 827 N Laurel Ave 
los angeles Hollywood W Hollywood 
CA90069 CA90046 CA 90046 

Margaret Black John Larsen Robert A. Uhl 
ptakfam@earthlink.net johnnyboy1@earthlink.net robertauhl@aol.com 
8464 Hollywood Blvd 1218 N. Laurel Ave . #14 2119 Sunset Crest Drive 
Los Angeles West Hollywood LA CA90046 
CA 90069 CA90046 

Barbara Bagley, 
margaret easley John Campbell Sunset Square resident 
sheva213@aol.com 2013johncampbell@gmail.com rosenthalb@ca.rr.com 
907 n crescent heights 2424 Castilian Drive 1650 N. Orange Grove Ave. 
las angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
ca 90046 Ca 90068 CA 90046 

Karen Berch Sharon McKnight Sarina Neer 
Karen@murthaagency.com sharonmcn@juno.com tourbtch@hotmail.com 
8033 Hollywood Blvd Apt 4 1725 Camino Palmero 1330 N. Crescent Heights # 16 
Los Angeles Los Angeles West Hollywood 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90046 

MARGARET CHEN Herluf Kanstrup Larry Boring 
shopchen@aol.com Schastrup@yahoo.com larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
941 no highland avenue 1230 Horn Ave. # 607 1428 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles West Hollywood LOS ANGELES 
California 90038 Ca. 90069 CA 90046-3902 

David Bagley j lissauer Lorelei Shark 
dgbagley@gmail.com emilyjl@att.net l.shark@sbcglobal.net 
1650 N Orange Grove Ave 1235 n hayworth 343 N. Alfred St. 
Los Angeles west hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90046 ca 90046 CA90048 

Harriet Belkin angelo graham MICHAEL PERETZIAN 
harrietbelkin@joimail.com evangelograham143@yahoo.com peretzian@gmail.com 
516 N. Laurel Ave. 8230 hollywood bl. 2235 NICHOLS CANYON 
Los Angeles las angeles ROAD 
CA90048 ca.90069 LA CALIFORNIA 

90046 



Eddie Perez Brian Hotchkis June Sale 
m5perez@yahoo.com brianxone@gmail.com junessale@gmail.com 
652 N edinburgh ave 950 Larrabee St #407 1455 Oriole Dr 
las angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90048 California CA90069 

90069-3947 
robert klausner Richard Frost 
ctmevp@aol.com michele dev rjfro22@earthlink.net 
543 N fairfax ave micheledv9@aol.com 1204 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
LA 1867 rising glen road #1 
ca 90036 las angeles West Hollywood 

california 90069 ca 90046 
Robin Carr 
robincarr@aol.com Jennifer Vian Dennis maryannwx@aol.com 
7810 Hillside Ave jenvden2@mac.com 941 North La Jolla Avenue 
Los Angeles 806 N. Sweetzer Avenue West Hollywood 
CA 90046-2120 West Hollywood CA90046 

California 90069 
Lorelei Shark Cathy Blaivas 
l.shark@sbcglobal.net Karen L Rocchio photoop13@aol.com 
343 N. Alfred St. rocckandy@yahoo.com 1143 N. Vista Street 
Los Angeles 607 N Harper Avenue West Hollywood 
CA90048 Los Angeles Ca 90046 

California 90048-2224 
Sal LoCurto Bill Josephs 
Salloc12@gmail.com Kevin McCarty ladrbill@sbcglobal.net 
346 N. Harper Ave kmccart@sbcglobal.net 8110 Willow Glen Rd. 
Los Angels 851 N. Ogden Dr. Los Angeles 
Ca 90048 Los Angeles CA90046 

CA90046 
Nina Storm Kathryn Sartore 
theninastorm@gmail.com nalijkwest@gmail.com kasartore@gmail.com 
1625 N. Laurel Ave. #28 Stanley Ave 1632 N. Gardner St. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA 90036 CA 90046 

Jonathan Lajiness Eric wald Thomas Gerbing 
Jonlajiness@gmail.com Waldowald@aol.com gerbnet@earthlink.net 
1032 N Sweetzer Ave 8236 kirkwood dr 7630 Willow Glen Road 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90069 Ca 90046 CA 90046 

Ruth Williams Joan Satt mary sue girardin 
ruthwh@aol.com jsrecycle@sbcg lobal. net marysuegirardin@gmail.com 
7548 Lexington Ave 1406 Belfast Drive 22 ward rd 
West Hollywood Los Angeles hardwick 
CA90046 CA 90069 NEW JERSEY 07825 

Charles Baron Ruth Wald celia wyatt-twiss 
crbaron@earthlink.net rw1950@aol.com mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
1841 N Fuller Ave 2221 Sunset Crest Drive 1715 n. fairfax ave 
Los Angeles las angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA california 90046 

90046 



milo perichitch lemad@earthlink.net Ernest Diaz 
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 723 Westmount Drive ernestg.diazjr@gmail.com 
1715 n. fairfax ave West Hollywood 6100 Afton Place #20 
Los Angeles CA90069 Los Angeles 
california 90066 California 90028 

Lloyd M. Arnold 
Michael Hollingsworth lloydarnold@yahoo.com Dorothy Clark 
Lmagnif@sbcglobal.net 1327 N. Havenhurst Drive, #4 Dgoldclark@usa.net 
1260 N. Harper Ave. Apt. G West Hollywood 6200 Del Valle Drive 
West Hollywood CA90046 Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90048 

Sasha Marcus 
Dan Sniderman marcusasha@yahoo.com Roland WeHo 
dansniderman@yahoo.com 8371 Blackburn Ave #3 rolandl333@gmail.com 
1556 North Curson Avenue Los Angeles 1130 N. Laurel Ave 
Los Angeles, CA90048 West Hollywood 
CA. 90046 CA 90046 

Karina Grotz 
Lynn Hoopingarner karinagrotz@aol.com Phil Rodriguez 
lynnh@sonic.net 8221 De Longpre Ave. phil@phil-Rodriguez.com 
940 Westbourne West Hollywood 8124 Willoughby ave 
West Hollywood ca 90046 Los Angeles 
California 90069-4114 ca 90046 

Arthur Scotti 
ken bruce arthur.scotti@gmail.com Julia Miller 
ktb1@me.com 8130 Norton Ave., Apt. 11 jemiller59@aol.com 
838 n doheny dr #404 Los Angeles West Hollywood, CA 90046 
West Hollywood CA90046 West Hollywood, 
CA 90069 California 90046 

steven schwartz 
Amy Armistead movieset@aol.com Christopher Sherman 
amy@nancylangdon.net 226 1 /2 s poinsettia pl Chris@roosterfilms.com 
7206 Hawthorn Avenue las angeles 8601 Lookout Mountain 
Los Angeles ca 90036 Avenue 
California 90046 Los Angeles 

Jose Gonzalez CA90046 
Janet Tinkle djlatnhouse@yahoo.com 
jTinkle@yahoo.com 1802 S. Kingsley Dr. Harry Carmean 
11565 Huston St Los Angeles georgesbelle@yahoo.com 
Valley Village CA 90006 8764 Lookout Mt AV 
CA 91601 Los Angeles 

Shaun Neale CA 90046 
Mark Witko shaunneale@hotmail.com 
mwitko@hotmai I. com West Hollywood, CA 90046 Megan Golden 
1417 Havenhurst Drive west hollywood megancgolden@yahoo.com 
West Hollywood CA90046 8490 Cole Crest Dr. 
CA90046 Los Angeles 

Diane Tuchmayer CA 90046 
clive whitcher dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com 
clive lsw@yahoo.com 2307 Laurelmont Place charles silver 
2107 Mt. Olympus Dr. Los Angeles csilver@smsla.com 
Los Angeles Ca. 90046 1825 Weepah Way 
CA90046 Los Angeles CA 90046 
Elaine Carstens 



Meryl S. Cohen Michael Moran Aisha Edilby 
auntiemer4x@yahoo.com lapdr6119@gmail.com aishae85@yahoo.com 
1416 N. Havenhurst Drive 1428 N Orange Grove Ave 3609 1 /2 Brunswick Ave 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90046 California 90039 

Sharon Lake Colin Spitler William Kilby 
parallaxplace@gmail.com semicon60@yahoo.com rem.cure.82@gmail.com 
814 North Hayworth ave. #3 1200 N. Flores St. #314 3609 1 /2 Brunswick Ave 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA90069 CA90039 

Deborah Rankin Sylvia Gold Dessislava Markovsky 
nosphera@earthlink.net sunny31 O@roadrunner.com dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com 
8078 Fareholm Dr 1284 Sunset Plaza Drive 2105 Ridgemont Dr. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles LACA90046 
CA90046 California 90069 

Jim Nelson 
Bruce Remick Kristen Cummins motherco@aol.com 
bruce@bruceremick.com shiniette@yahoo.com 1335 Fairfax Ave 
1408 North Genesee Ave 1401 n fairfax ave #104 LOS ANGELES 
Los Angeles west hollywood ca 90046 
CA 90046-3930 ca 90046 

Jeff Dorman 
Richard Kendall Masha Stout piz@earthlink.net 
rkjamsam@aol.com mtivyan@gmail.com 801 O Rothdell trail 
1560 N. Laurel Ave 8883 Sunset Crest Pl Los Angeles 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90046 
California 90046 CA 90046-184 7 

Robinne Burrell 
Amy Jacks Richard Callahan robinneb@gmail.com 
amyejacks@sbcglobal.net jumpflip@gmail.co 8035 Hemet Place 
1400 N. Spaulding Ave. 1220 Havenhurst Dr, #6 Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Ca 90046 
CA90046 CA 90046 

tina de la celle 
Slobodanka Andric justine Schmidt baileythevampire@yahoo.com 
bobamaxx@yahoo.com justine@schmidt.net 8000 honey dr #2 
1629 N.Curson Av. 2139 Nichols Cayon west hollywood 
Los Angeles las angeles ca 90046 
California 90046 California 90046 

Lou Cutell 
Brandi Montague Kristen Stabile Jaythaddus@aol.com 
Brandi.montague@gmail.com kmstabile@gmail.com 1923 N. Crescent Heights 
8555 Walnut Drive 1335 N. Genesee Ave. L.. A. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles California 90069 
CA 90046 CA 90046 

barbara kramer 
Nanci and Larry BAzzell Robert Lamkie nylagrl1@gmail.com 
momlalaland@hotmail.com robinlamkie@yahoo.com 2527 Jalmia Drive 
1632 N. Laurel AVe 1408 N Orange Grove Ave LACA90046 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 



Milena Simonova Janna Zinzi Lisa Whalen 
milena.simonova@gmail.com swirlpr@gmail.com lwhalenO@gmail.com 
8319 Waring Ave. #3 8575 Wonderland Ave. P.O. Box 13944 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Tampa 
ca 90069 CA90046 Florida 33681 

Rochelle Firestone Roddy Caitlin Ary 
firestone8@gmail.com rndesign@earthlink.net Caitlinapple@yahoo.com 
7985 Santa Monica Blvd. 8706 Lookout Mtn. Ave 1329 n Niagara st 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Burbank 
CA90046 CA90046 Ca 91505 

rory barish Florian Schaugg robert wilson 
n2swimng@aol.com schaugg@yahoo.com robertr872@sbcg lob al .net 
1416 HAvenhurst Drive 1416 Havenhurst Dr. 8605 hollywood blvdl 
West Hollywood West Hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90046 ca 90069 

Kathy Small Jonathon Martin Madonna Cacciatore 
kathysmall@mac.com dtfasst@gmail.com shlmgmt@hotmail.com 
1416 Havenhurst Dr. 1416 Havenhurst Drive 5870 Franklin Avenue 
West Hollywood West Hollywood Los Angeles 
Ca 90046 CA90046 CA90028 

Jim Nelson craig ryan Lyn Healy 
motherco@aol.com craigryan2007@yahoo.com Lyn@megamace.com 
1335 Fairfax Ave 800 hollywood way 8112 Gould ave 
LOS ANGELES burbank Los Angeles 
ca 90046 ca 91505 CA90046 

Sean Rogers Mike Alex Federico 
seanfrancis23@yahoo.com boehmichael@gmail.com ajfederico66@gmail.com 
8400 Hollywood Blvd 8490 Cole Crest Drive 1315 N. Genesee Avenue 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90069 CA90046 CA90046 

Sue Mason sayeed hasnat Pauline Szkolnik 
suejm3@gmail.com sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co.uk bowwowbf@yahoo.com 
8016 willow glen rd 8595 cole crest drive 8211 Blackburn Ave 
los Angeles los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 ca 90046 CA 90048 

Marc Levin marilyn lawenda 
Meryl S. Cohen marc.levin@gmail.com lawenda@aol.com 

1641 n. Crescent Heights Blvd. 1415 n ogden dr auntiemer4x@yahoo.com 

Los Angeles las angeles 1416 N. Havenhurst Drive 

CA 90069 ca 90046 West Hollywood 
CA90046 

Lotus Donovan Andrew Macpherson 
Emailforlotus@gmail.com macfly@macfly.com Judy whitman 
8145 Tianna Road 8278 Hollywood Blvd judithwhitm@aol.com 
Los Angeles Los Angeles po box 29181 5 
CA90046 CA90069 Los Angeles 

CA 90029Bonnie Goodman 



Ted Andre Cary Lee Rikki Poulos 
tedandre@gmail.com carylee2002@yahoo.com redezine@pacbell.net 
8787 Shoreham Drive, Suite 1115 Larrabee Street 8305 Yucca Trail 
#506 West Hollywood Los Angeles 
West Hollywood CA90069 CA90046 
CA 90069 

Kim Bowen Robert Rumage 
Jessica Cox thekimbowen@gmail.com rockyjunkyard-
jcoxlives@gmail.com 506 sth norton ave staples@yahoo.com 
200 East 16th Street, Apt 3C Los Angeles 1910 Mt Olympus Dr 
New York Ca 90021 Los Angeles 
New York10003 CA90046 

Clare Beresford 
Sukee Chew Clare@workdlocations.com Ron Manus 
sukeechew@gmail.com 8533 Sunset Bid rmanus@alfred.com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Ave West Hollywood 8440 Brier Drive 
Los Angeles CA90069 Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA90046 

David Gardner 
Richard Geddes gcduk628@aol.com agnes baddoo 
richardgeddes 7@gmail.com 141 South Clark Drive #111 agnesbaddoo@gmail.com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Ave West Hollywood 531 N Spaulding Ave 
Los Angeles CA90048 Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA90036 

Dennis Rider 
Amy Nadine drider1@mac.com Stephen Pappas 
amynadine13@yahoo.com 931 Hilldale Avenue stephen@spiinteriors.com 
656 n. Las Casas avenue West Hollywood 1131 Horn Ave 
pacific palisades CA90069 West Hollywood 
ca 90272 CA90069 

Peter Sanderson 
YAELLE Shaphir sanderson81@aol.com Lesley Aitken 
acu4stars@yahoo.com 8344 Kirkwood Lealeyaitken@yahoo.com 
7654 fountain ave Los Angeles Wonderland park ave 
weat hollywood CA90046 LA CA 90046 
ca 90046 

Elaine Furst Donna Bertisch 
Joanna Haddield Efurst@prodigy.net Mygymdonna@aol.com 
Joanna@joannahadfield.com 2114 Beech Knoll Rd 8839 Hollywood Hills Rd 
1135 1/2 N Hoover st Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90046 CA 90046-1444 
Ca 90029 

Siobhan Carmean Aidan O'Brien 
Art Conn Smcarmean@att.net apobr@yahoo.com 
artconn2@aol.com 8764 Lookiut Mt 8382 GrandView Drive 
1253 N Hayworth LA Los Angeles 
west Hollywood CA90046 CA 90046 
ca 90046 

Manon Manoeuvre Charles Pelham 
JOHN PEARSON manoeuvremanon@gmail.com cppelham@hotmail .com 
jbp.1 @mac.com 1260 n hayworth ave 26 Lots Road 
5209 Louise Avenue Los Angeles London SW1 0 OQF 
Encino Ca 90046 
CA91316 



Eric Giambra Sue Stemp Michael Gilman 
eric.ciambra@yahoo.com sue@suestemp.com Michaelsgilman@gmail.com 
10 Crestview court 8848 Lookout Mountain 4941 Elmwood Avenue 
Montclair Avenue Los Angeles 
NJ 07042 LA CA90046 CA90004 

Janna Zinzi Art weeks Laura Perlman 
Swirlpr@gmail.com Art_weeks@yahoo.com Ljperl@earthlink.net 
8575 Wonderland Ave . 8888 Hollywood hills 8932 Wonderland Ave 
Los Angeles Los angeles LA CA90046 
CA 90046 Ca 

90046 Elaine Jesmer 
Nimi Ponnudurai jesmer_e@pacbell.net 
nimilicious1@mac.com RAND SAGERS 8519 1/2 Nash Drive 
1252 N Flores alecdelta@gmail.com Los Angeles 
West Hollywood 8403 yucca trail 'CA90046 
CA 90069 I.a. 

ca 90046 Stella VALENTE 
Karen Gilman Stellav123@icloud.com 
gilperson2@gmail.com Alex Rader 8181 Gould Ave 
4941 Elmwood Ave. al ex. rader.email@gmail.com Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 8443 Brier Drive CA90046 
CA90004 Los Angeles 

CA90046 Wendy Riche 
marjorie heidsieck Wendyriche@gmail.com 
nheidsieck@aol.com Ann Song 2500 Laurel Pass 
8538 lookout mountain avenue emailasong@yahoo.com Los Angeles 
las angeles 8451 Grand View Dr Ca 90046 
CA90046 LA 

California Molly Flanegin 
Nina Potts 90046 mflanegin@mac.com 
nina@thecarmonster.com 8868 Lookout Mountain ave 
3927 W Grant St Roy Snell Los Angeles 
Phoenix Roysnell@gmail.com CA 90046-1820 
AZ 85009 54 Summerley Street 

london sw184ex Linda Marder 
Dianne Quinn lm@lindamarder.com 
dianne@thecarmonster.com Phillip Rothschild 8835 Wonderland Ave. 
3927 W Grant St rothschildprop@aol.com L.A. 
Phoenix 8401 Wyndham rd Calif. 90046 
AZ 85009 Los Angeles 

ca 90046 dennie gordon 
David M Forbes dennieg@earthlink.net 
dmforbes@pacbell.net Ruth Simon 2044 LewisTerrace 
8409 Yucca Trail ruthala@sbcglobal.net Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 8561 Appian Way CA90046 
CA90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 Catherine Finkenstaedt 
James Frucht catfinkusa@yahoo.com 
intl50@aol.com Georg Egloff 8761 Appian Way 
8922 Wonderland Park Ave . g.egloff@me.com Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 2660 Harlesden ct California 90046 
Ca 90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 



Kate james Lisa Moore Marieke Boorman 
K8james@earthlink.net lisa.moore@pinebridge.com mariekeb@mac.com 
1138 N poinsettia pl 1856 Laurel Canyon Road 2351 Sunset Heights Drive 
w hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
ca 90046 California 90046 CA90046 

Adam Wolfe Matthew Schneider Jon cortez 
adamlee6219@gmail.com racer81 O@sbcglobal.net jc91607@yahoo.com 
2674 Carmar Dr 1531 Selma Drive 12222 moorpark 
Los Angeles Los Angeles studio city 
Ca 90046 California 90046 ca 91604 

Sarah Essex maria lennon b martins 
sarahofessex@rocketmail.com mtlennon@yahoo.com samodrama@gmail.com 
9007 Wonderland Park Ave 1833 jewett drive 1626 Montana Avenue #500 
Los angeles los angeles santa monica 
Ca 90046 ca 90046 ca 90403 

James Minchin Teri Poust Serena Reid 
james@jamesminchin.com teri .poust@sbcglobal.net mermaid1967@hotmail.com 
8920 Wonderland Ave 8732 Skyline Drive 8030 selma ave 
Los Angeles Los Angeles LA 
CA90046 CA90046 California 90046 

David Haynes amy minchin John Ptak 
davidnhaynes@gmail.com amy@jamesminchin.com ptak@arsenalfilm.net 
1856 Laurel Canyon 8920 wonderland ave 8464 Hollywood Blvd 
las angeles LOS ANGELES Los Angeles 
ca 90046 CA 90046 CA90069 

Brian Reilly STEVE PRIDE Thomas Garrick 
Reillybruan 79@yahoo.com PUBLIC@PRIDEONSCREEN. tgarrick@mindspring.com 
8373 Yucca Trail COM 2617 Mar Lu Drive 
Los Angeles 10871 KLING ST Los Angeles 
CA90046 NORTH HOLLYWOOD CA - California 

California 91602 90046 
Linda M Moore 
linda.moore@oracle.com Angela Alvarado D. Korwin 
1856 Laurel Canyon Road alvarado@phvx.com devrak@sbcglobal.net 
Los Angeles 8273 Marmont Lane 2205 Beech Knoll Rd. 
CA90046 Los Angeles Los Angeles 

Ca 90069 CA90046 
Miriam Stark 
Miriamstark44@gmail.com margo hamilton Linnaea Saunders 
2162 Beech Knoll Rd margolhamilton@yahoo.com Linnaea.saunders@gmail.com 
LA CA 90946 8233 kirkwood drive 2464 N Catalina Street 

los angeles Los Angeles 
Lenore Zerman ca 90046 California 90027 
Lzerman@mac.com 
8925 wonderland park avenue Susanne Konigsberg krisy gosney 
Los Angeles Susannekonigsberg@gmail .com kgosney@sbcglobal.net 
CA90046 2355 Sunset Plaza Drive Palm Ave 

W. Hollywood West Hollywood 
CA 90069-1208 ca 90069 



Robert Rosenheck Kelley Harron joyce deep 
Rob@capobianco.biz ka.harron@gmail.com joycedeep@aol.com 
2030 Laurel Canyon blvd 1400 N. Crescent Heights Blvd 8360 ridpath dr. 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
Ca 90046 CA90046 CA90046 

Cori Allvey Marci Levine Theresa Hoover 
cori_gordon@hotmail.com marcilevine@yahoo.com Terry24CA@aol.com 
8253 Kirkwood Drive 2120 Ridgemont drive 8630 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA 90046 California 90046 CA90046 

Dee Dee Schneider Fred Selden Stephanie Savage 
teecher@sbcglobal.net seldenmusic@mac.com mike.stephanie@prodigy.net 
1531 Selma Drive 1855 Sunset Plaza Drive 2153 Groveland Drive 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 California 90069 ca 90046 

STUART LESSNER Patricia Lanza Eric Timperman 
stuartlessner@mac.com lanzafoto@earth link. net erictimperman@earthlink.net 
la granada dr 8569 Wonderland Avenue 2620 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90068 CA90046 CA90046 

Jane Kurson Liam Toohey Lenny Lipton 
kurson@mac.com ltoohey@yahoo.com lipton3d@gmail.com 
8221 Yucca Tri 8508 Brier Dr. 8642 Allenwood Rd 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90046 CA 90046 

Robert Moore Christopher Litten Carol Fox 
bobmor711@aol.com dickthompson@gmail.com Cfox2@aol.com 
2516 Greenvalley Road 8310 Kirkwood Drive 2175 Sunset Crest Drive 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 Ca 90046 

Diane Berliner JIMMY BAYAN Tracey Nelson 
canyongal@aol .com jimmy.bayan@gmail .com Tkleis@yahoo.com 
2160 Laurel Canyon Blvd 8600 Lookout Mountain Ave 8918 Holly Place 
Los Angeles LOS ANGELES LA 
CA90046 CA90046 Ca 90046 

Martin Schneider Dr. David Gerber Jasmine Madatian 
msdsi nc@sbcg lobal. net djgerber@post.harvard.edu jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 
1531 Selma Drive Wonderland Park Avenue 8033 Sunset Blvd., #515 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA90046 CA90046 

Sara Crow Elizabeth Roewe Joan and Stuart Pappe 
straypoodle@gmail.com lizroewe@mac.com pappe@aol.com 
8575 WONDERLAND AVE 2411 Zorada Drive 9045 Hollywood Hills Rd. 
LA CA 90046" Los Angeles Los Angeles 

CA 90046 CA90046 



Lisa Hansen Ezra Clark Lee Papa 
lhansenalt@gmail.com ewclark@hotmail.com Lee@leepapa.com 
9043 Burroughs Rd. 8532 Ridpath Dr 11000 S Rastern Ave #1423 
Los Angeles Los Angeles henderson 
CA90046 CA90046 NV 89052 

Andrea McNichol Jessica lovenko Kim Gottlieb-Walker 
amcnichol@aol.com Jessicaiovenko@gmail.com Kim@Largedoor.com 
2363 Hermits Glen 7521 Lolina Lane 2157 Stanley Hills Dr 
Los Angeles, CA Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca 90046 CA90046 

Kurt Waldheim Jeffrey Wolf Shira Boardman 
videocoffee@gmail.com wolf.jeffrey@gmail.com shira.boardman@gmail.com 
2333 high tower dr 1424 N Crescent Heights Blvd 9001 wonderland park 
los angeles West Hollywood los angeles 
ca 99068 California 90046 ca 90046 

NATHAN ADLEN Phil Rubin Dee Miyamura 
nathanb8@msn.com blackboxgroup@yahoo.com ladyjinnkenobi@aol .com 
8660 edwin dr 8305 Kirkwood Dr. 1961 west 231 st Street 
L.A. Los Angeles Torrance 
Ca.90046 CA90046 California 90501 

elissa kline Steffi Gaines Sean Carrick 
elk@elissakline.com stetfanigaines@yahoo.com seancarrickhair@gmail.com 
660 wild iris lane 8107 McKim Court 8665 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Santa Cruz Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California California 90046 CA90046 
95060 

Lucinda Walker Karis Jagger 
Thomas Castaneda tvwalker@gmail.com Jagwat@me.com 
thomas@nbronson.com 4362 W. Kling Street 2705 carmar drive 
8721 Sunset Blvd. Penthouse 9 Burbank Los Angeles 
West Hollywood CA 91505 Ca 90046 
CA90069 

Marjorie Harris Janet Iovino 
adam baer marjorieharris@sbcg lobal .net iovinojanet@gmail .com 
adambaer@gmail .com 2478 Crest View Drive 7095 Hollywood Blvd. 
2232 laurel canyon boulevard Los Angeles Los Angeles 
los angeles CA90046 CA90028 
California 90046 

John Harris Paulo De rezende 
Terry DeBellis jdhesq@sbcglobal.net derezende@mac.com 
terry@lawyerlee.com 2478 Crest View Dr. 8921 Holly Pl. 
2540 Laurel Pass L.A. Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA 90046 CA 90046 
CA90046 

Diane Abbitt Vanessa Beletic 
Coby Brown dra@envirolution.com Vanessa. beletic@gmail.com 
coby14@gmail.com 8644 Allenwood Road 9091 wonderland park Ave 
8133 Elrita Drive Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Los Angeles California Ca 90046 
CA90046 90046 



Jason Morphew Friend Wells Debbie Semsky 
jasonmorphew@gmail.com fwells@sprynet.com debbielyn@mac.com 
PO BOX 461514 349 North Wilton Place 87 43 appian way 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca 90004 CA90046 

sarah petrie Debra Arnold Debbie Starkman 
sarahpetrie@me.com dbarnold@gmail.com drdebbiestarkman@gmail .com 
8000 honey drive 8121 Elrita Drive 87 43 appian way 
las angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA - California California 90046 CA90046 
90046 

G Curtin Hughes Arnie Semsky 
Sheila scott GCHughes@aol.com Asemsky@mac.com 
Sheilascott@me.com 8221 DeLongpre Ave., #1 87 43 appian way 
8704 hollywood hills road W. Hollywood Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90046 CA90046 
California 
90046 Yoav Getzler Nicolas Valle 

Yoavgetzler@gmail.com buzzcut2000@speakeasy.net 
Courtney Reid 10012 Charter Oak LN 4825 Toland Way 
courtneyreid@earthlink.net Beverly Hills Los Angeles 
8620 Lookout Mountain Ave . California 90210 California 90042 
Los Angeles 
California 90046 Brooke Funderburk Kristen stavola 

brookef1@live.com Stavolasays@gmail.com 
Bigler.Steve 8221 1 /2 Yucca Trail StavolaSays@gmail.com 
bigler.steve@gmail.com LOS ANGELES Los Angeles 
1201 S. la cienega CA90046 CA90046 
LOS ANGELES 
California 89444 dara dworman Mona Houghton 

lcbeads@gmail.com mhdp03@gmail.com 
wanda decca 8010 rothdell trail 8544 Walnut Drive 
danielawanda@mac.com las angeles LOS ANGELES 
2745 Carmar dr ca 90046 CA 90046-1 950 
LACA90046 

Lauren Wood Bradford Cobb 
irene pusztai big hairdo @lau renwood .com bradford@directmanagement.c 
a.i .s.h@sbcglobal.net 2333 Sunset Heights Dr om 
8845 wonderland ave Los Angeles 1417 N. Laurel Ave 
los angeles CA 90046 Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA90069 

Chris Young 
Allison taylor Plantymcflowers@gmail.com debbie spafford 
allisont2@me.com 8328 Livingston Way dspaff@sbcg lobal. net 
1528 rising glen rd Los Angeles 4817 sancola ave 
las angeles CA 90046 n hollywood 
ca 90069 ca 91601 

Greg Morrow 
Florence Ratzsch gmorrow13 @yahoo.com Kelly Forbes 
Florence@radarc.com 8766 Arlene Terrace numbirdienum@yahoo.com 
84 76 kirkwood dr Los Angeles 8409 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles CA90046 Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA - California 90046 



lian lunson jimmills Lee Clay 
lianbpay@gmail.com quaco2@gmail .com leeclay@icloud.com 
2850 ocean park blvd 8219 yucca trail 8926 Wonderland Ave. 
santa monica los angeles Los Angeles 
ca 90405 ca 90046 California 90046 

jana richey Lisa Gaffney Michael Hoover 
jana. richey@g mail .com lisafbgaffney@gmail.com mfhoove r@pacbell.net 
8071 selma ave 65 W Harriet St 8630 Lookout Mountain Ave 
los angeles Altadena Los Angeles 
ca 90046 CA 91001 CA90046 

Laura Dutton bryan wark Joel J Loquvam 
lauradutton@earthlink.net bryan@bryanwarkdesigns.com joel@laestateplan.com 
2607 Greenvaley Road 9013 wonderland park ave 9701 Wilshire Boulevard, 
Los Angeles los angeles Suite 1000 
California 90046 Ca 90046 Beverly Hills 

CA 90212 
Clare Witt Clark Eddy 
Clarediane1@aol.com Clarkeddy@mac.com Chau Phan 
8701 Arlene ter 2671 Laurel Pass chauberry@gmail.com 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 8952 Wonderland Ave 
Ca 90046 CA90046 los Angeles 

ca 90046 
Carolyn Hennesy Scott Michel 
qofspain@sbcg lobal. net scotthmichel@gmail.com Marilyn Frandsen 
844 North Maple St. 8284 Kirkwood Dr. poette@sbcglobal.net 
Burbank Los Angeles 8336 Livingston Way 
CA 91505 CA 90046 Los Angeles 

California 90046 
Eyalsher Lynda Gluck 
Clareyal@aol.com eara@earthlink.net Jeremy Gardiner 
8701 Arlene ter 1728 laurel canyon blvd jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com 
Los Angeles los angeles 8751 Wonderland Park Avenue 
Ca 90046 ca 90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 
Zoe sher John F. Hegelmeyer 
Clarediane1@aol.com jh90046@gmail.com Gena Wilder 
8701 Arlene ter 8513 Nash Drive gena_wilder@paramount.com 
Los angeles Los Angeles 5555 Melrose Avenue 
Ca 90046 CA 90046 Hollywood 

CA90038 
Kelly Mayfield michelle byrne 
kellym@dslextreme.com michellermurphy@hotmail.com Beth stiller 
1807 Laurel Canyon Blvd. 8119 willow glen bethtd@aol.com 
Los Angeles los angeles 8636 edwin drive 
California 90046 ca 90046 LA CA90046 

christian stevens Grayson Edwards Sandra Hitt 
9021 O@misterbeverlyhills.com Gfedward1@gmail.com SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
8411 coreyell pl 8071 Selma Ave 8527 Walnut DR 
LA Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA 90046 CA90046 



Michael Fassett David Agel\ Meher Dhondy 
fassetmj@gmail.com Davidagell@mac.com Meherdhondy@gmail.com 
2127 Beech Knoll 8146 Laurel View Dr 1424 N. Stanley ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca 90069 CA90046 

Sarah Norvilas Phil Hammond Joshua Stabile 
snorvilas@yahoo.com philhammond@gmail.com Josh@intyss.com 
909 s wooster st 1327 Havenhurst Drive, unit 1 1531 Selma Dr 
los angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
ca 90035 CA90046 CA90046 

daniel chun Barbara Hearn Robert Balzebre 
dchun02@yahoo.com bjhearn@pacbel I. net robert@balzebre.com 
8520 allenwood rd 8169 Gould Ave 9378 Flicker Way 
las angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA90046 CA90069 

Steven Smith Sandra Baughman Randy Skinner 
ssmith3574@aol.com sadny2b2002@yahoo.com randski@sbcglobal.net 
2337 Sunset Heights Dr. sandy2b2002@yahoo.com 12424 Wilshire Blvd. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles LACA90025 
CA90046 CA90046 

Robin Neuman 
louise berggren Burt Goralnick Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
louises3dlashes@gmail.com BurtGoralnick@Gmail .com 8170 laurel view drive 
8526 lookout mountain ave. 1847 N Crescent Heights Blvd Los Angeles 
la ca 90046 LOS ANGELES CA90069 

CA90069 
Ryan Quigley Erik Olson 
ryanquigley@yahoo.com Michele GORALNICK erix31@hotmail.com 
8135 Elrita Drive Michele.Goralnick@gmail .com 2020 N. Gramercy Place 
Los Angeles 1847 N Crescent Heights Blvd Los Angeles 
CA90046 LOS ANGELES CA90068 

CA90069 
Brian Linse Chip Garamella 
linsefilm@yahoo.com Todd Bianco cgaramella@earthlink.net 
8593 Lookout Mountain toddbianco@gmail.com 3334 Rowena Avenue - B 
Avenue 8914 Cynthia St Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Ca 90027 
CA90046 California 90069 

susan cuscuna 
Steven Dersh Cherie Grubb scuscuna@mac.com 
smdersh@verizon.net cherie@ejmdevelopment.com 8938 Holly Place 
330 S. Almont Dr. 1414 N. Harper Ave Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood CA90046 
CA 90048 CA 90046 

Susan Greenwood 
Angelica Gallardo B. goralnick susanlgreenwood@gmail.com 
mian.gallardo@gmail .com BGoralnick@Aol.com 8831 Lookout Mountain 
8297 Presson Pl 1847 N. Crescent Heights Los Angeles 
Los Angeles LOS ANGELES CA90046 
CA90069 CA 90069 



Jeffrey Hersh Melissa Barak Olanna Taskey 
Jhersh01@ca.rr.com mbarak@mac.com olanna323@gmail.com 
1344 North Spaulding Ave 1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 8359 Hollywood Blvd 
Los Angeles #318 Los Angeles 
CA90046 West Hollywood CA90069 

CA90046 
Kevin Dompe Catherine Sullivan 
kdompehaskins@gmail.com Frank Barron Cgsull131 O@aol.com 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

HHWNC PLUM committee comments on 8150 Sunset Blvd. DEIR 
1 message 

Cyd Zeigler <cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en'vfe~ew@lacity.org 

To the LA City Planning Dept: 

Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 2:20 PM 

Attached please find the comments of the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee on the 
DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blw. We look forward to seeing the final EIR with these issues fleshed out. 

Thank you, 

Cyd Zeigler 
Chainnan, PLUM Committee 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

,~ HHWNC 8150 DEIR letter.docx 
'a!! 196K 
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January 14, 2015 

Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: 8150 Sunset Blvd. DEIR 
Case numbers: CPC-2013-2551-CUB-ZV-DB-SPR & ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

To the Department of City Planning: 

The Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council PLUM Committee held a meeting 
Wednesday, Jan. 7, with stakeholders and AG SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard, the 
developers of the property at 8150 Sunset Blvd. The meeting was held in accordance 
with the Brown Act Approximately 100 stakeholders were present. This letter is 
submitted with the approval of the HHWNC PLUM Committee on Jan.14, 2015 (3 
yes, 0 no, 1 abstain). 

The meeting on Jan. 7 was a two-hour exploration of the DEIR for the project. 
Various questions were left unanswered. The committee requests the further study 
of these issues: 

• How effective are "right turn only" signs coming out of structures, as is 
proposed on Hayvenhurst? Many on the committee have seen these signs and 
efforts completely ignored, even as close as the structure at 8000 Sunset 
Blvd. 

• LAFD code requires that four hydrants at site deliver 9,000 gallons per 
minute (gpm) for high-rise alternatives. Current water main only has 
capacity to deliver 3,750 gpm. The DEIR refers to DWP Service Advisory 
Request 38449, but it is not contained in DEIR. What is the DWP's timetable 
for making upgrades to infrastructure required by code? And what are the 
developer's plans to pay for the DWP upgrades necessary for their project? 

• What is the impact of 8150 Sunset business employee parking on hillside 
streets - both flow of traffic and available parking? 

• What will be the location of approximately 1,000 bicycle racks, and how will 
that many bikes flow into and out of the property on a given day? 

• What plans are there for bike lane improvements on the nearby streets to 
accommodate the proposed increase in bicycle usage? 

• What is the cumulative effect of a reasonable projection of future projects in 
the area? We would like to see projections based on current projects under 
consideration and assuming the same rate of approved construction over the 
previous three years. 

• What is the impact of increased traffic on Hollywood Blvd. west of Laurel 
Canyon? Currently commuters are using it as an alternative to Sunset Blvd. 



• We have conflicting reports about the assumed current number of trips into 
and out of the property. We would like to see the current level further 
validated, and we would also like to see some research into the probable 
amount this has increased or decreased over the last five years. 

• What is the current vacancy rate for residential and commercial spaces 
within a mile? The DEIR talks about the need for housing, yet we see vacancy 
signs for business and residential spaces. Having vacant spaces hurts the 
neighborhood, so we would like to see true vacancy rates studies. 

We look forward to seeing the final Environmental Impact Report with all of these 
issues addressed. 

Best regards, 

Cyd Zeigler 
PLUM Committee Chair 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Project DEIR, ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Casey Maddren <cmaddren@gmail.com> Sun, Jan 11, 2015 at 2:41 PM 
To: s rim al. hewawitharana@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

Below is a comment that I would like to make on the DEIR for the abow referenced project, 8150 Sunset Blw., 
E NV-2013-2552-E IR. 

I'd also like to say that I was frustrated in my attempt to post the comment on-line at the DCP's web page. While 
the page seemed to display properly, the text box indicated for comments was completely unresponsiw. I hope 
that the DCP will fix this problem as soon as possible. Many area stakeholders haw shown an interest in 
commenting on this project, and I would imagine that they are as frustrated as I am by this technical problem. 

Thank you for your time. 

Casey Maddren 
Infrastructure Chair, 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
Home Address: 
2141 Cahuenga Blw., Apt. 17 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

I beliew there are numerous deficiencies in the DEIR for the 8150 Sunset project, ENV-2013-2552-EIR, including 
inadequate or misleading information regarding traffic, public transit, wastewater management and other potential 
impacts. Howewr, by far the most serious omission is the lack of information on the upgrades necessary to 
meet the LAFD code. I'm referring specifically to the failure to pro\Ade a DWP assessment of upgrades required 
to pro\Ade the necessary water flow to the 4 fire hydrants which will serw the site. 

The DEIR clearly states that the 4 hydrants must provide a flow of 9,000 gallons per minute (gpm) for a project of 
this height. It also clearly states that the capacity of current infrastructure will only provide 3,750 gpm. The 
DWP apparently completed a Ser\Ace Advisory Request (SAR Number 38449), approwd in July, 2013. The SAR 
is referenced in a footnote on page 4.1.1-5, with a note saying that it can be found in Appendix G of the DEIR. 
Howewr, the SAR is nowhere to be found in the appendix. 

I haw contacted the DWP twice asking to obtain a copy of the SAR, and haw not yet receiwd it. I beliew this is 
a crucial piece of information if stakeholders are to assess the project's fire safety. While the dewloper 
apparently has assumed responsibility for upgrades in order to meet the project's daily water requirements, there 
is no discussion of upgrades which will meet the LAFD code requirement of 9,000 gpm fire-flow. 

I am particularly concerned because the condition of the existing water infrastructure in the area is deteriorating. 
The rupture of a water main on Sunset last year receiwd a good deal of media attention. The DWP has stated 
that the area's water infrastructure is aging and that corrosion is a problem, but so far they haw not made public 
a plan for addressing these issues. 

I beliew that because the DEIR does not address this issue of adequate fire-flow, it is incomplete. The SAR 
needs to be made public so that area stakeholders can assess whether or not the proposed dewlopment meets 

https:llmail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&"1fNFpt&search=inbox&th=14adb28db25e4094&siml=14adb28db25e4094 112 
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fire safety reuqirements. This is not an entitlement that can be negotiated or an impact that can be mitigated. 
This is a clear cut question of whether the high-rise alternatives proposed in the DEIR will satisfy LAFD code 
requirements. We're talking about public safety. The DWP needs to guarantee that necessary upgrades will be 
in place before the completion of the project. 

Casey Maddren 
Infrastructure Chair, 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
Home Address: 
2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui= 2&i~ 57bfd227a5&1A£NFpt&search= inbox&th= 14adb28db25e4094&siml= 14adb28db25e4094 212 
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8150 Sunset I Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Donnicus L. Cook <DLCook@westangelescdc.org> Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 10:08 AM 
To: "srimal .hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Tunua Thrash <tthrash@westangelescdc.org>, "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.en\1"eview@lacity.org>, 
"jonathan.brand@lacity.org" <jonathan. brand@lacity.org>, "andrew. westall@lacity.org" <andrew.westall@lacity.org> 

Good morning, 

West Angeles CDC is pleased to submit the attached letter of support for the above reference project. 

Thank you for your consideration. Any questions, please feel free to contact me or Tunua Thrash, Executive 
Director, at (323) 751-3440. 

Donnicus L. Cook 
DIP.ECTOR OF ECONOMIC 0MlOPMENT 
WEST ANGELES COMMUNtTY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
6028 Crctish:iw PJvd. J los An~lcs. CA 90i!X3 
P: 323.7Sl.J4.llO ext. 24 J F: 313.751.7631 
WWW.WESTANGELESCDC.ORG 

t!j Letter of Support - Townscape (West Angeles CDC).pdf 
482K 
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January 20, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

City of Los Angeles 

RE: 8150 Sunset / Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

West Angeles CDC is a faith-based organization founded in 1994 as an outreach ministry of West Angeles 

Church of God in Christ located in the Crenshaw District. Over the past 20 years, West Angeles CDC has 

develop'ed nearly $50 million of real estate, is the manager of over a dozen community programs, and is a 

leader in economic development along the Crenshaw Corridor. Our current portfolio includes more than 350 

units of affordable housing and our recently developed West Angeles Plaza, which houses Union Bank, Metro 

Health & Wellness Center, and the 99 Cents Only Store, a project bringing much needed jobs to the 

Crenshaw community. Like Townscape, we are committed to the revitalization of underserved communities. 

While the Crenshaw District has been our primary focus, West Angeles CDC recognizes thoughtful 

developments all over Los Angeles that take into consideration the great need for affordable housing for 

seniors and low-to-moderate income families. 

West Angeles CDC offers more than a cursory statement of support. We understand the positive impact a 

project like this can bring to the City of Los Angeles and increase the quality of living for those who might be 

unable to afford living in Hollywood in the current market. Moreover, we proudly support the 339 

anticipated permanent jobs and the 1,375 anticipated total jobs directly related to the project's creation. 

West Angeles CDC recognizes the opportunities that the Townscape project creates by providing a variety of 

housing options in close proximity to public transportation, most notably the Sunset & Fairfax Rapid Bus lines 

and employment centers. With easy access to public transit, many of the hundreds of jobs created could be 

filled by individuals that live in the Crenshaw District and other areas of South Los Angeles, who are in need 

of work. 

West Angeles CDC sees 8150 Sunset as a project that is not only of benefit to Hollywood, but rather is an 

example of what forward-thinking and quality development should strive to be. We are excited and very 

much look forward to seeing 8150 Sunset come to life through Townscape's vision. 

Executive Director 

6028 Crenshaw Blvd. • Los Angeles, CA 90043 • Tel. 323•751•3440 • Fax: 323•751•7631 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: 8150 W. Sunset Bl. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 11:38 AM 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org> 
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 4:40 PM 
Subject: 8150 W. Sunset Bl. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

Attached is the letter from the Hillside Federation responding to the DEIR for the project at 8150 W . Sunset Blw. 

Best regards, 

Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 
www.hillsidefederation.org 

2 attachments 

~ pastedGraphic.pdf 
29K 

1!j 8150 Sunset DEIR response.pdf 
104K 
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P.O. Box 27404 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

PRESIDENT 
Marian Dodge 
CHAIRMAN 
Charley Mims 
VICE PRESIDENTS 
Mark Stratton 
Wendy-Sue Rosen 
SECRETARIES 
Carol Sidlow 
John Given 
TREASURER 
Don Andres 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood 
Bel Air Knolls Property Owners 

Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners 
Bel Air Ridge Association 

Benedict Canyon Association 

Brentwood Hills Homeowners 
Brentwood Residents Coalition 

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 
Canyon Back Alliance 
CASM-SFV 

Crests Neighborhood Assn. 
Franklin Ave./Hollywood Bl. West 

Franklin Hills Residents Assn. 
Highlands Owners Assn. 

Hollywood Dell Civic Assn. 
Hollywood Heights Assn. 
Hollywoodland Homeowners 

Holmby Hills Homeowners Assn. 
Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 

Lake Hollywood HOA 
Laurel Canyon Assn. 
Lookout Mountain Alliance 

Los Feliz Improvement Assn. 
Mt. Olympus Property Owners 

Mt. Washington Homeowners All. 
Nichols Canyon Assn. 
N. Beverly Dr./Franklin Canyon 

Oak Forest Canyon Assn. 
Oaks Homeowners Assn. 
Outpost Estates Homeowners 

Pacific Palisades Residents Assn. 
Residents of Beverly Glen 

Roscomare Valley Assn. 
Save Sunset Blvd. 
Shadow Hills Property Owners 

Sherman Oaks HO Assn. 
Studio City Residents Assn. 

Sunset Hills Homeowners Assn. 
Tarzana Property Owners Assn. 

Torreyson Flynn Assn. 

Upper Mandeville Canyon 
Upper Nichols Canyon NA 
Upper Riviera Homeowners Assn. 
Whitley Heights Civic Assn. 

CHAIRPERSONS EMERITUS 
Shirley Cohen 
Jerome C. Daniel 
Patricia Bell Hearst 
Alan Kishbaugh 
Gordon Murley 
Steve Twining 

CHAIRMAN IN MEMORIUM 
Brian Moore 
Polly Ward 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
City Hall, Room 750 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

January 19, 2015 

Re: 8150 W. Sunset Blvd. 

... 1111111111111 
THE FEDERATION 
OF HILLSIDE AND CANYON ASSOCIATIONS, INC. 

ENV-2013-2552-EIR (SCH NO. 2013091044) 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., founded in 1952 and 
representing 44 resident and homeowner associations spanning the Santa Monica 
Mountains, has several serious concerns regarding the proposed development at 
8150 W. Sunset Blvd. in Hollywood. 

How does the proposed Project comply with the Hollywood Community Plan 
and the General Plan when it far exceeds height limits and density and increases 
the FAR from 1.1:1to3:1? 

What alternative projects have been considered that would keep the project 
compliant with the 1.1: 1 FAR? 

How will the existing infrastructure accommodate the increased density? 

The traffic study appears disingenuous. If the commercial space is to increase 
40% and 249 condominiums are to be constructed, how do they calculate 
decreased traffic? 

How does this project, with its added traffic and people congestion at an already 
very busy intersection/thoroughfare at the base of the mountains, affect the fire 
and police response time to the hillside residents, as well as the hillside 
community evacuation time in case of an emergency? 

How can the Project be considered transit oriented development when there is no 
nearby transportation? 

The Project provides 985 bicycle parking spaces. How many people do you 
realistically think will ride their bicycles over the Santa Monica Mountains from 
the Valley? How many bicyclists will take the suicidal ride on already congested 
Sunset Blvd.? 



How can the project get credit for providing for Public Space when that land belongs to the City of Los 
Angeles? 

How can a Project located near a known earthquake fault be considered safe to build without doing 
earthquake trenching? 

There are numerous large projects currently on the drawing board in Hollywood. What are the cumulative 
impacts of all of these projects on the area? 

Sincerely, 

'Marian 'Dodgi+-' 
Marian Dodge 



1/21/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fm: Cooments on D-EIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Miia:t Use Project 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Comments on D-EIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 12:00 PM 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Jen Dunbar <jdunbar01@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 5:15 PM 
Subject: Comments on D-EIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org> 

Please see attached letter for comments to the D-EIR on the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project from the 
West Hollywood Preservation Alliance. 

Thank you, 
Jen Dunbar 
President - West Hollywood Preservation Alliance 

t:j D-EIR Response_8150 Sunset Blvd - 2015-0107.pdf 
129K 
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WEST HOLLYWOOD PRESERVATION ALLIANCE 

January 20, 2015 

Submitted electronically 
Attn: Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Fax: {213)978-1343 
Email: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Re: Comments on the 0-EIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, 

On behalf of the West Hollywood Preservation Alliance (WHPA), thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (D-EIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project. 

The WHPA along with the Los Angeles Conservancy, the Conservancy's Modern Committee, and 
Hollywood Heritage believe that the Lytton Savings/ Chase Bank building, located within the proposed 
project, warrants preservation and adaptive re-use due to its cultural significance. While the project is not 
within the boundaries of West Hollywood, its immediate adjacency bears an impact on the West 
Hollywood community and general consideration of nearby cultural resources. Our comments on the D
EIR are as follows: 
1. The EIR should identify Lytton Savings as eligible for both local and California register designation. 

The Lytton Savings appears to meet both criteria 1 and 3 for its association with postwar bank 
architecture and its innovative use of materials, integrated art program, and high level of 
craftsmanship. The DEIR fails to justify why the Lytton Savings bank building is not eligible for the 
California Register after pointing out that it was the fifth largest savings and loan association after 
1963. Furthermore, many of the primary character defining features of the building are still intact. 

2. The EIR should further evaluate and select a preservation alternative to eliminate a significant 
impact on a cultural resource. 
Alternatives Five and Six appear to achieve the preservation of the building and its integration into 
the overall project. The WHPA strongly believes that either of these two alternatives have the 
capability of meeting the stated project objectives while reducing the significant impact on the 
cultural resource. We urge the City of Los Angeles as the lead agency and the applicant to select one 
of these preservation alternatives as the preferred project. 

3. The Lytton Savings should be designated as a Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM} as an additional 
safeguard and to ensure that the Secretary of the Interiors Standards is met. 
We highly recommend that the applicant seek Historic Cultural Monument (HCM) status for this 
building. In doing so, the city's Cultural Heritage Commission can review and comment on the design 
of elements that directly affect the Lytton Savings Bank building to ensure compatibility and 
appropriateness. 

Charitable contributions to West Hollywood Preservation Alliance are tax deductible to the extent allowed by Federal and State tax laws -
Federal Non-Profit 501{c) (3) Tax l.D. #46-1587457 

PO BOX 46073, West Hollywood CA 90046-0073 www.westhollywoodpreservationalliance.org 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Jen Dunbar, President Roy Oldenkamp, Vice President Victor Omelczenko, Treasurer 

Lyndia Lowy, Secretary Laura Boccaletti 



WEST HOLLYWOOD PRESERVATION ALLIANCE 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use 
project. Please feel free to contact me at jdunbar@westhollywoodpreservationalliance.org if you have 
any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Jen Dunbar 

President, West Hollywood Preservation Alliance 

Charitable contributions to West Hollywood Preservation Alliance are tax deductible to the extent allowed by Federal and State tax Jaws -
Federal Non-Profit 501(c) (3) Tax 1.0 . #46-1587457 

PO BOX 46073, West Hollywood CA 90046-0073 www.westhollywoodpreservationalliance.org 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Jen Dunbar, President Roy Oldenkamp, Vice President Victor Omelczenko, Treasurer 

Lyndia Lowy, Secretary Laura Boccaletti 



1/21/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Draft EnlAronmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mi>a:!d-Use Project 

cs Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11 :56 AM 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 4:20 PM 
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
To: "Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Submitted electronicallv 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

FAX: (213) 978-1343 

Email: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

January 20, 2015 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. Please see our attached comment 
letter. 

Best, Adrian 

https://mail .goog le.comlmail/u/O/?ui= 2&i k=4a51170ce2&vi fN'F pt&search=inbo~g = 14b0e112a68c5e9c&siml = 14b0e112a68c5e9c 1/2 
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1/21/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Fv.d: Draft Envirorvnental lni:>act Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mi~Use Project 

Adrian Scott Fine 

Director of Advocacy 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826 

Los Angeles, CA 90014 

(213) 430-4203 

laconservancy. org 

E-News - Facebook - Twitter- lnstagram 

Membership starts at just $40 

Join the Conservancy today 

~ DEIR 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project LA Conservancy 1 20 2015.pdf 
171K 
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Submitted electronically 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
FAX: (213) 978-1343 
Email: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

January 20, 2015 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Mixed-Use Project 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. 

The Conservancy, along with our Modern Committee and Hollywood Heritage, 
have recognized the Lytton Savings and current Chase Bank building as being 
historic and warranting preservation. We strongly believe there is a viable 
opportunity to retain and integrate this building as part of the proposed 
redevelopment of this site. While we oppose plans for demolition, the Conservancy 
appreciates the conversations to date with the applicant and project team to 
consider alternatives and we are hopeful this ultimately leads to a preservation 
outcome. 

I. The EIR should identify Lytton Savings as eligible for both local 
and California Register designation 

As stated in our Notice of Preparation (NOP) comments, the Conservancy strongly 
considers Lytton Savings to be significant both locally and on the regional level as 
an example that is illustrative of American bank design and architecture during the 
postwar era. Savings and loans were in high demand in the postwar years as they 
financed the massive residential development boom. Their growth, along with the 
growth of the region, translated to the need for increased office space. As such it is 
one of Los Angeles' earliest remaining examples of this transformative shift in 
postwar-era bank design. 

II 
LOS ANGELES 
CONSERVANCY 



Postwar prosperity changed the banking industry forever, as "the middle class and its spending power 

were finally recognized."1 We believe the Lytton Savings bank building played a significant role in this 

process and is eligible locally but also for the California Register. It appears to meet both criteria 1 and 3 

for its association with postwar changes in bank architecture and the industry transformation, and its 

innovative use of materials, integrated art program, and high level of craftsmanship. The DEIR fails to 

justify why Lytton Savings is not California Register eligible. At one point the DEIR states that by 1963 

Lytton Savings was the fifth largest savings and loan association in the United States but then claims it 

"played only a minor role in the development of the savings and loan during the early 1960s." While 

Lytton Savings later went bankrupt in 1968 the Conservancy believes the building represents a significant 

contribution to the savings and loan industry and history and more than sufficiently meets California 

Register criteria. 

Furthermore, many of the primary character-defining features of the Lytton Savings bank building are 

intact. While there were subsequent changes to the overall site and the adjacent Lytton Center, the 

Conservancy disagrees with the DEIR findings that the integrity of the building is so compromised to only 

warrant its eligibility at the local level. Overall we recommend the Final Environmental Impact Report 

(FEIR) revaluate this aspect to assess Lytton Savings' eligibility for California Register listing. 

II. The FEIR should further evaluate and select a preservation alternative to eliminate 
a significant impact on a cultural resource 

As the proposed project currently stands, there will be a significant impact to Lytton Savings and a 

cultural resource. In our NOP comments we urged the City to mandate consideration of a range of 

potentially feasible preservation alternatives to demolition in the DEIR. In addition to the required No 

Project/No Build Alternative, seven alternatives were provided and analyzed at varying levels. 

While different from one another, Alternatives Five and Six are the primary alternatives that call for the 

preservation of the Lytton Savings bank building and its integration into the overall project. Based on our 

review, we believe Alternatives Five and Six appear to have the greatest ability to achieve this outcome 

while still allowing for an economically viable project at the site to proceed. 

The "Alternative Five: Bank Preservation Alternative" calls for an increase in residential units (from 249 

to 291 units) with a substantial decrease (from 111,339 sq. ft. to 62,231 sq. ft.) in overall commercial 

square footage. All but the Lytton Savings bank building would be redeveloped on the site with new 

construction ranging from two to sixteen stories in height. The "Alternative 6: Reduced Height and Bank 

Preservation Alternative" is very similar in overall scope but caps the height of the new construction to 

twelve and fourteen stories overall. Both alternatives offer similar building heights and setbacks as the 

1 Belfoure, Charles. Monuments to Money: The Architecture of American Banks. Jefferson, NC: 

McFarland, 2005: 245. 



Project but appear to provide for more variation in overall building massing and, most importantly, a 
preservation solution for the Lytton Savings bank building. It is worth noting that this approximates the 
original intent and vision for the 1960s redevelopment of this site where a twelve-story office tower was 
planned for the rear of the site yet never built. 

Both Alternatives Five and Six call for the retention of the Lytton Savings bank building and plans for its 
commercial use in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
(Standards). We believe this is an appropriate plan for reuse but have questions regarding some of the 
proposed alterations outlined within the DEIR. 

The building's three-level interior is divided into a full-height banking floor inside the Sunset Boulevard 
entrance, which receives natural light from the clerestories and expansive glazing along the ground 
floor, and two upper levels of office and administrative spaces located beyond the banking floor. As 
proposed, this double-height interior atrium space would be enclosed with a new floor, we believe to 
accommodate more leasible space. Near the front of the building the floating concrete staircase would be 
potentially rotated 180 degrees. No explanation is provided as to why this might be required or if this can 
be done while still maintaining original fabric and materials. Further, the dalle de verre (faceted glass) 
and concrete screen designed by acclaimed artist-craftsman Roger Darricarrere is slated for relocation, 
either within the building, onsite, or to another site altogether. This is one of Lytton Savings' most 
distinctive elements. The eight-foot by fifty-foot screen, which is significant as Darricarrere's first 
commercial commission, is illuminated internally and serves both as an integrated component of abstract 
art and to separate the ground level public area from that containing the executive offices. 

While it is stated that these alterations will comply with the Standards, the Conservancy is concerned and 
would like additional details provided within the FEIR that discuss the purpose and need for these 
changes and an updated assessment on eligibility. The DEIR goes into great length about previous 
alterations and brings up some existing problems with integrity. Cummulatively more alterations, 
especially those that affect significant character-defining features, may jeopardize the continued eligibility 
of Lytton Savings as an historical resource. 

III. Designate Lytton Savings as an Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) as an additional 
safeguard and to ensure it meets Standards 

With either Alternative Five or Six, it seems appropriate that the city's Cultural Heritage Commission 
review and comment on the ultimate design of new elements that directly affect the Lytton Savings bank 
building. We highly recommend that the applicant seek Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) status. This 
review should occur prior to any issuance of building permits for all phases of development to ensure final 
details of design, siting, cladding materials, and other elements of compatibility are adequately 
considered. 
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IV. Conclusion 

The Conservancy appreciates the efforts of the applicant and project team to consider a range of viable 
preservation alternatives as we oppose the demolition of the Lytton Savings bank building. We strongly 
believe either Alterantive Five or Sx have the capability of meeting the stated project objectives while also 
reducing a significant impact on a cultural resource. We have some questions regarding the proposed 
alterations to the historic building and ask that these be addressed in the FEIR. At this time we strongly 
urge the City as the lead agency and the applicant to select one of these preservation alternatives as the 
preferred project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project. Please feel free to contact me at (213) 430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you have any 
questions. 

About the Conservancy 
The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the United States, 
established in 1978 to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los 
Angeles through advocacy and education. The Conservancy's all-volunteer Modern Committee has been at 
the forefront of preserving mid-century architecture since its inception in 1984. 

Sincerely, 

Adrian Scott Fine 
Director of Advocacy 

cc: City Councilmember Tom LaBonge, Council District 4 
Hollywood Heritage 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
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Planning Environmental Review <plannlng.envreview@lacity.org> 

Save Sunset Boulevard's Letter re City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Andrew Macpherson <andrew@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 9:20 PM 
To: Planning@lacity.org, planning.emre\4ew@lacity.org, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, 
tom.labonge@lacity.org, Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: Robert Sil\A9rstein <Robert@robertsil\A9rsteinlaw.com>, Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net>, Adara Salim 
<adarasalim@gmail.com>, Jay Grodin <jgrodin@wkmgroup.com>, Wayne Marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>, 
Cyd Zeigler <cydzeigle~r@gmail.com>, Matt & DeeDee Schneider <Race~10@sbcglobal.net>, Marian Dodge 
<president@hillsidefederation.org>, George Abrahams <ggg@copper.net>, Don Andres 
<Andres2007@sbcglobal.net> 

Dear Srimal, 

Please enter this letter into the public record, and confirm your receipt of it. 

Also please note that due to the size of this PDF I am sending the addendum's under separate co\A9r. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, Andrew Macpherson 

Andrew Macpherson 
Treasurer 

Sa\A9 Sunset Boulevard 

http://sa\A9sunsetboulevard.com 

~ SSB_LETTER_City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR.pdf 
. 10855K 
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SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - EIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

Si-~ ,T.~ 

SUNSKT BLVD J 

A COMMUNITY GROUP DEDICATED TO SCALED AND RESPONSIBLE NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING DEVELOPMENT. 

JAN 20 2015 

To the City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Tom LeBonge, Jonathan Brand. 

Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

In reference to City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Please enter the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles, 
California into the public record, and address each one. 

Please also enter into the public record that Save Sunset Boulevard is a coalition 
of neighbors who are horrified at the size, scale, mass, traffic, shading, and 
geological consequences of this project on our historic neighborhood. This letter 
augments the over 700 (at last count) letters from our neighbors that have been 
submitted via our Save Sunset Boulevard's website, to the City Planning Office, 
Tom LeBonge and Jonathan Brand. 

Documents referenced in this letter are attached as PDF's and listed on the final 
page of this document. 
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SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - EIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

Document Index 
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SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - EIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

The El R's Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is 
permissible under both the City's General Plan and the adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan of 1988 that is currently in force. 

The EIR needs to be more accessible to the general public. The EIR consultants 
must evaluate each existing business side-by-side with each of the proposed new 
business uses in a chart or table. Specifically; 

• What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for 
the proposed land uses based on floor area (square footage) and spaces 
allocated/required? 

• What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on 
site and for the proposed land uses, again with square footage, proposed 
patronage, and individual business or residential use related vehicle 
movements? 

• These metrics should identify all the current commercial uses including Art 
Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the commercial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where 
it is shown. If it is missing, please include this information in the revised draft. 

The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that the 
community had asked to be included during the Consultant's initial scoping 
meetings. These were; 

• Commercial only development up to the allowable 111,000 sq. feet. 
• Mixed use development up to the allowable 111,000 sq. feet (with the same 

commercial/residential ratio of the proposed project) 
• Mixed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allowable 

111 , 000 sq. feet 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking 
requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, considerations with or without 
affordable housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project 
alternatives require that the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances 
in order to comply with the code? 

Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the 
criteria for Environmentally Superior Alternatives. 

Project Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all involve development options that were 
NOT raised by the community during scoping process. There was no explanation 
as to why these were considered based on the public scoping process. Most, if not 
all, appear to be non-code compliant options. Please disclose who generated 
these alternatives, and why they were considered as viable alternatives with 
respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan considerations? 

Page 3 of 45 



SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - EIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

The EIR (ref. Executive Summary, Page E5-10, paragraph 1) concludes that 
Alternatives #4 and #5 are the environmentally superior alternatives. The 
Consultants should re-evaluate this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report, 
and in fact only Alternative #2 is identified as reducing one of the impacts. A 
careful study of the three alternatives that were suggested by the community 
during the scoping meeting will yield different results. Please consider the 
environmental superiority of these options and then re-address the current 
conclusions. 

Section D of the Executive Summary does not list "Hydrology" and underground 
water impacts resulting from the proposed new concrete parking structure and 
building foundation walls. The project is being built on a thick alluvial fan that 
during El Nino years will still contain massive amounts of run-off from the hills, and 
is within 100 feet of the recently confirmed Alquist-Priolo fault line. The 
consequences of these very serious dangers must be addressed clearly in the EIR. 

The EIR states that the developer is asking for 249 units of residential. The 
Hollywood Community plan specifies a maximum for Med-High Density Units -
40-60 per acre. Then the 2.55 of Site Acres would allow them just 151 units. If you 
add a 35% density bonus that is 52.85 (53) units, for a total of 204 units. This is the 
actual maximum number units allowed under the Hollywood Community Plan 
(1988) in the case that the project would be granted a 3:1 FAR. 

Where is the developer getting the density figures from? The EIR must show how 
these figures have been arrived at. 

The EIR does not conform to the Hollywood Community Plan (1988) or CEQA 

The EIR admits that the Lytton Center on the project site ''was found conservatively 
eligible as a City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument as a historical 
resource. Therefore the Project Site is considered a historical resource under 
section 15064.5(a) (2) of the CEQA Guidelines and the Project would have 
significant and unavoidable impacts in historical resources due to demolition of the 
Bank." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

"If a project would render an eligible historic resource ineligible, then there would 
be a significant adverse effect under CEQA." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

Here the EIR admits that its plan has significant adverse effects under CEQA since 
by demolishing the Lytton Center, it renders an eligible historic resource ineligible. 
Also, the demolition plan is against the clear language of the Hollywood 
Community Plan to encourage preservation as quoted below. 
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The Hollywood Community Plan serves to "encourage the preservation and 
enhancement of the varied and distinctive residential character of the community" 
-pg.1, section 3 

''There are twenty-nine known historical resources located in a 1A mile radius of the 
project site" "eight historical resources are located within the visual view-shed or 
indirect impacts study area of the project site." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

These twenty-nine historical resources constitute ''varied and distinctive residential 
character". The EIR's bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a 
less-than-significant impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity 
and would not physically divide an established community is completely 
unsupported by the facts and obvious overwhelming impacts of building a glass 
and steel skyscraper of 216 foot tall in this modest Chateau, Spanish Colonial 
revival neighborhood of two to eight story buildings. 

Context should be respected in the design of new buildings to be constructed near 
historic landmarks and in areas of established historical character. The new and 
old can stand next to one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is a 
similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, 
texture, color and materials of the old should be complemented by the new. 

''Therefore the demolition of the mid twentieth century resources on the project site 
would not materially impact the historic setting"" because the setting of these 
resources have already been compromised." 
Pg 151 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

Here the EIR claims that because there are newer buildings in the area, demolition 
will have no impact. This reasoning is disingenuous at best. There are 3 properties 
bordering the property on the National Register of Historic Places. The United 
States Federal Government found these properties worthy of preservation even 
though they border newer properties, as should the applicant. 

There is no discussion of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The 
project makes no attempt to ''fit in" or to match the character of the neighborhood. 
Other principals and policies from the Hollywood General Plan should be 
discussed and reconciled with the project. The lack of any discussion and 
reference to the policies in the Hollywood General Plan makes the EIR inadequate 
at best, and beyond the legal requirements at worst. 

"Generally a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior's standards for the 
treatment of historic properties guidelines for preserving, rebuilding, restoring, and 
reconstructing, historic buildings" "shall be considered as mitigated to the level of 
less than a significant impact on the historic resource." 
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The EIR goes on to say: 
"Related to new construction will not destroy historic materials, features and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and will be compatible with historic materials features, size, scale, and 
proportion, and mass seeing to protect the integrity of the property and its 
environment." 
Pg 154-155 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report. 

''The building is 'generally compatible with the historic materials, features and 
massing of the adjacent buildings." 
Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR. 

Here the Appellant does not make a fair argument and no substantial evidence 
exists that proves it "Generally compatible". Thus the EIR is incomplete and 
inaccurate without specifics. Most of the Appellant's assertions are purely 
speculative, with no proof in the record to substantiate these claims. 

The EIR violates its own standards even though it won't admit it. The historic 
buildings surrounding the building site do not make use of Glass and Steel modern 
architecture. They are not 20+ storie~ high. They do not make use of 3:1 FAR and 
off menu Multi-Use zoning. The building proposed does change the spatial 
relationship of the block by creating a 216 foot tall neighborhood dividing block of a 
building, especially separating all the neighboring low rise buildings from the hills, 
and blocking out the view of the community from all the adjacent buildings on the 
hill. There is no discussion of how this violates the specific policies in the 
Hollywood Community Plan (1988) and provides only inaccurate and speculative 
assumptions of "no impact" or "less than significant impact". 

The EIR should illustrate how it satisfies the objectives and policies of the law in 
reaching its conclusions. Discussions of the violated policies should also be added 
to the EIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies 
support the conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project 
appears to violate, at some level, nearly every aspect of the Hollywood Community 
Plan and Policies. A full discussion in the EIR of the policies and principals of the 
Hollywood Community Plan and which are satisfied and which violated by the 
proposed project should be enumerated in the EIR. The following principals and 
policies and objectives should be fully discussed in the EIR: It is insufficient tc 
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements of the 
Hollywood Community Plan. 

The established neighborhood character should also be respected. In some cases, 
formal height limits and other building controls may be required to assure that 
prevailing heights or building lines or the dominance of certain buildings and 
features will not be broken by new construction. 
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The Hollywood General plan mandates that we must: 
"protect lower density housing from the scatted intrusion of apartments" 
page 1 : section 3. 

"promote the preservation of views, natural character and topography of 
mountainous parts of the Community" page 1: section 7 

And that; 
"Transitional bulldlng heights should be imposed, especially in the Medium 
density housing designated area where this designation is immediately 
adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" page 3 

The immediate neighboring homes on Havenhurst Drive, some of which are not 
considered or specifically discussed in the EIR, are between two and seven stories 
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with an 
adopted land use plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect (The Hollywood Plan and its various Elements) is 
completely unsupported. The scale and mass of the project is Neighborhood 
Dividing and this is a major CEQA issue 

"There are twenty-nine known historical resources located in a 1A mile radius of the 
project site" and " ... eight historical resources are located within the visual view
shed or indirect impacts study area of the project site." 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET EIR 

Of these twenty-nine historic buildings, the EIR states that there is no impact, or no 
significant impact to any of them. The methodology for coming to this conclusion 
should be examined in detail, as it is not supported by the facts. 

The EIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic 
change in the zoning for one lot in a historic neighborhood. The EIR inadequately 
discusses any of these important and directly applicable policies. 
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On the left is the 2 story National Historic Register building, The Andalusia; directly 
across the street is the 8150 project site where the 220 foot building with its seven 
story concrete walled car parking structure is proposed, will completely over 
shadow it. 

The projects seven story concrete parking structure is within feet of this modest 
two story neighboring building on the right. 
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The views of and from The Colonial House (right), another National Historic 
Register building, will be gone once a 216 foot tall skyscraper is built on the left 
hand portion of these photos. 

Below is an illustration of how completely out of scale the proposed 220 foot 
building is with the 2-8 story context of the neighborhood. 
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Environmental Leadership Development Project 

Where are the improvements mandated to gain an ELDP status and exemption? 
How does this project meet the threshold? 

The ELDP states; 
"The project creates high wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and 
living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians11

-

page 15, appendix j, ELDP certification documents (City of LA Notice of 
Environmental Leadership Development Project) 

The EIR fails to state what type of high wage jobs it will be creating. The EIR fails 
to certify that these will be new jobs and not just the high wage jobs that exist 
already in the 8150 site, particularly the jobs at Chase Bank currently in the Lytton 
building. The EIR fails to adequately estimate the number of jobs being merely 
transferred from other parts of the community. Under ELDP the project must create 
high wage jobs, but the EIR fails to subtract the amount of already existing, high 
wage jobs that already exist from operating to proposed tenants. Where are the 
specific figures for creating new jobs? Most importantly, can the people who work 
at the building afford to live at the building at current market rates? 

THE EIR fails to discuss in detail the wages and what type of jobs and what they 
will be paid. They said they would provide 300 jobs. Currently on site there are 
already 217 jobs. 

The EIR fails to state the difference between creating and just transferring jobs. 

The EIR fails to state how many restaurant worker jobs will be created and if these 
are classified as high wage, highly skilled jobs. 

The EIR fails to state how many of these jobs part time or full time jobs. 

The ELDP states that the project within Y2 a mile of major, high quality transit stop. 
The nearest bus stop is on Fairfax. The EIR misstates the nature of the transit stop 
Fairfax. The building is beyond the mandated 1500 feet of We have included 
pictures located on the subsequent pages 

The ELDP states the project must have a net reduction of greenhouse emissions, 
but the 11 ,693 new vehicle movements this project will generate will massively 
degrade both the neighborhood, community and city air quality. 

How does this project get the same streamlining as Apple's new campus? 
There are no solar panels because all the outside space is given to noise making 
activities that will destroy the community, and the building casts a massive shadow 
across a wide area, preventing the neighbors from going solar. 
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ZONING, HEIGHT, DENSITY, AND TRANSIT 

• Zoning: C4-1 D 
• FAR: 1 :1 with "D" Height restriction 
• Neighborhood Office Commercial - "Neighborhood Commercial" 
• Regional Center or Neighborhood Center: No 
• Mixed Use Boulevard: No 
• TOD: No 
• Alquist Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone: Yes 
• General Plan Framework - City of Los Angeles 
• Community Plan: Hollywood Community Plan 1988 
• Housing Element: December 2013 City of Los Angeles 
• Units per acre = 203 units 
• Med-High Density Units - 40-60 per acre @ 2.55 Acres = 151 units 
• plus 35% density bonus 52.85 (53) units = 204 units (Hollywood Community 

Plan 1988) 
• Off Menu Requests: Many 
• FAR Increase Request: Yes 
• Air Rights Request: Yes 
• Condo to Apartments: ? 

This area is not designated a "Regional Center," but the project is an "infill" project. 
Pursuant to Senate Bill 743 ("SB 743"), recently passed by the California 
legislature, aesthetic and parking impacts of residential, mixed use residential, and 
employment center projects on infill sites within transit priority areas (such as the 
proposed Project) "shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment." 

However, SB 7 43 also states that local agencies may continue to set their own 
thresholds, including those for aesthetic impacts. As such, the analysis presented 
below evaluates aesthetics, views, light/glare, and shade/shadow impacts per the 
City of Los Angeles' local CEQA guidelines, which are contained in the Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide, discussed below. 

APPLICANT TEXT 
b. Regulatory Framework 
(1) State of California - Senate Bill No. 743 
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which 
became effective on January 1, 2014. The purpose of SB 743 is to streamline the 
review under CEQA for several categories of development projects including the 
development of infill projects in transit priority areas. The bill adds to the CEQA 
Statute, Chapter 2.7, Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented 
Infill Projects, and in particular Section 21099. Pursuant to Section 21099{d) 
(1) "Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or 
employment center project on an Infill site within a transit priority area shall 
not be considered significant impacts on the environment." 
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''Transit priority area" means an area within one-half mile of a major transit stop 
that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within 
the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement Program adopted 
pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

"Major transit stop" is defined by PRC Section 21064.3 to mean a site containing 
an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit 
service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of 
service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak 
commute periods. 

The Project Site is located approximately 1,500 feet of the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue, which is served by two or more major bus routes 
with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and 
afternoon peak commute periods, including Metro routes 2, 217, 302 and 780. 

The proposed Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 21099(d), and for this 
reason, the proposed Project's effects on aesthetics, including views, and lighting 
and glare are not required to be analyzed under the State CEQA Statute. 

COMMENT 
We dispute the applicants assertion based on its non-compliance with the 
current law. 
4.A-11. 
Chapter 5 of the General Plan Framework applies to urban form and neighborhood 
design. "Urban form" refers to the general pattern of building heights and 
development intensity and the structural elements that define the City physically, 
such as natural features, transportation corridors, activity centers, and focal 
elements. "Neighborhood design" refers to the physical character of neighborhoods 
and communities within the City. With respect to neighborhood design, this chapter 
encourages growth in areas that have a sufficient base of both commercial and 
residential development to support transit service. The General Plan Framework 
also states that the livability of all neighborhoods would be improved by upgrading 
the quality of development and improving the quality of the public realm. Urban 
form policies applicable to the Project Site include Objective 5.8, which 
applies to neighborhood districts and community districts. This objective is to 
reinforce and encourage the establishment of a strong pedestrian orientation in 
designated neighborhood districts. community centers, and pedestrian-oriented 
subareas within regional centers, so that these districts and centers can serve as 
a focus of activity for the surrounding community and a focus for investment in the 
community. 

General Plan Framework Chapter 6, Open Space and Conservation, addresses 
outdoor recreation needs of the City's residents. Objective 6.4 applies to the 
provision of usable open space and maximizing the use of public open space 
resources through private development. 
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4.A-15 
b. Thresholds of Significance 
(1) Visual Character and Aesthetics 
(a) Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides sample questions for use in an 
Initial Study to determine a project's potential for environmental impacts. According 
to the sample questions included in Appendix Gunder Section I, Aesthetics, a 
project would have a potentially significant aesthetic impact if it would: 

• a.) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or 
• b.) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, 

rock outcroppings, and historic buildings or other locally recognized desirable 
aesthetic natural feature within a city-designated scenic highway; or 

• c.) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings. 
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The EIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd Project fails to provide information and/or detail on 
transit and street improvements related to construction and general after 
construction operations. The project proposes very reduced vehicle parking with 
high use of limited close by transit, use of bikes and walking for the majority or 
users without needed improvements needed for operation 

The project site, 8150 Sunset Blvd at Crescent Heights is not located in a regional 
center, mixed use boulevard, or center or such designated by the City of Los 
Angeles or Hollywood Community Plan. The project site is not an employment hub, 
or considered an entertainment center area. That is designated as such east of La 
Brea. The project site does not fit the common "transit oriented development" 
definition as the site is located almost two (2) miles from major rail transit - Red 
Line. While there is a local bus stops on Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon and Fairfax 
Ave has a local rapid bus stop, but this bus is constantly detoured due to numerous 
Hollywood Blvd street closures. The current local bus stop locations and sidewalks 
cannot support or accommodate high volume transit riders without significant 
improvements to all bus-transit stop locations within the project vicinity. 

• Intersections and streets in the area surrounding the project site in the City of 
Los Angles and City of West Hollywood are already operating a "Fail" during 
peak hours and beyond. 

• Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon around the project site have 
No bike lanes now or planned. The sidewalks are narrow and not able to 
support bike riding. Therefore it would be expected that travel to and from the 
project site from the immediate neighboring hillsides and surrounding areas will 
be by car at all times of operation, especially during later night time hours. 

• The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed high-volume 
use are incompatible with the neighborhood character and infrastructure 
capabilities. 

• The projects proposed high volume commercial activity and late night use will 
have overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding 
community and daily commuter travelers on Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, 
Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed high volume use 
is incompatible with the neighborhood character and infrastructure capabilities. It 
proposes a high volume of commercial activity and late night use which will have 
overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding community and 
commuters on Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

The EIR fails to provide a complete description of the existing building uses on the 
site. The floor areas and parking counts currently allocated to each use, and to the 
proposed uses must be shown. This information should be in the 11Master Land Use 
Application 11 online on the City's website link for this project. 

The EIR fails to mention that the zoning was changed/downsized from 3:1 FAR to 
1 :1 FAR ("Q Condition") over a period of years, and that this was compliant and in 
accordance with the currently in use Hollywood Community Plan. For correct public 
and legal consideration, the EIR must show the reason the FAR was downsized. 
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Also please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site 
without a variance from Code Section SEC. 12.22.A.25.f .5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet 
equal to the percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development 
Project is eligible. This percentage increase in height shall be applicable over the 
entire parcel regardless of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of 
this subparagraph, Section 12.21.1 A.10. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height or number of stories is limited, this height 
increase shall permit a maximum of eleven additional feet or one additional story, 
whichever is lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

New Residential Units 

249 units for 505-528 new residents where there are currently none. The project 
plans or EIR does not include or address onsite or local parks and necessities or 
amenities for children, seniors or pets that will live at the project site; 

• What amenities and recreation play areas will be provided for children and 
where? 

• What amenities and recreation area will be provided for seniors and where? 
• What is the proposed rents for market rate and affordable housing units? 
• What amenities will be provided for the residents pets? 
• Where will residents walk their dogs or pets, on Sunset Blvd and Crescent 

Heights? 
• Residents can rent additional parking spaces from where? The commercial 

parking or off site? What cost? 
• Most project open space is proposed for entertainment and commercial type 

use. Where are the studies for noise pollution of these events? Where will the 
overflow parking be located for these events? 

• What school or child care amenities will be provided? 
• Will each apartment have a full sized parking stall? 
• Will each apartment have a second parking stall? 
• Where will residents guests park? 
• Where is the commercial parking, on site or off site? 
• What is the parking cost? 

The EIR must correct address and recirculate the answers to all these concerns. 
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PARKS AND GREEN OPEN SPACE 

The project site the Havenhurst Park as a local park to be used by residents. 
However Havenhurst Park is a Very small immediate resident serving pocket park, 
open from 9am to dusk and located in the City of West Hollywood. Hardly a major 
park, not even a small size park. The EIR does not identify any other public open 
space or park space they would contribute to the existing community or that their 
residents would be using. Nor does the EIR identify any contributions to editing 
parks and open space. 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
The Project Site is also located within a quarter-mile of open space/park uses at 
Havenhurst Park. 

COMMENT 
As can be seen from the images below, this one-building lot, pocket park cannot be 
considered as open space for a project of this density, size, scale and mass. 
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COMMERCIAL USE AND JOBS 

The EIR proposes 111,000 square feet of new restaurants and commercial use 
with hundreds of permanent highly skilled, high paying jobs in addition to 
construction jobs. 

However the EIR fails to provide information or detail regarding; 
• The project projects net 94 new jobs over what the existing mall provided. 
• Will the jobs be lower wage part-time restaurant and gym type jobs? 
• Will jobs be local hire? 
• What is the proposed average wage for the projects jobs? 
• What family friendly restaurants and neighborhood serving retail is proposed? 
• All restaurants are proposed to serve a full line of alcoholic beverages and 

remain open until 2am. This is neither neighborhood serving nor 11family 
friendly11

• 

• Will the average employee wage support being able to afford the projects 
market rate residential units on site? 

TRAFFIC 

The traffic analysis in the DEIR is inadequate to answer the issues we have raised 
in our review and we believe the impacts are grossly understated. We request 
that the applicant redo the analysis as suggested and that the DEIR be 
reissued for another 45 days for further review and comment. 

Our traffic consultant, Allyn Rifkin, former Bureau Chief of the LA DOT Planning 
Bureau, has calculated that the real figure for New Vehicle Trips generated by the 
project as it is proposed will be 2751. This has been correctly calculated using the 
l.T.E Trips Generation Manual, 9th Ed, Vol 6. 

The wildly inaccurate analysis in the EIR must be redone and recirculated. It goes 
without saying that since the traffic figures are so flawed, the figures used to 
calculate the parking, both within the structure and its massive neighborhood 
destroying overflow, must also be realistically recalculated and recirculated. 

The EIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd Project fails to provide information and or detail on 
many important transit and street, improvements related to construction and 
general after construction operations. The project proposes very reduced vehicle 
parking with high use of limited close by transit, use of bikes and walking for the 
majority or users without needed improvements needed for operation 

The project site, 8150 Sunset Blvd at Crescent Heights is not located in a regional 
center, on a mixed use boulevard, or center or such as designated by the City of 
Los Angeles or the Hollywood Community Plan. The project site is not an 
employment hub, or considered an entertainment center area. That designation is 
only to the east of La Brea. 
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The project site does not fit the definition of a "transit oriented development" as the 
site is located almost two (2) miles from any rail transit (Red Line). 

While there is a local bus stop on Sunset Blvd for Laurel Canyon, only Fairfax Ave 
has a local and rapid bus stops, but simple posts in the pavement cannot be 
described as a "regional transport hub" and it also lies beyond the mandated 1500 
feet from the development. That bus is also constantly detoured due to numerous 
Hollywood Boulevard closures. The current local bus stop locations and sidewalks 
cannot support or accommodate high volume transit riders without significant 
improvements to all bus-transit stop locations within the project vicinity. The 
intersections and streets adjacent to 8150 in the City of Los Angles and City of 
West Hollywood are already operating a "Fail" during peak and normal hours. 

The EIR is asking for 'Green Bonuses' by providing parking for over 1,300 bicycles. 
With each bicycle space taking at least 6 square feet, that's a minimum of 6,000 
square feet of encouraging the use of bicycles. However the EIR fails to recognize 
the unsuitability of the area for cyclists. The heavily trafficked junction of Sunset 
Boulevard, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon is already one of the most 
dangerous in the City of LA, and has had several bicycle fatalities in recent years. 
The hillside roads are all narrow, extremely steep and already overburdened by 
massive amounts of traffic, making them completely unsuitable and dangerous for 
any kind of weekday transport/transit cycling. 

Despite the inherent dangers on the main roads and the unsuitability of the steep 
hillsides narrow and already overcrowded streets, the EIR fails to mention bicycle 
safety or bicycle routes for its proposed 1300 cyclists. Where are the bike lanes 
being proposed or planned? The sidewalks are certainly too narrow to support 
even a very few cyclists, and with the proposed increase in pedestrian traffic the 
project says it will generate, they will be completely unsuitable for cyclists. 

It is glaringly obvious that all travel to and from the project site from all the 
neighboring hillsides and surrounding areas will be by car at all times of operation, 
especially during later night time hours. It must be noted that; 

• Intersections and streets in the area surrounding the project site in the Cities of 
Los Angles and West Hollywood are already operating a "Fail" during peak 
hours and beyond. 

• Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon have no bike lanes now or 
planned. The sidewalks are narrow and unable to support safe bike riding. 

• Therefore it is clear that all travel to and from the project site from the 
immediate neighboring hillsides and surrounding areas will be by car at all 
times of operation, especially during later night time hours. 

• The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed volume use is 
incompatible with the neighborhood character and infrastructure capabilities. 

• The projects proposed high volume commercial activity and late night use will 
have overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding 
community and daily commuter travelers on Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, 
Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

These comments, and those in Allyn Rifkin's letter (addendum #1 ) must all be 
addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 
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RESIDENT AND GUEST PARKING 

Resident parking figures are nothing short of ridiculous according to the EIR. 
• Residential Units 249 for 505-528 residents = 210 
• 233 resident will Not have parking 
• Studio 73 units = 73 vehicle parking spaces 
• One Bedroom = 130 vehicle parking spaces 
• Two Bedroom = 76 vehicle parking spaces 
• Three Bedroom = 16 vehicle parking spaces 

• Total Resident Vehicle Parking Spaces = 295 

Resident & Guest Parking consequences on the neighboring community. 
• 505-528 new residents where there are currently none. 
• 528 new residents minus(-) 295 resident I guest parking spaces= 
• 233 residents with NO on-site parking will create a massive overflow 
• Guest Parking=? (zero) which will also create a massive parking overflow 

The project assumes that 210 to 233 residents will not have a car, but will walk, 
ride a bike or take the bus. How do these high income, high value units sell to 
people with no car in a city with no realistic public transport alternatives? The EIR 
needs to suitably demonstrate how people who are spending $1500 a square foot 
to buy an apartment in the proposed site (or rent at comparative rates) will not 
have a car. It is possible in New York, Paris or London, but it is totally impossible 
on the border of West Hollywood. 

What about the Guests of the residents? 
• One onsite parking space per Studio and One Bedroom - additional or second 

resident vehicle parking space would be available for rented or purchased. 
• Where would the additional rented vehicle parking space come from - the 

commercial parking or off site? 
• What will be the weekly or monthly charge to residents for a second or 

additional vehicle parking space on-site? 
• What will be parking charges be for those in the affordable housing units? 

These figures are completely out of step with all the City studies on parking. The 
consequence of the parking overflow in such a busy area will be massive and 
neighborhood destroying congestion and pollution. For the community to take the 
EIR seriously this must be addressed in a serious, sensible and realistic manne 

PARKING FOR RESTAURANT, EMPLOYEE AND RETAIL PATRONS 

Unrealistically limited commercial & employee shared parking. 
The EIR states that the originally proposed 617 vehicle parking spaces will be 
further reduced by 123 additional vehicle parking spaces to allow for 380 more bike 
parking spaces, leaving just 494 shared vehicle parking spaces. 

• The EIR assumes that more than half the guests, employees and patrons will 
not have a car, but will ride a bike. 
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• The projects EIR and study assumes that approximately 689 employees and 
patrons will not have a car, but will walk, ride a bike or take the bus. This 
number is completely unrealistic for such a 'high end' establishment, especially 
one open after all public transport stops. 

• There are No bike paths or bike lanes now or proposed in the project plans. 
Due to the high volume vehicle traffic, safe, protected bike lanes for adults and 
children, with designated bike access from all surrounding streets to and from 
project site must be included for Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel 
Canyon, Fountain Ave and Havenhurst Dr. 

• The EIR fails to provide an adequate layout map of the parking. How many 
spaces will be tandem? 

• The EIR fails to provide an adequate community benefit to parking spaces 
being taken out on the sunset side of their property and being replaced by a 
taxi line. How does this benefit the community? 

• The EIR fails to address the traffic impact of a permanent taxi line on Sunset 
Blvd. 

• Taxi line up on SUNSET Blvd, will take over the 3rd lane on Sunset at 
Havenhurst, there is no mention in the EIR of the impact to traffic traveling east 
on Sunset or residents, employees and patrons exiting the building from 
Havenhurst on to Sunset. 

The EIR assumes that more than half of residents, guests, employees and 
patrons of this 'high income destination' will not have a car, but will ride a bike. How 
this completely unrealistic figure arrived at and justified? 

The EIR also assumes that approximately 689 employees and patrons of this 'high 
income destination' will not have a car, but will walk, ride a bike or take the bus. 
This is completely unrealistic for this location, and must be suitably addressed and 
circulated in the final EIR. 

The also EIR fails to mention the history of the developers overcharging for parking 
at this site. The EIR must reflect and discuss this as it throws into question their 
ability to safeguard their tenants, residents, commercial operators and act as 
responsible operators of a neighborhood serving destination. 

See: "Sunset Stripmall Owner Sued by Tenants Over Parking Fees I WEHOville 
http://www.wehoville.com/2013/04/17/sunset-stripmall-owner-sued-by-tenants
over-parking-fees/ 

1365 BICYCLE PARKING SPACES 

The EIR states that bicycle parking spaces have been increased by 380, for a total 
of 1365. This has been achieved by reducing 123 commercial and residential 
vehicle parking spaces. Further the project states the future studies for possible 
bike paths were suggested as part of a study farther east from the project site -
Fairfax, Hollywood and Sunset Blvd. 
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This cynical, bonus grabbing antic provides on-site (mostly short term) bike 
parking, but is completely unsuitable for this location. The EIR fails to reflect how 

the 'high income' individuals residing in, frequenting, or working at their 'newly 
created high income jobs' will chose to risk their lives in one of the most hazardous 
and congested areas of Hollywood. 

With no bike paths or safe access for bikes provided at or around the surrounding 
area, the EIR fails to provide information or detail as to how the surrounding streets 
and sidewalks will accommodate 1,365 bike riders. Further the EIR does not 
provide information or detail on future bike paths and which streets would 
accommodate safe bike travel and/or exactly which street and how many 
surrounding streets would lose a vehicle travel lane for bike travel. Sunset Blvd, 
Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, Fairfax Ave, Hollywood Blvd? 

The EIR must demonstrate how it arrived at this figure as a percentage of 
residents, guests, patrons and employees who would use a bicycle as a form of 
transport, and give real world examples of buildings in a similarly hilly, high traffic 
density area. 

The EIR must also provide full details on bike parking: 

• Where in the structure is short term bike parking? 
• What constitutes 11long term 11 and 11short term 11 bike parking? Minutes, hours or 

days of parking use? 
• Will exterior bike parking be covered and lighted? 
• Will bike parking areas provide 24 hours security? 
• Will there be a fee or charge for long term or short term bike parking? 
• Will shower and lockers be available to all employees and/or patrons using 

bicycles? 
• What times of the day will showers and lockers be open and available? 
• Will there be a charge (fee) for use of showers and lockers? 
• Will there be valet bike parking and at what charge? 
• The project state that bikes lanes and bike paths are being 11studied 11 for future 

application; however, the EIR fails to provide information or detail on the time 
horizon of the study, is it five years, ten years, never? 

• Who will be conducting the study and installation of the bike paths and lanes? 
• What streets are the bike paths and bike lanes to be installed on? 
• How will it affect traffic and parking? 
• Which and how many vehicle travel lanes will be removed to accommodate the 

new bike paths and bike lanes? 
• What is the location of a safe bike path feeding directly into and out of the 

project site? 
• Will bike riders be expected to share the sidewalk with pedestrians? 
• Will bike paths be actual protected bike paths and bike lanes or minimal non 

safety sharrows? 
• How many vehicle travel lanes and what length of the street will be lost on each 

street to apply new bike paths 
• How will cyclists, including children, safely access the site and bike parking? 
• Will a security guard be stationed at bike parking area all the time? 
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There are no bike paths or bike lanes now, or proposed in the plans. Due to the 
high volume motorized traffic, putting 1 ,000+ cyclists in the dense and dangerous 
traffic on Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, even Fountain Ave and 
Havenhurst Dr without protected bike lanes for adults and children, is a public 
safety debacle. This must be suitably addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 

Designated bike access from all surrounding streets to and from project site must 
be included for, but the current layout of these streets makes this an impossibility. 

This must be suitably addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 

PARKING CHARGE & VALET CHARGE 

The project states that all parking will be by Valet only. The EIR does not provide 
details regarding the fees and charges for parking; 

• Resident may rent or purchase an additional vehicle parking space. What 
would the weekly or monthly fee per space? 

• What is the cost or charge to park and Valet parking? Long term - Short term 
• Is self parking option provided? 
• Will guests of residents be charged for parking or free parking? What cost? 
• Will employees be charged to park ? What cost? 
• Will transit passes and discounts will be offered; What type - How many? What 

cost and for how many years? For residents, employees, patrons, guests? 
• The developer tried out the pay parking at this location charging $3 for 15 

minutes to park. It failed. Will the developer be charging these rates again? 

The EIR states that 8150 will be 100% valet parking. Does this apply to the 
affordable housing units as well? How will they pay for this service or will the other 
residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

The EIR must evaluate the street parking available in the area. What conditions will 
be applied to ensure that there no impacts to the adjacent streets? The site is 
currently self-parked with free parking, so the EIR must also evaluate whether free 
self-parking will help mitigate impacts of the 2751 new vehicle trips this project will 
generate on the adjacent streets. (figure re l.T.E Trips Generation Manual, 9th Ed, 
Vol 6 - please quote, confirm and recirculate in the new EIR). 

VANPOOL & CARPOOL 

The EIR states that multiple van pool, ride home and car pool options will be 
available. However the EIR does not provide further information or operational 
detail of this proposal; 

• Will these ride options be provided by the building management or by individual 
establishments? 

• How long will this service be guaranteed to employees, commercial operators 
and most importantly, the community? 

• Who and how will the operation of the Van Pool and Ride Share be policed? 
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• What measures are in place to guarantee it remains enforced for the life of the 
building? 

• How will the community, the City and the Neighborhood Council be reimbursed 
if new landlords decide they no longer want to offer it? 

• Where will the van pool and ride share pick up and drop be? 
• What times and frequency will this service be available? 
• Will all ride share and ride home options be available daily, day & late night 

service and what charge I fee? 
• Will the "Van Pool" service be available for all residents, guests, employees? 
• Will three or more per car will be offered parking discounts-what discounts? 
• How will that be available, to who and at what cost ? 
• The project requests 80% vehicles spaces to be Compact cars.The EIR does 

not explain why, or discuss the lower ride sharing suitability of these? 
• How many free parking spaces? 
• What is the charge for ride share at the Valet? 
• Will valet charge increase at night or evening hours? 
• Will parking be validated by on site commercial establishments - How many 

minutes at what charge? 
• How much handicap parking will there be, and will it be free? 
• How many Electric car spaces w/plug in will be provided?. 
• What voltage/wattage/hours to charge and at what costs to residents, patrons 

and guests? 
• What protections to existing neighborhood residents will the project provide? 

VEHICLE TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
Fountain Avenue is designated as a Secondary or Modified Secondary Highway 
within the City of Los Angeles and as a Collector Street within the City of West 
Hollywood. Within the study area, Fountain Avenue is typically striped to provide 
for two travel lanes in each direction, with left-tum lanes provided at key 
intersections, and limited on-street parking is permitted. However, along its western 
segments (generally between Havenhurst Drive and La Cienega Boulevard), on
street parking is allowed along the south side of the street throughout much of the 
day, reducing eastbound travel to one lane, with the exception of during the 
afternoon peak period, when such parking is prohibited, thereby allowing for a 
second eastbound lane. 

CORRECTION 
Fountain Ave is a Collector Street throughout the project study area, from La 
Cienega to La Brea and solely the City of West Hollywood. Fountain Ave as a 
"Modified" Secondary Highway within the City of Los Angeles starts at La Brea to 
the east. However, 11Modified11 street standards as specified as part of the 2012 
Hollywood Community Plan Update (HCPU) were terminated with the Superior 
Court Order, to set aside the HCPU; and therefore are no longer in effect for all and 
any 11modified 11 streets surrounding the project site. These streets include; Crescent 
Heights, Laurel Canyon, Hollywood Blvd, Fairfax Ave and Fountain Ave. 
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COMMENT 
Streets surrounding the project site should not have been studied as 11modified 11 

street standards for the project's traffic study. The EIR must reflect the correct 
current Hollywood Community Plan. 

The EIR fails to provide information and detail on why the project proposes to use 
and incorporate the City of Los Angeles owned traffic island, street and right turn 
lane, making it a part of their project. 

The removal of the City owned traffic island, street and right turn would cause 
irreversible and severe negative impact on traffic for the entire surrounding area 
forever. This proposed change should be eliminated from the project plan. 

The EIR must review the lasting, negative effects of eliminating the City owned 
traffic island and dedicated right turn lane and moving the Metro bus stop. 

The EIR also fails to provide detail as to how the increase in vehicle traffic, traffic 
flow, transit riders, pedestrians and bike riders would safely co-exists and move to 
and from the project site and throughout the neighborhoods and community. 

The current City of Los Angeles owned traffic island should remain and be 
improved to accommodate the new increase in transit user volume, pedestrians 
and bike riders. Traffic Island should not be incorporated into the project. 

The EIR must examine how articulated fire engines, large trucks, private buses, 
and other long wheel base vehicles would make that right turn. The removal of the 
island would make it impossible for anything large than a compact car to make the 
almost hairpin turn that would remain the only southbound option. 

The elimination of the traffic island would prevent, or at minimum, severely limit 
Metro and the City of Los Angeles from any future enhancements and additions of 
new transit service. Any future or new transit service that would require the right or 
left turn at Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would no longer be an option for the 
City or Metro. 

Elimination of the traffic island and current dedicated-sweeping right turn would 
make very dangerous conditions for vehicles attempting to make the right turn onto 
Crescent Heights and also vehicles turning left onto Sunset from Crescent Heights 
left. 

Since all turning traffic would now have to wait for pedestrians and bike riders to 
clear the junction, this would cause further back-ups along Sunset Blvd. This would 
fray tempers, putting pedestrian and cyclists at the crosswalk in further danger 
while adding even more pollution to the neighborhood than the 2751 new vehicle 
trips the project will generate. 
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APPLICANT TEXT: 
Approximately 60 percent of the Project's residential component inbound traffic is 
anticipated to enter the Project Site's Havenhurst Drive driveway from the south 
(via Fountain Avenue), with about one-half of this traffic (30 percent) turning onto 
Havenhurst Drive from both eastbound and westbound Fountain Avenue. 

COMMENT 
The project proposes a signal light at Fountain Ave at Havenhurst Dr to mitigate 
traffic. The EIR traffic study fails to provide detail of the severe negative impacts 
due to vehicles backing up on Fountain Ave; 

• A dedicated left turn lane for eastbound vehicle travel on Fountain Ave would 
be required to accommodate the project's anticipated hundreds of new 
resident vehicles turning left (north) onto Havenhurst Dr. to access the project 
site. The absence of a dedicated left turn lane would cause extreme back up 
on Fountain Ave to the west, especially during hours of the day when only 
One vehicle travel lane is available for eastbound traffic. This in addition to 
peak hours. 

• Fountain Ave; Necessity of dedicated eastbound left turn lane at Havenhurst 
Dr. is not included in traffic study. 

The project proposes to mitigate pedestrian and bike safety by prohibiting left turn 
from Crescent Heights into the project site. This is already an illegal turn, but 
regardless of that, the EIR fails to provide information on how this would affect 
traffic and circulation into and out of the project site; 

• What type of left turn "blocking" measure would be added to Crescent 
Heights? 

• How these added measures would impact regular high volume traffic flow? 
• How Crescent Heights northbound vehicles and bikes will access the project 

site parking area and valet drop off area? 

The project proposes the use of the current Crescent Heights street vehicle travel 
"merge" lane for their valet parking drop off and queuing. However the EIR fails to 
address or provide detail regarding these safety issues; 

• Valets in the street. 
• Drivers exiting on Crescent Heights, especially those turning north. 
• Mitigation and 11blocking11 measures that would prohibit U-Turns into the valet 

drop-off area from vehicles traveling from the north (Crescent Heights) turning 
into the valet drop off area. 

• Access proposed valet queuing area from Sunset Blvd, around traffic island? 
• Increase traffic making right hand turn on to Crescent Heights from Sunset 
• Emergency service right turn and parking for Fire, Police, Ambulance 
• Vehicles merging from Crescent Heights into on coming traffic 

• 
APPLICANT TEXT: 
All of the Project's residential component trips must exit from the Havenhurst Drive 
driveway toward the north; approximately 1 O percent of the Project's residential 
trips exiting the Havenhurst Drive driveway are expected to utilize an "around the 
block" route to access Fountain Avenue, turning right from Havenhurst Drive onto 
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eastbound Sunset Boulevard, and then turning right again onto southbound 
Crescent Heights Boulevard before continuing along westbound Fountain Avenue. 

COMMENT 

• The EIR proposes to eliminate the current traffic island, bus stop and traffic 
lights and streets lights. 

• The EIR proposes to eliminate the current dedicated right turn lane form 
eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights. 

• The EIR proposes moving the bus stop further east, away from the site. 
• The EIR proposes all residential vehicles must exit on Havenhurst and travel 

north to Sunset Blvd. the vehicles that don't turn west on Sunset Blvd would 
have to turn east on Sunset Blvd, then TURN RIGHT around the tip of the 
deleted traffic island (now the project's plaza) onto Crescent Heights in order 
to access Fountain Ave or travel south on Crescent Heights. 

• Vehicles making the right turn from Sunset Blvd to Crescent Height will be 
increased by many thousands of vehicle trips daily from residents, employees 
and vehicles retuning to the valet drop off. 

• All these vehicles will have to skirt the taxi and limo drop off for the proposed 
concerts, and open air entertainments, as well the multitude of restaurants, 
creating a massive bottle-neck, adding to the traffic mess generated by the 
SBE venue, and Chateau Marmont's drop off, both directly across the street. 

• Right turns around the deleted traffic island from all this new traffic would 
create tremendous back-ups on Sunset Blvd as all right turning vehicles will 
now be forced to wait for pedestrians and bikes to cross Crescent Heights at 
Sunset Blvd. 

• Thousands of passenger vehicles, large delivery trucks and emergency 
vehicles would now be attempting to make this almost hairpin right turn daily. 

• All long wheel base vehicles, including Fire Trucks, would be forced into 
opposing traffic lane when attempting to make this tight and unsafe right turn. 

• This will impede the already heavy eastbound traffic flow on Sunset Blvd, 
especially during PM peak commute hours (Today that lasts from 3pm-8pm) 

• What will adding thousands more vehicles into such a heavy trafficked 
intersection that already operates at "E" to "F" do to the quality of life and the 
air quality of the neighborhood and community? 

• It makes No Sense in regard to traffic flow, turn capabilities and vehicle, 
pedestrian and bike safety to remove the current dedicated turn lane and 
traffic island. The mass of pedestrians, bike riders and bus riders generated 
by the project crossing Crescent Heights to access and leave the project site 
makes removing the traffic island even more non-sensical. 

• Moving the bus stop farther away from the project site, forcing transit riders to 
walk back and cross Crescent Heights is also neither safe nor sensible. 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
Project component traffic is anticipated to travel to and from the Project Site along 
Fountain Avenue east of Crescent Heights Boulevard. The Project's residential 
component is estimated to generate a total of approximately 1,564 net daily trips, 
and therefore, would result in approximately 469 (northbound only) daily trips on 
the segment of Havenhurst Drive between the Project Site and Fountain Avenue), 
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as well as a total of approximately 314 new trips per day on Fountain Avenue west 
of Havenhurst Drive, a total of approximately 313 new trips per day on Fountain 

Avenue between Havenhurst Drive and Crescent Heights Boulevard, and a total of 
approximately 78 new daily trips per day on Fountain east of Crescent Heights. 
Therefore, the Project's combined retail/commercial and residential components 
are estimated to add approximately 469 new (northbound only) trips per day to 
Havenhurst Drive south of the Project Site, along with approximately 654 new daily 
trips on Fountain Avenue west of Havenhurst Drive, a total of approximately 653 
new daily trips on Fountain Avenue between Havenhurst Drive and Crescent 
Heights Boulevard, and a total of approximately 418 new trips per day on Fountain 
Avenue east of Crescent Heights Boulevard. 
Table 4.J-5, Local/Residential Street Traffic Impact Analysis Summary , it is 
recommended that the entry-only loading dock driveway on Havenhurst Drive be 
restricted to southbound left-turn moves only (requiring all trucks accessing the 
loading docks to enter via Havenhurst Drive from Sunset Boulevard). The trucks 
would then exit the Project Site from the exclusive truck driveway on Crescent 
Heights Boulevard immediately south of the Project's main Crescent Heights 
Boulevard driveway. Since most truck delivery traffic is expected to occur during 
off-peak periods when Project-related traffic (as well as traffic on Crescent Heights 
Boulevard) is reduced, the potential for conflicts with Project patron-related 
vehicles turning right out of the Crescent Heights Boulevard driveway are 
anticipated to be minimal. Therefore, no turn restrictions at this truck exit driveway 
are considered to be necessary. 

COMMENTS CONTINUED 
The project proposes all patron and employee vehicles, delivery trucks and service 
trucks will exit onto Crescent Heights turning left to Sunset Blvd and right turns to 
Fountains Ave. However the EIR fails to address and provide information and detail 
regarding realistic traffic operations; 

• Left turn vehicle safety issues 
• Right turn vehicle safety issues 
• Obstruction of current traffic flow 
• Safety and traffic flow measures for turning vehicles and on coming traffic 
• Vehicles merging and/or waiting in area of operation 
• Vehicle back up from cars attempting exit project site to cross Crescent Heights 

and turn left toward Sunset Blvd 
• Vehicle attempting exit project site to cross and Crescent Heights and merge 

across lanes of traffic to turn right-west bound on Sunset Blvd 
• Pedestrian and bike safety wile mixing with hundreds of vehicles exiting the 

project site on Crescent Heights 

All these comments in this VEHICLE TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION section must all 
be addressed and circulated in the new EIR, as well as the comments made by our 
Traffic Consultant, Allyn Riskin in his attached letter, Appendix #1 
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PUBLIC TRANSIT, CIRCULATION AND IMPROVEMENTS 

Local Bus Stop: Yes 
Transit Stop: Sunset and Fairfax 
Proposed Improvements to Transit and Transit Bus Stop: None 
Bus Stop: Removed from site 
Dash Bus: No 
Bike Lanes I Bike Path: No 
Proposed Bike Lanes I Paths: No 
Bike Access to Project Site: None shown in EIR 
Bike Lane Improvements: None 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
(d) Public Transit 
As discussed above under Project Characteristics, the existing Metro bus stop at 
the south west corner of Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard would 
be relocated to a new location east of Crescent Heights Boulevard as part of the 
Project. The new bus stop would still be located on the south side of Sunset 
Boulevard, approximately 400 feet east of its current location, and would continue 
to provide public transit service. The bus stop relocation would be completed prior 
to initiation of Project construction activities in order to ensure that uninterrupted 
transit service is provided throughout Project implementation. As such, no adverse 
impacts to public transit service associated with the relocation of the existing Metro 
bus stop would occur. 
It is estimated that approximately 240 of the Project's retail/commercial daily trips 
would occur via the public transit services in the Project vicinity, Using an AVO 
factor of 1.2 to convert these vehicle trips to person trips, the Project's retail/ 
commercial component could result in an increase in bus ridership of 
approximately 288 persons per day 
In addition, it is estimated that approximately 156 of the Project's total daily 
residential trips could actually occur via the area transit facilities rather than in 
privately-owned vehicles. 
Using the AVO factor of 1.2 persons per vehicle, the Project's residential 
component could result in a potential increase in area transit ridership of 
approximately 187 persons per day, 
While it is acknowledged that bus utilization in the Project vicinity can be heavy 
during the peak weekday commute periods, this nominal level of new rider demand 
would likely be divided among the three bus lines (Metro Lines 2/302, and Metro 
Line 218) providing direct service to the Project Site. 

COMMENT 
Only local bus service is available at the site, and the EIR also states that a Dash 
Bus Service is available at the project site. 

CORRECTION 
The project site is more than 1500 feet from a main bus line, and 1.9 miles from the 
Red Line at Hollywood & Highland, far beyond the distance a commuter would 
consider walking. The project misleadingly used old and outdated information from 
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the now scrapped 2012 Hollywood Community Plan Update. The Dash bus was 
withdrawn on Aug 1, 201 O due to it not enough riders to make economical sense. 

There is No Dash Bus service in the area. Hollywood-West Hollywood Dash Bus 
was eliminated in 2010 and never reinstated. 

The EIR states there are additional bus lines farther east to service the project site, 
but it does not address the Metro Bus detours due to numerous street and lane 
closures on Hollywood Blvd. Bus riders must wait and transfer or walk the extra 1/2 
mile to the nearest rail Red line at Hollywood & Highland. 

Metro Service Changes I December 2013 Service Changes and Detours 
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COMMENT 
Metro bus lines 2 I 302 and 218 are located on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. 
Improvements to sidewalks, upgrades to bus stop waiting areas will be necessary 
in order to accommodate the mass of anticipated new bus riders, pedestrians and 
bike riders that will all share the sidewalk. 

Re-location of Bus Stop.The project proposes the relocation of the local eastbound 
Sunset Blvd bus to 8000 Sunset during construction. However for appropriate 
operation and function of 8150 Sunset Blvd, this location would not be feasible, 
safe or practical. 

The EIR fails to provide information and detail for future operations, including 
improvements that will be provided as part of the project to bus stops, transit, 
transit safety, transit accommodation during, after and for the future. 

• The proposed location and sidewalk could not accommodate the projects 
anticipated increase of transit riders due to the narrow sidewalk. 

• The current sidewalk cannot accommodate bus shelters, benches, pedestrians, 
and bike riders, nor would it be American Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant. 

• The current sidewalk cannot accommodate pedestrians, bus riders and bicycles 
• Relocation of the eastbound Sunset Blvd bus would force riders to pass the 

project site, then walk back down a narrow sidewalk and have to cross Crescent 
Heights to access the project site. 

• Relocation of the eastbound Sunset Blvd bus would also contribute to vehicle 
back up on Sunset Blvd, as right turning vehicles will have to wait for pedestrians 
and bike riders to cross the street. 

• Relocation the local bus stop to the east side of Sunset Blvd would cause a traffic 
hazard, due to the almost blind north-east turn lane. Cars looking back at the 
traffic they have to merge into will be at greatly increased risk of rear ending the 
stopped bus. 

• At completion, an upgraded sheltered, lighted bus stop should be located at the 
west side of Sunset Blvd (8150 Sunset Blvd.) This will allow for safer transit rider
pedestrian access going to and from the project site, without having to cross the 
Crescent Heights. Additionally the current bus location can accommodate 
significant improvements and upgrades for transit and bus-bike riders 

LATE NIGHT BUS SERVICE 

The EIR proposes late night operations and events running until 2am close. 
However, there is not the service to support this. 

• The local bus late night 110wl Service" only runs every hour 
after 11 :30pm, and has a limited weekend/holiday service. 

• There is also no Rapid bus service nights or weekends or holidays 
• Rapid bus is constantly redirected for Hollywood Blvd event closures 
• Red line doesn't run beyond 11 pm 
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BUS STOP IMPROVEMENTS 

Significant improvements required for all current bus stops on Sunset Blvd, Laurel 
Canyon, Crescent Heights and at Fairfax Ave & Sunset Blvd. The EIR does not 
provide information or detail on what improvement are proposed for current bus 
stop location and when improvement will take place. 

• The project anticipates hundreds of new residents, employees and patrons 
will travel by bus to and from the project site. 

• All bus stops serving the project site Must be upgraded to be sheltered and 
lighted (Absolute minimum) 

• Safety upgrades needed at all bus stops to accommodate Hundreds of new 
and future transit riders 

• Sidewalk upgrades around all bus stops to accommodate Hundreds of new 
and future transit riders 

• Moving the bus stop farther away from the project site, forcing transit riders to 
walk back and cross Crescent Heights is ridiculous, when the City owned 
traffic island could become a City owned "transit island" providing better, safe 
service for all transit riders. Disability service, seniors, children, transit riders 
with bikes, etc. 

Proposed placement of moved bus stop in front of the 8000 Sunset building 

APPLICANT TEXT: 
(e) Access 
f5Note also that these ridership estimates do not include the use of several 
additional bus lines that do not serve the Project Site directly but which provide 
stops within convenient walking distance (Metro Lines 217 and 780, and the West 
Hollywood CityLine), which would further reduce the potential new "per bus" 
ridership. 
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COMMENT 

Sunset Blvd & Fairfax Ave bus stops are not acceptable "high quality or major 
transit stops" 

Bus Stop-Line 780 on Fairfax Ave - west side at Sunset Blvd 

Bus Stop - eastbound on Sunset Blvd at Fairfax 

Bus Stop-Line 780 northbound on Fairfax Ave - east side at Sunset Blvd 
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The proposed re-location of the local bus stop is to a narrow sidewalk that would 
not accommodate a bus stop with shelter and could also not accommodate 
pedestrians and bus riders and bicycles. It is also not American Disability Act 
(ADA) compliant. 

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC TRANSIT COMMENTS 
The EIR also does not discuss the project's plans for improvements and upgrades 
to the current bus stops along Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, 
Fairfax Ave and sidewalks that would be needed to accommodate the projects 
anticipated pedestrians, bike riders and future generated transit use. This must be 
addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

The Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the EIR as the adjacent 
streets are impacted by its location. Moving the location east to mid-block between 
Crescent Heights and Laurel could work if the right turn lane and triangular median 
at the east lane of Crescent Heights were improved. 

Maintaining the current bus stop location at the project site could accommodate the 
bus and anticipated new bus riders and riders with bikes. This would mean that 
residents, employees and patrons wouldn't need to cross Crescent Heights to 
catch the bus, increasing pedestrian congestion at the already dangerous and 
overcrowded intersection. A state of the art bus stop could be placed on the current 
traffic island with using green technologies, such as solar shelter roofs for lighting. 

Please study how this new location and improvements might help mitigate impacts 
for this Project. 

ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC FLOW COMMENTS 
1.) Removing the traffic island on the south west corner of Sunset Boulevard and 
Crescent Heights will; 

• Make it all but impossible for eastbound traffic on Sunset to turn south, 
especially for long wheelbase vehicles. This will add congestion to Sunset by 
forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax, and then adding 
more traffic to Fairfax. This is must be addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

• Any vehicle larger than a small SUV turning south onto Crescent Heights from 
Sunset will be forced to 'invade' the north-bound lane of opposing traffic. 

• The removal of the easy-access right turn lane means all drivers will be forced 
to wait for ALL PEDESTRIANS crossing Crescent Heights. This takes 
"forever" as there are always numerous stragglers paying little heed to the 
duration of the crossing light; so by the time the last pedestrian completes his 
crossing, the SOUTHBOUND vehicles on Crescent Heights are already 
crossing the intersection on their way to Fountain Ave. The result will be a 
massive build-up of the East bound traffic behind the vehicle making the 
almost impossible right turn. 
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• The traffic island acts as a 11safety buffer11 and several minutes of 11free11 time 
(as the pedestrians take a few minutes to cross the rather large triangle) for 
the easy-access right turning traffic to accomplish their turns into the 
Southbound Crescent Heights traffic flow. 

2.) The misguided concept of adding yet another traffic light at the corner of Sunset 
and Havenhurst mentioned both in the EIR and in the HHWNC PLUM meeting on 
the Jan 8th will have disastrous consequences for the already congested East
West traffic on Sunset Boulevard . 

• Besides the stoplight on Crescent Heights, there is another traffic light 2 1/2 
blocks west on the corner of Roxbury Road and Sunset Boulevard that 
creates traffic tie-ups during morning and evening rush hour traffic. 

• That light is very badly timed, often unnecessarily long waits for it to change, 
and that is from a tiny, almost private road with no more than 4-5 residences. 

• Adding this new light in an area in two different municipalities will be fraught 
with massive congestion issues since two of these lights are the province of 
the City of LA and the third (Roxbury Road) West Hollywood, there is no hope 
of ever getting the two traffic departments to synchronize the lights - they 
haven't been able to work it out since the Roxbury light was installed -
approximately 8 years ago. 

• From the stop light at Crescent Heights and a new one installed on the corner 
of Havenhurst is around 100 feet. To regulate traffic twice in such a short 
distance guarantees that there will be traffic trailing into the North-South traffic 
flow of Crescent Heights at almost every change of the light. 

• Drivers will scrunch in to the traffic ahead to 'beat the light', disrupting not only 
the East-West traffic, but the North-South traffic at the lights, and the 
pedestrians crossing who'll be endangered as they walk around the gridlock 
blocking their crosswalk . 

• This will all have a massive negative impact the quality of life of the 
community and the air quality of the neighborhood. 

3.) The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or 
exiting to the south. However there appears to be a carriage or drop off lane 
proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only an 11insignificant increase in the daily 
trips", what is this for? Other projects in the area and on similar corners do not 
have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from the 
Consultant allowing new northbound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

4.) There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 1,365 bicycles they are 
proposing to park. There are no bike paths on Sunset and the ridership suggested 
by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on Sunset. This 
extraordinarily large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to 
be evaluated much more accurately and carefully in the EIR. 

5.) EIR fails to provide detail on the bus stop. While we understand relocating the 
bus stop on the east side of crescent heights during construction. Relocating the 
bus stop permanently will probably not be ADA compliant. You need 7 unobstructed 
feet. It is on a slope and there is not enough depth of sidewalk. 
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MAYOR OF WEST HOLLYWOOD JOHN D'AMICO ON TRAFFIC 

"I am very concerned about the mega development proposal that has been floated 
for the MTA lot at San Vicente and Santa Monica (http://www.wehoville.com/ 
2013/02101 /cohen-brothers-mta-reach-exclusive-agreement-for-proposed-mega
complex-at-weho-depot/) and the proposed development just outside our city 
borders at Crescent Heights and Sunset (http://www.wehoville.com/2015/01 /06/ 
study-projects-traffic-impact-fountain-avenue-8150-sunset-project/). Developments 
like these have the potential to exact great harm on this part of the LA Basin and 
West Hollywood specifically. A development as large as these should not be 
considered until mass transit reaches the area, and West Hollywood should do all it 
can to fight the approval of these developments in their current incarnations. And 
developments like these should be brought to the voters for approval not simply 
presented to the council members for an up or down vote." 
Source: wehoville.com 

The Hollywood General Plan states "No increase in density shall be effected by 
zone change or subdivision unless it is determined that the local streets, major and 
secondary highways, freeways, and public transportation available in the area of 
the property involved, are adequate to serve the traffic generated" 
pg 4 

The intersection of Sunset and Crescent Heights is rated a LOS F. How is a failing 
grade considered adequate? Does the criteria for defining "adequate" streets 
include the current traffic counts? 

These comments must be reviewed, addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

NOISE 

APPLICANT TEXT: 

The Project wo·uld include three areas where events could be held, including 
gatherings of 50 to 500 guests accompanied by amplified background music. Each 
is discussed in detail separately. 

• Sunset Terrace - 500 patrons plus event staff, security/safety personnel, etc 
According to the applicant, the operation hours of the Sunset Terrace would 
be 1 OAM to 1 OPM. (Sunday through Thursday) and 1 O AM. to Midnight 
(Friday and Saturday) 

• Rooftop Lounge Terrace - The Rooftop Lounge Terrace would open as early 
as 1 OAM to serve breakfast and close as late as 2AM. Noise levels generated 
by dining activities of approximately 500 people with background music could 
be as high as 73 dBA at 40 feet from the boundary of the Rooftop Lounge 
Terrace. 

• Pool Terrace - Level 9 - The residential component of the Project would 
include amenities such as a private pool/pool deck (Pool Terrace) on Level 9. 
The Pool Terrace is located approximately 94 feet above ground. The nearest 
residential uses (R4) is located approximately 20 feet from the Pool Terrace. 
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• However, the Pool Terrace is located approximately 74 feet above the top of 
the nearest residential uses (R4). 

• Internal Patios and Central Plaza - The operation hours of Internal Patios and 
Central Plaza would be 1 DAM to 2AM daily. Noise generated by operation of 
the Internal Patios and Central Plaza generally includes music (amplified) and 
crowds of people (applause and cheer). Noise from amplified music would be 
controlled by limiting the allowable volume level from equipment. Noise levels 
generated by crowds (applause and cheers), however, could be as high as 86 
dBA (maximum sound level) at the back row of the event terrace based on 
measurements of similar events. 

COMMENTS 

The project states the mall, restaurants, bars, lounges and entertainment activity, 
will operate on multiple levels until 2AM. The EIR does not provide information 
regarding noise mitigation for the residents. 

The EIR fails to adequately assess indoor pollutants and noise pollution created by 
the commercial and restaurant tenants that will affect the residential tenants. 
Including but not limited to noise from bar patrons, noise from loading and 
unloading trucks, noise from valet line, noise from taxi line. Indoor pollutants such 
as lingering smells, cooking pollutants, second hand smoke, amplified music, 
concerts and applause. 

The EIR fail to state what activity will be taking place on the roof. 

The EIR fails to state the hours of use/operation of any resident only common area. 

The EIR fails to state the policing of the hours of use/operation of any resident only 
common area, and how the community can control this noise pollution. 

The EIR fails to state if any of the projects open spaces can be used for special 
event parties. 

All open space use, including sound and light pollution, especially to residents on 
the hill who will have a direct line of sight and sound to these areas, must be fully 
studied, addressed and circulated in the EIR. 

SOLAR TECHNOLOGY USE 

As an ELDP beneficiary, this building should have all open areas covered in solar 
panels, but it makes no mention of any solar or other environmentally conscious 
technology to offset the 11693 new vehicle trips worth of pollution it is going to 
generate. 

The EIR fails to provide detail regarding the project's use of solar technologies, 
solar panel use, placements, impacts to surrounding properties and any heal~h 
affects to surrounding neighborhood and properties. 
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The EIR fails to provide a breakdown and information or detail regarding impacts to 
existing buildings and properties surrounding the project site as to how many 
properties will no longer have the ability to use solar energy technologies and or 
the level of reduced capacity and capability surrounding property sites will have 
when utilizing solar technology in the future due to shadowing effects from the out 
of scale and context building height. 

The EIR fails to provide information and/or detail regarding impacts to future use of 
solar for city street lights, bus stops and other infrastructure that would use solar 
technology as part of their sustainable upgrades. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses 
provided under the City's housing policy. It appears that the total proposed amount 
of affordable housing at 11% of the total residential units. How does the Applicant 
arrive at the unit counts that qualify for this bonus? 

State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is 
necessary to offset costs. 

This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable 
Housing because it is more than 1500 feet from a major transit stop. The Applicant 
is asking for a Variance in order to qualify for an incentiveJbonus density. This is not 
legal. A developer cannot ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus. This puts the 
City (and taxpayers) at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits. 

The EIR fails to adequately state where the affordable housing units will be placed 
within the building. Will they be on a separate floor? Will the affordable housing 
tenants be given less desirable units? Will the affordable housing tenants have the 
same finishes and appliances as market rate units? Will they share the same 
entrance, parking, pools and decks? The EIR fails to include adequate information 
on what services the affordable income tenants will be allowed to use. 

The EIR fails to state if the affordable income occupants will be able to use the 
resident valet for free without tip since at many times there will be no self park 
option for them. How will free parking without tip, if provided to the affordable 
income tenants, be enforced by the owners in perpetuity through outside valet 
companies? 

The EIR fails to state at what price and how many affordable income units will sell if 
they choose to condo the building. 

The EIR does not state the layout and size of the affordable income units, or 
wether affordable income occupants and guests will be able to use the same door 
as "market rate" residents as proposed in their West Hollywood building. 
http:/ lwww.latjmes.com/local/westside/la-me-poor-doors-20140811-story. html 
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EARTHQUAKE • SEISMIC STUDY 

With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the 
community should be informed about the location or assumed location of the fault 
at this site. Please have the Consultant indicate, in Map form in the Report, where 
the testing was undertaken on the site and what were the results. 

The EIR fails to estimate emissions if trenching is needed as it is in the Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Zone. 

The EIR fails to state what emergency evacuation plans will be as it is in Alquist
Priolo Earthquake Zone. 

The EIR fails to state what impact the valet only residential parking will have on 
evacuation measures. How will valet only parking effect the evacuation of the sick 
and disabled whose only viable means of evacuation might be by car? 

The EIR fails to state evacuation methods pursuant to ADA guidelines within the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. 

The EIR does not adequately define what trenching methods will take place on the 
property as it is in Alquist Priolo zone. 

The EIR also fails to examine the dangers of hydrology on an alluvial fan. The 
consequence of constructing the correct barrier will lead to a diversion of 
groundwater and the increased likelihood of liquefaction under neighboring building 
such at 8000 Sunset, the historic Granville Towers, the Andalusia, the Colonial 
House etc, etc., in the event of a bad quake, especially following a period of 
intense rain, which is usual in an El Nino year. This must be addressed in the EIR, 
and it should be signed off on by the state geologist to ensure that the city will not 
be open to massive and costly lawsuits in the unfortunate event of any such 
damage occurring. 

COMMUNITY IMPACT 

The EIR contains insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach the 
correct conclusions and findings regarding the project's impact on both the local 
historical resources and the existing neighborhood. 

Placing a new 216 foot tall building with a bulk of 333,903 square feet next to a 
building of 14,318 square feet is overwhelming and the EIR does not discuss 
adequately (except to draw the conclusion that it will not create a significant 
impact) how such a project complies with the Hollywood Community Plan. 

The EIR incorrectly labels the neighboring homes on Selma, Sunset and Crescent 
Heights as multi family units, but many of them are single-family residences. 
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There is no discussion in the EIR of the principals noted above from the Hollywood 
Community Plan, merely a conclusion that the building is not disruptive and causes 
no significant impact. This conclusion is not supported by any demonstrated facts. 
An in-depth discussion is needed as to how the proposed building is sympathetic to 
the scale and form of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous 
conclusions of 'no impact' or 'less than significant impact' on such a historical 
neighborhood. 

The EIR does not state the economic impact of more traffic, more shade, more 
glare on buildings on the property values of Havenhurst. 

The EIR does not state the impact on hillside residents whose views will be 
dominated and their property prices devastated by the out-of-scale and context 216 
foot tower. 

The EIR states that the Billboard on the site was digital and/or illuminated. The 
billboard is lit up by spotlights at night, but has never been a digital board. What 
outside advertising there will be? Will there be any digital displays facing the street 
causing light pollution and visual blight. 

The EIR does not state whether cell towers will be placed on the site, this must be 
addressed for both the present and the future. 

The EIR fails to address the "respect other neighbors" policy in Hollywood 
Community Plan. There is a 10-story West Hollywood height limit that must 
addressed and discussed in the EIR. 

FIRE AND SAFETY 

The EIR fails to use statistics and response time from fire station 41. It uses only 
statistics for Station 27. Please inquire why a station that also serves this area was 
not included? Please get the response times information from this Station 41. 

LAFD requires 9000 gallon a minute from 4 hydrants known as the GPM flowing 
simultaneously. The hydrants currently at the site produce less then 4000 gallons 
per minute. This is insufficient according to the LA City Fire Code. The EIR does 
not contain plans to remedy this massive and exceptionally dangerous oversight in 
public safety. (see attached LAFD letters -Addendum #2) 

The EIR fails to accurately represent the reduced response time for fire and first 
responders traveling to and from adjacent Hillside Communities. The Loss Of 
Service standards of measure for everyday drivers is not an accurate estimate of 
delay time for first responders when seconds count. 
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SAFETY DURING CONSTRUCTION 

The community traffic will suffer an unavoidable "significant impact" during 
construction. Can the applicant limit start construction later in the morning in order 
to correspond with our later commute time on Sunset Blvd. A 1 O:OOam start time 
would be ideal. 

Pedestrian safety during construction is not addressed in the EIR 

The EIR fails to state mitigation efforts to reduce construction worker's cars idling 
and blocking lanes. 

La Cienega and Sunset Blvd. construction worker pulled over the black SUV 
pictured, blocked half a lane, then ran across the street while leaving car idling. 
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La Cienega and Sunset Blvd. Pedestrian with no sidewalk, forced to dangerously 
walk in road. 
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A NEW COMPREHENSIVE HISTORIC SURVEY MUST BE COMPLETED 
BEFORE CERTIFICATION 

The Department's initial broad-brush analysis was that the project would have 
No Significant Impacts on nearby Historic Resources and that 'no mitigation 
measures are necessary' again stands as a bare conclusion without adequate 
discussion or support. Not only is this position wrong as a matter of law, even to 
the casual observer, it was obvious from the beginning that it was reasonable to 
believe that that the project, unless mitigated will lead to significant majorly adverse 
impacts on Hollywoods original residential neighborhood. 

These resources represent a variety of important architectural styles starting from 
the early 20th century; three on Havenhurst alone are on the National Register of 
Historic Places. This neighborhood also exhibits a consistent development pattern 
including height, scale, bulk, massing, rhythm, architectural detail and use of 
materials that creates cohesive groupings of buildings, districts and 
neighborhoods. 

The EIR indicates numerous potential and acknowledged historic resources but 
concludes that no impacts will occur because previous development in the 50's 
and 60's have nullified a need to preserve our historic buildings, and nullified the 
need to respect our buildings from the 20's and 30's. Therefore, the EIR does not 
meet accepted professional standards. 

By design, a Survey or Historic Resources Evaluation Report is intended to 
prioritize the evaluation of properties that are directly impacted by the proposed 
project. The approach used here is inadequate as a matter of law. The full and 
complete analysis of the impacts of the project cannot be deferred or separated 
from approval and certification of the final EIR. In order to comply with law the EIR 
must adequately and completely fully disclose all potential impacts to the historic 
resources in the area impacted by the project. 

There is only dismissive analysis as to how this conclusion is reached. A specific 
analysis of the impact on the potential historic properties requires that a EIR be 
adequate, complete, and a good faith effort at full disclosure per CEQA Guideline 
15151. 

It is unthinkable that this project could go forward without such a complete survey. 
The lack of comprehensive survey shifts the burden of monitoring to the 
neighborhood, creates a reactive process rather than proactively planning for the 
treatment of historic resources, and leaves open the potential for development 
decisions to be made about properties without the benefit of knowing whether they 
are Historic Resources. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Department is presenting an EIR to the public which is at best incomplete and 
at worst both inaccurate and completely unrepresentative of the consequences of 
the project. A request for certification on such a document is directly contrary to 
CEQA. "The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, 
and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 11 (CEQA Guidelines, 15151.) 

The ultimate decision of whether to approve a project, be that decision right or 
wrong, is a nullity if based upon an EIR that does not provide the decision-makers, 
and the public, with the information about the project that is required by CEQA.' 
11 (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, supra. 27 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 721-722, quoting Santiago County Water Dist. y, County of 
Orange (1981) 118 

Cal.App.3d 818, 829 [173 Cal.Rptr. 602]). If the description of the environmental 
setting of the project site and surrounding area is inaccurate, incomplete or 
misleading, the EIR does not comply with CEQA. Without accurate and complete 
information pertaining to the setting of the project and surrounding uses, it cannot 
be found that the EIR adequately investigated and discussed the environmental 
impacts of the development project. 
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Save Sunset Boulevard would like to conclude our comments by reminding the City 
that the force of public opinion is against this completely out of scale development. 
As of 9pm on Jan 19th 783 letters of objection have been forwarded to the City 
Planning Office, Tom LeBonge and Jonathan Brand from our website. The full 
contents of the letter, and also the names, emails and address of the concerned 
and disgusted citizens in our community are added to the addendum list. 

8150malfng1 .. 1 - On M~ Mac (78:; me•saoe•\ 
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r ~•·"". This is how many emails the planning department have recieved from our one olick letter w1 iting campaign. 
\.o- - -- ----~_,.-'... • • ....... • ,..;. _____ ...... __ ~_.;, -~'- - · ~ ....... ,. . - • • .,.,__ _ ___ .......;... _ _,_--........, -- ----- -·-·· - . - ----· -·-·-··· -· ·~----. -- -· -~-

• fll From ~~ Oat~ Reeatv&d v I . Author 

Save Sunset Boulevard Objection lo B150 Sunset Blvd. fro .. . Today 8:51 PM Jonathan Brand 

Save Sunset Boulevard Objection to B150 Sunset Blvd. fro •.. Today B:47 PM 

Save Sunset Boulevard Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. fro ... Today 8:44PM 

Save Sunset Boulevard Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. fro: .. Today 8:43PM 

Save Sunset Boulevard Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. fro ... Today 8:40PM 

Save Sunset Boulevard Objection to 0·150 Sunset Blvd. fro ... Today 7:40PM 

Save Sunset Boulevard Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. fro ... Today 7:38PM 

Frank Taplin 8150 Sunset Comments Today 7:05 PM 

Saw Sunset Boulevard Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. fro . .. Today 6:45PM 

SllVP. Sun!<P.I Rot tlP.VHrrl Ohil!C':lbn In A1M Sur:>AAt.Blvrl. fro . .. ToliRv fi:44PM 

Save Sunset Boulevard I" 
To: Jonathan Brand, plannlng.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@laclty.org and 2 more ... 
Reply-To: auntiemer4x@yahoo.com 
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Meryl S. Cohen 

From: 
MerylS. Cohen 
m1ntiemer4x@vH.hCm.com 
1416 N. Havenhurst Drive 
West Hollywood 
CA 
00046 

To: 
The City P1aming Department, CotllCiman Tom L.aBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

Jonathan Brend 

Jonathan Brand 

Jonathan Brand 

Jonathan Brand 

Jonathan Brand 

Jonathan Brand 

slirnal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Jonathan Brand 

.IOM1'1Rn Ar11nd 

December 31, 2014 at 1:45 PM 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west junctiOn of Sunset & Crescent 
Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general oonfonnance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a project may be approved. In the EIR there 
is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\ielopment of this scale, mass or design. This project stards in direct conflict to the 
Hollywood General Plan and CEQA 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed In the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feel this will be the tallest skyscraper on the historically low rise 
Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because on the way In which the approval 
process for rentals and condominiums diWers. The EIR Represents the project as 16 stories when It is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per 
story. I believe this to be an Intentional misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the 
height without this misleading and Incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICALRESOURCEDISTR~T 
The Chateau Marmon! and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los Angeles's premier historical treasures, 
so to tower <Ner them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the area and a tragedy of urban desigl that cannot be undone. The EIR does 
not accurately represenl the destruction to the neighbcrhood that this project will cause.The currenl design will haw a disastrous effect on the 
historical nature of the Immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correcUy address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of 1he historic Chateau Marmon!, the Colonial 
House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmon!, The Granville, and The Savoyand countless hillside residents. 
• ~ ci.h~riinn t~ r.hi:1to.AI I ~A~rmnnt {"'.nll'V'li:Clll l-lni IQO ~nrl Th.::io bMi:ah tc:i:::a will r-nmnlctcl\1 ricctm11 nn.o nf tho mnQf nn,on Anrf QnAl""ir'll IC!. ~rAA~ Of 
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Addendum list, submitted by email and in person. 

1. Allyn Rifkin Traffic Report 
2. Letter from LA City Fire Department #1 
3. Letter from LA City Fire Department #2 
4. City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 
5. 1988 (currently in force) Hollywood Community Plan 
6. Council Member Tom LeBonge's letter 
7. City of West Hollywood letter 
8. City of LA ELDP notification 
9. City of LA Traffic Assessment 
10. The full list of the 783 petitioners who joined the "Letter of Objection" campaign 

to the city through Save Sunset Boulevard's website. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Save Sunset Boulevard's Letter Addendums re City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-
EIR 
1 message 

Andrew Macpherson <andrew@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 11:41 PM 
To: Planning@lacity.org, planning.em.re\Aew@lacity.org, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, 
"tom.labonge@lacity.org" <tom .labonge@lacity.org>, Srimal. Hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: Robert Silwrstein <Robert@robertsilwrsteinlaw.com>, Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net>, Adara Salim 
<adarasalim@gmail.com>, Jay Grodin <jgrodin@wkmgroup.com>, Wayne Marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>, 
Cyd Zeigler <cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com>, Matt & DeeDee Schneider <Racer810@sbcglobal.net>, Marian Dodge 
<president@hillsidefederation.org>, George Abrahams <ggg@copper.net>, Don Andres 
<Andres2007@sbcglobal.net> 

Dear Srimal, 

Please enter these addendums to Saw Sunset Boulevard's letter into the public record, and confirm your receipt 
of them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, Andrew Macpherson 

Andrew Macpherson 
Treasurer 

Saw Sunset Boulevard 

http://sawsunsetboulevard.com 

11 attachments 

~ City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendum1 .pdf 
1694K 

t:t City Case No. ENV-2013·2552-EIR_SSB_adendum2.pdf 
14K 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER B9



~ City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendum3.pdf 
851K 

~ City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendum4.pdf 
151K 

M City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendum5.pdf 
Ill 458K 

'tE City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendum6.pdf 
112K 

~ City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendum7.pdf 
524K 

~ City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendumS.pdf 
812K 

~ City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR_SSB_adendum9.pdf 
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Allyn D. Rifkin, PE 
Rifkin Transportation Planning Group 

January 18, 2015 

Andrew Macpherson 
Save Sunset Boulevard 
c/o Macfly Corp 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LACA90069 

4455 Los Feliz Boulevard, Suite 1403 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

(323) 664-2805 [t] 
(323) 697-1594 [c] 

allynrifkin@gmail.com 

Peer Review of Traffic and Circulation Issues - Draft EIR for the Proposed 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard (Sunset/Crescent Heights) Mixed Use Project Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Mr. Macpherson: 

This letter is a summary of my comments on the traffic sections of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the proposed project. I reviewed the DEIR Chapter 4.J - Environmental Impact 
Analysis-Transportation and Circulation (66 pages) and Appendix H-Traffic and Parking (724 
pages). The length and complexity of those documents should be justification for an extended review 
period. Within the time constraints I have not been able to do an extensive review and may have 
additional comments to make at future review points to this project. In summary, there are questions 
regarding the present analysis that would require additional study and a re-circulation of the DEIR. 

I have an extensive background in traffic impact analysis. For your information a copy of my resume 
and qualifications to conduct this review is attached. I have worked over 30 years with the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation, including the Chief of the Transportation Planning Bureau 
which conducts the review of all development related traffic analyses within the City. Due to the limited 
time for review, I have limited my comments to impacts on City of Los Angeles Circulation, the area for 
which I am most qualified to comment. I am registered in the State of California as Professional 
Engineers (PE) both in Civil and Traffic Engineering. 

1. Trip Generation 

The Trip Generation analyses utilize a number of discounts from a multitude of assumptions (page 4.J-
17). These discounts are not applied consistently to the existing use project, leading to an over-estimate 
of vehicle trips for the existing development and an under-estimate of vehicle trips for the proposed 
project. The result of these differing assumptions results in a significant underestimate of the number of 
vehicle trips and thus would affect the conclusions regarding traffic impacts. 

The most glaring errant assumption relates to internal trip discounts between various uses in the 
proposed shopping center. Tables 2a and 2b of the Traffic Study reveal the "parsing" of various 
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proposed uses in the shopping center and the application of different assumptions for those uses. The 
reality is that uses within a shopping center change over the life of the project. The analysis should have 
used generalized trip rates for shopping center. The ITE Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition) describes 
what may be expected in a Shopping Center (Land Use Code 820) according to data contained in there 
data base (see Exhibit 1). Surveys of vehicle trips from those projects already include the "internal" 
discounts assumed in the DEIR analysis. Treating both the shopping center components for the existing 
and the proposed projects equally without "parsing" out individual components is illustrated in my 
Exhibit 2, utilizing the vehicle trip rates from ITE Land Use Code 820. The differences in estimated 
vehicle trips are 1,674 daily, 219 am peak hour, and 38 pm peak hour. 

Because the existing shopping center is currently occupied, an opportunity exists to validate the 
magnitude of these differences in assumptions. The applicant should be requested to provide a survey of 
the existing shopping center vehicle trip generation and report these in a document for re-circulation. 

An additional discount that is provided in the DEIR analysis is an assumed discount of 0.6% for 
"affordable" units. The documents provide no evidence that occupants of affordable units travel less 
frequently than market rate units. This evidence should be included in a revised document. 

2. Parking 

According to the DEIR, a significant parking impact would incur ifthe Project provides less parking 
than needed as determined through an analysis of demand from the project (page 4.J-59 of the DEIR). 
Tabulations included in the document fail to show "demand" for parking and only provides an analysis 
of City of Los Angeles code required parking with "allowable" discounts in comparison to the provided 
parking. Any short-fall in the "actual" demand for parking can result in impacts to the surrounding 
residential community. A revised shared parking analysis utilizing a data source on actual demand for 
parking (such as ITE Parking Generation Manual) should be included in a revised document with 
proposals for mitigation of any projected short-fall in parking. 

3. Sunset Boulevard at Crescent Heights 

The DEIR and Traffic Study propose a physical change to remove the existing free right turn from east 
to south. According to my field observations, the resultant right tum around the existing channelization 
island is not feasible for larger vehicles, with possible conflict with the northbound traffic on Crescent 
Heights. A study of the physical road geometry with a Tum-Template analysis should be included in a 
revised document. 

The capacity analysis (Critical Movement Analysis-CMA, page 4.J-45) notes that the Level of Service 
(LOS) for this intersection has been "manually" adjusted to LOS F, in spite of the calculations presented 
in the Traffic Study and DEIR that display the Volume/Capacity (V/C) ratio as 0.756 (LOS C). While I 
do not dispute the observation that the intersection is over-capacity during the PM peak hour, the 
analysis should be re-done so that the adjustments are disclosed and validated so that the before and 
after V/C ratios are calculated consistently over 0.90. Findings of no impact cannot be relied upon 
without a more analytic presentation of the analysis. 

Further, the impact of removing this free right turn from the intersection is likely to have significant 
impacts, particularly with the volume of pedestrian traffic. No analysis is provided for the intersection 
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with and without the proposed circulation change. A revised study should address this issue. 

4. New Traffic Signals for Hayvenhurst A venue at Sunset Boulevard and Fountain A venue 

Two new traffic signals are proposed to assist the project access plans for Hayvenhurst Avenue, a local 
residential street. Hayvenhurst A venue is a short block west of Crescent Heights, a congested 
Secondary Highway. There may be tradeoffs between the project access needs and the traffic flows on 
Sunset and Fountain. A revised study should include a traffic flow simulation (such as provided in 
NETSIM) to evaluate the traffic flow impacts of these new traffic signals. 

The DEIR and Traffic Study do not present analyses examining the "Warrants" and justification for 
these traffic signal and an analysis of the possible traffic flow impacts on the intersecting arterial streets. 
These additional items should be included in a revised study. 

Also, the provision of two new traffic signals on a residential street has the potential of attracting by
pass traffic from the parallel congested arterial, Crescent Heights. The possible diverted traffic may 
increase the level of traffic so that a conclusion of significant residential traffic impacts to that street is 
likely, requiring additional traffic mitigation measures. A revised study should address this issue. 

5. Driveway on Sunset Boulevard 

One major driveway is proposed for access to the Shopping Center from Sunset Boulevard. According 
to the project description this driveway would have limited egress (right tum only). This is explanation 
for the proposed new traffic signal at Hayvenhurst Avenue and Sunset. There are no limitations on 
ingress. From field observations, from the levels of congestion on Sunset Boulevard, there would 
appear to be major difficulties in making a westbound left tum into this shopping center driveway. Left 
tum ingress should be restricted because of impacts to Sunset Boulevard. The assumed left turns at this 
driveway need to be reassigned to west-bound left turns at Crescent Heights and evaluated for impacts at 
that intersection. A revised study should address this issue. 

In summary, there are a number of traffic and circulation issues raised in the DEIR that have inadequate 
analysis. It is my opinion that the Traffic Study needs to be corrected and the additional analysis should 
be re-circulated in a revised DEIR. 

Ifthere are any questions regarding the above comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, t 
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Allyn Rifkin, P .E. 
Experience and Qualifications 

Mr. Rifkin has over 30 years experience in the field of transportation engineering and planning. Included in 
that experience are assignments in both the private and public sectors, ranging from consultant for developers 
to research for the Automobile Club of Southern California. Until recently, he was the Chief of the Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation's Bureau of Planning and Land Use Development, responsible for 
managing a staff of 38 professionals and serving as the key department liaison between the development 
community and City Council on traffic mitigation and transportation planning issues. He supervised the 
completion of numerous project EIRs for the City of Los Angeles. His latest projects focused on transit 
oriented development along various rail alignments in the Los Angeles area. As a private consultant, Mr. 
Rifkin assisted the Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency in a "complete streets" initiative; the 
Los Angeles City Planning Department in its revision to the City's Mobility Element of the General Plan, the 
Eagle Rock neighborhood in the formation of the Colorado Boulevard Pilot Community Parking program 
and County Supervisor Y aroslavsky in the initial proposal to convert Olympic and Pico Boulevards into a 
one-way pair. 

Professionally, Allyn is active in the Urban Land Institute (ULI) and the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE), and has served as the president of the ITE'S largest Chapter ofITE, the Southern California 
Chapter, with over 1,100 members. In addition to serving on the ITE National Transit and Transportation 
Planning committees, he has been instrumental on national steering committees for the ITE Trip Generation 
Committee and the Urban Goods Movement Committee. He has lectured extensively on the topics of traffic 
impact mitigation and on neighborhood traffic controls. 

His college education began with a B.S. in Systems Engineering at UCLA and led to an M.S. in 
Transportation Engineering at Northwestern University. Rifkin is nationally recognized for his expertise in 
travel demand forecasting. His more recent work has involved traffic plans to relieve congestion in various 
hot spots of development in Southern California including the South Coast Plaza area of Orange County, 
Downtown Los Angeles, Westwood, the LAX Transportation Corridor (the initial area in Los Angeles to 
adopt a traffic impact mitigation fee), and Warner Center. 

He was involved in the creation of five transportation trust funds with current balances exceeding $23 
million for transportation improvements. In his role as mediator of development traffic impact Mr. Rifkin 
launched a neighborhood traffic safety program currently exceeding $1.5 million in neighborhood traffic 
controls and negotiated pedestrian safety mitigations from the Los Angeles Unified School District. 
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Description 

EXHIBIT 1 

Land Use: 820 
Shopping Center 

January 18, 2015 

A shopping center is an integrated group of commercial establishments that is planned, developed, 
owned and managed as a unit. A shopping center's composition is related to its market area in terms 
of size, location and type of store. A shopping center also provides on-site parking facilities sufficient 
to serve its own parking demands. Specialty retail center (Land Use 826) and factory outlet center 
(Land Use 823) are related uses. 

Additional Data 

Shopping centers, including neighborhood centers, community centers, regional centers and 
super regional centers, were surveyed for this land use. Some of these centers contained non
merchandising facilities, such as office buildings, movie theaters, restaurants, post offices, banks, 
health clubs and recreational facilities (for example, ice skating rinks or indoor miniature golf 
courses). The centers ranged in size from 1,700 to 2.2 million square feet gross leasable area 
(GLA). The centers studied were located in suburban areas throughout the United States and, 
therefore, represent typical U.S. suburban conditions. 

Many shopping centers, in addition to the integrated unit of shops in one building or enclosed 
around a mall, include outparcels (peripheral buildings or pads located on the perimeter.of the 
center adjacent to the streets and major access points). These buildings are typically drive-
ln banks, retail stores, restaurants, or small offices. Although the data herein do not indicate 
which of the centers studied included peripheral buildings, it can be assumed that some of the 
data show their effect. 

The vehicle trips generated at a shopping center are based upon the total GLA of the center. In 
cases of smaller centers without an enclosed mall or peripheral buildings, the GLA could be the 
same as the gross floor area of the building. 

Separate equations have been developed for shopping centers during the Christmas shopping 
season. Plots were included for the weekday peak hour of adjacent street traffic and the Saturday 
peak hour of the generator. 

Information on approximate hourly, monthly and daily variation in shopping center traffic is 
shown in Tables 1-3. It should be noted, however, that the information contained In these 
tables is based on a limited sample size. Therefore, caution should be exercised when applying 
the data. Also, some information provided in the tables may conflict with the results obtained 
by applying the average rate or regression equations. When this occurs, it is suggested that the 
results from the average rate or regression equations be used, as they are based on a larger 
number of studies. 

Trip Generation, 9th Edition • Institute of Transportation Engineers 
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EXHIBIT2 

Trip Generation Analysis Sunset-Crescent Hts Mixed Use RTPG- 18.Jan-15 
8150 W. Sunset 

SOURCE: ITE - TRIP GENERATION MANUAL-9TH EDITION 

OA1LY 
TRIP AM PEAK 

NOTE ITE CODI' LAND USE "X" ENDS HOUR TRIPS 

fl01e 1 220 APARTMENT 249 DU 1656 127 
note.2 820 SHOPPING CENTER 111.3 K.SQ FT 7280 166 
OJSCO\JNT APARTMENT TO SHOPPING CENTER 10% (166) {1 3) 

note2 

note3 

note 1 

note2 

TOTAL 8770 280 

DISCOUNTS DUE ro PRIOR USE 

820 SHOPPING CENTER 80 K-SQFl 5374 138 

TOTAL 5374 136 

SCOPING NET TRIPS 2696 144 

DISCOUNTS DUE TO TRANSIT 5PERCENT {M5) (7) 

NET NEW TRIPS 2761 137 

COMPA E 
EIR T•ble 4.J-3, p 4.J.40 

NET NEW TRIPS 1077 82 

lDIFFERENCE 167' 219 

APARTMENT pk hour t=6.65 x 
APARTMENT pk hour t=0,61 x 

APARTMENT daily t =0.62 x 

AM pk hour of adjacent -t 
PM pk hour of adjacent str&et 
DAILY 

SHOPPING CENTER LN (T) = 0.65 LN (X) +5.83 daily trips 
LN (T) = 0.65 LN (111.3) +5.83 
LN(T)=U9 
T= 7280 

INBOUND OUTBOUND 

26 102 
103 63 
(3) (1C) 

128 15li 

84 52 

8<I 52 

41 103 

2 (5) 

44 88 

(92 10 

136 88 

20% in; 80% out 
65% In; 35% out 

PM PEAK 
HOUR TRIPS 

164 
64-4 
{15) 

783 

516 

516 

267 

(13) 

264 

21$ 

38 

LN m = 0.65 LN (X) +5.83 
LN (T) = 0.65 LN (80) +5.83 
LN (T) =8.67 
r .. 5874 

INBOUND OUTBOUND 

90 65 
309 335 
(9) (6) 

390 393 

248 2U 

248 2e8 

142 125 

(7l (6) 

136 118 

15$ S(I 

(23) 61 

daily trips 

am pk hour of adjacent street 62% in; 38% out (based on peak hour or generator) 
LN (T) = o.61 LN (X) +2.24 
LN (TJ = 0.61 LN (111.3) +2.24 
LN(T)" 5.11 
T = 166 

LN (T) = 0.67 LN (X) +3.31 
LN (TJ = o.f17 LN (111.3) +3.31 
LN (T)=6.47 
T = 64<1 

nole 3 FREQUENT Bus service on bolh Sunset and on La Brea 

LN (T) "0.61 LN (X) +2.24 
LN (T) = 0.61 LN (80) +2.24 
LN (T)"4.91 
T=136 

pm pk hour of adjacent $lreet 48% in; 52% ou1 
LN (T) = 0.67 LN (X) +3.31 
LN (T) = 0.67 LN (X) +3.31 
LN (T)=6.25 
T= 516 

TRIP RATES PER ITE !RIP GENERATION HANDBOOK (9TH EDlllON) 
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FORM. GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-llO). 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

October 22, 2014 

TO: 

FROM: 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director of Planning 
Department of City Planning 
Attention: Darlene Navarrete 

Fire Department 

SUBJECT: TRACT MAP NO. 72370 (8150 Sunset Boulevard) 

Subject property has been investigated by members of the Fire Department. 

Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of Tract Action. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the edge of a 
roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be required. 

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings exceed 28 feet in 
height. 

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by the Fire 
Department prior to any building construction. 

No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 

Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements necessary to 
meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire Department. 

Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one access 
stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater then 150ft horizontal travel 
distance from the edge of the public street, private street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend 
unto the roof. 

Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 50ft visual line 
of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire Department. 
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October 22, 2014 
Page 2 

The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these conditions must be 
with the Hydrant and Access Unit. This would include clarification, verification of condition 
compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY 
APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of 
waiting please call (213) 482-6504. You should advise any consultant representing you of this 
requirement as well. 

RALPH M. Terrazas 
Fire Chief 

Mark I. Stormes, Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 

MIS:TW'O:vlj 
TR-72370 
Map No: 148-177 



DC 

A'om: Srimal Hewawltharana [mallto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 11:08 AM 
To: David Crook 
subject: Fwd: ENV 2013025520EIR 

(Quoted text hidden] 

Veronica Jaimez <wronica.jaimez@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hello Srimal, 
Okay I'm glad you recelwd it. 

Veronica Jaimez 
(Quoted text hidden] 

Thu, Sep 19, 2013 at 11:40 AM 



ORM. GEN. 160 (Rev.6-80) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENT AL CORRESPONDENCE 

September 19, 2013 

To: 

From: 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director of Planning 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 

Fire Department 

Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
ENV 2013-2552-EIR 

PROJECT LOCATION 

8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Community Plan Area 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project Applicant proposes to redevelop the 2.56-acre property located at 8150 
Sunset Boulevard with a mixed-use residential and retail project. The property is located 
within the Hollywood community of the City? of Los Angeles (City), and currently contains 
two commercial structures and other improvements, all of which would be demolished and 
removed from the site. The proposed project would consist of two buildings over a single 
podium structure with various elements ranging in neight from two stories to 16 stories in 
height (approximately 42 feet above the ground elevation at the intersection of Sunset and 
Crescent Heights Boulevards [the "North Building"], increasing to approximately 108 feet 
for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story portion of the building 
[the "South Building"]; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured 
from the low point of the site along Havenhurst Drive to the top of the South Building). The 
North Building, which would be built along Sunset Boulevard, would include two levels with 
a rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses. 
The South Building would contain commercial uses on the first two levels, residential uses 
on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the top level. The project 
would include approximately 111,31 O square feet of commercial retail and restaurant uses 
within three lower levels (one subterranean) and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, 
including 28 affordable housing units, within the twelve upper levels representing 
approximately 222,560 gross square feet of residential space. The project would also 
provide a new central public plaza, new public space at the northeast corner of the site, 
public rooftop deck/garden areas along Sunset Boulevard, a private pool and pool deck 
area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet that would include a residential lobby, resident recreation room, fitness center, 
changing rooms, business center, and library. Parking for all proposed uses would be 
provided on-site via a seven-level (three subterranean and semi-subterranean levels) 
parking structure housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking 
spaces (295 for residential uses and 554 for commercial uses). 
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The total development would include approximately 333,870 square feet of commercial 
and residential space with a maximum floor-area ration (FAR) of approximately 3:1. The 
Project Applicant anticipates commencing construction in 2015 with occupancy occurring 
in 2017. 

The following comments are furnished in response to your request for this Department to 
review the proposed development: 

A. Fire Flow 

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on required fire-flow, 
response distance from existing fire stations, and this Department's judgment for 
needs in the area. In general, the required fire-flow is closely related to land use. 
The quantity of water necessary for fire protection varies with the type of 
development, life hazard, occupancy, and the degree of fire hazard. 

Fire-flow requirements vary from 2,000 gallons per minute (G.P.M.) in low density 
residential_areas to 12,000 G.P.M. in high-density commercial or industrial areas. A 
minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (P.S.I.) is to remain 
in the water system, with the required gallons per minute flowing. The required fire
flow for this project has been set at 9,000 G.P.M. from four to six fire hydrants 
flowing simultaneously. 

Improvements to the water system in this area may be required to provide 9,000 
G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost of improving the water system may be charged to the 
developer. For more detailed information regarding water main improvements, the 
developer shall contact the Water Services Section of the Department of Water and 
Power. 

All water systems and roadways are to be improved to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department prior to the issuance of any building permits. 

A valid Division 5 Fire Department permit is required prior to installation for all 
private fire hydrant systems. 

B. Response Distance, Apparatus, and Personnel 

Based on a required fire-flow of 9,000 G.P.M., the first-due Engine Company should 
be within 1 mile(s), the first-due Truck Company within 1.5 mile(s). 

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for initial 
response into the area of the proposed development: 
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Fire Station No. 41 
1439 N. Gardner Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Single Engine Company 
Miles - 0.9 miles 

Fire Station No. 27 
1327 N. Cole Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Headquarters Battalion 5 
Task Force Truck and 
Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
EMT Rescue Ambulance 
Miles-2.4 

Fire Station No. 97 
8021 Mulholland Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Paramedic Engine Company 
Miles-2.5 

Fire Station No. 61 
5821 W. 3rc1 Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 
Task Force Truck and 
Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescuce Ambulance 
EMT Rescue Ambularice 
Miles -3.0 

Fire Station No. 82 
1800 N. Bronson Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Single Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
Miles- 3.2 

The above distances were computed to Project Site using Google Maps. 

Based on these criteria (response distance from existing fire stations), fire 
protection would be considered (inadequate). 

Adverse Effects: Project implementation will increase the need for fire protection 
and emergency medical services in this area. 
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The proposed project would have a cumulative impact on fire protection services. 

Project implementation will increase the need for fire protection and emergency 
medical services in this area 

C. Firefighting Personnel Access 

During demolition, the Fire Department access will remain clear and unobstructed. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access mad, or designated fire 
lane. 

Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units 

Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50ft visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 

Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one 
access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater then 150ft 
horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private street or Fire 
Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 

Policy Exception: 

L.A.M.C. 57.09.03.B Exception: 

• When this exception is applied to a fully fire sprinklered residential building 
equipped with a wet standpipe outlet inside an exit stairway with at least a 2 
hour rating the distance from the wet standpipe outlet in the stairway to the 
entry door of any dwelling unit or guest room shall not exceed 150 feet of 
horizontal travel AND the distance from the edge of the roadway of an 
improved street or approved fire lane to the door into the same exit stairway 
directly from outside the building shall not exceed 150 feet of horizontal travel. 
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• It is the intent of this policy that in no case will the maximum travel distance 
exceed 150 feet inside the structure and 150 feet outside the structure. The 
term "horizontal travel" refers to the actual path of travel to be taken by a 
person responding to an emergency in the building. 

• This policy does not apply to single-family dwellings or to non-residential 
buildings. 

D. Firefighting Apparatus Access 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the 
edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are 
installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac 
or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be greater 
than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department 
approval. 

All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The ·entrance to 
all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign no 
less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. 

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, minimum outside radius of the paved surface shall be 35 feet. An 
additional six feet of clear space must be maintained beyond the outside radius to a 
vertical point 13 feet 6 inches above the paved surface of the roadway. 

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be Jess than 14 feet. 

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 



Srimal Hewawitharana 
September 19, 2013 
Page6 

Where fire apparatus will be driven onto the road level surface of the subterranean 
parking structure, that structure shall be engineered to withstand a bearing pressure 
of 8,600 pounds per square foot. 

No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by 
the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" shall 
be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire 
Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of Occupancy. 

All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or be 
posted "No Parking at Any Timen prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. 

Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as detennined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

Site plans shall include all overhead utility lines adjacent to the site. 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of travel. 

Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be detennined after the Fire Department's review of the plot 
plan. 

At present, there are no immediate plans to increase Fire Department staffing or 
resources in those areas, which will serve the proposed project. 

CONCLUSION 

At present, there are no immediate plans to increase Fire Department staffing or 
resources In those areas, which will serve the proposed project. 



Srimal Hewawitharana 
September 19, 2013 
Page 7 

Definitive plans and specifications shall be submitted to this Department and 
requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to commencement of any portion 
of this project. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department continually evaluates fire station placement and 
overall Department services for the entire City, as well as specific areas. The 
development of this proposed project, along with other approved and planned 
projects in the immediate area, may result in the need for the following: 

1. Increased staffing for existing facilities. 
2. Additional fire protection facilities. 
3. Relocation of present fire protection facilities. 

BRIAN L. CUMMINGS 
Fire Marshal 

Mark Stormes, Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 

MS:RED:vlj 



See Policies: (Policies are what matter) City of Los Angeles General 
Plan Framework 

Chapter 3. Neighborhood Districts 

Chapter 3. Neighborhood Districts 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/03/03203.htm#policy3.8. 1 

Reinforce existing and establish new neighborhood districts which 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the needs of adjacent 
residents, promote neighborhood activity, are compatible with adjacent 
neighborhoods, and are developed as desirable places to work and visit. 

Policies 

Uses and Density 

3.8.1 Accommodate the development of neighborhood-serving 
uses in areas designated as "Neighborhood District" in 
accordance with Tables 3-1 and 3-4. The range and 
densities/intensities of uses permitted in any area shall 
be identified in the community plans. (.e.1, P18) 

Table 3-4 

Land Use Designation Corresponding Zones 

Neighborhood District C1, C1 .5, C4, [Q]C2 

3.8.2 Encourage the retention of existing and development of 
new commercial uses that primarily are oriented to the 
residents of adjacent neighborhoods and promote the 
inclusion of community services (e.g., childcare and 
community meeting rooms). (P1, P18, P34) 



3.8.3 Encourage the owners of existing commercial shopping 
centers that contain chain grocery and drug stores to 
include additional uses, such as restaurants, 
entertainment, childcare facilities, public meeting rooms, 
recreation, cultural facilities, and public open spaces, 
which enhance neighborhood activity. (P18, P35) 

Shopping center incorporating retail shops with 
upper level housing and pedestrian-oriented amenities 

district Open air marketplace incorporated in 
neighborhood 

Design and Development 

3.8.4 Enhance pedestrian activity by the design and siting of 
structures in accordance Chapter 5 Urban Form and 
Neighborhood Design policies of this Element and 
Pedestrian-Oriented District 
Policies 3.16.1 through 3.16.3. (P1, P18, P24, P25) 

3.8.5 Initiate a program of streetscape improvements, where 
appropriate. (P30, P31, P32) 

3.8.6 Encourage out door areas within neighborhood districts 
to be lighted for night use, safety and comfort 
commensurate with their intended nighttime use. 
(P17, P24) 

Return to Multi-Family Residential I Chapter Contents I Advance to 
Community Centers 

Chapter 3. Implementation Programs 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/10/1O.htm#P17 

ORDINANCES 

P18 
Amend the Zoning Ordinance to implement the policies and standards of the 



General Plan Framework Element. The revisions provide tools needed to which 
are described below and are representative of the actions that may be taken. 

a. Revise land use and density classifications, zoning maps, and pertinent 
development standards (e.g, parking standards, design of multi-family units, 
pedestrian districts, development transitions, and other) to reflect the concepts 
contained in the Framework Element, appropriately applied through 
amendments of the community plans consistent with community 
characteristics. 

b. Establish incentives to stimulate the types of use desired (e.g., mixed-use, 
community facilities in centers, districts, and boulevards, and other) and 
development in appropriate selected targeted growth areas as defined in the 
community plans, such as density bonuses for mixed-use development, parking 
in proximity to transit stations and transit corridors, "by-right" entitlements 
with administrative review and approval for traffic or other necessary studies 
and mitigation, and other. 

c. Permit the incorporation of revenue-generating recreation facilities into 
communities, where such uses are feasible and where levying fees would not 
place an undue hardship on the users. 

d. Allow commercial structures and multi-family dwelling units destroyed by 
natural catastrophes to be re-constructed to their pre-existing use and density in 
any areas where permitted densities may be reduced by amendments to the 
community plans. 

e. Establish reasonable defensible space design requirements that will help 
ensure maximum visibility and security for entrances, pathways, and corridors, 
as well as open space (both public and private) and parking lots or structures. 
The code and design review amendments should address landscaping and 
lighting in addition to site design. 

Responsibility: Department of City Planning, with assistance from the 
Departments of Transportation and Public Works and the Community 
Redevelopment Agency and the Los Angeles Unified School District 

Funding Source: General Fund and State funds 

Schedule: Within one year of General Plan Framework Element adoption and 
ongoing, as necessary. 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 



The following may be implemented through (1) guidelines to be adopted by the 
City Planning Commission (CPC) and/or Council, or (2) codification 
(ordinances) enacted by the City Council. The method of implementation 
should be determined after Framework Element adoption. 

P24 
Formulate citywide development standards that: 

a. Enhance and/or conserve the appearance and functionality of residential and 
commercial areas, including appropriate applications for mixed-use structures 
that integrate housing with commercial uses. The following indicates a 
preliminary list of standards that may be considered. 

(1) Encourage and facilitate the assembly of small lots for higher-density 
housing or mixed- use 

(2) Encourage mixed-use development to locate on lots with side street access 
so that traffic flows and the pedestrian-oriented street frontage can be 
uninterrupted. 

(3) Provide incentives for a mix of residential unit sizes in the R3, R4 and RS 
zones through the replacement of the habitable room-based density range by a 
single density. 

(4) Separate the measurement of intensity (floor area ratio/FAR) from building 
coverage and do not exclude required yards from the permitted FAR. 

(5) Increase per-unit on-site space requirement for all multi-family residential 
buildings. 

( 6) Require transitional heights and buffers between higher-density housing and 
single- family homes. 

(7) Provide landscape options: more but smaller size (e.g., 15 gallon) trees in 
lieu of fewer larger size (e.g., 24-inch box) trees. 

(8) Protect residential areas from the intrusion of "through traffic" by 
implementing neighborhood traffic management strategies. 

(9) Require street trees at the minimum spacing permitted by the Division of 
Street Trees. 

(10) Wherever possible, along secondary and major highways, require 
driveway access to buildings from side streets or alleys to minimize 
interference with pedestrian access and vehicular movement. 

(11) For parking structures, screen architecturally or with landscaping, locate 
no more than one level above grade in residential areas, and screen direct views 
of headlights/building lights from building exterior. 



b. Enhance the appearance and function of public infrastructure and 
development, considering: 

(1) Sidewalk improvement standards; location, appropriate width, species and 
spacing of trees as well as street furniture and street lighting. 

(2) Revise street tree standards, including species and placement to enhance 
pedestrian- oriented districts and centers with a continuous tree canopy. 
Broadleaf evergreen and deciduous trees should be used whenever feasible. 

(3) Revise street tree maintenance and removal standards. 

Responsibility: Departments of City Planning, Transportation, and Public 
Works 

Funding Source: General Fund, Street Lighting Assessment Fund 

Schedule: Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 
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HOLLYWOOD PLAN 

PURPOSES 

USE OF THE PLAN 

The purpose of the Hollywood Community Plan is to 
provide an official guide to the future development of the 
Community for the use of the City Council, the Mayor, the 
City Planning Commission; other concerned government 
agencies, residents, property owners, and business 
people of the Community; and private organizations 
concerned with planning and civic betterment. For the 
Council. the Mayor and the Planning Commission , the 
Plan provides a reference to be used in connection with 
their actions on various city development matters as 
required by law. 

The Pian is intended to promote an arrangement of land 
use, circulation, and services which will encourage and 
contribute to the economic, social and physical health , 
safety, welfare, and convenience of the Community, within 
the larger framework of the City; guide the development, 
betterment, and change of the Community to meet existing 
and anlicipated needs and conditions: balance growth and 
stability; reflect economic potentials and limits , land 
development and other trends: and protect investment to 
the extent reasonable and feasible. 

This Plan proposes approximate locations and dimensions 
for land use. Development may vary slightly from the Plan 
provided the total acreage of each type of land use, the 
land use intensities, and the physical relationships among 
the various land uses are not altered. 

The Plan is not and official zone map and while it is a 
guide ii does not Imply any implicit right to a particular 
zone or to the land uses permitted therein . Changes of 
zone are considered under a specific procedure 
established under the Los Angeles City Charter and the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code, subject to various 
requirements set forth therein. 

The Plan is subject to revision within five years, to 
reflect changes in circumstances. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE PLAN 

1. To coordinate the development of Hollywood with that 
of other parts of the City of Los Angeles and the 
metropolitan area. 

To further the development of Hollywood as a major 
center of population, employment, retail services, and 
entertainment; and to perpetuate its image as the 
international center of the motion picture industry. 
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2. To designate lands at appropriate locations for the 
various private uses and public facilities in the 
quantities and at densities required to accommodate 
population and activities projected to the year 2010. 

3. To make provision for the housing required to satisfy 
the varying needs and desires of all economic 
segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice. 

To encourage the preservation and enhancement of 
the varied and distinctive residential character of the 
Community, and to protect lower density housing from 
the scattered intrusion of apartments. 

In hiAside residential areas to: 

a. Minimize grading so as lo retain the natural terrain 
and ecological balance. 

b. Provide a standard of land use intensity and 
population density which will be compatible with 
street capacity, public service facilities and utilities, 
and topography and in coordination with 
development in the remainder of the City. 

4. To promote economic well being and public 
convenience through : 

a. Allocating and distributing commercial lands for 
retail, service, and office facilities in quantities and 
patterns based on accepted planning principles 
and standards. 

b. Designating land for industrial development that 
can be so used without determent to adjacent 
uses of other types , and imposing restrictions on 
the types and Intensities of industrial uses as are 
necessary to this purpose. 

c. Encouraging the revitalization of the motion pictllre 
industry. 

d. Recognizing the existing concentration of medical 
facilities in East Hollywood as a center serving the 
medical needs of Los Angeles. 

5. To provide a basis for the location and programming of 
public services and utilities and to coordinate the 
phasing of public facilities with private deve!opment. To 
encourage open space and parks in both local 
neighborhoods and in high density areas. 

6. To make provision for a circulation system coordinated 
with land uses and densities and adequate to 
accommodate traffic; and to encourage the expansion 
and improvement of public transportation service. 

7. To encourage the preservation of open space 
consistent with property rights when privately owned 
and to promote the preservation of views, natural 
character and topography of mountainous parts of the 
Community for the enjoyment of both local residents 
and persons throughout the Los Angeles region. 



POLICIES 

The Hollywood Community Plan has been designed to 
accommodate the anticipated growth in population and 
employment of the Community to the year 2010. The P1an 
does not seek to promote nor to hinder growth; rather it 
accepts the likelihood that growth will take place and must 
be provided for. 

The Plan encourages the preservation of lower density 
residential areas, and the conservation of open space 
lands. 

Much of the Hollywood Community is hillside and 
mountainous terrain, and as much of the remaining 
undeveloped land as feasible is to be preserved for open 
space and recreational uses. It is also the City's policy 
that the Hollywood Community Plan incorporate the sites 
designated on the Cultural and Historic Monuments 
Element of the General Plan; furthermore. the Hollywood 
Plan encourages the addition of suitable sites thereto. 

LAND USE 

COMMERCE 

Standards and Criteria 

The commercial lands (including associated parking) 
designated by this Plan to serve residential areas are 
adequate in quantity to meet the needs of the projected 
population to the year 2010, as computed by the following 
standards: 

1. 0.6 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for 
neighborhood or convenience-type commercial areas; 

2. 0.2 acres per 1,000 residents for commercial uses for 
community shopping and business districts, including 
service uses and specialized commercial uses. 

Parking areas should be located between commercial and 
residential uses on the commercially-zoned properties 
where appropriate to provide a buffer, and shall be 
separated from residential uses by means of at least a 
solid masonry wall and landscaped setback. 

Features 

The Plan provides approximately 1, 139 acres of 
commercial and related parking uses. 

The focal point of the Community is the Hollywood Center. 
located generally on both sides of Hollywood and Sunset 
Boulevards between La Brea and Gower Street. The 
Hollywood Center is included in the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project area as adopted in May 1986. This 
center area shall function 1 ) as the commercial center for 
Hollywood and surrounding communities and 2) as an 
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entertainment center for the entire region. Future 
development should be compatibie with existing 
commercial development, surrounding residential 
neighborhoods, and the transportation and circulation 
system. Developments combining residential and 
commercial uses are especially encouraged in this Center 
area. 

The Plan recognizes the concentration of medical facilities 
in the vicinity of the Sunset Boulevard,Nerrnont Avenue 
intersection; it is Identified as the East Hollywood Center 
Study Area. Within an adjacent to this center should be 
housing for employees as well as retail establishments 
serving the medical complex personnel and clients. While a 
commercial development intensity of up to 3:1 FAR is 
envisioned, the Community Commercial designation 
should not be expanded beyond the current sites until the 
Metro Rail system or some other high capacity 
transportation facility is operational. 

Strategically distributed throughout the Community would 
be neighborhood shopping areas, emphasizing 
convenience retail stores and services. The Plan 
encourages the retention of neighborhood convenience 
clusters offering retail and service establishments oriented 
to pedestrians. 

HOUSING 

Standards and Criteria 

The intensity of residential land use in this Plan and the 
density of the population which can be accommodated 
thereon, shall be limited In accordance with the foffowing 
criteria: 

1. The adequacy of the existing and assured circulation 
and public transportation systems within the area; 

2. The availability of sewers. drainage facilities. fire 
protection services and facilities, and other public 
utilities; 

3. The steepness of the topography of the various parts 
of the area, and the suitability of the geology of the 
area for development. 

To the extent feasible, the "cluster concept" Is the 
preferred method to be utilized for new residential 
development in hillside areas in order to use the natural 
terrain to best advantage and minimize the amount of 
grading required. However, development by conventional 
subdivision shall not be precluded. The 'cluster concept" 
is defined as the grouping of residential structures on the 
more level parts of the terrain while retaining a large area 
(75 to 80 percent) in its natural state or in a park-like 
setting. Density patterns indicated on the Plan Map may 
be adjusted to facilitate cluster developments, provided 
that the total number of dwelling units indicated in any 
development is not increased from that depicted on the 
Plan Map. 
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New apartments should be soundproofed and should be 
provided with adequate usable open space at a minimum 
ratio of 100 square feet per dwelling unit excluding parking 
areas, driveways and the required front yard setback. 

Features 

Apartments in high-density areas provide housing for 
about 37,430 persons. Medium and low-medium density 
apartment and townhouse areas provide for about 127,105 
persons. The low-density residential character of many 
parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower 
density (Low Medium I or more restrictive) residential 
neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment 
by other types of uses, including surface parking. It is the 
intent of this Plan that all natural slopes generally in 
excess of 15% be limited to the minimum density range. 
Transitional building heights should be imposed, especially 
in the Medium density housing designated areas where 
this designation is immediately adjacent to properties 
designated Low Medium I or more restrictive. 

The Plan encourages the preservation and enhancement 
of well defined residential neighborhoods in Hollywood 
through (1) application of Historic Preservation Overlay 
Zones where appropriate, and/or (2) preparation of 
neighborhood preservation plans which further refine and 
tailor development standards to neighborhood character. 

The Plan encourages the rehabilitation and/or rebuilding of 
deteriorated single-family areas for the same use. Single
family housing should be made available to all persons 
regardless of social, economic, and ethnic background. 

Additional low and moderate-income housing is needed in 
all parts of this Community. Density bonuses for provision 
of such housing through Government Code 65915 may be 
granted in the Low-Medium I or less restrictive residential 
categories. 

The proposed residential density categories and their 
capacities are: 

Dwelling & of 
Residential Units per Persons per Gross Resd. Pop. Pop. 
Density Gross Acre• Gross Acre Acres Land Capacity Capacity 

Minimum .5 to 1 3 945 11 .6 2,835 1.2 
Very Low II 2+ to 3 9 1,667 20.5 15.000 6.4 
Low I 3+ to 5 12.5 410 5.0 5,125 2.2 
Low II 5+ to 7 18.5 2,373 29.2 43,900 19.0 
Low Med I 7+ to 12 26 439 5.4 11,415 5.0 
Low Med 11 12+ to 24 40 959 11.9 38,360 16.6 
Medium 24+ to 40 74 1,045 12.8 77,330 33.4 
High-Med 40+ to 60 95 122 1.5 11,590 5.0 
High 60+ to 80 152 170 2.1 25,840 11 .2 

Totals 8,130 100.0 231,395 100.0 

• "Gross Ac'e" includes one-half of abutting streets. 

The 2010 population of Hollywood is projected to be 
approximately 219,000 persons, an increase of 36,000 over 
the 1960 population. 
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The Plan capacity is 5.7% In excess of the projected 
population figure for the year 201 O. 

INDUSTRY 

Standards and Criteria 

Industrial lands are located on a citywide basis without 
regard to the boundaries of individual communities or 
districts, under the general principle that such employment 
should be avallable within a reasonable commuting 
distance from residential locations. On-street parking 
should be discouraged in industrial areas. 

H industrial expansion is permitted into residential areas, it 
should be conducted according to a planned development 
program to avoid a mixture of uses . Industrial lands are 
intended to be limited and restricted to types of uses 
which will avoid nuisance to other uses on adjacent lands. 

Features 

The Plan designates approximately 335 acres of land for 
industrial uses. A large proportion should be encouraged 
to be occupied by the types of industry which are 
indigenous to Hollywood-motion picture and television 
production, radio studios, sound and recording studios, 
film processing studios, and motion picture equipment 
manufacturing and distribution. The Plan proposes more 
intensive utilization of existing industrial sites and 
encourages the vacation of appropriate local streets and 
alleys in industrial areas for purposes of lot assemblage. 
The Plan recognizes the need to review and revise the 
Zoning Code relative to the classification of many 
entertainment industry uses. 

To preserve this valuable land resource from the intrusion 
of other uses. and to ensure its development with high 
quality industrial uses in keeping with the urban residential 
character of the community, the Plan proposes classifying 
industrial land in restricted zoning categories, such as the 
MR zones, wherever possible. 

CIRCUL4TION 

Major transportation corridors serving other parts of the 
Los Angeles metropolitan area cross the Hollywood 
Community and thus the highways and streets of the 
community must accommodate traffic generated both 
within and without the community. To accommodate the 
transportation needs of the Community, the circulation 
system proposed in the Plan must be supplemented by a 
greatly improved public transportation system and/or 
additional highways and freeways. Unless such additional 
modes of transportation are provided, acute traffic 
congestion will be further aggravated in most parts of the 
community. 

Several proposed Metro Rall stations are to be located in 
Hollywood. If higher intensity development is to be 
encouraged in the vicinity of these Metro Rail stations, 



station area master plans should be prepared. 

Standards and Crier1a 

Highways and local streets shown on this Plan shall be 
developed in accordance with standards and criteria 
contained in the Highways and freeways Element of the 
General Plan and the City's Standard Street Dimensions. 
Design characteristics which give street identity such as 
curves, changes in direction and topographical differences, 
should be emphasized by street lrees and planted median 
strips and by paving. Streets, highways and freeways, 
when developed, should be designed and improved in 
harmony with adjacent development and to facilitate driver 
and passenger ortentation. 

The full residential, commercial and industrial densities and 
Intensities proposed by the Plan are predicated upon the 
development of the designated major and secondary 
highways and freeways. No inaease in density shall be 
effected by zone change or subdivision unless it Is 
determined that the local streets, major and secondary 
highways, freeways, and public transportation available in 
the area of the property involved, are adequate to serve 
the traffic generated. Adequate highway improvements 
shall be assured prior to the approval of zoning permitting 
intensification of land use in order to avoid congestion and 
assure proper development. The Plan recognizes that 
within the designated Center Study Areas of Hollywood 
innovative parking programs should be instituted to 
accommodate these Centers' parking needs through 
aeation of more available parking capacity and more 
efficient use of parking facilities. 

Features 

The Plan incorporates the Highways and Freeways 
Element of the Los Angeles General Plan. Collector streets 
are shown to assist traffic flow toward major and 
secondary highways. A transportation improvement and 
management plan is needed to create an integrated 
program of transportation mitigation measures such as 
traffic flow management, demand management programs, 
street widening, public transit, and private transit. The 
transportation program described in Section 518.1 of the 
Hollywood Redevelopment Plan is a component of this 
Community Plan-wide program. 

SERVICE SYSTEMS 

The public facilities (such as schools, libraries, etc. ) 
shown on this Plan are to be developed in accordance 
with the standards for need, site area, design, and general 
location expressed in the Service-Systems Element of the 
General Plan. (See individual facility plans for spe,cific 
standards. ) Such development shall be sequenced and 
timed to provide a workable, efficient, and adequate 
balance between land use and service faciities at all limes. 
The Plan recommends that a study be undertaken to 
develop revised standards and facility requirements 
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appropriate to a highly developed urban community 
including the provision of additional small parks. 

The full residential, commercial, and industrial densities 
and Intensities proposed by the Plan are predicated upon 
the provision of adequate public service facllltles, with 
reference to the standards contained in the General Plan. 
No increase in density shall be effected by zone change or 
subdivision unless it is determined that such facilities are 
adequate to serve the proposed development. In mountain 
areas no tentative subdivision map shall be approved until 
reviewed and approved by the Fire Department. 

RECREATION AND PARKS 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That the desires of the local residents be considered 
In the plannlng of recreational facilities. 

2. That recreational facilities, programs and procedures 
be tailored to the social, economic and cultural 
characteristics of individual neighborhoods and that 
these programs and procedures be continually 
monitored. 

3. That existing recreational sites and facilities be 
upgraded through site improvements, rehabilitation and 
reuse of sound structures, and replacement of 
obsolete structures, as funds become available. 

4. That, in the absence of public land, and where 
feasible, intensified use of existing facilities and joint 
use of other public facilities for recreational purposes 
be encouraged. 

5. That the expansion of existing recreational sites and 
the acquisition of new sites be planned so as to 
minimize the displacement of housing and the 
relocation of residents. 

FIRE PROTECTION 

Pokies 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That the various components of the fire 
protection/emergency medical services system be 
continually evaluated and updated by the Fire 
Department in coordination with other City 
departments, as fire protection techniques, apparatus, 
needs and land use patterns change. 

2. That the expansion of existing fire stations and the 
acquisition of new sites be planned and designed to 
minimize the displacement of housing and relocation of 
residents. 



3. That public education activities concerning the 
elimination of fire hazards, methods of fire protection 
and emergency medical service be encouraged. 

4. That the existing paramedic program be continually 
evaluated, updated and improved. 

5. That the City intensify its program of fire protection 
through weed abatement. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Poicies 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That the Los Angeles Unified School District's 
standards and criteria for student travel distance, 
minimum school size and optimum pupil enrollment be 
tailored to specific Hollywood area characteristics of 
land use, street circulation, topography, population 
densities, number of school age children and 
availability of vacant land. 

2. That the Los Angeles Unified School District be 
requested to tailor improvements in educational 
programming, curricula and staffing to the specific 
social, economic and cultural characteristics of the 
Community's residents . 

3. That all school facilities in the Hollywood Community 

) be constantly reviewed. analyzed and upgraded, in 
view of the fact that the District contains some of the 
oldest schools in the City. 

4. That due to an absence of vacant land, an after-hours, 
multi-use concept of school facilities, together with a 
joint-use concept of other public facilities, be 
encouraged and promoted. 

5. That the expansion of school sites be planned so as 
to minimize displacement of residents and that. where 
possible, alternative architectural concepts be 
developed. 

6. That the expansion of school facilities be 
accommodated on a priority basis and consider the 
following: existing school size, age of main buildings, 
current and projected enrollment and projected land 
uses and population. 

7. That the location of new school facilities be based on 
population densities, number of school age children, 
projected population, circulation , and existing and 
future land uses. 

a. That all school facilities adjacent to freeways be 
buffered against visual. noise and air pollution impacts. 

9. That educational opportunities for adults be expanded 
in the community. 
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LIBRARY 

Policies 

It is the City's policy: 

1. That library facilities, procedures, programs and 
resources be continually evaluated and tailored to the 
social, economic and cultural needs of local residents. 

2 . That, where feasible, bookmobile service to isolated 
residents be encouraged as a complimentary service of 
community branch libraries. 

3. That the expansion of existing library facilities and the 
acquisition of new sites be planned and designed to 
minimize the displacement of housing and relocation of 
residents. 

OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES 

Policies 
It is the City's policy: 

1. That, where feasible, new power lines be placed 
underground and that the undergrounding of existing 
lines be continued and expanded. 

2. That new equipment for public facilities be energy 
efficient. 

3. That solar access to adjacent properties be recognized 
and protected in the construction of public facilities. 

SOCIAL SERVICES 

Pokies 
It is the City's policy: 

1. That all public and private agencies responsible for the 
delivery of social services be encouraged to 
contlnuaHY evaluate and modify programs as needs 
change and funds become available. 

2. That publicly funded agencies strive to achieve and 
maintain a high level of awareness and understanding 
to the ethnic and cultural diversity of the community. 

PROGRAMS 

These programs establish a framework for guiding 
development of the Hollywood Convnunity in accordance 
with the objectives of the Plan . In general, they indicate 
those public and private actions which should take place 
during the initial ten years following revision of the Plan. 
The described actions will require the use of a variety of 
implementation methods. 



PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 

1. CIRCULATION 

To facilitate local traffic circulation, relieve congestion, and 
provide mobility for all citizens, the following are 
recommended: 

a. Continued development of the freeway, highway, 
and street system in conformance with existing and 
future adopted programs. This should include 
participation of the City in a regional study 
focusing on Route 2 capacity increases. 

b. Continued planning of and improvements to the 
public transportation system for the community, 
including people-mover systems in high intensity 
areas as well as the proposed Metro Rail System. 

c. Preparation of a Hollywood Transportation Plan in 
ordinance form which creates an integrated 
program of transportation mitigation measures. 

d. Improvement of the Highland/Franklin intersections. 
including jog elimination either through realignment 
of Franklin Avenue or through grade separation. 

e. Improvement of Fountain Avenue as an east-west 
arterial, including jog elimination in the vicinity of Le 
Conte Junior High School. 

f. Improvement of the Hollywood Boulevard/La Brea 
Avenue intersection, including jog elimination. 

g. Improvement of the Los Fetiz Boulevard/ Western 
Avenue intersection, including reaMgnment of the 
curve. 

h. Improvement of Martel Avenue/Vista Street as a 
north-south arterial, including jog elimination north 
of Waring Avenue. 

2. RECREATION, PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 

The City should encourage continuing efforts by County, 
State, and Federal agencies to acquire vacant lands for 
publicly owned open space. The Plan encourages creation 
of the Los Angeles River Greenbelt corridor which would 
be Integrated with existing and proposed parks, bicycle 
paths, equestrian trails, and scenic routes. 

3. OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES 

The development of other public facilities such as fire 
stations, libraries. and schools should be sequenced and 
timed to provide a balance between land use and public 
services at all times. New power lines should be placed 
underground, and a program for the undergrounding of 
existing lines should be developed. 
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PRIVATE PARTICIPATION 

Citizen groups are encouraged to undertake private 
actions for community Improvements such as: 

1 . Initiation by property owners and merchants of 
programs to increase off-street parking facilities serving 
adjacent shopping areas. 

2. Promoting street tree planting programs in commercial 
areas as well as residential areas. 

3. Sponsoring clean-up and beautification programs to 
improve the general environment. 

HOLLYWOOD REDEVELOPMENT 
PLAN 

A Redevelopment Plan has been adopted by City Council 
(May 1986) for the area outlined in Map A. The purpose of 
the Redevelopment Plan is to implement the Community 
Plan's goals for the revitalization of the Hollywood Center. 
In order to accomplish these goals the Redevelopment 
Plan includes several tools, some of which ensure that 
standards established by the Community Redevelopment 
Agency (CRA) are carried out. 

URBAN DESIGN DISTRICTS 

The Hollywood.Redevelopment Plan includes three special 
urban design districts also outlined in Map A. These are 
(1) the Hollywood Boulevard District (2) the Hollywood 
Core Transition District and (3) the Franklin Avenue Design 
District. Objectives defined in these urban design 
programs shall guide and regulate development for those 
areas. 

REGIONAL CENTER COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

The Redevelopment Plan limits development within the 
Regional Center Commercial designation to the equivalent 
of an average floor area ratio (FAR) of 4.5:1 for the entire 
area so designated. Proposed development in excess of 
4.5:1 FAR up to 6:1 FAR may be permitted provided that 
certain objectives set forth in the Redevelopment Plan 
subsecton 506.2.3 are met. In order to provide incentives 
for historic and cultural preservation, the unused density 
from significant structures may be transferred to other 
development sites. 

HOUSING INCENTIVE UNITS 

In order to promote revitalization and improvement of 
residential properties and neighborhoods, the CRA Board 
may authorize new housing to be developed with more 
dwelling units per acre than otherwise permitted in the 
Redevelopment Plan (up to 30% more dwelling units than 
permitted by that plan) in order to achieve the objectives 
set forth in Section 505.3 of the Redevelopment Plan. In no 

) 



) 

event may such authorization, in and of itself, exceed the 
maximum number of dwelling units permitted by Zoning. 

In general, the Redevelopment Plan establishes a 
framework for implementing community revitalization 
activities. All development, including the construction of 
new buildings and the remodeling and expansion of 
existing buildings, must conform to the Redevelopment 
Plan. All building permits must be submitted to and 
approved by the CAA for development within the 
Redevelopment Project area. 

SPECIFIC PLAN STUDIES 

Specific Plan studies are suggested in the following areas: 

• East Hollywood Center Study Area/Metro Rail Station 
area: focusing on the Medical Centers, providing for 
off-street parking, pedestrian walkways, landscaping, 
site planning, and mixed use development. 

• 

Industrial Districts: emphasizing the retention and 
development of the entertainment industry, and 
including street widening, street improvement and 
parking, and clustering of complementary 
uses/services. 

Neighborhood preservation plans: to maintain and 
enhance the quality of development in, and reinforce 
the definition of. individual residential neighborhoods. 

Metro Rail Station areas: if development intensities 
greater than those depicted in this Plan are to be 
encouraged, station area master plans should be 
prepared. 
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CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF Los ANGELES 

TOM LABONGE 
COUNCILMEMBER 4TH CllSTRICT 

ROOM 480, CITY HALL 

LOS ANGELES, CA 900 12 

(213) 4815-3337 

FAX (213l 624-7810 

November 1, 2013 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: 8150 Sunset Blvd Proposed Development - ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

My staff and I have been following the proposed mixed use development located at 8150 
Sunset closely. We have received correspondence from residents in and around the 
neighborhood and my staff has attended several preliminary meetings. We have also been 
copied on and have reviewed numerous letters asking questions to be studied in the Draft BIR. 
We share several of these major concerns and ask for them to be properly analyzed in the Draft 
EIR: 

1. Building height at 16 stories and up to 216 feet 
a. I consider that too tall for this community and it should be lowered to a more 

reasonable height. 
b. Please properly study the view and shade/shadow impact to the community 

including the local hillside properties. 
c. Please compare the proposed height of this building compared to other fairly 

recent developments in the close vicinity including those recently approved in 
the City of West Hollywood along the Sunset Strip. 

d. Please identify alternative/reduced building heights and their comparative 
shade/shadow impacts. 

2. Transportation 
a. Sunset and Crescent Heights is a major intersection with significant traffic. 

Crescent Heights/Laurel Canyon is a critical North/South route to and from the 
Valley. Peak hours are especially congested not only from vehicles coming to 
and from commercial and residential properties in the vicinity but also pass 



through commuters. Sunset is also a critical through east/west route with 
significant commerce. 

b. Please do a thorough traffic study and identify the increase in traffic with the 
new proposal. What are t}le current traffic levels so we can compare? 

c. There should be numerous on street improvements associated with this 
proposal. What streets/intersections will have to be widened due to potential 
impact? How will capacity be increased. 

d. Any changes resulting in these improvements as well as the proposed plaza must 
result in an engineering improvement from both a vehicle capacity standpoint 
and an improvement in the pedestrian experience. 

e. Please identify ingress and egress for the commercial, residential, and loading 
components of this project. Will there be multiple ingress and egress on 
Crescent Heights, Sunset and Havenhurst? Will there be turn restrictions. How 
will egress from the site and merging onto Crescent Heights be improved as it is 
especially difficult? 

f. Residential parking is going to be valet parking. Will that parking be to code? 
Where will guests park? Can: they be accommodated on site by the valet? 

g. Please look at solutions to minimize the impact to Havenhurst which is a 
residential street. Perhaps there is a mitigation technique to reduce traffic on 
Havenhurst to below today's level. 

3. Noise 
a. We have heard many concerns about proposed rooftop dining or a 

bar/nightclub. 
b. Please further explain what public uses are proposed for the rooftop. At what 

height are these uses at? 
c. We share concern about noise resonating throughout the community from a 

rooftop commercial use. While this is the Sunset Strip it is important to 
minimize noise and not allow for opportunities where a commercial use will 
amplify noise throughout the community. 

d. Please note that none of the many mixed-use projects built in CD4 throughout 
my twelve year tenure as Councilmember have had noise issues emanating from 
their commercial component. The landlords of these projects have residential 
tenants that demand not to be impacted by the commercial uses below. 
Commercial space in recently built mixed use buildings have not become noise 
or use problems. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Councilmember, ourth District 
City of Los Angeles 
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Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Analysis Seetion 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los ·Angeies, CA 90012 

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
____ .._ _________ JJ_.:1-5.0_S_unseUiOJJl.e~a.r:cLMJ~ed-Uae PrQj¥_ !o!JL._ _____________ _ 

g-Cj·"·~ -= ... ' 
mi 
HILLllllDI 

Cas.e Number: ENV-2013-2502-EIR 

Dear Ms .. Hewawlthararia: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP') 
for the Draft Environme.ntal Impact Report {DEIR) for the 81.50 Sun.set 
Boulevard Mixed,.Use Project (Project) . .Included in this letter is a list of 
issues the City of West Hollywood wo·uld like studied in the DEIR that is to ·be 
complete_d for th·e Pr0ject. · 

ANALYSIS REQUESTED 

Due to th!;! Project's close proximity to the City boundary, there· is a poten_tial 
that the City Gf West Hollywood and its residents .co,uld experience. negative 
impacts both .during the construction of the Project and as a result of 
operation thereafter. The Project has a potential to create negative impacts 
and therefore the City of West Hollywood requests that the potential for any 
envirorimental impact, including the following .specific issues, be. studied in the. 
DEIR: . 

TRAFFIC 

Due to the Proj~ot's vicinity to the Cjty of West-Hollywood, the following 
intersections are requested :to be studied as part of the DEIR traffic analysis: 

1. Sunset Blvd. & Harper Ave. 
2. Sunset Blvd. & Sweetzer Ave. 
3. Sunset Blvd. & La Cienega Blvd. 
4. Fountain Ave. & Fairfax Ave. 
5. Foµntain Ave. & Crescent Heights Blvd. 
6. Fountain Ave. & Havenhurst Dr. 
7. Fountain Ave. & Sweetzer Ave. 



·---------- ·---- -- -----:--·----------- --- ----· -----·--- -- --------- - .. ---·----- - ------ ----- --·-·---- ···-· ---- ---·--· 

8. Foun~sin Ave. & La Cienega_ Blvd. - -· 
-9-:--sanfcilVlomca-e-rva:-&-Famax Ave. 

----------1-0-:-santa rvtornca Blva. & Crescenrt=te1gh1s B1vo. 

In addition to the inters.ection$ listed above, please also study the resi~ential 
street segment of Havenhurst Drive betwe.en Sunset Boulevard ahd Fountain 
Avenue. 

As part of the study, consider traffic generated by cumulative projects located 
within the City of W.est Hollywood. The list of projects .is available upon 
request. · · · 

_____ __.Fo_r_alJ_.studyJo_c:atia11s_withioJbe_City_oLW_e_stl:luU¥W.o_o_d_,_plaa_sJLtJA.e_tlle_.CiiY- __ _ 
of West Hollywood's adopted level of service methodologies and significant 
impact oriterii~ when asse·ssJng potential tr.affic impacts. 'Please contacrthe 
City's Transportation Planner, Bo.b Cheung, ,at (3~3) 848.:6346 for the· 
methodology and thresholds ofsignificant !mpact critetia. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

The Projectls located just to the north of the City of West Hollywood 
boundary at Crescent Heights Boul,evard and Havenhurst Avenue. )"he City 
of West Hollywood owns and operates 8~inch diameter sewer lines Which 
convey flows from north to south in both of these streets. The. Project will 
have sewer flow which will discharg_e into oo_th of these City of West 
Hollywood sewers. 

The Project may _generate a net increase of sewag«3 flow into .the City ·of West 
Hollywood sewers. Therefore, the City .of West Hollyw.bod, requests. a sewer 
capacity study be conducted to evaluate the impacts to the downstream City 
ofWest HoHywood sewers, and include all necessary mitigation measures. to 
ensurE! our sewer s~stem is protected. ·--- ----------

Also, if the Project uses a large portion of the available capacity of the City 0f 
West Hollywood s:ewers, then it could potentially preclude any fut\.) re 
development within the City of West Hollywood from being able to discharge 
flows into these ~ewers. If the capacity of the City of West Hollywood sewers 
is impacted, relief sewers or larger pipes need to be installed to provide 
additional capacity for the City of West Hollywood -sewer system. 

Here is a link to West Hollywood's guideline packet for preparation of a sewer 
capacity study: 

http://www.weho.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2320 
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Please use this· as.a starting point to· put together a ·scope of-work for the 
-----oErRsewer capacity stuay, 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Eight "(8) designated Cultural Resources and one Thematic District located in 
the City of West Hollywood are within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. 
Due to the Project's proximity to. these historic resources, we request that the 
Project's potentia·i impacts on these resources be studied as part of the DEIR. 

NOISE 

The PrQjecJ_may_g~ne_ra_te_a__s..1,J...b_siaoiiaL~rrn.arum.ti~r:aa.s..e_in__ambJenloQise __ _ 
l.evels in the project vicinity due to prqject'-related tr~ffic, truck loading and 
unloading· for busine.s.ses withih the Project, and HVAC systems. The 
proposed outdoor clining above th.e ground floor, and the rooftop restaurant 
use, may also contribute to a permanent ampi.ent :noise level increase which 
ma.y negatively impact surrounding properties·withi"O the City of West ·· 
Hollywooq. Thus, we request that th.es·e potential noise impacts be studied as 
part of the DEIR. 

LIGHT, GLARE, AND SHADE · 

The Project include$. buildings that will be up to 16 .. stories tall (approximately 
216 feet in height}i introdµces new f:>µilcfing ·surface materials to the site, and. 
includes nighttime illumihatio-n which may oaus~· Hght. glare, .and :shade-. 
impacts on surrounding properties Within the CitYofWest Hollywood. We 
reque&t thatthese is.sues: bestudi.ed as p·art Of the DEIR. 

SEISMIC 

The Project is located within close proximity to the active Hollywood Fault. 
Given the increased level of mound shaking in .areas 11ear active faults, we 
request that all geology, soils, and building design requirements relate.d to 
seismic activity be studied as part of the DEIR to ensure the protection of 
public safety. 

_,,. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

All potential construction related impacts for the proposed project should be 
studied in detc:iil, and mitigation measures should be. proposed when 
applicable. This incl_udes, but is not limited to, all of the following: 

1. Heavy haul routing 
._ 2. Haul frequency 
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4-, -riours of construction 

~~~~~~~~~~5-;-Streerclosare~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

6. Location of construction ramps and driveways 
7. Construction parking supply (Note: No construction parking will be 

allowed within the City of West Hollywood) 
8. Construction Noise 
9. Project Duration 
10. Dust control and truck wheel washing practice 
11. Pavement quality control 
12. Any other construction related issues and information that could 

impact City of West Hollywood neighborhoods 

If any construction relate.d haul route passes through the City of West 
Hollywood, dust co.ntrol for construction traffic needs to be addressed. We 
request that the DEIR specify the, mitigation measures for this issue. 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

Thank. you again for this opportunity to provide input on the .environmental 
review of this -project. Please list me as primary contact for the City ofWest 
Hollywood, and place my name on the list 9f interested parties to receive 
copies of all notices issued regarding the Project. Please also provide a ·copy 
of any notice of determination .that may be filed with re:spectti;l the Project, · 
pursuant to the provisions of Public Respurces Co.de Section 21197 (f). 

If you have arw questions regarding this letter, pleC!Se feel free tQ contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Scott Lu .·efotd, AICP 
Contract Planner 
Current and Historic Preservation Planning 
City of West Hollywood · 
slunceford@weho.org 
323-848-6427 
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·NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSIDP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 

CASE NO.: 
PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT APPLICANT: 
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 
COMMUNITY PLANNING.AREA: 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP. 
8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Community Plan Area 
4 - Tom LaBonge 

1HE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER TIIINGS, 1HAT . ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE BIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF TIIB PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF. THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW. 

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE - PRC 
DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 - 21189.3] 

(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 

CHAPTER 6.5. Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 [21178 - 21189 .3] (Chapter 6.5 added by Stats. 2011, Ch. 354, Sec. 1.) 

21178. The Legisfature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 
that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 
the Public Resources Code) requires that the enviromnental impacts of development projects be 
identified and mitigated. 
(c) The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in · the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant enviromnental impacts. 
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( d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 
(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 
(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 
(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger 
vehicle trips attributed to the project. · 
(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable 
projects in the United States. 
(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under 
the California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to wor~ as soon as possible. 

21180. For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 
undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. . 
(b) "Enviromnental leadership development project," "leadership project,'; or"project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: · 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project 
that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where 
applicable, that achieves a 1 O~percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for 
comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a 
metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative 
planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use 
designation, density, building int~nsity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in 
either a sustainable communities ;~-~ategy or an, alternative planning strategy, for which the State 
Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's 
determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strat~gy 
would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, 
but not including waste incineration or conversion. 
(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components 
used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean 
alternative fuel vehicles. 
(c) "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, ente1tainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 

21181. This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to I anuary 1, 2016. · 

21182. A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for 
certification that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The 
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person shall supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a 
decision on the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at 
least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 

2H8J. The Governor may certify a leadership project -for streamlining-pursuant.to.this .chapter if 
all the following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimU.m investment of one hundred million dollars 
($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b) The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For pmposes of this subdivision, "jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that all 
construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the general 
prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as detennined by the 
Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If the 
project is certified for streamlining, the ·project applicant shall include this .. requirement in .. ajl 
contracts for the performance of the work. 
(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and 
Safety Code. 
(d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures requited ptirsuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead 
agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental mitigation 
measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored 
and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 
(e) The project applicant agrees to pay the cos~ of the Court of Appeal in hearing a,nd deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a f<?nn and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in 
the Rules of Court adopted by tR.:e Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (:0 of Sectiop. 21185. 
(f) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 

21184. (a) The Governor may certify a project for str(1amlining pursuant to this chapter if it 
complies with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b) (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a dete1mination that each of the 
conditions specified in Section 21183 bas been met. These findings are not subject to judicial 
review. 
(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant 
to this chapter, he or she shall submit that detem1ination, and any supporting information, to the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence. 
(B) Within 30 days of receiving the detennination, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall 
concur or nonconcur in writing on the dete1mination. 
(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by 
the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project iS deemed to be certified. 
(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application: and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the 
iulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
Section 11340) of Pait 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 
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21185. On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish 
procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or 
annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership 
development project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any 
project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals 
therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to 
Section 21186. 

21186. Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative 
record for a leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following 
manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 
division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All d<?cuments and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 
be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with the 
date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 
( c) The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and allother documents submitted to, or relied on by, the 
lead ·agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 
( d) A document . prepared by the lead agency. or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 
( e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 
(f) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that fonnat. 
(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), in~lusive; documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not 
required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected 
documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic 
format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within 
five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of 
the draft enviromnental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices 
in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review. 
(h) The lead· agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval 
of the project. 
(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall file a 
motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 
G) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision ( e) of Section 
21167.6. 

21187. Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development 
project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant's expense, issue a public 
notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following: 
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"THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE BIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE BIR -IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21 178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW." 

The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 

21188. The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its 
application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application 
that can be given effect without the invalid provision or appljcation. 

21189. Except as otherwis~ provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the 
duty of any party to comply with this division. 

21189.1. If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the 
Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 

21189.2. The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2015, on 
the effects of this chapter, which shall include, but not be limited to, a description of the ben~fits, 
costs, and detriments of the certification of leadership projects pursuant to this chapter. 

21189.3. This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed 
unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 

Lisa M. Webber, 
Deputy Director of Planning 

~{/if ~14'v 
Luciralia Ibarra 
Project Coordinator 
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Date: February 28, 2014 

To: Karen Hoo, City Planner 
Department of City Planning 

From: Tomas Car~nsportation Engineer 
Department of Transportation 

Subject: TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT 
LOCATED AT 8150 WEST SUNSET BOULEVARD (CPC-2013-2551-CUB
ZV-DB-SPR/ENV-2013-2552-EIR) 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) has reviewed the traffic analysis (dated November 
2013) and subsequent revisions prepared by Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc., 
for a mixed-use development located at 8150 West Sunset Boulevard. The project is 
located on the southwe.st corner of Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard in 
the City of Los Angeles. The project's southern edge and a portion of the western edge of 
the project site abut the boundaries of the City of West Hollywood. 

In order to evaluate the effects of the project's traffic on the available transportation 
infrastructure, the significance of the project's traffic impacts is measured in terms of 
change to the volume-to-capacity (Y/C) ratio between the "future no project" and the "future 
with project" scenarios. This change in the V/C ratio is compared to DOT's established 
threshold standards to assess the project-related traffic impacts. Based on DOT's current 
traffic impact criteria 1, the traffic study included the detailed analysis of 13 intersections: four 
in the City of Los Angeles and 11 in the City of West Hollywood. The traffic study 
determined that the project would not result in any significant traffic impacts within the City 
of Los Angeles but may potentially impact an unsignalized intersection within the City of 
West Hollywood. The results of the traffic impact analysis are summarized in Attachment 
1. The study adequately evaluated the project-related traffic impacts on the surrounding 
community. 

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

A. Project Description 
The proposed project will demolish the existing active shopping center and construct a 
new mixed-use development with 249 residential apartments (including 28 affordable 
units) and 111,339 square feet of commercial space at 8150 West Sunset Boulevard 
(see Attachment 2). The commercial space would include 51, 150 square feet of retail 
uses, a 24,811 square foot supermarket, 22, 189 square feet of quality restaurant space, 
a 5,094 square foot walk-in bank, and 8,095 square feet of health and fitness uses 
(dance studio, yoga studio, etc.). The existing 80,000 square foot shopping center 

1 
Per the DOT Traffic Study Policies and Procedures, a significant impact is identified as an increase in the Critical 

Movement Analysis (CMA) value, due to project related traffic, of 0.01 or more when the final ("with project") Level of Service (LOS) 
Is LOS E or F; an increase of 0.020 or more when the final LOS is LOS D; or an increase of 0.040 or more when the final LOS is 
LOSC. 
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includes 14,647 square feet of typical retail uses, a 20, 172 square foot walk-in bank, 
11 ,646 square feet of restaurant and fast food uses, a 2,360 square foot dental office, a 
3,550 square foot martial arts studio, and a 27,625 square foot art storage facility. The 
project would provide 849 automobile parking spaces and 985 bicycle spaces in a multi
level (subterranean and above-grade) parking structure. The project proposes to 
provide access points at approximately the existing three driveways. The project is 
expected to be completed by 2018. 

B. Trip Generation 
The project is estimated to generate a net increase of 1 ,077 daily trips, a net decrease of 
82 trips in the a.m. peak hour and a net increase of 216 trips during the p.m. peak hour 
(see Attachment 3). The trip generation estimates are based on rates and formulas 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 
2012. These trip generation rates are typically derived from surveys of similar land use 
developments in suburban areas with little to no transit service. Therefore, DOT's traffic 
study guidelines allow projects to reduce their total trip generation to account for potential 
transit usage to and from the site, and for the internal-trip making opportunities that are 
afforded by mixed-use projects. Consistent with DOT's guidelines, the estimated trip 
generation includes trip credits to account for the existing uses, the mixed-use nature of 
the project, and for the expected transit mode share. 

PROJECT REQUIREMENTS 

A. New Traffic Signal (City of Los Angeles - Voluntary Measure) 
In the preparation of traffic studies, DOT guidelines indicate that unsignalized 
intersections should be evaluated solely to determine the need for the installation of a 
traffic signal or other traffic control device. Additionally, when choosing which 
unsignalized intersections to evaluate in the study, intersections that are adjacent to the 
project or that are integral to the project's site access and circulation plan should be 
identified. Based on the results of a traffic signal warrant analysis included in the traffic 
study, the applicant proposes to install a new traffic signal at the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Havenhurst Drive. The traffic study indicates that this new signal would 
facilitate access between Sunset Boulevard and the project's driveway on Havenhurst 
Drive. However, this requires further review by DOT as described below. 

The satisfaction of a traffic signal warrant does not in itself require the installation of a 
signal. Other factors relative to safety, traffic flow, signal spacing, coordination, etc. 
should be considered. The design and construction of this proposed traffic signal, if 
deemed warranted by DOT, would be required of the applicant. To process the request 
for a new traffic signal, the applicant should work with DOT's Hollywood/Wilshire District 
Office. If the new signal is approved, this DOT office will issue a Traffic Control Report 
(TCR) authorizing the installation of the traffic signal. Then, it would be the responsibility 
of the applicant to design and construct the new signal through the Bureau of 
Engineering's B-permit process. 

B. New Traffic Signal (City of West Hollywood) 
The traffic study indicates that project-related traffic may result in a significant traffic 
impact at the unsignalized intersection of Fountain Avenue and Havenhurst Drive. 
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This intersection is located south of the project site and within the City of West Hollywood. 
The traffic study proposes to install a new traffic signal at this intersection to off-set the 
potential impact. This proposal is subject to review and approval by the City of West 
Hollywood. 

C. Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Program 
The project proposes to implement a TDM plan to reduce the number of vehicle trips 
generated by the site. The purpose of a TDM plan should be to reduce the use of single 
occupant vehicles (SOV) by increasing the number of trips by walking, bicycle, carpool, 
van pool and transit. The design of the development should contribute to minimizing traffic 
impacts by emphasizing non-auto modes of transportation. Also, a pedestrian-friendly 
project with safe and walkable sidewalks should be included in the overall design of this 
mixed-use project. 

A preliminary TDM program should be prepared and provided for DOT review prior to the 
issuance of the first building permit for this project and a final TDM program approved by 
DOT is required prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for the project. 
The TDM program should include, but not be limited to, the following strategies: 

On-site Transportation Coordinator; 
Carpool, Vanpool and Rideshare Matching; 
Preferential parking for rideshare parking; 
A one-time fixed-fee of $50,000 to be deposited into the City's Bicycle Plan Trust 
Fund to implement bicycle improvements within the area of the proposed project; 
Transit pass subsidies for eligible project tenants and employees; 
Parking management strategies like parking cash-out and unbundling of the 
residential parking; 

• Loaner bicycles and/or flex-use vehicles on site; 
• Guaranteed Ride Home Program; 

Bicycle racks, lockers and showers on site; 
• Encourage implementation of bus shelters in area of project; 
• Flexible work hours and telecommute opportunities; 
• Enhanced wayfinding information and signage. 

The study does not take into account the trip reduction credits that are expected from 
these proposed measures. Due to this conservative approach, the benefits related to 
these TDM strategies were not quantified; therefore, the reported traffic impacts are 
likely overstated. 

D. Voluntarv Intersection Improvement (Sunset Boulevard & Crescent Heights Boulevard) 
To enhance and activate the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project, the project 
proposes to reconfigure the southwest quadrant of the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard. The improvement would remove the 
current sweeping eastbound right-turn lane on Sunset Boulevard that is stop-controlled 
before merging with southbound Crescent Heights Boulevard, and install a typical 
exclusive right-tum lane at the intersection. The unused "triangle" section would then be 
reconfigured to provide a new public "plaza" area adjacent to the northeast comer of the 
project site as illustrated in Attachment 4. 
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To accommodate the exclusive eastbound right-tum lane, the south side of Sunset 
Boulevard would be widened and the west side of Crescent Heights Boulevard between 
Sunset Boulevard and the project's driveway would be reconstructed. Conceptually, this 
improvement is acceptable to DOT; however, to ensure optimal efficiency and safety of 
the intersection's operations for all modes, the existing bus stop on the eastbound 
approach should be relocated from the near-side and the traffic signal may need to be 
upgraded to install northbound left-tum phasing and concurrent eastbound right-tum 
phasing (subject to review by DOT's Hollywood/Wilshire District Office). These design 
issues should be discussed with DOT prior to the commencement of the engineering 
plans for this improvement. 

E. Construction Impacts 
DOT recommends that a construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to DOT 
for review and approval prior to the start of any construction work. The plan should 
show the location of any roadway or sidewalk closures, traffic detours, haul routes, 
hours of operation, protective devices, warning signs and access to abutting properties. 
DOT also recommends that all construction related traffic be restricted to off-peak hours, 
as feasible. 

F. Highway Dedication and Street Widening Requirements 
Highway dedication and widening may be required along the streets that front the 
proposed project. Along the project's frontage, Sunset Boulevard and Crescent 
Heights Boulevard are both designated Major Highways Class II which require a 40-
foot half-width roadway within a 52-foot half-width right-of-way. Havenhurst Drive is 
designated as a Local Street which requires a 20-foot half-width roadway within a 30-
foot half-width right-of-way. The applicant should check with BOE's Land Development 
Group to determine the specific highway dedication, street widening and/or sidewalk 
requirements, if any, for this project. 

G. Implementation of Improvements 
The applicant should be responsible for the cost and implementation of any necessary 
traffic signal equipment modifications and bus stop relocations associated with the 
proposed transportation improvements described above. All improvements and 
associated traffic signal work within the City of Los Angeles must be guaranteed 
through BOE's B-Permit process, prior to the issuance of any building permits and 
completed prior to the issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Temporary 
certificates of occupancy may be granted in the event of any delay through no fault of 
the applicant, provided that, in each case, the applicant has demonstrated reasonable 
efforts and due diligence to the satisfaction of DOT. Prior to setting the bond amount, 
BOE shall require that the developer's engineer or contractor contact DOT's B-Permit 
Coordinator, at (213) 928-9663, to arrange a pre-design meeting to finalize the 
proposed design needed for the project. 

H. Parking Analysis 
As referenced in the Project Description section above, the project will provide up to 849 
automobile parking spaces and 985 bicycle spaces. The applicant should check with 
the Department of Building and Safety on the number of Code-required or Specific Plan
required parking spaces needed for this project. 
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I. Site Access and Circulation 
The proposed project will provide vehicular access via three driveways: Sunset 
Boulevard (left-turn and right-turn entry only), Crescent Heights Boulevard (two-way full 
access), and Havenhurst Drive (full service entry for residential traffic only, plus right
turn only exit for both residential and commercial traffic) as illustrated in Attachment 5. 
The project also proposes separate driveways providing truck access to the on-site 
loading dock facilities: an ingress only driveway on Havenhurst Drive and an egress only 
driveway on Crescent Heights Boulevard. The project also proposes a passenger pick
up/drop-off loading area along the Crescent Heights Boulevard frontage. However, it is 
unclear from the attached illustration how pedestrians would be accommodated through 
this section of the street. It is recommended that the applicant work with DOT to explore 
different passenger loading schemes for the project to establish a design that can safely 
accommodate pedestrians, minimize conflict points with southbound traffic on this 
curved section of Crescent Heights Boulevard, and provide the site with its valet 
parking/passenger loading needs. 

Review of the study does not constitute approval of the driveway dimensions and 
internal circulation schemes. Those require separate review and approval and should 
be coordinated with DOT's Citywide Planning Coordination Section (201 N. Figueroa 
Street, 4th Floor, Station 3,@ 213-482-7024) to avoid delays in the building permit 
approval process. Prior to the commencement of building or parking layout design 
efforts, the applicant should contact DOT for driveway width and internal circulation 
requirements so that such traffic flow considerations are designed and incorporated 
early into the building and parking layout plans. All driveways should be Case 2 
driveways and 30 feet and 16 feet wide for two-way and one-way operations, 
respectively. 

J. Development Review Fees 
An ordinance adding Section 19.15 to the Los Angeles Municipal Code relative to 
application fees paid to DOT for permit issuance activities was adopted by the Los 
Angeles City Council in 2009. This ordinance identifies specific fees for traffic study 
review, condition clearance, and permit issuance. The applicant shall comply with any 
applicable fee~ per this ordinance. 

If you have any questions, please contact Eileen Hunt of my staff at (213) 972-8481 . 

Attachments 

K:\Letters\2014\CEN 13-41328_mixed-use_8150 Sunset_ltr.docx 

c: Renee Weitzer/Jonathan Brand, Council District 4 
Luci Ibarra, City Planning 
Jeannie Shen, Hollywood-Wilshire District Office, DOT 
Rudy Guevara, Western District Office, DOT 
Taimour Tanavoli, Citywide Planning Coordination Section, DOT 
Gregg Vandergriff, Central District, BOE 
Ron Hirsch, Hirsch/Green Transportation Consulting, Inc. 
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Table 9(a) 
Critical Movement Analysis ("CMA") Summary 

(City of Los Angeles Intersections Only) 
Existing (2013) and Future (2018) Without and With Project Conditions 

Year 2013 Conditions Year 2018 Conditions 
Without Without 

Int. Peak Project With Project Project With Project 
No. Intersection Hour CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact CMA LOS CMA LOS Impact 
-- -- -- - ----- - ---

1 Hollywood Boulevard AM 0.517 A 0.517 A 0.000 0.613 B 0.614 B 0.001 
and Laurel Canyon Boulevard PM 0.554 A 0.558 A 0.004 0.694 B 0.697 B 0.003 

2 Hollywood Boulevard AM 0.896 D 0.893 D -0.003 0.969 E 0.966 E -0.003 
and Fairfax Avenue PM 0.755 c 0.758 c 0.003 0.817 D 0.820 D 0.003 

5 Sunset Boulevard AM 0.936 Fr11 0.918 Fr11 -0.018 1.147 Fr11 1.129 F r11 -0.018 
and Crescent Heights Boulevard PM 0.756 Fr11 0.761 Fr11 0.005 0.988 Fr11 0.994 F r11 0.006 

6 Sunset Boulevard AM 0.746 Fr11 0.741 Fr11 -0.005 0.859 Fr11 0.854 Fr11 -0.005 
and Fairfax Avenue PM 0.953 Fr11 0.955 Fr11 0.002 1.047 Fr11 1.049 Fr11 0.002 

Notes: 

[2] Intersection "existing" and "future" level of service manually adjusted to LOS F based on observations of existing conditions. 
0 *" Significant impact per City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Traffic Study Policies and Procedures , June 2013 (if applicable). 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

CEN13-41328 8150 Sunset Bl 

Table 2(a) 
Proposed Project Trip Generation Estimates 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Size/Use Daily In Out Total In Out Total 

========= ========== 
Proposed Project 

Residential Component 

249 -unit Apartments (including 28 affordable units) 1,656 25 102 127 100 54 154 
Less 0.6% "Affordable" Unit Discount (10) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 
Less 5% Transit Utilization (82) (1) (5) (6) (5) (3) (8) 

----
Total Apartment Trips 1,564 24 96 120 94 51 145 

RetaiVCommercial Components 

51, 150 sq. ft. General Retail (total) 2,184 30 19 49 91 99 190 
Less 10% Mxed-Use {Residential) Interaction {218) (3) (2) (5) (9) (10) (19) 
Less 40% Pass-by Trips (786) (11) (7) (18) (33) (35) (68) 

----
Subtotal Retail Trips 1,180 16 10 26 49 54 103 

24,811 sq. ft. Supermarket 2,537 52 32 84 120 115 235 
Less 15% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (381) (8) (5) (13) (18) (17) (35) 
Less 5% Walk-in Patronage (108) (2) (2) (4) (5) (5) (10) 
Less 40% Pass-by Trips (819) (17) (10) (27) (39) (37) (76) 

--
Subtotal Supermarket Trips 1,229 25 15 40 58 56 114 

5,094 sq. ft. Walk-in Bank 764 22 9 31 27 35 62 
Less 5% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (38) (1) (1) (2) (1) (2) (3) 
Less 20% Pass-by Trips (145) (4) (2) (6) (5) (7) (12) ----
Subtotal Walk-in Bank Trips 581 17 6 23 21 26 47 

22, 189 sq. ft. Quality Restaurants (total) 1,996 11 7 18 111 55 166 
Less 10% Mixed-Use (Residential) Interaction (200) (1) (1) (2) (11) (6) (17) 
Less 10% Pass-by Trips (180) (1) (1) (2) (10) (5) (15) ----
Subtotal Quality Restaurant Trips 1,616 9 5 14 90 44 134 

8,095 sq. ft. Dance/Yoga Studios (total) 267 5 6 11 17 12 29 
Less 5% Mxed-Use (Residential) Interaction (13) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1) 
Less 20% Pass-by Trips (51) (1) (1) (2) (3) (3) (6) 

----
Subtotal Dance/Yoga Studio Trips 203 4 4 8 13 9 22 

= 
Total Proposed RetaiVCommercial Trips 4,809 71 40 111 231 189 420 
Total Proposed Retail/Commercial Trips at Adjacent //S 6,790 105 61 166 321 276 597 

=====-
Total Proposed New Project Trips 6,373 95 136 231 325 240 565 

Total Proposed New Project Trips at Adjacent /IS 8,354 129 157 286 415 327 742 
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Table 2(b) 
Existing Site Uses Trip Generation Estimates 

NI. Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Size/Use Daily In Out Total In Out Total -Existing Uses (Removed) 

14,647 sq. ft. General Retail (total) 625 9 5 14 26 28 54 
Less 50% Pass-by Trips (313) (4) (3) (7) (13) (14) (27) 

--
Subtotal Retail Trips 312 5 2 7 13 14 27 

27,625 sq. ft. Art Storage Facility (Metro Art Storage) 69 2 2 4 4 3 7 

11, 786 sq. ft. Walk-in Bank - Banking Uses (1st floor) 1,768 50 21 71 63 80 143 
8,386 sq. ft. Bank Offices/Ancillary Space (2nd floor) 92 11 2 13 2 10 12 
Less 20% Pass-by Trips (Banking Uses Only) (354) (10) (4) (14) (13) (16) (29) ----
Subtotal Walk-in Bank Trips 1,506 51 19 70 52 74 126 

2,056 sq. ft. Restaurant (Kuru Sushi) 111 196 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 12 8 20 
Less 20% Pass-by Trips (39) - - - - - n/a - - - - - (2) (2) (4) 

Subtotal Restaurant Trips 157 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 10 6 16 

800 sq. ft. Ice Cream Parlor 111 76 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 5 3 8 
Less 20% Pass-by Trips (15) - - - - - n/a - - - - - (1) (1) (2) 

Subtotal Ice Cream Parlor Trips 61 - - - - - n/a - - - - - 4 2 6 

5,070 sq. ft. Fast Food (with drive-thru) - McDonalds 2,515 117 113 230 86 80 166 
Less 50% Pass-by Trips (1,258) (59) (56) (115) (43) (40) (83) 

-- --
Subtotal Fast Food (with drive-thru) Trips 1,257 58 57 115 43 40 83 

3,720 sq. ft. Fast Food (without drive-thru) (total) 2,664 98 65 163 49 48 97 
Less 35% Pass-by Trips (932) (34) (23) (57) (17) (17) (34) 

Subtotal Fast Food (without drive-thru) Trips 1,732 64 42 106 32 31 63 

2,360 sq. ft. Dental Office 85 5 1 6 2 6 8 

3,550 sq. ft. Health Club (Martial Arts) 117 2 3 5 7 6 13 

Total Existing Site Trips 5,296 187 126 313 167 182 349 

Total Existing Site Trips at Adjacent /IS 8,207 294 212 506 256 272 528 

Note: 

[1] Use not open during AM peak hours (prior to 10:00 AM). 
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Table 2(c} 
Summary of Proposed Project, Existing Site Uses, and Net Project Trip Generation Estimates 

NI. Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Size/Use Daily In Out Total In Out 

= = 
Summa~ of Proeosed Project Tries - from Table 2(a} 

Total Net Residential Component 1,564 24 96 120 94 51 
Total Net RetaiVCommercial Components 4,809 71 40 111 231 189 

RetaiVCommercial Trips at Adjacent l/S 6,790 105 61 166 321 276 

Total Proposed New Project Trips 6,373 95 136 231 325 240 

Total Proposed New Project Trips at Adjacent l/S 8,354 129 157 286 415 327 

Summa~ of Existing Uses Tries - from Table 2(b} 

Total Existing Site Trips 5,296 187 126 313 167 182 
Total Existing Site Trips at Adjacent l/S 8,207 294 212 506 256 272 

Net New Project Retail/Commercial Trips (487) (116) (86) (202) 64 7 

Net Retail/Commercial Trips at Adjacent Intersections (1,417) (189) (151) (340) 65 4 

Net New Project Residential Trips (same at Adj. I/SJ 1,564 24 96 120 94 51 

Total Net New Project Trips 1,077 (92) 10 (82) 158 58 

Total Net New Project Trips at Adjacent Intersections 147 (165) (55) (220) 159 55 

As shown in Table 2(a), once completed and occupied, the proposed project itself is expected to 

result in a total of approximately 6,373 trips per day (a 24-hour period beginning at midnight), 

including approximately 231 trips (95 inbound, 136 outbound) during the AM peak hour, and 

approximately 565 trips (325 inbound, 240 outbound) during the PM peak hour. Of these total 

trips, most are the result of the retail/commercial components (except during the AM peak hour 

when many of the retail and restaurant uses are closed), which are expected to generate a total 

of approximately 4,809 daily trips, including approximately 111 trips (71 inbound, 40 outbound) 

during the AM peak hour and approximately 420 trips (231 inbound, 189 outbound) during the 

PM peak hour, while the proposed residential component of the project will account for the 

remaining approximately 1,564 daily trips, 120 (24 inbound, 96 outbound) AM peak hour trips, 

and 145 (94 inbound, 51 outbound) PM peak hour trips. 

However, the demolition of the existing on-site development to construct the proposed project 

will also result in the removal of its associated trips from the "existing" area traffic volumes, 

offsetting some of the traffic generated by the new development. As shown in Table 2(b), the 
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HIRSCH/GREEN TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, INC. 

Total 

145 

420 

597 

565 

742 

349 
528 

71 

69 

145 

216 

214 
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From: 
Devon Brooks 
devonbro@gmail.com 
8292 Marmont Lane 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being 
proposed for the south-west junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the 
standard on which a project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect 
given to the historical context for a development of this scale, mass or design. This 
project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet 
this will be the tallest skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles 
reject this permit because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and 
condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project as 16 stories when it is actually 
over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that 
correctly states the height without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen 
stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apartment buildings 
represent some of Los Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them 
with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the area and a tragedy of urban design 
that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction to the 
neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect 
on the historical nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the aesthetic and financial effects of blocking the 
light and views of the historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi 
Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoy and countless hillside 
residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely 
destroy one of the most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential 
district. 



DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density 
housing designated areas where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties 
designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is 
not consistent with the general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B 
zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across 
Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsely claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and 
bases its traffic impact by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is 
approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the shopping mall, and at its peak 
occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase traffic by 
1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 
apartments containing at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, 
offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer number of the customers those 
business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 new 
vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on 
actual traffic rather than the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guesstimate made in 
the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested 
corridors, as identified in the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment 
projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will 
worsen traffic and slow emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this 
project will cause unsafe conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to 
avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by properly determining the 
consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of 
the most congested and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as 
a result of this new and unmanageable congestion. 



PARKING 

The EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough 
parking spaces for the 480+ residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along 
the thousands of clients they will need to attract to cover their rent. This will mean 
thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of 
life, and making it impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy 
access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE 11COND011 LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This 
means the units will be considered 11individual homes11 and are not subject to city rent 
increase guidelines. This is clearly an away to get around city rent guidelines, and to 
turn the unenforced 11low income housing 11 benefits they are asking for into yet more 
easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded 
intersection is going to result in a huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside 
residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart attack this loss of service 
will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address 
them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 





The full list of all 771 respondents to Save Sunset Boulevard's one click "Objection to 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard". 
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ca 90046 ca 90046 California 90046 

Jason Reilly Kathy evans fogel adriana 
jasonpreilly@gmail.com M.fog@ca.rr.com arosian1 OO@sbcglobal.net 
1632 N. Orange Grove Ave 1328 n. Orange grove ave 7510 sunset blvd. 
Los Angeles Los angeles los angeles 
CA90046 Calif 90046 ca 90046 

kelbe bensinger malena hougen marcia brandwynne 
kelbeb@aol.com malena.hougen@gmail.com mbrandwynne@gmail.com 
1418 N Genesee Ave 1623 1400 N Orange Grove Ave 
LA Courtney Ave los angeles 
California 90046 Los Angeles, CA 90046 ca 90046 

Rabbi Norbert Weinberg melanie mayron Robert ONeill 
rabbiweinberg@htbel.org maymay@aol.com robertdoneill@gmail.com 
1317 N Crescent Heights 1435 n. ogden dr. 1545 N Stanley Avenue 
Los Angeles los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90046 

Glenn Williamson Lara Cody Amy Cotteleer 
glenn.williamson@gmail.com frelapub@yahoo.com amycotteleer@yahoo.com 
1351 N. Genesee Ave. 1533 N Orange Grove Ave 161 O N. Orange Grove 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 ca 90046 CA90046 

Robyn Weisman Toni Kotite Halsted Sullivan 
rweisman@gmail.com Toniduck@yahoo.com HalstedSullivan@gmail.com 
1637 N. Sierra Bonita Ave. 1637 N Orange Grove Avenue 1541 N Sierra Bonita Ave 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca 90046 CA90046 

Erik McDowell Jeanne Manos Kathe Osborne 
emcdowell@manatt.com JeanManos@aol.com ko_images@yahoo.com 
1557 N. Curson Ave. 1636 N Vista Street Genesee Ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90046 

Casey Kriley maria veronica Paul Wang 
casey.kriley@magicalelves.co swedishmaria@hotmail.com Paulthomaswang@sbcglobal.net 
m 1730 camino palmero st #3 1351 crescent hts bl 118 
1640 N. Stanley Ave. los angeles Weho 
Los Angeles ca 90046 Ca 90046 
CA90046 

Tracy Broaddus Jeffrey Hersh 
FRANCINE MATARAZZO tbbroaddus@mac.com Jhersh01 @ca.rr.com 
francinematarazzo@gmail.com 1607 N. Sierra Bonita Avenue 1344 North Spaulding Avenue 
1617 North Courtney Avenue Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90046 CA90046 
California 90046 



Nathalie samanon wayne marmorstein Stuart Fine 
Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com waymarr@earthllnk.net StuAFine@aol.com 
1444 north orange grove 1861 North Crescent Heights 1550 No. Genesee 
avenue Blvd LA 
Los angeles los angeles CA90046 
Ca90046 CA90069 

Elyse Eisenberg 
Kristen Stabile Mark Grossan elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com 
kmstabile@gmail.com fireworkee@aol.com 1230 Horn Avenue #526 
1335 N. Genesee Ave. 802 N. Martel Ave West Hollywood 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90069 
CA90046 CA90046 

Bruce Remick 
Michael Moran thomas challener Bruce@bruceremick.com 
glockjock44cal@gmail.com t.challener@gmail.com 1408 N. Genesee Ave 
1428 N Orange Grove Avenue 6120 w 5th st LA 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90046 
California 90046 calif 90048 

Brian Hamilton 
Jonah Schwartz Thomas Pfeffer laguy323@pacbell.net 
livefreeordiii@gmail.com Thomas.a.pfeffer@kp.org 1305 N Laurel Ave Apt 100 
1521 N Sierra Bonita Ave 7095 Hollywood Blvd 663 West Hollywood 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA 90046-4648 
California 90046 CA90028 

Fred Selden 
Lily Mariye and Jim Oppenheim BeverlyKaram seldenmusic@mac.com 
wingleburt@yahoo.com beverly _karam@yahoo.com 1855 Sunset Plaza Drive 
1413 N. Orange Grove Ave. 1201 N.Crescent Heights Bl. Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood California 90069 
California 90046 ca 90046 Helen Berman 

helenberman@mac.com 
Michael Cinquemani gary manning 7135 Hollywood Boulevard 
michaeljcinquemani@gmail.com garydarby8@yahoo.com Los Angeles 
1441 N. Ogden Dr. 1648 mountcrest ave California 90046 
Los Angeles los angeles 
CA90046 CA90069 Christina Pitcher 

cpitcher37@gmail.com 
Alex de Cordoba Ken hudson 342 N Flores St 
lakersalex@yahoo.com Kenphudson@gmail.com Los Angeles 
1424 N Orange Grove Ave 522 n Edinburgh ave CA90048 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA90048 Michael Bronstein 

mialbro@roadrunner.com 
Karen Klein Mark R. Edwards 2225 Nichols Canyon Road 
kkphonehome@gmail.com emailyavin@gmail.com Los angeles 
1414 N. Orange Grove Ave 814 N. Ogden Drive CA90046 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90046 Amy Galaudet 

amyg93@aol.com 
Victor Zolfo j bernstein 6120 w 5th st 
victo~zolfo@mac.com natrhikr@yahoo.com Los Angeles 
1338 N. Orange Grove Avenue 327 n kilkea dr Calif 90048 
West Hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90048 



Ricco Ross leslie militzok Leticia Alvarez 
riccoross95@gmail.com 4dreamdogs@sbcglobal.net Lett_alvarez@yahoo.com 
736 N. Fuller Ave 1556 North fairfax ave 633 1 /2 North Orange Drive 
Los Angeles los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90036 

Julie Shannon sumie mishima Cathy Waldman 
julieshannon@mail.com sumie@sbcglobal.net catwaldla@aol.com 
736 N. Fuller Ave 1556 north Fairfax ave 1219 Larrabee St. #2 
Los Angeles los angeles West Hollywood 
CA90046 CA90046 CA 90069-6105 

Jill Lummus chris brown susan ray 
DrJLummus@sbcglobal.net ctbrown.02@gmail.com hermahoot@earthlink.net 
950 N Kings Rd, #256 2235 Nichols Canyon Road 7906 santa monica 
West Hollywood Los Angeles west hollywood 
CA90069 Ca90046 ca90046 

Michael Eselun Lesley O'Toole-Roque Larry McQueen 
Michael@mlchaeleselun.com lesleyotoole@gmail.com thecollection@earthlink.net 
1124 Greenacre Avenue 1300 N. Orange Grove Ave, 2225 Nichols Canyon Rd. 
West Hollywood West Hollywood Los Angeles 
Ca 90046 California 90046 CA90046 

Thom Fennessey Susan Hanks Sidra Franklin 
thom@collaborationfactory.com shanks@littler.com sidrafranklin@yahoo.com 
919 North Alfred Street 430 S Fuller Ave 346 N. Harper Ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90036 CA90048 

Dave O'Brien marya shahriary Brigette Goulet 
badgerdaveo@gmail.com marya.shahriary@gmail.com brigette.goulet@gmail.com 
1035 N. Gardner #8 837 euclld st 4900 Overland Ave #244 
West Hollywood santa monica Culver City 
CA90046 ca 90403 California 90230 

Jessica Lam RKing Trevor Goff 
jlam4579@yahoo.com rayafromca@webtv.net clubhev@gmail.com 
1641 N Curson Ave 520 S Burnside 458 N. Orlando Ave. 
Los Angeles LA Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90036 CA90048 

susan townes Harley Lond Philip Luque 
susantownes@earthlink.net harleyl@earthlink.net Plcityboy@aol.com 
8581 Walnut Drive 227 4 Alcyona Dr. 1348 n Sierra Bonita 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90068 CA90046 

Robert Krumpholz Norman nmares Ninon Aprea 
rkivsf@prodigy.net ntimares@gmail.com ninonaprea@gmail.com 
1416 North Hayworth Avenue 2223 N1 chols Canyon Road 727 N Martel 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90046 CA90046 



Abigail Wald Joie Magidow Allison Samon 
abigailrose@gmail.com joiemagidow@yahoo.com allisonmegabox@gmail.com 
8236 Kirkwood Drive 7570 Delongpre Avenue 1124 N. Sherbourne Dr. 
LOS ANGELES Los Angeles West Hollywood 
California 90046 CA90046 CALIFORNIA 90069 

Mark Andrew JOAN NAGLER Robert Schwartz 
Markcandrew@gmail.com jnagler@roadrunner.com schastrup@yahoo.com 
8218 Delongpre Ave #2 7309 Franklin Avenue, #203 1230 Hom Ave #607 
West Hollywood Los Angeles West Hollywood 
CA90046 California 90046 CA90069 

margaret black Max Shapiro Carmen Boothe 
ptakfam@earthlink.net readenlaff@aol.com novacboothe@hotmail.com 
8464 hollywood blvd 1745 Camino Palmero #537 827 N Laurel Ave 
los angeles Hollywood WHollywood 
CA90069 CA90046 CA90046 

Margaret Black John Larsen Robert A. Uhl 
ptakfam@earthlink.net johnnyboy1 @earthlink.net robertauhl@aol.com 
8464 Hollywood Blvd 1218 N. Laurel Ave. #14 2119 Sunset Crest Drive 
Los Angeles West Hollywood LACA90046 
CA90069 CA90046 

Barbara Bagley, 
margaret easley John Campbell Sunset Square resident 
sheva213@aol.com 2013johncampbell@gmail.com rosenthalb@ca.rr.com 
907 n crescent heights 2424 Castilian Drive 1650 N. Orange Grove Ave. 
los angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
ca 90046 Ca9006B CA90046 

Karen Berch Sharon McKnight Sarina Neer 
Karen@murthaagency.com sharonmcn@juno.com tourbtch@hotmail.com 
8033 Hollywood Blvd Apt 4 1725 Camino Palmero 1330 N. Crescent Heights # 16 
Los Angeles Los Angeles West Hollywood 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90046 

MARGARET CHEN Herluf Kanstrup Larry Boring 
shopchen@aol.com Schastrup@yahoo.com larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
941 no highland avenue 1230 Horn Ave. # 607 1428 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles West Hollywood LOS ANGELES 
California 90038 Ca.90069 CA 90046-3902 

David Bagley j lissauer Lorelei Shark 
dgbagley@gmail.com emilyjl@att.net l.shark@sbcglobal.net 
1650 N Orange Grove Ave 1235 n hayworth 343 N. Alfred St. 
Los Angeles west hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90046 ca 90046 CA90048 

Harriet Belkin angelo graham MICHAEL PERETZIAN 
harrietbelkin@joimail.com evangelograham143@yahoo.com peretzian@gmail.com 
516 N. Laurel Ave. 8230 hollywood bl. 2235 NICHOLS CANYON 
Los Angeles los angeles ROAD 
CA90048 ca.90069 LA CALIFORNIA 

90046 



Eddie Perez Brian Hotchkis June Sale 
m5perez@yahoo.com brianxone@gmail.com junessale@gmail.com 
652 N edinburgh ave 950 Larrabee St #407 1455 Oriole Dr 
los angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90048 California CA90069 

90069-3947 
robert klausner Richard Frost 
ctmevp@aol.com michele dev rjfro22@earthlink.net 
543 N fairfax ave micheledv9@aol.com 1204 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
LA 1867 rising glen road #1 
ca 90036 los angeles West Hollywood 

california 90069 ca 90046 
Robin Carr 
robincarr@aol.com Jennifer Vian Dennis maryannwx@aol.com 
781 O Hillside Ave jenvden2@mac.com 941 North La Jolla Avenue 
Los Angeles 806 N. Sweetzer Avenue West Hollywood 
CA 90046-2120 West Hollywood CA90046 

California 90069 
Lorelei Shark Cathy Blaivas 
l.shark@sbcglobal.net Karen L Rocchio photoop13@aol.com 
343 N. Alfred St. rocckandy@yahoo.com 1143 N. Vista Street 
Los Angeles 607 N Harper Avenue West Hollywood 
CA90048 Los Angeles Ca 90046 

California 90048-2224 
Sal LoCurto Bill Josephs 
Salloc12@gmail.com Kevin McCarty ladrbill@sbcglobal.net 
346 N. Harper Ave kmccart@sbcglobal.net 8110 Willow Glen Rd. 
Los Angels 851 N. Ogden Dr. Los Angeles 
Ca 90048 Los Angeles CA90046 

CA90046 
Nina Storm Kathryn Sartore 
theninastorm@gmail.com nalijkwest@gmail.com kasartore@gmail.com 
1625 N. Laurel Ave. #28 Stanley Ave 1632 N. Gardner St. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA90036 CA90046 

Jonathan Lajiness Ericwald Thomas Gerbing 
Jonlajiness@gmail.com Waldowald@aol.com gerbnet@earthlink.net 
1032 N Sweetzer Ave 8236 kirkwood dr 7630 Willow Glen Road 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90069 Ca90046 CA90046 

Ruth Williams Joan Satt mary sue girardin 
ruthwh@aol.com jsrecycle@sbcglobal.net marysuegirardin@gmail.com 
7548 Lexington Ave 1406 Belfast Drive 22 ward rd 
West Hollywood Los Angeles hardwick 
CA90046 CA90069 NEW JERSEY 07825 

Charles Baron Ruth Wald celia wyatt-twiss 
crbaron@earthlink.net rw1950@aol.com mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
1841 N Fuller Ave 2221 Sunset Crest Drive 1715 n. fairfax ave 
Los Angeles los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA califomia 90046 

90046 



milo perichitch lemad@earthlink.net Ernest Diaz 
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 723 Westmount Drive ernestg.diazjr@gmail.com 
1715 n. fairfax ave West Hollywood 6100 Afton Place #20 
Los Angeles CA90069 Los Angeles 
california 90066 California 90028 

Lloyd M. Arnold 
Michael Hollingsworth lloydarnold@yahoo.com Dorothy Clark 
Lmagnif@sbcglobal.net 1327 N. Havenhurst Drive, #4 Dgoldclark@usa.net 
1260 N. Harper Ave. Apt. G West Hollywood 6200 Del Valle Drive 
West Hollywood CA90046 Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90048 

Sasha Marcus 
Dan Sniderman marcusasha@yahoo.com Roland WeHo 
dansniderman@yahoo.com 8371 Blackburn Ave #3 rolandl333@gmail.com 
1556 North Curson Avenue Los Angeles 1130 N. Laurel Ave 
Los Angeles, CA90048 West Hollywood 
CA. 90046 CA 90046 

Karina Grotz 
Lynn Hoopingarner karinagrotz@aol.com Phil Rodriguez 
lynnh@sonic.net 8221 De Longpre Ave. phil@phil-Rodriguez.com 
940 Westbourne West Hollywood 8124 Willoughby ave 
West Hollywood ca 90046 Los Angeles 
California 90069-4114 ca 90046 

Arthur Scotti 
ken bruce arthur.scotti@gmail.com Julia Miller 
ktb1@me.com 8130 Norton Ave., Apt. 11 jemiller59@aol.com 
838 n doheny dr #404 Los Angeles West Hollywood, CA 90046 
West Hollywood CA90046 West Hollywood, 
CA90069 California 90046 

steven schwartz 
Amy Armistead movieset@aol.com Christopher Sherman 
amy@nancylangdon.net 226 1 /2 s poinsettia pl Chris@roosterfilms.com 
7206 Hawthorn Avenue las angeles 8601 Lookout Mountain 
Los Angeles ca 90036 Avenue 
California 90046 Los Angeles 

Jose Gonzalez CA90046 
Janet Tinkle djlatnhouse@yahoo.com 
jlinkle@yahoo.com 1802 S. Kingsley Dr. Harry Carmean 
11565 Huston St Los Angeles georgesbelle@yahoo.com 
Valley Village CA 90006 8764 Lookout Mt AV 
CA91601 Los Angeles 

Shaun Neale CA90046 
Mark Witko shaunneale@hotmail.com 
mwitko@hotmail.com West Hollywood, CA 90046 Megan Golden 
1417 Havenhurst Drive west hollywood megancgolden@yahoo.com 
West Hollywood CA90046 8490 Cole Crest Dr. 
CA90046 Los Angeles 

Diane Tuchmayer CA90046 
clive whitcher dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com 
clivelsw@yahoo.com 2307 Laurelmont Place charles silver 
2107 Mt. Olympus Dr. Los Angeles csilver@smsla.com 
Los Angeles Ca.90046 1825 Weepah Way 
CA90046 Los Angeles CA 90046 
Elaine Carstens 



Meryl S. Cohen Michael Moran Aisha Edilby 
auntiemer4x@yahoo.com lapdr6119@gmail.com aishae85@yahoo.com 
1416 N. Havenhurst Drive 1428 N Orange Grove Ave 3609 1 /2 Brunswick Ave 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90046 California 90039 

Sharon Lake Colin Spitler William Kilby 
parallaxplace@gmail.com semicon60@yahoo.com rem.cure.82@gmail.com 
814 North Hayworth ave. #3 1200 N. Flores St. #314 3609 112 Brunswick Ave 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA90069 CA90039 

Deborah Rankin Sylvia Gold Dessislava Markovsky 
nosphera@earthlink.net sunny31 O@roadrunner.com dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com 
8078 Fareholm Dr 1284 Sunset Plaza Drive 2105 Ridgemont Dr. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles LACA90046 
CA90046 California 90069 

Jim Nelson 
Bruce Remick Kristen Cummins motherco@aol.com 
bruce@bruceremick.com shiniette@yahoo.com 1335 Fairfax Ave 
1408 North Genesee Ave 1401 n fairfax ave #104 LOS ANGELES 
Los Angeles west hollywood ca 90046 
CA 90046-3930 ca 90046 

Jeff Dorman 
Richard Kendall Masha Stout piz@earthlink.net 
rkjamsam@aol.com mtivyan@gmail.com 8010 Rothdell trail 
1560 N. Laurel Ave 8883 Sunset Crest Pl Los Angeles 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90046 
California 90046 CA 90046-1847 

Robinne Burrell 
Amy Jacks Richard Callahan robinneb@gmail.com 
amyejacks@sbcglobal.net jumpflip@gmail.co 8035 Hemet Place 
1400 N. Spaulding Ave. 1220 Havenhurst Dr, #6 Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Ca 90046 
CA90046 CA90046 

tina de la celle 
Slobodanka Andric justine Schmidt baileythevampire@yahoo.com 
bobamaxx@yahoo.com justine@schmidt.net 8000 honey dr #2 
1629 N.Curson Av. 2139 Nichols Cayon west hollywood 
Los Angeles los angeles ca 90046 
California 90046 California 90046 

Lou Cutell 
Brandi Montague Kristen Stabile Jaythaddus@aol.com 
Brandi.montague@gmail.com kmstabile@gmail.com 1923 N. Crescent Heights 
8555 Walnut Drive 1335 N. Genesee Ave. L.A. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles California 90069 
CA90046 CA90046 

barbara kramer 
Nanci and Larry BAzzell Robert Lamkie nylagrl1@gmail.com 
momlalaland@hotmail.com robinlamkie@yahoo.com 2527 Jalmia Drive 
1632 N. Laurel AVe 1408 N Orange Grove Ave LACA90046 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 



Milena Simonova JannaZinzi Lisa Whalen 
milena.simonova@gmail.com swirlpr@gmail.com lwhalenO@gmail.com 
8319 Waring Ave. #3 8575 Wonderland Ave. P.O. Box 13944 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Tampa 
ca 90069 CA90046 Florida 33681 

Rochelle Firestone Roddy Caitlin Ary 
firestone8@gmail.com mdesign@earthlink.net Caitlinapple@yahoo.com 
7985 Santa Monica Blvd. 8706 Lookout Mtn. Ave 1329 n Niagara st 
West Hollywood Los Angeles Burbank 
CA90046 CA90046 Ca 91505 

rory barish Florian Schaugg robert wilson 
n2swimng@aol.com schaugg@yahoo.com robertr872@sbcglobal.net 
1416 HAvenhurst Drive 1416 Havenhurst Dr. 8605 hollywood blvdl 
West Hollywood West Hollywood Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90046 ca 90069 

Kathy Small Jonathon Martin Madonna Cacciatore 
kathysmall@mac.com dtfasst@gmail.com shlmgmt@hotmail.com 
1416 Havenhurst Dr. 1416 Havenhurst Drive 5870 Franklin Avenue 
West Hollywood West Hollywood Los Angeles 
Ca90046 CA90046 CA90028 

Jim Nelson craig ryan Lyn Healy 
motherco@aol .com craigryan2007@yahoo.com Lyn@megamace.com 
1335 Fairfax Ave 800 hollywood way 8112 Gould ave 
LOS ANGELES burbank Los Angeles 
ca 90046 ca 91505 CA90046 

Sean Rogers Mike Alex Federico 
seanfrancis23@yahoo.com boehmichael@gmail.com ajfederico66@gmail.com 
8400 Hollywood Blvd 8490 Cole Crest Drive 1315 N. Genesee Avenue 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90069 CA90046 CA90046 

Sue Mason sayeed hasnat Pauline Szkolnik 
suejm3@gmail.com sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co.uk bowwowbf@yahoo.com 
8016 willow glen rd 8595 cole crest drive 8211 Blackburn Ave 
losAngeles los angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 ca 90046 CA90048 

Marc Levin marilyn lawenda 
Meryl S. Cohen marc.levin@gmail.com lawenda@aol.com 

1641 n. Crescent Heights Blvd. 1415 n ogden dr auntiemer4x@yahoo.com 

Los Angeles los angeles 1416 N. Havenhurst Drive 

CA90069 ca 90046 West Hollywood 
CA90046 

Lotus Donovan Andrew Macpherson 
Emailforlotus@gmail.com macfly@macfly.com Judy whitman 
8145 Tianna Road 8278 Hollywood Blvd judithwhitm@aol.com 
Los Angeles Los Angeles po box 291815 
CA90046 CA90069 Los Angeles 

CA 90029Bonnie Goodman 



Ted Andre Cary Lee Rikki Poulos 
tedandre@gmail.com carylee2002@yahoo.com redezine@pacbell.net 
8787 Shoreham Drive, Suite 1115 Larrabee Street 8305 Yucca Trail 
#506 West Hollywood Los Angeles 
West Hollywood CA90069 CA90046 
CA90069 

Kim Bowen Robert Rumage 
Jessica Cox thekimbowen@gmail.com rockyjunkyard-
jcoxlives@gmail.com 506 sth norton ave staples@yahoo.com 
200 East 16th Street, Apt 3C Los Angeles 191 O Mt Olympus Dr 
New York Ca 90021 Los Angeles 
New York10003 CA90046 

Clare Beresford 
Sukee Chew Clare@workdlocations.com Ron Manus 
sukeechew@gmail.com 8533 Sunset Bid rmanus@alfred.com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Ave West Hollywood 8440 Brier Drive 
Los Angeles CA90069 Los Angeles 
CA 90046 CA90046 

David Gardner 
Richard Geddes gcduk628@aol.com agnes baddoo 
richardgeddes7@gmail.com 141 South Clark Drive #111 agnesbaddoo@gmail.com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Ave West Hollywood 531 N Spaulding Ave 
Los Angeles CA90048 Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90036 

Dennis Rider 
Amy Nadine drider1 @mac.com Stephen Pappas 
amynadine13@yahoo.com 931 Hilldale Avenue stephen@spiinteriors.com 
656 n. Las Casas avenue West Hollywood 1131 Horn Ave 
pacific palisades CA90069 West Hollywood 
ca 90272 CA90069 

Peter Sanderson 
YAELLE Shaphir sanderson81@aol.com Lesley Aitken 
acu4stars@yahoo.com 8344 Kirkwood Lealeyaitken@yahoo.com 
7654 fountain ave Los Angeles Wonderland park ave 
weat hollywood CA90046 LACA90046 
ca 90046 

Elaine Furst Donna Bertisch 
Joanna Haddield Efurst@prodigy.net Mygymdonna@aol.com 
Joanna@joannahadfield.com 2114 Beech Knoll Rd 8839 Hollywood Hills Rd 
1135 1/2 N Hoover st Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90046 CA 90046-1444 
Ca 90029 

Siobhan Carmean Aidan O'Brien 
Art Conn Smcarmean@att.net apobr@yahoo.com 
artconn2@aol.com 8764 Lookiut Mt 8382 GrandView Drive 
1253 N Hayworth LA Los Angeles 
west Hollywood CA90046 CA90046 
ca 90046 

Manon Manoeuvre Charles Pelham 
JOHN PEARSON manoeuvremanon@gmail.com cppelham@hotmail.com 
jbp.1@mac.com 1260 n hayworth ave 26 Lots Road 
5209 Louise Avenue Los Angeles London SW10 OQF 
Encino Ca90046 
CA91316 



Eric Giambra Sue Stemp Michael Gilman 
eric.ciambra@yahoo.com sue@suestemp.com Michaelsgilman@gmail.com 
1 O Crestview court 8848 Lookout Mountain 4941 Elmwood Avenue 
Montclair Avenue Los Angeles 
NJ 07042 LACA90046 CA90004 

Janna Zinzi Art weeks Laura Perlman 
Swirlpr@gmail.com Art_weeks@yahoo.com Ljperl@earthlink.net 
8575 Wonderland Ave. 8888 Hollywood hills 8932 Wonderland Ave 
Los Angeles Los angeles LACA90046 
CA90046 Ca 

90046 Elaine Jesmer 
Nimi Ponnudurai jesmer_e@pacbell.net 
nimilicious1 @mac.com RAND SAGERS 85191/2 Nash Drive 
1252 N Flores alecdelta@gmail.com Los Angeles 
West Hollywood 8403 yucca trail 'CA90046 
CA 90069 I.a. 

ca 90046 Stella VALENTE 
Karen Gilman Stellav123@icloud.com 
gilperson2@gmail.com Alex Rader 8181 Gould Ave 
4941 Elmwood Ave. alex.rader.email@gmail.com Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 8443 Brier Drive CA90046 
CA90004 Los Angeles 

CA90046 Wendy Riche 
marjorie heidsieck Wendyriche@gmail.com 
nheidsieck@aol.com Ann Song 2500 Laurel Pass 
8538 lookout mountain avenue emailasong@yahoo.com Los Angeles 
los angeles 8451 Grand View Dr Ca90046 
CA90046 LA 

California Molly Flanagin 
Nina Potts 90046 mflanegin@mac.com 
nina@thecarmonster.com 8868 Lookout Mountain ave 
3927 W Grant St Roy Snell Los Angeles 
Phoenix Roysnell@gmail.com CA 90046-1820 
AZ85009 54 Summerley Street 

london sw184ex Linda Marder 
Dianne Quinn lm@lindamarder.com 
dianne@thecarmonster.com Phillip Rothschild 8835 Wonderland Ave. 
3927 W Grant St rothschildprop@aol.com L.A. 
Phoenix 8401 Wyndham rd Calif. 90046 
AZ85009 Los Angeles 

ca 90046 dennie gordon 
David M Forbes dennleg@earthlink.net 
dmforbes@pacbell.net Ruth Simon 2044 LewisTerrace 
8409 Yucca Trail ruthala@sbcglobal.net Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 8561 Appian Way CA90046 
CA90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 Catherine Finkenstaedt 
James Frucht catfinkusa@yahoo.com 
intl50@aol.com Georg Egloff 8761 Appian Way 
8922 Wonderland Park Ave. g.egloff@me.com Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 2660 Harlesden ct California 90046 
Ca 90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 



Katejames Lisa Moore Marieke Boorman 
K8james@earthlink.net lisa.moore@pinebridge.com mariekeb@mac.com 
1138 N poinsettia pl 1856 Laurel Canyon Road 2351 Sunset Heights Drive 
w hollywood Los Angeles Los Angeles 
ca 90046 California 90046 CA90046 

Adam Wolfe Matthew Schneider Jon cortez 
adamlee6219@gmail.com racer81 O@sbcglobal.net jc91607@yahoo.com 
267 4 Carmar Dr 1531 Selma Drive 12222 moorpark 
Los Angeles Los Angeles studio city 
Ca 90046 California 90046 ca 91604 

Sarah Essex maria lennon b martins 
sarahofessex@rocketmail.com mtlennon@yahoo.com samodrama@gmail.com 
9007 Wonderland Park Ave 1833 jewett drive 1626 Montana Avenue #500 
Los angeles los angeles santa monica 
Ca 90046 ca 90046 ca 90403 

James Minchin Teri Poust Serena Reid 
james@jamesminchin.com teri.poust@sbcglobal.net mermaid1967@hotmail.com 
8920 Wonderland Ave 8732 Skyline Drive 8030 selma ave 
Los Angeles Los Angeles LA 
CA90046 CA90046 California 90046 

David Haynes amy minchin John Ptak 
davidnhaynes@gmail.com amy@jamesminchin.com ptak@arsenaHilm.net 
1856 Laurel Canyon 8920 wonderland ave 8464 Hollywood Blvd 
los angeles LOS ANGELES Los Angeles 
ca 90046 CA90046 CA90069 

Brian Reilly STEVE PRIDE Thomas Garrick 
Reillybruan79@yahoo.com PUBLIC@PRIDEONSCREEN. tgarrick@mindspring.com 
8373 Yucca Trail COM 2617 Mar Lu Drive 
Los Angeles 10871 KLING ST Los Angeles 
CA90046 NORTH HOLLYWOOD CA - California 

California 91602 90046 
Linda M Moore 
linda.moore@oracle.com Angela Alvarado D. Korwin 
1856 Laurel Canyon Road alvarado@phvx.com devrak@sbcglobal.net 
Los Angeles 8273 Marmont Lane 2205 Beech Knoll Rd. 
CA90046 Los Angeles Los Angeles 

Ca 90069 CA90046 
Miriam Stark 
Miriamstark44@gmail.com margo hamilton Linnaea Saunders 
2162 Beech Knoll Rd margolhamilton@yahoo.com Linnaea.saunders@gmall.com 
LACA90946 8233 kirkwood drive 2464 N Catalina Street 

los angeles Los Angeles 
Lenore Zerman ca 90046 California 90027 
Lzerman@mac.com 
8925 wonderland park avenue Susanne Konigsberg krisy gosney 
Los Angeles Susannekonigsberg@gmail.com kgosney@sbcglobal.net 
CA90046 2355 Sunset Plaza Drive Palm Ave 

W. Hollywood West Hollywood 
CA 90069-1208 ca 90069 



Robert Rosenheck Kelley Harron joyce deep 
Rob@capobianco.biz ka.harron@gmail.com joycedeep@aol.com 
2030 Laurel Canyon blvd 1400 N. Crescent Heights Blvd 8360 ridpath dr. 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
Ca90046 CA90046 CA90046 

CoriAllvey Marci Levine Theresa Hoover 
cori_gordon@hotmail.com marcilevine@yahoo.com Terry24CA@aol.com 
8253 Kirkwood Drive 2120 Ridgemont drive 8630 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 California 90046 CA90046 

Dee Dee Schneider Fred Selden Stephanie Savage 
teecher@sbcglobal.net seldenmusic@mac.com mike.stephanie@prodigy.net 
1531 Selma Drive 1855 Sunset Plaza Drive 2153 Groveland Drive 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 California 90069 ca 90046 

STUART LESSNER Patricia Lanza Eric Timperman 
stuartlessner@mac.com lanzafoto@earthlink.net erictimperman@earthlink.net 
la granada dr 8569 Wonderland Avenue 2620 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90068 CA90046 CA90046 

Jane Kurson Liam Toohey Lenny Lipton 
kurson@mac.com ltoohey@yahoo.com lipton3d@gmail.com 
8221 Yucca Tri 8508 Brier Dr. 8642 Allenwood Rd 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90046 

Robert Moore Christopher Litten Carol Fox 
bobmor711 @aol.com dickthompson@gmail.com Cfox2@aol.com 
2516 Greenvalley Road 831 O Kirkwood Drive 2175 Sunset Crest Drive 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 Ca 90046 

Diane Berliner JIMMYBAYAN Tracey Nelson 
canyongal@aol.com jimmy.bayan@gmail.com Tkleis@yahoo.com 
2160 Laurel Canyon Blvd 8600 Lookout Mountain Ave 891 B Holly Place 
Los Angeles LOS ANGELES LA 
CA90046 CA90046 Ca 90046 

Martin Schneider Dr. David Gerber Jasmine Madatian 
msdsinc@sbcglobal.net djgerber@post.harvard.edu jasmlne.madatian@gmail.com 
1531 Selma Drive Wonderland Park Avenue 8033 Sunset Blvd., #515 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 CA90046 

Sara Crow Elizabeth Roewe Joan and Stuart Pappa 
straypoodle@gmail.com lizroewe@mac.com pappe@aol.com 
8575 WONDERLAND AVE 2411 Zorada Drive 9045 Hollywood Hills Rd. 
LACA90046" Los Angeles Los Angeles 

CA90046 CA90046 



Lisa Hansen Ezra Clark Lee Papa 
lhansenalt@gmail.com ewclark@hotmail.com Lee@leepapa.com 
9043 Burroughs Rd. 8532 Ridpath Dr 11000 S Rastern Ave #1423 
Los Angeles Los Angeles henderson 
CA90046 CA90046 NV 89052 

Andrea McNichol Jessica lovenko Kim Gottlieb-Walker 
amcnichol@aol.com Jessicaiovenko@gmail.com Kim@Largedoor.com 
2363 Hermits Glen 7521 Lolina Lane 2157 Stanley Hills Dr 
Los Angeles, CA Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca 90046 CA90046 

Kurt Waldheim Jeffrey Wolf Shira Boardman 
videocoffee@gmail.com wolf.jeffrey@gmail.com shira.boardman@gmail.com 
2333 high tower dr 1424 N Crescent Heights Blvd 9001 wonderland park 
los angeles West Hollywood los angeles 
ca 99068 California 90046 ca 90046 

NATHAN ADLEN Phil Rubin Dee Miyamura 
nathanb8@msn.com blackboxgroup@yahoo.com ladyjinnkenobi@aol.com 
8660 edwin dr 8305 Kirkwood Dr. 1961 west 231 st Street 
L.A. Los Angeles Torrance 
Ca.90046 CA90046 California 90501 

elissa kline Steffi Gaines Sean Carrick 
elk@elissakline.com steffanigaines@yahoo.com seancarrickhair@gmail.com 
660 wild iris lane 8107 McKim Court 8665 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Santa Cruz Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California California 90046 CA90046 
95060 

Lucinda Walker Karis Jagger 
Thomas Castaneda tvwalker@gmail.com Jagwat@me.com 
thomas@nbronson.com 4362 W. Kling Street 2705 carmar drive 
8721 Sunset Blvd. Penthouse 9 Burbank Los Angeles 
West Hollywood CA 91505 Ca 90046 
CA90069 

Marjorie Harris Janet Iovino 
adam baer marjorieharris@sbcglobal.net iovinojanet@gmail.com 
adambaer@gmail.com 2478 Crest View Drive 7095 Hollywood Blvd. 
2232 laurel canyon boulevard Los Angeles Los Angeles 
los angeles CA90046 CA90028 
California 90046 

John Harris Paulo De rezende 
Terry DeBellis jdhesq@sbcglobal.net derezende@mac.com 
terry@lawyerlee.com 24 78 Crest View Dr. 8921 Holly Pl. 
2540 Laurel Pass L.A. Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90046 CA90046 
CA90046 

Diane Abbitt Vanessa Beletic 
Coby Brown dra@envirolution.com Vanessa.beletic@gmail.com 
coby14@gmail.com 8644 Allenwood Road 9091 wonderland park Ave 
8133 Elrita Drive Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Los Angeles California Ca 90046 
CA90046 90046 



Jason Morphew Friend Wells Debbie Semsky 
jasonmorphew@gmail.com fwells@sprynet.com debbielyn@mac.com 
PO BOX 461514 349 North Wilton Place 87 43 appian way 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca90004 CA90046 

sarah petrie Debra Arnold Debbie Starkman 
sarahpetrie@me.com dbarnold@gmail.com drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com 
8000 honey drive 8121 Elrita Drive 87 43 appian way 
los angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA - California California 90046 CA90046 
90046 

G Curtin Hughes Amie Semsky 
Sheila scott GCHughes@aol.com Asemsky@mac.com 
Sheilascott@me.com 8221 DeLongpre Ave., #1 87 43 appian way 
8704 hollywood hills road W. Hollywood Los Angeles 
Los Angeles CA90046 CA90046 
California 
90046 Yoav Getzler Nicolas Valle 

Yoavgetzler@gmail.com buzzcut2000@speakeasy.net 
Courtney Reid 10012 Charter Oak LN 4825 Toland Way 
courtneyreid@earthlink.net Beverly Hills Los Angeles 
8620 Lookout Mountain Ave. California 9021 O California 90042 
Los Angeles 
California 90046 Brooke Funderburk Kristen stavola 

brookef1@live.com Stavolasays@gmail.com 
Bigler.Steve 8221 1 /2 Yucca Trail StavolaSays@gmail.com 
bigler.steve@gmall.com LOS ANGELES Los Angeles 
1201 S. la cienega CA90046 CA90046 
LOS ANGELES 
California 89444 dara dworman Mona Houghton 

lcbeads@gmail.com mhdp03@gmall.com 
wandadecca 801 O rothdell trail 8544 Walnut Drive 
danielawanda@mac.com los angeles LOS ANGELES 
2745 Carmar dr ca 90046 CA 90046-1950 
LACA90046 

Lauren Wood Bradford Cobb 
irene pusztai bighairdo@laurenwood.com bradford@directmanagement.c 
a.i.s.h@sbcglobal.net 2333 Sunset Heights Dr om 
8845 wonderland ave Los Angeles 1417 N. Laurel Ave 
los angeles CA90046 Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA90069 

Chris Young 
Allison taylor Plantymcflowers@gmail.com debbie spafford 
allisont2@me.com 8328 Livingston Way dspaff@sbcglobal.net 
1528 rising glen rd Los Angeles 4817 sancola ave 
los angeles CA90046 n hollywood 
ca 90069 ca 91601 

Greg Morrow 
Florence Ratzsch gmorrow13@yahoo.com Kelly Forbes 
Florence@radarc.com 8766 Arlene Terrace numbirdienum@yahoo.com 
8476 kirkwood dr Los Angeles 8409 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles CA90046 Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA - California 90046 



lianlunson jim mills Lee Clay 
lianbpay@gmail.com quaco2@gmail.com leeclay@icloud.com 
2850 ocean park blvd 8219 yucca trail 8926 Wonderland Ave. 
santa monica los angeles Los Angeles 
ca 90405 ca 90046 California 90046 

jana richey Lisa Gaffney Michael Hoover 
jana.richey@gmail.com lisafbgaffney@gmail.com mfhoover@pacbell.net 
8071 selma ave 65 W Harriet St 8630 Lookout Mountain Ave 
los angeles Altadena Los Angeles 
ca 90046 CA91001 CA90046 

Laura Dutton bryan wark Joel J Loquvam 
lauradutton@earthlink.net bryan@bryanwarkdesigns.com joel@laestateplan.com 
2607 Greenvaley Road 9013 wonderland park ave 9701 Wilshire Boulevard, 
Los Angeles los angeles Suite 1000 
California 90046 Ca 90046 Beverly Hills 

CA90212 
Clare Witt Clark Eddy 
Clarediane1@aol.com Clarkeddy@mac.com Chau Phan 
8701 Arlene ter 2671 Laurel Pass chauberry@gmail.com 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 8952 Wonderland Ave 
Ca 90046 CA90046 losAngeles 

ca 90046 
Carolyn Hennesy Scott Michel 
qofspain@sbcglobal.net scotthmichel@gmail.com Marilyn Frandsen 
844 North Maple St. 8284 Kirkwood Dr. poette@sbcglobal.net 
Burbank Los Angeles 8336 Livingston Way 
CA91505 CA90046 Los Angeles 

California 90046 
Eyal sher Lynda Gluck 
Clareyal@aol.com eara@earthlink.net Jeremy Gardiner 
8701 Arlene ter 1728 laurel canyon blvd jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com 
Los Angeles los angeles 8751 Wonderland Park Avenue 
Ca 90046 ca 90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 
Zoe sher John F. Hegelmeyer 
Clarediane1@aol.com jh90046@gmail.com Gena Wilder 
8701 Arlene ter 8513 Nash Drive gena_wilder@paramount.com 
Los angeles Los Angeles 5555 Melrose Avenue 
Ca 90046 CA90046 Hollywood 

CA90038 
Kelly Mayfield michelle byrne 
kellym@dslextreme.com michellermurphy@hotmail.com Beth stiller 
1807 Laurel Canyon Blvd. 8119 willow glen bethtd@aol.com 
Los Angeles los angeles 8636 edwin drive 
California 90046 ca 90046 LACA90046 

christian stevens Grayson Edwards Sandra Hitt 
9021 O@misterbeverlyhills.com Gfedward1@gmail.com SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
8411 coreyell pl 8071 Selma Ave 8527 Walnut DR 
LA Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 CA 90046 CA90046 



Michael Fassett DavidAgell Meher Dhondy 
fassetmj@gmail.com Davidagell@mac.com Meherdhondy@gmail.com 
2127 Beech Knoll 8146 Laurel View Dr 1424 N. Stanley ave. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90046 Ca 90069 CA90046 

Sarah Norvilas Phil Hammond Joshua Stabile 
snorvilas@yahoo.com philhammond@gmail.com Josh@intyss.com 
909 s wooster st 1327 Havenhurst Drive, unit 1 1531 Selma Dr 
los angeles West Hollywood Los Angeles 
ca 90035 CA90046 CA90046 

daniel chun Barbara Hearn Robert Balzebre 
dchun02@yahoo.com bjhearn@pacbell.net robert@balzebre.com 
8520 allenwood rd 8169 Gould Ave 9378 Flicker Way 
los angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
California 90046 CA90046 CA90069 

Steven Smith Sandra Baughman Randy Skinner 
ssmith3574@aol.com sadny2b2002@yahoo.com randski@sbcglobal.net 
2337 Sunset Heights Dr. sandy2b2002@yahoo.com 12424 Wilshire Blvd. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles LACA90025 
CA90046 CA90046 

Robin Neuman 
louise berggren Burt Goralnick Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
louises3dlashes@gmail.com BurtGoralnick@Gmail.com 8170 laurel view drive 
8526 lookout mountain ave. 1847 N Crescent Heights Blvd Los Angeles 
laca 90046 LOS ANGELES CA90069 

CA90069 
Ryan Quigley Erik Olson 
ryanquigley@yahoo.com Michele GORALNICK erix31@hotmail.com 
8135 Elrita Drive Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com 2020 N. Gramercy Place 
Los Angeles 1847 N Crescent Heights Blvd Los Angeles 
CA90046 LOS ANGELES CA90068 

CA90069 
Brian Linse Chip Garamella 
linsefilm@yahoo.com Todd Bianco cgaramella@earthlink.net 
8593 Lookout Mountain toddbianco@gmail.com 3334 Rowena Avenue - B 
Avenue 8914 Cynthia St Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood Ca 90027 
CA90046 California 90069 

susan cuscuna 
Steven Dersh Cherie Grubb scuscuna@mac.com 
smdersh@verizon.net cherie@ejmdevelopment.com 8938 Holly Place 
330 S. Almont Dr. 1414 N. Harper Ave Los Angeles 
Los Angeles West Hollywood CA90046 
CA90048 CA90046 

Susan Greenwood 
Angelica Gallardo B. goralnick susanlgreenwood@gmail.com 
mian.gallardo@gmail.com BGoralnick@Aol.com 8831 Lookout Mountain 
8297 Presson Pl 1847 N. Crescent Heights Los Angeles 
Los Angeles LOS ANGELES CA90046 
CA90069 CA90069 



Jeffrey Hersh Melissa Barak Olanna Taskey 
Jhersh01 @ca.rr.com mbarak@mac.com olanna323@gmail.com 
1344 North Spaulding Ave 1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 8359 Hollywood Blvd 
Los Angeles #318 Los Angeles 
CA90046 West Hollywood CA90069 

CA90046 
Kevin Dompe Catherine Sullivan 
kdompehaskins@gmail.com Frank Barron Cgsull131 O@aol.com 
2084 Lewis Terrace idakilder@sbcglobal.net 1008 N La Jolla Ave 
Los Angeles 1711 N Ogden Dr LA 
CA90046 LACA90046 CA90046 

Jan Pomerans Courtney Small Janet Freund 
janpomerans@gmail.com cs@csandfs.com janetplanetstar@mac.com 
3028 West 11 th Street 1600 Courtney Avenue 740 Hyperion Avenue 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los Angeles 
CA90023 CA 90046-27 44 CA90029 

Dave Abbitt Gary Calamar Chloe trig 
daveabbitt@gmail.com garycalamar@mac.com Chloet@me.om 
8460 Utica Drive Hollywood Hills Road 101 south orange drive 
Los Angeles Los Angeles Los angeles 
CA90046 CA90046 California 

90026 
mary s brock Tyler Naifeh 
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net Mistertyler _a@hotmail.com Robin Neuman 
2415 Vado Drive 8584 Wonderland Ave. Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
Los Angeles Los Angeles 8170 Laurel View Drive 
CA 90046-1447 CA90046 Los angeles 

Ca 90069-1616 
Joy Barr Kathy Small 
Joyface@gmail.com kathysmall@mac.com Lisa Pugliese 
8584 Wonderland Ave. 1416 Havenhurst Dr. Lisa@iworksus.com 
Los Angeles West Hollywood 614 North Beachwood Drive 
CA90046 Ca 90046 Los Angeles 

Ca 90004 
Michael Blum Colleen Keane 
michael@riverstreet.net cfk726@msn.com Gina Greblo 
2573 Greenvalley Road 1330 N. Sweetzer Ave., #203 ggreblo@yahoo.com 
Los Angeles W. Hollywood 807 N. Doheny Drive 
California 90046 CA90069 Beverly Hills 

CA90210 
nika futterman David Naylor 
nfutterman@me.com ddnaylor@me.com Wendy Kneedler 
8241 kirkwood dr 8359 Hollywood Blvd kneedlersr@gmail.com 
los angeles LOS ANGELES 1515 N Ogden Dr 
ca 90046 CA90069 Los Angeles 

CA90046 
Shane Stabile debra dresbach 
getshane@sbcglobal.net debradresbach@msn.com Brooke Senior 
1251 N. Gardner St. 8978 wonderland ave brookesenior@gmail.com 
West Hollywood los angeles 1515 N Ogden Dr 
Ca. 90046 ca 90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 



Phil Friedman Kelsey Vensel Randy Skinner 
plf31 O@yahoo.com Kvensel7@gmail.com randski@sbcglobal.net 
1515 N Ogden Dr 8293 grand view drive 12424 Wilshire Blvd. 
Los Angeles Los Angeles LACA90025 
CA90046 Ca 90046 

Robin Neuman 
sherry sexton Liana Levi Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
sherrysexton7@aol.com Lianalevi21 @gmail.com 8170 laurel view drive 
8286 presson pl 100 S. Doheny Dr. 414 Los Angeles 
los angeles Los Angeles CA90069 
ca 90069 Ca 90048 

Erik Olson 
Eric Edmunds Barbara Somlo erix31 @hotmail.com 
lalhasa@aol.com Bsomlo@gmail.com 2020 N. Gramercy Place 
2576 Cordelia Rd 8597 Appian Way Los Angeles 
Los Angeles Los Angeles CA90068 
California CA90046 
90049 Chip Garamella 

Zach bamea cgaramella@earthlink.net 
Simon Jones Bzagyb@gmail.com 3334 Rowena Avenue - B 
simonvjones1 @gmail.com 8978 wonderland ave. Los Angeles 
8287 Marmont Ln L.A. Ca 90046 Ca 90027 
Los Angeles 
CA90069 Ben Nichols susan cuscuna 

bennichols1 @yahoo.com scuscuna@mac.com 
Steven Poster ASC 8419 Edwin Drive 8938 Holly Place 
stevenasc@aol.com Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Wonderland Ave CA90046 CA90046 
Los Angeles 
CA90046 James Provenzano Susan Greenwood 

llpro@roadrunner.com susanlgreenwood@gmail.com 
Joanna Parol 3438 Merrimac Road 8831 Lookout Mountain 
jparol@gmail.com Los Angeles Los Angeles 
8287 Marmont Ln CA90049 CA90046 
Los Angeles 
CA90069 Dave Skwarczek Jeffrey Hersh 

Dave99@eatyourlunch.com Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
Jane Wald 8332 Livingston 1344 North Spaulding Ave 
Janeswald@irell.com LACA90046 LosAngekes 
2307 Sunset PlazaDrive CA90046 
Los Angeles adelle lutz 
California 90069 adellel@mac.com Kevin Dompe 

7964 Willow Glen Rd kdompehaskins@gmail.com 
Phyllis Katz Los Angeles 2084 Lewis Terrace 
Brainfun@roadrunner.com CA90046 Los Angeles 
8929 Holly Place CA90046 
Los Angeles lim Rhomberg ' 

California 90046 timrhomberg@gmail.com Jan Pomerans 
1926 N Las Palmas janpomerans@gmail.com 

pamela dompe Los Angeles 3028 West 11th Street 
pdompe@gmail.com California 90068 Los Angeles 
2084 lewis terrace CA90023 
los angeles 
california 90046 



Raymond Morgan 
laraymond7@yahoo.com 
1655 marmont ave 
los angeles 
CA90069 

Nina G Rosenfield 
ninarosenfield@yahoo.com 
1545 Umeo Road 
Pacific Palisades 
CA90272 

Margo L Shapiro 
margoshapiro@sbcglobal.net 
8731 Arlene Terrace 
Los Angeles 
California 90046 

Randy Myer 
Rmyer813@gmail.com 
1969 De Mille Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA90027 

Paul M. Mock 
paulmock1 @gmail.com 
1791 N Sycamore Ave Apt 
303 
Los Angeles 
CA90028 

Louise Salter 
laboratoryfilm@gmail.com 
8847 Wonderland Avenue 
Los Angeles 
California 90046 

Andrew & Irene Robinson 
arobinso@usc.edu 
2671 Byron Place 
Los Angeles 
CA90046 

Camilla Trigano 
camillatrigano@gmail.com 
101 S. Orange Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA90036 

Sheila Irani 
pathcom@pacbell.net 
2657 Zorada Drive 
LACA90046 

CLAUDIA BENVENUTO 
claudiaben@mac.com 
1548 N. Kings Road 
Los Angeles 
California 90069 

Kimcampbell 
Campbellkimmy@mac.com 
447 n croft ave 
Los angeles 
Ca90048 

Jodi Teti 
jodi.teti@blueprintlsat.com 
8916 Hollywood Hills Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA90046 

Linda McDonough 
LindaMcDonough@mac.com 
9460 Sierra Mar Place 
Los Angeles 
CA90069 

gabriel abraham 
gabdabraham@gmail.com 
127 s. lucerne blvd 
los angeles 
CA 
90004 

judith kaplan 
mkaplan263@aol.com 
841 O coreyell place 
los angeles 
ca 90046 

Studio City Residents 
Association 
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com 
12069 Ventura Place, Ste H 
Studio City 
California 91604 

vanessa atlan 
vanessa.atlan@gmail.com 
6158 temple hill drive 
los angeles 
CA90068 

Kane Austin 
kane@paperchasepress.com 
7176 W Sunset Blvd 
LA CA90046 

Roman Alonso 
roman@communedesign.com 
650 N. Robertson Blvd. 
Los Angeles 
CA90069 

Craig Clark 
craig@roundabout.com 
8082 Selma Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 90046 

DoriAveau 
doriaveau@gmail.com 
1075 South Ogden Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA90019 

Sebastian Copeland 
sebastian@sebastiancopeland. 
com 
1626 N Ogden Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA90046 

Patrick Zulinov 
patrickzulinov@gmail.com 
4453 Main St. 
Vancouver 
Canada 
v5v Oa2 

Barry Johnson 
bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net 
4166 Farmdale Ave. 
Studio City 
CA 
91604 

Christina Nickerson 
Tutten@me.com 
509 S Gramercy Pl. 
Los Angeles 
CA90020 

bradley ross 
bemro@earthlink.net 
9460 sierra mar pl 
los angeles 
California 90069 



Michael Citrone Jairo Roque Donovan Leitch 
michael@globalfitness.com Jairoroque72@gmail.com hollywoodhigh@mac.com 
1639 1300 N Orange Grove Ave 2164 Rockledge Road 
Los Angeles Los Angeles losAngeles 
ca 90004 California 90046 california 90068 

CHRISTOPHER JANNEY Bill Bonk Abel Lynch 
christopherj929@gmail.com billbonk@billbonk.com dokkenfan80s@gmal.com 
4260 Holly Knoll Dr 8909 Wonderland Park Hometown In. 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 Los Angeles Manteca 

CA90046 CA93557 
Leland orser 
Lelandorser@me.com bgoodmancomm@roadrunner. Dave Lundberg 
8033 sunset com David.l.lundberg@usps.gov 
La 11601 CANTON PL 2240 Winery Rd 
Ca 90046 Studio City Pahrump 

California 91604 Nv89048 
Scott Altomare 
saltosea@gmall.com d.m. casper Ashley Batyko 
8475 kirkwood dr CasperVonDj@yahoo.com agbatyko@yahoo.com 
LA 1354 N. Harper #302 2042 North Beachwood Dr. 
ca 90046 west hollywood Los Angeles 

CA90046 CA90068 
MeghanvG 
Mvongremp@gmail.com Ferdinand Andrekowisch matt henson 
Griffin ave andrekowisk@hotmail.com Mattrhenson@gmail.com 
Los Angeles 1400 N Martel Ave 12232 oxnard st 
Ca \90031 Los Angeles north hollywood 

California 90046 ca 91606 
John Woodward 
tazfilms@yahoo.com Misty Lake Michael Shores 
8589 Appian Way OfficialMistyLake@outlook.com mshores90069@gmail.com 
Los Angeles ooo West Hollywood 1682 Marmont Avenue 
CA90046 West Hollywood Los Angeles 

CA90069 CA90069 
Fran Reichenbach 
FranReichenbach@gmail.com Ashley Namasondhi Keiko Shores 
2751 Westshire Dr anamasondhi@yahoo.com piazzotti@hotmail.com 
Los Angeles 546 N. Plymouth Blvd. 1682 Marmont Avenue 
California 90068 Los Angeles Los Angeles 

CA90004 CA90069 
Studio City Residents 
Association Eric Griffin Barry Weiss 
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com Truehollywood@yahoo.com BarryWeissLA@gmail.com 
12069 Ventura Place, Ste H 5805 whitsett ave 4270 Satsuma Ave 
Studio City Valley village Studio City 
California 91604 CA91607 CA91602 

Susan Weber Yesenia Sanchez Carolina Ore 
sweber12@pacbell.net yesse1349@gmail.com carolinaaore@yahoo.com 
514 Eastview Dr. 1117 N. Baker st. 6717 Leland Way 
LA Santa Ana Los Angeles 
CA90042 California California 

92703 90028 



Charles noice ii Ric Cantor jovan brown 
charles@mercenary-audio.com riccantor@me.com jovanambrown@aol.com 
1629 n. fair Oaks ave. 8973 Wonderland Park Ave 1275 north hayworth 
pasadena Los Angeles las angeles, ca 
ca 91103 CA90046 ca 

90046 
jez guito michaela 
canmuse@aol.com justmicaela@yahoo.com Neil Ansari 
8667 Wonderland Avenue 1414 north harper apt11 neilansari@yahoo.com 
L.A. west hollywood 2753 Laurel Pass 
California 90046 CA90046 Los Angeles 

CA90046 
Kat Lester steven curtis 
lakatmeow@aol.com bustercurt@sbcglobal.net Melanie Stabile 
316 N. Rossiter Ave 2590 greenvalley rd Melanie@intyss.com 
LACA90004 las angeles 1531 Selma Drive 

ca 90046 Los Angeles 
Kate Hardie CA90046 
Katekenji@hotmail.com Eric mills 
Lookout mountain ave emillslocations@gmail.com Jennifer Kentner 
Los Angeles 526 s. Genesee ave Jennikakes@gmail.com 
Ca 90046 la ca 90036 1264 Kings Road 

Los Angeles 
Mark Woodland Johnny Otto CA90069 
Mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk johnny@johnnyotto.com 
7949 selma ave 1621 N. Martel Ave michael rivkind 
West hollywood Hollywood mochmen@aol.com 
Ca90046 CA90046 1867 rising glen road 

la ca 90069 
Stephen Gehman Christopher Zwirner 
crstnbassplayer7n@gmail.co Zwirner1@gmail.com christine kantner 
m 3430 S. Hill St. #104 christinekantner@mac.com 
227 w Lincoln Rd Los Angeles 3924 w sunset blvd 
stockton CA. 90007 las angeles 
ca 95207 CA90029 

Vesna Juliana Bamberger 
Samantha Leyva vesnabamberget@sbcglobal.n Nathalie Saphier 
samanthaleyva50@gmail.com et nathaliesaphier@mac.com 
392 Gamay Ct. 2753 Laurel Pass 935 n. Vendome St. 
Manteca Los Angeles losAngeles 
CA. 95337 CA90046 ca 90026 

Storm Rolls Michael Gryciuk Jack & Pamela Wishard 
Storrn_rolls@yahoo.com mikegdrummer@hotmail.com pamwishard@aol.com 
1413 Littell Ave. 2416 Outpost Drive 1438 N. Kings Rd. 
Clinton Los Angeles Los Angeles 
Oklahoma 73601 California 90068 CA90069 

Randye Soref Ava Lynn Roth Michael Speziali 
Randyesoref@gmail.com lyro@aol.com drums4mikey@yahoo.com 
8250 Woodshill Trail 1112 Sunset Plaza 1351 N Crescent Heights blvd 
Los Angeles Los Angeles West Hollywood 
CA90069 California 90069 CA90046 



Lyn healy 
Lynhealy@sbcglobal.net 
8112 gould ave 
Los angeles 
CA90046 

Olivia Benavides 
olivialynnbenavides@yahoo.co 
m 
5628 Hazelbrook Ave 
lake wood 
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Crescent Heights - Havenhurst 
Neighborhood Preservation Association 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 

January 12, 2015 

The following are questions we neighbors have relating to the DEIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard: 

Does the proposed project conform to the Hollywood Community Plan? Is the project 
"compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses and programs specified in 

the general plan"? Please have the consultant include a summary of the general land 
use parameters for this site as envisioned by the Community Plan. 

Density introduces the greatest impacts because of scale, parking requirements and 
availability, trips generated, underground evacuation and street interruptions for 
deliveries. This property has been downzoned twice, the first time in 1984 to an FAR 
or 1.5: 1 and the second time in 1989 when the FAR was further reduced to 1.1: 1. 
Ask the consultant to review the reports and analyses associated with these density 
reductions and add this information to the EIR. Then, justify permitting a 
development with a FAR of 3: I on this site. 

The applicant has made reference to the site being close to a major transit stop. Is the 
site within 1,500 feet of the Traffic Stop at the comer of Fairfax and Santa Monica 
Boulevards? Show the map used to calculate this distance. Is the distance measured 
in a straight line, "as the crow flies", or by following the pedestrian pathways? Have 
the consultant show how this distance is calculated and determine the number of 

residents or commercial customers who would use this transit. 

It appears in the site plan that the sidewalk along Crescent Heights adjacent to the 
property has been removed. Is there a sidewalk on the east side of the project on 



Crescent Heights? How does a pedestrian walk north to the Sunset intersection along 
the west side of Crescent Heights? 

The applicant is requesting a subdivision of the property, so the project must be 
evaluated as if condominiums will be built. What are the parking requirement for 
new condominiums where parking off-site is unavailable? Is this is what is called for 
in the present plan? What is the amount of parking that is reduced because of the 
addition of the affordable housing units? 

The traffic study appears faulted. There is a 40% increase in the commercial space, 
including a market, and construction of 239 new condominiums, yet the study shows 
a decrease in traffic during the day. 

The city has taken action in the past to ensure that a large, impactful project not be 
built at this intersection. Why has the EIR consultant failed to study a project that 
meets the city's vision as expressed in the Hollywood Community Plan? The public 
was told that the EIR process is set up to ensure for "opportunities for meaningful 
input from the public". The public has asked for an analysis of an alternative plan for 
a mixed project with a 1.1: 1 FAR as called for in the Community Plan, and has been 
reflected in the actions the city has previously taken to downsize this site. 

Grafton P. Tanquary 
President 
1287 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
323.656.8779 
gpt 128 7@sbcglobal.net 
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Hello Srima l, 

Here is an attachment for our comments letter for 8150 Sunset Boulevard. 

Thanks, 

Scott Lunceford, AICP 

Associate Planner 

Current and Historic Preservation Planning 

City of West Hollywood 

s lunceford@weho.org 

323-848-6427 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 11 :57 AM 
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Crescent Heights - Havenhurst 
Neighborhood Preservation Association 

Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

January 15, 2015 

Re: Public Comment- Draft Environmental Impact Report for 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Please accept these comments in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
City Case no. ENV-2013-2552-EIR issued for public review on November 20, 2014. 
These comments are not as comprehensive and potentially helpful to the City, because 
the draft E.l.R does not summarize the existing conditions and the proposed land use load 
assumptions in a publically accessible chart or graphics that most other Reports generally 
follow. Instead the public is asked to play detective and try to wade through confusing 
and sometimes contradictory exhibits, appendices and separate studies merely to 
understand the proposal. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 
First, the current site is indeed in need of an upgrade, and a new sustainably patterned and 
thoughtfully designed and programmed project would be very welcome on this site. 
However, it is very difficult for the public to provide insightful feedback on a proposed 
project when the description and analysis of the existing conditions compared to the 
proposed project is lacking fundamental information. 

A. Existing Conditions: The Report describes the existing site development pattern as 
containing "two commercial uses and other site improvements" along with 222 parking 
spaces. In order to more effectively evaluate the proposed project, it would be 
helpful to have the final environmental document be more descriptive in terms of 
summarizing the current conditions and site usage. Namely, what are the currently 
land uses and floor areas and how are the parking spaces allocated and configured 
for each of them? 

For example: 
a. Total Existing Commercial Land Uses = 80,000 s.f. 



Bank Building = 
spaces allocated) 

___ s.f. ( eg. @ 1 space per ??? s.f. = no. of 

Retail Uses= s.f. ---
Drive-Thru Restaurant = s.f. ---
Restaurant/Cafe Spaces = ___ s.f. 
Art Storage = s.f. 

b. Parking Spaces: Current% of Standard+ % of Compact Spaces = ??? 

B. Current Zoning & Applicable Ordinances: The Report does adequately break out the 
general description of the proposed Project. However, with respect to this specific 
property, it does not appear to describe for the public the adopted Community Plan 
vision, adopted ordinances that affect the allowable density, the baseline zoning 
allowances and the allowable increases permitted by State Law and L.A. City Ordinances 
with respect to affordable housing and transit proximity. 

In the final Report please include an easily accessible summary of the Community 
Plan, applicable ordinances and baseline zoning for this parcel. In addition please 
indicate how the addition of 28 affordable housing for low income households 
impacts the baseline density and parking requirements, exclusive of variances to 
qualify for off menu incentives. 

For example: 
1. Baseline Zoning for the site: 

Site Area - 2.56 acres (@43,560 s.f./acre) = ± 111,500 s.f. (0.71: 1 FAR) 
Maximum Allowable Density (@ 1: 1 FAR ) = ± 111,500 s.f. 
Height District 1=45 feet maximum 
Community Plan provisions: ??? 
Maximum Residential Density: ??? (i.e. Maximum unit count follows R4 
provisions?) 
Residential Parking Requirements: (i.e. Condominiums in an impacted 
parking zone?) 

2. Affordable Housing Incentives: 
Up to a maximum of 35% increase in density may be granted ifthe Project 
sets aside units for lower income households. 

- Maximum Allowable Residential Density w/ Incentives= 1.35:1 
FAR (applies to the residential portion of the project only, in order 
to better accommodate the residential units?) 

The basis for many conclusions in the draft Report relies on "existing conditions and 
credits" yet this data is not readily found in the document. If it is in the draft, please 
reference its location, and, if not, please include it in the revisions to the Report. 

C. Proposed Project Comparison: Although there are some numbers spread throughout 
the Report in various sections, it would be helpful to have a breakdown of the proposed 
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Commercial Use mix with the proposed commercial parking as well as the proposed 
Residential allocations and the change this proposal represents: 

Proposed Comm'l Floor Area= 111,339 s.f. (1:1 FAR) 
Current Comm'l Floor Area= 80,000 s.f. 
Proposed Increase in Comm'l Floor Area= 31,339 s.f. 
Percentage increase in Floor Area= 39% increase in commercial floor area 

Proposed Increase in Residential Floor Area= 222,564 s.f. (2:1 FAR 
increase) 

Current Residential Floor Area= None 
Proposed Number of Units= 249 dwelling units, including 28 affordable units(± 

11 % set aside) 
Proposed Number of One- Bed and Two-Bed etc. units? 

Proposed Site Density= 3.0:1 FAR 
Allowable Site Density= 1.0: 1 FAR 
Current Site Density= 0.71:1 FAR 
Increase to Site Density= 317% proposed increase (333,903 s.f - 80,000 s.f. I 

80,000 s.f.) 

Proposed Comm'l Parking= 554 spaces (4.98 per 1000 s.f. average load) 
Current Comm'l Parking= 222 spaces 
Increase to Comm'l Parking= 331 spaces (49% increase) 

Proposed Increase to Resid'l Parking = 295 spaces (allocated at 1.18 spaces 
per unit) 

Current Resid'l Parking= None 

D. Public Plaza: An off-site public plaza is referred to throughout the document as part 
of this project. The Applicant does not own this property nor does the proposed Project 
appear to be part of a development agreement that might take into account a public 
benefit such as this plaza. In fact, the neighbors and City of West Hollywood were told 
that the current median was already part of a previous entitlement across the street. 
Therefore, it should be the responsibility of that previous Applicant to perform 
improvements. Regardless, the proposed plaza is an independent question and any 
consideration of its design should be handled as part of a separate stakeholder outreach 
process distinct and independent from the proposed Project. 

E. Affordable Housing Incentives/Concessions: The proposed Project looks to affordable 
housing incentives to justify significantly large "off menu" density bonus requests. In 
order to qualify for this bonus, selected criteria must be met. The Applicant has presented 
an opinion that the site rests 1560 feet from Major Stop/Transit. The burden falls to the 
City to make a written finding assessing the applicability of each incentive as well as the 
need for specific requests. Please request that the EIR Consultant prepare an 
independent Map indicating the distance from Major Stop/Transit AND a 
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description how this distance the method through which this distance was 
determined. 

Under State Law (Gov't Code Section 65915-18), upon receipt of an Applicant's 
proposal for the specific incentives or concessions, the city "shall grant the concession or 
incentive requested by the applicant unless the city, county, or city and county makes a 
written finding, based upon substantial evidence, of following: 

(A) The concession or incentive is not required in order to 
provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 
of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to 
be set as specified in subdivision (c). 

(B) The concession or incentive would have a specific adverse 
impact, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 
65589.5, upon public health and safety or the physical environment or 
on any real property that is listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to 
satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact without 
rendering the development unaffordable to low- and moderate-income 
households. 

The draft Report did not look at an alternative that would have included the feasibility of 
what most developers would have proposed for this property (Ref: the Wells Fargo 
Mixed Use Project on Sunset and Hayworth two blocks away), namely a 1:1 FAR Mixed 
Use Project that requested 35% density bonus incentives for affordable housing. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE REPORT:_ 
A. Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved (SEC. D, Draft page ES-2) 

1. Based on attendance at previous scoping and community meetings, two 
issues were raised as key areas of study, yet they are not identified in this 
section of summarized items. 

First, HYDROLOGY concerns were raised with respect to the 
underground parking proposed. This portion of the City has had many 
dealings with subsurface water issues when underground parking more 
than one story is undertaken. The current site is parked fully on-grade and 
therefore has no real sub-surface impacts. Specifically how will the new 
multiple level subterranean parking and foundation walls affect the 
underground water by damming the existing flow and diverting water into 
the adjacent sites some of which have very old, one-story subterranean 
parking garages? Will there be impacts on the foundation systems of the 
adjacent residential properties? How can this site specific condition be 
mitigated if at all? 
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Second, SEISMIC concerns were raised. Surely studied in the Report, how 
were these concerns not at least deemed to be "less than siginifcant" with 
mitigations knowing that the Hollywood fault is proximate to this 
construction? 

B. Significant Unavoidable Impacts (SEC. E, Draft page ES-3) 
1. Beyond the historic and construction-related impacts, there does not 

appear to be any unavoidable impacts related to the underground water 
table and to the proposed vehicular access/egress locations with respect to 
the ability to move in all four directions when leaving the property. Please 
explain how these result in a "less than significant impact"?. 

C. Project Alternatives (SEC. F, Draft page ES-4 thru ES-10) 
1. The "Alternatives" segment of the Report is a bit perplexing. Alternative 

#1 is a mandated alternative. Of the remaining seven "Alternatives", only 
one alternative (Alternative #2) studied a conventional "commercial only" 
Project based on the Community Plan and the Zoning Code. Six other 
alternatives were studied that would involve increased density (and in 
some cases height) not permitted under current incentive or bonus 
initiatives adopted by the City. Who generated these non-code compliant 
alternatives and why? 

2. Public comments and written cards completed during the Scoping 
Meetings had specifically requested that at least three project alternatives 
be studied under the current Community Plan and Zoning allowances. The 
following three alternatives that had been requested were never studied: 

i. Alternative A- Commercial Addition and Remodel of up to± 
31,300 s.f. to upgrade and update the site preserving the Bank 
building but, through selective demolition, adding neighborhood 
serving commercial uses, new parking if needed and new 
landscaping to activate pedestrian life on Sunset. The Traffic 
consultant's Report, if accurate, indicates that the commercial trips 
generated would go down (5296 current trips down to 4809 trips) 
by adding new commercial floor area of 31,339 s.f. Please 
evaluate how this Addition and Remodel strategy would result 
in a similar reduction and would result in benefits at the 
intersection and traffic flow in the area. Would traffic signal 
mitigations at Havenhurst/Sunset and Havenhurst/Fountain be 
eliminated? 

ii. Alternative B-A Mixed Use Project of 45 feet max. 
consisting of commercial and residential uses at a density of 1: 1 
FAR with incentives up to 35% density bonus and an add'l story 
for affordable unit set asides of 20% unit count. This alternative 
should include the same 1/3 comm'l and 2/3 resid'l ratio proposed 

5 



by the Applicant (i.e. 37,075 s.f. commercial and 74,264 s.f. 
residential). Using the applicants same unit size ratios and 
assuming a 35% density bonus on the residential portion, this 
would result in a project of 112 residential units. Comm'l Parking 
(@ 5/1000 avg.) would require 74 spaces+ Residential Parking(@ 
1.5.spaces/unit avg.) would require 168 spaces for a total of± 242 
parking spaces. 

This alternative would result in surface parking and perhaps one 
semi subterranean level of parking if necessary with a 
density/intensity increase of57,331 s.f. of floor area, but because 
of the new residential use the parking space count would only need 
to increase from 222 spaces to approx. 242 spaces. Please evaluate 
the environmental benefits or impacts of this alternative. 
Would traffic signal mitigations at Havenhurst/Sunset and 
Havenhurst/Fountain be eliminated in this alternative? 

m. Alternative C -A Mixed Use Project+ Bank 
Preservation Project with terraced, tuck-under Surface 
Parking. Because of the Bank's fortunate location on the 
northwest comer of the site and the sloping nature of the lot, a new 
Project at a density of 1: 1 FAR, preserving the existing Bank 
structure, and adding new retail and residential floor area over 
three or four stories can easily be achieved. This strategy would 
eliminate the need for currently proposed extensive site excavation 
and a large amount of soil export thus eliminating many 
anticipated construction-related impacts. Please evaluate the 
environmental benefits or impacts of this alternative. Would 
traffic signal mitigations at Havenhurst/Sunset and 
Havenhurst/Fountain be eliminated in this alternative? 

Based on some of the Report's conclusions, any of these three alternatives 
{A, B or C) would likely result in a far more sustainable and desirable 
"environmentally superior alternative" than the one (Alternative #6) 
identified in the Report. Alternative # 6 represents a non-compliant 
development concept not supported by the Community Plan or the Zoning 
Code. 

3. Alternative #7 refers to an "On-Menu" Alternative. The Applicant has 
elected to request "Off Menu" incentives for the proposed Project without 
demonstrating how these incentives are needed to accommodate the added 
units for affordable housing under State Law 65915. If the applicant plans 
to include 28 affordable dwelling units of approx. 18,000 s.f. to 19,000 s.f. 
of floor area, how does the Project require an additional 203,000 s.f. of 
leasable or saleable bonus floor area to offset these costs? 
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COMMENTS RELATED TO PROJECT IMPACTS:_ 

A. Parking and Traffic Impacts 
The public and community members are not specialists in this process and 

must trust that the Consultants are independent, objective and impartial in 
gathering and analyzing data. Clearly, based on the assumptions and the 
comments made by the Consultants in the Report and in the meetings, the 
Applicant's team has had a direct influence on this Report. The EIR Consultant at 
the most recent meeting referred to this EIR process as a "full disclosure exercise" 
in which transparency is paramount. In the final Report, please disclose the 
number of calls or direct meetings between the Consultant and the 
Applicant's team and describe the nature of direction given (i.e. with respect 
to programs, land uses assumptions, project goals, etc.). 

1. Trip Generations: The draft Report indicates that 31,330 s.f. of new 
commercial spaces will necessitate an increase of 332 new commercial 
parking spaces (554 spaces proposed and 222 spaces current). This 
change represents a 50% increase in commercial parking spaces yet the 
traffic study finds that there will be a 9% reduction of 487 commercial 
trips (5296 -4809 trips) even though the site will be intensifying with a 
new supermarket and new restaurant floor area. How does an 
intensification of commercial use and a 50% increase in commercial 
parking result in a reduction in commercial trip generations? 

Table ES-1, Regional Traffic Analysis, Impact Statement TR-4 
concludes that, "Project-generated traffic would be below the CMP 50-trip 
threshold at the CMP intersections ... " Given the intensification in land use 
and the introduction of well over 1000 new trips and a resultant 20% 
increase in trips (1077 new trips) from the current site, how can a 50-trip 
threshold not be exceeded? 

2. Proposed Driveway on Crescent Heights: The draft Report indicates 
that the Crescent Heights driveway will be used for commercial uses on 
the site. Please have the Consultant indicate the number trips per day of 
the total count that will be exiting on to Crescent Heights. Of this number, 
how many trips are projected to turn left (north) to Sunset. The left turn is 
currently prohibited because of mitigations to address previous impacts in 
this location. Please explain how left turns out of the driveway will not 
result in the impacts previously identified? 

3. New Traffic Signals on Sunset/Havenhurst and Sunset/Fountain: 
There is no exiting from the current site on to Havenhurst Drive. In 
addition, the City of West Hollywood installed speed bumps and then 
subsequently a choker to mitigate significant undesirable impacts from 
City of Los Angeles traffic short cutting up and down Fountain to or from 
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Sunset Boulevard. The draft Report discusses a need for two new traffic 
signals based on the anticipated residential entry and exiting and the 
commercial exiting needs of the project. The Report identifies 1596 daily 
trips for the residential component. How many additional trips are 
assumed for the commercial portion on Havenhurst? Please address why 
the current design proposes to introduce new significant impacts on to 
Havenhunst Drive? Please explain in the revised Report how new 
signalization will address the City of West Holywood's attempts to 
stop L.A. City based traffic from moving up and down Havenhurst 
Drive? 

A signal at Havehurst and Fountain will not affect west bound traffic on 
Fountain at all, because the same right turns heading north will still take 
place. In fact, the greatest benefit of a signal at Havenhurst and Fountain 
would be to facilitate left turns from Havenhurst on to Fountain in order to 
head east. If this result is correct, it would encourage even more cut 
through traffic from Sunset heading south, especially but not limited to 
those who want to divert down to Fountain to head east. Please have the 
Consultant respond to this concern. 

4. Parking: If the project did not contain affordable housing, the proposed 
project would require well over 1100 parking spaces, yet the project is 
proposing only 849 spaces or approximately a 300 space reduction 
because 28 affordable housing units will be provided. Assuming this 
reduction is in fact compliant per laws and codes, please study the 
potential impacts on adjacent streets if a project contains a 300 
parking space reduction from conventional mixed-use projects 
without affordable housing. 

Ref: TABLE ES-1, SECTION 4.A: AESTHETICS 

Urban Design Analysis related to "Aesthetics" -

a. Sustainable Design/Green Space: 
The proposed Project seeks to create a large amount of open space and 
public-oriented spaces by moving its density into a vertical two-tower 
configuration. Without comment specifically on the proposed number 
of stories or scale, in most cases if the solar exposure is taken into 
account, this can be a sound strategy and in this situation a private 
courtyard or series of paseo-like spaces do make sense as a general site 
development approach. 

When tower solutions are pursued, the resultant open space solutions 
become critical to the success of the project. In these cases, for 
sustainable design motives, one looks for excellent sun orientation, 
increased green spaces, new canopy trees, and ample permeable surfaces 
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to keep storm water on site. Unfortunately, because of its substantial 
density requests and resultant subterranean parking needs, this project 
proposal does not accommodate the effective, on-grade planted 
sustainable solutions and urban design benefits one would expect. 
Instead, plantings appear to be heavily reliant on pots sitting on concrete 
decks or roof decks where the majority of the public could not enjoy 
them. The general public space is overwhelmingly concrete or hardscape 
surfaces necessitating substantial (and likely unnecessary) surface 
drainage provisions that will further tax the storm drain system. 

The Applicant team should be encouraged to re-examine the 
location of the new buildings and explore how moving taller 
portions toward Sunset might result in more on-grade green space 
and canopy trees planted in the ground. 

b. Site Topography: 
The project site slopes downward from north to south rather 
significantly. The existing commercial development acknowledges this 
slope and, through a terracing strategy, effectively situates the 
commercial uses so as to not require a great deal of excavation and soil 
export. Unfortunately, the proposed project appears to lack familiarity 
with the site specific conditions and to have been conceived in the 
computer as if it were more of a flat site. As discussed above, a 
thoughtful mixed-use design solution that takes advantage of the 
topography makes sense for this property if more adequately sized to 
include surface and/or tuck under commercial parking so that a 
substantive portion of the property can take advantage of the fertile soils 
that took centuries to create and that lie under the current parking 
surface. 

The team should be encouraged to study a more terraced design 
solution that not only cleverly integrates necessary parking but also 
results in better massing and scale variations with more distinct 
interior programs so the site is more about passive enjoyment for 
the new residents and less a commercially based destination 
attracting cars to the site. 

c. Open Space Orientation: 
We know from a long history in Los Angeles that north-oriented, south 
side of the boulevard commercial uses on east-west arteries are difficult. 
In this case, the design proposes a grand east-west pedestrian-oriented 
promenade space in the middle of the site between its tall towers. Based 
on this orientation, the promenade will have very few hours of sunlight 
because of the shadows cast by the towers. Should the project's density 
move to the northerly portion near Sunset, adjacent to Bank structure, 
the former public plaza and promenade spaces can be repositioned as a 
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south-oriented open space(s) for the residents thus greatly reducing the 
destination-based strategy now in place and providing a buffer for the 
adjacent residential properties to the south. 

The Consultant team should study an alternative location for the 
scale and massing along the Sunset and Crescent Heights perimeters 
and evaluate any resultant benefits or impacts on adjacent 
residential properties. 

Urban Design Analysis related to "Impacts on Streets" -

d. Public Plaza at the Sunset & Crescent Heights Comer: 
Both the Applicant's representatives and Staff have discussed how 
dangerous the Sunset & Crescent Heights intersection has been for 
pedestrians. Their inference is that the best solution is creating a large + 
9000 s.f. urban plaza on the comer as a grand public space. In reality, 
the bigger problem with danger in this intersection is on the east comer 
not the west. Nonetheless, when a dangerous vehicular and pedestrian 
condition exists, the solution is not to introduce more pedestrians, more 
bicycles and more visual and physical distractions for the driver! In this 
case, the proposed design solution is actually backwards. The Project 
would improve by moving its density north to better hold the comer 
physically through a series of pedestrian-oriented facades (see Sunset 
Plaza, Larchmont, etc.) and eliminate any destination-based public at 
the comer altogether. The comer median is a separate question and 
should be handled as a separate process. It would probably work better 
as a non-occupyable urban marker referring to its history on the Strip. 
(Perhaps a design competition in the future?) 

e. Sunset Strip in Los Angeles- Visual Compatibility and adjacent 
Residential Zones: 

The Los Angeles portion of the Strip itself starts with the Chateau 
Marmont as a residential/hotel use and heads east with a majority of 
commercial uses for two miles until one reaches the heart of Hollywood 
at Cahuenga and Vine. Residential towers are rare with an occasional 
residential/hotel project appearing once or twice. Historically, the Strip 
has been home to entertainment, hospitality, service-oriented and 
commercial uses. Free-standing commercial structures and mini-malls 
have held to surface parking one or two stories for this stretch and 
include more neighborhood serving uses. A new five-story mixed-use 
building was constructed at Sunset and Hayworth with less than 
exceptional urban activating results (ref. north-facing commercial uses 
discussed previously). Crescent Heights is a residential street, so the 
proposed mix of commercial and residential uses if designed well could 
be an appropriate and sustainable-growth based solution. However, 
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there is no evidence that occupants at Sunset and Hayworth have 
embraced transit when their building is very close to the Fairfax/Sunset 
junction. Therefore, granting transit-based density increases beyond the 
extended range already identified in the Code is without basis and the 
actual data to support it. The evidence based on real life usage not 
theoretical thresholds actually suggests otherwise. 

f. Relocation of the Bus Shelter/Bus Stop: 
Those who live in the area talk regularly of the problematic bus stop 
location. Many comments were received on this topic. The Report does 
not appear to address re-location options, address the current problems 
or suggest how the increased intensity on the site and purported use of 
transit by the building's occupants will be supported. 

Please have the Consultant team assess whether or not 
improvements can be made to the south east corner of 
Sunset/Crescent Heights so that the bus stop can move closer to 
Sunset/Laurel (nearer the majority of the current residents) and the 
smaller triangular median on the east corner can be modified. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

Overall, while uninspired as currently conceived from a sustainable design and 
site orientation standpoint, the proposed uses described in the project are 
reasonable. However, serious concerns remain unaddressed in the draft Report 
with respect to environmentally superior alternatives that were not studied despite 
public comments in the scoping process to do so. 

The Report itself is lacking in project information and detail to support some of 
the "assumptions" and conclusions drawn within. 

The Report did not study specific alternatives posed by the public during the 
scoping process and instead studied high density/high intensity alternatives never 
proposed by the public or the applicant. 

From an urban programming standpoint, the public plaza as a destination space is 
a complete misstep that will introduce more problems than it will solve. 

From an urban scale standpoint, a tall tower solution would visually be much 
grander than anything in the area, including the historic Chateau Marmont. The 
Chateau is nettled in the hillside behind large growth trees and billboards. If 
anything, the proposed towers would not visually compliment it, rather they 
would diminish the urban presence of the Chateau across the street. 
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With respect to commercial uses, lower-scaled, more neighborhood-oriented uses 
would be more appropriate (especially along Havenhurst Drive on the westerly 
edge). 

The Bank is an asset and its conservation on the site does not preclude a mixed
use development that conforms to the underlying zoning. Keeping the resource in 
place is demonstrably viable. 

A more appropriately scaled solution that reflected the Sunset Strip's character 
and further enhanced the Strip's creativity and walkability would be most 
welcome. 

Based on the well-documented history of this site and the complexity associated 
with the intersection, commuting to the San Fernando Valley, tourism associated 
with the Strip, and adjacent residential uses the Project should rise to exceptional 
quality that solves current issues without introducing new problems. The 
applicant and its design team have received respectful and specific feedback about 
the type of project that could work on this site. The Project site could benefit 
from re-development and the proposal merely needs a stronger vision to ensure 
economic, social and urban design success, one that does not rely on 
unsubstantiated density and needless increases to public space intensity as its 
crutch. 

This site has had its density reduced twice in recent times, in 1984 and 1989. The 
EIR consultant should review the reasons for this reduction and include those 
comments in the final EIR. 

Grafton P. Tanquary 
President 
1287 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
323.656.8779 
gpt 1287@sbcglobal.net 
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1/21/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - F'Ad: 8150 Sunset DEIR Response Corrments 1425 N. Crescent Heights Boulevard 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: 8150 Sunset DEIR Response Comments 1425 N. Crescent Heights 
Boulevard 
1 message 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 11:53 AM 

-- Forwarded message -
From: Jsumer <jsumer@aol.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 1: 11 PM 
Subject: Re: 8150 Sunset DEIR Response Comments 1425 N. Crescent Heights Boulevard 
To: srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: craig@roundabout.com, lenabydesign@mac.com, SJLin1@aol.com, n2swimng@aol.com , 
googemanagement@mac.com, karendemille@gmail.com, c.rice78@yahoo.com, slunceford@weho.org, 
cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com, ofeldman@pacbell.net, gpt1287@sbcglobal.net 

Srimal: 

Please accept this attached document as a revision of and replacement for the previous document sent on 
January 15, 2015 titled 8150 Sunset_CHHNPA response. New information has necessitated some revisions to 
the previous document so the previous document is no longer valid. This newly attached document reflects the 
thoughts and feedback of many individuals who have been following the process and wanted to be sure their 
various viewpoints were included. 

These expressed concerns also reflect comments given to me by tenants in my building who might not have 
written letters. These are my concerns as well. 

Thank you. 

Julie Summers 
323 829 4200 

tj 8150_Sunset_CHHNPA_FINALcomments_on_DEIR_revised_01_19_15.pdf 
174K 

https://mail.google.comlmail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&...;fN"Fpl&search=inbox&th=14bOeOee8a8b20c1&siml=14bOeOee8a8b20c1 1/1 
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Crescent Heights - Havenhurst 
Neighborhood Preservation Association 

Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Re: Public Comment- Draft Environmental Impact Report for 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

January 19, 2015 

Please accept these comments in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for City Case no. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR issued for public review on November 20, 2014. These comments are not as 
comprehensive and potential helpful to the City and the draft E.1.R does not summarize the existing 
conditions and the proposed land use load assumptions in a publically accessible chart or graphics as most 
other Reports generally follow. Instead the public is asked to play detective and try to wade through 
exhibits, appendices and data embedded in the middle of reports in order to try to understand the basic 
application request and how it has been formulated based on the code and assumptions. Overall, the draft 
E.l.R. is confusing, sometimes contradictory and lacks a core background for the conclusions drawn. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 
First, the current property is indeed in need of an upgrade and a new sustainably patterned and thoughtfully 
designed and programmed project would be very welcome on this site. However, it is very difficult for the 
public to provide insightful feedback on a proposed project when the description and analysis of the existing 
conditions compared to the proposed project is lacking fundamental information. 

A. Existing Conditions: The Report describes the existing site development pattern as containing "two 
commercial uses and other site improvements" along with 222 parking spaces. In order to more 
effectively evaluate the proposed project, it would be helpful to have the final environmental 
document be more descriptive in terms of summarizing the current conditions and site usage. 
Namely, what are the currently land uses and floor areas and how are the parking spaces allocated 
and configured for each one of them? 

Specifically, with respect to the food facilities, one (McDonalds) has a drive thru, and two (Subway 
and El Pollo Loco) are more fast paced. Yet all three have dining spaces and McDonalds upstairs is a full 
sit down restaurant. The other Food establishments (Sushi and Johnny's) have been regular eat in 
Restaurants since their inception. Each of these facilities should be broken out and identified in the EIR with 
their individual sq. footage areas. 

b. Parking Spaces: Current % of Standard + % of Compact Spaces = ??? Please indicate how 
many parking spaces currently are standard and how many are compact for the upper public parking area 
accessed from Sunset and Crescent Heights. 



B. Current Zoning & Applicable Ordinances: The Report does adequately break out the general description 
of the proposed Project. But, with respect to this specific property, it does not appear to describe for the 
public the adopted Community Plan vision, adopted ordinances that affect the allowable density, the 
baseline zoning allowances and the allowable increases permitted by State Law and LA City Ordinances 
with respect to affordable housing and transit proximity. 

In the final Report please include an easily accessible summary of the Community Plan, applicable 
ordinances and baseline zoning for this parcel. 
In addition please indicate how the addition of 28 affordable housing for low income households 
impacts the baseline density and parking requirements. (exclusive of variances to qualify for off menu 
incentives) 

For example: 
1. Baseline Zoning for the site: 

Site Area - 2.56 acres(@ 43,560 s.f./acre) = ±_ 111,500 s.f. (0.71 :1 FAR) 
Maximum Allowable Density (@ 1 : 1 FAR ) = ±_ 111,500 s.f. 
Height District 1 = 45 feet maximum 
Community Plan provisions: ??? 
Maximum Residential Density: ??? (i.e. Maximum unit count follows R4 provisions?) 
Residential Parking Requirements: (i.e. Condominiums in an impacted parking zone?) 

2. Affordable Housing Incentives: 
Up to a maximum of 35% increase in density may be granted if the Project sets aside 
units for lower income households. 

- Maximum Allowable Residential Density w/ Incentives= 1.35:1 FAR (applies to 
the residential portion of the project only, in order to better accommodate the 
residential units?) 

The basis for many conclusions in the draft Report relies on "existing conditions and credits" yet this data is 
not readily found in the document. If it is in the draft, please reference its location and if not please include it 
in the revisions to the Report. 

C. Proposed Project Comparison: Although there are some numbers spread throughout the Report in 
various sections, it would be helpful to have a breakdown of the proposed Commercial Use mix with the 
proposed commercial parking as well as the proposed Residential allocations and the change this proposal 
represents: 

Proposed Comm'I Floor Area = 111,339 s.f. (1 :1 FAR) 
Current Comm'I Floor Area = 80,000 s.f. 
Proposed Increase in Comm'I Floor Area = 31,339 s.f. 
Percentage increase in Floor Area = 39% increase in commercial floor area 

Proposed Increase in Residential Floor Area= 222,564 s.f. (2:1 FAR increase) 
Current Residential Floor Area = None 
Proposed Number of Units= 249 dwelling units, including 28 affordable units(±_ 11 % set aside) 
Proposed Number of One- Bed and Two-Bed etc. units? 

Proposed Site Density= 3.0:1 FAR 
Allowable Site Density= 1.0:1 FAR 
Current Site Density= 0.71 :1 FAR 
Increase to Site Density = 317% proposed increase (333,903 s.f - 80,000 s.f. I 80,000 s.f.) 



Proposed Comm'I Parking= 554 spaces (4.98 per 1000 s.f. average load) 
Current Comm'I Parking = 222 spaces 
Increase to Comm' I Parking= 331 spaces (49% increase) 

Proposed Increase to Resid'I Parking = 295 spaces (allocated at 1.18 spaces per unit) 
Current Resid'I Parking = None 

D. Public Plaza: An off-site public plaza is referred to throughout the document as part of this project. The 
Applicant does not own this property nor does the proposed Project appear to be part of a development 
agreement that might take into account a public benefit such as this plaza. In fact, the neighbors and City of 
West Hollywood were told that current median was already part of a previous entitlement across the street. 
Therefore, it should be the responsibility of that previous Applicant to perform improvements. Regardless, 
the proposed plaza is an independent question and any consideration of its design should be handled as 
part of a separate stakeholder outreach process distinct and independent from the proposed Project. 

E. Affordable Housing Incentives/Concessions: The proposed Project looks to affordable housing incentives 
to justify significantly large "off menu" density bonus requests. In order to qualify for this bonus, selected 
criteria must be met. The Applicant has presented an opinion that the site rests 1560 feet from Major 
Stop/Transit. The burden falls to the City to make a written finding assessing the applicability of each 
incentive as well as the need for specific requests. Please request that the EIR Consultant prepare an 
independent Map indicating the distance from Major Stop/Transit AND a description how this 
distance the method through which this distance was determined. 

Under State Law (Gov't Code Section 65915-18), upon receipt of an Applicant's proposal for the specific 
incentives or concessions, the city "shall grant the concession or incentive requested by the applicant unless 
the city, county, or city and county makes a written finding, based upon substantial evidence, of following: 

(A) The concession or incentive is not required in order to 
provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 
of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to 
be set as specified in subdivision (c). 

(B) The concession or incentive would have a specific adverse 
impact, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 
65589.5, upon public health and safety or the physical environment or 
on any real property that is listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to 
satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact without 
rendering the development unaffordable to low- and moderate-income 
households. 

The draft Report did not look at an alternative that would have included the feasibility of what most 
developers would have proposed for this property (Ref: the Wells Fargo Mixed Use Project on Sunset and 
Hayworth two blocks away), namely a 1 :1 FAR Mixed Use Project that requested 35% density bonus 
incentives for affordable housing. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE REPORT: 
A. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED (SEC. D, Draft page ES-2) 

1. Based on attendance at previous scoping and community meetings, two issues were 
raised as key areas of study yet they are not identified in this section of summarized 
items. 



First, HYDROLOGY concerns were raised with respect to the underground parking 
proposed. This portion of the City has had many dealings with subsurface water issues 
when underground parking more than one story is undertaken. The current site is parked 
fully on-grade and therefore has no real sub-surface impacts. Specifically how will the 
new multiple level subterranean parking and foundation walls affect the underground 
water by damming existing flow and diverting water into the adjacent sites some of which 
have very old, one-story subterranean parking garages? Will there be impacts on the 
foundation systems of the adjacent residential properties? How can this site specific 
condition be mitigated if at all? 

Second, SEISMIC concerns were raised. Surely studied in the Report, how were these 
concerns not at least deemed to be "less than siginifcant" with mitigations knowing that 
the Hollywood fault is proximate to this construction? 

B. SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS (SEC. E, Draft page ES-3) 
1. Beyond the historic and construction-related impacts, there does not appear to be 

unavoidable impacts related to the underground water table and to the proposed vehicular 
access/egress locations with respect to the ability to move in all four directions when 
leaving the property. Please explain how these result in a "less than significant impact"?. 

C. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES (SEC. F, Draft page ES-4 thru ES-10) 
1. The "Alternatives" segment of the Report is a bit perplexing. Alternative #1 is a mandated 

alternative. Of the remaining seven "Alternatives", only one alternative (Alternative #2) 
studied a conventional "commercial only" Project based on the Community Plan and the 
Zoning Code. Six other alternatives were studied that would involve increased density 
(and in some cases height) not permitted under current incentive or bonus initiatives 
adopted by the City. Who generated these non-code compliant alternatives and why? 

2. Public comments and written cards completed during the Scoping Meetings had 
specifically requested that at least three project alternatives be studied under the current 
Community Plan and Zoning allowances. The following three alternatives that had been 
requested were never studied: 

i. Alternative A- Commercial Addition and Remodel of up to~ 31,300 s.f. to 
upgrade and update the site preserving the Bank building but, through selective 
demolition, adding neighborhood serving commercial uses, new parking if 
needed and new landscaping to activate pedestrian life on Sunset. The Traffic 
consultant's Report, if accurate, indicates that the commercial trips generated 
would go down (5296 current trips down to 4809 trips) by adding new 
commercial floor area of 31,339 s.f. Please evaluate how this Addition and 
Remodel strategy would result in a similar reduction and would result in 
benefits at the intersection and traffic flow in the area. Would traffic signal 
mitigations at Havenhurst/Sunset and Havenhurst/Fountain be eliminated? 

ii. Alternative B· A Mixed Use Project of 45 feet max. consisting of commercial 
and residential uses at a density of 1 :1 FAR with incentives up to 35% density 
bonus and an add' I story for affordable unit set asides of 20% unit count. This 
alternative should include the same 1/3 comm'I and 2/3 resid'I ratio proposed by 
the Applicant (i.e. 37,075 s.f. commercial and 74,264 s.f. residential). Using the 
applicants same unit size ratios and assuming a 35% density bonus on the 



residential portion, this would result in a project of 112 residential units. Comm'I 
Parking(@ 5/1000 avg.) would require 74 spaces+ Residential Parking(@ 
1.5.spaces/unit avg.) would require 168 spaces for a total of.:!:_ 242 parking 
spaces. 

This alternative would result in a surface parked and perhaps one semi 
subterranean level of parking if necessary with a density/intensity increase of 
57,331 s.f. of floor area but because of the new residential use the parking space 
count would only need to increase from 222 spaces to approx. 242 spaces. 
Please evaluate the environmental benefits or impacts of this alternative. 
Would traffic signal mitigations at Havenhurst/Sunset and 
Havenhurst/Fountain be eliminated in this alternative? 

iii. Alternative C - A Mixed Use Project+ Bank Preservation Project with 
terraced, tuck-under Surface Parking. Because of the Bank's fortunate 
location on the northwest comer of the site and the sloping nature of the lot, a 
new Project at a density of 1 :1 FAR, preserving the existing Bank structure, and 
adding new retail and residential floor area over three or four stories can easily 
be achieved. This strategy would eliminate the need for currently proposed 
extensive site excavation and a large amount of soil export thus eliminating many 
anticipated construction-related impacts. Please evaluate the environmental 
benefits or impacts of this alternative. Would traffic signal mitigations at 
Havenhurst/Sunset and Havenhurst/Fountain be eliminated in this 
alternative? 

Based on some of the Report's conclusions, any of these three alternatives (A, B or C) 
would likely result in a far more sustainable and desirable "environmentally superior 
alternative" than the one (Alternative #6) identified in the Report. Alternative # 6 
represents a non-compliant development concept not supported by the Community Plan 
or the Zoning Code. 

3. Alternative #7 refers to an "On-Menu" Alternative. The Applicant has elected to request 
"Off Menu" incentives for the proposed Project without demonstrating how these 
incentives are needed to accommodate the added units for affordable housing under 
State Law 65915. If the applicant plans to include 28 affordable dwelling units of approx. 
18,000 s.f. to 19,000 s.f. offloor area, how does the Project require an additional 203,000 
s.f. of leasable or saleable bonus floor area to offset these costs? 

COMMENTS RELATED TO PROJECT IMPACTS: 

A. PARKING & TRAFFIC IMPACTS 
The public and community members are not specialists in this process and must trust that the 

Consultants are independent, objective and impartial in gathering and analyzing data. Clearly, 
based on the assumptions and the comments made by the Consultants in the Report and in the 
meetings, the Applicant's team has had a direct influence on this Report. The EIR Consultant at the 
most recent meeting referred to this EIR process as a "full disclosure exercise" in which 
transparency is paramount. In the final Report, please disclose the relevant correspondence 
(emails and written documents) from City Staff to the Consultant and describe the nature of 
direction given by Staff and/or the Applicant's team to the Consultant (i.e. with respect to 
programs, land uses assumptions, project goals, etc.). 



1. Trip Generations: The draft Report indicates that 31,330 s.f. of new commercial spaces 
will necessitate an increase of 332 new commercial parking spaces (554 spaces 
proposed and 222 spaces current). This change represents a 50% increase in 
commercial parking spaces. Somehow the traffic study finds that there will be a 9% 
reduction of 487 commercial trips (5296 -4809 trips) even though the site will be 
intensifying with a new supermarket and new restaurant floor area. How does an 
intensification of commercial use and a 50% increase in commercial parking result 
in a reduction in commercial trip generations? 

Table ES-1, Regional Traffic Analysis, Impact Statement TR-4 concludes that, 
"Project-generated traffic would be below the CMP 50-trip threshold at the CMP 
intersections ... " Given the intensification in land use and the introduction of well over 
1000 new trips and a resultant 20% increase in trips (1077 new trips) from the current site, 
how can a 50-trip threshold not be exceeded? 

Some of the current uses appear to have been mischaracterized. Specifically the Bank 
building at approx. 20,200 s.f is incorrectly skewing the analysis. For the past 25 years 
plus the Bank has not functioned as the Home Savings corporate offices as originally 
conceived and the second floor has been abandoned. The public has not permitted 
upstairs or in the basement since the commercial retail center was constructed. 
Therefore, the more accurate trip generation figure for analysis purposes should be closer 
to 5094 s.f of daily use with the public as is proposed in the Project as a "walk-in Bank" .. 
The draft E.l.R should be adjusted to reflect the more accurate use of the Bank building 
and it current impacts on traffic patterns. 

In addition, the trips attributed to the food establishment uses also do not reflect the daily 
patterns that have been monitored and facilitated by onsite parking assistants for the past 
two decades. Other than the McDonalds drive thru portion and two fast food uses, all 
other food establishments have been conventional "sit down" restaurants not open in the 
mornings for the past two decades and should be more accurately accounted for Table 
2(b). 

Please provide a revised Table 2(b) that more accurately reflects to past two+ 
decades of use on this site with respect to the Bank (previous savings and loan) 
and commercial retail center since it was constructed. 

2. Proposed Driveway on Crescent Heights: The draft Report indicates that the Crescent 
Heights driveway will be used for commercial uses on the site. Please have the 
Consultant indicate the number trips per day of the total count that will be exiting on to 
Crescent Heights. Of this number, how many trips are projected to turn left (north) to 
Sunset. The left turn is currently prohibited because of mitigations to address previous 
impacts in this location. Please explain how left turns out of the driveway will not 
result in the impacts previously identified? 

3. New Traffic Signals on Sunset/Havenhurst and Sunset/Fountain: There is no exiting 
from the current site on to Havenhurst Drive. In addition the City of West Hollywood 
installed speed bumps and then subsequently a choker to mitigate significant undesirable 
impacts from City of Los Angeles traffic short cutting up and down Fountain to or from 
Sunset Boulevard. The draft Report discusses a need for two new traffic signals based on 
the anticipated residential entry and exiting and the commercial exiting needs of the 



project. The Report identifies 1596 daily trips for the residential component. How many 
additional trips are assumed for the commercial portion on Havenhurst? Please address 
why the current design proposes to introduce new significant impacts on to 
Havenhunst Drive? Please explain in the revised Report how new signalization will 
address the City of West Holywood's attempts to stop L.A. City based traffic from 
moving up and down Havenhurst Drive? 

A signal at Havehurst and Fountain will not affect west bound traffic on Fountain at all as 
the same right turns heading north will still take place. In fact, the greatest benefit of a 
signal at Havenhurst and Fountain would be to facilitate left turns from Havenhurst on to 
Fountain in order to head east. If this result is correct, it would encourage even more cut 
through traffic from Sunset heading south, especially but not limited to those who want to 
divert down to Fountain to head east. Please have the Consultant respond to this 
concern. 

4. Parking: If the project did not contain affordable housing, the proposed project would 
require well over 1100 parking spaces, yet the project is proposing only 849 spaces or 
approximately a 300 space reduction because 28 affordable housing units will be 
provided. Assuming this reduction is in fact compliant per laws and codes, please 
study the potential impacts on adjacent streets if a project contains a 300 parking 
space reduction from conventional mixed-use projects without affordable housing. 

Ref: TABLE ES-1, SECTION 4.A: AESTHETICS 

Urban Design Analysis related to "Aesthetics" -

a. Sustainable Design/Green Space: 
The proposed Project seeks to create a large amount of open space and public
oriented spaces by moving its density into a vertical two-tower configuration. Without 
comment specifically on the proposed number of stories or scale, in most cases if the 
solar exposure is taken into account, this can be a sound strategy and in this situation a 
private courtyard or series of paseo-like spaces do make sense as a general site 
development approach. 

When tower solutions are pursued, the resultant open space solutions become critical 
to the success of the project. In these cases, for sustainable design motives, one looks 
for excellent sun orientation, increased green spaces and new canopy trees, and ample 
permeable surfaces to keep storm water on site. Unfortunately, because of its 
substantial density requests and resultant subterranean parking needs, this project 
proposal does not accommodate the effective, on-grade planted sustainable 
solutions and urban design benefits one would expect. Instead, plantings appear to 
be heavily reliant on pots sitting on concrete decks or roof decks where the majority of 
the public could not enjoy them. And the general public space is overwhelmingly 
concrete or hardscape surfaces necessitating substantial (and likely unnecessary) 
surface drainage provisions that will further tax the storm drain system. 

The Applicant team should be encouraged to re-examine the location of the new 
buildings and explore how moving taller portions toward Sunset might result in 
more on-grade green space and canopy trees planted in the ground. 

b. Site Topography: 
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The project site slopes downward from north to south rather significantly. The existing 
commercial development acknowledges this slope and, through a terracing strategy, 
effectively situates the commercial uses so as to not require a great deal of excavation 
and soil export. Unfortunately, the proposed project appears to lack keen familiarity with 
the site specific conditions and to have been conceived in the computer as if it were 
more of a flat site. As discussed above, a thoughtful mixed-use design solution that 
takes advantage of the topography makes sense for this property if more adequately 
sized to include surface and/or tuck under commercial parking so that a substantive 
portion of the property can take advantage of the fertile soils that took centuries to 
create and that lie under the current parking surface. 

The team should be encouraged to study a more terraced design solution that 
not only cleverly integrates necessary parking but also results in better massing 
and scale variations with more distinct interior programs so the site is more 
about passive enjoyment for the new residents and less a commercially based 
destination attracting cars to the site. 

c. Open Space Orientation: 
We know from a long history in Los Angeles that north-oriented, south side of the 
boulevard commercial uses on east-west arteries are difficult. In this case, the design 
proposes a grand east-west pedestrian-oriented promenade space in the middle of the 
site between its tall towers. Based on this orientation, the promenade will have very 
few hours of sunlight because of the shadows cast by the towers. Should the project's 
density move to the northerly portion near Sunset, adjacent to Bank structure, the 
former public plaza and promenade spaces can be repositioned as a south-oriented 
open space(s) for the residents thus greatly reducing the destination-based strategy 
now in place and providing a buffer for the adjacent residential properties to the south. 

The Consultant team should study an alternative location for the scale and 
massing along the Sunset and Crescent Heights perimeters and evaluate any 
resultant benefits or impacts on adjacent residential properties. 

Urban Design Analysis related to "Impacts on Streets" -

d. Public Plaza at the Sunset & Crescent Heights Corner: 
Both the Applicant's representatives and Staff have discussed how dangerous the 
Sunset & Crescent Heights intersection has been for pedestrians. There inference is 
that the best solution is creating a large + 9000 s.f. urban plaza on the corner as a 
grand public space. In reality, the bigger problem with danger in this intersection is on 
the east corner not the west. Nonetheless, when a dangerous vehicular and pedestrian 
condition exists, the solution is not to introduce more pedestrians, more bicycles and 
more visual and physical distractions for the driver! In this case, the proposed design 
solution is actually backwards. The Project would improve by moving its density north 
to better hold the corner physically through a series of pedestrian-oriented facades (see 
Sunset Plaza, Larchmont, etc.) and eliminate any destination-based public at the 
corner altogether. The corner median is a separate question and should be handled as 
a separate process. It would probably work better as a non-occupyable urban marker 
referring to its history on the Strip. (Perhaps a design competition in the future?) 

e. Sunset Strip in Los Angeles- Visual Compatibility and adjacent Residential 
Zones: 



The Los Angeles portion of the Strip itself starts with the Chateau Marmont as a 
residential/hotel use and heads east with a majority of commercial uses for two miles 
until one reaches the heart of Hollywood at Cahuenga and Vine. Residential towers 
are rare with an occasional residential/hotel project appearing once or twice. 
Historically, the Strip has been home to entertainment, hospitality, service-oriented and 
commercial uses. Free-standing commercial structures and mini-malls have held to 
surface parked one or two stories for this stretch and include more neighborhood 
serving uses. A new five-story mixed-use building was constructed at Sunset and 
Hayworth with less than exceptional urban activating results (ref. north-facing 
commercial uses discussed previously). Crescent Heights is a residential street so the 
proposed mix of commercial and residential uses if designed well could be an 
appropriate and sustainable-growth based solution. However, there is no evidence that 
occupants at Sunset and Hayworth have embraced transit when their building is very 
proximate to the Fairfax/Sunset junction. Therefore, granting transit-based density 
increases beyond the extended range already identified in the Code is without basis 
and the actual data to support it. The evidence based on real life usage not theoretical 
thresholds actually suggests otherwise. 

f. Relocation of the Bus Shelter/Bus Stop: 

CONCLUSIONS: 

Those who live in the area talk regularly of the problematic bus stop location. Many 
comments were received on this topic. The Report does not appear to address re
location options, address the current problems or suggest how the increased intensity 
on the site and purported use of transit by the building's occupants will be supported. 

Please have the Consultant team assess whether or not improvements can be 
made to the south east corner of Sunset/Crescent Heights so that the bus stop 
can move closer to Sunset/Laurel (nearer the majority of the current residents) 
and the smaller triangular median on the east corner can be modified. 

Overall, the design has yet to reach "iconic" status that has been offered and also is uninspired as 
currently conceived from a sustainable design and site orientation standpoint. The proposed mix of 
uses described in the project are reasonable. However, serious concerns remain unaddressed in 
the draft Report with respect to environmentally superior alternatives that were not studied despite 
public comments in the scoping process to do so. 

The Report itself is lacking in project information and detail to support some of the "assumptions" 
and conclusions drawn within. 

The Report did not study specific alternatives posed by the public during the scoping process and 
instead studied high density/high intensity alternatives never proposed by the public or the 
applicant. 

From an urban programming standpoint, the public plaza as a destination space is a complete 
misstep that will introduce more problems than it will solve. 

From an urban scale standpoint, a tall tower solution would visually be much grander than anything 
in the area, including the historic Chateau Marmont. The Chateau is nettled in the hillside behind 
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large growth trees and billboards. If anything, the proposed towers would not visually compliment it, 
rather they would diminish the urban presence of the Chateau across the street. 

With respect to commercial uses, lower-scaled, more neighborhood-oriented uses would be more 
appropriate (especially along Havenhurst Drive on the westerly edge). 

The Bank is an asset and its conservation on the site does not preclude a mixed-use development 
that conforms to the underlying zoning. Keeping the resource in place is demonstrably viable. 

A more appropriately scaled solution that reflected the Sunset Strip's character and further 
enhanced the Strip's creativity and walkability would be most welcome. 

Based on the well-documented history of this site and the complexity associated with the 
intersection, commuting to the San Fernando Valley, tourism associated with the Strip, and 
adjacent residential uses the Project should rise to exceptional quality that solves current issues 
without introducing new problems. The applicant and its design team have received respectful and 
specific feedback about the type of project that could work on this site. The Project site could 
benefit from re-development and the proposal merely needs a stronger vision to ensure economic, 
social and urban design success. This vision should not rely on unsubstantiated density increases 
and impactful increases to public space intensity as its crutch. Instead, it should be founded on 
neighborhood serving, benign trip generating uses that encourage local neighborhood participation 
and new opportunities for residential living that do not draw visitors to the site unnecessarily 
through public space activities. 
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ALLA NAZIMOVA SOCIETY 
1045 North Kings Road - Number 110 - West Hollywood, CA 90069 - 323-650-9746 

January 2, 2015 

Greetings, 

The Alla Nazimova Society is a group of historians, writers and film aficionados who are dedicated to 
preserving and promoting the legacy of Mme. Nazimova, a groundbreaking actor, writer, director and 
producer on Broadway and in Hollywood in the early 20th century. We are writing in support of 
Townscape Partners' plans for developing the property at 8150 Sunset, which is the former site of 
Nazimova's estate, because the partners have agreed to consider memorializing Nazimova's association 
with the property in the new development. 

Nazimova acquired the estate at Sunset and Crescent Heights boulevards in 1918, at a time when she 
was at the height of her wealth and fame. After a reversal of fortunes in the mid-1920s, she converted 
the 2.5-acre property into a residential hotel with 28 free-standing villas. Nazimova soon returned to the 
Broadway stage, selling the property to new owners who named it Garden of Allah Hotel. An immediate 
draw among the celebrity crowd, the Garden quickly gained a worldwide reputation as the ultimate in 
Hollywood bohemian elegance. 

Among the Garden's famous residents were actors Humphrey Bogart, John Barrymore, Marlene 
Dietrich, Ava Gardner, Frank Sinatra and the Marx brothers; writers F. Scott Fitzgerald, Dorothy Parker, 
Somerset Maugham and Lillian Hellman; and classical musicians Sergei Rachmaninoff, Igor Stravinsky 
and Leopold Stokowski. Mobster Mickey Cohen lived at the Garden, as did two women closely 
associated with L.A. crime capo Benjamin "Bugsy'' Siegel: Virginia Hill and the Countess di Frasso. It was 
also briefly home to future President Ronald Reagan, who lived at the Garden several years before he 
married actress Nancy Davis, who happened to be Alla Nazimova's goddaughter. When Nazimova 
returned to Hollywood late in her career, she rented Villa 24 at the Garden. It was there, in July 1945, 
that she suffered what would prove to be a fatal heart attack. 

The hotel was razed in 1959 to make way for the bank building that occupies the site today. In the 
intervening years, memories of the hotel and its founder have faded, and it is our hope that Townscape 
Partners will incorporate historical elements into the 8150 Sunset project that will inform future 
generations about the significance of Alla Nazimova and the Garden of Allah Hotel. To that end, in the 
fall of 2013, we submitted a proposal laying out suggestions for interpreting the site's history in the new 
project. The proposal is available online. Click here to view the PDF. 

Based on our hope and assumption that Townscape Partners will seek ways to commemorate the 
history of this iconic Hollywood landmark in the new development, the Alla Nazimova Society is pleased 
to endorse the partners' plans for 8150 Sunset. 

Best Regards, 

Jon Ponder & Martin Turnbull 
Alla Nazimova Society 
AllaNazimova.com 



Rory Barish 

December 17, 2014 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Srimal, 

1416 Havenhurst Drive, Apt. IE 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

RECE~VED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEC 18 201% 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

My name is Rory Barish, and I am President of the HOA at the Colonial House at 1416 
Havenhurst Drive in West Hollywood. I live/ own in a most splendid historic building, 
designated under the Mills Act and listed in the California Register of Historical Homes. It 
has been featured in many articles, magazines and has been a home to legendary stars, and 
many notables. Other historic buildings on my street include the Andalusia and La Ronda 
(mi Casa). These buildings have been filmed and photographed on numerous occasions for 
their architectural beauty. These amongst other treasures within a 1-3 block radius are 
threatened to be negatively compromised by this proposed project. The idea of some outside 
developer coming into this neighborhood and destroying its beautiful character, its beauty, 
it's history and its value is preposterous. 

I will comment on 4. Aesthetics/Visual Resources . But, let me just start off by saying that 
to pretend that these developers care about the integrity of the neighborhood, care about 
low-income housing, care about neighborhood and the environment is a travesty. These 
developers only care about the financial gain for themselves and will use every loophole to 
get theiI project passed and obtain gross variances along the way. 

On page 4.A3 the EIR states that the commercial nature of Sunset Boulevard strongly 
contributes to the visual character of the area surrounding the project site. It goes on to say 
that it is known for its collection of restaurants, boutiques, club;, hotels, retail 
stores ... Nowhere do these developers site skyscrapers existing in this immediate area which 
at 216 ft on the top of uphill slope, theiI project will be. Page 4.A-4 to A-8 speaks of 
architecturally and historically notable buildings, buildings listed in the California Register 
of Historical Places and City of West Hollywood Landmarks ... The Chateau Marmont, the 
Savoy, The Granville, The Colonial House, La Ronda. It says that the area is developed 
primarily with two and three-story, multi- family residences. It speaks of 6 -10 stories 
landmark buildings. They are actually pointing out, glaringly so, that there is NOTHING 
around with the proposed height, mass and scale, (nor should there be) of this project.. Just 
because a developer feels that he can build something, does not mean that he should. In this 
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case he should not build this project because it is not suitable or characteristic of the 
neighborhood. 

How can they justify this? 

Look at the views of the existing site in figure 4. A-1 through A-12. I moved to this city and 
chose to be in this city for the beauty of its skyline, its openness and its light. I moved away 
from Manhattan to avoid exactly what these developers are proposing and what is now 
happening to this city, building massive skyscrapers that take away views and light. This 
project has no business here and would most likely fit in downtown. An LA Live or Vegas 
style monolith has no business in this residential neighborhood, with its narrow streets, on 
an intersection that is overloaded and in a location which has an infrastructure that will not 
support it. I moved to this area for the richness of its architecture and residential charm. 
Whether you are looking at the proposed site from the hills in 4.A-5 (which the developers 
are claiming that are really not affected) from the horrifying visual simulation in 4.A-7, 4.A-
10, or on my street, 4A-12 ... you will see that this project obliterates the city and destroys 
your line of vision from all angles and kills the preservation of architectural landmark gems 
on Havenhurst . 

How can this ever be allowed? How can the City allow these buildings to be compromised 
and how can the developers justify doing so? 

It looks as if Gotham City was plunked down in this beautiful residential neighborhood. 
The developers say that they want to maintain a "human scale" (pg4.A-57). 

Do the visual simulations look like a human scale to the City or really in truth to the 
developers? There is nothing remotely human about this massive Project. 

Page 4.A-54 says that it wants to promote the preservation of views ... this is false. They 
continuously talk about "setting back the Project's taller mass" and trying to "soften the 
visual effect of the building mass" (pg 4.A-57). 

How can you "soften" a skyscraper? They themselves are self-conscious and aware that 
their project is too big for the neighborhood. 

Transit Priority Area and Major Transit Stop ... the EIR states that this Project qualifies 
because it is within "approximately" 1500 ft of the Fairfax and Sunset intersection, which is 
a Transit priority area. Google maps, MapQuest, and other sites show that this is not the 
case. These sites show that the Project is 1742.4 ft from a Transit Priority Area .. 1742.4 ft 
is hardly "approximately", 1500 sq ft. Approximately within the End Zone does not qualify 
you for a Touchdown. You actually have to be in the End Zone. 

Do they or do they not qualify for the variances and benefits associated with building this 
project? 
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When discussing views and light and Aesthetics, the developers argue that it does not 
substantially alter or degrade the existing visual character of the neighborhood. This is 
completely subjective. It is opinion, (poor) judgment, assumption and (their) belief. There 
is no fact here, quite the opposite. It is all false. 

Have they physically entered into many of the properties being compromised? 

Have they stood up in the hills and looked down and seen that the City views and landscape 
will be compromised? 

Do they live in one of these properties where their values and views will be compromised? 

The project calls for a rooftop lounge /terrace. This was not allowed on the comer of Alta 
Loma and Sunset after the surrounding neighborhood fought it. If the sound reverberation 
would not be tolerable there, it should not be tolerable here .... minutes away. Not 
acceptable. 

Has the City taken this into account? Do the developers realize how sound carries and that 
the above mentioned on Alta Loma was rejected for that reason? 

The project calls for removal of the traffic island which makes it possible for the continuous 
flow of traffic on Sunset, south to Crescent Heights. Instead the developers would like to 
use the island, integrate it into their project so it looks pretty and to allow for pedestrian 
activity and public gathering. 

Gathering place? Who will want to gather there? On the comer of Sunset and Crescent 
Heights? This, in place of a much needed island that assists traffic flow in one of the most 
congested intersections in the city? 

The construction impacts in this 2 year period of building will be huge if allowed to build a 
project of this mass and scale. For those of us on Havenhurst, a street with Landmark 
buildings, the street will be destroyed as will our values. The same applies for Crescent 
Heights and the surrounding area. 

The traffic, already a nightmare and at a standstill, will be completely unmanageable. 
Emergency vehicles will not be able to get through, yet the developers say that they want to 
contribute to the safety of the community (pg 4.A-54). 

How can the developers plan is to add as many cars as they say that they will to the area 
when this area is unmanageable now? How can the City protect Havenhurst as a street with 
Landmark buildings, from the massive traffic flow that will descend upon Havenhurst from 
their project? 

Can I be sent a set of plans for traffic and traffic mitigation during construction and after the 
project is built? 
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I would like to see their exact plan and all alternate logical routes for traffic. 

Where are the streets wide enough to accommodate this additional traffic? Complexes like 
this proposed project, on the Vegas strip are accessed by 6 lane Boulevards to accommodate 
traffic. They are not put on one of the busiest intersections in Los Angeles, with limited 
lanes and with a traffic island which they want to remove! 

PageA-22 talks about demolishing the Chase Bank which is considered a historical resource. 

Why would the City be allowing this? 

If it was not allowed for the Barry building, the old Dutton's bookstore site in Brentwood, 
why would it be allowed here? Both great mid-century architects and great architecture. But 
on page 4.A-54 they say that they want to "preserve" and enhance the varied and residential 
character of the Community .... this is false statement. 

PageA-24 talks about Havenhurst Drive being characterized by a number of architecturally 
and historically notable buildings. It then goes on to say that although the Colonial House 
is not as big as their project (only 6 stories), but it represents a taller component in the built 
environment along Havenhurst. They say that taller buildings may be located next to 
smaller ones without affecting their aesthetic value, visual character or setting of historical 
settings. 

Are they actually comparing the Colonial House to their skyscraper? This is ludicrous. 
Look at my photo attached ofHavenhurst and their 4A-7 Visual Simulation and 4A-12 
Visual Simulation. 

What does the City think? This is crazy. This project would destroy the values and damage 
and degrade the visual character ofHavenhurst Drive and of its historical buildings and of 
those in the surrounding area. 

Are the developers willing to pay residents the difference in value loss? 

The EIR speaks of the Project being in the Partial line of sight of the Colonial House, a 
historic resource. 

Is it their opinion, as stated, that it is okay to partially block the view of a Landmark 
building because the view does not represent a focal point where the building's historical 
features are present? Please refer to the diagrams again. And please ask the owners of the 
penthouse units, specifically the famed Bette Davis unit that was sold for over 2 million if 
they agree. Their units are filled with light and gorgeous views of the Hollywood Hills. 
Because of the wrap around views, these units went for more money. 

The developers minimize the loss in stating that only three floors will be affected. This is 
false. Four floors will be affected with views and one floor will be affected with having its 
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patio overlooked and shaded. That is five out of six stories that will be affected as will the 
entire building's light. 

Is this acceptable to the City and how can the developers justify this? 

Page 4.A-44 and onward speaks of shading. The developer makes very little of the fact that 
pools and homes and the neighborhood will only shaded for 2-4 hrs due to their project! 
That is insane. Guests and residents of homes and hotels (such as the Chateau Marmont) 
will have to hope that they are available to run out to their pools when the sun comes out 
for limited hours. Or as in the case of the Chateau Marmont and others, they will have no 
sun between 9-11 am but can have it after 11 when the sun's rays are more harmful. 

Have the developers thought of this? Or in the case of the multi-family property fronting 
Crescent Heights to the South of the project, their pool will be shaded from 1:30-5 pm in the 
summer!!!! That is all day!! 

Do the developers seem to think this is okay? 

Would the developers want their pool shaded all afternoon? Not acceptable. 

Would they want to go to a hotel with a shaded pool? 

Landscaping will most certainly be affected all around the existing site if it lacks sunlight for 
2-4 hrs a day. There is a very rare and Endangered tree, the Araucaria araucana (Monkey 
Tail) at the Colonial House. Will this be affected? They are declining in abundance. 

Have they had an arborist study this? Can they guarantee the tree will be okay and thrive as 
it has all of these years? 

How will lack oflight affect people's psyche? People that bought bright units in their 
building now are affected for several hrs. 

This for sure will also affect existing real estate values. Selling a dark property is not as 
easy as selling a bright one. In the case of the Historical properties, this will change the 
character of the building itself should it be in the shade. 

Inclusion of bicycle parking 4.A-52. 

The project contains 985 parking areas at Crescent Heights and Sunset for commercial and 
residential use. Under site planning they say that it is located on a Major or secondary 
highway where bike routes are existing or planned. 

Is Sunset blvd a major highway or even a secondary one? I think not. 

Are there proposals for bike lanes in the immediate area? Not to my knowledge. 
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Are there existing bike lanes? Not to my knowledge. 

The idea of riding bicycles anywhere near this area is absurd. Just observe the attached 
photo of Michael Lo Grande, director of planning, at lunch hour directly opposite the 
propose site. 

Where would you suggest having 1 bicycle ride, let alone over 900? In a triathlon maybe 
with an exclusive dedicated area. 

Who is going to go to their major supermarket and retail shops on a bike with the idea of 
carrying back groceries and merchandise? 

Who is riding up and down the canyon hills to go to their project and return with goods? 

This is just another not thought out plan and only thrown in to try and show how 
environmentally conscious these developers are (to get their project passed). If they had any 
consciousness, they would not risk cyclists' lives throwing them into one of the busiest 
intersections in Los Angeles. 

Low-Income Housing-

How will the City monitor these rents? 

Since it is not a very affordable area for many, with its upscale restaurants, boutiques and 
clubs, I am curious why the developers chose this area to put low-income housing in for 
their site? Might it only be to get the variance to increase their floor ratio? 

Cumulative Impacts ... 

In naming the related projects (comparables). None are. This is a false statement. 

Not one has the height that this one has. Not one. The tallest would be 8 stories. 

Can they produce other comps showing this height in the exact vicinity? 

In conclusion, this project is completely wrong for the neighborhood. It does not have the 
infrastructure to supports its elements, it is not a good juxtaposition of height and scale 
against Landmark and residential buildings and this project will degrade the aesthetics of 
the area. 

Thank You; 
. ''>":·- -·-~ 

(~ , -).<·/ -
'·-··" . 'IL. . "• 

Rory Barish 



TIIE COLONIAL fIOUSE 

BUILTlN 1927 BY RENOWNED ARCHITECT, LELAND BRYANT. 

LISTED ON THE NATIONAL REGTSTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. 

THE COLONIAL HOUSE JS THE MOST BEAUTTFUL AND UNIQUE CONDOMINIUM IN LOS 
ANGELES. ORIGINALLY IT WAS A HOTEL/APARTMENT BUILDfNG AND WAS CONVERTED 
TO CONDOMINTUMS lN THE 1970'8. IT rs THE ONLY CONDOMINIUM BUILDING OF TH.TS 
VJNTAGE WITH ON-SITE MANAGER, TOTAL SECURITY FOR RENOWNED RESIDENTS, 
BEAUTIFUL COURTYARDS, LARGE MANICURED GROUNDS AND POOL TN WEST 
HOLLYWOOD. IT CONTAINS TWENTY-ONE UNITS MAINTAINING TNTlMACY AND 
EXCLUSIVITY. 
ALL THE UNITS HA VE THE ORIGINAL POURED MOLDINGS, WOODBURNlNG FIREPLACES, 
HARDWOOD FLOORS AND ORIGINAL TlLES. MOST OF THE RESIDENTS HAVE OWNED FOR 
MANY YEARS AND RARELY DOES ONE GO ON THE MARKET FOR SALE. 
lT IS LOCATED ON A QUIET STREET IN THE MOST DESIRABLE AREA OF WEST 
HOLLYWOOD BETWEEN SUNSET AND FOUNTAfN, WEST OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS. 

PAST COLONIAL HOUSE RESrDENTS fNCLUDE: 

F. SCOTT FITZGERALD 
CLARK GABLE 
EDDTE CANTOR 
KIM SEDGEWTCK 
KEVIN BACON 
JODI FOSTER 
ELIZABETH HURLY 
ELLEN DIGENERAS 
CAROL KANE 
MARISA TOMEI 
TIM BURTON 
PETER BERG 
JOELY RTCHARDSON 
JENNIFER LOPEZ 
KATLY BAX 

BETTE DAVIS 
MYRNA LOY 
JOAN BLONDELLE 
ANNA BETH GISH 
JULIA ROBERTS 
HUGH GRANT 
JAMlE LEE CURTTS 
ANNE HECHE 
KfRA SEGWICK 
ELIZABETH SHUE 
JENNIFER BEALS 
JOHN MAUCHERI 
VANESSA REDGRAVE 
MARLENE STEWART 



(hollywood history) 

star comp 
So many A-listers have called the Colonia l 
House home, you'd think there was 
a red carpet leading to the front door 

Sure, looks and talent count for 

something in Hollywood, but 

never underestimate the power of 

the right address. Just ask Hugh 

Grant, Julia Roberts, Jennifer 

Lopez and Jodie Foster, all of 

whom have resided at the 

Colonial House apartments in 

West Hollywood. 

Designed by architect Leland 

A. Bryant and built in I930, the 

seven-story, 21-unit complex was 

once home to an earlier genera

tion of celebrities, including 

Myrna Loy, F. Scott Fitzgerald 

and Bette Davis, whose name 

remains etched on the brass mail-

box plate for apartment 4b. 

Foster also lived in 4b, as 

did director Tim Burton. The 

illustrious former inhabitants 

of apartment 2c include 

Oscar-winner Roberts and Oscar

nominee Elisabeth Shue. 

"Colonial House is such a 

historic place," says actress and 

past tenant Annabeth Gish. "I 

just hope some of its theatrical 

spirit seeped into my bones." 

-Leslee Komaiko 
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Existing View 

Proposed View 

Visual Simulation #4 - View from Marlay Drive 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
Source: KTU+A, 2013. 

FIGURE 

4.A-7 



Existing View 

Proposed View 

Visual Simulation #7 - View from 
Crescent Heights Boulevard at Sunset Boulevard 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed·Use Project 
Source KTU+A~ 2013 

FIGURE 

4.A-10 



Existing View 

Proposed View 

Visual Simulation #9 - View from Havenhurst Drive 

8150 S<Jnset Boulevard M ixed-Use Project 
Source~ KTU+A, 2013-

FIGURE 

4.A-12 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Comments

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:38 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Leslie Monsour <metermade@hotmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 1:33 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Comments
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "info@savesunsetboulevard.com" <info@savesunsetboulevard.com>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana and Department of City Planning:

As a longtime resident of Laurel Canyon and third generation Angeleno, I
believe two main areas of negative impact concerning this project should not
be ignored.  These are: 1. The unique character and historical background of
the gem called Hollywood, whose future lies in your hands.  2.  The safety and
well‐being of the public and the quality‐of‐life of the residents of this
community.    As you make your decisions, please consider what future
generations are being robbed of.  

 

Regarding #1, the low‐rise grace of Hollywood's original architecture must be
preserved.  The present bank and shopping strip at this location exemplify
this ideal by imposing no obstructive high rise, while providing a model of
ample open parking, as well as multiple exits and entrances.  WHY should a
new developer NOT be required to follow this ideal?  The unique character of
Hollywood includes its famous expansive vistas, sweeping to the south over
the city to the ocean; conversely, for everyone travelling up Crescent Heights
towards the Hollywood Hills, the low‐profile distinction of the commercial
buildings allows citizens and visitors an open view of the Santa Monica
Mountains with palm tree silhouettes dotting the sky and glorious,
unobstructed sunsets to the west.  The proposed oversized, 16‐story
structure of tiresome, commercial reflections, will be an enormous smudge

mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
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mailto:info@savesunsetboulevard.com
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on this landscape, degrading the distinctive look of Hollywood and making it
appear as unremarkable as every other over‐developed, poorly designed city
in the U.S.  Hollywood is a suburb.  It is not Downtown.  Please consider what
future generations will never know or see of the beautiful, unique aspects of
this place called Hollywood if their city makes shortsighted, poor planning
decisions.  How can we expect them to value the history and character of any
neighborhood, if we don't?

 

In case #2, City Planning must certainly be aware of the traffic congestion
nightmares than occur at the intersection of Crescent Heights and Sunset
Blvd., an intersection which could become a daily calamity if this project goes
through as planned.  In light of existing hazardous conditions in the hills that
feed into it, how can a project like this even be considered?  ALL OF Laurel
Canyon pours out of the hills directly into this intersection.  In the event of
an emergency evacuation, which can occur at any time of day or night, this
project will increase the danger to the public of an enormous and disastrous
gridlock during a wildfire.  It would be unforgivable to allow public safety to
be put at such great risk for the sake of a mega‐developer's financial
profit. This proposed mega‐project will also add to the surplus of
UNaffordable housing Los Angeles has to offer.  This city already has more
than enough unaffordable housing.  It will bring in more minimum‐wage,
temporary jobs, and workers who will need public transportation to come
and go from more affordable parts of the city, increasing the demands on the
traffic infrastructure of the entire city.

The City of Los Angeles can do better than this.  I dearly hope and expect that
our City Planners will do the right thing:  preserve historical character and
guard public safety.

 

Sincerely,

Leslie Monsour

2062 Stanley Hills Drive

on behalf of
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The Stanley Hills Drive Community of Neighbors

Laurel Canyon



Re: 8150 Sunset Blvd 
1 message 

Charles Buell <char1es.buell@lpl.com> 
To: planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org 

Re: 8150 Sunset Bl\d. 
Please read attached letter. 

Chartes H. Buell, Ph.D. 
LPL Financial 
Branch Manager 
phone: 310-785-9477 
fax: 310-552-6033 
ca Insurance Lie. #OA26498 
char1es. buell@I pl. com 
LPL Financial-Member FINRA/SIPC 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 10:43 AM 

"The infonnation contained in this email message is being transmitted to and is intended for the use of only the 
indi\Adual(s) to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
ad\Ased that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received 
this message in error, please immediately delete." 

~ 8150 Sunset Blvd .. doc 
13K 
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LA City Planning 
January 16, 2015 

RE 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Residence of Beverly Glen 
Zoning Committee 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90077 

I am writing you regarding the proposed new construction on 8150 Sunset Blvd. Enough is enough! 
This is beween Beverly Hills and Hollywood and encoupasses the two of the most travelled 
streets Sunset (east-west) and Laural Canyon (north-south). This proposed project could potentially tie 
up traffic for a 5 to 6 miles in either direction and tum it into another Santa Monica situation. The area 
is highly conjested as it is. If you have tried to get thru either one of these streets at rush hour you will 
know that they slow down to a crawl. If you allow this construction you might as well shut down that 
part of the city during rush hour because nothing will move! You don't need an envirornmental impact 
study to see that. The congestion on Laural Canyon will also force more people over to Beverly Glen 
which is also at maximum capacity during rush hour. 

The Beverly Glen Zoning Committee asks you NOT to approve this new construction. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Buell 
Zoning Chairman 



,. 

tl~LA 
~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Comments on the Historic Preservation Chapters of ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Carl Ripaldi <ripaldi2001@yahoo.com> 
To: planning.en"1"e°IAew@lacity.org 

Gentlemen: 

Please find my comments regarding the Preservation of the Lytton Sa\Angs Bank. 

Regards, 

Carl Peter Ripaldi 
EmAronmental Chair 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

D Lefs Save the Lytton Bank Building.pages 
157K 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en\1"e\Aew@lacity.org> 
To: ripaldi2001@yahoo.com 

Mon, Oct 5, 2015 at 12:37 PM 

Mon, Oct 5, 2015 at 12:40 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They have been received and will be included in the administrative 
record for the En\Aronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment 
period. If you have specific questions or v.ould like an immediate response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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Let's Save the Lytton Savings Bank Building 

September 28. 2015 

We reel in horror witnessing the destruction of the Cultural Monuments of Palmyra and 
Nimrod by ISIS in Iraq and Syria. We cannot understand how these fanatics can 
destroy the architectural monuments representing their history and their cultural 
heritage. 

Yet here in Los Angeles we are witnessing the destruction of the Cultural Heritage of 
this City. A City which grew tremendously during and following the second world war 
and became a treasure trove of Mid-Century Modern Architecture. 

The City grew expansively in the 1950s and 1960s based on mobility and "car culture". 
The Freeway system is unmatched anywhere else in the world. 

Modernism dominated the style and construction of housing developments, churches, 
stores, restaurants and bank buildings during this time reflective of the optimism and 
dynamism of the City as it expanded its borders and population through the 1950s and 
1960s. 

Notable architects contributed to the design of the Case Study Houses, with the intent of 
designing low cost modern homes for the returning Gl's who flocked to Los Angeles for 
its wonderful climate and dynamic economy and booming Aerospace Industry. 

Googie Coffee Shops and Burger Joints like Norms, Big Boys and Ships proliferated 
along the boulevards accommodating the new "car culture" phenomena. These Googie 
Restaurants introduced the entire population to the new Modernism style even if the 
guests lived in old-fashioned traditional dwellings. 

Churches and Bank buildings cropped up accommodating drive up and drive though 
services. 

Here in Hollywood major examples of these wonderful architectural marvels include the 
Mosaic Church, The Capital Records Building and the Chase/Lytton Bank Building at 
8150 Sunset Blvd. 

The Capital Records Building was a significant addition to the Hollywood Skyline 
featuring a creative style and floor plan and architectural features not seen anywhere 
else previously. 

Likewise the Lytton Bank Building was built featuring iconic Mid-Century Modernism 
Architectural features. Drive up tellers, the use of a distinctive pleated or Chevron Roof 
and the incorporation of decorative concrete blocks in its walls and fences. 



The building featured two story fenestration and a floating stairway. Distinctively 
modern lighting features and a dynamic open floor plan. 
In Palm Springs, Donald Wexler introduced the pleated roof design into his modern 
housing developments. The population embraced Modernism and Los Angeles became 
the first truly modern metropolis in the USA. 

This wonderful Mid-Century Modernism Architecture is at great risk today. 

Many people do not recognize its uniqueness and architectural significance in our City 
and in many places the buildings are being torn down and replaced with much larger 
structures contributing to the congestion and grid-lock we now witness everywhere. 

These wonderful Mid-Century Modern buildings have now reached the 50 years old 
mark. So they are eligible for Historic Designation under the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as well as the similar legislation in Cailifornia and Los Angeles. 

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, structures 50 years old or 
older can be protected as cultural resources and designated historic if they feature one 
of four criteria established under the Act. 

a. They are associated with events of historic significance 
b. They are associated with the lives of persons of historic significance 
c. They embody a distinctive character of a type, period or method of construction, 

and possess high artistic value. 
d. They have yielded or are likely to yield information important in history or pre-
history. 

Clearly the Lytton Bank Building at 8150 Sunset Blvd. qualifies for eligibility under 
criterion c. It embodies architectural features indicative of distinctive character, type, 
method of construction and possesses high artistic value. 

Similarly, it qualifies under the State of California and City of Los Angeles criteria. 

The Los Angeles Conservancy, Hollywood Heritage Association, numerous 
neighborhood associations and this stakeholder strongly believe that the Bank building 
should be preserved. 

Evidently, this was also the opinion of the Developer's Architectural firm in January of 
this year when they met with the PLUM Committee of the Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council and declared their intention in the presence of the Developer to 
preserve the building and incorporate it into the design of the 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
Development Project. 

PRC, the environmental consultant for the developer goes into great detail explaining 
the Federal, State and City legislation regarding Historic and Cultural Preservation, All 
three support the buildings unique architectural features, yet PRC concludes that the 



building has lost its integrity because minor design element have been altered or 
eliminated. 

I have to differ with their opinion that was bought and paid for to allow for the destruction 
of this architectural treasure. The modifications to the building since its construction 
have been minor. As you dive by this building along structure, you notice its chief and 
significant features: the concrete pleated roof, the fenestration, the open floor plan the 
floating staircase. These are the features of architectural integrity for this building!!! 

Now with Frank Gehry as the architect the plan is to tear down the Lytton Bank Building 
and create a "blank canvas" for Gehry's design of the site. 

I am sure that Frank Gehry will design a wonderful and futuristic complex on the site, 
however I do not understand why the Bank building has to go. 

For one thing it sits in a corner of the site so everything else could be designed and built 
around it. 

By preserving the building and designing a complex around it, Gehry has an opportunity 
to create a refreshing and dynamic design challenge not present to my knowledge in 
his other projects. 

As the years go by the building w~ll be recognized more and more as an iconic Mid
Century Modern landmark. It will surely be treasured for its distinctive design features, 
but right now it is at very great risk. 

In conclusion I state the following: 

There is plenty of room at the 8150 Sunset Blvd Site to accommodate a large dynamic 
development project. 

There is plenty of space for Frank Gehry to create an exciting, creative, distinctive and 
iconic project which preserves and incorporates the Lytton Bank Building. 

There is plenty of opportunity for the developer to make lots of money in building 
apartments, condominiums, offices and stores on this huge site. 

There are plenty of architectural historians in the Los Angeles Conservancy, The 
Hollywood Heritage Association and residents in the Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council who want this building saved!! 

However, there are not plenty of buildings like the Lytton Bank Building still in 
Los Angeles. 

In fact, I am not aware of any other building featuring its distinctive architectural 
elements in Hollywood. 



Nor are there any other similar bank buildings of this design present along the entire 
stretch of Sunset Blvd!! 

So let's save the Lytton Bank Building !! 

Sincerely yours, 

Carl Peter Ripaldi 
Environmental Chair 
The Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 



Rory Barish 

October 13, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: RORY BARISH DEIR COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVE 9 

Dear Srlmal, 

1416 Havenhurst Drive, Apt. lE 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

My name is Rory Barish, and I am President of the HOA at the Colonial House at 1416 

Havenhurst Drive in West Hollywood. I live/own in a most splendid historic building 

designated under the Mills Act and listed in the California Register of Historical Homes. It has 

been featured in many articles and has been home to legendary stars and many notables. 

Other historic homes on my street include La Ronda (Mi Casa) and the Andalusia. These 

buildings have been filmed and photographed (in many well-known publications), on 

numerous occasions , for their architectural beauty. These, amongst several treasures within a 

1-3 block radius are threatened to be greatly impacted if 8150's, Alternative 9 plan passes and 

is allowed to be built . The idea that a developer can come into a neighborhood and not 

understand the infrastructure and needs of the neighborhood and it's community is 

unfathomable, which is the case here. 

In the following paragraphs, I will comment on various aspects of 8150's DEIR. 

ZONING AND VARIANCES 

This project does not conform to the current zoning on the subject site. This site has a FAR 1.1 

ratio and the developers are asking for a variance for 3.1 . The developers state that they will 

meet the criteria/guidelines for this variance. However, they do not meet the criteria for the 

variance but want special favors and allowances anyway. For example, they are not within 

1500 ft of a Transit stop but they state that they are approximately within in it. They state that 

they are within 1,560 ft but request the variance anyway in lieu of the 1,500 SPECIFIED and 
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REQUIRED in the on-menu incentive (LAMC 12.22.). MapQuest shows l, 700 +, but even if it is 

1,560, it does not meet the requirements. In football, if you are on the 1 yd line, this is not a 

touchdown and you will never get points for it. It does not count. The developers might be on 

the 1-5 yd line but it still does not count. If Eileen Ford said that all models coming to her 

agency had to be 5 ft 8 inches, they were. She did not take models that were 5 ft 7 and 3/4. 

She said that she had to have an exact cutoff because there were too many 5 ft 8 models that 

met all of the criteria and she wanted to make room for them. 

How does the City of LA justify giving a variance for this when they DO NOT meet the 

requirements? 

The developers also want to increase the number of compact spaces REQUIREMENTS set forth 

in LAMC 12.21 provided for commercial uses and adjust parking for residential (compact 

spaces) .. in lieu of these REQUIREMENTS. 

They want a variance to allow for a fitness studio, as not otherwise permitted in the C4 zone. 

Why can't the City just say no? The city has many "outs" with the developers. The project is 

just too oversized for the lot and the developers know it but want exceptions to every rule and 

variances to make their project allowable. These guidelines and rules for special incentives and 

variances should not be broken for certain individuals . 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

What mitigation do the developers continue to talk about in the DEIR? The only way to 

mitigate these huge impacts is to build something significantly smaller. This site was originally 

intended for a structure such as the Garden of Allah or the existing strip mall that is two stories 

today. It is not intended for a New York skyscrapers seen from the Valley to the Santa Monica 

Mountains to the LA basin as the newspapers suggest. 

The infrastructure is simply not there. It is not there to support a "Disney Hall" abutting a very 

residential neighborhood. Disney Hall is not in a residential neighborhood. And Disney Hall is 

not located on one of the most trafficked streets and intersections in the city. There is a place 

for this project but it is not here. 

The developers might be able to upgrade certain workings but what they cannot mitigate for all 

of their talk is the traffic nightmare . They cannot widen Sunset, Crescent Heights, Havenhurst 

or Fountain and that would be the ONLY solution. 
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The traffic from this monster project will clog up residential streets and narrow roads which 

were not built to accommodate added flow. When you keep increasing the number of units in 

a community without increasing the number of traffic lanes you are inviting a huge safety and 

traffic catastrophe. Projects of this mass and scale are found in Las Vegas on the main 

boulevard but that boulevard has 6 lanes for traffic. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SAFETY 

The DEIR (3-18) states that The LAFD has indicated that a fire flow of 9,000 gpm to the Project 

site from 4 hydrants would be required to adequately serve the site. The developers say, 

"However, if fire flows at 9,000 gpm at the Project site are not feasible (eg: due to 

infrastructure limitations) , a combination of lower fire flows, building design features, and 

other fire life safety features, subject to review and approval by LAFD, may be provided in lieu 

of requirements. In my mind, if they do not meet the requirements of the LAFD, then this 

should not be allowed. There should be no, "in lieu of". They are telling us that the 

infrastructure is not there and that they may provide alternatives (once again, trying to getting 

around requirements). Would the city align itself with the developers over the safety of the 

neighborhood? Getting around requirements should not be tolerated when speaking to the 

safety of the neighborhood. 

What about LA Dept of Public Works? Any input? 

What about LA Dept of Bldg and Safety? Any input? 

Have you approached these agencies about plans? 

HEIGHT 

The DEIR says that this project plan will be 15 stories in height, 234 ft above grade (measured 

from the sw corner ofthe property .. lowest point), which is lower than the former proposed 

project. How can that be when they say that the former project plan was 17 stories but only 

216 ft above ground elevation at sw corner ofthe site??? If the imposing 12 story Hollywood 

Roosevelt Hotel is just 161 ft and the 13 story Capitol Records building is just 150 ft ( without 

the antenna), then how can a tower of 234 ft be justified anywhere but downtown or Century 

City? This project sits atop Sunset and it is the feet/ height that we look at and not the 

stories .... You can have 4 stories with 20 or 40 ft ceilings in a 150 ft structure or design features 

of the building like they describe (horizontal breaks in between stories). 
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TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

The City owned traffic island is crucial to the continuous flow of Eastbound traffic on Sunset 

headed South. Isn't it more important to keep the traffic flowing (thinking of emergency 

vehicles as a priority) than to have 8150 take this island for aesthetic use? The developers 

propose that this island will be a soft landscaped area ( are they thinking about watering in this 

drought?) where pedestrians would be drawn to gather. Would you want to gather and relax at 

one of the busiest and noisiest intersections, where horns are blaring, where cars are flying 

down Laurel Cyn and where traffic is backed up on Sunset? It would be amazing to hear 

yourself talk, let alone relax and gather. 

How can adding their additional traffic to the streets, and backing up traffic, (there is already an 

existing traffic problem) not adversely impact the quality of life in adjacent residential and 

commercial neighborhoods as they state 2-34? This will be a disaster. 

HAVEN HURST TRAFFIC 

At present, there is a NO LEFT HAND TURN sign at the ramp at the driveway on Havenhurst to 

the existing project. Cars should not be exiting and turning left. BUT THEY DO. ALL THE TIME. 

The developers reps admitted during a meeting that this is unavoidable. They stated that they 

could not monitor this or have a guard standing by 24 hrs. They state in the DEIR that the 

Havenhurst Drive driveways are anticipated to provide the primary exit and entry locations. 

However, they now talk of a physical barrier in this DEIR (3-2) to prevent exiting on Havenhurst. 

But the only way to rectify the increased traffic problem on Havenhurst (we already have a 

problem) is to either have no entrance or exit on Havenhurst, or put a cul-de-sac there with a 

light on Fountain, in the exact fashion that one was put on Alta Loma prohibiting entrance and 

exit to all cars going into Equinox. Havenhurst deserves the same consideration. There should 

be no entrance or exit to 8150 from the start of the West Hollywood border on Havenhurst to 

Fountain. This will also deter cars from thinking of Havenhurst as a cut through street. If this is 

blocked off and there is a cul-de-sac, emergency vehicles would be able to enter or exit 

because they would have codes to the retractable barrier/bollards on the street. The DEIR 

states that there will only be approx 463 new trips on Havenhurst?? Firstly, I would argue way 

more but even at 463, that is 463 too many. 

The DEIR also talks about having residential and commercial project-related exiting traffic 

being able to turn left on Crescent Heights Blvd. Has anyone from the City seen the traffic flying 

south down Crescent Heights from Laurel Canyon, not to mention cars turning right from 

Sunset? This is a death wish. Does the City think that this is feasible and not a safety hazard? 
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PARKING 

Parking needs to be addressed on Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. Will it be 

addressed? It is hard enough to park on Havenhurst when people are moving (reserved street 

parking), or when it is street sweeping day or when smaller scale construction is being done 

(reserved street parking). With residents, guests and visitors to 8150, there will be no place for 

local existing residents and guests to park. With Alternative 9 there will be just too many cars 

added to the street. Many people do not like valet or want to pay for it (if offered), and there 

will not be enough parking spaces at the site because not everyone has compact cars and 

practically nobody will ride bicycles. This is not the answer or "mitigation". What mitigation? 

West Hollywood streets all around 8150 should have 24 hr permit parking. This will deter any 

and all residents, guests and visitors to 8150 (because 8150 is Los Angeles) from parking on 

Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. The parking for the site as it exists now is 

sufficient for its guests, especially with the added Metropolitan Storage. It will not be with this 

proposed project. 

Where will the valets park the cars because there will not be sufficient parking at the site? 

BICYCLES 

Countless pages of talk of allowances for bicycles and bicycle spaces makes zero sense. We are 

in Los Angeles (not in some small town) and this project sits on Sunset at one of the busiest and 

most dangerous intersections in the city. There are no bicycle lanes and no proposed ones in 

place. Nor would you ever want to propose one here. Who in their right mind would propose 

one here? You would take your life in your hands cycling here. I have done triathlons, I know. 

would never cycle here. The idea of people riding bikes to the supermarket to get groceries 

(where do they put these groceries?) or riding to and from work with briefcases in dangerous 

traffic, or riding up and down the Hollywood Hills, or riding to purchase goods in these 

expensive retail shops (where do your packages go?) is ludicrous. These incentives for 

developers, encouraging bicycle use in the city, should be strictly geographical because they 

apply or make sense only to certain areas. To say that you can have variances and meet 

environmental initiatives (ie: encouraging use of bicycles and providing spaces for them) needs 

to be evaluated more. These incentives should not be granted unless the city does a complete 

geographical check. 

This DEIR report should not be generated by the developers because it is one-sided/ bias, on all 

counts. Of course the developers will say that every idea of their project works just fine, 
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including the use of bicycles on Sunset .. Does the City agree that this is not the site for 

encouragement of bicycles? 

ALTERNATIVES 

The developers have thrown out every alternative proposed by neighboring citizens and 

officials and came up with their own alternative because they want to build what they want to 

build. This is no doubt that they are only thinking of dollar signs, maximizing their project site 

to the fullest and their so called logic makes no sense. They want to try to convince us how 

building something much smaller in scale (equivalent to 8000 Sunset) will not have less of a 

traffic impact, or exhaust impact or view impact or anything else ... They must think we are all 

stupid. They try to find a way to tell you how none of the other alternatives are good and why 

their idea is the best. They would rather justify giving people a green space to sit (on one ofthe 

busiest streets and intersections, I might add) than to preserve the safety of the neighborhood. 

Does the City agree with this alternative? 

Beverly Hills real estate development firm Bolour Associates and Portland, Oregon hotel 

management firm Provenance Hotels are building a hotel in Hermosa Beach. When residents 

weren't thrilled with their first peek at plans (it was 15 ft above the city's maximum building 

height), the developers encouraged community discussions. This led the developers to 

DRASCTICALLY alter the hotel's design concept and the hotel ended up being only 30 ft high. 

Community dissidents felt all of their issues were addressed and had a compromise that was 

more than expected. These developers were very sensitive to the needs and wants of the 

community, whereas the 8150 developers are not. 

AFFORDABLE-LOW INCOME HOUSING 

Both of their plans called/call for affordable or "very" low income housing and the developers 

express caring for those in need. If this is true then why not build in neighborhoods where 

there are affordable, grocery stores, fitness centers (like the Y), retail shops, and restaurants? 

Are these affordable or "very" low-income housing occupants shopping at Bristol Farms, going 

to private Fitness Centers, eating at the Chateau Marmont or the Tower Bar or going to the 

Hyde Lounge? Because this is what is available to these low-income tenants in the immediate 

vicinity. I think not. They propose affordable housing ONLY to get their FAR ratio increased 

from a 1. 1 to 3.1. They do not care about low-income residents as demonstrated by their 

'poor door" policy at 8899 Beverly Blvd (see my last paragraph, IN CLOSING). 
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How will this low-income housing be monitored? When the initial occupants move in, how will 

the city of LA monitor what they are paying? When the occupants move out and new 

occupants move in, how can the city of LA monitor what they are paying? 

COMPACT CARS 

Can the developers really require occupants of their project to buy compact cars or buy bicycles 

when these occupants buy expensive condos or pay a lot in rent? They will narrow their market 

for buyers and renters and you will see a lot of empty units in this project like elsewhere in the 

city. Is it fair to make buyers purchase compact cars because the developers might have 

parking issues and have maxed out their site? Does the city agree that parking is not adequate 

and the developers are compensating with spaces for compact cars and bicycles? 

HISTORIC VALUE 

The DEIR talks about the Colonial House, The Andalusia, La Ronda (Mi Casa), The Granville, The 

Savoy, etc. These are buildings that have historic value and are recognized buildings in the 

National Register. They are protected by the Mills Act and guidelines require preservation and 

restoration of these buildings. Does the state or city define preservation of these buildings on 

Havenhurst and Crescent Heights as allowing these buildings to have their views blocked, their 

light altered (shade, shadows and glare) and their residential streets turned into freeways? Is 

that the definition of preservation? Values will for sure be damaged. A feeling of local identity 

will be lost if planning officials fail to recognize local community wishes. Communities such as 

these, sprinkled with architectural gems will lose their identity and feel like anywhere in the 

U.S .. Powerful developers with deep pockets can now change master plans (ie: The Valleywide 

plan) that were designed to protect neighborhoods, that could never be built upon and they 

can now nullify these plans. This is all wrong and needs to be stopped. 

If the Los Angeles City Council banned building McMansions in the immediate neighborhood 

because they were concerned that their size (2 stories) was changing the character of the 

neighborhoods, then why is it okay to allow a skyscraper in the same area? So this only applies 

to residential structures? Commercial buildings are immune from this? How can this make any 

sense? Does the proposed Alternative 9 not change the character of the neighborhood? This is 

a question that I would love the city to answer. 

There is also a moratorium on the issuance of building and demolition permits for proposed 

Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. If the city does care about Historic Preservation, why not 
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protect the Chase Bank building on the 8150 site and the architectural gems that surround it? 

A city report states that the ban came amid a proliferation of out of scale development that 

threaten the cohesion and character of neighborhoods. Therefore, is it not logical to say that it 

would be hypocritical to allow this proposed Alternative to be built? 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would result in a SIGNIFICANT and UNAVOIDABLE direct 

impact to historical resources (2-26), even with the Mitigation Measures HIST-1 through HIST-4 

because the Bank Building would be removed and demolished. Why is this unavoidable? They 

can choose to not tear it down, redesign their plans and have a smaller scale project in keeping 

with the neighborhood. Correct? 

When discussing the Bank building, formerly Lytton Savings and now Chase Bank, former 

paragraphs speak of preservation. Why was it so important to keep the old Duttons bookstore, 

also known as The mid-century Barry Building on San Vicente in Brentwood or Norms Diner on 

La Cienega? But then why is it okay to tear down the iconic mid-century Lytton Savings (now 

Chase bank) at 8150 Sunset? Can the City answer this question? Especially when the architect 

of that building, Kurt Meyer, a passionate advocate for great architecture (and architects) was 

recognized and honored for his great work around the city. Why does he does not gain the 

same respect from the city, Frank Gehry or the developers? Does the city randomly choose 

which iconic buildings to save or not, depending upon which developer is involved and how 

deep their pockets are? I wonder. 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would not detract from the historical or architectural 

significance of the Colonial House (2-26). Their rational is because you can still see it looking up 

the street and although dwarfed from the monolith project, it has not disappeared. Do the 

residents of the building agree? Like those buyers who purchased units like the famed Bette 

Davis unit with views of the Hollywood Hills, and beautiful light to the north? Or like mine 

whose patio will be completely overlooked and shadowed and/or glared by their towers? Or 

whose street will become a freeway because this project would increase existing daily traffic? 

That sure does change the character and value of the building and it's units. 

EXHAUST 

The developers state that having underground parking now should alleviate the impacts of 

exhaust fumes. Well so now we do not have to look at the cars above grade but I ask ... where 

will these exhausts be vented out to? They still need to be vented out to the street right? So 

the question still remains, how and where will this be alleviated? 
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How will the noise level be monitored and measured? The vents will make noise at all hours of 

the day and night, inside and outside of the structure. How can the neighborhood be assured 

that this will not be a noise nuisance? 

MASSING AND SCALE AND MATERIALS 

The DEIR talks about softening the massing with their design. This is an oxymoron. If they 

admit that there is so much mass and massing, there is no real way to soften it. They state on 

2-27 "The horizontal break in massing allows the lower portion along the Havenhurst facade to 

respond to the surrounding neighboring scale. Have they ever walked down the street and 

seen the height and architecture of the buildings there? Really? They state that that the upper 

portion of the building steps up into the center of the site, HELPING TO ALLEVIATE taller 

building elements along the smaller scale street. The developers really do know that the scale 

of the street is small and try to justify overpowering the neighborhood with flowery design 

jargon. They speak of minimizing visual effects associated with the podium structure on 

surrounding lower-scale residential development (3-3}. They are in essence, trying to mask the 

giant, with words and design features, which is impossible. Does the City agree with their 

assessment of the scale of the street in relation to their project? 

They also say on page 2-10, "building material selection is currently at an early stage." They 

have not presented their materials to us. How can we determine what effects/impacts this 

project will have on us (glare, shade, heat..) if we are not fully informed. This could be another 

Disney Hall all over again. Will the city require materials presented now? 

ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

They state that Alternative 9 would result in incrementally greater potential impacts to 

archeological and paleontological resources due to the incrementally increased excavation. 

They then state that these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. What 

mitigation? Again, they do not state what that mitigation would be. Like many politicians, who 

state that they will bring about reform and never say how (they tell you that they will have the 

answer after they are elected), these developers talk of mitigation several times but do not 

state how. 

Hazardous materials needs to be addressed ... soil and anything else during excavation. What 

happens if the soil is determined to be hazardous? It then cannot remain exposed or at the 

site. How will this be dealt with? They will be trucking tons of excavated soil off-site and I 
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would want to know where it is going?? How will the city of LA and West Hollywood deal with 

the truck queue? Trucking will add to already impacted traffic and noise. 

AESTHETICS 

The developers state that they want to create a development that compliments and improves 

the visual character of the westernmost area of Hollywood and promotes quality living spaces 

.... Is this not subjective? 

GEOLOGY 

The DEIR states that with this alternative, with reduced occupancy, it will expose fewer people 

at the site to seismic hazards associated with the Hollywood Fault!!! Admitting that they are 

building within very close proximity to this fault, they are still asking to build an enormous 

project and increase the FAR to 3.1! How ridiculous and contradictory. Why would the City 

allow this scale so close to a major fault..which runs directly across the street? 

There is no discussion of their storm water pollution prevention plan. What are they doing 

about run-off? Is the run-off going into the city of West Hollywood's systems? What will be 

the impact of a significant rain event? 

LA County operate "flood control" facilities within the city of Los Angeles. Is there any water 

run-off dumping into their facilities? From either the city or West Hollywood? 

ALCOHOL 

Alcohol permits ... are they planning on taking over existing licenses or have they already applied 

? Or are they leaving it up to whomever will be occupying that space? 

IN CLOSING ... FRANK GEHRY AND TOWNSCAPE DEVELOPERS 

It is my opinion that the developers went with a big name to get the project passed. I assume 

that they figure that if they used FRANK GEHRY they would impress the hell out of citizens and 

City officials (Mayor Garcetti is a fan) and all would just swoon. Well Disney Hall was not 
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without problems as you recall because Gehry's shiny metal building was not well thought out. 

Drivers were blinded by the glare and residents of the condos across the street complained 

about the reflective heat. Workers had to sand down the metal to dull the glass, a tarp was 

hung over the worst area .... all the while Gehry saying that it is not a story that should be all 

around the world. He did not think it was a big deal. So what about the materials for this mass 

oversized project? The developers say that the building material selection is at an early stage 

and have not disclosed what materials will be used. Will we have the same problem as Disney 

Hall? 

The New York Times reported That Frank Gehy "draws Ire for joining the Los Angeles River 

Restoration project. His involvement has prompted stinging criticism from advocates wary of 

gentrification and skeptical of the architect's ability to create an appealing outdoor space". So 

is Frank Gehry really the ticket for getting this project passed? 

TOWNSCAPE PARTNERS, is known for unsavory practices. They planned to segregate low

income tenants from amenities for condo owners at 8899 Beverly Blvd. This "poor door policy" 

sparked outrage and they were forced to abandon this discriminatory practice. 

At the present site at 8150 Sunset, Townscape was embroiled in a lawsuit dispute with many 

of their retail tenants. They installed parking arms and charged $3.00 for 15 minutes, fees 

which tenants believed was a sure way of putting them out of business to make room for their 

mixed-use project. The developers succeeded because it destroyed and hurt many of these 

small businesses many of which, went out of business. Townscape had to stop charging after it 

was told to do so by the City of LA. 

So why would the City of Los Angeles want to make allowances and concessions, give variances 

and do business with these developers who disrespect the community and demonstrate 

unsavory practices? No favors should be done for these developers as they have shown no 

consideration for Los Angeles or West Hollywood residents. 

The neighborhood would definitely like something nice to be built at 8150 Sunset. An 

improvement is needed ... a much smaller scale project that is tasteful, upscale and which speaks 

to the environment. When visiting the site, Michael La Grande, LA city planner, said that the 

project should not be any higher than the 8000 Sunset complex .. .4 stories, which is directly 

across the street. Speaking of which, the developers said when they thought about the project, 

they thought about neighborhood needs. They felt a fitness center and supermarket would be 

a good choice. Hmmm. Did they really scope out the area because DIRECTLY across the street 
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at the 8000 Sunset complex is a Trader Joes and Crunch gym and there is also a Bristol Farms 

just a few blocks down. These are not needed. If they omitted these from their plans and 

scaled way down, the impacts would be a lot less. 

Alternative 9 is no alternative and should not be granted permits, given consideration or 

approval to be built. 

Rory Barish 

Enclosures 
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THE COLONIAL HOUSE 

BUILT IN l927 BY RENOWNED ARCHITECT, LELAND BRYANT. 

LISTED ON THE NATlONAL REGISTER OF HlSTORTC PLACES. 

THE COLONIAL HOUSE IS THE MOST BEAUTTFUL AND UNIQUE CONDOMINIUM IN LOS 
ANGELES. ORIGINALLY IT WAS A HOTEL/APARTMENT BUILDING AND WAS CONVERTED 
TO CONDOMINIUMS IN THE 1970'S. IT rs THE ONL y CONDOMINIUM BUILDING OF THIS 
VINTAGE WITH ON-SITE MANAGER, TOTAL SECURITY FOR RENOWNED RESIDENTS, 
BEAUTIFUL COURTYARDS, LARGE MANICURED GROUNDS AND POOL TN WEST 
HOLLYWOOD. IT CONTAINS TWENTY-ONE UNITS MAINTAINING JNTlMACY AND 
EXCLUSIVITY. 
ALL THE UNITS HA VE THE OR1GINAL POURED MOLDINGS, WOOD BURNING FIREPLACES, 
HARDWOOD FLOORS AND ORIGINAL TILES. MOST OF THE RESIDENTS HAVE OWNED FOR 
MANY YEARS AND RARELY DOES ONE GO ON THE MARKET FOR SALE. 
IT IS LOCATED ON A QUIET STREET IN THE MOST DESIRABLE AREA OF WEST 
HOLLYWOOD BETWEEN SUNSET AND FOUNTAIN, WEST OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS. 

PAST COLONIAL HOUSE RESIDENTS INCLUDE: 

F. SCOTT FITZGERALD 
CLARK GABLE 
EDDIE CANTOR 
KIM SEDGEWICK 
KEVIN BACON 
JODI FOSTER 
EUZABETH HURLY 
ELLEN DIGENERAS 
CAROL KANE 
MARISA TOMEI 
TIM BURTON 
PETER BERG 
JOELY RICHARDSON 
JENNIFER LOPEZ 
KATLY BAX 

BETTE DAVIS 
MYRNA LOY 
JOAN BLONDELLE 
ANNA BETH GISH 
JULLA ROBERTS 
HUGH GRANT 
JAMlE LEE CURTIS 
ANNE HECHE 
KIRA SEGWICK 
ELIZABETH SHUE 
JENNIFER BEALS 
JOHN MAUCHERI 
VANESSA REDGRAVE 
MARLENE STEW ART 



( hollywood history) 

star comp 
So many A-listers have called the Colonial 
House home, you'd think there was 
a red carpet leading to the front door 

Sure, looks and talent count for 

something in Hollywood, but 

never underestimate the power of 

the right address. Just ask Hugh 

Grant, Julia Roberts, Jennifer 

Lopez and Jodie Foster, all of 

whom have resided at the 

Colonial House apartments in 

West Hollywood. 

Designed by architect Leland 

A. Bryant and built in I930, the 

seven-story, 2I-unit complex was 

once home to an earlier genera

tion of celebrities, including 

Myrna Loy, F. Scott Fitzgerald 

and Bette Davis, whose name 

remains etched on the brass mail-

box plate for apartment 4b. 

Foster also lived in 4b, as 

did director Tim Burton. The 

illustrious former inhabitants 

of apartment 2c include 

Oscar-winner Roberts and Oscar

nominee Elisabeth Shue. 

"Colonial House is such a 

historic place," says actress and 

past tenant Annabeth Gish. "I 

just hope some of its theatrical 

spirit seeped into my bones." 

-Leslee Komaiko 

192 I SPRING 2004 IN STYLE HOME 
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Several of Hollywoods most significant historic 
buildings lie within a quarter mile of the tower, 
and one will be destroyed by it, yet the developers 
claim the area to be of no historic relevance. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset DEIR comment: LA City Case no. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Phil Hammond <philhammond@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 21, 2015 at 5:43 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org, Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org,
Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org, Slunceford@weho.org, CD4.scheduling@lacity.org, CD4.issues@lacity.org,
david.zahniser@latimes.com, steve.lopez@latimes.com

Phil Hammond, President

1327 Havenhurst HOA

1327 Havenhurst Drive, Unit 1

West Hollywood, CA 90046

philhammond@gmail.com

(323) 6566144

 

October 21st, 2015

 

Srimil Hewawitharana

Environmental Analysis Section

Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, CA 90012

 

Re: Phil Hammond DEIR comments on Alternative 9 (8150 Sunset Blvd.)  LA City Case no. ENV20132552EIR

Dear Srimal,

My name is Phil Hammond and I am President of the 1327 Havenhurst HOA at 1327 Havenhurst Drive in West
Hollywood (on the same block as the 8150 Sunset Blvd. project).

The 8150 Sunset developer’s traffic study states that there will be no increase in traffic in/out of the project
compared to the current flow.  I don’t believe this is accurate and I would like to see an independent traffic study
done to show the real impact of the huge increase in commercial space and the 240+ new living units where
there are none presently.   The development is planning for THREE new driveways and semi truck loading docks
on Havenhurst Drive.

mailto:philhammond@gmail.com
tel:%28323%29%20656-6144
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER B19



10/22/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset DEIR comment: LA City Case no. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=1508cffd5125e779&siml=1508cffd5125e779&siml=1508cffd64d038fd 2/2

As a resident of Havenhurst Drive I am concerned about an increase of traffic on our historic neighborhood street
which is already used heavily (and often unsafely) as a cutthrough for commuters between Sunset and
Fountain.  The City of West Hollywood has tried to address this previously with the addition of three speed
humps and a traffic choker.

In conjunction with the 8150 Sunset development please consider recommending the placement of a culdesac
at the top of Havenhurst Drive (with or without an entry driveway to the project for residents) to prevent through
traffic between Sunset and Fountain.   This, combined with a light at Havenhurst/Fountain will improve the flow of
traffic along Fountain with less people stopping traffic to turn North onto Havenhurst and will provide easier and
safer left turn onto Fountain from Havenhurst.  This arrangement works well on Alta Loma Road at Sunset Blvd.

Thank you,

Phil Hammond

— — — 

http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/deir_recir/DEIR/_Start_Menu8150%
20Sunset%20Blvd%20Mixed%20UseDEIR.html



You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City
Planning due to your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project EIR. 
Attached for your information is the Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Portions of the
Draft EIR (RPDEIR) for the Project.  You are invited to submit your written comments on the
RPDEIR to the Department of City Planning via email at planning.envreview@lacity.org, or via
regular mail using the contact information provided below, until October 26, 2015.  Please
reference City Case No. ENV20132552EIR in your comments.

Srimal Hewawitharana

Environmental Analysis Section

Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, California 90012

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 21, 2015 at 5:43 PM
To: philhammond@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/deir_recir/DEIR/_Start_Menu-8150%20Sunset%20Blvd%20Mixed%20Use-DEIR.html
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
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Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 

FW: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Mixed-Use Project 
2 messages 

Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org> Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 12:50 PM 
To: "darlene. navarrete@lacity.org" <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 

Darlene, I received the following out-of-office message from Srimal P. Hewawitharana. 

Given our comments and letter are time sensitive, and given Srimal's message, I want to make sure they are 
received and forwarded to the right indi\ndual within the Department of City Planning. 

Thank you and best, Adrian 

Adrian Scott Fine 

Director of Advocacy 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826 

Los Angeles, CA 90014 

(213) 4304203 

laconservancy .org 

E-News - Facebook - Twitter - lnstagram 

Membership starts at just $40 

Join the Conservancy today 

From: Adrian Fine 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 11:09 AM 
To: 'S rimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org' 
Subject: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=cb993cebd1&'lliew=pt&search=inbox&th=150a5b3a51997846&siml= 150a5b3a51997846&sim!= 150a5d0e288ba707 1/3 
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Submitted electronically 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section, Department of City Planning 

City of Los Angeles 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated _ 
Portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (RP-DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. 
Please see the attached comment letter. 

Best and thank you, Adrian 

Adrian Scott Fine 

Director of Advocacy 

Los Angeles Conservancy 

523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826 

Los Angeles, CA 90014 

(213) 430-4203 

laconservancy. erg 

E-News - Facebook -Twitter- lnstagram 

Membership starts at just $40 

Join the Conservancy today 

--- Forwarded message --
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org> 
Cc: 
Date: Mon, 26 Oct 2015 18:09:31 +0000 
Subject: Out of the Office Re: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed
Use Project 
Thank you for your e-mail. I will be out of the office on a leaw of absence from Friday, October 23, 2015. Please 
contact Darlene Navarrete at (213) 978-1332 and she can route your request to the appropriate staff member. 

https:l/mail.goog le.com'maillu/O/?ui= 2&ik=cb993cebd1&\f~pt&search=inllalt&th=150a5b3a51997846&sim= 150a5b3a51997846&sim=150a5cl0e288ba707 2/3 
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Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1359 

2 attachments 

LA Conservancy Comments, Recirculated DEIR, 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed-Use Project, 
~ 10.26.2015.pdf 

187K 

D noname.eml 
9K 

Darlene Navarrete <darlene.navarrete@lacity.org> 
To: Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org> 

Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 1:22 PM 

Yes. I print the email and attachments. It shows the date and time the comment was emailed. 

[Quoted text hidden] 

: [Quoted text hidden] 

, Forwarded message ---
: From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

To: Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org> 
; Cc: 

' Date: Mon, 26 Oct 2015 18:09:31 +0000 
1 Subject: Out of the Office Re: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed
, Use Project 
: Thank you for your e-mail. I will be out of the office on a leaw of absence from Friday, October 23, 2015. 
; Please contact Darlene Navarrete at (213) 978-1332 and she can route your request to the appropriate staff 
' member. 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
· Environmental Specialist II 

Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395 

· 200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
• Los Angeles, CA 90012 

(213) 978-1359 

https://mail .g oog le.comtmail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=cb993cebd1&"4ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 150a5b3a51997846&siml= 150a5b3a51997846&siml= 150a5d0e288ba707 313 



October 26, 2015 

Submitted electronically 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
FAX: (213) 978-1343 
Email: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RP-DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. 

The Conservancy, along with our Modern Committee and Hollywood Heritage, has 
long recognized the Kurt Meyer-designed Lytton Savings and current Chase Bank 
building as being historic and warranting preservation. We are not opposed to the 
proposed development of a mixed-use project at this location, but we strongly 
object to the needless demolition of a historic building that could othe:rwise be 
integrated and reused as part of the overall design. 

In our ongoing discussions with the project team, the Conservancy has sought to 
achieve a win-win solution for the site that would preserve Lytton Savings as part of 
the new development. Up until the current revision of the proposed project, the 
Conservancy had been working very closely with the project team and were close to 
achieving agreement on a preservation-based solution. The new alternative -
Alternative Nine/Enhanced View Corridor and Additional Underground Parking -
represents a substantial step backwards. The proposed demolition of Lytton 
Savings is unjustified and will result in a significant adverse impact and loss to Los 
Angeles' postwar heritage. 

I. Alternative Nine fails to address significant adverse impacts to a 
known cultural resource when feasible alternatives to 
demolition are provided within the DEIR. 

LOS ANGELES 
CONSERVANCY 
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As the proposed project currently stands, there will be a significant and irreversible adverse impact to the 
historic Lytton Savings building. In our previous comments, the Conservancy has urged the City to 
mandate consideration of a range of potentially feasible preservation alternatives to demolition, and two 
(Alternatives Five and Six) were evaluated in the original DEIR. 

Like the proposed project, Alternative Nine calls for the removal of all existing buildings on the project 
site, including Lytton Savings. The RP-DEIR states that the new alternative aims to address community 
concerns about the proposed project, including obstructed views, impaired visual quality, impacts to air 
quality, increased traffic, and insufficient parking. Alternative Nine, however, fails to respond to 
community objections to the demolition of Lytton Savings, a California Register-eligible resource. Not 
only is this a loss of an identified cultural resource but also fails to meet sustanability goals, instead 
needlessly throwing away a resource that could otherwise be retained and reused. 

A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency's duty to "take all 
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for 
future generations examples of major periods of California history." 1 To this end, CEQA requires public 
agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects." 2 

Courts often refer to the EJR as "the heart" of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an in-depth 
review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts, 3 Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies "shall mitigate or 
avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible to do so." 4 The lead agency 
cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with 
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.s 

The RP-DEIR recognizes Alternative Six/Reduced Height and Bank Preservation Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative because it would reduce the majority of project-related impacts and 
eliminate the significant adverse impact to cultural resources by retaining and reusing Lytton Savings. 
This alternative would also meet .ull of the project objectives. Further, the existing building provides a 
very similar footprint and overall square footage to the proposed replacement building. The question is 
why is this project proposing to demolish a building with a new building of similar size when it otherwise 
could be retained and reused? 

Despite meeting the project objectives, the RP-DEIR attempts to undermine the environmental benefits of 
Alternative Six by asserting that Alternative Nine would be more economically viable because it provides 

1 Public Resource Code, Sec. 21001 (b), (c), 
2 Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41; also see PRC Secs. 21002, 21002.1. 
3 County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1993) 6 C.alAth 1112, 1123. 
4 Public Resource Code, Sec. 21002.1. 
s Public Resource Code, Sec. 2Jo81; Fri.ends of Sierra Madre v, City of Sierra Madre (2001) 25 Cal.4th 165, 185. 



more commercial/retail space.6 This conclusion, however, is inconsistent with an earlier description of 
Alternative Nine, which indicates that the total area of commercial uses under this Alternative is similar to 
what is proposed under Alternatives Five and Six.7 According to the analysis, Alternative Six would 
consist of 291 residential units and 62,231 square feet of commercial uses, compared with Alternative 
Nine's proposal for 249 residential units and 65,000 square feet of commercial uses. While there would be 
a slight reduction in commercial floor area under Alternative Six, there would also be an increase in 
residential square footage and the number of overall units. In other words, Alternative Six provides a 
fourteen percent (14%) increase in the number of residential units and only a four percent (4%) decrease 
in commercial square footage. Therefore, statements in the RP-DEIR appear to exagerate the facts and 
are inaccurate in an attempt to make a case for Alternative Nine. 

No substantive evidence or analysis is provided to demonstrate infeasibility or compelling 
reasons for why Alternatives Five and Six are not viable. Though both meet all of the outlined 
project objectives, and CEQA does not require an alternative to meet all of the objectives or provide a 
certain rate of economic return in order for it to be viable, especially if it reduces environmental impacts. 
CEQA guidelines are clear on this point and specifically state: 

"The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are 
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more 
costly."s 

While we raised questions in our comments on the DEIR regarding certain elements of Alternatives Five 
and Six, including proposed modifications to Lytton Savings as part of its reuse, we strongly believe that 
both alternatives allow for an economically viable project to proceed at the site. Both outline a path for 
preservation in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and 
revitalize the historic building as part of a cohesive new development. 

II. The Final EIR should identify Lytton Savings as eligible for both local and California 
Register designation 

As previously stated in our comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the original DEIR, the 
Conservancy strongly considers Lytton Savings to be significant both locally and on the regional level as 
an example that is illustrative of American bank design and architecture during the postwar era. Though 
the RP-DEIR does not contain an updated analysis of cultural resources, we reiterate our position that the 
current evaluation of the building's eligibility is flawed. 

Savings and loans were in high demand in the postwar years as they financed the massive residential 
development boom. Their growth, along with the growth of the region, translated to the need for 

6 City of Los Angeles, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project, Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
September 2015, 2-64. 
7 Ibid, 2-1. 
8 CEQA Guideline 15126.6(b) 



increased office space. As such, Lytton Savings is one of Los Angeles' earliest remaining examples of this 
transformative shift in poshvar-era bank design. Postwar prosperity changed the banking industry 
forever, as "the middle class and its spending power were finally recognized."9 

We believe the Lytton Savings bank building played a significant role in this development and is eligible 
for local designation, as well as listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. It appears to 
meet both criteria 1 and 3 for its association with postwar changes in bank architecture and the industry 
transformation, and its innovative use of materials, integrated art program, and high level of 
craftsmanship. illtimately, the DEIR and RP-DEIR fail to justify why Lytton Savings is not California 
Register-eligible. As we previously pointed out, the analysis contains inconsistencies in its evaluation of 
the significance of the bank in the development of the savings and loan industry, which leads to a flawed 
assessment of its eligibility for the California Register. 

Furthermore, many of the primary character-defining features of the Lytton Savings bank building are 
intact. While there were subsequent changes to the overall site and the adjacent Lytton Center, the 
Conservancy disagrees with the findings that the integrity of the building is so compromised to only 
warrant its eligibility at the local level. We strongly recommend the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) revaluate this aspect to assess Lytton Savings' eligibility for the California Register. 

III. Conclusion 

The Conservancy strongly urges the City of Los Angeles and the applicant to identify and select one of the 
preservation alternatives as the preferred project in order to avoid a significant environmental impact and 
the unwarranted and needless demolition of a cultural resource. This would not only allow for the 
environmentally superior alternative to proceed, but it would also meet all of the project objectives and 
provide an opportunity for a dynamic and vibrant urban project with a mix of building heights and styles, 
of both historic and compatible new construction, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RP-DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project. Please feel free to contact me at (213) 430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you have any 
questions. 

About the Conservancy 
The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the United States, 
established in 1978 to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los 
Angeles through advocacy and education. The Conservancy's all-volunteer Modem Committee has been at 
the forefront of preserving mid-century architecture since its inception in 1984. 

Sincerely, 

9 Belfoure, Charles. Monuments Money: The Architecture of American Banks. Jefferson, NC: 

McFarland, 2005: 245. 



Adrian Scott Fine 
Director of Advocacy 

cc: City Councilmember David Ryu, Council District 4 
Hollywood Heritage 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
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Submitted electronically 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

FAX: (213) 978-1343 
Email: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated 
portions of the DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project. Hollywood Heritage continues to assert its interest in 
obtaining a viable project for this site which includes the retention 
of the historic Lytton Savings building. The building, identified by 
SurveyLA as eligible for designation, is one of very few Modernist 
resources recognized in the Hollywood CPA. Along with the 
results of the 2009 CRA Survey for the former redevelopment 
portion of the Hollywood CPA, Survey LA is the tool which 
provides the Planning Department, decision-makers, and the public 
with valuable information about the historic resources in our 
community. To overlook the valuable contextual information 
provided by this effort is to eliminate the whole picture regarding 
the built environment of Hollywood. It is within the context of the 
built environment that we should plan for Hollywood's future. 
Hollywood's postwar resources deserve to be part of that future. 

P.O. Box 2586, Hollywood, California 90078 
www.hollywoodheritage.org 

(323) 874-4005 
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The earlier DEIR includes alternatives which do include the Lytton Savings building in the 
project (Alternatives 5, 6, and 7). All avoid the significant and irreversible impact of demolition, 
and remain environmentally superior alternatives to the present alternative. Alternative Six 
(Reduced Height and Bank Preservation Alternative) reduces most of the project impacts and 
meets all of the project objectives. Therefore, Hollywood Heritage continues to urge adoption of 
Alternative 6. 

1. The project does not appropriately protect the historic context. Instead of compatibility 
and sustainability, it provides iconography. 

The analysis provided in the current document allows for yet another permutation of the project, 
this one designed by a notable and well-regarded architect, Frank Gehry. In Appendix F, the 
firm states its philosophy of the project. Using phrases like "ensemble of buildings" and "clear 
and distinct pieces", the "architectural identity is created by envisioning the project as an 
ensemble of buildings in conversation with surrounding buildings", a "more appropriate 
relationship to the adjacent context". This is, indeed, the right philosophy for the site. An 
architect of Mr. Gehry' s considerable talent should not need the blank slate presented in 
Alternative 9 to create such an ensemble. Due deference is given to the Sunset frontage by 
placing a three story mass at the location of the Lytton Building. How easy would it be, and 
how much more sustainable, to keep Lytton as a part of the project? 

The goal of compatibility with the surrounding contexts (Sunset Strip commercial, historic 
apartment neighborhoods) is complex. Alternative 9 chooses not to accept this challenge, 
focusing instead on yet another "statement" which overpowers the existing 
surroundings. Figures 2-3 and 2-5 show the importance of the Sunset corridor as the west 
gateway to Hollywood and the rich complexity of the Hayvenhust historic streetscape. The 
project intends to create a "relationship with the Chateau Marmont", yet its intention is not 
realized. Instead, the Marmont is further isolated from its historic context of residential 
buildings to the south. The DEIR asserts on page 2-27 that the project "would not materially 
change public views of existing residences, yet Figure 2-5 shows that the eye is drawn away 
from the historic streetscape to the completely contemporary and overpowering mass at its north 
end. 

Therefore, the indirect impacts of the proposed alternative are significant. The conclusion in the 
DEIR is erroneous. Construction of the project would materially impair the layperson in 
interpreting the historic character of this area by separating views of historic resources and 
diminishing the impact of an historic streetscape. 

2. Retention of the Lytton Savings buildings is feasible and meets project objectives. 

Discussion of alternatives in this DEIR is well-articulated and easily discernible in the 
Comparison of Impacts with the Project and Alternatives table on page 2-61. The document 
asserts, however, that Alternative 9 would "provide more jobs and associated commercial/retail 
space". This conclusion does not appear to be supported by facts in the document. Hollywood 
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Heritage has often discussed feasibility of retention of historic buildings in terms of economic 
analysis. Studies by Rutgers University, the National Park Service, and the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation have repeatedly shown that more and higher paying construction jobs are 
created through historic rehabilitation than new construction. Whatever retail space not 
accommodated by the Lytton Building could be absorbed elsewhere on site. There does not 
appear to have been any financial comparison of the "more cost effective" Alternative 9 with an 
Alternative 6 which incorporates historic preservation incentives (tax credits, Mills Act benefits, 
savings on demolition costs, etc.) 

3. Project approval needs to be addressed in the context of planning for Hollywood. 

Hollywood Heritage continues to stress the importance of planning for the historic built 
environment for Hollywood. The 1988 Community Plan and the proposed Community Plan 
contain policies for incorporating historic resources into the planning process. No project 
should be allowed to proceed without a discussion of how it fuirthers (or ignores) these 
goals. The language in the Alternative 9 analysis and precedinlg documents appears to show that 
the project meets many objectives of the Community Plan and pther planning tools, but it is 
selective in its choice of references. There is a great deal of rhetoric about "doing real 
planning". On paper, this project may, in fact, comply with pr~viously published 
policies. Missing from these, however, is the discussion of how to protect the existing historic 
character of neighborhoods and identified resources. Survey LA and the 2009 CRA survey are 
planning documents also, and are meant to serve as the means to fine tune planning for specific 
sites. Why identify resources when no thought is given to their future? For now, CEQA 
provides the only forum in which to address these issues, cautioning the lead agency to "take all 
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and 
preserve for future generations examples of major periods of California history." A feasible 
alternative to demolition of this resource exists. The lead agency must adopt this finding. 

In conclusion: 

1. The Final EIR must acknowledge the significance of the Lytton Savings 
Buildings as an historic resource eligible for both local and California 
Register designation. 

2. The Final EIR must acknowledge the feasibility of retention of the Lytton 
Savings Building within a project of this size and scope. 

3. The Final EIR must acknowledge that Alternative 9, along with the Project 
and several other alternatives, has both direct and indirect impacts on 
historic resources. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this project. Hollywood Heritage looks 
forward to continuing dialogue in order to refine the project and create an environmentally 
superior project. 

Sincerely, 

Bryan Cooper 
President 
Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

cc: City Councilmember David Ryu, Council District 4 
Los Angeles Conservancy 

Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Addendum to Letter Regarding Proposed Development at 8150 Sunset  DEIR
Alternative 9
2 messages

Alex Nicholas <alex@lane4realestate.com> Wed, Oct 28, 2015 at 2:09 PM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: Rory Barish <N2swimng@aol.com>

Dear Srimal,

Attached is an addendum to the letter Rory Barish sent to you on October 13, 2015, regarding the proposed
development at 8150 Sunset Blvd, DEIR Alternative 9.  We have also sent you a hard copy of this letter for your
reference.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Alex Nicholas
Assistant to Rory Barish

Phone: (310) 6237437
EMail: alex@lane4realestate.com

Addendum to Letter to Srimal Hewawitharana  10282015.pdf
88K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 28, 2015 at 2:09 PM
To: alex@lane4realestate.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28310%29%20623-7437
mailto:alex@lane4realestate.com
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150b0492971eac90&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Rory	Barish	
	
1416	Havenhurst	Drive,	Apt.	1E	
West	Hollywood,	CA	90046	

	
	

	

	

	

October	28,	2015	
	
Srimal	Hewawitharana	
Environmental	Analysis	Section	
Department	of	City	Planning	
200	N.	Spring	Street,	
Room750	
Los	Angeles,	CA	90012	
	
RE:	ADDENDUM	TO	RORY	BARISH	DEIR	COMMENTS	ON	ALTERNATIVE	9	
	

Dear	Srimal,	

In addition to the things that I wrote in my letter dated October 13, 2015, I would like to 
add these additional things. 
 

1. Do the developers have a shoring plan?  There was slippage while excavating at 
the 8,000 Sunset site (directly across the street) and the property slid and 
undermined the Granville.  There were several lawsuits against the developers 
and the Granville was compensated. This can happen to the Historic Colonial 
House ..which happens to be brick and is behind the project. 
 

2. Do they know where the ground water/table is?  When will they hit water? 
 Liquefaction? They are across the street from the Hollywood fault. 

 
3. The developer' reps seem to think that this resembles the Garden of Allah which 

was previously at the 8150 site.  They said that Frank Gehry took inspiration from 
the Garden of Allah and came up with this proposed plan so that it might satisfy 
neighborhood needs and wishes.  The neighborhood is shocked and offended 
that this absurd comparison was made.  Can the City of LA do a Google search 
for images of The Garden of Allah and tell me if they agree that the developers 
can make comparison? How can Spanish/mission bungalows relate to a 
skyscraper? 

 
4. Please see these links: 

 
http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/07/us/07mit.html?_r=1&	
http://www.cracked.com/article_19682_5-most-embarrassing-architectural-failures.html	
http://architecture.about.com/od/ideasapproaches/ss/Controversy-DisneyHall.htm 
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Can this design withstand a major earthquake?  Have these materials been 
tested for heat and glare? 

 
5. Can the City think of another project this large in mass and scale, that sits upon 

one of the busiest and most dangerous intersections and is a main artery 
connecting to the Valley?  The Beverly Center, The Beverly Grove, Century City, 
Disney Hall.......ALL DO NOT.   Would the City actually even consider approving 
something like this which would in essence be giving the developers permission 
to create one of the biggest traffic nightmares and safety hazards in Los 
Angeles? 

 
6. The developers reps stated in a recent meeting that stories 1-3 relate to 

residential scale while 3-6 relate to multi-use and commercial scale while the rest 
of the tower of over 200+ ft creates a marker and gateway to Los Angeles. 
 
Can the City and the developers justify building a legacy and marker for the 
developers and Frank Gehry's ego (we did not ask for a Gateway and it certainly 
cannot fit in any way shape or form, here), and disregard the infrastructure,  the 
safety and needs of the residents in the neighborhood, and disregarding for the 
neighborhood character and scale?  

 
7. The new Alternative calls for 3 entrances/exits on Havenhurst  (none now on 

Sunset) including truck loading zones.  Does the City agree that this will destroy 
a lovely and most beautiful residential street with architectural treasures? Will the 
city approve this? 
 

8. The developers’ representatives stated that there will only be 18 more cars a day. 
That led to huge laughs from the audience who attended the meeting at the 
Durant Library.  Again, they must think that we are very stupid.  Currently there is 
a strip mall at the 8150 site which has half of the stores closed and out of 
business.  Only few remain.   They now propose a massive project with a fitness 
center, grocery store, retail, residences .....and expect us to believe that there will 
only be 18 more cars a day????  Who did this traffic study???  This is a 
complete joke.  The City needs to do an independent study of their own. 
 

 
Thank	You,	

	

Rory	Barish	
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset
Boulevard MixedUse Project
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 7:12 AM
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, William Lamborn
<william.lamborn@lacity.org>, David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>

This was sent to my email address; not sure if they also sent to the planning.envreview address, as well.

Srimal 

 Forwarded message 
From: Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org>
Date: Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 11:09 AM
Subject: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Boulevard MixedUse Project
To: "Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Submitted electronically

Srimal Hewawitharana

Environmental Analysis Section, Department of City Planning

City of Los Angeles

 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana:

 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated
Portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (RPDEIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard MixedUse Project.
Please see the attached comment letter.

 

Best and thank you, Adrian

 

Adrian Scott Fine

Director of Advocacy

Los Angeles Conservancy

523 West Sixth Street, Suite 826

Los Angeles, CA  90014

(213) 4304203

mailto:afine@laconservancy.org
mailto:Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
tel:%28213%29%20430-4203
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laconservancy.org

ENews – Facebook – Twitter – Instagram

 

Membership starts at just $40

Join the Conservancy today

 

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

LA Conservancy Comments, Recirculated DEIR, 8150 Sunset Blvd  MixedUse Project,
10.26.2015.pdf
187K

http://t.signauxsept.com/e1t/c/5/f18dQhb0S7lC8dDMPbW2n0x6l2B9nMJW7t5XX48qSyzKVQBdV-7fK92KW7gbMDs56dLShdX2Lv802?t=https%3a%2f%2fwww.laconservancy.org%2f&si=4712688463118336&pi=ff05e042-cd99-4807-babc-f6c1499283a2
http://t.signauxsept.com/e1t/c/5/f18dQhb0S7lC8dDMPbW2n0x6l2B9nMJW7t5XX48qSyzKVQBdV-7fK92KW7gbMDs56dLShdX2Lv802?t=http%3a%2f%2fci37.actonsoftware.com%2facton%2fform%2f5093%2f000b%3ad-0001%2f1%2findex.htm&si=4712688463118336&pi=ff05e042-cd99-4807-babc-f6c1499283a2
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October 26, 2015 
 
Submitted electronically 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
FAX: (213) 978-1343 
Email: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
 
RE:  Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
 
Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 
 
On behalf of the Los Angeles Conservancy, thank you for the opportunity to 
comment on the Recirculated Portions of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RP-DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project.  
 
The Conservancy, along with our Modern Committee and Hollywood Heritage, has 
long recognized the Kurt Meyer-designed Lytton Savings and current Chase Bank 
building as being historic and warranting preservation. We are not opposed to the 
proposed development of a mixed-use project at this location, but we strongly 
object to the needless demolition of a historic building that could otherwise be 
integrated and reused as part of the overall design.  
 
In our ongoing discussions with the project team, the Conservancy has sought to 
achieve a win-win solution for the site that would preserve Lytton Savings as part of 
the new development. Up until the current revision of the proposed project, the 
Conservancy had been working very closely with the project team and were close to 
achieving agreement on a preservation-based solution. The new alternative – 
Alternative Nine/Enhanced View Corridor and Additional Underground Parking – 
represents a substantial step backwards. The proposed demolition of Lytton 
Savings is unjustified and will result in a significant adverse impact and loss to Los 
Angeles’ postwar heritage.  
 
I. Alternative Nine fails to address significant adverse impacts to a 

known cultural resource when feasible alternatives to 
demolition are provided within the DEIR.  

 



 

As the proposed project currently stands, there will be a significant and irreversible adverse impact to the 
historic Lytton Savings building. In our previous comments, the Conservancy has urged the City to 
mandate consideration of a range of potentially feasible preservation alternatives to demolition, and two 
(Alternatives Five and Six) were evaluated in the original DEIR.  
 
Like the proposed project, Alternative Nine calls for the removal of all existing buildings on the project 
site, including Lytton Savings. The RP-DEIR states that the new alternative aims to address community 
concerns about the proposed project, including obstructed views, impaired visual quality, impacts to air 
quality, increased traffic, and insufficient parking. Alternative Nine, however, fails to respond to 
community objections to the demolition of Lytton Savings, a California Register-eligible resource. Not 
only is this a loss of an identified cultural resource but also fails to meet sustanability goals, instead 
needlessly throwing away a resource that could otherwise be retained and reused.    
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all 
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for 
future generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1  To this end, CEQA requires public 
agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.” 2  
 
Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an in-depth 
review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts. 3 Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate or 
avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible to do so.” 4 The lead agency 
cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with 
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.5 
 
The RP-DEIR recognizes Alternative Six/Reduced Height and Bank Preservation Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative because it would reduce the majority of project-related impacts and 
eliminate the significant adverse impact to cultural resources by retaining and reusing Lytton Savings. 
This alternative would also meet all of the project objectives. Further, the existing building provides a 
very similar footprint and overall square footage to the proposed replacement building. The question is 
why is this project proposing to demolish a building with a new building of similar size when it otherwise 
could be retained and reused? 
 
Despite meeting the project objectives, the RP-DEIR attempts to undermine the environmental benefits of 
Alternative Six by asserting that Alternative Nine would be more economically viable because it provides 

                                                             
1 Public Resource Code, Sec. 21001 (b), (c). 
2 Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41; also see PRC Secs. 21002, 21002.1. 
3 County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 Cal.App.3d 795; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123. 
4 Public Resource Code, Sec. 21002.1. 
5 Public Resource Code, Sec. 21081; Friends of Sierra Madre v. City of Sierra Madre (2001) 25 Cal.4th 165, 185. 



 

more commercial/retail space.6  This conclusion, however, is inconsistent with an earlier description of 
Alternative Nine, which indicates that the total area of commercial uses under this Alternative is similar to 
what is proposed under Alternatives Five and Six.7  According to the analysis, Alternative Six would 
consist of 291 residential units and 62,231 square feet of commercial uses, compared with Alternative 
Nine’s proposal for 249 residential units and 65,000 square feet of commercial uses. While there would be 
a slight reduction in commercial floor area under Alternative Six, there would also be an increase in 
residential square footage and the number of overall units. In other words, Alternative Six provides a 
fourteen percent (14%) increase in the number of residential units and only a four percent (4%) decrease 
in commercial square footage. Therefore, statements in the RP-DEIR appear to  exagerate the facts and 
are inaccurate in an attempt to make a case for Alternative Nine.  
 
No substantive evidence or analysis is provided to demonstrate infeasibility or compelling 
reasons for why Alternatives Five and Six are not viable. Though both meet all of the outlined 
project objectives, and CEQA does not require an alternative to meet all of the objectives or provide a 
certain rate of economic return in order for it to be viable, especially if it reduces environmental impacts. 
CEQA guidelines are clear on this point and specifically state: 
 

“The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are 
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives, or would be more 
costly.”8 

 
While we raised questions in our comments on the DEIR regarding certain elements of Alternatives Five 
and Six, including proposed modifications to Lytton Savings as part of its reuse, we strongly believe that 
both alternatives allow for an economically viable project to proceed at the site. Both outline a path for 
preservation in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and 
revitalize the historic building as part of a cohesive new development.  
 
II. The Final EIR should identify Lytton Savings as eligible for both local and California 

Register designation  
 
As previously stated in our comments on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and the original DEIR, the 
Conservancy strongly considers Lytton Savings to be significant both locally and on the regional level as 
an example that is illustrative of American bank design and architecture during the postwar era. Though 
the RP-DEIR does not contain an updated analysis of cultural resources, we reiterate our position that the 
current evaluation of the building’s eligibility is flawed.  
 
Savings and loans were in high demand in the postwar years as they financed the massive residential 
development boom. Their growth, along with the growth of the region, translated to the need for 

                                                             
6 City of Los Angeles, 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project, Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
September 2015, 2-64.  
7 Ibid, 2-1.  
8 CEQA Guideline 15126.6(b) 



 

increased office space. As such, Lytton Savings is one of Los Angeles’ earliest remaining examples of this 
transformative shift in postwar-era bank design. Postwar prosperity changed the banking industry 
forever, as “the middle class and its spending power were finally recognized.”9  
 
We believe the Lytton Savings bank building played a significant role in this development and is eligible 
for local designation, as well as listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. It appears to 
meet both criteria 1 and 3 for its association with postwar changes in bank architecture and the industry 
transformation, and its innovative use of materials, integrated art program, and high level of 
craftsmanship. Ultimately, the DEIR and RP-DEIR fail to justify why Lytton Savings is not California 
Register-eligible. As we previously pointed out, the analysis contains inconsistencies in its evaluation of 
the significance of the bank in the development of the savings and loan industry, which leads to a flawed 
assessment of its eligibility for the California Register.  
 
Furthermore, many of the primary character-defining features of the Lytton Savings bank building are 
intact. While there were subsequent changes to the overall site and the adjacent Lytton Center, the 
Conservancy disagrees with the findings that the integrity of the building is so compromised to only 
warrant its eligibility at the local level. We strongly recommend the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR) revaluate this aspect to assess Lytton Savings’ eligibility for the California Register. 
 
III. Conclusion 
 
The Conservancy strongly urges the City of Los Angeles and the applicant to identify and select one of the 
preservation alternatives as the preferred project in order to avoid a significant environmental impact and 
the unwarranted and needless demolition of a cultural resource. This would not only allow for the 
environmentally superior alternative to proceed, but it would  also meet all of the project objectives and 
provide an opportunity for a dynamic and vibrant urban project with a mix of building heights and styles, 
of both historic and compatible new construction. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the RP-DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project.  Please feel free to contact me at (213) 430-4203 or afine@laconservancy.org should you have any 
questions. 
 
About the Conservancy 
The Los Angeles Conservancy is the largest local historic preservation organization in the United States, 
established in 1978 to preserve and revitalize the significant architectural and cultural heritage of Los 
Angeles through advocacy and education. The Conservancy’s all-volunteer Modern Committee has been at 
the forefront of preserving mid-century architecture since its inception in 1984.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

                                                             
9 Belfoure, Charles. Monuments to Money: The Architecture of American Banks. Jefferson, NC: 

McFarland, 2005: 245. 



 

 
 
 
Adrian Scott Fine 
Director of Advocacy 
 
 
cc: City Councilmember David Ryu, Council District 4 
 Hollywood Heritage 
 Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
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Srimal

 Forwarded message 
From: Mary Zickefoose <membership@hollywoodheritage.org>
Date: Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 3:38 PM
Subject: Sending for Bryan Cooper Hollywood Heritage  October 26, 2015 Letter to Srimal Hewawitharana
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: Christy McAvoy <christy@historicla.com>

The attached letter is sent on behalf of Bryan Cooper, President,
Hollywood Heritage, Inc.

 

Mary Zickefoose

Hollywood Heritage, Inc.
membership@hollywoodheritage.org

www.hollywoodheritage.org

 

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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October 26, 2015 

Submitted electronically 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

FAX: (213) 978-1343 
Email: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated 
portions of the DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use 
Project. Hollywood Heritage continues to assert its interest in 
obtaining a viable project for this site which includes the retention 
of the historic Lytton Savings building. The building, identified by 
SurveyLA as eligible for designation, is one of very few Modernist 
resources recognized in the Hollywood CPA. Along with the 
results of the 2009 CRA Survey for the former redevelopment 
portion of the Hollywood CPA, Survey LA is the tool which 
provides the Planning Department, decision-makers, and the public 
with valuable information about the historic resources in our 
community. To overlook the valuable contextual information 
provided by this effort is to eliminate the whole picture regarding 
the built environment of Hollywood. It is within the context of the 
built environment that we should plan for Hollywood's future. 
Hollywood's postwar resources deserve to be part of that future. 

P.O. Box 2586, Hollywood, California 90078 
www.hollywoodheritage.org 

(323) 874-4005 
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The earlier DEIR includes alternatives which do include the Lytton Savings building in the 
project (Alternatives 5, 6, and 7). All avoid the significant and irreversible impact of demolition, 
and remain environmentally superior alternatives to the present alternative. Alternative Six 
(Reduced Height and Bank Preservation Alternative) reduces most of the project impacts and 
meets all of the project objectives. Therefore, Hollywood Heritage continues to urge adoption of 
Alternative 6. 

1. The project does not appropriately protect the historic context. Instead of compatibility 
and sustainability, it provides iconography. 

The analysis provided in the current document allows for yet another permutation of the project, 
this one designed by a notable and well-regarded architect, Frank Gehry. In Appendix F, the 
firm states its philosophy of the project. Using phrases like "ensemble of buildings" and "clear 
and distinct pieces", the "architectural identity is created by envisioning the project as an 
ensemble of buildings in conversation with surrounding buildings", a "more appropriate 
relationship to the adjacent context". This is, indeed, the right philosophy for the site. An 
architect of Mr. Gehry' s considerable talent should not need the blank slate presented in 
Alternative 9 to create such an ensemble. Due deference is given to the Sunset frontage by 
placing a three story mass at the location of the Lytton Building. How easy would it be, and 
how much more sustainable, to keep Lytton as a part of the project? 

The goal of compatibility with the surrounding contexts (Sunset Strip commercial, historic 
apartment neighborhoods) is complex. Alternative 9 chooses not to accept this challenge, 
focusing instead on yet another "statement" which overpowers the existing 
surroundings. Figures 2-3 and 2-5 show the importance of the Sunset corridor as the west 
gateway to Hollywood and the rich complexity of the Hayvenhust historic streetscape. The 
project intends to create a "relationship with the Chateau Marmont", yet its intention is not 
realized. Instead, the Marmont is further isolated from its historic context of residential 
buildings to the south. The DEIR asserts on page 2-27 that the project "would not materially 
change public views of existing residences, yet Figure 2-5 shows that the eye is drawn away 
from the historic streetscape to the completely contemporary and overpowering mass at its north 
end. 

Therefore, the indirect impacts of the proposed alternative are significant. The conclusion in the 
DEIR is erroneous. Construction of the project would materially impair the layperson in 
interpreting the historic character of this area by separating views of historic resources and 
diminishing the impact of an historic streetscape. 

2. Retention of the Lytton Savings buildings is feasible and meets project objectives. 

Discussion of alternatives in this DEIR is well-articulated and easily discernible in the 
Comparison of Impacts with the Project and Alternatives table on page 2-61. The document 
asserts, however, that Alternative 9 would "provide more jobs and associated commercial/retail 
space". This conclusion does not appear to be supported by facts in the document. Hollywood 
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Heritage has often discussed feasibility of retention of historic buildings in terms of economic 
analysis. Studies by Rutgers University, the National Park Service, and the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation have repeatedly shown that more and higher paying construction jobs are 
created through historic rehabilitation than new construction. Whatever retail space not 
accommodated by the Lytton Building could be absorbed elsewhere on site. There does not 
appear to have been any financial comparison of the "more cost effective" Alternative 9 with an 
Alternative 6 which incorporates historic preservation incentives (tax credits, Mills Act benefits, 
savings on demolition costs, etc.) 

3. Project approval needs to be addressed in the context of planning for Hollywood. 

Hollywood Heritage continues to stress the importance of planning for the historic built 
environment for Hollywood. The 1988 Community Plan and the proposed Community Plan 
contain policies for incorporating historic resources into the planning process. No project 
should be allowed to proceed without a discussion of how it fuirthers (or ignores) these 
goals. The language in the Alternative 9 analysis and precedinlg documents appears to show that 
the project meets many objectives of the Community Plan and pther planning tools, but it is 
selective in its choice of references. There is a great deal of rhetoric about "doing real 
planning". On paper, this project may, in fact, comply with pr~viously published 
policies. Missing from these, however, is the discussion of how to protect the existing historic 
character of neighborhoods and identified resources. Survey LA and the 2009 CRA survey are 
planning documents also, and are meant to serve as the means to fine tune planning for specific 
sites. Why identify resources when no thought is given to their future? For now, CEQA 
provides the only forum in which to address these issues, cautioning the lead agency to "take all 
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and 
preserve for future generations examples of major periods of California history." A feasible 
alternative to demolition of this resource exists. The lead agency must adopt this finding. 

In conclusion: 

1. The Final EIR must acknowledge the significance of the Lytton Savings 
Buildings as an historic resource eligible for both local and California 
Register designation. 

2. The Final EIR must acknowledge the feasibility of retention of the Lytton 
Savings Building within a project of this size and scope. 

3. The Final EIR must acknowledge that Alternative 9, along with the Project 
and several other alternatives, has both direct and indirect impacts on 
historic resources. 
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Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this project. Hollywood Heritage looks 
forward to continuing dialogue in order to refine the project and create an environmentally 
superior project. 

Sincerely, 

Bryan Cooper 
President 
Hollywood Heritage, Inc. 

cc: City Councilmember David Ryu, Council District 4 
Los Angeles Conservancy 

Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Srimal Hewawitharana, 8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

H Wood <hwoodca@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:39 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning <HWoodCA@gmail.com>

Would you be so kind as to add the attached to the public record for 8150 Sunset Boulevard?

Also, please add 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the City of Los Angeles by E.W. Bannister, the
Los Angeles City Dept of Engineering to the public Record,  The City has copies of is own study and we have
previously provided the City with additional copies, both paper and electronic.  It is too long to transmit via Gmail.

4 attachments

HELP CCLA 11615 Comments on 8150 Sunset.pdf
188K

SanJoseTODStudy.pdf
1244K

HCP 2014115 GOODMAN Statement of Decision.pdf
1754K

HZC 20133X USC Sol Price, Pop Projection 2030.pdf
1205K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:39 PM
To: hwoodca@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning [HELP]
1921 North Saint Andrews Place

Hollywood, California 90068
Citizen Coalition Los Angeles [CCLA]

Post Office Box 3354
Santa Monica, California 90408  

323/957-9588 (phone) 323/464-7006 (fax)

HwoodCA@Gmail.com

Friday, November 6, 2015

Srimal Hewawitharana Email: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Environmental Analysis Section Via email only
Department of City Planning
200 North Spring Street, RM 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: 8150 Sunset Boulevard
CPC 2013-2551-CUB-SV
DB-SPR, VIT-72370-CN
ENV-2013-2552

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

Please add HELPS’s and CCLA’s comments to the public record.  Also
please add the studies and documents which HELP and CCLA are submitting
herewith.

1. The Project Is Based on Fatally Flawed Data, Wishful Thinking
and the Concealment of Material Information

This Project, like almost all if not all other significant projects in the
Hollywood is based on fatally flawed data, wishful thinking and the
concealment of material information from the public.  As a result, the public has
been deprived of an opportunity to make meaningful comment.
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This project brings a transportation nightmare to the western portion of
Hollywood. It creates a bottleneck of traffic at one of the worst intersections in
Hollywood, Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, Sunset Boulevard.

The basis for understanding transportation within the metropolitan area
of  Los Angeles is the 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions for the City of
Los Angeles.  This foundational study explains the inter-relationship of math,
topography and finances when it comes to various types of transportation in Los
Angeles.  Another copy of the 1915 Study is submitted herewith.

One thing which we learned from the 1915 Study is that Los Angeles is
a huge circular (aka radiant) city, which means that it expands outward from its
original location at Olvera Street in all directions.  Unlike other cities, such as
Manhattan, which is an island 2.5 miles v 11 miles (28 sq. mi), the city of Los
Angeles’s transportation has to be based on a approximately a 5,000 sq mile
area.

While the City itself is only 1/10th that size at 497 sq miles, the laws of
math, physics, and finance do not stop at a city’s border.  When it comes to
transportation, the area has to be considered whether it is LA City, Beverly
Hills, West Hollywood, or cross town traffic due to Century City.  

Because the city has unwisely chosen to increase the density in the Basin,
places like Bunker Hill and the Century City-Westwood-Santa Monica triangle
attract thousands of cars per day into the Basin.  As a result, there are
unnecessary traffic nightmares as people approach the high density areas.

The topography of this part of Hollywood is particularly important to this
project.  It is served by one route to the San Fernando Valley, i.e. Laurel
Canyon.  This route over the hill is already beyond capacity.  It cannot handle
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the additional traffic demands which are created by this and other high density
projects in Hollywood.  

The project sits are the beginning of the Sunset Strip – which can be one
of the most congested areas of the City on weekends.  During week days, the
intersection of Crescent Heights, Sunset and Laurel Canyon is already
unacceptable crowded.  

There never will be a subway or fixed rail system to serve this project. 
Thus, that delusion need not bother us at this time, except to note that a viable
subway system in Los Angles is geographically and mathematically impossible
in a huge circular type urban areas.

The bus service is also inadequate and it is materially misleading to assert
that buses are a reasonable alternative form of transportation.  The buses are
slow and inconvenient.  They are not functional for significant shopping trips. 
A bus line causes undue financial hardship on the people who are forced to
depend upon the buses. Time is money.  Because buses are so slow and they
require people to walk to and from the bus stops, they end up costing the riders
far more than the bus fare.

The DEIR and recirculated EIR did not discuss the adverse impacts on
people who have to use buses.  As this project and the others planned in
Hollywood and West Hollywood will significantly aggravate traffic congestion,
the true cost of the riding the bus will increase.  Add 15 minutes to a bus tripto
and from home and destination, one adds 30 minutes per day and within one
week that is 2.5 hours – more time for bus riders.   The City fails to monetize the
additional time it takes people use mass transit, and thus, provides the public a
false impression that mass transit is a reasonable alternative.

Mixed-use Projects attract more vehicles into a area and as a result, a
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mixed-use project, just be its very existence, makes traffic congestion
significantly worse near the mixed-use project.

When one realizes that this Project is shoved against the Hollywood Hills
with only Laurel canyon as the over the hill route, one can see that the City is
creating another disaster.  The people who live and work at 8150 will not be the
only victims.  Everyone who has a home within a mile or two radius will be
adversely impacted.

The results of this type of densification can be seen on Franklin Avenue
as it runs north of Hollywood-Highland Project.  During rush hour, it can take
10 minutes to go from La Brea to Highland Avenue.  The size of this project
will similarly impact the nearby streets.  There is no way that there can be any
traffic alleviation to the north.  To the west is the Sunset Strip and it cannot be
widened.  To the southwest is West Hollywood which is already overly dense
and it is planning on making its traffic congestion considerably worse.

2. The Lack of a Community Plan with an Active Commerce
Section Makes this Commercial Project, and All Other
Hollywood Commercial Projects Since February 11, 2014
Unlawful

On January 15, 2014, Judge Allan Goodman rejected the June 19, 2012
Update to the Hollywood Community Plan and re-instituted the 1988
Hollywood Community Plan.  See SaveHywd and HELP v City of Los Angeles,
Case # BS 138370.  The rejection of the June 19, 2012 update and the re-
institution of the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan was effective February 11,
2014 when Judge Goodman issued his Judgment and Writ.

In making the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan the operant community
plan, Judge Goodman did not change the fact that the Commerce Section had
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automatically expired in 2010. Judge Goodman took no action to remedy this
known defect in the 1988 Plan, nor did Judge Goodman order The City to
prepare a new update to the 1988 Hollywood Community Plan.

Judge Goodman’s Judgment and writ did, however, did provide that the
1988 Hollywood Community Plan would remain the operant plan until new
update was provided and approved.  The City has chosen to update the 1988
Hollywood Community Plan and thus, it still have no Commerce Section.

Because the Government Code and other laws, sucha s the City’s own
General Plan, requires that there be a fully operant community plan including
a Commerce Section, this project may not be approved.  In fact, this project
cannot be studied as there are no guidelines, standards, rules, or other criteria by
which to evaluate this Project.

Without a Commerce Section, there is no way for the City to have any
public deliberations under the Brown Act, other than to discuss the lack of a
Commerce Section.

Until the City has an operational community plan including a Commerce
Section for Hollywood, no project with a commerce element in Hollywood may
be approved by any committee, by any commission, or by the city council.

3. The Purpose of this Project is Illicit

Like all the other projects which are being forced upon Hollywood, this
project has no justification in reality.  It ignores the quality of life of
Hollywoodians and is based on one desire – i.e. the maximize the per square
inch value of the land on which 8150 will sit.

Transit Oriented Districts [TODs] are not designed to improve the quality
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of life, but rather they are designed to maximize the profit of the landowners.
The other beneficiaries are the international construction companies which
specialize in fixed-rail transit systems.  To date, HELP and CCLA have not seen
any one foolish enough to suggest that we can have train tracks run along Sunset
Boulevard.  Thus, 8150 is a simple scam to make the land owner wealthy to the
detriment of everyone else.

A. There is no population increase to justify the additional construction

The population of the city is growing too slowly to justify more
construction.  There is a lot of hype, but bona fide evidence that the population
of either the City or of Hollywood is likely to increase.  In fact the State
Department of Finance and the Sol Price Institute have found the opposite.

March 2013, USC Sol Price School of Public Policy, The Generational
Future of Los Angeles: Projections to 2030 and Comparisons to Recent
Decades, by Dowell Myers and John Pitkin

 Continuing Low Population Growth. 

Much slower population growth is foreseen in these
projections than was expected in the early 2000s. In fact, we now
expect total population growth in each of the coming decades to
resemble what was experienced in 4 of the last 5 census decades.
The lone exception of high growth in the 1980s is increasingly
viewed as an anomaly that has confused many observers about what
is normal for a county as large and fully settled as Los Angeles.

The Sol Price School sees lower population growth and between 2000 and
2010, Hollywood’s CD 13 lost so many people, over 15,000 ppl, that it ceased
to qualify as a legal council district.  
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At best, this project is growth inducing which is contrary to the General
Plan.  The likelihood that this project will reach capacity is slim, but it is likely
to attract enough people and cars to have a negative impact on this portion of
Hollywood.

As the projects have been making Hollywood a less desirable place to live,
the crime rate has significantly increased.  This DEIR and all the other
documents for this project 

B. The 2001 San Jose Mineta Transportation Study Showed
That TODs Make Traffic Congestion Worse

The City has been provided many copies of the 2001 San Jose Study about
the problems which TODs such this Project cause for transportation.  The theory
on which TODs are based has been proven to be not only wrong but also
directly opposite from its assumed impacts.

The City intentionally conceals all the negative data from its EIRs for its
projects in an endeavor to mislead the public.  Judge Goodman found that the
EIR in the Hollywood Community Plan was so misleading that it subverted the
public’s legal right to participate.  The documentation of this project is equally
lengthy but it is not an honest analysis of the impacts of the Project.

4. Summary:

The EIR on this project like the EIRs on the Hollywood Community Plan,
The target Store in Hollywood, The Millennium Towers in Hollywood, the
Sunset-Gordon Project in Hollywood, the Hollywood-Gower Project and others
is fatally defective. It is a sales job to justify a project which is unjustifiable.
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In fact, this Project is so outlandishly inappropriate for this site, it should
be abandoned.  This part of Hollywood needs to be down zoned and the City
needs to undertake steps to reduce the population density along Sunset
Boulevard.

Respectfully submitted

Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning
and
Citizens Coalition Los Angles
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22 These matters having been tried on September 16 and 17, 2013, and having 

2 3 been submitted for decision; the Court having issued its Tentative Decision and 

2 4 Proposed Statement of Decision; the parties having filed comments thereon; and those 

2 5 comments having been considered; the Court now issues this final Statement of 

2 6 Decision. 

27 

2 8 I I I 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

2 The Hollywood Community Plan Update (HCPU) (and its corollary environmental 

3 impact report [EIR]), which is a principal subject of this litigation, is a comprehensive, 

4 visionary and voluminous planning document which thoughtfully analyzes the potential 

5 for the geographic area commonly referred to as Hollywood (as defined in its several 

6 hundred pages). The HCPU includes scores of pages of text, detailed maps and tables 

7 which together express the finest thoughts of dedicated city planners. The HCPU is 

8 intended to be the essential component of the General Plan Framework (the 

9 Framework) for the City of Los Angeles (the City) as the General Plan for the City (in all 

10 of its elements) is applicable to planning and potential growth in Hollywood. 

11 This otherwise well-conceived plan is also fundamentally flawed, and fatally so in 

12 its present iteration. As petitioners have articulated, and as will be discussed below, the 

13 HCPU, and its accompanying EIR, contain errors of fact and of law that compel granting 

14 relief to the community groups which challenge adoption of the HCPU and its EIR in 

15 their present forms. 

16 While one can appreciate the goal of finalizing adoption of the HCPU, its 

1 7 accompanying EIR and related documents, and doing so as close to "on schedule" as 

18 possible given the many years since the City began its staged revisions to its General 

19 Plan planning documents (culminating in adoption of the Framework), 1 forging ahead in 

2 o the processing of the HCPU, EIR and related documents in this case based on 

21 fundamentally flawed factual premises has resulted in a failure to proceed in the manner 

22 required by law. This and other bases for the rulings now made are set out below. 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 

The first draft of the Framework was circulated to the public almost twenty years 
ago, in July 1994. It was not finalized until eleven years later when review of the 
decision of the Court of Appeal of late 2004 upholding a revised version of the 
Framework was denied review by the California Supreme Court in February 2005. The 
attenuated history of adoption of the Framework is described in Federation of Hillside 
and Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252 [Federation 
n and Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 126 
Cal.App.4th 1180 [Federation in. 
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1 TRIAL PROCEEDINGS 

2 The matter was tried to the Court on September 16 and 17, 2013. Prior thereto 

3 the parties filed extensive briefs, followed by their arguments at length at trial. Following 

4 the trial, the parties have filed requests for statement of decision (in addition to that 

5 provided for in Public Resources Code section 21005 ( c) [requiring that a court specify 

6 all grounds on which a public agency has acted not in compliance with CEQA if it so 

7 finds]). While those statements have been filed, a controversy over the requests has 

8 been created. It is resolved in the accompanying footnote. 2 

9 Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21005( c), Code of Civil Procedure 

10 section 632 and California Rules of Court 3.1590, this Tentative Decision is also the 

11 proposed Statement of Decision in these matters. If any party now renews its request 

12 for a statement of decision, it must timely and fully comply with Rule 3.1590. If not, then 

13 this document is also the Statement of Decision in these matters, and prevailing parties 

14 are to timely prepare, serve and lodge the appropriate peremptory writs and judgments. 

15 Evidence 

16 The Court admitted the Administrative Record in each case. (It is identical.) 

1 7 Each party has sought judicial notice of certain items. With the consent of the 

18 parties, those items which are determined properly the subject of judicial notice in one 

19 case are admitted as to all cases. 

2 o Request for Judicial Notice by Fix the City 

21 Fix the City (by Request for Judicial Notice filed August 21, 2013) seeks judicial 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

2 

In addition to filing in each case a list of issues which it contends should be 
addressed in the statement of decision in each, City and intervenor filed in each case a 
lengthy set of objections and arguments as to why many of the requests made by each 
petitioner/plaintiff were erroneous. As no authority to support their editorial comments 
on the requests made by their adversaries was provided, and the Court is not aware of 
any authority to challenge another party's request for inclusion of any matter or issue in 
the statement of decision, the objections will not be considered qua objections: The 
Court is the final arbiter of the contents of its own statement of decision and does 
consider the parties' views with respect to its contents in connection with the Court's final 
document. 
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1 notice of sections 2.10 through 2.10.6 and 2.11 through 2.11.6 of the City's General 

2 Plan Framework EIR (addressing Fire and Emergency Medical Services and Police 

3 Services, respectively. These requests are granted pursuant to Evidence Code section 

4 452( c). 

5 Request for Judicial Notice by La Mirada 

6 La Mirada seeks judicial notice of the meaning of the word "range" according to a 

7 particular dictionary and of Los Angeles City Charter sections 554, 556 and 558. The 

8 Court grants the second request in full and the first subject to the Court's own ability to 

9 discern the appropriate and applicable meanings of words when used in particular 

1 o contexts. 

11 La Mirada also sought to "supplement" the Administrative Record by its August 

12 21, 2013 Notice of Lodging, to which City objected. The items are Chapter 2 of the 

13 City's General Plan Framework and the text of a particular hyperlinked document. The 

14 latter is already part of the record pursuant to the correct reading of Consolidated 

15 Irrigation District v. Superior Court (2010) 205 Cal.App.4th 697, 724-725. City's reading 

16 of this case is crabbed. City's objection to the Framework is frivolous as City itself both 

1 7 seeks judicial notice of the document and cites it in its Opposition (City's Op. at 11: 17-

18 21 ). La Mirada requests are granted, as is City's request for judicial notice of the 

19 Framework. 

2 o Request for Judicial Notice by SaveHollywood.org et al. 

21 There is no objection to Item 1, which is an opinion in a federal court case; 

22 granted. 

2 3 Nor is there any objection to item 2, which is a print out of a web page relating to 

2 4 the census, but the Court sees nothing other than the printed page. That is not sufficient 

2 5 basis for granting a request for judicial notice; this request is denied. 

2 6 City objects to item 3, a SCAG document, but it is in the record at AR 21168. 

2 7 And, under the authority of Consolidated Irrigation District v. Superior Court, supra, the 

2 8 report at the hyperlinked cite was already also part of the record. The copy of that report 
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1 at that link (Exhibit 3 to the Cheng declaration, filed with the Request for Judicial Notice) 

2 is merely another copy of the document which is already in the record. This request is 

3 granted. 

4 Request number 4 is not a part of the record and its contents indicate it is only 

5 raw data in any event. It is neither timely nor appropriate for judicial notice; City's 

6 objections to this item are sustained. 

7 City's Request for Judicial Notice 

8 The requests of City, et al. that the Court take judicial notice of several items 

9 (identical in each case) are resolved as follows: 

1 o Granted as to Sections 555, 556 and 558 of the City Charter. (Exhibits F, G and 

11 H.) 

12 Granted as to the extracts of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

13 attached to the Request for Judicial Notice as Exhibit B. 

14 Granted as to the official opinion of the Court of Appeal in Saunders v. City of Los 

15 Angeles, reserving determination as to the relevance and application of that opinion to 

16 the circumstances of this action. 

1 7 As no adverse party objected, the Court also grants the requests as to the 

18 existence and filing of each of the Petitions for Writ of Mandate in Federation of Hillside 

19 Canyon Associations v. City of Los Angeles (two cases) and Saunders v. City of Los 

2 o Angeles; and as to the excerpts of the EIR in the Saunders v. City of Los Angeles 

21 (Exhibits C, D and E). 

2 2 Without additional explanation, which was never provided, the Court finds 

2 3 insufficient the proffer with respect to a single page of the 2013 update of the U.S. 

2 4 Census. (Exhibit A.) Although the population of the HCPU area is a point of 

2 5 considerable interest in and importance to this case, the document attached as Exhibit A 

2 6 to this RJN, was apparently updated in 2013 -- in some unexplained manner - and the 

2 7 particular document attached has no indication of any particular relevance itself. 

2 8 Nor will the Court accept City's apparently implied offer that the Court search the 
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1 U.S. Census itself. That would be both improper and inordinately time-consuming. City 

2 had the obligation to explain the relevance of the document, and in this case to be clear 

3 about the particular parts of the document to which it seeks the Court's attention. 

4 Declarations 

5 The declarations of MacNaughton and Kruse are not proper subjects of judicial 

6 notice; nor is Exhibit 1 to the Reply Brief to which it is attached. City's objections to these 

7 matters are sustained. 

8 Other evidence 

9 All other evidence, which is in the Administrative Record, is admitted. 

1 o Status of the three cases 

11 With the stipulation that all evidence admitted in one case is admitted in all, and 

12 based on the congruence of the subject matter of the cases, the Court issues this single 

13 decision to address the issues presented in each of the three cases. 

14 Background; the Framework Element 

15 City has sought, and the Court has granted, City's request for judicial notice of a 

16 portion of "The Citywide General Plan Framework - An Element of the City of Los 

1 7 Angeles General Plan" ("the Framework Element" [the same document the Court 

18 referenced ante and which was the subject of the cases cited in footnote 1, ante). 

19 There is no explanation why this document was not originally included in the 

2 o Administrative Record in this case as it sets forth "a citywide comprehensive long-range 

21 growth strategy" for the city and describes the role of community plans such as the 

22 Hollywood Community Plan Update (HCPU) at issue in these proceedings. 3 (City's RJN, 

23 Exh. B, page 2) Thus: "While the Framework Element incorporates a diagram that 

2 4 depicts the generalized distribution of centers, districts, and mixed-use boulevards 

2 5 throughout the City, it does not convey or affect entitlements for any property. Specific 

26 

27 

28 
The Court also granted Petitioner Fix the City's request that the Court take judicial 

notice of segments of Chapter 2 of the same document. 
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1 land use designations are determined by the community plans." [Par.] In fulfilment 

2 of the State's [planning] requirements [for general plans (Govt. Code secs. 65300, et 

3 seq.]), the City's general plan contains citywide elements for all topics listed except Land 

4 Use for which community plans establish policy and standards for each of the 35 

5 geographic areas." (id., emphasis added.) The HCPU is or will be such a plan for 

6 Hollywood. 

7 The Framework also contains a statement of relevance with respect to the 

8 significance of population data: 

9 "In planning for the future, the City of Los Angeles is using population forecasts 

1 o provided by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The 

11 Framework Element does not mandate or encourage growth. Because population 

12 forecasts are estimates about the future and not an exact science, it is possible 

13 that population growth as estimated may not occur; it may be less or it may be 

14 more. The City could be at the beginning of a long decline in population or at the 

15 beginning of a sharp increase." [Par.] The Element is based on the population 

16 forecasts provided by SCAG. Should the City continue to grow, the Element 

1 7 provides a means for accommodating new population in a manner which 

18 enhances rather than degrades the environment. The City does not have the 

19 option of stopping growth and sending it elsewhere. It must prepare for it, should 

2 o growth occur. In preparing the General Plan Framework Element, the City has 

21 answered the question "What would the City do if it had to accommodate this 

2 2 many more people?" In answer to that question there are two possibilities: 1) 

2 3 prepare a Plan to accommodate density equally among all City neighborhoods, or 

2 4 2) prepare a plan to preserve the single-family neighborhoods and focus density 

25 - should it occur- in limited areas linked to infrastructure." (Id.) 

2 6 The HCPU is thus the updated, basic planning document for the Hollywood 

27 community which "establish[es] policy and standards for [the Hollywood] geographic 

2 8 area[]. (Id.) 
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1 As will be discussed, the HCPU, includes, inter alia, a plan to focus growth along 

2 transit corridors and in specific areas of Hollywood. Whether the final environmental 

3 impact report for the HCPU withstands scrutiny at this time is the focus of the differences 

4 between these petitioners, on the one hand, and City and Intervenor, the Hollywood 

5 Chamber of Commerce, on the other. 

6 The fundamental dilemma is why and how "specific land use designations" are 

7 properly determined based on population estimates which, it is argued and clearly 

8 established, are substantially inaccurate. 

9 PRELIMINARY PROCEDURAL ARGUMENTS 

10 Waiver? 

11 City and Intervenor contend that certain petitioners waived critical arguments by 

12 not asserting them in the administrative proceedings or in the petition for writ of 

13 mandate. This contention is an inaccurate statement of what occurred in the 

14 administrative proceedings below. Contrary to the claims of City and of Intervenor, it is 

15 well-established that whether a particular petitioner made a contention below is not the 

16 test for asserting that claim in CEQA proceedings. The question is: Was the subject 

1 7 matter of the claim made by anyone below with sufficient specificity? 

18 As but two examples of the facts: ( 1) Save Hollywood raised the issue of the mis-

19 use of the 2005 SCAG population estimate multiple times in the administrative 

2 o proceeding, and (2) when the 2010 Census data was first incorporated into an official 

21 document just days prior to the final action by the City Council, La Mirada wrote to the 

2 2 body before which the issue was then being considered, the City Council, setting out in 

23 more than ample detail its objections. Cf., Endangered Habitats League v. State Water 

2 4 Resources Control Board (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 482, 489-491 [exhaustion not required 

2 5 when no opportunity to challenge provided]. Public Resource Code section 21177 is 

2 6 simply not applied in the crabbed manner that City and Intervenor contend. Multiple 

2 7 additional examples of timely stated objections to the points now adjudicated appear in 

2 8 the record. Thus, on the facts, the issues now presented were all timely presented 
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1 below. 

2 Next, there was considerable specificity in the objections made by petitioners (and 

3 others) at the several stages of the administrative process, specificity that meets the 

4 applicable test, even as discussed in the cases cited by Intervenor (e.g., Resources 

5 Defense Fund v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1987) 191 Cal.App.3d 886, 

6 894 ). Moreover, better reasoned cases such as Citizens Assn. for Sensible 

7 Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 163, make 

8 clear that the specificity prong of the Public Resources Code section 21177 requirement 

9 was amply met -- and for all of the issues raised in this proceeding. As the Sensible 

1 o Development court states: " ... less specificity is required to preserve an issue for appeal 

11 in an administrative proceeding than in a judicial proceeding. This is because "'[i]n 

12 administrative proceedings, [parties] generally are not represented by counsel. To hold 

13 such parties to knowledge of the technical rules of evidence and to the penalty of waiver 

14 for failure to make a timely and specific objection would be unfair to them.' (Note (1964) 

15 Hastings L.J. 369, 371.) It is no hardship, however, to require a layman to make known 

16 what facts are contested." (Kirby v. Alcoholic Bev. etc. Appeals Bd. (1970) 8 Cal.App.3d 

1 7 1009, 1020 [87 Cal.Rptr. 908].)" Id., at 163.4 

18 Claim Preclusion as to Fix the City? 

19 City and Intervenor advance two arguments as to claim preclusion of certain 

2 o contentions by petitioner Fix the City; neither is meritorious. 

21 First, City mistakenly asserts (City's Op. at 28-29) that Fix the City's arguments 

2 2 about mitigation measures are barred because it is "in privity with" with a party to 

2 3 Federation II (id. at 23: 12-27). City cites as its legal authority Frommhagen v. Board of 

24 Supervisors (1987) 197 Cal.App.3d 1292, 1301. That case does not support the 

25 

26 

27 

28 

4 

This last waiver contention is resolved based on the circumstance that the claims 
which City claims to have been waived are simply elements of petitioner Fix the City's 
Fourth Cause of Action. The cases City cites are inapposite. See Fix the City's Reply at 
25:1-15. 
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1 argument made. At the cited page that court is addressing claims made by the same 

2 party, not which party is in privity with whom. It is clear that in this case we have multiple 

3 petitioning parties and that there is no sufficient evidence presented that Fix the City is in 

4 legal privity with any other party to the earlier case. City's claim is without support. 

5 See, e.g., Planning & Conservation League v. Castaic Lake Water Agency (2009) 180 

6 Cal.App.4th 210, 229-231. 

7 Nor does Fix the City's participation in Saunders v. City of Los Angeles 

8 (September 25, 2012) (2012 WL 4357 444) support City's claim preclusion arguments. 

9 As Fix the City points out, the issue presented in Saunders was whether City breached a 

1 o mandatory duty by failing to prepare annual reports on the City's infrastructure (Fix the 

11 City's Reply at 22:19-27); it involved the Framework and not either this EIR or the 

12 HCPU. It appears that City relies solely upon the circumstance that Fix the City was a 

13 party to Saunders as barring its contentions here. That argument ignores the material 

14 differences in the issues presented in the two cases. Nor were this HCPU and its EIR 

15 considered in any respect in Saunders; indeed, there is no way either could then have 

16 been subject to anyone's consideration as they had only been adopted and approved 

1 7 after the Saunders trial court had issued its decision. 5 

18 PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS AND ANALYSIS 

19 Petitioners' contentions 

2 o Petitioners advance several arguments in support of their contentions that the 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

5 

The Court, sua sponte, takes judicial notice of the entry of judgment in the trial court 
in Saunders -- on March 2, 2011 - a date prior to the public dissemination of the draft 
EIR in the present case, making City's argument -- that of a party to Saunders and with 
detailed knowledge of its proceedings -- more than difficult: There is no way in which the 
claims now made concerning this, later issued EIR (and plan), could have been raised or 
litigated in that case. See, Planning & Conservation League v. Castaic Lake Water 
Agency (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 210, 225-229 and e.g., Federation II at 1202. 
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1 HCPU and its EIR were not prepared in the manner required by law, etc. 6 

2 Population base 

3 A fundamental contention of all petitioners is that the population data upon which 

4 the EIR for the HCPU is formulated is fatally flawed, with the result that the EIR must be 

5 revised and then recirculated with appropriate analysis of the corrected basic data. 

6 Applicable facts 

7 The first set of relevant facts is the timeline of significant actions for the items, 

8 now listed. 

9 • 
10 • 
11 • 
12 • 
13 • 
14 

15 • 
16 

17 

18 • 
19 • 
20 

21 • 
22 • 

April 28, 2005 * Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR published 

March 3, 2011 * Draft EIR released 

May 2011 * 2010 U.S. Census data released 7 

October 2011 * Final EIR released 

December 11, 2011 * Planing Commission submits HCPU 

with recommendation of approval of HCPU 

May 8, 2012 * City Council Planning and Land Use 

Management Committee (PLUM Com.) submits HCPU to Council 

without recommendation 

May 18, 2012 * First Revisions to EIR [contains response to SCAQMD] 

June 14, 2012 *Second Revisions to EIR - [33 pages; contains references 

to 2010 US Census data released in May 2011] 

June 19, 2012 *City Council meeting at which EIR adopted 

June 21, 2012 * Notice of Determination filed 

2 3 The principal factual and legal dispute concerns City's reliance on population 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

6 

Certain petitioners also address claimed general plan defects. Because they are 
analyzed according to a different standard, the Court addresses them separately, post. 
7 

City cited a web address at which census data could be viewed. The Court declines 
this entirely non-specific invitation as vague, overbroad and therefore insufficient. 
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1 data, which City obtained from the Southern California Association of Governments 

2 (SCAG), as the base for analysis in the HCPU and its EIR. There is agreement that the 

3 base used for analysis was the SCAG estimate of population in 2005 in the HCPU 

4 defined area, and that this number was 224,426 persons. The EIR describes this 

5 estimate as having been derived from the 2004 SCAG Regional Transport Plan. Neither 

6 this 2004 Plan nor any other source data with respect to the 2005 population number 

7 appear in the Administrative Record. (Limited background memoranda relevant to the 

8 population statistics do appear in the Reference Library, but they do not provide the 

9 missing data.) The Draft EIR (DEIR) uses a forecast of population for 2030 for the 

10 HCPU area of 244,302; this was derived from the same 2004 study. The DEIR also sets 

11 out a "revised" population estimate of 245,833. 

12 Using these various data points, the DEIR analyzed what it referred to as a 

13 "reasonable expected level of development for 249,062 people. 

14 Petitioners argue that the fact that the results of the 2010 Census became 

15 available just after the DEIR was released compelled revision of the DEIR to utilize that 

16 data and that failure to do so was prejudicial error requiring preparation and recirculation 

17 of a new DEIR which properly incorporates the 2010 Census population data. (While 

18 the exact date of release of this data is a point of dispute among the parties, it is clear 

19 that the official United States Government census data became available by May, 2011 

2 o - within 60 days of the release of the DEIR.) 

21 This U.S. Census data is relevant to this litigation because it differs so significantly 

2 2 from that used in the EIR process here. The 2010 Census shows that the population of 

2 3 the HCP area was approximately 198,228 persons. The reason why this is given as an 

2 4 approximation is that the relevant census tracts cover an area slightly different than the 

2 5 boundaries of the HCPU area. This difference is known, however, to City's Planing 

2 6 Department, and City did make some adjustments to its own data in its Second Addition 

2 7 to Final EIR, dated June 14, 2012, five days before the City Council took final action on 

2 8 the HCPU and its EIR, confirming its knowledge in this respect. 
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1 The following table summarizes key data and illustrates the petitioners' contention 

2 that the base used by City in its planning constitutes error. 8 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1990 U.S. 

CENSUS 

2000 

U.S. 

2004/2005 2010 

SCAG pop. U.S. 

2030 

Forecast in 

CENSUS est. CENSUS DEIR 

2030 

CITY 

est. 

7 213,912 

8 

210,824 224,426 198,228 244,302 249,062 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Reference to this table produces some obvious questions including the following: 

(1) Why was the population base which City used for analysis in the DEIR the 

SCAG estimate of 224,426 when the Official Census data became available 

within 60 days of release of the DEIR - and when that data shows a significantly 

lower population (even in a somewhat larger geographic area)?9
; and 

(2) why was the 2030 population number used not further adjusted once the 2010 

U.S. Census data was available? 

The 2005 SCAG population estimate was a principal key to the analytical 

foundation for the DEIR. From it flowed not only the 2030 population estimate used in 

the DEIR, but, combined with other factors, estimates for water consumption, waste 

8 

While City argues that it was not possible to estimate the population in the HCPU 
area because of incongruity of census tracts with the HCPU area, the Administrative 
Record reveals that petitioner La Mirada was able to estimate the population in the 
HCPU area at 197 ,085 persons, and City itself made revisions to the El R just 5 days 
prior to its approval by the City Council to incorporate some of the data from the 2010 
Census, as noted in the text. 

9 

It is clear that City's Planning Department had the ability to adjust for the slight 
differences between the HCP boundaries and the census tract data as the latter was 
discussed in the 33 page June 14, 2012 Second Revision to EIR released just 5 days 
prior to the City Council voting to approve the EIR -- and the census tracts themselves 
had been extant for a considerable period of time. City advanced several contentions 
based on the argued differences, claims that appear fully refuted by the actions taken by 
its own Planning Department. 
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1 water, solid waste, and energy demand, 10 as well as other elements of the EIR. 

2 As Fix the City aptly describes the function of the EIR: "At the heart of the [DEIR 

3 for the HCPU] and indeed the defining purpose of the Plan Update itself, is the 

4 accommodation of projected population growth in the Plan area. The purpose of the 

5 EIR is to evaluate the environmental impacts of accommodating this growth in the 

6 manner and locations set forth in the Plan Update. In this regard, the magnitude of the 

7 population increase accommodated by the Plan Update is a critical component of the 

8 environmental analysis and [is] relied upon in numerous instances throughout the EIR." 

9 (Fix the City's Opening Memo. at 6:5-21 ). Thus, it is critical to the EIR that the 

1 o population base be appropriate to the actual circumstances which exist in the area of the 

11 HCPU and its EIR. In this case, it was not. 

12 Standard of Review 

13 The standard for review of the sufficiency of any EIR is prejudicial abuse of 

14 discretion. Public Resources Code sections 21168 and 21168.5. "Abuse of discretion is 

15 established if the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the 

16 determination or decision is not supported by substantial evidence. Laurel Heights 

1 7 [lmpr. Asn. v. Regents (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,] at 392. A prejudicial abuse of discretion 

18 occurs if the failure to include relevant information precludes informed decision-making 

19 and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the goals of the EIR process." San 

2 o Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 653. 

21 " ... the existence of substantial evidence supporting the agency's ultimate decision on a 

2 2 disputed issue is not relevant when one is assessing a violation of the information 

2 3 disclosure provisions of CEQA. " Association of Irrigated Residents v. County of Madera 

2 4 (2003) 107 Cal.App.4th 1383. 1392. 11 A clearly inadequate or unsupported study is 

25 

26 

27 

28 

10 

The estimates for public safety services will be discussed, post. 
11 

The need to be alert for agency misconduct in CEQA matters is especially strong 
where, as here, the agency is the project proponent. Oeltakepper v. Oakdale Irrigation 
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1 entitled to no judicial deference. Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Board of Porl 

2 Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1355. 

3 Here, a case cited by respondents also supports petitioners' contention. 12 In 

4 Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Oeparlment of Food & Agriculture (2005) 136 

5 Cal.App.4th 1, the court held that a lead agency cannot forego its own analysis of base 

6 data and rely instead on such data provided by another agency. In the present matter, 

7 one of City's principal counter-arguments is that it was entitled by law to rely on the 

8 SCAG 2005 population estimate. That contention must be and is rejected upon the 

9 authority of Californians for Alternatives, supra. See also, Ebbits Pass Forest Watch v. 

10 Calif. Deparlment of Forestry (2008) 43 Cal.4th 936, 956. 

11 There are additional reasons why use of the SCAG population estimate is 

12 improper in the context of this EIR. As petitioners explain, this EIR does not contain the 

13 "analytical route" by which the lead agency reached the conclusions set out in such a 

14 document. This requirement, that fundamental information be disclosed in the planning 

15 documents, has been the law for decades. E.g., Topanga Assn. for a Scenic 

16 Community v. County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506: 

1 7 "We further conclude that implicit in section 1094.5 is a requirement that the 

18 agency which renders the challenged decision must set forth findings to bridge the 

19 analytic gap between the raw evidence and ultimate decision or order. If the 

2 o Legislature had desired otherwise, it could have declared as a possible basis for 

21 issuing mandamus the absence of substantial evidence to support the 

22 administrative agency's action. By focusing, instead, upon the relationships 

2 3 between evidence and findings and between findings and ultimate action, the 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Distr. (2001) 94 Cal.App.4th 1092, 1109. 
12 

Petitioner La Mirada clearly makes the argument that City did not proceed in the 
manner required by law. Petitioner Fix the City appears to rely on the other basis to set 
aside an EIR, viz., that there is no substantial evidence in its support - a claim joined by 
SaveHollywood, as well as by La Mirada. 
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1 Legislature sought to direct the reviewing court's attention to the analytic route the 

2 administrative agency traveled from evidence to action. In so doing, we believe 

3 that the Legislature must have contemplated that the agency would reveal this 

4 route. Reference, in section 1094.5, to the reviewing court's duty to compare the 

5 evidence and ultimate decision to 'the findings' (emphasis added) we believe 

6 leaves no room for the conclusion that the Legislature would have been content to 

7 have a reviewing court speculate as to the administrative agency's basis for 

8 decision." Id., at 515. 

9 City and Intervenor contend that City fully complied with EIR requirements, citing 

10 Guidelines section 15125(a), which provides: 

11 "An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the 

12 vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 

13 published .... This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline 

14 physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is 

15 significant." 

16 In addition to using the SCAG 2005 estimate of a population of 224,426, the DEIR 

1 7 forecast a population of 244,302 residents in 2030 for planning purposes. This data, as 

18 noted previously, was derived from the 2004 SCAG transportation report. 13 The EIR 

19 then estimated the "reasonable expected level of development" utilizing a further 

2 o estimate of the population in the HCPU area in 2030 of 249,062. 

21 Considering the actual population in 2010 as evidenced by the 2010 Census data, 

22 the real population increase essential to analysis in the DEIR was 50,744 rather than the 

23 24,636 persons number which was utilized by City. Thus, the analysis in the DEIR was 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

13 

As Petitioner SaveHollywood points out, the 2004 RPT was not included in the 
Administrative Record; this is "a fatal error" as it is "a key rationale" for the HCPU and 
"[b]y omitting purported relevant information from the record, the City deprived the public 
of the ability to independently verify [City's] population assumptions and its 
environmental assessments predicated thereon." SaveHollywod.org Opening Memo. at 
8:16-21. 
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1 predicated upon a population increase - well under half- of what would occur if the 

2 2030 estimate were to remain. And, if the population estimate for 2030 were to be 

3 adjusted based on what the 2010 Census data had shown, then all of the several 

4 analyses which are based on population would need to be adjusted, such as housing, 

5 commercial building, traffic, water demand, waste produced - as well as all other 

6 factors analyzed in these key planning documents. 14 

7 City's reliance on what is "normally" permissible as what is required is misplaced. 

8 The very fact that Guideline section 15125(a) uses the word "normally" suggests that 

9 there are circumstances in which such reliance is not appropriate. It is well-established 

1 o that, "[i]n some cases, conditions closer to the date the project is approved are more 

11 relevant to a determination of whether the project's impacts will be significant. Save Our 

12 Peninsula Com. v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 

13 125. Thus, the Guideline in which City and Intervenor seek refuge instead recognizes, 

14 and the cases support, the petitioners' contention that there are substantial reasons to 

15 use a different (up-to-date) baseline when the circumstances warrant, as the 

16 circumstance did, and do, in this case: 

1 7 "Administrative agencies not only can, but should, make appropriate adjustments, 

18 including to the baseline, as the environmental review process unfolds. No 

19 purpose would be served, for example, if an agency was required to remain 

2 o wedded to an erroneous course and could only make a correction on remand 

21 after reversal on appeal." Citizens for East Shore Parks v. California State Lands 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

14 

As La Mirada points out in its Opening Brief at 7: 19-22, just before the City Council 
voted to approve the several documents in June 2012, City added its conclusion that it 
was still reasonable to rely on the 2005 SCAG population base even with the 201 O 
Census data. That clearly is a post-hoc rationalization of City's failure to recognize 
that the HCPU was unsupported by anything other than wishful thinking - and a 
demonstration of an effort to avoid further analysis in key planning documents. Nor is 
an agency's determination marked by changes such as those in evidence here, entitled 
to any deference. Yamaha Corp. v. State Board of Equalization (2001) 19 Cal.4th 1, 
14. 
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1 Comsn. (2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549, 563. (Emphasis added.) 

2 Even when the surrounding conditions are recognized close in time to the final 

3 certification of the EIR, the baseline must be updated to reflect that new knowledge. 

4 E.g., Mira Monte Homeowners Assn. v. County of Ventura (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 357 

5 (identification of additional wetlands made just prior to proposed certification of FEIR). 

6 Here, the significant factual predicate for the critical analytical issues explicated in the 

7 EIR was known far earlier in the EIR process than that in Mira Monte; here, just two 

8 months after release of the initial DEIR and over a year prior to final action on the EIR -

9 yet no material adjustments were made. Multiple objections to the continued use of 

1 o these demonstrably incorrect SCAG population estimates repeatedly were made "for the 

11 record" by several groups - and ignored by City until their limited [and inadequate] use, 

12 just 5 days before final approvals in the Second Addition to Final EIR. This conduct was 

13 itself a failure to proceed in the manner required by law. Public Resources Code section 

14 21166; Mira Monte, supra, at 365-366. 

15 When the new facts became known shortly after issuance of the DEIR, the 

16 baseline used for analysis should have been adjusted -- in the summer of 2011 rather 

1 7 than proceeding with a fundamentally flawed baseline. The failure to use accurate and 

18 then-current data was a failure to proceed in the manner required by law . This is made 

19 clear by cases such as Save our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of 

2 o Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99: "If an EIR fails to include relevant information 

21 and precludes informed decisionmaking and public participation, the goals of CEQA are 

2 2 thwarted and a prejudicial abuse of discretion has occurred. (Sierra Club v. State Bd. of 

2 3 Forestry ( 1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1236 []; Fall River Wild Trout Foundation v. County of 

24 Shasta (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 482, 492 []; County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water 

2 5 Agency, supra, 76 Cal.App.4th at p. 954; Pub. Resources Code, § 21005, subd. (a).)" 

26 Id., at 128. 

2 7 While CEQA gives the lead agency flexibility in establishing baseline conditions, 

2 8 as Fix the City argues, "that flexibility must be cabined by the rule that all CEQA 
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1 determinations must be supported by substantial evidence. (Fix the City, Opening 

2 Memo. at 8:17-19). Citing Guideline 15384, which defines substantial evidence, Fix the 

3 City points out (id, at 9:5 et seq.) that substantial evidence must have a factual basis 

4 which is "a serious deficiency of the 2005 estimate." Decision makers cannot arrive at 

5 the required reasoned judgment without it. Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa v. 32nd 

6 Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935. 

7 Intervenor errs in its claim that use of the incorrect baseline was not prejudicial. 

8 (Intervenor's Opposing Memo. at 17-18) Rather, as Fix the City argues, use of the 

9 flawed baseline "fundamentally distorted the EIR." (Fix the City's Opening Memo. at 

1 o 8:20). Also, the attempted remedy to the prior utilization of the wrong baseline data in 

11 the DEIR resulted in City inserting an abbreviated analysis of the 2010 census data in its 

12 June 2012 Second Addition to the EIR, which contained a merely truncated - and 

13 insufficient - discussion of alternatives. As Fix the City notes: "Clearly, if one goal of 

14 the plan is to accommodate projected population growth - setting aside entirely the 

15 accuracy of the projection - and the City is advised that there is more capacity in the 

16 current plan than it realized, its analysis of necessary future actions to accommodate a 

17 projected increase would change." (Fix the City's Reply. at 9:1-4) 

18 What is particularly flawed about the Second Addendum to the EIR is the failure 

19 to adjust for the 50,744 new residents that are a direct consequence of City's original 

2 O error (use of the 2005 overstatement of population by SCAG rather than the actual 

21 number available from the 2010 Census). The Second Addendum is flawed because it 

2 2 is premised on the unsupportable notion that accommodating 50, 7 44 new residents will 

2 3 have less impact than accommodating 24,636 new residents. The utilities, wastewater 

24 and public safety discussions of this EIR are all without support and City has not 

2 5 explained the "analytical route the ... agency traveled from evidence to action," thus 

2 6 rendering invalid its literally last minute attempt (viz., 5 days prior to final approval) to 

2 7 remedy its prior failures and refusals to accept as valid the many objections made to the 

2 8 mistaken use of outdated and substantially wrong SCAG data. See, Laurel Heights 
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1 Improvement Assn. v. Regents, supra, (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 404. 15 16 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

15 

No party makes any note of the discussion in Federation II of a discussion of 
projections based on SCAG and census data which appears at 126 Cal.App.4th 
at 1206-1207. That discussion is not applicable in any event to this case; as may 
be inferred by the parties omission of any reference to it. 

At page 11 of its opening memorandum, City claims that a single sentence in the 
Framework precludes use of up to date population figures, especially the 2010 Census 
data. As La Mirada argues (Reply at 7:9-11) "Blind adherence to data [City] knows is 
wrong is not the 'good faith effort at full disclosure' mandated by CEQA. Guideline 
section 15151." See, Citizens for East Shore Parks v. California State Lands Comsn. 
(2011) 202 Cal.App.4th 549, in which the State Lands Commission as lead agency 
revisited its baseline during the environmental review process and modified it as needed. 
This practice was specifically approved by the reviewing court of appeal: 

16 

"To begin with, plaintiffs cite no authority supporting the implied premise of their 
argument-that the Lands Commission could not revisit the baseline during the 
environmental review process and modify it as the Commission deemed 
appropriate or necessary. [tn omitted] Moreover, such a suggestion is unsound. 
Administrative agencies not only can, but should, make appropriate adjustments, 
including to the baseline, as the environmental review process unfolds. No 
purpose would be served, for example, if an agency was required to remain 
wedded to an erroneous course and could only make a correction on remand 
after reversal on appeal. [Par. ] The record also reveals a sound basis for the 
Lands Commission's adjustment of the baseline. Chevron presented the 
Commission with information about other baseline determinations being made for 
proposed San Francisco Bay Area projects, and urged it to take the same 
approach so there would be uniformity in the environmental review process. In 
addition, the case law in the area was being developed through decisions such as 
Fat, 97 Cal.App.4th at pages 1277-1281, 119 Cal.Rptr.2d 402, which endorsed 
and followed Rivetwatch, supra, 76 Cal.App.4th 1428, 91 Cal.Rptr.2d 322. Thus, 
as the Lands Commission explained, its view of the appropriate baseline evolved 
over time, ultimately leading to modification of the baseline in the 2003-2004 
timeframe, some four years before it completed the environmental review 
process. [Par.] in sum, the Lands Commission did not abuse its discretion in 
defining the baseline used to assess environmental impacts of the proposed 
marine terminal lease renewal. The baseline was not contrary to the law, and it 
was based on substantial evidence." Id. at 563-564. 

The claims that the petitioners were too late with their objections is devoid of merit. 
As City only applied the 2010 Census data in the document dated June 14, 2012, five 
days prior to the City Council vote on the project component documents, and as the 
record is clear that some of the petitioners made their objections known even in that 
short time frame, that was all any citizen might (or need) do - and it fully complies with 
the standing requirements of CEQA under such a tight time frame. Public Resources 
Code section 21167; e.g., Endangered Habitats League v. State Water Resources 
Control Board (1997) 63 Cal.App.4th 227, 238-240. 
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1 Alternatives Analysis 

2 Alternatives analysis is a core element of each EIR. In re Bay-Delta 

3 Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 

4 1143, 1162.17 An EIR must contain and analyze in depth a "range of reasonable 

5 alternatives." Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors [Goleta in (1990) 52 

6 Cal.3d 533, 566; Guidelines section 15126.6( c). The range must be sufficient "to permit 

7 a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as environmental aspects are concerned. San 

8 Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v. County of San Bernardino ( 1984) 155 Cal.App.3d 

9 738, 750-751. Each case must be evaluated on its own facts. Goleta II, supra, at p. 

1 o 566. Among the usually included alternatives is one for "reduced density." Watsonville 

11 Pilots Assn. V. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059. The EIR must always 

12 include analysis of the No Project Alternative (Guidelines section 15126.6(e); County of 

13 Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 203) which must discuss what 

14 would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not 

15 approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and 

16 community services. Guidelines section 15216.6(e). This alternative is not always the 

1 7 same as the baseline environmental setting, and the El R's analysis of the No Project 

18 Alternative should identify the practical consequences of disapproving the project when 

19 the environmental status quo will not necessarily be maintained. Planning & 

2 o Conservation League v. Dept. Of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 892. 

21 In determining what constitutes a reasonable range of alternatives, there must be 

22 a set or group of such alternatives which would feasiblely attain most of the basic 

2 3 objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 

2 4 effects of the project. Guidelines section 15126.6(a). The term feasible is defined in 

2 5 Public Resources Code section 21061.1 as "capable of being accomplished in a 

2 6 successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 

27 

2 8 17 The other core element is that of mitigation. Id. 
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1 environmental, social, and technological factors. See Guidelines section 15126.6(f)(1 ). 

2 "The key issue is whether the range of alternatives discussed fosters informed decision 

3 making and public participation. Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents, supra, 

4 47 Cal.3d 376, 404-405. 

5 The EIR must identify the alternatives considered in, and those excluded from, 

6 EIR analysis and should provide the reasons for their rejection. Goleta II, supra, at 569; 

7 Guidelines section 15126.6(b ). A brief explanation of such excluded alternatives is 

8 sufficient; the entire administrative record may be considered in determining whether a 

9 reasonable range of alternatives has been discussed. Id., at 569. 

1 o "The selection of alternatives discussed will be upheld, unless the challenger 

11 demonstrates that the alternatives are manifestly unreasonable and they do not 

12 contribute to a reasonable range of alternatives." Calif. Native Plant Society v. City of 

13 Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 988. 

14 The EIR in this case contains analysis of three "alternatives": (1) the current 

15 (preexisting, 1988) plan, considered as the No Project Alternative, (2) the 

16 current/proposed project, and (3) a plan based on the SCAG 2030 population forecast 

1 7 (which is based on a one percent reduction in population from the proposed project). 

18 However, under applicable regulations, there are only two alternatives - Public 

19 Resources Code section 21100(b)(4) provides that the project itself cannot be an 

2 o alternative to itself, as La Mirada points out. La Mirada Opening Brief at 16: 17-20. 

21 There is a further problem in "counting" the alternatives analyzed: La Mirada 

22 points out that Guidelines section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) when read in conjunction with 

2 3 Planning and Conservation League v. Dept. Of Water Resources (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 

24 892, 917-918 suggests that the "No Project Alternative" is not an alternative for purposes 

2 5 of CEQA. Instead, it is simply the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation 

2 6 into the future .... [T]he projected impacts of the proposed plan or alternative plans would 

2 7 be compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan." La Mirada 

28 Opening Memo. at 16:21-17:7. 
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1 However one counts the "alternatives," the flawed environmental setting 

2 presented in these EIR documents makes the analysis insufficient and inaccurate. 

3 Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 

4 738-739. "[W]ithout [an adequate baseline] description, analysis of impacts, mitigation 

5 measures and alternatives becomes impossible." County of Amador v. El Dorado 

6 County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 953. 

7 SaveHollywod and HELP contend that consideration of a down-sizing/down-

8 zoning (OS-DZ) alternative was both feasible and required based on the actual 

9 population statistics and trends. These petitioners argue that notwithstanding multi-year 

1 o and multi-million dollar investments in infrastructure in the Hollywood community, there 

11 has been a net outflow of population and an increase in vacancy rates in both 

12 commercial and residential properties. Interestingly, they argue that, based on the 

13 SCAG 2005 population estimate, the HCP area has lost over 26, 100 people in the five 

14 year period 2005-2010 (basing the 2010 population on the U.S. Census data) and there 

15 have been massive financial losses connected to construction projects - the key 

16 example being the difference between the construction cost and eventual sale price of 

1 7 the Hollywood-Highland Project, of over $420 million. SaveHollywod Opening Memo. at 

18 14-19. 

19 Fix the City argues that the El R's 10 page discussion of the three selected 

2 o alternatives is perfunctory and "[a]s a result of the deficient alternatives analysis, the EIR 

21 fails to provide decision makers and the public with a genuine comparison of the 

22 environmental consequences of different levels of development in Hollywood." Fix the 

2 3 City Opening Memo. at 15:9-11. Nor, in Fix the City's view does the Second Addition to 

2 4 the EIR (June 14, 2012) sufficiently address the otherwise insufficient range of 

2 5 alternatives in the manner required by law. This petitioner points out that (1) these 

2 6 environmental documents ignore the requirement that other alternatives be identified or, 

2 7 consequentially, the reasons they were rejected be stated, and (2) that this defect was 

2 8 raised throughout the environmental review process in numerous comment letters. 
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1 Instead, "The FEIR states that City Planning 'considered and rejected as infeasible an 

2 alternative that would place a blanket moratorium on demolition permits and project 

3 development.' ... Like the DEIR, the FEIR also fails to meet CEQA's disclosure 

4 requirements .... " Fix the City Opening Memo. at 16-17. 

5 Focusing on the Second Addition document, Fix the City argues that the 

6 discussion there of the no-growth and OS-DZ alternatives are infeasible, but neither the 

7 EIR nor the Second Addition document contains "sufficient information ... to enable the 

8 public or decision makers to adequately evaluate the City's conclusory statements 

9 regarding the infeasibility of a downsizing alternative." Id. at 17 

1 o This argument has particular force when one considers the material discrepancy 

11 in the population statistics discussed, ante, and the short 5 day window between the 

12 release of the Second Addition and the vote by the City Council approving the several 

13 documents at issue. The evidence in this record strongly supports petitioners' 

14 contention that there has been an insufficiently-reasoned rush to completion of the EIR 

15 process, and that the process was administered in a way that is clearly contrary to well-

16 established laws as interpreted by the appellate courts. As Fix the City argues: "The 

1 7 Plan Update EIR ... lacks an analysis of sufficient ranges of alternatives and fails to 

18 provide substantial evidence supporting its decisions to analyze only the narrowest 

19 range of alternatives. [Par.] While it may be a reasonable policy decision for the City to 

2 o plan for the level of population growth accommodated in the Plan Update, the City 

21 cannot make that decision without a genuine understanding of what the environmental 

22 trade-offs are of accommodating this level of growth. The Plan Update EIR is the 

2 3 document designed to inform both the decision makers and the public of the 

2 4 environmental consequences of the Plan Update and of alternative approaches to the 

2 s critical task of planing the City's growth .... CEQA does not permit an agency to evade its 

2 6 disclosure duties in this manner; the failure to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives 

2 7 without any support of a finding of infeasibility is an abuse of discretion." Fix the City 

28 

CIV\ORDERS\BS138350-SOD-F-01-15-14.WPD 25 



1 Opening Memo. at 18:21-19:7. 

2 One can only wonder how this planning process ran so far off the track when 

3 consideration is given to the recent history of the Framework itself and the corrective 

4 action it required. 18 

5 In response to these arguments, neither City nor Intervenor presents any 

6 adequate counter-arguments. Both City and Intervenor ignore the cases, statutes and 

7 Guidelines cited by the petitioners. City instead focuses, inter alia, on other claimed 

8 defects in the petitioners' contentions, but these assertions do not respond to the 

9 fundamental point that petitioners have established: City did not proceed in the manner 

1 o required by law with respect to ascertainment and discussion of these 'core components 

11 of the EIR process' as alternatives analysis is defined by our Supreme Court. In re Bay-

12 Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings, supra, 43 

13 Cal.4th 1143, 1162. 

14 Public Services 

15 Fix the City contends, and City acknowledges, that the EIR's thresholds of 

16 significance did require City to evaluate whether the significant capacity increase 

1 7 permitted by the HCPU would require "unplanned upgrading or improvement of existing 

18 fire protection equipment or infrastructure" or would "induce substantial growth or 

19 concentration of population beyond the capacities of existing police personnel and 

2 o facilities; or whether the HCPU would "cause deterioration in the operating traffic 

21 conditions that would adversely affect [police and fire] response times. City's Op. at 20. 

22 As Fix the City points out, "[t]he EIR determined that in fact such thresholds of 

23 significance would be exceeded for both police and fire services .... conclud[ing] that, 

24 absent mitigation, degraded performance in the[se] critical services was likely." (Fix the 

2 5 City's Reply at 13:4-14.) The issue was of substantial concern to many participants in 

2 6 the environmental and plan review process, including then Council member Eric 

27 

28 
18 See footnote 1, ante. 
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1 Garcetti, who wrote a letter (dated March 23, 2012) highlighting the need for improved 

2 response times by City's Fire Department (AR21362). 

3 Delayed response times of emergency services may be a factor in determining 

4 whether increased population concentration is significant. The focus of such analysis is 

5 on the physical changes that may result from economic and social changes. Guidelines 

6 section 15064(e) addresses this issue; e.g., population increases, as well as other 

7 "economic and social effects of a physical change may be used to determine that the 

8 physical change is a significant effect on the environment". See also Guidelines section 

9 15131; and Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.4th 180. 

1 o For reasons explained throughout this decision, this EIR is fatally flawed. One of 

11 the reasons is particularly applicable here, viz., the failure to use appropriate population 

12 statistics leads to fatally flawed estimation of the impact on fire and police services -

13 and their impact on physical changes: "the effects of decreased response capacity, 

14 including both physical effects and social/economic effects that lead to physical effects, 

15 require [environmental] review." Fix the City's Reply at 15:12-13. 

16 Prejudice 

1 7 For reasons discussed above in detail, petitioners have demonstrated prejudice 

18 compelling the granting of relief. The facts and circumstances of the administrative 

19 proceedings in this record clearly evidence as much of a rush to completion of the EIR 

2 o and HCPU as might be possible in a proceeding of this nature. As described, ante, the 

21 201 O Census data became available within two months of release of the DEIR. As the 

22 time line, ante, demonstrates, there was ample time to revisit the critical population 

2 3 estimates and still have the documents [re]circulated, heard at public fora and submitted 

2 4 to various City committees and to the Council by June of the year after issuance. When 

2 5 community members and groups repeatedly wrote and spoke against key elements of 

2 6 the documents now being reviewed - and clearly articulated many reasons why the 

2 7 documents were flawed, there were two rushed efforts to supplement the relevant 

2 8 documents, including the first attempt to address some of the consequences of the 2010 
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1 Census data - but that only 5 days before the matter was voted on by the City Council. 

2 The result was a manifest failure to comply with statutory requirements. 19 

3 When a public agency does not comply with procedures required by law, its 

4 decision must be set aside as presumptively prejudicial. Sierra Club v. State Bd. of 

5 Forestry (1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1236. "Noncompliance with substantive requirements of 

6 CEQA or noncompliance with information disclosure provisions 'which precludes 

7 relevant information from being presented to the public agency ... may constitute 

8 prejudicial abuse of discretion within the meaning of Sections 21168 and 21168.5, 

9 regardless of whether a different outcome would have resulted if the public agency had 

10 complied with those provisions."(§ 21005, subd. (a).) In other words, when an agency 

11 fails to proceed as required by CEQA, harmless error analysis is inapplicable. The 

12 failure to comply with the law subverts the purposes of CEQA if it omits material 

13 necessary to informed decisionmaking and informed public participation. Case law is 

14 clear that, in such cases, the error is prejudicial. (Sierra Club v. State Bd. of Forestry 

15 ( 1994) 7 Cal.4th 1215, 1236-1237[); Fall River Wild Trout Foundation v. County of 

16 Shasta (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 482, 491-493 []; Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of 

17 Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 712[]; East Peninsula Ed. Council, Inc. v. Palos 

18 Verdes Peninsula Unified School Dist. (1989) 210 Cal.App.3d 155, 174 [];Rural 

19 Landowners Assn. v. City Council (1983) 143 Cal.App.3d 1013, 1021-1023 [].)'" County 

2 O of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency ( 1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 946. 

21 That is what occurred here to the legal prejudice of petitioners, mandating relief. 

2 2 Failure to recirculate 

2 3 Guidelines section 15088.5(a) mandates that a DEIR be recirculated when 

2 4 "significant new information is added .... " Here, it is clear that the significant new 

2 5 information begins with the 2010 Census data, but it cannot stop there. It is also evident 

26 

27 

28 

19 

City's claim that the Framework mandated that SCAG estimates be used is without 
support for reasons discussed in the text, ante. 
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that that information must be given full consideration; this will in turn affect much of the 

analysis in key documents. 

City's failure to incorporate and update the DEIR to reflect the significant different 

population statistics, and all that flows from them, necessarily means that the EIR is 

fatally flawed. As in Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Comsn. (1988) 214 

Cal.App.4th 1043, this DEIR is fundamentally inadequate, even with the Second 

Supplement, issued 5 days before City Council action - meaningful public review was 

thwarted by City's pyrrhic rush to final approvals. This hasty action constitutes an 

additional failure to proceed in the manner required by law, which is legally prejudicial. 

GENERAL PLAN ISSUES 

Contentions of Fix the City 

Fix the City's opening brief sets the argument for this aspect of petitioners' 

contentions. 20 "California law and the Los Angeles City Charter require consistency 

between the policies set forth in the General Plan and land use ordinances adopted by 

the City," citing Government Code section 65300.5 and Los Angeles City Charter section 

556. 

This petitioner's principal contentions are that the HCPU is "fatally inconsistent" 

with the Framework because it fails to require policies that will ensure that the timing and 

location of development are consistent with City's ability to provide adequate 

infrastructure for additional development. 

The findings made in support of the HCPU explain, correctly, that the Framework 

"establishes the standards, goals, policies, objectives, programs, terms, definitions, and 

direction to guide the update of citywide elements and the community plans." 

Community plans, such as the HCPU, apply the elements of the Framework 

regarding growth and development in specific areas of the city, here of Hollywood. The 

20 

La Mirada makes a similar contention. SaveHollywood.com, et al. do not address this 
issue. 
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Findings made for the HCPU discuss consistency with Framework Element Objective 

3.3: "Accommodate projected population and employment growth within the City and 

each community plan and plan for the provision of adequate supporting transportation 

and utility infrastructure and public services." 

The reasoning for the Finding was that the HCPU was consistent with Objective 

3.3 because it includes a recommended pattern of land use that directs future growth to 

areas of Hollywood where new development can be supported by transportation 

infrastructure and different types of land uses can be intermingled to reduce the length 

and number of vehicle trips. 

Fix the City places emphasis on this finding because "it focuses exclusively on 

transportation infrastructure and not [on] other types of infrastructure and pubic services 

that are required to support increased population or commercial development; the 

Finding therefore does not demonstrate consistency with Objective 3.3." Fix the City 

Opening Brief 29:2-5. 

Fix the City further focuses on what it contends is City's ignoring significant 

policies included in the Framework that, it argues, are designed to enable City to meet 

Objective 3.3. "Most significantly, the City's findings ignore the policies designed to 

ensure a continual monitoring of population growth and the ability of infrastructure to 

support the pace of growth .... Specifically, the Framework Element requires the use of a 

monitoring program to assess the status of development activity and supporting 

infrastructure and public services and '[i]dentify existing or potential constrains or 

deficiencies of other infrastructure in meeting existing and projected demand." .... The 

[HCPU] is inconsistent with the Framework Element because it does not include any 

mechanism to ensure that the state of infrastructure will be assessed or to provide for 

controls for controls on development in the event that infrastructure is insufficient to 

support the level of development permitted by the [HCPU]..... The City's approach to the 

Framework Element is focused entirely on the aspects that encourage growth, with no 

attention to those policies that require period[ic] assessment of the capacity for 
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1 additional growth. Without inclusion of similar policies in the [HCPU], which is part of the 

2 Land Use Element of the General Plan, the City's General Plan is fatally inconsistent. 

3 The [HCPU], while permitting increased density and growth in key parts of Hollywood, 

4 fails to provide a mechanism to continually assess whether the infrastructure has the 

5 ability to support the increased development and therefore frustrates the policies in the 

6 Framework Element that are designed to ensure provision of adequate public services. 

7 The Framework Element permits only the appropriate amount of growth in light of the 

8 City's infrastructure; the [HCPU] omits the necessary mitigation measures to require 

9 controls on development where the infrastructure is threatened. (Emphasis in original.) 

1 O Fix the City's Opening Memo. at 29-30. 

11 Fix the City next contends that City Charter section 558 mandates a finding that 

12 any plan adopted by City will not have an adverse effect on the General Plan or any 

13 other plans. And, this petitioner contends that, although City adopted such a finding, the 

14 Findings do not demonstrate actual compliance with this requirement. The Findings rely 

15 on the concept of concentrating growth in particular sectors, near public transport such 

16 as the new metro system, and the protection of existing single-family neighborhoods 

1 7 from denser development. Yet, Fix the City argues, "[t]he Finding is notable for what it 

18 lacks: any substantive discussion of the potential [inter]-plan effects of the [HCPU]. Fix 

19 the City next poses the question: "How can the decision makers conclude that the 

2 O [HCPU] will not have an adverse effect on other community plan areas without 

21 considering if the increased growth facilitated by the [HCPU] will harm other areas?" 

22 (Fix the City Opening Memo. at 30:16-18). 

2 3 Fix the City concludes as follows: "Because this analysis [that of inter-plan/area 

2 4 impact] is not in the EIR or in the record before the Council, substantial evidence does 

2 5 not support this finding. Indeed, the record before the City showed that public services 

2 6 are stretched thin throughout the City. On this record, the City cannot find that the 

27 [HCPU] will not adversely affect other areas of the City; the finding must be overturned." 

28 (Id., at 30:18-22.) 
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1 La Mirada's Contentions 

2 La Mirada also contends that the HCPU is not consistent with the General Plan 

3 for the City of Los Angeles, but focuses on different aspects. This petitioner's view is 

4 that, while the Framework is "growth neutral," the HCPU is not. Instead, La Mirada 

5 argues first, that the HCPU is "growth inducing," and contends that the reason the 2005 

6 SCAG population estimate was used was to lower the population increase for which 

7 planning was required in the HCPU to just over 24,000 -- rather than the more accurate 

8 number of 50,000 - that would need to be planned for for 2030. 21 Using the true 

9 population data results in a plan that is growth inducing according to La Mirada, which it 

1 O argues "provides for a significant amount of excess capacity, a growth inducing effect." 

11 La Mirada's Opening Memo. at 23:3-23. 

12 Second argues La Mirada, the objective of growth neutrality was dropped in the 

13 final EIR and HCPU. Thus it notes that the final version of the HCPU accommodates 

14 "more than double the natural amount of growth through 2030, dropp[ing] all pretense of 

15 growth neutrality, further showing an inconsistency with the ... Framework. [Par.] The 

16 result is an internally inconsistent General Plan. Is it growth accelerating and inducing, 

1 7 as provided for in the Land Use Element via the HCP, or is it growth accommodating 

18 and neutral, as required by the Framework.... Because of this inconsistency, the City 

19 cannot make the necessary findings required by Section 556." (La Mirada, Opening 

20 Memo. at 24:10-16). 

21 City's Contentions 

2 2 City advances several counter-arguments in defense of its actions. 

2 3 On the key issue of whether the General Plan and Specific Plans must be 

2 4 consistent -- and how that requirement is achieved here -- City first acknowledges that a 

2 5 general plan must be "internally consistent and correlative" (City's Op. Memo. at 25:24-

26 

27 

28 

21 

Whether that was the reason to use the higher baseline, or not, the result is the same 
- a substantial error in the population baseline and in all planning aspects that rely on it 
for other impacts. 
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27), and then points out that City has broad discretion to balance the many competing 

policies expressed in the general plan - and that balance "does not require 

equivalence, but rather a weighing of pros and cons to achieve an acceptable mix" 

(citing Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville [2007] 154 Cal.App.4th 807, 822 

[quotations and citations omitted]). After noting the many factors and interests described 

in the findings made in this case, City notes the role of a court reviewing such 

arguments: "A reviewing court's role is simply to decide whether the city officials 

considered the applicable policies and the extent to which the proposed project 

conforms with those policies. (Id., at 816 [internal citations omitted]). 

Specifically in response to Fix the City's contentions, 22 City argues that there was 

no need to make a specific finding that the HCPU was consistent with Framework 

Objective Element 3.3. (City's Op. Memo. at 27:14-22). City's argument is that the 

HCPU is an amendment to a previous plan, the Hollywood Community Plan, which is 

itself a part of the General Plan, and that the adoption or amendment of a general plan 

is a legislative act -- and, pursuant to state law, "a city need not make explicit findings to 

support its action." South Orange County Wastewater Auth. v. City of Dana Point (2011) 

196 Cal.App.4th 1604, 1619. 

Further, City argues that General Plan amendments are governed by Charter 

Section 555 rather than section 556, which does not require any specific findings. And, 

to the extent that Section 556 applies, the findings it requires only need to show "'that 

the action is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the 

General Plan; it does not require a separate specific finding of consistency for each of 

the thousands of policies and objectives contained in the General Plan .... The City's 16 

pages of General Plan consistency findings would easily satisfy any requirements 

Section 556 would impose, if applied to the HCPU." (City's Op. Memo. at 27:28-28:7) 

22 

City's collateral estoppel arguments as to Fix the City were discussed and found 
invalid, ante. 

CIV\ORDERS\BS 138350-SOD-F-01-15-14. WPD 33 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Applicable Law 

1 . Consistency 

'"[T]he propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and development 

depends upon consistency with the applicable general plan and its elements.' (Citizens 

of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors [1990] 52 Cal.3d 553, 570, 276 Cal.Rptr. 410, 

801 P.2d 1161.) 'The consistency doctrine has been described as 'the linchpin of 

California's land use and development laws; it is the principle which infuse[s] the concept 

of planned growth with the force of law.' Corona - Norco Unified School Dist. v. City of 

Corona (1993) 17 Cal.App.4th 985, 994, 21 Cal.Rptr.2d 803.) 'A project is consistent 

with the general plan ' "if, considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and 

policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.'' ' " "A given project need 

not be in perfect conformity with each and every general plan policy. [Citation.] To be 

consistent, a subdivision development must be 'compatible with' the objectives, policies, 

general land uses and programs specified in the general plan."' Families Unafraid to 

Uphold Rural etc. County v. Board of Supervisors ( 1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1336 

[emphasis added.]. 

"The general plan and its parts must be "an integrated, internally consistent and 

compatible statement of policies for the adopting agency." (Govt.C. 65300.5; see 

Karlson v. Camarillo (1980) 100 C.A.3d 789, 161 C.R. 260; deBottari v. Norco (1985) 

171 C.A.3d 1204, 1210, 217 C.R. 790, infra, §1029 [referendum inconsistent with 

general plan is invalid]; Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado County v. Board of 

SupervisorsofEIDorado(1998)62C.A.4th 1332, 1336, 1341, 74C.R.2d 1 [although 

given project need not be in perfect conformity with each and every general plan policy, 

it must be compatible with objectives, policies, general land uses, and programs 

specified in general plan; some general plans are more specific than others, leaving less 

room for discretion].) 

"If a general plan is to fulfill its function as a 'constitution' guiding 'an effective 

planning process,' a general plan must be reasonably consistent and integrated on its 
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face. A document that, on its face, displays substantial contradictions and 

inconsistencies cannot serve as an effective plan because those subject to the plan 

cannot tell what it says should happen or not happen. When the court rules a facially 

inconsistent plan unlawful and requires a local agency to adopt a consistent plan, the 

court is not evaluating the merits of the plan; rather, the court is simply directing the local 

agency to state with reasonable clarity what its plan is." Concerned Citizens of Calaveras 

County v. Board of Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal.App.3d 90, 97. 

The court in Garat v. Riverside (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 259, overruled on other 

grounds in Moreharl v. County of Santa Barbara (1994) 7 Cal.4th 725, 743, fn. 11 

(discussed on this point in Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Bd. of 

Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 388 [Napa Citizens], confirmed the application 

of the consistency requirement to charter cities such as Los Angeles, explaining that 

under Govt. Code sec. 65700(a), a charter city's general plan must contain the 

mandatory elements required by Govt. Code sections 65300 et seq. and section 65700, 

which construed together require not only that a charter city's general plan have the 

mandatory elements of Govt.Code sec. 65302, but also that these elements be internally 

consistent as required by Govt. Code sec. 65300.5. Id., at 285, 287. See Irvine v. Irvine 

Citizens Against Overdevelopment (1994) 25 Cal.App.4th 868, 875, 876, 879 [Govt.C. 

65860(a) prohibition of inconsistent zoning ordinances applied to charter city that had 

enacted ordinance requiring zoning and general plan consistency; hence, proposed 

referendum inconsistent with general plan was properly declared invalid]. As colorfully 

explained in Napa Citizens, supra, a "zoning ordinance that is inconsistent with the 

general plan is invalid when passed [citations] and one that was originally consistent but 

has become inconsistent must be brought into conformity with the general plan. 

[Citation.] The Planning and Zoning Law does not contemplate that general plans will be 

amended to conform to zoning ordinances. The tail does not wag the dog. The general 

plan is the charter to which the ordinance must conform." Id., at p. 389. 

2. Standard for review of general plan/specific plan consistency issues 
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General plan consistency issues such as those presented by these parties are 

reviewed under a particularly deferential standard. While a city has broad discretion to 

weigh and balance competing interests in formulating development policies (Federation 

II, supra, at p. 1196), a charter city's23 general plan must be internally consistent. 

The case upon which City relies sets out the standard to be applied here: "The 

adoption or amendment of a general plan is a legislative act. [Citation.] A legislative act 

is presumed valid, and a city need not make explicit findings to support its action. 

[Citations.] A court cannot inquire into the wisdom of a legislative act or review the 

merits of a local government's policy decisions. [Citation.] Judicial review of a legislative 

act under Code of Civil Procedure section 198524 is limited to determining whether the 

public agency's action was arbitrary, capricious, entirely without evidentiary support, or 

procedurally unfair. [Citations.] A court therefore cannot disturb a general plan based on 

violation of the internal consistency and correlation requirements unless, based on the 

evidence before the city council, a reasonable person could not conclude that the plan is 

internally consistent or correlative. [Citation.]" (Federation of Hillside & Canyon Assns. v. 

City of Los Angeles (2004) 126 Cal.App.4th 1180, 1195, 24 Cal.Rptr.3d 543.) SOCWA 

has the burden of proof to demonstrate that the amendment to the general plan 

rendered the plan internally inconsistent. (See Garat v. City of Riverside ( 1991) 2 

Cal.App.4th 259, 293, 3 Cal.Rptr.2d 504, disapproved on other grounds in Morehart v. 

County of Santa Barbara (1994) 7 Cal.4th 725, 29 Cal.Rptr.2d 804, 872 P.2d 143.)." 

South Orange County Wastewater Authority v. City of Dana Point (2011) 196 

Cal.App.4th 1604, 1618-1619 [South Orange County]. 

On the other hand, it is also true that direct conflict is not the litmus test for 

general plan consistency. All three petitioners cite Napa Citizens, a leading case on this 

23 

There is no dispute about Los Angeles' status as a charter city. 
24 

Clearly a typographical error in the opinion; the citation should be to section 1085. 
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issue. And, City does not either rely on or seek to distinguish the holding of Napa 

Citizens when discussing the consistency arguments made by petitioners. 

In Napa Citizens, the court of appeal specifically addresses the consistency issue 

in a way that the court in South Orange County does not. The Napa Citizens court 

explains: 

"We are of the opinion that the consistency doctrine requires more than that the 

Updated Specific Plan recite goals and policies that are consistent with those set 

forth in the County's General Plan. We also are of the opinion that cases such as 

FUTURE v. Board of Supervisors, supra, 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, do not require an 

outright conflict between provisions before they can be found to be inconsistent. 

The proper question is whether development of the Project Area under the 

Updated Specific Plan is compatible with and will not frustrate the General Plan's 

goals and policies. If the Updated Specific Plan will frustrate the General Plan's 

goals and policies, it is inconsistent with the County's General Plan unless it also 

includes definite affirmative commitments to mitigate the adverse effect or 

effects." Id., at 379. 

By contrast with Napa Citizens, the facts and procedural setting discussed in 

South Orange County lead to the conclusion that it is of limited value; indeed it is readily 

distinguishable from the present case. There, the issue of consistency with the general 

plan was not presented to the trial court; and the question of conflict was far more limited 

-- there, only whether a single zoning change was appropriate in the context of that 

general plan - rather than the massive, multi-faceted set of issues addressed in the 

HCPU. Further, the court of appeals there noted that no change could occur without 

further action, including review by the Coastal Commission. Id., at 1609. 

Analysis 

Applying these principles to the present case, City's opening argument in its 

opposition, that it was not required to make findings in support of the HCPU, although 

CIV\ORDERS\88138350-SOD-F-01-15-14.WPD 37 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

literally true, nevertheless lacks merit. 25 

While Charter section 555 contains no requirement that findings be made, this 

does not obviate the need for consistency. The consistency doctrine is, as noted, "the 

linchpin of California's land use and development laws." E.g., Families Unafraid, etc. v. 

County Board of Supervisors, supra, 62 Cal.App.4th at 1336. 

Fix the City points to what it contends is a fundamental inconsistency between the 

Framework and the HCPU, viz., City's failure to address the absence from the HCPU of 

"policies that require monitoring of infrastructure to determine whether the growth 

permitted in the Plan Update should continue at a given time. The City's Revised 

Findings reveal how the Plan Update twists the monitoring requirements in Framework 

Policy 3.3.2 (the infrastructure monitoring policy) ..... The City's position is that the Plan 

Update sufficiently addressed the infrastructure capacity of the area such that no further 

monitoring is required during implemental of the Plan Update. This hands-off policy is 

completely contrary to the Framework Element's objective of continuous monitoring of 

development activity. By asserting that the Plan Update conclusively establishes the 

ability of the infrastructure to absorb the level of development planned, the City thwarts 

the Framework Element's policy of limiting development when capacity becomes 

threatened. The failure to include a monitoring requirement makes the Plan Update 

inconsistent with the Framework Element." Fix the City's Reply at 24:8-26 [first 

emphasis in original; second emphasis added]. 

La Mirada's reply to City's arguments is multi-faceted. 

(1) City's reliance on SCAG estimates is faulty and there is no substantial 

evidence to support the validity of that 2005 SCAG estimate; 

(2) there is internal inconsistency with the Framework's focus on "growth 

neutrality" as the true data reveal that the HCPU is in actuality a plan to more than 

25 

It also is inconsistent as City concedes it was required to make findings in support of 
the zoning changes called for by the HCPU, which it did. 
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double the population in Hollywood; 

(3) City's plan to focus growth close to transit stations elevates one policy over 

others, creating an inconsistency; and 

(4) the 16 pages of findings used by City to justify its actions start from a false 

premise - the misleading population data used by City which is "less than half what the 

[HCPU actually] provides ..... Accordingly, there is no evidence on which to base the 

findings, and abuse of discretion is established. Code of Civil Proced. Sec. 1094.5(b)." 

(La Mirada Reply 17:26-18:3.)26 

City's reliance on the holding of Napa Citizens, supra, that "a governing body's 

conclusion that a particular project is consistent with the relevant general plan carries a 

strong presumption of regularity that can be overcome only by a showing of an abuse of 

discretion" (id., at 357) is correct (City's Opposition Memo. at 8:15-19) - but on these 

facts, circumstances and record - not sufficient. Petitioners' arguments on lack of 

consistency, particularly those of Fix the City, on balance, overcome the presumption of 

regularity and explain why adoption of the HCPU on this record constituted an abuse of 

discretion. 

The Court also concludes that the actions of City do constitute an abuse of 

discretion. Fix the City, in particular, cogently sets forth the reasons (summarized 

above). The fundamental inconsistency between the Framework and the HCPU on the 

failure of the HCPU monitoring policy is completely contrary to the Framework's 

essential component of continuous monitoring of development activity. There is a void 

in an essential aspect of the HCPU where instead there should be a discussion of the 

inter-plan/area impacts created by the HCPU. And, to the extent City relies on the 

26 

Citation of this statute is inapposite; perhaps an inadvertence comparable to the 
typographical error noted in footnote 24, ante. General Plan adoption issues are 
legislative acts reviewed by ordinary mandamus under Code of Civil Procedure section 
1085. Govt. Code section 65301.5; Yost v. Thomas (1984) 36 Cal.3d 561, 570-571; 
Federation II, supra, at 1195; see, generally, Miller & Starr, Calif. Real Estate Law, 3rd 
Ed. Ch. 25:9 at p. 25-39 and fn. 32. 
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entirely discredited SCAG 2005 population estimate (with the substantial impact that has 

on many facets of the HCPU), there is a fatal inconsistency between the HCPU and the 

General Plan. 

The HCPU cannot survive in its present form and substance in the face of these 

very substantial inconsistencies. The HCPU is fatally flawed as a planning document as 

it presently stands. 

City's Contentions Regarding the Tentative Decision 

City filed two sets of comments concerning the Tentative Decision, to which the 

other parties responded. City's citation of Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro 

Line Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439 is inapposite as this Court has 

concluded that, in the particular circumstances of the present case, reliance on the 

erroneous baseline was in fact prejudicial. Also, inapposite is City's contention 

regarding newly enacted Government Code section 65755( c). 

To be clear, this Court has not ruled on Fix the City's challenge to the use of the 

Transportation Improvement and Mitigation Program (TIMP) as this Court finds that the 

overall impact analysis to be factually flawed and legally inadequate. 

18 CONCLUSION27 

19 For the reasons stated, petitioners are entitled to relief as follows: 

20 

21 ( 1) to a peremptory writ of mandate ordering respondents and defendants City 

22 and City Council to (a) rescind, vacate and set aside all actions approving the HCPU and 

2 3 certifying the El R adopted in connection therewith and all related approvals issued in 

24 furtherance of the HCPU, including but not limited to the text and maps associated with 

2 5 the HCPU, the Resolution amending the Hollywood Community Plan, the adoption of 

26 

27 

28 

27 

The relief set out below is the full relief to be awarded in the three cases. Any 
argument made and not addresses is deemed rejected. 
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1 rezoning actions taken to reflect zoning changes contained in the HCPU, all 

2 amendments to the General Plan Transportation and Framework Elements made to 

3 reflect changes in the HCPU, adopting the Statement of Overriding Considerations, 

4 adopting the Mitigation and Monitoring Program, and adopting Findings in support of the 

5 foregoing; provided, however, that the phrase "all related approvals" refers only to those 

6 quasi-legislative actions necessary to carry out the HCPU and the related CEQA 

7 documents, and provided further, that the provisions hereof are not intended to order 

8 that respondents rescind those adjudicatory approvals not challenged which City may 

9 have made under the HCPU after its adoption by City; and (b) should City exercise its 

10 discretion to amend the HCP, City is to do so in a manner that conforms to the policies 

11 and objectives of the General Plan and the requirements of CEQA; 

12 

13 (2) to an injunction that respondents and defendants City and City Council, their 

14 officers, employees, agents, boards, commissions and other subdivisions shall not grant 

15 any authority, permits or entitlements which derive from the HCPU or its EIR until an 

16 adequate and valid EIR is prepared, circulated and certified as complete and is 

1 7 consistent with CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and all other applicable laws, and until legally 

18 adequate findings of consistence are made as required pursuant to the Charter of the 

19 City of Los Angeles and other applicable laws; 

20 

21 (3) attorneys fees and costs as may hereafter be determined. 

22 

23 

24 DATED: January 15, 2014 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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Executive Summary
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This report reveals a dramatic generational change in the Los Angeles population.  Com-
paring the last 20 years to the next 20 years, sweeping changes are found on many fronts. 
Explicit comparison to past decades highlights the magnitude of transition now under 
way. These include major changes in the immigrant origins of the population and rapidly 
slowing rates of racial and ethnic change.  Of greatest importance are changes in the age 
mix of the residents, including shrinking numbers of children and dramatically higher 
numbers of seniors. 

These demographic changes reverse some long-established trends and overturn old assumptions 
about Los Angeles and its residents.  The reversals have already begun and can be observed 
in census data of 2010.  But they are best understood when viewed over both a 20-year 
historical and 20-year future horizon.

Foresight on the current decade and coming years is drawn from detailed demographic 
projections newly developed after the 2010 census and presented in this report. The new 
Pitkin-Myers 2012 Generational Projections for Los Angeles are benchmarked to related 
projections completed in 2012 for California as a whole. This projection series, under 
development for more than a decade, includes details about immigrants and residents born 
in California that are not reported in other projections. 

Ten major findings emerge from the 2012 Los Angeles generational projections. They 
reflect population dynamics whose changes may be surprising and which have very conse-
quential impacts. (All data are for the greater Los Angeles population that resides in Los 
Angeles county.)

1. Continuing Low Population Growth. Much slower population growth is foreseen 
in these projections than was expected in the early 2000s.  In fact, we now expect total 
population growth in each of the coming decades to resemble what was experienced in 4 
of the last 5 census decades. The lone exception of high growth in the 1980s is increasingly 
viewed as an anomaly that has confused many observers about what is normal for a county 
as large and fully settled as Los Angeles.
 
2. Declining Number of Children.  From 1990 to 2000, the number of children under 
age 10 had grown by 11.4%, but after 2000 the numbers of children turned steeply down-
ward, falling 16.9% by 2010.   The projection for the current decade is a further decline 
of 14.6% by 2020, with only a small further decline (4.0%) by 2030.  Birth data show this 
decline commenced well prior to the onset of the recession in 2007, and in fact births in 
Los Angeles county in 2011 are fully 35% lower than in their peak year of 1990. 

3. Annual Flow of New Immigrants is Plunging. Whereas the flow of new immigrants 
into Los Angeles soared upward in the 1970s and 80s, peaking in 1990 with a volume that 
is 234% higher than in 1970, after 1990 the inflow began to turn downward.  In the last 

!e Generational Future of Los Angeles:
Projections to 2030 and Comparisons to Recent Decades
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achieve a majority of the county’s population, but that 
date has been substantially delayed from what might 
have been expected back in 1990. Los Angeles will 
continue in a prolonged period of racial balance when 
all groups are minorities.

8. A Soaring Senior Ratio.  At the same time as 
children are declining in number, the ranks of those 
aged 65 and older are growing dramatically after 
2011 when the baby boomers began aging past 65. 
Growth in the number of seniors in the coming 
20 years amounts to 867 thousand in Los Angeles 
county, quadruple the growth in the previous 20 years 
(212 thousand).  Meanwhile, with the ranks of young 
adults depleted by shrinking numbers of grown chil-
dren, the ratio between seniors ages 65 and older and 
adults in prime working ages (25 to 64), is expected 
to rise dramatically. After remaining virtually con-
stant in Los Angeles for 30 years at 18 or 19 seniors 
per 100 working age, the ratio is projected to soar 
from 18.7 in 2000 to 26.2 in 2020 and 36.4 by 2030.  
The senior ratio doubles in Los Angeles by 2030.

9.  The Homegrown Revolution. The number of 
residents who are native-Californians is rising, as 
opposed to residents born in other states or immi-
grants from outside the U.S. These homegrown sons 
and daughters are already a majority of residents age 
20 or younger and they are projected to play a rapidly 
growing majority role in the future of Los Angeles 
and California.  That future will depend on children 
who are being raised here today, a smaller group than 
before, and a group that is the product of our state’s 
education system.

10.  A Rising Index of Children’s Importance.  Children 
already have taken on a dramatically increased im-
portance, due to their fewer numbers relative to the 
greater social and economic burdens they will carry 
as adults. The Index of Children’s Importance began 
to rise for children born in Los Angeles after 1985 
(children who reached age 25 in 2010), for whom the 
Index stood at 1.00. When new children are born in 
2015, the Index is expected to have reached 2.20, in-
dicating that these children will carry twice the social 
and economic responsibility when they are grown as 
did children born before 1985.

The overarching conclusion reached in this study 
is that the 10 major dynamics of change require 
dramatic rethinking of old assumptions about Los 
Angeles.  Through these data trends we come to 

decade the immigrant inflow has plunged to a level 
that is only 61% higher than in 1970. This drop-off 
has been much steeper in Los Angeles than in the 
whole of California.

4. Foreign-Born Peaked or Declining. What most 
distinguishes the Pitkin-Myers 2012 Generational 
Projections is the rich detail added about the im-
migrant or California-born origins of the population.  
The total foreign-born share of the Los Angeles 
population peaked at 36.2% in 2000 and is expected 
to remain stabilized at that level or slightly lower 
through 2030. This closely mirrors the trend foreseen 
for the whole of California.  The expectation in ear-
lier decades had been for a much larger foreign-born 
share in the population, although the 2001 edition of 
the Pitkin-Myers projections projected a leveling off, 
as has since occurred.

5.  Long-Settled Foreign-Born. At the same time 
that the foreign-born have ceased growing as a share 
of the Los Angeles population, relatively fewer are 
newcomers and many more of the foreign-born will 
be long settled (20 or more years of residence in the 
U.S.). The share of local residents who are long-
settled is expected to rise in 2030 to 22.5% of all 
foreign-born, compared to 17.3% in 2010 and 5.9% 
in 1990. Conversely, the share of foreign-born who 
are arrived in only the last decade is expected to fall 
from 9.2% in 2010 to 6.1% in 2030 (compared to 
17.2% in 1990). The highpoint for the share that are 
newcomers was reached in 1990.

6. Rise of the Immigrant Second Generation.  
Barely 5% of children in Los Angeles are foreign-
born, and yet the majority of children (60%) have 
immigrant parents.  Thus a new second generation 
is being raised in Los Angeles, accounting for 21.5% 
of the local residents in addition to the 36% who are 
first-generation immigrants.  

7. Slower Racial and Ethnic Change.  Given the 
reduced rate of immigration, lower fertility, and slower 
overall population growth, the pace of racial and 
ethnic change is rapidly slowing.  The growth of the 
Latino population was extremely rapid in the 1980s, 
increasing its share of Los Angeles residents by 10.2 
percentage points, but that rate of increase sharply 
decelerated after 1990, so that the Latino share of 
the total population only rose 6.8 percentage points 
in the 1990s and even less, 3.2 percentage points, in 
the 2000s.  Nonetheless, Latinos are still destined to 
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realize how greatly the generations depend on one 
another, and especially how much more Los Angeles 
will depend on its smaller number of grown children 
to replace the aging baby boomers. The boomers are 
beginning to retire from the most productive period 
of their lives, creating enormous replacement needs 
in the workforce, among the taxpayers, and in the 
housing market.  The data presented here provide 
foresight on the epic transition ahead that deserves to 
be broadly shared.  The future of the city, region and 
state will depend on how well we manage the inter-
generational partnership that is so greatly magnified.
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That was the Los Angeles of the late-twentieth 
century, but how well do those trends describe our 
current decade?

Today we have entered a new era that is revolution-
izing our assumptions and expectations about immi-
grants—there are many fewer new arrivals and many 
more who are long settled. Today, our outlook on the 
generations in Los Angeles also is in revolution—the 
numbers of children are declining and those of 
the elderly are multiplying.  Even the notions of 
rootedness and belonging in Los Angeles are being 
transformed. Our city has shifted from a place of 
transplants to a home where the majority are native 
Californians, a new homegrown generation on which 
the future will rest. What is revolutionary is not the 
change in behavior, because the city, region and whole 
of California have steadily entered this new era of 
demographic maturity.2  What is new is the change in 
outlook that may be triggered by this radical demo-
graphic realignment. 

The review of past and future trends offered in these 
pages identifies 10 major findings, as summarized 
in the Executive Summary. But all these can be 
described as elements of the growing demographic 
maturity of Los Angeles, characterized by a pervasive 
slowdown in population growth and ethnic change. 
Three specific, major transformations are reshaping 
the population for the future. First is the surprising 
downturn in immigration toward many fewer new 
arrivals and a steady upturn in the foreign-born 
presence made up of long-settled residents. Second is 
a multifaceted generational transformation, including 
changes among both young and old. And third is a 
homegrown revolution that increases urgency and the 
sense of responsibility and dependence. 

1Introduction and Overview: New Data 

 for Los Angeles

This report describes the changing people of greater 
Los Angeles, looking forward 20 years from 2010 
to 2030, and comparing that to the decades before.  
New information is summarized from the census 
and from our recently completed projections of 
population change, the Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 
Generational Projections.  The new trends suggest 
a major change is required in how we should think 
about the people of Los Angeles.  Throughout this 
report, “Los Angeles” refers to the broad realm of 
Los Angeles county and its nearly 10 million resi-
dents. 

Much of the current thinking about Los Angeles 
follows from the dramatic changes in earlier decades, 
centering on the explosive growth of the 1980s, 
which included a large influx of immigrants and 
rapid ethnic change.  Local governments were hard-
pressed to keep up, and both scholars and critics 
decried the emergence of great disparities in wealth 
and growing racial divisions. Inequality persists in 
Los Angeles today but its form has changed. And 
looking ahead, we foresee new and greater challeng-
es ahead, more between generations than between 
races.1

Today, at the beginning of 2013, we stand at a 
moment of historic change that is overturning 
many longstanding perceptions about Los Angeles 
and its problems. The boom period that peaked in 
the 1980s created a lasting impression about the 
nature of Los Angeles as a place with a great many 
newcomers, but now as a place being transformed by 
immigration and full of children and young adults 
who were ethnically different. The older residents 
were especially reluctant to pay the higher taxes 
required to support their growth. 
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ing statewide, nationwide, and even more rapidly in 
other parts of the globe.  Only part of the downturn 
is attributable to falling birth rates. A larger portion 
of the downturn is due simply to a declining number 
of young women in the prime ages for childbearing.  
The slowdown in immigration and the maturing 
of the baby bust generation that followed the baby 
boomers have both reduced the number of potential 
parents.  Now that the children of the baby boomers, 
the baby boom“echo”(who also are called the millen-
nial generation), are coming of age, the number of 
potential parents is increasing. If they are willing and 
able to take on the responsibilities of parenthood, and 
if parenting lifestyles are made easier in Los Angeles, 
it is possible that the population of children will 
rebound. 

Here lies another trend that could prove even more 
challenging. For its continued economic success, Los 
Angeles is going to have to make the most of all its 
children, with no one ever again allowed to drop 
out of school, and with all the youth trained to their 
maximum capabilities.  In the new state of demo-
graphic maturity, the challenge for Los Angeles is 
that the majority of growth in workers, taxpayers and 
home buyers will be coming from within, by virtue of 
children who are born here and who we have raised in 
our own schools and communities.  

This homegrown revolution is changing the political 
and economic calculus in the entire state. Histori-
cally in this land of the Gold Rush, the majority of 
residents have always been transplants from afar.  A 
statewide majority of native Californians emerged for 
the first time only in the last decade. Today we find 
that Los Angeles county is also on the threshold of 
joining this homegrown majority. Los Angeles can 
no longer be so reliant on new residents imported 
from other states and nations. Instead, the greater 
Los Angeles area is becoming increasingly dependent 
on its homegrown workforce.  Policy makers and the 
voter-taxpayers have yet to recognize the implica-
tions:  Nurturing the next generation is now a matter 
of urgent necessity. 

THE NEW GENERATIONAL PROJECTIONS FOR 
LOS ANGELES

A close examination of the trends, past and future, 
has rarely been so necessary or revealing.  All of the 
trends that shape the future were already visible by 

Certainly these major transformations create new 
problems, even as they solve old ones, but they also 
yield new opportunities, even as they pose new chal-
lenges. What is essential is that we grasp the scope of 
the change, so that we might gain the greatest advan-
tage for building a better city and a better future for 
all the residents.

NEW TRENDS AND NEW CHALLENGES

The surest sign of the growing maturity of greater 
Los Angeles is that children are a declining presence. 
Their numbers are shrinking even more rapidly than 
they are statewide.   Children may not be disappear-
ing, but after decades of rapid growth it is jolting to 
see their numbers in such decline.  Whereas before 
we may have taken for granted an ample supply of 
children who would grow up to be our future workers, 
taxpayers, and consumers, today we face the prospect 
of a shortage that could make the local economy 
much less attractive to business.  

A second alarming change—a burgeoning elderly 
population—underscores the urgency of the children 
shortage. Dramatic increases in the senior population 
began when the first of the massive Baby Boom gen-
eration reached age 65 in 2011. The ratio of seniors 
to working age residents has held constant for nearly 
40 years, but now it is slated to nearly double and 
continue to grow larger when today’s children reach 
their adult years.

Yet another trend deplored by some is that Los 
Angeles is drawing much less migration from other 
states and nations than it once did.  This decline in 
newcomers is said to reflect the lowered attractions 
of Los Angeles, and it implies that residents hold 
a position in a diminished asset. The new arrivals 
also keep us young, and without them we have aged. 
Without them our city has fewer new workers and 
fewer potential parents to raise a new generation. 
Previously, when migration was booming, we dispar-
aged newcomers for crowding our lives and raising 
our cost of living. Now that growth has subsided we 
wish it were back. 

Certainly the scarcity of children is not unique to 
LA, even if it may be more extreme here than in 
most other places. The number of babies is declin-
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how many are recently arrived immigrants or longer-
settled immigrants, how many are native Californians 
and how many are other U.S. born.  Additional 
explanation about the model and assumptions used to 
make the new projections can be found in the report 
prepared on the statewide California projections.4

We juxtapose the projections with trends recorded by 
census data for past decades to draw vividly detailed 
portraits of past and future changes in the people of 
Los Angeles. Recent changes are substantially dif-
ferent from what is remembered from 1990, and the 
changes foreseen in coming decades are even more 
striking.  Many of the changes summarized in fol-
lowing sections are extraordinary, almost a complete 
reversal of the recent past.

The new projections and their comparisons with 
the past provide a vital antidote to the limitations 
of presentism.  Our human consciousness and all 
our judgments reside in the present.  Too easily we 
focus on present-day differences, to the neglect of 
changes that are evident in the life of every family.  
The new data on normal life changes over time helps 
us to craft a narrative that links the children of one 
decade to the young adults 20 years later.  Those 
who were once dependent grow up and enter their 
most productive adult years. In turn, those who were 
once fully employed and major taxpayers, rotate to a 
new position as retirees, enjoying their pensions and 
other earned entitlements.  Although the projections 
cannot trace individuals over time, they do estimate 
the future of groups, and by comparing these changes 
to what has occurred before we can learn much about 
the new realities of Los Angeles.

The State of California Department of Finance 
(DOF) has newly released its own set of projections 
for the state and all its counties, a very substantial 
revision from the last series they released in 2007.  
Although these have limited content coverage, the 
DOF projections are very professionally executed and 
they are the official projections for state policy mak-
ing. In portions of the analysis that follow, we will 
compare the overall growth projections issued by the 
DOF and also make use of some of the age data they 
provide for future dates. 

In sections that follow, we first describe how much 
the population growth and ethnic change have slowed 
in Los Angeles. After that we examine the declining 
numbers of children and explore the homegrown 

2010. Yet it is difficult to fully appreciate emerging 
trends until we see them played out over a period of 
decades and contrast those changes to earlier decades.  
In this regard, population projections can help us see 
and understand our situation much more clearly.

Population projections may seem to some like dry 
statistics needed to estimate the total population at 
future dates. But those projections also contain details 
of age, race and sex, revealing changes that contain 
a lot of drama in many places. Our study of Los 
Angeles, defined broadly as the county, is made even 
more relevant by additional rich detail revealed in the 
Pitkin-Myers 2012 Generational Projections for Los 
Angeles.   This new edition of projections is an exten-
sion of a series on California’s demographic future, 
first initiated in 1999, and publically tested against 
the results of two censuses with considerable success.3 

Crucial elements added by the Pitkin-Myers series of 
projections are not reported by the standard method 
of population projections used by the Census Bureau, 
the State of California Department of Finance, and 
other demographers. Whereas standard population 
projections are restricted to age, sex, and race or His-
panic origin, the Pitkin-Myers projections also break 
out population groups based on immigrant genera-
tion—foreign-born, the second generation (children 
of immigrants), and the third or higher generation 
(native-born whose grandparents or distant ancestors 
were immigrants). These demographic categories have 
rich significance and they are especially meaningful 
in a place as diverse as Los Angeles. 

The new Los Angeles projections provide other details 
that may also prove meaningful. For the native-born, 
we can distinguish those born in California from 
those born in other states. Neglected by other popula-
tion researchers, the native Californians have added 
policy significance. These homegrown, native sons 
and daughters of California, when grown to adults in 
future years, will be the products of California, of our 
schools, and of our communities and local cultures. 
Native Californians are more locally rooted, bound in 
networks of parents, siblings, and school friends, and 
they are less likely to migrate away from the state. 

Further, the new Los Angeles projections include 
added details about the foreign-born. They detail 
the future population by decade of arrival in the 
U.S.  With these data it is possible, for example, to 
distinguish within the growing Latino population, 
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revolution that is making the majority of residents 
native Californians.  Next we delve into the changing 
nature of the foreign-born in Los Angeles—fewer 
new arrivals and more longer-settled, also older in 
age. Finally we consider how the surging senior ratio 
implies new importance for today’s children.  The 
conclusion takes up the meaning of Los Angeles’s 
maturing population and its implications for setting 
policy priorities.
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(995,325) in the decade just completed.5Accordingly, 
the DOF issued new projections in 2013 that revised 
their projections substantially downward.6 These new 
projections are still higher than what is foreseen in 
the Pitkin-Myers 2012 projections.  

The outcome of greatest interest to businesses, 
government, and citizens alike is projected population 
growth, which has been extraordinarily volatile over 
the decades, with rapid increases in some decades 
and slow increases in others (see Exhibit 2). Growth 
of 1.9 million in the 1950s fell by half in each of 
the next two decades, falling to 993 thousand and 
then 445 thousand, before rebounding to 1.4 million 
growth in the 1980s. Thereafter, population growth 
plunged again, falling to 656 thousand and then 299 
thousand.  In fact, the extraordinary growth of the 
1980s stands out as a single anomaly in the last 5 
decades, although it often seems that some observers 
cling to that decade’s boom as a wishful standard to 
be repeated. What now should be expected, realistically, 
for coming decades? 

The projections revised by the DOF in 2013 make 
a sharp correction compared to their 2007 series for 
the decade just completed, but the revised projections then 
continue through 2030 at much the same growth 
rate as in the 2007 projections. In contrast, the new 
Pitkin-Myers projections foresee continued slow 
growth until 2030, the end date for this series of 
projections. 

This slower rate of population growth results from 
many factors, including principally lower birth rates 
and reduced migration to Los Angeles, as described 

2Slowing Population Growth & Ethnic Change

Exhibit 1
LA County population projections, 
1950 to 2050

Source:  US Census Bureau, CA Department of Finance, Pitkin-Myers LA 
2012 Generational Projections

Population growth and change in Los Angeles has 
been inconsistent over the decades, proceeding by fits 
and starts.  Decades of slow growth have been fol-
lowed by decades of high growth, and vice versa. This 
has proven a major challenge to demographic fore-
casts, as shown in Exhibit 1. The mounting poplation 
total in Los Angeles county since 1950 serves as the 
base for a series of alternative projections, one 
prepared in 2007 by the State of California Department 
of Finance (DOF), their revised projection issued 
in January 2013, and the Pitkin-Myers 2012 LA 
Generational Projections. As can be seen, the 2007 
projections foresaw much higher population growth 
than justified after 2000.  In fact, the 2010 census 
count for Los Angeles county was well below what 
had been projected just three years earlier.  The census 
count of 9,818,605 was only 299,267 higher than the 
census in 2000. In contrast, the DOF had expected 
a 2010 population with three times the growth 
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Immigration was a major driver of the rapid popula-
tion growth of the 1980s, but it has slowed markedly 
in recent years. In fact, immigration has dropped 
off more rapidly in Los Angeles county than in the 
whole of California, and more than in the whole of 
the United States.  Exhibit 3 traces the expanding and 
shrinking flow of new immigrant arrivals, comparing 
the rate of newcomers each year to the rate observed 
in 1970. The increase in the nation as a whole was 
much delayed behind the rise in Los Angeles and 
California, peaking in 2000 and falling thereafter.  In 
Los Angeles, the peak rate of inflow was achieved by 
1990, dropping markedly thereafter. In fact, by 2010, 

in the explanation of the Pitkin-Myers projections.7  
More than just a reduced total population, the slower 
growth also contributes to other important demographic 
changes, all of which were already visible by 2010 and 
will continue or intensify in coming decades. These 
changes include rapid aging of the overall population, 
much reduced immigration into Los Angeles county, 
greater reliance on homegrown members of the 
population, and also slower rates of racial and ethnic 
change. 

Reduced immigration. The slowing pace of im-
migration to Los Angeles deserves special attention. 

Recorded and expected growth each decadeExhibit 2

Exhibit 3 Percentage Change Since 1970 in 
Annual Immigrant Arrivals Exhibit 4 Percent Foreign Born from 1970-2030

Source:  US Census Bureau, California Department of Finance, Pitkin Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

Source: U.S. Census, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000; American Community Survey, 
2006, 2010

Source:  US Census Bureau; Pitkin-Myers Generational Projections for LA, 
California, and US
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Latinos are still destined to achieve a majority of the 
county’s population, but that date has been substantially 
delayed from what might have been expected after 
the rapid growth and change of earlier decades.  A 
similar slowdown in rates of change are observed 
in Exhibit 5 for every race and ethnic group.8  The 
slowdown has already occurred and is projected to 
continue in the next two decades.  Simply stated, Los 
Angeles is continuing in a period of prolonged racial 
balance when all groups are minorities. 

Next we address the declining population of children, 
which heightens their expected future importance to 
the region’s economy and communities when they are 
adults.

Exhibit 5 Racial Composition of Los Angeles 
Residents

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

the estimated rate of inflow by new immigrants had 
fallen back to a level last seen in Los Angeles in the 
mid-1970s.

Fewer foreign-born residents. As a result of the 
slowing rate of immigrant arrivals, the total share 
of the population that is foreign born has stopped 
rising and may even be declining in Los Angeles.  
This trend is displayed in Exhibit 4, showing that the 
foreign born share peaked in 2000 at 36.2% of the 
population in Los Angeles county. The Los Angeles 
trend closely matches that for California, while the 
foreign born share in the United States continues to 
rise from a much lower level.

Reduced ethnic change. Another consequence of the 
slowing population growth, and of the slower pace of 
immigration, is much reduced racial and ethnic change 
in Los Angeles. During the 1980s, rapid changes 
in racial/ethnic shares of the total population were 
witnessed, but those slowed in the 1990s, and slowed 
even more in the 2000s (Exhibit 5).  In particular, 
the growth of the Latino population was extremely 
rapid in the 1980s, increasing its share of Los Angeles 
residents by 10.2 percentage points, but that rate 
of increase sharply decelerated after 1990, so that 
the Latino share of the total population only rose 
6.8 percentage points in the 1990s and even less, 
3.2 percentage points, in the 2000s.  Growth in the 
Latino share tapers even further in coming decades, 
rising only 2 percentage points per decade.
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California over the same time span, 1970 to 2020 
(see Exhibit 6).9 The number of babies born in Los 
Angeles roughly doubled in number between 1970 
and 1990, peaking that year at 204 thousand.  Local 
residents had grown accustomed to a steady increase 
in the number of children born and their burgeoning 
demand for new schools and other services. It may 
have been natural to assume this growth trend would 
continue, but it sharply reversed after 1990.   

By 2010, the number of births had fallen to 133 
thousand, 35% lower than at the peak. The drop off 
escalated after 2006 due to the recession effects, but 
the California Department of Finance does not proj-
ect substantial recovery by 2020.  Births in California 
also peaked in 1990, but the subsequent decline was 
not as deep as in Los Angeles.  The cumulative effect 
after so many years of low births is a reduced number 

3Declining Numbers of Children

Evolving changes for age groups living in Los Angeles 
could be even more consequential than the slowdown 
in growth and ethnic change.  The decline in the 
children’s population is the greatest social and economic 
impact related to slower growth.  The number of 
births has declined since 1990, with the number of 
children of all ages peaking around 2000.  Thereafter 
the total number of children has declined and their 
share of the population is expected to continue falling 
through 2030 or beyond.  Later in this section we 
compare the lagging growth in children to the swelling 
numbers in each of the older age groups.  

ONE-THIRD FEWER BIRTHS   

One view of the declining number of children is 
provided through a count of births delivered in 
Los Angeles county, compared here to births in 

Exhibit  6 Annual Births in Los Angeles County and California,  1970-2020

LA CA

Source:  CA Department of Finance Source:  CA Department of Finance



10     |     USC Population Dynamics Research Group

population of children. The majority of children 
in Los Angeles as of 2011 have at least one parent 
who is foreign born (59.5%).  That frequency is 
higher than in the whole of California (49.6%) and 
more than twice as high as in the nation as a whole 
(24.3%).  At the same time, almost all these children 
with foreign-born parents are U.S.-born themselves 
(Exhibit 7).  Thus we see that the children of Los 
Angeles are 94.1% native-born, even though 59.5% 
of all the children have foreign-born parents.  A 
crucial discovery is that without the contributions of 
immigrant parents, the declining number of children 
in Los Angeles and California would be much more 
severe than it is.  

SHRINKING NUMBERS AND DECLINING 
SHARE OF CHILDREN  

The 2010 census clearly revealed how much the num-
ber of children had declined. At that time, a total of 
2,325,773 children under the age of 18 resided in Los 
Angeles, of which 646,145 were under age 5.  From 
1990 to 2000, the number of children had grown by 
14.7%, but after 2000 the numbers of children turned 
steeply downward, falling by 10.0% for all children 
under age 18, declining by 12.4% for children under 
5 and plunging by 21.0% among children ages 5-9.  
These absolute declines are summarized in Exhibit 
8.   The percentage share of the population that is 
comprised of children has declined even more than 
the absolute number, given that the total popula-
tion has continued to grow while the number of 

of children of all ages, because the losses incurred 
at young ages steadily work their way into teen 
years.   The loss of children is a direct product of two 
demographic factors. First is the declining birth rate 
in every ethnic group, defined as the ratio of children 
born per woman of each age. This decline has been 
very gradual, but it takes on added impact when 
the lower per capita rates of fertility are applied to 
smaller numbers of women in the key ages for having 
babies. That has been the second and more important 
factor in the declining number of children. 

Since 1990 there have been fewer women in their 
20s, due to the arrival of the “baby bust” generation 
(born after the baby boomers) in these prime ages for 
childbearing.  In addition, as will be described in a 
later section, the number of newly arrived immigrant 
women also has been reduced, so that further deple-
tion has been absorbed among potential mothers in 
their 20s.  These two demographic factors may have 
been further aggravated by local economic conditions 
that discouraged young adults from raising families in 
Los Angeles. Those deterrents include the high rental 
and purchase costs of housing that have prevailed 
since the late 1990s, together with high unemploy-
ment rates that prevailed in the early 1990s and late 
2000s. However, those factors are beyond the scope 
for consideration in this study.  

NATIVITY OF PARENTS AND THEIR CHILDREN  

We note here that immigrant parents have been 
extremely important to maintaining a sustained 

Exhibit 7 Nativity of Parents and Children, 2011

Los Angeles Co. California U.S.

Children percent foreign born 5.9 5.4 3.5

Parents percent foreign born 59.5 49.6 24.3

Percent of children who are 53.8 44.4 21.2
native born and with foreign born parents

Source:  2011 American Community Survey
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The diminishing presence of children in the county’s 
population is best seen in comparison to older age 
groups. Even more stark is the comparison of growth 
in each age group in the coming 20 years to growth 
observed in the preceding 20 years (Exhibit 10).   The 
small declines in children that were already observed 
from 1990 to 2010 are now expected by the Pitkin-
Myers projections to deepen to losses of nearly half 
a million (478 thousand) spread across all children’s 
ages in the decades ahead.  It should be acknowl-
edged that these losses are greater than those foreseen 
in the recent projections prepared for Los Angeles 
county by the California Department of Finance. 
The most likely explanation for this difference is that 

children has declined in each age group (Exhibit 9). 
Projections are that the children’s share will be only 
roughly two-thirds as large in 2030 as it was in 2000. 
The cumulative losses in each age group add up to 
a population share under age 18 in 2030 that is 10 
percentage points lower than the 28% children’s share 
of the total population in 2000.  

REVERSALS IN GROWTH TRENDS IN SPECIFIC 
AGE GROUPS

What especially makes the decline in children stand 
out is that other age groups are swelling in number. 

Exhibit 8
Declining Number of Children By Age 
Group (in millions) Exhibit  9 Declining Share of Children By Age 

Group In the Los Angeles Population

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

    Growth in Age Groups, Last 20 Years versus Next 20 YearsExhibit 10

1990-2010 2010-2030

Source:  US Census Bueau,  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau,  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 
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the DOF projections address each ethnic group as a 
whole, while the Pitkin-Myers projections separate 
the immigrant and native-born components. 10 Of 
all the age groups younger than 35, only teenagers 
experienced any growth between 1990 and 2010, and, 
in fact, a deep decline of 300 thousand was registered 
among young adults ages 25-34.  Looking ahead, we 
observe some recovery in the number of young adults 
who are potential parents, but the large decline of 
those ages 18 to 24 may be more disrupting. Com-
pounding this weak growth in adults of parent ages, 
continued low birth rates will lead to a lower number 
of births than in 1990 or 2010.    

The overwhelming feature of growth in Los Angeles 
over the coming 20 years will be losses of 630 thou-
sand people under age 25, contrasted at the opposite 
end of the age spectrum by gains of 867 thousand 
elderly. This age imbalance will dominate all of the 
policy issues in Los Angeles for the coming decade 
and longer. Indeed, this problem will plague the state 
and nation as a whole.  We return later to these con-
cerns and a discussion of how children can be assisted 
to provide greater help.   
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residents, assumed to be ages 25 to 64.   Even though 
some people may be working before or after these 
ages, the ratio defined here better captures the main 
relationship between people of entitlement ages and 
their principal supporters.11

The crucial importance for our society and economy 
is this ratio between the number of seniors and the 
working age people who will support them in differ-
ent ways, as replacement workers, taxpayers to fund 
pensions and health care, and as home buyers that 
support the value of seniors’ homes.12 More signifi-
cant may be the fact that the ratio is now rising after 
many decades of remaining at a relatively constant 
level. For lack of experience with such a top-heavy 
age structure, there is a serious question whether society 
will be prepared to adjust as quickly as needed. 

The long-expected rapid increase in elderly has 
finally commenced. As displayed here for Los Angeles 
county, all of California, and the whole of the United 

4The Senior Ratio and the New Importance 

 of Children

The most direct indicator of the evolving new maturity 
of Los Angeles is the aging of its population. What 
was once in the early post-WWII era a youthful 
population of settlers from the Midwestern states and 
the west south central region (Texas, Oklahoma, and 
Louisiana) has now grown much older. Their early 
post-war children, comprising the baby boom genera-
tion, have also grown older and now are passing into 
their 60s.  The immigrant newcomers of the 1970s, 
80s, and 90s have also aged the longer they reside in 
California. Now that migration into Los Angeles has 
been reduced from all sources, fewer young adults are 
moving in to replace the thinning numbers of young 
adults.  

Not only is the number of seniors now rapidly growing, 
but the children are declining in number.  Thus we 
find that the importance of children is being magni-
fied by their increasing scarcity. The growing popula-
tion of retirees will depend on the grown children whose 
numbers are dwindling.  Two indicators are described 
that help to highlight this long-term continuing shift 
in the relationship between older and younger generations 
older and younger generations.

THE “SENIOR RATIO” 

The proportion of the Los Angeles county popula-
tion that is comprised of people ages 65 and older, 
sometimes referred to as seniors, elders or elderly, is 
anticipated to nearly double from 9.7% in 2000 to 
18.2% in 2030.  The importance of this rising share 
is better captured by a ratio between elders and the 
working age adults who are the principal taxpay-
ers, workers, and home buyers. The “senior ratio” is 
derived from a traditional demographic measure, 
a “dependency ratio,” that contrasts the number of 
elders, ages 65 and older, with prime working age 

Exhibit 11 The Rising Senior Ratio

Source:  US Census Bureau, Department of Finance 2013 Projections, Pitkin-Myers LA 
2012 Generational Projections
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young home buyers who can offer good prices to 
a rising number of older sellers.  Given that older 
people have stored much of their wealth and retire-
ment savings in their home equity, a substantial threat 
is posed by the swelling ratio of potential older sellers 
relative to the smaller ranks of potential home buyers.  
A lot is riding on the shoulders and wallets of the 
new generation of young adults.

MEASURING CHILDREN’S GROWING 
IMPORTANCE

Today’s declining number of children is thinning 
the ranks of future supporters for the giant retiring 
generation.  As the senior ratio rises, the number of 
children grows more important.  Even at birth, each 
child enters the world with some heavy expectations 
already waiting. The relative importance ascribed 
each child depends on the relative scarcity of their 
fellow children, a fact established by the number born 

States, the senior ratio is now beginning to escalate 
because the baby boomers (oldest born in 1946) 
began to reach age 65 in 2011 (Exhibit 11). Because 
the presence of the baby boom generation is so 
pervasive, similar changes are underway nationwide. 
In California, what had been 20.4 seniors per 100 
working-age residents in 2000 is projected to climb 
to 28.6 in 2020 and then to 38.3 in 2030.  Los An-
geles had a somewhat lower ratio, only 18.7 in 2000, 
but this also will climb steeply to 26.2 in 2020 and 
36.4 by 2030.  In California the senior ratio increases 
by more three-quarters from 2000 to 2030, and in 
Los Angeles the senior ratio nearly doubles.13

The three-quarters increase in the senior ratio by 
2030 reflects the rising burdens of elderly needs 
placed on working age residents.  This includes sup-
port for the old-age “entitlements” of pensions, Social 
Security, and Medicare, as well as the rising need to 
find adequate replacement workers for retirees. 
The old-age burden also includes the need to find 

Index of Children’s Importance in Los AngelesExhibit 12

Source:  Authors’ construction (see text)
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in the same birth year, some 25 years before they will 
grow up to become supporters of the senior ratio. 
Thinking ahead to this future role, how can we best 
measure children’s importance today? 

The method developed for highlighting the statewide 
importance of children in California proves useful 
in Los Angeles as well.14  Benchmarked on the birth 
year of 1985, marking children who would reach age 
25 in 2010, when the senior ratio in Los Angeles 
county stood at 20.1 seniors per 100 working age, 
we can measure the growing importance of children 
by the proportionally higher senior ratio expected in 
future years when today’s children come of age and 
also reach 25. The results calculated for the index are 
displayed in Exhibit 12. This Index of Children’s Im-
portance (iCi) shows that a child born in 2010 in Los 
Angeles (destined to reach age 25 in 2035) carries 
fully twice the importance (index of 2.20) of a child 
who was born in 1985 (index of 1.00) or earlier.15

The implication of this increased importance is 
that each child cannot escape carrying more of the 
load—a heavier per capita share—of supporting the 
growing number of seniors. This echoes a prescient 
observation made a quarter century ago by David 
Hayes-Bautista and associates at UCLA, who stressed 
that a burden of aging population, largely white, 
would be thrust upon the shoulders of youth who are 
largely Latino.16  The new iCi measurement can be 
said to reflect that growing burden. The index also 
can be interpreted to represent the growing intensity 
of investment needed to enhance the skills and future 
productivity of each child so that he or she might 
carry this heavier economic load. In essence, we need 
to redouble our efforts to invest in the education of 
children of all ethnicities. None can be allowed to 
drop out of school and none can be afforded to be neglected. 
In a more general interpretation, the Index of Children’s 
Importance also can be viewed as depicting the 
magnified importance of the intergenerational part-
nership linking children, adults of working age, and 
the seniors of entitlement age.  
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We now anticipate that Los Angeles county will have 
advanced to majority homegrown status in the pres-
ent year—2013.19

IMPORTANCE OF HOMEGROWN OR OUT-OF-STATE 
STATUS 

The significance of native Californian or Angeleno 
status is many-fold.  Certainly all who grow up in 
Los Angeles and experience life here from a young 
age can feel at home regardless of their parents’ place 
of birth or origin. And those who migrate as young 
adults also grow deep attachments. However, the na-
tive Angelenos have deeper family roots, with parents 
and siblings also likely to share residence. They have 
networks of school friends and others with shared 
lifelong commitments.  As evidence of their deeper 
attachments, statistical data show that the native 
Californians are one-third as likely to migrate out of 
state as are other U.S.-born residents.20  

Homegrown residents carry a special political sig-
nificance, first, because their development from birth 
is assisted by state taxpayers, through education and 
other services. Second, in return, when grown to 
adulthood the homegrown children will repay the 
taxpayers through future tax payments, repaying 
the public investment in higher education 4-to-1.21    
Living their full lives in the state, the homegrown 
not only are the major recipients of state and lo-
cal tax dollars, but they also are destined to be the 
workers, taxpayers, and home buyers on whom all 
will rely.  Indeed, Hans Johnson and colleagues at the 

5  Homegrown Revolution: Changes  in Place of Birth

Underscoring the fresh importance of making these 
investments in the next generation is that the majority 
of California’s future workers will be homegrown, 
raised and educated in California.  This was not 
always the case.  Los Angeles area has always been a 
city of transplants, people who have decided to strike 
out for adventure in a new economy with better op-
portunities and in a place with less inclement weather 
and a more pleasant style. The whole of California 
has been a magnet for migrants from other states and 
nations ever since the days of the Gold Rush. The 
explosive growth of the population in the state and in 
Los Angeles during the 20th century was fueled by 
migration from outside.  

Even though the number of children born in the state 
rose with the growing population, the great majority 
of the population, especially adults who were middle-
aged and older, were born elsewhere. Over time, as 
Los Angeles has matured as a community, less of 
the growth has been from migration and more from 
children born to those previous migrants.

A homegrown transition is now underway. One of 
the clearest indicators of the new maturity of Los 
Angeles is found in the birthplace origins of residents 
in the census.  Residents can be classified as Califor-
nia-born, born elsewhere in the U.S., or foreign born. 
In the last decade we have discovered that a majority 
of Californians are native sons and daughters, first 
reported by the USC Population Dynamics Research 
Group.17 A subsequent study investigated the counties 
of Southern California, finding that all had crossed 
into homegrown majority status save Los Angeles. 18  
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Homegrown share of age groups. The share of 
the Los Angeles population that is homegrown, 
always high among children, has markedly increased 
among middle-aged and older residents.  As shown 
in Exhibit 13, the homegrown share at age 25 to 34 
has rapidly increased since 1990, rising from 34% to 
46% in 2010, with 61% expected to be homegrown in 
2030. Similar large increases are seen at older ages.

Share born in other states. Meanwhile the percentage 
of the population that was born in other parts of the 
U.S. and later migrated to California is plunging at 
older ages.  In 1990, fully half (50%) of all residents 
in Los Angeles age 55 to 64 had migrated from some 

Public Policy Institute of California have concluded 
that California cannot import all the skilled work-
ers that the state’s economy will demand and that 
there is likely to be a one million shortfall in college 
educated workers unless education opportunities are 
expanded. 22  

Thus we can imagine how the homegrown revolution 
portends a new conception of self-reliance for a state 
that must increasingly depend on its own children.  
As the California population becomes more self-
contained, we discover new responsibilities. Unlike 
before, the state now has to make it on its own, rely-
ing more on the people it already has in residence.23 

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau,  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 

Exhibit 15 Percentage Foreign Born by Age 
1990, 2010, and 2030

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 

Exhibit 16 LA County Residents by Age Group 
& Birthplace, 2030

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

Exhibit 14 Percentage Other US Born, By Age, 
1990, 2010, and 2030Exhibit 13 Percentage California Born by Age 

1990, 2010, and 2030
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ages, such as 55 to 64, from 30% in 1990 to 50% 
in 2010, and 59% in 2030.  But at young ages the 
foreign born share is shrinking, to be replaced by the 
growing homegrown generation, a majority of whom 
are the children of immigrants.

COMBINED PLACE-OF-BIRTH PROFILES OF

 AGE GROUPS

How this all stacks up in 2030 is presented in a 
combined profile (Exhibit 16).  Within each age, the 
homegrown share is at the bottom, comprising more 
than half of all residents for the age groups under 45. 
The small segment displayed in the middle represents 
the other U.S.-born migrants, only appreciably large 
among residents over the age of 65.  And the foreign-
born residents are at the top, with the largest shares, 
all exceeding 50%, confined to ages older than 55.

More intriguing may be how this age pattern of 
birthplace differs by race and Hispanic origin. Each 
of the major population groups in Los Angeles has 
a different migration history, which is imprinted in 

other state.  By 2010, this share had fallen to 26% 
and in 2030 we expect it could be only 14% (Exhibit 
14).   This remarkably low number is foretold by the 
equally low number 20 years earlier in the age group 
20 years younger. That cohort already is composed 
of very few migrants from other states and, unless 
migration heats up in highly unusual ways at older 
ages, it is unlikely that many migrants will be added. 
In fact, the opposite is occurring. As the cohort grows 
older it is slowly losing members who are migrating 
out of California, likely back to states from which 
they came or where they have contacts from earlier in 
their lives.

Foreign-born share of age groups. The changes 
among the foreign-born population are most dra-
matic and complex. The share of younger age groups 
that are composed of immigrants is falling (Exhibit 
15). Leading up to 1990 the flow of immigrants 
reached its peak volume, mostly concentrated in ages 
18 to 24 and 25 to 34.  In 2020, the cohort formed 
by that peak flow was now aged 35 to 44 (with 56% 
foreign-born), and in 2030 it will be aged 55 to 64. 
As a result, the foreign born share is rising at older 

Birthplace of Age Groups by Race and Hispanic Origin, 2030Exhibit 17
White Latino

Black Asian

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections
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among whites, largely from other states, but also 
including white foreign-born, such as Armenians, 
Iranians, and Canadians.  In addition, the lower birth 
rates of whites means that they have not generated 
as many homegrown children in the past, so there are 
relatively fewer who would carry their homegrown 
status into middle age and beyond. 

Asian & Pacific Islanders. Residents of Asian or 
Pacific Islander descent have an even smaller propor-
tion homegrown among those over age 25, due to 
very high rates of immigration and also due to low 
birth rates in this country.  And there are relatively 
few in-movers from other states. Instead, the foreign-
born share of middle-aged Asians is extraordinarily 
high—at age 45-54, in 2010, 87.9%, with 74.7% still 
anticipated in 2030.

Latinos.  The place of birth profile of Latinos is less 
migration heavy than for Asians and Pacific Islanders 
but much more so than for whites or blacks.  And 
very few Latinos were born in other states. Instead, 
it is the homegrown share of Latinos that is growing 
very large, especially among younger adults. 

Latinos, in fact, account for a very large share of the 
homegrown population in Los Angeles. This stems 
from the large size of the Latino population com-
bined with their high propensity to be California-
born (Exhibit 18). In 2030, 60% or more of native 
Californians at all ages under 35 are expected to be 
Latinos. Whites are more numerous at older ages 
and will comprise the majority of the homegrown 
in elderly age groups. At younger ages, whites are 
expected to account for just under 20% of the home-
grown, while blacks and Asians each contribute about 
10%.

their birthplace profile. Looking ahead to 2030, 
what can we expect to find? We choose this time 
point because it combines both the new patterns, 
visible among the young, and the earlier patterns, 
visible among the old.

Separate profiles of birthplace by age have been 
prepared for each race/ethnic group in Exhibit 17.  
Whites and blacks have very large shares that were 
born in other states, especially among older ages.  
Latinos and Asians have very large shares that 
are foreign born, also more concentrated at older 
ages.  But the homegrown comprise the dominant 
share of younger ages among all race/ethnic groups.  
The native, California-born are the majority of all 
African-Americans younger than 75, among all 
Latinos younger than 45, among all whites younger 
than 25, and among all Asians younger than 18. 

African-Americans.  The outstanding feature 
of African-Americans is their high proportions 
homegrown, despite birth rates nearly as low as 
for whites. Black migration into Los Angeles and 
California is extremely low, dropping abruptly after 
1980 and the end of the Great Migration from the 
south.   Traces of the old migration are still visible 
in the high proportion of people born in other 
states among blacks older than 75 in 2030 (accord-
ingly, people who in 1980 and earlier were in the 
prime migration ages of 20 to 35).

Whites. The reason that the homegrown are not 
more prominent among whites above age 25 is that 
Los Angeles is continuing to draw high migration 

Exhibit 18 Ethnic Share of the Homegrown at 
Each Age, 2030

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections
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6A Longer Settled and Older Immigrant Population

Exhibit 19 All LA County Residents by Duration 
of Residence in US

The immigrant population of Los Angeles county is 
comprised of all residents who are foreign born (and 
not born to U.S. citizens abroad).  Immigrants include 
all of the foreign born, whether or not they are 
citizens, legal permanent residents, or foreign-born 
with unauthorized residence status. The Los Angeles 
immigrant population grew tremendously for three 
decades and then leveled off at about 3.5 million 
after 2000. In 1970, only 788 thousand foreign-born 
individuals resided in Los Angeles county, but that 
number nearly quadrupled to 2,895 thousand (2.90 
million) by 1990.  As shown previously in Exhibit 3, 
the annual rate of immigrant inflow to Los Angeles 
surged to a peak in the late 1980s, more than 200% 
greater than in 1970, before the inflow of new arriv-
als plunged sharply in the 1990s. Nonetheless, the 
immigrant population still expanded slowly, reaching 
3.45 million in 2000, after which it grew by only 40 
thousand more, reaching 3.49 million in 2010. 

Looking ahead, we project the foreign-born population 
will slowly increase to 3.71 million by 2030. Of 
course, it needs to be emphasized that projections 
of immigrant arrivals in future decades are highly 
uncertain. Even if those projections are benchmarked 
to a consensus of expert opinion, there is still great 
uncertainty. Major immigration policy changes in the 
U.S. or unforeseen disruptions in source countries are 
two of the many factors that could cause expansion 
or reduction of immigration flows.  What is more 
certain is the aging of immigrants who are already 
resident in Los Angeles, and most of the future 
population of foreign-born is composed of those who 
have already arrived.

IMMIGRANT SHARES OF THE LOS ANGELES 
POPULATION 

Not all immigrants arrive in the same year, and at any 
point in time the foreign-born population is a com-
posite of new arrivals and longer-settled residents, 
as shown in Exhibit 19. The most effective way to 
understand the prominence of immigrants in Los 
Angeles is as a percentage of all the local residents.  
The total foreign-born share of the population 
peaked at 36.2% in 2000, but the share of all Los 
Angeles residents who were recently arrived (within 
the last 10 years) peaked a decade sooner, with 17.2% 
of county residents.  In 1990, 1-in-6 residents of Los 
Angeles was a new immigrant, an extraordinarily high 
ratio.

The subsequent slowdown in immigrant arrivals 
meant that, by 2010, the new immigrant share of the 
county’s total residents had fallen to 9.2%, little more 
than half of the 1990 peak share. Instead, what was Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 
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Exhibit 20 Latino Foreign Born Share of All LA 
County By Duration of Residence in US Exhibit 21 Asian Foreign Born Share of All LA 

County By Duration of Residence in US

outstanding in 2010 was the large share of residents 
who were immigrants who had resided for more than 
20 years in the U.S., 17.3%, compared to only 5.9% in 
1990. At the same time that the inflow of newcomers 
had subsided, the previous immigrants were settling 
in and filling the ranks of long-settled Angelenos.

This settlement dynamic is underway among all 
groups, as highlighted for Latinos (Exhibit 20) and 
Asian and Pacific Islanders (Exhibit 21).  Latinos 
represent such a large share of the foreign-born 
(57.2% in 2010) that their pattern of duration of 
residence closely mirrors that of all foreign born.  
Nonetheless, the peak and decline of the Latino 
foreign-born share of Los Angeles population is more 
pronounced: the Latino new arrivals’ share fell from 
10.2% of total Los Angeles population in 1990 to 
only 4.7% in 2010, and the total Latino foreign-born 
share also slumped more noticeably between 2000 
and 2010, declining from 21.8% to 20.3% of the total 
Los Angeles population.

Asian and Pacific Islander foreign born are responsible 
for upholding more of the foreign born growth in the 
last decade. Their new arrivals’ share of total county 
population only fell from 4.4% in 1990 to 2.8% in 
2010, with a projected share of 2.3% in 2030. As a 
result their total foreign-born share of all county resi-
dents continued to grow from 8.3% in 2000 to 9.3% 
in 2010, with further increase to 10.8% projected in 
2030. Meanwhile, the long-settled share (20 or more 
years) increased from only 0.7% in 1990 to 4.7% in 
2010, then growing to a projected 6.3% of all Los 
Angeles residents in 2030.

AGE WAVES OF LONG-SETTLED IMMIGRANTS

As time passes and immigrants reside longer in Los 
Angeles, they also grow older in age.  Any children 
born after settling in the U.S. are not classified as 
foreign-born or immigrants. They become members 
of the immigrant second generation, as discussed 
below.  Thus the age wave formed by new arrivals is 
capped at the lower end by their date of arrival and 
can never fill in behind, only grow older.  And since 
most immigrants arrive in their 20s or 30s, the age 
wave is compressed into a narrow age range. As time 
passes, the former new arrivals grow older at the same 
time as they reach a longer duration of residence. 

The result of this aging in place is that members of 
immigration waves from further in the past become 
concentrated in older age brackets. This is illustrated 
in Exhibit 22, a projection of the number of foreign 
born in 2030 by their age, based on their period of 
arrival and length of time in the United States. 

Here is how the duration recorded in 2030 corresponds 
to the decade of arrival:

Duration in 2030 Decade of Arrival
Less than 10 years   2020 to 2029
10 to 19 years 2010 to 2019
20 to 29 years 2000 to 2009
30 to 39 years 1990 to 1999
40 to 49 years 1980 to 1989
50 years or longer Before 1980

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 
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GROWTH OF THE SECOND AND THIRD 
IMMIGRANT GENERATION  

The foreign-born are the first generation of their 
families to live in the United States. Children who 
were born outside the United States are also first 
generation. However, children born in the U.S. after 
their foreign-born parents assume residence become 
members of the second generation.   

As reported earlier, very few young children living 
in Los Angeles are foreign born. The great major-
ity are native Californians (see the previous Exhibit 
16).  Roughly half of children under age 10 in 2010 
belong to the second generation, given that they have 
a foreign-born parent (Exhibit 25).24At ages 25 to 
34, barely 20% belong to the second generation; only 
10% at ages 35 to 44.  Instead, the peak foreign-born 
share in 2010 is found at ages 35 to 44.  By 2030, it is 
anticipated that the peak foreign-born share will have 
shifted 20 years older, then situated at ages 55 to 64. 
Meanwhile at younger ages the foreign-born share 
will have declined. 

Instead, by 2030, second generation status will have 
increased markedly among young adults. These chil-
dren of today’s immigrants will be filling one-third or 
more of the ranks at ages 35 to 44 and among those 
that are younger (see Exhibit 25).  The change from 
2010 to 2030 is particularly striking at ages 25 to 34, 
a near doubling from 20.4% to 35.7% that are second 
generation.

The peak decade for immigration—the 1980s—remains 
visible in the large number of older Angelenos who 
have resided for 40 to 49 years as of 2030. Likewise, 
the very low decade for immigration in the 2010s is 
also reflected in the low numbers of residents—con-
centrated in their 30s— who are projected in 2030 to 
have resided for 10 to 19 years. 

The aging profiles of Latinos and Asian and Pacific 
Islanders are very different (Exhibit 23 and Exhibit 
24).  First, the size of the immigrant waves are much 
larger for earlier decades of Latino arrivals than for 
more recent decades. That means that in 2030, the 
elderly age groups will contain many more Latino 
immigrants than the middle aged or younger groups.  
In contrast, the waves of Asian immigrants are more 
evenly sized over time, even growing in size rather than 
shrinking.  

Exhibit 22 Older Age of Longer Settled Immi-
grants 2030

Exhibit 23 Older Age of Latino Immigrants Who 
Are Longer Settled in 2030 Exhibit 24 Older Age of Asian Immigrants Who 

Are Longer Settled in 2030

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 
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is spreading into middle age, and their children are 
forming a new third generation.   This true third 
generation is merged with other Los Angeles resi-
dents who are of fourth or higher generation descent, 
forming a broad category of third or higher genera-
tion that is composed of people who have immigrant 
grandparents, great-grandparents, and even longer 
descent. 

Although following a similar process, some important 
differences exist between the Latino and Asian im-
migrant generations.  The second generation in 2030 
will be a much smaller share among Latino children 
than it is among children of Asian and Pacific Island-
ers (Exhibit 26 and Exhibit 27). For example, among 
children under age 10, roughly 30% of Latinos and 

What might be surprising to find in 2030 is that 
the second generation is expected to decline among 
children and teens.  What is growing instead is the 
third or higher generation, for example, expanding 
from 44.5% of children ages 5 to 9 in 2010 to 65.4% 
in 2030. This expansion of the third generation is a 
direct consequence of the second-generation growth 
in 2010, because the new third generation is formed 
by the children born to parents who themselves 
belong to the second generation.

In sum, the overall picture from the Pitkin-Myers 
Los Angeles generational projections is one of an 
aging population of immigrants and children.  At the 
same time as the high concentration of foreign-born 
is shifting into elderly years, the second generation 

Exhibit 25 Immigrant Generations in Los Angeles, 2010 and 2030

2010 2030

Exhibit 26 Latino Immigrant Generations in 
Los Angeles, 2030

Exhibit 27 Asian Immigrant Generations in 
Los Angeles, 2030

Latino Asian

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012 Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012 Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012
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just over 60% of Asians are members of the second 
generation.  Instead, the third generation in these 
ages has grown to account for more than two-thirds 
of Latinos, but less than one-third of Asians.  This 
pattern reverses in the middle age range: Latinos still 
hold a larger share in the second generation than 
is true of Asians. Instead, the latter are much more 
likely to be foreign born.

A clear pattern of generational settlement is evident 
from the succession of parents and children by 2030. 
High concentrations of foreign-born Asian and 
Pacific Islanders in middle age are matched to the 
large concentration of second-generation residents 
among those who are younger by 30 years or more.  
In the case of Latinos, however, immigrant settlement 
has progressed to later generations, thanks in large 
part to their early average age of child bearing. We 
find a high concentration of foreign-born in senior 
years matched to a large concentration of second 
generation in middle age, and, in turn, those second 
generation residents are responsible for the burgeon-
ing growth of the third generation among children. 
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With slower growth also we may find it easier, 
certainly less frantic, to keep up with public needs for 
new services and private demands for new development. 
With more time to plan and prepare, we can focus 
better on building the highest quality of life in Los 
Angeles.

This slower pace of growth is important in its own 
right, but the character of the residents in Los An-
geles is being reshaped by three key transformations.  
Together these are revolutionizing the outlook for the 
future of Los Angeles.

The most surprising transformation highlighted 
in this study may be with regard to immigration. 
Whereas once it seemed that the immigrant numbers 
in the city were doubling and that newcomers filled 
a large share of the population, today we find a much 
smaller inflow. Our immigrant residents have not 
left the Los Angeles area but rather have settled in, 
set down roots, and achieved much greater success. 
The transformation of the foreign-born population 
has been from mostly newcomers to mostly older and 
long-settled residents.

A second, more-sweeping transformation pertains to 
generations and is many faceted. This includes the 
rise of a new “second” generation born to immigrant 
parents, but more acutely it also embodies a precipitous 
decline in the number of children. Today we find that 
one-third fewer children are born in Los Angeles 

7Conclusions and Policy Implications:                
Intergenerational Partnership For The Future

The generational future of Los Angeles is marked by 
a new demographic maturity, many of whose trends 
appear to be a reversal of what we are accustomed 
to. Unprecedented in living memory, the trends are 
as yet only dimly understood. Yet, when viewed in 
future perspective, the ongoing changes can be better 
understood for the historic transformation that is 
under way.

An older view of the Los Angeles population, one 
dated from 1990, near the end of the great boom 
in population growth and change, must now give 
way to the new outlook. By 2010, many of the older 
trends had already been completely played out.  Yet, 
only by looking forward to 2030 can we begin to 
understand where the new trends might lead, and 
only then can we appreciate how our policy priorities 
must shift today if we are to capture the benefits of 
the emerging opportunities. 

The outlook ahead is for slower and more deliberate 
growth in Los Angeles, something more akin to the 
1960s and 70s, rather than the boom years of the 
1980s. With that slower growth, many of the rapid 
changes in demographic make-up that took off in 
the 1980s, such as rapid increases in immigration or 
racial change, have settled down to a more gradual 
pace of change. Latino and Asian groups are still 
increasing their presence, but the slower pace of 
change lends a greater stability of ethnic balance for 
the coming decades. 
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recognition that the children of today are the ones 
we will depend upon once they reach adulthood.  The 
elected officials and citizen leaders of Los Angeles—the 
taxpayers and voters—need to care for our remaining 
children as if our future lives depended on it.

How well do Los Angeles residents recognize their 
mutual dependence?  Certainly those of middle 
age may not feel as much interest in children, now 
that their own are grown. And these middle-aged 
residents are the peak earners and largest taxpayers 
we have. The children, for their part, are the greatest 
tax beneficiaries. It might seem that we can ill-afford 
them in this period of economic malaise and fiscal 
stress.  In our present-focused debates, have we lost 
sight of the most basic truths?  Over time everyone 
changes position, taking turns being economically 
dependent and highly productive.  We should be 
reminded that the different stages of life are linked 
together in a life-cycle of roles, as illustrated by a 
simple diagram (Exhibit 28).25  Certainly, we would 
be well advised to recognize the implicit partnership 
that ties the generations together, linking interest 
groups and spanning ethnic or immigrant divides. We 
are all in this together.

One of the most basic facts of life is that children 
grow up.  The cycle of roles calls for adults who are 
the main economic earners to pay into support sys-
tems for both children (principally their education) 
and the elderly (pensions and health care). Those 
children in turn grow into the new adult taxpayers, 
workers, and home buyers.   Young adults buy homes 
from older adults, passing economic benefits to their 
elders. Eventually the middle-aged adults become 
seniors themselves and draw benefits from others who 
are younger. These generational connections are vital 
to every person and to the economy as a whole.    For 
their part, the seniors leave a lasting legacy through 
their support of the newest generation in a continu-
ing cycle.

The new maturity of Los Angeles, as for all of 
California, underscores the critical importance of 
children. Because the number of elderly is growing 
so dramatically, each child will need to carry greater 
proportionate weight when he or she enters adult-
hood. Our Index of Children’s Importance for Los 
Angeles doubles in magnitude between children born 
before 1985 and those born in 2010 and later. For our 
mutual success, society will want children to deliver 
their absolute fullest possible economic contribution 

each year than at the peak of the boom in 1990.  And 
the last census showed major declines in the number 
of children living in Los Angeles, a 20% loss in the 
last 10 years in some age groups. Similar declines are 
occurring statewide, and in a few other states like 
New York and Illinois, but none as intensively as in 
Los Angeles. Certainly we must wonder what has 
happened to children in Los Angeles.

At the same time, the generation revolution also 
includes an unprecedented rise in the number of 
residents older than 65. Although this transformation 
has yet to occur, it is one change about which we can 
be absolutely certain. The massive baby boom genera-
tion will grow 20 years older between 2010 and 2030, 
when all will have aged past 65, so many in fact that 
the ratio of seniors to working age residents will have 
doubled.  This trend is nationwide and will dominate 
the policy agenda at all levels of government for the 
next two decades. Yet we should not lose sight that 
part of the solution for the senior problem rests with 
children.

Who are the future working age residents of Los 
Angeles who will need to support twice as many 
seniors as before?  The children of today will also 
be 20 years older in 2030 and they will comprise the 
great majority of new workers, taxpayers, and housing 
consumers.  The younger generation is a multi-ethnic 
blend, the majority Latino. Their energy can be a 
tremendous boost to the economic fortunes of the 
city, if the children are well-groomed for their future 
roles. Given the urgency of the changes ahead, has 
enough been done to prepare?

Here is the importance of the third, major trans-
formation, the homegrown revolution. Immigrant 
and native-born parents together are raising a new, 
California-born generation, accounting for more 
than 90% of all the children living in Los Angeles.  
Already, today, for the first time in recorded history, 
the majority of all California residents, including 
the young adults, are homegrown, and Los Angeles 
county is estimated to also reach majority homegrown 
in 2013. 

The reason for public urgency is that the downward 
trend in children is running opposite to the rising 
numbers of seniors who the children will need to 
grow up to support. With migration to Los Angeles 
so reduced from the high levels of earlier decades, 
the meaning of the homegrown revolution is a new 
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The great hope behind the present report is that bet-
ter data describing the future can help local citizens 
and leaders to visualize more realistically how things 
are changing. By looking ahead, and then back to 
the present, it is possible for all to better assess what 
is at stake.  The projection data illuminate both our 
generational responsibilities and also the great op-
portunities for building on the new generation.  The 
future will depend on the past, but the possibilities 
today are better than before. The key question is 
whether we will choose to seize the opportunity and 
make the future better than today.

when they grow into adulthood. The clear conclu-
sion is that we must redouble our efforts to nurture 
the children of Los Angeles and of all of California 
so that each child can develop to his or her fullest 
potential.

The one great uncertainty about the future of Los 
Angeles is whether our leaders and citizens will 
have the political maturity required to embrace their 
present responsibility both to the next generation and 
to their future selves. Better information might help 
shed light on the path ahead.

Exhibit 28 Intergenerational Partnership

the cycle 
of roles

Children $$
educational 
investments

Young Adults $$
new workers

new homebuyers
new taxpayers

Mature Adults $$
prime working age
strong support for 
children & seniors

Seniors $$
health care
home sales
pensions 

Source: Dowell Myers
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of non-Hispanic whites fell 12.0 percentage points in the 1980s, 
that decline moderated to –8.2 points in the 1990s and –3.6 
points in the 2000s. Decline continues in the next two decades by 
2 or 3 percentage points per decade.
9. The birth projections to 2020 and the historical record of 
births are provided by the Department of Finance: “Historical 
and Projected State and County Births, 1970-2021, with Actual 
and Projected Fertility Rates by Mother’s Age and Race/
Ethnicity, 2000-2021,” www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/
reports/projections/births/.
10. The Pitkin-Myers projections model fertility separately for 
immigrant and native-born women within each ethnic group.  
Immigrants who generally have higher fertility are projected to 
be reduced in number, and many more young women are second 
generation, a group that has lower fertility than immigrants. Thus 
the total number of births is trending toward a much lower level 
than was common before 2000.  The Department of Finance 
projections, like almost all others, do not segment the population 
in sufficient detail to detect these trends in childbearing. The 
total number of Latinas, for example, are all treated the same, 
without distinction between immigrants, second or third 
generations.
11. The “senior ratio” is adapted from a traditional demographic 
concept known as the “old age dependency ratio.”  That 
traditional measure includes people as young as 15 or 18 in the 
definition of working age, which is more appropriate for farm 
labor than a modern, information-based economy. Instead, young 
people ages 18-to-24 are not included in the prime working age 
population because they often are engaged in part-time work, 
schooling, apprenticeships or other training  
12. Dowell Myers and SungHo Ryu, “Aging Baby Boomers and 
the Generational Housing Bubble: Foresight and Mitigation 
of an Epic Transition,” Journal of the American Planning 
Association 74, 1 (Winter 2008): 17-33.
13. Given the extreme policy significance of this trend, these 
calculations are based on the latest (2012) projections for the U.S. 
by the Census Bureau and on the 2013 projections for California 
and Los Angeles by the California DOF. Similar trends are 
yielded by the Pitkin-Myers series of projections, but the trend 
is so consequential that we rely here on the official government 
projections that are most accepted for policy making.
14. Dowell Myers, “California’s Diminishing Resource: Children,” 
special report, Lucile Packard Foundation for Children’s Health, 
2013.
15. The future burden on a newborn would be lessened, of course, if 
more young people migrated into Los Angeles to help carry the load. 
However, the future senior ratio is calculated based on all members of 
the age groups that are expected to reside in future years. Not enough 
young migrants are forecast to prevent the increase in the senior ratio, 
which after all is a statewide and nationwide event. Thus the child is 
born into a world that holds these expectations.  
16. David Hayes-Bautista, Werner Schenk, and Jorge Chapa, 
Burden of Support, Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1988.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The purpose of this project is to improve the planning methodology for
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) by bringing into sharp focus the
dynamics of the retail marketplace and nonwork travel demand. TOD involves
increasing the density of housing, offices, stores, and services around mass
transit stations in an urban region, and making pedestrian access very easy, in
order to encourage more use of transit and a reduction in automobile driving.
TOD is intended to influence both travel to work (commuting and business
travel), as well as all of the other reasons for local travel (so-called nonwork
trips, including shopping and leisure travel). Specifically, the project has
sought to:

• Analyze nonwork travel demand as influenced by retail market dynamics
on a national and regional level.

• Review the state-of-the-art in regional transportation planning by
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) with respect to nonwork
travel.

• Create a planning template for regional transportation and land use
planners who are pursuing TOD that encompasses nonwork travel.

The central Puget Sound region of Washington State (four counties making up
the Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton-Everett metropolitan area) was used as a case
study for the development of the template. The nonwork travel environment of
the region was mapped and analyzed, and the findings generalized to other
large metro regions. Of particular interest were the myriad “retail” activities
from which consumers choose their shopping and recreational destinations. As
a group, these activities generate more than half of all person trips: shopping
for goods and services, eating out, entertainment, recreation, culture, and other
leisure pursuits.

A basic planning template was designed that generates three new kinds of data:
specification of the major nonwork venues that generate travel demand and
that should therefore be mapped and spatially analyzed, listing of the forces
shaping urban form that need to be monitored and understood for travel
generation and land-use implications, and the identification of the factors that
will determine the regional (not just station-area) success of TOD in
stimulating a shift from driving to mass transit patronage.
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The framework for measuring the success of TOD that we use throughout this
project is comparing public costs to public benefits. According to this cost-
benefit framework, a necessary part of the regional planning process is
comparing the estimated future benefits from TOD to the benefits from
alternative investments. The most critical regional public benefits come from
the expected market share shift from automobile to public transit: increased
transit ridership, reduced average travel times and vehicle congestion, and
measurable environmental gains such as improvement in air quality. In order
for a TOD plan to be judged as successful in our framework, the plan’s level of
expected future benefits must be commensurate with the level of capital
investments made to implement TOD. Those investments include new transit
facilities and the financial incentives and other public costs incurred to shape
private real estate development toward the more compact and mixed land use
forms required to make TOD successful.

NONWORK TRAVEL: IMPLICATIONS FOR TRANSIT-ORIENTED
DEVELOPMENT

Travel to nonwork activities has grown steadily over the last three decades in
the United States. It now accounts for about three-fourths of all household
vehicle trips and four of every five person trips. Nonwork is the major travel
purpose even in weekday peak periods, both morning and afternoon. As people
strive to make efficient use of valuable time, nonwork trips are increasingly
linked into trip chains or tours involving several stops. This is true for travel to
and from work as well as for travel to purely nonwork activities. More than
half of all trips from work to home involve a stop to shop, pick up a family
member, or conduct personal business.

The observed growth of nonwork travel is directly related to the relentless
progression of changes that have occurred in the retail and consumer services
marketplace. Technological innovation, combined with increasing wealth, has
produced a greater variety of business opportunities and consumer choices.

Nonwork travel, because of its magnitude, has important implications for
transportation and land use policy, particularly transit-oriented development.
TOD is a policy response to the impacts of metropolitan growth and its effects,
including traffic congestion and travel-related environmental impacts, and to
the concern that growth patterns threaten the livability of American
communities.

As TOD has been implemented, it has come to mean compact, mixed-use
centers made up of residential units, offices, and stores, supported by and, in
turn, supporting new rail transit investments. Pedestrian movement is
emphasized, and parking is limited. The number of metro areas, large and
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small, that have embraced this approach to managing growth has increased
over the last two decades to the point that it can be said that rail-TOD is one of
the most important urban planning paradigms in the United States. Federal
policies, especially the land-use criteria that must be met to qualify for “new
starts” fixed-guideway transit funding, encourage TOD.

These efforts are motivated by the belief that TOD will induce more pedestrian
and transit trips and will reduce both the average length and frequency of
household auto travel. This is assumed to result from improved accessibility to
work locations and to better proximity to nonwork venues. Further, it is
suggested that if multiple centers are linked by high quality transit, access is
enabled to a broad range of nonwork activities across a metropolitan region.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The research arrived at a number of key findings that support the initial project
premise of a need for a new regional planning process to complement current
methods.

• Although support for transit-oriented development is based, in large part,
on the assumption that when venues for nonwork activities are located at
TOD station areas more people will use transit, there has not been a careful
analysis of the actual spatial environment for nonwork activity and the
travel patterns it engenders.

• The consumer marketplace for goods, services, eating out, and leisure
activities in a metropolitan region is exceedingly large, varied and
geographically dispersed. For example, a map prepared by the authors
(Figure 3-4) indicates the locations of approximately 1900 major nonwork
destinations in the Puget Sound region, overlaid on the 21 urban centers
around which TOD will be emphasized.

• The number and location of, and the spatial relationships for, the myriad
nonwork venues is the result of growing prosperity, technological
innovation, and a highly adaptive entrepreneurial market that seeks to
satisfy consumer needs and wants.

• Nonwork activities, which now account for approximately two-thirds of all
personal travel, will continue to grow in variety as wealth and prosperity
spread, and as the nation becomes more ethnically diverse.

• Since the consumer marketplace for goods and services will inevitably
provide many more places to go than mass transit can effectively serve, the
success of TOD as measured by less automobility cannot be taken for
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granted.

• Even the choice of mode for the work trip is determined in large measure
by nonwork activities, as people make stops during the commute to shop,
drop off and pick up family members, and conduct personal business.

• For the purpose of gauging the success of TOD, it is important to
distinguish between local (station-area) benefits and costs, and corridor or
regional benefits and costs.

• Academic research to date suggests that neotraditional forms of
development in a station area, such as grid street patterns and compact,
mixed-use centers, alone will not have a significant impact on personal
travel patterns.

• A benefit-cost ratio for the TOD paradigm that is superior to other
investments that increase transit market share may not be an a priori
possibility in every metropolitan region. Regions differ greatly from each
other in their existing land use pattern, travel pattern, transit corridor
availability, topography, political culture, and governmental structure. One
size does not fit all.

• Metro regions may discover greater net public benefits by exploring a
wider range of paradigms that encompass other strategies for dealing with
the large growth in automobility associated with nonwork activities.

• The current metropolitan planning process is focused on the work trip and
produces a limited set of strategies that do not bracket the range of possible
cost-effective alternatives that are needed to address the variety and
volume of nonwork travel.

• If a broader search for cost-effective alternatives is to be carried out, a new
complementary planning process is required, one that involves a much
wider and deeper knowledge base and range of expertise than is typically
included in the current process.

• Unlike the current process, the new planning process must be able to
account for the inherent complexity of human behavior and associated land
use and travel patterns, and it must address the large uncertainty attached to
the prediction of future patterns and the impact of government actions on
these patterns.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In response to these findings, we recommend:

• Development and testing, in a few metro areas, of an explicit augmentation
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to the metropolitan planning process that responds to complexity and
uncertainty, and that deals with nonwork travel in the context of transit-
oriented development.

• In response to the realities of and reasons for consumer behavior and retail
industry practices as seen now and as predicted for the future, the new
process should strive to specify ways that TOD can be strengthened so that
consumers more often use mass transit and walking to shop and recreate.
This specification would describe how and to what extent the market
economy can be influenced to support TOD land use patterns.

• If, on the other hand, the recommended augmentation to the process
reveals that transit investments and government policies cannot realign the
market to yield a larger transit market share in the urban travel market, then
the planning process should direct attention to the specification of
paradigms other than TOD.

A Backcasting Delphi process, previously used to predict the efficacy of
transportation and land use strategies outside the US, can be a useful
supplement to the current method. It is expected that each metro region that
uses the process will elaborate on the basic template to meet their specific
circumstances and needs. The process would have the following key
characteristics and elements:

• Defining the problem in terms of desirable behavior change to be achieved
as measured by actual improvements in transportation system performance
and environmental externalities, as opposed to simply providing options
for behavior change.

• Focusing on choice of mode for travel to nonwork activity.

• Creating a knowledge-based understanding of nonwork activity and travel
trends in the region, including new trends that are difficult to quantify but
that may affect future travel and land use patterns.

• Designing the process to be carried out either by the MPO as an
augmentation to existing procedures, or else by a civic organization acting
in parallel to complement the existing MPO process.

• Recruiting and using multidisciplinary professionals in a structured,
interactive process in which they share ideas and learn from each other and
educate the regional leadership and populace.

• Employing an iterative process (Backcasting Delphi) of designing feasible
transportation investments and strategies with costs and risks that are
justified by the likely transportation performance to be achieved.
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Although the focus of the research leading to the above recommendations was
on nonwork travel, we suggest that the supplementary planning process
examine the growing geographic dispersion of employment sites, the diverse
requirements of journeys to work and work-related travel, and the increasing
linkage of work and nonwork trips in complex trip chains. In other words, all
trip types in a metropolitan area should be covered in the planning process we
have sketched in this report. The planning template would be useful whether or
not the metro region has embarked, or plans to embark, on TOD.

The U.S. DOT should support the refinement and testing of the new planning
tool through its grant process, just as it now supports conventional regional
planning.

Several actions should be taken to provide empirical data and other
information in support of TOD planning, whether or not it is undertaken with
the recommended planning process.

• Federal and local government consumer surveys should be structured to
shed more light on the reasons people choose to live in a TOD. This would
help in understanding whether TOD attracts people other than current
transit users.

• Similarly, surveys should identify the locations for nonwork stops on the
commute trip to assist in understanding the malleability of these locations,
i.e., can they be induced to relocate to station areas?

• Studies should be undertaken of how well older neighborhood commercial
areas and central business districts have adapted to the changes that have
occurred in the larger retail marketplace.

• Research should be conducted to identify and catalog existing and
emerging retail goods and services business strategies that have
demonstrated synergy with the public policy requirements (for example,
floor space and parking limitations) of locating facilities within transit-
oriented developments.

• Other nonwork, nonretail activities may involve personal choices that
result in trips outside the household’s immediate neighborhood even
though there are closer opportunities. The travel patterns associated with
these activities, such as visits to the family doctor, and trips to school and
church, should be investigated.
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PROJECT REPORTS

During the course of the project, the authors produced five documents that are
referenced in this final report. These documents, summarized below, are
available for access and review at http://www.globaltelematics.com/mineta/

Report One, The Growing Importance of Nonwork Travel: The first report
summarizes national trends for nonwork activities and travel patterns. Growth
of nonwork travel is related to the changes that have occurred in the retail and
consumer services marketplace, particularly in shopping for goods and
services, eating out, and engaging in leisure activities. The travel impacts of
these activities estimated by aggregating four of the trip purposes in the
Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey (NPTS): shopping, eating out,
recreation, and other kinds of personal business. In the NPTS of 1995, these
four categories encompass 54 percent of person trips. Report One also assesses
the state of the art in the modeling of future nonwork travel behavior.

Report Two, Preliminary Template Design: In the second report, the TOD
paradigm and the impetus for its widespread adoption is described. The report
reviews the limited experience of TOD’s effect on travel and land use patterns,
and it summarizes the growing critique of TOD’s benefits compared to its
costs as measured by changes in regional transportation systems performance
and development patterns.

A new Nonwork Travel Improvement Planning Process (NWTIPP) is
proposed that would provide additional guidance to metropolitan decision
makers beyond the traditional transportation planning protocol that focuses on
journey-to-work and four-step demand modeling. The NWTIPP centers on
aggregating diverse expert opinion, and is intended to cope realistically with
considerable complexity in the present and with much uncertainty about
the future.

Report Three, Prototype Nonwork Database: The third report presents an
example database of maps, tables, and commentary that would serve as a key
input to the Nonwork Travel Improvement Planning Process sketched in the
previous report. The central feature of this database (covering for purposes of
illustration, the Seattle metropolitan region in western Washington State) is a
series of maps that illustrate key elements of the retail and consumer services
environment that generate nonwork travel. Other parts of the database include
information on residential and employment conditions, transportation system
performance, land use planning status, current planning tools now used in the
region, and a summary of exogenous forces potentially shaping activities, land
use, and travel.
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Report Four, Revised Template Design: This document revises the template
in Report Three based on a more thorough review of the literature for the
Backcasting Delphi procedure and recent research on transit-oriented
development, and the completion of the prototype nonwork database
assembled in Report Three.

Report Five, Final Template Design: The fifth report sets out the final
template design that was arrived at after submitting the revised design to a peer
review of transportation and land use planners.
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CHAPTER ONE

TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT:
A POPULAR PLANNING PARADIGM

INTRODUCTION

Low-density, separated-use development has become the predominant land use
form across much of urban America in the post-World War II period. This
form’s connection to the large growth in personal and commercial travel in the
same time span is well recognized, if not fully understood. Concerns over the
impact of land use and personal transportation on the human and natural
environment have been voiced in rising and falling crescendos over the last
fifty years. Recently, interest has risen anew in response to the continuing
growth and spread of urban development, ever higher rates of personal travel,
and to the linkage between increasing travel and the greenhouse gases
responsible for the suspected warming of the earth’s atmosphere.

Public concern over growing congestion is the most tangible manifestation of
problems linked to current urban form. In reaction, the federal government,
states, local jurisdictions, metropolitan planning organizations, and transit
agencies have adopted policies and strategies directed at reshaping
development into more compact, mixed-use patterns. These efforts have been
encouraged by numerous non-governmental organizations and individuals who
view our current land use patterns as both environmentally and socially
damaging.

One policy that has gained wide acceptance is transit-oriented development.
TOD has, over the last decade, become a leading urban planning paradigm in
the United States. Proponents of TOD envision dense, mixed-use activity
centers connected by high quality transit systems. Metropolitan planning
organizations, local governments, and public transit agencies have launched
major efforts to direct growth to existing centers, infill sites, and new suburban
communities, and in some cases to constrain growth from leap frogging and
spilling into adjacent jurisdictions. These efforts are motivated by the belief
that new urban forms, which in some ways replicate older forms, will produce
significant transportation benefits. Planners assume that TOD will induce more
pedestrian and transit trips, and reduce both the average length and frequency
of household auto travel.
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THE CONCEPT

Figure 1-1 depicts TOD’s hypothetical spatial environment. Calthorpe (1993)
provides a detailed delineation of the TOD concept. He defines a TOD as a
center with a mix of high-density residential, retail, office, public, and open
space uses. Retail shops and services are in a commercial core within an easy
walk of homes (600 meters or about ten minutes). A transit station is at the
center of the core. Uses in the core are “vertically integrated”—apartments and
offices rise above ground-floor stores.

Figure 1-1. Schematic of the Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
Planning Concept (Calthorpe 1993)

Secondary areas for lower intensity uses surround the core to a distance of
1,600 meters. These areas might be locations for single-family housing in a
range of sizes, small parks, schools, and light industry. Housing design
emphasizes “neo-traditional” features: front porches, shallow setbacks from
the street, and alley access to off-street parking. Streets largely conform to a
grid pattern and provide direct walking and biking access to the core.

Calthorpe explains that the number and mix of commercial establishments in
each TOD would vary depending on the size, location, and overall function of
each center, whether servicing nearby residents or an entire community.

Linkage of Centers
Proponents of TOD acknowledge that in order for significant numbers of
people to be persuaded to switch from driving their cars to riding transit,
centers must be linked by a high quality regional transit system. The centers
and the transit linkages between them must be sufficiently numerous and dense
to form a “transit metropolis” (Bernick & Cervero 1996). This kind of
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metropolis would cause significant numbers of people to switch from using
automobiles to riding transit because both their homes and their work locations
would be well-served by transit stations. Aside from support of commuting
to work, the regional transit linkages of a transit metropolis would also enable
access to a range of goods, services, and recreation unavailable in a community
center.

Types of Centers
Calthorpe distinguishes two types of TODs—urban and neighborhood—
depending on their articulation with the transit system and the intensity of
their development.

• Urban TODs are located at stations on a trunk line of the regional system,
which could be light rail, heavy rail, or express bus. Their locations are
determined by station spacing and are typically 0.8 to 1.6 kilometers apart.
Urban TODs have high commercial intensities, employment clusters, and
moderate to high residential densities. If urban TODs are located in estab-
lished neighborhoods, Calthorpe recommends that they be developed at the
mix of uses and densities allowed or required under current planning rules.

• Neighborhood TODs are located on a local or feeder bus line within three
miles (no more than ten minutes) of a trunk line transit station. They are
developed at moderate residential densities and provide for retail, service,
entertainment, recreation, and civic uses. Neighborhood TODs can be
closely spaced to form a “corridor” of activity nodes.

Proximity of Competing Retail
Since a TOD depends, in part, on retail uses to attract pedestrians and transit
riders, nearby auto-oriented retail centers can compete with and diminish its
utility. For this reason, Calthorpe (1993, p.82) proposes that new competing
retail uses should be strictly limited within one mile of the core commercial
area through zoning amendments within the TOD market area.

A RISING NATIONAL PARADIGM

So numerous are the metropolitan planning organizations across the United
States that have embraced transit-oriented development (TOD), that it would
not be inaccurate to describe it as the key national transportation-land use
planning paradigm. Its genesis goes back at least to the rail systems built just
after WW II. Porter (1997, 1998) recently reviewed the status of station-area
development for North American urban rail systems that were placed in
operation beginning in the mid 1950s. His categorization of these systems and
older systems by generation is shown in Table 1-1.
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Efforts are underway to extend and upgrade several of the current systems, and
many other regional and local transit agencies have initiated or are
contemplating major investments in new transit capacity, particularly light rail
systems. These agencies expect that dense and mixed-use development around
stations will follow and cause significant shifts away from automobile usage
for both work and nonwork trips.

Source: Porter 1997, 1998

Table 1-1. Generations of Urban Rail Transit Systems

Generation
City or Region

(Year Operations Initiated)

Simultaneous city/transit development,
continuous since the mid 1800s, including
modern extensions:

Boston
Chicago
Cleveland
New York
Philadelphia

Mid 1950s to mid 1970s major regionwide
systems:

Toronto (1954)
San Francisco (1973)
Washington, D.C. (1976)

The Third Wave, late 1970s through 1980s: Atlanta (1979)
San Diego (1981)
Miami (1984)
Buffalo (1985)
Pittsburgh (1985)
Portland (1986)
Vancouver (1986)
Baltimore Metro (1987)

New systems the 1990s: Los Angeles (1990)
Sacramento (1990)
San Jose (1991)
Baltimore LRT (1992)
Detroit (1993)
St. Louis (1993)
Denver (1994)
Dallas (1996)
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FEDERAL AND PRIVATE SECTOR ENCOURAGEMENT OF
TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE LAND USE

Federal transit support for construction of these new systems is conditioned on
a showing of supportive land use patterns. And several separate federal
initiatives have been mounted to encourage the integration of transportation
with land development. Federal interest in the linkage between land use and
transportation goes back to the late 1970s when new subway systems in the
San Francisco Bay area and metropolitan Washington, DC failed to gain the
ridership expected because not enough housing and commercial development
was close to the train stations (TCRP 1995). Authority for the most recent
efforts was granted in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA) of 1991 and revised in the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century (TEA-21) of 1998. TEA-21 requires that the metropolitan planning
process provide for consideration of projects and strategies that will, among
other things, “protect and enhance the environment, promote energy
conservation, and improve the quality of life.”

Regulations implementing the Act (23CFR450.316) require several factors to
be considered and reflected in metropolitan transportation plans including:
“the likely effect of transportation policy decisions on land use and
development and the consistency of transportation plans and programs with the
provisions of all applicable short- and long-term land use and development
plans.” The regulations specify that this analysis should include “projections of
metropolitan planning area economic, demographic, environmental protection,
growth management, and land use activities consistent with metropolitan
and local/central city development goals, and projections of potential
transportation demands based on the interrelated level of activity in these
areas.”

Thus, TEA-21 appears to explicitly require a future estimate of the level of
activities encompassing both work and nonwork and their impact on
transportation patterns.

Federal New Starts and Funding Criteria
“New starts” transit projects are funded by the Federal Transit Administration
under authority granted by Congress in TEA-21 and the federal transportation
budget. Recommendation for full funding is now based, in part, on a number of
land use criteria that are strongly supportive of TOD goals (Table 1-2).
Projects receive higher ratings and are more likely to be funded when there are
transit-supportive land use conditions and government policies, including
regional growth management policies to control dispersed development.
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Current New Starts Funding Status
The U.S. General Accounting Office, in a report to Congress that scrutinized
the "new starts" transit projects, identified 14 projects under construction, and
42 other projects already either in final design or preliminary engineering
stages (GAO 1999b). The GAO estimated that the $8.2 billion that Congress
authorized in 1998 for new transit projects will fall $7.6 billion short of the
federal money needed to construct these projects. In addition, the GAO said
the FTA expects that over $40 billion more in federal dollars will be requested
to help fund another 100 projects currently in the early planning stage.

.

Source: U.S. DOT 1998

Table 1-2. FTA Land Use Criteria for New Starts

Category Rating Based On:

Corridor Economic Conditions Demand for locating in corridor

Existing Zoning Density and mixed-use allowable

Existing Station Area
Development

Existing land use is transit-supportive

Station Area Planning Is being conducted and is supportive of
TOD

Regional Growth Management Effective region wide policies
implemented

Urban Design Guidelines TOD-supportive; implemented for station
areas

Promotion and Outreach Agencies actively conducting for TOD

Parking Policies Strength of restrictive policies

Zoning Changes TOD-supportive, implemented or
developed

Market Studies Comprehensive analysis of TOD market
potential

Joint Development Planning Strength of public-private program
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Other Federal Support for TOD
Several federal agencies, including Department of Transportation, Department
of Housing and Urban Development, and Environmental Protection Agency
have initiated efforts to encourage more compact and efficient patterns. These
new initiatives include grant programs the Federal administration announced
in January 1999 and re-emphasized in the FY2001 budget submission in
January 2000. The programs try to protect sensitive lands and leverage new,
more intensive forms of development (Table 1-3). They supplement efforts
begun under ISTEA and continued under TEA-21 to rate and fund new mass
transit starts based on a set of land-use criteria.

Source: Clinton-Gore 2000

Fannie Mae Mortgage Initiative
In August of 1999, Fannie Mae announced a $100 million “location efficient”
home mortgage initiative (Fannie Mae 1999). The program will attempt to
increase home ownership in densely populated communities accessible to
efficient public transit. It recognizes the lower household expenditures that
result if household members use transit rather than a personal vehicle. More of
a household's income is thus available to pay housing costs, and the owner can

Table 1-3. New Federal Transportation-Land Use Initiatives

Agency Program

Environmental Protection
Agency

Better America Bonds—$10.75 billion in
bonding authority over five years to
finance projects that preserve green space,
create or restore urban parks, protect water
quality, and clean up brownfields.

Department of Transportation Transportation and Community and
System Preservation Pilot—$52 million in
FY 2001 encouraging states and localities
to coordinate land use plans and
transportation.

Department of Housing and
Urban Development

Regional Connections Initiative—$25
million in FY 2001 for matching grants to
design and pursue smarter growth
strategies across local government
jurisdictional lines.
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qualify for a mortgage loan at a lower level of income. Trials of the program
are underway as of mid 2000 in five cities.

ACTUAL EXPERIENCE AND GROWING CRITIQUE

In spite of unprecedented efforts to rebuild metropolitan areas around transit-
oriented development, the actual future benefits of TOD on a metropolitan
scale remain uncertain, as we will show in the research review below. The
most important reason for the uncertainty is the difficulty of predicting the
market's response to policies dependent upon major transit system changes and
land use shifts.

As described in the previous section, TOD often involves major new transit
capacity investments, usually hundreds of millions of dollars or more in light
rail and commuter rail systems. In order to stimulate new land use patterns and
density, these public investments are typically made before supportive land
uses — employment, housing, and commercial services— are in place.

Unfortunately, at the state of the planning art at the end of the 20th century,
transit investments are made without the assistance of empirical data or
predictive models that can test the veracity of the assumption that benefits
commensurate with costs will be achieved. In particular, the effect of TOD on
nonwork activities, from which a majority of all personal travel is derived, has
not yet been thoroughly addressed by research. The analysis of nonwork travel
for shopping, eating out, and recreation is complex because of the interplay of
numerous variables that determine developer, store owner, and consumer
reaction to transit investments, land use policies, and other government
actions. New data and insights regarding the consumer marketplace are needed
to realistically evaluate the likely success of TOD and the expensive
investments in new transit capacity that it requires.

Furthermore, taxpayer-funded investments whose payoff depends on private-
sector organizational and consumer embrace of TOD are invariably made
without a research-based recognition of the many elements that already
determine the current patterns of retail structure and consumer behavior
(Nelson & Niles 1999). An understanding of retail structure and derived travel
as it exists today is obviously essential for the determination of TOD success
tomorrow. Retail, when broadly defined as activities involving shopping,
eating out, or engaging in recreation and other leisure pursuits, constitutes a
major portion of all personal and household trips. In addition, retail logistics
patterns account for much of the growing intraurban commercial truck travel
that contributes to traffic congestion.
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Thus, information that reveals the interplay of real estate and retail industry
investments and consumer preferences is important for the purpose of
validating two separate, widely-held planning assumptions: 1) that TOD, and
its required transit expenditures, will actually result in dense, mixed-use
centers; and 2) that these centers will, if created, appreciably change the
overwhelming preference for automobile-based mobility.

After further framing of the important research questions, this section reviews
the existing research that does bear on these issues.

Framework for Measuring TOD’s Success
In our research framework, the central question for planners and decision
makers is the magnitude of TOD's effect on travel behavior on a regional scale
in established metropolitan areas. From an economic perspective, regional
success of TOD will depend on the benefits it produces—both public or
societal and personal—relative to its costs (Table 1-4). The public may
experience benefits in the form of congestion reduction and air quality
improvements. To the extent that TOD reduces excessive infrastructure costs
associated with dispersed development, these would be accounted as
secondary public benefits. The principal personal benefits may be travel time
and expense saved, in addition to reduced congestion time. Personal benefits
also include the possibility that some households can reduce the number of
cars they own and operate. Other benefits, of a social nature and more difficult
to monetize, are associated with the enhanced quality of living that some social
analysts believe TOD produces (TRCP 1997).

Source: Nelson & Niles 1999b

Table 1-4. Simplified TOD Regional Cost-Benefit Accounting

Costs Benefits

Transit system construction

Transit system operations

Mitigation of traffic congestion
caused by compact development

TOD planning, developer
incentives

Congestion reduction
(time delay and excess fuel)

Air quality improvement
(health costs reduction)

Reduced infrastructure

Personal travel time, vehicle operation
savings

Personal vehicle ownership reduction
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The antecedent transit capital and operating costs are the primary public costs
of TOD. The cost of producing housing in proximity to stations may also be
higher. Other direct costs may arise, as well. For example, to the extent that
increased density does not result in reduced travel, congestion mitigation
measures may be required. There may also be costs associated with TOD
planning and any public incentives that may be needed.

Achieving a level of benefits that exceed costs under the accounting in Table
1-4 depends on the response of developers, consumers, and taxpayers to the
concept and to the public strategies that encourage it. We note in passing here
that this response depends on even more elements than the complex of retail
industry and consumer behavior issues, which this report identifies. The
specific characteristics of the selected transit technology, the compatibility of
TOD with personal housing, employment and commuting preferences, and the
economics of location selection by organizations that do not serve the general
public are also pertinent. Niles and Nelson (1999a) have identified 16 planning
elements that will determine success at the regional or transit corridor level
(Table 1-5). The table also highlights that fewer factors will control success at
a single station-area, which puts the already well recognized challenges of
station-area planning in perspective (PSRC 2000).

Table 1-5. Factors Determining the Success of TOD

Factor Station Area
Success

Regional
Success

Number and siting of TODs (station
areas)

X

Transit quality X

Transit technology X

Street pattern X X

Station area parking X X

Employment and housing density X X

Commercial mix X X

Retail siting criteria X

Regional market structure X
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Source: Niles & Nelson 1999b

Empirical Studies of TOD’s Impacts
Since multi-center TOD on the regional level is now only a vision in the minds
of planners, the impact of TOD on regional travel demand, patterns and mode
choice cannot yet be directly measured from experience. Consequently,
researchers have resorted to comparing older neighborhoods that approximate
TOD and conventional suburban neighborhoods that do not. Other studies
attempt to isolate the influence of specific design features and land use density
and diversity. Also, metropolitan planning organizations and others have
carried out limited modeling of TOD under a layer of arbitrary assumptions
about future mode splits.

Empirical studies suggest that compact and mixed-use development may
produce localized transportation benefits (See Table 1-6). However, these
investigations fall short of giving planners and decision makers confidence that
the promised macro-scale transportation benefits of TOD can be achieved
(Nelson & Niles 1999a).

Consumer activity patterns X

Travel behavior/trip chaining X

Zoning flexibility/land assembly X X

Resident reactions X X

Housing type preference/life style &
life stage

X

Self-selection in residential choice X X

Government policies X

Table 1-5. Factors Determining the Success of TOD (Continued)

Factor Station Area
Success

Regional
Success
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Source: Nelson & Niles 1999a

In particular, the studies available do not sustain the belief that the necessary
restructuring of the urban landscape and retail marketplace can actually be
accomplished. And even if major restructuring can be realized, they provide
little evidence that the large transit investments supporting the restructuring are

Table 1-6. Empirical Studies of the Travel and Land Use Impacts of
Transit-Oriented Development and Related Design Elements

Location Authors

Neighborhood/Community Form Comparisons

Austin (Texas) Handy 1996

Palm Beach County (Florida) Ewing et al. 1994

Puget Sound region (Seattle) Moudon et al. 1997

San Francisco Bay area Handy 1992 & 1993

San Francisco Bay area Friedman et al. 1994

San Francisco Bay area Cervero & Radisch 1996

Seattle area Rutherford et al. 1996

Density, Design, and Mixed Use Factors

Los Angeles metro area Boarnet & Sarmiento 1998

Puget Sound region (Seattle) Frank & Pivo 1994

San Diego County Crane & Crepeau 1998

San Francisco Bay area Cervero & Kockelman 1997

Regional Congestion Management

San Francisco Bay area Luscher 1995

Post TOD Studies

Portland metro area Dueker & Bianco 1999

Los Angeles Blue Line Moore 1993
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likely to produce transportation system performance benefits that the traveling
public seeks.

Crane (1999) summarizes his review of empirical studies of the effect of land
use variables on transportation as follows: “The results reported in any given
study (may not be) incorrect, (rather) they appear to lack sufficient credibility
to be the basis for policy. The risks of assuming they are reliable include
unintended consequences, such as worsening traffic problems.”

There have been books and articles written that offer the opposite point of view
(Calthorpe 1993, Cervero 1998), but none of them provide empirical evidence
that refutes the conclusion we offer here.

Portland, Oregon, has been a laboratory for TOD and a focal point for research.
Its Eastside Metropolitan MAX light rail transit line, the first in a planned
metro-wide radial network focusing on downtown Portland, opened in 1986.
Portland has gone to considerable lengths to encourage transit-oriented
development that supports MAX.

Dueker and Bianco (1999) analyzed data to measure the impacts of the first ten
years of operation of MAX on development patterns, choice of residential
location, freeway traffic, and transit ridership. They found that light rail alone
was not sufficient to change development patterns appreciably, and that the
length of the peak period became longer for freeway traffic in the same
corridor over the same decade. Growth in MAX riders occurred mainly in the
non-peak and weekend periods. The researchers also observed substantial self-
selection in housing location choice, meaning that some of the new housing
near MAX light rail stations was mainly filled with residents who were already
heavy transit users, rather than by formerly auto dependent households looking
for a new, more transit-oriented style of mobility.

Implications of Empirical Research
Having an awareness of this empirical research, Dunphy (1995) suggests that if
TOD is to make a meaningful difference in development patterns, there must
be significant change on a regional scale. This change must be accomplished
within the economic and political context of a particular region whose urban
form has developed over a long period, the result of local zoning policies and
myriad private investment decisions. Zoning, once established, is difficult to
change, especially if the intent is to increase density. And because real estate is
inherently a long-lived investment, a large majority of structures will still be
standing at the end of the normal planning period.

Assuming that higher density centers linked by a quality transit service can be
created, the scale of the transit investment required is an important
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consideration. Downs (1994) provides one estimate by calculating the number
of TODs needed to accommodate the average population growth during the
1980's of metropolitan areas with a 1990 population of one million or more. He
concludes that TODs could handle the growth if their numbers were large, but
that this would require a regional transit system that would likely not be
financially feasible.

Long-term public support for such major investments requires that the
potential benefits of TOD be clearly identified. Although station-area benefits
are important, the public will put more weight on regional benefits, since
typical household travel patterns extend beyond an individual’s home
neighborhood. Furthermore, most people will measure success by reduced
congestion on major corridors and improved regional air quality, not by the
more subjective goals of the proponents of New Urbanism and opponents of
automobile-dependent development, goals such as less social segregation, a
better quality of life, and a heightened sense of community.

TOD is more than a planning exercise; it involves major public investments.
Sound public process dictates that officials estimate TOD’s benefits before
making major policy decisions. Beyond building new regional transportation
systems, governments will need to buy public services and infrastructure that
support compact development—streets, sidewalks, and parks. To the extent
that mode shift does not follow from the changes in land use, there will be
additional public expense associated with the management of increased vehicle
traffic within compact areas.

These investments will likely compete with other demands on the public purse.
And, if intended benefits are not forthcoming, they will translate to lost
opportunity costs for government and to wasteful expenditures of political
capital required to achieve significant urban restructuring.

As Bookout (1992) suggests, the challenge is to know the market that planning
seeks to restructure, i.e., gain more information on the “ever-changing needs,
preferences, and aspirations of people who make up communities.” Howe and
Rabiega (1992) posed a similar question after finding that the attitudes of
members of the Oregon planning profession were negative toward strip malls
and positive about “urban village” forms of commercial structure: “What do
consumer choices and travel patterns reveal about their relationship to the most
elemental parts of the commercial urbanscape—the stores?” Calthorpe, a
leading proponent of TOD, acknowledges this challenge: “Clearly much more
research and analysis is needed to clarify and quantify the potential results of
new land use patterns on our travel behavior. It is critical... to effectively
directing federal and state transportation dollars...” (Calthorpe 1993).
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Robert Cervero, who has done extensive studies of the land use and
transportation connection, has commented that “transit investments that are out
of kilter with how our cities and regions grow do nobody any good. Running
trains and buses that fail to draw people out of drive-alone cars does little to
relieve traffic congestion, conserve fuel, or reduce pollution. The best
prescription for filling trains and buses, and winning over motorists to transit,
is to find a harmonious fit between transit systems and the cities and suburbs
they serve” (Cervero 1998).
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CHAPTER TWO

IMPORTANCE OF NONWORK ACTIVITIES
AND TRAVEL IN REGIONAL PLANNING

INTRODUCTION

Travel for the purpose of engaging in nonwork activities has grown steadily in
significance over the last three decades of the twentieth century. As we will
show in this chapter, nonwork travel now accounts for about three-fourths of
all household vehicle trips and four of five person trips. Nonwork is the major
travel purpose even in weekday peak periods, both a.m. and p.m. Increasingly,
nonwork trips are linked to work trips as well as to other nonwork trips in tours
involving several stops. And nonwork activities may also be indirectly
responsible for the increasing volume of commercial vehicle trips.

Yet, in spite of its overwhelming dominance in trip volumes, nonwork travel
has received little attention in personal travel research and transportation
planning, compared to the work trip. There have been only a few cursory
analyses of nonwork travel, and these have neglected the probable impact
of the large changes in the consumer marketplace that occurred in the 1980s
and 1990s.

The focus on the work trip may be the result of its presumed regularity and
predictability and its association with peak demand and congestion. Nonwork,
in contrast, covers a broad variety of purposes, destinations, and starting times.
Patterns of nonwork activities for one traveler change from day-to-day, and
this has led some analysts to consider it to be discretionary travel. Nonwork
travel is inherently more complicated and therefore more difficult to address
analytically—to measure and to model predictably—than is work travel.

In real-world applications of transportation data, planners and project
engineers often estimate the impact of nonwork trips through standardized trip
generation rates for different land uses, covering the spectrum from fast food
restaurants to major shopping malls. However, the effect of multiple
generators on aggregate travel demand does not appear to have been fully
explored.

A complete picture of personal travel in the United States requires an
understanding of nonwork as well as work trips, the specific purposes and
spatial locations of nonwork trip generators, and the often complex travel
patterns that involve nonwork activities linked in a trip chain or tour. This
understanding is of more than academic interest. Nonwork travel, because of
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its magnitude, has important implications for current transportation and land
use policy, particularly transit-oriented development (TOD).

In this chapter we summarize national trends for nonwork activities and travel
patterns. We review the conclusions of previous studies that speculated on the
causation of growth of certain categories of nonwork trips, and we offer some
additional reasons for nonwork travel growth that seem more explanatory of
the observed phenomena. In particular, we relate the growth of nonwork travel
to the dynamic changes that have occurred in the retail and consumer services
marketplace, particularly to shopping for goods and services, eating out, and
other leisure activities.

NONWORK TRAVEL DEMAND

The Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey provides data on nonwork
travel aggregated at the national level (U.S. DOT 1995). Table 2-1 indicates
the distribution of the 379 billion person trips by all modes in the United States
in 1995, by specific trip purpose. Shopping generates more individual point-to-
point trips than going to work. The three next largest purposes are also
nonwork categories: “other family and personal business”, “other social and
recreational,” and “eating out.” The “other family and personal business”
category includes the purchase of services such dry cleaning, auto repair,
personal care, banking, and legal services. “Other social and recreational”
includes entertainment, recreation, and cultural events. These four nonwork
categories accounted for about 54 percent of all person trips in 1995.

Our focus is on these trip purposes because they involve locations that
comprise what we define as the retail marketplace: namely stores and other
businesses offering consumer goods and services, restaurants and drinking
establishments, and venues for a wide range of recreation, social, and cultural
activities. These activities tend to have numerous locations as a result of
multiple enterprises competing to find the best sites for attracting the
consumer’s dollar and attention. In other words, a traveler has more than one
possible choice of destination for each activity. The “other” category includes
some nonwork activities that are more likely to be constrained to locations that
are fixed by circumstances, such as visiting friends, seeing a doctor or dentist,
and trips to school and church, although we recognize that even doctors,
schools, and places of worship in some sense compete for customers, and that
people switch their allegiance from time to time.
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Source for columns 1-2: U.S. DOT 1995
Source for column 3: Integrated Transport Research

Growth of Nonwork Travel
Nonwork travel can now be tracked across five applications of the NPTS as
shown in Table 2-2. (The data are divided into two periods to reflect changes
in the survey methodology that were made in the 1995 NPTS.) Although
nonwork person trips have remained essentially constant as a share of all trips,
nonwork vehicle trips have increased in relative significance. The largest
vehicle trip frequency growth over the 26-year period has been for purposes of
shopping and other family and personal business. VMT and vehicle trip length
also increased until 1995, when some decreases were noted. Work trips grew
between 1990 and 1995 as employment expanded in a strong economy.

Table 2-1. Trip Purpose as Percentage of All Person Trips, 1995

Trip Purpose Percentage
Destination
Flexibility

Work and Work Related 18 Somewhat inflexible

Shopping 21 Flexible

Other Family and
Personal Business

15 Somewhat flexible

Out to Eat 8 Flexible

Other Social/Recreation 10 Flexible

Other 28 Somewhat inflexible

Table 2-2. Percentage Change in Vehicle Travel and Trip Length by Trip
Purpose, Per Person, 1969-90 and 1990-95

Trip
Purpose

Average Annual
Vehicle Trips

Average Annual
VMT

Average Vehicle
Trip Length

1960-90 1990-95 1969-90 1990-95 1969-90 1990-95

All
Purposes

27 12 27 15 1 2
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* Includes trips to school, church, doctor/dentist, and to drop off and pick up.
Source: U.S. DOT 1995

The average length of trips show interesting differences; work, shopping, and
other family and personal business trips all increased in length to about the
same degree in the 1969-90 period. In contrast, social and recreational trip
lengths decreased.

Mode Choice for Nonwork Travel
Table 2-3 indicates the mode used for trips to work and selected nonwork
purposes. The private vehicle, in its various forms, dominates as expected,
across all trip purposes, but especially for nonwork trips. Walking is the
second mode of choice compared to transit for a small, but still significant,
portion of trips. This is especially true for “eating out” and “other social and
recreational” activities, which probably reflects the convenience of walking
from home to a nearby neighborhood commercial center.

To or from
work

1 22 20 33 17 8

Shopping 76 16 108 28 16 16

Other
family and
personal
business

137 8 169 1 14 -5

Social &
Recreation

15 7 -1 11 -10 -5

Other* 27 36 -32 68 1 23

Table 2-2. Percentage Change in Vehicle Travel and Trip Length by Trip
Purpose, Per Person, 1969-90 and 1990-95 (Continued)

Trip
Purpose

Average Annual
Vehicle Trips

Average Annual
VMT

Average Vehicle
Trip Length

1960-90 1990-95 1969-90 1990-95 1969-90 1990-95
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.

*Does not include 3 percent of all trips for which a mode was not ascertained.
**Includes taxicab.
***Includes school bus and bicycle.
Source: U.S. DOT 1995

Timing and Linkage of Nonwork Trips
Nonwork trips are a major portion of all trips at all times of the day as seen in
Figure 2-1. More than 80 percent of trips that start in the 4-7 p.m. peak period
are for nonwork purposes. Many of these trips are individual links in chained
trips or tours as indicated in Table 2-4. More than 60 percent of women and
46 percent of men make at least one stop on work-to-home tours. The location
of stops in these tours is important because it tends to reflect the spatial
distribution of nonwork activities. However, NPTS data is not geocoded for
destination location so it does not give us the spatial pattern of tours.

Table 2-3. Percentage of Daily Person Trips by Mode
and Selected Trip Purpose, 1995*

Trip Purpose Private
Vehicle

Public
Transit**

Walk Other***

To work 85.8 3.2 4.3 6.7

Shopping 87.6 1.0 4.9 6.5

Other family or personal
business

86.0 1.4 4.6 8.0

Out to eat 86.4 0.5 5.8 7.3

Other social/ recreational 79.1 1.8 7.5 11.6

ALL 84.5 2.0 5.3 8.2
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Figure 2-1. Percent of Work and Nonwork Trips by Time of Day

Source: U.S. DOT 1995

Source: McGuckin & Murakami 1998

As chaining of nonwork with work trips has become more prevalent, the
distribution of nonwork trips across the seven days of a week has changed. For
example in 1995, 77 percent of all shopping trips occurred on weekdays.
On average, shopping trips had a higher frequency on weekdays than on
weekend days (U.S. DOT 1995).

Table 2-4. Percentage of Men and Women
Who Stop on Work-to-Home Tour

Number of Stops Men Women

One or more 46.4 61.2

Two or more 17.7 28.3
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Vehicle Occupancy in Nonwork Travel
As Table 2-5 shows, vehicle occupancy has decreased for all major trip
purposes since it was first recorded in 1977. Yet occupancy for nonwork trips
remains considerably greater than for work trips, reflecting the social nature of
shopping, family business, and leisure activities. Of course, it is understood
that two or more people going to the same destination makes driving more
attractive than transit when a private vehicle is available.

Source: U.S. DOT 1995

DISCUSSION

The large growth in personal travel in the last three decades has largely
resulted from increased frequencies of nonwork trips, especially trips for
shopping and other family and personal business activities. Retail activities
account for more than half of all person trips, and most are made to locations
where the traveler has more than one choice of destination. Many retail trips
are linked in complex tours that involve multiple stops for a variety of
purposes. Several family members may be traveling together. These tours
require the flexibility that the private vehicle provides, and consequently
transit and pedestrian modes are chosen for only a small proportion of all
person trips.

Table 2-5. Trends in Average Vehicle Occupancy
for Selected Trip Purposes

Trip Purpose 1977 1983 1990 1995 Change
(1977-95)

To or from work 1.30 1.29 1.14 1.14 -15.4%

Shopping 2.10 1.79 1.71 1.74 -19.1%

Other family or personal
business

2.00 1.81 1.84 1.78 -10.0%

Social and recreational 2.40 2.12 2.08 2.04 -16.7%

All purposes 1.90 1.751 1.64 1.59 -15.8%
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CHAPTER THREE

RETAIL ENVIRONMENT AND
NONWORK TRAVEL TRENDS

INTRODUCTION

Although the NPTS and regional surveys have documented the large and
continuing increases in several categories of nonwork trips since the late
1960’s, there have been surprisingly few investigations into root causes.
Researchers have suggested various reasons for the growth of nonwork travel:
changing lifestyles, a greater proportion of women in the work force, and the
decentralization of housing and jobs that has reduced commute time, allowing
time saved to be used for nonwork pursuits.

In this chapter we suggest why these explanations provide an incomplete
causal understanding of nonwork travel growth. As we have indicated,
activities generating nonwork trips have also changed remarkably in the past
few decades. An important additional explanation of nonwork travel growth is
the rise of considerably more opportunities and choices than ever before to
shop, purchase services, and engage in recreation and other leisure pursuits.

We summarize in this chapter the transformation that has occurred in the
national retail environment in the new postindustrial, information-based
economy. Societal, behavioral, and market forces have combined to create new
patterns of retail structure and nonwork activities. Our focus, illustrated by
national data, is on the major changes that have transpired in the last three
decades in the consumer goods and services marketplace. These changes are
ongoing and have important transportation policy implications.

National data are supplemented by the example regional database assembled in
this study for the Puget Sound region (see Task 3 report, available at http://
www.globaltelematics.com/mineta/). A search of the literature turned up only
one other study of the current retail structure of a U.S. metropolitan region. An
examination of metropolitan Atlanta found that retail activity in existing neo-
traditional communities tended to be limited in scope—coffee bars,
restaurants, and dry cleaners—and that general household shopping requires
numerous auto trips outside the neighborhood (Fujii & Hartshorn 1995).

NEW STORE FORMATS

The retail landscape has been reshaped by the introduction of numerous new
“discount” formats, some at the expense of traditional formats such as
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department stores and smaller, often neighborhood, stores. The new formats
range from mass merchandisers like Wal-Mart to a wide variety of specialty
retailers. The pace of their introduction has been extraordinary (Table 3-1),
typically yielding a tenfold or more growth in the number of stores over the
last two decades. Because of the many variations and the constantly changing
environment, it is difficult to classify all of the store concepts and formats. But
nine distinct categories stand out, each increasingly dominated by a small
number of national chains (Table 3-2).

Sources: Discount Merchandiser 1999
Chain Store Age: State of the Industry Report 1979, 1989, and 1999

Table 3-1. Selected Examples of
the Rapid Growth of Mass Retailers

Chain Category Units

1979 1989 1999

Wal-Mart Discount Department Store 229 1,378 2,433

Home Depot Home Center 3 118 761

Toys “R” US Toy Superstore 84 522 700

Costco Wholesale Club -- 43 217

Circuit City Home Electronics Superstore -- 125 585

Staples Office Supplies Superstore -- 50 745

Walgreen’s Combination Drugstore 926 1,416 2,800
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Sources: Discount Merchandiser 1999
National Association of Convenience Stores 1998
American Express, 1999

All of these new retail formats are described in some detail in a progress report
(see the Task 1 Report, available on the Web for downloading at http://
www.globaltelematics.com/mineta/). We focus here on only two:
“superstores” and “combination” grocery stores. These stores exemplify the
changes in trade areas and trip patterns as stores seek to find competitive
advantage in specialization and economy of scale.

Superstores
Superstores, also known as “category killers,” are chain stores that control a
particular specialty market (Table 3-3). These stores attract customers by
offering a large variety of goods within a particular specialty such as books,
sporting goods, or office supplies. Superstores typically draw their customers
from large trade area equivalent in size to one that is commanded by a regional
mall. In fact, many superstores tend to cluster near malls creating major retail
concentrations. However, they are not just a suburban phenomenon;
superstores are distributed widely across the urban landscape, both inside and

Table 3-2. The New “Discount” Mass Retail Formats

Format Approx. Units
Nationwide - 1998

Size Range or
Average (sq. ft.)

Mass merchandiser
(discount department store)

9,000 10,000-100,000

Supercenter 1,000 120,000-200,000

Club warehouse 800 100,000

Specialty or “superstore” 91,500 20,000-100,000

Home center 1,000 150,000

Outlet store 10,000 10,000

Combination supermarket 3,900 59,000

Combination drugstore 3,600 13,500

Convenience Store 93,200 800-5,000
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outside central cities. Because of its recent and rapid growth, the superstore
phenomenon has not been well documented.

Source: Integrated Transport Research

Super or Combination Grocery Stores
Grocery stores are growing in size and decreasing in number, even as the
population grows. The number of stores peaked in about 1978 and over the
last two decades has been steadily decreasing (Figure 3-1). Between 1990 and
1995, all types of grocery stores decreased 7 percent. Conventional
supermarkets decreased 20 percent while the number of grocery “superstores,”
which typically have a delicatessen, bakery, and nonfood goods and services,
increased 17 percent. Some grocery stores have added gasoline pumps. As a
result, trips to the supermarket are growing in distance and probably in time
expended.

Table 3-3. Superstores in the Puget Sound Region

Category Number of Stores

Arts & Crafts 6

Books 14

Car electronics 7

Computers 25

Drugs & misc. goods 31

Electronic games 9

Home electronics 25

Home furnishings 10

Music recordings 12

Office supplies 29

Pets & supplies 27

Sporting goods 32

Thrift (second hand) 4

Video tapes 41
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Figure 3-1. Relative Growth of Grocery “Supermarkets”
and Population, 1958-1997

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service 1998

NEW CONSUMER SERVICES

The importance of the service industry in the new economy is often measured
by its increasing share of the job market. But another measure is the growing
diversity of commercial services. Many specialty businesses have been created
just for the maintenance and repair of houses, cars, and other personal
equipment, and to serve other household and small business needs. Several
services in these categories are listed in Table 3-4. A number of these reflect
the society's growing wealth and decreasing available time. More people place
a higher value on their time and will pay for services, even for routine home
maintenance tasks that may have been previously performed by a household
member. Time freed up can then be used for higher-valued purposes, whether
work or leisure.
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.

Source: Integrated Transport Research

GROWTH OF OUT-OF-HOME DINING

Dining out continues to be a strong feature of American leisure habits.
Although people are not eating and drinking more, they appear to be enjoying a
much greater variety. While per capita food expenditures remained essentially
constant, food consumed away from home grew from 34 percent of food
expenditures in 1970 to 45 percent in 1997 (U.S. Department of Agriculture
1998). The number and variety of eating and drinking establishments grew
even faster. In the period 1963 to 1992, the total of these venues rose 66
percent, compared to a 35 percent increase in population. Annual sales growth

Table 3-4. New Consumer Services

Services We Travel To

ATMs

Specialized auto servicing and repair

Copy centers

Day care

Health clinics

Personal beauty care

Services That Come To Us

Package delivery

Home systems repair

Landscaping

Housecleaning

Used goods charity pickup

Municipal recycling pickup

Home security

Delivery of online and mail-order merchandise
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between 1999 and 2000 is estimated at five percent by the National Restaurant
Association (National Restaurant Association, 2000).

As viewed from the consumers perspective, several reasons have been
suggested for the increase in spending on food away from home: 1) the
increase in two-earner households that leaves less time for food preparation,
and which also increases household income and makes more discretionary
income available; 2) the rise in single person households; and 3) the greater
variety of restaurant options available (Robicheaux & Harmon 1997).

Fast Food Dominance
Table 3-5 indicates the current major restaurant industry segments and market
shares of the leading 100 companies in 1998. These companies accounted for
about $125 billion in sales and 164,000 units (Nation’s Restaurant News
1999). This was about half of all away from home food expenditures and two-
thirds of all units. Fast food—sandwiches, chicken, pizza, snacks—is the
predominant choice over sit down eating, and it represents more than half of all
units.

Source: Nation’s Restaurant News 1999

Table 3-5. Restaurant Market Share by
Major Market Segments for Top 100 Chains

Concept Market Share

Sandwich 42

Dinner House 10

Pizza 9

Family 7

Chicken 6

Snack 2

Grill-Buffet 2

Fish 1

Other (Contract/sports concessions,
Hotel, Buffet, Coffee, Convenience
Store, In-Store, and Theme Park)

21
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Popularity of Cuisines
Although national counts that would reveal the restaurant industry’s fine
structure are lacking, the changes in the restaurant industry involve much more
than the growth of fast-food establishments. For example, foreign and
specialty cuisines have shown astonishing popularity, and consequently the
food dollar is being spent at many more locations than previously. Table 3-6
indicates the growth of foreign and specialty cuisine restaurants in the Seattle
metro area. An industry survey of leading chefs strongly pointed to ethnic
cuisines and foreign flavors as the dominant trend (National Restaurant
Association 1999). The impetus, in part, may be due to the large immigrant
stream from many nations in the last decade. Another factor may be the
growing number of Americans who travel abroad and are exposed to foods of
different regions and cultures.

Source: U.S. West Yellow pages

Table 3-6. Growth of Cuisine Restaurants
in Seattle Metropolitan Area, 1980 -1998

Restaurant Cuisine Number of Establishments
1980 1998

American 14 30

Barbeque 5 23

Chinese 27 81

Indian 1 27

Italian 13 101

Japanese 10 77

Mexican 19 67

Pizza 13 26

Seafood 13 36

Thai 1 67

Vietnamese 1 24

Other (46 cuisines) 73 188

TOTALS 190 747
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GROWTH OF LEISURE ACTIVITY

Recreation is still another example of the major transformation that has
occurred in nonwork activities. The share of household expenditures on
entertainment and recreation, increased 40 percent between 1950 and 1995,
from 4.0 percent to 5.6 percent (U.S. Department of Labor). Real dollars spent
by all households on entertainment jumped 8 percent between 1987 and 1997.
Since a large portion of recreation is consumed outside the home, the travel
effects have been equally large.

More revealing are economic studies that show per capita participation rates
for recreation have increased as incomes and leisure time have increased, and
as invention and technology have stimulated a rich diversity in the types of
recreational opportunities, whether for participants or spectators (Costa 1997).
People are able to buy much more recreation value for every dollar they spend.
From an increasingly wide variety of choices, people enjoy the opportunity to
select the forms of recreation that best serve their interests, abilities, age, and
lifestyle.

According to Schwenk, the trends in leisure time and entertainment
expenditures can be attributed to demographic patterns, the movement toward
healthier lifestyles, and new technology (Schwenk 1992). In 1989, baby
boomers between age 35 and 44 spent more than those in other age groups on
recreation and entertainment. As these people age, they can be expected to
have more discretionary income to spend on leisure activities compared to
previous generations.

The great diversity of leisure opportunities makes analysis of participation
rates specific activities and the spatial patterns of venues very difficult. Given
the ever-changing nature of leisure, trends are even more difficult to follow.
Most activity surveys are either lacking in scope or accuracy of measurement
technique to allow much more than the identification of broad trends. One
national survey has tracked attendance at live artistic performances and
participation in other leisure activities since 1982 (National Endowment for the
Arts 1998). Growth in participation rates is evident in most major categories
(Table 3-7).
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Source: National Endowment for the Arts 1998

SPATIAL ORGANIZATION OF RETAIL STRUCTURE

In addition to the growing variety of retail activities, the spatial structure of the
retail environment has undergone major reorganization in the past few
decades. We can only review here the highlights of these changes on a national
level that we described more fully in the Task One report. We also provide
examples of the spatial distribution of retail locations selected from a series of
maps produced for the Puget Sound region nonwork database that was
documented in the Task Three report.

Growth in Numbers and Types of Shopping Centers
The planned shopping center is largely a post WW-II invention. Figure 3-2
shows the growth in number of shopping centers of all categories and sizes
since 1986, when reasonably accurate national data was first collected. For
shopping centers of all sizes, the 1980s were a period of rapid growth that
mirrored the increasing numbers of baby boomers who have high levels of
personal expenditures.

Table 3-7. Participation in Arts Events and Other Leisure Activities

Activity
Percent Attending or Participating

Once in Last 12 Months

Classical Music

1982 1985 1992 1997

13 13 13 16

Musical Play 18 17 17 25

Non-musical Play 12 12 14 16

Active Sports 39 41 39 45

Exercise 51 57 60 76

Amusement Park 49 45 50 57



Retail Environment and Nonwork Travel Trends

Mineta Transportation Institute

43

Figure 3-2. Shopping Center Trends

Source: National Research Bureau 1999

Over half of all shopping center area is in facilities that are less than 200,000
square feet. On a per capita basis, the amount of shopping center area has
continued to increase. If automobile sales are ignored, planned shopping
centers now account for more than half of all retail sales (ICSC 1998). Over the
years, new types of centers have emerged, comprising a wide variety of spatial
configurations and sizes (Table 3-8).

Table 3-8. Types and Spatial Characteristics of
Shopping Centers

Shopping
Center Type

Typical
Configuration

Floor Area
(Sqare Feet)

Primary Trade
Area Radius

(Miles)

Super regional Mall, usually
enclosed

>800,000 5-25

Regional Mall 400,000-800,000 5-15
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Source: International Council of Shopping Centers 1998

OTHER SPATIAL PATTERN CHANGES

Retail Activity Increasingly Polycentric and Dispersed
That metropolitan America is rapidly developing a polycentric structure is a
fact that has been widely documented. Perhaps an extreme example is the
Atlanta region, which has more than 70 retail cores, including downtowns and
regional malls, with over 1000 retail employees each (Fujii & Hartshorn 1995).

Clustering at Regional Centers Creates Major Retail Concentrations
Both regional and superregional centers are often surrounded by other smaller
centers that together comprise very large retail concentrations. National, and
even regional, data on the number and size of these commercial clusters is
lacking. One regional mall in the Puget Sound area has as many stores and
retail space outside as inside (Task Three report). These stores are in strip
malls and power centers within one mile of the regional mall.

Freestanding is Still a Major Choice
Many national chains prefer freestanding sites for enhanced visibility and
customer access. In 1997, more than half of retail construction starts in the
U.S. were freestanding (Levine 1998).

Community Strip 100,000-350,000 3-6

Neighborhood Strip 30,000-150,000 3

Power Freestanding
Cluster

250,000-600,000 5-10

Specialty Mall 80,000-250,000 5-15

Theme Mall, sometimes in
historic building

80,000-250,000 N/A

Outlet Mall, strip,
“village” cluster

50,000-400,000 25-75

Table 3-8. Types and Spatial Characteristics of
Shopping Centers (Continued)

Shopping
Center Type

Typical
Configuration

Floor Area
(Sqare Feet)

Primary Trade
Area Radius

(Miles)
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Decay, Renewal and Adaptation of Older Neighborhood Centers and
Arterial Strips
The major changes in store format and size, and the increasing number and
variety of shopping centers has obviously had an impact on older community
and neighborhood centers and strips, as well as the downtowns of older cities
in a metropolitan region. However, other than a few studies of individual inner
city strips and centers in Los Angeles and some anecdotal information about
the condition of strips elsewhere (Loukaitou-Sideris 1997; Jacobs 1997), there
appears not to have been a systematic study of the change that these centers
have experienced. Although commercial activity in some of these centers has
declined, others have adapted and prospered by becoming specialty centers
serving a large trade area. One older neighborhood commercial strip in Seattle
(Wallingford) is now a center for eating out and entertainment that attracts
customers from across the city and nearby suburbs.

Markets Differentiated by Age and Lifestyle
Many stores, especially those selling apparel and other soft goods, target
market segments having narrow age and lifestyle ranges. Some stores now
cater exclusively to the early teenage market. Thus, household shopping
excursions can be expected to involve stops at several different locations, or in
the extreme, several separate trips.

Maldistribution of Essential Services
In some instances, the market does not provide convenient access to necessary
goods and services for those with low levels of mobility (U.S. HUD 1999).
One example that has been studied is the lack of inner-city supermarkets, and
as a consequence, higher food prices and/or transportation costs for residents
of these areas. A study of 21 metro areas found significantly fewer grocery
stores per capita in the lowest-income areas compared to region wide averages.
These same areas also had the lowest rates of vehicle ownership (Cotterill &
Franklin 1995). Those inner-city families who are able to gain the income and
wealth to purchase a vehicle or to move to a better neighborhood probably
enter into a more automobile-dependent lifestyle of the type that TOD planners
are working against.

Examples of Retail’s Spatial Environment
The Task 3 report described the Puget Sound region’s retail environment in a
series of maps that indicate locations for major nonwork activity venues
relative to the proposed TOD structure. Just two of those maps are reproduced
here to provide examples of the variety and dispersion of these venues. Figure
3-3 shows the locations of the 300 “superstores” listed in Table 3-3. Many of
these stores are clustered in proximity to the major malls and have equally
large trade areas. Figure 3-4 shows the locations of all of the major nonwork
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trip generators that were geocoded and mapped in the process of creating the
Puget Sound nonwork database. These range from discount department stores
to nightclubs, and total approximately 1,900 separate venues.

DEVELOPER, RETAILER, AND CONSUMER DECISION DYNAMICS

Several market indicators help explain the observed spatial structure of the
retail marketplace, including the size of individual stores, their siting at
particular locations, and their spatial relationships to other establishments.
They also explain why the retail structure appears to be successful, i.e., why
consumers patronize the stores, how it attracts their discretionary spending,
and how their response in turn helps shape the retail environment. This
synergistic relationship between the interests of developers/retailers and
consumers is an essential determinant of nonwork transportation patterns.

New Retailing Strategies
Retailers today, more than ever before, are running their businesses based on a
financial planning approach rather than a merchandising approach. A strong
economy throughout the 1990s and resulting available investment capital has
meant growth in the size of retail firms and resulting monopolistic and
oligopolistic behavior. For example, in 1992, the top five supermarket chains
had 19 percent of the national market; in 1999 that share grew to 33 percent
(Bergmann 1999). Merger activity is high. Hence, the increased importance of
larger, national chains in the marketplace.

Investments by larger firms in information and other technologies have caused
advancements in manufacturing and logistics to the point that cost of goods
and the physical distribution to the store are a shrinking share of the cost of
consumption. The main problem faced by firms serving consumers is that of
marketing against competition. For retailers, store location is paramount, and
planning multiple store sites in a regional market has become much more
sophisticated.
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Figure 3-3. Locations of “Superstores” Relative to the
Proposed TOD Structure of the Puget Sound Region
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Figure 3-4. Locations of Major Nonwork Trip Generators Relative
to the TOD Structure of the Puget Sound Region
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Power in the market has shifted to the consumer and in turn to retailers who are
closer to the consumers and are aware of their needs. One need is time saving.
Thus as society becomes more affluent, the time constraint is replacing the
income constraint in the allocation of goods. Increasingly, people buy goods
and services that save time that is then allocated to other activities.

The trend toward increasing polarity in retailing continues. On one hand,
superstores emphasizing large-scale diversified operations and logistical
efficiency take a larger share of the market. On the other hand, firms that
emphasize deep but narrow product lines and more responsive consumer
services grow in importance. As the share of the market of both types
increases, the share of firms in the space between these two poles shrinks.

Social institutions, such as the family, the work place, and the school, are in
charge of shaping consumption and are directing and constraining both the
times and nature of activities. Social institutions similarly influence the
choices that consumers make among major product categories associated with
activities.

Store Location Strategies
Table 3-9 lists the chief factors that are involved in the land developer’s and
retailer’s choice of size of retail unit, and the general location and specific site
selected for the unit (Nelson & Niles 1999). We briefly describe each of these
factors.

Source: Nelson & Niles 1999

Scale and Scope Economies
Economies of scale and scope are the most visible manifestations of the new
retail economy and structure. Many categories of retail firms are building

Table 3-9. Key Retail Location Decision Factors

Scale and scope economies

Agglomeration economies

Regional accessibility

Visibility, local access and parking

Environmental impacts

Zoning and public resistance

Local government revenue needs
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bigger stores that attract customers from a larger geographic market area. Even
stores that have been traditionally a part of neighborhood retail centers, and
that remain so today—groceries, barbershops, pharmacies, and bookstores—
have scaled up. Some retail formats have reached a market size that requires a
store area, including parking, that would be a difficult fit in a core commercial
center such as a downtown. These include “big box” retailers—discount
department stores, warehouse club stores, home improvement centers, and
other “category killers”—that generate large numbers of trips for many hours
of both week days and weekends. Most customers arrive by car which enables
them to conveniently haul purchased items that are heavy, bulky, or numerous.

Even the convenience store, which has replaced the “mom and pop”
neighborhood grocery as the nearest place to purchase food, bottled drinks, and
tobacco, has achieved a market scale that creates a difficult fit except in
locations at the edge of a residential neighborhood. Most convenience stores
are on busy arterials, and their customers are drawn from a large trade area.

Agglomeration Economies
Clustering has long been a feature of the retail marketplace. Competition leads
simultaneously to competing stores positioning themselves geographically into
clusters and to similarity among products (Hotelling 1929). Retail firms also
tend to locate in close proximity to other firms that offer complementary goods
(Jones & Simmons 1990). The clustering of competitors facilitates comparison
shopping; the clustering of different kinds of stores facilitates one-stop
shopping. In both cases, clustering benefits both the retailers and their
customers. Total travel distance and cost are reduced, and positive externalities
are created, i.e., a total market that is greater than the sum of the individual
markets when the same stores are not clustered. Agglomerations also offer
retailers the benefit of reduced overhead. Parking is shared, as are other costs
such as security and even advertising.

Clustering occurs at several levels: in central business districts, regional malls,
outlet malls, “power centers,” and smaller malls and retail strips along
arterials. Clusters involve services as well as retail stores, e.g., post offices,
libraries, banks and ATM machines in shopping centers and malls. The mix of
stores is usually subject to careful selection to maximize cumulative attraction
and impulsive purchasing.

Fast food outlets cluster with department stores in regional malls to take
advantage of high pedestrian flows generated by their neighbors. Restaurants
also cluster. Pilsbury concluded, after an extensive study of the Atlanta-area
restaurant industry, that clustering was the most important factor determining
restaurant location (Pilsbury 1987). According to Pilsbury, this “competitive
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linkage” strategy has produced an almost total clustering of restaurants in most
communities in Atlanta.

As the retail marketplace continues to reinvent itself, clustering becomes even
more heterogeneous. A recent development is the “stacked entertainment
zone,” that may include restaurants, food courts, cinemas, ice rinks, video
game arcades, art galleries, and spas. These highly diverse activity
assemblages have replaced the department store as the destination anchor in
some shopping centers.

Regional Accessibility
The growing size of market areas is obviously related to the greatly increased
regional accessibility that personal vehicles and modern urban roadway
systems provide. Some retail centers—e.g., ethnic and lifestyle shopping
districts, factory outlet malls, major recreation venues—may be dependent on
a market that extends across an entire metropolitan area. Even regional
shopping malls generate a considerable amount of “cross shopping,” i.e.,
shoppers live close to one mall but also frequently shop at other regional malls.

Large stores and their lower prices are also very much facilitated by modern
information technology, another form of accessibility. This includes bar-code
price scanners to keep checkout lines moving, point of sale terminals wired to
inventory management systems and credit/debit card networks, and global
logistics management systems connecting stores to warehouses and factories
worldwide.

Visibility, Local Access, and Parking
All stores seek visibility to attract customers and to provide convenient access
to the site. Since the car is the dominant mode for shopping trips, many retail
chains prefer stand-alone sites on major roads and at key intersections. Such
sites serve to project the image of the company and to support its advertising,
and they provide convenient site access, entrance and egress, and parking that
is free from competition from other activities. Compared to a shopping mall
location, freestanding stores control their own business hours and can be open
to customers around the clock. Stand-alone sites also allow retailers to grow at
faster rates than through traditional shopping center development.

Environmental Effects
Quite apart from the vehicle traffic consequences caused by large size, certain
stores are difficult to locate adjacent to residential areas because the activity
generates noise, high volumes of refuse, or just looks bad. These include
modern grocery stores, auto repair services, funeral homes, and operations like
craft stores and brew-pubs that have manufacturing or processing operations
on the premises.
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Zoning and Resident Resistance
In already developed areas, current zoning is a central political issue for
realization of restructured neighborhood centers. Residents resist rezones that
allow more mixed-use development. Efforts to introduce commercial
businesses into existing residential areas, even when not requiring zoning
changes, often meet opposition. Expansion of commercial activities is more
probable in commercial zones that have underutilized capacity. It will tend to
take the form of the existing commercial center, which is most often an arterial
strip.

Local Government Competition
Local governments generally see commercial development as a net tax revenue
generator compared to even dense residential development, and are inclined to
being receptive to the siting of major retail stores and complexes. Some local
governments provide incentives to attract developers who are looking for a site
and who can choose among locations within a large trade area.

Consumer Behavioral Factors
Several key behavioral traits of consumers that hold implications for TOD
planning are listed in Table 3-10.

Source: Integrated Transport Research

Bargain Hunting
Competition attracts price-conscious consumers who travel outside their
neighborhood, trading higher travel and time costs for lower-cost merchandise.
This is particularly the case when consumers purchasing prepackaged,
standardized, well-known brands are responding to regional promotion.
Newspapers typically carry inserts containing coupons, rebates and advertising

Table 3-10. Key Consumer Behavior Factors

Bargain hunting

Comparison shopping

Preference for variety

Destination flexibility

Schedule flexibility
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inserts describing low-priced goods available only in big-box stores,
superstores, and off-price retailers located throughout a metropolitan region.

Comparison Shopping
Both stores and goods are classified as either convenience or specialty.
Convenience stores and goods account for most purchases, and consumers
choose locations for convenience shopping that minimize travel. Even for
specialty shopping, consumers generally prefer locations that are as close as
possible.

However, some specialty stores—such as those selling furniture, major
appliances, or automobiles—generate higher levels of longer, “comparison”
shopping trips, i.e., customers will bypass other similar stores to shop there.
This behavior results from marketplace competition offering customers unique
mixtures of price, quality, variety, and service that may be scattered throughout
a metro area.

High levels of comparison shopping have been observed on a regional scale.
Although large malls in the same metro region may have the same anchoring
chain stores, they may differ in their mix of specialty stores. Some may have a
more upscale mix compared to the regional average. This tends to produce
“cross shopping,” with some consumers consistently visiting two or more
regional malls.

Preference for Variety
People will pay more in travel costs to find variety or a unique shopping
experience. For some, shopping is a recreational activity, and “satisfaction” is
a large component. Malls that include food courts, multi-screen cinemas,
amusement rides and electronic game parlors, concert stages, traveling
festivals, and fashion, automobile, hobby, and crafts shows are playing to this
preference. These venues and events are typically designed to draw customers
and their family members from a large area well beyond the immediate
neighborhoods.

Bargain hunting, comparison shopping, and preference for variety all show up
in market research. From 1995 to 1999, the number of weekly shopping trips
by females held steady at 3.5, but the number of stores visited doubled, from
1.4 to 2.9 across the same period of time (Prepared Foods Online Newsletter
2000). Consumers who were surveyed viewed shopping as part necessity,
adventure, pragmatism, and emotion.

Location Flexibility
Choice in the marketplace allows travelers to adjust to changes in the cost of a
trip. For example, to avoid congestion or to combine several travel purposes in
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a chained trip, consumers can access the same retail store at another location
without increasing the time or direct cost of the trip.

Schedule Flexibility
Consumers exhibit considerable flexibility in the time scheduling of trips to
retail activity centers, often made possible by extended store hours. Nonwork
trips combine with trips to and from work, and they originate from work sites.
Tours involving one or several nonwork activities typically occur after work
hours and on weekends.

Dispersion of Other Nonwork Activities
In the past, people might have chosen to patronize local businesses and
professional services. Now, many of these nonretail, nonwork household
activities, have for many people moved to locations outside their immediate
neighborhoods. Examples are choice of church, children’s school, and family
doctor.

DISCUSSION

Table 3-11 summarizes important current national trends in the size, number,
variety and spatial dispersion of stores (Nelson & Niles 1999b). Equally
important trends are apparent in the consumer services and recreational
sectors.

Source: Nelson & Niles 1999b

From a transportation perspective, the most important aspects of the new store
formats is their number, spatial distribution, and spatial organization, i.e., their
siting with respect to other stores and to older centers of retail activity. The
number of trip generators has expanded greatly, much faster than population.
At the same time, retail’s spatial structure has changed in ways that both

Table 3-11. Major Trends in Retail Structure

Retail activity increasingly polycentric and dispersed

Planned shopping centers dominate market

Smaller malls cluster around major malls

“Big Box” market share growing

“Super” stores growing in kind and number

Many chains prefer stand alone sites

Drive to and through convenience growing
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increase and decrease travel. One trend is to one-stop shopping, either within
an individual retail unit that offers a wide range of goods and services, or as a
result of the spatial clustering of several separate units. The result in the latter
case can be very large retail concentrations such as those found at regional
malls. Another trend is the choice of some retail businesses to prefer isolated
locations. While some retailers prefer to cluster, even with their competitors,
other retailers choose stand-alone sites that provide greater visibility, access,
and control over hours of operation, which increasingly are 24/7—24 hours per
day and 7 days per week. The market has reacted to the need for more flexible
hours of operation that more closely fit increasingly varied household
schedules.

Store locations and their spatial organization have not been unduly constrained
by land use limitations, and developers and retailers have been generally free
to build stores where they are most profitable. Their freedom to locate has been
indirectly assisted by residents who, being very protective of existing
residential zoning, are not critical of the retail strip and the retail clustering that
are the bane of planners. Freedom for retailers to locate about anywhere is also
helped by competition among local jurisdictions for tax revenue generated by
retail sales.

Figure 3-5. Hypothetical Household Nonwork Travel Patterns

Source: Integrated Transport Research

Figure 3-5 attempts to represent schematically the household travel patterns
generated by the new retail structure. Obviously, individual household patterns
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will differ greatly. And a simple diagram cannot begin to suggest the
complexity of actual travel patterns that are integrated over the population and
time. Even the frequency of travel from one household to specific locations is
not easily captured in one diagram.

But the schematic is instructive in that it does provide a sense of the increased
number of retail destinations, their spatial relationships, and how high levels of
mobility and accessibility enable trips to multiple centers and stand-alone sites
dispersed across a metropolitan region.

Figure 3-5 also suggests how chaining of trips improves the efficiency of
travel. Finally, it attempts to portray a basic reality: consumers are willing to
spend more of their disposable income on transportation to access the great
variety of offerings now available in the marketplace.

An understanding of the new retail environment provides insight into the
growth of nonwork travel, which is an essential element of TOD planning.
Nonwork activities and travel have grown in a dynamic process involving
consumer demand, technological change, and market innovations. Growing
disposable income provides the buying power that supports expanding
consumer preferences for a variety of goods and services and for the needs of
saving time and achieving multiple purposes in trips to make purchases. These
consumer needs are fed by the outputs of technological and market innovation,
including new products and services, global production and supply chains,
various levels and forms of customer service, and development of new retail
niches. Innovation and expanding consumer preferences feed on one another,
yielding the modern retail structure described in this chapter—many retail
venues both large and small, dispersed widely, and responsive to the
accessibility provided by automobiles, the overwhelmingly dominant mode of
transport. This retail structure in turn leads to increasing nonwork travel
demand.

An inherent aspect of a modern capitalistic market system is a two-way link
between consumer preferences and business-driven innovation. Feedback
serves and expands those preferences. And opportunities generated by growing
wealth and technological innovation stimulate the market to offer even more
variety and choice.

All of this plays out in the spatial realm of a metropolitan region, whether
inside or outside the central city. New trip attractors are continually being
added that change personal and aggregate travel patterns, both increasing the
number of nonwork trips and vehicle miles traveled. People organize their trips
into complex tours that allow efficient access to the increasing numbers of
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destinations, while minimizing trip time and distance within their activity
budgets.
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CHAPTER FOUR

NEEDED: PLANNING METHODOLOGIES
THAT ACCOUNT FOR URBAN COMPLEXITY

AND UNCERTAINTY

INTRODUCTION

Retail dynamics, consumer behavior, and nonwork trip generation establish the
dimensions of the complex, dynamic urban system that is the context for TOD
planning. The complexity encompasses the interaction of known, multiple
forces and the continuing introduction of new forces as a result of
technological innovation, entrepreneurship, and competition. This chapter
begins with a brief review of the theoretical understanding of complex systems
and uncertainty. It then describes the limitations of current urban planning to
encompass complexity and uncertainty, and it indicates the key elements of a
new urban transportation and land use planning process that can deal with the
complexity and future uncertainty of the dynamic urban system.

As Richmond (1998) points out, planners have to face up to this complexity in
their planning: “Recognizing that transportation is inevitably tied into an
intricate web of overlaps with all other urban functions and with the rich
morass of human life complicates the planning task but makes it more likely to
achieve meaningful results.” Along the same lines, Innes and Booher (1999)
note that in the complex metropolitan development system “simplification
results in fundamentally wrong answers, and focus on individual sectors
separately will be counterproductive.”

CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPLEX SYSTEMS

As Casti (1997) describes, complex systems generate surprises from five
distinct mechanisms:

• Paradoxes, leading to inconsistent phenomena;

• Instability, leading to large effects from small changes;

• Incompatibility, leading to behavior that transcends rules;

• Connectivity, leading to behavior that cannot be decomposed into parts;
and

• Emergence, leading to self-organizing patterns.
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These mechanisms work across the dynamics of daily vehicle traffic, of
consumer response to opportunity over a seasonal buying period such as
Christmas or summer, of the labor market as firms start up, expand, contract,
and shut down, and of industry responses to business opportunity, whether the
industry is commercial real estate, entertainment, or retail.

The surprises that come from complexity force planners to grapple with three
forms of uncertainty about the future (van der Heijden 1996):

• Risk, where the occurrence has historical precedent, and the probability of
reoccurrence can at least be estimated.

• Structural uncertainties, where we can understand how a unique new event
can happen, even though there is not enough experience to judge the
likelihood.

• Unknowables, where a future event cannot even be imagined. The
existence of unknowables calls for enhanced perception and skill in
reacting appropriately.

FACTORS CAUSING COMPLEXITY IN URBAN TRANSPORTATION
AND LAND USE PLANNING

Table 4-1 summarizes the substantive factors that should be accounted for in
long-range transportation and land use planning. This list of sources of risk,
uncertainty, and complexity is organized around a list of topics and categories
that we created from our own observations and general reading about the
forces that bear on how urban areas function. Many of these are complex in
themselves, and some are obviously interrelated, which adds additional
complexity. Aspects of this complexity are analyzed by Hibshoosh and Nicosia
(1987), who describe how the dynamics of family life, employment, and other
social institutions work individually and in combination to influence travel
behavior.

It is important to note that many of these factors carry both a weight and
direction in terms of their impact on metropolitan spatial form and travel
patterns (Colby 1933). In other words, they differ in the effect they have on the
compactness and integration of land uses. Some are centripetal, tending to
produce lower densities and separation of uses, e.g., the need of families for
affordable housing tends to move demand and growth to the periphery of an
urban region. Others are centrifugal, tending to cause higher land use densities
and an amalgamation of uses. This could be the case for some members of an
aging population who seek to downsize their residence and find a location
convenient to goods and services. The factors are vectors in mathematical
terminology, and should be treated as such when used in a planning exercise.
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Furthermore, the amount of change across any future time period cannot be
very well predicted, and thus is a cause of the risk and uncertainty inherent in
transportation planning. The new factors that might arise in Table 4-1 that are
totally unexpected illustrate the potential for unknowables.

An understanding of these vectors is enhanced by both national and regional
empirical data and other more subjective information. We have presented
national data in our Task one report. Regional nonwork-related data for the
case study region, the central Puget Sound area, is presented in the Task three
report.

COMPLEXITY AND THE CURRENT PLANNING PROCESS

The results of metropolitan planning processes carried out by Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) are generally not infused with a recognition
of the complexity and uncertainty that is underlined by the length of the list in
Table 4-1. Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) documents rarely describe
and discuss the many risks and areas of uncertainty that result from the action
and interaction of the factors listed. In particular, an emphasis on guiding
development toward areas of currently existing and emerging areas of
geographic concentration, and then connecting the areas with mass transit,
does not obviously seem to embrace the need for flexibility to respond to
unknowables.

Mierzejewski reaches a similar conclusion about the handling of complexity
and uncertainty after a comprehensive survey of current planning and
modeling approaches (Mierzejewski 1995, 1996, 1998a), and a close study of
the planning efforts of 25 MPOs in Florida (Mierzejewski 1998b). He reviews
the inability of travel demand models to accurately predict future travel
patterns, and he suggests a need for new regional planning methods that take
into account uncertainty and provide for flexibility in transportation
investments and strategies.

Table 4-1. Sources of Complexity, Risk, and Uncertainty

Demographics/Socioeconomics

Net population change, including migration

Household size trends

Age profile, life span, and lifestyle

Income levels and distribution

Residential Dynamics
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Residential mobility

Preference for residential size, style, and environment

Regional distribution of housing costs

Effects of aging population

Preference for home ownership

Self-selection by transit riders

Household reaction to congestion

Employment/Education Dynamics

Industrial Structure

Spatial distribution of workplaces

Change in workday and week

Part-time and temporary work

Multiple jobholders

Self employment/work at home

Telecommuting/telelearning

Employer reaction to congestion

Work-based travel for work-related and other purposes

Population Distribution

Growth beyond central cities and counties

Intra-regional shifts

Inter-regional shifts

Older central city resurgence

Land Use Dynamics

Land use policies and regulations

Redevelopment and in fill development

Table 4-1. Sources of Complexity, Risk, and Uncertainty (Continued)



Needed: Planning Methodologies That Account for Urban Complexity and Uncertainty

Mineta Transportation Institute

63

Open space preservation

Public reaction to density and mixed-use

Nonwork Activity

Variety and spatial distribution of “retail”

Local government need/competition for tax revenues on location

Trends in going out vs. staying at home

E-commerce

Freight and Goods Movement

Just-in-time delivery to industry

Home delivery of goods

Courier services

Changing load factors in trucks

Costs, Benefits, and Other Fiscal Factors

System capital and operating costs, including those for feeder

System utilization rate--new transit riders

Externalities, including delay time and wasted fuel

Direct private vehicle costs, including demand pricing

Net benefit (cost) of alternatives

Opportunity costs

Available government and private resources

Employer subsidization of alternative modes

Personal and Public Transportation Technology

Alternative fuels

Advanced vehicle propulsion technology

Advanced fixed-guideway systems

Table 4-1. Sources of Complexity, Risk, and Uncertainty (Continued)
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Source: Integrated Transport Research and Global Telematics

LIMITATIONS OF CURRENT MPO MODELING

The response to complexity seen in the typical MPO planning processes
(standardized in Federal laws such as ISTEA and TEA-21) yields a simplified
geographic configuration consisting of travel analysis zones (TAZ) made up of
three kinds of subzones where people to varying degrees sleep, work, and
engage in buying goods and services. The usual four-step model used to
describe movement among these zones and subzones is a series of equations
calibrated to the latest available data on traffic flows and transit patronage. The
model defines how land use is related to the movement of cars and transit
vehicles. The basic structure of the model is then applied 20 or more years in
the future against the same zones with projected estimates of who and what
will be in the zones, based on assumptions for future residential population,
employment, and kind of development. The mode by which people will travel
in the future, car, train, bus, or walking is also estimated.

Safety improvements

ITS applications

Other Technology Affecting Travel to Work and
Nonwork Destinations

Teleconferencing

Electronic service delivery

Ubiquitous Internet

Virtual reality

Environmental Policy

Air quality standards

Greenhouse gases

Pollution from surface water runoff

Table 4-1. Sources of Complexity, Risk, and Uncertainty (Continued)
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The modeling process carried out as described has a number of significant
limitations (Nelson & Niles 1999), summarized in Table 4-2.

Source: Integrated Transport Research

A planning methodology that exposes the considerable complexity in current
and future transportation and land use patterns will consequently add to the
uncertainty attached to regional models used to predict future patterns and
transportation system performance. This should cause MPO planners to
reconsider the application of models to long term prediction or, in the very
least, should persuade them to introduce uncertainty into their modeling
practice in their predictions of both continuous and discrete values.

CURRENT MAJOR PREMISE:
GOVERNMENT ACTION SHAPES URBAN FORM

The overarching paradigm and set of policies governing all the assumptions in
MPO planning is a government plan for changing transportation and land use
in the future—typically, new roads, expanded public transportation systems,
and more density near the places to be served by public transportation.

The very common TOD-rail paradigm that is considered a front-edge planning
practice in alignment with Smart Growth principles is essentially a high-stakes
gamble that in the long-run, government investment, incentives, and rules will
cause the density of population, employment, and service offerings to increase
around a network of transit stations. This density boost on top of the

Table 4-2. Limitations of Four-Step Transportation
Modeling Applied to Nonwork Travel

Characterizes nonwork travel as unlinked trips

Aggregates all nonwork purposes into one or two categories

Assumes that functional relationships between input data and nonwork
activity are constant from the present to 30 years out in the future

Does not encompass all the presently known forces shaping consumer
activities and destinations

Cannot be calibrated in the baseline historical year with nonwork
activity data

Makes no allowance for consumer or retail industry response to
congestion
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availability of transit capacity is assumed in the future to cause a reduction in
driving, to be replaced by transit use, walking, and bicycling.

Ironically, while the TOD paradigm responds to the complexity of the
marketplace, technology, and entrepreneurial behavior with a seemingly
elegant concept, TOD also introduces additional complexity to both urban
development and the lives of individuals:

• Mixed-use buildings in a dense configuration are more complex to
construct and operate than single uses in a more dispersed configuration
(City of Seattle 1999).

• Experience has shown that mixed-use TOD projects introduce
complications to the development process. For example, as Boarnet et al
(1997, 1998, 1999) have found in California that local governments that
are pursuing the TOD-rail paradigm seek to maximize their tax revenue by
emphasizing commercial and minimizing housing near transit stops. In
most cases they pursue local needs over regional policies.

• For travelers, journeys involving transfers at transit stations between
modes or vehicles are often more complex and time-consuming than
single-mode auto journeys.

• Visible stores in a traditional mall with parking may be easier for more
consumers to find and use more of the time than multilevel retail space
packed around a train station.

One track for urban transportation improvement, of course, is to work to
overcome these complexities inherent in TOD. But even doing that does not
reduce the real risk that TOD—even if very well done—may not be able to
change the travel behavior of enough people in a region to make any difference
in the environmental quality that people care about. Our conclusion from the
findings presented so far is that the time is right for a new, structured
examination of the assumptions and results of the MPO’s planning work. A
new process could take advantage of the existing modeling, design-oriented
visioning, and other MPO practices, but then bring an additional focus on the
complexity in metropolitan markets and nonwork travel, and the resulting
uncertainty about the future. The results of a supplementary process, described
below, could then be melded into the results of the MPO planning process for a
more robust result in the face of risk, uncertainty, and unknowables. The new
planning process could generate a range of possible future scenarios that go
beyond TOD, that could serve an alternative or supplementary response to
growing complexity and the manifestly uncertain impact of present TOD
policies designed to achieve goals.
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KEY ELEMENTS OF A NEW NONWORK TRAVEL PLANNING
PROCESS

We call the new approach the Nonwork Travel Improvement Planning Process
(NWTIPP). These are the definitions of terms we commonly use:

• Premise: The assumptions about how the world operates that stand behind
paradigms, scenarios, and policies. A common main premise in MPO
transportation planning is that government over several decades can
influence land use to change sufficiently to cause modifications in
household behavior that show up as a regional shift in travel mode.

• Paradigm: A vision of how society could work if certain premises about
individual and organizational behavior hold true and if certain policies are
implemented. TOD is a paradigm that follows from the main premise in
MPO transportation planning.

• Scenario: Summary description of patterns of events in the future, as
influenced by uncontrollable external forces and by public policies and
spending. Scenarios are alternate implementation paths for paradigms.
An example of a scenario: Developers of retail space changing their focus
from customers arriving by automobile to customers arriving by transit.

• Policy or strategy: Broad principles that guide action by government and
the private sectors, often in pursuit of a paradigm, as in the case of
transportation planning. Investment in rail mass transit to influence future
land use is an example of a policy or strategy. In the private sector,
“strategy” has a connotation of taking competitive behavior into account,
whereas “policy” does not.

• Program or tactic: Specific action that conforms to and implements policy
or strategy. The detail of zoning and design requirements around a transit
station is an example.

One objective in the design of the NWTIPP is to create a planning template
that is capable of identifying strengths and weaknesses in the main premise
behind the TOD-rail paradigm. In detail, the main premise is that low-density,
single-use urban form can be reshaped by government action—rail (mass)
transit investments and land use policies/strategies—to result in compact,
mixed-use urban form that in turn supports and justifies the rail investment by
producing new transit riders.

Example statements that summarize the TOD-rail paradigm are shown in
Table 4-3. They range from general to specific and from national to regional to
local. The first is from a meeting of U.S. planning professionals and local
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government officials in 1991, the second from a metropolitan planning
organization, and the third from a city planning department. In the case of the
Puget Sound Regional Council statement, “transit” refers to a mix of light rail,
express buses, and local buses. Viewed in light of the previous chapters, these
statements together represent good intentions of well-meaning leaders to
change the way businesses operate and people live their lives, despite the
challenge of market forces that work in different directions.

We think a good planning process needs to consider alternative premises: for
example, that the forces at large in the marketplace are too numerous and
strong for government actions to reshape regional form and modes of travel to
any meaningful degree. Following from revised premises, the NWTIPP would
be able to identify alternative paradigms, scenarios, and policies/strategies.

Table 4-3. The TOD Paradigm: From General to Specific

Congress of New Urbanism: The Ahwahnee Principles
Guidelines for New Urbanism Development — Community Principles

“Community size should be designed so that housing, jobs, daily needs, and
other activities are within walking distance of one another.”

“As many activities as possible should be located within easy walking
distance of transit stops.”

Source: Local Government Commission 1992

Puget Sound Regional Council – Vision 2020 Plan for Urban Centers

“The VISION 2020 strategy is to reinforce and diversify our existing urban
centers ... to build an environment that will attract residents and businesses to
the advantages it offers. These advantages include excellent access to
frequent and fast transit that connects to other centers and to surrounding
neighborhoods, a selection of attractive and well-designed residences, and
proximity to a diverse collection of services, shopping, recreation and jobs.”

Source: Puget Sound Regional Council 1995

City of Seattle Transportation Strategic Plan – October 1998

“Support Development of ‘Full Service’ Neighborhood Business Districts.”

“This strategy promotes shopping within neighborhoods by helping Seattle’s
urban villages to offer a full range of products and services to meet people’s
day-to-day needs.”

Source: City of Seattle 1998
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Premise and Paradigms are a Planning Choice
Table 4-4 illustrates how the recognition of a broad premise—that government
action can make a difference—leads to the opportunity to choose among a
variety of paradigms and strategies that may reduce automobility and its
impacts. Note that we take account of cost in classifying the strategies for a
particular paradigm. The pursuit of one strategy may consume so many public
dollars that the opportunity to pursue other strategies is lost because of
insufficient resources. In short, every strategy carries with it an opportunity
cost.

Although the paradigms and strategies listed in Table 4-4 appear to encompass
a broad range of possibilities, the listings in the table are intended to serve only
as examples. And as we continually emphasize, the planning process may
choose to begin with a wholly different premise regarding the efficacy of
public transit construction to shape land use and the resulting regional market
share of transit and walking modes.

Other characteristics we have designed into the NWTIPP:

• An emphasis on continuous learning by participants in the planning
process.

From analyzing urban development in California as a complex system, Innes
and Booher (1999) conclude that more sustainable urban development will
come from learning that is generated from the individual interactions of system
participants. They note that “sustainability is about process, not about a
particular vision, pattern, set of rules, or criterion.”

Table 4-4. Policy Paradigm Choices and Strategies in Government Action
that Address Growing Urban Automobile Usage

Paradigm
Strategy Examples Classified by Relative Cost

Higher Cost Moderate
Cost

Lower Cost Incremental

Improve or
promote
transit to
increase its
market share
in the
competition
with cars

Rail
construction

Bus rapid
transit; park
and ride lots

Increase
frequency and
quality of
existing
transit service

Subsidies and
incentives for
bus pass
distribution,
carpools, and
vanpools
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Change land
use to
stimulate
more walking
and transit use
and constrain
car use

TOD at new
transit stations

TOD at
existing transit
centers

Limit parking
spaces at new
developments
if served by
transit

Prohibit
zoning that
limits
apartment
development
in areas
served by
transit

Accommodate
cars and other
vehicles by
increasing
road capacity

Build new
roads

Intelligent
Transportation
Systems (ITS)
applications

Widening,
intersection
improvement
and better
signalization

Maintain
existing roads
to quality
standards;
build more
only in
proportion to
population
growth

Reduce
pollution from
cars to make
their use less
damaging

Buy back old,
polluting
vehicles

Promote the
use of zero-
emission
vehicles

Annual
emissions
inspections

Spot detection
and citation of
polluting
vehicles

Constrain
automobility
to reduce use
of cars

Congestion
pricing on
existing
highways

Tolls to
finance new
highways

Traffic
calming

Raise taxes
and fees on
gasoline or
cars

Preserve open
space and
sensitive lands

Extensive
government
land purchase

Moderate land
purchase

Purchase of
development
rights

Require
cluster
development
and dedicated
open space

Table 4-4. Policy Paradigm Choices and Strategies in Government Action
that Address Growing Urban Automobile Usage (Continued)

Paradigm
Strategy Examples Classified by Relative Cost

Higher Cost Moderate
Cost

Lower Cost Incremental
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Note: Shaded two cells together constitute the Rail-TOD paradigm. Paradigms and
strategy elements are illustrative. They can be mixed and matched in various
combinations. The main point is to illustrate the wide range of choices available.

Source: Integrated Transport Research

Based on the findings described earlier in this report, we conclude that a
uniform, nationwide planning model imposed by the Federal Government on
complex metropolitan transportation development may not yield sufficient
learning to successfully address the complex problems at hand.

• Explicit focus on nonwork travel.

As fully described earlier, travel for shopping, eating out, culture, and
recreation constitutes the majority of urban trips and these activities are a very
important shaper of urban form. Our process also includes the residential and
employment site location dynamics—the places where nonwork trips either
originate or terminate.

• Metro-region-wide process.

Many retailers now think in terms of total metropolitan areas, so we
recommend that thinking about nonwork travel improvement be focused on
this scale as well, instead of at the corridor level or subarea level like the Major
Investment Studies (MIS) carried out under ISTEA and now merged into
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) as a result of TEA-21. For TOD in
particular, much of the research and planning focus is now carried on at the
station-area level, rather than at the level of comprehending regional impacts.

• Explicit recognition that not making an additional transportation
investment, or doing less than initially contemplated, may be the most
desirable alternative.

There are two reasons for this recognition—(1) people can adapt to reduced
transportation services by using alternative locations and behaviors, and (2)
there are productive, non-transportation purposes for spending the money that
is diverted from transportation-related spending, with some of these purposes
serving the same needs that transportation spending would fulfill.

As a general example, it may make more sense to build a new shopping center
close by to a residential community that lacks adequate roads to a distant
shopping center, rather than expanding the road capacity to the existing
shopping center. By putting limits on transportation spending, the planning
process remains open to the larger array of issues and options in which
transportation planning is embedded.
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• May be carried out by Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs),
but more likely to be carried out initially by civic interests not officially
sanctioned by the MPO.

MPOs are generally deeply invested in a limited set of options. The
opportunity for designing new alternatives is most likely to come from a new
set of actors. If not carried out by an MPO, the end result of the planning
process will have influence on official decision making to the degree that the
analysis carries the authority of expert knowledge and persuasive reasoning.

• Will not necessarily follow federal planning guidelines, programs, and
other requirements for transportation planning by MPOs.

Figure 4-1 depicts a general representation of the urban transportation planning
process carried out by MPOs, as described by Pas (1995). The NWTIPP we
describe below emphasizes just the underlined portions of the overall process,
in addition to the focus on nonwork travel. The Planning Team may
recommend changes in federal requirements if they appear to block the
execution of a superior planning process and set of resulting outcomes. Table
4-5 makes a comparison between the NWTIPP and the typical Metropolitan
Transportation Plan carried out by MPOs.

• Able to work within a more time-constrained planning horizon than
the 20 years mandated by the U.S. government for a Metropolitan
Transportation Plan, and much more constrained than the 30 to 50
year time frame utilized by some MPOs.

We have stressed the complexity of the urban milieu that governs human
activity and transportation, and entrepreneurial real estate development and
consumer service offerings. The rapidly emerging Internet economy adds to
the complexity. While planning for capital-intensive transportation
infrastructure such as bridges, tunnels, freeways, and rail systems certainly
calls for a multi-decade planning horizon, we note that options for
transportation improvement need not be limited to capital expenditures of this
type. We find the notion of putting all transportation planning into a multi-
decade framework troubling, because the result may be an unnecessary
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emphasis on capital expenditures, and a variety of lower cost, more short-term
options may remain unconsidered.

Source: Integrated Transport Research

Table 4-5. Comparison between the Proposed Transportation System
Improvement Planning Process, and the Current Metropolitan

Transportation Planning Process (MTP)

MTP NWTIPP

Carried out by MPO under legal
mandates

Possibly carried out by MPO, but
more likely to be carried out initially
by other civic interests

Legal basis for regional
transportation investments

Potential influence on investments
based on quality of planning results

Based on Federal regulatory
requirements

Not constrained by Federal
regulations

Seeks to optimize the morning peak
period

Can be focused on other problems
and issues

20+ year time horizon mandatory Shorter time horizons possible and
preferred

Typically begins with a paradigm
such as rail-TOD or new road
projects and seeks to justify that
paradigm

Seeks to find better paradigms to
address problems of public policy
importance

Centered on the 4-step urban
transportation model

4-step model results are just one
input
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URBAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS

PRE-ANALYSIS PHASE

Problems/Issues Identification

Formulation of Goals and Objectives

Data Collection

Generation of Alternatives

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS PHASE

Land Use - Activity System Model

Urbuan Transportation Model System

Impact Prediction Models

POST-ANALYSIS PHASE

Evaluation of Alternatives

Decision-Making

Implementation

Monitoring

Figure 4-1. Urban Transportation Planning Process Flow Chart

Source: Pas 1995

Planning for more incremental expenditures may provide a more flexible
response to an uncertain future, as opposed to demonstrating an heroic but ill-
founded attempt to shape the future with steel and concrete built for the ages.
With longer time horizons, solutions that are more easily implemented and
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more flexible may be ignored in comparison to solutions that appear to be
more durable and long-lasting, yet less effective in terms of public benefits
(Zwerling 1974).

The reason that a more time-constrained planning horizon may be preferable in
the case of the transportation planning overlay we are recommending goes
beyond the uncertainty about the future that is inherent in a complex system.
The accelerating rate of change of the system adds to the uncertainty. The
volume curves for several drivers of our society at the end of the century show
accelerating rates of growth—transistors in a microchip, Internet hosts,
Internet web sites, volume of online shopping, business-to-business electronic
commerce, and e-mail messages.

• Generates and supports strategies and policies that are flexible and
adaptable.

Given the complexity of urban development and of the market economy that
drives development, we expect that premises may need to be modified with the
passage of time as a result of new understanding about the way the
metropolitan area is functioning, and about the impact of public policies. The
ability of a policy to change as premises and paradigms change is a measure of
the policy’s ability to achieve objectives and solve problems under an array of
scenarios that may not be in government’s control.

• Incorporates predictive models that are transparent.

The four-step, gravity-analog transportation models that are at the heart of
MPO transportation planning are notoriously obscure for the non-specialist.
We believe it is important to carry out additional processing on the raw
outcomes from these models.

Assumptions, simplifications, and their impact on accuracy need to be
apparent and outside the complex inner workings of the “black box” computer
model.

• Provides outputs as a range, in addition to discrete “point estimate”
values.

In practice, many MPO planners use their transportation models to issue only
single values, rather than ranges. This practice portrays the estimates of
transportation performance several decades in the future as more precise that
they really are. Providing “predictive intervals” is educational as to the degree
of uncertainty about the future.
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• Acknowledges and manages all technical transportation system
alternatives — immediately feasible or not.

Individual members of the public and the media are very interested in the
prospect of advanced transportation systems. Businesses around the world
have new options on the drawing board. A higher level of public involvement
will result if a fairly open process of considering all technical transportation
options is maintained. These can be handled fairly through a consideration of
their performance and cost parameters. We observe that transportation
planning in practice focuses very quickly and conservatively on a rather
narrow range of technical alternatives—light rail, commuter rail, and standard
buses.

• Comes to grips with the emergence of the Internet economy, widely
deployed microcomputers, ubiquitous personal communications, and
other likely technology expansions over the next five years, and the
decades beyond.

The rise of the network economy is already a distinctive feature of the present
era. The ubiquitous presence and use of computers and telecommunications is
not yet mentioned in very many Metropolitan Transportation Plans, yet already
is producing impacts on transportation. The routine use of cellular phones in
cars is increasing the value of time alone in a moving automobile, for example.
The continuing growth in small package delivery services in urban areas is
another example, along with the announcement of billions of dollars in
warehouse construction by firms selling goods on the Internet. The growing
impacts from online selling on particular categories of retail businesses—
bookstores, automobile dealers, and travel agencies—is a third illustration.

• Accounts for the range of costs and benefits of the various scenarios
that will arise from each examined alternative paradigm and its
associated policies.

This accounting also should describe the public costs and potential revenue
sources to implement the policies.
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CHAPTER FIVE

BACKCASTING DELPHI: A PLANNING TOOL FOR A
COMPLEX PRESENT AND AN UNCERTAIN FUTURE

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides a description of the template for the Nonwork Travel
Improvement Planning Process (NWTIPP) that implements the characteristics
we described in the previous chapter. We designed the methodology, a
modification of the Delphi process, after a search of the planning literature to
find an approach with a scope that matches the complex and dynamic scope of
the urban transportation planning problem. As described earlier, we see the
NWTIPP as an overlay and complement to the existing, well-established,
government-mandated Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) processes.
The recommended steps listed here could certainly be carried out by existing
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) staff if they chose to do so. We
would encourage that outcome. More likely, however, a new set of regional
players from among the civic leadership of a metropolitan region would need
to step forward to implement our recommendations.

THE DELPHI METHOD

An existing, well-tested group process that we recommend be adapted to meet
the requirements listed in Chapter 4 is the Delphi expert panel, a technique
originally developed at the Rand Corporation in the early 1950s. A Delphi
panel is a structured interaction among the members of a group with different
kinds of expertise that allows a consensus—or possibly very explicit points of
divergence—to be reached on judgments about a complex topic, typically a
forecasting problem.

In standard Delphi methodology, all responses to a given set of question on the
problem are compiled in a feedback document, with display of the reasons for
responses that deviate from an emerging consensus average. The feedback
document is sent back to each participant, each of whom is now given the
opportunity to change opinion and provide new responses based on what
others have said that is persuasive. If a response will lie outside the average
found in the previous iteration, the respondent is asked to supply supporting
information. The goal is to achieve consensus among the experts as they learn
from each other. Consensus is typically achieved after three to five rounds of
feedback and response (Irving and Conrath 1988).
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Khan, who has reviewed available methodologies for transportation policy and
planning decision making, views the Delphi process as capable of dealing with
uncertainties in factors that determine future travel demand and the technical
performance of transportation systems (Khan 1989). He suggests that through
group assessment and the application of decision theory, available information
can be better utilized and more flexible plans are produced that can adapt to a
range of future requirements.

Backcasting Delphi
Traditionally, Delphi has been used in making forecasts of the future.
Backcasting, on the other hand, makes judgments about the steps needed to
reach a desired future state of affairs. In the NWTIPP, we are somewhat
interested in forecasting and even more interested in backcasting. In the
context of the NWTIPP, backcasting means bringing goals, resources available
to effect change, the reality of activity and movement, the feasibility of
changes, and public policy recommendations all into alignment. A Backcasting
Delphi panel works backwards from the problem and desired outcome—
reduced traffic congestion, for example—to determine if it is feasible, and then
assesses necessary policies and other inputs that will produce the outcome or a
set of potentially feasible alternative solutions on which experts have agreed to
disagree. When consensus cannot be reached on proposed solutions,
alternative solutions are brought forward, or else some aspect of the goal is
changed based on new knowledge (Robinson 1990, Dreborg 1996).

Table 5-1 summarizes Delphi and backcasting, the combination of which is a
distinct feature of the proposed planning template.

Source: Integrated Transport Research
Note that “backcasting” is not used here in the sense of transportation planners
calibrating their traffic forecast models by adjusting parameters to make the

Table 5-1. The Components of Delphi Backcasting

Delphi:

Diverse expert opinion collected from a group and iteratively presented as
feedback to the group to modify opinions and converge on a consensus.

Backcasting:

Working backward from a particular desirable future endpoint to determine
the feasibility of that future and what policy measures would be required to
reach it.
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models conform to already available input and output data describing the
baseline year and the forecast year.

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS OF DELPHI METHOD TO
TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE

Backcasting and Delphi have been applied separately and together to
transportation futures, principally in Europe and Canada. Hojer (1998) used
Backcasting Delphi to study the feasibility and effectiveness of three
alternative passenger transportation scenarios: improved road system with user
fees, improved public transit through rider information, and a hypothetical dual
mode system which combines the flexibility of the private car with the
capacity of public transport.

Backcasting Delphi was also employed by Marchau and van der Heijden
(1998) to explore the likely benefits of driver support systems. Cooper et al
(1974) used the Delphi technique to study the likelihood of future
environmentally desirable developments in transportation.

An application of Delphi somewhat similar to its proposed use in
supplementing MPO planning for TOD was the study by Cavalli-Sforza and
Ortolano (1984). These investigators used the Delphi method to predict the
impacts of three alternative transportation programs in Santa Clara County
(San Jose) California. Three alternative transportation improvement scenarios
were evaluated: highway improvements, highway improvements with HOV
lanes, and highway improvements plus a light rail system supported by zoning
changes at stations. Each of the alternatives also involved a bus system
improvement plan. Forecasts of residential land use and choice of transit mode
were made for 1990 and 2000, from 1978 baseline data.

A related point of familiarity is that expert panels are routinely employed by
MPOs to predict future land use patterns that are used as inputs in regional
travel demand modeling. Although perhaps not a formal Delphi method, local
planners are asked to estimate the distribution and of new residential
population and employment out 20 to 30 years.

SCOPE OF THE PROPOSED METHOD

In the NWTIPP, we envision engaging a multidisciplinary panel with expertise
collectively to understand the many areas of substantive knowledge and
experience that bear on the key factors necessarily considered in transportation
and land use planning, listed comprehensively in Table 4-1. We call this panel
the Expert Advisory Group (EAG).
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We recommend that the EAG consist of at least fifteen persons with a range of
diverse expertise that bears on an assessment of consumer activities and
nonwork travel in the present and the future. Areas of useful expertise for this
group are shown in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2. Areas of Expertise for the Expert Advisory Group

Regional economics

Population demographics

Retail business strategy and store location planning

Consumer behavior regarding spatial choice in shopping, residential
preference

Leisure and recreation

Behavioral characteristics of key segments: by age range, ethnicity,
income group

Public opinion analysis

Electronic commerce: telework and teleshopping

Commercial real estate development, leasing, appraisal

Residential real estate development, marketing, appraisal

Public transit planning

Highway planning

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

Personal travel behavior

Freight logistics

Rideshare/vanpool promotion and coordination

Local government lawmaking and regulation

Urban land use planning

Architecture

Urban geography
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Source: Integrated Transport Research

Before the backcasting exercise in NWTIPP, we have specified two forecasting
exercises to orient the panelists to the overall transportation planning topic and
the process of providing opinions and receiving feedback. We envision that a
draft problem statement, set of alternative solutions, and framework for
evaluation would be initially provided by a professional planning team at the
beginning of the backcasting procedure. The panelists themselves as
independent authorities would have the opportunity to modify all inputs in the
pursuit of a better way of approaching the problems of urban transportation.

ADVANTAGES OF BACKCASTING DELPHI

Within the context of the NWTIPP overlay on existing MPO processes, and for
the purpose of TOD reassessment and new approaches to nonwork travel,
Backcasting Delphi provides several advantages over other methods. In the
ideal case, it would precede decisions to invest in capital-intensive transit
capacity such as light rail. It would allow involvement of a broader range of
expertise than is normally the case in transportation and land use planning. For
example, retail industry analysts, commercial real estate portfolio managers,
and consumer market researchers would have equal status with regional
transportation planners. Many more of the significant forces shaping urban
form would be considered. The process would allow setting a planning horizon
that reflects the uncertainty inherent in these forces. The land use-
transportation scenarios evaluated would not be limited to the regional
planning vision and to typical “no-build” and “build” transportation
alternatives.

Within many of the areas of expertise that bear on understanding urban
activities, movement demands, and transportation and land use options, there
are divergent opinions among experts. The results of the Delphi process will
be dependent on the specific point of view of the individual representative
experts selected. This introduces some uncertainty into the outcome of the
planning process, which we do not regard as a bad event.

Through the iterative process, both capital-intensive and low-cost incentive
and marketing solutions would be considered until a consensus is reached on

Environmental quality

Cost-benefit analysis

Dynamics of citizens’ land use objections

Table 5-2. Areas of Expertise for the Expert Advisory Group (Continued)
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one or even several scenarios that are compatible with the forces shaping the
urban environment. With appropriate framing, broader social equity questions
would be considered, as well as a range of opportunity costs.

The attributes of Backcasting Delphi are summarized in Table 5-3.

Source: Integrated Transport Research

THE TEMPLATE: IMPLEMENTING BACKCASTING DELPHI
IN A NEW PLANNING PROCESS

The NWTIPP is presented in this research effort as a planning “template,” that
is, a set of guidelines and elements, that indicate how to augment and modify
an MPO-created Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) to reflect more
accurately and comprehensively the existence and characteristics of nonwork
activities and trips. The heart of the proposed process is interaction between a
small core Planning Team and the Expert Advisory Group that will carry out a
focused environmental assessment and a public policy backcast using a
structured Delphi Backcasting technique of opinion-gathering and feedback.
As this planning exercise proceeds, it is quite likely that the participants will
modify it to fit the circumstances of the metropolitan region. Thus, the
template is described next with a minimum of detail. Somewhat more detail
than is presented here is provided in the Task six report from this project,
posted at http://www.globaltelematics.com/mineta/.

Table 5-3. Attributes of Backcasting Delphi

Embraces multiple disciplines of expertise

Considers all forces shaping urban form

Incorporates all environmental and economic dimensions

Allows for iteration to reach policy consensus

Can be executed at any geographic scale, including across multiple
jurisdictions

Understandable by a wider audience than is four-step
transportation modeling as practiced by MPOs
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Source: Integrated Transport Research

COMPONENTS, PHASES, AND TASKS OF THE NWTIPP

The key components of the NWTIPP are listed in Table 5-4. The NWTIPP
consists of fourteen steps, organized into the five distinct phases, all listed in
Table 5-5.

Table 5-4. Components of the Nonwork
Travel Improvement Planning Process (NWTIPP)

Charter that establishes the sponsorship and mission of the NWTIPP.

Expert Advisory Group that brings diverse knowledge to the
improvement of transportation planning for urban nonwork travel.

Professional Planning Team to carry out a knowledge acquisition and
dissemination process and to facilitate the knowledge generation
activities of the Expert Advisory Group.

Knowledge Management Process that initiates, refines, expands, and
disseminates a Knowledge Base.

Initial Knowledge Base that includes the findings from this project, plus
a region-specific database like the prototype presented in the third report
of this project, and that will expand throughout the project.

Delphi process for eliciting structured opinions and justifications from
the Expert Advisory Group; backcasting orientation brings goals,
policies, and market conditions into alignment.

Table 5-5. Phases and Tasks of the
Nonwork Travel Improvement Planning Process

Phase 1: Process Initiation
Task 1-1: NWTIPP Planning Team chartered and organized

Task 1-2: Planning Team assembles Knowledge Base

Task 1-3: Planning Team recruits Expert Advisory Group
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Source: Integrated Transport Research

Phase 2: Orientation of Expert Advisory Group
Task 2-1: Expert Advisory Group receives and assimilates initial
Knowledge Base in preparation for meeting

Task 2-2: Planning Team and Expert Advisory Group meet face-to-face
for team building and exchanging viewpoints

Task 2-3: Planning Team modifies initial Knowledge Base and adjusts
remaining processes in response to Expert Advisory Group feedback

Phase 3: Consideration of consumer activities and nonwork
travel scenarios

Task 3-1: Planning Team facilitates Expert Advisory Group's web-based
Delphi review process on consumer activities and nonwork travel scenarios

Task 3-2: Planning Team modifies the Knowledge Base in response to the
Expert Advisory Group’s Delphi findings

Phase 4: Development of public policy objectives and action
alternatives

Task 4-1: Planning Team compiles draft public policy objectives for
nonwork travel

Task 4-2: Planning Team creates draft action alternatives to meet nonwork
travel policy objectives

Task 4-3: Planning Team facilitates Expert Advisory Group’s web-based
Delphi Backcasting process on objectives and action alternatives

Task 4-4: Planning Team modifies objectives and finalizes action
alternatives based on Expert Advisory Group's Delphi Backcasting
outcome

Phase 5: Process completion: Evaluation and dissemination of results
Task 5-1: Planning Team prepares reporting documents on results of
NWTIPP

Task 5-2: Planning Team and Expert Advisory Group evaluate the
NWTIPP just completed

Table 5-5. Phases and Tasks of the
Nonwork Travel Improvement Planning Process (Continued)
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FURTHER DETAIL ON THE TASKS OF THE NWTIPP

The following is a brief preliminary sketch of the work steps of a prototype
Nonwork Travel Improvement Planning Process that meets the requirements
set out earlier in this report. More detail is provided in the Task 6 report at
http://www.globaltelematics.com/mineta.com/.

Phase 1: Process Initiation

Task 1-1: NWTIPP Planning Team Chartered and Organized
The basic requirement for proceeding with an NWTIPP is its chartering and
the commitment of resources to compensate and otherwise support the
professional Planning Team. The source of resources could be a government
agency or legislative body, foundation, corporation, or individual.

We envision that the Planning Team (PT) would consist of at least one full-time
project management professional as Team Leader and enough other personnel
to equal one and one half additional Full Time Equivalent persons. We
recommend that the Planning Team organize around the following full and
part-time roles: research coordinator, student intern supervisor, liaison with
MPO, public involvement coordinator, web master, and Expert Advisory
Group coordinator. At least half of the members of the Planning Team should
have transportation planning experience, although it will be useful that some
have relevant experience outside of transportation planning.

Task 1-2: Planning Team Assembles Knowledge Base
The Planning Team should carry out its work in a framework of knowledge
management (Cortada 1999, Heide 1996). The PT will be continually
augmenting a Knowledge Base (KB) that is made available to the Expert
Advisory Group and other interested parties. The conclusions of the EAG will
be part of the KB also. We recommend presenting this KB as a well indexed,
well summarized, cross-linked series of documents on the World Wide Web.

The KB would begin with an updated review of academic research focused on
land use, transportation, and the TOD paradigm, as was begun by the present
project in the review of literature in the appendix.

Other important parts of the Knowledge Base:

• Review of the forces shaping the future of retail.

• Assessment of present and future consumer activities.

• Descriptive data on present land use and land use trends underway.

• List of the exogenous forces likely to be shaping the retail land use and
activity in the region over the next five to ten years.
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• Information on how and why people travel now.

• The current Metropolitan Transportation Plan by the MPO .

• “Present commitments” land use map of the region in the MPO's planning
horizon year.

• Assessment of significant transportation-related actions to be taken by
governments, large employers, and significant trip-attraction sites.

• Overview of the available financial resources to pay for government
implementation of transportation capital construction and services.

• All of the information described above should be rolled up by the Planning
Team into a series of alternative, descriptive draft scenarios on the future of
nonwork travel in the region.

Task 1-3: Planning Team Recruits Expert Advisory Group
As a central feature of the NWTIPP, the Planning Team interacts with a
specially recruited panel of at least 15 experts we call the Expert Advisory
Group (EAG). The EAG will carry out an initial review of the Knowledge
Base at the beginning of their work, plus two Delphi exercises that assess and
expand upon critical additions to the KB made by the PT. Earlier in Table 5-2
we specified the expertise of the EAG.

Phase 2: Orientation of Expert Advisory Group

Task 2-1: Expert Advisory Group receives and assimilates initial Knowledge
Base in preparation for meeting
The EAG will be provided immediately with Internet web access to the
structured Knowledge Base, with their attention initially invited toward the
mission of the NWTIPP, an overview of the process that is planned to be
followed, and a baseline set of findings and conclusions from previous
literature on consumer activities and nonwork travel. Over a period of a month
or so, each member of the EAG would need to have a working familiarity with
the full range of material in the initial KB as sketched in Task 1-2 earlier.

Task 2-2: Planning Team and Expert Advisory Group meet face-to-face for
team building and exchanging viewpoints
In general, because we recommend the use of a web-enabled Delphi process,
the PT and the EAG do not need to do their work in a face-to-face fashion.
However, we do recommend one early face-to-face meeting of the EAG and
the Planning Team to gain a common understanding of the NWTIPP to
motivate a high level of participation and to build mutual understanding and
trust.
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This meeting would be an important opportunity for the EAG members to
learn about the Delphi process to be used, and to provide feedback on the
initial Knowledge Base and on the planned Delphi activities over the coming
months of activity. The face-to-face meeting should result in a common
understanding by the EAG and Planning Team on problem definition, and the
range and scope of the premises, paradigms, and strategies that the NWTIPP
will encompass.

Task 2-3: Planning Team modifies initial Knowledge Base and adjusts
remaining processes in response to Expert Advisory Group feedback
In response to information received during the face-to-face meeting between
the EAG and the PT, the PT would in this step take steps to augment the KB
with additional information requested by the EAG. The PT would also make
adjustments in the planned Delphi processes to take into account suggestions
made by the EAG members about those processes.

Phase 3: Consideration of Consumer Activities and Nonwork Travel
Scenarios

Task 3-1: Planning Team facilitates Expert Advisory Group’s web-based
Delphi review process on consumer activities and nonwork travel scenarios
In this step, the Planning Team facilitates the Expert Advisory Group's Delphi
review process on consumer activities and future nonwork travel scenarios.
This facilitation requires providing the EAG with structured information on a
series of options for these activities and scenarios that the members can
validate, refine, qualify, extend, or endorse.

The EAG members would be encouraged to ask for additional information as
they see fit from the Planning Team or anyone else. Information requested by
one EAG member would be made available to all members. We would expect
that the specialists on the EAG would come up with descriptions of many areas
of risk and uncertainty that should be incorporated into the Knowledge Base.

Developing conclusions on important trends defining consumer activities over
the next five to ten years in the region is the first desired result from the Delphi
process to be exercised with the EAG. Under the guidance of the PT, over one
to three iterations, the EAG would review, comment on, add to, and vote on a
structured list of potential trends provided by the PT.

Simultaneously and in coordination with this review of trends, as a second
component of the Delphi exercise, the EAG would review, comment on, add
to, and vote on a number of scenarios on future regional nonwork trip-making
for consumer activities, as prepared by the PT.
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Task 3-2: Planning Team modifies the Knowledge Base in response to the
Expert Advisory Group's Delphi findings
After the EAG has reached its conclusions on consumer activities and nonwork
travel scenarios, the PT will incorporate the results of the Delphi process into
the KB.

Phase 4: Development of Public Policy Objectives and Action Alternatives

Task 4-1: Planning Team compiles draft public policy objectives for nonwork
travel
In this step, only after gaining insight into the nature of the urban environment
as described in this project, the Planning Team establishes draft public policy
objectives for nonwork travel. This means defining the problem or problems
that the government is capable of addressing in its transportation and land use
policy, and how one would know the extent to which the problems are solved.
Reduce the congestion caused by the growth of nonwork travel? Reduce air
and water pollution from vehicular travel? Preserve and protect environmental
values? Increase the quality of urban life, including opportunities for home
ownership with desired amenities? The objectives may go beyond those in the
MTP. To the degree possible, the PT should work with regional decision
makers to understand and incorporate their views into the draft objectives.

The objective for nonwork travel may be the same as the objective for all
travel in the region. It may be that the public policy objective for nonwork
travel is related to land-use; freezing the number of major decentralized
shopping destinations, for example.

The statement of the objectives that the NWTIPP can reasonably address also
needs to specify how to measure these problems in a base year and in a defined
out year, and how success in the resolution of these problems will be judged in
the out year. As stated before, it is also important that financial budget
limitations be recognized in the statement of objectives.

Task 4-2: Planning Team creates draft action alternatives to meet nonwork
travel policy objectives
In this step, the Planning Team would formulate one or more paradigms and
the associated policy packages that would potentially cause the region to
achieve the draft objectives defined in the previous step. The output of this step
is a draft list from the Planning Team of three to five effective and efficient
policy packages intended to impact transportation performance in the out year
for submission to the EAG.
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Planners carrying out this NWTIPP template may want to include TOD as one
of the alternative paradigms, but they should be free to design and choose
whatever alternatives fit the circumstances of the region that is the focus.

Task 4-3: Planning Team facilitates Expert Advisory Group's web-based
Delphi Backcasting process on objectives and action alternatives
In this critical portion of the NWTIPP, the focus for the Expert Advisory Group
would be on judging the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of different
policy packages developed by the PT. By cost-effectiveness, we mean
consideration of what transportation performance or what amount of problem
resolution is delivered for each dollar of cost. Cost-effectiveness may well
have to be estimated, and different policy packages may offer different kinds of
performance, so comparing packages may well be subjective.

The recommended policy package may end up being one suggested by the
Planning Team, or it may be an alternative policy design. Under the
backcasting protocol that is part of this step, the PT must be ready to
accommodate an adjustment of the problem definition or at least of the public
policy objectives associated with the definition, if the EAG is unable to find a
set of policies and associated actions that is likely to solve the defined problem
within a cost that is reasonable given available resources.

Task 4-4: Planning Team modifies objectives and finalizes action alternatives
based on Expert Advisory Group’s Delphi Backcasting outcome
After two to three iterative rounds of Delphi consideration by the EAG that
reaches consensus or at least a stable point of non-consensus, the PT would end
the EAG process and add what was learned from their deliberations to the KB.

Phase 5: Process Completion

Task 5-1: Planning Team prepares reporting documents on results of NWTIPP
If this template works as designed, a refined, winnowed package of policy
initiatives will be the result. This work of the Planning Team and Expert
Advisory Group should be packaged for presentation to the media, the MPO,
government administrators, elected decision makers, the general public, and
the civic leadership of the region.

The Team may also recommend further planning steps. Under the influence of
what the EAG reports, the Planning Team may face the prospect of having to
repeat and rework earlier steps to account for considerations brought to light
by the interaction of the diverse experts. There may be a need for further
iterations of the objectives-paradigms-policies development. Alternatively or
additionally, recommendations for action by the MPO may result.
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Task 5-2: Planning Team and Expert Advisory Group evaluate the NWTIPP
just completed
A final step in the NWTIPP is a reflective end-of-project evaluation of how the
entire process functioned, with an emphasis on documenting and disseminating
recommendations for the improvement of future planning rounds. A
fundamental characteristic of the NWTIPP will be the probable need to revisit
the process regularly as new knowledge is developed.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

The intent of the described NWTIPP planning template is to produce a
supplemental transportation plan in the form of a report, web site, or other
document that can educate and influence established planning authorities,
decision makers both elected and appointed, the business community, various
special interests, other stakeholders, the media, and the public generally.

We have not specified in any detail how the NWTIPP should or could manage
its relationships with all of these parties along the way during the elapsed time
when the planning process described above is carried out. These ongoing
relationships are important, and they will need to be managed by the
professional Planning Team and those responsible for oversight of the
NWTIPP.

In this description of the NWTIPP we have maintained a sharp focus on a
particular area of substance (consumer behavior, retail industry dynamics, and
resulting nonwork travel behavior) that is too slightly considered in today’s
MPO-led transportation planning. We will leave specifying the important
tasks of external relations to the pioneering community leaders that first
implement the NWTIPP.
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT PLANNING FOR TOD

GROWING POPULARITY AND CRITIQUE OF TOD

Regional and federal planners and decision makers, in response to traffic
congestion and other impacts resulting from growth and change in human
activity patterns, have embraced transit-oriented development. However, there
is a growing body of empirical research suggesting that TOD, when preceded
by large investments in rail system capacity, will in most cases not produce
benefits that are commensurate with the costs. Consequently, TOD planners
need to be informed of the technology and market factors beyond the control of
public policy that cause traffic growth, congestion, and related environmental
impacts. In addition, they need to appreciate the difference between TOD's
success at the station-area level compared to the regional level, and adopt
methods to measure regional success.

With regard to regional success, the large differences in patterns of population
and land use change across metropolitan America over the past few decades
suggests that a one size fits all approach to land use and transportation
planning is not effective. Each urban region has its own unique set of
characteristics and forces that are determining settlement and mobility
patterns.

IMPORTANCE OF NONWORK TRAVEL

The large growth in personal travel in the last three decades has in large part
resulted from increased frequencies of nonwork trips, especially trips for
shopping and other family and personal business activities. Retail activities
account for more than half of all person trips, and most are made to locations
that are flexible in that the traveler has more than one choice of destination for
a given activity. Many retail trips are linked in complex tours that may involve
multiple stops for a variety of purposes and several family members traveling
together. These tours would usually benefit from the flexibility that a private
vehicle provides, and consequently transit and pedestrian modes are chosen for
a small proportion of all person trips.

THE EVER CHANGING RETAIL MARKETPLACE

The new retail marketplace is characterized by considerably more variety and
opportunity than ever before in history. Consumers now have a much larger
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array of choices for their household needs, leisure-time pursuits, and other
personal activities. For retail structure, this has translated to larger and fewer
retail store formats in any one category, at the same time the number of
individual categories has greatly increased. Some retailers have taken
advantage of consumer demand for more choice and good values by inventing
new formats and offering a wide scope of products. Others have carved niches
from older store formats while expanding product offerings.

Although past trends suggest future realities, the retail marketplace can be
expected to continue to reinvent itself in new ways that are difficult to predict.
A good example is online marketing. E-commerce is currently a small fraction
of all retail sales, yet it has a large and unknown potential, and an equally large
possible impact on personal travel patterns.

PLANNING THAT ADDRESSES COMPLEXITY, RISK, AND
UNCERTAINTY

A large number of socioeconomic, technological, and other factors, in addition
to those that define the retail environment, are active in a metropolitan region,
and they produce a state of continuous dynamic change in urban form and
personal travel patterns. Key among these are preferences for the location and
size of residence, the location of work centers, and the growth and spatial
dispersion of nonwork activities. These forces are strong in comparison to the
policy tools that American government jurisdictions have at their command to
control and shape urban growth. Taken together, the array of forces implies a
future planning environment that must deal with considerable complexity, risk,
and uncertainty.

A NEW METRO PLANNING TOOL: BACKCASTING DELPHI

There is a clear need for a new and better urban transportation planning
approach that supplements existing four-step modeling and other statutory
processes, and that more directly matches the difficulty of the urban
transportation problem. A new and better planning tool would take into
account the complexity and ongoing dynamic evolution of the metropolitan
economy. A new and better tool would employ available descriptive data and
information, and not demand that only quantitative results from mathematical
approximations be relied upon for estimating the likely impacts of TOD.
A new and better tool would bring in new, heretofore unconsidered
descriptions and analysis of the way the market economy for consumer goods
and services is now being served in metropolitan areas.

One tool that appears to meet these requirements is Backcasting Delphi. With
this technique, the urban transportation problem is addressed by using a
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diverse panel of experts (Delphi) to consider the feasibility of TOD and
alternative paradigms and strategies (Backcasting).

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

The core of the research project that designed the NWTIPP lies not in the
particular details of the phases and tasks of how the process is carried out, but
rather in the specification of four ideas for action to improve transportation
planning:

• Emphasizing nonwork trips in urban transportation planning.

• Assembling data to describe these trips and the activities and destinations
that cause them.

• Assessing the complexity, risk and uncertainty that these data reveal for
transportation in the future.

• Adjusting the direction of public policy in response to the revealed data
and the assessment of what they mean for the future.

If the specifics in this Planning Template do not resonate within a particular
metropolitan community’s leadership as a good way to implement the four
ideas listed, we recommend trying an alternative implementation that fits the
community.
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APPENDIX A:

REVIEW OF SELECTED TOD LITERATURE

A number of researchers have been actively testing various features of the
TOD paradigm and the premise that government actions can significantly
reshape urban form and travel patterns so that a greater share of urban travel is
by mass transit. We very briefly review and cite selected examples of their
work. These papers touch on, to various degrees, important TOD issues,
including nonwork activity patterns and the land use-transportation linkage.
We provide direct quotes (in italics) that appear to summarize key findings and
conclusions. While this review does not by any means include all of the
research literature on these topics, we believe these authors and papers to
represent a consistent and comprehensive perspective of the current
state-of-understanding.

Marlon Boarnet
Marlon Boarnet is associate professor, Urban Planning and Economics
Departments, University of California at Irvine, and research associate of
UC-Irvine's Institute of Transportation Studies. His interest is how local
governments actually implement TOD. In a series of papers and a forthcoming
book with Randall Crane, Boarnet addresses the financial and other objectives
of local governments that can differ from regional planning goals.

Boarnet investigated the development of housing at 232 station-areas across
Southern California, and compared the intensity of housing with that allowed
under local zoning (Boarnet & Crane 1997). He found that municipalities
behave as if they prefer to use rail transit stations for economic rather than
residential development. There is a stronger trend toward commercial rather
than residential zoning that is consistent across existing and proposed rail lines,
whether in central or suburban communities.

Residential development appears to be a secondary goal, at best. Left to their
own devices, almost every city wants the train to bring people into town in the
morning rather than send them elsewhere (in order to maximize the fiscal and
economic benefits).

Boarnet suggests that this creates an imbalance in the form of an excessive
number of employment and shopping “destination” stations relative to the
number of residential “origin”' stations. And he doesn’t believe that California
is unique.



Appendix A: Review of Selected TOD Literature

Mineta Transportation Institute

104

The cross-jurisdictional economic competition that makes transit-based
commercial development attractive in Southern California is also
characteristic of many other urban areas. The tensions that prompt
municipalities to think first of their own economic development have, if
anything, grown stronger over time.

In a follow-up paper, Boarnet suggests that local fiscal concerns are evident in
a broad range of planning activities beyond transit-oriented development
(Boarnet & Crane 1998).

Anecdotal evidence suggests that local competition for regional shopping
malls and big-box retailers is becoming increasingly intense. In the past,
researchers have studied incentives for fiscal zoning focusing on attempts to
increase the local property tax base. In California, and likely in other states
also, fiscal pressures are increasingly focusing on land uses that generate
sales tax revenue. Fiscal competition now is over commercial uses, and the
ramifications of these new fiscal pressures are not fully understood.

Boarnet undertook a more detailed study of TOD implementation in San Diego
that has the oldest of the current generation of light rail lines (Boarnet &
Compin 1999). He found, through detailed interviews with planning directors,
that cities along rail routes, though sympathetic to regional rail planning
objectives, have approached TOD from a perspective of local goals,
opportunities, and constraints.

The lesson from San Diego County is that progress towards TOD goals is often
incremental. TOD projects are the results of a number of local governments
acting in their own interests, pursuing opportunities as they present
themselves, and working within local constraints. The legacy of preexisting
land uses (and rights-of-ways) is an important determinant of TOD
implementation. Placing rail lines along high-growth corridors can be
expensive, especially when those corridors do not have suitable existing rail
rights-of-way. Whether TOD benefits, such as an increase in transit ridership,
outweigh the cost of placing a line along a high growth corridor is open to
question.

Boarnet and a coworker also modeled the effect of general neighborhood land
use variables (extent of grid street pattern, population density and retail and
service job concentrations) on nonwork automobile trips, using southern
California travel diary data (Boarnet & Sarmiento 1998). None of the land-use
variables was found to be significant either individually or jointly, which is
consistent with the findings of Crane. Based on the results, they conclude:
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We are not yet ready to make transport policy based on the link between
nonwork travel and land-use patterns. The primary lesson to emerge from this
study is that any link between land use and nonwork trip generation is a
complicated one.

The authors suggest that several issues need to be addressed in further
research: New Urbanists designs are at a neighborhood scale, whereas
nonwork trips cover much larger areas; the possibility that persons choose their
residential location based in part on how they wish to travel; and the
complexity of non work trips, i.e., trip chaining.

Robert Cervero
Robert Cervero is professor, Department of City and Regional Planning,
University of California at Berkeley. He and his coworkers have conducted
many studies of the relationship between travel patterns and urban design
features, both in the United States and abroad. Cervero has published
extensively in transportation and planning journals, and has written several
books on the topic of the land use and transportation problem.

Cerver’s perspective is clearly one of support for a menu of government
policies that can have some impact on urban form in ways that will reduce the
effects of automobility. Yet, he tempers his enthusiasm for these efforts with a
pragmatic assessment of what has been experienced and can be expected in
terms of actual outcomes.

Cervero comments on the concern expressed about light rail systems (1998a):

Proposals to build and extend fixed-guideway systems, especially light rail, in
the United States have triggered a wrath of criticism. Even cities that show
great promise, such as Portland, have come under attack, and with some
justification. The track record with new rail systems in the United States leaves
a lot to be desired. Studies show that new-generation rail systems have failed
to produce the ridership that was promised and ended up costing more than
was forecast.

Although the reasons for transit’s poor showing over the years are many, the
gross under pricing of automobile travel—especially along heavily trafficked
corridors where transit is most needed—heads the list. An absence of
coordinated and comprehensive planning, carried out on a regional scale, is
also to blame. Putting a point-to-point rail system in a sea of spread-out,
auto-oriented development is hardly a recipe for successful and sustainable
transit. Quite simple, too often across America, transit and cityscapes have
been way out of synch.
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Of course, transit investments that are out of kilter with how our cities and
regions grow do nobody any good. Running trains and buses that fail to draw
people out of drive-alone cars does little to relieve traffic congestion, conserve
fuel, or reduce pollution. The best prescription for filling trains and buses, and
winning over motorists to transit, is to find a harmonious fit between transit
systems and the cities and suburbs they serve.

Cervero also comments on bus rapid transit, debunking what he terms the myth
that bus transit is incapable of shaping urban form and attracting high-rise
development around stops:

Besides buses being stigmatized as a second-class form of conveyance, the
conventional wisdom holds that buses repel development because of their
negative-byproducts: diesel toxins that spew from tail pipes. Experiences
around busway stops in Ottawa and Curitiba should put this myth to rest. In
both cities, some of the priciest condominiums anchor sites adjacent to busway
stops. Retail and office developers also flocked to busway corridors in both
cities. Good quality service—whether vehicles are propelled by electricity or
fossil fuels, or whether they roll on steel wheels or pneumatic tires—will
spawn compact development. It is the accessibility premium that attracts real
estate development, not the type of transit equipment. In fact, compared to
freeways and even rail corridors, busways produce relatively low ambient
noise levels. Its inherent flexibility advantages and superior adaptability to
spread-out patterns of development make bus transit—especially when
combined with dedicated busways—a potentially stronger shaper of growth
patterns than rail transit in some settings.

Cervero has also reviewed TOD in California which he has actively sought to
promote through government polices (1998b):

Despite successes, the track record with TOD in California has not always
been positive. Far more growth in the Bay Area has been auto-oriented than
transit-oriented, despite BART’s 25-year presence. A number of stations along
Sacramento's light rail line have attracted big-box retail projects; despite
repeated efforts by the Sacramento Regional Transit Authority to promote
TOD, in the final analysis, the prospect of localities receiving large sums of
sales tax revenues won out over regional concerns, like TOD.

In a separate study, Cervero and a co-author estimate that only about 9 percent
of the residents from the three BART-served counties lived within a half mile
of a BART station in 1990 (Bernick & Cervero 1996). And 1990 Census
journey-to-work data indicate that only 18 percent of these station-area
residents commuted by rail transit. Multiplying these two percentages led them
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to conclude that fewer than 2 percent of 1990 commute trips within the three
counties were by station-area rail users.

Doubling the number of station-area rail users would have a pretty small
impact on current commuting and environmental conditions in the Bay Area.

The two authors suggest that more than singular measures, such as transit-
based housing are needed if outcomes are to be more than minimal.

Transit-oriented development matters when bundled together with other
supportive policies.

They call for fundamentally different settlement patterns and pricing
arrangements for driving:

Putting more suburban jobs in office towers near rail instead of sprawling
business parks would no doubt make these numbers more impressive. So would
dramatically raising the price of fuel and parking (so that motorists pay for
externalities they create, including time losses and air pollution).

Urban villages, they suggest

...would tap the synergy of orienting the future growth of both ends of the
commute trip—homes and workplaces—to rail, in addition to retail shops,
restaurants, entertainment centers, and other urban uses. Land-use initiatives,
like transit-supportive development, by themselves are clearly no panacea to
today’s congestion, air quality, and social equity problems.

Randall Crane
Randall Crane is associate professor of urban planning, environmental
analysis, and economics at the University of California, Irvine. He has done
extensive modeling and empirical analysis of the possible influence of urban
design factors on travel behavior, and has authored several papers and is
co-authoring a book with Marlon Boarnet on the subject which is due to be
published in September 2000.

We refer here to only two papers, in which he summarized the results of his
work (Crane 1998, 1999). Crane’s concern is that much of the analysis that
purports to support the belief that changes in urban form can shape travel
behavior is problematic. It does not, in his opinion, have a strong behavioral
foundation. Crane has attempted to improve the research on TOD by isolating
the separable influences of urban design on travel.

Individuals make choices based on their preferences for benefits obtained by
travel and on the relative costs of making different trips and of taking different
modes. Past empirical research about the influence of neighborhood design on
travel has neglected the role of costs in choosing among trips and modes.



Appendix A: Review of Selected TOD Literature

Mineta Transportation Institute

108

Crane believes that individual design elements, such as grid street patterns,
traffic calming features, and a concentration and greater mix of uses, may both
increase and decrease car trips and VMT. Walking trips may be similarly
affected. Crane cites the example of shopping:

People may shop more often if stores are nearby, and they may make so many
shopping trips that they drive more miles.

Crane believes the net effect of urban design features on travel is uncertain at
best, and that actual outcomes depend on specific details of implementation at
each location, not on their intrinsic traffic-affecting properties.

There is no evidence that New Urbanist’s designs influence travel behavior at
the margin. They remain a wobbly foundation indeed for current
transportation policy.

Crane comments on previous research involving the effect of urban design on
travel:

Any empirical work of this nature is problematic given the enormous
complexity of the behavior to be explained and the great difficulties of
conceptualizing the interaction of travel and the physical character of the city.

Anthony Downs
Downs is a senior fellow in the Economic Studies Program at the Brookings
Institution (Washington, D.C.). He has analyzed and commented on the
patterns and problems of American urban areas for more than three decades.
His recent books include strategies to address traffic congestion and the
renewal of large older central cities. He has also written on the problem of
urban sprawl. Downs’ perspective is often conditioned by what he feels is
politically possible and feasible in the American system.

Downs often uses simple spatial models to elucidate his points. He did so to
estimate the effect on transit commute mode share of a major radial mass
transit system serving the central city's employment center (Downs 1992). He
concluded that

...even an extensive rapid transit system serving many high-density housing
clusters near their stops would carry only relatively few suburban commuters.
The results would be minor in comparison to the economic and political efforts
required to build and maintain the transit systems and create high-density
clusters.

Downs subsequently extended this analysis by estimating the size of the TOD
areas and rail transit system required to accommodate the population growth
experienced by the average Metropolitan Statistical Area over one million in
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population in the decade of the 1980s (Downs 1994). He found that the system
would have to be much larger than the actual systems in either the Washington,
DC, or the San Francisco Bay metro areas, yet those areas have much larger
total populations than the population used to calculate the model.

Realistically, it may not be feasible to accommodate all or even most urban
growth in transit-oriented developments. The feasibility of applying them on a
large scale is weakened by the high cost of building the rapid-transit links
among them. However, Calthorpe’s TODs should be viewed as building blocks
that could be used to handle some significant part of growth in the range of
visions except the unlimited low-density vision.

In a contribution to a multifaceted discussion of sprawl, Downs sounds a rather
pessimistic note about government's ability to adopt tactics that effectively
address the growth problems plaguing many metro areas (Downs 1998).

Effectively adopting any of these tactics, or certainly most of them, would
require a strong region wide implementing body. Yet hardly any US metro
areas have been willing to consider doing this. Nor is it certain that these
tactics would overcome a region’s growth related problems. For example, I
am positive that traffic congestion will get worse almost everywhere, no matter
what tactics anyone adopts. Until advocates of limited future sprawl can
overcome the metropolitan majority's belief that the benefits of sprawl
outweigh its social costs, they are not likely to notably reduce sprawl's
dominance.

Kenneth Dueker
Ken Dueker is professor of Urban Studies and Planning and director of the
Transportation Studies Center, Portland State University. He directed the
Center for Urban Studies at PSU from 1979 to 1998. His areas of research
interest include transportation and land use interactions.

Dueker and his PSU colleagues have been closely monitoring the impacts of
Portland’s light rail transit system and its TOD strategy. Just as the State of
Oregon has been a testing ground for strong growth controls, Portland is a
laboratory for TOD. Its Eastside light rail line, the first in a planned
metro-wide radial network focusing on downtown Portland, opened in 1986.
Portland has gone to considerable lengths to encourage development that
supports light rail.

Dueker has used data for the first 10 years of operation to research the impacts
of the rail line on development patterns, choice of residential location, freeway
traffic, and transit ridership (1999a). In a presentation at a 1999 conference
(1999b), Dueker reported that:
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What we have found is that light rail alone has not been sufficient to change
development patterns appreciably.

He sees an apparent self-selection in housing location choice. People who are
already prone to use transit are willing to relocate to areas accessible to light
rail, but rail has not had an impact on traffic congestion.

What we're observing is that the peak period for highway traffic is widening,
and that non-peak and weekend travel on light rail is where the growth in
transit riders is occurring.

And Dueker has concerns about the transit component of Portland’s TOD.

A lot of bus lines, including express bus lines, have been discontinued, and a
lot of people have been forced onto light rail and to make transfers. Light rail
in suburban service has problems. When you get 15 miles out, you're almost an
hour by light rail to downtown, because it has to stop at every stop. I think that
express bus service could do a better job for the suburban commute.

Dueker confirms that Portland’s success at controlling growth is somewhat
clouded by its proximity to Clark County in Washington State, which is a
bedroom suburb just across the Columbia River (1999c). Clark County is the
most rapidly growing county in Washington State, with an annual population
growth rate that surpassed even the high range of forecast population. Its 1999
population accounted for approximately 25 percent of the Portland-Vancouver
urbanized area.

Reid Ewing
Reid Ewing is with the Surface Transportation Policy Project in Washington,
D.C. He formerly was associate professor, College of Engineering and Design
at Florida International University. He has authored books on development
practices and transportation and land use innovations, as well as research
dealing with travel patterns in Florida communities and their land use
relationships (Ewing, et al, 1994). Ewing wrote a lengthy paper from the “anti”
sprawl perspective as counterpoint to a “pro sprawl” paper by Peter Gordon
(Ewing 1997). We quote from that paper.

We include Ewing because he is a thoughtful proponent of strategies to
minimize auto externalities. Ewing believes that sprawl, that he defines as
suburban development lacking accessibility and open space, is not a natural
response to market forces, but a product of subsidies and market imperfections.
His solution is active planning as it is practiced “almost everywhere but the
United States.”
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Ewing’s analysis of Florida suburban communities found that regional
accessibility, not land use density, is the most significant land use variable. In
other words, land use patterns that recognize that density is not feasible but
provide more services in closer proximity can reduce some auto trips. Ewing
also recognizes that

As suburban areas grow, the central city becomes less and less accessible. At
some point, emergence of other centers is beneficial.

He favors “good” development over “bad.” He cites Florida’s best practices as
an example of an initiative to upgrade the quality of development, “wherever”
and “whenever” it should occur. Cluster development, which concentrates
housing and commercial in walkable areas while preserving a large part of the
land area as park or natural open space, is one approach.

Peter Gordon
Peter Gordon is professor of planning and economics in the School of Urban
Planning and Development and the Department of Economics, University of
Southern California. Gordon, often together with his colleague Harry
Richardson, has authored numerous research papers addressing the forces
shaping the growth of major metro areas and associate travel patterns.

Gordon (& Richardson's) general premise is stated in the first sentence of his
“pro” sprawl article:

The revolution in information processing and telecommunications is
accelerating the growth and dispersion of both economic activities and
population, possibly moving towards the point where ‘geography is irrelevant’
(Gordon & Richardson 1997).

Gordon has a blunt opinion of high-capacity transit and TOD.

Low densities make high-capacity transit systems unattractive and therefor
wasteful of all resources utilized, including energy. Because the spreading out
of cities reduces markets for conventional public transit (especially fixed rail,
which is spatially inflexible and usually oriented downtown, it should be no
surprise that the U.S. transit industry has been in decline for most of the 20th
century. Massive subsidies have not helped. New federally assisted systems
have not added to mass transit; instead, they have replaced flexible bus routes
with costly fixed-routes to a few downtown areas, while the growth of jobs and
population has been in the suburbs and in the smaller cities. At the same time
transit fleets in general are under used, and the new systems have added to
costs without attracting riders from cars.

Citing Cervero and Downs, he says:
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It appears that ‘Neo-traditional’ neighborhoods do not make much of a
difference.

Genevieve Giuliano
Giuliano is professor and vice dean, School of Policy, Planning and
Development, University of Southern California. She has investigated the land
use and travel impacts produced by the high accessibility that modern roadway
systems create, and the effectiveness of land use policy on reducing congestion
and the environmental costs of automobility. Giuliano has also contrasted the
land use-transportation relationship in Europe and the United States.

Because of the federal highway program of the 1950s through the 1970s, she
observes that Metro areas are marked by well-developed transportation
systems (Giuliano 1995):

Even a large investment (such as a new freeway segment) will have only an
incremental effect on accessibility. Moreover, the decentralized land use
pattern of today's metro areas has reduced differences in accessibility among
locations.

Giuliano also observes that rail transit continues to have strong public support,
in spite of “rather overwhelming evidence” that transit investment is not an
efficient means for affecting land use patterns (1). She cites Los Angeles as the
most extreme example of this view.

Planners expect this massive program (originally a $78 billion rail-transit
investment) to increase the proportion of commuters who use transit from 4.5
percent to 19 percent by the year 2010, through the generation of high-density
and mixed-use development along transit lines. To test whether their
expectations were reasonable, the regional planning agency sponsored a study
using a transportation forecasting model to determine the effect of various
land use scenarios on transit use. Results show that by relocating 75 percent of
all forecast employment growth and 65 percent of all population growth in the
5-county region to transit-station areas, 7 to 10 percent of commuters would
use transit. Study authors conclude that even if anticipated land use changes
were to occur, travel patterns would not change very much, because the
overall regional pattern of land use would not change very much.

Giuliano does not view land use policy as an effective means for reducing the
environmental impacts associated with private vehicle use (Giuliano 1999):

Significantly less private vehicle use would require substantial increases in
densities from existing levels and a reversal of development trends that have
been in progress for many decades. I do not think such increases in density can
be achieved, and increases in density that might be achieved would have at
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best very little effect on private vehicle travel. The trends in car use and
decentralization are powerful (even in Europe where government land use
controls are stronger and where tax and pricing policies favorable to car
ownership and use are not present). They are supported by changing economic
structure and rising affluence, and there is no reason to believe that
fundamental shifts away from these trends will occur in the future. The greatest
success in addressing automobile externalities has been realized by regulating
the car, rather than the driver.

Susan Handy
Handy is Assistant Professor of Community and Regional Planning, School of
Architecture, University of Texas at Austin. Part of her research was done at
the Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California at Berkeley.

Handy was the first researcher to question the suggestion by supporters of
New Urbanism that traditional urban form (rectilinear street patterns,
sidewalks, accessibility to transit service, and proximity to a mix of
commercial establishments, including jobs) discourages automobile
dependence (Handy 1991). She points out that there is a tension between
providing local services and regional transit links:

• The ability of residents to live and work in the same place is limited by
numerous constraints, including the match between employee
qualifications and employer needs, dual wage earner households, job
security, etc.;

• The growing variety and complexity of lifestyles requires a number of
services that can't be supported by a small neighborhood population;

• Residents may choose not to use local services if they have easy access to
other areas, and if other factors that affect destination choice play a role.
These include price, quality of service, habit, etc.; and

• Services evolve over time as the size and character of the population
changes; what is sufficient to encourage use of local facilities now may be
insufficient in the future.

In a series of papers (Handy 1992, 1996a, 1996b, 1996c), she addresses the
effect of TOD design elements on mode choice, particularly pedestrian travel
to nonwork destinations, in San Francisco Bay area and Austin neighborhoods.
In the most traditional Austin neighborhood, 95 percent of residents live within
walking distance of the neighborhood commercial center. She both surveyed
and modeled the travel behavior of residents.
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Handy finds that certain design aspects can encourage walking trips but the
savings in travel from substitution for driving are likely to be small. For San
Francisco:

The evidence does not support the popular belief that neo-traditional style
development will help reduce levels of nonwork travel (Handy 1992).

For Austin:

The total savings in automobile travel appears to be on the order of 8 km per
adult resident per month—a drop in the bucket when average driving per
month is approximately 2000 km per household (Handy 1996a).

Handy, based on further detailed analyses of the San Francisco neighborhoods,
suggests that some land use policies may help provide alternatives to driving,
but their effectiveness in reducing total travel will be at least partially offset
by the range of choices available to residents of a metropolitan region (Handy
1996b).

A greater range of choice seems to be associated with greater trip frequency;
a greater range of choice may induce some trips that would not have been
made given more limited choices. And the greater the range of destinations
visited, the longer the average trip, such each additional destination is farther
away.

Handy suggests that the overall policy goal—namely that of reducing auto
travel—toward which much of research on the link between urban form and
travel behavior is directed, should be reconsidered (Handy 1996c).

Land-use policies are likely to have only a marginal impact on travel given the
extent of existing development and the relatively small increment that new
growth represents. Certainly it is important that any development that occurs
be designed appropriately so as to minimize the need for automobile travel, but
other strategies to manage travel demand, such as pricing strategies, are also
needed.

Richard W. Longstreth
Longstreth is an architectural and urban historian whose interest is in
understanding the role of the retail marketplace in shaping the modern
metropolis. In a comprehensive study (Longstreth 1997), he has traced the
evolution of the regional mall in Los Angeles in the mid 20th-century, and how
these shopping centers, together with the rapid growth of private vehicles,
shaped the land use and travel environment of the city and region.

His book is an observational and deductive work, relying on photographs,
maps, and historical records found in newspapers and other documents. From
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this evidence, Longstreth sees relationships and patterns that lead him to
draw several conclusions about the importance of retail in the building of
Los Angeles and post-auto cities generally:

...(M)ost historical studies of how the automobile has affected the landscape
imply, at least, that the process was un- or even anti-urban, ultimately leading
to decline and decay in the city. Such characterizations, however, ignore the
inherently urban circumstances affecting change in the commercial sphere.
Los Angeles reveals that the automobile was not an isolated cause but one of
several factors that contributed to a recasting of metropolitan form rather than
its destruction.

Just as Los Angeles is one of the major population, business, and cultural
centers of the nation, so retail development is a key indicator of urban form
and identity. No other single component of the city attracts so many people so
frequently and for so many reasons. No other more frankly reveals current
attitudes toward public assembly and decorum. No other so clearly reflects
change both in market conditions and consumer taste. No other embodies more
fully the unyielding impact of motor vehicles on the landscape.

At a time when “sprawl” is becoming a code word for urban ills, much as
“congestion” and “overcrowding” were two generations ago, we need to be
careful not to condemn in wholesale fashion the environment created in recent
decades. My argument is not to defend all that has been developed in the
recent past, nor is it against the strategies for change, but only that we should
not repeat the mistake of previous generations who dismissed cities of the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries as wastelands. Only through
understanding the modern metropolis can our choices for the future be
informed, rational, and productive.

Daniel Luscher
Luscher is manager, economics and policy analysis, Acurex Environmental
Corporation, Mountain View, CA. The paper summarized here is based on
work done at the J. F. Kennedy School of Government, Cambridge, MA.

Luscher’s work is unique because it directly addresses a central public
concern: congestion. He estimated the congestion reduction benefits of TOD in
the San Francisco Bay area using a simple spatial model (Luscher 1995). His
analysis focused on residential development and did not directly address the
role of TODs in altering commercial development patterns. Luscher found
that, employing optimistic travel behavior modification assumptions, that
redeveloping the area around most of the existing rail transit stations,
coordinating similar development around feeder bus routes, and clustering
one-fifth of the region’s population in these areas would reduce vehicle
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miles traveled by 5 percent. The strategy would offset about three years of
VMT growth.

Luscher concludes that TOD would not have a significant impact on the
Bay Area's congestion problems but may have collateral benefits.

It is clear that TOD is inappropriate as the foundation of a congestion
reduction strategy for the Bay Area. To the extent that TODs are a part of a
larger scale rethinking of urban design, they are likely to have worthwhile
non-transportation benefits, such as an enhanced sense of community and the
preservation of open space on the suburban fringe.

Douglas Porter
Porter is president of The Growth Management Institute, Chevy Chase, MD,
and a planning and development consultant. He has written and edited books
on growth management, and was the author of the Transit Cooperative
Research program study of transit-focused development in 23 U.S. cities and
metro regions (Porter 1997, 1998). We excerpt and summarize here some of
the conclusions he reached in the latter research.

Porter was interested in the effect of TOD-supportive policies on development
around light and heavy rail station areas. He did not probe for actual
transportation benefits. What he observed were actual patterns of development
that, in some cases, were the result of governmental efforts over several
decades. His analysis suggests that transportation and land use planners, who
have expectations that TOD can reduce auto dependency, must recognize the
realities of the real estate markets, public attitudes, and the nature of rail lines
themselves.

Especially along light rail lines, development opportunities will be influenced
by changes in the development industry and its primary markets, increasing
deference to neighborhood groups regarding development impacts, and the
generally lower intensity of use of suburban rail stations compared to stations
along heavy rail lines. Unlike experience with heavy rail systems, non central
business-district stations on light rail lines are more likely to attract relatively
small, uncomplicated projects (Porter 1998).

Porter found that the intensive development that has taken place has occurred
mostly in central business districts and some midtown and inner suburban
locations.

Except in older cities and downtown area, development falls short of the
density and design thresholds needed for generating significant transit
ridership; transit-focused development still remains more a concept than a
reality in most regions. The primacy of the automobile and the desire of most
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North Americans to live and work in low-density surroundings strongly
dissuade market forces and governmental policies from producing densities
and forms of development most supportive of transit.

Jonathan E. D. Richmond
Jonathan Richmond is a fellow at the Taubman Center for State and Local
Government, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. Richmond
has extensively studied light rail systems built in the U.S. since 1970. He
recently published a review of the capital and operating costs, and the ridership
levels, of these systems (Richmond 1998a). His findings correspond with
earlier work by Pickrell who found that costs typically were underestimated
and ridership was overestimated.

Richmond has also investigated the reasons rail systems are highly popular
in spite of considerable evidence that they do not perform well (Richmond
1998b). This may be his most interesting and useful work for TOD planning.
It is only possible to distill the essence of this work into a few selected quotes,
since space limits a thorough review.

Transportation as a problem is most basically understood as a static
concept—a derived demand. But transportation is part of a complex and
dynamic system of elements that overlap and interact in a plethora of ways at a
given point in time and whose interaction patterns shift over time in response
to those interactions.

The public-sector response to transportation problems has focused on
transportation facilities and not the underlying problems.

There are frequent references to the need for a ‘balanced’ transportation
system. The idea of ‘balance’ is attractive because it simplifies complex ideas
into a physically based metaphor.

The train is seen as necessary part of a balanced system, excluding the
possibility that rail service may not be appropriate for all cities. The vast per
capita expenditures on the rail system take away opportunities for the more
productive use of scarce resources.

The artificially created ‘urban village’ does not reflect the richness of today's
multifaceted and overlapping urban possibilities. Residents will remain
attracted to exploiting the overlapping richness of the city with automobiles in
ways that remain beyond the ready capabilities of public transport.

The assumption that people will use local facilities in a village-like community
setting and that they will cycle to the train station along dedicated landscaped
cycle routes is easy to make if you do not appreciate the web of complex
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interactions for work, shopping, and leisure that automobility has created
throughout the metropolis.

Recognizing that transportation is inevitably tied in an intricate web of
overlaps with all other urban functions and with the rich morass of human life
complicates the planning task but makes it more likely to succeed.

The successful transportation planner of the future must move from attempting
to shape lifestyles in ways that cannot succeed in a democratic society to
instead appreciate the many dimensions of how people have chosen to live
and interact across space and how this relates to their aspirations for life in
the future. And then accommodate their wishes in environmentally
responsible ways.
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APPENDIX B: GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS

ATM Automated Teller Machine

EAG Expert Advisory Group

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FTA Federal Transit Administration

GAO General Accounting Office

ICSC International Council of Shopping Centers

ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act

ITS Intelligent Transportation System

KB Knowledge Base

MIS Major Investment Study

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

MTP Nationwide Personal Transportation Survey

NWTIPP Nonwork Travel Improvement Planning Process

PSRC Puget Sound Regional Council

PT Project Team

TAZ Transportation Analysis Zone

TEA-21 Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century

TCRP Transit Cooperative Research Program

TOD Transit-Oriented Development

U.S. DOT United States Department of Transportation

VMT Vehicle Miles of Travel
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One of the outcomes of modern civilization has been the
collection of populations into large centers at situations of
geographical importance~ as regarded from a commercial, or~ as
in the case of Los Angeles, a climatic point of view. The
massing of such populations has necessarily given rise to numerous
civic problems, not the least of which are the providing of
adequate urban and inter-urban transportation and the relief of
congestion in crowded streets. While the former question can only
be regarded as two distinct and separate problems, each with its
own share of difficulties, yet such divisions are so co-related,
so dependent upon each other for the complete development of any
given territory, that consideration should be given them as a
whole, and any remedial measures devised accordingly.

The relief of congestion in city streets is, moreover,
somewhat dependent on the solution of transportation problems, in-
asmuch as the means of transit in principal use in any populated
center are the cars of the transportation companies, necessarily
occupying, during Eassage, through clearance requirements, a large
proportion of the width of the ordinary thoroughfare, temporarily
restricting and compressing into smaller areas the vehicular
traffic used in the conduct of modern business. Enlargement of
street area or expansion of business area form the only solutions
of consequent congestion. If the first is impossible, then the
second becomes imperative. Proper transportation facilities in
congested districts can not be provided without either, (1) aug-
mentation of territory and resultant diffusion of traffic, or



(2) additional operating areas~ free from obstruction, secured
either by placing all trackage above or below the surface of the
ground.

It is proposed to discuss generally, in the following
pages, the question of traffic congestion and its relief in Los
Angeles streets, together with the influence of surface car lines
on existing conditio~1s and the practicability, cost and necessity,
or otherWise, of sub-surface or elevated construction in the
present congested and partially congested districts.



STREET CONGESTION
DISCUSSED GENERALLY AND LOCALLY.

CAUSES PRODUCING CONGESTION
and

PROBABLE 1ffiTHODOF RELIEF.



Congestion of traffic is a natural consequence of the
congregating of population at certain strategic locationsp considered
from a commercial standpoint. As shipping facilities are essential
to the development of commerce, it is only natural that such centers
of business usually have their inception at the convergence of
important waterways, at central points of inland travel~ or on the
shores of harbors providing safe and abundant anchorage and
opportunity for interchange of raw or manufactured products. With
the growth of business, the point of first settlement becomes a
nucleus for further development and frequently remains the center
of business activity even after it is demonstrated to be physically

y
insufficient. People become accustomed to certain routes of travel

the constantly increasing volume of vehicles and pedestrians, caus-
ing blockades and impedance to traffic and transportation. Realty



The general plan of all cities is naturally regulated by
the prevailing topography, and such plans may be roughly classed
in the three following types:

(1) Peninsular, such as New York or San Francisco (See
Plate #1), the city area being surrounded on three sides by water
channels or natural barriers pra.ctically impregnable to civic

(2) Valley, such as Pittsburg or Oincinnati, the first
settlement and future congested area lying in the bottom of a
natural depression, from which point business reluctantly ascends
the surrounding elevations, and

(3) Circular, or radiating type, where natural boundaries
are, practically speaking, non-existent, and the city is free to
spread at will in all directions.

utilization of the adjacent heights and the development of inter-
/

urban transportation to more desirable locations. The radiating
type of city, however~ where the congested business area merely
represents, approximately, the location of first settlement, is
free to expand such area practically at will; and the fact that
crowded conditions exist in this type of city only indicates that
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considered, it possesses some of the characteristics of the
2-

peninsular type as well. A glance at the map (see Plate Il)'will
show the reasons for this, and why the center of population, firs~
established at the Plaza by the founders of the original pueblo,
has slowly drifted southward to its present location. Business
activities, first congregating at the Plaza, have been restricted
from expansion to the north and east by the Los Angeles river,
which has been somewhat adequately bridged only during recent years;
while on the west and northwest the hills have barred egress to all

The retail district of the city, which in Los Angeles
fOrms the area of street traffic congestion, may be defined as that





present location of a line fixed by public convenience, and Main
street a boundary established more through custom than topographical
limitations, forming as it does the western edge of the wholesale
district and the eastern fringe of retail business. There is no
physical reason why retail houses should not establish themselves
east of Main street; yet experience has amply proven that it is
useless to attempt to force shoppers to penetrate territory
hitherto given over to less attractive occupations, and that a line
thus fixed by custom or habit is as immutable as one caused by
natural difficulties, provided that other and more attractive
districts are available.

Retail commerce is thus confined to a narrow strip
~veraging little more than 1200 feet in width, served by four main
thoroughfares running approximately north and south. The most
westerly of these, however~ Hill street, terminates at Temple street;
and as Spring street merges with 1~in, but two north ,outlets or
inlets are available. Such north and south streets average fifty-
six (56) feet between curb lines, with sidewalks varying from twelve
(12) to seventeen (17) feet. East and west streets vary from
thirty-six (36) feet to forty (40) feet in width, with ten(lO)
to twelve (12) foot sidewalks. The street car tracks are laid on
eleven (11) foot centers in the middle of the street; and as the
ordinary P.A.Y.E. car measures 9' 1" in width, step to step, car
operation, when two cars are moving in opposite directions, requires

a trifle over twenty (20) feet of thoroughfare; or, allowing one



foot of cleatance on eac~ side" twenty-two /22) feet of tr .fifty-
six (56) or forty (40) feet of street included be~veen~rb lines •

.procession, the stoppage of which, more than momentarily, soon
causes a complete blockade and consequent annoying delay.

This condition obtains from the entrance of traffic on

for more rapidity of passage. 30uth of Seventh street it is



and southwest sections of the city; and, if traveling toward the
residential section, as in the evening, is confined to the four
north and south main arteries, without chance for expansion or
different choice of route, until Sixth and the following side streets
are reached. The connecting side streets north of Sixth are of no
benefit to such through traffic, as each north and south thorough-
fare is equally crowded between the stated limits and affords
little choice as to conditions of congestion. Sixth, Seventh and
the following side streets, however, each draw their quota from the
traffic stream as it passes them, and either distribute their burden
among north and south streets as far west as Figueroa, or act as
through routes to residence districts; so that after passing Ninth
street, practically no traffic remains on Main thoroughfares leading
south save their proper loading of southbound vehicles and cars,
which they are amply able to carry without crowding or inconvenience.
If the preponderance of traffic is directed toward the business
area, as in the morning, the converse of the proposition naturally
obtains. Each side street adds its contribution to the legitimate
north bound traffic, the curb lines rapidly fill with waiting
vehicles, reducing the area available for passage one half, and
congested conditions recommence.

As the congestion of any area is simply a physical
demonstration of its inadequacy, it follows directly that the
solution lies in the increase of such area, and, if natural or
artificial boundaries prevent growth and symmetrical expansion, the

I remedy automatically lies in the removal of the main business



(
factors~ or principal component parts, to a more suitable anQ

I commodious location. With the peninsular and valley types of city,
such procedure is impossible, and congestion must be relieved, in

obstacles from expanding its present congested area symmetrically
as has been already shown, haq abundant opportunity to relieve

immediately adjacent, which forms, as it were, a natural delta for
the business stream. Inspection of a map (see Plate #2) of the
central portion of the city can but convince that the territory
lying south of Sixth and ~st of Main streets is destined to become

car line either skirts its edges or traverses it from end to end
renders it peculiarly suitable for such purpose; and the added
advantages of broad sidewalks on all north and south streets and
sufficient alleys to do away with the nuisance of frontage deliveries
and sidewalk trap doors can but effect much needed relief over



such district, however, lies in its flexibility, its power of
indefinite expansion, rendering present congested conditions
impossible of reproduction. Pico street on the south and Figueroa
on the west would, in all probability serve as the limits for

.east, an area nearly four times the present retail area, with

has received abundant recognition; evidence so tangible that it
presents itself in the erection of huge office and store bUildings

solely through recognition of the situation and realization of the
inevitable. The establishment of the J. W. Robinson store and the
Brockman building at Seventh and Grand has gone far to reassure
the more timid of the permanency and desirability of such movement,
as well as the practicability of lateral extension of the business
area; and all the larger retail establishments~ with the possible



due time. The smaller business houses will naturally be compelled
to secure locations in fairly close proximity, dependent as they are
on the crowds attracted by the department stores; but, having a
greater frontage available in the vicinity of such stores, will not
be restricted to anyone 'street or subject to the e~orbitant
rentals heretofore demanded. Such diffusion of business, added to

.
obtain egress to the residence section, as at present. Each street

city, resulting in the better development of the territory and in
the relief of any traffic congestion north of First street.
Providing no increase in business area, the benefit derived will be-- - .....

simply residential accessibility,_and can affect but a small portion
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~~ po.pulat2:..2--n.The paving of Vermont and :'lesternavenues
through to 0unset boulevard supplies a comfortable and direct route

etc., will always retain a certain percentage of business facilities
I lin their neighborhood; but the larger stores, the centers of retail
t J activity?will gravitate toward the area of greater convenience,--

their places will be filled with smaller and less important business

finally relieved.
It is not to be expected that this will be accomplished

at its geographical center~ with abundant opportunity to expand as
required and prevent any return of congested conditions.



ces. City ordinances prevent increase of fare, expansion Qf the
.,~ '.'.' -."<" -~~" •••• 'c_ _ ._. "'. • • ," , •• , .•••.' - '" ""'."' .••••••.-..._-~..-.,.,. .."



The ordinary end entrance P. A. Y. E. car operated in Los
~ 6 .. ~

Angeles is '9 feet and one inch in width (9' Tt). and forty six feet
seven inches (46' 7") long. With clearance included. the area
occupied by such a car is approximately eleven by fifty feet
(11 x 50 ft) or five hundred and fifty (550) square feet. The

then 28 cars will
'\c't-tw.'{ .(

feet wide. and
"center at First to

similar center at Seventh. giving a total street area. after deduct-
ing all cross streets. of 202,496 square feet. Simple division will
demonstrate that. in any minute of time at the busiBst time of
day. street cars are only occupying eight per cent of the total



blockades. emergencies. etc., may temporarily cause a large n~mber
of cars to be concentrated on a given street. or portion of a
street. While dispatcher's records show this to be exceptional. the
case may be assumed. as follows:

The largest number of cars which it is possible to operate
on a single surface track is, admittedly. 180 per hour. This is
equivalent to a car every 20 seconds, including stops, and is
impracticable unless the tracks are free from obstruction and the
"service stops" can be restricted to ten seconds or less. In cities
with comparatively narrow streets. such as Los Angeles, stops will
average several times ten seconds, as it is necessary for passengers
to wait on the curb until their car arrives. instead of grouping on
ffIsles of Safetyrf or in the street, as is possible in Iildianapolis
or San Francisco. It is therefore probable that at no time has
Los Angeles street car traffic ever approached such density for
even an one-hour period.

One hundred and eighty cars per hour on a single track
means three hundred and sixty cars per hour on double track. which,
againt means 6 cars per minute passing any point, or a total of
42 cars occupying street space between First and Seventh streets
in any minute of the hour. Forty-two cars, at 550 square feet per
car, will occupy 23,100 square feet of street, which is only ll~ per
cent of the total space available. In other words, with street car
traffic operated to the maximum, vehicles are occupying nearly eight
times as much area as are the cars.



Obviously, the remedy for congestion under such circum-
stances lies in the providing more vehicular areap rather than the
relegation of transportation facilities to above or below the ground
surface. The addition of one eighth (l/S), or a strip seven feet
wide to the present street area would hardly compensate for the
immense expenditure necessary for subway or elevated construction.
especially when relief by natural expansion is simply a question of
time.



SUB-SuRFACE OPERATION
AS AFFECTED BY DENSITY OF POPULATION

and
CITY PLANS.



1

Since the financial success of the original New York
subway has become so generally known, congestion of the streets of
any American. City has served as a signal for a public demand for
removal of street car trackage to sub-grade, or elevated roadway.
That such demand is made~ generally speaking, without due con-
sideration or knowledge of the conditions necessary for successful
financial and physical operation is evident to anyone conversant
with the underlying facts. The large investment necessary to
accomplish such construction is fortunately, however, a sufficient
deterrent to any hasty action, and sufficient reason for the
reference of the problem to competent authority. Crowded traffic
conditions should be mitigated or prevented wherever possible
according to the best practice; but it does not always follow that
the only remedy is track elevation or sub-surface construction.

As noted under IlCongestion,TI it is the shape, or plan, of
cities that forms the chief factor in determining the final
character of its transportation facilities. Cities of the
peninsular and valley ty~es~ being restricted as to available area
for business purposes, cannot but become more congested with
increased population. ~Vhen all available space has been utilized,
or at any time previous when realization of the ultimate outcome
crystallizes into a popular desire for improved conditions, the
existing means of transportation are either reinforced or supplanted
by the bUilding of elevated roads, or subways. Elevated roads,
although noisy and unsightly~ have heretofore, in America, in-



variably been the first means of relief on account of their lesser
cost. With the better understanding, however, of the problems
of construction and maintenance, and above all~the development of
electric traction, subway construction has come into greater favor,
and a combination of both systems apparently forms the proper solut-
ion in most cases. But a city of the radiating type, unless its
business district is cut up by water ways or completely hemmed in
by natural barriers, has an opportunity to solve its congestion
problem simply by the gradual extension of its business area, thus
avoiding extraordinary obligations for transit facilities and con-
sequent increase in taxation.

This holds true until the populated area becomes so
extensive that the inhabitants are unable to reach the business
district from their places of residence by surface roads without
undue loss of time, or, conversely, until the congested area
surrounding the business district has become sufficiently extensive
in anyone direction to approximate the conditions of popUlation
obtaining in a city with restricted boundaries. More rapid transit
then becomes a necessity and possible, on account of the intensive
population, from the standpoint of the operator, although it is
often difficult to meet the emergency satisfactorily and secure
an equable return on the capital invested. London is a fair
example of this, for while it contains the greatest number of
possible passengers within its limits of any city in the world,
its underground roads, with one or two exceptions, are not self



supporting. While this is partly due to lack of co-operation and
faulty location of routes, the principal reason is that there is not
sufficient available patronage along anyone route. If theL9ndon
underground system had been constructed according to modern methods,
under a comprehensive plan which would allow opportunity for
transfer, eliminate gauge differences, and carry its patrons directly
to their destinations instead of by circuitous routes, itJis probable
that it would earn a fair rate of interest on the investment. It is
doubtful, however, if it could ever approach the dividend ratio
of the original New York subway, operating on Manhattan Island.
~he latter serves a district, which, through its topographical
restrictions is congested from one end to the other, so that its
total patronage is bounded only by its capacity. The London lines,
on tne other hand, '/hile serving a greater population, would
necessarily be obliged from the radial form of the city~ to COver
a far greater area with consequently larger mileage and less
population per mile.

It may be readily seen, then, that congestion is a
necessary factor to successful sub-surface operation. There is no
doubt but that subways can be profitably operated under proper
conditions, and at a lower operating ratio than can surface roads,
;fuile the first cost of surface roads is comparatively small, the
platform expense and cost of conducting transportation is much
hi~her; and the average speed being low on account of traffic
obstruction and frequent stops, the capacity is proportionately



smaller. As the amount of annual gross receipts of any enterprise
regulates the amount of capital expenditure it follows that the
large investment required for subway construction may be justified
only when the demands of traffic call for the running of multi-car
high speed trains at frequent intervals. But, such traffic
demands or requirements necessarily involve the presence of capacity
patronage, and such patronage is not possible without congestion of
population. The carrying of a sufficient number of passengers on
any line of transportation will, perforce, insure its financial
success, but the people desiring such facilities must be there to
carry.

Density of population, then, is a prime necessity for
profitable operation of sub-surface transit lines. A city area
given over to private dwellings,. each with its own premises, can
not furnish a population sufficient to support a subway unless the
ride is short and the rate of fare high. The ride is not apt to be
short as realty values in the central part of any city are ordinari-
ly so high that people must go some distance to have separate
houses, and if the fare is high the great majority of the inhabitants
cannot afford to pay it and are forced to live in crowded quarters
and Within walking distance. The great advantage possessed by
Los Angeles, or any other city of the radial type, in being an
aggregation of one-family houses, becomes a disadvantage when
the development of a costly means of transportation is concerned.

In connection with this phase of the subject, it may be



now possessing rapid transit systems. The following table shows
their population density within corporate city limits.

POPULATION DENSITY IN CORPORATE CITY LIMITS.
Population density per
acre of land area.

Land area
Sq. miles. 1900. 1910. 1914.

NeVIYork (Manhattan & Bronx) 62.6 51.2 ·69.

Brooklyn 77.6 23.4 32.9

Chicago 179.6 14.8 19.

Philadelphia 129.6 15.6 18.6

Boston 87.3 15.7 19.0

Los Angeles (1900) 43.3 * 3.7

1/ Los Angeles (1910) 77.3 * 6.3

Los imgeles (1914 ) 84.2 * 9.3 *



transportation service, from the length of ride, more properly falls
under the classification of inter-urban traffic. The population of
10s Angeles for the year 1914 has been taken as per the figures
given by the 10s Angeles directory, less the population of Wilmington
and San Pedro. The table shows conclusively the difference in
density of population between cities of the peninsular and radial
or partly radial types, New York having over twice as many people
per acre as Brooklyn, and nearly eight times as many as 10s Angeles.
It should be remembered that the figures shown are averages. Certain

an acre of ground is contained within an area a trifle over 200 feet
square, some idea of the population density and consequent resultant
traffic may he obtained. Rapid transit in such case is vital to
city existence~ and must be operated either above or below the
ground surface for the simple reason that there is no other place
to put the tracks.

A good idea of the diffusion of the 1914 population of
10s Angeles, and the relative population density of the several
residential districts may be had by inspection of Plate #3 herewith
appended. This plate has been made up from existing maps of city
territory and the 1915 Los Angeles directory records of the number



//

/
,.;, _,i/

::., . .
/

• "':' • ~;~~!..H_.\V". •
I ~. 1

--0+ - -- _.ltlOJ:I.:!:v:::LC>gl2.. .•. _ .'>k:!.O...:.. __ ,

/ ~: . .:. ~',
I .~: : FOlJMT"'"',/ ~. . . I. . Ave. )0 ~ •.' _:J.. §.Y1'j,5_E:I L B_I.~!2.__ 'C( ~, .•••••

'
I •• \~

"I ~ •I'! • ,..,
/
I
1
i
i

\
\

. ,
,,_.1 ...__

/
/

I

/

/
/

LJ--'

t

(

• .t
%o.r"._--

.,;/

MAP
OF

CITY OF Los ANGELL:.5

TrzANSPOQ1ATION L\Nc-S
AND

COMPAlZAT1VE DENolTY Of POPULAl"\ON
IN

DlffEI<ENT MILE. ZONE.5

• 1000 POPULATION

LO~ ANGE.LE.5

ELE.CTRIC RAIL.\NAY

JOINT TRACK.



include the transient population, will serve as a sufficient index as
to the relative growth of the different sections. It can be plainly
seen that Los Angeles is, practically speaking, growing equally in
all directions, and is, to all intents and purposes, a round city
with an average 5 mile radius. No residence congestion, or massing
of any considerable part of the resident population in any limited
area, exists, due doubtless to the comprehensive plan of street car
trackage affording equal accessibility to practically every portion
of the municipality. Some conception of the effeciency of street car
system and the large part it has played in symmetrical city expan-
sions through the liberality of its extensions may be had when it is
realized that it operates 100 miles more trackage than any city on
the Pacific Coast, or ahout 1 mile of track to every 1300 people,
while the average for the United states is I mile to 1800 population.
More cars are run, in proportion to the population, than on any
surface road in America, the car miles averaging 72 per capita, or
3 times as many as New York City, and twice as many as Chicago.
Naturally, such liberality has its effect on the earning capacity~
the number of passengers per car mile and annual earnings per track
mile being only about one-half that of San Francisco and considerably
less than either Portland or Seattle.

Statistics covering the number of dwellings contained within
the boundaries of any city and the average number of persons inhabit-
ing each dwelling, are most significant as indicating its population
density. The term "dwelling," may be broadly defined as "a place in
which one or more persons regularly sleep, having a separate



of dwellings within the corporate limits of Los Angeles, as compared
with the larger Eastern cities previously mentioned:

TABLE #3 - NU1ffiER OF DWELLINGS WITHIN COHPORATE CITY LDvIITS.
U. s. Census l'irewYork (A) Brooklyn Chicago Philadelphia Boston Los Angeles

1880 73864 62233 61069 146412
1890 81828 82282 127871 187052 87985 10368

"
1900 100547 113972 193895 241589 119595 22531
1910 104143 147666 246744 295220 133516 69061

(A) Manhattan and Bronx.

1880
1890
1900
1910

16.4
18.5
20.4
26.5

9.1
9.8

10.2
11.1

7.6
7.4

4.9
4.5

8.6
8.8
8.9

5.6
5.4
5.2

difference in living conditions, and, consequently, the relative
congestion, between cities of limited areas and the radial or semi-



the entire number of dwellings~ tenements, apartment houses and
residences, constructed in New York City only totaled 3956, while
the po?ulation per dwelling mounted to 26.5, an increase for the
decade amounting to nearly 150% of the total population per house in
Los Angeles. During the same period~ the latter city built 46530
dwellings without increasing the population per dwelling but a
fra~tion of one per cent. In like manner, the average number of
families per dwelling increased from 4.3 to 5.6 in New York; while
Los Angeles, with a proportionately greater increase in population,
still preserved its ratio of one family to each home. Although
this means that practically every inhabitant enjoys the benefits of
abundant living space, it also marks the fact that the number of
people who can conveniently patronize any given transportation line
is comparatively limited. Experience has shown that possihle
passengers will not walk more than ten minutes to reach a car line,
if any other means of transit are available. The average person
walks at a pace not exceeding 3 miles per hour, and a 10 minute
walk would therefore mean practically half a mile of distance.
Patronage, therefore, would be confined to an area not exceeding
one mile in width; and, supposing such line to extend to the city
limits, five miles long; a total of five square miles, or less than
one fifteenth of the territory to be served. A subway system
adequately serving a city of the circular type~ supposing such city
to be equally inhabited in all sections, would resemble the spokes
of a wheel, with the different lines radiating from the business



center; involving the necessity of a total mileage ~,hose construction
cost would be prohibitive.

center; involving the necessity of a total mileage whose construction

cost would be prohibitive.
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It may be urged that while Los Angeles, taken as a whole,
cannot perhaps present such conditions of population as would
justify the installation of extensive subway construction, that the
congestion, or partial congestion, of certain portions of the
present business district should be relieved by sub-surface track-
age.

It is apparent that the matter is entirely a question of
public welfare and convenience. The necessarily heavy eKpenditure
either is, or is not, justifiablep according to whether the situat-
ion admits of no other remedy, or vhether, by natural means, it
will automatically adjust itself. No expenditure, however great,
should be considered disproportionate when used in overcoming
otherwise insuperable natural difficulties or hindrances to civic
growth; but, on the other hand, no municipality is justified in
adopting a policy which would te~d to retard the removal of business
centers to their natural geographical location. Such a policy
would be nothing less than a deliberate exploitation of civic
resources for the benefit of the limited number of property owners
enjoying abnormal incomes from rental privileges; and at best, could
only serve as a palliative, since the final location of the business
center of any growing city is regulated entirely by its topography
and is altogether beyond individual or corporate control. Such
removal; or partial evacuation of territory, involves no municipal
loss. Diminution of assessable values in the one case is offset
by increase in the other; and individual loss on any particular



./. lot or parcel can only be regarded as the natural suhsidence of
inflation.

diversion through their center, and that only if the traffic con-
1""

ditions are sufficiently ifigorous. As such diversion not only

increases its expenses by the added problems of ventilation, lighting
and station operation; and as the responsibility for the adequate
provision of thoroughfare for the needs of its inhabitants is inherent



City. This~ though, is an extension and amplification of the rapid
transit system, including both subway and elevated. Boston is the

supplying sub-surface accommodations for surface lines, owing to the
extreme congestion obtaining in its central business section, caused

While the construction of underground transit facilities
by a municipality for the operation of urban car lines, in cases

see the equity of the rental exacted therefor.r-----



the crowded sections~ hut this is merely a convenience to passengers
'-

~ and does not materially benefit the operators. Practically all

surface operation, with consider~bly less expense. The City~~-- -" ~-,.-

however, through the possession of paramount authority within its
boundaries~ compels the adoption of the new facilitiesy reaping
enormous benefits through increased taxable valuations and freer
movement of traffic; and, altho retaining perpetual title to such
facilities, forces the operating company to contribute a sufficient

rmthe anmoalous position of being obliged to occupy and pay for some-
thing which it does not want; and through its annual contributions
to the amortization or sinking fund, defray the entire cost of

streets. rfuythen, when the removal of any particular class of
I
traffic essential for the transaction of business and the well being



to connect adjacent sections of the ci~y, one with the other, the
users of such additional accommodations would ridicule the idea of

ions. with the progress of civilization. have been generally and
/defin~tely abolished; and the principle that streets and roads are

Inasmuch as any city transportation company, contributing
its share through general taxation to the common funds, is regarded

other accommodations should be provided at a no further 'cost than~~--
Congestion of thoroughfare is not
~-.

caused by street cars, but by the influX of traffic following
their installation. It should be remembered that transportation

commercial activity can exist without cheap, efficient and conven-
ient means of transit to adjoining territory.



From the standpoint of strict justice~ no city is entitled
to exact compensation for the use of subway construction designed
for the operation of urban cars and the relief of congested streets
by the removal of such cars, unless it can be clearly demonstrated

,

that the operating company increases its revenues, over and above
the normal increase, by the use of such facilities. In like manner,

transfer priyileges, it is impossible to segregate the single effect
of the transfer of surface lines to underground trackage. The total
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as the neck of the peninsula, or point of constriction, is passed.
This naturally causes diffusion of population with more or less .
concentration at suburban centers and a change in city contour to
the semi-radial form, so that the population density of the
metropolitan district, or territory included within the 16 mile
circle is only 4.1 per acre, or less than one quarter of that of

, confined to a relatively small district, while New York, as represent-
I

I ed by W~nhattan Island, presents practically unifol~n conditions of
congestion for nearly 13 miles.

With the consolidation of existing horse car lines in

consequent higher speed and 'extensions to other territory, brought
the total revenues in ~98-to $9~~57,OOO.OO and increased the
number of passengers. per half trip to 28.9. Absorption of surface
lines by the Boston Elevated Railway Company then took place and

;I

subway operation commenced, first simply as an adjunct or extra



the latter only being constructed by the company. In 1903, with
ordinances compelling universal transfer, the half trips were so
lengthened that the number of passengers per half trip was reduced
to 23, while in 1912 it only averaged 25.5.

Meanwhile the total capital expenditure necessitated
by the popular demand for rapid transit amounted to over 34
million, and the City, in the construction of subways, expended
17 million more~ or a total of 51 million dollars. As the City
expenditure can but be regarded as an addition to company expendit-
ure, on account of the enforced liability of the latter to take
care of interest and sinking fund charges, the company had increased
its obligations over 200 per cent; while, even with a gain of
500,000 possible patrons through growth of city population, there
~ only 3 ~ revenue passengers ~ half tril? than with the
horse ~ 1£ 1888. Gross revenues had increased over 80%, but
such gain was only normal. As voiced by a prominent official of
the railway company, TlBoston experience would seem to indicate
that no addition to transit facilities accelerates the ordinary
growth of business."

It is true, in the case of Boston, that without such
additional facilities, the normal business increase could hardly
have been realized through lack of physical space; but from the
investment standpoint, the point of view of net financial results,
the change was decidedly for the worse. Certainly three additional
passengers per half trip do not begin to compensate for such an
enormous increase in investment, practically forced upon the company



by municipal plans. Naturally~ the number of half trips was increas-
ed many fold; but it must be remembered that any increase in
operation brings a like increase in operating expense, in equal, or,
as in the case in point, even larger ratio. And that the slight
increase of income is not only burdened by the extra operating
expense, but by the heavy augmentation of fixed charges, of which
the city share, or subway rental~ forms a lien prior to any other
obligation.

There is no particular reason to believe that subway
operation in Los Angeles with considerably less congestion, with
only 1/8 as much congested area, and but 1/3 the city population,
would produce any more favorable results. If, for the purpose of
discussion, it is assumed that the present southward trend of
~usiness be abruptly checked and retail commerce, at least, be con-
fined within its present limits, it is only necessary to estimate
roughly the probable cost of sub-surface construction through such
district to ascertain the amount of patronage necessary to justify
the investment from the view-point of private capital, or its
operation by the present company under a leasing arrangement
similar to the system now obtaining in eastern cities.

Following the present routing with two-track tunnels on
Main, Spring and Broadway~ from 11th and Main to the Temple block
junction, together with cross town tunnels on all east and west
streets except Sixth, emerging through inclines between Olive and
Rill streets on the west, and Main and Los Angeles streets on the



east, (see detail in tfCost of subways."). gives, approximately.
a total of five and seven tenths (5.7) miles of structure. A
system of this magnitude would serve to eliminate all surface
trackage in the present retail area except on Sixth and on Hill
streets. Sixth street, between Olive and ~min, is used exclusively
by the Pacific Electric. Hill street, while utilized as an outlet
for both urban and mnter-urban cars, is not deemed sufficiently
congested to be included in this study. Both streets, however,
together with Main street between First and Ninth, will be
further considered under lfRapid transit.rT

The probable construction cost of two-track tunnel large
enough to accommodate the present surface cars will average

V approximately, according to experience elsewhere, $1,500,000.00 per
mile of structure. Neglecting the additional cost of station
platforms and stairways, realty and easements, etc., 5.7 miles of
such construction would represent an investment of $8,550,000.00.
If it is assumed that the cost of surface and subway operation will
cancel, an erroneous assumption, since the problems of station
operation, ventilation and lighting are all foreign to surface
maintenance, there must still be considered the payment of interest
on the capital invested, plus sinking fund percentage. If money
be secured at 4% on city credit, and the sinking fund, or amorti-
zation percentage placed at 1%, the usual figure, then 5% on
$8,550,000.00, or $427,500.00 must be paid annually for the
privilege of riding underground. Reduced to the fare basis, such



days are considered the working year by transportation companies~
Sundays being taken as half days). The word TTextraH is emphasized

25,000 passengers is over and above the number ordinarily riding.
In other words, the construction of such a sub-surface system must
increase the riding habit of the entire population by 6.2 per cent,

It is, of course a fact well borne out by the experience of all

Icities, that the providing of rapid transit fac~~!ties is fol!owed
by an increase in the general riding habit. Mattersdorf endeavors

Service Commission, in an analysis of New York City growth, ,arrives
at the conclusion that traffic increases at a per cent rate of

similarity in regulating conditions makes it probable that no hard
and fast rule can be lai d do'Vvnthat wi 11 apply to all case s. It is



natural consequence of rapid transit, can never be effected by.-.-_._ .. _.~. .- "",,-- - "'" - ..•. ~

~ere ~_b-su~!::~_dJ._!.er~ion_t.hro_~~h_li~~ terr~~y. Increase of
patronage, or the habit of using any means of transportation is

in schedule. Again, the fact that 20 or 25 feet of stairway must
be negotiated on entering or leaving the structure is a distinct
detriment to the comfort of the average individual. Stairways



necessary stops, and is not comparable to a rapid transit line
whose shortest station interval~ even for local work, is rarely

There is, then, no particular time saving and a decided
decrease in convenience. With the two factors most productive of

no shorter routes. Imile the obstruction to loading and unloading
by other vehicles would no longer exist,. the lessened danger to

from a crowded platform in front of a moving car, and the discom-
sfort of ascending and d~cending stairways made slippery by weather

would show a considerable decrease, as many people who had hitherto
resisted the importunities of the motor buses would prefer crowded
and uncomfortable riding conditions in the open air to transit and

If there is no reasonable expectation of any accession of
income, it will be readily seen that private capital, as represented



by the transportation company, could afford to shoulder the
/\

burden without additional compensation. Few patrons of the present
system realize that 3-3/4 cents of their 5 cent fare is required
to defray actual running expenses, leaving hut li cents to cover

a... o\.
rentals, sinking fund,~bond interest ~~, to say nothing
of surplus. Inspection of recent balance sheets can but convince

venient business locations, the center of activity at present ob-
I taining could only be temporarily restrained from southerly



congestion, repre. enting only an economic waste and an irreparable

civic blunder.
congestion, repre~enting only an economic waste and an irre~arable

civic blunder ..
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sub-s)frface accommodations for transit facilities may be
divided ~nto two classifications; shallow and deep level construction.

- Both are sub-ways, but the modern interpretation of the word has
come to signify a railway built as close to the ground surface as
possible, with staircases affording ready access to stations. Deep

level construction is principally exemplified by the London TfTubes,TI
or tunnels driven through the thick bed of firm clay which underlies
the entire city at an average depth of 70 feet, such tunnels being
lined by cast iron segments bolted together to circular form.
Stations are formed by enlargement of the section, and elevator
systems/ furnish transportation to and from the street.

While deep level tunnels have been definitely disapproved
by the great majority of subway engineers, there were many good
reasons for their adoption in London. English laws are far more
drastic on the subject of property rights than are American, the
custom of condemnation of private property and valuation by appraise-
ment for the accommodation of public utilities being unheard of, and
each property owner being the sole jUdge of the monetary value of
right of way or easements. Cellars extend beyond the sidewalk
lines and are protected by ordinance and custom; unlike New York
City which held that house vaults (cellars extending beyond the
property line) were not property, but were maintained only on a
revocable license from the city. The streets are narrow, there
being but three thoroughfares~ even as late as 1908, 100 feet in
width, while those as wide as Broadway in New York City (80 ft)
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may be counted on the fingers of both hands. Such deficiency in
"-construction area would necessitate the acquirement of private
property for all station facilities. practically an impossibility.
AgainF London is built on what may be described as made ground, the
material superposed on the underlying clay being the result of ages
of deposition by adjacent waterways and possibly glacial action,

.f
forming a permeable and ~riable material which, under engineering

"practice then obtaining~ seemed unsafe, unsuitable and less prefer-
able than the clay below. However, the reason which probably formed
the deciding factor was the knowledge of the immense difficulties

ions which practically debarred them from the use of any thorough-
fare. Natur.ally, as such stringent regulations automatically forced
the location to a lower level than would permit the use of stair-
cases. the plan was adopted for the driving of the tunnels in the
more permanent and less difficult material. at the greater depth.
All spoil was handled through shafts on the river bank or points of



traffic interference~ or indeed, on the part of the average house-
holders. any knowledge of its prosecution.

Buda Pesth was the first city to adopt the shallow sub-
way section, a line being constructed from the center of the city
to public gardens several miles distant in the center of a broad
thoroughfare, with such distinct saving in construction erpense
that its example has been followed in practically all similar work
since that time. Boston was the first American city to construct
such transit facilities, demonstrating the fact that cut and cover
work, even in soft and permeable soils can be sufcessfully carried
on even in sections as congested as the London streets. Paris
has built extensive subway lines of this type. Philadelphia a few
miles of a proposed comprehensive sub-surface system~ while Berlin,
Hamburg and other European cities possess similar lines of moderate
mileage. New York City, beginning in 1900, constructed approximate-
ly 73 track miles of shallow type rapid transit road, combining both
subway and elevated forms of construction, and is now, under the
present plan and in connection with the operating companies,
expending $330.000.000.00 additional in the bUilding of 260 additional
miles of track. This, when complete, will have a capacity of three
billion passengers per annum, or, expressed in another way, the
ability to transport ten million passengers from the residence
section to the community center and back again in a single day,
affording practically everyone a seat. The mileage of the completed
system will exceed the combined rapid transit mileage of all other



-to combine express service with local traffic, a feature which has
- - -

subways in different cities has naturally varied according to the
sizes. of rolling stock proposed to be employed, the topographical
features encounteredp and the plans of the designer. Plate #~
shows typical sections employed in the several localities. It will

practically identical. The circular section is, of course, only
applicable in the case of extraordinary hydrostatic pressures, such

The flat or nearly flat roofed structure, reinforaed sUfficiently
to withstand the expected loads, insures the least possible distance
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loading at the sides of streets than at the center~ which must be
kept open for traffic. Such loads may be assumed as follows:

750

500

900

650

in practically all such cases. Total roof loads naturally consist
of live loads, plus the weight of cover, generally assumed to be

Roof construction, as may be seen in the sketches of the
Buda Pesth and first New York subways (See Plate #5) originally
consisted in the superposing of steel beams transversely across the
line of track, the end and central supports being built up columns



of standard angles and intermediate plates. ~7all colulnns and roof
beams were surrounded by poured concrete. such beams being stiffened
laterally by short jack arches. Central columna or supports between
tracksy were in some cases left exposed. but the more recent
practice is to surround them with concrete to prevent corrosion.
Modern subway plans call for reinforced concrete roofs, altho'
structural members are used for girders in all conditions of heavy
stress. The thickness of the roof naturally varies with the amount
of cover. Hew York plans specified 1St inches for 5 feet of cover,
increasing to 21~ inches with a 10 foot depth. In the design of
such roofs, from 500 to 600 Ibs. per square inch is allowed in
compression on the concrete, and 12,000 Ibs. per squa~e inch tension
on the steel.

Walls are built according to the space available, the
amount of cover, and the probable strains to be expected. structural
members are used in thin walls to make up any deficiency in strength
of section, but the ordinary wall, where there is no lack of room, is
the usual reinforced type, calculated to withstand the thrust of the
earth backing, and, possibly, eccentric strains from contiguous
future excavations for foundations or sewers. New York subway walls
were made from 14 to 16 inches thick, increasing where deemed
necessary. Inverts are built flat, or nearly so, of a thickness
varying with the underlying material, heavily reinforced where the
gradient carries the structure below ground water level and intro-
duces hydrostatic pressures. I beams were used in the heavy ground
encountered in New York, the beams extending from column to column,



and encased in 15 inches of concrete, instead of the usual 8 inch
floor.

The following table illustrates the comparative cost of
the two methods of construction, by giving the quantities of the
principal items in a typical section with the same amount of
cover.

TABLE #5.

Beam Construction. Reinforced concrete.

2 tracks 3 tracks 4 tracks 2 tracks 3 tracks 4 tracks
22.2 32.0 41.7 22.8 32.5 42.3

5.7 7.7 9.6 6.3 8.3 10.2
0.38 0.56 0.74 0.74 n 0.46 0.62

The reinforced concrete method calls for a trifle more
concrete but less metal, and the metal used costs less per pound.

Vfuerever the subway gradient drops below ground water
level, means must be taken to render the structure impervious to
moisture, or as nearly so as is humanly possible. Damp walls naturally
increase the humidity and add to ventilation difficulties, besides
providing ideal conditions for various species of foul smelling
fungus growth, difficult to eradicate. Accepted practice, under
ordinary conditions, consists of building into the invert, walls and



roof a continuous course of asphalted felt and asphalt. The former
is generally the ordinary roofing felt paper, weighing 12 to 15 Ibs.

powdered limestone or sand in the case of low or high temperatures
in order to maintain the proper degree of fluidity.

which a layer of hot asphalt is spread. While still hot, a layer of
felt is placed, followed by alternate thickDesses of asphalt and
paper to the extent required by the conditions obtaining. On top of
the last course is laid the upper half of the subway floor. To

s
waterproof the walls the same course if carried upward. A half

This method of keeping a subway dry has been demonstrated
to be entirely satisfactory under moderate hydrostatic pressure.



being dipped in liquid asphalt and then laid inntwo or more layers,
with broken joints. After laying, hot asphalt is poured over them,
filling all spaces.

The basis for the design of all stations serving subway
traffic is the location of all platforms as close to the surface
of the street as is possible, so as to give the minimum height of
staircase from platform to sidewalk and avoid the use of mechanical
means of ascent and descent. Subways with three. four or more
tracks, used for express as well as local service, are necessarily
obliged to depress the rail level at stations in order that overhead
passageways may be constructed to the island, or intermediate plat-
forms. Sub-passages below the tracks are rarely used and are seldom
practicable, though the chief objection lies in the added length
of stairway climb. The amount of earth covering, or distance~ from
the top of the roof to the street surface, necessarily regulated
by the design of the structure; the roof thickness, and the overall
dimensions of the standard equipment are the controlling factors
in fixing stairNay heights. In a subway diversion of surface cars,
through a business district, such as might be planned for Los Imgeles,
if the minimum cover be taken at five feet, this height would
apprOXimate 20 feet at the shallowest points, increasing wherever
drainage crossings, etc., rendered a change of grade expedient.
The cover on the New York subway averaged 6 feet, making the
shallowest distance from sidewalk to top of rail, 17 feet.



Subway stations are simply sectional enlargements whose
width varies with the number of tracks. Cast iron, built-up, or
reinforced concrete columns, set back a sufficient distance from
the platform edge, carry the necessary roof beams. Platforms are

of such length and width as may be required to carry expected traffic
j

the edges projecting nearly to the line of car clearance. Eastern
sUbwqy~ platforms intended for local traffic average 200 feet in
length, the central 100 feet being 20 feet wide, narrowed to 10 feet
at either end. stairways for ingress and egress are usually five
feet wide, leading from the sidewalks to the platform center.
Stairway entrances are protected by Kiosks, constructed of steel
and ~iTe glass. The stairvay treads are usually built of reinforced
concrete, properly supported, any open sides being protected by
wrought iron grills.

Permanent way, on sub-surface trackage differs but
little from ordinary street railway constructionr with the exception
that no paving is required. Ties and rock ballast are generally
employed, although Philadelphia has adopted the plan of eliminating
both, securing the rails to concrete blocks spaced at regular inter-
vals, claiming that such construction prevents rail corrugation and
its attendant noise. The general practice, however, is to use
untreated ties, the odor arising from creosoted timber being
objectionable in such confined quarters, with sufficient ballast to
afford good bedding and a certain amount of elasticity. Drainage



extensive system th&t is a prime consideration. In a simple diversion
of surface cars it is probable that sufficient~ or nearly sufficient

for the first few months, or even longer, depending on the service;
but in time the walls and surrounding material become saturated with



imply vitiation of atmosphere. The increase in the percentage of
carbon dioxide (carbonic acid gas) in warm subway air is relatively

Parts in
10,000 volumes.

Samples taken between
5 and 5;30 P .1. on

Boylston street station
5 ft. above platform

Park street station
5 ft. above platform

On street in central part
of the city

In center of car about to
enter suaway 24.97 )Car contained 65 passengers

)Forward ventilator closed
)Rear ventilator open.

City Council chamber,
2;3 full

10.12 to 14.6 - Floor.
13.22 to 18.6 - Gallery.



Parts in
10,000 volumes.

Public Hall, near open door
with in-draught 13.93

Public Hall, well filled 32.59 - Floor
36.43 - Gallery

Four theaters 16.16 to 48.7

Two churches 12.45 to 18.2

Twelve schools 7.1 to 23.5

were made of the atmospheric dust and studies effected of the force
and direction of air currents set up by moving trains, the utility



surface conditions.
The results of the investigation ~ere, briefly, as follows:

Temperature studies showed conclusively that the degree of heat
within the structure, as compared with the outside air, was greatly
exaggerated, the average difference being only four or five degrees
Fahrenheit. The greatest difference was 15 degrees Fahrenheit,
occur.cingduring a sudden cold snap in November. Outside thermometers
at this time showed an average reading of 50 degrees Fahrenheit,
making the subway temperature the very comfortable figure of 65
degrees Fahrenheit. The heat was found to emanate almost entirely
from the electrical equipment, the amount of bodily heat from passen-
gers being negligible. The most objectionable feature of the heat
was less the actual elevation of the temperature than the fact that
the subway remained warm continually while the streets, during the
summer night~became relatively cool. It was at such times that the
greatest inconvenience was experienced. In winter the heat given
off was advantageous, since if low temperatures occurred, they would,
with strong drafts, render riding conditions uncomfortable. During
the hottest week of such investigation the street temperature
averaged 78 degrees and two tenths, while subway temperature averaged
83.4 degrees, Fahrenheit. The relative humidity was slight, the
actual weight of aqueous vapor being practically identical in sub-
way and outside air. rmen the temperature was higher in the subway
than in the street, the humidity was more noticeable within the



Chemical analyses showed that the air was not deficient in
oxygen and that carbon dioxide from the lungs of passengers was not
present to an objectionable extent. The highest amount of CO, found
was 8.89 parts per 10,000, the average being 4.81, while the average
for street air was 3.67.

~in the
Bacterial analyses showed only one half as many bacteria

subway as were present in the outside air.
The impurity most noticeable in microscopic examinations of

the air was iron dust, caused by the wear of metallic surfaces,
principally brake-shoes. Investigation developed the fact that the
consumption of the latter amounted to one ton per month. This dust
is found in all subways and the amount contained in the New York
subway air was practically equal to that contained in the Paris
sUbway air. Examinations of employes did not show that it caused
~ny ill-health effects, though the time occupied in the investigation
was not of sufficient length to render this conclusive.

It was found that the principal causes of the local subway
odor were the oil drip and consumption of lubricants by hot wearing
surfaces. A large number of disinfecting machines were installed at
the inception of subway service, but were soon discontinued~ as the
results were found to be more objectionable than the conditions they
were intended to correct. Washing down of stairways and platforms
was also found to be the reverse of beneficial, the cooling effect
of evaporation being negligible and the escaping water vapor adding
to the humidity.



and that success in subway ventilation lay in arranging openings to
the outside air so that they should be of proper area and location.



different utility companies; and last, but not least, the city
sanitary and storm sewers, occupy a large portion of the street
area and form serious obstacles in the case of narrow thoroughfares.
An additional difficulty lies in the fact that few cities possess
accurate records of the structures underlying street surfaces,
the necessity for such records not becoming apparent until proposed
su~way Or similar underground construction renders the ac~uisition
of such information imperative in order to estimate the probable cost.
So called underground surveys are usually taken up at an advanced
point in the Oity's maturity and all possible data collated from
the available private company records. The result, however, is
far from satisfactory, and a liberal allowance must be added to
any preliminary estimate to cover the handling of unforseen contin-
gencies. Generally speaking, the most serious limitation to rapidity
of subway construction is the time required to readjust sub-surface
structures.

As practically all these pipes and conduits are laid at an
comparatively shallow depth, the simplest solution of such difficulties
would seem to be the lowering of the gradient to a point so that the
subway roof could be built below their level. This, however, would
practically nUllify the object attempted, namely; to construct
transportation facilities at the minimum depth below the surface.
Each foot of extra depth means just that much extra climb from
delivery platform to the surface, besides materially adding to the
quantity of excavation, thus increasing cost and decreasing conven-



ience. This is especially true in the case of a sub-surface trolley
car diversion, as the necessary head room, or distance from top
of rail to roof, must be, through equipment requirements, considerab-
ly in excess of a subway built for specially constructed cars.
Thus, the New York and Philadelphia subways are operated with from
12' 81T to 14 feet of head room, power being' obtained through a
third rail~ allowing the construction of passenger platforms at
easy walking distance fromnthe sidewalk level. An overhead trolley
car" however, of the type. generally operated in Los Angeles,
measures 14' 511 from the top of rail to the top of the hooked, or
unused trolley , necessitating a clearance of not less than .16 feet
from trolley wire to rail for successful operation. If the minimum
cover, say 5 ft, and l~ ft of roof thickness be added, the vertical
height of stai~vay from platform to street would be not less than
20 feet at any point.

An additional objection to the lowering Df a subway
structure lies in its interference with drainage problems. ~Vhile
service conduits, gas and water pipes, may follow the natural
gradient, sewer grades are practically fixed within certain limits
by the topographical conditions. Reconstruction to suit subway
convenience may entirely derange a well formulated civic plan; and,
if the grade be slight, prove impossible. It is, however, entirely
practicable to constl~ct sewers of a limited size as an integral
part of the subway walls, and such procedure has been followed in
both New York and Boston. When drainage must be passed across the



r what sewer reconstruction may amount to, it may be interesting to
I note that in fourteen miles of cut and cover work on the New York

a number of smaller pipes whose aggregate capacity equals the requir-
ed flow. Some cities specify that no water or gas mains shall be
carried beneath the subway floor, although the plans for the New



permit the maintenance of gas mains beneath the wooden roof, or
temporary street surface used during construction, as accidental
breakage, injury or leakage might cause a severe~explosion, heavy
construction damage and serious loss of life. Service conduits

account of its relatively smaller population and comparatively
recent growth, do not begin to be as thickly underlaid with sub-
surface structures as the streets of the older munici~alities

,practically the same. A state law enacted for the protection of
workmen provides that no excavation for the installation of sub-
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car track~ which has resulted in the preservation of practically 19
feet of clear ground in the center of each thoroughfare, the only

structures in Los Angeles streets may be gained from the following
~ 7list, and from Plates #S and #~~showing same in plan, together with
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Distance out Distance
from curb. Below surface

Ft. Kind. Size Owner Ft.

4 Conduit l' x 2' So. Cal.Ed. Co. 2.8

7 Conduit l' x l' L.A.1o& C.S.Co. 4.3

8 Gas main 61T L.A.G. & E. Co.
11 8ewer 121T City 15.6

14 Conduit 1.3' x 1.3' L.A.G. & .l.:J. Co. 1.3

17 Sewer 121T City 8.0

40 Conduit l' x 1..5' P L & P CO 1.8L

44 Conduit 1.5' x 1.5' 1.A.G. & E. Co. 2.3

46 Water main 1611 City
49 Water main 41T City
50 Sewer 201T City 7.0

51 '.Yatermain 61T City
53 Conduit 1.5' x 0.9 3.4

54 Conduit 1.5' x 0.9 3.4



Plate #10 shows a section of the street with a typical two track
subway section superposed with the top of roof five feet below the
surface. This distance, or cover, will naturally be regulated by
the amount of room reauired for the accommodation of uiDes and con-::.l. .1.. ..L.

tuits at street intersections.
typic~l case, sho~ing the difficulties occasionally

encountered by subway constructors in large cities, was the situation
at Fourth avenue and 23rd street, l;ew York City, during the bUilding
of the original subway. Exclusive of sewers, there were found in
Fourth avenue, north of 23rd, seventeen lines of pipe or conduit
on the east, and eighteen lines on the west side of the street,
with all the usual manholes, valve boxes, etc. Some of these ran
through, some turned from one street to the other, but all were in
service and had to be maintained. Owing to the laxity of the City
officials, they were neither at a uniform level, being sometimes
above and sometimes underneath adjoining mains, nor followed any
given route, the constructors having crossed and recrossed the
thoroughfare apparently at will to secure more convenient or econom-
ical conditions for excavation. The tangle was so complete that it
was impossible to secure thorough identification until all pipes
were exposed. The situation was further complicated by the fact
that the subway grade had been raised to avoid a transverse sewer
at 22nd street, bringing the roof to the minimum limit from the
surface, such distance (30") being fixed by the depth of the tram-
way yokes which carry the underground trolley for surface cars. In



addition, nearly as many mains and conduits occupied space in 23rd
street, and a double track surface car intersection carried, during
the morning and evening rush periods, 800 cars per hour. A timber
roof was erected, the ground excavated, and the pipes and conduits
entirely re-luid on different planes, the crossings at the subway
roof being either accomplished by pipe division, shallow box con-
struction, or through utilization of the space between cross girders.
Plates were laid on the bottom flange of such girders, the mains
placed, and then solidly surrounded by concrete to the usual roof
line. Another method employed was the carrying of mains far enough
on either side of the proper intersection to a point where room was
available to pass above the subway, then crossing an4 returning to a
junction with the main in place.

The situation above described was not unusual, but was a
fair example of the underground conditions discovered at many
points in the older districts of the city.



SUBWAY COSTS

and

APPROXIMATE ESTI11ATES.



While the unit costs of subway construction naturally
vary with each separate enterprise. owing to differences in the
size and character of the excavation and in the prices of the
materials and labor used. a sufficient amount of shallow SUbway has
been built in American cities to afford reliable data. on which·
estimates for similar work can be based. Absolute accuracy in such
estimates is not to be expected as it is beyond any human power to
foresee the various emergencies or difficulties contingent upon the
driving of tunnels or the opening of heavy cuttings. A liberal
percentage of the estimated cost should be added to cover any exi-
gencies and prevent the inevitable. though often unjust. criticism
attendant on requests for additional appropriations.

The size. or width. of subway; the breadth of the thorough-
fares. beneath which the structure is to be built; the head room and
side clearance required for the equipment intended to be used; and
the number and character of sub-structures which must be moved and
readjusted. are all important factors in the cost of subway con-
struction. The larger the subway. the larger thB necessary cutting
and amount of construction quantities. The wider the street. the
less necessity. if any. to plank over the excavation during the
construction period. and the better opportunity to excavate~ remove
excess material and prosecute the work at all times without inter-
ference with existing traffic; and the fewer pipes. sewers or
utility conduits that must be moved or relaid. the less the amount
of auxiliary expenditure necessary to the successful completion of



97p500 tons.
12,600 tons.
38,000 tons.

More recent costs achieved in subway construction in
Boston show that the figures from the New York reports are not unusual.
Experience in Boston seems to indicate that excavation for subways
through streets carrying a fairly heavy traffic, inclUding support
of street railway trackage and the necessary trench sheeting or brac-
ing, pumping, etc., will cost from $2.50 to $5.00 per cubic yard,
possibly averaging $4.00. Concrete, inclUding forms, but exclusive
of steel or placing, has averaged $10.00 per cubic yard; and reinforc-
ing steel, including bending, cutting and wiring in forms, has cost
2-3/4 cents per pound in place. Removal and care of gas and water
pipes, utility conduits and sewers, has averaged $13.50 per lineal
foot of trench for all subwals. Such cost has, of course, been many---- -- - -
times exceeded in the more narrow and congested streets, where the
tangle of substructures presented as many complications as certain
portions of New York, but the more orderly arrangement of the wider

structure penetrated within property lines, has been most expensive,
but such cost is difficult to reduce to a unit basis, on account of
divergent conditions in nearly every case. The following examples
will serve to give an approximate idea of such work.



Case #1 - Four story brick building, foundation 21 feet
deep. underpinned along frontage only - $122.00 per lineal foot.

Case #2 - Four story brick bUilding, foundation 11 ft. 6 in.
deep, underpinned along frontage only-$120.00 per lineal foot.

Case #3 - Seven story brick building - stone front, foundat-
ion 20 feet deep, underpinned along frontage and part of side -
$153.00 per lineal foot.

From the costs tabulated for the underpinning of all
bUildings since the commencement of subway work, it is now estimated
that a six story brick building will cost $150.00 per lineal foot,
and a two story brick bUilding $90.00 for each lineal foot of under-

The following tabulation of unit costs has been taken from
/the Boston bid s~eets of 1913, and Sh~IS the average prices which

pockets. All cement and reinforcing steel was furnished by the city,
but was hauled by the contractor. Haul of excavated material averaged
one mile, being dumped into scows and carried out to sea. The prices
quoted, of course, include contractor's profit:-

Placing steel (Bending, etc.)

4.75
10.00
11.00
17.00
15.00

Concrete (Incl. forms)
Concrete (Incl. forms)

Open cut Cu. Yd.
Tunnel Cu. Yd.
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$2l9.60
32.94

143.00
81.90
23.35

$248.25
37.24

$285.49

( A)

(B)

( C )

@lO.OO
@ 2.75

Excavation - 27.4 cu. yds. © $4.00 109.50
83.60
27.20",~1l220.30

( A)

(B)

( C)

Flat roof section - 27 ft. to top of rail,
(A) Excavation - 34 Cu. yds. @ $4.00
(B) Concrete 8.36"" @ 10.00
(C) Steel - 1075 Lbs. @ 2.75 29.60

~~249.20

37.80
$286.58
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In addition~ from $12.00 to w15.00 per lineal foot has
been expended for the readjustment of substructures, and an average
of $19.00 per foot for water-proofing and the placing of concrete
over the water-proofing.

Overhead charges on sUbway work may be assumed as

Organization and administra tion,
legal and financial expense ---

Interest during construction -------

Tqtal ------------- 30%
Taking each item in order, the 10% assumed for incidentals

York and Boston costs. Item #3, organization and administration,
etc., has amounted in New York to nearly 2.5% of the cost of
structures. The amount of Item #4, interest during construction,
will vary with the time required; methods of financing and rate
of interest on loans. The total expense under this item amounted
to 8% in the construction of the New York Transit System, and to
about 6~ in Boston. - As any subway designed and constructed for the
use of city surface cars through the present retail district of
Los Angeles would be admittedly built simply as a measure tending



toward the supply of greater area for vehicular traffic, there is
no particular reason why anyone of the three main arteries should
be £avored over the others. The street widths are practically
identical, all frontage is fully occupied, and the vehicular traffic
while varying in quantity on different streets at different times,
is practically the same in any 24 hour period. If anyone thorough-
fare requires the street area occupied during the passage of cars,
then all three streets, Broadway, Spring and Main, should be
supplied With sub-surface facilities. Topographical features, as
well as business considerations, practically enforce such procedure,
as otherwise cars entering the district from side streets must
pass directly across town; or, if using a single subway, must
follow each other in slow procession, forming a car blockade
equally as objectionable as those now obtaining on the surface. No
single subway could be operated to carry the cars now serving any
two of the thoroughfares mentioned, as may be readily seen from data
given in previous pages. The capacity of trackage for single cars
is limited by the headway~ or time interval between cars. Thisr

again, is regulated entirely by the length of station stop; which,
under the most favorable conditions, cannot average less than 20
seconds. Twenty second headway means 180 cars per hour per track;
and as rush hour traffic on Los Angeles streets shows a peak of
110 cars hourly, it is clear that 40 of the cars now running on any
two parallel streets must be retired from service for want of
physical space to operate. It must be realized that sub-surface
trackage will accommodate little, if any, more traffic than surface
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trackage when the latter is operated to capacity, as long as cars
are run as single units. Trailer service, or multi-car trains,
forms the only practicable method of increasing track capacity over
the figures above stated.

In such case, it is evident that separate subways must be
constructed on each individual street in order to accomplish the
object proposed, with the necessary connections, inlets or inclines, i

and cross-town subways to allow exit and entrance for equipment.
Plate #13~ herewith attached, has been arranged to show graphically
the extent of a possible arrangement of this description.

The cost of a system of subways covering the routes as
designated in Plate #13 may be estimated accurately enough for the
purpose of this report by the use of unit values accomplished in
similar work in other localities; and the design of a typical
section suitable for the operation of equipment now in use. (See
Plate #16). Stations may be estimated as sectional enlargements
of uniform length and breadth, With the necessary stainvays and
entrance kiosks. Right of way expense would be confined to the
cost of easements for necessary curves, since the CitU owns its
streets; and the cost of removal and relaying of substructures
may be estimated from inspection of Plate #S, with a liberal per-
centage addition for more difficult construction. Such an estimate
can naturally be little better than an approximation, but will
serve to show the extent of expenditure required for sub-surface
work.

Referring again to Plate #13, the following table shows



the lineal feet of double track sUbway section, .together with the
number of stations and entrance or exit inclines necessary to
supplant the present system of surface cars:

Street. Lineal feet Station
Subway Section. Enlargements Inclines.

1. Broadway 5885.•9 19
2. Spring 6088.7 21
3. Main 7587..3 22 2
4. First 865..8 5 1
5. Second 910.5 5 1
6. Third 971.8 6 2

7. Fifth 1375.0 8 2

8.. Seventh 1675.0 8 2
9. Ninth 475.0 3 1

10. Tenth 325.0 3 1

11. Eleventh 50.0 1 1
26210.0 101 13

Taking each item in order, without going into the smaller
details, unit costs may be assumed as follows:
1. 3ubway Section - Double track:

Excavation taken to be earth and gravel with little, if
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Concrete price includes cost of materials and forms.
Steel assumed to cost $2.25 per 100 lbs. F. O. B. 10s

Angeles, plus 3/4~ per pound for cutting, bending and placing.
Waterproofing assumed to consist of a light layer of

asphalt and fabric.
Substructure removal and replacement taken at $10.00 per

foot for subway section, and $20.00 per foot for station enlarge-
ments. The main subway, constructed in the center of the street
with 5 ft. of cover interferes but slightly with existing pipes or
conduits, but considerable work will be necessary wherever stations

( A) Excavation - 33.5 C. Y. @ $4.00
(B) Concrete 7.5 C. Y. @ 10.00

(C) Steel 824 lbs. @ 3.00

(D) \'laterproofing 12 sq. yds .; .50

L&) Substructures

Overhead percentages taken as per previous tabulation.
$134.00

75.00

24.72

6.00

10.00

$249.72

74.92Overhead expenses - 30%

2. Station enlargement:
Station assumed to consist of an 100 ft. platform, with

stairway and entrance from street. Unit prices same as in Item #1.



(J3 ) Concrete 159 C. Y. @ $,ilO.OO $1590.00

(C) Steel (Reinf. ) 13'78'7lbs. a 3.00 413.61

St~el - Girder 100 ft. @ 3.50 350.00

Steel - columns 4 @ 50.00 200.00

(D) Waterproofing 88 sq yd @ .50 44.00

(E) Entrance Kiosk 250.00

(F) 3ubstructures - 100 ft. @ 20.00 2000.00

30%
~~9447.61

(G) Overhead expenses - 2834.28
Total ------- ~?12281.89

crete side walls, headwall and invert. Excavation, concrete and
1-

substructure costs reduced on account of better working facilities.
( A) Excavation 6645 C. Y. @ $ 2.00

(B) Concrete 1031.8 11 n @ 8.00

(C) Steel 44488 lbs. @; 3.00

(D) , Substructures 300 feet @ 5.00

( E) Railing 635 feet @

1334.64

1500.00

0/Overhead expenses - 30% -------------

100.00

$24479.54

7343.71

The following tabulation shows the cost of each street
and total cost of the entire system as sho\Vllin Plate #13. Unit
costs for each item taken at

1. Subway section - per lineal foot ----- $ 325.00



$ 12,280.00

31,825.00

Broadway:
5886 lineal feet subway (8 e· 325.00 1,912,950.00

'iP ------

19 stations @ $12,280.00 ------ 233,320.00

Spring:
6089 lineal feet subway @ $ 325.00 ------ 1,978,925.00

21 stations e; $12,280.00 ------ 257,880.00

,
~:

7587 lineal feet sU-bway IG $ 325.00 ------ 2,465,775.00

22 Stations @ ~12,280.00 ------ 270,160.00

2 Inclines @ $31,285.00 ------ 63,650.00

First street:
866 Lineal feet subway <b $ 325.00 ------ 281,450.00

5 Stations @ $12,280.00 ------ 61,400.00

1 Incline @ 31,825.00 ------ 31,825.00

Second street:
910 Lineal feet subway @ $ 325.00 ------ 295,750.00

5 Stations @ $12,280.00 ------ 61,400.00

1 Incline @ $31,825.00 ------ 31,825.00



Third street:
972 Lineal feet subway @ ~~ 325.00 ------ 315,900.00.;p

6 Stations @ $12,280.00 ------ 73,680.00

2 Inclines @ $31,825.00 ------ 63,650.00

Fifth street:
1375 Lineal feet subway @ $ 325.00 ------ 446,875'.00

8 Stations @, $12,280.00 ------ 98,240.00

2 Inclines @ ~~31,825 •00 ------ 63,650.00

Seventh street:
1675 Lineal feet subway @, $ 325.00 ------ 544,375.00

8 Stations @; $12,280.00 ------ 98,240.00

2 Inclines @ $31,825.00 ------ 63,650.00

Ninth street:
475 Lineal feet subway @ $ 325.00 ------ $154,375.00

3 Stations @ $12,280.00 ------ 36,840.00

1 Incline @ $31,825.00 ------ 31,825.00

Tenth street:
325 Lineal feet subway @ $ 325.00 ------ 105,625.00

3 Stations e; $12,280.00 ------ 36,840.00

1 Incline @ $31,825.00 ------ 31,825.00

Eleventh street:
50 Lineal feet subway @ $ 325.00 ------ 16,250.00

1 Station @ $12,280.00 ------ 12,280.00

1 Incline @ $31,825.00 ------ 31,825.00
Total cost --- $10,172,255.00



The above total of $10,172,255.00 is exclusive of any
easements required for curves or station entrances on private
property, should it be deemed advisable to remove the entrance
Kiosks from the sidewalk. No estimate can be given for such
easements, as valuations would necessarily be fixed by appraisal
and conderru1ation. The total figures simply show, approximately
the cost to the City of constructing a sufficient length of sub-
surface roadway to relieve the present retail section of surface
car traffic and provide equal transportation facilities to those
now obtaining.
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urban cars to sub-surface accommodations, but there can be no
r
i reasonable doubt as to the advisability of removing interurban cars

~' from surface trackage. This must be patent to the most casual

car schedules and annoying delays to the patrons thereof. Relief
is impossible until the 7th street junction is cleared by south



but is all territory tributary to such city lying within the limits
of commutation traffic. As the latter are regulated entirely by
the speed of interurban cars, it follows directly that the minute
and not the mile forms the controlling unit of service, and that the
total metropolitan~ or greater city, area is bounded only by a line
whose radius is the greatest distance possible to be traversed with-
in a reasonable riding period by raoid transit cars, operated under
the highest conditions of safety and non-interference by surface
obstructions. The avoidance of the latter automatically forces the
placing of the tracks above or below the ground surface within the
more densely populated area.

It has been well said that "The economic point of city
expansion, as influenced by surface railway extension, and operation,
is fixed by the time in which surface cars can reach such point, as
compared with the time in which interurban cars can reach residential
sections equally desirable." That this point has been reached, and
even over-lapped, in the case of Los Angeles, is easily demo~st~ated
by comparison of existing schedules. The following list gives the
average running time of typical surface and interurban routes,
showing that the surface lines~ following a liberal development
policy, have extended their trackage beyond the boundaries of
profitable operation, and are serving territory properly belonging
to interurban facilities.



TABLE #6.
WESTERLY LINES.

System. Route. Distance Fare Running timeMiles. Cents Minutes.
Rimpau

Los Angeles Ry. Western terminus to 6.35 5 36
5th & Spring.

Los Angeles Ry. West Adams
Western terminus to 7.38 5 45

3rd and Main.
Pico.

Los Angeles Ry. ~estern terminus to 6.00 5 33
1st & Broadway.

Pacific Electric
Railw'ay. Venice Short Line. 17.00 10* 35

Inglewood.
Los Angeles Ry. Southern terminus to 12.90 10 52

6th and Main.
Homeward avenue.

Los .angeles Ry. Southern terminus to 9.00 10 39
4th & Spring

Vermont Heights.
Los Angeles Ry. 30uthern terminus to 9.96 10 46

4th & Spring
Pacific Electric

Railway. Long Beach 21.1 12* 45

* - Commutation ticket - 54 ride.



While it is impossible to increase the speed of surface
cars operating in city streets on account of existing ordinances,
vehicular obstructions and the numerous stops, without introducing
the ITskip stop" or similar system,. it is perfectly feasible to form-
ulate plans for interurban operation which will increase the capacity
and scope of the present lines. This may be accomplished to
a combination of re-routing and the elevation or depression, accord-
ing to topographical conditions, of all interurban trackage, affording
unobstructed entrance and exit to high speed trains. The latter
condition is a sine qua non to the success of rapid transit operation.

Inspection of a map of the present interurban system
shows a network of potentially high speed lines terminating at two
points within the business center. the western lines using the
old L. ~. P. station on Hill street, while the southern &nd more
easterly lines are divided betNeen the Pacific Electric terminal
at 6th and :Hain, and the temporary terminal at 6th and 10s lineeles
streets. ~ll these terminals in their )re=ent condition, have one
cornnon chE.-racteristic, inadequacy, &:nd each succeeding day r'l'1Jrec; t~~e
fact more a~)parent. j;Lis condition, hO-iever, ~':hilediscreditaole
to the municipality and inefficient in its workings, should not be
blamed on the present management, being due partly to the unprecedent-
ed gl'OYithof population and consequent outstripping of arrangements
ordinarily sufficient;and partly to the annexation of lines previously
operated as a separate and distinct system with little. if any,
modern equipment. The Hill street terminal, even in its present
state, is certainly an improvement over the old method of turning cars



on Fourth, between Hill and Broadway; but its inadequacy becomes
daily more patent to all concerned, while the increasing number of
cars, rendered necessary by the steady growth of patronage, bids
fair in a short time, to create traffic blockades as serious as
those on N~in street.

Two principal facts must be taken into account when the
problem of the rearrangement of Los Angeles rapid transit facilities
is presented for consideration. First, the purchase or acquirement
of real property of sufficient dimensions to accommodate such
facilities in any more convenient location that the present Pacific
~lectric holdings on Sixth street, is impracticable, if not impossible
from the enormous cost involved and the inevitable economic loss
through destruction by demolition of existing modern structures.
The block bounded by Sixth, Los Angeles, Seventh and Maple avenue,
must on account of this fact, be the scene of future terminal improve-
ments. The Pacific Electric bUilding and present central station, is,
and will be hereafter valuable only for offices and stores, its
usefulness as a traffic terminal having passed with the growth of
the city.

Second; no arrangement of building and trackage should be
approved which is not planned with full recognition of the fact
that terminals, in the strict sense of the word, located within
civic boundaries, are objectionable and should not be tolerated
where the topography allows the operation of interurban lines
through, and not merely to a city. Any terminal, so-called,
erected in Los Angeles for the accommodation of suburban passengers



and operation of interurban cars, should consist of nothing more
than a central station of sufficient capacity to accommodate present
and estimated future traffic, through which, trains or single cars
may be operated from one suburb or one beach to another without
turning except at the actual ends of lines, thus eliminating the
use of expensive space for switching, repairing, etc., the major part
of such operations being conducted at the real terminals and in
less valuable situations. In this manner may be secured the maximum
of capacity with the minimum of equipment, particularly at times of
peak loads, together with the highest occupational efficiency of
necessarily restricted station area.

That this is feasible and economically possible in the
City of Los Angeles will be shovm in the following paragraphs.

Rearrangement of the main east and south rapid transit
lines (See Plate #2) in such a way that both may enter the City and
deliver1 passengers at a central point without burdening main thor-
oughfares with their equipment, is, from the physical standpoint, a
relatively simple matter. As any re-routing on the ground surface,
while affording temporary relief, can but become a source of con-
gestion with increased density of population, the proper and most
economical solution would seem to be track elevation to a point of
connection with existing trackage heyond the congested area. The
elevated structure at the rear of the present terminal building
should be extended due east to a junction at San Pedro street,
continuing thence north en San Pedro to Aliso street, and east on
Aliso street across the Los Angeles river and San Pedro, Los Angeles



and Salt Lake Railway tracks to a grade connection in that vicinity,
while the trackage to serve Long Beach and related lines should

by the corporate interests in anticipation of its ultimate necessity.
A franchise for elevated railroad operation would be required from
the c~y, which in view of the benefits to be derived from the more
rapid passage of cars and evacuation of streets, should be granted

The construction of this amount of elevated structure
(

would practically eliminate the presence of inter-~ban cars from



through areas of a commercial character. Authoritative proof of
this fact is shown in the subjoined table, compiled by the Director

T.ci.BLE #7.
Property' between 32nd street and the

City Line, fronting on -

1900 (A)
1906 (B)
1912 (B)

<P'4159 000Yo, ,

4,916,.000
/"~ 671 000, ,

$2,015,000
2,095,000.
2,197,000

$5,157,000
6,291,000
8,721,000

1906 over 1900
1912 over 1906
1912 over 1900

757,000
2,755,000
3,512,000

80,000
102,000
182,000

1,134,000
2 430,000
3,564,000

1906 over 1900
1912 over 1906
1912 over 1900

18.2
56.0
84.4

4.0
4.9
9.0

22.0
38.6
69.1

(A) Basis of assessment was 80~ of value. Figures are adjusted to
100(;0 tn compare ',lith1906 and 1912.

(B) Basis of aasessment 100% of value.



The total increase on l~rket street, from 1900 to 1912,
was ~3,5l2,000 or 84.4 per cent; while on Chestnut street, it was
$3,564,000, or 69 per cent. Therefore, the construction of the
elevated roadway not only caused no decrease of values, but stimulat-
ed the increase beyond that on neighboring streets.

The question of the elimination of the westerly beach
lines and Glendale cars from Hill and Sixth streets, presents con-
siderably greater difficulties, yet nothing insuperable if the
exigencies of the situation seem to warrant the necessarily heavy
expenditure. It may be assumed that Holl~Yood and Colegrove cars
form nothing more than local service, and as such are entitled to
surface trackage, running from Sunset boulevard dovm Hill street to
16th street; thence west to Vineyard station or similar terminus
and return. Cars serving Van Nuys and Fernando Valley points,
while constituting a definite interurban service, are too infrequent
to add measurably to street congestion; and~ until the demand for
such service reaches a considerably higher point, may follow their
present routing, turning back on upper Hill street, or other con-
venient location. L~er, if the settlement of this particUlar
district demands a better service and its installation results in
the occupation of too much street area, a connection rUllllingsouth
from Holl~vood to the proposed western beach line may be constructed.
The present Hill street terminal between Fourth and Fifth streets
should be definitely abandoned, being both incapable of suitable
enlargement and more valuable for bUilding sites than for traffic

operations.



The main problem, then, resolves itself into the feasibility
of discovering a practicable route from existing trackage at the
western boundary of the city to the proposed central station at
Sixth and Los Angeles streets~ always keeping in mind the necessity
for the retirement of interurban equipment from the street surface,
and the need for securing the most direct line possible in order to
secure the utmost rapidity of passage.

It is evident that track elevation, while/ unob~ectionable
and even desirable in a wholesale business district, is unsuitable
construction in high-class residence sections. Moreover, any route
practicable for elevated construction and operation leading westerly
from Sixth and Los Angeles streets must inevitably follow the present
line along 16th street, or, if located on a parallel street, would
injure still more valuable residence properties. It is true that
an elevated structure might be built south from the proposed central
station, along Los Angeles street, to the intersection of 16th
street; thence turning west, and that such construction would
improve Hill street conditions; but such a lire:would merely
parallel present routing and would be deficient in the primary
requirement for successful interurban service. namely; the shortest
possible location. without which, even with unobstructed trackage,
speed, or rapidity of passage cannot be obtained. Reduction of
speed means less area possible to be served, thus vitiating the
results properly accruing from the expenditure. The old adage that
ITA curved line for pleasure and a straight line for businessll is
best exemplified when applied to the question of trans~ortation.



£Let the elvvation of the floor, or platform,_ of the main
concourse of the proposed central station be at the same elevation

Add distance from top of rail on elevated
structure to ground surface --------------------

15.0 ft.
2.0 ft.
1.0 ft.

18.0 ft.

19.0 ft.

37.0 ft.Total distance from top of elevated rail
to top of subway rail -----------------------~-----

The above tabulation shows a total difference in gradient
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Inspection of a map of the central portion of the City,
(See Plate #rl), shows that the so-called Terminal site, or block

1mple avenue, 6th to 7th street ------------
Total ------

607 ft.
1578 ft.

in the necessary curvature, 1200 feet of distance are still available
for such development, which would absorb the 37 feet of difference
in track elevation with nothing more formidable than a three (3)
per cent grade. When it is realized that city surface cars are
successfully operated over gradients as high as twelve (12) per
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street and only small easements there to provide extra width for
platforms. Transfer traffic could be accommodated by passenger
crossovers between sub;ray roof and pavement, or via the usual
entrances and exits.

A rapid transit line constructed on the routing above
outlined would form the shortest ~ossible location between the
proposed ceritrat station site and existing trackage at the western
city boundar7 compatible with the necessity for avoidance of
valuable residential properties; and, by reason of the increased
speed )ossible through freedom from track obstruction, grade crossing
etc., place every foot of the territory between the city and the
ocean in as close, if not closer, physical communication as is now
possible with city surface cars within the 4 or 5 mile circle.
This is none the less true of the effect of the proposed elevated
roads serving territory to the east and south. A heavy percentage
of the actual running time of present interurban cars is consumed
in passing through the crowded city streets, which reduces the
commutation limit and area directly tributary to city activities
in just the corresponding proportion. As cities grow and distances
increase, the speed of transportation facilities becomes more and
more important. Double the size of a city and there are not only
twice as many people to carryp but, generally speaking, they must
be carried twice as far. And as elapsed time rather than mileage
controls the radius of modern suburban travel, doubling the distance
means doubling the speed in order to maintain the same conditions



of convenience.
fuile the architectural features of a central station on

the Sixth and Los Angeles site are beyond the province of this
discussion, it is possibly advisable to designate the most important
part of such construction, as regarded from the public point of
view. All arrangements should be made subservient to the orreidea
of providing adequate floor space at track level for a main con-
course sufficiently extensive to care for a patronage of at least
twice the present passenger traffic, with enough reserve to
accommodate the holiday crowds. It should be kept in mind that
track elevation and depression will inevitably force practically
all passengers to board cars at this point, instead of the present
custom of waiting at street intersections. The floor of such con-
course should be planned to carry the maximum live load and should
be unobstructed by booths, cigar stands, or the like, all of which
should be relegated to the walls of the room. Adequate elevator
service should be provided from the Los Angeles street level to the
concourse floor, and the present entrance for interurban cars
into the Pacific Electric station should be turned into a grade
entrance for foot passengers from Main street, abolishing the present
system of allowing passengers to use the same doorways as building
tenants. Sub-passage below the passage should connect both
sides of the concourse and afford means of exit to either street.

The area within the enclosure, or terminal block may be
utilized for storage tracks, etc., connection being made with the



subway elevated incline at, or about, the intersection with the
ground plane. Entrance to the enclosure for equipment may be
provided on ~~ple avenue side. near Sixth street, as the subway
structure would be completely below the surface at that point.
This would eliminate all difficulties as to the use of the present
shops at 7th and Central.

The station bUilding might be either constructed in toto,
or in only such part as would be necessary for the housing of the
concourse floor and passageways. Sufficient foundation provision
should of course be made for the addition of upper stories, whenever
the need for same becomes apparent. It is certain, however. that
any office facilities thus provided would be in demand on account
of their convenience and central location. Actual street frontage
on the street level would retain its value for commercial purposes,
as the proposed incline could be located so as to interfere but
little with shallow stores.





In considering any comprehensive plan for supplying the
transportation needs of any metropolitan area, it is interesting
and instructive to note the methods of other municipalities as

for the construction of a far more costly system than now obtains;
rbut neither the occupation nor the system are possible now can the

even though the first cost seem disproportionately large to the
results immediately secured, such additions may be ~ade whenever



Temporary expedients may afford transient relief and defer the period
of construction; but such policy can only result in an increase of
expenditure when the day of reckoning finally arrives1together with
the practically total loss of capital thus employed.

Inspection of the following data can but convince that
the cost of well designed and located primary units, constructed
during the inception of city growth, is inconsiderable as compared
with the enormous expense required for identical operations in
after years.

The following brief statements cover the growth of rapid
transit in the largest Americ~n cities. A rapid transit line is
taken, for the purpose of this report, as consisting of a city
passenger electric railway located in (1) a subway or tunnel,
(2) on an elevated structure, or viaduct, or (3) on the surface
of a private right of way, or, in minor instances, of a street
operated by trains stopping at stations at intervals of at least
several blocks and making delivery of passengers at one or more
stations in the central business district. Suburban branches of
steam railroads are therefore excluded.

NEW YORK (LBHHAJ:lTA.N AND 3RONX BOROUGHS).

The necessity for high speed street transportation in
New York City became acute after the Civil war by reason of the
rapid growth of population, and also largely because of the narrow
and confined limits of Manhattan Island. As underground operation
was not feasible before the development of electric traction, this



necessity led to the construction of the elevated system, ~hich
was completed by 1880, substantially as it exists today, except
that the motive power has been changed from steam to electricity.
The construction of this elevated system permitted rapid and inten-
sive development of the territory north of 59th street, and further
had the effect of concentrating business near the southern end of
the island. Ten years after its completion che congestion of
traffic again became so great that relief was imperative. The
north andsouth streets were so limited in number and width
that it was practically out of the cuestion to build more elevated
lines south of Central Park; and, as subways had now become
feasible, because of the great density of population and volume of
traffic and because of the improvements in electric traction, a
north and south subway line with two branches above the Park was
projected in the early 90Ts and placed in operation in 1904. Six
years after its completion it was carrying as many passengers as
the four elevated lines and the congestion of traffic made a
further development of the system necessary.

The existing system (elevated and subway) comprises a
total of 11 north and south tracks opposite Central Park, where
the island is about two miles wide. TIorth of the Park four lines
spread into Bronx Borough and the northern part of ~he Ilanhattan~
reaching points from 11 to 13 miles distant from the city hall.
o'riththe new lines now authorized there will be a total of 15 tracks
opposite Central Park and 6 branches to the northward, reaching

points 12 to 15 miles from the city hall. Of the three elevated



lines at the Park, one has three tracks, the middle track being
used for express service southward in the morning and northward
in the afternoon, to a point about 7 miles north of the business
center. Third tracks to be used in a similar manner are now auth-
orized on the two other elevated lines. Of the four tracks in the
present subway, two are used for express service, making only 3
stops between the dOVID town district and 96th street, 5i miles north
of the city hall.

The elevated system in New York was built entirely by
private capital, but the subway system, with its elevated branches
in the northern part of the city, .was built by the city and leased
to an operating corporation which furnished all equipment. A large
part of the surface lines on Manhattan Island is now controlled
and operated by the company which operates the high speed lines.
Transfer privileges" however, are given at few points and to a very
limited extent.
BROOKLYN:

The establishment of elevated railways on 1mnhattan Island
led to their introduction in Brooklyn between 1885 and 1890.

The Brooklyn lines, being projected by different companies and
operating in comparatively thinly settled districts, did not attain
the success of the New York system either financially or in point of
utility. Since then, they have been brought under one management
and have obtained direct delivery into Manhattan and have been a
prime factor in the rapid growth of the population and the wide



extension of the settled area. The system~ ho~ever, is far from
homogeneous, and if designed at the present time a much more
efficient and satisfactory track layout could be obtained. A large
proportion of the miieage is devoted to Coney Island and resort
business. Except on some of the latter lines the system is
practically all two track~ with local service only. In 1908 the
Manhattan subway was extended into the Brooklyn business district.
A subway line extending out 4th avenue in the direction of staten
Island is now nearly completed, and the authorized rapid transit
extensions in Brooklyn comprise 20.3 miles of subway and 38.5 miles
of elevated lines. Practically all of the rapid transit and surface
transyortation service in Brooklyn is under the control of one
company ~ and transferpri vilege5 between surface o.nd elevateo_ lines
are given in many cases.
GnEr.TE:2 RHXT YORK (See Plate 1f-l):

The rapid transit extensions authorized in Greater New
York cover the use of the ;3teinway tunnel leading from 42nd street
under the East river to Long Island City, together \lith several
lines in Queens Borough. The operation of the new lines in Greater
New York is to be divided between the tiO principal transportation
systems so that each company ~ill have good delivery routes in the
lower part of Manhattan Island. The Interborough Com~any, operat-
ing principally in Manhattan, viill serve the boroughs of I.ianhattan
and Bronx ·with lines into Brooklyn and Queens, while the Brooklyn
Company will serve Brooklyn Borough with lines into Queens and

delivery lines in Manhattan.



FOR OF .3RArrION BY THE INTE BOROUGH RL..PID TH.ti.NSIT COUP.i-'..NY.
Track miles.

Existing s~bway -----------------------------------
Existing elevated lines ---------------------------

73.0

118.0

Subway and elevated lines for construction
jointly by city and company ------------------

Elevated railroad extensions to be constructed by
the company ----------------------------------

Third tracks on elevated roads to be constructed
by the company -------------------------------

FOR OFER~~ION BY THE E. Y. 1IDNICIPAL RY. CO (Brooklyn).
Track miles.

Subway and elevated lines for construction
jointly by city and company ------------------

Elevated extensions for construction by the
company --------------------------------------

9.30
260.00

7ithin the past ten years, tunnels under the Hudson river,
which had been long projected, were completed for use as part of an



independent rapid transit system~ the special object of which was
to connect the railroad passenger terminals on the New Jersey
side of the river with the principal business districts of Man-
hattan Island and with the Grand Central station, or terminal for
the New York Central, New York, New Haven~and Hartford, and allied
roads. This system, populairly knovm as the lTMcAdoo Tubes, IT is
substantially completed and in operation, and consists of tvo sets
of tunnels, those at the north running via 33rd and 6th avenue,
to Christopher street; thence westward under the Hudson to Hoboken;
thence south along the river to Jersey City. The south tunnel
comrnences at Church street in !danhattan, runs west under the Hudson
to a connection with the north tunnel at Jersey City, from which
point both lines run as far as Newark, N. J., on surface tracks
leased from the Pennsylvania Railroad. The system in Manhattan
has 3.2 miles of road and 7.1 miles of single track, and is a
distinct and separate enterprise from the City Rapid Transit improve-
ment. The system carries entirely short haul traffic, having traffic
agreements with the railroads whose termini it serves.

During the year ending June 30th, 1911, the period at
which the Dual system was planned, the New York rapid transit lines
carried 798, 281,850 passengers, divided as follows:

Interborough R. T. Co., subways & elevated 578,154,088
Brooklyn Elevated R. R. system -------------- 167,371,328
Hudson & Manhattan 1. ~:. (McAdoo tubes) ----- 52,756,434.
During the year ending June 30th, 1913, the'subways and

elevated in Manhattan and Bronx alone, neglecting the McAdoo tubes,



carried 327,471,510 and 306,845,006 passengers respectively, or a
total of 634,316,516. During the year ending June 30th, 1914,
the sUbway alone averaged 1,001,215 passengers daily, Sundays being
taken as half days; and the total number of passengers on all routes
amounted to the stupendous total of 1,813,204,692. Such figures
demonstrate conclusively the necessity for efficient transportation
in the metropolis.

CHICAGO - (See plate No. 11):
The distinct features of the transportation problem in

Chicago are the widely extended area, the numerous steam railroad
lines and the shape of the city, which is one-sided, owing to the
location of its central business district near the lake. The
rapid trans'it system is entirely elevated and was built largely
between 1890 and 1900. There is one principal line to the north,
one to the northwest, three to the west and one to the south. All of
these lines come into a loop about 2 miles in circumference, which
encloses the central business district. There are adjacent to the
loop four stub terminals, from which trains are despatched in the
rush hours. The line to the north extends to Wilmette, a distance
of 14 miles, where connection is made with a high speed electric
line to 1iilwaukee. This line is four-tracked for about 7 miles.
The lines to the northwest and west reach points from 5 to 9 miles
from the loop, and the trains of a high speed interurban line from
the west are brought un to the loop over one of 'these elevated lines.
The south side line runs directly south with three tracks for four
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covering the territory for four miles farther south and about 3t
miles in width. Until recently these rapid transit lines have been

,
IVarious plans for supplementang the present system

BOSTON - (See Plate #4):

extending three miles to the southwest, both connecting with a loop
which enclosed the principal district and connected the two large



connection is made with the north and south line. S~ecial type cars
are operated singly in this tunnel and run out on the surface lines

I~
PHILADELPHIA - (3ee Plate #~):
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located near its eastern limits, thus causing unsywnetrical develop-
ment. To a greater extent, however~ than any other American city,
it consists of individual communities built up around manufacturing
industries as centers. The proportion of traffic to the central
delivery district is not as great as in the other large cities des-
cribed. The central business district is not restricted topograph-
ically but as the streets are narrowand as there is so much crossing
of traffic, the usual city congestion occurs. The transportation
requirements of the im~ortant outlying districts have been fairly
well supplied in the past by good steam railroad acco~nodations, the
city terminals of the railroads being in the heart of the business
district. The development of electric traction has had the usual
effect of extending the building districts, but the area within the
distance of a reasonable surface car ride is now well occupied.
There is no congestion of population in Philadelphia comparable with
that in parts of other large cities, and there has been but little
development of tenements or apartment houses.

The existing Market street subway - elevated line is of
the best and most highly developed design throughout, and is so
located as to provide the east and west arm of a complete system,

serving the entire city.
STATISTICS:

The following series of tables show the most important
traffic and financial statistics of rapid transit service in the
cities above mentioned. Information contained therein relates to
the year ending June 30th, 1912, unless otherwise stated, as later



prosecuted in New York, Brooklyn and Boston. Philadelphia and
Chicago have apparently deferred action until a more favorable

:l1atioof
Rap transit

to
'rotal track

%

New York - (l\lanhattan
and Bronx) 647.8 457.2 119.6

Brooklyn - (Including
Queens) 820.7 698.81 116.7

Total - Greater New York 1468.5 1156.0 236.3

Chicago 809.9 666.2 143.7

J?hiladelphia 579.4(c 564.7 10.6

Boston 446.5 ;::;420.0 17.7

(A) In Dew York 17.4 miles of elevated track belong to the subway system,
but are here classed as "Elevated." 11 the ~cAdoo track is classed as
ITSubway," though 11.7 miles are in New Jersey.

(B) Only about 64.5 miles of the "ElevatedlT track in Brooklyn and Queens
are on elevated structures.

(C) Philadelphia has included in ITJurfacelTtrack 1.9 miles of subway track
used for surface cars.

(D) Boston has 11.4 miles of subway and elevated track for surface cars,
here included in surface track.



TABLE #9.

PA;3SENGER SYS ~E:,1REVENUES.

Ratio
l{a:p. trt..nsit

Rapid to total
City. Total. Surface. Transit. %

New York - (Manhattan
and Bronx) ( A) $56,599,771 23,102,948 33,496,823 59.2

Brooklyn - (Incl. Queens) 26,438,850 18,440,209 7,998,641 30.3

Total - Greater New York 83,038,621 41,543,157 41,495,464 50.0

Chicago (B) 30,008,030 22,125,872 7,882,158 26.3

Philadelphia 21,697,703 19,950,920 1,746,783 8.1

Boston 15,491,052 (Not segregated)

(A) Including Hudson and Manhattan R. rl.

(B) Year to 6/30/10.

TABLE 1/=10.
NUMBR-q 0]'REVENUE PASSENGERS C~:.J:{RIED(C).

Ratio
Rap.transit

Rapid to total
City Total. ,::iurface. Transit. ,.-,

i'a

New York - (Manhattan
and Bronx) ( A) 1,128,254,194 463,075,271 665,178,923 59.0

Brooklyn - (Incl. Queens) 539,699,942 379,896,161 159,803,791 29.6

Total - Greater New York 1,667,954,136 842,971,422 824,982,714 49.5

Chicago (B) 606,770,027 445,562,120 161,207,907 26.6

Philadelphia 444,704,602 409,762,847 34,941,755 7.9

Boston 310,310,009 255,980,509 54,329,500 17.5



(A) Including Hudson and Manhattan R. R.
(B) Year to 6/30/10.
(C) In New York over one-half the passengers travel on the rapid transit

system, while in Brooklyn one-third, in Chicago one-quarter, and in
Pniladelphia 8% use high speed lines.

TABLE '#11.

City.
New York - (1funhattan &

Bronx)
Brooklyn - (Incl.Queens)
Total - Greater New York
Chicago (1).)
Philadelphia
Boston (B)

208,270,527
97,832,490

306,103,017
129,191,172

82,868,950
54,564,378

71,240,564
67,244,944

138,485,508
85,788,797
76,745,454
45,202,162

(A) Year to 6/30/10
(B) Boston Elevated Ry. Co. system only.

TABLE #12.

Rapid
Transit.

Ratio
Hap •transit
to total

%

137,029,963
30,587,546

167,617,509
43,402,375

6,123,496
9,362,216

65.8
31.3
54.8
33.6

7.4
17.2

Ci ty.

New York - (Uanhattan
and Bronx)

Brooklyn - (Incl. Queens)
.L\.verage- Greater IJew York
Chicago (A)
.2hiladelDhia
Boston (8)

Rapid
Transit.

155,800
96,200

119,800
128,800
135,900
107,600

699,800
262,100
536,400
302,000
416,600
353,300

Ratio
Hap.transit
to surface

%

4.5
2.7
4.5
2.5
3.1
3.3

(n) Year to 6/10/10.
(B) Boston Elevated Ry. Co. system only.
(0) Car miles operated per mile of track indicates density of traffic.

Naturally, the traffic and car mileage over rapid transit track is much
greater than over surface track. The relative number of car miles per
trcck mile shmrs the relative efficiency of trqc~ l~youts. In the case of



rapid transit lines, these comparative figures show roughly how near each
city is to the limit of track capacity, as the number for New York
represents a fair limit. On this basis, twice the present car mileage
can be added in Chicago and Boston, and 70% more in Philadelphia.

TABLE #13.
HEVIilNUEPASi3ENGER3 PER BILE OF Rfu?ID T:t11i.l~;)ITLIHE (C).

New York - (lfunhattan and Bronx) ------------------------
BrooklyD - (InclUding Queens) ------------------------
Average - Greater New York -----------------------------
Chicago - ( ~) -------------------------------------------
Philadelphia ----------------------------~---------------
Boston (B) ----------------------------------------------

9,.124,.500
3,241,200
6,751,000
2,.941,800
4,.786,.500
4,054,400

(~) Year to 6/30/10.
(B) Boston Elevated Ry. system only.
(a) Limit of capacity indicated to some extent by this table, but

allowance must be made for the difference in length of haul, as
with a shorter haul more passengers may be carried.

T.ll.BLE#14.

REVENLJ-.EP~SSENGERS FE C~..RHILE (C).

City. Surface.
New York - (Manhattan and

Bronx) 6.5
Brooklyn - (Incl. Queens) 5.6
~verage - Greater New York 6.1
Chicago (A) 5.2
Philadelphia 5.3
Boston (B) 5.7

Rapid
Transit.

Ratio
Rapid transit
To surface

%

4.9
5.2
5.0
3.7
5.7
5.8

75
93
80
71

108
102

( d Year to 6/30/10.
(B) Boston ~levated Ry. system only.
(C) Note that, except in Philadelphia and Boston, the revenue

'passengers per car mile are less on rapid transit than on surface
lines, in spite of the fact that the former cars are larger. This
is the result of the longer haul or greater number of passenger
miles per passenger on rapid transit lines.



Tl.l.BLE #15.

Hapid
City. Surface. Transit. Total.

New York - (Manhattan and Bronx) 159 229 388
Brooklyn - (Including Queens) 186 79 265
Average - Greater New York 171 167 338
Chicago (A) 204 74 278
Philadelphia 252 22 274
Boston (B) 234 50 284
(A) Year to 6/30/10
(B) Boston Elevated Ry. 3ystem only.

TABLE #16.
REVENUE RIDES PER Cr~PITA SINCE 1890 (C) •

New York
incl.

Manhattan Brooklyn Greater Chicago Phila- Boston
& incl. New ( A) delphia. (B)Bronx Queens. York

159 158 172
180 192 200

276 208 249 200 220 229
312 230 279 235 258 255
376 251 325 278 258 274
388 265 338 274 284

1890
1895
1900
1905
1910
1912

(. ) Year to 6/30/10.
(B) Boston ~levated rty. system only.
(C) The development of the habit of riding since the introduction of

electric traction is shown by above table. Boston, Brooklyn and
Philadelphia have followed about the same general rate. Chicago has
increased more rapidly, while New York is in a class by itself. This
is due to the distribution of population and to the large number of
visitors continually in the city from distant or suburban points.



T.i-.BLE#17.
POPULATION PE. I\IILEOF TR.o.CK.

Rapid transit. Surface. ~otal.--
City. Population Miles Pop per iJIiles Pop per Miles Pop per

of mile of of mile of of mile of
Track track Track track Track t~ack.

New York - (Manhattan
and Bronx) 2,904,906 190.6 15241 457.2 6353 653.0 4449

Brooklyn - (Including
Queens ) 2,038,154 121.9 16720 698.8 2917 815.5 2499

Total - Greater New
York ( A) 4,943,060 312.5 15818 1156.0 4276 1468.5 3366

Chicago (B) 2,185,283 143.7 15207 666.2 3280 809.9 2698
Philadelphia ( A) 1,623,200 14.7 110422 564.7 2874 579.4 2802
Boston ( A) 1,094,831 26.5 41314 420.0 2607 446.5 2452

Total 9,846,374 497.4 19796 2806.9 3508 3304.3 2980



TABLE #18.

City.
New York - (Manhattan and Bronx)

I

Brooklyn - (Including Queens)
Total

18.7 63.0
38.5 109.5
5?2 1?2.5

Philadelphia
Boston (A)

Total under construction and
recommended

16.9
3.1

Subway
Line Track
27.9 89.4
20.3 58.4
48.2 147.8
56.4 131.7

8.6 25.4
1.8 3.7

50.0 151.5

46.6
~

58.6
105.4

56.4

167.9
320.3

(A) Boston has also under construction 1.7 miles of lines, comprising 4.5
miles of subway track for surface cars.

New York - (Uan-
hattan & Bronx) 62.5

Brooklyn - (Incl-
uding Queens ) 87.8

Total-Greater N.Y.150.3
54.8
22.2

226.2 22.0
408.8 77.3
143.7 56.4

44.5 10.7
24.0 6.2

621.0 150.6

63.6
224.0

29.5
12.5

397.7

Ratio to
Total of all
Cities - % •

109.8
227.6

289.8 28.2
632.8 58.4

111.2 275.4 28.5
32.9 74.0 8.4
18.3 36.5 4.7

390.0 1018.7 100.0

28.5
62.2



TABLE #20.

APPROXBL-iTE INVE3TIlEnT IN :l.t!...PIDTRAl~SIT3YSTEI.f3 (H)

..JewYork - O.Ianhattan
and Bronx) SUbway

Elevated
Total

,}40,000 p000
10,000,000
50,000,000

Brooklyn - (Incl.
Queens) Subway

Elevated
Total

5,000,000
5,000,000

Total - Greater
New York Subway 45,000,000

Elevated 10,000,000
Total(D) 55,000,000

:3ubway
.Elevated

Total

( A.)
(B)
( C)

(D)
(E)

(F)
(G)

Subway
Elevated

Total(F)
Subway
Elevated

Total(G) 9,000,000
Grand total - $64,000,000

$lll,OOO,OOO(A) 151,000,000
110,000,000(£) 120,000,000
221,000,000 271,000,000

4,000,000
51,000,OOO(C)
55,000,000

115,000,000
161,000,000
276pOOO,OOO

98,000,OOO(E)
98,000,000

35,000,000
$426,000,000

9,000,000
51,000,000
60,OOOpOOO

160,000,000
171,000,000
331,000,000

98,000,000
98,000,000

InclUding investment in Hudson and Manhattan ~. R'l assumed at ~~74,OOO,OO
Including investment in Manhattan Ry., assumed at ;;;>101,000,000.
Representing investment assumed at par value of bonds, notes and stock

of Brooklyn Union Elevated R. R. and Sea Beach Ry. Co. Track is partly
on the surface and po~er plant cost not included.

Approximated from reports of Public 3ervice Commission.
Investment assumed at estimate of cost of repPtduction of physical

property.
Approximate investment after deducting surface car subway.
Approximate only, as it is impossible to separate the company's rapid

transit and surface investments. City has additional investment of
~8,000,OOO in subways for surface cars and company has additional investment

in subways and viaducts for surface cars.
In New York all subways and elevated extensions of subways in outlying



New York - (Manhattan
and Bronx)

Subway
Elevated
Total

Brooklyn - (Including
Queens)

3ubway
Elevated
Total

Total Greater
New York

Subway
Elevated
Total
Subway
Elevated
Total
Subway
ElevatedTotal
Subway
Elevated
Total
Subway
Elevated
Total

Total
Investment.

$97,000,000 $70~000,000 $167,000,000
7,000,000 38.000,000 45,000,000

104~000,OOO 108,000,000 212,000,000

45,000,000
14,000,000
59,000,000

30,000,000
29,000,000
59,.000,.000

142,000,000 100,000,000
21,000,000 67,000,000

163,.000,000 167,000,000

75,000,000
43,000,.000

118,000,000

242,000,000
88,000,000

330,000,000

Under
Constr-
uction.
Under
Constr-
uction.

31,000,000
4,000,000

35,000,000

7,000,000
16,000,000
23,000,000

2,000,000
6,000,000
8,000,000

276,000,000 144,000,.000
25,000,000 89,000,000

301,000,000 230,000,000

38,000,000
20,000,000
58,000,000

9,000,000
6,000,000

15,.000,000

420,000,000
114,000,000
534,,000,000

Under oon
struction
( C)

(A.) Comprises the lfDual System,lT to be owned by the City jointly with the
two companies. Includes cost of equipment (about )47,000,000) and
extensions of existing elevated lines (about $46,000,000) to be the
property solely of the companies.

(B) Comprises a subway system to be owned by the city and leased to a



(c) Proposed subway is being build by the city and the elevated line is
being bUilt by the Boston Elevated Railway, which will own the entire
equipment. Boston, also, has under way the construction of SUbways
for surface cars to cost $8p300tOOO.OO.



and that no one individual is entitled to more than his, or her,
fair share.

•expeditious means of transit form the greatest factor in civic
development. The character of such operating area, subway, elevated
or surface, as the case may be ,.is economically determined by the

He urn t • •ngln erlng
SO

to Angele



It is possible that future years will bring an even
greater growth of population to the City of Los Angeles and its
environs than the product of the past amazing decade, and it is
far from improbable that all territory contained within its
metropolitan circle, will, in a comparatively brief period, be
solidly built up with resident~l improvements of high class charact-
er, the homes of that proportion of the inhabitants who desire in-
dividual places of abode and less crowded conditions than inevitably
obtain within a city's actual boundaries. Business activities will

the transaction of business must be capable of meeting the necessity
of territorial expansion in exact proportion to the exigency, if
the full measure of commercial prosperity is to be realized. Con-
venience of operation is a strong attraction and frequently the

things being equal, and inconvenience is only tolerated when
natural remedies are in competent to provide relief. A city is
nothing more than an aggregation of population, and as such, is
subject to the same natural laws as regUlate each individual com-
ponent. Cramped quarters can but produce cramped growth, and com-
plete development can only be attained in adequate and suitable
surroundings. A few cities, like a few individuals, have their
inception under unfavorable circumstances, and labor, throughout



Unable to achieve their proper growth in a normal manner, their
development is only possib~e by the use of abnormal measures. A
city, however, so located as to be free from topographical limitat-
ion, inherently possesses the ability to acquire s~nmetrical develop-
ment with complete utilization of all possible tributary area, thus
realizing the benefit of resources otherwise latent.

Los Angeles is fortunate in being so situated, and any
measures employed to check or restrain its business area from ex-
panding to its proper location can only be regarded as a subversion
of natural forces fUlly able to provide their own solution of the
congestion problem. As a matter of fact, the City is just passing
from the adolescent stage; and the accommodations for the transact-
ion of its business, together with its customs or ordinances for the
conduct of its traffic, vehicular and pedestrian, are insufficient
for a municipality containing possibly a million people. The prob-
lem of providing a larger area for commercial transactions w~ll
solve itself automatically by expansion or removal in the most con-
venient direction; and the passage of more stringent regulations
governing the conduct of traffic will go far to relieve the present
uncomfortable conditions. Rural customs are only permissible in
rural communities. Frontage deliveries and the practice of stand-
ing vehicles on central thoroughfares can only be tolerated prior
to civic growth and consequent population density. It should be
realized that the vested right of any individual to the occupation
of the common property, or streets, of any comrnunity, diminishes in
direct proportion to the increase in the number of the inhabitants,



districts are ovmed by the City, and the subway equipment is owned
entirely by the company, except in the case of the Hudson and Manhattan
where the company owns both structure and equipment. The elevated
system complete is o\~ed by private corporations.

Chicago and Philadelphia systems were constructed entirely by
private capital.

Boston subway structures within the city limits are owned by the
City. All elevated stTuctures, whether connected or not ~ith the
subways, all subway equipment, and the subway structure in Cambridge,
are owned by the operating company.

Figures in this table taken to the nearest ~~ltOOOtOOO.
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Blvd.
Case #: ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 1:50 PM
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, William Lamborn
<william.lamborn@lacity.org>, David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>

Not sure if they sent to planning.envreview.

Srimal
 Forwarded message 
From: Mark Miller <mark@corniche.com>
Date: Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 12:52 PM
Subject: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Blvd. Case #: ENV20132552EIR
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"plumchair@hhwnc.org" <plumchair@hhwnc.org>, "area7chair@hhwnc.org" <area7chair@hhwnc.org>,
"gkramer@marathoncom.com" <gkramer@marathoncom.com>, "president@hhwnc.org"
<president@hhwnc.org>, "vicepresident@hhwnc.org" <vicepresident@hhwnc.org>

Please see the attached letter from Hollywood Hills West President Anastasia Mann.

Kind regards

Mark Miller

Executive Assistant to 

HHWNC President  Anastasia Mann

87 21 W Sunset Blvd, Suite 200

West Hollywood, CA 90069
310.854.6000

www .corn iche.com  www .corn icheen ter ta inm ent.com  www .anastasia sa fr ica .com  

24 x 7 x 365 | After Hours Assistance: (800) 2427274

mailto:mark@corniche.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:renee.weitzer@lacity.org
mailto:renee.weitzer@lacity.org
mailto:plumchair@hhwnc.org
mailto:plumchair@hhwnc.org
mailto:area7chair@hhwnc.org
mailto:area7chair@hhwnc.org
mailto:gkramer@marathon-com.com
mailto:gkramer@marathon-com.com
mailto:president@hhwnc.org
mailto:president@hhwnc.org
mailto:vicepresident@hhwnc.org
mailto:vicepresident@hhwnc.org
tel:310.854.6000
http://www.corniche.com/
http://www.cornicheentertainment.com/
http://www.anastasiasafrica.com/
tel:%28800%29%20242-7274
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER B27
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Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

HHWNC 8150 DEIR letter  FINAL[1].docx
177K

David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:43 AM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra
<luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Thanks Srimal, I got the three individual emails, SCH letter, and HHWNC letter.

 

Dave

 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, November 06, 2015 1:50 PM
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>; Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>; William Lamborn
<william.lamborn@lacity.org>; David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>
Subject: Fwd: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Blvd. Case #: ENV‐2013‐2552‐
EIR

[Quoted text hidden]

tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0c0e333f54&view=att&th=150dec7838fb653d&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=790e74c5a62d225d_0.1&safe=1&zw
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:karen.hoo@lacity.org
mailto:luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org
mailto:william.lamborn@lacity.org
mailto:D.Crook@pcrnet.com


 
 

November 6, 2015 
 
Srimal Hewawitharana  
City of Los Angeles  
Environmental Analysis Section  
Department of City Planning  
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750  
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
RE:    Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Blvd.  

Case #: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
 
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 
 
This letter was adopted unanimously (16 yes, 0 no) by a vote of the Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council at a publicly held meeting on Nov. 4, 2015. The proposed project at 8150 
Sunset Blvd. falls within the HHWNC boundaries. 
 
The stakeholders of the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council have voiced many concerns, 
compliments and comments about the large-scale development proposed at 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
Various changes as reflected in Alternative 9, including reduction of commercial space and 
change in architectural design, are appreciated by some in the neighborhood. We are happy to see 
the developer working with us. 
 
However, we would like to draw the attention of the Planning Dept. and the developer to a 
number of critical issues that have been voiced and continue to be paramount to the 
neighborhood. 
 
1) The purpose of the Alternatives section of an EIR is to assess alternatives that may reduce 
environmental impacts. Alternative 9 exacerbates them, but a similar design scheme from the 
new architect at a lower height and massing could accomplish the goal of reduced impact. 
 
2) The height of the project continues to be the paramount concern to the neighborhood. The 
height as currently proposed is out of scale with the neighborhood and interferes with the iconic 
views to and from the hills and of Los Angeles' blue sky. While the neighborhood has expressed 
these concerns from the first meetings with the developer, Alternative 9 is even higher than the 
original proposal and not in harmony with the existing built environment and 
surrounding neighborhood. We would like to know what shorter alternatives have been discussed 
with the new architect, and what shorter designs they have created. The maximum height as 
proposed in Alternative 9 is not supported by this neighborhood council. 
 
3) In less general terms, our concern with the height of the project relates to two environmental 
impact categories: view impacts and shading.  The DEIR incorrectly concludes in Impact 
Statement AES-2 that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project 
Site.”  We disagree!  For the thousands of drivers per day who cross over the Hollywood Hills via 
Laurel Canyon, when they reach the bottom of the canyon at Sunset Boulevard, they have an “Aha 
moment” as they gaze out over the cityscape of the City of Los Angeles.  The proposed project will 
completely obliterate this panoramic view.  This results in a significant impact. 
 
4) The Shading impact analysis is flawed from the get-go in that it incorrectly characterizes the 
general pattern of development in the project vicinity.  It notes that “taller buildings in the vicinity 
of the Sunset Strip including the 31-story Sierra Towers at Doheny Road and Sierra Alta Road, the 
15-story Mondrian Hotel at Sunset Boulevard and Olive Drive, and the 12-story Andaz Hotel at 



 
 

Sunset Boulevard and Kings Road, generate some shading at the north and south sides of Sunset 
Boulevard.”  These referenced tall buildings are not in the project vicinity and are not even in the 
City of Los Angeles.  The fact that the City of West Hollywood has embraced height and sacrificed 
sun light on the Sunset Strip should not justify the same treatment in Los Angeles.  Further, the 
shadow analysis depicted in Figure 4.A-13 clearly illustrates that the public open space along the 
sidewalk on the north side of the project (south side of Sunset Boulevard) will be shaded from 
11:00 am until after 3:00 pm, exceeding the three-hour shading threshold for a significant impact.  
The public open space portions of the Project will also be shaded for virtually the entire day 
resulting in a shade impacted area within the project site.    
 
5) The traffic study incorporated in the recirculated DEIR is problematic. Assumptions in the 
study are from 2013 and not current including cumulative projects and current traffic. In 
addition, the traffic flow of the project has changed with Alternative 9 and raises larger safety 
concerns about issues like the intention for left-hand turns out of the project onto Crescent 
Heights. In addition, we are concerned about the bottleneck that could be created with the left-
hand turns from northbound Crescent Heights into the project. This exchange of vehicles has not 
been adequately studied and reported. We direct the city's and applicant's attention to the 
comments submitted below and request a new traffic study be undertaken by a new independent 
firm. 
 
6) Maintaining part of the current traffic island and a south-bound right-hand-turn lane from 
eastbound Sunset Blvd. will continue to offer traffic relief from the poorly graded intersection at 
Crescent Heights. We would like to see the new traffic study re-incorporate that turn lane. If part 
or all of the existing traffic island, currently city property, is given or sold to the property owners, 
we do not believe this square footage should be incorporated into the FAR calculations for the 
project. 
 
7) We don’t understand how the project will meet the 9,000 gpm fire flow required for a project of 
this size.  Given that the Sunset water main that serves the project is old and fragile, and has 
already experienced one major rupture, have LAFD and LADWP provided assurances that the 
main’s integrity is sufficient to guarantee adequate flow in the event of a major fire at the site? 
Will they give some kind of exemption to the required gpm? Plus, the project site sits directly 
across from a hillside area known as the Kirkwood Bowl, Mt. Olympus and Laurel Canyon 
(Hollywood), one of the highest-fire-danger areas in the city. Assurance of continued water flow 
and supply is of paramount importance, not only to the project, but to the adjacent hillsides and 
surrounding area. Being directly adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHS 
Zone) water and emergency response time are critical. We would like to further understand the 
plans to maintain necessary water flow in an emergency. 
 
8) According to the developer, the materials to be used in the external elements of Gehry’s design 
have not yet been finalized.  Given that there was a significant issue with glare when Gehry 
designed the Disney Concert Hall, which was not addressed prior to completion, we would like 
assurances that the exterior material will not create a glare impact. 
 
9) Regarding construction, we want to make sure all sidewalks will remain accessible to the public 
during the entire construction period. What are the developers' plans to ensure the safe use of all 
sidewalks for pedestrians and bike riders along Sunset, Havenhurst and Crescent Heights during 
construction?  
 
10) The project takes advantage of increased density via SB 1818 due to its proximity to a transit 
stop at Fairfax Ave. and Sunset Blvd. We would like to know 1) how that transit stop meets the 
requirements of a transit stop for SB 1818, and 2) whether there is a sufficient trans stop within 
the required 1,500 feet to qualify for SB 1818. If that stop does not meet the requirements, we 



 
 

would like to better understand the developer's plans to improve the existing transit at Fairfax 
Ave. and Sunset Blvd., including increased sidewalk depth. We do not believe the current facilities 
are adequate to accommodate what will be increased demand. 
 
11) While the project aims to increase density and foot traffic in the area, we do not believe the 
currently proposed sidewalk depth reflects the need for “walkable streets.” We would like to see 
revisions to the project that further widen the sidewalks and set the buildings back from the 
property line. 
 
12) For all future developments, especially for large mixed-use projects, true environmental 
leadership is paramount to a building's sustainability and resiliency, particularly in an area of 
delicate topography. We see many opportunities to include new technologies, such as state-of-
the-art solar capabilities and recaptured water source to utilize Los Angeles's natural resources 
and reduce reliance on strained energy grid. We would like to see the developer explore these 
options and incorporate them into the project. 

13) We ask the developer to address the weight limit allowed on Havenhurst by the City of Los 
Angeles and West Hollywood and the weights of the various delivery trucks servicing retailers at 
8150 W. Sunset Boulevard to insure the trucks are in compliance. 

14) Public safety is of the utmost importance. We request the developer provide assurances that 
the Los Angeles Police (LAPD) and Los Angeles Fire Departments (LAFD) have adequate access 
to all areas on the property at street level and inform the public of approvals by Police and Fire 
that said access for either department is acceptable. 

15) We feel that the demolition of the Lytton Bank building would present a significant 
unmitigable impact due to the loss of a cultural and historic resource and could not be overridden 
by a statement of overriding consideration. We request preservation of the building. 

16) The DEIR does not properly address the cumulative effects of the project. CEQA requires that 
the cumulative effects be specifically addressed in part of the EIR process. A separate section on 
cumulative effects needs to be prepared in order to comply with CEQA. 

Traffic-specific comments on 8150 DEIR and Recirculated DEIR  
 
17) The traffic analysis assumes that the free-flow, right-turn lane on eastbound Sunset Boulevard 

at Crescent Heights will be removed (see Figure 8, page 50 of Appendix H – Traffic and Parking) 

and replaced with a short, right-turn lane.  This would result in overflow from the right-turn lane, 

blocking the third through lane on Sunset.  All level of service calculations based on this lane 

configuration are inaccurate and should be corrected.  All renderings of the project which 

incorporate the city right of way for the right-turn lane and the adjacent island into the project 

and make it appear to contain more open space than it can on its own property are inaccurate and 

should be corrected to present a fair picture of the project. 

 

18) The project site is served by Metro transit routes 218 and 2/302.  The 218 runs north-south on 

Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon and provides limited service at 30 minute headways during 

most of the day.  Line 2 and 302 serve the Sunset Boulevard corridor with 10-15 minute service in 

the local Route 2 and 10-40 minute service on limited stop Route 302.  This level of transit service 

would not be consistent with categorization of the project site as appropriate for transit oriented 

development.  Only if a higher level of transit service were guaranteed into perpetuity could such 

a designation be appropriate.  Any one of these bus lines could be terminated by Metro at any 



 
 

time.   The DEIR characterization of Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax Avenue as serving the 

project site is inaccurate.  

19) The Existing Conditions traffic counts from 2013 are outdated and were representative of 

depressed economic conditions during the Great Recession.  They are not representative of 

existing conditions in 2015 and should have been updated for the Recirculated DEIR. 

 

20) The cumulative projects list is also outdated and should have been updated for the 

Recirculated DEIR.  Figure 12, page 72 of Appendix H – Traffic and Parking does not show one 

single project on Sunset Boulevard between Crescent Heights and La Brea Avenues, and there are 

many such proposed projects.  It also does not include the Horizon Hollywood (Mosaic) project. 

 

21) The list of 15 intersections included in the traffic analysis does not include the intersection of 

Sunset Boulevard at Laurel Avenue, the intersection immediately to the east of the project and an 

intersection that frequently backs up into the Sunset/Crescent Heights intersection.  This renders 

the traffic analysis inadequate and the level of service analysis at the Sunset/Crescent Heights 

intersection suspect as the DEIR authors clearly did not understand the interrelationship of 

traffic queues between these two intersections. 

 

22) The conclusions of the traffic analysis are presented on pages 96-100 of Appendix H – Traffic 

and Parking as follows: 

“As also shown in Tables 9(a) and 9(b), most of these incremental project-related changes in 
either the CMA or vehicular delay values are relatively nominal, and in fact, during the AM peak 
hour, slight improvements in the operations of several of the locations could occur, as a result of 
the anticipated reductions in site-related traffic due to development of the proposed project.  
However, as also shown in Table 9(b), vehicular delays at the unsignalized intersection of 
Fountain Avenue and Havenhurst Drive could increase by nearly 50 seconds per vehicle during 
the PM peak hour as a result of the addition of project-related trips.  However, despite this rather 
substantial increase in vehicular delay at this particular (unsignalized) intersection, both Table 
9(a) and Table 9(b) show that the net new incremental traffic generated by the proposed project 
would not be expected to produce changes to the current operating conditions (LOS) at any of the 
15 study intersections (including Fountain Avenue and Havenhurst Drive) during either the AM 
or PM peak hour analysis periods.” 
These conclusions are unbelievable for a variety of reasons: 
A. The level of service calculations presented in both Tables 9(a) and 9(b) note that 

intersection existing and future level of service was manually adjusted to LOS E or F based on 

observations of existing conditions.  What this is indicating is that the software used to assess the 

LOS conditions in the project area was unable to accurately calculate the level of service due to the 

over-saturated conditions (i.e., gridlock) currently experienced at 8 out of the 15 intersections in 

the study area.  The fact that the traffic analysis software was unable to accurately calculate level 

of service at LOS E and F intersections (more than half of those included in the analysis) calls into 

question the accuracy of the impact analysis itself at all of these locations. 

B. The traffic analysis refers to the “net new incremental traffic” generated by the proposed 

project based on the inappropriate assertion that trips associated with all of the existing on-site 

uses will disappear from the area.  This is a false assumption.  Residents of the area who now visit 

the site to do banking or visit their dentist, or even to buy a cup of coffee or a hamburger, will not 

eliminate those trips in the future.  On the contrary, they will continue to drive on area streets to 

make those same errands, just to other local commercial areas where those businesses relocate.  

The entire traffic analysis is called into question by the assumption that all of these trips will be 

eliminated from the project area roadways and that the project takes credit for eliminating them.  



 
 

This calls into question the cumulative impact of the project as well as the project-specific impact 

analysis, as cumulative trips that will remain have been wished away. 

C. The 50 second “rather substantial increase in vehicular delay” at Fountain and 

Havenhurst should not be dismissed as insignificant.  It will be felt as a significant inconvenience 

to all drivers who have to use that intersection.  

23) The traffic analysis does not propose any mitigation measures other than required TDM to 

reduce the impacts of the project due to the faulty traffic analysis which concluded there would be 

no impacts.  This is unacceptable. 

 

24) The analysis of Havenhurst Avenue is flawed in two ways.  First, it assumes that all traffic 

related to existing land uses on the site will disappear, which as noted above will not be the case.  

People will still need to drive to their bank or dentist office.  It also assumes that all of the traffic 

exiting the driveway on Havenhurst will turn right out of the driveway and head north to 

congested Sunset Boulevard.  Tell that to the folks on Laurel Avenue south of the 8000 Sunset 

commercial complex.  It is unreasonable to assume that everyone will obey a “right-turn-only” 

sign and doing so results in a traffic analysis that inaccurately portrays the impact on Havenhurst 

south of the project.    This is particularly true if the project installs a traffic signal at Havenhurst 

and Fountain as a “project mitigation measure.”  It will attract traffic Havenhurst as have the 

traffic signals on Laurel Avenue, which used to be a quiet residential street. 

 

25) Table 2(b) in Appendix H- Traffic and Parking lists theoretical trip generation rates by land 

use type supposedly representative of the existing land uses on the site.  It presents a theoretical 

calculation of the amount of traffic generated by the existing site.  It would have been more 

accurate for the DEIR authors to collect empirical trip generation data by counting traffic 

movements in and out of the existing driveways.  They similarly could have counted the 

distribution of traffic by driveway.  Instead Figure 5(b) presents an assumed distribution of 

existing traffic by driveway, suggesting that only 10% of existing traffic uses the Havenhurst 

driveway.  Where is the empirical data to substantiate that assumption?  Based on a theoretical 

calculation using national average trip generation rates, often based on suburban retail centers, 

the DEIR calculates in Tables 2 (a), (b) and (c) that the existing site generates 5,296 trips per day 

and that the proposed project will generate 6,373 for a net increase of 1,077 trips per day.  What if 

empirical data showed that this more-urban shopping center generates only 4,000 trips per day.  

The net increase in trips attributable to the project would be 2,373.  Without empirical trip 

generation data for the existing site, something that would have been easy to collect with driveway 

counts, the traffic analysis is called into question for potentially inflated the site’s existing trips 

and thereby reducing the projected net trip generation.             

Regards, 

 
 
Anastasia Mann 
President 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 
 
Cc:  Srimal Hewawitharana, Dept. of City Planning, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

David Ryu, City Council District 4, david.ryu@lacity.org 
 Renee Weitzer, City Council District 4, renee.weitzer@lacity.org 
 Cyd Zeigler, HHWNC PLUM Chair, plumchair@hhwnc.org 
 Barbara Witkin, HHWNC Area 7 Chair, area7chair@hhwnc.org 
               Gabe Kramer, Marathon Communications, gkramer@marathon-com.com 

mailto:area7chair@hhwnc.org
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Comments on ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Carl Ripaldi <ripaldi2001@yahoo.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:39 PM
ReplyTo: Carl Ripaldi <ripaldi2001@yahoo.com>
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Gentlemen:

Having reviewed the DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd., I find that the document does not satisfactorily provide a section
on Cumulative Effects.

CEQA requires that every project evaluate the cumulative effects that it may generate along with the other
projects in the area.

In Hollywood we have 60 major projects ion the planing, EIR or construction phase.  The 8150 Sunset
development needs to evaluate its impacts as they relate to these other projects.

For example, 8150 Sunset will generate over 200,000 truck loads of dirt which must be hauled of the site to the
freeway and to a landfill.  Other projects in the area along Sunset Blvd, such as the Crossroads of the World
Development and the Palladium Project will also generate tremendous numbers of truck loads of dirt.

There needs to be an evaluation of the combined impact of all these trucks along Sunset Blvd, hauling of dirt from
the construction sites.

Likewise here needs to be an analysis of the impacts of the various projects on Emergency and Fire/Safety
operations and access within Hollywood.  Will emergency vehicles be able to maneuver along the streets with all
this construction going on.

Likewise, the DWP plans to replace the water distribution system in Hollywood over the next several years as it
is in a state of catastrophic failure.  The replacement of the water distribution system will result in reduced lanes
along many of Hollywoods arterials.  How will this impact the transport of hundreds of thousands of truckloads of
dirt within Hollywood.

None of these cumulative impacts are being evaluated in any of the EIRs as far as I am able to determine.

This must be done to satisfy CEQA and provide a meaningful analysis of what the impacts of these many large
projects will have on traffic, circulation, emergency vehicle access, Fire/Safety issues.

Regards,

Carl Peter Ripaldi
HHWNC
Environmental, Beautification, and Preservation Chairman

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:39 PM
To: ripaldi2001@yahoo.com

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER B28
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Revised paper on Saving the Lytton Bank Building

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150e48c82c64cf26&siml=150e48c82c64cf26 1/1

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Revised paper on Saving the Lytton Bank Building

Carl Ripaldi <ripaldi2001@yahoo.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:43 PM
ReplyTo: Carl Ripaldi <ripaldi2001@yahoo.com>
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Gentlemen:

I am submitting a revised version of my Paper entitled Let's Save the Lytton Bank Building.

The original paper has been updated with editorial changes and additional information to support the preservation
of this wonderful MidCentury Modern Building.

Regards,

Carl Peter Ripaldi
HHWNC
Environmental, Beautification and Preservation Chairman

Let's Save the Lytton Bank Building.pages
161K
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Letʼs Save the Lytton Savings Bank Building

September 28. 2015

We reel in horror witnessing the destruction of the Cultural Monuments of Palmyra and 
Nimrod by ISIS in Iraq and Syria.  We cannot understand how these fanatics can 
destroy the architectural monuments representing their history and their cultural 
heritage.

Yet here in Los Angeles we are witnessing the destruction of the Cultural Heritage of 
this City.  A City which grew tremendously during and following the second world war 
and became a treasure trove of Mid-Century Modern Architecture.

The City grew expansively in the 1950s and 1960s based on mobility and “car culture”.
The Freeway system is unmatched anywhere else in the world.

Modernism dominated the style and construction of housing developments, churches, 
stores, restaurants and bank buildings during this time reflective of the optimism and 
dynamism of the City as it expanded its borders and population through the 1950s and 
1960s.

Notable architects contributed to the design of the Case Study Houses, with the intent of 
designing low cost modern homes for the returning GIʼs who flocked to Los Angeles for 
its wonderful climate and dynamic economy and booming Aerospace Industry.

Googie Coffee Shops and Burger Joints like Norms, Big Boys and Ships proliferated 
along the boulevards accommodating the new “car culture” phenomena.  These Googie 
Restaurants introduced the entire population to the new Modernism style even if the 
guests lived in old-fashioned traditional dwellings.

Churches and Bank buildings cropped up accommodating drive up and drive though 
services, all a part of Los Angelesʼ “Car Culture”.

Here in Hollywood major examples of these wonderful architectural marvels include the 
Mosaic Church, The Capital Records Building, The Cinerama Dome Theater and the 
Chase/Lytton Bank Building at 8150 Sunset Blvd.

The Capital Records Building was a significant addition to the Hollywood Skyline 
featuring a creative style and floor plan and architectural features not seen anywhere 
else previously.

Likewise the Lytton Bank Building was built featuring iconic Mid-Century Modernism 
Architectural features.  Drive up tellers, the use of a distinctive pleated or Chevron Roof 
and the incorporation of decorative concrete blocks in its walls and fences.



The building featured two story fenestration and a floating stairway.  Distinctively 
modern lighting features and a dynamic open floor plan.

In Palm Springs, Donald Wexler introduced the pleated roof design into his modern 
housing developments.  The population embraced Modernism and Los Angeles became 
the first truly modern metropolis in the USA.

This wonderful Mid-Century Modernism Architecture is at great risk today.

Many people do not recognize its uniqueness and architectural significance in our City 
and in many places the buildings are being torn down and replaced with much larger 
structures contributing to the congestion and grid-lock we now witness everywhere.

These wonderful Mid-Century Modern buildings have now reached the 50 years old 
mark.  So they are eligible for Historic Designation under the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as well as the similar legislation in California and Los Angeles.   

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, structures 50 years old or 
older can be protected as cultural resources and designated historic if they feature one 
of four criteria established under the Act. 

a." They are associated with events of historic significance
b." They are associated with the lives of persons of historic significance
c.        They embody a distinctive character of a type, period or method of construction,    
and possess high artistic value.
d.        They have yielded or are likely to yield information important in history or pre-
history.

The State of California has established eligibility criteria similar to the Federal Criteria.  
Under Criteria 3, a building is eligible if it: “ embodies the distinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important 
creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.

Additionally, a historic resource eligible for listing in the California Register must retain 
enough of its historic character or appearance to be recognizable as a historic resource.  
I believe that the Lytton Bank Building has retained its Mid-Century Architectural 
features to the extent that it meets this requirement.

The City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance establishes similar criteria for 
designating local historic resources as City Monuments.  Under their third criteria the 
building must “embody the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type 
specimen, inherently valuable for a study of a period, style or method of construction.

Clearly the Lytton Bank Building at 8150 Sunset Blvd. qualifies for eligibility under these 
criteria.  It embodies architectural features indicative of the distinctive character, type, 



method of construction of Mid-Century Modern Architecture and possesses high artistic 
value. 

The Los Angeles Conservancy, Hollywood Heritage Association, numerous 
neighborhood associations and many stakeholders strongly believe that the Bank 
building should be preserved.

Evidently, this was also the opinion of the Developerʼs Architectural firm in January of 
this year when they met with the PLUM Committee of the Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council and declared their intention in the presence of the Developer to 
preserve the building and incorporate it into the design of the 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
Development Project.

PRC, the environmental consultant for the developer goes into great detail explaining 
the Federal, State and City legislation regarding Historic and Cultural Preservation,  All 
three support the buildings unique architectural features, yet PRC concludes that the 
building has lost its integrity because minor design element have been altered or 
eliminated.

I have to differ with their opinion that would allow for the destruction of this architectural 
treasure.  The modifications to the building since its construction have been minor.  As 
you dive by this building along structure, you notice its chief and significant features:  
the concrete pleated roof, the fenestration, the open floor plan the floating staircase.  
These are the features of architectural integrity for this building!!!

Now with Frank Gehry as the architect the plan is to tear down the Lytton Bank Building 
and create a “blank canvas” for Gehryʼs design of the site.

I am sure that Frank Gehry will design a wonderful and futuristic complex on the site, 
however I do not understand why the Bank building has to go.

For one thing it sits in a corner of the site so everything else could be designed and built 
around it.

As the years go by the building will be recognized more and more as an iconic Mid-
Century Modern landmark. It will surely be treasured for its distinctive design features, 
but right now it is at very great risk.

In conclusion I state the following:

There is plenty of room at the 8150 Sunset Blvd Site to accommodate a large dynamic 
development project.

There is plenty of space for Frank Gehry to create an exciting, creative, distinctive and 
iconic project which preserves and incorporates the Lytton Bank Building.



There is plenty of opportunity for the developer to make lots of money in building 
apartments, condominiums, offices and stores on this huge site.

There are plenty of architectural historians in the Los Angeles Conservancy, The 
Hollywood Heritage Association and residents in the Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council who want this building saved!!

However, there are not plenty of buildings like the Lytton Bank Building still in 
Los Angeles.

In fact, I am not aware of any other building featuring its distinctive architectural 
elements in Hollywood.

Nor are there any other similar bank buildings of this design present along the entire 
stretch of Sunset Blvd!!

So letʼs save the Lytton Bank Building!!

Sincerely yours,

Carl Peter Ripaldi
Environmental, Beautification and Preservation Chair
The Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council
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Appendix A (continued) 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2013091044 

 
Project Location: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, California, 90046 
Council District: 4, David E. Ryu 
 
Project Description:  AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the “Applicant”) proposes 
development of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project (the “Project”).  The Project consists of two 
buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories, 
increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story 
portion of the building; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low 
point of the site to the top of the South Building.  The North Building would include two levels with a 
rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses.  The South Building would contain commercial uses 
on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the 
top level.  The project would include approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, representing 
approximately 222,564 gross square feet of residential space.  The project would also provide a central 
public plaza, public space at the northeast corner of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet.  Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level parking structure 
housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 residential and 554 
commercial).  The total development would include approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1.     
 

APPLICANT: 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Owner, L.P. 

PREPARED BY: 
ESA PCR 

201 Santa Monica Blvd, #500 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles  

Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

GREGORY WIDEN <gregorywiden@mac.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 5:38 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Srimal,

Attached are my comments and supporting documents on Alternative 9 on Behalf of Save Sunset Blvd in
reference to City Case No. ENV20132552EIR. Thank you.

Gregory Widen

5 attachments

SSB FINAL LETTER nov1.pdf
2529K

ELDPNotice.pdf
2341K

Fire letter 2.pdf
14K

LAFD Letter 8150 Sunset .pdf
851K

WeHo DIER Letter .pdf
524K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 5:38 PM
To: gregorywiden@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - DEIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

Page 1 of 52 

A COMMUNITY GROUP DEDICATED TO SCALED AND RESPONSIBLE NEIGHBORHOOD SERVING DEVELOPMENT. 
 
 
Nov 7th,2015 
To the City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Mayor Garcetti, David Ryu, and 
Srimal Hewawitharana, 
 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
 
 
In reference to City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

 
Please enter the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard in the City of Los 
Angeles, California into the public record, and address each one. These comments 
were also submitted on the previous DEIR comment period but the new Alternative 
9 as reviewed has not answered any of these questions to our satisfaction. 
 
Please also enter into the public record that Save Sunset Boulevard is a coalition of 
neighbors who are horrified at the size, scale, mass, traffic, shading, and 
geological consequences of this project on our historic neighborhood. This letter is 
added to the over 250 (at last count) letters from our neighbors that have been 
submitted against Alternative 9, as well as the over 700 letters submitted against 
the other alternatives during the last comment period.  
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GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS:  
 
The EIRs Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is 
permissible under both the City's General Plan and the adopted Hollywood 
Community Plan of 1988 that is currently in force. 
 
The EIR needs to be more accessible to the general public. The EIR consultants 
must evaluate each existing business side-by-side with each of the proposed new 
business uses in a chart or table. Specifically; 

• What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for 
the proposed land uses based on floor area (square footage) and spaces 
allocated/required? 

• What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on 
site and for the proposed land uses, again with square footage, proposed 
patronage, and individual business or residential use related vehicle 
movements? 

• These metrics should identify all the current commercial uses including Art 
Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the commercial uses currently. 

 
If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where 
it is shown. If it is missing, please include this information in the revised draft. 
   
 
The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that the 
community had asked to be included during the Consultant's initial scoping 
meetings.  These were; 

• Commercial only development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 
• Mixed use development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft (with the same 

commercial/residential ratio of the proposed project) 
• Mixed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allowable 

111,000sq ft 
 
Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking 
requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, considerations with or without 
affordable housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project 
alternatives require that the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances 
in order to comply with the code?  
 
Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the 
criteria for Environmentally Superior Alternatives. 
 
Project Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all involve development options that were 
NOT raised by the community during scoping process. There was no explanation 
as to why these were considered based on the public scoping process. Most if not 
all appear to non-code compliant options. Please disclose who generated these 
alternatives, and why they were considered as viable alternatives with respect to 
the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan considerations? 
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The DEIR (ref. Executive Summary, Page E5-10, paragraph 1) concludes that 
Alternatives # 4 and #5 are the environmentally superior alternatives. The 
Consultants should re-evaluate this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report 
and in fact only Alternative # 2 is identified as reducing one of the impacts.  A 
careful study of the three alternatives that were suggested by the community 
during the scoping meeting will yield different results. Please consider the 
environmental superiority of these options and then re-address the current 
conclusions. 
 
Section D of the Executive Summary does not list "Hydrology" and underground 
water impacts resulting from the proposed new concrete parking structure and 
building foundation walls. The project is being built on a thick alluvial fan that 
during El Nino years will still contain massive amounts of run-off from the hills, and 
is within 100ft of the recently confirmed fault line. The consequences of these very 
serious dangers must be addressed clearly in the EIR. 
 
The DEIR states that the developer is asking for 249 units of residential. The 
Hollywood Community plan specifies a maximum for Med-High Density Units - 40-
60 per acre. Then the 2.55 of Site Acres would allow them just 151 units. If you add 
a 35% density bonus that is 52.85 (53) units, for a total of 204 units. This is the 
actual maximum number units allowed under the Hollywood Community Plan 
(1988) in the case that the project would be granted a 3:1 FAR. 
 
Where is the developer getting the density figures from? How did the developers 
come at their figures?  
 
The DEIR does not conform to the Hollywood Community Plan (1988) or CEQA 
 
The DEIR admits that the Lytton Center on the project site “was found 
conservatively eligible as a City of Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument as a 
historical resource. Therefore the Project Site is considered a historical resource 
under section 15064.5(a) (2) of the CEQA Guidelines and the Project would have 
significant and unavoidable impacts in historical resources due to demolition of the 
Bank.” 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET DEIR 
 
“If a project would render an eligible historic resource ineligible, then there would 
be a significant adverse effect under CEQA”	   
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET DEIR 
 
Here the DEIR admits that its plan has significant adverse effects under CEQA 
since by demolishing the Lytton center it renders an eligible historic resource 
ineligible. Also, the demolition plan is against the clear language of the Hollywood 
Community plan to encourage preservation as quoted below. 
 
The Hollywood Community Plan serves to “encourage the preservation and 
enhancement of the varied and distinctive residential character of the community” 
–pg.1, section 3 
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“There are twenty-nine known historical resources located in a ¼	  mile radius of the 
project site”	  “eight historical resources are located within the visual viewshed or 
indirect impacts study area of the project site.” 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET DEIR 
 
These 29 historical resources constitutes “varied and distinctive residential 
character”. The DEIR’s bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a 
less-than-significant impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity 
and would not physically divide an established community is completely 
unsupported by the facts and obvious overwhelming impacts of building a glass 
and steel skyscraper of 216 ft tall in this modest Chateau, Spanish Colonial revival 
neighborhood of two to eight story buildings.  
 
Context should be respected in the design of new buildings to be constructed near 
historic landmarks and in areas of established historical character. The new and 
old can stand next to one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is a 
similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, 
texture, color and materials of the old should be complemented by the new. 
 
“Therefore the demolition of the mid twentieth century resources on the project site 
would not materially impact the historic setting”	  “	  because the setting of these 
resources have already been compromised.” 
Pg 151 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET DEIR 
 
Here the DEIR claims that because there are newer buildings in the area, 
demolition will have no impact. This reasoning is disingenuous at best. There are 3 
properties bordering the property on the National Register of Historic Places. The 
United States Federal Government found these properties worthy of preservation 
even though they border newer properties, as should the applicant.  
 
There is no discussion of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The 
project makes no attempt to “fit in’	  or to match the character of the neighborhood. 
Other principals and policies from the Hollywood General Plan should be discussed 
and reconciled with the project. The lack of any discussion and reference to the 
policies in the Hollywood General Plan makes the DEIR inadequate at best, and 
beyond the legal requirements at worst. 
 
“Generally a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for the 
treatment of historic properties guidelines for preserving, rebuilding, restoring, and 
reconstructing, historic buildings”	  “shall be considered as mitigated to the level of 
less than a significant impact on the historic resource.” 
The DEIR goes on to say: 
“Related to new construction will not destroy historic materials, features and spatial 
relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated 
from the old and will be compatible with historic materials features, size, scale, and 
proportion, and mass seeing to protect the integrity of the property and its 
environment.” 
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Pg 154-155 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET 
DEIR:  
	  
“The building is ‘generally compatible with the historic materials, features and 
massing of the adjacent buildings’.” 
Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET DEIR. 
 
Here the Appellant does not make a fair argument and no substantial evidence 
exists that proves it “Generally compatible”. The EIR is incomplete and inaccurate 
without specifics. Most of the Appellant’s assertions are purely speculative, with no 
proof in the record to substantiate these claims.  
 
The DEIR violates its own standards even though it won’t admit it. The historic 
buildings surrounding the building site do not make use of Glass and Steel modern 
architecture. They are not 20+ stories high. They do not make use of 3:1 FAR and 
off menu Multi-Use zoning. The building proposed does change the spatial 
relationship of the block by creating a 216 foot tall neighborhood dividing block of a 
building, especially separating all the neighboring low rise buildings from the hills, 
and blocking out the view of the community from all the adjacent buildings on the 
hill. There is no discussion of how this violates the specific policies in the 
Hollywood Community Plan (1988) and provides only inaccurate and speculative 
assumptions of “no impact”	  or “less than significant impact”. 
 
The DEIR should illustrate how it satisfies the laws objectives and policies in 
reaching its conclusions. Discussions of the violated policies should also be added 
to the DEIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies 
support the conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project 
appears to violate, at some level, nearly every aspect of the Hollywood General 
Plan and Policies. A full discussion in the DEIR of the policies and principals of the 
Hollywood General Plan and which are satisfied and which violated by the 
proposed project should be enumerated in the DEIR. The following principals and 
policies and objectives should be fully discussed in the DEIR: It is insufficient to 
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements of the 
Hollywood Community Plan.  
 
The established neighborhood character should also be respected. In some cases, 
formal height limits and other building controls may be required to assure that 
prevailing heights or building lines or the dominance of certain buildings and 
features will not be broken by new construction. 
 
The Hollywood General plan mandates that we must: 
	  “protect lower density housing from the scatted intrusion of apartments”	   
pg.1, section 3  
 
“promote the preservation of views, natural character and topography of 
mountainous parts of the Community” 
pg.1 section 7 
 
And that; 
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“Transitional building heights should be imposed, especially in the Medium 
density housing designated area where this designation is immediately 
adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive”	   
pg 3 
 
The immediate neighboring homes on Havenhurst Drive, some of which are not 
considered or specifically discussed in the DEIR, are between two and seven 
stories tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict 
with an adopted land use plan or policy adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect (The Hollywood Plan and its various Elements) 
is completely unsupported. The scale and mass of the project is Neighborhood 
Dividing and this is a major CEQA issue 
 
“There are twenty-nine known historical resources located in a ¼	  mile radius of the 
project site” 
“eight historical resources are located within the visual viewshed or indirect impacts 
study area of the project site.” 
Pg 143 of Appendix C3, Historic Resource Appendix Report, 8150 SUNSET DEIR 
 
Of these twenty-nine historic buildings, the DEIR states that there is no impact, or 
no significant impact to any of them. The methodology for coming to this conclusion 
should be examined in detail, as it is not supported by the facts on the ground. 
 

The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic 
change in the zoning for one lot in a historic neighborhood. The DEIR inadequately 
discusses any of these important and directly applicable policies. 
On	  the	  left	  is	  the	  2	  story	  National	  Historic	  Register	  building,	  The	  Andalusia;	  
directly	  across	  the	  street	  is	  the	  8150	  project	  site	  where	  the	  20+	  story	  building	  
will	  shadow	  it. 
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The views of and from The Colonial House (right), another National Historic 
Register building, will be gone once a 216 ft tall skyscraper is built on the left 
hand portion of these photos. 
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A Two Story building directly bordering the 8150 project site. The project 
proposes a seven story concrete parking structure within twelve feet of this 
modest neighboring building. 
 

Below is an illustration of how completely out of scale the proposed 220 foot 
(NOW 234 FEET) building is with the 2-8 story context of the neighborhood. 
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ELDP 
 
Where are the improvements mandated by ELDP? Does this project meet the 
threshold? 
 
The ELDP states; 
“The project creates high wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and 
living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians”	  –
page 15, appendix j, ELDP certification documents (City of LA Notice of 
Environmental Leadership Development Project) 
 
The DEIR fails to state what type of high wage jobs it will be creating. The DEIR 
fails to certify that these will be new jobs and not just the high wage jobs that exist 
already in the 8150 site, particularly the jobs at Chase Bank currently in the Lytton 
building. The DEIR fails to adequately estimate the number of jobs being merely 
transferred from other parts of the community. Under ELDP the project must create 
high wage jobs, but the DEIR fails to subtract the amount of already existing, high 
wage jobs that already exist from operating to proposed tenants. Where are the 
specific figures for creating new jobs? Most importantly, can the people who work 
at the building afford to live at the building at current market rates? 
 
THE DEIR fails to discuss in detail the wages and what type of jobs and what they 
will be paid. They said they would provide 300 jobs. Currently on site there is 217 
jobs. 
 
The DEIR fails to state the difference between creating and just transferring jobs.   
 
The DEIR fails to state how many restaurant worker jobs will be created and if 
these are classified as high wage, highly skilled jobs.   
 
The DEIR fails to state how many of these jobs part time or full time jobs. 
 
The ELDP states that the project within ½	  a mile of major, high quality transit stop. 
The nearest bus stop is on Fairfax. The DEIR misstates the nature of the transit 
stop Fairfax. The building is beyond the mandated 1500 feet of We have included 
pictures located on the subsequent pages 
 
How does this project get the same streamlining as Apple’s new campus? 
There are no solar panels because all the outside space is given to noise making 
activities that will destroy the community, and the building casts a massive shadow 
across a wide area, preventing the neighbors from going solar. 
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ZONING, HEIGHT, DENSITY, AND TRANSIT 
 
• Zoning: C4-1D 
• FAR: 1:1 with "D" Height restriction 
• Neighborhood Office Commercial - "Neighborhood Commercial" 
• Regional Center or Neighborhood Center: No 
• Mixed Use Boulevard: No 
• TOD: No 
• Alquist Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zone: Yes 
• General Plan Framework - City of Los Angeles 
• Community Plan: Hollywood Community Plan 1988 
• Housing Element: December 2013 City of Los Angeles 
•  Units per acre =  203 units 
• Med-High Density Units - 40-60 per acre  @ 2.55 Acres = 151 units  
• plus 35% density  bonus 52.85 (53) units  =  204 units (Hollywood Community 

Plan 1988) 
• Off Menu Requests: Many 
• FAR Increase Request: Yes 
• Air Rights Request: Yes 
• Condo to Apartments: ? 

 
 
This area is not designated a "Regional Center", but the project is "infill" project. 
The City of Los Angeles can make tighter standards.. if they choose to do so. 
 
It should be noted that pursuant to Senate Bill 743 (“SB 743”), recently passed by the 
California legislature, aesthetic and parking impacts of residential, mixed use residential, 
and employment center projects on infill sites within transit priority areas (such as the 
proposed Project) “shall not be considered significant impacts on the 
environment.” However, SB 743 also states that local agencies may continue to set 
their own thresholds, including those for aesthetic impacts. As such, the analysis 
presented below evaluates aesthetics, views, light/glare, and shade/shadow 
impacts per the City of Los Angeles’ local CEQA guidelines, which are 
contained in the Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, discussed below. 
 
APPLICANT TEXT 
 
b. Regulatory Framework 
(1) State of California – Senate Bill No. 743 
On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill (SB) 743, which 
became effective on January 1, 2014. The purpose of SB 743 is to streamline the 
review under CEQA for several categories of development projects including the 
development of infill projects in transit priority areas. The bill adds to the CEQA 
Statute, Chapter 2.7, Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit‐Oriented 
Infill Projects, and in particular Section 21099. Pursuant to Section 
21099(d)(1) “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed‐use residential, or 
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employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment.” 
 
 
“Transit priority area” means an area within one‐half mile of a major transit stop that is 
existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning 
horizon included in a Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section 
450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
 
“Major transit stop” is defined by PRC Section 21064.3 to mean a site containing an 
existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or 
the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 
minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. 
 
The Project Site is located within approximately 1,500 feet of the intersection of Sunset 
Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue, which is served by two or more major bus routes with a 
frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak 
commute periods, including Metro routes 2, 217, 302 and 780. 
 
The proposed Project meets the criteria set forth in Section 21099(d), and for this reason, 
the proposed Project’s effects on aesthetics, including views, and lighting and glare are not 
required to be analyzed under the State CEQA Statute. 
 
4.A‐11 
Chapter 5 of the General Plan Framework applies to urban form and neighborhood design. 
“Urban form” refers to the general pattern of building heights and development intensity 
and the structural elements that define the City physically, such as natural features, 
transportation corridors, activity centers, and focal elements. “Neighborhood design” refers 
to the physical character of neighborhoods and communities within the City. With respect 
to neighborhood design, this chapter encourages growth in areas that have a sufficient base 
of both commercial and residential development to support transit service. The General 
Plan Framework also states that the livability of all neighborhoods would be improved by 
upgrading the quality of development and improving the quality of the public realm. Urban 
form policies applicable to the Project Site include Objective 5.8, which applies to 
neighborhood districts and community districts. This objective is to reinforce and 
encourage the establishment of a strong pedestrian orientation in 
designated neighborhood districts, community centers, and pedestrian‐oriented 
subareas within regional centers, so that these districts and centers can serve as a focus of 
activity for the surrounding community and a focus for investment in the community. 
 
General Plan Framework Chapter 6, Open Space and Conservation, addresses outdoor 
recreation needs of the City’s residents. Objective 6.4 applies to the provision of usable 
open space and maximizing the use of public open space resources through private 
development. 
 
4.A‐15 PAGE 
 
b. Thresholds of Significance  
(1) Visual Character and Aesthetics 
(a) Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines 
 
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides sample questions for use in an Initial 
Study to determine a project’s potential for environmental impacts. According to the 
sample questions included in Appendix G under Section I, Aesthetics, a project would have 
a potentially significant aesthetic impact if it would: 
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a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or 
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings or other locally recognized desirable aesthetic natural 
feature within a city‐designated scenic highway; or 
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings. 
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The DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd Project fails to provide information and or detail on 
many important transit and street improvements related to construction and 
general after construction operations.  The project proposes very reduced vehicle 
parking with high use of limited close by transit, use of bikes and walking for the 
majority or users without needed improvements needed for operation 
 
The project site, 8150 Sunset Blvd at Crescent Heights is not located in a regional 
center, mixed use boulevard, or center or such designated by the City of Los 
Angeles or Hollywood Community Plan. The project site is not an employment hub, 
or considered an entertainment center area. That is designated as such east of La 
Brea. The project site does not fit the common "transit oriented development" 
definition as the site is located almost two (2) miles from major rail transit - Red 
Line. While there is a local bus stops on Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon and Fairfax 
Ave has a local rapid bus stops at, this bus is constantly detoured due to numerous 
Hollywood Blvd street closures. The current local bus stop locations and sidewalks 
can not support or accommodate high volume transit riders without significant 
improvements to all bus-transit stop locations within the project vicinity. 
 

• Intersections and street in the area surrounding the project site in the City of 
Los Angles and City of West Hollywood are already operating a Fail 
during peak hours and beyond.  

• Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon around the project site 
have No bike lanes now or planned. The sidewalks are narrow and not 
able to support bike riding.  Therefore it would be expected that travel to 
and from the project site from the immediate neighboring hillsides and 
surrounding areas will be by car at all times of operation, especially during 
later night time hours.. 
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• The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed high 
volume use is incompatible with the neighborhood character and 
infrastructure capabilities. 

• The projects proposed high volume commercial activity and late night use 
will have overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the 
surrounding community and daily commuter travelers on Laurel Canyon, 
Crescent Heights, Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

 
The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed high volume use 
is incompatible with the neighborhood character and infrastructure capabilities. It 
proposes a high volume of commercial activity and late night use which will have 
overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding community and 
commuters on Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 
 
The EIR fails to provide a complete description of the existing building uses on the 
site. The floor areas and parking counts currently allocated to each use, and to the 
proposed uses must be shown. This information should be in the "Master Land Use 
Application" online on the City's website link for this project.  
 
The EIR fails to mention that the zoning was changed/downsized from 3:1 FAR to 
1:1 FAR (“Q Condition”) over a period of years, and that this was compliant and in 
accordance with the currently in use Hollywood Community Plan. For correct public 
and legal consideration, the EIR must show the reason the FAR was downsized. 
 
Also please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet (NOW 234 
FEET) on this site without a variance from Code Section SEC. 12.22.A.25.f.5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet 
equal to the percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development 
Project is eligible. This percentage increase in height shall be applicable over the 
entire parcel regardless of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of 
this subparagraph, Section 12.21.1 A.10. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height or number of stories is limited, this height 
increase shall permit a maximum of eleven additional feet or one additional story, 
whichever is lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 
 
 
New Residential Units 
 
249 units for 505-528 new residents where there are currently none. The project 
plans or DEIR does not include or address onsite or local parks and necessities or 
amenities for children, seniors or pets that will live at the project site; 
 

• What amenities and recreation play areas will be provided for children and 
where? 

• What amenities and recreation area will be provided for seniors and where? 
• What is the proposed rents for market rate and low income units? 
• What amenities will be provided for the residents pets? 
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• Where will residents walk their dogs or pets, on Sunset Blvd and Crescent 
Heights? 

• Residents can rent additional parking spaces from where - the commercial 
parking or off site?  What cost? 

• Most project open space is proposed for entertainment and commercial type 
use. Where are the studies for noise pollution of these events? Where will 
the overflow parking be located for these events? 

• What school or child care amenities will be provided? 
• Will each apartment have a full sized parking stall? 
• Will each apartment have a second parking stall? 
• Where will residents guests park? 
• Where is the commercial parking, on site or off site?  
• What is the parking cost? 

PARKS AND GREEN OPEN SPACE 
 
The project site the Havenhurst Park  as a local park to be used by residents. 
However Havenhurst Park is a Very small immediate resident serving pocket park, 
open from 9am to dusk and located in the City of West Hollywood. Hardly a major 
park, not even a small size park. The DEIR does not identify any other public open 
space or park space they would contribute to the existing community or that their 
residents would be using. Nor does the DEIR identify any contributions to editing 
parks and open space. 
 
EIR applicant text: 
The Project Site is also located within a quarter‐mile of open space/park uses at 
Havenhurst Park. Pocket park images below. 
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COMMERCIAL USE AND JOBS 
 
The EIR proposes 111,000 square feet of new restaurants and commercial use 
with hundreds of permanent highly skilled, high paying jobs in addition to 
construction jobs.  
 
However the DEIR fails to provide information or detail regarding; 

• The project projects net 94 new jobs over what the existing mall provided. 
• Will the jobs be lower wage par-time restaurant and gym type jobs?  
• Will jobs be local hire? 
• What is the proposed average wage for the projects jobs? 
• What family friendly restaurants and neighborhood serving retail is proposed? 
• All restaurants are proposed to serve a full line of alcoholic beverages and 

remain open until 2am. This is neither neighborhood serving nor "family 
friendly". 

• Will the average employee wage support being able to afford the projects 
market rate residential units on site? 

 
 
TRAFFIC 
 
The figures and metrics used to show traffic increases are laughably innacurate. 
Our traffic consultant, Allyn Rikin, a former Bureau Chief of the LA DOT Planning 
Bureau, has calculated that the real figure for New Vehicle Trips generated by the 
project as it is proposed will be 11,693 using the I.T.E Trips Generation Manual, 
9th Ed, Vol 6. 
 
The absurdly inaccurate analysis in the EIR must be redone and recirculated. It 
goes without saying that since these figures are so flawed that the figures used for 
parking, both in the structure and its massive neighborhood destroying overflow, 
must also be recalculated and recirculated. 
 
The DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd Project fails to provide information and or detail on 
many important transit and street improvements related to construction and general 
after construction operations.  The project proposes very reduced vehicle parking 
with high use of limited close by transit, use of bikes and walking for the majority or 
users without needed improvements needed for operation 
 
The project site, 8150 Sunset Blvd at Crescent Heights is not located in a regional 
center, on a mixed use boulevard, or center or such as designated by the City of 
Los Angeles or the Hollywood Community Plan. The project site is not an 
employment hub, or considered an entertainment center area. That designation is 
only to the east of La Brea.  
 
The project site does not fit the common "transit oriented development" definition 
as the site is located almost two (2) miles from any rail transit (Red Line). While 
there is a local bus stop on Sunset Blvd for Laurel Canyon only Fairfax Ave has a 
local and rapid bus stops, but simple post in the pavement can not be described as 
a “regional transport hub” and it lies beyond the mandated 1500 feet from the 
development. That bus is also constantly detoured due to numerous Hollywood 
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Boulevard closures.  
 
The current local bus stop locations and sidewalks can not support or 
accommodate high volume transit riders without significant improvements to all 
bus-transit stop locations within the project vicinity. 
 
Intersections and streets in the area surrounding the project site in the City of Los 
Angles and City of West Hollywood are already operating a “Fail” during peak 
hours and beyond.  
 
The EIR is asking for ‘Green Bonuses’	  for providing parking for over 1,000 bicycles. 
With each space taking 6 sq ft, that’s is a total of 6,000 sqaure feet of encouraging 
the use of bicycles. However the EIR fails to recognize the unsuitability of the area 
for cyclists. The junction of Sunset Boulevard, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon 
is already one of the most dangerous in the City of LA, and has had several bicycle 
fatalities in recent years.  
 
Despite this inherent danger of the main rounds and unsuitability of the steep 
hillside terrains narrow and already overcrowded streets, the EIR fails to make any 
mention of bike lanes being proposed or planned. The sidewalks are narrow and 
not able to support bike riding.  Therefore it would be expected that travel to and 
from the project site from the immediate neighboring hillsides and surrounding 
areas will be by car at all times of operation, especially during later night time 
hours. 
 
 • Intersections and street in the area surrounding the project site in the City of 

Los Angles and City of West Hollywood are already operating a Fail during 
peak hours and beyond.  

 • Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon around the project site 
have No bike lanes now or planned. The sidewalks are narrow and not able 
to support bike riding.  Therefore it would be expected that travel to and from 
the project site from the immediate neighboring hillsides and surrounding 
areas will be by car at all times of operation, especially during later night 
time hours.. 

 • The projects proposed height, size, density, design and proposed high 
volume use is incompatible with the neighborhood character and 
infrastructure capabilities. 

 • The projects proposed high volume commercial activity and late night use 
will have overwhelming and permanent negative impact on the surrounding 
community and daily commuter travelers on Laurel Canyon, Crescent 
Heights, Sunset Blvd and Fountain Ave. 

 
This must be suitably addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L.Pinkerton
Line
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RESIDENT AND GUEST PARKING 
 
Resident Parking. 
 

• Residential Units 249 for 505-528 residents  =  210 
• 233 resident will Not have parking 
• Studio  73 units  = 73 vehicle parking spaces 
• One Bedroom = 130 vehicle parking spaces 
• Two Bedroom = 76 vehicle parking spaces 
• Three Bedroom = 16 vehicle parking spaces 

______________________________________ 
• Total Resident Vehicle Parking Spaces = 295 

 
Resident & Guest Parking 
 
• 505-528 new residents where there are currently none. 
• 528 new residents minus (-) 295 resident / guest parking spaces =  
• 233 residents with No on-site parking 
• Guest Parking = ? (zero) 
 
The project assumes that 210 to 233 residents will not have a car, but will walk, 
ride a bike or take the bus. What about the Guests of the residents? 

 
• One onsite parking space per Studio and One Bedroom - additional or second 

resident vehicle parking space would be available for rented or purchased. 
• Where would the additional rented vehicle parking space come from - the 

commercial parking or off site? 
• What will be the weekly or monthly charge to residents for a second or additional 

vehicle parking space on-site? 
• What will be parking charges be for those in the affordable housing units? 
 
These figures are completely out of step with all the City studies on parking. The 
consequence of the parking overflow in such a busy area will be massive and 
neighborhood destroying congestion and pollution. For the community to take the 
EIR seriously this must be addressed in a serious, sensible and realistic manner. 
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PARKING FOR RESTAURANT, EMPLOYEE AND RETAIL PATRONS  
 
Commercial & Employee Shared Parking, 617 vehicle parking spaces further 
Reduced =  494 shared vehicle parking spaces. 123 additional vehicle parking 
spaces were replaced with 380 more bike parking spaces. 

• The projects DEIR and study assumes that more than half of residents, 
guests, employees and patrons will not have a car, but will ride a bike. 

• The projects DEIR and study assumes that approximately 689  employees 
and patrons will not have a car, but will walk, ride a bike or take the bus. 

• There are No bike paths or bike lanes now or proposed in the project plans. 
Due to the high volume vehicle traffic, safe, protected bike lanes for adults 
and children, with designated bike access from all surrounding streets to 
and from project site must be included for Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, 
Laurel Canyon, Fountain Ave and Havenhust Dr. 

• The DEIR fails to provide an adequate layout map of the parking. How many 
spaces will be tandem?	  

• The DEIR fails to provide an adequate community benefit to parking spaces 
being taken out on the sunset side of their property and being replaced by a 
taxi line. How does this benefit the community?	  

• The DEIR fails to address the traffic impact of a permanent taxi line on 
Sunset Blvd.	  

• Taxi line up on SUNSET Blvd, will take over the 3rd lane on sunset at 
havenhurst, there is no mention in the DEIR of the impact to traffic traveling 
east on sunset or residents trying to exit the building from Havenhurst on to 
Sunset. 

 
The EIR assumes that more than half of residents, guests, employees and 
patrons of this ‘high income destination’	  will not have a car, but will ride a bike. How 
this completely unrealistic figure arrived at and justified? 
 
The EIR also assumes that approximately 689 employees and patrons of this ‘high 
income destination’	  will not have a car, but will walk, ride a bike or take the bus. 
This is completely unrealistic and must be suitably addressed and circulated in the 
final EIR. 
 
Bicycle Parking - Resident-Guest-Patron-Employee Parking 
Bicycle parking space was further Increased by 380, by reducing 123 commercial 
vehicle parking spaces; On-site, mostly short term bike parking: 1,365 bike 
parking spaces  The DEIR fails to provide detail on bike parking: 

• Where is short term bike parking? 
• Will exterior bike parking be covered and lighted? 
• Will bike parking areas provide 24 hours security? 
• Will there be a fee or charge for long term or short term bike parking? 
• Why is the charge of fee for all bike parking? 
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• Will shower and lockers be available to all employees?  
• Will shower and lockers be available to all patrons? 
• What times of the day will showers and lockers be open and available? 
• Will there be a charge (fee) for use of showers and lockers? 
• Will there be valet bike parking and at what charge? 

• There are no bike paths or bike lanes now, or proposed in the project plans. 
Due to the high volume motorized traffic, putting 1,000+ cyclists in the dense 
and and dangerous traffic on Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel 
Canyon, even Fountain Ave and Havenhurst Dr without protected bike lanes 
for adults and children, is a public safety debacle. This must be suitably 
addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 
 

• Designated bike access from all surrounding streets to and from project site 
must be included for, but the current layout of these streets makes this an 
impossibility. This must be suitably addressed and circulated in the final EIR. 

 
Parking Charge-Valet Charge 
 
The project states that all parking will be by Valet only. The DEIR does not provide 
details regarding the fees and charges for parking; 

• Resident may rent or purchase an additional vehicle parking space. What 
would the weekly or monthly fee per space? 

• What is the cost or charge to park and Valet parking?  Long term - Short 
term 

• Is self parking option provided? 
• Will guests of residents be charged for parking or free parking?  What cost? 
• Will employees be charged to park ?  What cost? 
• Will transit passes and discounts will be offered; What type - How many ? 

What cost - for how many years? For residents, employees, patrons, 
guests? 

• The developer tried out the pay parking at this location charging $3 for 15 
minutes to park. It Failed. Will the developer be charging these rates 
again? 

•  The project is proposing 100% valet.  Does this apply to the low-income units 
as well?  How will they pay for this service or will the other residents 
subsidize this cost in their charges? 

• Please evaluate the street parking available in the area. Will there be 
conditions that can be applied to ensure no impacts to the adjacent streets? 
The site is currently self-parked with free parking.  Please evaluate in the 
Report whether free, self-parked vehicles will help mitigate impacts on the 
adjacent streets. 
 

Vanpool & Carpool 
The project states that multiple van pool, ride home and car pool options will be 
available. The DEIR does not provide further information or operational detail of 
this proposal; 

• Will these ride options be provided by the project or individual 
establishments ? 

• Van pool and ride share will be to and from where pick up - drop off ? 
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• What times and frequency will this service be available? 
• Will all ride share and ride home options be available daily, day & late night 

service and what charge / fee? 
• Will the "Van Pool" service be available for residents, guests, employees 

and patrons? 
• Three or more per car will be offered parking discounts-what discounts? 
• How will that be available, to who and at what cost ?  
• The project requests 80% vehicles spaces to be Compact cars 
• How many free parking spaces? 
• What is the charge for Valet? 
• Will valet charge increase at night or evening hours 
• Will parking be validated by on site commercial establishments  - How many 

minutes at what charge? 
• Handicap parking - free? 
• Electric car spaces w/ plug in. How many - How many hours to charge - 

Discounts for? 
• What protections to existing neighborhood residents will the project provide? 

"Sunset Stripmall Owner Sued by Tenants Over Parking Fees | WEHOville 
http://www.wehoville.com/2013/04/17/sunset-stripmall-owner-sued-by-
tenants-over-parking-fees/ 
 
“Charging for parking is standard practice in Los Angeles, and most certainly in high demand 
areas like the Sunset Strip,” said the landlord, referred to as “AG-SCH 8150 Sunset.” “The plain 
language of each lease allows the landlord to charge for parking within the shopping center at 
rates that it determines are appropriate.” 
 
VEHICLE TRAFFIC & CIRCULATION  
 
APPLICANT	  TEXT: 
Fountain Avenue is designated as a Secondary or Modified Secondary Highway within the City of Los Angeles and 
as a Collector Street within the City of West Hollywood. Within the study area, Fountain Avenue is typically striped to provide 
for two travel lanes in each direction, with left‐turn lanes provided at key intersections, and limited on‐street parking is permitted. 
However, along its western segments (generally between Havenhurst Drive and La Cienega Boulevard), on‐street parking is 
allowed along the south side of the street throughout much of the day, reducing eastbound travel to one lane, with the 
exception of during the afternoon peak period, when such parking is prohibited, thereby allowing for a second eastbound lane. 
 
 

CORRECTION 

Fountain Ave is a Collector Street throughout the project study area, from La 
Cienega to La Brea and solely the City of West Hollywood.  Fountain Ave as a 
"Modified" Secondary Highway within the City of Los Angeles starts at La Brea to 
the east.  However, "modified" street standards as specified as part of the 2012 
Hollywood Community Plan Update (HCPU) were terminated with the Superior 
Court Order to set aside the HCPU and therefore no longer in effect of all and any 
"modified" streets surrounding the project site. these streets include; Crescent 
Heights, Laurel Canyon, Hollywood Blvd, Fairfax Ave and Fountain Ave. 
 

COMMENT 
 

• Streets surrounding the project site should not have been studied as 
"modified" street standards for the project's traffic study. 
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The project proposes to use and incorporate the City of Los Angeles owned 
traffic island, street and right turn lane as part of their project. 
The DEIR fails to provide information and detail on; 
 

• Removal of the City owned traffic island, street and right turn would cause 
irreversible and severe negative impact on traffic for the entire 
surrounding area forever. This proposed change should be eliminated 
from the proposed project plan. 

• The lasting, negative effects of eliminating the City owned traffic island, City 
street and dedicated right turn lane and moving the Metro bus stop. 

• The DEIR also fails to provide information and detail as to how the new 
increase in vehicle traffic, traffic flow, transit riders, pedestrians and bike 
riders would safely co-exists and move to and from the project site and 
throughout the neighborhoods and community. 

• The current City of Los Angeles owned traffic island and function should 
remain and be improved to accommodate the new increase in transit user 
volume, pedestrians and bike riders. Traffic Island should not be 
incorporated into the project. 

• Fire engine, police, ambulance and large truck would make the right turn 
how? 

• Elimination of the traffic island would prevent, or at minimum, severely limit 
Metro and the City of Los Angeles from any future enhancements and 
additions of new transit service. Any future or new transit service that 
would require the right or left turn at Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights 
would no longer be an option for the City or Metro. 

• Elimination of the traffic island and current dedicated-sweeping right 
turn would make very dangerous conditions for vehicles attempting to 
make the right turn onto Crescent Heights and also vehicles turning left 
onto Sunset from Crescent Heights left. 

• Pedestrians and bike rider safety would be at risk. 

 
 
APPLICANT	  TEXT: 
 
Approximately 60 percent of the Project’s residential component inbound traffic is 
anticipated to enter the Project Site’s Havenhurst Drive driveway from the south (via 
Fountain Avenue), with about one‐half of this traffic (30 percent) turning onto 
Havenhurst Drive from both eastbound and westbound Fountain Avenue.  
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COMMENT  
 
The project proposes a signal light at Fountain Ave at Havenhust Dr to 
mitigate traffic.  
The DEIR traffic study fails to provide detail regarding severe negative impacts due 
to vehicle back up on Fountain Ave; 
 

• A dedicated left turn lane for eastbound vehicle travel on Fountain Ave 
would be required to accommodate the project's anticipated hundreds of 
new resident vehicles turning left (north) onto Havenhust Dr. to access the 
project site. The absence of a dedicated left turn lane lane would cause 
extreme back up on Fountain Ave to the west, especially during hours of 
the day when only One vehicle travel lane is available for eastbound 
traffic. This in addition to peak hours. 

• Fountain Ave; Necessity of dedicated eastbound left turn lane at Havenhurst 
Dr. is not included in traffic study. 

 
 
The project proposes to mitigate pedestrian and bike safety by prohibiting 
left turn from Crescent Heights into the project site.  
However the DEIR fails to provide information on how this would affect traffic and 
circulation into and out of the project site; 
 

• What type of left turn "blocking" measure would be added to Crescent 
Heights? 

• How these added measures would impact regular high volume traffic flow? 

• How Crescent Heights northbound vehicles and bikes will access the project 
site parking area and valet drop off area? 

 
The project proposes the use of the current Crescent Heights street vehicle 
travel "merge" lane for their valet parking drop off and queuing.  
However the DEIR fails to address or provide detail regarding safety issues; 
 

• Valets in the street. 
• Drivers exiting their vehicles along Crescent Heights. 
• Mitigation and "blocking" measures that would prohibit U-Turns into the valet 

drop-off area from vehicles traveling from the north (Crescent Heights) 
turning into the valet drop off area. 

• Access proposed valet queuing area from Sunset Blvd, around traffic 
island? 

• Increase traffic making right hand turn on to Crescent Heights from Sunset 
Blvd 

• Emergency service right turn and parking - Fire, Police, Ambulance 

• Vehicle merge from Crescent Heights into on coming traffic 
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APPLICANT	  TEXT: 
All of the Project’s residential component trips must exit from the Havenhurst Drive 
driveway14 toward the north; approximately 10 percent of the Project’s residential trips 
exiting the Havenhurst Drive driveway are expected to utilize an “around the block” 
route to access Fountain Avenue, turning right from Havenhurst Drive onto 
eastbound Sunset Boulevard, and then turning right again onto southbound Crescent 
Heights Boulevard before continuing along westbound Fountain Avenue.  
 
 
COMMENTS CONTINUED 

• The project proposes to eliminate the current traffic island, bus stop and 
traffic lights and streets lights. 

• The project proposes to eliminate the current dedicated right turn lane form 
eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights. 

• The project also proposes moving the bus stop further east away from the 
project site. 

• The project also proposes the addition of 1,365 bicycles and new bike riders 
in addition to pedestrians. 

• All residential vehicles must exit Havenhust and travel north to Sunset Blvd. 
the vehicles that don't turn west on Sunset Blvd would have to turn east 
on Sunset Blvd, then  TURN RIGHT around the tip of the traffic island 
(project's plaza) onto Crescent Heights in order to access Fountain Ave or 
travel south on Crescent Heights. 

• Vehicles making the right turn from Sunset Blvd to Crescent Height would 
be hundred to thousands daily from residents, employees and vehicles to 
the valet drop off 

• Right turns around the the traffic island from new residents and vehicles 
using the project's Valet drop off  on Crescent Heights would cause 
tremendous traffic back up on Sunset Blvd as right turning vehicles wait 
for pedestrians and bike to cross Crescent Heights at Sunset Blvd.  

• It is anticipated that hundreds to thousands of passenger vehicles along with 
large delivery trucks and emergency vehicles would be attempting to 
make this right turn daily.  

• Trucks and larger vehicles, including Fire Trucks would be forced into 
opposing traffic lane when attempting to make this very tight and unsafe 
right turn.  

• Would impede already heavy traffic flow eastbound on Sunset Blvd, 
especially duty very heavy PM peak hours 
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• Add hundreds more vehicles to a heavy trafficked intersection that already 
operates at "E" to "F". 

• It makes No Sense in regard to traffic, traffic flow, turn capabilities and 
vehicle, pedestrian or bike safety to remove the current dedicated turn 
lane and traffic island. Especially with pedestrians, bike riders and bus-
transi riders crossing the street at Crescent Heights to access and leave 
the project site. 

• This is not safe or good practice. Moving the bus stop farther away from the 
project site, forcing transit riders to walk back and cross Crescent Heights 
is ridiculous. 

 
 
APPLICANT	  TEXT: 
Project component traffic is anticipated to travel to and from the Project Site along 
Fountain Avenue east of Crescent Heights Boulevard. The Project’s residential 
component is estimated to generate a total of approximately 1,564 net daily trips, and 
therefore, would result in approximately 469 (northbound only) daily trips on the 
segment of Havenhurst Drive between the Project Site and Fountain Avenue), as well 
as a total of approximately 314 new trips per day on Fountain Avenue west of 
Havenhurst Drive, a total of approximately 313 new trips per day on Fountain 
Avenue between Havenhurst Drive and Crescent Heights Boulevard, and a total of 
approximately 78 new daily trips per day on Fountain Avenue east of Crescent Heights 
Boulevard. 
 

Therefore, the Project’s combined retail/commercial and residential components 
are estimated to add approximately 469 new (northbound only) trips per day to 
Havenhurst Drive south of the Project Site, along with approximately 654 new daily 
trips on Fountain Avenue west of Havenhurst Drive, a total of approximately 653 
new daily trips on Fountain Avenue between Havenhurst Drive and 
Crescent Heights Boulevard, and a total of approximately 418 new trips per 
day on Fountain Avenue east of Crescent Heights Boulevard.  
Table 4.J‐5, Local/Residential Street Traffic Impact Analysis Summary , it is 
recommended that the entry‐only loading dock driveway on Havenhurst 
Drive be restricted to southbound left‐turn moves only (requiring all trucks 
accessing the loading docks to enter via Havenhurst Drive from Sunset 
Boulevard). The trucks would then exit the Project Site from the exclusive truck 
driveway on Crescent Heights Boulevard immediately south of the Project’s 
main Crescent Heights Boulevard driveway. Since most truck delivery traffic is 
expected to occur during off‐peak periods when Project‐related traffic (as well as 
traffic on Crescent Heights Boulevard) is reduced, the potential for conflicts with 
Project patron‐related vehicles turning right out of the Crescent Heights 
Boulevard driveway are anticipated to be minimal. Therefore, no turn 
restrictions at this truck exit driveway are considered to be necessary. 
 

COMMENTS CONTINUED 
 
The project proposes all patron and employee vehicles, delivery trucks and 
service trucks will exit onto Crescent Heights turning left to Sunset Blvd and 
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right turns to Fountains Ave. However the DEIR fails to address and provide 
information and detail regarding realistic traffic operations; 
 

• Left turn vehicle safety issues 
• Right turn vehicle safety issues 
• Obstruction of current traffic flow 
• Safety and traffic flow measures for turning vehicles and on coming traffic 
• Vehicle merge and or waiting area operation 
• Vehicle back up from cars attempting exit project site to cross Crescent 

Heights and turn left toward Sunset Blvd 
• Vehicle attempting exit project site to cross and Crescent Heights and 

merge across lanes of traffic to turn right-west bound on Sunset Blvd 
• Pedestrian and bike safety wile mixing with hundreds of vehicles exiting the 

project site on Crescent Heights 
 

BIKE LANES and BIKE PARKING 
The project proposes a further reduction in vehicle parking by 123 vehicle parking 
spaces to 494 vehicle parking spaces and further increase of 380 short term bike 
parking to 1,365 short term bike parking spaces for employees and 
patrons. Further the project states the future studies for possible bike paths were 
suggested as part of a study farther east from the project site - Fairfax, Hollywood 
and Sunset Blvd. 
 
However, With no bike paths or safe access for bikes provided at, around or 
surrounding the project site the DEIR fails to provide information or detail as to how 
the surrounding streets and sidewalks will accommodate 1,365 bike riders. Further 
the DEIR does not provide information or detail on future bike paths and which 
streets would accommodate safe bike travel and or exactly which street and how 
many surrounding streets would loose a vehicle travel lane for bike travel. Sunset 
Blvd, Crescent Heights, Laurel Canyon, Fairfax Ave, Hollywood Blvd ? 
 
 
The DEIR fails to provide information and operation detail; 
 
The project state that bikes lane and bike paths are being "studied" for 
future application, however the DEIR fails to provide information or detail on: 

• The time horizon of the study. Five years, ten years, never? 
• If in fact bike paths and bike lanes are planned and installed for the area 

immediately surrounding the project site and when. five years, ten years ? 
• Who will be conducting the study and installation of the bike paths and bike 

lanes 
• What streets the bike paths and bike lanes would be installed on? Sunset 

Blvd, Laurel Canyon, Crescent Heights, Hollywood Blvd, Havenhurst, 
Fountain Ave? 

• Which and how many vehicle travel lanes will be removed to accommodate 
the new bike paths and bike lanes 

• What is the location and safe bike path and passage that will feed directly 
into and out of the project site 
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• Will bike riders be expected to share the sidewalk with pedestrians? 
• Will bike paths be actual protected bike paths and bike lanes or minimal non 

safety sharrows? 
• Which streets surrounding the project site are proposed to have or will have 

bike paths? 
• How many vehicle travel lanes and what length of the street will be lost on 

each street to apply new bike paths  
• How will bike riders, including children bike riders safely access the project 

site and bike parking? 
• Will bike parking be sheltered and lighted? 
• Who will have use of showers an lockers; General public, patrons, 

employees? 
• What constitutes "long term" and "short term" bike parking? Minutes, hours 

or days of parking use? 
• Will a security guard be stationed at bike parking area all the time? 
• Will the project be building bike paths surrounding the project site? 

 
TRANSIT, CIRCULATION, IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Local Bus Stop: Yes 
Transit Stop: Sunset and Fairfax  
Proposed Improvements to Transit and Transit Bus Stop: None 
Bus Stop: ? 
Dash Bus: No 
Bike Lanes / Bike Path: No 
Proposed Bike Lanes / Paths: No 
Bike Access to Project Site: None 
Bike Lane Improvements: None 
 
 
APPLICANT	  TEXT: 
(d) Public Transit 
As discussed above under Project Characteristics, the existing Metro bus stop at the 
southwest corner of Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard would 
be relocated to a new location east of Crescent Heights Boulevard as part of the 
Project. The new bus stop would still be located on the south side of Sunset Boulevard, 
approximately 400 feet east of its current location, and would continue to provide 
public transit service. The bus stop relocation would be completed prior to initiation of 
Project construction activities in order to ensure that uninterrupted transit service is 
provided throughout Project implementation. As such, no adverse impacts to public transit 
service associated with the relocation of the existing Metro bus stop would occur. 
It is estimated that approximately 240 of the Project’s retail/commercial daily trips 
would occur via the public transit services in the Project vicinity,  Using an AVO factor 
of 1.2 to convert these vehicle trips to person trips, the Project’s retail/commercial 
component could result in an increase in bus ridership of approximately 288 persons 
per day 
In addition, it is estimated that approximately 156 of the Project’s total daily 
residential trips could actually occur via the area transit facilities rather than in 
privately‐owned vehicles.  
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Using the AVO factor of 1.2 persons per vehicle, the Project’s residential component 
could result in a potential increase in area transit ridership of approximately 187 
persons per day,   
While it is acknowledged that bus utilization in the Project vicinity can be heavy 
during the peak weekday commute periods, this nominal level of new rider demand 
would likely be divided among the three bus lines (Metro Lines 2/302, and Metro Line 
218) providing direct service to the Project Site.  
 
 

COMMENT 
 
Only local bus service is available!  The project site is more than 1-1/2 miles 
from the closest rail line Hollywood & Highland-Red Line. 
 
 
Metro Red Line  

• 1.9 miles away or farther, not comfortable walking distance 

 
The project states Dash Bus Service is an available available to the project 
site. However, the project must have used old and outdated information from the 
2012 Hollywood Community Plan Update; The DEIR is not accurate in this transit 
information.  
 
CORRECTION 

• There is No Dash Bus service in the area. Hollywood-West Hollywood Dash 
Bus was eliminated in 2010 and never reinstated.  
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The project states additional bus lines farther east to service the project 
site. The DEIR does not address the Metro Bus detours due to numerous street 
and lane closures on Hollywood Blvd. Bus riders must wait and transfer or walk the 
extra 1/2 mile to the nearest rail Red line at Hollywood & Highland. 
 

Metro Service Changes | December 2013 Service Changes and Detours  
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
COMMENT 
 

• Metro bus lines 2 / 302 and 218 are located on Sunset Blvd and Crescent 
Heights - Improvements to sidewalks, bus stop upgrades to waiting areas 
will be necessary in order to accommodate the hundreds of anticipated 
new bus riders, pedestrians and bike riders that will all share the sidewalk. 

 
Re-location of Bus Stop  
The project proposes the relocation of the local eastbound Sunset Blvd bus to 
8000 Sunset during construction. However for operation function of 8150 Sunset 
Blvd this location would not be feasible, safe or practical.  
 
The DEIR fails to provide information and detail for future operations, including 
improvements that will be provided as part of the project to bus stops, transit, 
transit safety, transit accommodation during, after and for the future. 
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• The proposed location and sidewalk could not accommodate the projects 
anticipated Hundreds of transit riders due to the narrow sidewalk. Nor 
could  

• The current sidewalk could not accommodate bus shelters and benches, 
pedestrians, bike riders and probably not American Disabilities Act (ADA) 
compliant. 

• Would not accommodate pedestrians and bus riders and bicycles 

• Relocation of the eastbound Sunset Blvd bus would force riders to pass the 
project site, then walk back down a narrow sidewalk and have to cross 
Crescent Heights to access the project site.  

• Relocation of the eastbound Sunset Blvd bus would also contribute to 
vehicle back up on Sunset Blvd, as right turning vehicles will have to wait 
for pedestrians and bike riders to cross the street. 

• Relocation the local bus stop to the east side of Sunset Blvd would cause a 
traffic hazard, due to the north-east turn lane. Cars might not be able to 
merge prior to rear ending the bus.  

• A stopped bus would cause a vehicle traffic back up on Crescent Heights for 
vehicle traffic making the semi blind right turn from Crescent Heights to 
Sunset Blvd. 

• At completion, an upgraded sheltered, lighted bus stop should be located at 
the west side of Sunset Blvd (8150 Sunset Blvd.) This will allow for safer 
transit rider-pedestrian access going to and from the project site, without 
having to cross the Crescent Heights. Additionally the current bus location 
can accommodate significant improvements and upgrades for transit and 
bus-bike riders 

 
 
BUS SERVICE 

• Project proposes late night operations and events until 2am close.  
• Local bus late night  "Owl Service" only runs every hour  after 11:30pm and 

limited weekend/holiday service - People will drive a car. 
• No Rapid bus service nights or weekends or holidays  
• Rapid bus redirected for Hollywood Blvd event closures - Sunset Blvd, then 

walk 1/2 mile to Red line 

 
BUS STOP IMPROVEMENTS  
Significant improvements required for all current bus stops on Sunset Blvd, Laurel 
Canyon, Crescent Heights and at Fairfax Ave & Sunset Blvd. The DEIR does not 
provide information or detail on what improvement are proposed for current bus 
stop location and when improvement will take place. 
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• The project anticipates hundreds of new residents, employees and patrons 
will travel by bus to and from the project site.  

• All bus stops serving the project site Must be upgraded to be sheltered and 
lighted (Absolute minimum) 

• Safety upgrades needed at all bus stops to accommodate Hundreds of new 
and future transit riders 

• Sidewalk upgrades around all bus stops to accommodate Hundreds of new 
and future transit riders 

• Moving the bus stop farther away from the project site, forcing transit riders 
to walk back and cross Crescent Heights is ridiculous, when the City 
owned traffic island could become a City owned "transit island" providing 
better, safe service for all transit riders. Disability service, seniors, 
children, transit riders with bikes etc.  

 

 
 
 
APPLICANT	  TEXT: 
 
(e) Access 
15 Note also that these ridership estimates do not include the use of several additional bus 
lines that do not serve the Project Site directly but which provide stops within convenient 
walking distance (Metro Lines 217 and 780, and the West Hollywood CityLine), which 
would further reduce the potential new “per bus” ridership. 
 

• Sunset Blvd & Fairfax Ave bus stops are hardly acceptable to be "high 
quality or major transit stops" 

• The DEIR does not discuss the project's plans for improvements and 
upgrades to the current bus stops along Sunset Blvd, Crescent Heights, 



SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - DEIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

Page 33 of 52 

Laurel Canyon, Fairfax Ave and sidewalks that would be needed to 
accommodate the projects anticipated pedestrians, bike riders and future 
generated transit use.  

 

 
Bus Stop-Line 780 on Fairfax Ave - west side at Sunset Blvd 
 

 
Bus Stop - eastbound on Sunset Blvd at Fairfax 
 



SAVE SUNSET BOULEVARD - DEIR COMMENTS ON 8150 SUNSET 

Page 34 of 52 

 
Bus Stop-Line 780 northbound on Fairfax Ave - east side at Sunset Blvd 
 
 
 
The proposed re-location of the local bus stop is to a narrow sidewalk that would 
not accommodate a bus stop with shelter 
Would not accommodate pedestrians and bus riders and bicycles 
Is not American Disability Act (ADA) compliant 
 
The current bus stop location could:  

• Completely accommodate the bus and anticipated hundreds of new bus 
riders and riders with bikes 

• Have the bus stop at the project site, residents, employees, patrons don't 
need to cross the street 

• Bus stop should be improved and enhanced using green technologies, such 
as solar shelter roofs of lighting. 

ADDITIONAL TRANSIT COMMENTS 
 
The Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the EIR as the adjacent 
streets are impacted by its location.  Moving the location east to mid block between 
Crescent Heights and Laurel could work if the right turn lane and triangular median 
at the east lane of Crescent Heights were improved.  Please study how this new 
location and improvements might help mitigate impacts for this Project. 
 
Removing the traffic island on the northwest corner of Sunset/Crescent Heights will 
cause mobility issues for eastbound traffic on Sunset trying to turn south. The 
acute angle will make it impossible for large vehicles to make that turn, and in turn 
add congestion to Sunset by forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until 
Fairfax. This is not addressed at all in the EIR. 
 
1) The dangers and increased congestion that will result in removing the current 
right turn lane, which eases traffic blockages at the Southwest corner of Sunset 
and Crescent Heights: 
 	   	   	  a) Having tried to turn right (as the DEIR recommends) from the eastern edge of 
the traffic island, a normal sized car (in my case, a Toyota Highlander Hybrid) 
cannot make the turn without invading the outside southbound lane of traffic - the 
lane closest to the northbound traffic. Thus, almost any vehicle will invade the 
second lane while making a right turn; and after experimenting again driving our 
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Suburban, a vehicle of that size also invades the left turn lane of the 
NORTHBOUND traffic.  A Suburban is not an extremely large vehicle - many 
standard pick-up trucks and freight trucks are larger than a Suburban - and ALL of 
them would be invading the left-turn lane of the NORTHBOUND traffic if the current 
easy-access right turn land is closed. This would lead to a lane closure for the 
Northbound traffic on Crescent Heights as it moves North into Laurel Canyon. 
 
 	   	   	  b) An additional problem with the closure of the easy-access right turn lane is 
that when turning right around the triangle, drivers will be forced to wait for ALL 
PEDESTRIANS crossing Crescent Heights.  A) This takes "forever" as there are 
always numerous stragglers paying little heed to the duration of the crossing light; 
so by the time the last pedestrian completes his crossing, the SOUTHBOUND 
vehicles on Crescent Heights are already crossing the intersection on their way to 
Fountain Ave., and it's impossible to break into this steady stream of traffic as one 
tries - in vain - to complete a right turn to drive south.  This results in a massive tie-
up and build-up of the East bound traffic behind the vehicle making the slow, unto 
impossible right turn. 
 
c) The traffic island acts as a "safety buffer" and several minutes of "free" time (as 
the pedestrians take a few minutes to cross the rather large triangle) for the easy-
access right turning traffic to accomplish their turns into the Southbound Crescent 
Heights traffic flow. Kindly bear in mind, there is a STOP SIGN allowing "safe 
“passage into the Southbound traffic.  
 
2) The misguided concept of adding yet another traffic light at the corner of Sunset 
and Havenhurst. 
 	   	   a) This concept, mentioned both in the DEIR and in the meeting on the 8th will 
have disastrous consequences for the already congested East-West traffic on 
Sunset Boulevard.  First of all, besides the stoplight on Crescent Heights, there is 
another traffic light 2 and 1/2 blocks West on the Corner of Roxbury Road and 
Sunset Boulevard that creates traffic tie-ups during morning and evening rush hour 
traffic.  The light seems perpetually badly timed as one often waits far too long for it 
to change; and Roxbury Road dies into Sunset, so traffic waits for the almost non-
existent vehicles to turn onto Sunset (right and left) from a tiny, almost private road 
on which there are 4-5 residences.  THREE TRAFFIC LIGHTS in a THREE-
BLOCK area in two different municipalities seems fraught with further congestive 
issues. 
 
b) Since two of these lights would be the province of the city of L.A. and the third 
(Roxbury Road) would be in West Hollywood, there is little hope of ever getting the 
two traffic departments to synchronize the lights - as they haven't been able to 
work it out since the Roxbury light was installed - approximately 8 years ago. 
 
3) The DEEPLY misguided idea of installing a new light on the corner of 
Havenhurst and Fountain Avenue. 
a) Again, the amount of feet from the stop light at Crescent Heights and a new one 
installed on the corner of Havenhurst seems to be less than 100 feet; it would be 
wise to measure this exactly; and to regulate traffic twice in such a short distance 
guarantees that there would be traffic trailing into the North-South traffic flow of 
Crescent Heights at almost every change of the light.  There will always be drivers 
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who think they can scrunch in to the traffic ahead of them to "beat" the light; and 
the result is to disrupt, not only the East=West traffic - but all the pedestrians 
crossing who will be endangered as they are required to walk around the cars 
blocking their crosswalk. And with less than 100 feet of squeeze-in space, cars will 
always "trail" into the intersection behind the two lights 
 
b) This same "trailing" phenomenon will be exhibited at the Sunset and Havenhurst 
dual stoplights also. 
 
The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or exiting to 
the south. There appears to be a carriage or drop off lane proposed on Crescent 
Heights. If there is only an "insignificant increase in the daily trips, what is this for? 
Other projects in the area and on similar corners do not have this feature. Is this 
feature necessitated by recommendation from the Consultant allowing new 
northbound turns on to Crescent Heights? 
 
There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 972 bicycles they are 
proposing to park. Bike paths are not on Sunset. They are on Santa Monica Blvd.  
The ridership suggested by the number is not supported by any current use 
patterns on Sunset. This extraordinarily large quantity is clearly an unrealistic 
proposal. Real data needs to be evaluated much more accurately and carefully in 
the EIR. 
 
DEIR fails to provide detail on the bus stop. While we understand relocating the 
bus stop on the east side of crescent heights during construction.  Relocating the 
bus stop permanently will probably not be ADA compliant. You need 7 
unobstructed feet; it is on a slope, not enough depth of sidewalk, 
 
Mayor of West Hollywood John D’Amico on 8150 traffic 
 
“I am very concerned about the mega development proposal that has been floated 
for the MTA lot at San Vicente and Santa Monica 
(http://www.wehoville.com/2013/02/01/cohen-brothers-mta-reach-exclusive-
agreement-for-proposed-mega-complex-at-weho-depot/) and the proposed 
development just outside our city borders at Crescent Heights and Sunset 
(http://www.wehoville.com/2015/01/06/study-projects-traffic-impact-fountain-
avenue-8150-sunset-project/). Developments like these have the potential to exact 
great harm on this part of the L.A. Basin and West Hollywood specifically. A 
development as large as these should not be considered until mass transit reaches 
the area, and West Hollywood should do all it can to fight the approval of these 
developments in their current incarnations. And developments like these should be 
brought to the voters for approval not simply presented to the council members for 
an up or down vote.” 
Source: wehoville.com 
 
 
The Hollywood General Plan states “no increase in density shall be effected by 
zone change or subdivision unless it is determined that the local streets, major and 
secondary highways, freeways, and public transportation available in the area of 
the property involved, are adequate to serve the traffic generated” 
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pg 4   
 
The intersection of Sunset and Crescent Heights is rated a LOS F. How is a failing 
grade considered adequate? Does the criteria for defining “adequate”	  streets 
include the current traffic counts? 
 
NOISE  
 
APPLICANT	  TEXT: 
The Project would include three areas where events could be held, including gatherings of 
50 to 500 guests accompanied by amplified background music. Each is discussed in detail 
separately. 
Sunset Terrace - 500 people  (not including event staff, security/safety 
personnel, etc.).  
According to the applicant, the operation hours of the Sunset Terrace would 
be 10AM to 10PM. (Sunday through Thursday) and 10 AM. to Midnight 
(Friday and Saturday). 
Rooftop Lounge Terrace - The Rooftop Lounge Terrace would open as early 
as 10AM to serve breakfast and close as late as 2AM. However, live music, 
amplified speech, or loud amplified music would be not allowed in the Rooftop 
Lounge Terrace. 
noise levels generated by dining activities of approximately 500 people with 
background music could be as high as 73 dBA at 40 feet from the boundary of 
the Rooftop Lounge Terrace.  
Pool Terrace - Level 9 The residential component of the Project would include 
amenities such as a private pool/pool deck (Pool Terrace) on Level 9. The Pool 
Terrace is located approximately 94 feet above ground. The nearest residential 
uses (R4) is located approximately 20 feet from the Pool Terrace. However, the 
Pool Terrace is located approximately 74 feet above the top of the nearest 
residential uses (R4).  
Internal Patios and Central Plaza 
The operation hours of Internal Patios and Central Plaza would 
be 10AM  to 2AM daily. Noise generated by operation of the Internal Patios and 
Central Plaza generally includes music (amplified) and crowds of 
people (applause and cheer). Noise from amplified music would be controlled 
by limiting the allowable volume level from equipment. Noise levels generated 
by crowds (applause and cheers), however, could be as high as 86 
dBA (maximum sound level) at the back row of the event terrace based on 
measurements of similar events. 
 
COMMENTS CONTINUED 
 
The project states the mall, restaurants, bars, lounges and entertainment 
activity, will operate on multiple levels until 2AM. The DEIR does not provide 
information regarding noise mitigation for the residents. 
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The DEIR fails to adequately assess indoor pollutants and noise pollution created 
by the commercial and restaurant tenants that will affect the residential tenants. 
Including but not limited to noise from bar patrons, noise from loading and un 
loading trucks, noise from valet line, noise from taxi line. Indoor pollutants such as 
lingering smells, cooking pollutants, second hand smoke, amplified music, concerts 
and applause.  
 
The DEIR fail to state what activity will be taking place on the roof now that the 
have withdrawn an application for rooftop restaurants and clubs.  
 
The DEIR fails to state the hours of any resident only common area. 
 
The DEIR fails to state is any of their spaces can be used for special event parties.  
 
The DEIR fails to mention the noise generated by any rooftop or resident common 
areas and what hours will enforced and how 
 
 
SOLAR TECHNOLOGY USE 
 
The DEIR fails to provide detail regarding the project's use of solar technologies, panel 
use, placements, impacts to surrounding properties and any health affects to 
surrounding neighborhood and properties.  
 
The DEIR fails to provide a breakdown and information or detail regarding impacts to existing 
buildings and properties surrounding the project site as to how many properties will no longer 
have the ability to use solar energy technologies and or the level of reduced capacity and 
capability surrounding property sites will have when utilizing solar technology in the future due 
to of shadowing effects from the projects building heights. 
 
The DEIR fails to provide information and or detail regarding impacts to future use of solar for 
city street lights, bus stops and other infrastructure that would use solar technology as part of 
their sustainable upgrades. 
 
Use of Solar panels in and close to High Fire Danger areas requires 
special specific planning and installation locations. 
 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 	  
	  
The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses 
provided under the City's housing policy. It appears that the total proposed amount 
of affordable housing at 11% of the total residential units.  Research how the 
Applicant summarizes how the unit counts qualify for this bonus based on number 
of one and two bedroom units and number of very low and low-income units.  
 
State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is 
necessary to offset costs. 
 
This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable 
Housing because it is more than 1500’	  from a major transit stop. The Applicant is 
asking for a Variance in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density.  How does 
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this work legally?  Why cannot even developer property owner ask for a variance to 
qualify for a bonus? Does this not put the City (and taxpayers) at risk of losing 
more expensive lawsuits? 
 
The DEIR fails to adequately state where the affordable housing units will be 
placed with in the building? Will they be on a separate floor? Will the affordable 
housing tenants be given less desirable units?  Will the affordable housing tenants 
have the same finishes and appliances as market rate units?	  
 
The DEIR fails to state at what price and how many affordable income units will sell 
if they choose to condo the building.	  
 
The DEIR fails to include adequate information on what services the affordable 
income tenants will be allowed to use.	  
 
The DEIR fails to state if the affordable income occupants will be able to use the 
resident valet for free without tip since at many times there will be no self park 
option for them. How will free parking without tip, if provided to the affordable 
income tenants, be enforced by the owners in perpetuity through outside valet 
companies?	  
 
The DEIR does not state the layout and size of the affordable income units.	  
 
The DEIR does not state weather affordable income occupants and guests will be 
able to use the same door as “market rate”	  residents as proposed in their West 
Hollywood building. http://www.latimes.com/local/westside/la-me-poor-doors-
20140811-story.html 	  
 
 
EARTHQUAKE - SEISMIC STUDY 
 
With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the 
community should be informed about the location or assumed location of the fault 
at this site. Please have the Consultant indicate, in Map form in the Report, where 
the testing was undertaken on the site and what were the results. 
 
The DEIR fails to estimate emissions if trenching is needed as they are in the 
Alquist-Priolo earthquake zone.	  
 
The DEIR fails to state what emergency evacuation plans will be as they are in 
Alquist Priolo zone.  
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The DEIR fails to state what impact the valet only residential parking will have on 
evacuation measures. How will valet only parking effect the evacuation of the sick 
and disabled whose only viable means of evacuation might be by car?  
 
The DEIR fails to state evacuation methods pursuant to ADA guidelines within an 
alquio priolto earthquake zone 
 
The DEIR does not adequately define what trenching methods will take place on 
the property as it is in Alquist Priolo zone 
 
 
COMMUNITY IMPACT 
 
The DEIR is inadequate and contains insufficient information to allow the decision 
makers to reach correct conclusions and findings regarding the project’s impact on 
historical resources and the existing neighborhood. Cumulative impacts and the 
development of other sites are also completely unstudied based on completely 
incorrect information.  
Placing a new 216 foot tall building with a bulk of 333,903 square feet next to a 
building of 14,318 square feet is overwhelming and the DEIR does not discuss 
adequately (except to draw the conclusion that it will not create a significant 
impact) how such a project complies with the Hollywood Community Plan 
 
There is no discussion in the DEIR of the principals noted above from the 
Hollywood Community Plan---merely a conclusion that the building is not disruptive 
and causes no significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the facts, 
any reasonable discussion or reconciliation of the principals and policies and 
appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to how the proposed 
building is sympathetic to the scale and form of the existing neighborhood so as to 
reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or less than significant impacts. 
 
The DEIR does not state the economic impact of more traffic, more shade, more 
glare on buildings on Havenhurst 
 
The DEIR does not state the economic impact on hillside residents who open view 
will be impacted by a 216 ft. tower 
 
The DEIR does not state what outside advertising there will be, or if they will have 
any digital displays facing the street causing light pollution and visual blight. 
 
The DEIR does state whether cell towers will be placed on the site  
 
The DEIR states that the Billboard on the site has been at one digital and/or 
illuminated. The billboard is lit up by spotlights at night but has never been a digital 
board.  
 
The DEIR fails to address the “	  respect other neighbors”	  policy in Hollywood 
Community Plan, There is a 10-story West Hollywood height limit that is not 
addresses in the DEIR. 
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The DEIR incorrectly labels the homes in the bordered by Selma, sunset and 
crescent heights as multi family units. All these homes are single-family 
residences. 
 
 
FIRE AND SAFETY 
 
The DEIR fails to use statistics and response time from fire station 41. It used only 
stats for Station 27. Please inquire why a station that also serves this area was not 
included? Please get the response times information from this Station 41. 
 
LAFD requires 9000 gallon a minute from 4 hydrants known as the GPM flowing 
simultaneously. The hydrants currently at the site produce less then 4000 gallons 
per minute. This is insufficient according to the LA city fire code. The DEIR does 
not contain plans to remedy this oversight in public safety. (see LAFD letters) 
 
The DEIR fails to accurately represent the reduced response time for fire and first 
responders traveling to and from adjacent Hillside Communities. The L.O.S. 
standards of measure for everyday drivers is not an accurate estimate of delay 
time for first responders when seconds count.  
 
 
SAFETY DURING CONSTRUCTION 
 
The community traffic will suffer an unavoidable “significant impact”	  during 
construction. Can the applicant limit start construction later in the morning in order 
to correspond with our later commute time on Sunset Blvd. a 10:00am start time 
would be ideal.  
 
Pedestrian safety during construction is not addressed in the DEIR 
 
The DEIR fails to state mitigation efforts to reduce construction worker’s cars idling 
and blocking lanes. 
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La	  Cienega	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Construction	  worker	  pulled	  over	  the	  black	  SUV	  pictured,	  
blocked	  half	  a	  lane,	  then	  ran	  across	  the	  street	  while	  leaving	  car	  idling.	  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

La	  Cienega	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Pedestrian	  with	  no	  sidewalk,	  forced	  to	  dangerously	  walk	  
in	  road.	  
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PHOTOS 
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A NEW COMPREHENSIVE HISTORIC SURVEY MUST BE COMPLETED 
BEFORE CERTIFICATION 
 
The Department’s initial broad-brush analysis was that the project would have 
No significant impacts on nearby historic resources and that no mitigation 
measures are necessary, again stands as a bare conclusion without adequate 
discussion or support. Not only is this position wrong as a matter of law, even to 
the casual observer, it was obvious from the beginning that it was reasonable to 
believe that that the project, unless mitigated may lead to some adverse impacts. 
 
These resources represent a variety of important architectural styles starting from 
the early 20th century; three on Havenhurst alone are on the National Register of 
Historic Places. This neighborhood also exhibits a consistent development pattern 
including height, scale, bulk, massing, rhythm, architectural detail and use of 
materials that creates cohesive groupings of buildings, districts and neighborhoods. 
 
The DEIR indicates numerous potential and acknowledged historic resources but 
concludes that no impacts will occur because that previous development in the 50’s 
and 60’s has nullified a need to preserve our older buildings, and nullified the need 
to respect our buildings from the 20’s and 30’s. Therefore, the DEIR do not meet 
accepted professional standards.  By design, a Survey or historic resources 
evaluation report is intended to prioritize the evaluation of properties that are 
directly impacted by the proposed project. The approach used here is inadequate 
as a matter of law. The full and complete analysis of the impacts of the project 
cannot be deferred or separated from approval and certification of the final EIR. In 
order to comply with law the DEIR must adequately and completely fully disclose 
all potential impacts to the historic resources in the area impacted by the project. 
 
There is only dismissive analysis as to how this conclusion is reached. A specific 
analysis of the impact on the potential historic properties requires that a DEIR be 
adequate, complete, and a good faith effort at full disclosure per CEQA Guideline 
15151.   
 
It is unthinkable that this project could go forward without such a complete survey. 
The lack of comprehensive survey shifts the burden of monitoring to the 
neighborhood, creates a reactive process rather than proactively planning for the 
treatment of historic resources, and leaves open the potential for development 
decisions to be made about properties without the benefit of knowing whether they 
are historic resources. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Department is presenting a DEIR to the public, which is incomplete. A request 
for certification on such a document is directly contrary to CEQA. “The courts have 
looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at 
full disclosure." (CEQA Guidelines, 15151.) 
 
The ultimate decision of whether to approve a project, be that decision right or 
wrong, is a nullity if based upon an EIR that does not provide the decision-makers, 
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and the public, with the information about the project that is required by CEQA.' " 
(San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, supra, 27 
Cal.App.4th at pp. 721-722, quoting Santiago County Water Dist. v. County of 
Orange (1981) 118 
Cal.App.3d 818, 829 [173 Cal.Rptr. 602].) If the description of the environmental 
setting of the project site and surrounding area is inaccurate, incomplete or 
misleading, the EIR does not comply with CEQA. Without accurate and complete 
information pertaining to the setting of the project and surrounding uses, it cannot 
be found that the EIR adequately investigated and discussed the environmental 
impacts of the development project. 
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Policies:	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  General	  Plan	  Framework 
 
ADDENDUM 5 - LA City General Plan - Neighborhood Districts 
 
Chapter 3. Neighborhood Districts  
 
Chapter 3. Neighborhood Districts 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/03/03203.htm#policy3.8.1 
 
Reinforce existing and establish new neighborhood districts which 
accommodate a broad range of uses that serve the needs of adjacent residents, 
promote neighborhood activity, are compatible with adjacent neighborhoods, 
and are developed as desirable places to work and visit. 
 
Policies 
Uses and Density 
3.8.1 
Accommodate the development of neighborhood-serving uses in areas designated as 
"Neighborhood District" in accordance with Tables 3-1 and 3-4. The range and 
densities/intensities of uses permitted in any area shall be identified in the community 
plans. (P1, P18) 

Table 3-4 
Land Use Designation 
Corresponding Zones 
Neighborhood District 
C1, C1.5, C4, [Q]C2 

 
3.8.2 
Encourage the retention of existing and development of new commercial uses that 
primarily are oriented to the residents of adjacent neighborhoods and promote the 
inclusion of community services (e.g., childcare and community meeting rooms). 
(P1, P18, P34) 
 
3.8.3 
Encourage the owners of existing commercial shopping centers that contain chain 
grocery and drug stores to include additional uses, such as restaurants, entertainment, 
childcare facilities, public meeting rooms, recreation, cultural facilities, and public open 
spaces, which enhance neighborhood activity. (P18, P35) 
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Shopping center incorporating retail shops with upper level housing and pedestrian-

oriented amenities district - Open air marketplace incorporated in neighborhood 
 
Design and Development 
 
3.8.4 
Enhance pedestrian activity by the design and siting of structures in 
accordance Chapter 5 Urban Form and Neighborhood Design policies of this Element 
and Pedestrian-Oriented District Policies 3.16.1 through 3.16.3. (P1, P18, P24, P25) 
 
3.8.5 
Initiate a program of streetscape improvements, where appropriate. (P30, P31, P32) 
 
3.8.6 
Encourage out door areas within neighborhood districts to be lighted for night use, 
safety and comfort commensurate with their intended nighttime use. (P17, P24) 

Return to Multi-Family Residential | Chapter Contents | Advance to Community 
Centers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Chapter 3. Implementation Programs 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/framwk/chapters/10/10.htm#P17 
 
 
ORDINANCES 
 
P18 
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Amend the Zoning Ordinance to implement the policies and standards of the General 
Plan Framework Element. The revisions provide tools needed to which are described 
below and are representative of the actions that may be taken. 
a. Revise land use and density classifications, zoning maps, and pertinent 
development standards (e.g, parking standards, design of multi-family units, 
pedestrian districts, development transitions, and other) to reflect the concepts 
contained in the Framework Element, appropriately applied through amendments of 
the community plans consistent with community characteristics. 
b. Establish incentives to stimulate the types of use desired (e.g., mixed-use, 
community facilities in centers, districts, and boulevards, and other) and development 
in appropriate selected targeted growth areas as defined in the community plans, such 
as density bonuses for mixed-use development, parking in proximity to transit stations 
and transit corridors, "by-right" entitlements with administrative review and approval for 
traffic or other necessary studies and mitigation, and other. 
c. Permit the incorporation of revenue-generating recreation facilities into communities, 
where such uses are feasible and where levying fees would not place an undue 
hardship on the users. 
d. Allow commercial structures and multi-family dwelling units destroyed by natural 
catastrophes to be re-constructed to their pre-existing use and density in any areas 
where permitted densities may be reduced by amendments to the community plans. 
e. Establish reasonable defensible space design requirements that will help ensure 
maximum visibility and security for entrances, pathways, and corridors, as well as 
open space (both public and private) and parking lots or structures. The code and 
design review amendments should address landscaping and lighting in addition to site 
design. 
 
Responsibility: Department of City Planning, with assistance from the Departments of 
Transportation and Public Works and the Community Redevelopment Agency and the 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
 
Funding Source: General Fund and State funds 
Schedule: Within one year of General Plan Framework Element adoption and ongoing, 
as necessary. 
 
 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 
 
The following may be implemented through (1) guidelines to be adopted by the City 
Planning Commission (CPC) and/or Council, or (2) codification (ordinances) enacted 
by the City Council. The method of implementation should be determined after 
Framework Element adoption. 
 
 
 
P24 
Formulate citywide development standards that: 
a. Enhance and/or conserve the appearance and functionality of residential and 
commercial areas, including appropriate applications for mixed-use structures that 
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integrate housing with commercial uses. The following indicates a preliminary list of 
standards that may be considered. 
(1) Encourage and facilitate the assembly of small lots for higher-density housing or 
mixed- use 
(2) Encourage mixed-use development to locate on lots with side street access so that 
traffic flows and the pedestrian-oriented street frontage can be uninterrupted. 
(3) Provide incentives for a mix of residential unit sizes in the R3, R4 and R5 zones 
through the replacement of the habitable room-based density range by a single 
density. 
(4) Separate the measurement of intensity (floor area ratio/FAR) from building 
coverage and do not exclude required yards from the permitted FAR. 
(5) Increase per-unit on-site space requirement for all multi-family residential buildings. 
(6) Require transitional heights and buffers between higher-density housing and 
single- family homes. 
(7) Provide landscape options: more but smaller size (e.g., 15 gallon) trees in lieu of 
fewer larger size (e.g., 24-inch box) trees. 
(8) Protect residential areas from the intrusion of "through traffic" by implementing 
neighborhood traffic management strategies. 
(9) Require street trees at the minimum spacing permitted by the Division of Street 
Trees. 
(10) Wherever possible, along secondary and major highways, require driveway 
access to buildings from side streets or alleys to minimize interference with pedestrian 
access and vehicular movement. 
(11) For parking structures, screen architecturally or with landscaping, locate no more 
than one level above grade in residential areas, and screen direct views of 
headlights/building lights from building exterior. 
b. Enhance the appearance and function of public infrastructure and development, 
considering: 
(1) Sidewalk improvement standards; location, appropriate width, species and spacing 
of trees as well as street furniture and street lighting. 
(2) Revise street tree standards, including species and placement to enhance 
pedestrian- oriented districts and centers with a continuous tree canopy. Broadleaf 
evergreen and deciduous trees should be used whenever feasible. 
(3) Revise street tree maintenance and removal standards. 
 
Responsibility: Departments of City Planning, Transportation, and Public Works 
 
Funding Source: General Fund, Street Lighting Assessment Fund 
 
Schedule: Initiate within 18 months of Framework Element adoption 
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October 14, 2013 
--·-------------------

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Analysis Section I 

Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report 
8_t5D_S_uns_e_t_B_o_ul.e_v_acd_Mixe_d_:_U_s_e_J=rnj~.ct~_ 
Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) 
for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed-Use Project (Project). Included in this letter is a list of 
issues the City of West Hollywood would like studied in the DEIR that is to be 
completed for the Project. 

ANALYSIS REQUESTED 

---

Due to the Project's close proximity to the City boundary, there is a potential 
that the City of West Hollywood and its residents could experience negative 
impacts both during the construction of the Project and as a result of 
operation thereafter. The Project has a potential to create negative impacts 
and therefore the City of West Hollywood requests that the potential for any 
environmental impact, including the following specific issues, be studied in the 
DEIR: 

TRAFFIC 

Due to the Project's vicinity to the City of West Hollywood, the following 
intersections are requested to be studied as part of the DEIR traffic analysis: 

1. Sunset Blvd. & Harper Ave. 
2. Sunset Blvd. & Sweetzer Ave. 
3. Sunset Blvd. & La Cienega Blvd. 
4. Fountain Ave. & Fairfax Ave. 
5. Fountain Ave. & Crescent Heights Blvd. 
6. Fountain Ave. & Havenhurst Dr. 
7. Fountain Ave. & Sweetzer Ave. 

------------

--- ·------· --- -

--



rrrtrfl 
Liii U 

-Wisr.Hanvwnan .... 

8. Fountain Ave. & La Cienega Blvd. 
g:--santa IV1omca-BlvO:&-FaTrfa.xA-v-e.

-----------10:-:santa IV'lornca B1va:--8terescent Ple1gnts 'Blvd. 

In addition to the intersections listed above, please also study the residential 
street segment of Havenhurst Drive between Sunset Boulevard ahd Fountain 
Avenue. 

As part of the study, consider traffic generated by cumulative projects located 
within the. City of West Hollywood. The list of projects .is available upon 
request 

·-----~FoLall_study_lnc.atio_ns __ withinJhe_City_oLWe.stl:LoJlyw_o_o_d,_pJ~assLU.~.e_ttle_CJty _________ _ 
of West Hollywood's adopted level of service methodologies and significant 
impact criteria when assessing potential traffic impacts. Please contacrthe 
City's Transportation Planner, Bob Cheung, at (323) 848-6346 for the 
methodology and thresholds of significant impact criteria. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

The ProjecUs located just to the north of the City of West Hollywood 
boundary at Crescent Heights Boutevard and Havenhurst Avenue. The City 
of West Hollywood owns and operates 8-inch diameter sewer lines which 
convey flows from north to south in both of these streets. The Project will 
have sewer flow which will discharge into both of these City of West 
Hollywood sewers. 

The Project may generate a net increase of sewage flow into.the City of West 
Hollywood sewers. Therefore, the City of West Hollywood requests a sewer 
capacity study be conducted to evaluate the impacts to the downstream City 
of West HoHywood sewers, and include all necessary mitigation measures to 
ensure our ~Ptl\JPr 

Also, if the Project uses a large portion of the available capacity of the City of 
West Hollywood s.ewers, then it could potentially preclude any future 
development within the City of West Hollywood from being able to discharge 
flows into these ~ewers. If the capacity of the City of West Hollywood sewers 
is impacted, relief sewers or larger pipes need to be installed to provide 
additional capacity for the City of West Hollywood sewer system. 

Here is a link to West Hollywood's guideline packet for preparation of a sewer 
capacity study: 

http://www.weho.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=2320 



=====---====== ---------------------- ---------- -------- ---------------------------------------- --- ----------- ----------

Please use this as a starting point to put together a scope of work forthe 
DEIHsewer capacity sruay. ---------------------

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Eight (8) designated Cultural Resources and one Thematic District located in 
the City of West Hollywood are within a quarter-mile radius of the project site. 
Due to the Project's proximity to these historic resources, we request that the 
Project's potential impacts on these resources be studied as part of the DEIR. 

NOISE 

_______ - ________ The_Ernj~_cJ_may_gS:2n_e_r_aJe_a_s_u_b_s_tgoJLalp_e_r:mao_e_oUo_crn_a_s_e__i_o_ambj_e_oLoQi_s_e __ _ 
levels in the project vicinity due to project-related traffic, truck loading and 
unloading for businesses within the Project, and HVAC systems. The 
proposed outdoor dining above the ground floor, and the rooftop restaurant 
use, may also contribute to a permanent ambient noise level increase which 
may negatively impact surrounding properties with in the City of West · 
Holfywooq. Thus, we request that these potential noise impacts be studied as 
part of the DEIR. 

LIGHT, GLARE, AND SHADE 

The Project includes buildings that will be up to 16-stories tall (approximately 
216 feet in height), introduces new building surface materials to the site, and 
includes nighttime illumination which may cause light, glare, and shade 
impacts on surrounding properties within the City of West Hollywood. We 
request thatthese issues be studied as part of the DEIR. 

SEISMIC 

The Project is located within close proximity to the active Hollywood Fault. 
Given the increased level of ground shaking in areas near active faults, we 
request that all geology, soils, and building design requirements related to 
seismic activity be studied as part of the DEIR to ensure the protection of 
public safety. 

_/ 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

All potential construction related impacts for the proposed project should be 
studied in detail, and mitigation measures should be proposed when 
applicable. This includes, but is not limited to, all of the following: 

1. Heavy haul routing 
2. Haul frequency 
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6. Location of construction ramps and driveways 
7. Construction parking supply (Note: No construction parking will be 

allowed within the City of West Hollywood) 
8. Construction Noise 
9. Project Duration 
10. Dust control and truck wheel washing practice 
11. Pavement quality control 
12. Any other construction related issues and information that could 

impact City of West Hollywood neighborhoods 

If any construction related haul route passes through the City of West 
Hollywood, dust control for construction traffic needs to be addressed. We 
request that the DEIR specify the~ mitigation measures for this issue. 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input on the environmental 
review of this project. Please list me as primary contact for the City of West 
Hollywood, and place my name on the list of interested parties to receive 
copies of all notices issued regarding the Project. Please also provide a copy 
ofany notice of determination that may be filed with respectto the Project, 
pursuant to the provisions of Public Res.ources Code Section 21197 (f). 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Scott Lu· efotd, AICP 
Contract Planner 
Current and Historic Preservation Planning 
City of West Hollywood 
slunceford@weho.org 
323-848-6427 
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NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENT AL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 

CASE NO.: 
PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT APPLICANT: 
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA: 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P. 
8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Community Plan Area 
4 - Tom LaBonge 

THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW. 

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE - PRC 
DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 - 21189.3] 

(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 

CHAPTER 6.5. Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 [21178 - 21189.3] (Chapter 6.5 added by Stats. 2011, Ch. 354, Sec. 1.) 

21178. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 
that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 
the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be 
identified and mitigated. 
( c) The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in · the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 
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(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 
(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 
(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 
(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger 
vehicle trips attributed to the project. 
(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable 
projects in the United States. 
(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under 
the California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 

21180. For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 
undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. 
(b) "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project 
that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where 
applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for 
comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a 
metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative 
planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use 
designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in 
either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State 
Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's 
determination that the sustainable c01nmunities strategy or the alternative planning strategy 
would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, 
but not including waste incineration or conversion. 
(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components 
used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean 
alternative fuel vehicles. 
( c) "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 

21181. This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 

21182. A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for 
certification that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The 
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person shall supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a 
decision on the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at 
least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 

21183. The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if 
all the following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars 
($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b) The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, "jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that all 
construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the general 
prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the 
Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773 .9 of the Labor Code. If the 
project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement in all 
contracts for the performance of the work. 
(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and 
Safety Code. 
( d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead 
agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental mitigation 
measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored 
and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 
( e) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in 
the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 21185. 
(f) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 

21184. (a) The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it 
complies with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b) (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 
conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to judicial 
review. 
(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant 
to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting information, to the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence. 
(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall 
concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination. 
(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by 
the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified. 
(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the 
rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 
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21185. On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish 
procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or 
annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership 
development project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any 
project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals 
therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to 
Section 21186. 

21186. Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative 
record for a leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following 
manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 
division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 
be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with the 
date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 
( c) The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the 
lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 
( d) A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 
(e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic forrilat, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 
(f) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that format. 
(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not 
required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected 
documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic 
format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within 
five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of 
the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices 
in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review. 
(h) The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval 
of the project. 
(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall file a 
motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 
G) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 
21167.6. 

21187. Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development 
project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant's expense, issue a public 
notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following: 
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"THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR rs SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE rs 
INCLUDED BELOW." 

The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 

21188. The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its 
application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application 
that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application. 

21189. Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the 
duty of any party to comply with this division. 

21189.1. If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the 
Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 

21189.2. The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2015, on 
the effects of this chapter, which shall include, but not be limited to, a description of the benefits, 
costs, and detriments of the certification ofleadership projects pursuant to this chapter. 

21189.3. This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed 
unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 

Lisa M. Webber, 
Deputy Director of Planning 

{ .tAJ!~1£ v 

Luciralia Ibarra 
Project Coordinator 
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Adara Salim 
8267 Hollywood Bl~d . 

Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Andrew J. Smith, Commander 
P.O. Box 30158 
Los Angeles. CA 90030 

Andrew Stucker 
8630 Skyline Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Ashley Holt 
1430 N. C113 Harper Ave. 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Billy Sorrentino 
9750 W. Sunset Blvd., Unit 206 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

c/o Jeanne McDonald, Attorney 
15760 Ventura Blvd., Suite 700 
Encino, CA 90046 

Chris T. Wood 
7320 Hawthorne Ave, Unit 205 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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Craig Clark 
8082 Selma Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Dave Singleton, Program Analyst 
1550 Harbor Blvd. 
West Sacramento, CA 95691 

Dawn Rudling 
8082 Selma Ave . 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

J .... •• • 

l ap uye 0Jmpe4 e1 ~ za!1daH 
' 

Adrian Fine 
Director of Advocacy 
523 W. 6th St., Suite 826 

Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Andrew Landis 
1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd., 
Unit 117 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Angelo Graham 
8230 Hollywood Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Audra Boran 
1425 N. Crescent Heights 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Brad Fielder 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Cathy Wayne 
8666 Lookout Mountain LA9 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Christopher Rice 
1424 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Daniel Goldman 
1524 Courtney Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

David Gold 
8707 St. Ives Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Devon Brooks 
669 W. 341

h St ., Montgomery Ross 
Fisher Build ing, Room 307 
Los Angeles, CA 90089 
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Alexandra Rose 
8291 Presson Place 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Andrew McPherson 
8278 Hollywood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Anne Gagen 
6603 Whitley Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Bill McBride 
8150 Sunset 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Brad Ungar 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Chris Becker 
1720 N. Fuller Ave., #544 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Clara Denson 
1435 Hayvenhurst Drive #105 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Darren Ha 
3403 Twin Avenue 
Rosemead, CA 91770 

David Mikaels 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Diane Cary and James D. Parriott 
8235 Lincoln Terrace 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 
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Diane Connors 
1351 N. Crescent Heights 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Eileen Kim 
447 N. Stanley Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 

Emma Sands-Milsom 
813 N. Sweetzer Ave. 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Gary Grossman 
1412% Hayvenhurst Drive 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Grafton Tanquary, Member 
1287 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Ian MacMillan, Program Supervisor 
21865 Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765 

Jackie Vanka 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Janet Stredicke 
1351 N. Crescent Heights #103 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Jay Jasper 
1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd., 
Unit 108 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Joanna Paro! 
8287 Marmont Lane 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 
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Dietrich Nelson 
2359 Nichols Canyon Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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Eliza Congdon and Adam Cherney 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Eva Balla 
2773 Woodstock Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Gary Thomson 
8254 Hollywood Blvd . 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Greg Widen 
8267 Hollywood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

J. Martin 
PO Box 16056 
Beverly Hills, CA 90209 

James and Amy McAndrew 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Jason Grant 
12100 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 350 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 

Jay Luchs 
1218 N. Wetherly Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Joanne Steuer 
1555 N. Ogden Drive 
Lo s Angeles, CA 90046 

r ... ,a6p3 dn-dod asodxa 
: Ol aU!I 6uo1e puag 
! 

\!!I- - p - \91'" ---- - - . • • • 

.1a1ad ~ sa1peJ sa»anb1i~ 

Ebon Alabastur 
1344 Hayvenhurst Drive 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Elizabeth Gross 
2577X N. North Beachwood Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Gary DePew 
1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd . 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

George Abrahams 
3150 Durand Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90068 

Hilary Grosser 
8665 Burton Way 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 

Jack Ravan 
8322 Beverly Blvd ., Suite 301 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 

Jamie Hall, Board Member-Land Use 
8453 Kirkwood Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Jay Grodin 
8288 Hollywood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Jeanne McDonald, Esq. 
17650 Ventura Blvd. #700 
Los Angeles, CA 91436 

John Bollard 
8292 Marmont Lane 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 
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John Monsour 
2062 Stanley Hills Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Jonathon Komack Martin 
1416 Hayvenhurst Drive 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Julie Summers 
1425 N. Crescent Height Blvd., 
Unit 307 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Kate Nevels 
540 N. Croft Ave . 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 

Liza Amtmanis 
8028 Selma Ave . 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Marian Dodge, President 
P.O. Box 27404 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 

Mary Jean Trayne 
1409 N. Hayvenhurst Drive, Unit 8 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Michael Schwartz 
1521 N. Sierra Bonita Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Nick Saponara, 
Development Review Manager 
One Gateway Pla za 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Phyllis Present 
7839 Electra Drive 
Los Angele s, CA 90046 

J @09~5 ®Al.131\.V \!1 
' 

I n.L-• • - - .. r ··. -, 

I ap U!JI! aJn4,e4 e1 ~ zandaH 
' 

Jon Frishman 
8571 Walnut Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 

Los Angeles, CA 90031-0377 

Karen deMille Kennedy 
1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd., 
Unit 106 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Kathy Small 
1416 Hayvenhurst 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Lydia Lowry 
1041 N. Spaulding Ave . 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Mark Lynn 
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13700 Marina Point Drive, #1126 
Los Angeles, CA 90292 

Mary Kiser 
1409 N. Hayvenhurst Drive 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Mike lnsidioso 
306 Monte Vista Ave 
Costa Mesa, CA 92627 

Olanna Taskey 
8359 Hollywood Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Randy Dodge 
2175 Stanley Hills Drive 
Los Angele s, CA 90046 
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Jonathan 

8721 Santa Monica Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Joyce Eliason 
1416 Hayvenhurst Drive 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Karri Bowman 

1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Leslie Monsour, Representative 
2062 Stanley Hills Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Lynn Russell 
1360 N. Crescent Heights Blvd., 
Suite 6-C 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Martin Turnbull 
1045 N. Kings Road, #110 
West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Michael Peretzian 
2235 Nichols Canyon Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Naidra Thomson 

1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd., 
Unit 111 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Patrick Frank 
1622 Crescent Place 
Venice, CA 90291 

Randye Soref 
8250 Woodshill Trail 
Los Angele s, CA 90069 
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Resident 

2410 Nichols Canyon Road 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Rory Barish 

1416 Hayvenhurst Drive #lE 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Scott Luecke 

1435 Hayvenhurst Drive, Unit 305 

West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Scott Stevens 

927 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Shannon Donnan 

8601 Wonderland Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Spencer Villasenor 

540 N. Croft Ave., Unit 4 

Los Angeles, CA 90048 

Stefen Liberti 

1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Susan H. Cuscuna 

8938 Holly Place 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Vera Conniff 

P.O. Box 46395 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Yoshikp Rabin 

1861 N. Crescent Heights 

Los Angeles, CA 90069 
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Robert Hofler 

1471 N. Hayvenhurst Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Sa rit Freiberg 

1351 N. Crescent Heights Blvd., 

Unit 203 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 
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Scott Lunceford, Contract Planner 

8300 Santa Monica Blvd. 

West Hollywood, CA 90069 

Sean Knecht 

11525 Ohio Ave. #3 

Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Sharon Donnan 

8601 Wonderland Ave. 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Stacey Kenyon 

1537 N. Laurel Ave. 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Stephen Yoder, Owner 

1415-1421Y, Hayvenhurst Drive 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Tom Moore 

8283 Hollywood Blvd. 

Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Wayne Marmorstein 

1861 N. Crescent Heights Blvd . 

Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Dave Kim 

8158 West Sunset 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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Robert Silverstein 

215 N. Marengo Ave., 3'd Floor 

Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 

Save Sunset Boulevard Inc. 

7985 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 312 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Scott Morgan, Director 
1400 10th Street 

Sacramento, CA 95812 

Serena Reid 

8030 Selma Ave. 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Sheri Lin, Owner 

1328 Hayvenhurst Drive 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Stan Berkman 

1691 N. Crescent Heights Blvd . 

Los Angeles, CA 90069 

Susan Dynner 

1425 N. Crescent Heights 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Tony Tucci 

PO Box 5976 

Beverly Hills, CA 90209 

Wendy Kneedler 

1515 N. Ogden Drive 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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DEPARTMENT OF 

CITY PLANNING 
200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 525 
l05 ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 

AND 
6262 VAN NUYS BLVD., SUITE 351 

VAN NUYS, CA 91401 

CITY PLANNJNG COMMISSION 

RENEE DAKE WILSON 
PRESIDENT 

DANAM. PERLMAN 
VlCE-PRESIDENT 

ROBERT LAHN 
DAVID H.J. AMBROZ 

MARIA CAB!LDO 
CAROLINE CHOE 
RICHARD KATZ 

JOHN W. MACK 
MARTA SEGURA 

JAMES K. WILLIAMS 
COMMISSION EXECUT!VE ASSIST ANT Il 

(213) 978-1300 

I r 
'-ITY OF LOS ANGELES 

CALIFORNIA 

ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 

May 16,2014 

EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

MICHAELJ. LOGRANDE 
DIRECTOR 

(213) 97!r'•l271 

ALAN BELL, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1272 

USA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

(213) 978-1274 

JAN ZATORSKI 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
(213) 978-1273 

FAX: (213) 978-1275 

INFORMATION 
www.planning.lacity.org 

NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSIDP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 

CASE NO.: 
PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT APPLICANT: 
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA: 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P. 
8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Community Plan Area 
4 - Tom LaBonge 

THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW_ 

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE - PRC 
DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 - 21189.3] 

(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 

CHAPTER 6.5. Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 [21178 - 21189.3] (Chapter 6.5 added by Stats. 2011, Ch. 354, Sec. 1.) 

21178. The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 
that rate exceeds 13 percent. 
(b) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 
the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be 
identified and mitigated. 
( c) The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmental impacts of a project and to participate meaningfully in · the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 
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( d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 
(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do not require taxpayer financing. 
(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 
(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger 
vehicle trips attributed to the project. 
(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable 
projects in the United States. 
(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under 
the California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 

21180. For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 
undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. 
(b) "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is one the following: 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project 
that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where 
applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for 
comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a 
metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative 
planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use 
designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in 
either a sustainable communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State 
Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 65080 of the Government Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's 
determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy 
would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, 
but not including waste incineration or conversion. 
(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components 
used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean 
alternative fuel vehicles. 
( c) "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 

21181. This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. 

21182. A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for 
certification that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by this chapter. The 
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person shall supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a 
decision on the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at 
least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 

21183. Tue Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if 
all the following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred million dollars 
($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b) The project creates hlgh-wage, hlghly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For purposes of this subdivision, "jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that all 
construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the general 
prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as determined by the 
Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773 .9 of the Labor Code. If the 
project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this requirement in all 
contracts for the performance of the work. 
( c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and 
Safety Code. 
(d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures required pursuant to this division to certify the project under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead 
agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental mitigation 
measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored 
and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 
(e) Tue project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a form and manner specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in 
the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 21185. 
(f) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner specified by the lead agency for the project. 

21184. (a) The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to this chapter if it 
complies with the conditions specified in Section 21183. 
(b) (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a determination that each of the 
conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to judicial 
review. 
(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant 
to this chapter, he or she shall submit that determination, and any supporting information, to the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence. 
(B) Withln 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall 
concur or nonconcur in writing on the determination. 
(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by 
the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified. 
(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the 
rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 
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21185. On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish 
procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or 
annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership 
development project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any 
project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals 
therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to 
Section 21186. 

21186. Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the' administrative 
record for a leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following 
manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 
division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 
be downloadable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with the 
date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 
( c) The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the 
lead agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 
( d) A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 
(e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 
(f) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the public in that format. 
(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not 
required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected 
documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic 
format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within 
five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of 
the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices 
in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review. 
(h) The lead agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval 
of the project. 
(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall file a 
motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 
(j) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision ( e) of Section 
21167.6. 

21187. Within I 0 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development 
project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant's expense, issue a public 
notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following: 
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"THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRJBED IN 
THE EIR rs SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES · SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW." 

The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 

21188. The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its 
application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any other provision or application 
that can be given effect without the invalid provision or application. 

21189. Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the 
duty of any party to comply with this division. 

21189.1. If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the 
Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certification expires and is no longer valid. 

21189.2. The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2015, on 
the effects of this chapter, which shall include, but not be limited to, a description of the benefits, 
costs, and detriments of the certification ofleadership projects pursuant to this chapter. 

21189.3. This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed 
unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 

Lisa M. Webber, 
Deputy Director of Planning 

( l1
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Luciralia Ibarra 
Project Coordinator 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

FW: E-Sheet Notification - Marathon Communications (LAT) 
----------------~------

Gabe Kramer <gkramer@marathon-com.com> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Mon, May 19, 2014 at 12:18 PM 

Cc: "Nytzen, Michael" <michaelnytzen@paulhastings:com> 

Hi Luci, 

Below is confirmation of the print posting for the ELP notification that ran this past Saturday . 

Regards, 

Gabe 

-Original Message--
From: esheets@esheets-merlinone.com [mailto:esheets@esheets-merlinone.com] 
Sent: Saturday, May 17, 2014 5:09 AM 
To: Gabe Kramer 
Subject: E-Sheet Notification - Marathon Communications (LAT) 

Good Morning! This email will allow you access to the Los Angeles limes electronic tearsheet program. Click on 
the link below for publication confirmation and tearsheet of the ad placed in today's newspaper. 

http://tearsheets.latimes.com/scripts/foxisapi.dll/sur.x.go?dFib29xRMf 

Los Angeles limes: 
05/17/2014: 

Marathon Communications I CU00297860 I CASE NO.: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Thank You. 

https://mail.google.cornlmail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&msg=14615eb918005ebf&siml=14615eb918005ebf 1/1 



5/21/2014 Merlin TearSheets Search Summary - -
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~ Results Ad Search: Pub Date: On: 05/17/2014 or Input on 05/17/2014 •Advertiser Account: CU00297860 

Ll'St Grid 1Up h '. 

~~Ug[:_~_ , os -~ngclcs <time 
E-Sheets® tiy MerHnOue 

Hits: [J [J 1 to 2 D 0 of 2 

Section Page Zone Size Insertion# Ad# Description Advertiser 

2014/05/17 Legal BOOS WEST 6.0 x 1.0 2393288-1 CASE NO.: ENV-2013-2552- Marathon 
EIR Communications 

2393288-1 CASE NO. : ENV-2013-2552- Marathon 
EIR Communications 

2014/05/17 Legal BOOS EAST 6 .0 x 1.0 

Agency 

http://tearsheets.latimes.com'scripts/foxisapi.dll/wmsql.IMTl.request?FQUERY&F _PRINT1DATE=05%2f17%2f2014&thisday.;ads=1&ali=XXA31ABF582219060... 1/1 



5/21/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Certificate of Postirio 
I 

luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Certificate of Posting 
----------~~ 

Gabe Kramer <gkramer@marathon-com.com> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fri, May 16, 2014 at 4:57 PM 

Cc: "Nytzen, Michael" <michaelnytzen@paulhastings.com> 

And pictures, attached. 

Thanks, 

Gabe 

Please note our new address below 

Gabriel Kramer I Associate 
Marathon Communications I 5900 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1550, Los Angeles, CA, 90036 J Main : 
323.6554660 I Fax: 323.655.6478 J gkramer@marathon-com.com I www.marathon-com.com 

5 attachments 

IMG_1270.jpeg 
750K 

https://mail.google.coo\!mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&1.iew=pt&search=inbox&msg=14607782e9759e4a&siml=14607782e9759e4a 1/2 
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MIMI WALTERS DIANE L HARKEY 

LOIS WOLK 
VACANT 

REGINALD B. JONES-SA WYER 

May 8, 2014 

Ken Alex, Director 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State of California 

- -r --1400TenthStreec-·- ---- -- ·-- ·- ----------·--·- ----·------- -· 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Alex: 

On April 8, 2014, you informed me that Governor Brown has determined that the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard project in Los Angeles County is eligible for streamlined judicial review for CEQA compliance 
under the Jcibs and Economic Improvement Act of 2011 (AB 900). 

AB 900 (Buchanan), Chapter 354, Statutes of 2011, was intended to encourage California's economic 
recovery by providing a streamlined CEQA review process for construction projects that qualify as an 
environmental leadership development project. While projects that meet the criteria set forth in AB 900 
are eligible for streamlined CEQA review, it does not alter the requirements a project must meet under 
CEQA; diminish the ability of project opponents to raise issues or file actions under CEQA; or change 
the standards a court must consider in reviewing CEQA plans. All the rights and remedies available to 
parties to challenge a project are expressly protected under AB 900. 

The Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO) has reviewed the project on behalf of the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee and advises me that the project "aligns with the intent of AB 900". I have attached 
their a_~aly~_is for your review. · 

Based on the information you have provided, and the subsequent review by the LAO, I do not object to 
your determination that this project meets the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code§ 21178 et 
seq. However, I have received a number of communications in opposition to this project and I am 
forwarding those to you for your review. 

cc: Members of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 

Attachments 

VACANT 
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Hon; Mark. Leno, Chair 
JointLegislative Budget Coinmittee 
Room 5100, State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Leno: 

On April 8, 2014, the Office of Plaruling and Research notified you of the Governor's 
I 

j 
' - ------determinatien-that-the-8-1--50-Sunset-Prnjeet-is-el-igiele-for-the-altemati-ve-Galifornia1---

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review process authorized by Chapter 354, Statutes of 2011 
(AB 900, Buchanan). Under AB 900, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee (JLBC) has · 

-t 

30 days to concur or not concur with the Governor's determination. As we discuss below, we 
think the 8150 Silnset Project aligns with the intent of AB 900, and we recommend that you 
concur with the Governor's determination. 

Background 
. .Summary of AB 900. Assembly Bill 900 authorizes the Governor to review and certify 

submitted development projects for a streamlined judicial review process for CEQA compliance. 
This process is intended to allow projects to begin construction sooner by requiring that any legal 
challenge of a project's CEQA certification be referred to the state Court of Appeal and resolved 
within 175 days. In order to qualify for AB 900's alternative CEQA process, a project must meet 
a series of criteria outlined in the statute. For example, any project under AB 900 must result in a 
minimum investment of $100 million, create high-wage jobs, and not result in net additional 

! 

i 

.1 

I 
' 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, as determined by the California Air Resources Board (ARB). 1 

Additionally, a residential and/or commercial project-such as the proposed project-must meet ·I 
additional requirements. Specifically, it must be located on an infill site, be designed to achieve ! 

- . -- ----Leadership .. in.Energy_&_Environmentalnesign_(LEED_)_sih~er_c_ertification,_he_c_onsis.tent_with_ ____ ___ ___ _:__, __ ______ __ 
the relevant regional sustainable communities strategy (SCS), and exceed by at least 10 percent I 
the transportation efficiency for comparable projects. · 

Description of Proposed Project. The proposed 815 0 Sunset Project is a mixed-use infill 
project. The project is proposed for a 2.56 acre site in the Hollywood area within the city of Los 
Angeles that is currently developed with roughly 80,000 square feet of commercial space. The 
proposed project would demolish this existing development and replace it with roughly 
222,000 square feet of residential space (249 units) and 111,000 square feet of commercial 
space. The lead agency for the project is the city of Los Angeles and the estimated total project 
cost is $200 million. 

Legislative Analyst's Office 
California Legislature 

Mac Taylor • Legislative Analyst 
925 L Street, Suite 1000 •Sacramento CA 95814 

(916) 445-4656 ·FAX 324-4281 
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1 provided supporting information to the JLBC. After reviewing these materials, we find that the 

project clearly meets many of the criteria set out in AB 900. Specifically, the supporting ; 
documents demonstrate that the project will result in greater than the minimum $I 00 inillion 
investment, has received a determination from ARB that it will not result in any net additional 
OHO emissions, is on an infill site, and will be designed to achieve LEED silver certification. 

We note, however, that some of the criteria in AB 900-job creation, SCS consistency, and 
transportation efficiency-are not clearly defined in the statute. As a result, while we believe the 
project is consistent with thes_e requirements based on our interpretation of AB 900; it is possible 
that different reviewers could reach different conclusions. Thus, we discuss our understanding of 
th~se criteria and their application to this_project below. · ~~-----

Job Creation. One condition of eligibility for the alternative CEQA p:rocess under AB 900 is 
that the "project creates high-wage;highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living 
wages and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians." Tills provision 
cont1,1ins some requirements that the proposed project clearly meets. For example, the project will 
create construction jobs and the applicant has committed to paying prevailing wages. There is 
W1Certainty, however, regarding how to interpret the requirement that the project generate 
permanent jobs. The applicant indicates that it expects the project to create over 300 jobs. 
However, it is difficult to verify this projection or determine with any certainty how many of 
these jobs would have existed without the project-for instance, within the existing development 
at the site or at nearby businesses. For that reason, consistent with our office's past practice, we 
interpret the statute to mean that the project must provide space for new permanent jobs (rather 
than the jobs themselves). Under thal interpretation, we find that the project meets AB 900's 
permanent job requirements by creating roughly 30,000 square feet of additional commercial 
space (above the 80,000 square feet of commercial space that currently exists on the site). 
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SCS. Another condition of eligibility for the alternative CEQA process is that the project be I 
______ ----~~?siste~ _vvi~ th~ ~~S co_ve~in~ th~ retevant re~i~n· 1:1 this case, the a~plicable SCS is the . i 
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R TP /SCS). Since AB 900 does not specify how to determine consistency with the policies I 
identified in the SCS, we interpret the statute as requiring that the project provide a reasonable 
justification for its consistency. The SCAG's RTP/SCS emphasizes goals and policies that 
~ncourage energy efficiency and promote land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and 
non-motorized transportation. This project proposes an energy efficient design, includes 
trru;isportation demand (TDM) programs to reduce vehicle trips, concentrates growth in an urban 
setting, and is located in an area with relatively robust transit service-.characteristics that we 
believe are in keeping with the goals and policies of SCAG's RTP/SCS. 

Transportation Efficiency. An additional condition for CEQA streamlining under AB 900 is 
that the project meet a 10 percept greater standard for transportation efficiency, meaning that the 
average number of vehicle trips by employees and visitors must be 10 percent less than that of a 
comparable facility. Assembly Bill 900 does not specify what data to use in measuring whether a 
project meets this level of transportation efficiency improvement or define the type of projects 

--·--------
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achieving greater transportation efficiency than similar developments. The applicant indicates ( 
' ! 

that, due to the project's location Within a high-density and heavily developed area, the project is ' 
expected to benefit from high levels of ''pass through traffic," which would reduce the vehicle 
trips it generates. Also, the applicant proposes various TDM programs, which are aimed at 
further reducing vehicle trips. Together, the applicant anticipates that these aspects of the project 
would enable it to reduce vehicle trips by roughly one-third compared to a mixed-use project in a 
suburban location without TDM. While not conclusive, we believe this represents a reasonable . 
plan to reduce vehicle trips relative to other similar projects and thus aligns with AB 900's intent 
for greater transportation efficiency. 

Conclusion 
In view of the above, we think the 8150 Sunset Project aligns with the intent of AB 900 and 

therefore recommend you concur with the Governor's detennip.1;1.tion. 

If you have any questions about this analysis, please contact Helen Kerstein of my staff at · 
(916) 319-8364 or Helen.Kerstein@LAO.CA.GOV. 

. Sincere! y, 

,./'(~£;~ 
Anthony Simbol 
Deputy Legislative Analyst 

cc: Members of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 

------·----,- --- ------ - ___ _, 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

EDMOND G. BROWN JR. 
Go VERNOR 

April 8, 2014 

Honorable Mark Leno, Chair 
Honorable Nancy Skinner, Vice-Chair 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
[add ·full address] 
Sacramento, CA 94249-0019 

Re: 8150 Sunset, AB 900 Certified Project 

Dear Senator Leno and Assemblywoman Skinner: 

Governor Brown has determined that the 8150 Sunset Project in the City of Los Angeles is 
eligible for streamlined judicial review under the Jobs and Economic Improvement Act (AB 
900), Public Resources Code section 21184. Pursuant to that provision, I am forwarding the 
Governor's determination to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. 

If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff. 

Sincerely, 
! . 

Ken Alex 
Director 

1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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~mer of IDllif ornia 

GOVERNOR'S CERTIFICATION GRANTING STREAMLINING FOR THE 8150 SUNSET BLVD. 
PROJECT IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

I, EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor of the State of California, in accordance with the 
authority vested in me by the Jobs and Economic Improvement Act of 2011, Public Resources Code 
Sections 21178 et seq., make the following determinations: 

The 8150 Sunset Blvd. Project, a $200 million dollar mixed use residential/commercial 
redevelopment on a 2.56 acre site in Hollywood, will create new jobs, reduce energy usage and use 
clean energy, and promote infill development. A copy of the Project's Application, which contains 
information supporting this certification, is attached as Exhibit 1. All materials associated with this 
application are available online at http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php. 

1. Project Applicant: AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P. 

2. Project Description: A mixed use commercial/residential project located at 8150 Sunset 
Blvd., in Los Angeles, consisting of 249 apartment units (28 affordable housing) and 111,339 
square feet of commercial retail and restaurant space in two buildings of 16 stories. The 
project will redevelop a 2.56 acre site on the Sunset Strip in Hollywood, and include a 9134 
square foot public space and a 34,050 square foot central public plaza. Parking will be on 
site. 

3. Lead Agency: City of Los Angeles 

4. The project meets the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code section 21180(b)(1 ). It is 

a. A mixed use residential/commercial project; 
b. Designed to be eligible for LEED Silver certification; 
c. Designed to achieve a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than 

for comparable projects (see Ex. 2); and 
d. Located on an in-fill site. 

5. The project is consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Southern 
California region. (See Ex. 3.) 

6. The size and scope of the project clearly establish that the project entails a minimum 
investment of $100 million in California through the time of completion of construction. 

7. The project applicant has provided information establishing that the prevailing and living 
wage requirements of Public Resources Code section 21183(b) will be satisfied. (See Ex. 1, 
pages 11-12.) 

8. The project applicant has provided information establishing that the project will not result in 
any net additional greenhouse gas emissions, and the Deputy Executive Officer of the Air 
Resources Board has made the determination that the project does not result in any net 
additional greenhouse gas emissions. (See Application, and GARB Determination, dated 
March 27, 2014, attached as Ex. 4.) 

~" 
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9. The project applicant has provided documentation reflecting a binding agreement 
establishing the requirements set forth in Public Resources Code sections 21183(d), (e), and 
(f). (See Exhibit 5.) For this project, the applicant must ensure that the proposed travel 
demand management strategy (as set forth in the Pro)ect Application) is incorporated into the 
project or identified as mitigation for the project, and that the management strategy will be 
monitored and adjusted to ensure a ten percent reduction in motor vehicle trips. 

Therefore, I hereby certify that the 8150 Sunset Blvd. Project is an eligible project under the Jobs 
and Economic improvement Act of 2011 , Public Resources Code Sections 21178 et seq. 

EDMY/\ 
Governor of California 

April '6. 2014 



Air Resources Board 
Mary D. Nichols, Chairman 

Matthew Rodriquez 
Secretary for 

Environmentaf Protection 

1001 I Street• P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, California 95812 • www.arb.ca.gov Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

March 27, 2014 

Mr. Ken Alex, Director 
Office of Planning and Research 
Office of Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. 
State Capitol, First Floor 
Sacramento, California, 95814 

Dear Mr. Alex: 

Governor 

Pursuant to Assembly Bill 900, the Governor may certify certain projects for streamlining under 
the California Environmental Quality Act if certain conditions are met. One condition for the 
Governor's certification is that a project does not result in any net additional emissions of 
greenhouse gases {GHG), including GHG emissions from employee transportation, as 
determined by the Air Resources Board (ARB). 

On January 29, 2014, the applicant's representative for the project known as the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed Use Project (Sunset Blvd. Project) submitted to ARB information regarding the 
GHG emission estimates for its proposed project in Los Angeles, California. ARB staff 
conducted an analysis of the baseline and project ~elated emissions and concluded that the 
Sunset Blvd. Project will not result in any net additional GHG emissions relative to the baseline. 

I have enclosed an ARB Executive Order documenting our determination. ARB staff's 
evaluation of the Sunset Blvd. Project is included in Attachment A and the documentation 
submitted by the applicant's representative is included in Attachment B. 

If you have any questions regarding ARB's evaluation or determination, please contact Mr. Kurt 
Karperos, Chief, Air Quality Planning and Science Division at (916) 322-5350 or 
kkapero@arb.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~(J R~:ard w. ofr::( 
Executive officer 

Enclosures 

cc: Mr. Kurt Karperos, Chief 
Air Quality Planning and Science Division 

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs lo take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. 
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cul your energy costs, see our website: http://www.arb.ca.gov. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



Mr. Ken Alex, Director 
March 27, 2014 
Page 2 

bee: via email: 

Christina Morkner-Brown, OLA 
Jon Taylor, AQPSD 
Joshua Cunningham, AQPSD 
Helger Sdun, AQPSD 
Terry Roberts, AQPSD 

via hard copy: 

EO Chron (2) 
AQPSD Chron 

Assignment #9119 I #18462 

X:\AB900\Sunset Blvd Mixed Use\ARB Determination\FINAL\Cover Letter to OPR 

Enclosures: 
X:\AB900\Sunset Blvd Mixed Use\ARB Determination\FINAL\EO for Sunset Blvd 
X:\AB900\Sunset Blvd Mixed Use\ARB Determination\FINAL\ARB Staff Evaluation 
X:\AB900\Sunset Blvd Mixed Use\ARB Determination\FINAL\Project Application 
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Air Resources Board 
Mary D. Nichols, Chairman 

Matthew Rodriquez 
Secretary for 

Environmental Protection 

1001 I Street· P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, California 95812 • www.arb.ca.gov 

February 6, 2010 

Ms. Heidi Rous 
Vice President/Director 
PCR Services Corporation 
80 South Lake Avenue, Suite 570 
Pasadena, California 91101 

Dear Ms. Rous: 

RECEIVED 
FEB 10 2014 , 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Governor 

This is in response to your letter dated January 29, 2014, requesting consideration of a 
methodology for evaluating the construction-related greenhouse ga? emissions for the 
proposed development project kn'Own as 8150 Sunset Boulevard. 

The Air Resources Board (ARB) staff has reviewed the methodology suggested in your 
letter and agree that it. is appropriate for determining whether the project would result in 
n·et additional greenhouse gas emissions during the construction phase. This approach 
would compare the project's construction emissions to the baseline condition, on an 
annual basis. 

ARB has received your official application for AB900 review for the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed Use Project, also dated January 29, 2014, and we will proceed with 
our technical review of your application using. this approach for construction-related 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

- - - - - - - - - -· 

Sincerely, 

(~s,Ch: ; 
Air Quality Planning and Science Division 

cc: See next page. 

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. 
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our website: http:l/www.arb.ca.gov . 

. California Environmental Protection Agency 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Ms. Heidi Rous 
February 6, 2010 
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· cc: Scott Morgan 
Governor's Offic~ of Planning and Research 

Jonathan Taylor, Chief 
Transport~tion Planning Branch 

Joshua Cunningham, Manager 
Transportation Systems Planning Section 



State of California 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

EXECUTIVE ORDER G-14-023 

Relating to Determination of Any Net Additional Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21183, subd. (c) 

For 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project, Los Angeles, CA 

WHEREAS, in September 2011, Governor Brown signed Assembly Bill 900, "Jobs and 
Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act" (AB 900); 

WHEREAS, in accordance with the AB 900, the Governor may certify certain projects 
for streamlining under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if certain 
conditions are met; 

WHEREAS, in accordance with California Public Resources Code section 21183, 
subdivision (c), one condition for the Governor's certification is that the project does not 
result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases (GHGs), including GHG 
emissions from construction and operation of the project, as determined by the 
Air Resources Board (ARB); 

WHEREAS, the Governor's Guidelines for applications for the CEQA streamlining 
require, for purposes of ARB's determination on GHGs, that an applicant submit 
electronically to ARB a proposed methodology for quantifying a project's net additional 
GHGs and documentation that the project does not result in any net additional GHGs; 

WHEREAS, PRC Services Corporation (PRC), on behalf of the project applicant, 
submitted GHG documentation to ARB on the proposed 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed 
Use Project (Project) on January 29, 2014; 

WHEREAS, the Application for Environmental Leadership Development Project 
(Application) for the Project submitted by PRC included the Project's estimated GHG 
emissions for the full occupancy baseline and estimated GHG emissions for the 
Project's operational and construction emissions; 

WHEREAS, ARB staff conducted a technical evaluation of the GHG emission estimates 
submitted by PRC in the Application, and confirmed that the Application appropriately 
estimates the baseline and future emissions using appropriate data and methodology; 

WHEREAS, based on ARB staff's evaluation, the Project will result in lower total GHG 
emissions from project construction and operations in 2015 and all future years than the 
full occupancy baseline GHG emissions; 



WHEREAS, ARB's review, evaluation, and assessment of the Project's GHG emissions 
is for the limited purpose of the Governor's findings and certification under AB 900; 
ARB's determination is not in lieu of any findings or determinations required to be made 
by the lead agency or a responsible agency pursuant to any other requirement under 
state or federal law, including CEQA; the lead agency remains responsible for full 
compliance with CEQA for this project; 

NOW, THEREFORE, based on ARB staff's evaluation of the Project's full occupancy 
baseline and future operational emissions (Attachment 1) and review of the application 
submitted by PRC (Attachment 2), I determine that the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed 
Use Project will not result in any net additional greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to 
Public Resources Code section 21183(c). 

• __j/i-. 
Executed at Sacramento, California this ) 1 day of March 2014. 

Attachments 
1. ARB Staff Evaluation 
2. Project Application 
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FORM. GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-80).  
 

 CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
 INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

 
October 22, 2014 
 
 
TO: Michael J. LoGrande, Director of Planning 
 Department of City Planning 
 Attention:  Darlene Navarrete 
 
FROM: Fire Department 
 
SUBJECT: TRACT MAP NO. 72370    (8150 Sunset Boulevard) 
 
 
Subject property has been investigated by members of the Fire Department. 
 
Submit plot plans for Fire Department approval and review prior to recordation of Tract Action. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
  
No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the edge of a 
roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 
 
Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required. 
 
Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall be required. 
 
The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings exceed 28 feet in 
height. 
 
Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by the Fire 
Department prior to any building construction. 
 
No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 
 
Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements necessary to 
meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire Department. 
 
Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one access 
stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater then 150ft horizontal travel 
distance from the edge of the public street, private street or Fire Lane. This stairwell shall extend 
unto the roof. 
 
Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 
 
Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 50ft visual line 
of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire Department. 
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The applicant is further advised that all subsequent contact regarding these conditions must be 
with the Hydrant and Access Unit.  This would include clarification, verification of condition 
compliance and plans or building permit applications, etc., and shall be accomplished BY 
APPOINTMENT ONLY, in order to assure that you receive service with a minimum amount of 
waiting please call (213) 482-6504.  You should advise any consultant representing you of this 
requirement as well. 

 
 
 RALPH M. Terrazas 

Fire Chief 
 
 
 
 
 
Mark I. Stormes, Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 
 
MIS:TW’O:vlj 
TR-72370 
Map No:  148-177 



DC 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 11:08 AM 
To: David Crook 
Subject: Fwd: ENV 2013025520EIR 

[Quoted text hidden) 

Veronica Jaimez <wronica.jaimez@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Hello Srimal, 
Okay I'm glad you receiwd it. 

Veronica Jaimez 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Thu, Sep 19, 2013 at 11 :40 AM 



ORM. GEN.160 (Rev.6-80) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

September 19, 2013 

To: 

From: 

Michael J. LoGrande, Director of Planning 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 

Fire Department 

Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
ENV 2013-2552-EIR 

PROJECT LOCATION 

8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Community Plan Area 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project Applicant proposes to redevelop the 2.56-acre property located at 8150 
Sunset Boulevard with a mixed-use residential and retail project. The property is located 
within the Hollywood community of the City? of Los Angeles (City), and currently contains 
two commercial structures and other improvements, all of which would be demolished and 
removed from the site. The proposed project would consist of two buildings over a single 
podium structure with various elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories in 
height (approximately 42 feet above the ground elevation at the intersection of Sunset and 
Crescent Heights Boulevards [the "North Building"], increasing to approximately 108 feet 
for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story portion of the building 
[the "South Building"]; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured 
from the low point of the site along Havenhurst Drive to the top of the South Building). The 
North Building, which would be built along Sunset Boulevard, would include two levels with 
a rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses. 
The South Building would contain commercial uses on the first two levels, residential uses 
on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the top level. The project 
would include approximately 111,310 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant uses 
within three lower levels (one subterranean) and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, 
including 28 affordable housing units, within the twelve upper levels representing 
approximately 222,560 gross square feet of residential space. The project would also 
provide a new central public plaza, new public space at the northeast corner of the site, 
public rooftop deck/garden areas along Sunset Boulevard, a private pool and pool deck 
area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet that would include a residential lobby, resident recreation room, fitness center, 
changing rooms, business center, and library. Parking for all proposed uses would be 
provided on-site via a seven-level (three subterranean and semi-subterranean levels) 
parking structure housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking 
spaces (295 for residential uses and 554 for commercial uses). 



Srimal Hewawitharana 
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The total development would include approximately 333,870 square feet of commercial 
and residential space with a maximum floor-area ration (FAR) of approximately 3:1. The 
Project Applicant anticipates commencing construction in 2015 with occupancy occurring 
in 2017. 

The following comments are furnished in response to your request for this Department to 
review the proposed development: 

A. Fire Flow 

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on required fire-flow, 
response distance from existing fire stations, and this Department's judgment for 
needs in the area. In general, the required fire-flow is closely related to land use. 
The quantity of water necessary for fire protection varies with the type of 
development, life hazard, occupancy, and the degree of fire hazard. 

Fire-flow requirements vary from 2,000 gallons per minute (G.P.M.) in low density 
residential_areas to 12,000 G.P.M. in high-density commercial or industrial areas. A 
minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (P.S.I.) is to remain 
in the water system, with the required gallons per minute flowing. The required fire
flow for this project has been set at 9,000 G.P.M. from four to six fire hydrants 
flowing simultaneously. 

Improvements to the water system in this area may be required to provide 9,000 
G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost of improving the water system may be charged to the 
developer. For more detailed information regarding water main improvements, the 
developer shall contact the Water Services Section of the Department of Water and 
Power. 

All water systems and roadways are to be improved to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department prior to the issuance of any building permits. 

A valid Division 5 Fire Department permit is required prior to installation for all 
private fire hydrant systems. 

B. Response Distance, Apparatus, and Personnel 

Based on a required fire-flow of 9,000 G.P.M., the first-due Engine Company should 
be within 1 mile(s), the first-due Truck Company within 1.5 mile(s). 

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for initial 
response into the area of the proposed development: 
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Fire Station No. 41 
1439 N. Gardner Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Single Engine Company 
Miles - 0.9 miles 

Fire Station No. 27 
1327 N. Cole Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Headquarters Battalion 5 
Task Force Truck and 
Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
EMT Rescue Ambulance 
Miles-2.4 

Fire Station No. 97 
8021 Mulholland Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Paramedic Engine Company 
Miles-2.5 

Fire Station No. 61 
5821 W. 3rd Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 
Task Force Truck and 
Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescuce Ambulance 
EMT Rescue Ambulance 
Miles-3.0 

Fire Station No. 82 
1800 N. Bronson Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90028 
Single Engine Company 
Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
Miles- 3.2 

The above distances were computed to Project Site using Google Maps. 

Based on these criteria (response distance from existing fire stations), fire 
protection would be considered (inadequate). 

Adverse Effects: Project implementation will increase the need for fire protection 
and emergency medical services in this area. 
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The proposed project would have a cumulative impact on fire protection services. 

Project implementation will increase the need for fire protection and emergency 
medical services in this area 

C. Firefighting Personnel Access 

During demolition, the Fire Department access will remain clear and unobstructed. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

The entrance or exit of all ground dwelling units shall not be more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire 
lane. 

Where above ground floors are used for residential purposes, the access 
requirement shall be interpreted as being the horizontal travel distance from the 
street, driveway, alley, or designated fire lane to the main entrance of individual 
units 

Entrance to the main lobby shall be located off the address side of the building. 

Any required Fire Annunciator panel or Fire Control Room shall be located within 
50ft visual line of site of the main entrance stairwell or to the satisfaction of the Fire 
Department. 

Building designs for multi-storied residential buildings shall incorporate at least one 
access stairwell off the main lobby of the building; But, in no case greater then 150ft 
horizontal travel distance from the edge of the public street, private street or Fire 
Lane. This stairwell shall extend unto the roof. 

Policy Exception: 

L.A.M.C. 57.09.03.B Exception: 

• When this exception is applied to a fully fire sprinklered residential building 
equipped with a wet standpipe outlet inside an exit stairway with at least a 2 
hour rating the distance from the wet standpipe outlet in the stairway to the 
entry door of any dwelling unit or guest room shall not exceed 150 feet of 
horizontal travel AND the distance from the edge of the roadway of an 
improved street or approved fire lane to the door into the same exit stairway 
directly from outside the building shall not exceed 150 feet of horizontal travel. 
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• It is the intent of this policy that in no case will the maximum travel distance 
exceed 150 feet inside the structure and 150 feet outside the structure. The 
term "horizontal travel" refers to the actual path of travel to be taken by a 
person responding to an emergency in the building. 

• This policy does not apply to single-family dwellings or to non-residential 
buildings. 

D. Firefighting Apparatus Access 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures shall 
be required. 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet from the 
edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are 
installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not be 
less than 20 feet, and the fire lane must be clear to the sky. 

Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de-sac 
or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be greater 
than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department 
approval. 

All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The entrance to 
all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a sign no 
less than three square feet in area in accordance with Section 57.09.05 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. 

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, minimum outside radius of the paved surface shall be 35 feet. An 
additional six feet of clear space must be maintained beyond the outside radius to a 
vertical point 13 feet 6 inches above the paved surface of the roadway. 

Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet. 

The Fire Department may require additional vehicular access where buildings 
exceed 28 feet in height. 
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Where fire apparatus will be driven onto the road level surface of the subterranean 
parking structure, that structure shall be engineered to withstand a bearing pressure 
of 8,600 pounds per square foot. 

No framing shall be allowed until the roadway is installed to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department. 

Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and accepted by 
the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 

All parking restrictions for fire lanes shall be posted and/or painted prior to any 
Temporary Certificate of Occupancy being issued. 

Plans showing areas to be posted and/or painted, "FIRE LANE NO PARKING" shall 
be submitted and approved by the Fire Department prior to building permit 
application sign-off. 

Electric Gates approved by the Fire Department shall be tested by the Fire 
Department prior to Building and Safety granting a Certificate of Occupancy. 

All public street and fire lane cul-de-sacs shall have the curbs painted red and/or be 
posted "No Parking at Any Time" prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 
or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for any structures adjacent to the cul-de-sac. 

Where rescue window access is required, provide conditions and improvements 
necessary to meet accessibility standards as determined by the Los Angeles Fire 
Department. 

Site plans shall include all overhead utility lines adjacent to the site. 

No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of travel. 

Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location to be determined after the Fire Department's review of the plot 
plan. 

At present, there are no immediate plans to increase Fire Department staffing or 
resources in those areas, which will serve the proposed project. 

CONCLUSION 

At present, there are no immediate plans to increase Fire Department staffing or 
resources in those areas, which will serve the proposed project. 
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Definitive plans and specifications shall be submitted to this Department and 
requirements for necessary permits satisfied prior to commencement of any portion 
of this project. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department continually evaluates fire station placement and 
overall Department services for the entire City, as well as specific areas. The 
development of this proposed project, along with other approved and planned 
projects in the immediate area, may result in the need for the following: 

1. Increased staffing for existing facilities. 
2. Additional fire protection facilities. 
3. Relocation of present fire protection facilities. 

BRIAN L. CUMMINGS 
Fire Marshal 

Mark Stormes, Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 

MS:RED:vlj 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: RDEIR of 8150 Sunset

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:16 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Jamie Hall <jhall@laurelcanyon.org>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 5:22 PM
Subject: RDEIR of 8150 Sunset
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org, Christopher Rice <c.rice78@yahoo.com>, Ric Abramson
<ric@workplays.com>, Marla Miller <marla1008@yahoo.com>, Jerry Ptashkin <ptashkin@aol.com>, Ebon
Alabastur <alabastur@aol.com>, Lynn Russell <lenabydesign@mac.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>,
Cyd Zeigler <cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com>, Scott Lunceford <slunceford@weho.org>, Anastasia Mann
<anastasia@corniche.com>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>, Marian Dodge
<president@hillsidefederation.org>, Jamie Hall <jamie@jamiethall.com>, Karen Demille
<karendemille@gmail.com>, Grafton Tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net>, david.ryu@lacity.org, Renee Weitzer
<renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, Travis Longcore <tlongcore@babcnc.org>,
Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell.net>

Please see attached.

Regards,

Jamie T. Hall
Laurel Canyon Association
President
(323) 3800845 office
(512) 6194645 cell 
jhall@laurelcanyon.org email
www.laurelcanyon.org web

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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A Community Organization Dedicated to Improving and Preserving 
 the Quality of Life in Laurel Canyon 

  

 

Tel: 310-982-1760    
Email: jhall@laurelcanyon.org 

8150 Sunset Blvd EIR Comment Letter.docx  
 

November 9, 2015 
 
VIA E-MAIL  
 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org  
 

Re: Comments in Response to ENV-2013-2552-EIR (Sunset Boulevard 
Mixed-Use Project located at 8150 Sunset Boulevard) 

 
Dear Ms. Srimal: 
 

I am in receipt of the Notice of Extension (“NOE”) dated October 21, 2015 for 
the Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project located at 8150 Sunset Boulevard (“Project”.)  
As the President of the Laurel Canyon Association (“LCA”) I am pleased to provide 
comments in response to the draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared for 
the Project.  

 
About Laurel Canyon Association 

Initially, and by way of background, I would like to provide some background.  
LCA is a neighborhood association serving the area of the Hollywood Hills known as 
“Laurel Canyon,” one the most beautiful and environmentally important areas of Los 
Angeles. The hills in Laurel Canyon provide a scenic backdrop for the rest of Los 
Angeles. Further Laurel Canyon’s forested valleys and chaparral-draped hillsides offer 
habit for native wildlife. Laurel Canyon also is home to a watershed and greenbelt for 
the vastly developed plains of Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley.  

LCA was founded for the express purpose of preserving and improving the 
quality of life in Laurel Canyon. The goal of our community group is to promote the 
welfare of the residents of Laurel Canyon and to maintain the quality of life in the 
Hollywood Hills, by preserving its residential character, its quiet, privacy, natural beauty 
and safety. Moreover, LCA endeavors to encourage cooperation among all residents and 
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to educate appropriate governmental bodies concerning changes in existing or proposed 
laws affecting Laurel Canyon or in anything that affects the local community.  

LCA’s jurisdiction includes Laurel Canyon Boulevard, its feeder streets and the 
Kirkwood, Stanley Hills, Lookout Mountain and Wonderland bowl areas. The 
neighborhood is bounded on the north by Mulholland Drive and at the south by 
Hollywood Boulevard. The main streets are Laurel Canyon Boulevard, Mulholland 
Drive, Wonderland Avenue, Lookout Mountain Avenue, Kirkwood, and Stanley Hills.  
LCA is a residential stakeholder with membership in the Los Angeles Neighborhood 
Council system, specifically, the Bel-Air Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council 
(“BABCNC”). 

Incorporation of Comments Provided by Save Sunset Boulevard 
 
LCA has read the letter of protest submitted by Save Sunset Boulevard (“SSB”), 

an organization founded to promote responsible development along Sunset Blvd. and to 
raise awareness of the impacts of large developments on nearby communities. LCA 
supports the comments and concerned raised by SSB.  

 
Environmental Issues Implicated by Project 

 
For decades, residents of LCA have patronized stores located at 8150 Sunset 

Boulevard. Moreover, each day thousands of residents pass by the property on their way 
to work, visit friends and shop and school. The flow of traffic at the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights/Laurel Canyon Boulevard is of paramount 
concern to LCA.  

 
LCA offers the following comments: 
 
Traffic/Transportation: The traffic study prepared needs to be redrawn as it is 

not accurate now that the design has changed significantly. The intersection of Crescent 
Heights and Sunset is severely congested and the impacts associated with the Project are 
unknown without an adequate traffic study, 

 
Visual Impacts: The Project is even taller than the previous design. The City has 

failed to adequately analyze the significant visual impacts associated with the Project. 
The project should be limited to approximately 100 feet. Otherwise it will block the 
skyline, an irreplaceable natural resource.  

 
Setbacks: The proposed 4-foot setback along crescent heights will make the 

building loom over the area.   
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Noise: The applicant should measure the ambient noise levels in the Hollywood 
Hills to assess the impact that the Project will have on residents who reside in the hills. 
Specifically, ambient noise levels should be measures on Grand View Drive, both during 
the day and night. 
 

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments. I may 
be reached at 310-982-1760 or jhall@laurelcanyon.org.  

 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Jamie T. Hall 
Laurel Canyon Association 
President 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.  Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Casey Maddren <cmaddren@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana

Environmental Analysis Section

Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, California 90012

 

Re: 8150 Sunset Blvd.  Case No. ENV20132552EIR

 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana,

 

I am writing to comment on the Recirculated DEIR for the 8150 Sunset Project, Case No. ENV20132552EIR. 
The revised design does nothing to address my serious concerns about reliable water supply and fire safety.

 

The water main that serves this project runs beneath Sunset Blvd. and is roughly one hundred years old.  It has
ruptured a number of times, and there was a major break in September 2014 that flooded the intersection of
Sunset and La Cienega.  According to Steve Cole of the DWP, the agency plans to replace the stretch of pipe
running roughly between Fairfax and Beverly Hills.  At this time, however, the DWP has not decided on a plan for
doing this.  There is no start date or completion date for this job, meaning that this fragile water main could be
relied on to serve Sunset Blvd. for several years to come, and there’s no doubt that it will only decay further
during this time. 

 

This is a serious concern, as this main will be providing the water which will serve 8150 Sunset in case of fire.  It
is already doubtful that the main could provide the normally required 9,000 gallon per minute flow that a project
this size would require.  I understand that LAFD has some latitude for relaxing this requirement, but even so, I
have to question whether this main can deliver the water necessary to fight a fire in a mixeduse highrise of this
kind.

 

Compounding the situation is that the Sunset water main lies very close to the Hollywood Fault.  A quake of any
size could easily rupture this already fragile main.  If a fire were to break out at 8150 Sunset as a result of the
quake, which is not unlikely, the hydrants serving the project would be useless. 
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I know the DWP and the LAFD have reviewed the DEIR, but they have not specifically addressed the fragility of
this aging water main and its reliability in case of a major fire and/or earthquake.  This is a major safety issue. 
Will the developer produce analyses from the DWP and the LAFD addressing these concerns, and stating that
the existing infrastructure will serve 8150 Sunset in the event of the scenario I’ve described?

 

Thank you for your time.

 

Casey Maddren

2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17

Los Angeles, CA   90068

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:10 PM
To: cmaddren@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Save 750 Edinburgh <save750edinburgh@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:11 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552
EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to
for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues
of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three
times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and
would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now
that the design project exits have completely changed and uses highly
suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island!
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for
pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased
density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
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city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1
floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the
water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage
infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community
with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and
Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site
and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible.
What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space
other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of
affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be
rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to
the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Friends of Edinburgh Bungalow Court HCM

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:11 PM
To: save750edinburgh@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

GREGORY WIDEN <gregorywiden@mac.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:22 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Garcetti,

    Over 440 people that have signed this petition below against the size, height and mass of the

proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd. Attached for your review are the list of names against

this project and their comments. Thank you for your consideration, time and effort on these

comments. It is greatly appreciated by the members of the community. You may also view this

petition at this web address:

https://www.change.org/p/mayorericgarcettidavidryulindseyhorvathsrimalhewawitharanasave
sunsetblvdlimitthedevelopmentof8150sunsetblvdto100feet

PETITION TEXT:

The proposed 8150 Sunset Blvd Skyscraper Development on the
corner of Crescent Heights, at 234 feet tall, is going to be the tallest
building EVER on the Sunset Strip. 

For comparison the Hollywood Roosevelt Hotel is just 161 feet, the
Capitol Records building is just 150 feet. This massive tower being
proposed by out of town building interests would be even higher than
9000 Sunset or Soho House! Its overdevelopment of the space will
snarl traffic, inhibit response emergency response times, overburden
water, sewage and transportation infrastructure and ruin quality of life
for the entire area. It's would dwarf anything around it and be a massive
eyesore. We can not sacrifice basic needs and function for splashy

https://www.change.org/p/mayor-eric-garcetti-david-ryu-lindsey-horvath-srimal-hewawitharana-save-sunset-blvd-limit-the-development-of-8150-sunset-blvd-to-100-feet
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architecture.

1. Lets limit this building to 100 feet and keep Sunset Blvd a place we
want to work, visit and live in. 

2. Say No to removing the traffic island at Sunset Blvd & Crescent
Heights. This is city land and should not be gifted to the developers so
they don't have to put in a proper building setback. We will pay the price
in traffic jams. 

3. Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22
A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
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Recipient: Mayor Eric Garcetti, David Ryu, Lindsey Horvath, and Srimal Hewawitharana

Letter: Greetings,

Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet! City

Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR



Comments

Name Location Date Comment

gregory widen West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-02 This is a terrible development completely out of scope with the rest of the

neighborhood and should be stopped.

Allegra Riggio New York, NY 2015-11-02 I am DIRECTLY AFFECTED by this construction. It's ATROCIOUS how high

they want to build, and not only OBSTRUCT our views from the hill, but also

ALL OF LOS ANGELES' view of the landmarked Chateau Marmont.

Colin Vaines Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-02 This is just plain WRONG. It is absolutely imperative that some limits are put on

the height of buildings in LA: the city needs to respect it's inhabitants who do

not want a towering eyesore. Please do not cave in to developers with no

sense of anything outside of trying to turn a massive profit. There is more to a

city than that.

ALEXANDRA ROSE LOS ANGELES, CA 2015-11-02 The proposed building is far too tall - let's keep it the height of the Capitol

Records Building.  The traffic problems that are being created by such a large

project have not been adequately addressed; and the set back is too narrow -

more set back is needed.  The building is beautiful; but the towers must be

reduced - the scale is overwhelming and "out-of-scale" with the neighborhood.

Phil Hammond Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-02 I live on Havenhurst and will be impacted by this project.

Mary Haskell Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-02 I'm signing become the project scale is way too tall and masive...

The height of the south west tower is too tall!!

Kathy Small Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-02 I am sick at heart at what the City of L.A. is allowing these developers to do to

Sunset Blvd. and our historic neighborhood.

Arost Arost Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-02 SCALE DOWN 8150 SUNSET

Judy Stabile Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 This project is way out of scale for this neighborhood which suffers enough

without this monster building casting a huge negative shadow on an entire

community!!!

Rick Farber West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 We don't need it, the bldg is horribly ugly and completely out of scale to the

area.  Traffic will be unbearable

Megan Mullally Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 this development will ruin central Los Angeles for all of it's residents.  strongly

oppose!

Karen Loewenstern Avon, CO 2015-11-03 I live and enjoy the Sunset Blvd. area and if they limited our La Cienega

buildings height to maintain the integrity of the Blvd., they should follow suit at

Crescent Heights.

Carolyn Driscoll Saratoga, CA 2015-11-03 Trying to drive to that neighborhood is difficult enough as it is. A building this

large will cripple the neighborhood with the additional traffic.

Derek Richmond West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 I'm signing because this proposal is idiotic.

Gerry Mahaney Naples, FL 2015-11-03 I want to support my family that lives on Havenhurst.

Darren McMullen Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 This building will be an eye sore. It's far too tall.

Francis LaRoche West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 The project is entirely to massive and impacts not only Sunset but will

overwhelm the Havenhurst Dr with traffic and other city services.

joseph eastwood Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 I believe this development is way too tall and will put a burden on our already

busy street.

Marianne Liggett Venice, CA 2015-11-03 This is blatant over-development.  Just too much already!

David Hammond West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 David Hammond



Name Location Date Comment

Kelly Spirer Los angeles, CA 2015-11-03 It will impact our lives on a daily basis not only through construction but also

when inhabited. Contrary to what the developers would say, this will in no way

alleviate congestion but rather increase it in an already over impacted

community.

Tony Tucci Beverly Hills, CA 2015-11-03 california's 3:1 density bonus that allows obscene growth for affordable housing

is a poorly applied law in LA City

Elizabeth Ziegler Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 I live on Laurel Canyon Blvd, and the area surrounding is already congested.

david gold West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 Gives developers plenty of FAR without totally overwhelming the neighborhood

with towers.

Diane Lander-Simon Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 I live nearby and I am sick of traffic and fire and earthquake risk.  Plus not

enough police.  STOP THIS"

Elyse Eisenberg West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 This project is higher and denser than anything on Sunset from the ocean to

downtown. It's essentially in a residential, low and moderate height zone for

miles around. The intersection already frequently takes 5-6 traffic light cycles to

get through along Crescent Heights, and can be backed up for a half mile. To

say the EIR is flawed is an understatement. It is time for the City of LA to

support the residents - NOT developers - as stakeholders invested in the long-

term viability of the community.

SUELLEN Wagner Studio City, CA 2015-11-03 Too much development is death to our neighborhoods. Recall Garcetti!

Cathy Wayne Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 This development will bring more traffic to an already congested location and

the inability of residents to have access to their homes especially in an

emergency. This development needs to enhance the neighborhood not bring

more problems.

Lynda Barens West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 I believe it is best for the community.

Alison Simard Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 I live in this neighborhood. This preload project is at the foot of Laurel Canyon a

neighborhood constantly in danger of wildfire. I  have watched this protect very

closely. The long term affect on traffic of a destination behemoth project will

cause certain negative impact on public safety on a corner with a long history

of pedestrian tragedies and the traffic snarls will inpede Laurel Canyon ingress

abs egress for emergency vehicles. The proposed building  is out of character

with the neighborhood because it is way too tall even if aesthetically Frank

Geary had made substantial improvement it is still not enough.

M.S. Epstein Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 I live near this site and experience the glut of traffic and its frustrating and

frequently dangerous consequences.  This project is literally a massive

overreach,slamming an already surreally and dangerously congested area.

This will deal a lethal blow to nearby businesses.It will impact badly upon the

extensive and historic residential neighborhoods that sit just beyond Sunset

Blvd on both sides.  It will  exacerbate the legendary traffic problems through

Laurel Canyon for all citizens who venture there, but particularly for emergency

response vehicles. There is no rational argument to support this. Think. Again.

Please.

Amanda Goodwin West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 Stop destroying Sunset and adjacent neighborhoods in order to line the

pockets of the few wealthy. This project does nothing to better the city or the

residents.

Catherine Sullivan lLos Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 Because the almighty $$$ can not be the only voice we see, hear and know

when we make decisions in our small but mighty community of Weho! 100 ft

should surely suffice in the needs of the development and community!

Seth Meier West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 It is going to strangle an already congested intersection and there is no height

comparable in the area. It will block the iconic Chateau Marmount and kill the

area.
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Name Location Date Comment

Melissa Susac Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 This project sounds completely out of scale with the surrounding buildings and

charming hillside area. It will add traffic in an already congested area.

Jaime Schoenbrun santee, CA 2015-11-03 I used to work here and it is hard to get around with the current traffic adding

more will be impossible.

Talisa Reeve Venice, CA 2015-11-03 Skylines define a cities imagery and beauty. Sunset Blvd.'s skyline shouldn't be

muddled with.

John Bollard Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 Redevelopment is needed, but height must be limited!!!

Peter Spirer Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 I want development to be inline with surrounding development.  This building is

an anomaly that will blemish our landscape.  Bigger isn't always better.

Francisco Arbolay Caguas 2015-11-03 This is an important part of the pop culture and music history. Don't ruin it

please.

Craig Clark Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 The concept is to tall and really ugly.

Completely overwhelms the area's current architecture, with a hideous futuristic

style, totally out of place.

It will increase traffic congestion, on an already difficult intersection.

Andrew Macpherson Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 I do not believe that this 234 ft tall monster should be allowed to dominate the

Chateau Marmont and the other architectural treasures of this historic part of

old Hollywood.

joanna cassidy woodland hills, CA 2015-11-03 Greed and more greed.....it's got to stop

James teel Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 Urban-core development in a residential area is not appropriate

rivkind michael Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-03 scale of project far too large in relation to surroundings also sunset traffic at this

intersection already bad without any future developements

Billie Mahaney Annandale, NJ 2015-11-03 My uncles, Phil and Patrick love their home and the view and a skyscraper

would take away from that!!

Doria Biddle West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-03 Until this city/county deals with our traffic issues, we can't keep adding to the

overcrowding.

Michael Katcher San Bruno, CA 2015-11-04 I'm signing because I want to save my neighborhood.

Leslie Sank Beverly Hills, CA 2015-11-04 I am signing this because we can't add that many places with the drought the

way it is.... We can not sustain too much more!

Martin Schneider Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 This proposed 8150 project is out of architectural sync, enormous in scale, and

will bring a heavier density of traffic to the existing norm to this Hollywood

foothill community.

lucy webb Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 We don't need sunset to change!!!! Traffic!!'

Eric Holck Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 It is absurd to think that putting such a massive complex just up the street will

not have a hugely detrimental effect on the traffic, safety and general quality of

life for those of us who live in this area. Enough with the over-development

already!

Nikki Wood Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 I live one block east of this proposed development and have for 10 years this

far. The sewage and water pipes barely survived the revamp of the 8000

Sunset Blvd building I can't imagine what

Robin Diaz Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 I'm opposed to seeing the sunset strip and my neighborhood being turned into

to LAS VEGAS!!!!! I'm for redevelopment but this proposed project is out of

scale.
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Name Location Date Comment

Aaron Heck Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 I am the third owner of my home that was built in 1923. I have lived here since

1998 and my land ownership rights will be violated if this structure is built. I

promise to sew the developers and the city if this project breaks ground!

Christopher Rice West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-04 I'm an area resident who feels the current plan is too tall.

Dimitri Perparos Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 West Hollywood is being completely overbuilt and overrun by developers.

Michael Leeson Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 The project must be limited or traffic will be more of a nightmare than it already

is!

Harker Jones Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 I'm signing because the proposed building is a monstrosity. Develop the space,

just not like this.

Marne Carmean West Holywood, CA 2015-11-04 I live on Havenhurst Drive below Sunset Blvd. and this project is greatly

outsized, like mcmansions, only it is residential and commercial. The distress of

the construction then the dismay of living it with is too much to expect of

residents.

David  Alexandre richardson, TX 2015-11-04 I love the idea of keeping this monolithic terror out of that area. Please don't let

this energy sucker be built.

Lee Clay Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 IT'S TOO TALL!!!!

Stephanie Savage Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 The project is out of scale with the neighborhood and the traffic load will add to

already overburdened infrastructure. And yes it is to tall!

michael shores West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-04 This project does not fit the scale of this neighborhood.  It is too tall and will

compromise neighborhood safety and privacy.

Robert Lea West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-04 The disruption caused by demo and construction through traffic, noise, and

oversized work vehicles on tiny streets will make my neighboorhood an

unlivable hell. The artifical upward pressure this would have on rents will

inevitably cause prices to soar in an already inflated rent market (not to

mention incentivizing eliminating apartments in favor of condos).

I am totally opposed to this development project.

Vanessa Beletic Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 We must not let development take priority over the quality of life of West

Hollywood's community. Please limit building height to 100ft.

Deborah Fairchild Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 We don't need a high-density high-rise at a such a busy intersection in our

neighborhood, where Laurel Canyon and Sunset Blvd. meet. Safety first! Limit

the development.

Francine Brandt Sherman Oaks, CA 2015-11-04 This is just too damn big. Out of scale

Vicky Miller Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 Sunset is already a mess. Blocks the view for the rest of us as well. WE dont

need or want a tall skyscaper on the corner of Crescent Height and Sunset!!

STOP THIS NOW

Yoav Getzler Valley Village, CA 2015-11-04 Because it's just too tall.

Jeff Deperon West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-04 We don't want another giant generic modern high rise on the corner of such a

busy intersection. Causing all kind of traffic, noise and parking problem in our

neighborhood. Too much is too much. Time to end the indiscriminating rape of

our neighborhood.

O T Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-04 This building is WAY too tall.  Our traffic and neighborhood will suffer greatly.

Please limit the size of this building, there are 9 more hotels being built on

Sunset right now, the impact on traffic and safety is excessive for our

neighborhood.  Please help.

Joy Barr Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 This building will deface the community skyline, will create even worse local

traffic at a major intersection, & is far too tall to safely exist on the Hollywood

fault line.
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Jane Lockhart West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-05 My quality of life living opposite and at the corner of this oversized building

complex, will be negatively impacted.

Elaine Gilboa Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 I am fed up with all the building going on in our neighborhood and the huge

projects.

Christina Odegard Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 Density concern

Bernard Judge Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 oppose the skyscraper on the corner of Crescent Heights a Sunset Blvd.

Eva M. Ballo Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 The proposed height of the 8150 Sunset Blvd project is totally out of

proportion to the neighborhood's architectural character and style, and would

also drastically increase the already existing traffic congestion in the area.

Eliminating the access spur enabling

eastward Sunset traffic to bypass the 

traffic light for acces to Crescent Heights going southward would additionally

hamper traffic - an intolerable outcome.

Furthermire, the projected parking space in the revised plan is still insufficient

to accommodate residents, their guests, and the commercial tenants and their

patrons.

Anne Curry Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 Overdevelopment is and certainly in this case would be a disaster.

Courtney Small Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 I am disgusted by the overdevelopment of Los Angeles and the historic Sunset

Strip.

Eric Quinn West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-05 This impacts my neighbors and my neighborhood. I'm pro-responsible

development.

David Romero West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-05 Our homes are getting overcrowded.

Susan Lavitt Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 The density in our area has become untenable.  Our infrastructure can't handle

this much traffic, the congestion it will cause is dangerous and in the event of a

fire or earthquake lives will surely be at risk.  Please build responsibly our lives

and well being depend on it and we depend on you to do the right thing.  After

all, doing the right thing is always the right thing to do.

Kira Sardy Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 I am opposed

Erica Spano Excelsior, MN 2015-11-05 I have seen neighborhoods get horribly dangerous when over developed.

Case in point the development on Santa Monica Blvd and LaBrea or the Home

Depot and half built Target on Sunset in East Hollywood!!!

Maryanne HOlmes San Juan Capistrano, CA 2015-11-05 My brother lives in this neighborhood.

Kelly Forbes Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 There is already too much congestion~ this would be insanity!!!

Brian Linse Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 Proposed height of the project exceeds all reasonable measures. Traffic at that

intersection is already unmanagable.

Sandra Hitt Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 I live in the neighborhood and this affects me.

Joe Kay Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 Way too much traffic!!!

Kristen Stavola Los Angeles, CT 2015-11-05 This development needs to go back to the drawing board! The Sunset Strip

does NOT need to be building the tallest building ever, esp not in an area

where the infrastructure simply cannot support it, not the water, not the power

and certainly not the traffic.

Kim Kaufman Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 Please stop over-development in Los Angeles. This building will make living in

Laurel Canyon even more dangerous in cases of fire and other emergencies

because of the additional traffic.

Elias Cameron Worcester, United

Kingdom

2015-11-05 Is there a shortage of land in the US or something?
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Michael Hoover Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-05 It is a palpable disaster, and one that can be stopped. Granted, something nice

should be there, but... the increased stress on our infrastructure (water,

power,traffic) make this iteration of the plan unworkable. Stop it while it can be

stopped. How did this get as far as it has, anyway?

Lelani Eickhoff Simi Valley, CA 2015-11-06 We do NOT need more traffic on Sunset Blvd!

linda marder l.a., CA 2015-11-06 Building on Sunset in West Hollywood is OUT OF CONTROL!!!

Chloe Palmer Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 I work at Wonderland school and the traffic is already so hard to manage. I

have to leave my house at 6:20 to get to school so that I can find parking by

8am. The area cant handle this please think about it.

Deborah Rankin Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 I am against the size of this building, towering over everything in the

neighborhood.  How hideous it will be, not to mention all the traffic issues, etc...

that will come with it.

Alex Nicholas Beverly Hills, CA 2015-11-06 I care about the city. This project is far too big for the location. Traffic will be

greatly impacted on Sunset, a street already overburdened. Also, a project the

size of the one proposed will absolutely destroy the character of the

neighborhood directly below it. If they take away the island on the corner, will

they also take away the ability to turn right off of Sunset onto Crescent

Heights? How would that not completely devastate traffic patterns?

Wendel Meldrum los angeles, CA 2015-11-06 This structure does not fit with the neighbourhood and brings too much density

and traffic.

Ronald Maxson Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 There are so many reasons why this is not a good idea, as outlined in the

petition:

monica fishman Carpinteria, CA 2015-11-06 I've been a long time resident of the LA area. I've moved to Carpinteria, but my

kids & many friends live in LA still. I'm there all the time & can see the

enormous increase in traffic since I've moved from the area. I'm signing this in

support of all the people living & working in LA who fight the beastly traffic each

day. We surely don't need congestion to deal with.

Cinnia finfer Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 Will the current development at 8150 Sunset is sorely in need of an update, the

proposed development is wildly out proportion with the immediate area and will

deliver a tremendous burden and already clogged traffic corridor. The new

structure needs address an existing problem not simply compound it!

Alan Hadaya West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-06 I don't want that area changed, it's great as is.

Peter Spirer Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 I am all for development that is reasonable.  However the proposed plan if

implemented will be out of balance with the surrounding community. It will

destroy the current landscape and create traffic chaos to an overly congested

part of the city.  Skyscrapers are out of place in West Hollywood.

Peter Spirer Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 I am all for development that is reasonable.  However the proposed plan if

implemented, will be out of balance with the surrounding community. It will

destroy the current landscape and create traffic chaos to an overly congested

part of the city.  Skyscrapers are out of place in West Hollywood.

David Neely Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 If we don't stop these rabid developers now, they will think they can get around

all the current laws and restrictions that are in place. They are already in

trouble throughout the city.
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Burt Goralnick Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 A redevelopment of this magnitude at this location is simply ridiculous. The

New York backers of this proposed development could care less about the

impact.

What's going to happen when Sam Nazarian, (SLS Hotels) SBE Group decides

to redevelop their nightclub site into a large hotel Directly across Sunset, at

Laurel Canyon!

Burt Goralnick Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 David Ryu, We voted you into office, now do your job. Protect our

neighborhood from dangerously over development.

Chris Brewster Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-06 The construction on Sunset and La Cienaga is out of control. 100 stories is too

many.

ROBERT MEADOWS West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-06 The proposed tower is too tall, and there are not enough parking spaces for

such a large number of apartments/condos.

Viktoria Cornelius Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-07 I'm signing this petition because I care about the safety and integrity of my

neighborhood.

Lynda Barens West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-07 The impact it will have on the residents is overwhelming. Think about it. Really.

Why do we need New York in West Hollywood. We are so blessed to live in

Weho enough is enough. Thank you to all of you who are fighting and taking

your valuable time. Those  who believe in saving The true Sunset Strip as we

know or knew it. Please sign this petition on behalf of the locals who truly care.

G Morris Venice, CA 2015-11-07 As a Los Angeles resident, I am sick and tired of Garcetti's Administration

ignoring the laws and granting entilements to developers which are going to

make our city a more dangerous, crowded and less livable city.  It is time the

city respected its constituents wishes and upheld their own laws. Same goes

for my neighborhood Venice and every other part of LA which is under the

same threat!  Garcetti is all about developers dollars. He does not care about

the people in our city.  It's a crying shame.

Burt Goralnick Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-07 I have lived on N. Crescent Heights Blvd since 1994. I have seen the Sunset

Blvd traffic get worse each year. 

A redevelopment of this magnitude at this location is simply ridiculous. The

New York backers of this proposed development could care less about the

impact. The ELECTED city officials have a responsibility to the citizens, not to

out-of-town developers.

Claudia Sloan Beverly Hills, CA 2015-11-07 I grew up one block from there and don't think it's right for the neighborhood.

There building a monstrosity a few blocks West. I think that's enough. Really!

Beryl Herrin Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-07 It is too tall a building- meaning way too many people to park and even more

congestion. Until all the parking and traffic is resolved-I firmly say no!

Michelle Milosh Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-07 I live in the area and already the traffic is 10X worse than when I moved here

10 years ago. The residents do NOT want more density , which  creates an

increase in gridlock.Thank you.

Tamara Cascardo Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-07 I care about the quality of living in my community

Deborah Erath Studio City, CA 2015-11-08 I drive go to the mall and pass it every day going to work. I believe it will

negative for those of us in this community and environmentally.

Daniel Irving Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 This city can't even handle the residents it has. Why bring more???

Dana Jackson Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 I'm signing because I live off of Sunset Blvd and this directly impacts the quality

and safety of my living environment.
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MARGARET WYNN LOS ANGELES, CA 2015-11-08 We don't need our skyline interrupted by a dangerous and disproportionate

behemoth like this proposal. The area Is already congested without bringing

this many new residents into the neighborhood. Please stop approving

developments that have no respect or appreciation for our neighborhoods'

history and aesthetics.

Jeannine Braden Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 Jeannine Braden

Mai Ottersen-Redfield Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 I live in the area !!!!

tony payne los angeles, CA 2015-11-08 its too much ..

that is already one of the most dense and dangerous intersections in the city.

its too big and will create traffic and complete gridlock.

NOT a good plan

Melanie Pullen Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 This will be too big for that corner. It'll be horrendous

Janelle Thibodaux Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 Please, no more, Garcetti

ashley bottorff Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 Live and work in the area and traffic is bad enough already!

Siobhan Carmean Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 I do not support this at all, for reasons too many to just count. This is a horrible

idea

Jeffery Jon  Masino Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 There is already the threat of too much density and lack of infrastructure in our

area!

Benjamin Chang Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 The project as proposed will adversely effect every aspect of our daily lives. We

have been to meetings with representatives of the project and they have

ignored all of our input and they do not want to work WITH us. Their only goal

is to overbuild with total disregard to the communities that are in place and

established.

Carol Gray LA, CA 2015-11-08 The increased traffic will make living in w. hollywood unbearable.  It already

nearly is.

Philip Luque Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 Already too much traffic in this area! We need better Public Transportaion not

more apartments and hotels!!!

Linda Moore Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 Traffic coming up and down at the intersection of Laurel Canyon and Sunset is

already completely crazy.  It can take 4 lights to crawl through on the best of

days in rush hour.  To add the number of people this will, to our already densely

populated area, will cause extreme problems and vehicular danger for those of

us already living here.

June Sale Los Angeles, CA, AL 2015-11-08 The traffic now is unbearable. Adding another tall building (see La Cienga and

Sunset) will add to the congestion.

Enough!  Enough!

Marjorie Harris Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 This will impact the traffic in the Laurel Canyon area greatly.

Matthew Hutchison West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-08 Just because Frank Gehry's name is now attached to this development does

not make the huge size acceptable. I would love having a Frank Gehry building

in the neighborhood, but not one that is going to dwarf every building for miles,

make traffic impossible and set a precedent for the continued overdevelopment

of the Sunset Strip area. Please demand a smaller, lower, more fitting

complement to the neighborhood.

Lou Cutell L.A., CA 2015-11-08 I don't agree with the massive  overpowering structure as is now proposed.  I

have a home in the area

Paul L'Esperance Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 The strip is our history

Kasia Williams Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 I live in the neighborhood and would like the atmosphere of it to remain

unchanged.



Name Location Date Comment

Josephine Powell Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 This project is too massive for that corner. In addition those of us who live one

block south will suffer the consequences of grid lock traffic making it dangerous

to even get out of our driveways. We are on a sloap as are all of our apartment

buildings going south.

Dorothy Clark Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 This is a thoughtless endeavor that will continue to compromise the

neighborhoods and citizens in general..development without planning is an evil.

maria stromberg Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 I'm signing because I don't want you to ruin our neighborhood.  It's already too

crowded and the traffic is unbearable.

will pearson west hollywood, CA 2015-11-08 It's a bad idea for the water resource strain alone

PHILLIP ROTHSCHILD los angeles, CA 2015-11-08 Stop the greed ! Stop the mcverticle building in Los Angeles !  Stop the

corruption with the Builders to the Mayor. Stop the Neo- Cons !

Kim Walker Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 <a href="mailto:Kim@Largedoor.com" rel="nofollow">Kim@Largedoor.com</a>

Allison Harris West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-08 For God's sake protect our city from this massive tower. Our city is vibrant and

beautiful, don't give into GREED that will destroy West Hollywood and only add

to our already infrastructure woes.

Colin Spitler West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-08 Please scale back this project to 100 ft. at the most

Elaine Madsen Santa Clarita, CA 2015-11-08 I now live in West Hollywood and this

development infringes on my own property investment here

maria lennon los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 Because i don't want more HUGE buildings here. We can barely move because

of the traffic!!!! NO MORE!!!!!

Kathy Evans Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-08 I don't want it built on it will take away the character

kathleen murphy reading, PA 2015-11-08 This proposed development impacts traffic and quality of life in a most negative

manner.

Sarah Essex Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 It's ridiculous to think of our neighborhood becoming an inner city brick- we

CANNIT handle the population- it's not nyc- we aren't geared for it. The

canyons will bare the brunt of all the traffic and ruin our lives. 

Go someplace less dense already!!!

Rob Lewine Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 I'm signing this because I think the project is too ambitious and will increase

density and traffic in an already-crowded area.  Traffic in Laurel Canyon,

already slow for much of the day, can only get worse.

JOAN NAGLER Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 Please keep our beloved Sunset Strip free of over-development  and additional

traffic congestion pursuant to the proposals set forth in this petition.  Thank

you.

John Rodgers West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-09 Like so many other citizens/voters  of California and the United States, I am

tired of corporate money superseding what is best for the citizens who pay

taxes, work hard and have to live and work in our cities everyday. Politicians

are selling out for that corporate money and 8150 Sunset is yet another

example. This project is based on lies about traffic, density and public safety. It

ignores history and is down right harmful in everyway. Is the property at 8150

Sunset Blvd. ready for new development? Yes. However, it must be good

development based on the area, the citizens and the truth.

Ana Lilia Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 I live on Havenhurst and do not want my neighborhood even more congested.

Monica Guevara West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-09 This is a quality of life issue

James McEwen Petaluma, CA 2015-11-09 I co own a home just above Sunset

Blvd.

Adele Asillyman West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-09 This is my neighborhood, please respect it

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out



Name Location Date Comment

John Kaye Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 Eric Gacetti's a jerk and cares less for LA and its people. He has an agenda to

make money from every failed business he approves like Turf Terminators.

He's got to go!

Brian Wadley Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 To big for this area. And bank should be saved from being torn down

Milena Simonova West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-09 This building would ruin the skyscape of Sunset Blvd.

Amy Armistead Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 I care about the neighborhood where I live and work. We already deal with too

much traffic from out of the area so we certainly don't need to inflict more on

ourselves for the profits of developers building unaffordable housing.

Eric Lawrence Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 Stop this MONSTER mistake now before it's too late !

Eric Lawrence Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 Stop this MONSTER mistake now before it's too late !

Kevin Eaton West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-09 Please rein in development within our city. This sort of monster building will

cause major traffic problems and lower the quality of life in Los Angeles!

ESTHER RYDELL Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 it is impossible to cross this intersection as it is now, what will we do with all the

extra traffic.

James Carrington los angeles, CA 2015-11-09 It's not needed

renee lamkie los angeles, CA 2015-11-09 This building will destroy our current neighborhood.Too big, too many cars, too

little skyline, too much of what we do not want.

Joe Viola Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 I am horrified to see yet another artless project that will only add to congestion

and pollution!  we're going to "develope" ourselves into a health and sanity

disaster.

Tony Nuccio Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 Save LA ...stop developers and the development of RUBBISH structures..

Helen Berman Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 This development is simply too large and too dense and will have severe

negative impact on the neighborhood. Just Say No to speculator greed.

Brian Hamilton West Hollywood, CA 2015-11-09 I live one block away from this location! Allowing such a huge height increase

will begin to turn this area into another Century City. Please keep this proposal

within the boundaries already established long ago for this primarily residential

area.

Suzanne Good Los Angeles, CA 2015-11-09 I'm a property owner & resident of West Hollywood Hills for over 50 Years . 

I have seen the area change through the years and not always for the best.

However during all these changes there has not been any major improvements

in the flow of traffic. I am a senior citizen & find the current situation almost

unbearable. Should you approve the current plan as outlined I'm afraid I will be

forced to move.

Zelda Colville redondo beach, CA 2015-11-09 i want others to have views and it will be more aesthic pleasing

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out



Recipient: Mayor Eric Garcetti, David Ryu, Lindsey Horvath, and Srimal Hewawitharana

Letter: Greetings,

Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet! City

Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR



Signatures

Name Location Date

Save the Sunset Strip , United States 2015-11-02

Adara Salim LOS ANGELES, CA, United States 2015-11-02

gregory widen West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Allegra Riggio West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Colin Vaines Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Matthew Schneider Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Raymond Hern West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-02

T Morgan West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-02

jana richey Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Shaina Fewell Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-02

ALEX ROSE Orange, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Jeremy Graef Santa Ana, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Jeremy Graef Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

mary driscoll Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Phil Hammond Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

judy christensen San Pedro, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Mary Haskell Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Seth Beard Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Kathy Small Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Arost Arost Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-02

Judy Stabile Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Rick Farber West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Megan Mullally Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Karen Loewenstern Avon, CO, United States 2015-11-03

Carolyn Driscoll Saratoga, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Nilou Settimio Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Derek Richmond Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Gerry Mahaney Naples, FL, United States 2015-11-03

Darren McMullen Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Crystal Reed Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03



Name Location Date

W A Malibu, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Jeff Hyland Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Francis LaRoche West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Joseph Eastwood West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Giuliana Bartolotti Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Robert Gray West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Marianne Liggett Venice, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Sherman Meloni Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Mark Dettle Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Tanya Ramlaoui Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

David Hammond West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Kelly Spirer Los angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Tony Tucci Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Elizabeth Ziegler Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

david gold West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Diane Lander Simon Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Elyse Eisenberg West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

SUELLEN Wagner Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-03

AR Horton Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Melody St John Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Michael Vilkin Santa Barbara, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Jack Humphreville Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Cathy Wayne Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Lynda Barens West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Bradford Cobb West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Martin Hammond Cupertino, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Alison Simard Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Amy Aversa Brooklyn, NY, United States 2015-11-03

M.S. Epstein Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Catherine Sullivan lLos Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Seth Meier West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Marty Belafsky Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03



Name Location Date

Michael Testa West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Melissa Susac Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Jaime Schoenbrun Santee, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Barbara Gullo Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Tom Moore West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Talisa Reeve Malibu, CA, United States 2015-11-03

John Bollard West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Renetta Amador Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Javier Rodriguez Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Mitch Goodman Palm Springs, CA, United States 2015-11-03

PATRICK TENNANT Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

sherry sexton West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Jessica Wisnowski Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Peter Spirer Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Diane Cary West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Draco Rosa West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Anna Nuttall Epsom, ENG, United Kingdom 2015-11-03

Craig Clark Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Francisco Arbolay Caguas, United States 2015-11-03

Paz González Mexico 2015-11-03

sean newberg Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Andrew Macpherson West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Michael Black Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Eleanor Sabaduquia West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

joanna cassidy Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Norma Jimenez Schertz, TX, United States 2015-11-03

Fiona Jackson Hamilton, New Zealand 2015-11-03

Michael Grace Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

James teel Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Douglas Dickerman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

rivkind michael Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Billie Mahaney Annandale, NJ, United States 2015-11-03



Name Location Date

Doria Biddle West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-03

matt dines Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Stacy Title Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

michele de villiers Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Dawn Clark Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Cristie St James Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Julia Cunningham Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-03

Deborah Kaufman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Michael Katcher San Bruno, CA, United States 2015-11-04

jamie burris Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Leslie Sank Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Laura Mulrenan Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Dee Dee Schneider Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Martin Schneider Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Clarissa Troop Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Lisa Diaz Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

lucy webb Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Deborah MAY North Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Lloyd Arnold Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Robert Ortiz Phoenix, AZ, United States 2015-11-04

Eric Holck Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Nikki Wood Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Robin Diaz Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Aaron Heck Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Lisa Parks La Fayette, GA, United States 2015-11-04

Maritza Quiroz Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Christopher Rice West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Lauren Sandoval Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Deborah Gaynor Wake Forest, NC, United States 2015-11-04

Dimitri Perparos Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Lisa Schultz Brighton, CO, United States 2015-11-04

albert hughes Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04



Name Location Date

Michael Leeson Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Amber Myers Severna Park, MD, United States 2015-11-04

Brian Lynch Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Harker Jones Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Anna Wick Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Melody John Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Marne Carmean West Holywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

David Alexandre richardson, TX, United States 2015-11-04

Lee Clay Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Scott Voliva West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Lisa Hsu Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Stephanie Savage Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

michael shores West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Robert Lea West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Serena Reid LOS ANGELES, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Vanessa Beletic Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

mike rice newport beach, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Marieke Boorman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Deborah Fairchild Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Grayson Edwards Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Burt Goralnick West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Fab Brandt Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Victoria Miller Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Deborah Davis-Bonk Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Muriel Wheatley Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Marci Levine Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Mikheal Meece Dublin, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Keiko-Marierose Shores West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Yoav Getzler Valley Village, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Jeff Deperon Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Joanna Pitt Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Lenny Lipton Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04



Name Location Date

Sabine La Folie Culver City, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Paulo Derezende Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Richard Lawton Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Marcy McLeod Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Olanna Taskey West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-04

Angela Alvarado Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

jennifer doud los angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Joy Barr Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Jane Lockhart West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Mimi Bonetti Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Phyllis Ross Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Elaine Gilboa Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Barry Johnson Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Christina Odegard Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Kris Van Kaeden Fullerton, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Bernard Judge Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Cesar Orozco Bell Gardens, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Eva M. Ballo Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Anne Curry Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Sandra Clare Long Beach, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Helen Carmean Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Masha Stout Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

dolores scozzesi West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Marianne Giblin Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Courtney Small Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Eric Shaw Quinn Quinn West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Taylor Cornish San Francisco, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Michael Isaacs Johnson City, TN, United States 2015-11-05

John Stabile Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

David Romero West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Angelina Shamborska Long Beach, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Susan Lavitt Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05



Name Location Date

Jackson Flanders Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Kira Sardy West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-05

kimberly rose Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-05

David Miramontes West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Lisa Marie Viggiano Malibu, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Erica Spano Excelsior, MN, United States 2015-11-05

Ben Nichols Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Ben Stout Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Maryanne Holmes San Juan Capistrano, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Jacqueline Beaulieu Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Kelly Forbes Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Brian Linse Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Andrea Lehman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Elizabeth Cronin Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-05

christy bell Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Sandra Hitt Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Matthew Friedman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Joe Kay Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Kristen Stavola Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Kim Kaufman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Robert Chavers Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Sierra Pecheur Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Marilyn price Stratford-upon-Avon, ENG, United Kingdom 2015-11-05

Elias Cameron Worcester, ENG, United Kingdom 2015-11-05

Michael Hoover Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-05

Lelani Eickhoff Simi Valley, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Lori Wallman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Christopher ROWLEY Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

linda marder l.a., CA, United States 2015-11-06

Claire Barthelemy West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Chloe Palmer Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Sharon Scott Simi Valley, CA, United States 2015-11-06



Name Location Date

Diane Laskin L.A., CA, United States 2015-11-06

Jack Fitz Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Susanne Konigsberg Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Deborah Rankin Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Alex Nicholas Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Inna Gergel Granada Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Wendel Meldrum los angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Ronald Maxson Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Monica Fishman Carpinteria, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Daniel Son San Francisco, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Danna Ruscha Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Jessica Nesic Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Jaren boczan Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Paul m kim Alhambra, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Cinnia Finfer Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Rob Osattin Atlanta, GA, United States 2015-11-06

Sandrine Fuchs Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Regina Welch Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Tyler Naifeh Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Eric chon Torrance, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Inoo Cha Englewood Cliffs, NJ, United States 2015-11-06

Alan Hadaya West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-06

David Neely Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Brooke Funderburk Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Chris Brewster Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Lydia Dubois W Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-06

ROBERT MEADOWS West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-06

Gayle Kelley Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Viktoria Cornelius Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Dorothy Rand Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Cheyanne Gustason Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

G Morris Venice, CA, United States 2015-11-07



Name Location Date

Claudia Sloan Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Minsu Kang Torrance, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Priya Ghai West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Beryl Herrin Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Todd Waks Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Art Manke Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Michelle Milosh Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Tranna Salim Denver, CO, United States 2015-11-07

Tamara Cascardo Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Billy Childers West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Jill Kraft Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Eran Shine Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

bryan wark los angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-07

Deborah Erath Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Teresa Conroy Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Janie fitzgerald Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Jessica Walker Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Elodie Brulere-Powers Glendale, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Daniel Irving Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

sarah mcneilly Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Jillian Sorkin West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Dana Jackson Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

MARGARET WYNN LOS ANGELES, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Rosemarie Cobin Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Nathaniel Hunt Studio City, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Pam Boland Grovetown, GA, United States 2015-11-08

Jeannine Braden Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Jennifer Jay West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Mai Ottersen-Redfield Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Ralf Knoll West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

tony payne los angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Christian Schmitz Beverly Hills, CA, United States 2015-11-08



Name Location Date

Richard Redfield Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Adam Borich Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Klazina crawford Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Melanie Pullen Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Janelle Thibodaux Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Ragen Wilfert Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Chance Starling Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

ashley bottorff Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Fred Selden West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Karen Rocchio Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Steve Anderson Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Siobhan Carmean Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Karen Berch Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Jeffery Jon Masino Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Robert ONeill Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Benjamin Chang Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Carol Gray West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

robert wilson West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Philip Luque Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

James Bontempo Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Linda Moore Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

maria gritsch la, CA, United States 2015-11-08

adam baer Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Julia Miller West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Janet Eckholm Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

June Sale West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Kyrstin Munson Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Marilyn Lawenda Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Marjorie Harris Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Matthew Hutchison Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Alena Zdorovchenko West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Lou Cutell L.A., CA, United States 2015-11-08



Name Location Date

Paul L'Esperance Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Celia Wyatt-Twiss Los angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Mark Andrew Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Kasia Williams Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Linda Kay Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Ellen Frankel Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Josephine Powell Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

wayne marmorstein West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Dorothy Clark Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Mary Coley Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Joan temple Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

linda boyd LA, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Diane Berliner Los Angeles, Virgin Islands, U.S. 2015-11-08

Maria Stromberg Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

David Bagley Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

will pearson west hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Marla Miller Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

PHILLIP ROTHSCHILD los angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Jason Shaw Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Ruth Wald Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Jennifer Sidary Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Robyn Weisman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Kim Gottlieb-Walker Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Michelle Rouse Auckland, New Zealand 2015-11-08

Allison Harris West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Colin Spitler West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Raymond Fitzpatrick West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Elaine Madsen Santa Clarita, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Matthew OConnor West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-08

maria lennon Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

Kathy Evans Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08

kathleen murphy Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-08



Name Location Date

Debbie Starkman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Arnie Semsky Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Alan Robinson Monterey Park, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Shira Boardman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Lisa Moore Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Sarah Essex Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Rob Lewine Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

David Forrest Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

JOAN NAGLER Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

John Rodgers West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Florence Ratzsch Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Clark Eddy Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Sophie Ratzsch Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

B. Akerlund Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Richard Holland Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Ece Kucukkoylu Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Eric Lawrence Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Ana Lilia Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Kathleen Angelini Van Nuys, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Monica Guevara West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Janna Zinzi Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Shoshanah Wolfson New York, NY, United States 2015-11-09

Rob Rains Farmington, UT, United States 2015-11-09

Julia S. Russell Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

James McEwen Petaluma, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Adele Sillyman Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Olivia Ratzsch Brooklyn, NY, United States 2015-11-09

John Kaye Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Marc Fogel Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Devon Brooks West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Julie Moran West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Kristian Monday Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09



Name Location Date

Yana Trofimova West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Adrianne Duncan Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Florian Schaugg Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Marina Pokrovskaya North Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Brian Wadley Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Darlene Chan West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Jason Brown Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Kent Belden Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Dessa Sfikas Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Kevin Kane Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

sarah petrie Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Alan Henderson Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Fernando Leyva La Puente, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Glenn Williamson Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Milena Simonova West Hollywood, CA, United States 2015-11-09

Rena Falk Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

wadley wadley Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09

erika meier Los Angeles, CA, United States 2015-11-09
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Save Residential Hollywood <saveresidentialhollywood@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:20 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana,

Attached is a letter from Save Residential Hollywood, Inc. incorporating our comments regarding the proposed
development and requesting that the EIR be rejected and the developer provide a new EIR which more accurately
reflects the scope of the project and the deleterious impact it will have on our neighborhood if it is permitted to be
built in its present incarnation.

Thank you.

Helen Berman
President
Save Residential Hollywood, Inc.

Comment Letter 8150 Sunset Nov 2015.pdf
107K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:20 PM
To: saveresidentialhollywood@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150ee1f8e0ba5d91&attid=0.0&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Save Residential Hollywood, Inc., 7135 Hollywood Boulevard, Suite 1004, Los Angeles, CA 90046 

www.saveresidentialhollywood.com 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
November 8, 2015 
 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
Case Number:  City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR/8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

I am writing on behalf of Save Residential Hollywood, Inc., a non-profit organization representing 
more than 1500 residents in the area impacted by the proposed development. Our organization 
opposes the EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR). 

The EIR fails to adequately address issues with this overly large and dense project situated on an 
already congested intersection directly at the bottom of Laurel Canyon. The proposed development is 
completely out of scale with the surrounding area and will have severe adverse impacts on the 
neighborhood and its residents as well as the numerous commuters who use Sunset Boulevard, Laurel 
Canyon, Crescent Heights and adjacent streets to traverse the city to perform normal tasks of life. We 
also are worried about the impact the increased congestion will have on the ability of emergency 
personnel to respond in a timely manner.  

We request you do not approve the proposed EIR and require the developers submit a new EIR that 
adequately addresses the real problems caused by this development.  

Our specific issues with the development include, but are not limited to, the following: 

HEIGHT: The proposed skyscraper with a height of 234 feet is three times the height of nearby 
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Boulevard, 
dwarfing the surrounding buildings and is completely out of scale with the character of the 
neighborhood. Besides overshadowing other buildings in the area, it will block iconic views of the 
Hollywood Hills which are one of Los Angeles’ and the nation’s great national treasures. 



 
Save Residential Hollywood, Inc., 7135 Hollywood Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90046 

www.saveresidentialhollywood.com 

2 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study appears to be completely flawed with significant understatement of car 
trips generated. The congestion caused by this development is particularly ill suited for an already 
over burdened key intersection. Any traffic study based on significant impact of bicycle riders in lieu 
of automobile usage should include a study with accurate figures indicating what percentage of 
people living, working or utilizing the upscale development will utilize bicycles as their primary form 
of transportation. This is an area that is not particularly well served by public transportation, as there 
are sporadic bus lines. Moreover, studies have shown busses in Los Angeles are used by the least 
affluent residents of our city as transportation of last resort and there is nothing submitted which 
would provide believable evidence that the affluent population utilizing this development would 
differ in their transportation habits from those of other residents in the neighborhood or Los Angeles.  

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Eliminating the traffic island is a cynical gift to the developers so as to 
enable them to provide the legally required minimum set back. This is a dangerous pedestrian 
intersection and eliminating the island will increase danger. It will also increase congestion at the 
intersection, as right turns to Crescent Heights from Sunset will be more difficult to maneuver and 
impede the flow of traffic. Moreover pedestrian crossings will cause heavy backups on Sunset 
Boulevard heading east. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be gifted to the 
developer. 

For all of these reasons and more, Save Residential Hollywood urges you to reject the EIR and require 
the development to submit an EIR that adequately addresses the reality of the severe burden this 
development will place on our neighborhood. 

 Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Helen Berman 
President 
Save Residential Hollywood, Inc. 
  
 
cc: Mayor Garcetti 
 Councilman David Ryu 
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Jamie Hall <jhall@laurelcanyon.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 5:22 PM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org, Christopher Rice <c.rice78@yahoo.com>, Ric Abramson <ric@workplays.com>,
Marla Miller <marla1008@yahoo.com>, Jerry Ptashkin <ptashkin@aol.com>, Ebon Alabastur <alabastur@aol.com>,
Lynn Russell <lenabydesign@mac.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>, Cyd Zeigler
<cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com>, Scott Lunceford <slunceford@weho.org>, Anastasia Mann <anastasia@corniche.com>,
Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>, Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org>, Jamie Hall
<jamie@jamiethall.com>, Karen Demille <karendemille@gmail.com>, Grafton Tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net>,
david.ryu@lacity.org, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, Travis
Longcore <tlongcore@babcnc.org>, Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell.net>

Please see attached.

Regards,

Jamie T. Hall
Laurel Canyon Association
President
(323) 3800845 office
(512) 6194645 cell 
jhall@laurelcanyon.org email
www.laurelcanyon.org web

8150 Sunset Blvd EIR Comment Letter.pdf
660K
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A Community Organization Dedicated to Improving and Preserving 
 the Quality of Life in Laurel Canyon 

  

 

Tel: 310-982-1760    
Email: jhall@laurelcanyon.org 

8150 Sunset Blvd EIR Comment Letter.docx  
 

November 9, 2015 
 
VIA E-MAIL  
 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org  
 

Re: Comments in Response to ENV-2013-2552-EIR (Sunset Boulevard 
Mixed-Use Project located at 8150 Sunset Boulevard) 

 
Dear Ms. Srimal: 
 

I am in receipt of the Notice of Extension (“NOE”) dated October 21, 2015 for 
the Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project located at 8150 Sunset Boulevard (“Project”.)  
As the President of the Laurel Canyon Association (“LCA”) I am pleased to provide 
comments in response to the draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) prepared for 
the Project.  

 
About Laurel Canyon Association 

Initially, and by way of background, I would like to provide some background.  
LCA is a neighborhood association serving the area of the Hollywood Hills known as 
“Laurel Canyon,” one the most beautiful and environmentally important areas of Los 
Angeles. The hills in Laurel Canyon provide a scenic backdrop for the rest of Los 
Angeles. Further Laurel Canyon’s forested valleys and chaparral-draped hillsides offer 
habit for native wildlife. Laurel Canyon also is home to a watershed and greenbelt for 
the vastly developed plains of Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley.  

LCA was founded for the express purpose of preserving and improving the 
quality of life in Laurel Canyon. The goal of our community group is to promote the 
welfare of the residents of Laurel Canyon and to maintain the quality of life in the 
Hollywood Hills, by preserving its residential character, its quiet, privacy, natural beauty 
and safety. Moreover, LCA endeavors to encourage cooperation among all residents and 
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8150 Sunset Blvd EIR Comment Letter.docx 

to educate appropriate governmental bodies concerning changes in existing or proposed 
laws affecting Laurel Canyon or in anything that affects the local community.  

LCA’s jurisdiction includes Laurel Canyon Boulevard, its feeder streets and the 
Kirkwood, Stanley Hills, Lookout Mountain and Wonderland bowl areas. The 
neighborhood is bounded on the north by Mulholland Drive and at the south by 
Hollywood Boulevard. The main streets are Laurel Canyon Boulevard, Mulholland 
Drive, Wonderland Avenue, Lookout Mountain Avenue, Kirkwood, and Stanley Hills.  
LCA is a residential stakeholder with membership in the Los Angeles Neighborhood 
Council system, specifically, the Bel-Air Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council 
(“BABCNC”). 

Incorporation of Comments Provided by Save Sunset Boulevard 
 
LCA has read the letter of protest submitted by Save Sunset Boulevard (“SSB”), 

an organization founded to promote responsible development along Sunset Blvd. and to 
raise awareness of the impacts of large developments on nearby communities. LCA 
supports the comments and concerned raised by SSB.  

 
Environmental Issues Implicated by Project 

 
For decades, residents of LCA have patronized stores located at 8150 Sunset 

Boulevard. Moreover, each day thousands of residents pass by the property on their way 
to work, visit friends and shop and school. The flow of traffic at the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights/Laurel Canyon Boulevard is of paramount 
concern to LCA.  

 
LCA offers the following comments: 
 
Traffic/Transportation: The traffic study prepared needs to be redrawn as it is 

not accurate now that the design has changed significantly. The intersection of Crescent 
Heights and Sunset is severely congested and the impacts associated with the Project are 
unknown without an adequate traffic study, 

 
Visual Impacts: The Project is even taller than the previous design. The City has 

failed to adequately analyze the significant visual impacts associated with the Project. 
The project should be limited to approximately 100 feet. Otherwise it will block the 
skyline, an irreplaceable natural resource.  

 
Setbacks: The proposed 4-foot setback along crescent heights will make the 

building loom over the area.   
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Noise: The applicant should measure the ambient noise levels in the Hollywood 
Hills to assess the impact that the Project will have on residents who reside in the hills. 
Specifically, ambient noise levels should be measures on Grand View Drive, both during 
the day and night. 
 

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments. I may 
be reached at 310-982-1760 or jhall@laurelcanyon.org.  

 
 
Regards, 
 

 
 
Jamie T. Hall 
Laurel Canyon Association 
President 

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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RosenFree@aol.com <RosenFree@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:32 AM
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

Attached is the letter from the Hillside Federation commenting on the recirculated Draft EIR for the project at
8150 W. Sunset Blvd. Please add it to you file and include the Hillside Federation on any and all notification lists
for the project.

Thank you very much.

Best regards,

WendySue Rosen, Vice President
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations
www.hillsidefederation.org

HF 8150 Comment Letter 11915.pdf
310K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:32 AM
To: RosenFree@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://www.hillsidefederation.org/
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Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

 
November 9, 2015 

 

 

Re: 8150 Sunset Blvd. Recirculated DEIR – ENV-2013-2552-EIR  

 

 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

 

The Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations, Inc., founded in 1952, represents 

45 homeowner and resident associations spanning the Santa Monica Mountains, from 

Pacific Palisades to Mt. Washington. The Federation’s mission is to protect the 

property and quality of life of its over 200,000 constituents and to conserve the natural 

habitat and appearance of the hillside and mountain areas in which they live. 

 

The Federation had previously submitted three letters on this project, dated October 

14, 2013, May 8, 2014 and January 19, 2015. We incorporate those letters by 

reference and expect that the issues raised in those letters will be addressed in the 

responses to the recirculated Draft EIR. 

 

The Federation voted at its October meeting to continue to oppose the proposed 

project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. as described in the DEIR, the recirculated DEIR, and the 

ELDP streamlining process certified for this project. Although we appreciate that the 

project has been changed in some ways that were responsive to the letters that were 

submitted through the comment period, there remain major aspects of the project that 

would create significant negative impacts on commuters, the surrounding community 

and hillside aesthetics. 

 

Some of our concerns include: the height of the project continues to be out of scale 

with the surrounding area impacting the hillside aesthetic; the traffic mitigation 

measures do not appear adequate for a project of this size and scale; this project does 

not appear to be consistent with the City’s General or Community Plans and the 

findings for consistency have not been made; deviations from code on height, set-

backs, etc, cannot be justified; and the marquee structure proposed to display signage 

is very large with little detail about how it will be utilized. How does the proposed 

marquee structure and future signage comply with current sign code and how can it be 

permitted with the sign ban in place. What luminosity limits would be imposed for the 

outdoor signs for daytime and nighttime hours and what would the impact of the 

illumination be on the surrounding community, including hillside residents and 

motorists. 

 

 

 

P.O. Box 27404 

Los Angeles, CA 90027 

www.hillsidefederation.org 

 

 

 

president@hillsidefederation.org 

www.hillsidefederation.org 

PRESIDENT 
Marian Dodge 

CHAIRMAN 

Charley Mims 
VICE PRESIDENTS 

Mark Stratton 

Wendy-Sue Rosen 
SECRETARIES 

Carol Sidlow 

John Given 
TREASURER 

Don Andres 

Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood 

Bel-Air Association 

Bel Air Knolls Property Owners 

Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners 

Benedict Canyon Association 

Brentwood Hills Homeowners 

Brentwood Residents Coalition 

Cahuenga Pass Property Owners 

Canyon Back Alliance 

CASM-SFV 

Crests Neighborhood Assn. 

Franklin Ave./Hollywood Bl. West 

Franklin Hills Residents Assn. 

Highlands Owners Assn. 

Hollywood Dell Civic Assn. 

Hollywood Heights Assn. 

Hollywoodland Homeowners 

Holmby Hills Homeowners Assn. 

Kagel Canyon Civic Assn. 

Lake Hollywood HOA 

Laurel Canyon Assn. 

Lookout Mountain Alliance 

Los Feliz Improvement Assn. 

Mt. Olympus Property Owners  

Mt. Washington Homeowners All. 

Nichols Canyon Assn. 

N. Beverly Dr./Franklin Canyon 

Oak Forest Canyon Assn. 

Oaks Homeowners Assn. 

Outpost Estates Homeowners 

Rancho Verdugo Estates 

Residents of Beverly Glen 

Roscomare Valley Assn. 

Save Coldwater Canyon! 

Save Sunset Blvd. 

Shadow Hills Property Owners 

Sherman Oaks HO Assn. 

Silver Lake Heritage Trust 

Studio City Residents Assn. 

Sunset Hills Homeowners Assn. 

Tarzana Property Owners Assn. 

Torreyson Flynn Assn. 

Upper Mandeville Canyon  

Upper Nichols Canyon NA 

Whitley Heights Civic Assn. 

 

CHAIRS EMERITI 
Shirley Cohen 

Jerome C. Daniel 

Patricia Bell Hearst 
Alan Kishbaugh 

Gordon Murley 

Steve Twining 
CHAIRS IN MEMORIUM 

Brian Moore 

Polly Ward 

http://www.hillsidefederation.org/
mailto:president@hillsidefederation.org
http://www.hillsidefederation.org/


CEQA requires full disclosure of all potential significant environmental impacts to give the community an 

opportunity for meaningful public input, the decision-makers an in-depth review of projects analyzing a 

range of alternatives that reduce those impacts, and based on objective analyses found in the EIR, 

agencies shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible to do so. 

We do not believe the recirculated DEIR accomplishes these objectives. 

 

We join the Sunset Strip community in their comments and ask that the project be revised to a size and 

scale consistent with the surrounding community while reducing negative impacts to the neighborhood.  

 

 

Sincerely,  
 

 

 

Wendy-Sue Rosen 

 

Wendy-Sue Rosen, Vice President 

 
cc:  

Councilmember Ryu 

Mayor Eric Garcetti 
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2 messages

Grafton Tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:05 AM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Christopher Rice <c.rice78@yahoo.com>, Ric Abramson <workplaysstudio@gmail.com>, Marla Miller
<marla1008@yahoo.com>, Jerry Ptashkin <ptashkin@aol.com>, Ebon Alabastur <alabastur@aol.com>, Lynn
Russell <lenabydesign@mac.com>, Mark Howell <googemanagement@mac.com>, Karen Demille
<karendemille@gmail.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>, Cyd Zeigler <cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com>, Scott
Lunceford <slunceford@weho.org>, tony tucci <radiocave@earthlink.net>, Anastasia Mann
<anastasia@corniche.com>, Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell.net>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>, Bob
Hofler <bobhofler@gmail.com>, Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org>, jamie@jamiethall.com

Please see the attached submittal from the Crescent Heights – Havenhurst
Neighborhood Protective Association.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:05 AM
To: gpt1287@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

RDEIR of 8150 Sunset

Grafton Tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:00 AM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Christopher Rice <c.rice78@yahoo.com>, Ric Abramson <ric@workplays.com>, Marla Miller
<marla1008@yahoo.com>, Jerry Ptashkin <ptashkin@aol.com>, Ebon Alabastur <alabastur@aol.com>, Lynn
Russell <lenabydesign@mac.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>, Cyd Zeigler <cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com>,
Scott Lunceford <slunceford@weho.org>, Anastasia Mann <anastasia@corniche.com>, Orrin Feldman
<ofeldman@pacbell.net>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>, Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org>,
jamie@jamiethall.com, Karen Demille <karendemille@gmail.com>

Please see the attached.
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Crescent Heights – Havenhurst 

Neighborhood Protective Association 

 

November 7, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

City of Los Angeles 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

planning.envreview@lacity.org 

 

Subject: Response to the RDEIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard, City Case ENV-2013-2552-RDEIR 

 

 

Please ask the developer to address and answer these questions: 

 

 

Transit 

 

The project developer has asked for an increase in the FAR to 3:1 based on meeting the criteria 

of subdivision 25(f)(4) of Subsection A of Section 12.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

 

In calculating the distance between the property and the nearest Transit Stop, the EIR consultant 

has measured the distance between the center of the project and the corner of Fairfax and Sunset 

Boulevards. 

 

Does the corner of Sunset and Fairfax meet the definition of a Transit Stop in this section of the 

Code? 

 

What is the nearest intersection which does meet the definition of a Transit Stop? 

 

What is the distance a) in a direct line (as the crow flies) and b) by sidewalk (as a pedestrian 

would reach the Stop) to the intersection of Fairfax and Santa Monica Boulevards? 

 

Provide a map indicating the length of the several segments required to reach this 

destination. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Housing Density Bonus 

 

 

The state requires that for a density bonus in excess of that permitted in Section 12.22.A.25 there 

will be “(4) No buildings are higher than any main building on adjoining property. 

 

Does the project meet this criterion? 

 

The applicant is apparently using affordable housing density bonuses to increase commercial 

space.  Are not affordable housing bonuses intended to increase the density of the residential 

component only?   

 

How can the applicant justify this mis-appropriation of the state affordable housing bonuses? 

 

 

 

 

Parking 

 

The developer has proposed to install, on average, one parking space for each of the residential 

condominiums. 

 

Does the developer plan to limit sales to single individuals?  If not, where will the additional 

people park their cars? 

 

How does the proposed ratio of compact parking space to standard spaces compare to the same 

ratio of cars on the road? 

 

What provision will be made for SUVS and other larger cars? 

 

 

Zoning 

 

The subject property is currently zoned for “neighborhood commercial”.  Does the proposed 

development meet this standard? 

 

 

Community Plan 

 

Does this project conform to the Hollywood Community Plan?  Please include a summary of the 

general land use parameters envisioned by the Hollywood Community Plan and indicate how 

this project conforms to those parameters. 

 

The subject property was downsized three times as part of the General Plan, with the previous 

FAR reduced to its present density.   

 



How does the applicant justify increasing the FAR again? 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

Grafton P. Tanquary, President 

1287 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 

West Hollywood, CA 90046-5022 

323.656.8779 

gpt1287@sbcglobal.net 

 

 

Submittal by email 

 

 

 

. 

mailto:gpt1287@sbcglobal.net


11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: RDEIR for 8150 Sunset
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: RDEIR for 8150 Sunset
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:09 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Grafton Tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:11 PM
Subject: RDEIR for 8150 Sunset
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Please see attached re: 8150 Sunset

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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Crescent Heights – Havenhurst 

Neighborhood Protective Association 

 

November 7, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

City of Los Angeles 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

planning.envreview@lacity.org 

 

Subject: Response to the RDEIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard, City Case ENV-2013-2552-RDEIR 

 

 

Please ask the developer to address and answer these questions: 

 

 

Transit 

 

The project developer has asked for an increase in the FAR to 3:1 based on meeting the criteria 

of subdivision 25(f)(4) of Subsection A of Section 12.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

 

In calculating the distance between the property and the nearest Transit Stop, the EIR consultant 

has measured the distance between the center of the project and the corner of Fairfax and Sunset 

Boulevards. 

 

Does the corner of Sunset and Fairfax meet the definition of a Transit Stop in this section of the 

Code? 

 

What is the nearest intersection which does meet the definition of a Transit Stop? 

 

What is the distance a) in a direct line (as the crow flies) and b) by sidewalk (as a pedestrian 

would reach the Stop) to the intersection of Fairfax and Santa Monica Boulevards? 

 

Provide a map indicating the length of the several segments required to reach this 

destination. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Housing Density Bonus 

 

 

The state requires that for a density bonus in excess of that permitted in Section 12.22.A.25 there 

will be “(4) No buildings are higher than any main building on adjoining property. 

 

Does the project meet this criterion? 

 

The applicant is apparently using affordable housing density bonuses to increase commercial 

space.  Are not affordable housing bonuses intended to increase the density of the residential 

component only?   

 

How can the applicant justify this mis-appropriation of the state affordable housing bonuses? 

 

 

 

 

Parking 

 

The developer has proposed to install, on average, one parking space for each of the residential 

condominiums. 

 

Does the developer plan to limit sales to single individuals?  If not, where will the additional 

people park their cars? 

 

How does the proposed ratio of compact parking space to standard spaces compare to the same 

ratio of cars on the road? 

 

What provision will be made for SUVS and other larger cars? 

 

 

Zoning 

 

The subject property is currently zoned for “neighborhood commercial”.  Does the proposed 

development meet this standard? 

 

 

Community Plan 

 

Does this project conform to the Hollywood Community Plan?  Please include a summary of the 

general land use parameters envisioned by the Hollywood Community Plan and indicate how 

this project conforms to those parameters. 

 

The subject property was downsized three times as part of the General Plan, with the previous 

FAR reduced to its present density.   

 



How does the applicant justify increasing the FAR again? 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

Grafton P. Tanquary, President 

1287 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 

West Hollywood, CA 90046-5022 

323.656.8779 

gpt1287@sbcglobal.net 

 

 

Submittal by email 

 

 

 

. 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: RDEIR of 8150 Sunset

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:16 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Grafton Tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:00 AM
Subject: RDEIR of 8150 Sunset
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Christopher Rice <c.rice78@yahoo.com>, Ric Abramson <ric@workplays.com>, Marla Miller
<marla1008@yahoo.com>, Jerry Ptashkin <ptashkin@aol.com>, Ebon Alabastur <alabastur@aol.com>, Lynn
Russell <lenabydesign@mac.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>, Cyd Zeigler
<cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com>, Scott Lunceford <slunceford@weho.org>, Anastasia Mann
<anastasia@corniche.com>, Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell.net>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>,
Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org>, jamie@jamiethall.com, Karen Demille
<karendemille@gmail.com>

Please see the attached.

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

8150 gpt chnpa letter re rdei rnov  2015.docx
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Crescent Heights – Havenhurst 

Neighborhood Protective Association 

 

November 7, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

City of Los Angeles 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

planning.envreview@lacity.org 

 

Subject: Response to the RDEIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard, City Case ENV-2013-2552-RDEIR 

 

 

Please ask the developer to address and answer these questions: 

 

 

Transit 

 

The project developer has asked for an increase in the FAR to 3:1 based on meeting the criteria 

of subdivision 25(f)(4) of Subsection A of Section 12.2 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

 

In calculating the distance between the property and the nearest Transit Stop, the EIR consultant 

has measured the distance between the center of the project and the corner of Fairfax and Sunset 

Boulevards. 

 

Does the corner of Sunset and Fairfax meet the definition of a Transit Stop in this section of the 

Code? 

 

What is the nearest intersection which does meet the definition of a Transit Stop? 

 

What is the distance a) in a direct line (as the crow flies) and b) by sidewalk (as a pedestrian 

would reach the Stop) to the intersection of Fairfax and Santa Monica Boulevards? 

 

Provide a map indicating the length of the several segments required to reach this 

destination. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Housing Density Bonus 

 

 

The state requires that for a density bonus in excess of that permitted in Section 12.22.A.25 there 

will be “(4) No buildings are higher than any main building on adjoining property. 

 

Does the project meet this criterion? 

 

The applicant is apparently using affordable housing density bonuses to increase commercial 

space.  Are not affordable housing bonuses intended to increase the density of the residential 

component only?   

 

How can the applicant justify this mis-appropriation of the state affordable housing bonuses? 

 

 

 

 

Parking 

 

The developer has proposed to install, on average, one parking space for each of the residential 

condominiums. 

 

Does the developer plan to limit sales to single individuals?  If not, where will the additional 

people park their cars? 

 

How does the proposed ratio of compact parking space to standard spaces compare to the same 

ratio of cars on the road? 

 

What provision will be made for SUVS and other larger cars? 

 

 

Zoning 

 

The subject property is currently zoned for “neighborhood commercial”.  Does the proposed 

development meet this standard? 

 

 

Community Plan 

 

Does this project conform to the Hollywood Community Plan?  Please include a summary of the 

general land use parameters envisioned by the Hollywood Community Plan and indicate how 

this project conforms to those parameters. 

 

The subject property was downsized three times as part of the General Plan, with the previous 

FAR reduced to its present density.   

 



How does the applicant justify increasing the FAR again? 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________ 

Grafton P. Tanquary, President 

1287 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 

West Hollywood, CA 90046-5022 

323.656.8779 

gpt1287@sbcglobal.net 

 

 

Submittal by email 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: Comments regarding the Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project DEIR  City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:15 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Geary & Michelle Coats <coatsconsulting@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 5:14 PM
Subject: Comments regarding the Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project DEIR  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

M.s. Hewawitharana;

This letter was mailed to you, but to insure you receive this in a timely manner, I have included a
copy below.

Respectfully;

Michelle D. Coats
Coats Consulting

*C O A T S   C O N S U L T I N G*
P  831.250.7192 | F  831.250.7193
PO Box 1356  Carmel, CA 93921

♻ *Please consider the environment before printing any part of this email**.
** *

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

Revised Ltr. Recirculated Draft EIR. November 6, 2015.doc
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November 6, 2015 
 

Mayor Garcetti 
Council Member Tom LeBonge 
Jonathan Brand 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
  
Subject:   Comments regarding the Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project DEIR - City Case No. ENV-2013-
2552-EIR 
 
 
At the request of “Save Sunset Blvd”, Coats Consulting has been requested to review the Draft EIR for 
the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, to ensure that it is adequate and complete, in order for the City of 
Los Angeles to be able to certify the environmental document in question.  As you are aware the 
purpose of a CEQA document is first and foremost to "INFORM".  CEQA documents are intended to be 
informational, unbiased and represent a complete and thorough evaluation of all relevant information 
needed for the Lead Agency to make an informed decision. 
 
Unfortunately the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Draft EIR, as prepared, is still incomplete and has not 
adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts nor has it addressed the ‘land use’ 
inconsistencies associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document, once again, 
has been prepared, as an “Advocacy” document, intended to provide an environmental document that 
can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the 
Hollywood community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed 
development. 
 
Our evaluation focused on the General Plan / Community plan consistency, the potential visual 
impacts, the cumulative evaluations and the Community Open Space/common areas adequate to 
provide public outdoor recreational opportunities for existing and future residents and visitors. 
 
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN: 
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the 
residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent 
basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.  In the case of the, Sunset 
Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and Objectives 

    LAND PLANNING • ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING • ENTITLEMENT/PROJECT MANAGEMENT • BRANDING  
   

P  831.250.7192 
F  831.250.7193 

PO BOX 1356 
CARMEL, CA. 93921 

COATSCONSULTING@GMAIL.COM 
 



established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the 
proponent and EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an 
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and 
appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this approach 
to the evaluation. 
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some twenty-seven (27) years ago.  
Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General 
Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document, at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the 
last attempt at updating this Plan was over-turned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the 
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the Hollywood community without the proper tools to 
evaluate the “real” impacts of this Project on the community at large.  In the least, this Project is 
premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is adopted.  
Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the 
current conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for 
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the 
Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration 
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis. 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This 
approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles, in that there are 
numerous parcels located along Sunset and within the immediate area of this proposed project, that 
have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the 
same request for ‘incentives’ and ‘considerations’.  The development of multiple, ‘massive’ towering 
developments along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would 
forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying 
subsequent requests, based on any of the ‘planning’ practices that are being ignored in this case, 
would indicate preferential treatment of the applicant’s project and selective enforcement of the City’s 
General Plan and Zoning.  Sadly,  Non of these issues have been addressed in this “re-issued” Draft EIR. 
 
 I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Councilmembers to consider this Project as inadequate, as 
currently designed, until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, 
and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that 
will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the 
future. 
 
Land use represents the heart of an environmentally superior project.  This project, as proposed does 
not address any of the land use issues.  If no responses are made to the land use inconsistencies, then 
what are the General Plan policies for ?  I see no evidence that any of our Land Use concerns have been 
addressed in this currently revised Draft Environmental Impact Report.  
 
In closing, this document was originally prepared for a project for which the City Staff utilized a process 
of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development.  This process 
does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the General 
Plan as adopted by the City Council  or the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document, 
once again, and require a revision which will address ALL of the comments previously made as well as 
the comments submitted forth with, and recirculate an further revised document which will  address 
the inadequacies. 
 
Respectfully Submitted; 



 

Michelle D. Coats  
 
Michelle D. Coats 
 
 
  
 



November 6, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

NllGtt•o1 .. ooo (,'OU>!Cll "· 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 16 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

RE: Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
Case#: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

This letter was adopted unanimously(16 yes, o no) by a vote of the Hollywood Hills West 
Neighborhood Council at a publicly held meeting on Nov. 4, 2015. The proposed project at 8150 
Sunset Blvd. falls within the HHWNC boundaries. 

The stakeholders of the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council have voiced many concerns, 
compliments and comments about the large-scale development proposed at 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
Various changes as reflected in Alternative 9, including reduction of commercial space and 
change in architectural design, are appreciated by some in the neighborhood. We are happy to see 
the developer working with us. 

However, we would like to draw the attention of the Planning Dept. and the developer to a 
number of critical issues that have been voiced and continue to be paramount to the 
neighborhood. 

1) The purpose of the Alternatives section of an EIR is to assess alternatives that may reduce 
environmental impacts. Alternative 9 exacerbates them, but a similar design scheme from the 
new architect at a lower height and massing could accomplish the goal of reduced impact. 

2) The height of the project continues to be the paramount concern to the neighborhood. The 
height as currently proposed is out of scale with the neighborhood and interferes with the iconic 
views to and from the hills and of Los Angeles' blue sky. While the neighborhood has expressed 
these concerns from the first meetings with the developer, Alternative 9 is even higher than the 
original proposal and not in harmony with the existing built environment and 
surrounding neighborhood. We would like to know what shorter alternatives have been discussed 
with the new architect, and what shorter designs they have created. The maximum height as 
proposed in Alternative 9 is not supported by this neighborhood council. 

3) In less general terms, our concern with the height of the project relates to two environmental 
impact categories: view impacts and shading. The DEIR incorrectly concludes in Impact 
Statement AES-2 that "the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project 
Site." We disagree! For the thousands of drivers per day who cross over the Hollywood Hills via 
Laurel Canyon, when they reach the bottom of the canyon at Sunset Boulevard, they have an "Aha 
moment" as they gaze out over the cityscape of the City of Los Angeles. The proposed project will 
completely obliterate this panoramic view. This results in a significant impact. 

4) The Shading impact analysis is flawed from the get-go in that it incorrectly characterizes the 
general pattern of development in the project vicinity. It notes that "taller buildings in the vicinity 
of the Sunset Strip including the 31-story Sierra Towers at Doheny Road and Sierra Alta Road, the 
15-story Mondrian Hotel at Sunset Boulevard and Olive Drive, and the 12-story Andaz Hotel at 
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Sunset Boulevard and Kings Road, generate some shading at the north and south sides of Sunset 
Boulevard." These referenced tall buildings are not in the project vicinity and are not even in the 
City of Los Angeles. The fact that the City of West Hollywood has embraced height and sacrificed 
sun light on the Sunset Strip should not justify the same treatment in Los Angeles. Further, the 
shadow analysis depicted in Figure 4.A-13 clearly illustrates that the public open space along the 
sidewalk on the north side of the project (south side of Sunset Boulevard) will be shaded from 
11:00 am until after 3:00 pm, exceeding the three-hour shading threshold for a significant impact. 
The public open space portions of the Project will also be shaded for virtually the entire day 
resulting in a shade impacted area within the project site. 

5) The traffic study incorporated in the recirculated DEIR is problematic. Assumptions in the 
study are from 2013 and not current including cumulative projects and current traffic. In 
addition, the traffic flow of the project has changed with Alternative 9 and raises larger safety 
concerns about issues like the intention for left-hand turns out of the project onto Crescent 
Heights. In addition, we are concerned about the bottleneck that could be created with the left
hand turns from northbound Crescent Heights into the project. This exchange of vehicles has not 
been adequately studied and reported. We direct the city's and applicant's attention to the 
comments submitted below and request a new traffic study be undertaken by a new independent 
firm. 

6) Maintaining part of the current traffic island and a south-bound right-hand-turn lane from 
eastbound Sunset Blvd. will continue to offer traffic relief from the poorly graded intersection at 
Crescent Heights. We would like to see the new traffic study re-incorporate that turn lane. If part 
or all of the existing traffic island, currently city property, is given or sold to the property owners, 
we do not believe this square footage should be incorporated into the FAR calculations for the 
project. 

7) We don't understand how the project will meet the 9,000 gpm fire flow required for a project of 
this size. Given that the Sunset water main that serves the project is old and fragile, and has 
already experienced one major rupture, have LAFD and LADWP provided assurances that the 
main's integrity is sufficient to guarantee adequate flow in the event of a major fire at the site? 
Will they give some kind of exemption to the required gpm? Plus, the project site sits directly 
across from a hillside area known as the Kirkwood Bowl, Mt. Olympus and Laurel Canyon 
(Hollywood), one of the highest-fire-danger areas in the city. Assurance of continued water flow 
and supply is of paramount importance, not only to the project, but to the adjacent hillsides and 
surrounding area. Being directly adjacent to a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHS 
Zone) water and emergency response time are critical. We would like to further understand the 
plans to maintain necessary water flow in an emergency. 

8) According to the developer, the materials to be used in the external elements of Gehry's design 
have not yet been finalized. Given that there was a significant issue with glare when Gehry 
designed the Disney Concert Hall, which was not addressed prior to completion, we would like 
assurances that the exterior material will not create a glare impact. 

9) Regarding construction, we want to make sure all sidewalks will remain accessible to the public 
during the entire construction period. What are the developers' plans to ensure the safe use of all 
sidewalks for pedestrians and bike riders along Sunset, Havenhurst and Crescent Heights during 
construction? 

10) The project takes advantage of increased density via SB 1818 due to its proximity to a transit 
stop at Fairfax Ave. and Sunset Blvd. We would like to know 1) how that transit stop meets the 
requirements of a transit stop for SB 1818, and 2) whether there is a sufficient trans stop within 
the required 1,500 feet to qualify for SB 1818. If that stop does not meet the requirements, we 
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would like to better understand the developer's plans to improve the existing transit at Fairfax 
Ave. and Sunset Blvd., including increased sidewalk depth. We do not believe the current facilities 
are adequate to accommodate what will be increased demand. 

11) While the project aims to increase density and foot traffic in the area, we do not believe the 
currently proposed sidewalk depth reflects the need for "walkable streets." We would like to see 
revisions to the project that further widen the sidewalks and set the buildings back from the 
property line. 

12) For all future developments, especially for large mixed-use projects, true environmental 
leadership is paramount to a building's sustainability and resiliency, particularly in an area of 
delicate topography. We see many opportunities to include new technologies, such as state-of
the-art solar capabilities and recaptured water source to utilize Los Angeles's natural resources 
and reduce reliance on strained energy grid. We would like to see the developer explore these 
options and incorporate them into the project. 

13) We ask the developer to address the weight limit allowed on Havenhurst by the City of Los 
Angeles and West Hollyv,rood and the weights of the various delivery trucks servicing retailers at 
8150 W. Sunset Boulevard to insure the trucks are in compliance. 

14) Public safety is of the utmost importance. We request the developer provide assurances that 
the Los Angeles Police (U\PD) and Los Angeles Fire Departments (LAFD) have adequate access 
to all areas on the property at street level and inform the public of approvals by Police and Fire 
that said access for either department is acceptable. 

15) We feel that the demolition of the Lytton Bank building would present a significant 
unmitigable impact due to the loss of a cultural and historic resource and could not be overridden 
by a statement of overriding consideration. We request preservation of the building. 

16) The DEIR does not properly address the cumulative effects of the project. CEQA requires that 
the cumulative effects be specifically addressed in part of the EIR process. A separate section on 
cumulative effects needs to be prepared in order to comply with CEQA. 

Traffic-specific comments on 8150 DEIR and Recirculated DEIR 

17) The traffic analysis assumes that the free-flow, right-turn lane on eastbound Sunset Boulevard 
at Crescent Heights will be removed (see Figure 8, page 50 of Appendix H - Traffic and Parking) 
and replaced with a short, right-turn lane. This would result in overflow from the right-turn lane, 
blocking the third through lane on Sunset. All level of service calculations based on this lane 
configuration are inaccurate and should be corrected. All renderings of the project which 
incorporate the city right of way for the right-turn lane and the adjacent island into the project 
and make it appear to contain more open space than it can on its own property are inaccurate and 
should be corrected to present a fair picture of the project. 

18) The project site is served by Metro transit routes 218 and 2/302. The 218 runs north-south on 
Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon and provides limited service at 30 minute headways during 
most of the day. Line 2 and 302 serve the Sunset Boulevard corridor with 10-15 minute service in 
the local Route 2 and 10-40 minute service on limited stop Route 302. This level of transit service 
would not be consistent with categorization of the project site as appropriate for transit oriented 
development. Only if a higher level of transit service were guaranteed into perpetuity could such 
a designation be appropriate. Any one of these bus lines could be terminated by Metro at any 
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time. The DEIR characterization of Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax Avenue as serving the 
project site is inaccurate. 
19) The Existing Conditions traffic counts from 2013 are outdated and were representative of 
depressed economic conditions during the Great Recession. They are not representative of 
existing conditions in 2015 and should have been updated for the Recirculated DEIR. 

20) The cumulative projects list is also outdated and should have been updated for the 
Recirculated DEIR. Figure 12, page 72 of Appendix H - Traffic and Parking does not show one 
single project on Sunset Boulevard between Crescent Heights and La Brea Avenues, and there are 
many such proposed projects. It also does not include the Horizon Hollywood (Mosaic) project. 

21) The list of 15 intersections included in the traffic analysis does not include the intersection of 
Sunset Boulevard at Laurel Avenue, the intersection immediately to the east of the project and an 
intersection that frequently backs up into the Sunset/Crescent Heights intersection. This renders 
the traffic analysis inadequate and the level of service analysis at the Sunset/Crescent Heights 
intersection suspect as the DEIR authors clearly did not understand the interrelationship of 
traffic queues between these two intersections. 

22) The conclusions of the traffic analysis are presented on pages 96-100 of Appendix H - Traffic 
and Parking as follows: 

"As also shown in Tables 9(a) and 9(b), most of these incremental project-related changes in 
either the CMA or vehicular delay values are relatively nominal, and in fact, during the AM peak 
hour, slight improvements in the operations of several of the locations could occur, as a result of 
the anticipated reductions in site-related traffic due to development of the proposed project. 
However, as also shown in Table 9(b), vehicular delays at the unsignalized intersection of 
Fountain Avenue and Havenhurst Drive could increase by nearly 50 seconds per vehicle during 
the PM peak hour as a result of the addition of project-related trips. However, despite this rather 
substantial increase in vehicular delay at this particular (unsignalized) intersection, both Table 
9(a) and Table 9(b) show that the net new incremental traffic generated by the proposed project 
would not be expected to produce changes to the current operating conditions (LOS) at any of the 
15 study intersections (including Fountain Avenue and Havenhurst Drive) during either the AM 
or PM peak hour analysis periods." 
These conclusions are unbelievable for a variety of reasons: 
A. The level of service calculatim1s presented in both Tables 9(a) and 9(b) note that 
intersection existing and future level of service was manually adjusted to LOS E or F based on 
observations of existing conditions. What this is indicating is that the software used to assess the 
LOS conditions in the project area was unable to accurately calculate the level of service due to the 
over-saturated conditions (i.e. , gridlock) currently experienced at 8 out of the 15 intersections in 
the study area. The fact that the traffic analysis software was unable to accurately calculate level 
of service at LOSE and F intersections (more than half of those included in the analysis) calls into 
question the accuracy of the impact analysis itself at all of these locations. 
B. The traffic analysis refers to the "net new incremental traffic" generated by the proposed 
project based on the inappropriate assertion that trips associated with all of the existing on-site 
uses will disappear from the area. This is a false assumption. Residents of the area who now visit 
the site to do banking or visit their dentist, or even to buy a cup of coffee or a hamburger, will not 
eliminate those trips in the future. On the contrary, they will continue to drive on area streets to 
make those same errands, just to other local commercial areas where those businesses relocate. 
The entire traffic analysis is called into question by the assumption that all of these trips will be 
eliminated from the project area roadways and that the project takes credit for eliminating them. 
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This calls into question the cumulative impact of the project as well as the project-specific impact 
analysis, as cumulative trips that will remain have been wished away. 
C. The 50 second "rather substantial increase in vehicular delay'' at Fountain and 
Havenhurst should not be dismissed as insignificant. It will be felt as a significant inconvenience 
to all drivers who have to use that intersection. 
23) The traffic analysis does not propose any mitigation measures other than required TDM to 
reduce the impacts of the project due to the faulty traffic analysis which concluded there would be 
no impacts. This is unacceptable. 

24) The analysis of Havenhurst Avenue is flawed in two ways. First, it assumes that all traffic 
related to existing land uses on the site will disappear, which as noted above will not be the case. 
People will still need to drive to their bank or dentist office. It also assumes that all of the traffic 
exiting the driveway on Havenhurst will turn right out of the driveway and head north to 
congested Sunset Boulevard. Tell that to the folks on Laurel Avenue south of the 8000 Sunset 
commercial complex. It is unreasonable to assume that everyone will obey a "right-turn-only" 
sign and doing so results in a traffic analysis that inaccurately portrays the impact on Havenhurst 
south of the project. This is particularly true if the project installs a traffic signal at Havenhurst 
and Fountain as a "project mitigation measure." It will attract traffic Havenhurst as have the 
traffic signals on Laurel Avenue, which used to be a quiet residential street. 

25) Table 2(b) in Appendix H- Traffic and Parking lists theoretical trip generation rates by land 
use type supposedly representative of the existing land uses on the site. It presents a theoretical 
calculation of the amount of traffic ge.nerated by the existing site. It would have been more 
accurate for the DEIR authors to collect empirical trip generation data by counting traffic 
movements in and out of the existing driveways. They similarly could have counted the 
distribution of traffic by driveway. Instead Figure 5(b) presents an assumed distribution of 
existing traffic by driveway, suggesting that only 10% of existing traffic uses the Havenhurst 
driveway. Where is the empirical data to substantiate that assumption? Based on a theoretical 
calculation using national average trip generation rates, often based on suburban retail centers, 
the DEIR calculates in Tables 2 (a), (b) and (c) that the existing site generates 5,296 trips per day 
and that the proposed project will generate 6,373 for a net increase of 1,077 trips per day. What if 
empirical data showed that this more-urban shopping center generates only 4,000 trips per day. 
The net increase in trips attributable to the project would be 2,373. Without empirical trip 
generation data for the existing site, something that would have been easy to collect with driveway 
counts, the traffic analysis is called into question for potentially inflated the site's existing trips 
and thereby reducing the projected net trip generation. 

Regards, 
-.-----:;~· £., ~._,_, ......... 

.... .-£ 

Anastasia Mann 
President 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council 

Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana, Dept. of City Planning, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
David Ryu, City Council District 4, david.ryu@lacity.org 
Renee Weitzer, City Council District 4, renee.weitzer@lacity.org 
Cyd Zeigler, HHWNC PLUM Chair, plumchair@hhwnc.org 
Barbara Witkin, HHWNC Area 7 Chair, area7chair@hhwnc.org 
Gabe Kramer, Marathon Communications, gkramer@marathon-corn.com 
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Comments regarding Draft EIR file #3008 

To Whom It May Concern, 

This is the first time I have ever written a letter to a public agency. I have lived in my home 
in Hollywood, which is five blocks from the proposed development for 29 years. I have seen the 
neighborhood change from unsafe with run down homes to a vibrant upscale neighborhood. I love living 
here. 

The development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard is too large in scale for the corner of Sunset Boulevard 
and Crescent Heights Boulevard. I drive through that intersection at least once per day, and know that it 
is already a mess with busy Sunset traffic, and people coming from and going to the valley. It is as you 
know one of the main access points to the San Fernando Valley, Laurel Canyon Boulevard/ Crescent 
Heights Boulevard is frequently backed up down to Santa Monica Boulevard at evening rush hour. 
Also the fact that it is so clogged causes people to rush through red light changes, creating a dangerous 
situation leading to many accidents. Adding a significant amount of automobiles at that location is a bad 
idea. Remember that the Millennium Project in West Hollywood will already be increasing traffic in the 
area when completed. The intersection of Crescent Heights Boulevard and Sunset Boulevard already has 
an F rating during AM & PM hours. 

The increased traffic from this development and others planned east along Sunset Boulevard will 
definitely have a negative impact on my neighborhood. I don't like the idea that the city could allow a 
developer, who does not live here to build a project this size, which will change the quality of life for the 
people calling this area home. 

I have some other problems with this report. 
1. There is an error in figure 2-2.The area north of Sunset between Selma and Laurel Canyon 

Boulevard is labeled multi-family, but is actually single family homes. A small error but there 
should be no errors in this kind of report. 

2. The idea that it is being built in an area with easy access to public transportation is wrong. There is 
. only the bus, which the report indicates is 1560 feet from the site. It is actually supposed to be within 

1500 feet. The stop mentioned is at Fairfax and Sunset Boulevard three blocks from the site. The 
reality is that no one visiting or living in the development is going to walk three blocks to get on a 
bus except possibly some employees of the commercial businesses. 

3. One of the three-planed exits from this site will allow a left tum onto Crescent Heights Boulevard. 
No left tum is allowed there now for very good reasons. It is too dangerous that close to the 
intersection. The entrances for occupants and trucks on Havenhurst are in a residential neighborhood 
in the city of West Hollywood. Already there are speed bumps, turn limitations and no exit from the 
site allowed to limit traffic on Haverhurst. This development will increase traffic where attempts 
have been made to reduce it. The report says that there will be an entrance on Sunset Boulevard 
for cars traveling west on Sunset. There is only room for a three-car que in this lane. Because of 
cars traveling east on Sunset (3 lanes) lined up for the traffic light, it is currently very difficult and 
dangerous to make that left tum into the parking lot. 

4. The report says that it plans on having a supermarket and health club, both of which generate more 
frequent car trips in and out than most other types of businesses. There is already a supermarket and 
health club across the street at 8000 Sunset. 

5. Last but not least is the provision of 985 bicycle spaces, which allows the developer to get 
concessions for his plan that he might not get otherwise. The idea that more than a few people will 
use bicycles to access and leave this project is ludicrous. I am one of the few who rides a bicycle 



down Sunset Boulevard when I go from my house to Equinox gym. It is so dangerous to ride on the 
street with the fast moving and distracted drivers on Sunset that I end up riding most of the way on the 
sidewalk. The ride up Crescent Heights from Santa Monica and from Fountain up to Sunset is all 
uphill which will deter many bicyclists. Riding a bike over Laurel Canyon would be suicide. The road is 
too narrow and with the fast moving traffic there is not any safe space for a bicycle. The BIR does state 
that "there are no bicycle routes within proximity of the Project Site" 

The idea of increasing density in Hollywood in an attempt to have more people live and shop near 
where they work like New York is a flawed idea. We basically have no mass transit for a city spread out 
like ours, and the reality is that people living in this development will not be taking the bus just as very 
few people living in the area now take the bus. 

The final size of this project needs to take into consideration any negative impact it will have on 
the city of West Hollywood and its residents as two of the four sides of the project border that small 
city. Also, the final size of this project needs to take into consideration that this project is only part of 
significant amount of development green-lighted for Sunset Boulevard by the city. 

This development needs to be down sized. It is possible to build a sensible sized development (like 
alternative 3 ), which would be an asset to the neighborhood and still allow the developer to make a lot of 
money. 

Dr. James McFadden 
1711 N. Ogden Dr. 
Los Angeles,CA 90046 
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michael shores <mshores90069@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en...,.-e\1ew@lacity.org 

Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 8:45 AM 

Cc: michael shores <mshores90069@gmail.com> 

Please find my letter attached regarding my extreme concern about this project. 
haw liwd in this neighborhood for 20+ years and own 2 properties on Marmont Awnue. This project will 
completely ruin the surrounding area. 

Please see attached. 

Saw Sunset Bl\d! 

Michael Shores 
323.791.9433 
mshores90069@gmail.com 
AIM: moeron2000 
SKYPE: michaelshores 

~ 8150SunsetProjectConcern_MichaelShores.pdf 
70K 
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MICHA~L SHOR~S 

TO: PUBLIC COMMENTS, LA CITY PLANNING DEPT. 

RE: 8150 Sunset Project 

VIA EMAIL: planning.envreview@lacity.org 

Save Sunset Blvd! 

I've lived in the neighborhood of Marmont Avenue & Hollywood Blvd since 1978 and 
have been a permanent resident since 1995. I own 2 properties on Marmont Avenue 
at 1676 & 1682. 

The intersection at Sunset & Crescent Heights is already lacking enough lanes and 
smart planning to deal with the present traffic much less the increase of 20,000 cars a 
day that studies show the 8150 project will bring to this neighborhood. It will 
drastically increase the flow of traffic into the surrounding neighborhoods. 

With the advent of traffic Apps like Waze, Hollywood Blvd between Laurel Canyon & 
Kings Road is already becoming a congested thoroughfare of commuters trying to 
avoid the intersection of Laurel Canyon & Sunset. Neighbors walk their dogs and 
exercise along this section of Hollywood Blvd that was once a peaceful neighborhood 
street. We now compete for space with drivers that are desperate for a short cut and 
speed around blind corners barely missing pedestrians. I've made attempts to bring 
this to the City's attention before by writing our district office and requesting speed 
bumps to slow cars down on this section of Hollywood between Laurel Canyon and 
King's Road. The City wouldn't allow it. The Fire Department needs the ability to make 
quick access to the surrounding neighborhood. Speed bumps would impede their 
efforts. This 8150 Sunset project is grossly over-sized for this area and will only make 
our neighborhood more congested. It's only a matter of time where we'll no doubt see 
an increase in car accidents involving pedestrians because more reckless drivers are 
speeding through our neighborhood. 

Taking away the right hand turn lane on the east bound side of Sunset Blvd is like 
returning this intersection to the Stone Age of the '60s, when the music club Pandora's 
Box used to occupy the corner before the right hand turn lane ever existed. 

In the 4 decades since the intersection of Sunset and Laurel Cyn I Crescent Heights 
hasn't changed. The traffic certainly has. The intersection has become a major 
commuter thoroughfare. Laurel Canyon now has less navigable traffic lanes due to 
mudslides in the 2004/2005 rainy season, which still haven't been repaired. 

This intersection is jammed on the best of days by impatient, distracted drives who are 
reckless because they're trying to make up time stuck in traffic. Drivers run red lights at 
that intersection all the time. I've seen numerous accidents of cars colliding with 
motorcyclists and bike riders. A Ghost Bike stands at this turbulent intersection, not as 

1682 Marmont Avenue, LA, CA 90069 Cl! 323.791.9433 f;i, mshores90069@gmail.com 0 michaelshores 
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a tribute to the dead, nameless cyclist who was struck and killed by a motorist, but a 
warning to other bikers: this is a dangerous place: avoid it. So it is completely absurd 
that this developer pretends to understand the bike culture of LA and thinks they can 
mitigate the additional 20,000 cars a day by installing 900 bike parking spaces. This is 
political comedy at it's most preposterous. No one rides a bike as a commuter on 
Laurel Canyon. It is extremely disappointing that a Mayor who takes such pride in 
promoting CycLAvia events as L.A.'s vision of the future is so blind and out of touch 
with reality. His commitment to CycLAvia is more obviously focused on finding ways 
for developers to accrue Bonus points to push their projects past what the normal 
neighborhood codes would allow. 

No one in the City Planning Department or Mayor's office could repute the idea that 
the city has lagged in providing more expansive rapid transit to an ever-growing city. 
L.A. may be proud of its bus lanes but they are few and far between and don't exist at 
the Sunset I Crescent Heights intersection. In reality those Rapid Buses are stuck in 
traffic like everyone else. There is no place to pull out of the main lanes of traffic to 
keep it flowing . 

These developers have provided no facility for rapid transit or bus lanes or even a bus 
turnout lane for passengers to get on and off that might replace the right-hand turn 
lane they propose to get rid of. It's ridiculous that they think adding green space will 
help people get to work faster and safer. This is a huge fail in logic in both Planning 
and the Mayor's office, who may see a greatly increased tax base revenue stream but is 
ignoring the residents of a historic area that in the aggregate pay a very large amount 
of property taxes. Buses take up precious lanes of traffic. Drivers in a hurry, late for 
work, pull around the buses in unsafe maneuvers. Accidents will only increase. 

I've been victim to 2 serious accidents within the area of that intersection of Sunset & 
Crescent Heights, both times resulting in totaled cars and months of physical therapy 
due to my injuries. In one accident my car was hit so hard that I was knocked 
unconscious and with the force of the impact my car was pushed so far away that when 
the fire department arrived they didn't even think I was part of the accident scene. 

Don't let these developers make an already dangerous intersection even worse. This 
development at 8150 Sunset must be stopped! 

Save Sunset Blvd! 

Michael Shores 
1682 Marmont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 
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8150 Sunset Blvd 
1 message 

Judith James <judith@djprods.com> 
To: planning.en'Ke"1ew@lacity.org 

Mon, Dec 29, 2014 at 7:34 PM 

Cc: Ste...en Poster Ase <ste...enasc@aol.com> 

I am a long time resident of Laurel Canyon on the Hollywood side. 

I remember when the whole block east of Crescent Heights was being razed and built. Local residents struggled 
with the complications a lot longer than was anticipated or reported. Ragged traffic, un-expected construction 
necessities, expressed road rage, months of narrowed traffic lanes, horrible access jams for local traffic, made 
worse by the o...er-the-mountain commuters expressing their entitlement and their impatience. 

After putting up with that , the new spaces didn't rent - due to absentee management problems. Ironically we'd 
endured significant chaos for no local benefit. 
And today - the rents are stupid and chase good solid businesses away, places locals haw been ready to use. 

It's going to happen again, because there's no solution to the "normal" problems of gross de...elopment. Add to 
this the project's skyscraper height, permanently altered traffic patterns and NO attention to human-sized 
pleasures ... and we'...e got a financial prejudice in fa\()r of the money in de...elopment for the future. The people who 
will buy condos with sweeping "1ews of Hollywood-to-the-sea are a pr man's dream supporting a billionaire's rape 
of the area. There's no benefit and a lot of damage to the surrounding area. 

Add to that the construction west of here at La Cienega (HOW did that get okayed???), we're going to be in 
traffic hell here. 

Don't applaud that as something that will limit some of the nightly jam up into Laurel Canyon. Has anyone been 
out to observe that back up? It backs up at Willoughby now and will only get more and more like Cahuenga and 
Vine going north, probably starting the back up at Melrose by next summer. 

Is there any part of City Planning that is tasked with looking at the future with logic and a knowledge of human 
pleasures? 

Judy James 

Judith James 
Dreyfuss/James Productions 
2418 Laurel Pass Ave 
Hollywood, CA 90046 
(323) 822-0140 
judith@djprods.com 
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8150 Sunset Boulevard DEIR Comment 
1 message 

Brad Lipton <lipton.brad@gmail.com> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Tue, Dec 30, 2014 at 6:43 PM 

Cc: planning.emire'v'iew@lacity.org, jonathan. brand@lacity.org 

Srimal, 

I wanted to send in a quick note about 8150 Sunset as the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report comment period will be closing shortly. First off, I support this 
project. I support it for many reasons, however I want to focus on the one 
thing that always seems to be front and center on people's minds--Traffic. 
The DEIR concludes that impacts to traffic and surrounding intersections will 
be less than significant. It also states that potential concerns to a few 
identified intersections can be easily mitigated by adding a signal, turn lane, 
etc. Right now, there are two main traffic generators resulting from the 
existing shopping center: The McDonald's drive-thru and the bank. People are 
constantly pulling in and out all day, which makes an already busy intersection 
that much more frustrating. Once built, I can't imagine the traffic being any 
worse without a drive-thru and bank. Add to the fact that the new 
development will be providing housing, I think this is the right project for the 
area. 

Brad 

Brad Lipton 
p: 219-741-5774 I e: lipton.brad@gmail.com 

htlps://rrrail.google.com/rrrail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a9e39c018482e8&siml=14a9e39c018482e8 1/1 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C4



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Written Cormientfor ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

(l:LA 
~t': GEECS 
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Written Comment for ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Eliza Congdon <econgdon@ucla.edu> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 10:46 AM 
Reply-To: Eliza Congdon <econgdon@ucla.edu> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "planning.envre-.Aew@lacity.org" 
<planning.envre-.Aew@lacity.org> 

Dear Srimal of the En~ronmental Analysis Section, Department of City Planning, 

I am submitting written comments in opposition of the current scale of the proposed re-dewlopment at 8150 
Sunset Blw. (Case# ENV-2013-2552-EIR). Please consider our comments when preparing your report - and I 
would appreciate confirmation of receipt. 

Thank you, 
Eliza Congdon and Adam Cherney 
Tenants at 1425 N. Crescent Heights Blw. 

~ SunsetDevelopmentletter_CongdonCherney_Jan2015.pdf 
150K 

Eliza Congdon <econgdon@ucla.edu> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 8:59 AM 
Reply-To: Eliza Congdon <econgdon@ucla.edu> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "planning.envre~ew@lacity.org" 
<planning.envre-.Aew@lacity.org> 

Dear Srimal, 

Can you please confirm that you receiwd our written comments regarding case# ENV-2013-2552-EIR, e-mailed 
on 1/1/15? 

Thanks wry much, 
Eliza Congdon 

--- ---- --~-
From: Eliza Congdon <econgdon@ucla.edu> 

To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>; "planning.envreview@lacity.org" 

<planning.envre-.Aew@lacity.org> 

Sent: Thursday, January 1, 2015 10:46 AM 

Subject: Written Comment for ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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Institute 

U C l A 

January 1, 2015 

Jane & Terry Semel Institute for Neuroscience & Human Behavior 
University of California Los Angeles 

Eliza Congdon, Ph.D. 
Assistant Professor 

Department of Psychiatry 
Center for Neurobehavioral Genetics 

695 Charles E. Young Drive South 
3558 Gonda, Box 951761 

Los Angeles, California 90095-1761 
(323) 605-5815 

ECongdon@ucla.edu 

To Srimal Hewawitharana of the Environmental Analysis Section, Department of City Planning, 

We are submitting this letter in strong opposition to the planned re-development at 8150 Sunset 
Blvd. My husband and I have lived at 1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. (owned by Julie Summers) 
for 6.5 years (since June 2008 exactly, and with no plans of leaving). Over this time, we have 
become very familiar with our neighborhood, the city of West Hollywood and the greater Los 
Angeles community. We are active community members and always vote in local elections. We are 
certain that development of a mixed-use residential and retail project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. is a 
terrible idea and will negatively affect a large number of community residents, including ourselves. 

We are incredibly disappointed in our elected officials and community for allowing this project to 
proceed. At this point, we sincerely ask you to lower the height and the impact of the project. 

As your role is in evaluating the environmental impact of the proposed re-development, we are 
submitting an argument against the proposal that addresses some of our major concerns about the 
clearly negative impact of the re-development. There are three overarching reasons that we oppose 
this development, in particular the current scale of the proposed re-development. 

First, construction of the building will have a substantial and negative impact on our neighborhood, 
and we will suffer the greatest. Not only does our building face the proposed construction site, but 
our north-facing apartment is on the border of this proposed re-development. As such, we will be 
directly affected by the years of noisy and toxic construction. Access to our building, by foot or car, 
will disrupted, and the already-busy traffic surrounding our building is likely to worsen. Beyond the 
period of construction, it is clear that our quality of living would be substantially reduced after 
completion - as the planned development would obliterate the view from all of the units in our 
building, as well as common areas. This re-development comes as we prepare to have our first child 
in August 2015. Our financial situation does not allow for us to have a new baby and move into a 
new apartment. Clearly, as tenants of this apartment building for over 6 years, we love our 
apartment, neighborhood, and community. We are gravely concerned about the impact - of the 
noise, the traffic, the obstruction of light, the risk that a project of this size poses to us during an 
earthquake - that this re-development will have on our family's life. We implore you to protect our 
quality of life by lowering the scale of the project 

Second, the scale of the proposed re-development raises serious concerns about its impact on the 
environment in our community. Figure 2 in the enclosures provided in the Notice of Completion 
and Availability of Draft Environmental Impact Report (dated 11/20/14) illustrates that the planned 
re-development is bounded, on all sides but one, by multi-family residences. In particular, our 3-
filQ!Y building intersects with the site such that we would be enclosed first by construction and later 
by a 9-story and 16-story project. Clearly, the size of the proposed re-development is not in scope 
with the surrounding buildings. Furthermore, if allowed to proceed as currently planned, this re
development will obstruct the skyline between Los Angeles and the City of West Hollywood: a 9-
to-16-story project would block a significant portion of the view of the West Hollywood Hills to 
many residents located not just between Havenhurst Drive and N. Crescent Heights Blvd., but for 
residents extending to the east, west, and south. The construction and eventually the project would 
increase traffic in an already extremely busy site. A review of the number of car accidents on the 
comer of N. Crescent Heights Blvd. and Sunset Blvd. alone should tell you that increased traffic at 
this location would have a negative effect in our community. In addition, the proposer's plan of 
developing a new public space at the northeast comer of the site clearly reflects the unfamiliarity 



with this comer (as major stopping points for Metro bus lines 2/302 and 218), both in terms of the 
type of public traffic that we get on this comer and the success of other public spaces in the 
neighborhood (e.g., The Laurel House). 

Our third overarching reason for opposing the scale of the proposed re-development is the clear lack 
of need for a project of this size in our neighborhood. The last thing our neighborhood needs is 
another mixed-use residential and retail project as there are already far too many new developments 
in the community that are under-occupied. Looking east, there is the development at the corner of 
N. Crescent Heights Blvd. and Sunset Blvd. that is only about half occupied with business. Further 
east, two blocks down on Sunset Blvd. between Laurel Ave. and Hayworth Ave., there is another 
new development that houses retail space on the ground floor and apartments above. Many of the 
apartments are not rented; the majority of retail space is empty. Looking west, the picture is even 
bleaker. There are countless developments - old and new - that are under-occupied. This abundance 
of un-occupied space along Sunset Blvd. practically guarantees that the proposed development will 
suffer a similar fate. Along similar lines, it is likely that the proposed development will negatively 
impact the environment and our quality of life by changing the face of retailers in the area. This 
trend towards driving out local business in reasonably sized and affordable business properties in 
favor of overpriced developments that favor chain businesses is in opposition to the spirit of our 
neighborhood, as well as platforms put forth by the majority of City Council members during their 
election campaigns. The scale of the proposed development is out of proportion with the community 
needs. 

We sincerely hope that you will consider our opposition to the scale of the proposed re
development, in light of the clear and negative impact that this plan will have on the quality of life 
of current residents. By continuing to negatively affect our quality of life with such projects that are 
not in line with the needs of the community, the city runs the risk of losing the residents that help 
make this such a diverse and healthy community. Please record our objection to the scale of the 
planned re-development. 

Sincerely, 
Eliza Congdon & Adam Cherney 
Residents of 1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
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8150 Sunset - ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Chris Becker <cbeckerla@me.com> Sat, Jan 3, 2015 at 12:00 AM 
To: "planning.enweview@lacity.org" <planning.enweview@lacity.org> 
Cc: "jonathan.brand@lacity.org" <jonathan.brand@lacity.org> 

To whom it may concern: 

Re: 8150 Sunset - ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

I am a Hollywood resident and a committed pedestrian. The recent New York Times article 'Los Angeles as a 
Pedestrian' http:/ !mobile. nyti mes .com/2014/ 12/21 /travel/los-angeles-as-a-pedestrian. html?referrer=& _r=O, 
was a delight to me, tracing many of the urban walks I have made my habit for 30 years. As this article clearly 
indicates, both visitors and residents alike are walking more and driving less and my decades of observations 
concur. 

I live over a mile away and I walk to the proposed project site at Crescent Heights and Sunset regularly. As part 
of the redevelopment, the intersection needs to be streamlined and beautified to make it more hospitable to 
pedestrians and vehicles alike. People are walking more because they realize it's a great way to get around this 
city! It's healthy and offers beautiful views of our city not possible from a car window. 

The 8150 Sunset site is currently an underused surface parking lot and a series of lower grade commercial 
stores. It's not a pretty complex, and I am very supportive of the redevelopment plans as they will resuscitate a 
site and intersection in desperate need of it. The dirt lot that is the current traffic island is a dreadful visual blight 
and a magnet for vagrants. 

The current site does not do the former site (The Garden of Allah) any sort of justice at all. Katharine Hepburn 
would be appalled. Los Angeles needs dramatic, substantial structures that are aesthetically pleasing. The site's 
location is a gateway to the city from the Valley and should serve as such in dramatic and appealing fashion. 

In addition the new site should bring back a sense of neighborhood pride to this portion of the historic Sunset 
Strip. An open gathering plaza would serve to enliven the area dramatically. It is important to note the art and 
historic nature of the Chase Bank currently on the site. I would like to see those incorporated into the new 
project, if possible. 

Finally - housing. As most know, Los Angeles is one of the LEAST affordable place to live in the entire United 
States. Prices here are untenable, and it's at least partially because nothing new and substantial is coming to 
the market. We need additional housing all over this city, not just downtown (where new units are selling and 
renting faster than they can be built). 

Los Angeles is a creative, global city. To nurture our creative spirit and enhance our global stature, we need 
more substantial, high density projects including housing that will promote dynamic pedestrian lifestyles, enliven 
our communities and stimulate our aesthetic wellbeing. That's why I support this project. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Becker 
1720 N Fuller Ave #544 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
(213) 407-9348 
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Sent from my iPhone 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Boulevard 
1 message 

--- - ----------------------
Bob Hofler <bobjhofler@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en'A"e~ew@lacity.org 

Sat, Jan 3, 2015 at 1:00 AM 

Dear Planning Re~ew: 

A mixed use building should be built on this site, but the proposed buildings are just too large and out of 
proportion to other buildings in the area. A 20-story structure will block ~ew of the Hollywood Hills for generations 

to come. That area is also a natural amphitheatre, and sound reverberates. Even conversations on the 7th floor 
party deck of the Chateau Marrnont can be heard for blocks away. Imagine if a restaurant/bar were placed on the 
top of a 20-story buildings, as is proposed. 

Please build something that is in proportion to the other six-to-seven story buildings in the area. 

Bob Hofler 

1471 N. Havenhurst Drive 

LA CA 90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR ---STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NO. 2013091044 
1 message 

Hillarysmailbox@aol.com <Hillarysmailbox@aol.com> 
To: Planning.EmReview@lacity.org 

Sun, Jan 4, 2015 at 4:05 PM 

Cc: tom.labonge@lacity.org 

This letter is to voice my objection to many phases of the proposed development 
referenced in the above-caption and the results following completion. 

I live directly to the south of the site and my windows face north up against the wall 
dividing the properties. At the moment I barely have any sunlight during the day and I 
am certain that the height of the buildings to be constructed will cut off any light that 
currently does manage to leak through 

But more important is the impact on traffic in the areal/I 

When I leave my building in the morning, Crescent Heights southbound is PACKED 
with vehicles; and it takes a ridiculous amount of time for me to even exit the driveway 
due to the morning rush hour flow from Laurel Canyon onto Crescent Heights. The 
ride south down the street often takes 10-15 minutes to even get to Fountain Avenue 
and then on toward Santa Monica Boulevard. 

I also notice that the westbound traffic on Sunset Boulevard in the morning in this area 
is quite busy as well 

In the evening when I return home, the northbound traffic on Crescent Heights means 
at least a 15-20 minute wait between Santa Monica Blvd and Sunset Boulevard in the 
effort to get to my driveway. And of course the vehicles using Laurel Canyon will 
increase hugely as well. Traffic in the canyon is already impossible - adding a project 
this size to a main thoroughfare will be a nightmare for everyone. 

The area CANNOT handle any more traffic, which will obviously expand if the project is 
approved. Just the construction phase will begin a traffic nightmare that will only get 
worse upon its completion. Such traffic in Los Angeles increases yearly so by the time 
the construction begins, it will be worse than described above. 

from Forbes Magazine. April 2013: " ....... Wrth more Americans working again, congestion 
is building in 61 of the largest cities in the country, with job-infused cities like Boston and 
Los Angeles registering the biggest increases in traffic ..... " 

The City of Los Angeles doesn't think this development is going to have an impact on 
traffic in the area???? 
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Although the proposal includes substantial parking spaces, I don't believe the stated 
number will be sufficient for this site. Street parking for the apartment dwellers on 
Crescent Heights is packed now- i am positive that those using the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard site, both during the construction phase and the completed Mixed Use 
Project will make our parking and that of our guests absolutely impossible. Exactly 
where are you thinking all the construction workers will be parking when they report to 
work? And when complete, the patrons who want to visit the site and don Y want to 
pay the costs of the parking at the site? 

Additionally, the noise and the dirt being thrown around as a result of a project this 
huge will make life in the surrounding buildings untenable. 

I am pleading with you to re-evaluate the intention to allow this development to 
continue. The effect will create a situation that will ruin the life of those of us who live 
in the area and I am positive the City of Los Angeles and those representatives 
charged with responsibility to protect its citizens will regret their agreement to permit 
this size of such development to move forward. 

Thank you for your consideration 

Sincerely, 

Hillary Ripps 
1425 North Crescent Heights Boulevard#104 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
310 913 7986 

https://mai I .g oog le.cornlmai l/b/374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev.= pt&search= inbox&th= 14ab769806634e29&siml= 14ab769806634e29 212 
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Comments to DCP 8150 Sunset Boulevard ENV-2013-2552-EIR due 1.5.2015 
1 message 

Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 12:14 PM 
Reply-To: Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com> 
To: Department of City Planning <planning.envre'.Aew@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Attached. 

Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 

Vj Comments to DCP 8150 Sunset Boulevard ENV-2013-2552-EIR due 1.5.2015.pdf 
77K 
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Comments to DCP 8150 Sunset Boulevard ENV-2013-2552-EIR due 1.5.2015 

The alternatives presented omit the environmental impacts needed to determine 
impacts to the environment. 

Lytton Savings may contribute to tourism, an objective of the city in the development of 
the Hollywood and Downtown LA areas. There is no analysis in relationship of that 
building and the art museums and galleries. 

The Project is within the Hollywood Fault Zone. The area is currently zoned 
NEIGHBORHOOD OFFICE COMMERCIAL. Residential Density must be viewed in the 
capacity of the land area for Public Health and Safety reasons including Public 
Services. 

LA Fire Department states that fire protection would be inadequate. 

Emergency disaster services and resiliency was not addressed in the documentation. 

Sewer Capacity Availability Request SCAR from the County of Los Angeles has not 
been submitted in the documentation (refer to notation of the City of Los Angeles SCAR 
report). 

LADWP Water Supply Assessment is not presented. Condition of the water lines needs 
to be analyzed as the area has experienced frequent water main breaks. 

Total Daily Maximum Load information has not been presented for compliance and 
long-term monitoring of the MS4 permit. LID compliance has not been addressed. 

There is no analysis of transit capacity, yet the reference to a transit line/stop appears to 
be a guarantee of reduction of congestion. That may not be the case. Vehicles miles 
traveled may not be reduced. 

Parking is marketable under this plan, so it is not tied to the land. 

Hollywood Community Plan, dated December 13, 1988, states: 

Objectives of the Plan 

3. To make provision for the housing required to satisfy the varying needs 
and desires of all economic segments of the Community, maximizing the 
opportunity for individual choice. 



To encourage the preservation and enhancement of the varied and 
distinctive residential character of the Community, and to protect lower 
density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments. 

Policies 

The Plan encourages the preservation of lower density residential areas, 
and the conservation of open space lands. 

Commerce 
Features 

The Plan provides approximately 1, 139 acres of commercial and related 
parking uses. 

Housing 
Features 

Apartments in high-density areas provide housing for about 37,430 
persons. Medium and /ow-medium density apartment and townhouse 
areas provide for about 127, 105 persons. The low-density residential 
character of many parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower 
density (Low Medium I or more restrictive) residential neighborhoods 
should be protected from encroachment by other types of uses, including 
surface parking. It is the intent of this Plan that all natural slopes generally 
in excess of 15% be limited to the minimum density range. Transitional 
building heights should be imposed, especially in the Medium density 
housing designated areas where this designation is immediately adjacent 
to properties designated Low Medium I or more restrictive. 

Additional low and moderate-income housing is needed in all parts of this 
Community. Density bonuses for provision of such housing through 
Government Code 65915 may be granted in the Low-Medium I or less 
restrictive residential categories. 

Circulation 
Standards and Criteria 

The full residential, commercial and industrial densities and intensities 
proposed by the Plan are predicated upon the development of the 
designated major and secondary highways and freeways. No increase in 
density shall be effected by zone change or subdivision unless it is 
determined that the local streets, major and secondary highways, 
freeways, and public transportation available in the area of the property 
involved, are adequate to serve the traffic generated. Adequate highway 
improvements shall be assured prior to the approval of zoning permitting 



intensification of land use in order to avoid congestion and assure proper 
development. The Plan recognizes that within the designated Center 
Study Areas of Hollywood innovative parking programs should be 
instituted to accommodate these Centers' parking needs through creation 
of more available parking capacity and more efficient use of parking 
facilities. 

Circulation 
Features 

The full residential, commercial, and industrial densities and intensities 
proposed by the Plan are predicated upon the provision of adequate 
public service facilities, with reference to the standards contained in the 
General Plan. No increase in density shall be effected by zone change or 
subdivision unless it is determined that such facilities are adequate to 
serve the proposed development. In mountain areas no tentative 
subdivision map shall be approved until reviewed and approved by the 
Fire Department. 

Specific Plan Studies 
Specific Plan studies are suggested in the following areas: 

Metro Rail Station areas: if development intensities greater than those 
depicted in this Plan are to be encouraged, station area master plans 
should be prepared. 

The project does not conform to the Hollywood Community Plan (Land Use). The 
surrounding character of the community is not taken into consideration. Projected 
population increases need to be presented. Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
RHNA has no allocation specifically for the Hollywood Community Plan in the City of 
Los Angeles allocation. 

There is no adopted Circulation Element which is a comprehensive infrastructure plan 
addressing the circulation of people, goods, energy, water, sewage, storm drainage, 
and communications. The Circulation Element is required by the State of California. 
Age and condition of pipelines-of all types, including gas, should be assessed. 

The project is not consistent with Framework Element Policy No. 3.3.2. Framework 
Element Policy No. 3.3.2 is the monitoring aspect of CEQA for the General Plan. It 
reads: 

3.3.2 Monitor population, development, and infrastructure and service capacities 
within the City and each community plan area, or other pertinent service area. 
The results of this monitoring effort will be annually reported to the City Council 
and shall be used in part as a basis to: 



a. Determine the need and establish programs for infrastructure and public 
service investments to accommodate development in areas in which economic 
development is desired and for which growth is focused by the General Plan 
Framework Element. 
b. Change or increase the development forecast within the City and/or community 
plan area as specified in Table 2-2 (see Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity) when it 
can be demonstrated that (1) transportation improvements have been 
implemented or funded that increase capacity and maintain the level of service, 
(2) demand management or behavioral changes have reduced traffic volumes 
and maintained or improved levels of service, and (3) the community character 
will not be significantly impacted by such increases. Such modifications shall be 
considered as amendments to Table 2-2 and depicted on the community plans. 
c. Initiate a study to consider whether additional growth should be 
accommodated, when 75 percent of the forecast of any one or more category 
listed in Table 2-2 (see Chapter 2: Growth and Capacity) is attained within a 
community plan area. If a study is necessary, determine the level of growth that 
should be accommodated and correlate that level with the capital, facility, or 
service improvements and/or transportation demand reduction programs that are 
necessary to accommodate that level. 
d. Consider regulating the type, location, and/or timing of development, when all 
of the preceding steps have been completed, additional infrastructure and 
services have been provided, and there remains inadequate public infrastructure 
or service to support land use development. (P42, P43) 

The 2014 Growth and Infrastructure Report does not engage the infrastructure needs in 
today's regulatory framework. 

Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 
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8150 Sunset Blvd. 
1 message 

Suzette Ervin <suzerv;n@aol.com> 
To: planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org 

SUZETTE ERVIN 

PRODUCTION DESIGNER 

RICHIE RICH 
(818) 885-3634 
(323) 314-4668 CELL 

www .s uzetteervindes igns .com 

~ Dear Ms. S 8150.docx 
89K 

City of Los Angeles Mail - 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 4:51 PM 
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Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Re: 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Jan 1, 2015 

Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, 

I am a resident of West Hollywood and live next door to the proposed new towers at 
8150 Sunset Blvd. I am writing to you to express my disdain for the gigantic project, 
which has been approved for the corner. I have lived here for 15 years. I have 
literally seen countless accidents at this intersection. This is just in the time I am 
home and not at work! The traffic and congestion on this corner is extraordinary. 
This neighborhood does not have the infrastructure to support such a project. 

The noise and dirt and dust during the construction phase will be intolerable but 
that will be nothing compared to the amount of traffic that will come when it is 
finished. I can only assume the developers are not worried about it. They do not 
plan to live here. 

Currently there are pedestrians, cyclists and many dogs in the neighborhood and 
there are no accessible parks or public parking in the surrounding blocks. This 
proposition will be inviting 1000 +residents, employees, their dogs, their visitors, 
and customers into this already overcrowded neighborhood without a public 
parking facility or public park or subway. 

Please reassess this plan and the traffic and congestion that will accompany this 
project. 

Sincerely, 
Suzette Ervin 
Resident 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd #208 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 sunset

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9:29 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Date: Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9:29 AM
Subject: Re: 8150 sunset
To: grafton tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net>

Attached please find the link to Appendix D: Geology and Soils Report.

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/8150%20Sunset/DEIR/DEIR/Technical_Appendices/Appendix_D
Geology_and_Soils_Report.pdf

Sincerely,

Srimal Hewawitharana

On Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 1:41 PM, grafton tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net> wrote:
Thanks for the attachment.  However, you should change your site containing
the DEIR, so that concerned parties can open the many attachments.  You
cannot do this at present, which is very frustrating for many of us.
 
In the interim, would you please send me the attachments relating to the
earthquake study and the method used to measure the distance from the site to
the traffic stop at Santa Monica and Fairfax.
 
Thanks.
 
From: Srimal Hewawitharana
Sent: Wednesday, December 24, 2014 8:52 AM
To: grafton tanquary
Subject: Re: 8150 sunset
 
Sorry to respond so late, but I've been out of the office due to illness.  I'm sorry you weren't able to open the
appendices.  I have attached the link to the appendix you requested:
 
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/8150%20Sunset/DEIR/DEIR/Technical_Appendices/Appendix_HTraffic_and_
Parking.pdf
 
Hope this works. 
 
Sincerely,
 

http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/8150%20Sunset/DEIR/DEIR/Technical_Appendices/Appendix_H-Traffic_and_Parking.pdf
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/eir/8150%20Sunset/DEIR/DEIR/Technical_Appendices/Appendix_D-Geology_and_Soils_Report.pdf
mailto:gpt1287@sbcglobal.net
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:gpt1287@sbcglobal.net
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Srimal Hewawitharana
 
On Fri, Dec 19, 2014 at 4:29 PM, grafton tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net> wrote:
In re: the draft EIR, I have been able to open the executive summary on your
site,but not any of the appendices.  Would it be possible for you to send me
Appendix H, traffic, by email ? That would be greatly appreciated.Thanks.

 

mailto:gpt1287@sbcglobal.net
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

DEIR COMMENTS FOR 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
1 message 

N2SWIMNG@aol.com <N2SWIMNG@aol.com> 
To: planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org 

Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:53 PM 

January 8, 2015 

SrirnalHe\Va\Vit:harana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Srirnai 

I have finther connnents after attending a meeting last night at the Durant Library organized by the 
Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Colll1Ci1 The guest speakers \Vere representatives of the developers 
of the 8150 project. They \Vere there to ans\Ver questions relating to the DEIR by neighbors, neighborhood 
council and homeo\Vller associations, Jonathan Brand (from Tom LaBonge's office) ..... 

Topics of major concern \Vere as follo\Vs ... 

1. If Havenhurst Drive \Vill not have traffic exiting the project and turning left do\Vll the street as 
stated in the DEIR, then \Vhy the need for a traffic signal at the bottom of Fountain? The reps fur the 
developer said that they could not guarantee cars adhering to a sign that says no left hand ttnn nor 
could they have somebody there policing it. They said that they could curve the drive\Vay to suggest 
turning right but \Vhen the drive\Vay hits the street there is no control of\Vhich \Vay the driver \Vill 
ttnn. I then suggest to the City of LA that a cul de sac is needed on that street (paid by the 
developers \Vith the cooperation from the City ofWest Hollywood) from the West Hollywood 
border on Havenhurst do\Vll to Fountain. 
2. While admitting that the infrastructure as it exists does not support the current standard for 
additional se\Vage and \Vater overflo\V, the reps of the developer had stated that they do not have a 
plan or system in place to correct this in the DEIR (or othef\Vise ). Why \Vas this not addressed? 
3. The traffic burden and safety hazard \Vas discussed all night yet the project proposes throwing 
bet\veen 900-1300 bicycles into the streets. The DEIR states that it is in the vicinity ofbike lanes or 
proposed bike lanes yet \Vhen I asked the developers reps if they had seen or heard of any existing 
or proposed lanes they stated .. N 0 ! While stating earlier that they had sufficient parking on the 
premises (\Vhich \Ve refute) they then suggest that this is not only a \Vay of making up for the lack of 
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parking but to slip this project in as being "Green" and getting benefits from environmental 
incentives. They said that it will encourage people to use bikes ... This is outrageous .... NO bike 
Janes and no proposed ones, yet all of these bikes. 

You may attach this letter to my December 17th 2014 letter or let it stand on its own. 

This project is wrong for the neighborhood in every way, shape and form and the developers need to go 
back to the drawing board and start again with a real p1an, and a truthful and tactual one. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this mail 

Thank You, 

Sincerely, 

Rory Barish 

Rory Barish 
Lane 4 Real Estate 
439 North Canon Drive #300 
Beverly Hills, CA 90210 
310 502-8797 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\itiNFpt&search=inbox&th=14accl41225f15e48&siml=14accl41225f15e48 2/2 
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT· ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
ENV-2013-2552.CJR 

PUBLIC COMMENT' PERIOD· 11/20.'2014 TO 1/20/2016 

~. DATE: lJ9/2015 (4) NMIE: Adam G. Bass 

i t· l,.um ......,, 8: llliial ORGANZATION: West Hcly--s 11l18klent 

i ~··· Fmm: Roiy Berish COllllENT: 

i ~··· FNM: Save Sur.set Boule The taml ~ided open spa a.' is nat suffiaent for public use. The only open spa a.' 

~ provided by the dewlaper thllt will be for public benefit is the comer plaz;s, which is 
-·-· F'NM: Ofllca of Planning Jess thin hllf required by the City. There should be more public open spa a.' nailable 

©'· DATE: l/1/2015 {l) to tl'll.' public· green Spi!Ce ·to make dog walking, getting fresh air, and mmmunity 
ifi-· DATE: :l,/l./2015 (I) , atmosphett lMlilable to the new residents and visitors to this project. 

If]- DATI!: 12/3:IJ2014 (I) j This fl'O.im is cM of sc.11te wi1h the fidjacent neighborhood, and should h11Ye ,,,,.jor 
0 - DATE: 12/3Ql2014 {6} : mitigating hictor5 to get appr"'at. Providing lt5s 1han half the City r~uired open 

l!I DATE: 12124/2014 (2) 

~ DATE: 12117/2014 {l} 

$-· DATE: 12/9J2014 (!) 

©'· DATE: 1212120l.4 (4) 

©'· DATE: 12/l/20l.4 CJ) 

gl-· DATE: ll/25/2014 {9} 

1¥· DATE: ll/21/2014 {2} 

l±J-· DATE: ll/20/2014 {l) 
; 

i±J · DATI: :IJl/0001 {69) 

~ ~ 

spate for public use is una«:eptabte. and violates the adjaClllnt rwighbors. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Boulevard 
1 message 

---------------~--

Michael Peretzian <peretzian@gmail.com> 
To: planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org 

Sun, Jan 11 , 2015 at 12:38 PM 

Dear Members of the Department of City Planning: 

I am wry concerned about the proposal captioned abo-..e for two reasons : 

1. Traffic is already a problem at this intersection, not only because of the north/south and east/west flow, which 
is already listed as one the worst traffic intersections in the city, but in eVdluating the impact of this project, one 
should take into account the cause of the existing conduction, which is that when tra-..elling north from this 
intersection, Crescent Heights goes down from two lanes down to one lane when the road becomes Laurel 
Canyon BouleVdrd at Hollywood BouleVdrd. The possibility of traffic congestion can only become worsened, and 
while considering the number of cars to be added to this situation should the project be approwd, it should also 
take into account the sheer amount of time it will take each car to successfully na\1gate this intersection, without 
cars being caught in the intersection and blocking opposing traffic. This is already a problem during rush hour, 
and for those coming home from work during rush hour to patronize any of the businesses across the street at 
the retail spaces at 8000 Sunset BouleVdrd, such as Trader Joes or Crunch Gym, this will be a nightmare and 
probably cause them to haw to take their business elsewhere. 

2. Ha-..enhurst has a number of apartment buildings that haw much architectural and historical significance. 
These are gems of Hollywood in the fifties and sixties, which housed many stars from the entertainment world, 
such as Bette Da\1s. This project proposes to use Hawnhurst as the point of access by trucks that supply and 
services the retail spaces of the project, completely eroding the atmosphere and aesthetics of one of the most 
picturesque and historically significant streets in the city. 

I urge you to consider these aspects, and to ewn \1sit the site, hopefully during an afternoon rush hour, and see 
for yourself why many of us, while we welcome the need of smart and compatible de-..elopment of this property, 
this proposal is so inappropriate for the safety and beauty of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Michael Peretzian 

2235 Nichols Canyon Road 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Re: 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Jan 1, 2015 

Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, 

RECEiVED 
CllY OF LOS ANGELES 

JAN 12 2015 
ENV!RONNIENIAL 

UNIT 

I am a resident of West Hollywood and live next door to the proposed new towers at 
8150 Sunset Blvd. I am writing to you to express my disdain for the gigantic project, 
which has been approved for the corner. I have lived here for 15 years. I have 
literally seen countless accidents at this intersection. This is just in the time I am 
home and not at work! The traffic and congestion on this corner is extraordinary. 
This neighborhood does not have the infrastructure to support such a project. 

The noise and dirt and dust during the construction phase will be intolerable but 
that will be nothing compared to the amount of traffic that will come when it is 
finished. I can only assume the developers are not worried about it. They do not 
plan to live here. 

Currently there are pedestrians, cyclists and many dogs in the neighborhood and 
there are no accessible parks or public parking in the surrounding blocks. This 
proposition will be inviting 1000 + residents, employees, their dogs, their visitors, 
and customers into this already overcrowded neighborhood without a public 
parking, public park or subway. 

Please reassess this plan and the traffic and congestion that will accompany this 
project. 

Suzette Ervin 
Resident 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd #208 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Notice of Availability-8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft 
EIR 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9:1 1 AM 

-- Forwarded message --
From: Ric. Abramson <ric@workplays.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 6:00 PM 
Subject: RE: Notice of Availability-8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft EIR 
To: s rim al. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Hello Srimal: 

Thank you for your notification. In looking through the large amount of material, there is a general 
description of the current uses on the property but I have yet to locate a description and analysis 
of the existing property's individual land uses areas, parking spaces and trip allocations. I suspect · 
it is in the document somewhere? 

Would you please have the consultants point out where in the Report it describes the existing land 
uses with their individual floor areas that all added up equal the 80,000s.f.? (i.e. Bank s.f., Retail, 
s.f., Restaurant s.f., Art Storage s.f., etc.) It would also be useful to have the current parking 
allocations for each individual use currently on site. 

Finally, please request from the Traffic Consultants that they point out how or where in their 
analysis the trip generation f"19ure of 5,296 daily trips is broken down and derived based on the 
individual current uses on the site and the trips allocated to each use? 

Thank you for helping to access this information in the Report. 

From: PCR Team 

Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 11:21 AM 

To: planning.envreview@lacity.org 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&"1<NFpt&search=inbo~rnsg=14ae446f2aOc2fed&siml=14ae446f2aOc2fed 1/2 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Notice of Availability-8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft 
EIR 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9: 11 AM 

-- Forwarded message --
From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Date: Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 3:16 PM 
Subject: Re: Notice of Availability-8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft EIR 
To: ric@workplays.com 

Dear Mr. Abramson, 

In response to your inquiry, the information you ha\€ requested is contained in the DEIR. For example, the 
existing uses and parking are described on Page 4.J-8 of the DEIR and on Page 1 of Appendix H - Traffic Impact 
Analysis Report. The existing uses trips are summarized on Page 4.J-40 of the DEIR and a breakdown by use is 
provided on Page 17, Table 2(b), of Appendix H. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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LA 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Notice of Availability-8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft 
EIR 

---------------
Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9:11 AM 

-- Forwarded message --
From: Ric. Abramson <ric@workplays.com> 
Date: Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 6:23 PM 
Subject: RE: Notice of Availability-8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft EIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Thank you Sri ma I. Much easier to navigate with some guidance. 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana [mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org] 
Sent: Monday, January 12, 2015 3: 16 PM 
To: ric@workplays.com 
Subject: Re: Notice of Availability-8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Abramson, 

[Quoted text hidden] 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset - draft EIR comments 
1 message 

Jonathan Parfrey <jparfrey@climateresolw.org> 
To: planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org 

Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 10:20 PM 

Cc: jonathan.brand@lacity.org 

Dear Planning Department: 

To qualify as an En\1ronmental Leadership Dewlopment Project, a proposal must meet rigorous criteria. 

First and foremost, a dewloper must commit to LEED Silwr certification and specifically spell out in its 
application those design elements that will achiew this status. 

Moreowr, an ELDP project must result in zero net additional emissions of greenhouse gases and demonstrate 
how it will achiew at least 10 percent greater transportation efficiency than comparable projects, documenting 
that the number of whicle trips by residents divided by the number of residents is 10 percent more efficient than 
for comparable projects. 

The 8150 Sunset project has demonstrably met this threshold, which is why the Gowmor's Office decided earlier 
this year to bestow ELDP status on it. 

The draft EIR before you know backs this up by scrutinizing the dewlopment's impact in a number of issue areas 
and concluding that 8150 Sunset will not haw significant negatiw long-term impacts. 

In this day and age, we must carefully examine the en\1ronmental impact of new dewlopment proposals with an 
eye to doing ewrything we can to reduce our carbon footprint. Achie\1ng ELDP certification is a great start. 
Green-building projects like 8150 Sunset are the future and should be congratulated for their 
commitment to the environment. 

Regards, 

Jonathan Parfrey 

Jonathan Parfrey 

Executive Director. Climate Resolve 

1000 North Alameda Street, Suite 240 

LosAngeles, CA 90012 

(213) 346-3200 x303 I (310) 261-0832 mobile 

https://mail.google.com'maillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.iew=pt&search=inbc»r&th=14ae719tbd0e9db5&siml=14ae719fbd0e9clb5 1/1 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C17



1/13/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: Letter Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Study

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14ae449fa3fc67e8&siml=14ae449fa3fc67e8 1/4

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: Letter Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Study

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9:14 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Jsumer <jsumer@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 11:07 AM
Subject: Letter Regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Study
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

January 12,  2015

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Analysis Section
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012

srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org                                                  Emailed and sent by US Post
Fax (213) 9781343

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Study
        8150 Sunset Boulevard

Case No.  ENV20132552EIR

 
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

My name is Julie Summers and for 21 years I have owned, lived in, and managed the 24 unit apartment building
at 1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd, which directly abuts the proposed 8150 Sunset project both to the north and
west. 

This letter was sent to you on October 11, 2013 and I am resending it with  changes and the past concerns,
which have not been answered.  It is my understanding that this letter will be answered and my concerns
addressed.

My first concern is that the 15 foot setback required between commercial and residential use must be adhered
to.  The applicant appears to be requesting little or no setback from my residents' units.  My building, built in
1959, has single glazed windows.  Such a reduction in setbacks would have an adverse impact.  There is NO
hardship in developing this property.  How can findings for a variance be made absent of hardships?

At previous scoping and community meetings, hydrology concerns were raised with respect to the underground
parking proposed. The current site is parked full ongrade and therefore has no subsurface impacts.  How will the
multiple level subterranean parking walls affect the underground water by damming existing flow and diverting

mailto:jsumer@aol.com
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water into 1425 N. Crescent Heights which has a very old onestory subterranean parking garage?  How can this
site specific condition be mitigated if at all?

Many of my neighbors are addressing the environmental issues raised by the EIR study and I will not duplicate
these questions.

I understand that a traffic study has been done and I would like it on record that I am extremely concerned that
good access is available to paramedics, police, and Sheriff and Fire departments for the residents of my
building.  Also, I did not see in the study that traffic from a three story mixeduse project on the corner of
Crescent Heights and Santa Monica Boulevard in West Hollywood (Walgreen's) was included.

No matter what project is selected for the development of 8150 Sunset, I am concerned that traffic related to 8150
Sunset will both enter and exit onto Crescent Heights in front of or directly next to my building causing extreme
hardship to all residents living at 1425 N. Crescent Heights.  I am asking that a further study be done with the
City of West Hollywood for ingress and egress of traffic in relation to 1425 N. Crescent Heights. 

With respect to offsite parking, the streets of West Hollywood surrounding the proposed project are restricted
and for the use of residents.   Parking is by permit only in the evenings so there will be no spaces available to the
Project offsite. Many of my residents tell me they have a hard time finding parking as it is.

I am also asking that there is no idling of delivery trucks in the middle of Crescent Heights directly in front of 1425
N. Crescent Heights, particularly during the hours a person sleeps.  The City of West Hollywood has guidelines
for idling trucks between yellow lines in front of residential dwellings.  Please check with them.

Please remember the beep beep of trucks unloading carry a very load sound.

I am also requesting that the traffic consultants work with the City of West Hollywood to find a coordinated and
mutually acceptable solution for any entry from north bound Crescent Heights, regardless of what is developed on
the property.

There is a large truck delivery to Sunset Five, the building at 8000 Sunset across the street on Crescent
Heights.  The loading dock is directly across from my building.  Deliveries for Trader Joe's at 8000 Sunset already
have an impact on Crescent Heights.  Please consider one of the mitigations to be that the Project at 8150
Sunset be limited to commercial uses that can be serviced by van delivery and loading only.  

There should be no additional large truck deliveries entering or exiting on Crescent Heights based on cumulative
impacts of Havenhurst Drive because  Crescent Heights is a residential street and cannot stage large commercial
loading operations.

Please study the benefits of requiring a planted median in the middle of Crescent heights to direct the flow of
through traffic and prevent idling or illegal turns.

Will any dedicated truck access to the Project that is running directly north of my property and very near
residential units be covered to mitigate the noise and carbon monoxide?

I realize views are not protected.  Currently many of my units have views of the hills north of Sunset Boulevard. 
Will ivy or covering, be planted and maintained on all blank cement walls facing both the north and west of my
building?

Seasonal, forceful winds gusts coming down from Laurel Canyon go back to the first settlers in the area.  During
several months of the year, the wind blows very strong down Laurel Canyonstrong enough to blow cinder blocks
used by Direct TV for the installation of satellite dished used for high definition TV.  These cinder blocks have
literally blown off the roof on the south west corner of my building onto the cement below.  Because of the
proposed height of the building facing Crescent Heights,  I am concerned about any elevated open areas and
objects blowing off and hurting people in the street.  Please examine the Project for potential impact from these
seasonal winds.
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I believe a "noise tunnel" effect similar to that of the acoustics at Carnegie Hall would be created by the height of
the Project, both on Crescent Heights and Havenhurst Drive.  This would be created by the sound carried from
Sunset Boulevard.  For the peace and quiet of the neighborhood, which currently exists, I would like this studied.

My residents currently enjoy an outdoor pool at the rear of my residential building.  I am very concerned about
any diminutive effects of light and shade on the pool, as well as privacy concerns for those using the pool.  Those
using the pool would also be exposed to the top parking level and residential tower. Would resident's use of the
pool be limited during construction?  Please explore mitigations to protect the light, air and privacy of the pool
area.  How will the pool and the pool area be protected during construction?

Also, please study the light, air and privacy with regard to the windows facing the Project and of those
apartments facing and impacted by the Project.  Please include artificial light.  Please include any bars or
restaurant use which, should be placed along Sunset boulevard so as not to negatively impact residential units in
my building and all  the people living south of  the Project in the possible "noise tunnel" mentioned above.  I am
concerned that people's right of a good night's sleep be protected.

In 1994, The Granville, a condominium building located at 1424N. Crescent Heights, sunk 5 feet during the
Northridge Quake as a result of the Sunset Five's (8000 Sunset) underground  parking construction directly
adjacent to it.  Please study the underground water table and soil instability caused by underground excavation
for parking and determine if any measures can be taken to ensure that my building does not "sink" in case of a
seismic event or because of the construction at 8150 Sunset .

Living conditions and quality of life during construction will be adversely impacted for all those living in my
building.   I have real concerns about dust and dirt and noise.  Will the soil be "wet down"?  Will a dirt net be put
up around ongoing construction?

How will people be protected during loud construction?  There are elderly and children living in the building and
most people work from home. 

Will a "sound wall" be put up? 

Will doublepained, soundproof windows be installed in all of my apartments?

There is currently a wall on the north side of my property that separates my property from the 8150 Sunset 8150
property. There is a 40 foot row of plants on this wall that residents in the north facing apartments see.  This wall
appears to be half on 8150 Sunset and half on 1425 N. Crescent Heights.  How will this wall be taken down?  

What say do I have in this matter? Will the plants be moved?  How are my residents protected from the negative
health affects of parking exhaust and pollutant emissions?  Will my parking garage, which is in the direct line of
fire, of receiving all dust and dirt from the found level be protected?

Will landscaping be the same that is currently shown in the drawings of 8150 Sunset,or be equally as attractive
when another project is planned?

I am very concerned that good contact information be given to me during the entire time of construction.  Will this
be given?  What recourse do I have if this is not the case?

There are currently rats at 8150 Sunset.  What measures will be taken to ensure all rats and rodents are
contained at 8150 during construction  and disposed of?

There are power lines adjacent to the rear of my property near the pool terrace.  Please ensure that as part of the
new construction, these power lines are relocated to service underground in order to adhere to safely standards.

Lastly, I appreciate all that you do, and listening to residents’ concerns about their lives and making the best
decision possible.  Thank you.
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Julie D. Summers
Member of the Crescent Heights  Havenhurst Preservation Association
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Project Support Letter 

Carter Cox <carter.s.cox@gmail.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 3:03 PM 
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, jonathan. brand@lacity.org, srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org, 
tom.labonge@lacity.org, aland@weho.org, jduran@weho.org, jdamico@weho.org, jheilman@weho.org, 
jprang@weho.org, sharon.shapiro@lacity.org, luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

Please review attached DEIR comment letter. 

Thank you, 
Carter 

~ Carter Cox 8150 Sunset Letter.docx 
15K 
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To: 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 

Re: 
8150 Sunset Draft Environmental Impact Report ENV-201352552-EIR 
Comment Letter 

Dear Srimal, 

Thank you for your work to date on the 8150 Sunset project. First and foremost, I want to express my 
general support for the project. The current site is in desperate need of an upgrade, and the new 
project will bring to this area what it needs most in housing (especially affordable housing). The lack of 
housing throughout the city is well-documented and has created the least affordable rental market in 
the entire country. Unfortunately, you read that correctly- according to the Harvard University's Joint 
Center for Housing Studies, Los Angeles is the most expensive city in the entire country to live in for 
renters (http://www. I ati mes. co ml opinion/ editoria ls/la-ed-affo rda ble-housi ng-pa rt-1-20150111-
sto ry. htm I). The dire housing shortage is reason enough to support this project, especially considering 
the large addition of very low income housing. 

I for the life of me cannot fathom the hatred and disdain directed towards this project from a small 
minority of the population. I have seen doctored renderings to make the project look like it's twice as 
tall as proposed. I've witnessed a complete unwillingness to work with the developer and try to find any 
sort of middle ground. At a recent Hollywood neighborhood meeting the consensus from one group 
was that working within the city's approval structure was pointless and the only way to effect change (ie 
stop projects) was through the court system. It's clear to me that the opposition to this project wants 
nothing to be built at the site - I'm happy for them that they are successful, that they own their homes, 
and that they are lucky enough to live in one of the most desirable and centrally-located sections of Los 
Angeles. I would implore them to be reasonable, not trample on the same property rights afforded to 
them, and to actually read the contents of the DEIR. The document shows no major long term impacts. 
Does this mean that the project won't change the day-to-day of what goes on in the area? Of course 
not, but when you consider all of the positives the project brings, most importantly the new housing and 
the revitalization of this vital corner property, this project will have a greatly positive impact on the 
surrounding area. 

Please keep in mind that the majority of those in this area (and of the entire city) are renters, and the 
majority of those renters struggle to pay rent each and every month. Why is this the case? Because we 
haven't collectively approached economic development or our housing crisis in any concrete way. While 
I have respect for preserving neighborhoods, this project is on the Sunset Strip. The Sunset Strip has 
long been associated with revelry, live music, and general entertainment. I love the area I live in 
because it's alive, it's active, and everything I need or want is close by. It would be hypocritical of me to 
deny that to additional members of the community that are currently struggling to find housing or make 
rent. 

The Sunset Strip also has a history of taller buidlings. Both old (Chateau hotel, St. James) and currently 
under construction (hotels at Sunset and La Cienega) projects show that the strip has a history of taller 
buildings. I say "taller" and not "tall" because the proposed 16 stories at 8150 Sunset is not tall! Many 



projects in the heart of Hollywood, only a very short distance away, shoot up in the 20- and 30-story 
range. The height allows developers to make projects that are not 'lot fillers', creating open space and a 
neighborhood more hospitable to walkers, bikers, and users of mass transportation. Height also allows 
for beautiful projects to be built - I don't think anyone is proud of the low-rise mixed-use buildings 
popping up around our area. 

I urge you and our decision-makers to look beyond the doomsday rhetoric of a small group of 
homeowners and see this project for what it is - a desperate addition of both market rate and 
affordable rental units, an upgrade to a site and corner in desperate in need of it, and a respectable 
design that offers open space and conveniences for pedestrians and the community writ large. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment - please keep me informed as the project progresses. 

Sincerely, 

Carter Cox 
813 North Sweetzer Ave 
West Hollywood, CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Draft EIR ENV 2013 2552 EIR SCH NO 2013091044 8150 Sunset Blvd 
1 message 

Jon frlshman <jon@frishmanarc.com> 
To: planning.en'Ke\Aew@lacity.org 

Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 5:16 PM 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 

Michael J. LoGrande 
Director of Planning 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner, Major Projects Section 

Hello All, 

I have reviewed the EIR and have attached some of my comments, I am not sure of the proper 
procedure or format so please bear with my ignorance, hopefully some of my comments will assist in 
killing the project as currently proposed. 

Regards, 

Jon Frishman 

~ COMMENTS for DRAFT EIR ENV.pdf 
37K 
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COMMENTS for DRAFT EIR ENV-2013-2552-EIR (SCH NO. 2013091044) 
8150 Sunset Blvd. Mixed-Use Project 

Mitigation Measure HIST3 Relocation of Bank, this is physically impossible and ridiculous to consider. 
"Retention of bank is not feasible", the bank should get landmark status for the City of Los Angeles. The 
bank's architecture has many architectural design features that would be difficult and expensive to 
recreate with todays requirements and restrictions and is a great example of architecture for that period. 
The building has a great potential to be modified in a sensitive way to create something that is profitable 
for the developer and reflects back to the elements that were previously removed . The existing ramp 
would also provide a great opportunity for site access and should be considered in lieu of the ramp that is 
proposed on Sunset Blvd. 

1. Site Access; 
The ramp along Sunset Boulevard is unacceptable; it is conveniently not noted in the drawings 
but is located in plan. It would compromise the pedestrian circulation along Sunset Blvd. and 
would create a hazard for pedestrians. 
See figure 2-4. The ramp is not noted on figure 2-13 in front of the dining terrace. 

2. Off site circulation 
The traffic Island is a public street element and should not be formally compromised by privatizing 
the street. 

3. The East and West Elevations represent a cartoon Architectural study more relevant to the 80s 
design vocabulary then contemporary modern architecture which is the way the project is described. 

4. The notion of a helipad is an old code requirement that is ridiculous given the function of the building 
which is housing. Trying to land a helicopter at that location would be a dangerous proposition. 

5. The feature retail building at the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights is another cartoon image of a 
building. Having some retail function in a three story void space is out of character to Sunset Blvd. 
and does not adequately anchor the building to the site. 

6. Item 7, Sustainable features "supporting pedestrian activity." 
Creating an auto ramp on Sunset Blvd is not supporting the pedestrian. 
Creating an interior public space is also not supporting the pedestrians at street level, creating an 
interior street and turning its back on the street is not an urban idea. 

7. "Reducing vehicle trips" is irrelevant and developer speak, currently the closest metro station is in 
Hollywood and Sunset vehicle traffic is already jammed up with westbound morning and eastbound 
evening traffic. 

8. Alternative 5 Bank Preservation, B Environmental impact, 1 aesthetics 
The building footprint represented in the option is a tepid gesture with a store footprint that neither 
unifies the existing urban fabric nor engages with the Bank footprint. 
The mega project concept of a short building at the street level and an interior linear courtyard 
and a tall interior housing building defies and denies the building prototype of Los Angeles. 
Table 4.A-2 4.A-57 It is completely out of character with the surrounding urban fabric, scale and 
massing and would be better suited for an open site out in the suburbs then in the city of 
Hollywood. 
Sunset Blvd. Elevation 4.A-8, the building "wall" along Sunset Blvd. is anti-pedestrian and doesn't 
acknowledge the grade change. A monolith plinth is being proposed to accommodate the parking 
below and compromises the grade changes and natural flow and access of the site. 
Figure 5.E-3 illustrates the proposed building massing with copycat roof planes made of metal 
trying to emulate the precast concrete roof of the bank, this is yet one of many examples where 
the architecture poorly tries to adapt to the scale and detail that is present in the bank building. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Re: Letter 
1 message 

Suzette Ervin <suzer..1n@aol.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11 :07 PM 
To: Susan Dynner <sdynner@yahoo.com> 
Cc: planning.en'vfe'IAew@lacity.org 

This is what I ha"lie. Looks like the same. I mailed it as well. Try print and mail. and then resend email tomorrow 
. ??? 

planning. envreview@lacity.org 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

On Jan 15, 2015, at 3:25 PM, Susan Dynner <sdynner@yahoo.com> wrote: 

I just tried to send an email and it bounced back. Perhaps you have another email 
address? 

Susan Dynner 
aberration films 
323-656-1830 

On Thursday, January 15, 2015 2:24 PM, Susan Dynner <sdynner@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Thanks for reminding me! It is. rn send it today. 

Susan Dynner 
aberration films 
323-656-1830 
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On Thursday, January 15, 2015 2:11 PM, Suzette ENn <suzer\'in@aol.com> wrote: 

Hi Susan 
Did you write your letter to the planning person about the bldg next door? 
I think the deadline is the 20th. 
Suzette 

https://rrail.google.com'rrail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ievFpt&search=inbo~th=14af191983c35fa2&siml=14af191983c35fa2 212 
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8150 Sunset DEIR comment 
1 message 

Harry Morton <hm@hanymortonholdings.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 5:44 PM 
To: "s rimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "planning.en\1"e\'iew@lacity.org" <planning.en\1"0"1ew@lacity.org>, "jonathan.brand@lacity.org" 
<jonathan. brand@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

As the owner and operator of Pink Taco, located at 8225 Sunset Boulevard, I have a direct vested interest 
in what we are surrounded by on The Strip. I am no different than the other thousands of business 
owners and property owners in the area; both commercial and residential. With that said, I strongly 
support Townscape and their efforts to bring an innovative top-notch development to Hollywood. 

The Strip continues to adapt with the times-Sunset began as an entertainment district and continues to 
evolve by adding residential and hotel uses while retaining its allure. An influx of new residents to The 
Strip will boost our local economy. Homes and apartment building values will increase. The 
neighborhood will be safer, and the SW corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights will no longer be an 
eyesore on an otherwise lively portion of the Sunset strip. Not to mention that the project has been given 
the title Environmental Leadership Development Project, which basically means that they are creating 
jobs, generating millions in revenue to the City, and of course, will be exceedingly green. 

I am not a City Planner, but simply put, this is a location that is in dire need of a makeover. As the eastern 
gateway to the Sunset Strip and the first thing drivers see after coming down Laurel Canyon, it's a shame 
that the site operates as a strip mall, replete with retail that does not serve the surrounding area. We 
need change there and we need it to be of the utmost quality. I look forward to seeing this project built 
and reaping the benefits. 

Regards, 

Harry Morton 
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January 12, 2015 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

::.r j11rC!i.i1t1wawitharanac@iacity.org 
Fax(213)978-1343 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Study 
8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Case No. ENV-20132552-EIR 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

1425 N. CRESCENT HEIGHTS APTS. 
JULIE D. SUMMERS 

1425 N. Crescent Heights, #307 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

Phone (323) 656-7400 
Fax (a23) 656 7422" 

Email - jsumer@aol.com 
RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

JAN 15 2015 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

Emailed and sent by US Post 

1/12/15 11:04 AM 

My name is Julie Summers and for 21 years I have owned, lived in, and managed the 24 unit apartment building at 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd, which directly abuts the proposed 8150 Sunset project both to the north and west. 

This letter was sent to you on October 11, 2013 and I am resending it with changes and the past concerns, which have 
not been answered. It is my understanding that this letter will be answered and my concerns addressed. 

My first concern is that the 15 foot setback required between commercial and residential use must be adhered to. The 
applicant appears to be requesting little or no setback from my residents' units. My building, built in 1959, has single 
glazed windows. Such a reduction in setbacks would have an adverse impact. There is NO hardship in developing this 
property. How can findings for a variance be made absent of hardships? 

At previous scoping and community meetings, hydrology concerns were raised with respect to the underground parking 
proposed. The current site is parked full on-grade and therefore has no sub-surface impacts. How will the multiple level 
subterranean parking walls affect the underground water by damming existing flow and diverting water into 1425 N. 
Crescent Heights which has a very old one-story subterranean parking garage? How can this site specific condition be 
mitigated if at all? 

Many of my neighbors are addressing the environmental issues raised by the EIR study and I will not duplicate these 
questions. 

I understand that a traffic study has been done and I would like it on record that I am extremely concerned that good 
access is available to paramedics, police, and Sheriff and Fire departments for the residents of my building. Also , I did 
not see in the study that traffic from a three story mixed-use project on the corner of Crescent Heights and Santa 
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1/12/15 11:04 AM 

Monica Boulevard in West Hollywood (Walgreen's) was included. 

No matter what project is selected for the development of 8150 Sunset, I am concerned that traffic related to 8150 
Sunset will both enter and exit onto Crescent Heights in front of or directly next to my building causing extreme hardship 
to all residents living at 1425 N. Crescent Heights. I am asking that a further study be done with the City of West 
Hollywood for ingress and egress of traffic in relation to 1425 N. Crescent Heights. 

With respect to off-site parking, the streets of West Hollywood surrounding the proposed project are restricted and for 
the use of residents. Parking is by permit only in the evenings so there will be no spaces available to the Project off
site. Many of my residents tell me they have a hard time finding parking as it is. 

I am also asking that there is no idling of delivery trucks in the middle of Crescent Heights directly in front of 1425 N. 
Crescent Heights, particularly during the hours a person sleeps. The City of West Hollywood has guidelines for idling 
trucks between yellow lines in front of residential dwellings. Please check with them. 

Please remember the beep beep of trucks unloading carry a very load sound. 

I am also requesting that the traffic consultants work with the City of West Hollywood to find a coordinated and mutually 
acceptable solution for any entry from north bound Crescent Heights, regardless of what is developed on the property. 

There is a large truck delivery to Sunset Five, the building at 8000 Sunset across the street on Crescent Heights. The 
loading dock is directly across from my building. Deliveries for Trader Joe's at 8000 Sunset already have an impact on 
Crescent Heights. Please consider one of the mitigations to be that the Project at 8150 Sunset be limited to commercial 
uses that can be serviced by van delivery and loading only. 

There should be no additional large truck deliveries entering or exiting on Crescent Heights based on cumulative 
impacts of Havenhurst Drive because Crescent Heights is a residential street and cannot stage large commercial 
loading operations. 

Please study the benefits of requiring a planted median in the middle of Crescent heights to direct the flow of through 
traffic and prevent idling or illegal turns. 

Will any dedicated truck access to the Project that is running directly north of my property and very near residential units 
be covered to mitigate the noise and carbon monoxide? 

I realize views are not protected. Currently many of my units have views of the hills north of Sunset Boulevard. Will ivy 
or covering, be planted and maintained on all blank cement walls facing both the north and west of my building? 

Seasonal, forceful winds gusts coming down from Laurel Canyon go back to the first settlers in the area. During several 
months of the year, the wind blows very strong down Laurel Canyon--strong enough to blow cinder blocks used by 
Direct TV for the installation of satellite dished used for high definition TV. These cinder blocks have literally blown off 
the roof on the south west corner of my building onto the cement below. Because of the proposed height of the building 
facing Crescent Heights, I am concerned about any elevated open areas and objects blowing off and hurting people in 
the street. Please examine the Project for potential impact from these seasonal winds. 

I believe a "noise tunnel" effect similar to that of the acoustics at Carnegie Hall would be created by the height of the 
Project, both on Crescent Heights and Havenhurst Drive. This would be created by the sound carried from Sunset 
Boulevard. For the peace and quiet of the neighborhood, which currently exists, I would like this studied. 

My residents currently enjoy an outdoor pool at the rear of my residential building. I am very concerned about any 
diminutive effects of light and shade on the pool, as well as privacy concerns for those using the pool. Those using the 
pool would also be exposed to the top parking level and residential tower. Would resident's use of the pool be limited 
during construction? Please explore mitigations to protect the light, air and privacy of the pool area. How will the pool 
and the pool area be protected during construction? 

Also, please study the light, air and privacy with regard to the windows facing the Project and of those apartments 
facing and impacted by the Project. Please include artificial light. Please include any bars or restaurant use which, 
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should be placed along Sunset boulevard so as not to negatively impact residential units in my building and all the 
people living south of the Project in the possible "noise tunnel" mentioned above. I am concerned that people's right of 
a good night's sleep be protected. 

In 1994, The Granville, a condominium building located at 1424N. Crescent Heights, sunk 5 feet during the Northridge 
Quake as a result of the Sunset Five's (8000 Sunset) under-ground parking construction directly adjacent to it. Please 
study the underground water table and soil instability caused by underground excavation for parking and determine if 
any measures can be taken to ensure that my building does not "sink" in case of a seismic event or because of the 
construction at 8150 Sunset . 

Living conditions and quality of life during construction will be adversely impacted for all those living in my building. I 
have real concerns about dust and dirt and noise. Will the soil be "wet down"? Will a dirt net be put up around ongoing 
construction? 

How will people be protected during loud construction? There are elderly and children living in the building and most 
people work from home. 

Will a "sound wall" be put up? 

Will double-pained, soundproof windows be installed in all of my apartments? 

There is currently a wall on the north side of my property that separates my property from the 8150 Sunset 8150 
property. There is a 40 foot row of plants on this wall that residents in the north facing apartments see. This wall 
appears to be half on 8150 Sunset and half on 1425 N. Crescent Heights. How will this wall be taken down? 

What say do I have in this matter? Will the plants be moved? How are my residents protected from the negative health 
affects of parking exhaust and pollutant emissions? Will my parking garage, which is in the direct line of fire, of 
receiving all dust and dirt from the found level be protected? 

Will landscaping be the same that is currently shown in the drawings of 8150 Sunset.or be equally as attractive when 
another project is planned? 

I am very concerned that good contact information be given to me during the entire time of construction. Will this be 
given? What recourse do I have if this is not the case? 

There are currently rats at 8150 Sunset. What measures will be taken to ensure all rats and rodents are contained at 
8150 during construction and disposed of? 

There are power lines adjacent to the rear of my property near the pool terrace. Please ensure that as part of the new 
construction, these power lines are relocated to service underground in order to adhere to safely standards. 

Lastly, I appreciate all that you do, and listening to residents' concerns about their lives and making the best decision 

possib~):rQ~ 

Jaummers 
Member of the Crescent Heights - Havenhurst Preservation Association 
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8150 Sunset DEIR 
1 message 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Camden Gordon <camdenlambertson@yahoo.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 3:51 PM 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org" <planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org>, "jonathan. brand@lacity.org" 
<jonathan.brand@lacity.org> 

January 19, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana, 
Department of City Planning 
City Hall, Room 750 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Please consider my following comments on the 8150 Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

#1 - This location is ripe for a dense residential/commercial mixed use dewlopment because, as pointed out in 
the DEIR, "The site is well served by a network of regional transportation facilities. Various public transit stops 
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) are located in close proximity 
to the Project Site, the Hollywood Freeway (State Route 101) is approximately two miles northeast of the site, 
Interstate 10 is approximately four miles south of the Project Site, and Interstate 405 is approximately six miles 
southwest of the site." 

#2- The proposed project has already been giwn a stamp of approval by Gowmor Jerry Brown as an 
Em.;ronmental Leadership Dewlopment Project, which is kind of a big deal as stated in the DEIR." Judicial 
streamlining under the law is allowed only for qualified projects certified by the state gowmor's office, based on a 
finding that a project would result upon completion in a minimum $100 million inwstment in California, create new 
high-wage jobs, reduce unemployment, and result in no net additional GHG emissions to the en\4ronment. Very 
few projects can meet these criteria ... " 

#3 - Under Summary of Environmental Impacts, just about ewrything studied is determined to be "less than 
significantm or "less than significant after mitigation." 

#4 - If I were to choose from one of the altematiws, I would go with the 5th option, "Bank Preservation 
Altematiw. • This would satisfy those who are sensitiw to historic preservation without drastically changing the 
project as currently proposed. 

#5-The DEIR identifies the "No projecUNo build Altematiw" as the emironmentally superior altemathe. 
Howewr, this is a silly statement and the report basically disagrees with itself when it correctly states, "It should 
be noted howewr, that although most impacts would be a'A'.)ided under the No Project/No Build Altematiw, 
beneficial aspects of the Project, such as the upgrading of the property with distinctiw architecture and 
landscaping and the fulfillment of numerous regional and City plan and policy goals for the area would not occur." 

Owrall, this is a quality project and I support it just as currently proposed. 

Sincerely, 

d.kaneshiro
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Camden Lambertson 

Sent from my iPhone 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Comments of City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR - 8150 Sunset Blvd 
1 message 

Andrew Macpherson <macfly@macfly.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 10:26 AM 
To: Jonathan Brand <jonathan. brand@lacity.org>, planning. enveview@lacity.org, "tom. labonge@lacity.org" 
<tom. labonge@lacity.org> 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Jay Grodin <jgrodin@wkmgroup.com>, Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net>, 
Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>, Adara Salim 
<adarasalim@gmail.com> 

Andrew Macpherson 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LACA90069 
323 620 6565 

ATIN: 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Dear Ms Hew aw itharana, 

Rease confirm your receipt of my notes and comment here in PDF format. 

G8'1ffiAL NOTES AND COtlifvl3\JTS: 

A. The Applicant should have already provided a complete description of the existing building uses on the site with all the floor areas 
and with parking counts currently allocated to each use. This information should be in the "Master Land Use Application• online on the 
aty's website link for this project. Someone should review this application. 

The ER should include full research on the history of this site, including how, when and why the zoning was changed/dew nsized from 
3:1 FAR to 1 :1 FAR (Perhaps a "Q Condition"?) and more importantly the reason it was downsized. 

Please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site without a variance from Code Section SEC. 
12.22A25.f.5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet equal to the percentage of Density 
Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible. This percentage increase in height shall be applicable 
over the entire parcel regardless of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of this subparagraph, Section 
12.21.1 A10. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height ornumber of stories is limited, this height increase shall perm it a maximum of elei,,en 
additional feet or one additional story, whichever is lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

Re: Affordable Housing 

• The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses provided under the aty's housing policy. I 
appears that the total proposed amount of affordable housing at 11% of the total residential units. Research how the Applicant 
summarizes how the unit counts qualify for this bonus based on nurrber of one and two bedroom units and nurrber of very 
low and low income units. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C25



• State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is necessary to offset costs. 

• This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable Housing because it is more than 1500' from a 
major transit stop. The Applicant is asking for a Variance in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density. How does this 
work legally? Why cannot even developer property owner ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus? Does this not put the aty 
(and taxpayers) at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits? 

COl\llv1ENTS ON lHE DRAFT El.R 

• The EIRs Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is pernissible under both the Oty's General Plan and 
the adopted Hollywood Community Plan currently in force. 

• It would help the EIR to be more accessible to the general public if the EIR consultants were to evaluate each existing business 
side-by-side with each of the proposed new business uses in a chart or table. Specifically; 

• What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for the proposed land uses based on floor 
area (square footage) and spaces allocated/required? 

• What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on site and for the proposed land uses, again with 
square footage, proposed patronage, and individual business or residential use related vehicle movements? 

• These rretrics should identify all the current colllTErcial uses including Art Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the 
co11TTErcial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where it is shown. If it is nissing, please include this 
information in the revised draft. 

• The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that corrm.mity input had asked to be included during the 
Consultant's initial scoping meetings. 

( 1) ColllTErcial only development up to the allow able 111,000sq ft 
(2) Mxed use development up to the allow able 111,000sq ft (with the same colllTErciaVresidential ratio of the proposed project) 
(3) Mxed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allow able 111,000sq ft 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, 
considerations with or without affordable housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project alternatives require 
that the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances in order to comply with the code? 

Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the criteria for 8wironrrentally Superior Alternatives. 

• A"oject Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all involve development options that were NOT raised by the community during scoping 
process. There was no explanation as tow hy these were considered based on the public scoping process. Most if not all 
appear to non-code compliant options. Please disclose who generated these alternatives, and why they were considered as 
viable alternatives with respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan considerations? 



• The draft BR (ref. Executive Sumnary, Page 65-10, paragraph 1) concludes that Alternatives# 4 and #5 are the 
environmentally-superior alternatives. The CAnsultants should re-evaluate this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report 
and in fact only Alternative# 2 is identified as reducing one of the irnpacts. A careful study of the three alternatives that were 
suggested by the cornrunity during the scoping meeting may yield new results. Rease consider the environmental superiority 
of these options and then re-address the current conclusions? 

• Section D of the Executive Sumnary does not list "Hydrology" and underground water irnpacts resulting from the proposed 
new concrete parking structure and bulding foundation walls. 

EARTHQUAKE - SBSMC STUDY 

• With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the cornrunity should be informed about the location or 
assumed location of the fault at this site. Rease have the Consultant indicate, in Map form in the Report, where the testing was 
undertaken on the site and what were the results. 

"TRAFFIC 

• The ER Traffic Consultant did not have data for number of trips turning north to exit on 0-escent Heights. If there are over 
6000 trips per day being generated, how many of these w iD be exiting at 0-escent Heights and of these how many will be 
turning north? 

• The ER states unavoidable impacts to Havenhurst Dr. What are the figures for this increased traffic flow on Havenhurst, 
which is an entirely residential street? The Consultants indicated that no left turns win be perrritted for the exiting on to 
Havenhurst and their nitigation recommendations is to add traffic lights at both Sunset and Fountain. A traffic signal would 
primarily assist south bound traffic on Havenhurst that is turning east on to Fountain. Are the consultants assurring Increased 
traffic moving northbound up Havenhurst from the south? Why Is a traffic signal needed on Fountain if all traffic leaving the 
building will be forced to turn north? 

• 
• A significant portion of the current property is an art storage facility. What figures are ascribed to this use? Is any storage in 

the new project proposed as this use has a desirable rrinimal traffic flow? 

• The ER refers to a "walk-in" bank in their project proposal? Is this different from the current type of bank on the site now? 
Does the BR treat the loads from the existing bank any different than the proposed "walk-in" bank or is it the same load? 

PARKNG 

• The project is proposing 100% valet. Does this apply to the low income units as w ell? How will they pay for this service or 
w iU the other residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

Rease evaluate the street parking ava~able in the area. Will there be conditions that can be applied to ensure no impacts to the 
adjacent streets? The site is currently self-parked with free parking. Rease evaluate in the Report whether free, self-parked vehicles 
will help nitigate irnpacts on the adjacent streets. 

• If the one bedroom units are assigned only parking space, will these spaces all be standard stalls? Will any be in tandem? 
Based on the city's own analysis and criteria, cornrercial parking should only be 40% cornpact vehicles, How can this site 
justify 60% cornpact? 



RJBLIC TRANSrr 

• Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the 8R as the adjacent streets are irrpacted by its location. M:>ving the 
location east to nid block between 0-escent Heights and Laurel could work if the right turn lane and triangular median at the 
east lane of 0-escent Heights were irrproved. Rease study how this new location and irrprovements rright help nitigate 
irrpacts for this A"oject. 

• Rerroving the traffic island on the northwest corner of SunseUO"escent Heights w iU cause mobility issues for east-bound 
traffic on Sunset trying to turn south. The acute angle will rrake it irrpossible for large vehicles to make that turn, and in turn 
add congestion to Sunset by forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax. This is not addressed at all in the ER 

• The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or exiting to the south. There appears to be a carriage 
or drop off lane proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only an "insignificant increase in the daily trips, what is this for? 
Other projects in the area and on sinilar corners do not have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from 
the Consultant alowing new north bound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

• There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 972 bicycles they are proposing to park. Bike paths are not on Sunset. 
They are on Santa M:>nica Blvd. The ridership suggested by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on 
Sunset. This extraordinarily large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to be evaluated much more 
accurately and carefuly in the BR 

In conclusion I also ask for a corrptetely new Historic Resource review to be conducted by an independent group, such as the LA 
Conservancy, as the 'lack of significant irrpact' stated in the DEIR is corrpletely and utterly ridiculous. This neighborhood destroying 
220 foot tall rronstrosity should not be allowed to tow er over the heart of Hollywood's most architecturally significant areas. 

Rease confirm that all these comnent have been entered into the public record. 

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson. 

'"°' Macpherson Comments of City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR.pdf 
l!'.::I 72K 



Andrew Macpherson 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LACA90069 
323 620 6565 

ATTN: 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Dear Ms Hewawitharana, 

Please confirm your receipt of my notes and comment here in PDF format. 

GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

A. The Applicant should have already provided a complete description of the existing building 
uses on the site with all the floor areas and with parking counts currently allocated to each use. 
This information should be in the 0 Master Land Use Application" online on the City's website link 
for this project. Someone should review this application. 

The EIR should include full research on the history of this site, including how, when and why the 
zoning was changed/downsized from 3:1 FAR to 1 :1 FAR (Perhaps a "Q Condition"?) and more 
importantly the reason it was downsized. 

Please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site without a 
variance from Code Section SEC. 12.22.A.25.f.5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet equal to 
the percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible. 
This percentage increase in height shall be applicable over the entire parcel regardless 
of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of this subparagraph, Section 
12.21.1 A.1 o. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height or number of stories is limited, this height increase 
shall permit a maximum of eleven additional feet or one additional story, whichever is 
lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

Re: Affordable Housing 
• The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses provided under 

the City's housing policy. It appears that the total proposed amount of affordable housing at 
11% of the total residential units. Research how the Applicant summarizes how the unit 



counts qualify for this bonus based on number of one and two bedroom units and number of 
very low and low income units. 

• State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is necessary to offset 
costs. 

• This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable Housing 
because it is more than 1500' from a major transit stop. The Applicant is asking for a Variance 
in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density. How does this work legally? Why cannot 
even developer property owner ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus? Does this not put the 
City (and taxpayers} at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits? 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT E.l.B. 

• The El Rs Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is permissible under 
both the City's General Plan and the adopted Hollywood Community Plan currently in force. 

• It would help the EIB to be more accessible to the general public if the EIB consultants were 
to evaluate each existing business side-by-side with each of the proposed new business uses 
in a chart or table. Specifically; 

What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for 
the proposed land uses based on floor area (square footage) and spaces allocated/ 
required? 

What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on site 
and for the proposed land uses, again with square footage, proposed patronage, and 
individual business or residential use related vehicle movements? 

These metrics should identify all the current commercial uses including Art 
Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the commercial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where it is shown. 
If it is missing, please include this information in the revised draft. 

• The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that community input 
had asked to be included during the Consultant's initial scoping meetings. 

(1) Commercial only development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 
(2) Mixed use development up to the allowable 111 ,OOOsq ft (with the same commercial/ 
residential ratio of the proposed project) 
(3) Mixed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking 
requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, considerations with or without affordable 
housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project alternatives require that 
the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances in order to comply with the code? 



Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the criteria for 
Environmentally Superior Alternatives. 

• Project Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all involve development options that were NOT raised 
by the community during scoping process. There was no explanation as to why these were 
considered based on the public scoping process. Most if not all appear to non-code compliant 
options. Please disclose who generated these alternatives, and why they were considered as 
viable alternatives with respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan 
considerations? 

• The draft EIR (ref. Executive Summary, Page ES-10, paragraph 1) concludes that Alternatives 
# 4 and #5 are the environmentally-superior alternatives. The Consultants should re-evaluate 
this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report and in fact only Alternative # 2 is identified 
as reducing one of the impacts. A careful study of the three alternatives that were suggested 
by the community during the scoping meeting may yield new results. Please consider the 
environmental superiority of these options and then re-address the current conclusions? 

• Section D of the Executive Summary does not list "Hydrology" and underground water 
impacts resulting from the proposed new concrete parking structure and building foundation 
walls. 

EARTHQUAKE - SEISMIC STUDY 

• With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the community should 
be informed about the location or assumed location of the fault at this site. Please have the 
Consultant Indicate, in Map form in the Report, where the testing was undertaken on the site 
and what were the results. 

TRAFFIC 

• The EIR Traffic Consultant did not have data for number of trips turning north to exit on 
Crescent Heights. If there are over 6000 trips per day being generated, how many of these 
will be exiting at Crescent Heights and of these how many will be turning north? 

• The EIR states unavoidable Impacts to Havenhurst Dr. What are the figures for this increased 
traffic flow on Havenhurst, which is an entirely residential street? The Consultants indicated 
that no left turns will be permitted for the exiting on to Havenhurst and their mitigation 
recommendations is to add traffic lights at both Sunset and Fountain. A traffic signal would 
primarily assist south bound traffic on Havenhurst that is turning east on to Fountain. Are the 
consultants assuming increased traffic moving northbound up Havenhurst from the south? 
Why is a traffic signal needed on Fountain if all traffic leaving the building will be forced to turn 
north? 



• A significant portion of the current property is an art storage facility. What figures are ascribed 
to this use? Is any storage in the new project proposed as this use has a desirable minimal 
traffic flow? 

• The EIR refers to a "walk-in" bank in their project proposal? Is this different from the current 
type of bank on the site now? Does the EIR treat the loads from the existing bank any different 
than the proposed "walk-in" bank or is it the same load? 

PARKING 

The project is proposing 100% valet. Does this apply to the low income units as well? How 
will they pay for this service or will the other residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

Please evaluate the street parking available in the area. Will there be conditions that can be 
applied to ensure no impacts to the adjacent streets? The site is currently self-parked with free 
parking. Please evaluate in the Report whether free, self-parked vehicles will help mitigate 
impacts on the adjacent streets. 

If the one bedroom units are assigned only parking space, will these spaces all be standard 
stalls? Will any be in tandem? Based on the city's own analysis and criteria, commercial 
parking should only be 40% compact vehicles, How can this site justify 60% compact? 

PUBLIC TRANSIT 

• Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the EIR as the adjacent streets are impacted 
by its location. Moving the location east to mid block between Crescent Heights and Laurel 
could work if the right turn lane and triangular median at the east lane of Crescent Heights 
were improved. Please study how this new location and improvements might help mitigate 
impacts for this Project. 

• Removing the traffic island on the north west corner of Sunset/Crescent Heights will cause 
mobility issues for east-bound traffic on Sunset trying to turn south. The acute angle will make 
it impossible for large vehicles to make that turn, and in turn add congestion to Sunset by 
forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax. This is not addressed at all in the 
EIR. 

• The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or exiting to the south. 
There appears to be a carriage or drop off lane proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only 
an "insignificant increase in the daily trips, what is this for? Other projects in the area and on 
similar corners do not have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from 
the Consultant allowing new north bound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

• There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 972 bicycles they are proposing to 
park. Bike paths are not on Sunset. They are on Santa Monica Blvd. The ridership suggested 
by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on Sunset. This extraordinarily 
large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to be evaluated much more 
accurately and carefully in the EIR. 



In conclusion I also ask for a completely new Historic Resource review to be conducted by an 
independent group, such as the LA Conservancy, as the 'lack of significant impact' stated in the 
DEIR is completely and utterly ridiculous. This neighborhood destroying 220 foot tall 
monstrosity should not be allowed to tower over the heart of Hollywood's most architecturally 
significant areas. 

Please confirm that all these comment have been entered into the public record. 

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson. 





Andrew Macpherson 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LACA90069 
323 620 6565 

ATIN: 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Dear Ms Hewawitharana, 

Please confirm your receipt of my notes and comment here in PDF format. 

GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

A. The Applicant should have already provided a complete description of the existing building 
uses on the site with all the floor areas and with parking counts currently allocated to each use. 
This information should be in the "Master Land Use Application" online on the City's website link 
for this project. Someone should review this application. 

The EIR should include full research on the history of this site, including how, when and why the 
zoning was changed/downsized from 3:1 FAR to 1 :1 FAR (Perhaps a "Q Condition"?) and more 
importantly the reason it was downsized. 

Please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site without a 
variance from Code Section SEC. 12.22.A.25.f .5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet equal to 
the percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible. 
This percentage increase in height shall be applicable over the entire parcel regardless 
of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of this subparagraph, Section 
12.21.1 A.10. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height or number of stories is limited, this height increase 
shall permit a maximum of eleven additional feet or one additional story, whichever is 
lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

Re: Affordable Housing 
• The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses provided under 

the City's housing policy. It appears that the total proposed amount of affordable housing at 
11% of the total residential units. Research how the Applicant summarizes how the unit 



counts qualify for this bonus based on number of one and two bedroom units and number of 
very low and low income units. 

• State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is necessary to offset 
costs. 

• This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable Housing 
because it is more than 1500' from a major transit stop. The Applicant is asking for a Variance 
in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density. How does this work legally? Why cannot 
even developer property owner ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus? Does this not put the 
City (and taxpayers) at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits? 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT E.l.R. 

• The El Rs Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is permissible under 
both the City's General Plan and the adopted Hollywood Community Plan currently in force. 

• It would help the EIR to be more accessible to the general public if the EIR consultants were 
to evaluate each existing business side-by-side with each of the proposed new business uses 
in a chart or table. Specifically; 

What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for 
the proposed land uses based on floor area (square footage) and spaces allocated/ 
required? 

What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on site 
and for the proposed land uses, again with square footage, proposed patronage, and 
individual business or residential use related vehicle movements? 

These metrics should identify all the current commercial uses including Art 
Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the commercial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where it is shown. 
If it is missing, please include this information in the revised draft. 

• The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that community input 
had asked to be included during the Consultant's initial scoping meetings. 

(1) Commercial only development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 
(2) Mixed use development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft (with the same commercial/ 
residential ratio of the proposed project) 
(3) Mixed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking 
requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, considerations with or without affordable 
housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project alternatives require that 
the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances in order to comply with the code? 



Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the criteria for 
Environmentally Superior Alternatives. 

• Project Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all Involve development options that were NOT raised 
by the community during scoping process. There was no explanation as to why these were 
considered based on the public scoping process. Most if not all appear to non-code compliant 
options. Please disclose who generated these alternatives, and why they were considered as 
viable alternatives with respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan 
considerations? 

• The draft EIR (ref. Executive Summary, Page ES-10, paragraph 1) concludes that Alternatives 
# 4 and #5 are the environmentally-superior alternatives. The Consultants should re-evaluate 
this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report and in fact only Alternative # 2 is identified 
as reducing one of the Impacts. A careful study of the three alternatives that were suggested 
by the community during the scoping meeting may yield new results. Please consider the 
environmental superiority of these options and then re-address the current conclusions? 

• Section D of the Executive Summary does not list "Hydrology'' and underground water 
impacts resulting from the proposed new concrete parking structure and building foundation 
walls. 

EARTHQUAKE - SEISMIC STUDY 

• With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the community should 
be informed about the location or assumed location of the fault at this site. Please have the 
Consultant indicate, in Map form in the Report, where the testing was undertaken on the site 
and what were the results. 

TRAFFIC 

• The EIR Traffic Consultant did not have data for number of trips turning north to exit on 
Crescent Heights. If there are over 6000 trips per day being generated, how many of these 
will be exiting at Crescent Heights and of these how many will be turning north? 

• The EIR states unavoidable impacts to Havenhurst Dr. What are the figures for this increased 
traffic flow on Havenhurst, which is an entirely residential street? The Consultants indicated 
that no left turns will be permitted for the exiting on to Havenhurst and their mitigation 
recommendations is to add traffic lights at both Sunset and Fountain. A traffic signal would 
primarily assist south bound traffic on Havenhurst that is turning east on to Fountain. Are the 
consultants assuming increased traffic moving northbound up Havenhurst from the south? 
Why is a traffic signal needed on Fountain if all traffic leaving the building will be forced to turn 
north? 



• A significant portion of the current property is an art storage facility. What figures are ascribed 
to this use? Is any storage in the new project proposed as this use has a desirable minimal 
traffic flow? 

• The EIR refers to a ''walk-in" bank in their project proposal? Is this different from the current 
type of bank on the site now? Does the EIR treat the loads from the existing bank any different 
than the proposed "walk-in" bank or is it the same load? 

PARKING 

The project is proposing 100% valet. Does this apply to the low income units as well? How 
will they pay for this service or will the other residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

Please evaluate the street parking available in the area. Will there be conditions that can be 
applied to ensure no impacts to the adjacent streets? The site is currently self-parked with free 
parking. Please evaluate in the Report whether free, self-parked vehicles will help mitigate 
impacts on the adjacent streets. 

If the one bedroom units are assigned only parking space, will these spaces all be standard 
stalls? Will any be in tandem? Based on the city's own analysis and criteria, commercial 
parking should only be 40% compact vehicles, How can this site justify 60% compact? 

PUBLIC TRANSIT 

• Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the EIR as the adjacent streets are impacted 
by its location. Moving the location east to mid block between Crescent Heights and Laurel 
could work if the right turn lane and triangular median at the east lane of Crescent Heights 
were improved. Please study how this new location and improvements might help mitigate 
impacts for this Project. 

• Removing the traffic island on the north west corner of Sunset/Crescent Heights will cause 
mobility issues for east-bound traffic on Sunset trying to turn south. The acute angle will make 
it impossible for large vehicles to make that turn, and in turn add congestion to Sunset by 
forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax. This is not addressed at all in the 
EIR. 

• The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or exiting to the south. 
There appears to be a carriage or drop off lane proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only 
an "insignificant increase in the daily trips, what is this for? Other projects in the area and on 
similar corners do not have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from 
the Consultant allowing new north bound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

• There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 972 bicycles they are proposing to 
park. Bike paths are not on Sunset. They are on Santa Monica Blvd. The ridership suggested 
by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on Sunset. This extraordinarily 
large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to be evaluated much more 
accurately and carefully in the EIR. 



In conclusion I also ask for a completely new Historic Resource review to be conducted by an 
independent group, such as the LA Conservancy, as the 'lack of significant impact' stated in the 
DEIR is completely and utterly ridiculous. This neighborhood destroying 220 foot tall 
monstrosity should not be allowed to tower over the heart of Hollywood's most architecturally 
significant areas. 

Please confirm that all these comment have been entered into the public record. 

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson. 
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Andrew Macpherson 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LACA90069 
323 620 6565 

ATIN: 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Dear Ms Hew aw itharana, 

Rease confirm your receipt of my notes and comment here in PDF format. 

G8'1ffiAL NOTES AND COtlifvl3\JTS: 

A. The Applicant should have already provided a complete description of the existing building uses on the site with all the floor areas 
and with parking counts currently allocated to each use. This information should be in the "Master Land Use Application• online on the 
aty's website link for this project. Someone should review this application. 

The ER should include full research on the history of this site, including how, when and why the zoning was changed/dew nsized from 
3:1 FAR to 1 :1 FAR (Perhaps a "Q Condition"?) and more importantly the reason it was downsized. 

Please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site without a variance from Code Section SEC. 
12.22A25.f.5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet equal to the percentage of Density 
Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible. This percentage increase in height shall be applicable 
over the entire parcel regardless of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of this subparagraph, Section 
12.21.1 A10. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height ornumber of stories is limited, this height increase shall perm it a maximum of elei,,en 
additional feet or one additional story, whichever is lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

Re: Affordable Housing 

• The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses provided under the aty's housing policy. I 
appears that the total proposed amount of affordable housing at 11% of the total residential units. Research how the Applicant 
summarizes how the unit counts qualify for this bonus based on nurrber of one and two bedroom units and nurrber of very 
low and low income units. 
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• State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is necessary to offset costs. 

• This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable Housing because it is more than 1500' from a 
major transit stop. The Applicant is asking for a Variance in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density. How does this 
work legally? Why cannot even developer property owner ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus? Does this not put the aty 
(and taxpayers) at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits? 

COl\llv1ENTS ON lHE DRAFT El.R 

• The EIRs Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is pernissible under both the Oty's General Plan and 
the adopted Hollywood Community Plan currently in force. 

• It would help the EIR to be more accessible to the general public if the EIR consultants were to evaluate each existing business 
side-by-side with each of the proposed new business uses in a chart or table. Specifically; 

• What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for the proposed land uses based on floor 
area (square footage) and spaces allocated/required? 

• What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on site and for the proposed land uses, again with 
square footage, proposed patronage, and individual business or residential use related vehicle movements? 

• These rretrics should identify all the current colllTErcial uses including Art Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the 
co11TTErcial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where it is shown. If it is nissing, please include this 
information in the revised draft. 

• The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that corrm.mity input had asked to be included during the 
Consultant's initial scoping meetings. 

( 1) ColllTErcial only development up to the allow able 111,000sq ft 
(2) Mxed use development up to the allow able 111,000sq ft (with the same colllTErciaVresidential ratio of the proposed project) 
(3) Mxed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allow able 111,000sq ft 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, 
considerations with or without affordable housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project alternatives require 
that the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances in order to comply with the code? 

Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the criteria for 8wironrrentally Superior Alternatives. 

• A"oject Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all involve development options that were NOT raised by the community during scoping 
process. There was no explanation as tow hy these were considered based on the public scoping process. Most if not all 
appear to non-code compliant options. Please disclose who generated these alternatives, and why they were considered as 
viable alternatives with respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan considerations? 



• The draft BR (ref. Executive Sumnary, Page 65-10, paragraph 1) concludes that Alternatives# 4 and #5 are the 
environmentally-superior alternatives. The CAnsultants should re-evaluate this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report 
and in fact only Alternative# 2 is identified as reducing one of the irnpacts. A careful study of the three alternatives that were 
suggested by the cornrunity during the scoping meeting may yield new results. Rease consider the environmental superiority 
of these options and then re-address the current conclusions? 

• Section D of the Executive Sumnary does not list "Hydrology" and underground water irnpacts resulting from the proposed 
new concrete parking structure and bulding foundation walls. 

EARTHQUAKE - SBSMC STUDY 

• With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the cornrunity should be informed about the location or 
assumed location of the fault at this site. Rease have the Consultant indicate, in Map form in the Report, where the testing was 
undertaken on the site and what were the results. 

"TRAFFIC 

• The ER Traffic Consultant did not have data for number of trips turning north to exit on 0-escent Heights. If there are over 
6000 trips per day being generated, how many of these w iD be exiting at 0-escent Heights and of these how many will be 
turning north? 

• The ER states unavoidable impacts to Havenhurst Dr. What are the figures for this increased traffic flow on Havenhurst, 
which is an entirely residential street? The Consultants indicated that no left turns win be perrritted for the exiting on to 
Havenhurst and their nitigation recommendations is to add traffic lights at both Sunset and Fountain. A traffic signal would 
primarily assist south bound traffic on Havenhurst that is turning east on to Fountain. Are the consultants assurring Increased 
traffic moving northbound up Havenhurst from the south? Why Is a traffic signal needed on Fountain if all traffic leaving the 
building will be forced to turn north? 

• 
• A significant portion of the current property is an art storage facility. What figures are ascribed to this use? Is any storage in 

the new project proposed as this use has a desirable rrinimal traffic flow? 

• The ER refers to a "walk-in" bank in their project proposal? Is this different from the current type of bank on the site now? 
Does the BR treat the loads from the existing bank any different than the proposed "walk-in" bank or is it the same load? 

PARKNG 

• The project is proposing 100% valet. Does this apply to the low income units as w ell? How will they pay for this service or 
w iU the other residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

Rease evaluate the street parking ava~able in the area. Will there be conditions that can be applied to ensure no impacts to the 
adjacent streets? The site is currently self-parked with free parking. Rease evaluate in the Report whether free, self-parked vehicles 
will help nitigate irnpacts on the adjacent streets. 

• If the one bedroom units are assigned only parking space, will these spaces all be standard stalls? Will any be in tandem? 
Based on the city's own analysis and criteria, cornrercial parking should only be 40% cornpact vehicles, How can this site 
justify 60% cornpact? 



RJBLIC TRANSrr 

• Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the 8R as the adjacent streets are irrpacted by its location. M:>ving the 
location east to nid block between 0-escent Heights and Laurel could work if the right turn lane and triangular median at the 
east lane of 0-escent Heights were irrproved. Rease study how this new location and irrprovements rright help nitigate 
irrpacts for this A"oject. 

• Rerroving the traffic island on the northwest corner of SunseUO"escent Heights w iU cause mobility issues for east-bound 
traffic on Sunset trying to turn south. The acute angle will rrake it irrpossible for large vehicles to make that turn, and in turn 
add congestion to Sunset by forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax. This is not addressed at all in the ER 

• The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or exiting to the south. There appears to be a carriage 
or drop off lane proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only an "insignificant increase in the daily trips, what is this for? 
Other projects in the area and on sinilar corners do not have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from 
the Consultant alowing new north bound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

• There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 972 bicycles they are proposing to park. Bike paths are not on Sunset. 
They are on Santa M:>nica Blvd. The ridership suggested by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on 
Sunset. This extraordinarily large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to be evaluated much more 
accurately and carefuly in the BR 

In conclusion I also ask for a corrptetely new Historic Resource review to be conducted by an independent group, such as the LA 
Conservancy, as the 'lack of significant irrpact' stated in the DEIR is corrpletely and utterly ridiculous. This neighborhood destroying 
220 foot tall rronstrosity should not be allowed to tow er over the heart of Hollywood's most architecturally significant areas. 

Rease confirm that all these comnent have been entered into the public record. 

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson. 
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Andrew Macpherson 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LACA90069 
323 620 6565 

ATTN: 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Dear Ms Hewawitharana, 

Please confirm your receipt of my notes and comment here in PDF format. 

GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

A. The Applicant should have already provided a complete description of the existing building 
uses on the site with all the floor areas and with parking counts currently allocated to each use. 
This information should be in the 0 Master Land Use Application" online on the City's website link 
for this project. Someone should review this application. 

The EIR should include full research on the history of this site, including how, when and why the 
zoning was changed/downsized from 3:1 FAR to 1 :1 FAR (Perhaps a "Q Condition"?) and more 
importantly the reason it was downsized. 

Please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site without a 
variance from Code Section SEC. 12.22.A.25.f.5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet equal to 
the percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible. 
This percentage increase in height shall be applicable over the entire parcel regardless 
of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of this subparagraph, Section 
12.21.1 A.1 o. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height or number of stories is limited, this height increase 
shall permit a maximum of eleven additional feet or one additional story, whichever is 
lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

Re: Affordable Housing 
• The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses provided under 

the City's housing policy. It appears that the total proposed amount of affordable housing at 
11% of the total residential units. Research how the Applicant summarizes how the unit 



counts qualify for this bonus based on number of one and two bedroom units and number of 
very low and low income units. 

• State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is necessary to offset 
costs. 

• This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable Housing 
because it is more than 1500' from a major transit stop. The Applicant is asking for a Variance 
in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density. How does this work legally? Why cannot 
even developer property owner ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus? Does this not put the 
City (and taxpayers} at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits? 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT E.l.B. 

• The El Rs Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is permissible under 
both the City's General Plan and the adopted Hollywood Community Plan currently in force. 

• It would help the EIB to be more accessible to the general public if the EIB consultants were 
to evaluate each existing business side-by-side with each of the proposed new business uses 
in a chart or table. Specifically; 

What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for 
the proposed land uses based on floor area (square footage) and spaces allocated/ 
required? 

What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on site 
and for the proposed land uses, again with square footage, proposed patronage, and 
individual business or residential use related vehicle movements? 

These metrics should identify all the current commercial uses including Art 
Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the commercial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where it is shown. 
If it is missing, please include this information in the revised draft. 

• The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that community input 
had asked to be included during the Consultant's initial scoping meetings. 

(1) Commercial only development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 
(2) Mixed use development up to the allowable 111 ,OOOsq ft (with the same commercial/ 
residential ratio of the proposed project) 
(3) Mixed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking 
requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, considerations with or without affordable 
housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project alternatives require that 
the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances in order to comply with the code? 



Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the criteria for 
Environmentally Superior Alternatives. 

• Project Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all involve development options that were NOT raised 
by the community during scoping process. There was no explanation as to why these were 
considered based on the public scoping process. Most if not all appear to non-code compliant 
options. Please disclose who generated these alternatives, and why they were considered as 
viable alternatives with respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan 
considerations? 

• The draft EIR (ref. Executive Summary, Page ES-10, paragraph 1) concludes that Alternatives 
# 4 and #5 are the environmentally-superior alternatives. The Consultants should re-evaluate 
this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report and in fact only Alternative # 2 is identified 
as reducing one of the impacts. A careful study of the three alternatives that were suggested 
by the community during the scoping meeting may yield new results. Please consider the 
environmental superiority of these options and then re-address the current conclusions? 

• Section D of the Executive Summary does not list "Hydrology" and underground water 
impacts resulting from the proposed new concrete parking structure and building foundation 
walls. 

EARTHQUAKE - SEISMIC STUDY 

• With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the community should 
be informed about the location or assumed location of the fault at this site. Please have the 
Consultant Indicate, in Map form in the Report, where the testing was undertaken on the site 
and what were the results. 

TRAFFIC 

• The EIR Traffic Consultant did not have data for number of trips turning north to exit on 
Crescent Heights. If there are over 6000 trips per day being generated, how many of these 
will be exiting at Crescent Heights and of these how many will be turning north? 

• The EIR states unavoidable Impacts to Havenhurst Dr. What are the figures for this increased 
traffic flow on Havenhurst, which is an entirely residential street? The Consultants indicated 
that no left turns will be permitted for the exiting on to Havenhurst and their mitigation 
recommendations is to add traffic lights at both Sunset and Fountain. A traffic signal would 
primarily assist south bound traffic on Havenhurst that is turning east on to Fountain. Are the 
consultants assuming increased traffic moving northbound up Havenhurst from the south? 
Why is a traffic signal needed on Fountain if all traffic leaving the building will be forced to turn 
north? 



• A significant portion of the current property is an art storage facility. What figures are ascribed 
to this use? Is any storage in the new project proposed as this use has a desirable minimal 
traffic flow? 

• The EIR refers to a "walk-in" bank in their project proposal? Is this different from the current 
type of bank on the site now? Does the EIR treat the loads from the existing bank any different 
than the proposed "walk-in" bank or is it the same load? 

PARKING 

The project is proposing 100% valet. Does this apply to the low income units as well? How 
will they pay for this service or will the other residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

Please evaluate the street parking available in the area. Will there be conditions that can be 
applied to ensure no impacts to the adjacent streets? The site is currently self-parked with free 
parking. Please evaluate in the Report whether free, self-parked vehicles will help mitigate 
impacts on the adjacent streets. 

If the one bedroom units are assigned only parking space, will these spaces all be standard 
stalls? Will any be in tandem? Based on the city's own analysis and criteria, commercial 
parking should only be 40% compact vehicles, How can this site justify 60% compact? 

PUBLIC TRANSIT 

• Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the EIR as the adjacent streets are impacted 
by its location. Moving the location east to mid block between Crescent Heights and Laurel 
could work if the right turn lane and triangular median at the east lane of Crescent Heights 
were improved. Please study how this new location and improvements might help mitigate 
impacts for this Project. 

• Removing the traffic island on the north west corner of Sunset/Crescent Heights will cause 
mobility issues for east-bound traffic on Sunset trying to turn south. The acute angle will make 
it impossible for large vehicles to make that turn, and in turn add congestion to Sunset by 
forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax. This is not addressed at all in the 
EIR. 

• The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or exiting to the south. 
There appears to be a carriage or drop off lane proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only 
an "insignificant increase in the daily trips, what is this for? Other projects in the area and on 
similar corners do not have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from 
the Consultant allowing new north bound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

• There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 972 bicycles they are proposing to 
park. Bike paths are not on Sunset. They are on Santa Monica Blvd. The ridership suggested 
by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on Sunset. This extraordinarily 
large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to be evaluated much more 
accurately and carefully in the EIR. 



In conclusion I also ask for a completely new Historic Resource review to be conducted by an 
independent group, such as the LA Conservancy, as the 'lack of significant impact' stated in the 
DEIR is completely and utterly ridiculous. This neighborhood destroying 220 foot tall 
monstrosity should not be allowed to tower over the heart of Hollywood's most architecturally 
significant areas. 

Please confirm that all these comment have been entered into the public record. 

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson. 





Andrew Macpherson 
8278 Hollywood Blvd 
LACA90069 
323 620 6565 

ATIN: 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 
Attn.: Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Dear Ms Hewawitharana, 

Please confirm your receipt of my notes and comment here in PDF format. 

GENERAL NOTES AND COMMENTS: 

A. The Applicant should have already provided a complete description of the existing building 
uses on the site with all the floor areas and with parking counts currently allocated to each use. 
This information should be in the "Master Land Use Application" online on the City's website link 
for this project. Someone should review this application. 

The EIR should include full research on the history of this site, including how, when and why the 
zoning was changed/downsized from 3:1 FAR to 1 :1 FAR (Perhaps a "Q Condition"?) and more 
importantly the reason it was downsized. 

Please justify permitting a development with a height of 220 feet on this site without a 
variance from Code Section SEC. 12.22.A.25.f .5 
Specifically: (5) Height. A percentage increase in the height requirement in feet equal to 
the percentage of Density Bonus for which the Housing Development Project is eligible. 
This percentage increase in height shall be applicable over the entire parcel regardless 
of the number of underlying height limits. For purposes of this subparagraph, Section 
12.21.1 A.10. of this Code shall not apply. 
(i) In any zone in which the height or number of stories is limited, this height increase 
shall permit a maximum of eleven additional feet or one additional story, whichever is 
lower, to provide the Restricted Affordable Units. 

Re: Affordable Housing 
• The project's residential unit count appears to be based on density bonuses provided under 

the City's housing policy. It appears that the total proposed amount of affordable housing at 
11% of the total residential units. Research how the Applicant summarizes how the unit 



counts qualify for this bonus based on number of one and two bedroom units and number of 
very low and low income units. 

• State Code Section 65915 discusses that the bonus should reflect what is necessary to offset 
costs. 

• This project does not appear to qualify of an off-menu incentive for Affordable Housing 
because it is more than 1500' from a major transit stop. The Applicant is asking for a Variance 
in order to qualify for an incentive/bonus density. How does this work legally? Why cannot 
even developer property owner ask for a variance to qualify for a bonus? Does this not put the 
City (and taxpayers) at risk of losing more expensive lawsuits? 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT E.l.R. 

• The El Rs Executive Summary should lay out for the general public what is permissible under 
both the City's General Plan and the adopted Hollywood Community Plan currently in force. 

• It would help the EIR to be more accessible to the general public if the EIR consultants were 
to evaluate each existing business side-by-side with each of the proposed new business uses 
in a chart or table. Specifically; 

What are parking requirements for each of the current land uses on site and for 
the proposed land uses based on floor area (square footage) and spaces allocated/ 
required? 

What are the metrics for trips generated for each of the current land uses on site 
and for the proposed land uses, again with square footage, proposed patronage, and 
individual business or residential use related vehicle movements? 

These metrics should identify all the current commercial uses including Art 
Storage uses that are a substantial portion of the commercial uses currently. 

If some of this information is already contained in the report please indicate where it is shown. 
If it is missing, please include this information in the revised draft. 

• The EIR completely fails to address three specific project alternatives that community input 
had asked to be included during the Consultant's initial scoping meetings. 

(1) Commercial only development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 
(2) Mixed use development up to the allowable 111,000sq ft (with the same commercial/ 
residential ratio of the proposed project) 
(3) Mixed use development with affordable housing bonus up to the allowable 111,000sq ft 

Please objectively evaluate these project alternatives with respect to the parking 
requirements, traffic impacts, trip generations, considerations with or without affordable 
housing and construction-related impacts. Also would these project alternatives require that 
the applicant to request discretionary actions or variances in order to comply with the code? 



Please have the Consultant evaluate each of these potential alternatives under the criteria for 
Environmentally Superior Alternatives. 

• Project Alternatives #3, #4, #5, #6 & #7 all Involve development options that were NOT raised 
by the community during scoping process. There was no explanation as to why these were 
considered based on the public scoping process. Most if not all appear to non-code compliant 
options. Please disclose who generated these alternatives, and why they were considered as 
viable alternatives with respect to the General Plan or the Hollywood Community Plan 
considerations? 

• The draft EIR (ref. Executive Summary, Page ES-10, paragraph 1) concludes that Alternatives 
# 4 and #5 are the environmentally-superior alternatives. The Consultants should re-evaluate 
this conclusion as it is not supported in the Report and in fact only Alternative # 2 is identified 
as reducing one of the Impacts. A careful study of the three alternatives that were suggested 
by the community during the scoping meeting may yield new results. Please consider the 
environmental superiority of these options and then re-address the current conclusions? 

• Section D of the Executive Summary does not list "Hydrology'' and underground water 
impacts resulting from the proposed new concrete parking structure and building foundation 
walls. 

EARTHQUAKE - SEISMIC STUDY 

• With the release of the latest data for the Hollywood Earthquake Fault, the community should 
be informed about the location or assumed location of the fault at this site. Please have the 
Consultant indicate, in Map form in the Report, where the testing was undertaken on the site 
and what were the results. 

TRAFFIC 

• The EIR Traffic Consultant did not have data for number of trips turning north to exit on 
Crescent Heights. If there are over 6000 trips per day being generated, how many of these 
will be exiting at Crescent Heights and of these how many will be turning north? 

• The EIR states unavoidable impacts to Havenhurst Dr. What are the figures for this increased 
traffic flow on Havenhurst, which is an entirely residential street? The Consultants indicated 
that no left turns will be permitted for the exiting on to Havenhurst and their mitigation 
recommendations is to add traffic lights at both Sunset and Fountain. A traffic signal would 
primarily assist south bound traffic on Havenhurst that is turning east on to Fountain. Are the 
consultants assuming increased traffic moving northbound up Havenhurst from the south? 
Why is a traffic signal needed on Fountain if all traffic leaving the building will be forced to turn 
north? 



• A significant portion of the current property is an art storage facility. What figures are ascribed 
to this use? Is any storage in the new project proposed as this use has a desirable minimal 
traffic flow? 

• The EIR refers to a ''walk-in" bank in their project proposal? Is this different from the current 
type of bank on the site now? Does the EIR treat the loads from the existing bank any different 
than the proposed "walk-in" bank or is it the same load? 

PARKING 

The project is proposing 100% valet. Does this apply to the low income units as well? How 
will they pay for this service or will the other residents subsidize this cost in their charges? 

Please evaluate the street parking available in the area. Will there be conditions that can be 
applied to ensure no impacts to the adjacent streets? The site is currently self-parked with free 
parking. Please evaluate in the Report whether free, self-parked vehicles will help mitigate 
impacts on the adjacent streets. 

If the one bedroom units are assigned only parking space, will these spaces all be standard 
stalls? Will any be in tandem? Based on the city's own analysis and criteria, commercial 
parking should only be 40% compact vehicles, How can this site justify 60% compact? 

PUBLIC TRANSIT 

• Bus Stop location should be evaluated as part of the EIR as the adjacent streets are impacted 
by its location. Moving the location east to mid block between Crescent Heights and Laurel 
could work if the right turn lane and triangular median at the east lane of Crescent Heights 
were improved. Please study how this new location and improvements might help mitigate 
impacts for this Project. 

• Removing the traffic island on the north west corner of Sunset/Crescent Heights will cause 
mobility issues for east-bound traffic on Sunset trying to turn south. The acute angle will make 
it impossible for large vehicles to make that turn, and in turn add congestion to Sunset by 
forcing all heavy traffic to remain on Sunset until Fairfax. This is not addressed at all in the 
EIR. 

• The current site does not have a problem entering at Crescent Heights or exiting to the south. 
There appears to be a carriage or drop off lane proposed on Crescent Heights. If there is only 
an "insignificant increase in the daily trips, what is this for? Other projects in the area and on 
similar corners do not have this feature. Is this feature necessitated by recommendation from 
the Consultant allowing new north bound turns on to Crescent Heights? 

• There is no safe provision of entry, exit, or riding of the 972 bicycles they are proposing to 
park. Bike paths are not on Sunset. They are on Santa Monica Blvd. The ridership suggested 
by the number is not supported by any current use patterns on Sunset. This extraordinarily 
large quantity is clearly an unrealistic proposal. Real data needs to be evaluated much more 
accurately and carefully in the EIR. 



In conclusion I also ask for a completely new Historic Resource review to be conducted by an 
independent group, such as the LA Conservancy, as the 'lack of significant impact' stated in the 
DEIR is completely and utterly ridiculous. This neighborhood destroying 220 foot tall 
monstrosity should not be allowed to tower over the heart of Hollywood's most architecturally 
significant areas. 

Please confirm that all these comment have been entered into the public record. 

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson. 





Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

James McAndrew <jamestmcandrew@gmail.com> 
To: planning.em.re\4ew@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana: 

Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 10:30 PM 

I am a resident of West Hollywood and am writing about City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR. I liw right next door 
to the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blw. 

I haw newr been opposed to dewlopment or change, but I am imploring the Department of City Planning to 
seriously reconsider this project coming to fruition as it stands. 

My wife and I haw liwd in this neighborhood for owr sewn years and now haw a two year old daughter. It is our 
home. And in that time, we've leamed a great deal about this area. For one, ewrything rewrberates off these 
hills, whether it be sirens, cars, or people celebrating at the nearby Hyde Lounge. Construction of towers of that 
magnitude will not only cause intolerable dust and dirt, but incessant noise; noise while they're being built and 
noise from the numerous tenants and rooftop wnues that would occupy them afterwards. 

The city's infrastructure, as illustrated by the recent water main breaks, is in vast need of improwment. The city 
plans on allowing these two towers to be erected with 249 apartments and more than 110,000 square feet of 
commercial space. How is that going to be supported based upon our current infrastructure, considering what 
exists there now, regardless of the modifications they will claim to make? 

I understand this project qualified as a California En\4ronmental Leadership Dewlopment Project. Under the 
requirements to receiw such a qualification, ELD Projects haw to create a lot of jobs, be accessible to transit 
and be built in a relatiwly en\4ronmentally-friendly way. What transit exactly is accessible? A bus stop? I read 
they plan to put in 985 short and long term bicycle parking spaces. Is that their idea of mass transit? After li\4ng 
at the intersection of Crescent Heights and Sunset for sewn years now, I can safely say there are not too many 
people who consider riding a bike through this area, giwn the countless accidents we've witnessed. It's a 
dangerous area for cars, let alone bikers. 

This brings me to the traffic. It's already a wry congested intersection with Laurel Canyon narrowing to one lane 
in less than a mile. With plans to bring many more people to this comer with new commercial spaces, not to 
mention 249 apartments and their families entering/lea\4ng on a daily basis, how can this area support that? I 
can't help but wonder if the perceiwd financial gain is outweighing what this will do to these streets for residents. 

Please reconsider this plan and the turmoil and traffic congestion this type of construction would bring to our 
neighborhood. I ask this not only as a neighborhood resident of sewn years, but as someone who has liwd in 
Los Angeles long enough to know that this dewlopment does not support or consider the infrastructure of the 
city. It is an ob"1ous case of form owr function. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Best, 

James McAndrew 
1425 N. Crescent Heights Bl\d #308 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
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917-757-5442 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset (Hollywood) EIR Comment 
1 message 

Ryan Baksh <ryanbaksh@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 4:46 PM 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Planning.em.re\Aew@lacity.org, egordon@marathon-com.com 

Ms. Hewawitharana: 

"Less than significant." 

These three words seem to be stated owr and owr again throughout this report with reference to the 
en"1ronmental impacts associated with the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard in Hollywood. That's a 
good thing. This region of Los Angeles is well documented to be deficient in housing options, especially low
income units. This project has a sizeable affordable housing program. That's a good thing. This project will 
pro\Ade almost 1000 bike parking spaces and fewer car spaces than necessary - smart urban planning. That's 
a good thing. This project is one of just a few to be called an En\Aronmental Leadership Project by the state of 
California. That's a good thing. The project will be replacing a dilapidated strip mall that is home to fast food 
spots, seedy looking massage par1ors and check cashing businesses. That's a good thing. 

This project is a good thing for LA. Jobs creating, rewnue generating, influx of housing, better walkability and the 
highest green building standards. I support! 

Ryan 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

DEIR 8150 COMMENTS 
1 message 

N2SWIMNG@aol.com <N2SWIMNG@aol.com> 
To: planning.enwe\4ew@lacity.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
EmAronmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Srimal, 

Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 12:00 AM 

The geotechnical study indicated that most of the laboratory testing for the subsurface earth materials was 
perfonned below the 30 ft depth. This would indicate that the subsurface parking garage will be approximately 
three lewis below grade. Deep excavations require shoring and lagging to temporarily support the excavation 
while the building is being constructed. It is common to assist the shoring system to resist lateral loads by 
installing tieback anchors into the surrounding soil. These anchors are then tensioned to pro\4de pressure against 
the excavation. 

Deep excavations along property lines can affect offsite properties by mowment of the shoring system toward the 
excavation. This is a common problem where the shoring is not adequately secured and lagging is not properly 
placed. Depending upon the location of the deep excavation, relatiw to the adjacent properties on Hawnhurst 
(The Landmark Colonial House for one .. ), '.Abration and construction acti\1ties could cause soil at the foundation 
lewl to consolidate and promote settlement of the building. Just look at what happened exactly across the street 
on the Southeast comer when the Lemmie Theatre building was constructed .. it did extensive damage to the 
Gram.me which resulted in a lawsuit... 

That being said, where in the DEIR does it state what method of construction they will be using for this 
excavation? Where are the plans that demonstrate the steps and methods for excavation? Where is 
the certainty that this excavation and construction will not affect the adjacent properties? 

I would like to see these plans to show to my geological experts. They feel that this DEIR does not adequately 
show this method or guarantee safety to the surrounding properties. 

Thank you, 

Please acknowledge receipt of this email. 

Rory Barish 

Rory Barish 
Lane 4 Real Estate 
439 North Canon Drive #300 
Bewrly Hills, CA 90210 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C29



310 502-8797 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

CITY CASE NO. ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Mame Carmean <mame.poet@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en\1'"e"1ew@lacity.org 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
EmAronmental Analysis Section Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana, 

Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 3:02 PM 

I am a resident for 37 years at 1354 No. Havanhurst Driva, West Hollywood, CA 90046, and as a tenant regarding 
Cl1Y CASE NO. ENV-2013-2552-EIR wish to make as a matter of record the following: 

All in all, it seems the "methodologies0 and "thresholds" utilized in these assessments were de\Ased and 
calculated by the devaloper of the 8150 Project. What could they be thinking, but of the exploitation and the 
trafficking in human livas solely for their vary own profit? 

My remarks are weighted in vahement opposition to the 8150 Sunset Blw Mixed Use Project, per PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION as of Novamber 20, 2014: " ... the ovarall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured 
from the low point of the Project Site along Havanhurst Driva to the top of the South Building; due to the sloping 
nature of the Project Site, the 16-story portion of the South Building would appear to be 20 stories in height at the 
southwest comer of the Project Site along Havanhurst Driva.". 

Particular1y in reference to the Executiva Summarv. of Volume 4. Appendix H - Traffic and Parking this opposition 
is about the information found in the Traffic and Parking report with my focus on TRAFFIC. Page i, second 
paragraph: An onsite multi-leval parking structure containing a total of approximately 849 vahicular parking 
spaces. 

Page i, third paragraph: "The remaining project driva way is located on Havanhurst Driva, near the southem 
boundary of the site, and is designated as the primary entry location for project residents, pro\Ading direct access 
to the residential parking levals of the project's parking structure, ... This drivaway will also pro\4de the only exit 
location for the project's residential traffic, as well as pro'v1ding a supplemental exit-only location for the project's 
commercial traffic; no commercial traffic entry is permitted at the drivaway.", but then posits," ... the proposed 
project will also include truck-only access to the on-site loading dock facilities "1a a NEW entry-only driva on 
Havanhurst Driva . . . . " (Caps are mine.) 

Speaking of entries and exiting, using our own driva ways coming and going will be problematic if not hazardous 
with the continuous flow of traffic on Havanhurst. My Down syndrome son who likes to go 'on his own' across the 
street to the Havanhurst pocket park will not be allowed to do this with the traffic. 

Page iii, first paragraph: " .. . the proposed project itself is expected to result in a total of approximately 6,373 
trips per day, . . . . ". A project that has a monolithic multi-purpose structure ovarwhelms a residential 
neighborhood with residential-gauged streets of historic structures that date near1y a century. As well as 
intersections whether at Havanhurst Driva and Sunset or Crescent Heights and Sunset with both locations ha\4ng 
an Infrastructure that will not support it. In addition to the intersection of Fountain and Havanhurst Drive that 
likewise cannot support it. What about the inability of first responders and the LAFD to access not only 
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Hawnhurst Driw but all of the surrounding neighborhoods extending to Laurel Canyon? 

A \1ewpoint much of which is echoed and reiteratiw of the ones below pre\Aously sent you by Hawnhurst 
residents. 

Rory Barish, resident and President of the Board at The Colonial House, 1416 Hawnhurst Driw, West Hollywood, 
CA 90046 in her letter to you: 

"For those of us on Hawnhurst, a street with Landmark buildings, the street will be destroyed as will our wlues." 

"4.A-44 and onward speaks of shading." "The dewloper makes wry little of the fact that pools and homes and 
the neighborhood will only be shaded for 2-4 hrs due to their project! ... Or as in the case of the Chateau 
Mannont and others, they will haw no sun between 9-11 am but can haw it after 11 .. . Landscaping will most 
certainly be affected all around the existing site if it lacks sunlight for 2-4 hrs a day. There is a wry rare and 
Endangered tree, the Araucaria araucana (Monkey Tail} at the Colonial House. Haw they had an arborist study 
this?". "People that bought bright units in their building now are affected for sewral hours . . . [and] will also 
affect existing real estate wlues. Selling a dark property is not as easy as selling a bright one. In the case of the 
Historical properties, this will change the character of the building itself should it be in the shade.". 

Stephen Yoder, owner of 1421 Hawnhurst Driw, West Hollywood CA 90046, in his missiw to you: 

A-2 NOP 

"The study describes the location as "highly urbanized" but ignores the low density single-family dewlopment in 
the adjoining Hollywood Hills, with low lewis of traffic and ambient light, and abundant wildlife. Residential 
dewlopment to the south of the south of the site [Hawnhurst primarily is my insertion] is also relatiwly low
density and with relatiwly low lewis of traffic and ambient light and noise." 

"The project will tower owr neighboring buildings and streets and sidewalks. What will be the shading impact and 
wind impacts and glare/solar loading impacts?" 

At the risk of offsetting the seriousness with humor I ask why not 'green light' a Six Flags Magic Mountain, 
Twisted Colossus, at 8150 Sunset Boulevard? 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

My best, 

Mame Camean 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 W. Sunset Comments, Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Dietrich Nelson <dnelson@dnaepr.com> Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 11 :03 AM 
To: "planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org" <planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org> 

Attached are my comments, as a stakeholder of Hollywood and based on my observations and re\Aewing the 
plans for the proposed project at 8150 W. Sunset Boulewrd, Los Angeles, CA (Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR). 

Sincerely, 

H. Dietrich Nelson 

2359 Nichols Canyon Road 

Los Angeles, CA 90046 

323-309-3314 

1~ Comments on 8150 W.doc 
;:w 28K 
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Comments on 8150 W. Sunset Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Submitted by H. Dietrich Nelson 

The Project 

• The height and scale of the project is far too large for the location and will change the character 

of the historic adjacent neighborhoods 

The proposed open-air performance areas, with proposed amplification, have the potential 

to be a noise nuisance for the single family homes and apartment buildings surrounding the 

property. This should be studied for the potential impact 

While the proposed project provides outdoor space, very little of it will accessible to people in 

the neighborhood and provides little benefit to the community 

The residential outdoor space should not be allowed to have fire pits or barbeque areas due to 

the proximity of the project to high severity fire zones to the north such as Kirkwood Bowl 

While the proposed project plans to include 1,300 bicycle parking spaces, it doesn't take into 

account that there are no designated bike lanes on any of the streets surrounding the property 

Since residents' street access will be on Havenhurst to Sunset Boulevard only, there is the 

potential for tremendous traffic jams as residents leave the property during morning rush hour. 

This should be reviewed and addressed 

Liquor licenses for restaurants should not run with the property. Licenses should be issued 

to the individual proprietors of the restaurants based on the merit of the service they plan to 

provide. 

• The traffic island should remain in its present location and not incorporated into the project. 

Safety 

By removing the turn lane traffic driving east on Sunset that needs to turn south on Crescent 

Heights will be required to turn at an angle greater than 120 degrees and has the potential of 

crossing into oncoming traffic in order to make the turn 

Accommodations for an inset bus loading location should be incorporated into the plans of 

the project and not moved to its proposed location at 8000 W. Sunset. It should also include 

a covered area for riders. By moving the bus stop to the east puts riders in danger trying to 

cross Crescent Heights. If the proposed project is reducing parking spaces, it should plan to 

accommodate transit riders. 

• The DEiR states three fire stations wiii serve the Project Site with Fire Station 4i at i439 

N. Gardner most likely being the "first-in" followed by Fire Stations 27 on Cole and 97 on 

Mulholland. What it doesn't address is the enormous area these three Fire Stations presently 

serve. The Hollywood Hills north of the proposed project are all identified as High Severity Fire 

Zones. It also doesn't address the cumulative effect of the new construction of hundreds of 

thousands of square feet of mixed use properties presently or soon to be constructed which will 



add to the burden on Fire and Police. 

The DEIR identifies access to the property to be Crescent Heights, Sunset and Havenhurst but 
doesn't address issues of accessibility onto the property should an ambulance or Fire Engine(s) 
need closer access. We recommend the developer work closely with LAFD to identify its 
optimum needs and requirements prior to construction 

As with the Fire Department, the proposed plan doesn't address Los Angeles Police's needs 
for immediate access onto the property. I highly recommend the developer meet with the 
Hollywood Division or West Bureau to determine what is needed to best serve the visitors and 
residents of the proposed development prior to construction. 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Draft EIR Comments 
1 message 

Carolyn Ramsay <carolynramsay2015@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en'vfe"1ew@lacity.org 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 1 :41 PM 

Attached please find my written comments to the Draft En\1ronmental Impact Re\1ew for the 8150 Sunset mixed 
use project. Please confirm your receipt of these comments. 

Carolyn Ramsay 

Carolyn Ramsay for City Council 
(323)645-0515 
www.carolynramsay.com 

~ Carolyn Ramsay 8150 Sunset DEIR Comments.pdf 
53K 
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Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Re: City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

As a community stakeholder I am submitting these comments based on my knowledge of the community, 
relationships with community members, and a desire to see this project be an asset, and not a burden, to the 
community. I ask that each item be addressed thoroughly in the final Environmental Impact Report (EIR): 

I. While the data on car trips indicates a less than significant impact on area traffic, the draft report does not 
sufficiently analyze adjacent hillside neighborhood access to and from Sunset Blvd .. Neither Selma Ave. (at 
both Sunset and Crescent Heights Blvds.) nor Marmont Ln. are discussed in the DEIR. With a lack of 
signalization at these intersections cars will not be able to exit/enter during peak times-which is often 
bumper to bumper gridlock during rush hour, as the DEIR states. Proposed mitigations should be studied 
including re-designing the Selma Ave. and N. Crescent Heights Blvd. intersection to allow for northbound 
cars to turn left on to Selma Ave. to access the neighborhood, thereby easing access to and from the hillside 
neighborhoods. Closing Selma Ave. at Sunset Blvd. to through traffic, or to vehicles turning right on to Selma 
Ave. from Sunset Blvd., should be studied to determine if it would prevent traffic spillover from Sunset Blvd. 
in to the neighborhoods. 

2.. Allowing left turns from the 8150 Sunset parking garage on to northbound Crescent Heights Blvd., without 
signalization, has the potential to incentivize risk taking and result in traffic accidents with southbound 
vehicles on Crescent Heights Blvd. I am also concerned that the center turning lane, which is currently used 
as a holding lane for southbound cars turning left to enter the 8000 Sunset parking garage, cannot 
simultaneously accommodate the competing northbound cars. Further study is required and possible 
modifications to reduce the risk of accidents and conflicts must be addressed. Solutions may include: 
signalization, center lane reconfiguration, or prohibition of left turns from 8150 Sunset Blvd. on to 
northbound Crescent Heights. 

3. I am concerned that this highly congested area cannot accommodate dirt-hauling traffic during the morning 
rush hour and all hauling should be done during off-peak times beginning at I 0 a.m. and not 9 a.m., as 
proposed in the DEIR. 

4. Community members have raised concerns that the design of the new Sunset Blvd./Crescent Heights Blvd. 
comer triangle will not accommodate large vehicles attempting to turn right on to southbound Crescent 
Heights Blvd. and that the vehicles will be forced in to the existing southbound lane while in the act of 
turning-thereby creating significant backup in the intersection. Further study is needed to analyze the 
geometry of this turn and the ability oflarge trucks-especially those 30 or more feet in length-to 
effectively navigate this turn ifthe dedicated right turn lane is removed. 

5. The Draft EIR states that with mitigation the project will have a less than significant impact on wastewater 
infrastructure. It states that there will be an increase of 40, 154 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater discharged 
(from 8,869 gpd to 49,023 gpd), but includes no discussion of existing wastewater capacity in the area, 
including size of sewer lines, existing flow rates, etc. I request that the impact of this development on 
wastewater infrastructure be studied and more fully detailed in the final EIR. 

Comments written and submitted by: 

Carolyn Ramsay 

carolynramsay2015@gmail.com 
6380 Wilshire Blvd. #1618 
LA, CA 90048 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: IN REFERENCE TO CITY CASE # ENV  2013 2552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 8:27 AM
Subject: IN REFERENCE TO CITY CASE # ENV  2013 2552EIR
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "tom.labonge@lacity.org" <tom.labonge@lacity.org>, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>

A number of residents have expressed concerns that the DEIR has not sufficiently studied either the possibility nor the probability of a lifethreatening earthquake event taking place under the massive
structure the builders are proposing for the site.

According the the classification on ZIMAS of the earthquake fault line traversing this area (specifically that of the plot at 8150 Sunset Boulevard),
the distance to the nearest fault is 0.24668988 of one meter, which equals 9' 5/16''. In this case, the classification mentions both the Hollywood
Fault and the Alquist Priolo Fault Zone as being the areas about which we have concerns.

FAULT TYPE B Faults which are known to be slipping (and therefore seismogenic) but lack sufficient information to fully model how close they might be to rupture are classified as Type B. 
an M ≥ 6.7 earthquake within 30 years.

Slip rate

The slip rate of a fault is the speed with which one side of the fault moves with respect to the other. Since tectonic plates move very slowly, these speeds are measured in units quite different from those we usually associate with
measured speeds (for instance, highway traffic moving at kilometers per hour). Slip rates are generally measured in millimeters per year (mm/yr)  in California, slip rates for faults range from 0 to about 38 mm/yr, though anything
over 10 mm/yr is generally considered fast (a slip rate around 1 to 2 mm/yr might be considered average for a major, active fault).       

  Since the slip rate of this fault is1 mm per year, it can be considered a major, active fault.

ACCORDING TO RESEARCH CARRIED OUT BY WESTERN OREGON UNIVERSITY:
"An important goal of structural analysis in complexly, deformed terranes is to determine the timing of movement along the fault.  This is accomplished by means of the crosscuttint relationships that states that any geologic feature
(e.g. fault, fold, sedimentary layer, pluton) must be younger than another feature that it cuts or truncates.  In general, the age of faults cannot be determined precisely.  Typically, the timing of the movement along a fault is bracketed
between the youngest unit or feature that the fault cuts with the oldest unit or feature that cuts the fault."

THE GEOPHYSICAL RESEARCH LETTERS, VO. 24 #16, P.20512054, 8/15/97

"The 1994 Mw 6.7 Northridge earthquakeclearly demonstrated the hazards posed by faults within the Los Angeles metropolitan region. Because these faults are so close to major population centers,large
earthquakes(Mw 7.0 to 7.5) on them could potentially cause more damage than the long awaited 'Big One' (Mw 8) on the more distant San Andreas fault (WGCEP, 1995; Dolan et al., 1995; 

SLIP TYPE = POORLY CONSTRAINED:
Assignment of Rates for Fault Sections Without Site Specific Data
"A number of new fault sections were added to the California Reference Fault Parameter Database (appendix A, this report) and, where possible, published sliprate data
was used to assign a preferred rate and bounds to that fault section. However, the majority of fault sections added to the UCERF3 model have no published sliprate
estimate. Furthermore, in UCERF2 active faults without a site specific sliprate study were assigned a slip rate of zero. Although this could be viewed as a conservative
approach it is clearly wrong because these faults are known to be active and thus cannot have zero slip rate, and assigning them all a slip rate of zero produces both
spatial and temporal bias to the resulting hazard model because some regions are better studied than others and highsliprate faults are more studied than lowsliprate
faults. This bias became even clearer when the decision was made to include geodetic deformation models because no slip rates were available to constrain or compare
to geodetic results for many regions or block boundaries". 

THE REPORT OF THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION  DIVISION OF MINES AND GEOLOGY  openfile report 9608
reports the following:

"Many of the faults in California are poorly to moderately constrained because they have not been studied sufficiently or because no available site has been found that contains appropriate stratigraphic relationships and dateable material needed to infer
details of the paleoseismic history."

The articles above detail just how much information is lacking with regard to the fault(s) that run under and or near 8150 Sunset Boulevard.  Therefore, it is imperative that the DEIR and the City of Los Angeles (utilizing the auspices of the State Seismographic
experts) further explore the possible dangers to the citizens in Los Angeles and West Hollywood.

Furthermore the Rupture Bottom is 13.000 and the Dip Angle is 70 degrees  both aspects require further study.  The probability of a magnitude 6.4 quake is mentioned, which while not reaching into the 7.0 magnitudes, any quake in the mid 6's, can cause
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enormous damage in a heavily populated area; and when one factors all the hilly areas (8150) is on a large hill, the danger increases.

Sincerely,
 
Alexandra Rose, Producer
Alex Rose Productions
8291 Presson Pl.
Los Angeles, CA 90069
(323) 6548662
(213) 5076616 = cell

CHAIR
Special Projects and Industry Initiatives
Lawrence and Kristina Dodge College of Film and Media Arts
Chapman University
arose@chapman.edu
(714)7447941

tel:%28714%29744-7941
tel:%28323%29%20654-8662
mailto:arose@chapman.edu
tel:%28213%29%20507-6616


Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset DEIR 
1 message 

Christina Santos <cmsantos7722@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 11 :46 AM 
To: planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org 
Cc: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, s ri mal. hewawitharana@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 

To whom it may concern, 

I haw liwd in many parts of Los Angeles, including Hollywood and Downtown, and haw seen the type of effects 
new projects can haw on our built en\4ronment. To me, housing and traffic are the two biggest issues facing this 
city. I support this project as it adds housing where housing is needed. Urban sprawl is the main culprit in the 
creation of the traffic nightmare we face today. The best way to combat urban sprawl is to densify by adding 
housing near where people want to liw and work. It's a simple, easy to understand solution. Hollywood (and this 
portion of Sunset specifically) is a big employment and entertainment center, and to make it more easily 
accessible we need to add housing that is in close proximity, close to transit lines, and affordable. If downtown 
is the only neighborhood where additional density is allowed, urban sprawl will continue, conwnient and 
accessible neighborhoods will become prohibitiwly expensiw, and the traffic we face on a daily basis will 
become worse and worse. Ewry new project will gamer its share of opposition from neighbors who liw in the 
immediate area and are scared of what change can bring. I urge you to keep in mind the needs of the entire city 
when considering this project owr the mices of a few loud neighbors. 

Thank you, and I hope you will join me in supporting this project. 

Christina Santos 

Los Angeles, CA 
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LA 
G ECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Sunset Crescent Heights - DEIR Comment Letter 
1 message 

Evan Shuman <evanshuman@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en'Ke\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: jonathan.brand@lacity.org 

Dear Councilman LaBonge, 

Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 10: 11 AM 

While change is difficult to accept sometimes, change is good, and change is ine\4table. Construction is not 
something that anyone wants to deal with the side effects from, but without these minor inconveniences we can't 
make progress as a city. 

8150 Sunset represents the exact type of change we need. More and more people are getting out of their cars 
by walking, biking, and staying local - to promote these en\4ronmentally conscience, traffic reducing, and 
business stimulating endea'vOrs, we need to promote neighborhoods and developments that make alternative 
transportation, neighborhood retail, and open space a priority. Adding housing is important, but I urge you to 
promote and ad'vOcate for it being done correctly. 

In the recent past lots of density has been added along Sunset, Wilshire, La Cienega, and La Brea. While I 
welcome the new dewlopment, I wish that they had smaller footprints, taller buildings, and more open space. 
hope that the same mistakes that haw been made in the past will not be repeated at 8150 Sunset. 

I support the 8150 Sunset proposal, and I urge you to join me. 

Sincerely, 

Evan Shuman 

Evan Shuman 

507 North Citrus Awnue 

Los Angeles, CA 

90036 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

8150 Sunset - EIR Report Comments 
1 message 

Kathy Small <kathysmall@mac.com> 
To: planning.en\4'"eview@lacity.org 

January 20, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Em.1ronmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 

Dear Srimal, 

Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 12:40 PM 

I totally disagree that the 8150 Sunset project will have no significant impact on the historical buildings and 
residences in the proximity of the project. 

1. HEIGHT ·significant Impact 
The Colonial House, on the National Register of Historic Places, is located on Havenhurst Dr. - 1 lot south of the 
project. It is 6 stories high. The project is suggesting a high-rise over 3 times the height of The Colonial House. 
Havenhurst Dr. slopes up to Sunset, therefore, the project will be even higher than 3 times. The proposed height 

is completely out of proportion to the surrounding buildings. This building will tower over the surrounding 
neighborhoods and be ridiculously out of scale. 

2. NOISE ·significant impact 
The project will create significant noise affecting surrounding neighbors with outdoor dining & rooftop 
entertainment. When an outdoor dining, bar and entertainment area was on the north/west comer of Sunset and 
Crescent Heights, the surrounding neighbors could not sleep due to the noise. 

3. TRAFFIC - significant impact 
The project will cause enormous traffic on the quiet streets of the surrounding neighborhoods. Crescent Heights 
and Sunset Bl\d is today a nightmare of traffic congestion already affecting neighborhood side streets. 
a. The developers are suggesting that they are supplying space for bicycles to park thereby encouraging local 
residents to ride bikes. This is Los Angeles, most of the population are dependent on their automobiles. 
b. The traffic congestion caused by the project will make it extremely difficult for emergency vehicles such as fire 
trucks, paramedics and ambulances to reach and leave their destinations. 
c. The developers seem to be taking the island on the south/west comer of Sunset & Crescent Heights. This 
right tum cutout alleviates much of the eastbound traffic backup on Sunset as well as a protection for 
pedestrians. Whats the point to give it to the developers - to make their landscape prettier? We need it! 

4. ARCHITECTURE· significant Impact 
Architecturally the rendering of the project's proposed building is not in keeping with the integrity of local 
architecture. It is possible to erect modem, interesting, quality buildings such as the Pacific Design Center and 
Frank Gehry's Walt Disney Concert Hall. Each of the landmark properties surrounding the project are of different 
architecture, but are quality construction and beautiful in their contrast. It appears the project is proposing cheap 
construction in order to build as many square feet as they will be legally allowed. Today The Colonial 
House \Aews The Gran\111e, The Chateau Marmont, Sunset Towers (previously called The Argyle & The St. James 
Club), the beautiful roofs of La Rhonda, The Andalusia, La Fountain, The Harper House & several more gorgeous 
buildings that were built when the City cared about architecture and the appearance of Los Angeles. What will 
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the neighborhood 'Jiew when this project is completed? It seems that the powers that be haw no architectural 
owrsight and the new construction will be another a blight on our city. Please put concern into the architecture 
of this project as it does "significantly" affect all the neighboring residents as well as local and world wide 'Jisitors 
to Los Angeles. 

5. SHADOW - significant impact 
The project's towering building will eliminate light in surrounding neighborhoods and most certainly affect the 
growth and health of its trees and plant-life. 

6. GEOLOGICAL - significant impact 
The project will require the removal of hundreds of tons of earth beneath the surface of the project to pro'Jide 
underground parking. This will eliminate an irreplaceable, natural, protectiw barrier to the surrounding structures 
located below the project. This will leaw those structures far more wlnerable to the ine\Atable coming 
earthquake. It also may affect existing structures during the construction of the project as it did with The 
Gran'Jille during construction of 8000 Sunset - only a 4 story building. 

I am more than frustrated that the dewlopers and the City will not consider a high quality, lower height, 
architecturally beautiful structure that would attract high-end winders paying much higher rents. This would keep 
traffic at a minimum and be geologically safe. Why not a structure we can be proud of? It is all about money 
and the absurd notion that bigger is better! I am proud of my neighborhood and sick at heart that this monster 
building is ewn being considered. I see these tall, poorly constructed boxes being built all owr L.A. ruining our 
beautiful city, many of which are sitting empty. Does anyone elected to gowm our City actually care? 

Please acknowledge receipt of this email. 

Kathleen Small 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Tony Tucci <radiocave@earthlink.net> Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 12:03 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia. ibarra@lacity.org> 

Please include my comment letter in the city case referenced in the above subject line. (word doc attached.) 

Thank you, 

-TT 

On Jan 2, 2015, at 6:06 PM, PCR_Team <announcement@pcrnet.com> wrote: 

Dear Interested Party: 

You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City 
Planning due to your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
Draft EIR. The City has posted a Notice of Extension of the public review period for the 
Draft EIR for the Project, which is available at the following link: http://cityplanning.lacity. 
org/eir/8150%20Sunset/DEIR/8150SunsetDEIR_CommentPeriodExtensionLtrSigned.pdf. You are 
invited to submit your written comments on the Draft EIR to the Department of City 
Planning via email at planning.envreview@lacity.org, or via regular mail using the 
contact information provided below, until January 20. 2015. Please reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR in your comments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

Thank you. 

PCR Services Corporation 

https://mail .g oog le.corrv'mai 1/u/O/?ui =2&i k=4a51170ce2&1.1ew= pt&search= inbox&msg = 14b08f13e327 4900&si ml= 14b08f13e327 4900 1/2 
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Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-4801 

Ref: City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR, DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

I believe there is an error in the draft EIR traffic summary, please note that 
specifically the net new trip calculations are in error. 

The calculation of the existing shopping center's 5296 daily trips should not include 
each fast food trip as trips to fast food restaurants should be calculated differently. 
Fast food uses are not destination uses. These are primarily stops in the pathways 
of drivers already on their way to other destinations. Most drivers are not driving 
out of their way or coming from far away destinations and impacting the corner of 
Crescent Heights and Sunset, by visiting ubiquitous merchants such as McDonalds, 
Subway or El Pollo Loco. 

Traffic trips to fast food restaurants are realistically less impactful than the type of 
destination traffic trips that are forecasted for the future multi use project -- i.e., 
high-end dining, gym, retail and new residences. If calculated realistically, the net 
new trip calculations will indicate that the project will have a significant traffic 
impact on the streets of this area. This should be reflected in the final EIR. 

Realistic mitigations should be proposed for traffic in the final EIR. One realistic 
mitigation measure would be a much smaller multi-use project. 

Sincerely, 

Tony Tucci 

radiocave@earthlink.net 

P.O. Box 5976 

Beverly Hills, CA 90209 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:36 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <alabastur@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 12:45 PM
Subject: RE: 8150 Sunset  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, adarasalim@gmail.com, gpt1287@sbcglobal.net

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
8150 Sunset Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90046
 

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Analysis Section
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, California 90012

 
 
Dear MS Srimal Hewawitharana,
 
I have been a resident on the 1300 block of Havenhurst Drive since 1967 and have the following questions
regarding the development of 815 Sunset Blvd.
 
TRAFFIC MITIGATION
 
According to my understanding the access lane from Sunset going SouthEast to Crescent Heights will be
eliminated. This access lane was made possible by the City taking the property where Pandora’s Box
nightclub once stood by Eminent Domain.
 
What changed in the last 35 years to nullify that decision?
 
If this lane is going to be incorporated into the General Scheme of the Development where will be the legal
setback for the Development? Will it be up to the lane itself or will there be sufficient set back to put the lane
back if necessary?
 
The Crummer Family owned a parcel of land that the City of Malibu took my Eminent Domain in the 1970’s
for the Police Station there. That City did not use the entire parcel and the remainder was offered back to the
family. I believe this had something to do with why it was acquired, i.e. if the access lane from Sunset to
Crescent Heights is not going to be used for the specific purpose that it was acquired shouldn’t it be offered
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back to the heirs of the original owners, and not for the benefit of the owners of the Development?
 
Havenhurst Drive in West Hollywood that is the street that borders the Western side of the Development is a
residential street. For the last 10 plus years there have been “speed bumps” and a “choker” in place at the
West Hollywood City boundary to mitigate through traffic from Sunset Blvd,
 
There is a No Left Turn sign from the lower parking lot exit, and the ramp to the upper level is one way north
to stop any flow from going down to Havenhurst. Furthermore, the lower lot just houses an Art Storage
Facility that does not generate any measurable daily traffic.
 
 
 
DELIVERLY BAYS
 
In the current plans the Delivery Bays for the Project are on Havenhurst Drive. This is a
residential street. When the “current” Development was proposed it was established at that
time that there would not be any Commercialization of Havenhurst Drive: I.E.allowing
commercial vehicles to load and off load from Havenhurst de facto makes Havenhurst a
commercial highway.
  
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
 
I am not addressing the Historic Zone implications as I am sure that there are other questions
regarding this already brought forth, but I would like to know if the Public Park on Havenhurst
has any significance in keeping Havenhurst Drive a Residential Street.
 
Does, or did the Traffic Report factor in the proposed increase of traffic that will be generated
by Projects at La Cienega and Sunset, at Sweetzer and Sunset, in addition to the condominium
project currently under construction at 1345 Havenhurst Drive, West Hollywood?
 
Respectfully yours,
Ebon Alabastur
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: addendum re:8150 Sunset  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:37 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <alabastur@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 1:30 PM
Subject: addendum re:8150 Sunset  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, "adarasalim adarasalim"@gmail.com, "gpt1287 gpt1287"@sbcglobal.net

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
8150 Sunset Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90046
 

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Analysis Section
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, California 90012

 
 
Dear MS Srimal Hewawitharana,
 
I did have one other concern as follows:
 
STAGING OF THE CONSTRUCTION
 
Since the Development borders on West Hollywood Residential areas where will the workmen park during
the construction?
 
For Health and Safety Concerns will Havenhurst be open to Sunset Blvd during said construction?
 
Where will building materials be delivered and stored during construction?
 
Thank you again for your consideration,
 
Ebon Alabastur
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset (Hollywood) EIR Comment

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:56 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Ryan Baksh <ryanbaksh@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 4:46 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset (Hollywood) EIR Comment
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, Planning.envreview@lacity.org, egordon@marathoncom.com

Ms. Hewawitharana:

 

“Less than significant.” 

 

These three words seem to be stated over and over again throughout this report with reference to the
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard in Hollywood.  That’s a
good thing.  This region of Los Angeles is well documented to be deficient in housing options, especially low
income units.  This project has a sizeable affordable housing  program. That’s a good thing.  This project will
provide almost 1000 bike parking spaces and fewer car spaces than necessary  smart urban planning.  That’s
a good thing. This project is one of just a few to be called an Environmental Leadership Project by the state of
California.  That’s a good thing. The project will be replacing a dilapidated strip mall that is home to fast food
spots, seedy looking massage parlors and check cashing businesses. That’s a good thing. 

 

This project is a good thing for LA.  Jobs creating, revenue generating, influx of housing, better walkability and the
highest green building standards.  I support!

 

Ryan

 

mailto:egordon@marathon-com.com
mailto:ryanbaksh@gmail.com
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 12:00 PM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <CarterBrav@aol.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 5:52 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com

To Whom It May Concern:
 

I live about five blocks north of Sunset Blvd. and about four blocks west of Laurel Canyon. My home is
approximate 1/3 of a mile from the heavily congested intersection of Sunset and Crescent Heights
Boulevards, the site of the proposed 8150 Sunset Boulevard Project.

 

In general, as an Architect who designs and builds projects here in Los Angeles, I am prodevelopment, so
long as that development does adversely and negatively affect the existing adjoining neighborhoods of a
proposed development project.

 

The 8150 Sunset Boulevard will most acutely and significantly affect my neighborhood in the form, primarily,
of flooding our narrow, twisty hillside streets with overflow parking from this massive project.  Already, our
neighborhood bears the brunt of the overflow parking from existing Sunset Boulevard restaurants, night
clubs, bars and hotels.

 

Over the course of the past decade, our neighborhood has become overrun with hotel and restaurant
workers, partiers and club and restaurant goers who seek free onstreet parking in our area to then attend
clubs, bars and restaurants down on Sunset Blvd., either to work or recreate 
 
As the streets in our neighborhood are the only ones that are not permit parking (most of the streets to the
west of us, all the way to Doheny are permit parking), we are besieged with dozens, and at times, closer to a
hundred, club and bar goers and hotel and restaurant workers.
 
They party in their cars, dump their empty alcohol bottles, beer cans, Red Bull cans, coffee cups and
cigarette butts onto the streets and sidewalks, urinate in our yards, have impromptu car jambs at 2:00 AM,
awakening us and generally preventing anyone who actually lives in our neighborhood from being able to

mailto:CarterBrav@aol.com
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park on the street and get a decent night’s sleep.
 
In addition, throughout the day, all of the available onstreet parking is occupied by the many employees at
the multitude of business establishments on Sunset Blvd. These works often eat in their car, tossing the
various fastfood wrappers, cups and bags onto the street as they walk to work. From our homeoffices, we
have a clear view of all of this activity.
 
I fail to understand a project of the scale proposed for 8150 Sunset Boulevard will do anything other than
aggravate an already negative situation.
 
I suggest that the parking for the project be increased, the scale and massing reduced and that our
neighborhood once, and for all, finally obtain permit parking.
 
We look forward to hearing from your office.
 
Thank you and respectfully,
 
 
Carter C. Bravmann, A.I.A., Architect
interFORM l  323.656.7316: voice l 323.528.8692: cell l interFORM@aol.com
www.interFORMarchitecture.com

tel:323.528.8692
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Comments to Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use DEIR 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11 :54 AM 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Geary & Michelle Coats <coatsconsulting@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 3:28 PM 
Subject: Comments to Sunset 81\(j. Mixed Use DEIR 
To: s ri mal. hewawitharana@lac ity. org 
Cc: cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com, tomlabonge@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org, Planning@lacity.org 

Ms . Hewawitharana; 

Attached please find a letter which presents comments on the DEIR for the Sunset Blvd. Mixed 
Use Project. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would require addition 
information or clarification. 
Thank you in advance for the review of this submittal. 

Respectfully; 

Michelle D. Coats 

*C 0 A T S C 0 N S U L T I N G* 
p 831.250.7192 IF 831.250.7193 
PO Box 1356 Carmel, CA 93921 

n *Please consider the environment before printing any part of this email**. 
** * 

if[! Comment Ltr. Jan 20 2015.doc 
58K 
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p 831.250.7192 

F 831.250.7193 

PO Box 1356 

CARMEL, CA. 93921 

GOfl<T5GON5ULTJ'JG@GMi~IL.GOPo4 

LAND PLANNING• ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING• ENTITLEMENT/PROJECT MANAGEMENT• BRANDING 

January 20, 2015 

Mayor Garcetti 
Council Member Tom LeBonge 
Jonathan Brand 
City of Los Angeles Environmental Planning 

Subject: Comments regarding the Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project DEIR 

At the request of "Save Sunset Blvd", Coats Consulting has been requested to review the Draft 
EIR for the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, to ensure that it is adequate and complete, in order 
for the City of Los Angeles to be able to certify the environmental document in question. As 
you are aware the purpose of a CEQA document is first and foremost to "INFORM". CEQA 
documents are intended to be informational, unbiased and represent a complete and thorough 
evaluation of all relevant information needed for the Lead Agency to make an informed 
decision. 
Unfortunately the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not 
adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
project. In its current format, the document is prepared, as an "Advocacy" document, intended 
to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately 
evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the Hollywood community, which will be most 
directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development. 

Our evaluation focused on the General Plan I Community plan consistency, the potential 
visual impacts, the cumulative evaluations and the Community Open Space/common areas 
adequate to provide public outdoor recreational opportunities for existing and future residents 
and visitors. 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN: 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety 
net for the residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision 
makers have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed 
projects. In the case of the, Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential 
impacts against Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, 



and community design programs, the proponent and EIR consultant are using "incentive" 
Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior project. Project 
approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices, 
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation. 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some twenty-seven (27) 
years ago. Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, 
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document, at least every 
twenty (20) years. Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was over-turned by the Courts 
in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the 
Hollywood community without the proper tools to evaluate the "real" impacts of this Project on 
the community at large. In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for 
review until after a legally viable Community Plan is adopted. Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and 
placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and 
needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development. 
This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset 
Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration 
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis. 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as 
proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles, 
in that there are numerous parcels located along Sunset and within the immediate area 
of this proposed project, that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. 
These same properties could make the same request for 'incentives' and 'considerations'. 
The development of multiple, 'massive' towering developments along Sunset Blvd.; fronting 
on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and 
character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, 
based on any of the 'planning' practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate 
preferential treatment of the applicant's project and selective enforcement of the City's General 
Plan and Zoning. I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Councilmembers to consider this 
Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally 
sound, and finally approved. At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve 
a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both 
now and in the future. 

VIEWSHED: 

Other commenters have prepared an in depth and graphically representative analysis based 
on the DEIR, so I will not repeat their comments here. As stated in the previous section; the 
development of 'massive', 'towering' structures which are completely out of character with 
the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of 'project benefit' and 
the accompanying 'incentive' program variances to the City's planning practices, goals and 
policies. There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the project's 
benefits still viable without destroying the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. 
Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that 



are in keeping with the 6 - 10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a 
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, 
indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for 
many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public's understanding and memories of 
the Hollywood community. 

I would request that the EIR consultants thoroughly evaluate the previously stated alternatives 
and include these alternatives in a revised draft document, 

45 foot height restriction w/increased density for affordable housing 
Development of a project that respects and utilizes the 6-10 story buildings in the 
area, as a model for development 

OPEN SPACE I RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES: 

The intention behind the requirement to provide open space and recreational opportunities 
is to provide open space and usable 'green space' for use by the residents within an urban 
community. The provision of 'commercial' gathering places to support retail and food service 
establishments does not meet the intent. In evaluating the elements of a healthy and nurturing 
environment, it has been found that open space green areas are optimal in providing areas 
available to all segments of the community. The ability to get outside, to run, throw a ball or 
a Frisbee, play with your dog, watch your children play, or even just to sit in an open, natural 
and therefore nurturing environment is essential and beneficial to the health and well being of 
all of us. The value of all types of exercise is well documented. With the stress, particular to a 
dense urban environment, this aspect of one's life is essential to maintain. In our review of the 
proposed project plans, it appears as if the project proponents are utilizing the "public" plaza, 
the residential developments' swimming pool, fitness center and recreation room as sufficient 
to meet the intent of providing recreational opportunities. Given this assertion by the Project 
proponents, I have the following questions: 

• 

• 

Will the tenants and their families, in the affordable units have full access to the 
swimming pool, the fitness center and the recreation room, whenever the facilities 
are open? 
Will all members of the public 'at large' be able to both utilize and spend time on the 
Plaza without purchasing something from one of the developments' food or retail 
establishments ? 
Did the project proponents consider providing green open space as a part of the 
project? 
If not, why was it rejected ? 

The Plaza, as proposed, is a marketing tool for the economic benefit of the retail/food 
establishments within the development, and does not provide a community open space/ 
recreational environment. Given that, I would ask the City and the decision makers to consider 



an incentive program which requires the Project to provide green open space as a condition of 
approval. Purchase of land and/or economic contributions to the City's park program would go 
further towards meeting the intent of the City's policy. 

LAND USE, ET AL. 

The City's land use goals and policies are designed to provide a comprehensive long-range 
plan for the development of lands within a specific geographic area and social environment. 
The physical elements and the social elements of the community must be evaluated against 
the principles that guide the current and long-term needs and desires of that community. 
These goals and policies are safeguards against the adverse impacts of poorly planned or 
special interest development. They provide assurance to the inhabitants of a community, 
that the character of their living environment will be properly vetted in the public forum. All 
interested parties are to be assured that they will have accurate and complete information for 
their own evaluation and for the evaluation of the decision makers who will ultimately direct the 
character of their community. 

It appears after careful review the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and 
inadequate for the purposes of allowing an "informed" decision. Not all options have been 
explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion. The blame, in part, rests on 
the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to 
assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized 
community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative 
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City's general plan and zoning policies. 
Utilizing 'incentive' programs and 'over riding considerations' as a planning tool is dangerous. 
If the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, 
the impacts to the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of 
the mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of 
the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the 
Sunset Blvd. area is negligent. The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and 
its' surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible. 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of 
development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and 
paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither 
be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document 
inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and the decision makers. 

In the midst of the "glowing" accounts of the increased housing and transportation benefits 
as a justification for the planning process being utilized, the document fails to address the 
cumulative impact of the City's allowance for sales of residentially allocated parking spaces, 
independent of the housing unit to which they are attached. If the project proponent has the 
ability to utilize this function, a complete and adequate assessment should have been made, 



outlining the long-term impacts to the community. The Sunset Blvd. area is seriously under
parked. Creating 249 new residential units of varying densities without assurance of their 
ability to maintain the use of the parking spaces allocated for their use will have a serious and 
adverse effect on the circulation and congestion of the area. In addition, the failure to provide 
parking will cause potentially significant impacts to adjacent neighborhoods, as there will be 
an influx of cars competing for the already limited parking. This over sight on the part of the 
preparers further proves the assertion that DEIR document is incomplete and inadequate and 
must be revised and re-circulated. I have the following questions: 

• Will the project applicant make an irreversible statement, that no parking will be sold, 
either to the tenants or to individuals not residing in the unit for which the parking 
was approved ? 
Will the City condition the Project, such that no parking can be sold either to the 
tenants or to outside parties ? 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City Staff utilized a process 
of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the 
intent of the law. Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a 
revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies. 

Respectfully Submitted; 

Michelle D. Coats 

Michelle D. Coats 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Comments 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11 :59 AM 

------ Forwarded message ------
From: auntiemer4x@aol.com <auntiemer4x@aol.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 4:57 PM 
Subject: 8150 Sunset Comments 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com 

January 20, 2015 

Ms. Srimal Hew aw itharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 

Re: 8150 Sunset EIR Corrments 

Dear Ms. Hew aw itharana 

MERYL S. COHEN 

1416 Havenhurst Drive 
Apartment 1 B 

West Hollywood, CA. 90046 
auntiemer4x@aol.com 

Recently, I attended a meeting regarding the Draft EIR Report for the proposed building at 8150 Sunset. I have many questions regarding 
the veracity of this report, too many to mention, so I will try to focus on the issues I have as concisely as possible. 

Let me begin by stating that I am astonished that the so many issues of great concern regarding this ridiculous project were 
categorized as a€reLess Than Significant.a€ a€reless than significanta€ for w horn? 18€™ m sure that the developers, whose only 
motivation and concern for this project is financial gain, spent many hours looking for loopholes in order to work their way around 
issues that we in the neighborhood consider to be of major significance. 

As a resident in a neighborhood of buildings designated to be of historical significance, including rrine which is listed in the California 
Register of Historical Homes and designated a National Architectural Landmark, I find it preposterous to even imagine this proposed 
project being any kind of asset to the comm.mity. (4. AestheticsNisual Resources). Comparing 8150 architecturally to other corrmercial 
and/or residential structures in the area is absurd. There is not one other existing building of the proposed height, density or impact in 
the area. Constant referrals to §€resetting back the Projecta€™s taller massa€ or softening a€rethe visual effect of the building massa 
€by the developers is a clear indication of the developera€™s awareness of the aesthetic problem, among others, with 8150 as it is 
proposed. The developers claim they are maintaining a human scale? For l\t1anhattan, Chicago, even downtown Los Angeles perhaps, 
but not for the iconic Sunset Strip.(4.A3). 

The drawings presented at the meeting of the building in situ were all rendered from street and other perspectives which rrinirrized the 
visual scale of the building as part of the Draft EIR Report. I would like to see additional drawings of 8150 as it would actually appear 
from other perspectives more indicative of its actual architectural and visual impact.I do not find this project a€recompatible with the 
objectives, policies, general land uses and programs specifieda€ in the Hollywood Corrm.mity Plan. I would like to see a written 
evaluation of how this project is compatible with the plan on the proposed site. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&"1fN-Fpt&search=inbox&msg=14bOe13cc759fbe6&siml=14bOe13cc759fbe6 1/2 
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Perhaps the highlight of the meeting was the traffic study which had the corrm.mity attendees, and even some of the developers as a 
result, laughing out loud in unison. To say this report is faulty is not only an understatement, ita€™s lunacy. la€™m certain that 
whatever variance the developers received by having parking spaces for 900 or more bicycles was greatly appreciated by them. Do 
they really think this is going to change the corrrruting habits of people in the area? On Sunset? Up Laurel Canyon Boulevard? 
Shopping? To where? And bicycle lanes? lrrpossible. I would like to see a revised plan which realistically accomTOdates the greatly 
underestimated, proposed future vehicle volume since the city streets do not do so even now. 

Once again, calling so many of the incredibly significant issues related to traffic as a€ceLess Thank Significanta€ is pure fiction for both 
the construction and corrpletion periods. Thinking that traffic will be a€cerritigateda€ by installing a traffic light at the corner of 
Havenhurst and Fountain, for exarrple, will only increase traffic issues. A FedEx truck double parked on Havenhurst causes traffic to 
back-up even now. Removing the island on the southwest corner of Crescent Heights is not only foolish, it is dangerous. It is the only 
area where pedestrians can cross the street, just barely in tirring with the traffic signal now . It also allows eastbound traffic to turn 
right to head south on Crescent Heights, alleviating west bound traffic back-ups on Sunset. I would like to see a more realistic, revised 
plan that would try to actually rritigate the traffic problems. How ever, I dona€™t think that would be possible given the unacceptable 
scope of the 8150 project. 

I dona€™t quite understand how the infra-structure of either the aty of Los Angeles or the City of West Hollywood will be able to 
handle the additional volume of sew age and water this building will require, especially since the recent flood near UCLA caused by 
broken and rotting pipes alerted us all to the problems we are facing regarding this subject. 

This project calls for rooftop lounges and/or terraces. Bad idea. The noise from existing outdoor areas with music blaring travels 
unabated. Many area residents have registered corrplaints about the problem in the past. There is and would no way to a 
€oesoundproota€ the noise, which already causes disturbances of the peace. To plan on adding to this problem is a corrplete 
disregard for the neighbors and the sanctity of their homes. 

I know that other objection letters have been written, some more in depth than rrine. I agree with every dissenting view regarding 8150. 
We in the affected neighborhood are not opposed to development, per se. But neighborhood is the key word. This project contributes 
nothing to ours. Our politicians and representatives should be protecting our city, our homes and us. How can any of them allow this to 
happen the w ay it has been proposed? Or even at all? 

The feeling of helplessness defending our homes against big money and the powers that be is beyond frustrating. lta€™s infuriating. 
Bigger is not better. This project in general is what needs to be rritigated. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

l'v1eryl S. Cohen 

~ 8150 EIR L TR.docx 
124K 
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January 20, 2015 

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 

Re: 8150 Sunset EIR Comments 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana 

MERYL S. COHEN 

1416 Havenhurst Drive 
Apartment 1 B 

West Hollywood, CA. 90046 
auntiemer4x@aol.com 

Recently, I attended a meeting regarding the Draft EIR Report for the proposed building 
at 8150 Sunset. I have many questions regarding the veracity of this report, too many to 
mention, so I will try to focus on the issues I have as concisely as possible. 

Let me begin by stating that I am astonished that the so many issues of great concern 
regarding this ridiculous project were categorized as "Less Than Significant." "Less than 
significant" for whom? I'm sure that the developers, whose only motivation and concern 
for this project is financial gain, spent many hours looking for loopholes in order to work 
their way around issues that we in the neighborhood consider to be of major 
significance. 

As a resident in a neighborhood of buildings designated to be of historical significance, 
including mine which is listed in the California Register of Historical Homes and 
designated a National Architectural Landmark, I find it preposterous to even imagine this 
proposed project being any kind of asset to the community. (4. AestheticsNisual 
Resources). Comparing 8150 architecturally to other commercial and/or residential 
structures in the area is absurd. There is not one other existing building of the proposed 
height, density or impact in the area. Constant referrals to "setting back the Project's 
taller mass" or softening "the visual effect of the building mass" by the developers is a 
clear indication of the developer's awareness of the aesthetic problem, among others, 
with 8150 as it is proposed. The developers claim they are maintaining a human scale? 
For Manhattan, Chicago, even downtown Los Angeles perhaps, but not for the iconic 
Sunset Strip.(4.A3). 

The drawings presented at the meeting of the building in situ were all rendered from 
street and other perspectives which minimized the visual scale of the building as part of 
the Draft EIR Report. I would like to see additional drawings of 8150 as it would actually 
appear from other perspectives more indicative of its actual architectural and visual 
impact. 



I do not find this project "compatible with the objectives, policies, general land uses and 
programs specified" in the Hollywood Community Plan. I would like to see a written 
evaluation of how this project is compatible with the plan on the proposed site. 

Perhaps the highlight of the meeting was the traffic study which had the community 
attendees, and even some of the developers as a result, laughing out loud in unison. To 
say this report is faulty is not only an understatement, it's lunacy. I'm certain that 
whatever variance the developers received by having parking spaces for 900 or more 
bicycles was greatly appreciated by them. Do they really think this is going to change the 
commuting habits of people in the area? On Sunset? Up Laurel Canyon Boulevard? 
Shopping? To where? And bicycle lanes? Impossible. I would like to see a revised plan 
which realistically accommodates the greatly underestimated, proposed future vehicle 
volume since the city streets do not do so even now. 

Once again, calling so many of the incredibly significant issues related to traffic as "Less 
Thank Significant" is pure fiction for both the construction and completion periods. 
Thinking that traffic will be "mitigated" by installing a traffic light at the corner of 
Havenhurst and Fountain, for example, will only increase traffic issues. A FedEx truck 
double parked on Havenhurst causes traffic to back-up even now. Removing the island 
on the southwest corner of Crescent Heights is not only foolish, it is dangerous. It is the 
only area where pedestrians can cross the street, just barely in timing with the traffic 
signal now. It also allows eastbound traffic to turn right to head south on Crescent 
Heights, alleviating west bound traffic back-ups on Sunset. I would like to see a more 
realistic, revised plan that would try to actually mitigate the traffic problems. However, I 
don't think that would be possible given the unacceptable scope of the 8150 project. 

I don't quite understand how the infra-structure of either the City of Los Angeles or the 
City of West Hollywood will be able to handle the additional volume of sewage and water 
this building will require, especially since the recent flood near UCLA caused by broken 
and rotting pipes alerted us all to the problems we are facing regarding this subject. 

This project calls for rooftop lounges and/or terraces. Bad idea. The noise from existing 
outdoor areas with music blaring travels unabated. Many area residents have registered 
complaints about the problem in the past. There is and would no way to "soundproof' the 
noise, which already causes disturbances of the peace. To plan on adding to this 
problem is a complete disregard for the neighbors and the sanctity of their homes. 

I know that other objection letters have been written, some more in depth than mine. I 
agree with every dissenting view regarding 8150. We in the affected neighborhood are 
not opposed to development, per se. But neighborhood is the key word. This project 
contributes nothing to ours. Our politicians and representatives should be protecting our 
city, our homes and us. How can any of them allow this to happen the way it has been 
proposed? Or even at all? 

The feeling of helplessness defending our homes against big money and the powers that 
be is beyond frustrating. It's infuriating. Bigger is not better. This project in general is 
what needs to be mitigated. 



Respectfully Submitted, 

Meryl S. Cohen 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset Blvd.

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:34 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Susan Dynner <sdynner@hotmail.com>
Date: Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 11:45 AM
Subject: ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset Blvd.
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Ms. Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Analysis Section
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012

RE:  Draft Environmental Impact Study
        8150 Sunset Boulevard

Case No.  ENV20132552EIR

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana,
I'm writing because I'm very concerned about the proposed building on 8150 Sunset Blvd.  I
currently live at 1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd  next door and behind where the new building
will be.  Naturally, I'm concerned about construction, but it's more than that.  I work out of my
home, like many others in my building, and I'm afraid the noise will affect my ability to work.  I
am guessing it will go on for over a year, which could be crippling for me and others in the
neighborhood who work from home.  Also, there are young children and elderly people in my
building who will surely be affected by the construction.  I understand that growth in our
community is a good thing, but the proposed building is obscenely big for this neighborhood. 
No buildings within several blocks are even close to 8 stories high, let alone the proposed 16
stories!  I'm worried about what it will do for our area.  Naturally, the traffic will become insane.
It's already backed up and bad enough at rush hour since it's a main throughway over Laurel
Canyon to the valley  I can't even imagine how bad it will be with construction, but also with all
the new people who will live in the new building and will need to drive.  Parking in the
neighborhood will become impossible.  The 16 stories will completely dwarf my building and
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the surrounding buildings, and will block any sun from our pool (which is why I moved into the
building).  Our privacy at the pool will be totally gone.  I'm worried about the pollution that all the
construction will bring.  I'm concerned about our neighbors at the Chateau Marmont.  People
stay there because it's private.  With a building that tall, with a public area on the roof, the
paparazzi (who are already a problem in our neighborhood) can easily look down on the
Chateau and can infiltrate various rooms with their long lense cameras.  I'm afraid it will cause
people to go/stay elsewhere.  I often take meetings there for my films with known actors, but
with the paparazzi able to spy from a tall building, I'm afraid no one will want to meet there
anymore.  I'm also worried about what it will do for the aesthetics of the neighborhood.  A
building that huge will surely be an eyesore.  Why not keep it consistent with the neighborhood
and keep it 4 stories in the front and 6 in the back?  That way, the neighborhood will grow and
improve, but won't be ridiculous.
Thanks for taking my concerns into consideration.
Best,
Susan Dynner
1425 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. #203
West Hollywood, Ca  90046
3236561830

tel:323-656-1830
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:49 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Robert Givens <robert.d.givens@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 12:09 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset
To: tom.labong@lacity.org
Cc: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Mr. LaBonge, 
 
As an avid bicycle enthusiast like yourself, I was pleasantly surprised by the proposed project at 8150
Sunset’s dedication to alternative means of transportation. 985 bike parking spaces?  A reduction in motor
vehicle spaces to below code?  It looks to me like whoever “Townscape” is, they have the right idea.
 
I know you are a supporter of recreational cycling, but many of us rely on our bikes as our sole
transportation option.  We need projects like these to lay the groundwork for bicycle infrastructure so
bicycle commuters can travel safely.
 
Our City talks a big game when it comes to limiting our dependence on cars.  And yes, we are investing in
new forms of mass transit like the Expo Line and the Subway. However, I don’t often see large‐scale urban
infill developments living up to their end of the bargain. And worse yet, I do not see our City’s decision‐
makers holding developers feet to the fire to include amenities like bike parking, transit passes for
residences and employees, pedestrian friendly retail and restaurants that promote walkable and livable
neighborhood centers.  These elements often go overlooked, yet are vitally important.  Townscape’s
proposal shouldn’t be the outlier as far as developments in the area go.  All developments should be
required to support and promote alternative transportation, and I commend Townscape for blazing the
trail on this matter.
 
After learning about 8150 Sunset in Hollywood, and perusing the Draft Environmental Impact Report, I
believe this project is a diamond in the rough.  And it appears that I’m not the only one who feels this
way.  I don’t always agree with Governor Brown’s policies, but I applaud him for having the foresight to
recognize development done right by awarding this project the title of Environmental Leadership
Development Project. 
 
Interest in bikes got me enticed to learn more about this project.  And after learning of the ELDP status,
the large housing component including dozens of low‐income units, and the design geared toward the
pedestrian experience, I actually would like to live there myself. 
The typical LA development is over parked, unwelcoming and does not promote a sense of community.  I
believe 8150 is different and deserving of the city’s support.
 
Thank you. 
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Robert Givens
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Boulevard
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:54 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: David Gold <David@convermat.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 2:17 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "info@savesunsetboulevard.com" <info@savesunsetboulevard.com>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana:

 

The Draft EIR for this proposed project does not consider a project Alternative that would mitigate several of the
negative and significant impacts of the project.  An Alternative that should be considered, and can be considered
in conjunction with other Alternatives, is (a) to locate/mass most the of the additional FAR on the northeastern
corner of the site and (b) provide parking underground on the entire area of the site, instead of building a sixstory
exposed garage on one corner of the site.

 

Placing most of the additional FAR along Sunset and at the corner of Sunset and Laurel Canyon would mitigate
many negative impacts of the proposed design and would provide important planning/urban benefits:

1.       Greatly reduce the negative impacts on historic resources, by opening scenic corridors to and from Chateau
Marmont, the Andalusian and Colonial House.  Moving the tower would have no negative consequences to any of
these buildings on the National Register of Historic Places.

2.       Greatly reduce the impact of construction noise and vibration impacts, since the northeast corner of the site
is furthest away from the largest adjoining properties particularly the residential properties where impacts are
most severe.

3.       Greatly reduce the impact of glare and light, since the northeast corner of the site is furthest away from the
largest adjoining properties particularly the residential properties where impacts are most severe.

4.       Reduce the impact of traffic on Havenhurst Drive, the most significantly impacted residential street, by
spreading parking throughout the site and thus encouraging more access and egress from Sunset and Crescent
Heights, which as larger streets can more easily absorb the additional traffic compared to Havenhurst Drive.

5.       Greatly improve aesthetics by building along Sunset Boulevard, creating a “street wall” consistent with that
immediately to the east at the retail center and the midrise apartment building.   The Lytton Building could be
integrated into a tower sharing its site, as the CIM project on Sunset did with the Old Spaghetti Factory.   Mass
and density should be located closest to the most actively developed area – Sunset and Crescent Heights – and
furthest away from the lowrise adjoining residential neighborhood to the south.  This would also help establish
the “gateway” to the Sunset Strip that the developers promote.

6.       Greatly improve aesthetics by building along Sunset Boulevard and at Crescent Heights and placing its open
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space to the south side of the site to (a) enhance visitors/users views of the LA basin and (b) provide a lowerrise
transition to the lowrise residential buildings to the south; and (c) even provide an amenity for neighbors who will
mostly come from the south.

 

It is unclear from recent project plans and the project description whether the parking garage will be fully
enclosed (other than driveways) or have windows.  Windows would unnecessarily significantly increase the
impact of operational noise and glare on surrounding residential neighbors, with very close and “line of sight”
impacts to Colonial House in particular, and Chateau Marmont just slightly further away.  There is no justification
for the noxious, 24/7/365 impacts of the parking garage to be inflicted on neighbors by having open windows.  If
the project does propose any open windows in parking garages,  these impacts should be analyzed.

 

Thank you.

 

David Gold | 8707 St. Ives Drive | Los Angeles, California 90210

T 310.205.9206 | F 310.205.9204 |C 323.774.7575  

 

tel:310.205.9204
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: 8150 SUNSET BLVD. 

Sri ma I Hewawitha ra na <srimal. hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 11:55 AM 

-- Forwarded message ---
From: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 3:50 PM 
Subject: 8150 SUNSET BLVD. 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Michael LoGrande <michael. logrande@lacity.org>, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity .org> 

Attached is my letter objecting to the 8150 Sunset Bl\d. development. 

~ MLG01 - 8150 Sunset EIR letter.pdf 
3710K 
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8150 Sunset Blvd/Grace001 

January 5, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
Los Angeles, California 

re: 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

Page 1 

Mfohael l. Grace 
1415 Havonhurd Orivo 

Wogf Hollywood. CA 90046 

1/20/15 

As a resident of Havenhurst Drive, I object, without reservations, to the oversized and poorly planned 
development being proposed for the south-west junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights (8150 Sunset) by 
Townscape (Tyler Siegel et al) on these grounds; 

The developer's makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard 
on which a project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context 
for a development of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood 
General Plan, CEQA and the racial diversification of Los Angeles. 

As for the traffic problems generated by 8150 Sunset - Michael LoGrande, City Planner of Los Angeles, is 
fully aware of this as seen in the following photo. He is looking across traffic jammed Sunset Blvd at 8150 
Sunset. 

The second photo is Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. This is the traffic condition. Every night. I have 
over 50 photos of this nightmare - if the city of Los Angeles wishes to face the reality of this rather than 
the Townscape POV. 
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DEVELOPERS 
Townscape (Tyler Siegel and John Irwin) et al (including their New York partners), have a very mixed 
record regarding social responsibility, blatant attempts to circumvent city codes and racial discrimination. 
They demonstrated to be anti-gay and anti-minority after buying 8150 Sunset. They illegally put in paid 
parking and made all businesses at 8150 Sunset (except Chase Bank and McDonalds) unable to 
validate. Parking was $2.00 plus for every fifteen minutes. This forced eight businesses to close 
(including a gay owned business to go bankrupt). Many of these businesses were minority owned 
(Hispanic). Siegel and Irwin did not get permission from the city of Los Angeles to put in the paid parking. 
In fact, Townscape's illegal parking gates injured several people. LaBonge's office (after months of 
prompting) finally got the city of L.A. to remove the illegal parking at 8150 Sunset. There was also major 
negligence on the L.A. department of public safety. The minority businesses (including the gay owned 
bankrupted one) were forced to close because of a 50% loss in customers because of the parking ordeal 
created by Townscape. Why should the city of Los Angeles, being aware of Townscape's total disregard 
for city codes regarding the parking scam, trust these developers from building anything with this 
demonstration of discrimination and negligence? They also proposed separate entrances for lower 
income (affordable housing) residents at their 8899 Beverly Building development. This was rejected by 
the West Hollywood City Council. All of the parties and principals involved in 8150 Sunset are white men. 
No women and no minorities. This includes Townscape, lobbyists, media, architects, contractors, etc. And 
of course no one involved in the design or construction of the building are located in Los Angeles or 
Southern California. They have out sourced all of the jobs. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the 
tallest skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 
8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit 
because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR 
Represents the project as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I 
believe this to be an intentional misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a 
new EIR that correctly states the height without 
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HAVEN HURST 
Havenhurst, a quiet street, will now be turned into a nightmarish thoroughfare. Vehicles will exit out of the 
massive 8150 garage onto Havenhurst. The loading docks proposed for delivery trucks are located 
directly opposite a West Hollywood subsidized apartment building (north end of Havenhurst - just south 
of the Andu. This building is occupied by tenants who are elderly, handicapped or have advanced 
HIV/AIDS. Many of these tenants have breathing problems. Townscape's EIR totally neglects these 
issues. Of course considering the developers being anti-gay (in destroying the gay owned business at 
8150 Sunset) it is not surprising they have totally ignored the health of minorities in subsidized housing 
living across from the 6 story garage and truck entrances. 

HISTORICAL DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apartments, Spanish and mid-century 
buildings represent some of Los Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a 
massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. 
The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction to the neighborhood that this project will cause. 
The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historically address the aesthetic and financial 
effects of blocking the light and views of the historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi 
Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, Palmdale House, and the Savoy and countless hillside residents. 
The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the 
most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated 
areas where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more 
restrictive" 
This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with 
the general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a 
on Crescent Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic 
impact by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are 
made by the shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it 
will only increase traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 
240 apartments containing at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym 
employees, deliveries and the sheer number of the customers those business will need to cover their 
rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally 
overcrowded intersection. 
I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic 
rather than the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 
Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as 
identified in the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles 
General Plan, Transportation, Chapter 2) 
The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and 
slow emergency response times. This application must be denied. 
The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause 
unsafe conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous 
lawsuits by properly determining the consequences of: 

The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of 

the most congested and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
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The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a 
result of this new and unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
The EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 
480+ residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need 
to attract to cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested 
areas in Hollywood searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of 
life, and making it impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside 
neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units 
will be considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a 
away to get around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced 'low income housing' benefits they are 
asking for into yet more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to 
result in a huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the 
event of fire or heart attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against 
the city in the event of catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Cordially yours, 

Michael Grace 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: Support Letter  8150 Sunset
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:59 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Scott Lunceford <SLunceford@weho.org>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 4:57 PM
Subject: Support Letter  8150 Sunset
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Hello Srimal,

 

Here is an attachment (please see below) for our comments letter for 8150 Sunset Boulevard.

 

Thanks,

 

Scott Lunceford, AICP

Associate Planner

Current and Historic Preservation Planning

City of West Hollywood

slunceford@weho.org

3238486427

 

 

 

mailto:SLunceford@weho.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
tel:323-848-6427
mailto:slunceford@weho.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
http://www.weho.org/elections
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C48
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From: John Keho 
Sent: Saturday, December 20, 2014 1:24 PM
To: John D'Amico
Cc: Michelle Rex; Scott Lunceford; David DeGrazia
Subject: Re: Support Letter  8150 Sunset

 

Scott, please include this email in our response to LA.

Sent from my iPhone

On Dec 20, 2014, at 12:41 PM, "John D'Amico" <jdamico@weho.org> wrote:

John 

 

Ms Hanna would like her comments included in the EIR comments forwarded from the city of West
Hollywood.

 

Thank you

Begin forwarded message:

 

Date: December 18, 2014 at 2:48:58 PM PST

Subject: Support Letter  8150 Sunset

From: Ashley Hanna <ashleysheahanna@gmail.com>

To: <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, <jdamico@weho.org>

 

Hi there, 

 

I would like to bring to your attention an article that was recently posted
on Curbed LA regarding housing prices in the area.  The link is:

 

http://la.curbed.com/archives/2014/12/la_housing_prices_
have_gone_up_more_than_anywhere_else_in_the_last_14_years.php

 

I want to highlight a quote taken out of the referenced UCLA forecast
that explains the reason housing prices in Los Angeles have grown 121

mailto:ashleysheahanna@gmail.com
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:jdamico@weho.org
mailto:jonathan.brand@lacity.org
http://la.curbed.com/archives/2014/12/la_housing_prices_have_gone_up_more_than_anywhere_else_in_the_last_14_years.php
mailto:jdamico@weho.org
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percent since 2000, the highest mark in the entire nation.  UCLA
economist William Yu said in his report, "Some Angelenos, especially
rich ones, have a suburban mentality.  This mentality propels them to
make efforts to maintain the current status quo and go against
developing their neighborhoods with higherdensity housing."

 

I hope that this is just as eye opening for you as it is for me.  I live just
south of Sunset (very close to 8150 Sunset site) in West Hollywood, and
while I love my neighborhood, I a) know it needs to be improved, and b)
am saddened to learn that the reason my rent is so high is because
homeowners have continuously killed the addition of desperately
needed new housing.  Clearly if that status quo was working in the area,
we wouldn't be the second most congested city in the nation AND the
most expensive rental market in the nation.  

So, how do we fix things  will housing prices continue to grow at the
highest pace in the nation, forcing out everyone other than the
millionaires who can afford it?  Is that what we want for the cities of
West Hollywood and Los Angeles?  

 

These are areawide issues, but for me they really hit home when
considering the 8150 Sunset project.  I'm close enough to the site that it
might as well be in my backyard, and with the desperate need for
additional housing, and a desperate need for someone to come in and
replace the current strip mall with a building I can be proud to call my
neighbor, I want to lend my full support to the project.  With it proven
that better public transit and denser neighborhoods lead to better
environmental quality and an improved quality of life, it would be
hypocritical of me to support development citywide but then not
support it when it's right in my direct neighborhood.  For these reasons,
please consider me a full supporter and a happy YIMBY.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

 

Ashley Hanna

1430 N Harper

 

John D'Amico
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Jdamico@weho.org

 

Twitter:  @ourWEHO

Web: ourWEHO.com

 

 

 

http://ourweho.com/
mailto:Jdamico@weho.org


Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

FW: 20 jan 
1 message 

marle-Odile lambersens <molambersens@hotmail.com> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 7:28 PM 
To: "planning.en'vfe'\Aew@lacity.org" <planning.en'vfe'\Aew@lacity.org> 

Thank you for gi'\Ang the public a chance to giw its opinion regarding this project. 

As a resident of We-Ho for the last 22 years, I enjoy the city wry much, ewn as sadly I see it expand more than 
I would like. 

I lo\ed the peacefulness of the place. But I guess its progress. 

Howewr, I am totally against that humongous project at the comer of Crescent Heights and Sunset. 

Not only this type of glass building would fit more in Las Vegas than West Hollywood, but the size of it is way 
more than we can handled. 

It is going to crowed an area that is already congested enough with the traffic in Laurel Canyon and on Sunset. 

This is going to affect the residents in all adjacent residential streets .... 

Plus there are plenty of "for lease" signs in the neigbourhood, why build more business spaces??? 

I guess some people haw big interests in this deal. .. and are not thinking of the residents' loss of quality of life if 
this project comes to realization. 

Thank you for reading. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C49
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset DEIR

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:38 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Camden Gordon <camdenlambertson@yahoo.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 3:51 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset DEIR
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "jonathan.brand@lacity.org"
<jonathan.brand@lacity.org>

January 19, 2015
 
Srimal Hewawitharana,
Department of City Planning
City Hall, Room 750
200 N. Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
 
Ms. Hewawitharana:
 
Please consider my following comments on the 8150 Draft Environmental Impact Report.
 
#1 – This location is ripe for a dense residential/commercial mixed use development because, as pointed out in
the DEIR, “The site is well served by a network of regional transportation facilities. Various public transit stops
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) are located in close proximity
to the Project Site, the Hollywood Freeway (State Route 101) is approximately two miles northeast of the site,
Interstate 10 is approximately four miles south of the Project Site, and Interstate 405 is approximately six miles
southwest of the site.”
 
#2 – The proposed project has already been given a stamp of approval by Governor Jerry Brown as an
Environmental Leadership Development Project, which is kind of a big deal as stated in the DEIR. “Judicial
streamlining under the law is allowed only for qualified projects certified by the state governor’s office, based on a
finding that a project would result upon completion in a minimum $100 million investment in California, create new
highwage jobs, reduce unemployment, and result in no net additional GHG emissions to the environment. Very
few projects can meet these criteria…”
 
#3 – Under Summary of Environmental Impacts, just about everything studied is determined to be “less than
significant” or “less than significant after mitigation.”
 
#4 – If I were to choose from one of the alternatives, I would go with the 5th option, “Bank Preservation
Alternative.”  This would satisfy those who are sensitive to historic preservation without drastically changing the
project as currently proposed.
 
#5 – The DEIR identifies the “No project/No build Alternative” as the environmentally superior alternative. 
However, this is a silly statement and the report basically disagrees with itself when it correctly states, “It should
be noted however, that although most impacts would be avoided under the No Project/No Build Alternative,

mailto:jonathan.brand@lacity.org
mailto:camdenlambertson@yahoo.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:jonathan.brand@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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beneficial aspects of the Project, such as the upgrading of the property with distinctive architecture and
landscaping and the fulfillment of numerous regional and City plan and policy goals for the area would not occur.”
 
Overall, this is a quality project and I support it just as currently proposed.
 
Sincerely,
 
Camden Lambertson
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sent from my iPhone
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset project

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:37 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Jane Lockhart <jlockhart@sweetladyjane.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 1:05 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset project
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

It is with great regret and a heavy heart that I read about and am trying to absorb the fact that a giant sized
building is going to be built across the street from where I live in the historic Granville Towers.   I purchased my
unit in 2001, not as a rental, but as a place to reside for years, with wonderful views of downtown and west,
looking at the hills, catching the sunset, historic Chateau Marmont.  You get the picture.  Some of my downtown
views were taken from me as a building of only 5 stories went up on Sunset and also Hayworth to the east of us. 
Now a behemoth building will cut out everything to the west.
By allowing builders to put up buildings ( and there are now several projects in the works on Sunset in the
immediate area) it seems that the city fathers have no regard for the historic feel of this "Neighborhood" and the
people who live here.  There is no regard for traffic flow and how a huge number of additional cars will impact
everyone who lives in this area from getting to and from work and in the event of an emergency.
I know there are hundreds, possibly thousands of these letters coming across yours and others' desks and I don't
know how much it matters to those who are reading them.  And I will add that I think most people can accept
some change.  But the potential outfall from all of this construction will potentially ruin a beautiful neighborhood
with very significant changes for the worse.  And I truly believe that you, by allowing this monstrous size of a
building to go up, will cause significant harmful change to the people of this West Hollywood community.  And it
is in that regard and that there is no thought for their well being and investment, that I write this letter.
Sincerely,
Jane And Don Lockhart
1424 No. Crescent Heights Blvd. #47
Los Angeles, California 90046

Sent from my iPad

mailto:jlockhart@sweetladyjane.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: Reference City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:45 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Andrew Macpherson <macfly@macfly.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 9:20 AM
Subject: Reference City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Planning@lacity.org, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, tomlabonge@lacity.org, Alex Rose
<nemorose@sbcglobal.net>, Jay Grodin <jgrodin@wkmgroup.com>, Robert Silverstein
<Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>

Dear Srimal,

Also I want to add to the public record that I have a great deal of concern with the emissions and waste
management of the massive complex at 8150 Sunset.

There will be a 300%+ increase human, solid and airborne waste and pollution, as well as massive and
unmitigated amount light and sound pollution. What is being done to minimize this effect on the neighborhood
and the community?

I would like these issues to be fully addressed and recirculated in the final EIR.

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson



Andrew Macpherson
Macfly Corp
8278 Hollywood Blvd
LA CA 90069

323 656 5065 p
323 656 5066 f
323 620 6565 c

macfly@macfly.com
www.andrewmacpherson.com
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: Questions regarding 8150 Sunset  reference City Case No. ENV2013
2552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:43 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Andrew Macpherson <macfly@macfly.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 8:57 AM
Subject: Re: Questions regarding 8150 Sunset  reference City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Planning@lacity.org, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, tomlabonge@lacity.org, Alex Rose
<nemorose@sbcglobal.net>, Jay Grodin <jgrodin@wkmgroup.com>, Robert Silverstein
<Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com>, Rory Barish <n2swimng@aol.com>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>

Dear Srimal,

I want to add to the public record that none of my questions from Oct 3rd 2013 were satisfactorily addressed in
the DEIR.

I would like these questions and comments addressed and recirculated in the final EIR.

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson

On Oct 3, 2013, at 10:00 AM, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> wrote:

Dear Mr. Macpherson,

Thank you for your comments and questions.  They are being forwarded to the consultants to take
into consideration in the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report.

Sincerely,

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II

On Thu, Oct 3, 2013 at 9:33 AM, Andrew Macpherson <macfly@macfly.com> wrote:
Dear Srimal,

These are my first questions on the  project at 8150 Sunset. Could you please confirm that you
received them.
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mailto:adarasalim@gmail.com
mailto:macfly@macfly.com
mailto:jonathan.brand@lacity.org
mailto:jgrodin@wkmgroup.com
mailto:Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com
mailto:nemorose@sbcglobal.net
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C53



1/21/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: Questions regarding 8150 Sunset  reference City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14b0e058b5f00f09&siml=14b0e058b5f00f09 2/3

* Why has the project received so many out of code variances when the total allowable square
footage of the lot is designated by its own code as C41D, specifies a total of 100,000 sq. ft, not
300,000 sq ft and an 18 story tower?

* Has the city asked for and reviewed the CALIFORNIA SEISMIC SAFETY COMMISSION's
latest report on known earthquake faults?http://www.seismic.ca.gov/index.html

* Has the city complied with the State's latest findings and warnings about the dangers of
building high rises on a fault line?

* Has the city considered the dangers of borrowing large funds to build on a fault line?

* Has the city considered the insurance liability of building on a fault?

* Has the city considered the noise, nuisance and commotion of the roof top clubrestaurant on
the neighbors?

* Why does the city and the developers think that a large open area on the busiest road junction
in Hollywood could be an attractive pedestrianretail area? Have they not walked Wilshire Blvd,
and seen what the effect of these dead open spaces?

* What about the shadows cast?

* What about the impact on the Chateau Marmont, who's best rooms will no longer have their
historic open view of LA, but instead will be towered over by this massive monolith.

* What about the views and the values of the hillside homes  that are going to be destroyed?
 (They belong to we who have been been paying our property taxes and voting for Tom LeBonge,
Eric Garcetti etc for many, many years)

* Who will provide the compensation for this destruction in the value of the view homes on the
hill?

* Why does the building lack any self parking?

* Why is there such a disproportionately large compact only parking arrangement?

* Address the electric vehicle charging in the valet only parking?

* Address the lack of cycling lanes, and safety.

* Why is such a disproportionately massive structure being allowed to be built in the heart of one
of the most beautiful historic gathering of buildings in Los Angeles with an absolute disregard for
the historic neighborhood? 

More to come.

Warmest regards,  Andrew

http://www.seismic.ca.gov/index.html
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Andrew  Macpherson

Macfly Corp.

8278 Hollywood Blvd

Los Angeles, CA 90069

 
323 656 5065 office

323 656 5066 fax

323 620 6565 cell

macfly@macfly.com

http://www .macfly.com

tel:323%20656%205065
mailto:macfly@macfly.com
http://www.macfly.com/
tel:323%20656%205066
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.;~EECS Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Lack of due process on the EDLP - Reference City Case No. ENV-2013-
2552-EIR 
1 message 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 11:47 AM 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Andrew Macpherson <macfly@macfly.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 10:24 AM 
Subject: Lack of due process on the EDLP - Reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Planning@lacity.org, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, tomlabonge@lacity.org, Alex Rose 
<nemorose@sbcglobal.net>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>, Jay Grodin <jgrodin@wkmgroup.com>, 
Robert Silverstein <Robert@robertsilversteinlaw.com>, Wayne Marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net> 

Dear Srimal, 

I would also like to add to my comments for the public record the the Applicant and the City have not followed the 
due process of the EDLP, therefore it has been rendered invalid. 

Thank you, Andrew Macpherson. 

For itemized number (d) there must not have been any further correspondence from the City of Los 
Angeles department or the applicant. If there were - where are these documents located ? 

For itemized number (f) "within seven days after the receipt of any comment ... .. . the lead agency 
shall convert to electronic .. make it available to the public 

2 attachments 
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( d) A document pl'epared by the Jead agency or submitted by the applicant after the date oi tile 
l'e]ease of the draft environmental impact report that i!> a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible e1ectronic fonnat within five 
busine~s days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 
(e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to he submitted in a readily 
acc.essibJe electronic forrnat, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format wit!Jin five days of its receipt. 
(i) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comrnent t11at js not in an dectronic 
fonnat, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic fonnat 
and make it available to the puhlic in that fonTiat. 
(g) Notwithstauding paragraphs (b) to (f)) in~lusive, documents submitkd to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not 
required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For tl10se copyright-protected 
documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic 
format. no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within 
five business days if the. document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of 
the draft environmental impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices 
in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for pubHc review. 

- ... .. .. .. - . ,.... - ~ 
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·NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSIDP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP) 

CASE NO.: 
PROJECT NAME: 
PROJECT APPLICANT: 
PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 
COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA: 
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 

ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, LP. 
8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Hollywood Community Plan Area 
4 - Tom LaBonge 

THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER TIIINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE BIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE BIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF . THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE rs 
INCLUDED BELOW. 

PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE - PRC 
DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 - 21189.3] 

(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.) 

CHAPTER 6.5. Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act of 
2011 [21178 - 21189.3] (Chapter 6.5 added by Stats. 2011 , Ch. 354, Sec. 1.) 

21178. The Legisfature finds and decfares all of the following: 
(a) The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in certain regions of the state 
that rate exceeds 13 percent 
(b) The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of 
the Public Resources Code) requires that the environmental impacts of development projects be 
identified and mitigated. . 
( c) The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and comment on the 
environmentai impacts of a project and to paiticipate meaningfully in· the development of 
mitigation measures for potentially significant environmental impacts. 
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( d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the state that would replace 
old and outmoded facilities with new job-creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while 
also establishing new, cutting-edge environmental benefits to those regions. 
(e) These projects are privately financed or financed from revenues generated from the projects 
themselves and do n:ot require taxpayer financing. 
(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs during construction and 
thousands of additional permanent jobs once they are constructed and operating. 
(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement nation-leading 
innovative measures that will significantly reduce traffic, air quality, and other significant 
environmental impacts, and fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger 
vehicle trips attributed to the project. · 
(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to other comparable 
projects in the United States. 
(i) The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented streamlining benefits under 
the California Environmental Quality Act for projects that provide the benefits described above 
for a limited period of time to put people to work as soon as possible. 

21180. For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following meanings: 
(a) "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its affiliates, or a person or entity that 
undertakes a public works project, that proposes a project and its successors, heirs, and 
assignees. _. 
(b) "Enviromnental leadership development project," "leadership project," or "project" means a 
project as described in Section 21065 that is on~ the following: · 
(1) A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project 
that is certified as LEED silver or better by the United States Green Building Council and, where 
applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for transportation efficiency than for 
comparable projects. These projects must be located on an infill site. For a project that is within a 
metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable communities strategy or alternative 
planning strategy is in effect, the infill project shall be consistent with the general use 
designation, density, building int~nsity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in 
either a sustainable communities ~trategy or arr,alternative planning strategy, for which the State 
Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 65080 of the Govenunent Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's 
determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy 
would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(2) A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity exclusively through wind or solar, 
but not including waste incineration or conversion. 
(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures products, equipment, or components 
used for renewable energy generation, energy efficiency, or for the production of clean 
alternative fuel vehicles. 
( c) "Transportation efficiency" means the number of vehicle trips by employees, visitors, . or 
customers of the residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, ente1tainment, or recreational 
use project divided by the total number of employees, visitors, and customers. 

21181. This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify a project as an 
environmental leadership development project eligible for streamlining provided pursuant to this 
chapter prior to January 1, 2016. · 

21182. A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the Governor for 
certification that the leadership project is eligible for streamlining provided by. this chapter. The 
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person shall supply evidence and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a 
decision on the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the public at 
least 15 days before the Governor certifies a project pursuant to this chapter. 

2118 3. The Governor may certify a leadership project -for streamlining-pursuant.to-this chapter if 
all the following conditions are met: 
(a) The project will result in a minimil.m investment of one hundred million dollars 
($100,000,000) in California upon completion of construction. 
(b) The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing wages and living wages 
and provide construction jobs and permanent jobs for Californians, and helps reduce 
unemployment. For pruposes of this subdivision, "jobs that pay prevailing wages" means that all 
construction workers employed in the execution of the project will receive at least the general 
prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic area, as detennined by the 
Director of Industrial Relations pursuant to Sections 1 773 and 1773 .9 of the Labor Code. If the 
project is certified for streamlining, the project applicant shall include this . .requirement in .. all 
contracts for the performance of the work. 
(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of greenhouse gases, including 
greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as determined. by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) of the Health and 
Safety Code. 
(d) The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable agreement that all mitigation 
measures requrred pursuant to this division to certify the projeet under this chapter shall be 
conditions of approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable by the lead 
agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In the case of environmental mitigation 
measures, the applicant agrees, as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored 
and enforeed by the lead agency for the life of the obligation. 
(e) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in hearing and deciding 
any case, including payment of the costs for the appointment of a special master if deemed 
appropriate by the court, in a f~rm and manrier specified by the Judicial Council, as provided in 
the Rules of Court adopted by tp,e Judicial Council pursuant to subdivision (1) of Sectiop 21185. 
(f) The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the administrative record for the 
project concurrent with review and consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a 
form and manner.specified by the lead agency for the project. 

21184. (a) The Governor may certify a project for strc;amlining pursuant to this chapter if it 
complies with the conditions specified in Section 21183 . 
(b) (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a dete1mination that each of the 
conditions specified in Section 21183 has been met. These findings are not subject to judicial 
review. 
(2) (A) If the Governor dete1mines that a leadership project is eligible for streamlining pursuant 
to this chapter, he or she shall submit that deternrination, and any supporting information, to the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and concurrence or nonconcurrence. 
(B) Within 30 days of receiving the detennination, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee shall 
concur or nonconcur in writing on the dete1mination. 
(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur or nonconcur on a determination by 
the Governor within 30 days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be certified. 
(c) The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and certification of projects 
pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the 
mlemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
Section 11340) of Pait 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code). 
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21185. On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to establish 
procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or 
annul the certification of the environmental impact report for an environmental leadership 
development project certified by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any 
project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any potential appeals 
therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certification of the record of proceedings pursuant to 
Section 21186. 

21186. Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certification of the administrative 
record for a leadership project certified by the Governor shall be performed in the following 
manner: 
(a) The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative record pursuant to this 
division concurrently with the administrative process. 
(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record shall be posted on, and 
be downl~adable from, an Internet Web site maintained by the lead agency commencing with the 
date of the release of the draft environmental impact report. 
( c) The lead age:ncy shall make available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format 
the draft environmental impact report and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by; the 
lead ·agency in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report. 
(d) A documentprepared by the lead agency_ or submitted by the applicant after the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report that is a part of the record of the proceedings 
shall be made available to the public in a readily accessible electronic format within five 
business days after the document is released or received by the lead agency. 
(e) The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to be submitted in a readily 
accessible electronic format, and shall make any comment available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format within five days of its receipt. 
(f) Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not in an electronic 
format, the lead agency shall convert that comment into a readily accessible electronic format 
and make it available to the p11blic in that format. 
(g) Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), in~lusive; documents submitted to or relied on by the 
lead agency that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not 
required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-protected 
documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these documents available in an electronic 
format no later than the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within 
five business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead agency after the release of 
the draft enviromneutal impact report. The index must specify the libraries or lead agency offices 
in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review. 
(h) The lead· agency shall certify the final administrative record within five days of its approval 
of the project. 
(i) Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved by the superior court. 
Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a party disputing the content of the record shall file a 
motion to augment the record at the time it files its initial brief. 
G) The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e) of Section 
21167.6. 

21187. Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership development 
project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the applicant's expense, issue a public 
notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following: 
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"THE APPLICANT BAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, 
AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY WDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR Tiffi APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN 
THE -BIR -IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 
21186, INCLUSNE, OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 
(COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW." 

The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required for public notices issued 
pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Section 21092. 

21188. The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter or its 
application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affec~ any other provision or application 
that can be given effect without the invalid provision or applfoation. 

21189. Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this chapter affects the 
duty of any party to comply with this division. 

21189.1. If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certified by the 
Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the· certification expires and is no longer valid. 

21189.2. The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 2015, on 
the effects of this chapter, which shall include, but not be limited to, a description of the l?enefits, 
costs, and detriments of the certification ofleadership ·projects pursuant to this chapter. 

21189.3. This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that date is repealed 
unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date. 

Lisa M. Webber, 
Deputy Director of Planning 

L uciralia Ibarra 
Project Coordinator 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd. Case#ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:55 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <emma.riordan@aol.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 4:12 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd. Case#ENV20132552EIR
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

I am opposed to this project:

Traffic.
it is already overly congested.
Developers presentation to community, they claam it will have no significant traffic impact on the area.
Total falsehood.It will
Thorough TRAFFIC STUDIES need to occur.

Height:
It is too tall, out of scale and out of character.
The city needs to give the citizens of this city a break. People live in what will be hidden behind this monster
project. We are a city of HILLS..Just as those who will live behind Millennium/Vine.
Homes in the Millennium area cannot be sold.
This is  a slap in the faces of tax paying citizens, who have invested in an area, their lives and their money.
IT IS TOO TALL

Density:
It is too dense for the area.
What is wrong with the city green lighting these monster projects.in areas whose infrastructure cannot sustain
them.
Oh, campaign contributions. ..Townscape Partners..
Shame!

Aesthetics:
UGLY.
Totally out of character with the existing historic communities that surround it.
Bigger is NOT better.

Bike racks:
Way too many bike racks.
No one is riding bikes, some that have have died.
There are no bike lanes and this kind of encouragement from the delusional city politicians will just add to the
bike fatalities. 
The city needs to stop encouraging this nonsense in lieu of parking spaces.

The city needs to stop giving developers everything and the PEOPLE WHO LIVE HERE NOTHING..
These developments are inhumane.

mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
http://projects.in/
mailto:emma.riordan@aol.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C55



1/21/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd. Case#ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14b0e10c7be8a957&siml=14b0e10c7be8a957 2/2

Emma RIordan
36 year Hollywood homeowner
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: ENVIRONMENTAL AND ASTHETIC CONCERNS THAT ARE NOT
ADDRESSED IN THE DEIR FOR 8150 SUNSET BOULEVARD  THE
STRUCTURE PROPOSED BY TOWNSCAPE AT THE SW CORNER OF SUNSET
AND CRESCENT HEIGHTS BOULEVARDS

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:36 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 7:06 PM
Subject: ENVIRONMENTAL AND ASTHETIC CONCERNS THAT ARE NOT ADDRESSED IN THE DEIR FOR
8150 SUNSET BOULEVARD  THE STRUCTURE PROPOSED BY TOWNSCAPE AT THE SW CORNER OF
SUNSET AND CRESCENT HEIGHTS BOULEVARDS
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "tom.labonge@lacity.org"
<tom.labonge@lacity.org>, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>
Cc: "mac@macfly.com" <mac@macfly.com>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>, Rory Barish
<n2swimng@aol.com>, Jay Grodin <jgrodin@wkmgroup.com>

Dear All,

the DEIR for 8150 SUNSET BOULEVARD is deficient in its presentation, discussion, and evaluation of the
aesthetic qualities needed to create a portal or doorway into iconic and historically significant Hollywood.
None of the questions mentioned below 

are adequately studied, discussed, presented or evaluated in the document; therefore, further studies are
required.

One of the most disappointing aspects of building scale of 8150 Sunset Boulevard to be considered is that of
bulk, or the apparent massiveness of a building in relation to its surroundings. A building may appear to have
great bulk whether or not it is of 

extraordinary height, and the result can be a blocking of near and distant views and a disconcerting
dominance of the skyline and the neighborhood. The users of modern building space may find these bulky
forms cheaper to build, and the forms may seem 

logical for combining several uses in a single development, but such considerations do not measure the
external effects upon the cities of Los Angeles and West Hollywood. Neither height limits nor limits upon the
amounts of floor space permitted will directly 

control excessive bulk, and therefore specific attention to this problem is called for. Furthermore, there is
scant attention payed to the Lytton Center and EXACTLY how it would be included in any of the plans.

mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:jgrodin@wkmgroup.com
mailto:n2swimng@aol.com
mailto:jonathan.brand@lacity.org
mailto:mac@macfly.com
mailto:nemorose@sbcglobal.net
mailto:adarasalim@gmail.com
mailto:mac@macfly.com
mailto:tom.labonge@lacity.org
mailto:tom.labonge@lacity.org
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C56
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The apparent bulk of a building depends primarily upon two factors: the amount of wall surface that is visible,

and the degree to which the structure extends above its surroundings. Accordingly, a plan seeking to avoid

excessive bulkiness must consider the existing scale of development in each area of the city and the effects of

topographic form in exposing building sites to widespread view.

The largest potential building sites present the greatest problems and challenges for moderation of building

form. On these sites, normal controls over the form and intensity of construction that are intended primarily

for smaller sites have less precision, and the external effects of large developments upon the surrounding area

and upon the city may be far greater. The stakes are high for both the developers and the future of the city,

with a resulting tendency toward controversy and frustration, and unfortunate divisive effects in the

community. For these reasons, it is essential that the City of Los Angeles pay more attention to the needs of

the residents surrounding this behemoth, proposed structure and the disastrous impacts it will have on

blocking views both from the South looking up at the West Hollywood and Hollywood Hills and from the

hills, looking South.

MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE HISTORIC HOLLYWOOD CITY

PATTERN, THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.

As Los Angeles grows and changes, new development can and must be fitted in with established city and

neighborhood patterns in a complementary fashion. Harmony with existing development requires careful

consideration of the character of the surroundings at each construction site. The scale of each new building

must be related to the prevailing height and bulk in the area, and to the wider effects upon the skyline, views

and topographic form. Designs for buildings on large sites have the most widespread effects and require the

greatest attention.

These policies should be discussed in depth and extensive discussions are needed to explain how the new

project blends in with the historic, iconic nature of the corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Boulevard 

the Gateway to Hollywood.. The proposed project appears to violate nearly every aspect of this element of

the Hollywood Plan, and there are no discussions at all in the DEIR to explain how the project can violate

the guiding principals of Sensible Urban Design for Major New Developments yet still not cause a significant

impact requiring mitigation. Without the discussion, the DEIR is completely inadequate. The DEIR also lacks

any discussion or reconciliation of these important design principles:

 
The relationship of a building's size and shape to its visibility in the cityscape, to important natural features
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and to existing development determines whether it will have a pleasing or a disruptive effect on the image and

character of the city.

Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural land forms, block views, and

generally disrupt the character of the city.

C. Low, smallerscale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in the valleys between complement

topographic forms and permit uninterrupted view

buildings which meet the ground and reflect the slope of the hill relate to the land form.

The use of unusual shapes for tall office, hotel or apartment buildings detracts from the clarity of urban form
by competing for attention with buildings of greater public significance. The juxtaposition of several such
unusual shapes may create visual disorder.

A long or wide building becomes excessively bulky in appearance when its height significantly exceeds that of

buildings in the surrounding area.

A bulky building creates the most visual disruption when seen from a distance as the dominant silhouette
against a background and/or foreground of much smaller structures.

There is no discussion in the DEIR of the principals noted above from the aspects of appropriate and

aesthetic urban design element of  merely a conclusion that the building is not disruptive and causes no

significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the facts, any reasonable discussion or reconciliation

of the principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to how the

proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the

erroneous conclusions of no impacts or less than significant impacts.

Promote harmony in the visual relationships and
transitions between new and older buildings.
New buildings should be made sympathetic to the scale, form and proportion of older development. This can

often be done by repeating existing building lines and surface treatment. Where new buildings reach

exceptional height and bulk, large surfaces should be articulated and textured to reduce their apparent size

and to reflect the pattern of older buildings.

Although contrasts and juxtapositions at the edges of districts of different scale are sometimes pleasing, the

transitions between such districts should generally be gradual in order to make the city's larger pattern visible
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and avoid overwhelming of the district of smaller scale. In transitions between districts and between

properties, especially in areas of high intensity, the lower portions of buildings should be designed to promote

easy circulation, good access to transit, good relationships among open spaces and maximum penetration of

sunlight to the ground level.  There is no discussion in the DEIR of the principals noted above from

appropriate and aesthetic urban design elements needed for significant and important Los Angeles

locations merely a conclusion that the building is not disruptive and causes no significant impact

—a bare conclusion not supported by the facts, any reasonable discussion or reconciliation of the

principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to how the

proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form of the existing neighborhood so as to

reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or less than significant impacts.

I thank you for looking into this matter and recommending further study and discussion of the
above points.

Alexandra Rose, Producer
Alex Rose Productions
8291 Presson Pl.
Los Angeles, CA 90069
(323) 6548662
(213) 5076616 = cell

CHAIR
Special Projects and Industry Initiatives
Lawrence and Kristina Dodge College of Film and Media Arts
Chapman University
arose@chapman.edu
(714)7447941

tel:%28213%29%20507-6616
tel:%28714%29744-7941
mailto:arose@chapman.edu
tel:%28323%29%20654-8662
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: IN REFERENCE TO CITY CASE NUMBER ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:41 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 9:36 PM
Subject: IN REFERENCE TO CITY CASE NUMBER ENV20132552EIR
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "tom.labonge@lacity.org"
<tom.labonge@lacity.org>, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana,

Thank you very much for your kind
assistance.

Kindly note the questions regarding
traffic (below) that the 8150 EIR doesn't
adequately address or explain; therefore,
these concerns need to be responded to
with corresponding facts and figures and
recorded in the L.A. Planning Department
Records as well as being passed on to the
consultants responsible for this
inadequate report.

mailto:tom.labonge@lacity.org
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 PERSONAL "RESEARCH" ON DETRIMENTAL
TRAFFIC EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED 8150
PROJECT AND THE EIR THE PROJECT
MANAGERS HAVE "PUBLISHED."

1) The dangers and increased congestion that will result in removing the

current right turn lane which eases traffic blockages at the Southwest

corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights:

      a) Having tried to turn right (as the DEIR recommends) from the eastern edge of

the traffic island, a normal sized car (in my case, a Toyota Highlander Hybrid)

cannot make the turn without invading the outside southbound lane of traffic  the

lane closest to the northbound traffic. Thus, almost any vehicle will invade the

second lane while making a right turn; and after experimenting again driving our

Suburban, a vehicle of that size also invades the left turn lane of the NORTHBOUND

traffic.  A Suburban is not an extremely large vehicle  many standard pickup trucks

and freight trucks are larger than a Suburban  and ALL of them would be invading

the leftturn lane of the NORTHBOUND traffic if the current easyaccess right turn

land is closed. This would lead to a lane closure for the Northbound traffic on

Crescent Heights as it moves North into Laurel Canyon.

      b) An additional problem with the closure of the easyaccess right turn lane is

that when turning right around the triangle, drivers will be forced to wait for ALL

PEDESTRIANS crossing Crescent Heights.  A) This takes "forever" as there are
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always numerous stragglers paying little heed to the duration of the crossing light;

so by the time the last pedestrian completes his crossing, the SOUTHBOUND

vehicles on Crescent Heights are already crossing the intersection on their way to

Fountain Ave., and it's impossible to break into this steady stream of traffic as one

tries  in vain  to complete a right turn to drive south.  This results in a massive tie

up and buildup of the East bound traffic behind the vehicle making the slow, unto

impossible right turn.

c) The traffic island acts as a "safety buffer" and several minutes of "free" time (as

the pedestrians take a few minutes to cross the rather large triangle) for the easy

access right turning traffic to accomplish their turns into the Southbound Crescent

Heights traffic flow. Kindly bear in mind, there is a STOP SIGN allowing

"safe"passage into the Southbound traffic. 

2) The misguided concept of adding yet another traffic light at the corner of

Sunset and Havenhurst.

     a) This concept, mentioned both in the DEIR and in the meeting on the 8th will

have disastrous consequences for the already congested EastWest traffic on

Sunset Boulevard.  First of all, besides the stoplight on Crescent Heights, there is

another traffic light 2 and 1/2 blocks West on the Corner of Roxbury Road and

Sunset Boulevard that creates traffic tieups during morning and evening rush hour

traffic.  The light seems perpetually badly timed as one often waits far too long for it

to change; and Roxbury Road dies into Sunset, so traffic waits for the almost non

existent vehicles to turn onto Sunset (right and left) from a tiny, almost private road
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on which there are 45 residences.  THREE TRAFFIC LIGHTS in a THREE

BLOCK area in two different municipalities seems fraught with further congestive

issues.

b) Furthermore since two of these lights would be the province of the city of L.A. and

the third (Roxbury Road) would be in West Hollywood, there is little hope of ever

getting the two traffic departments to synchronize the lights  as they haven't been

able to work it out since the Roxbury light was installed  approximately 8 years ago.

3) The DEEPLY misguided idea of installing a new light on the corner of

Havenhurst and Fountain Avenue.

a) Again, the amount of feet from the stop light at Crescent Heights and a new one

installed on the corner of Havenhurst seems to be less than 100 feet; it would be

wise to measure this exactly; and to regulate traffic twice in such a short distance

guarantees that there would be traffic trailing into the NorthSouth traffic flow of

Crescent Heights at almost every change of the light.  There will always be drivers

who think they can scrunch in to the traffic ahead of them to "beat" the light; and the

result is to disrupt, not only the East=West traffic  but all the pedestrians crossing

who will be endangered as they are required to walk around the cars blocking their

crosswalk. And with less than 100 feet of squeezein space, cars will always "trail"

into the intersection behind the two lights

b) This same "trailing" phenomenon will be exhibited at the Sunset and Havenhurst

dual stoplights also.
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Sincerely,

Alexandra Rose, 
   Producer
Alex Rose Productions

8291 Presson Pl.
Los Angeles, CA 90069
(323) 6548662
(213) 5076616 = cell

CHAIR
Special Projects and Industry Initiatives
Lawrence and Kristina Dodge College of Film
and Media Arts
Chapman University

arose@chapman.edu
(714)7447941

tel:%28714%29744-7941
mailto:arose@chapman.edu
tel:%28213%29%20507-6616
tel:%28323%29%20654-8662
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Fwd: Save Sunset Boulevard! 
1 message 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Wed, Jan 21 , 2015 at 11 :50 AM 

--- Forwarded message --
From: michael shores <mshores90069@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 1 :06 PM 
Subject: Save Sunset Boulevard! 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard .com 

This is Michael Shores. 

I have lived in the area above Sunset Bl\,{j behind the Chateau Marmont for 20+ years. 

This neighborhood pays a lot of taxes and feels that the City of L.A. is only thinking of itself with these gigantic 
high-rise projects that benefit no one but the city's tax collectors. 

This 8150 Sunset project will send the intersection back to the level it was in the '60s by taking away the right 
hand turn lane. Their stealing of light and view and the main causation of horrendous traffic without benefit of 
mass transit is an abomination of what a modern city should be. 

Please find attached my letter of protest against this project. 

Michael Shores 
323. 791.9433 
mshores90069@gmail .com 
AIM : moeron2000 
SKYPE: michaelshores 

t!j 81 SOSunsetProjectConcern_Michae IShores.pdf 
?OK 
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TO: PUBLIC COMMENTS, L.A. CITY PLANNING DEPT. 

RE: 8150 Sunset Project 

VIA EMAIL: planning.envreview@lacity.org 

Save Sunset Blvd! 

I've lived in the neighborhood of Marmont Avenue & Hollywood Blvd since 1978 and 
have been a permanent resident since 1995. I own 2 properties on Marmont Avenue 
at 1676 & 1682. 

The intersection at Sunset & Crescent Heights is already lacking enough lanes and 
smart planning to deal with the present traffic much less the increase of 20,000 cars a 
day that studies show the 8150 project will bring to this neighborhood. It will 
drastically increase the flow of traffic into the surrounding neighborhoods. 

With the advent of traffic Apps like Waze, Hollywood Blvd between Laurel Canyon & 
Kings Road is already becoming a congested thoroughfare of commuters trying to 
avoid the intersection of Laurel Canyon & Sunset. Neighbors walk their dogs and 
exercise along this section of Hollywood Blvd that was once a peaceful neighborhood 
street. We now compete for space with drivers that are desperate for a short cut and 
speed around blind corners barely missing pedestrians. I've made attempts to bring 
this to the City's attention before by writing our district office and requesting speed 
bumps to slow cars down on this section of Hollywood between Laurel Canyon and 
King's Road. The City wouldn't allow it. The Fire Department needs the ability to make 
quick access to the surrounding neighborhood. Speed bumps would impede their 
efforts. This 8150 Sunset project is grossly over-sized for this area and will only make 
our neighborhood more congested. It's only a matter of time where we'll no doubt see 
an increase in car accidents involving pedestrians because more reckless drivers are 
speeding through our neighborhood. 

Taking away the right hand turn lane on the east bound side of Sunset Blvd is like 
returning this intersection to the Stone Age of the '60s, when the music dub Pandora's 
Box used to occupy the corner before the right hand turn lane ever existed. 

In the 4 decades since the intersection of Sunset and Laurel Cyn I Crescent Heights 
hasn't changed. The traffic certainly has. The intersection has become a major 
commuter thoroughfare. Laurel Canyon now has less navigable traffic lanes due to 
mudslides in the 2004/2005 rainy season, which still haven't been repaired. 

This intersection is jammed on the best of days by impatient, distracted drives who are 
reckless because they're trying to make up time stuck in traffic. Drivers run red lights at 
that intersection all the time. I've seen numerous accidents of cars colliding with 
motorcyclists and bike riders. A Ghost Bike stands at this turbulent intersection, not as 

1682 Marmont Avenue, LA, CA 90069 Q) 323.791.9433 J;;I, mshores90069@gmail.com Q) michaelshores 
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a tribute to the dead, nameless cyclist who was struck and killed by a motorist, but a 
warning to other bikers: this is a dangerous place; avoid it. So it is completely absurd 
that this developer pretends to understand the bike culture of LA and thinks they can 
mitigate the additional 20,000 cars a day by installing 900 bike parking spaces. This is 
political comedy at it's most preposterous. No one rides a bike as a commuter on 
Laurel Canyon. It is extremely disappointing that a Mayor who takes such pride in 
promoting CyclAvia events as L.A.'s vision of the future is so blind and out of touch 
with reality. His commitment to CyclAvia is more obviously focused on finding ways 
for developers to accrue Bonus points to push their projects past what the normal 
neighborhood codes would allow. 

No one in the City Planning Department or Mayor's office could repute the idea that 
the city has lagged in providing more expansive rapid transit to an ever-growing city. 
L.A. may be proud of its bus lanes but they are few and far between and don't exist at 
the Sunset I Crescent Heights intersection. In reality those Rapid Buses are stuck in 
traffic like everyone else. There is no place to pull out of the main lanes of traffic to 
keep it flowing. 

These developers have provided no facility for rapid transit or bus lanes or even a bus 
turnout lane for passengers to get on and off that might replace the right-hand turn 
lane they propose to get rid of. It's ridiculous that they think adding green space will 
help people get to work faster and safer. This is a huge fail in logic in both Planning 
and the Mayor's office, who may see a greatly increased tax base revenue stream but is 
ignoring the residents of a historic area that in the aggregate pay a very large amount 
of property taxes. Buses take up precious lanes of traffic. Drivers in a hurry, late for 
work, pull around the buses in unsafe maneuvers. Accidents will only increase. 

I've been victim to 2 serious accidents within the area of that intersection of Sunset & 
Crescent Heights, both times resulting in totaled cars and months of physical therapy 
due to my injuries. In one accident my car was hit so hard that I was knocked 
unconscious and with the force of the impact my car was pushed so far away that when 
the fire department arrived they didn't even think I was part of the accident scene. 

Don't let these developers make an already dangerous intersection even worse. This 
development at 8150 Sunset must be stopped! 

Save Sunset Blvd! 

Michael Shores 
1682 Marmont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 

.c .. , 1682 Marmont Avenue, LA, CA 90069 (l 323.791.9433 Q mshores90069@gmail.com 0 michaelshores 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Comments

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:42 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <DrMSommers@aol.com>
Date: Tue, Jan 20, 2015 at 6:48 AM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Comments
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com

To whom it may concern:
I have been a resident in Laurel Canyon since 1984.  In moving to the hills, I was trading the
convenience of being in the city, with the peace and quiet of being in the hills at the end of a
long day.  My usual commute is approximately 15 minutes.  Over the years, as the area has
developed, and Sunset boulevard has become more congested, I have alternated between
Laurel Canyon and Coldwater Canyon as my routes.  
In recent years, the congestion has become increasingly difficult to negotiate.  My commute has
increased to 25 minutes going to work, and it can take me up to an hour to get home.  I cannot
entertain early in the evening as people refuse to attempt to come here given that the traffic is
so bad, it will add a minimum of 30 minutes to any commute.
Please consider a low density project for further development in the area.
Thank you.
Mason A. Sommers

mailto:DrMSommers@aol.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:info@savesunsetboulevard.com
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: Sunset EIR letter

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:35 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Lauren Soroky <lsoroky@gmail.com>
Date: Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 6:10 PM
Subject: Fwd: Sunset EIR letter
To: Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org

 Forwarded message 
From: Lauren Soroky <lsoroky@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Dec 18, 2014 at 4:07 PM
Subject: Sunset EIR letter
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist
City of Los Angeles Planning Department

(re: 8150 Sunset proposed development)

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana,

I want to voice my support for the 8150 Sunset project.  Like the vast majority of residents of this city, I
am a renter that lives in an apartment.  My apartment is what I call home, because that is what it is.  I do
not own a home, nor do I live in the Hollywood Hills.  For most residents of this city, owning a home,
especially one in the luxury neighborhood that is the Hollywood Hills, is simply not an option.  It angers
me in fact, when the creation of new rental apartments is looked down upon because that's not what
certain people "want in their neighborhood".  

Higher density is a good thing, and one of the main reasons I support this project.  While our
neighborhoods are what make Los Angeles special, we simply need more high density neighborhoods. 
The preponderance of single family homes and the lack of more densely built apartments and mixed use
buildings continues to create an environment where only the rich are able to live and anyone who doesn't
have a massive income is priced out.  It's also not good enough to say we need more housing
(we desperately do!) but not support it in your neighborhood - that's insincere.  

Mixed use is a good thing and helps me do things without the assistance of my car.  Walking, biking,
buses and trains are old ideas that went by the wayside when our city planners created a car-
centric infrastructure.  We can't continue to have the car as the only mode of transportation - that has
actually led to many of the problems the city faces today, including lack of transportation, pollution, and
failing infrastructure.

mailto:jonathan.brand@lacity.org
mailto:Srimal.Hewawitharana@lacity.org
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Building higher and building denser is simply more efficient.  It will reduce traffic impacts, it will
reduce environmental impacts, and most importantly it will allow people the opportunity to live in the area
without needing the bankroll to buy a house.

Many people work in Hollywood.  Many people work in West Hollywood.  It's counterproductive to not
put housing, especially affordable housing, here (where it's needed).

Best regards,

Lauren Soroky
7940 Blackburn
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd.

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:39 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Melody St. John <melody.stjohn@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 4:44 PM
Subject: Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd.
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

 Forwarded message 
From: Melody St. John <melody.stjohn@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 3:33 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd.
To: srimalhewawitharana@lacity.org

To whom this may concern,

I am a concerned neighbor that lives across the street at 1525 N. Crescent Hgts Blvd.  In the triangle that our
home sits there are 9 single family homes where they are listed at multi family on every plan that I have seen. 
Our homes were built in the 1920's and are historically significant to the area.  Traffic is already an issue but the
impact that this building will bring is inconceivable.  The stress on the infrastructure, ie water, sewers, and
electrical should also be seriously considered.  

With the recent water main breaks this should just be a wake up call to the city on how badly needed are other
improvements instead
of building yet another mixed use permitted building that brings the extra taxes to the city.  I understand how one
supports the other but the impact on this area would be substantial.

Because of the extra traffic and gridlock the services provided by police and fire will also be affected.  PLEASE,
PLEASE do not permit a highrise at 8150 Sunset Blvd. go forward.

Homeowner and concerned citizens,
Paul and Melody St John
1525 N. Crescent Hgts Blvd.
Los Angeles, Ca.  90046

mailto:melody.stjohn@gmail.com
mailto:srimalhewawitharana@lacity.org
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: Addendum to Draft EIR Letter 1425 N. Crescent Heights Boulevard

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:35 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Jsumer <jsumer@aol.com>
Date: Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 11:17 AM
Subject: Addendum to Draft EIR Letter 1425 N. Crescent Heights Boulevard
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana:

This is an addendum to my letter dressed to you dated January 12,  2015.

Looking at the current plans for the development of 8150 Sunset Boulevard, the developer is planning to construct
a solid wall, 49 feet high, on the north and west side of my building.  This wall would be higher than my building
by at lease 10 feet.  On the north side of the property, the wall would be only four feet from the bedroom windows
on that side of the building!

Please have the EIR consultant evaluate the impact of this plan on the noise, heat, air circulation and quality of
life now enjoyed by those who live at 1425 N. Crescent Heights.  Please review especially the problems which
will be caused by the reflected light and heat on the north side of my building.

Thank you very much.

Julie D. Summers
Owner
323 656 7400

mailto:jsumer@aol.com
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:59 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: grafton tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 3:04 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Craig Clark <craig@roundabout.com>, Julie Summers <jsumer@aol.com>, Ric Abramson
<ric@workplays.com>, Lynn Russell <lenabydesign@mac.com>, Sheri Lin <SJLin1@aol.com>, Rory Barish
<n2swimng@aol.com>, markh@industrialcreative.com, Karen Demille <karendemille@gmail.com>, Christopher
Rice <c.rice78@yahoo.com>, Scott Lunceford <slunceford@weho.org>, Cyd Zeigler <cydzeiglerjr@gmail.com>,
Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell.net>, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, tony tucci
<radiocave@earthlink.net>

Please see the attached response to the DEIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard.
 
Grafton P.Tanquary
President
Crescent Heights – Havenhurst Neighborhood Preservation Association.
323.656.8779
gpt1287@sbcglobal.net
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Comments

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:40 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Frank Taplin <franktaplin@yahoo.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 7:05 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Comments
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

I am a resident of the City of Los Angeles. Although my home or work is not within sight of the proposal
at 8150 Sunset, I am frequently in this area. 

I am very opposed to the project as presented by the developer. The scale is far to large and tall for
this location, and if allowed to progress it will set a precedent that will have even further negative
impacts on this area. Please think of the precedent you'll be setting. In addition, some of the specific
aspects of the proposal are insulting and laughable, such as eliminating the right turn lane onto
Crescent Heights and not providing adequate open space on the parcel.

The LA City Planning Dept. has made so many mistakes over many years, please don't let this be
another one.

Thank you,
Frank Taplin
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https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=14b0e01e8d501353&siml=14b0e01e8d501353 1/2

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Jan 21, 2015 at 11:39 AM
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Gregory Widen <gregorywiden@mac.com>
Date: Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 6:36 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: nfo@savesunsetboulevard.com

Dear sir/madam,

I am writing in opposition to the submitted EIR for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. This proposed
development is completely out of scale for the neighborhood and besides being a blight on the skyline (When it's
not actually blocking it) will cause a traffic nightmare at an already stressed intersection.

The predicted traffic impact in the EIR is completely dishonest in my opinion since it quotes a current level of
entrances and exits that would be equal to what is currently the traffic level at the Target complex at Santa
Monica and La Brea. No sane person believes the same number of cars currently use the 8150 space.

This is clearly a way, through using false numbers, that the developer hopes to portray his development as having
no real traffic impact. It's simply not true. Even managers of the lot have quoted personally to me traffic numbers
twothird less than what is stated in the EIR. As a resident who lives a mere few blocks of 8150 north of Sunset,
this will mean a nightmare getting in and out of our neighborhood and, as a former city firefighter, I know it will
only increase response times from station 41 on Gardner to our area.

I am not opposed to sane development at the site. The mix used development that went in at the DGA parking lot
down the street works well with its neighbors, and while the Trader Joe/theatre complex across the street from
8150 is ugly, it doesn't dominate the neighborhood. This proposal does. There's a better way to utilize this parcel
to the benefit of the city and its neighbors.

In short:

This is an ugly, out of scale development that will destroy the character of our neighborhood and create public
safety problems.

This is a greedy development since saner, lower scale developments are the norm for the area and is something I
and my neighbors would support.

The submitted EIR is a dishonest document that should be thrown out and sent back to the drawing boards (it
actually contains sentences like "This development generally conforms to the city plan" GENERALLY? Either
you conform or you don't!)

Thank you for your consideration

Gregory Widen
8267 Hollywood Blvd LA CA 90069

mailto:nfo@savesunsetboulevard.com
mailto:gregorywiden@mac.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
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(residence is .02 miles from the site)



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Randy Myer 
Rmyer813@gmail.com 
1969 De Mille Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90027 

Randy Myer <rmyer813@gmail.com> Tue, Jan 27, 2015 at 11:24 AM 
To: planning.em.re\Aew@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 

Jonathan, 
I is not send this letter. I do not know who did. Did it come from my email? Someone hacked me if it did. I 
would newr write such a long letter and, as chair of zoning for LFIA, I would newr send a personal letter like 
this. LFIA sends letters when our board approws them, on our letterhead. 

I know nothing about this project as it is not in the Los Feliz area. Please disregard. 

Thanks, 
Randy Myer 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.em.re\Aew@lacity.org> 
To: Randy Myer <rmyer813@gmail.com> 
Cc: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 

Good afternoon Randy, 

Tue, Jan 27, 2015 at 12:24 PM 

I beliew this is a form letter where you enter in your information and it is sent on your behalf. I am sorry if you did 
not send this. We haw receiwd many that appear to all ha\e the same text. 

Kind regards, 

[Quoted text hidden] 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Opposition
1 message

Debmican@aol.com <Debmican@aol.com> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 3:48 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Gentlemen,
 
As a resident of Laurel Canyon for 35 years,
I have to say.............what could you possibly be thinking????
A skyscraper on the corner????
There are a million reasons not to allow this.
Just pick one and say no.
 
Thank you,
 
Deborah Cannon
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset
1 message

Meher Dhondy <meherdhondy@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 12:45 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear sirs,
We are extremely concerned about the traffic at the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heighhts blvd.
Removing that right turn lane is a truly bad idea.
How can  the city of Los Angeles let a developer hijack public space?
 This is not in the best interests of the public.
Please review this decision
Thanks
Meher
Sent from my iPad
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

RE: [Case #ENV-2013-2552-EIR] Support of 8150 Sunset Blvd development

Alek <alek3000@sbcglobal.net> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 12:01 PM
Reply-To: Alek <alek3000@sbcglobal.net>
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear City of LA:
   
I am a local resident, and am in full  support of the proposed project!
     
The project looks beautiful, modern, pedestrian-friendly, and looks promising to transform the current "third-world"
type of stripmall into a beautiful, 21st-century-type development.
     
I believe, the draft EIR looks great, and I sincerely hope the developments will  indeed materialize, as planned and
explained on the EIR. I love the fact that the 8150 Sunset will  have beautiful tall  buildings, a large pedestrian area with
a water fountain, and a number of restaurants and retail  shops. By the way, I do Not want to see cheap fast-food places
(e.g. McDonalds, Burger King, etc.), as they tend to degrade the area. What my friends and I do want to see is upscale
shops and restaurants, which we will  most certainly visit on a regular basis (assuming the project gets approved)
       
Currently this southwest corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd is an eyesore, keeping many pedestrians away,
especially tourists. Considering that the Sunset Strip is only a few steps away, a major overhaul is needed, and the
proposed project will  satisfy the needs of this neighborhood, while contributing to our economy.
    
Finally, the project will  bring much needed jobs, it will  improve the quality of l ife in the area, and will  add to
walkability and sustainability. I am not concerned about any impact on traffic and parking because - as experience
has shown - such mixed-use developments ultimately do not generate more traffic, but actually reduce car-dependence
by encourage people to walk and using mass transit (instead of driving). I am also aware that Hollywood and West
Hollywood offer plenty of mass transit options, and the Red line subway station is close-by.
   
I hereby request that City of LA approves the EIR - without allowing local opponents to downsize the project - and fully
endorses this beautiful, futuristic project, which is all  but certain to transform the area into a vibrant, family-oriented,
pedestrian-friendly center!
   
Thank you!
 
 - Alexander Friedman
Hollywood, California
(323) 465-8511
 

tel:%28323%29%20465-8511
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

Jamison Jones <jamison@jonesfilms.com> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 3:30 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

We are concerned about the new development planned for the corner of sunset and Crescent Heights.
Not only is the tower over 200 feet, but there is a plan to reduce lanes of traffic to an already congested area.
Please be prudent in your review of the plans for this development and keep in mind the citizens that live in this
area as you make your final decisions.
Thank you
Jamison and Lisa Jones

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

NO
1 message

Devra Korwin <dk@devrakorwin.com> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 4:43 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Really – you’re planning to allow more building and more density on Sunset at Crescent Heights. It will just
cause more traffic and we’ll lose some small businesses. What are you thinking?! I’ve lived in the Canyon for over
20 years and seen it progress from an oasis to a freeway. Is everything greed? My god, use your brains!

 

DEVRA KORWIN, MAOM, PCC

Principal, INTERACTIONS - Effective Communication

Coaching, Organization Development, Training Design/Facilitation

Professional Certified Coach (PCC), International Coach Federation

dk@devrakorwin.com

323-650-4479 (Direct)

323-630-2302 (Cell)
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR
1 message

Larry McQueen <thecollection@earthlink.net> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 1:28 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

November 20, 2014

 

Srimal Hewawitharana

Environmental Analysis Section

Departmet of City Planning

200 M. Spring Street, Room 750

Lo Angeles, California   90012

 

Re: Proposed mixed used construction at 8150 Sunset Blvd.

 

 

Srimal Hewawitharana:

 

I am a home owner in the Hollywood Hills (2225 Nichols Canyon Road, L.A. 90046).  I am writing in opposition to
the proposed project listed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report, City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR.  The
report concerns the proposed mixed use residential and business located at 8150 Sunset Boulevard.

 

I am dismayed that the City is considering the possible construction of yet another mammoth construction in an
area that has been a notoriously busy intersection.  Crescent Heights turns into Lauren Canyon which soon after
turns into a one lane road on each side.  This causes congestion from traffic coming into Hollywood via Laurel
Canyon and especially entering the canyon going to the valley.  This in combination to being the beginning of the
Sunset Strip, which also has major constructions of this size going on adding more people and more cars,
makes it impossible to take those roads.

 

Traffic has always been a problem in the Hollywood area and politicians are always giving lip service to improving
this situation.  But, all that seems to be happening is the approval of yet more and more oversized developments
which bring more people into the area.  It’s a pipe dream that the people are not going to be coming in and out of
these areas by the use of cars.  The politicians know this, but I’m offended that the concern seems to be more
with revenue generation vs. improving the quality of life for those that live in the area.
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I highly oppose the construction of such a large project that would add to the nightmare of getting home

 

Concerned,

 

 

Larry McQueen

2225 Nichols Canyon Road

Los Angeles, CA  90046

 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd. Proposed Project
1 message

Randall Rumage <rumage@pacbell.net> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 3:50 PM
Reply-To: Randall Rumage <rumage@pacbell.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Please register my objection to this proposed project.  I have read the plans and can see that there is no
way that traffic at this intersection can accommodate this kind of growth.  Having lived near Sunset
Blvd. for 31 years, it has gotten to the point where one avoids it at all costs because it's becoming
impassible, making it dangerous for emergency personnel to cross Sunset to get to those in critical
need.  We must end this uncontrolled development.

Randall Rumage
1910 Mt. Olympus Dr.
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Please stop the plans
1 message

Miriam Stark <miriamstark44@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 5:02 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Of the proposed construction on Sunset and Crescent Heights!
Sunset is already impossible, especially west of Crescent Heights. The traffic congestion is severe during rush
hours. It's insane to think that the impact on traffic will be minimal with the added complex.

Plans change and reality check hits us over the head as the towers are being built west of La Cienega and the
street is a nightmare to drive through.

Please don't allow for this project to continue.

Sincerely,
Miriam Stark

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Draft EIR Response
1 message

Michael Black <blackmb@aol.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 2:32 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dr Mr. Hewawitharana,

I have lived at the Colonial House on Havenhurst for approximately 34 years. During this time, I have seen the
traffic grow in the neighborhood and have heard the noise level rise - especially on weekends - until it has become
unbearable. I assume the clubs have spent a lot of money paying off officials to not close them down when the
music is blaring.

The size of the intended development is ridiculously too high, ruining views for those living at the historic site that
is the Colonial House. The amount of traffic coming in and out - caused by the intended development - is insane.

I have no problem with a development on the corner of my street. The current one is an eyesore. The plans,
however, are outrageous. I understand also that the units will all be for rent. We do not need more transients in
the neighborhood, especially with the creation of apps that people use to rent out their home and apartments
while they are away.

Because the site is between Los Angeles and West Hollywood, the developers have clearly thrown their money
toward getting a variance from the City of Los Angeles. I fear that the police and fire departments will not be able
to service my home in the event of an emergency.

Sincerely,
Michael Black

---
Michael Black Management, Inc.
9701 Wilshire Blvd., 10th Floor
Beverly Hills, CA  90212
Office: 310-651-3081
Fax: 310-651-3083
blackmb@aol.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Project
1 message

BETTY JANE CALIFORNIA <bjbruck2@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 9:05 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

PLEASE RECONSIDER THE PLANS FOR 8150 SUNSET BLVD.
THE DEVELOPMENT WOULD BE A DISASTER FOR TRAFFIC AN CREATE WORSE BOTTLENECKS AND
TRAFFIC JAMS THAN WHAT WE HAVE NOW.

IN ADDITION, I BELIEVE THAT THE CONGESTION OF TRAFFIC  WOULD POSE A SAFETY HAZARD.

I AM NOT OPPOSED TO A SANE, CAREFULLY THOUGHT OUT PLAN FOR A SMALLER, MORE SENSIBLE
PROJECT THAT WOULD BE A WIN WIN FOR THE DEVELOPERS, RESIDENTS AND INVESTORS.

THANK YOU,
BETTY JANE BRUCK
1131 ALTA LOMA ROAD, APT. 326
WEST HOLLYWOOD, CA.  90069
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset and Crescent Heights
1 message

DC <dchun02@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 9:20 PM
Reply-To: DC <dchun02@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Hello-
As a resident of Laurel Canyon, I am writing you because I am very concerned with the
proposed development at Sunset and Crescent Heights. Laurel Canyon boulevard is already
overburdened. People who live in Laurel Canyon are forced to contend with tremendous
logjams. Additionally, the design of the development is deeply generic and would add nothing
to the character of this city. Buildings like this threaten to rob Los Angeles of its uniqueness. I
respectfully ask that you reconsider the development. The short term positives are outweighed
by the many long term negatives. Thank you.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C77



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

David Forbes <david@accidentalwine.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 11:56 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern:

I have lived in Laurel Canyon near Kirkwood for fifteen years. Traffic is and has always been relentless and very
difficult from 7AM until at least 8PM. There simply is not enough space to accommodate all of the Laurel Canyon
traffic and Sunset between Doheny and Fairfax is more than unreasonable.
I fully understand the nature of being progressive, but there is a point at which certain development stresses a
neighborhood beyond its capacity. This development will do exactly that. As it is, emergency services are
extremely limited due to limited access and egress. Adding to the congestion will translate to loss of life when
fire and EMS services become unavailable. Recently one fireman said that congestion in the area is so bad that
in a major fire, we would not get fire service due to traffic and illegal parking.
I understand the tax advantages of overdevelopment, but this is a country of the people, for the people and by the
people. Residents, taxpayers and voters do not get contributions from special interests as do our politicians. Now
is the time to listen to the residents, taxpayers and voters of this community.
Sincerely,
David M Forbes
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

objection to building
1 message

K.C. Fox <kcfoxworks@aol.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 1:28 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom it may concern:
I find it beyond ridiculous that they should even consider building a size building this big at this location.  Traffic is
already fairly insufferable there
and it will back up traffic into the canyon forever, making it all but impossible to drive down Crescent Heights.
 The traffic load alone cannot handle
a new building with over 20 stories!! I have lived here for 23 years and even during bad rains in the winter it takes
some extra time to make it into
Hollywood, but with all the traffic entering and exiting this small corner there will be considerably more of a traffic
mess.  THis concerns me greatly.
Please do not allow this building to continue construction.  IT is a bad idea!!.
regards
KC Fox

K.C. Fox, set decorator
"Criminal Minds" 
cell (213) 819-1779
kcfoxworks@aol.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Re: 8150 Sunset Development
1 message

Matt Friedman <mattyfriedman@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 9:47 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

You absolutely cannot remove the turn lane from Sunset. That turn lane is backed up with up to ten cars waiting
to turn in rush hour. Sunset Blvd is gridlocked often during both morning and afternoon rush hour, so it just
doesn't make sense to remove ANY portion of that street from service.

The building does not fit in the character of the neighborhood. It's too tall.

There is not enough parking in this area as it is. Any structure built here needs to be required to offer at least two
hours of free public parking with no validation required. It also needs to incorporate open/garden space available
for all public access, like Vancouver requires.

Thanks.

Matthew Friedman
2148 Stanley Hills Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

From Dan and Elaine Furst
1 message

Elaine Furst <efurst@prodigy.net> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 9:14 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "theninastorm@gmail.com, adarasalim@gmail.com,,,," <theninastorm@gmail.com>, "adarasalim@gmail.com>"
<adarasalim@gmail.com>

Dear Planning and Review:
The southwest corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset has long been an eyesore since they tore down the
Garden of Allah and put up a strip mall.  I think Joni Mitchell wrote about that in one of her songs: "They paved
paradise and put up a parking lot, with a pink hotel, a boutique and a swingin' hot spot................." 
http://laist.com/2009/04/18/laistory_the_garden_of_allah.php

The beautiful fountain and trees and buildings that are proposed will be better than what's there.  But (you knew
there would be a but!):
1.  the proposed condos are too high and make the street into a cavern;
2.  there will be at least 554 residents (assuming 2 people per apartment) as well as the workers and patrons of
the various businesses causing more traffic on the roads surrounding it;
3.  the project will not allow for any traffic abatement which is already horrendous during rush hours and at other
times of the day;
4.  there is no plan to do anything with the "historic" bank building.

I am speaking only for us, not for the Laurel Canyon Association or other residential groups that may be
protesting this project.

Please make it better, not bigger.

Yours truly,
Dan and Elaine Furst
2114 Beech Knoll Rd
323 650-6512

Sent from my iPad
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd
1 message

Jono Hart <jonohart@earthlink.net> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 5:43 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I have lived as close as 2 blocks away and as far as 1.5 miles away from the proposed 8150 Sunset project.  So
for 18 years - i have lived in this neighborhood.  This is where I am raising my children and this is where we got to
tacos at Pinches and we have to use that intersection many, many times a day.   we live up Laurel Canyon - so
that traffic in the past few years has doubled.

the intersection of the Sunset and Cresent heights is of the most critical intersections in LA.  LAUREL CANYON
BLVD IS THE MOST TRAVELED SINGLE LANE ROAD IN THE USA - AND YOU WANT TO CREATE MORE
CONGESTION AT ITS MAIN ENTRANCE.

This is NOT in the best interest of the community.   This is only about money - and none of that money is for the
community.   it is for real estate developers who OWN YOU.  The fact that you are granting this comment period
over the holidays says a lot about who owned you are.  This is happening all over our Canyon.   We have to fight
the fights you are supposed to fight.   You are there to protect us - not play into more corruption.

Anything that messes with traffic is NOT OK.    The building is a skyscraper - and WE ARE NOT a skyscraper
community.   So why make us one?    There are plenty of places in this city to put up a skyscraper - so do it
there.   not in this community that is desperately trying to remain a community in a massive city.

You have a horrible reputation as a Department in this city.   I hope you get this one right.    3 story building. 
retail _ limited housing + low income housing for employees.

Regards,
Jonathan Hart
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Proposed building
1 message

Lyn Healy <lynhealy@me.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 5:50 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I have lived in laurel cyn since 1983 and I am very opposed to the building project at sunset and crescent heights.
We don't want high tall buildings and we don't want more traffic. The canyon is a congested nightmare as it is
several hours a day and full of trash as well.  We oppose the new project!! Lyn Healy 323 654 9157

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150
1 message

Inge Korver <kikbenik@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 6:12 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

No 8150!!!
Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
1 message

Rob Lewine <rob@roblewine.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 12:30 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Environmental Review:

 

I’m Rob Lewine, a homeowner and property owner living on Wonderland Avenue in Laurel Canyon for over 40
years, and I’m writing to express my dismay at the scope of the plans for the development at 8150 Sunset
Boulevard.  I’ve been driving into and out of the canyon most of my life, since before there was a stoplight at the
intersection of Lookout Mountain Ave. and Laurel Canyon Blvd.  I’m more than familiar with traffic and congestion
issues – I’ve lived through four decades of increasingly crowded streets.  I accept that populations grow, and
things change.

 

However, nothing on the scale of 8150 has previously been attempted.  This is the first high-rise complex to be
proposed for the area, and – in my opinion -- its presence will create a permanent, unmanageable traffic jam at
Sunset and Crescent Heights Blvds.  Traffic into and out of Laurel Canyon will slow to a crawl.  If the project isn’t
downsized, the local community – and the city – will be stuck with a problem that can’t be fixed.

 

I’m urging all possible oversight and review – and, please – restraint and the application of common sense, in the
approval process.

 

Sincerely,

Rob Lewine

 

8929 Holly Place

Los Angeles, CA  90046  USA

323 654-0830

213 280-0805 cell

rob@roblewine.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

Linda Marder <lindamarder@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 8:39 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Sirs, I have lived in Laurel Canyon for the past 35 years. In the last few years when returning home from the
West side I always take Coldwater Cyn to Mulholland then down to Wonderland. Going through West Hollywood
on Sunset can add as much as 45 minutes to my trip home and this is before these huge constructions on
Sunset are completed.

What about water consumption? Already I have started to remove planting on my 6 lots and shut off sprinklers in
certain areas. I'm watching beautiful old trees die from lack of water, mine, and all over southern California. I can't
think of how to save any more water....I've been following the water conservation tips for several years. When I
could actually afford a grey water tank they were illegal. It breaks my heart to think of the poor families who have
NO WATER.

Things change...but we have to seriously pay attention and plan for a realistic future...that's your job. Good luck!!!!

Linda Marder
8835 Wonderland Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90046
Ph: 323-656-8844
Fx: 323-656-0422
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Laurel Canyon
1 message

vicky miller <vickyreps@mac.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 2:11 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

WE are residents of Laurel Canyon.
We are stingily OPPOSSED to the plans for a HUGE skyscraper wrecking our skyline and incurring more traffic.
IT is already impossible to get over the hill and as a major way to the valley traffic is already unbearable. The
intersection in question can not handle MORE congestion.
WE do not need another high rise affecting thousands of residents and obstructing our views and ruining our
neighborhood.
PLEASE DO NOT approve these plans!!! WE will fight them all the way.
NOT in FAVOR!
Thank you.
V MIller
Gould Avenue.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

LA Planning attacks West Hollywood Environment ENV-2013-2552-EIR
1 message

Philippe Mora <morafilms@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 1:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal P. Hewawitharana,

Environmental Specialist II, Environmental Analysis Section
Department of City Planning
Los Angeles

Thank you for your letter dated November 20th, 2014 which is regarding
the completion of what you have the audacity to call an Environmental
Impact Report. ( ENV-2013-2552-EIR)

Why audacity? This absurd project---a 16 story (sic) building
adjoining one of the main arteries and intersections between Hollywood
and the Valley (Laurel Canyon and Sunset Blvd) is a catastrophic
environmental notion to all but apparently the challenged architects
and developers who have dreamed this up. This whole project started
off with bad faith in the recent past for the local environment, when
the owners of the property illegally started charging for parking on
the property and damaging business for the small businesses on the
property.

I have been a resident of West Hollywood on Havenhurst Drive since
1980 and my neighbors and I all look forward to reading the hilarious
next justifications for this building which a child could tell you is
a bad idea in every way. Please forgive the sarcasm but this is absurd
on the face of it.

I don't think it would work for Los Angeles but I can tell you its
toxic for West Hollywood.
I note that it is very considerate of the developers to show their
concern for the environment by including 10 X 48" boxes of "African
tulips" in the shadows of the 16 story (sic) building.

Sincerely,
Philippe Mora

West Hollywood
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR - STATE CLEARING HOUSE NO. 2013091044
1 message

Michael Peretzian <peretzian@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 10:06 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Tom LaBonge <tom.labonge@lacity.org>

I am very concerned about the proposal captioned above for two reasons:

1.  Traffic is already a problem at this intersection, not only because of the north/south and east/west flow, which
is already listed as one the worst traffic intersections in the city, but in evaluating the impact of this project, one
should take into account the cause of the existing conduction, which is that when travelling north from this
intersection, Crescent Heights goes down from two lanes down to one lane when the road becomes Laurel
Canyon Boulevard at Hollywood Boulevard.  The possibility of traffic congestion can only become worsened, and
while considering the number of cars to be added to this situation should the project be approved, it should also
take into account the sheer amount of time it will take each car to successfully navigate this intersection, without
cars being caught in the intersection and blocking opposing traffic.  This is already a problem during rush hour,
and for those coming home from work during rush hour who wish to patronize any of the businesses across the
street at the retail spaces at 8000 Sunset Boulevard, such as Trader Joes or Crunch Gym, this will be a
nightmare and probably cause them to have to take their business elsewhere.  Plus, the current problems in the
city of accidents involving pedestrians being hit in crosswalks plus the rampant horn beeping and incidents of
sheer road rage are only acerbated if this project is allowed to go forward.

2. Havenhurst has a number of apartment buildings that have much architectural and historical significance. 
These are gems of Hollywood in the fifties and sixties, which housed many stars from the entertainment world,
such as Bette Davis.  This project proposes to use Havenhurst as the point of access by trucks that supply and
services the retail spaces of the project, completely eroding the atmosphere and aesthetics of one of the most
picturesque and historically significant streets in the city.

I urge you to consider these aspects, and to even visit the site, hopefully during an afternoon rush hour, and see
for yourself why many of us, while we welcome the need of smart and compatible development of this property,
this proposal is so inappropriate for the safety and beauty of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Michael Peretzian

2235 Nichols Canyon Road

Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

Brad Ross <brad@bemel-ross.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 11:55 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To Whom It May Concern

 

Words my mother would approve of are not strong enough for the condemnation that we should all voice about
this project on Sunset.  How is it possible that you would even consider any project that reduces traffic lanes and
increases density.  Sunset is almost impassable many hours of the day and that is getting worse by the moment
with three large projects already approved by planning departments and councils that are completely shirking
their responsibilities to the community.

 

Do the people approving these projects even ever go to the neighborhood?  Anyone who does with any frequency
would know without even considering the situation for a moment that it is not in the communities best interest. 
You need to stand up to the developers and let them know that the only development available to them now will
not increase the population density and must improve traffic flow rather than make it any worse than it already is.

 

 

Bradley Ross, CPA
 

Bemel & Ross, LLP

11601 Wilshire Blvd. #2150

Los Angeles, CA  90025

310-473-3717 ph

310-477-8724 fax
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Request for 1 month more of public comment time- 8150
1 message

Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 2:50 PM
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org
Cc: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, planning.envreview@lacity.org

Hello Jonathan,

I am requesting an extension on the Public Comments period on the 8150
Sunset Project.

The public comments time period (until jan 5th) is falling under numerous
national and religious holidays which reduces the real number of days to
comment. December 16th through the 25th are religious holidays, which effectively knocks 2 weeks out.
November 27th is Thanksgiving which effectively knocks wed, thurs and friday out. Also New Years and new
years day falls on weekday this year as well which knocks that thursday and friday out.  That is 3 weeks of
holidays that fall within the comment period-

Also on the sheet that was delivered to us, the wrong website was given as to where the full EIR was to be
found…. we had to find it on own. 

Also FYI, the email on the sheet planning.envreview@lacity.org
 bounced back my last email on this subject- 

New Letters should be sent and the public comment period should be adjusted for that time

I would like a 1 month extension of the public comment period for these
reasons-

Thank you for your time, and enjoy your holiday 

Adara Salim
Sales Associate
St. James + Canter Team

BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY HOMESERVICES
CALIFORNIA PROPERTIES
9696 WILSHIRE BLVD. 3RD FLOOR
BEVERLY HILLS, CALIFORNIA 90212
917-459-2664 Cell
adarasalim@bhhscal.com
www.stjamescanter.com
CALBRE# 01942484
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Proposed building at 8150 sunset.
1 message

David Sardy <davidsardy@mac.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 12:15 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern.
I am multiple property owner in the laurel canyon area as well as Hollywood proper.
I am very concerned about the added traffic this proposal will bring to the area. This is a corner which has a large
volume of traffic currently and is frequently completely stopped at peak hours. This project does not address the
added traffic to an already snarled area of the city. I do not see how this project can do anything other than
decrease quality of life for those property owners who actually live in the area as opposed to those who are
building to maximize square footage to price for the benefit of stock holders and investors who do not live in the
area and therefore will not be affected by the increase in traffic and lowering of quality of life.
Please do not approve this project.

Sincerely,
David Sardy.
2040 N Alta Vista Ave.
LA CA 90046.
2039 N Alta Vista ave
La Ca 90046.

Sent from space via geostationary satellite
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Opposition to 8150 Sunset Blvd. Plans
1 message

Fred Selden <seldenmusic@mac.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 12:14 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern.

I have grave concerns about the traffic impact of the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd.  Traffic is
already bad enough.  If you add more people, take out the traffic island and right turn lane you will add a severe
traffic impact.  Please do not issue this permit.

Sincerely,
Fred Selden
seldenmusic@mac.com
H: 310-360-0010
C: 310-948-3044
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset and crescent plans
1 message

DEBBIE SEMSKY <debbielyn@mac.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 7:16 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern,

These plans are ridiculous.  They are a developers dream and a neighborhoods nightmare....if only we were
dreaming.  Why are you allowing our neighborhood to be destroyed?  Is a little money in someone's pocket now
worth selling our future?  Shall the games begin?  How long before we're actually living the Hunger Games, having
sold our souls and every inch of our world and our air to corporate interests.

Let's try to do the right thing for the people, the neighborhood, the environment and the world.

Thanks,
Dr. Debra Semsky
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
1 message

Suzanne Sergile <ssergile@hotmail.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 12:18 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I live in Laurel Canyon and am very concerned with this project which appears too big particularly for the proposed
intersection with is one of the few links between the Valley and Los Angeles/Hollywood/West Hollywood.  Laurel
Canyon is already highly congested with travel times of up to an hour to get from West Hollywood (say San
Vincent) to Laurel Canyon and Mullholland.
 
Pleas explain why on P.104 the proposal failed to analysis the impact on traffic on Laurel Canyon?!
The submitted traffic impact analysis in this proposal  report that is submitted in this proposal notes that only 4
intersections were evaluated. All in West Hollywood which the repot notes is only one edge of the entire project.
 
Additionally, they say that this high rise building with 240 (?) residential units will less than 240 trips at peak
times. That does not sound possible. Each unit will likely have at least one or more occupants plus the people
using the commercial parts of the building. The report even notes that McDonalds now causes congestion with 80
something addl trips in the AM. Their estimates on addl 200 or so trips is an underestimate. They themselves are
saying that  that already congested traffic caused by 86 McDonald trips will now have to take far over double that
volume. Undoubtedly placing HUNDREDS (300-400 or more cars) into the middle of a major
commuting intersection will be absolute gridlock. This is completely unacceptable. There needs to be an
independent traffic consultant brought in and paid for by the developers.
 
The location is too small, too tight for this commercial equivalent of a MC MANSION. Sunset Blvd is a sliver of
commercial activity in an otherwise residential neighborhood. Sorry that the developers want to max out how
much money goes in their pockets but it should not be a the expense and quality of life of local TAX PAYING
residents. 
 
 
 
Suzanne Sergile
8960 Wonderland Park Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90046
Tel:  323-848-3032
Cell: 323-377-3119
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No ENV-2013-2552-EIR
1 message

Kelly Bevan Spirer <kbspirer@me.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 1:25 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

In response to the November 20, 2014 Notice of Completion and Availability of Draft Environmental
Impact Report .

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana,

We are neighbors across the street from the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd.  And whereas we
support growth and beautification, a 20 + story building is, in our opinion, completely unnecessary and out of
keeping with our neighborhood.  Not only will it create a huge disturbance at the already overly crowded
intersection at Crescent Heights and Sunset, it will no way alleviate traffic as the many tenants and or owners of
the apartments therein, will likely not be working in walking distance of their homes/businesses.  So for the
developer to say that it will not impact traffic in the area is ludicrous.

Secondly, on the developers plans, they list our area as Multi-family residential, which is absolutely inaccurate.
The area that is listed as such just North of the Commercial label and Sunset Blvd are single family homes as
the ones listed to the West.  Make no mistake, we are all homeowners and pay property taxes for the privilege of
living in this area.  This is a gross error on the part of the developer, and the city for not correcting their errors.
We are not a multi-family transient population. We have lived in our house for 19 years, our neighbors for 24+
year and so on.  I would hope that our voices carry some weight in the planning department.

Again, we are not against reasonable renovation of the strip mall which is in need of a spruce up, but we are
against the amount of traffic it will create, the displacement of  businesses we as homeowners and families rely
on a daily basis, and the monstrous scope of the project blocking the skyline from view.  Although it doesn't
impact the view to the basin of LA from our house, I would think the multi-million dollar homes up in the hills here
will be greatly impacted and their resale values lessened (meaning less property taxes for the city).  I don't
personally wish to stand on my corner and look at a behemoth looming over my head.

We sincerely hope that you will take the neighbors feelings and property values  into consideration before you
green-light this project (which sits on the precipice of the Hollywood fault line).  Request that the developers
diminish their plans significantly -- ask them to do a real study of all the new live/work spaces in the Hollywood
area to see what the occupancy rate is. There is a building two blocks away that still has store fronts available.
Do they really want to be in that position after investing so much into the project.

We look forward to your reply.

Kelly Bevan Spirer & Peter Spirer
1531 N. Crescent Heights Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90046

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C96



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Stop the Development at Crescent Heights and Sunset
1 message

Scott Wheatley <wheatscottley@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 21, 2014 at 12:21 PM
Reply-To: Scott Wheatley <wheatscottley@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Planning Committee, 

We are homeowners with two young children living in Laurel Canyon. Though we understand the challenge of your saying no in the face of
lobbying dollars and perks from wealthy developers we are joining the others in our community to call for the rejection of the overly large
development proposed for Crescent Heights and Sunset. Traffic at that intersection is already at capacity and the new plan calls for
elimination of lanes --  in addition to adding hundreds of new cars for residents of the new skyscraper (216 feet) of apartments/condos. It's a
terrible idea. Please do what's best for the residents, taxpayers, and voters in our community, not to mention the environment: say no to the
lobbying money. Stop this project. 

We would appreciate your reply on the status of your decision. 

Sincerely, 

Will iam & Muriel Wheatley
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

The 8150 development
1 message

Debra Dresbach <debradresbach@msn.com> Sat, Nov 22, 2014 at 6:00 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ATTN:  Planning/Environmental Review, City of Los Angeles

To whom it may concern, 

Large-scale development is critical to the growth of this great metropolitan city.  However, large-scale
development needs to be expanded in corridors where it already exists.  Think Century City, or the Wilshire
Corridor.  Putting what effectively constitutes a high-rise at the corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset (referred to
as the 8150) in a unique urban intersection that is bordered by low-scale residential dwellings, and also
intersects with one of the busiest two-lane corridors in the city (Laurel Canyon coming from the San Fernando
Valley) will be adding further traffic stress to an area that is already maximally impacted by and ill-equipped to
handle necessary existing traffic congestion.  The scale of development here needs to be kept to best serve the
needs of local residents who already live in this community -- retail establishments that provide services and
necessities, i.e. food and banking -- that will not negatively affect the thousands of people who drive Sunset and
Cresent Heights/Laurel Canyon to access basic jobs and services on a daily basis with even more restrictive
traffic access.

If the 8150 development were to go through, it would greatly exacerbate an already extremely challenging and
highly impacted traffic congestion situation.  Please keep development plans suitable for the needs of this area.

Thank you for taking the time to read and consider the points made in this letter.

Sincerely yours,

Debra Dresbach
8978 Wonderland Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90046
(323) 656-5622
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.
1 message

Tom Moore <mooretommoore@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 22, 2014 at 10:21 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

The 8150 project planned for Sunset Blvd. is a disaster in the making for anyone who lives within the area and
ultimately for the city of Los Angeles.

The scale of the project is completely out of character with the neighborhood or anything like it on Sunset Blvd. 
 Not only it is aesthetically a disaster, but it will cause astounding problems to an already burdened
infrastructure.

Traffic in this area is terrible at least 16 hours of every day, and a project like this at one of LA’s busiest
intersection will increase those problems 10 fold.   Assuming there will be people in those buildings, they will
have to come and go, and there is no way this corner can accommodate those extra cars.  As it is, many drivers
finding Sunset unbearable take a short cut on Hollywood Blvd, making the situation up here impossible and
dangerous most of the day.

The attempt to make many of the parking spaces planned for compact cars is ridiculous.  We know how many
compact cars there are in L.A. vs. large cars, and there will be no space for those large cars.

The absurd idea of places for over 600 bicycles is insane.  Perhaps in some utopian future, but L.A. is not yet nor
will be in the near future a bicycle commuting town.

Removing the turn lane from Sunset to Crescent Heights and using it for building space is a terrible idea.   It
serves a very useful purpose in siphoning off traffic from Sunset without the long lines waiting to turn.   This is just
a greedy grab for public space.

Needless to say, the building will cut off many views of the city from those living in the hills, owning homes they
have spent a great deal of time caring for and preserving, primarily because of these views.

This is a very historic corner of Los Angeles.   Although someone was bound to come along and want to build on
it using more of the space, this project could not be more wrong for this valuable corner of our city.

I beg of you who represent us and are there to protect our city and our lives within it not to approve this project.

Don’t destroy more of the fabric of our city.  Please.

Sincerely,

Tom Moore
8283 Hollywood Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA
323 650-1441
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd. Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR
1 message

Tom Moore <mooretommoore@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 22, 2014 at 10:25 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

ENV-2013-2552-EIR

The 8150 project planned for Sunset Blvd. is a disaster in the making for anyone who lives within the area and
ultimately for the city of Los Angeles.

The scale of the project is completely out of character with the neighborhood or anything like it on Sunset Blvd. 
 Not only it is aesthetically a disaster, but it will cause astounding problems to an already burdened
infrastructure.

Traffic in this area is terrible at least 16 hours of every day, and a project like this at one of LA’s busiest
intersection will increase those problems 10 fold.   Assuming there will be people in those buildings, they will
have to come and go, and there is no way this corner can accommodate those extra cars.  As it is, many drivers
finding Sunset unbearable take a short cut on Hollywood Blvd, making the situation up here impossible and
dangerous most of the day.

The attempt to make many of the parking spaces planned for compact cars is ridiculous.  We know how many
compact cars there are in L.A. vs. large cars, and there will be no space for those large cars.

The absurd idea of places for over 600 bicycles is insane.  Perhaps in some utopian future, but L.A. is not yet nor
will be in the near future a bicycle commuting town.

Removing the turn lane from Sunset to Crescent Heights and using it for building space is a terrible idea.   It
serves a very useful purpose in siphoning off traffic from Sunset without the long lines waiting to turn.   This is just
a greedy grab for public space.

Needless to say, the building will cut off many views of the city from those living in the hills, owning homes they
have spent a great deal of time caring for and preserving, primarily because of these views.

This is a very historic corner of Los Angeles.   Although someone was bound to come along and want to build on
it using more of the space, this project could not be more wrong for this valuable corner of our city.

I beg of you who represent us and are there to protect our city and our lives within it not to approve this project.

Don’t destroy more of the fabric of our city.  Please.

Sincerely,

Tom Moore
8283 Hollywood Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA
323 650-1441
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

new development Sunset & Crescent Hts
1 message

Cori Allvey <cori_gordon@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 23, 2014 at 2:52 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Please please reconsider what this monster project will do to this neighborhood and intersection.  Laurel Canyon
is a MAJOR road of traffic, where thousands upon thousands of cars daily cross over the hill from the city to the
valley or vice versa.   Your enormous residential high rise will increase traffic exponentially at an already very
busy intersection!    Not to mention the height of this building is totally out of proportion for the area.   Sunset
Blvd is a historic street, esp this section.   The face of it is changing drastically with tons of other buildings being
torn down to only build up in the sky.  Please reconsider the size and proportion of this building.   I understand
development and progress happens, but please be considerate to those who call this intersection and
neighborhood home.  I have been living in Laurel Canyon for 46 years.   Please respect our wishes and reconsider
this project.

Cori Allvey
Kirkwood Drive
Laurel Canyon
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

save sunset blvd
1 message

Sarah Petrie <sarahpetrie@me.com> Sun, Nov 23, 2014 at 7:08 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern, 

While change is inevitable the end result should not be taking from the community or infrastructure of our city.
Taking the right turn lane and changing the flow and design of out beloved sunset blvd must not happen. The 2
year project itself will create mayhem no the end result is to rob us of our historical road for private corporate
gain. Where is the benefit to the community here? 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Petrie

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This email (and any attachments) is meant only for the use of the intended recipient. It
may contain information that is legally privileged and confidential. You, the recipient, are obligated to maintain it
in a safe, secure, and confidential manner. Unauthorized redisclosure or failure to maintain confidentiality may
subject you to federal and state penalties. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify me immediately by
return email, and delete this message from your computer. Thank you for your cooperation.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

STOP the development proposed for Sunset and Crescent Heights!!
1 message

Adrienne Walt <adrienne.walt@sbcglobal.net> Sun, Nov 23, 2014 at 1:50 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: adrienne.walt@sbcglobal.net

Dear Planning Department:

 

Please STOP the development proposed for Sunset and Crescent Heights!  Do you realize that all the real estate

off the main streets-- Sunset Boulevard, N. Crescent Heights Boulevard, Laurel Canyon Boulevard, Hollywood

Boulevard, Fairfax Avenue, and Fountain Avenue-- is RESIDENTIAL? 

 

Thousands of people reside in homes, condominiums, and apartment buildings off these streets.  They drive to

and from work every day, transport their children to and from school every day, drive at all hours of the day

and night and on weekends for shopping, recreation, business, and a host of other purposes.

 

TRAFFIC ON THESE MAIN STREETS AND THE SURROUNDING SIDE STREETS IS ALREADY GRIDLOCKING
MUCH OF THE TIME.  How do you expect residents to go about their daily lives?  How do you expect the

anticipated customers to avail themselves of the proposed commercial and retail enterprises when it will take

them forever to negotiate a nightmarish traffic jam?   Trust me, they won’t!  They’ll avoid it like the plague.

 

LAUREL CANYON BOULEVARD IS ALSO A MAIN THOROUGHFARE FOR WESTSIDERS DRIVING INTO THE SAN

FERNANDO VALLEY and for VALLEY RESIDENTS TRAVELING INTO L.A.  As a result, it already gets even more

traffic than it would ordinarily. 

 

THERE IS NO WAY TO ACCOMMODATE THIS REALITY!

 

Why do you want to destroy the beautiful and historical Laurel Canyon community that makes Los
Angeles the city that YOU want to live and work in, and that millions of tourists flock to visit every year? 

 

Please STOP the development proposed for Sunset and Crescent Heights!  It’s a disaster waiting to happen.
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Sincerely,

 

Adrienne Walt

8810 Wonderland Avenue

Los Angeles, CA  90046

 

 

 

This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus protection is
active.



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project
1 message

Burt Goralnick <BurtGoralnick@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 24, 2014 at 2:24 PM
Reply-To: BurtGoralnick@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

The size and scope of the project is too large for the location.

Please note that Crescent Heights Blvd is the continuation of Laural Canyon Blvd.
a main artery to and from the San Fernando Valley and Los Angeles / West
Hollywood.

The project will dramatically increase the existing traffic congestion.  

REDUCE THE SIZE OF THE PROJECT!!

Burt Goralnick
1847 N. Crescent Heights Blvd
Los Angeles CA 90069
818-625-6750
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR
1 message

Bob Hofler <bobjhofler@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 24, 2014 at 9:05 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Planning Department.

 

I strongly object to the size of the proposed building with the Project Name: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use
Project.

 

It’s just too big at 16-stories that “appear to be 20 stories in height at the southwest corner” of the project on
Havenhurst Drive. It will block the morning sun to an historic building’s garden, 1471 N. Havenhurst Drive, which is
a Los Angeles as well as a National Historic Monument. Years ago the City of West Hollywood restricted the
size of a retirement house to the south of 1471 N. Havenhurst Drive so that the building’s historic garden would
not be spoiled.

 

8150 Sunset Boulevard would also spoil views of the Hollywood Hills, not only for residents of the nearby
buildings but anyone who travels along the Fountain, Sunset and Santa Monica Avenues.

 

The Hollywood Hills in that area of Los Angeles are a natural amphitheater. Sound in the area reverberates in that
amphitheater, and the proposed rooftop restaurant at 8150 Sunset Boulevard will create noise havoc.

 

Please have this project radically reduced in size.

 

Robert Hofler

1471 N. Havenhurst Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90036
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1

David Crook

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 11:11 AM
To: David Crook
Subject: Fwd: Inquiry-8150 Sunset Boulevard ENV 2013-2552-EIR

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com> 
Date: Wed, Nov 26, 2014 at 1:13 PM 
Subject: Inquiry-8150 Sunset Boulevard ENV 2013-2552-EIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
 

Please forward the following Appendices and post to the website: 
 
Appendix C-1 
Appendix C-2 
 
Thank you. 
 
Joyce Dillard 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Environmental Impact Report Comment Letter
1 message

Jamie Melas <jamiemelas@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 26, 2014 at 10:05 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org

All,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 8150 Sunset Blvd project environmental impact report.  I
frequent West Hollywood and Hollywood often, and have kept this project on my radar because I’ve always
thought the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights was a dump and in need of revitalization.  After reviewing, I
see no reason to not move forward.  The project is exactly what the site needs, and will add housing to an area
and a city desperately in need of it.  As a young professional, I am in the process of looking for a new apartment
to rent or buy, and everything is so expensive I’m practically locked out of the market unless I want to have an
hour-long commute into and out of work.  We need to embrace the idea of putting housing where housing is
needed – those monster commutes not only effect my quality of life, but also adversely effect the environment,
traffic, and the fabric of local neighborhoods.  Los Angeles as a whole is undergoing a renaissance, and
downtown cannot be the only place where we add significant housing.  We need more of it, and we need it to be
built to last.  When considering what is best for this site, I urge you to balance the needs of the millions of
Angelenos seeking to build their life in this great city with the dozens of residents who live in the immediate
vicinity. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

 
Regards,
Jamie Melas,
Los Angeles, CA
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David Crook

From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>
Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 10:40 AM
To: michael nytzen; David Crook
Subject: Fwd: STOP 8150 Sunset Blvd

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Dec 2, 2014 at 9:24 AM 
Subject: Fwd: STOP 8150 Sunset Blvd 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
 

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Susan Cuscuna <scuscuna@mac.com> 
Date: Mon, Dec 1, 2014 at 2:55 PM 
Subject: STOP 8150 Sunset Blvd 
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I have been a resident of Holly Place in Laurel Canyon, for 34 years.  In that time I have unfortunately watched 
the endless development proceed with neither true consideration of density or transportation.  When the 8000 
building was developed, our lives changed drastically as a result of the traffic congestion.  To even imagine that 
MORE traffic congestion will be a result of developing 8150, is unthinkable!  Who is "minding the store" in 
Los Angeles? Where are the "city fathers"? The so-called 2 years construction will also be another nightmare 
for our already over-the-top traffic.  What is the city thinking? While I understand that property taxes keep the 
city's coffers filled, the lifestyle of the citizens who live here should be considered first. 
 
I am writing to register my strong opposition to these buildings.  I will do anything and everything n my power 
to see that this development is stopped before it has begun. 
 
Please consider that you, the public sector, work on behalf and because of the private sector. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Susan H. Cuscuna 
8938 Holly Place 
Los Angeles, CA 90046-1836 
 
 
 
 
 
--  
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Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 
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cs Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset DEIR comment letter 
1 message 

Ashley Holt <ashleytaylorholt@gmail.com> 
To: s rim al. hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Mon, Dec 1, 2014 at 10:44 AM 

To whom in may concern, 

I live less than .2 miles away from 8150 Sunset on North Harper Avenue. For my fellow Angelenos 
who can only equate distances to drive times, that's less than a three minute walk. I moved to this 
neighborhood precisely because of the numerous destinations it presents to me on a daily basis. 
Being just south of Sunset, I am also located just a stone's throw away from one of the most 
energetic and lively commercial strips in the entire country. The entertainment industry embodies 
Los Angeles, and Sunset Boulevard embodies the entertainment industry- it's fun and active, and 
living close to that type of environment is one of the major reasons I moved to the area. 

Sunset has both modern and historic buildings up and down the strip, and the contrast created by 
the older and the newer buildings produces a wonderful and diverse visual environment. I love the 
idea of more modern buildings, and that is what initially drew me to the 8150 Sunset project. I'm 
not in love with the Chase bank building, but I'm sure it could be incorporated into the project with 
no ill-effect. If it is built as the renderings suggest, I could see this project becoming a landmark 
location on the strip, as it's visually stunning and would contrast well with the older buildings in the 
area. This cannot be said for the current site, which is hard to describe as anything other than a 
poorly planned waste of space. I walk past 8150 Sunset a lot to go to Trader Joe's, the movie 
theaters, and other destinations east of Crescent Heights, but I never go to 8150- there just isn't 
anything there for me. 

What I do hear from neighbors and friends is the need for more amenities and destinations 
clustered in this area that are convenient, walkable, and serve our collective needs. A drive-thru 
McDonald's, while I'm sure a profitable business, does not serve the community. In fact, it does 
the opposite of that by creating loads of traffic and fueling the car-centric culture that has 
created many of the problems we face today. . 

After reviewing the draft environmental impact report, my support for this project remains strong
I believe that this is a smartly planned project that puts the pedestrian front and center by 
creating a space that is welcoming to those walking to the site. I understand my neighbors who 
have concerns about car traffic, and I have urged them to actually read the environmental impact 
report's traffic section- unlike other projects in Los Angeles that have dozens of permanently 
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impacted intersections, this project has zero. Turns out that when you remove a drive-thru 
McDonald's and other high frequency retail spaces and replace them with high-end boutique retail 
and residences, traffic isn't adversely effected! 

Thank you for your work to date, and I urge you to approve this project. 

Ashley Holt 

1430 North Harper Ave 

West Hollywood, CA 

90069 
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David Crook

From: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>
Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 10:40 AM
To: michael nytzen; David Crook
Subject: Fwd: regarding 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project.

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
Date: Tue, Dec 2, 2014 at 9:24 AM 
Subject: Fwd: regarding 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
 

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Joshua Scher <locatejoshua@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Dec 1, 2014 at 3:17 PM 
Subject: regarding 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. 
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org 
 

Dear Planning Department. 
  
I'm writing to officially lodge my objection to the scale of the proposed building, Project Name: 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed-Use Project. 
  
I live across the street on Havenhurst in an historic landmark building of two stories. This proposed building 
would just dwarf and overwhelm the block. It's simply too big at 16-stories that “appear to be 20 stories in 
height at the southwest corner” of the project on Havenhurst Drive. It will block the entire 1st half of the day's 
sun to the gardens at 1471 N. Havenhurst Drive, which is a Los Angeles as well as a National Historic 
Monument. As a precedent, previously the City of West Hollywood restricted the size of a retirement house to 
the south of 1471 N. Havenhurst Drive so that the building’s historic garden would not be spoiled. 
  
8150 Sunset Boulevard would also ruin the views of the Hollywood Hills, not only for residents of the nearby 
buildings but anyone who travels along the Fountain, Sunset and Santa Monica Avenues. Furthermore, the 
Hollywood Hills in that area of Los Angeles create a natural amphitheater. The proposed rooftop restaurant at 
8150 Sunset Boulevard would only create noise havoc. 
  
Please have this project radically reduced in size. 
  
Joshua and Kate Scher 
1471 N. Havenhurst Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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--  
Luciralia Ibarra 
City Planner 
Major Projects 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Ph: 213.978.1378 
Fx: 213.978.1343 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

The tower planned at 8150 Sunset Blvd.
1 message

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 9:49 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

The plans propose that the tower:

The tower is 216 feet tall. How is that possible? On the corner of Crescent Heights there is so much traffic
already. Cars have long waits in this congested area.

Laurel Canyon ia jam packed with cars every day. Between 4 and 8 PM, it is bumper to bumper. The same way
for 7 to 10 AM.

The city should consider the environmental impact of more cars in this Canyon setting.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Height of the development
1 message

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 9:58 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

In the plans
The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
they are still taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent
and sunset!
they are applying for a permit to build condos, just in case they change their mind about the rentals
Expected full completion in of building in only 2 years!

This building is way too high for the environment it is intended to be in. There are virtually no buildings of that
height in this area. It would add too many people to a congested area and block views and light. 

This is a very greedy idea and the developers have no care for the environment the people of this area live and
work in.

The law should force them to care. There should be no buildings of this height on this corner.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Traffic and congestion
1 message

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 10:00 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

In the plans
The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
they are still taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent
and sunset!
they are applying for a permit to build condos, just in case they change their mind about the rentals
Expected full completion in of building in only 2 years!

It is impossible to conceive of fewer lanes on Crescent and Sunset that are already jam packed with the current
number of residents in the area.
Now these plans would have us add a 200 ft high building, literally 20 stories of either residential condos or office
buildings. That seems unthinkable.

Marjorie Heidsieck
8538 Lookout Mountain Avenue
LA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Large size of development
1 message

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 10:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

In the plans
The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
they are still taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent
and sunset!
they are applying for a permit to build condos, just in case they change their mind about the rentals
Expected full completion in of building in only 2 years!

Build condos? So many in this congested and polluted area of the Canyon. It is unthinkable. 200 stories of
people, families. How will they leave the building in their cars? The traffic will be, is overwhelming already.

There are no buildings that high in this area. The zoning laws should prevent this catastrophe from going forward.

20 stories, 30 condos on each story. That would be 600 condos with approximately 3 people in each and 3 cars
in each.
That would be an influx of 1800 cars. Where will they go?

This is a crazy plan and idea.

NO to this development. Nothing should be higher than 5 or 6 stories in this area.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Greedy Idea with no redeeming value
1 message

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 10:10 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

In the plans
The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
they are still taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent
and sunset!
they are applying for a permit to build condos, just in case they change their mind about the rentals
Expected full completion in of building in only 2 years!

This building is way too high for the environment it is intended to be in. There are virtually no buildings of that
height in this area. It would add too many people to a congested area and block views and light. 

This is a very greedy idea and the developers have no care for the environment the people of this area live and
work in.

The law should force them to care.

Marjorie Heidsieck
8538 Lookout Mountain Avenue
Los Angeles, 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

This project is too large for the small area of the Strip Mall currently at that
address. There is not enough room for such a large project.
1 message

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 10:16 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

8150 Sunset Blvd. Proposal

In the plans
The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
they are still taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent
and sunset!
they are applying for a permit to build condos, just in case they change their mind about the rentals
Expected full completion in of building in only 2 years!

This is not the answer to fixing the strip mall on the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights.

This is simply too large a solution for the small area of this mall. There is limited space and the burgeoning out of
the space will cause serious traffic, pollution and safety problems for the resident of the area. 

Fire trucks and ambulances and police will all be delayed and unable to sufficiently care for the residents already
here.

Marjorie Heidsieck
8538 Lookout Mountain Avenue
Los Angeles, 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Height of the development
1 message

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 9:58 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

In the plans
The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
they are still taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent
and sunset!
they are applying for a permit to build condos, just in case they change their mind about the rentals
Expected full completion in of building in only 2 years!

This building is way too high for the environment it is intended to be in. There are virtually no buildings of that
height in this area. It would add too many people to a congested area and block views and light. 

This is a very greedy idea and the developers have no care for the environment the people of this area live and
work in.

The law should force them to care. There should be no buildings of this height on this corner.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Objection, City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Kate Hodgman <Kate.Hodgman@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 1:38 PM
ReplyTo: Kate.Hodgman@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Planning Department.
 
I strongly object to the size of the proposed building with the Project Name: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed
Use Project.
 
It’s just too big at 16stories that “appear to be 20 stories in height at the southwest corner” of the project
on Havenhurst Drive. It will block the morning sun to an historic building’s garden, 1471 N. Havenhurst
Drive, which is a Los Angeles as well as a National Historic Monument. Years ago the City of West
Hollywood restricted the size of a retirement house to the south of 1471 N. Havenhurst Drive so that the
building’s historic garden would not be spoiled.
 
8150 Sunset Boulevard would also spoil views of the Hollywood Hills, not only for residents of the nearby
buildings but anyone who travels along the Fountain, Sunset and Santa Monica Avenues.
 
The Hollywood Hills in that area of Los Angeles are a natural amphitheater. Sound in the area reverberates
in that amphitheater, and the proposed rooftop restaurant at 8150 Sunset Boulevard will create noise havoc.
 
Please have this project radically reduced in size.
 
Kate Hodgman
1471 N. Havenhurst Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Re: 8150 development on Sunset
1 message

Miriam Stark <miriamstark44@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 8:01 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Please, I have sent you a letter of protest and have not heard from you.
I protest the massive proposed construction on Sunset and Crescent. I live in the Canyon and deal with huge
traffic daily. I see how a construction of two hotel towers by La Cienega had impacted Sunset and how insane
this proposed plan is.
Please stop it!

Best regards,
Miriam Stark

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.  Occupant complaint.
1 message

Brad Ungar <bradungar@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 3, 2014 at 7:30 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: Julie Summers <jsumer@aol.com>, Audra Baran <audrabaran@hotmail.com>

Hello,

We live at 1425 N. Crescent Hts. Blvd., which is right next door to the construction that will be happening at 8150
Sunset Blvd.  

My wife has lived in this building for four years and I have been here for three of those years.  We absolutely love
our building, the location, and our landlord.  

This construction is a troublesome reality for us and our building as a whole.  This building is a goliath that needs
to be brought down to a reasonable size.  The new building's parking structure will be larger than our entire
building and completely enclose our pool area in and block any view that the building had for all units on the
Western side.  Where once we saw Hollywood hills, there will now be cars and their pollution.  We will have a
constant supply of car exhaust aimed directly at our building.

My wife suffers from dust allergies and works from home, which is a fearful condition to have when recognizing
the potential of two years of construction on a daily basis.  After going to the scoping meeting that was held at
the library, the people we spoke with (including the architects) did not comfortably assure us that our home could
be protected from the dust or other contaminants that will result from the construction (& destruction of the old
building).  These environmental concerns also concern us on the level of family development.  Within the
timeframe of this construction we are hoping to have a baby.  Being as close as we are to this construction, we
are not happy with the dangers that these contaminants could impose on an infant.   

There is also a noise worry for my wife's home office, to be having nonstop disruptions from the work interrupting
her throughout the entire working day.  This is not only a bother to her own routine, but also disruptive to all
business phone calls and meetings.

We are also heavily concerned by the overwhelming scope of the project.  This skyscraper sized building is not a
welcomed structure for the West Hollywood area.  This structure will have long term repercussions on the scale
of all construction which will follow.  We are not antirenovation or advancement, but we are against community
dissolution.  If we wanted to be surrounded by high rises, we would've moved downtown.

Please reevaluate the scope of this project.  We are sure there could be a reasonable structure built that the
community of West Hollywood would stand behind.  Picture yourself living next to this building which will tower
above us 500% bigger than our building's height and surrounding us with parking structures that are 200% our
height.  Think as though you were to live and work with construction noise and dust that could make you sick for
every working day for 2 years.  

Thank you for reading this and hopefully understanding our perspective.

Sincerely,
Brad Ungar and Audra Baran
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd plans
1 message

Cori Allvey <cori_gordon@hotmail.com> Thu, Dec 4, 2014 at 1:17 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

PLEASE PLEASE modify the plans to build a 216 feet tall skyscraper on the corner of Sunset and Crescent
Hts.    That size a building will drastically change the entire look of this historic stretch of Sunset Blvd.   The
scale of that building is totally of scope with the existing buildings around there.   We understand progress
happens and profits need to be made by developers, but this large, oversized building is entirely out of scale with
the neighborhood.  Not to mention the increased traffic to that intersection.   Thousand of cars pass over Laurel
Canyon every day at this very intersection to get from the valley to city or vice versa.  Adding a residential sky
scraper with add to the existing traffic exponentially!   Please have the developers make their plan is scale with
this neighborhood and intersection.  

Cori Allvey 
8253 Kirkwood Drive
LA 90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

proposed 8150 Sunset Blvd. project
1 message

Susanne Konigsberg <susannekonigsberg@gmail.com> Thu, Dec 4, 2014 at 1:35 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I am writing to oppose the proposed development at the intersection of  Sunset Boulevard  and Crescent
Heights.  A longtime homeowner
in the area, I am very familiar with the site. This new project is out of character with  the area which is adjacent to
the " Sunset Strip”). This is NOT and never has been Hollywood.

The proposed tower of over 200 feet will rise over nearby buildings—no precedent  in the area for a building that
tall.  Building may
block views of     hill homeowners on the north side of Sunset, lessening home values.

Sunset/Crescent Heights intersection is one of the busiest ones in the  city—the new plans don’t help traffic flow.
Sunset is turning into a parking lot. How  can the city allow such over building on Sunset? I live in the hills and
must use Sunset—no other options.

Don’t destroy the character of the area, No skyscraper. No mini park. Better traffic controls. Help  traffic flow.
Please keep me informed.

Susanne Konigsberg
2355 Sunset Plaza Drive
W. Hollywood  90069
susannekonigsberg@gmail.com

mailto:susannekonigsberg@gmail.com
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David Crook

From: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 05, 2014 8:55 PM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana
Cc: David Crook; Michael LoGrande; tom.labonge@lacity.org; PCR_Team
Subject: Fwd: Who is David Crook? 

I am appalled the City of Los Angeles cooperates with this group that sends email and then rejects them.  How 
did they get my email?   
 

 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
 

From: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
Date: December 5, 2014 8:18:10 PM PST 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>, Michael LoGrande 
<michael.logrande@lacity.org>, tom.labonge@lacity.org, PCR_Team 
<announcement@pcrnet.com> 
Bcc: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
Subject: Who is David Crook?  
 
Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 
 
Who is David Crook?  Does Mr. Crook represent the City of Los Angeles or (the developers) 
8150 Sunset Blvd?  
 

d.kaneshiro
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If Mr. Crook represents 8150 Sunset Blvd, I find it very uncomfortable that my email address 
was distributed to Mr. Crook.  I noticed that Mr. Crook is involved with some group in 
Pasadena.  
 
Was this Pasadena group hired by the City of Los Angeles?   
 
Why was Mr. Crook given my address? 
 
Is the attached report from the 8150 Sunset Blvd project or the City of Los Angeles?  
 
Who paid for the report?  
 
Taxpayers or the 8150 Sunset Blvd developers?  
 
Cheers and thanks, 
 
Michael L. Grace 
 
www.michaellgrace.com  
 
 
 
On Nov 20, 2014, at 11:21 AM, PCR_Team wrote: 
 
 

Dear Interested Party: 

  

You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning due to your expressed interest in the 8150 
Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft EIR.  Attached for your 
information is the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR for the 
Project.  You are invited to submit your written comments on the Draft EIR 
to the Department of City Planning via email at 
planning.envreview@lacity.org, or via regular mail using the contact 
information provided below, until January 5, 2015.  Please reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR in your comments. 

  

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, California 90012 
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Thank you. 

  

PCR Services Corporation 

<8150 Sunset NOA Public - Signed.pdf> 

 

 



1219/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - 'Mlo is Da\Ad Crook? 

Srima l Hew awitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Who Is David Crook? 
2 messages 

mlchael grace <mlpgrace@gmall .com> Fri, Dae 5, 2014 at 8:18 PM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Da\ld Crook <D.Crook@pcmet.com>, Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity .org>, tom.labonge@lacity.org, PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com> 

Dear Ms. Hewawilharana: 

Who Is D81Ad Crook? Does Mr. Crook represent the City of Los Angeles or (the de-.elopers) 8150 Sunset Bl-.d? 

If Mr. Crook represents 8150 Sunset Bl\od, I find it wry uncomfortable that my email address was distributed to Mr .. Crook. I noticed that Mr. Crook is im.ol'oed with some group In 
Pasadena. 

Was this Pasadena group hired by the City of Los Angeles? 

Why was Mr. Crook gi..en my address? 

Is the attached report from the 8150 Sunset Bl-.d project or the City of Los Angeles? 

Who paid for the report? 

Taxpayers or the 8150 Sunset Bl-.d dewlopers? 

Cheers and t hanks, 

Michael L. Grace 

www.michaellgrace.com 

On Nov20, 2014, at 11:21 AM, PCR_Team wrote: 

Dear Interested Party: 

You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of aty Planning due to your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard Mixed Use Project Draft EJR. Attached for your information is the l\Dtice of Availability of the Draft EIR for the Project. You are invited to 
sublrit your written cornnents on the Draft EIR to the Department of City Planning via e1111R at planning.envreview@iacity.org, or via regular 11118 using 
the contact information provided below, untillanuarv 5. 2015. Please reference City case rt>. EW-2013-2552-EIR in your cornnents. 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of aty Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, c:alifornia 90012 

Thank you. 

PCR Services Corporation 

<8150 Sunset NOA Public - S igned.pdf> 

michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: DalAd Crook <D.Crook@pcmet.com>, Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org>. tom.labonge@lacity.org, PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com> 

I am appalled the City of Los Angeles cooperates with this group that sends email and then rejects them. How did they get my email? 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&"1fNF-pt&search=inlx»r&th=14a1dd1c7ba3785c&siml=14a1dd1c7ba3785c&siml=14a1df35195c1bOd 1/2 
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From; Mail Delivery Subsystem <.maller-daemon@googlemail.com> 

SLihjeet: Delivery Status Notification (Failure) 
Date: December 5, 2014 8:18:13 PM PST 

To: mlpgrace@gmail.oom 

Delivery to the following recipient failed permanently: 

Technical details of permanent failure: 
Google tried to deliver your message, but it was rejected by the server for the recipient domain pcrnet.com by pcrnet:-com.plO.sJ 
(209.105.224.167). 

The error that the other server returned was: 
550 5.1.1<annPIJncem~nt@pcrnet.com>: Recipient address rejected: User unknown in virtual mailbox table 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
Date: December 5, 2014 8:18:10 PM PST 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>, Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org>, tom.labonge@lacity.org, PCR_ Team <announcement@p 
Bee: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
Subject: Who is David Crook? 
[Qucted lex; nidden] 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14a1dd1c7ba3785c&siml=14a1dd1c7ba3785c&sirrl=14a1df35f95c1b0d 2/2 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard A CONCISE SUMMARY IS NEEDED. RE: 8150 Sunset
Boulevard
1 message

Suzanne Sergile <ssergile@hotmail.com> Fri, Dec 5, 2014 at 12:23 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "rick@studioseireeni.com" <rick@studioseireeni.com>

Since receiving this plan, I have spoken to a number of people in Laurel Canyon who received this plans but felt
that the document was too long and technical for them to understand.
 
Please submit a concise summary of the plans so that people can understand what the developer's plan really is
and raise issues that they feel are not properly addressed.
 
Thank you. 

Suzanne Sergile
8960 Wonderland Park Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90046
Tel:  3238483032
Cell: 3233773119

 

From: ssergile@hotmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard
Date: Fri, 21 Nov 2014 12:18:32 0800

I live in Laurel Canyon and am very concerned with this project which appears too big particularly for the proposed
intersection with is one of the few links between the Valley and Los Angeles/Hollywood/West Hollywood.  Laurel
Canyon is already highly congested with travel times of up to an hour to get from West Hollywood (say San
Vincent) to Laurel Canyon and Mullholland.
 
Pleas explain why on P.104 the proposal failed to analysis the impact on traffic on Laurel Canyon?!
The submitted traffic impact analysis in this proposal  report that is submitted in this proposal notes that only 4
intersections were evaluated. All in West Hollywood which the repot notes is only one edge of the entire project.
 
Additionally, they say that this high rise building with 240 (?) residential units will less than 240 trips at peak
times. That does not sound possible. Each unit will likely have at least one or more occupants plus the people
using the commercial parts of the building. The report even notes that McDonalds now causes congestion with 80
something addl trips in the AM. Their estimates on addl 200 or so trips is an underestimate. They themselves are
saying that  that already congested traffic caused by 86 McDonald trips will now have to take far over double that
volume. Undoubtedly placing HUNDREDS (300400 or more cars) into the middle of a major
commuting intersection will be absolute gridlock. This is completely unacceptable. There needs to be an
independent traffic consultant brought in and paid for by the developers.
 
The location is too small, too tight for this commercial equivalent of a MC MANSION. Sunset Blvd is a sliver of
commercial activity in an otherwise residential neighborhood. Sorry that the developers want to max out how
much money goes in their pockets but it should not be a the expense and quality of life of local TAX PAYING

mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
tel:323-848-3032
tel:323-377-3119
mailto:ssergile@hotmail.com
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residents. 
 
 
 
Suzanne Sergile
8960 Wonderland Park Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90046
Tel:  3238483032
Cell: 3233773119
 

tel:323-848-3032
tel:323-377-3119


Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project
1 message

Matt Friedman <mattyfriedman@gmail.com> Sat, Dec 6, 2014 at 10:48 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I am against this project... It will increase traffic, while actually REDUCING the number of lanes available for traffic
by removing the right turn lane.

It's also just too big... it's WAY out of scale for that neighborhood, and would disrupt the views and character of
the neighborhood.

Regards,
Matthew Friedman
2148 stanley Hills Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8159 Sunset Blvd
1 message

ADELLE LUTZ <adellel@mac.com> Sat, Dec 6, 2014 at 1:52 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Planning Commission,

No
No
No
8150 Sunset is a terrible idea for any number of reasons
  Traffic is already maxed out
  Way too tall
  Water?  how will this added burden affect the water pressure and usage?

As a Laurel Canyon resident  this project actually scares me.
I worry about our drought and fires.
I am concerned about indiscriminate ballooning of building projects.

Really?
Is MORE an improvement to the quality of Life?
For whom?

Thank you,
Adelle Lutz
7964 Willow Glen Rd
90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.
1 message

Linda Marder <lm@lindamarder.com> Sat, Dec 6, 2014 at 11:02 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Sirs, Please drive to this location between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m. any week day.  Look at the traffic!!!  It is my
understanding that 40,000 cars go over Laurel Canyon every day.

Do you want this many people to be mad at you (or each other)?  Thanks, Linda Marder
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset
1 message

debbie semsky <debbielyn@mac.com> Sat, Dec 6, 2014 at 1:12 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, Jonathan Brand <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>,
Sharon Shapiro <sharon.shapiro@lacity.org>

I have reviewed the plans for this project and as a local resident and a taxpayer, I object vehemently.

The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
THIS IS RIDICULOUS GREED AND TOTALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR THIS AREA.
Taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent and sunset!
THIS IS PURE STUPIDITY FOR A CORNER THAT ALREADY HAS TOO MANY CAR ACCIDENTS AND TOO
MUCH CONGESTION

Dr. Debra Semsky
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset
1 message

Debbie <debbiesemsky@yahoo.com> Sat, Dec 6, 2014 at 1:14 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I have reviewed the plans for this project and as a local resident and a taxpayer, I object vehemently.

The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
THIS IS RIDICULOUS GREED AND TOTALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR THIS AREA.
Taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent and sunset!
THIS IS PURE STUPIDITY FOR A CORNER THAT ALREADY HAS TOO MANY CAR ACCIDENTS AND TOO
MUCH CONGESTION

Dr. Debra Semsky
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset
1 message

Debbie <drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com> Sat, Dec 6, 2014 at 1:13 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I have reviewed the plans for this project and as a local resident and a taxpayer, I object vehemently.Debbie

The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
THIS IS RIDICULOUS GREED AND TOTALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR THIS AREA.
Taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent and sunset!
THIS IS PURE STUPIDITY FOR A CORNER THAT ALREADY HAS TOO MANY CAR ACCIDENTS AND TOO
MUCH CONGESTION

Dr. Debra Starkman
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12/9/2014 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - 8150 Sunset- KING KONG L.ABONGE sa\eS Ms. Ramsay 

(~LA 
~co:GEECS 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org> 

8150 Sunset- KING KONG LABONGE saves Ms. Ramsay 
2 messages 

mlchael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
To: rich.sellers@latlmes.com 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@laclty.org>, Dal.id Crook <D.Crook@pcmet.com>, PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com> 

Hey Rich, 

Sun, Dec 7, 2014 at 10:55 PM 

This is what Ha1enhurst will look like. There goes are condo wlues, as you know, under what the LA Times belie\eS is the most corrupt city in the USA: Los Angeles. 

As for LaBonge and Ramsay - start checking to see how much money they\e taken from NY de1.elopers. 

Ms. Ramsay, as you\e seen, sent me a threatening email regarding the city attorney ... when she was still failing to meet with anyone re 8150 Sunset. 

Again - LOL. 

Cheers, 

M. 

3 attachments 

r.- ·~ 

havenhurst001.glf 
557K 

. ( , ; 

~ .~ ~--- 4~-
Screen shot 2014·12.07 at 10.48.34 PM.png 
1583K 

Screen shot 2014-12.07 at 10.47.57 PM.png 
546K 

mlchael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 
To: Teddy DalAs <teddyda1As2000@gmail.com> 
Cc: ramsaycampalgn@gmall.com 

FYI. .. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com> 

Sun, Dec 7, 2014 at 10:57 PM 

https://mail .goog le.com'mai 1/u/O/?ui = 2&ik=285d5bdce4&1Aew=pt&search=i nbol'&th= 14a28ae8e5bdb187&sim= 14a28ae8e5bdb187&siml= 14a28b0cfd28a9a2 1/4 
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12/9/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - 8150 Sunset- KING KONG LABONGE saves Ms. Ramsay 

Date: December?, 2014 10:55:02 PM PST 
To: rich.sellers@latimes.com 

Hey Rich, 

This is what Ha1.enhurst will look like. There goes are condo >;alues, as you know, under what the lA Times beliews is the most corrupt city in the USA: Los Angeles . 

As for LaBonge and Ramsay - start checking to see how much money they'1.e taken from NY de1.elopers. 

Ms. Ramsay, as you'w seen, sent me a threatening email regarding the city attorney ... when she was still failing to meet with anyone re 8150 Sunset. 

Again - LOL. 

Cheers, 

M. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a28ae8e5bdb187&sini=14a28ae8e5bdb187&siml=14a28b0cfd28a9a2 2/4 



12/9/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - 8150 Sunset- KING KONG LABONGE saves Ms. Ramsay 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 

USAssbole Ji.ire Service: Los Angles Councilman Tom LaBonge has returned 
from one of his many trips to Europe (with paid staffers) so he can star in 
the new movie: KING KONG LABONGE. The film co-stars Council District 4 
:andidate Carolyn Ramsay. The above poster just appeared in Variety. King 
Kong LaBonge is saving the damsel (Ms. Ramsay) from an earthquake at 8150 
Sunset along with trying to explain how Ms. Ramsay can campaign for King 
Kong LaBonge's council seat and be a part-time Chief of Staff. The FBI 
:::omes in and starts to investigate Los Angeles politics and conflicts of 
interest along with what deputies got free trips to Europe. !n the end - a 
~irect descendant of the chimpanzee in President Ronald Reagan's great hit 
BEDTIME FOR BONZO - saves the day . LaBonge is said to be a laugh riot._ 

# # # 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a28ae8e5bdb187&siml=14a28ae8e5bdb187&siml=14a28b0cfd28a9a2 314 



12/912014 City of Los Angeles Mail - 8150 Sunset - KlNG KONG LABONGE saves Ms. Ramsay 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset construction
1 message

Joel Peel <joelpeel@sbcglobal.net> Sun, Dec 7, 2014 at 10:23 PM
ReplyTo: Joel Peel <joelpeel@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I am writing to express my concern and my resistance to the construction anticipated at 8150 Sunset Blvd.

As a Laurel Canyon resident of many years,
I already have difficulty navigating with present traffic conditions.
The added construction would only worsen this condition
 and detract from the flavor of Laurel Canyon, overall.

Sincerely yours,

Joel Peel
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

Buddhaheadmp@aol.com <Buddhaheadmp@aol.com> Sun, Dec 7, 2014 at 3:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

We are daily users of this part of Sunset Boulevard and are extremely concerned about the adverse effects such
construction will have. It is imperative that the city review all environmental impact issues very carefully to ensure
that we citizens are protected.
Thank you,
Michael Phillips
1501 Gilcrest Dr
BH 90210
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd; letter for comment
1 message

Lanza, Patricia <planza@annenbergspaceforphotography.org> Mon, Dec 8, 2014 at 11:45 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear City of Los Angeles,Planning and Review ,

RE:  Construction at 8150 Sunset Blvd

For your consideration this project should NOT be approved and re‐evaluated for  the following reasons:

1. Laurel Canyon/Crescent Heights is a main thoroughfare to the valley and Laurel Canyon residents
It is also a fire zone. High fire area.
This construction will take out the traffic island and right turn lane onto Crescent Heights
The traffic is at present too heavy for the this intersection, and during emergency evacuation of the
canyon present a danger to its residents, if this is approved.

2.Traffic flow and higher congestion due to increase in population and residents in the new construction.
Because they are applying for condo's as well as rental approvals

3. The Tower is over 200 feet(216 feet) which classifies it as a skyscraper.

4.Accordingly they are projecting just a two year construction, which is highly improbable for a building of
this size and magnitude.

5.Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd intersection will be impassable during the construction for traffic
during rush hours especially. After construction and because of the increase in population and
automobiles continue traffic congestion most likely at all times due to the impact of building a skyscraper
on this corner

For these reasons this project needs to be re‐evaluated and final approval declined

Thank you

Patricia Lanza
Resident of Laurel Canyon community

 

PATRICIA LANZA
Director, Talent & Content
Annenberg Space for Photography
2000 Avenue of the Stars, Suite 1000S
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

http://www.annenbergfoundation.org/
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Sunset/Crescent Heights Project 
2 messages 

Adam Bersin <abersin07@gmail.com> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Srimal: 

Tue, Dec 9, 2014 at 10:26 AM 

I support something new, innovative and welcoming at the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. After 
scanning the recently released environmental report for the mixed-use proposal at 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard, I believe it's time for a real transformation at this outdated and under-utilized corner. After 
all, it's 2014 not 1960. 

How many people that live in the neighborhood are really going to miss walking by the Subway, 
McDonalds, El Pollo Loco, Check Cashing, Massage Parlor, etc. This is an ugly, old, and unmaintained strip 
mall that offers little yet greatly takes away from the beauty and creativity of the iconic Sunset Strip in the 
heart of Hollywood . 

The Draft Environmental Report identifies a few intersections that could be impacted. It states that there 
will be some noise and vibration related to construction. It also references the need to be specifically 
sensitive to the bank building which maintains some type of historical significance. In other words, and 
too quote the document, the impacts of the proposed project would be "less than significant." 

None of the aforementioned should keep us from supporting a green, pedestrian-friendly, bike-friendly, 
mixed-use project that will bring quality housing to Hollywood. We want nice restaurants and boutiques, 
not check cashing and drive-thrus that attract homeless and blight. 

I support this proposal. 

Adam 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Da\Ad Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com> 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Tue, Dec 9, 2014 at 11 :34 AM 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
1 message

Brandon Cane <brandoncane@gmail.com> Tue, Dec 9, 2014 at 3:45 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

Dear City Planning:

I was ecstatic to read in the Draft Environmental Impact Report that the proposed project at 8150 Sunset was
going to be not just environmentally friendly and LEED certified, but has actually been given the title
“Environmental Leadership Development Project.”  I’m not exactly sure what having this designation entails, but
the fact that it has only been granted to a few projects in California tells me that it must be pretty forward
thinking.

I’m thankful that the City is finally embracing smart planning principles as we move into a future centered around
mass transit and alternative means of commuting like bikes and ride sharing.  Given the close proximity to many
local and rapid bus lines, the project’s scale, mix of uses, unit count and affordable housing component make
this location ripe for a facelift.

Reading the report, I would have expected a project of this magnitude to have more impacts.  However, they
appear to be minimal.  Any impacts labeled “significant” like construction noise or construction related traffic are
all temporary.  The only example identified as having a significant traffic impact is for P.M. peak hour at the
intersection of Fountain Avenue and Havenhurst Drive.  However, even that can be take care of through the
implementation of a traffic signal at that intersection.

The bottom line, this is a quality development that will create jobs, provide housing and dramatically improve the
existing center location all without negatively impacting the community. Sounds like a winwin!

Brandon Cane
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 DEIR Letter
1 message

Jeff Gold <jeffreydgold@gmail.com> Tue, Dec 9, 2014 at 11:32 AM
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Please see attached letter.  Thank you.

8150 DEIR Letter.PDF
503K

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/370/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=14a3089fc1256ce5&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_i3hnzxvc0&safe=1&zw
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C138



Srimal Hewawitharana, Environmental Specialist II 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Sri ma I, 

I believe 8150 is a special project. Read a few pages of Appendix J in the Draft Environmental Impact 

Report and you can see for yourself. In order to qualify as an Environmental Leadership Development 

Project (ELDP), a project must bring more $100 million in an investment to the State, create high-wage 

and highly skilled jobs, achieve at a minimum a LEED Silver certification and result in zero net additional 

emissions of greenhouse gases. The Apple campus up North is the only other private development to 

get this designation---good for Hollywood! 

Unfortunately, projects like this that think outside the box, and despite the prestigious environmental 

designation are typically met with controversy. Too many in the community will surely focus on 

potential traffic impacts (even though traffic already is unbearable). Too many will cry that anything 

over 5 stories is an evil skyscraper (even though we know that building tall and dense near transit is 

smart urban planning) . Many of the local affluent homeowners will undoubtedly have an issue with an 

influx of low-income units to the neighborhood (Well, tough . Everyone needs a place to live). You might 

even get a few who say they would prefer the existing mall to stay as is (Really?). This has to be the 

worst shopping center in the extended area. 

The status quo is unacceptable here. The DEIR has outlined a project with minimal impacts that will only 

enhance the value and livability of the surrounding area. I am all for that! 
-- ") 

Jeffrey Go19/ / 
/ 

_,.-< //,. ····-= 
/ ~-- ---------~---..... -···"';J..7 - ::;:::::::--------~ 

.. _..;:J:,9s Angeles, CA 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd Project
1 message

Joan Hoffman <joan@hoffmanarc.com> Sat, Dec 6, 2014 at 12:05 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Hoffman Fred <fred@hoffmanarc.com>

To Whom It May Concern:

The plans for this project are in the Draft Environmental Impact Report ( EIR )
In the 8150 plans
The tower is now 216 feet! over 200 is what constitutes a real skyscraper!
they are still taking out the traffic island and right turning lane onto Crescent, less lanes of traffic on crescent and
sunset!
they are applying for a permit to build condos, just in case they change their mind about the rentals
Expected full completion in of building in only 2 years!

Sunset is too congested now.  It is very difficult to navigate the street right now.  Our firm is having a very hard time
getting to our small and well designed projects in the area.  We have to get to our projects for meetings and to check
 the construction.  

This project is too big and will add too much traffic to the existing congestion.  Please scale down the project.
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

-------
8150 Sunset DEIR 
1 message 

Aaron Luber <aaron.luber@gmail.com> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Tue, Dec 9, 2014 at 2:46 PM 

Hi Srimal, 

Upon a quick review of the 8150 Sunset Draft Environmental Impact Report, I am in support of this 
project. 

What I see here is a great opportunity to replace a mal l that offers little in the way of practical benefits to 
the neighborhood minus the bank. No housing. No open space. No landscaping. No community 
amenities. Parking is a mess. This is the Sunset Strip and we can and should do better! 

Reading the DEIR, a few things caught my attention that lead me to believe this is the right forward
thinking development for Hollywood. 
Number 1, BIKES! Bikes everywhere! Almost 1000 bike parking spots! Finally we are trying to move away 
from our reliance on cars. 

Number 2, environmental sustainability. The DEIR reports that California has identified this proposal as 
an "Environmental Leadership Development Project." Can't argue with that! 

Number 3, aesthetics. The current mall is a dump. Plain and simple. Time for a makeover and the new 
design is stunning! 

Number4, affordable housing right on Sunset. I doubt the wealthy people in the Hills wi ll like this but 
everyone knows that there is a shortage of low-income housing in Los Angeles and Hollywood is no 
exception. 

Number 5, lots of useable open/green space, which will actually make this location feel inviting rather 
than gloomy, particularly for pedestrians. 
I am sure the City will get its typical naysayers, but please count me as someone who embraces the right 
kind of change! 

Aaron Luber 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui= 2&ik=285d5txJce4&1Aew=pt&search= i nbox&th= 14a313txJ23aa9040&siml= 14a313txJ23aa9040 1/1 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset  Disturbing Propaganda / Draft EIR
1 message

Spencer Villasenor <spencer.villasenor@gmail.com> Tue, Dec 9, 2014 at 1:22 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana and Mr. Brand,
 
I’d like to address some extremely disturbing rumors and despicable distortion of the truth I have
witnessed regarding the 8150 Sunset project.  I am a local resident very much interested in how we
interact with our urban environment and especially on new development in the area.  I support good,
smart development, and for this reason have found myself on both sides of the table, supporting and
opposing various proposed projects. 
 
Unlike some of my more vocal neighbors (i.e. the ones who like to complain about everything), I
firmly believe the 8150 Sunset proposal is well‐planned, smart development and think it will be an
economic boon for the area.  

I strongly support this project after hearing arguments for and against it for many reasons.  First,
and most importantly, is housing.  The shortage of affordable housing (and housing in general) in
L.A. County is dire – every academic study and anecdotal piece of evidence points to an overall
consensus that it’s becoming even more difficult than it already is for anyone that isn’t in the 1% to
afford living in Los Angeles.  Historically, and more recently, housing shortages have led people to
seek housing further and further away from their jobs, transit opportunities, friends, and popular
destinations.  The urban sprawl created by this phenomenon is responsible for many of the issues I
hear being blamed on the 8150 Sunset project, the biggest being traffic.  Infill development and
people living close to where they work is not the creator of the traffic problems we face as a city
today – the vast majority of that traffic can be blamed on the our propensity to build out, further and
further away from city centers, instead of building taller, denser, and more efficiently.  It’s sadly
ironic that those who oppose denser developments in our neighborhoods are tacitly responsible for
not only our sky‐high housing projects, but also are longer drive times.
 
8150 Sunset is a sound project.  I support it for many reasons, including: putting legitimate services
on the site I would frequent, removing an eyesore of a parking lot and dingy stores, introducing
affordable housing to an area that barely has any, and tastefully balancing the scale/size of the
project with open space at a corner and in a neighborhood that is in desperate need of a revitalized
streetscape ‐ particularly with an eye toward pedestrian‐oriented design.  The removal of the traffic
island at the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights is also a big plus – replacing that useless area
with much needed green space will make the area more welcoming, not only to neighbors like me
who frequent the site by foot, but also those biking and driving.  All of these improvements are, in
my book, good things.  I used to live directly at this intersection, so I know the area intimately.
 
Like me, some of my neighbors are involved in the direction our community is going and they have
received some troubling communication, which is partially why I am writing you today.  She has
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shared with me many of the emails going around from project opponents spreading lies (or at the
very least gross exaggerations) and deceitful misinformation about the project.  Some of the scare
tactics and rhetoric I see being circulated is fairly benign – referring to the proposed building as a
skyscraper instead of a mid‐rise building comes to mind.  I’ve seen emails depicting a proposed
project at 20, 30, even 40 stories, when the original proposal stands at 16.  Misinformation like this
is a case in point of combative and disingenuous neighbors/groups who misrepresent factual
information to further their misguided outlook, and it frankly makes me very angry.
 
Unfortunately, this is only the tip of the iceberg of the destructive behavior of these "activists"
intent on stopping any progress in the area.  I’ve received invites to numerous fundraisers asking for
donations of hundreds and thousands of dollars for a legal fund to oppose development outright. 
The thought of attending and donating to a “soiree” to oppose affordable development, especially
with homelessness and unemployment being such a big issue locally, makes me sick.  Even further,
I’ve received emails and flyers using despicable language and name calling against Councilman Tom
LaBonge, insinuating he is sexist, racist, and homophobic.  I am born and raised in this city and have
always known Tom to be a "blue‐collar" guy and an upstanding member of the city council, and it is
terrible to think that there are people out there who will resort to threats and name calling to stop
progress and keep others out of “their” neighborhood.
 
I would hope that, after reviewing the environmental impact report, the small vocal group of
neighbors will be more constructive with their comments, rather than spewing unhelpful rhetoric,
hate, and personal accusations.  I know I reviewed the initial report in detail, and nothing in there
led me to believe the end of the world was coming, as some of these communications would lead
one to believe.  I look forward to (hopefully) seeing the developer and the community work in a
cohesive fashion to address the few impacts that do exist (mostly temporary impacts related to
construction) – the best compromises always come when the developer and community can speak
openly and fairly to each other, and it’s truly sad when hateful oppositionists create an environment
where compromise is hard to accomplish.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
 
Spencer Villasenor
President, Croft Homeowners Association
 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Comment
1 message

Kate Nevels <katherine.nevels@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 10, 2014 at 3:37 PM
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org

Dear Srimal,
 
As the former Corporate Relations Manager for Heal the Bay, I have spent many years fighting for a
healthier earth.  We as individuals all have a part to play in this whether it be recycling, using less water,
turning off lights, driving less, or even picking up garbage on the side of the road or the beach. 
 
Developers should be held accountable just like we are. When they fail to live up to the standards we
expect, their feet should be held to the fire by our City decision‐makers.  Conversely, when developers
do it the right way, they should be embraced and supported.
 
In the case of 8150 Sunset Boulevard, I believe Townscape has done it right. I was elated to read that they
had been selected as an Environmental Leadership Development Project by our Governor.  It is nice to see
that this type of high quality development is coming to Hollywood; especially at a location that looks as
bad as it does!  I look forward to seeing it built.
 
Cheers, 

Kate Nevels
West Hollywood Resident
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset / Crescent Heights proposed development
1 message

Marie Nguyen <marie_nguyen@sundance.org> Wed, Dec 10, 2014 at 2:15 PM
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org

To whom it may concern,

Like many people in the area, I am a renter.  Many of my colleagues are homeowners.  While I'm happy for them,
the vast majority of us aren't so lucky.  Maybe later in life, but at least for me not now.  Financially, being a renter
here is difficult and it's not getting any easier.  Why?  A simple lack of supply  plain and simple.  We need more
rental units, and we need them where people want to live.  

Sunset is a perfect place for new apartments.  It's where people like me want to live.  It means shorter drives,
more walking, and more healthy and neighborhood oriented lives.  Again, many people are lucky enough to own a
house and have these amenities already.  If you haven't checked recently, if I wanted to buy a home on this side
of town my options start at $1 million.  And that's the entry price.  For the vast majority of people, that simply
isn't an option.  We need rental options, and we need them where people want to be.

The one original issue I had with the Sunset proposal was the height  16 stories is on the taller side.  But after a
closer review of the issues at hand, I am supportive of the 16 stories.  The height is not unique to Sunset Blvd
and the Sunset strip, both of which have numerous buildings over 10, 15, and 20 stories.  Also, I would be
concerned with the height if the building was a huge block that covered the entire site (like the Wilshire/LaBrea
bulk building)  the proposal clearly shows ample open space (needed almost as much in this town as more
affordable rental housing!).  I fear that lowering the height will only take away much needed pedestrian / park
space.

This is not the only development going on in the area, and I want to voice my general support for the addition of
rental housing and affordable rental housing in smart developments that are in walkable neighborhoods.

Sincerely,

Marie Nguyen

Marie Nguyen
Sundance Institute
5900 Wilshire Boulevard
Suite 800
Los Angeles, CA 90036
Phone: 310.360.1981 EXT 2263
Fax: 310.360.1969
Marie_Nguyen@sundance.org

tel:310.360.1969
mailto:Marie_Nguyen@sundance.org
tel:310.360.1981%20EXT%202263
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C143



sundance ,_ 
Sundance lnstffute is a nonprofit organization that discovers and supports independent film and theatre 
artists from U.S. and around the world, and introduces audiences to their new IO\?f'k. 
The 2015 Sundance Film Fesuval, presented by Sundance Institute, runs January 22- February 1, 2015 
in Park City, Salt Lake City, Ogden, and SUndance, utah. 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

Ryan Lawrence <rrlawrence@gmail.com> Thu, Dec 11, 2014 at 3:23 PM
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org

Dear Srimal:
 
I understand that this is the time for the City to receive public input as they review and analyze the
proposal at 8150 Sunset. 
 
I have lived in Los Angeles my entire life. I worked for many years at an office on Sunset and San Vicente
and I am quite familiar with this site at Sunset and Crescent Heights. We know this place as the
dilapidated strip mall with bad parking and a traffic‐producing McDonald’s drive‐thru.
 
I was delighted to hear that something new will be built here.  I am very supportive of replacing this eye‐
sore with something modern that will provide housing and better shopping to the area.  What is there
now brings no excitement, or creativity and frankly is not a safe place to be hanging around after dark.
 
I welcome this change to the area and look forward to it becoming a reality. 
 
Ryan Lawrence
Los Angeles, CA
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David Crook

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 10:02 AM
To: David Crook
Subject: Fwd: 8150 Sunset Boulevard

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Peter Leeb <peterleeb@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Dec 11, 2014 at 1:51 PM 
Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "jonathan.brand@lacity.org" <jonathan.brand@lacity.org> 

To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
CC: jonathan.brand@lacity.org 

Ms. Hewawitharana, 
  
I recently read about a group calling themselves “Save Sunset Boulevard” whose sole purpose is to stop the 
proposed development at 8150 Sunset. I went to their website, and their heading reads “Residents for scaled 
down development to preserve the historic integrity of the City.”  This theme is perplexing as they are trying to 
preserve one of the most blighted and poorly maintained shopping centers in all of Hollywood.  And that’s 
saying a lot! 
  
The website proudly shows photo after photo from fancy fundraisers at the Chateau Marmont with a DJ, 
champagne and good looking rich people smiling and having a ball. Forgive me, but I am starting to feel sick to 
my stomach. I think the following narratives better describe this group: 
  
“Residents against job creation.” 
“Residents against affordable housing.” 
“Residents against alternatives means of transit.” 
“Residents against smart urban planning.” 
“RESIDENTS AGAINST CHANGE.” 
  
Only in the City of Los Angeles, the place I have called home for 32 years, can an exemplary project like this be 
lambasted by a group of wealthy residents who don’t want poor people in the neighborhood.  That’s really what 
this comes down to right?  The Draft EIR basically says impacts are minimal. Some construction 
noise?  Gimme a break. 
  
The state has already deemed 8150 an “Environmental Leadership Development Project.” Cleary, not a 
common designation as it’s only been given to a few other projects in California. ELDP’s have to meet a very 
strict criteria to even by considered for the title.  In a nutshell, ELDP’s have to create a boatload of jobs, be 
accessible to transit, and be built in an environmentally-friendly way.  This is what “Save Sunset Boulevard” is 
spending their time and money trying to stop? Is this the twilight zone? 
  
I could go on forever, but “Save Sunset Boulevard” is NIMBYISM at its finest---and, frankly, it is just sad. I 
support this project! 
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Peter Leeb 
 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset/Laurel Ave development plan
1 message

Nancy Jagielski Bazzell <bazzelln1@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 4:31 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Excuse me, I lived here for more than thirty years.  We have congestion on Sunset and Crescent Heights
everyday.  Morning rush hours…. damn sightseeing tour buses all day long,  evening rush hours… the traffic
does not die down until nine p.m. every night.  I have a hard time getting to places on time because of the
wonderful congestion and air pollution in the neighborhood.  Leave us alone, find another spot… a non busy
street…

You know what we are talking about…. stop looking at dollar signs… develop buildings  in East Hollywood.  It is
good for economy growth.  I may be deaf and wear a hearing aid… but I hope you are not deafer than me.

Nancy Jagielski Bazzell   1632 N. Laurel Ave Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Save Sunset Blvd
1 message

Spectacle Assistant <assistant@spectaclegroup.com> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 5:19 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern,

 

I’m writing this letter with great disappointment at your upcoming project. You guys are trying to justify to tearing
down LA’s historic history for a profitdriven tourist establishment. As a homeowner in the area, I’m very opposed
to your selfish destruction of my neighborhood and would like you to do anything in your power to stop this
project and move it somewhere else. Downtown LA is the place for this project, no my Sunset Strip.

 

Andy Gould | Spectacle Entertainment Group

10350 Santa Monica Blvd, Ste 350

Los Angeles, CA 90025

O: 323.951.9595 | C: 949.878.8295

assistant@spectaclegroup.com

 

mailto:assistant@spectaclegroup.com
tel:323.951.9595
tel:949.878.8295
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

New development at Sunset and Crescent Hts
1 message

Sandra Hitt <sandralhitt@earthlink.net> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 2:34 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

This monster project is an eyesore That does not fit with the historical architecture of our neighborhood. A
variance should not be granted to build a larger building in an area where the traffic is already nightmarish. It will
add to the terrible traffic congestion, increase the time it takes for fire, ambulance and police services to reach
the area, and add to a severe parking problem.
Sandra L. Hitt
Area Resident
Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

YOU can't be serious
1 message

bk@designersandagents.com <bk@designersandagents.com> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 2:48 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

The submitted plans for erecting this monstrosity at 8150 Sunset MUST BE STOPPED!!!!

The dangerous density impact on the entire Hollywood neighborhood is a threat to our quality of life, traffic jams
overcrowding an already too crowded neighborhood.

The reports that have been so “carefully” cobbled together omitting important facts and underscoring dangerous
already known statistics are clearly bought and paid for by the interested parties  whose palms and checkbooks will
be greased benefitting on the backs of this longstanding community.

We will rally EVERYONE to STOP THIS.

Barbara Kramer

Barbara Kramer
CoFounder, Designers & Agents

bk@designersandagents.com
www.designersandagents.com
 

http://www.designersandagents.com/
mailto:bk@designersandagents.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset Development 8150
1 message

Chloe Popescu <chloepopescu@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 6:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Ask anyone in Los Angeles what the two biggest problems are about living here  most will say traffic and housing costs.  How should we as
a city feel about a proposed development (this one at 8150 Sunset Blvd @ Crescent Heights) that removes a traffic creating strip mall and
replaces it with housing.  Traffic down.  Housing up.  This seems like a no brainer for me.  We need more people in our neighborhood to
help our local businesses thrive and create that critical mass of a community.  That said, I understand change is hard.  Construction is not
fun.  We need to to address construction concerns as best we can, but at a certain point not much can be done.  Noise will be made and
trucks will need to enter and exit the premises.  Our job as a community is to work with the city and work with the property owners to make
those inconveniences as minute and small as possible.  I know from past experience that trucks shouldn't be allowed to come to the premises
in the middle of the night, and trucks should use reduced volume back up alerts to cut down on noise pollution.

Please build this project  the addition of housing will help everyone in the area.

Sincerely,

Chloe Popescu

Los Angeles, CA 90048
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Stop the development on the corner of Sunset and Laurel
1 message

Justine Schmidt <justine@schmidt.net> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 2:57 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I live in Nichols Canyon and we already have dangerous traffic congestion on our narrow roads.  How can you
consider this project when you know the traffic will further endanger our neighborhoods.  Drive down Sunset right
now and experience the traffic yourself.  It’s miserable and it’s your responsibility to protect us.  Big pocket
developers don’t care…they don’t live here.  Thank you.  Justine Schmidt
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset/Crescent Heights Project  8150 Sunset Boulevard, Hollywood, CA
1 message

Bill Swearinger <swearinger@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 10:39 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen,

I live in Laurel Canyon on the hill overlooking this area.  I drive by that site most days of the week on my way to
work, shop, and do errands. I’ve lived within a mile of this project almost all of my more than 60 years.

I love big buildings, and generally favor development.  I’ve seen

The provision of 900 bicycle parking spaces is ridiculous.  The people who propounded this as a mitigation need
to show who will use those spaces before they are used to override space planning policies and ordinances of the
City.

In 4.J, Crescent Heights Boulevard is noted as a parking area.  But, it is not.  There is permit parking there,
which is not noted in the text of the EIR.

There is a request for a traffic signal at Sunset and Havenhurst Drive.  There is so much traffic accumulated on
Sunset, especially westbound, that a oneblock space between signals isn’t sufficient to help any traffic flow and
will result in blocked intersections.  The intersection at Sunset and Crescent Heights is often blocked, and it’s
not a straightthrough intersection; it has a significant curve and a lot of blockages and late left turns as a
consequence.  Before this is acted on, someone needs to watch the intersection, or a video of it, for about 10
minutes on a weekday at 5:30 PM.  It’s almost like bumpercars at Disneyland sometimes.

And while you’re at it, take a look at the effect of removing the right turn lane at the southwest corner of Sunset
and Crescent Heights.  All of the plans sound good on paper, but, when you go to the intersection and
experience it up close and viscerally, ones perspective is likely to change.

In the Draft EIR the curve of the intersection at Sunset and Crescent Heights isn’t addressed, nor are the number
of cars that use the rightturn lane at the Southwest corner.  It is absolutely deficient without that information.

And, there is no mention of the drivability of the greater than 90 degree right turn at that point that will result.

Please respond to the points I have mentioned.

With kind regards,

Bill Swearinger

Bill Swearinger, Esq.
PO Box 691755
West Hollywood, CA  90069
P 323 4631111
F 323 2065337
swearinger@gmail.com

mailto:swearinger@gmail.com
tel:323%202065337
tel:323%204631111
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Laurel Ave Nightmare
1 message

nativeangeleno@aol.com <nativeangeleno@aol.com> Tue, Dec 16, 2014 at 3:02 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Hello,
I'm a home owner in the Hollywood Hills.  I join my neighbors in emphatically opposing the development being
contemplated for the Laurel/Crescent Heights/Sunset Blvd area.  From intensifying traffic to reducing emergency
response time, the views that will be blocked, and the ultimate economic threat to the area when during
economic downturns this beast becomes a burden to taxpayers.  Can't we learn the lesson from the development
there now, once so high end and prosperous and now struggling and looking decrepit.  Please don't overdevelop
Sunset.  This is not New York City.  This is earthquake country.  Don't let the greed of those who will profit
outweigh the good of the people who live here.
Thank you for your time,
Tamra Spivey
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset improvement  EIR comment letter
1 message

Sean Knecht <sean@pridebites.com> Wed, Dec 17, 2014 at 6:14 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org,
tom.labonge@lacity.org, luci.ibarra@lacity.org

Hi,

I am a small business owner and live very close to the new proposed improvements at 8150 Sunset.  I want the
plans to be approved!  Personally, I am a dog owner and my business centers around the pet industry.  I believe
that walking one's dog or pet breeds a sense of community that otherwise wouldn't exist.  As it is now, the area
around Sunset is completely unfriendly to dog walkers and pedestrians.  I don't walk up there.  I don't know many
who do, mainly because it's ugly, dirty, and uninviting.  Even commercial corridors like the sunset strip can have
a sense of community, and the area around crescent heights has none whatsoever.  The huge parking lot that
occupies the corner creates an area made for cars, not for people.  That needs to change, and I support the
pedestrian oriented walkway proposed in the development plans.  It would bring life to an area that is completely
void of street activity or happiness.  It would make the area more pleasant and be good for surrounding
businesses because of the increased foot traffic.

The other main reason I support this improvement is the addition of housing to my neighborhood.  This is very
much needed!  

It's very simple: rents are sky high because this is where people want to be.  Why do people want to be here? 
Because it is close to work, or it's close to school, or it's close to culture, or some some combination thereof. 
Creating housing where people want to live, and not to mention near rapid bus hubs and the subway will make
our neighborhood more lively, active, inviting, and happy.  Will it mean there won't be more people living in the
area with more cars?  Of course not, but those car trips will be shorter and more effective, and it will mean less 1
2 hour commutes from people coming into the area from the far reaches of Los Angeles' sprawl.  

Please approve this project and make the area a better place.  Height is fine, but please do not build a building
that has no public and pedestrian space that is built out to the extreme edges of the property line  doing so will
not make the area an inviting place!  

Thank you,

Sean Knecht, 90048

 

         

Learn More About PrideBites  Click Here to Watch & Learn!

Start Designing Now At PrideBites.com Because It's Your Pet, Your Choice

http://pridebites.com/
https://www.facebook.com/PrideBites
https://twitter.com/pridebites
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P4mOKIG6LSs
http://www.pinterest.com/pridebites/
http://www.pridebites.com/#_l_9g
http://instagram.com/pridebites
http://www.linkedin.com/profile/view?id=41243631&trk=nav_responsive_tab_profile
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***See us in booth #575 at Global Pet Expo in Orlando, FL March 46, 2015
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT· ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
ENV-2013-2552.CIR 

El · DATE!: 1Vl7/2014 (1) 
; I 

j :..~ l11zuE1cr8Rccal 

dJ .. DATE!: l2/9/20l.4 (l) 

$·· DATE!: l2/2120l.4 (4) 

ffi·· DATE!: l.2/ll20l.4 (l) 

~ . DATE!: ll/25J2014(9) 

$·· DATE!: ll/2:1,12()14 (2) 

$ · DATI!: ll/2Ql2014 (1) 

ffi ·· DATE!: lllJOOOl (62) 

PUBLIC COMMENT' PERIOD -11l20l2014 TO 1/6l.2016 

NMIE: P OWens 

ORGANZATION: Ancnymws 

COllllENT: 
suffel'S from housing density 1hat simply cauSet. spraw~ and an increase in urban ... 
density throughout the CGf1.' City ir. needed for viability, thet'e is alwllys a rNsarMble 
maximum siz.e for any development, and this prapo.sed development is quite simply 
far tao l1rge ID sit at OrL' of the busiest, most congested mmers in Hollywood. 
With so few natural pass.agewl!Y'S through the S1nta Monica Mountains r1nge ind 

, increasing urban density on both sides af the mountains, the tl'lffic on the few 
j Mlilable wrridors get$ hemer by the weel:. ~urel Qlnyon i5 alreildy e5$enti;llly a 
, two-l~ne frWK.1)1 Ill rough tile hill5 and tr.all"ic; flow5 heiMty on the street for perh~ps 
' 20 hours a day. For 1h0$8 of us who rMI up Laur.I Canyon. there is es~ally no 

otMr WWf out to the Qty~ through this junc:lion. and tmffic here is already 
extremely congested. and especially so at peak times. To add the number of 
vehicles to the street that are eMpected - - at the lowest estinwtes - will further 
niduce our already SIMI~ ltmlted access to both 8c:o&S$ and emergencyvehlcles. 
Tills development should NOT go ahead as planned. .,. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Comment Letter
1 message

Sheldon Bond <sdbond87@gmail.com> Thu, Dec 18, 2014 at 1:03 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: jonathan.brand@lacity.org

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 8150 sunset project.  I‛ve lived in the area for over 4
years after being born and raised on the east coast.  LA is a great place to live for a few reasons, but our
built environment is not one of them.  Save for a few small areas, much of the area is uninspiring, ugly,
or dilapidated.  We need redevelopment and we need it to be done right.  8150 sunset is the perfect
opportunity to redevelop the right way.  Building low flung, uninspiring apartment buildings is a way of the
past.  And we need to change that.  When I saw this rendering I was astounded at the quality and feel of
the redevelopment.  Looking at the site plan, the redevelopment also provides a great deal of open space and
a pocket park on sunset.  We need open space and parks in Hollywood, and not just like the proposed cap
park.  Parks and open areas are vital to neighborhoods and the economy, and we need them everywhere.

 

Jobs are also very important, and I would expect this project to bring a great amount of
both construction jobs and permanent jobs to the area.  Somehow in the last 20-30 years, the number of
jobs in the area has actually decreased.  I don't know how such an exciting place can have a contracting
economy, and that needs to change.

 

Finally, we need more apartments and rental units!  Rents are sky high and only increasing, and bringing
more options to the area will only help.  I support this redevelopment particularly because it is has for lease
apartments.

 

I 100% support this project as proposed and hope you will support it too.

 

 

Sheldon Bond

sdbond87@gmail.com

mailto:sdbond87@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Support Letter  8150 Sunset
1 message

Ashley Hanna <ashleysheahanna@gmail.com> Thu, Dec 18, 2014 at 2:48 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org, jdamico@weho.org

Hi there, 

I would like to bring to your attention an article that was recently posted on
Curbed LA regarding housing prices in the area.  The link is:

http://la.curbed.com/archives/2014/12/la_housing_prices_
have_gone_up_more_than_anywhere_else_in_the_last_14_years.php

I want to highlight a quote taken out of the referenced UCLA forecast that
explains the reason housing prices in Los Angeles have grown 121 percent since
2000, the highest mark in the entire nation.  UCLA economist William Yu said in
his report, "Some Angelenos, especially rich ones, have a suburban mentality. 
This mentality propels them to make efforts to maintain the current status quo
and go against developing their neighborhoods with higherdensity housing."

I hope that this is just as eye opening for you as it is for me.  I live just south of
Sunset (very close to 8150 Sunset site) in West Hollywood, and while I love my
neighborhood, I a) know it needs to be improved, and b) am saddened to learn
that the reason my rent is so high is because homeowners have continuously
killed the addition of desperately needed new housing.  Clearly if that status quo
was working in the area, we wouldn't be the second most congested city in the
nation AND the most expensive rental market in the nation.  
So, how do we fix things  will housing prices continue to grow at the highest pace
in the nation, forcing out everyone other than the millionaires who can afford it? 
Is that what we want for the cities of West Hollywood and Los Angeles?  

These are areawide issues, but for me they really hit home when considering the
8150 Sunset project.  I'm close enough to the site that it might as well be in my
backyard, and with the desperate need for additional housing, and a desperate
need for someone to come in and replace the current strip mall with a building I
can be proud to call my neighbor, I want to lend my full support to the project. 
With it proven that better public transit and denser neighborhoods lead to better
environmental quality and an improved quality of life, it would be hypocritical of
me to support development citywide but then not support it when it's right in my
direct neighborhood.  For these reasons, please consider me a full supporter and a

http://la.curbed.com/archives/2014/12/la_housing_prices_have_gone_up_more_than_anywhere_else_in_the_last_14_years.php
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happy YIMBY.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Ashley Hanna
1430 N Harper
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David Crook

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 1:43 PM
To: David Crook
Subject: Fwd: 8150 Sunset (Hollywood)

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: john page <jepage99@yahoo.com> 
Date: Thu, Dec 18, 2014 at 12:38 PM 
Subject: 8150 Sunset (Hollywood) 
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: "jonathan.brand@lacity.org" <jonathan.brand@lacity.org> 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 
  
RE: 8150 Sunset --- Draft Environmental Impact Report 
  
My name is John Page.  I am a lifelong resident of Los Angeles.  I went to school in LA, I work in LA and I plan on raising a 
family in LA.  I wanted to go on record as a supporter of Townscape’s project at 8150 Sunset.  
  
Of the dozen or so environmental categories analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Report, only three were 
identified as having some kind of significant impacts (historical resources, construction noise and vibration, and 
construction-related traffic).  Thankfully, the report also identifies how the developer will be able to reduce those impacts 
to less than significant. 
  
Overall, based on reviewing the report, the pros far outweigh the cons. Providing quality housing, especially affordable 
housing, is so important at this time that some construction related noise or traffic, which is temporary, should not be a 
determining factor in whether or not this project moves forward.  
  
Thank you, 
  
John Page 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

EIR Comment – 8150 Sunset
1 message

Ryan Handel <ryanahandel@gmail.com> Fri, Dec 19, 2014 at 9:57 AM
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org, jonathan.brand@lacity.org

Dear Srimal,

 

I own a small restaurant near Hollywood in the City of Los Angeles.  We rely heavily on foot traffic because
parking is at a premium and there is simply not enough of it. In order to generate heavy foot traffic, an area needs
to be inviting, aesthetically pleasing and feel safe.  The current site of 8150 Sunset is none of those things.  
Putting it kindly, it DEtracts rather than ATtracts business and community. 

 

As a city we need to be advocating for developments that promote the pedestrian experience and help create
vibrant, sustainable communities. It seems like a simple ideology, but people who walk are more likely to spend
money in their neighborhood because they are looking to shop and eat locally.

 

I support this project because it promotes this type of vision. I think it will be a great benefit to all the local
businesses along Sunset to have an influx of residents and employment who will in turn support the local
economy.  This part of the strip already has some great shops, restaurants, a movie theater, etc. and this project
will only further enhance the community.  A project like this is made for this location.

 

Thank you,

 

 
Ryan Handel
simplethings
sandwich and pie shop
310 429 3050
ryanahandel@gmail.com

tel:310%20429%203050
mailto:ryanahandel@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Studio City Residents Association 

Alan Dymond <dymondscra34@gmail.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 2:36 PM 
To: SCRA Board <scraboard@studiocityresidents.org> 
Cc: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org, 
info@sa-..es unsetboulevard. com 

This letter was NOT authorized by the Studio City Residents Association or me in 
my capacity as the President of the SCRA. 
I responded as president of the SCRA solely as quoted in the paragraph 
"ADDITIONAL COMMENTS" re the inadequacy of the traffic study: no other 
comments were made or authorized. 

On Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11 :04 AM, Sa-..e Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> wrote: 
From: 
Studio City Residents Association 
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com 
12069 Ventura Place, Ste H 
Studio City 
California 
91604 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-wesi 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a 
de-..elopment of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan 
and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit 
because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents 
the project as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an 
intentional misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly 
states the height without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon 
the area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the 
destruction to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on 
the historical nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.iev;::: pt&search=inbox&msg = 14a7e72011b6ad78&dsqt=1&siml=14a7e72011 b6ad78 1/3 
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12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Studio City Residents Association 

• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the 
historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The 
Savoyand countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the 
most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on 
Crescent Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact 
by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments 
containing at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employee·s, deliveries 
and the sheer number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be 
closer to 8-10,000 new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o-...ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather 
than the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvtj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi-...e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested 
and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 
480+ residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to 
attract to co-...er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in 
Hollywood searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and 
making it impossible for residents and emergency -...ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside 
neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will 
be considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to 

https://mail .goog le.com'mai l/bl374/u/0/?~=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~eNJ=.pt&search=inbox&msg= 14a7e72011b6ad78&dsqt=1&siml= 14a7e72011 b6ad78 213 
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get around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for 
into yet more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in 
a huge loss of speedy emergency serJce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or 
heart attack this loss of serJce will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent 
of catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Studio City Resident Assoc members use Laurel Canyon to tra\€1 to and from Hollywood/ Los Angeles. The 
traffic analysis is seriously flawed: an independent analysis should be performed using credible metrics .. 
Alan Dymond President. SCRA 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Studio City Residents Association 
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com 
12069 Ventura Place, Ste H 
Studio City 
California 
91604 

https://rrail .google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1ew=pt&search=inbox&msg=14a7e72011b6ad78&dsqt=1&siml=14a7e72011b6ad78 313 



3/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Re: 8150 sunset 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Re: 8150 sunset 
1 message 

grafton tanquary <gpt1287@sbcglobal.net> Thu, Mar 12, 2015 at 11:02 AM 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

I will be away from the office from Friday, March 13 through Wednesday.March 18 .. Do notleave a message 
during that time. Contact me upon my return. 

https://mai I .g oog le .com'mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&~ev.Fpt&search=inbol'&th= 14c0f3ee41c92cd5&sirrl=14c0f3ee41c92cd5 1/1 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.erwreview@lacity.org> 

request for extension of comment period 8150 Sunset 
2 messages 

adara sallm <adarasalim@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en\Ke~ew@lacity.org 

1-Iello Srimal, 

Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 4:27 PM 

I \Wuld like to formally request an extension to the comment period on the draft EIR. The amount of time 
provided is not enough to properly analyze the technical data provided within this DEIR and give a 
proper response. 

Sincerely, 
Adara Salim 

You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning due to your 
expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project BR. Attached for your information is the Notice 
of Availability of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft E.IR (RP-DEIR) for the Project. You are Invited to submit your 
written comments on the RP-DEIR to the Department of City Planning via email at planning.envreview@lacity.org, or 
via regular mail using the contact information provided below, until October 26, 2015. Please reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR In your comments. 

Srlmal Hewawltharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

Thank you. 

PCR Services Corporation 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en\4"0"1ew@lacity.org> 
To: adarasalim@gmail.com 

Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 4:27 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En\Aronmental Impact Report (EIR}. 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or KOuld like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Blvd 
2 messages 

Burt Goralnick <BurtGoralnick@gmail.com> 
Reply-To: BurtGoralnick@gmail.com 
To: planning.en\fe\1ew@lacity.org 

Please note the aerial rendering is misleading: 

------------·-----
Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 9:59 PM 

The true Laurel Canyon 81\td is the direct continuation of N. Crescent Heights Bl\td crossing Sunset Blw. 
Crescent Heights shown on your rendering only goes one block. The Laurel Canyon traffic flow is on the street 
designated by you as "Crescent Heights which is truly Laurel Canyon. 

Crescent Heights 81\td to Laurel Canyon Bl\td is a main thoroughfare to and from the San Fernando Valley. 

THIS SHOULD BE CORRECTED ON ALL PRESENTATIONS. Compare these aerials and rendering to the the 
Dewloper's aerials and renderings: 

' -c:. 
£.! 
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Thank you, 

Burt Goralnick 
1847 N. Crescent Heights Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
818-625-6750 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.em.ra\1ew@lacity.org> 
To: burt.goralnick@gmail.com 

Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 9:59 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EJR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or oould like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 



I'· 

(j'LA 
~!!! GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Over-built 
2 messages 

Wiiiiam Josephs <ladrbill@sbcglobal.net> 
Reply-To: William Josephs <ladrbill@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "planning.en\.1"e\.1ew@lacity.org" <planning.en\.1"e\.1ew@lacity.org> 

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 6:29 PM 

The quality of life in our town has been surrendered to overbuilding. We have no City Plan. It 
was abolished in 2009. There is no longer any ground infrastructure to accommodate such 
projects as that proposed. 

The area in West Hollywood already has been subjected to huge projects that will helplessly 
clog the area. The cinema mall on the southeast corner was enough. 

Now the residents are prospectively being held captive to a project that further populates an 
area already population saturated. Creating a need is the first law of sales. Proposed vendors 
have little to offer our community.other than further to impair traffic and needlessly crowding the 
neighborhoods. There is no need. Minimal if any profit will go to the citizens of our 
neighborhoods. 

The project was purposely built so greatly out of proportion to this communities needs that the 
developers will deviously propose to "scale down." Their design is to propose "a battleship." If 
the City cow-tows to them in permitting anything conceivably like their plan, they will get a 
"destroyer'' of our neighborhoods. 

William Josephs, Ph.D. 
8110 Willow Glen Road 
Los Angeles CA 90046 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en"1"e"1ew@lacity.org> 
To: ladrbill@sbcglobal.net 

Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 6:33 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They have been received and will be included in the administrative 
record for the En\Aronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
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comment period. If you have specific questions or oou/d like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

--------- -- - -- --- - -- ------- -- --
Crescent Hghts/sunset bldg 
2 messages 

Fraser Judith <jfrasermft@att.net> 
To: "PIC!nning. envre~ew@lacity.org" <planning. envre~ew@lacity.org> 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 10:35 AM 

We need a tunnel through Laurel Canyon. We already haw too much traffic the new building site will add ewn 
more congestion 

Judith Fraser 
Sunset Heights Driw 

Sent from my iPhone 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envre~ew@lacity.org> 
To: jfrasermft@att.net 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 10:35 AM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En~ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or V1.0u/d like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Please reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR in your comments 
2 messages 

Justine Schmidt <justine@schmidt.net> 
To: planning.en\Ke~ew@lacity.org 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015at 10:30AM 

It's a beautiful building but please, please, please consider the traffic nightmare you are about to create. It is 
almost impossible to get through the area now. And if our city fathers think that biking is the answer they have 
lost their minds. Sunset is a vey dangerous road full of very impatient drivers. Those of us who live in the hills 
would have to be Olympic athletes to get up and down the hills to participate. We are also worried about the 
emergency vehicles trying to get into our area. I know you have heard these concerns but I wish somebody in 
City Planning would take them seriously. Justine Schmidt Nichols Canyon. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en\ofe~ew@lacity.org> 
To: justine@schmidt.net 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 10:31 AM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They have been received and will be included in the administrative 
record for the En~ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or v.ould like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C166



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Planned Development at Sunset and Crescent Hts. 
2 messages 

Michael Comp <farinello@sbcglobal.net> 
Reply-To: Michael Comp <farinello@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "planning .envre~ew@lacity.org" <planning.envre~ew@lacity.org> 

Dear Planners, 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 12:00 PM 

rve reviewed these plans and find it to be an impossible burden on an area that is already 
overwhelmed with traffic. As a resident living in Laurel Cyn. for 21 years, I use the intersection 
of Crescent Hts. and Sunset 2-3 times a day. It's already an over congested condition, with 
traffic eastbound on Sunset backing up for a block or more to turn left onto Laurel Cyn. I had a 
policeman stop and tell me that lining up in the center of the street to tum left, when you're 
beyond the left turn lane, is against the law. That kind of absurd remark makes the whole 
situation ridiculous. This development will only make the congestion worse, adding to the stress 
and frayed nerves of residents and people commuting over the canyon to the valley. When there 
are other problems on the 101 or 405, the stand still backup on Laurel Cyn. takes residents 
forever to get home. This happens regularly! 

My vote is against this development. The Environmental Impact report has to go a lot farther to 
look at the situation. How about asking more locals to comment? 

Thank you, 

Mitchell Comp 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.enwe~ew@lacity.org> 
To: farinello@sbcglobal.net 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 12:01 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En~ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or oould like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Recirculated Draft EIR 
-------

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Sep 15, 2015 at 11:40 AM 
To: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Dav;d Crook 
<D.Crook@pcmet.com> 

Dear Ms. Rose, 

The Recirculated Portion of the Draft EIR is located on the Department of City Planning's website at 
http://cityplanning.lacity .org by clicking on "Em,;ronmental", followed by "Draft EIR", and then "Recirculated 
DEIR" which is located immediately below 8150 Sunset Boulevard. 

I am also attaching the direct link to the document: http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/DEIR/rdeir/ 
index.html 

Both the original and recirculated \€rs ions of the Draft EIR for the project are listed. 

I apologize for the confusion. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1359 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/u/O/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&\401.'Fpt&search= inboY&msg = 14fd24f294b7d1c5&siml=14fd24f294b 7d1 c5 1/1 
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR -8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use 
Project 
7 messages 

PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com> Thu, Sep 10, 2015 at 3:44 PM 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Srimal Hewawitharana 
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Da\1d Crook <D.Crook@pcmet.com> 

Dear Interested Party: 

You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
due to your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project EIR. Attached 
for your information is the Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 
(RP-DEIR) for the Project. You are invited to submit your written comments on the RP-DEIR to 
the Department of City Planning via email at planning.envreview@lacity.org, or via regular 
mail using the contact information provided below, until October 26. 2015. Please reference 
City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR in your comments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Thank you. 

PCR Services Corporation 

tj 8150 Sunset RP-DEIR Signed NOC-NOA.pdf 
2545K 

Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Sep 11 , 2015 at 4:12 PM 
Reply-To: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net> 
To: PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com> 
Cc: Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com>, Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Dear All, 

rd appreciate your assistance with my questions below. 

I cannot find the RP - EIR on the current L.A. city planning website. The website opens, and 
when I click on the ENVIRONMENTAL tab, there is NO listing for RP-DEIR (as the NOTICE OF 
AVAILABILITY document reports). There are listings for DRAFT EIR and FINAL EIR and thafs 
all. 

It would be very helpful if one could see the architectural drawings and plans of the Frank Gehry 
https://mail.goog le.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\f ew=pt&search=inbox&tl'F 14fb9735df0fdfe7&siml= 14fb9735df0fdfe7&siml= 14fbf0911bc676b4&siml= 141bf13... 1/5 



9115.12015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR-8150 Sll'lSet Boule\01'd Mi)Q9(! Use Project 

proposed building as well as detailed information (drawings and plans) of the planned 
ingresses and egresses; exactly where the stores will be situated, etc. What we've received so 
far is insufficient information for anyone to comment upon. 

Warm regards and all good things ... , 
Alex 

Alexandra Rose, Producer 
Alex Rose Productions 
8291 Presson Pl. 
Los Angeles, CA 90069 
(323) 654-8662 
(213) 507-6616 =cell 

CHAIR 
Special Projects and Industry Initiatives 
Lawrence and Kristina Dodge College of Film and Media Arts 
Chapman University 
arose@chapman.edu 
(714)744-7941 
[Quoted text hidden] 

~ 8150 Sunset RP-DEIR Signed NOC-NOA.PDF 
. 970K 

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 5:45 PM 
To: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com> 

Dear Ms. Rose, 

The RP-DEIR is located under the listings for Draft EIR in the En\1ronmental tab. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
Environmental Specialist II 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1359 

Mail Delivery Subsystem <mailer-daemon@googlemail.com> 
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

Deliwry to the following recipient failed permanently: 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 5:45 PM 

https://mail .goog le.com1mailf?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\4ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14fb9735df0fdfe7&sim= 14fb9735df0fdfe7&sim= 14fbKl911bc676b4&sim= 14fbf13. .. 215 
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announcement@pcrnet.com 

Technical details of permanent failure: 
Google tried to deliver your message, but it was rejected by the server for the recipient domain pcmet.com by 
pcmet-com.p10.spamhero.com. [209.105.224.167]. 

The error that the other sen.er returned was: 
550 5.1.1 <announcement@pcmet.com>: Recipient address rejected: User unknown in virtual mailbox table 

- Original message -

X-Google-DKIM-Signature: \F1; a=rsa-sha256; c=relaxed/relaxed; 
d=1e100.net; s=20130820; 
h=x-gm-message-state:mime-version:in-reply-to:references:date 
:message-id:subject:from:to:cc:content-type; 

bh=48jNQjZmm71VOBGlnb62G+qX90qlfwVRrk209KGmlXE=; 
b=Bgefq3wR768nagkxFoCzSGPrF8wK8UX5McnB3eNYCbz9Bn5a6pQA/Ew7akS09LDC8t 
R4rWFNdWNp5kg2m JWXNiiGh3Kj601jmR+ogdzdcnQniinizlh6g881p71 R\A<z5\bVO 
CiKWjl1RwL8947dqMyQPjlZp4nzUxb+QNXl.JylEL8FuSgUBN3aiw/x1wSa5BtdJAjoBz9 
pl8LIGdUSctlqSar7AtqYm3tdkGwqiScYtoUZa726x/FA7LLyhB+kDPPiWmzAfc\bNk1 
2qjqmcv/oAkHCy/VJRGddl9wF8+'vi8UmZDfDAlkdPv+EgC9JtMB5KGEQH6e9v44S8ELL 
NcdQ== 

X-Gm-Message-State: ALoCoQm8nLP4V8SgeFLUTk7nuaeJ8z9zXL 1ALEiRc0nfnqNFNVsB/ 
k3MRTmde4b7V2xC4h/OaKMn 
MIME-Version: 1.0 
X-Recei'A9d: by 10.60.125.8 with SMTP id mm8mr1415072oeb.73.1442018756608; Fri, 
11 Sep 2015 17:45:56 -0700 (PDT) 

Received: by 10.202.106.78 with HTIP; Fri, 11 Sep 2015 17:45:56 -0700 (PDT) 
In-Reply-To: <380441857.1434858.1442013179356.JavaMail.yahoo@mail.yahoo.eom> 
References: <AACA9EC1EAB54C47B9DAB7C32C3877322B6E 1404@pcrweb.pcr.com> 

<380441857.1434858.1442013179356.JavaMail.yahoo@mail.yahoo.eom> 
Date: Fri, 11 Sep 2015 17:45:56 -0700 
Message-ID: <CADaET Jr8eiK 1 kUyOr5ZC1 H40BYxcEXSxjM-rZM=Rt1 m4tM:;Ug@mail.gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR -8150 Sunset Boulevard 
Mixed Use Project 

From: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
To: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com>, Adara Salim <adarasalim@gmail.com> 
Content-Type: multipart/ alternative; boundary=04 7 d7b339b21 bf60cf051 f82273f 

Dear Ms. Rose, 

The RP-DEIR is located under the listings for Draft EIR in the 
En\1ronmental tab. 

Sincerely, 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

On Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 4:12 PM, Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

>Dear All, 
> 
> I'd appreciate your assistance with my questions below. 
> 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14fb9735df0fdfe7&siml= 14fb9735df0fclfe7&siml= 14fbf0911bc676b4&siml= 14fbf13... 315 
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> I cannot find the RP - EIR on the current LA. city planning website. The 
>website opens, and when I click on the ENVIRONMENTAL tab, there is NO 
>listing for RP-DEIR (as the NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY document reports). 
>There are listings for DRAFT EIR and FINAL EIR and that's all. 
> 
> It would be \ery helpful if one could see the architectural drawings and 
> plans of the Frank Gehry proposed building as well as detailed information 
> (drawings and plans} of the planned ingresses and egresses; exactly where 
> the stores will be situated, etc. What we've received so far is 
> insufficient information for anyone to comment upon" 
> 
> Warm regards and all good things ... , 
>Alex 
> 
> *Alexandra Rose, * 
> *Producer* 
>*Alex Rose Productions*8291 Presson Pl. 
> Los Angeles, CA 90069 
> (323) 654-8662 
> (213) 507-6616 = cell 
> 
> 

> *CHAIR**Special Projects and Industry Initiatives* 
> Lawrence and Kristina Dodge College of Film and Media Arts 
> Chapman University 
> arose@chapman.edu 
> (714)744-7941 
> 
> 

> 
>On Thursday, September 10, 2015 5:29 PM. PCR_Team <announcement@pcmet.com> 
>wrote: 
> 
> 
> *Dear Interested Party: * 
> 
> *You are recei\Ang this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles 
> Department of City Planning due to your expressed interest in the 8150 
> Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project EIR. Attached for your information Is 
> the Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR 
> (RP-DEIR) for the Project. You are in\Ated to submit your written comments 
>on the RP-DEIR to the Department of City Planning \Aa email at 
> planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org <planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org> .. , or \Aa 
>regular mail using the contact information pro'v1ded below, 

- Message truncated -

Srlmal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri , Sep 11, 2015 at 5:51 PM 
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luclralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Da'vid Crook 
<D.Crook@pcmet.com> 

I tried to respond to Alex Rose's comment about the location of the RP-DEIR, but, my reply didn't go through for 
some reason. 

I wonder if we might have to do a new NOC/NOA with re\Ased instructions on how to access the RP-DEIR, 

htlps://mail.goog le.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&\ieYFpt&secr-ch=inbox&th= 14fb9735cf0fcfe7&sini=141b9735df0fdfe7&sini= 14fbf0911bc676b4&sini= 14fbf13. .. 415 
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because, as pointed out, there is no RP-DEIR button to click under En\1ronmental; the document is located 
under DEIR. 

I will be out of the office on Monday (RDO), which is why I am forwarding this to you; in case more comments 
come in about being unable to locate the RP-DEIR. 

Srimal 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Srimal P. Hewawitharana 
En\1ronmental Specialist II 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1359 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 
Cc: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Da\1d Crook <D.Crook@pcmet.com> 

Thank you, Srimal. 

Fri, Sep 11, 2015 at 6:02 PM 

Can you make sure to print out Alex's email to me so I can upload on Monday? As well as your response and 
deli\€ry failure notification. We can resol\€ this with systems Monday and if anything extend the comment 
period the number of days it takes us to clarify. 
-Luci 

[Quoted text hidden] 

Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org> Mon, Sep 14, 2015 at 7:14 AM 
To: Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 
Cc: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Da\1d Crook <D.Crook@pcmet.com> 

It looks like the bounce back was only from PCR's mailbox at announcement@pcmet.com. 

-Karen 
[Quoted text hidden) 

Karen Hoo 
Los Angeles City Planning Department 
EIR Unit, Mail Stop 395 
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 978-1331 

httpsJ/rmil .g oog le.com'mail/?ui=2&ik=285d5bdce4&~fNF pt&search=inbox&th= 14fb9735df0fdfe7&sirrl= 14fb9735clf0fclfe7&si m= 14fbf0911bc676b4&siml= 141bf13.. . 515 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Comments: 8150 Sunset ENV-2013-2552-EIR State Clearinghouse 
#2013091044 
2 messages 

Sarit Freiberg <sfreiber@pacbell.net> 
To: "planning .en\A"e\Aew@lacity.org" <planning. en\A"e\Aew@lacity.org> 
Cc: "lmeister@weho.org" <lmeister@weho.org> 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Em,;ronmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

Sat, Sep 12, 2015 at 7:58 PM 

Upon reading Alternative 9 to the Project, I would like to make the following comments: 

1. The conversion of the city owned triangle to an attractive public space is most welcome. However, it currently 
attracts the homeless and I am concerned that this will not change. It is of no use creating a public space if the 
public will not be able to enjoy it, even if enjoyment is nothing more than looking at it. For many months one 
homeless indi\Adual has ingeniously made a bed out of the single bench in the triangle, even though the bench 
had a bar in the middle. The reek emanating from this indi\Adual's belongings was incredible to the point that I 
stopped using the sidewalk of the triangle and used an alternate route when going to the stores. I read in the New 
York limes that this Project is "arguably the gateway to the Sunset Strip", which is famous nationally and 
internationally, and so it must be planned and maintained accordingly, and this must be conveyed to the Project. 

2. Alternative 9 addresses traffic issues on Sunset, but not on Crescent Heights. Ewr since the Middle and East 
Parcels on Sunset and La Cienega have gone into construction I haw watched the traffic on my street (Crescent 
Heights, my block is between Sunset and Fountain} quadruple and traffic hardly ever let up. It does not only affect 
my block but extends south all the way to Santa Monica Boulevard and beyond. The traffic is dense. At this 
point, I reconsider taking my car for shopping and errands every time I need to go out as traffic is so backed up 
and occasionally forego doing what I need to do. While that construction, and others, will eventually be owr, the 
addition of Project cars of residents, their \Jisitors and Project consumers will add a newr-ending strain on 
Crescent Heights in the Los Angeles portion as well as the West Hollywood portion. 

I haw one solution, and I suggest it after decades of watching Crescent Heights traffic at all hours and days, 
since all my windows face the street. I believe my solution is essential in mitigating the heavy flow and back-up. 
There is a pedestrian crossing with flickering yellow lights about one third of the block down hill from Sunset. It is 
there to assist pedestrians in crossing the street as this particular block is quite long. Some drivers stop upon 
seeing a pedestrian, some don't. Some driwrs, when possible, fly down the long stretch, with the result that 
about once a week we hear the tell-tale bang of an accident. Howewr, if instead of the yellow lights the City 
would place permanent stop signs so every vehicle (apart from emergency vehicles) will be required to stop, not 
only would pedestrians be a bit safer, but cars would slow down, and their approach to the Fountain stop light 
would become staggered. This will ease the pressure and back-up of traffic at the light, enable residents to drive 
into and out of their driveways a bit more safely, and might even encourage some drivers to seek other venues. 

3. While Altematiw 9 pro\Jides for an addition of 144 parking spaces, with the claim that this addresses concerns 
about street parking from the rest of us on the block, the Altematiw also adds parking spaces for the two and 
three bedroom units and apartments. But \Jisitors to residents, work crews, and consumers to the businesses, 
particularly in the ewning and night hours when residents are home, could very effectively not have enough of the 
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extra 144 parking spaces left for their use, in which case they would eliminate much of the street parking on 
Crescent Heights, which is already at a premium. I would like to suggest four impro\ements: 

1. That the Project should provide 30-50 parking spots to neighborhood residents for free upon presenting proof of 
residency, because some buildings do not provide sufficient resident parking spots and those people rely on 
street parking. If you (the City of Los Angeles) allow so many more cars to the area because of a project built in 
Los Angeles but impacting West Hollywood residents, it is only fair that you provide for those residents like you 
provide for low income residents within the Project. 

2. That the project allow consumers and visitors to its property to park for free in its garage so consumers and 
visitors opt to park in the garage and not on the street. 

3. That the Project should build a fifth floor of subterranean parking to really avoid spillo\er to street parking. 

4. That the City assign, with signage, and on both sides of Crescent Heights, Monday to Friday work hours 
parking spaces for o\ersized work \ehicles. These are usually large vans with ladders on the roof that cannot fit in 
garages of residential buildings. Should Project visitors and consumers add to street parking, it would become 
impossible to accommodate the slew of plumbers', AT&T', gardeners', etc, vans and pick-ups that are already a 
daily constant on the block. 

Thank you for your time and work on our behalf, 

Sarit Freiberg 
1351 N. Crescent Heights Boulevard, #203 
W. Hollywood, CA. 90046 

Sent from my iPad 

--------------- ·---··-- --- ----------~------

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org> 
To: sfreiber@pacbell.net 

Sat, Sep 12, 2015 at 7:58 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They ha\€ been recei\ed and will be included in the administrati\€ 
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an El R's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or 1MJuld like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 W. Sunset Blvd. 
2 messages 

Bergmann Design <bergmandesig@earthlink.net> 
To: planning.en\fe'v1ew@lacity.org 

Hello, 

Mon, Sep 14, 2015 at 1:00 PM 

I'm writing in support of the Gehry wrsion of this dewlopment. I haw been here long enough to remember the 
Garden of Alah fondly, but it is gone. What replaced it bordered on criminal. Gehry's design will at least recall 
some of the character that used to be at this intersection so I look forward to its completion. 

At this time of much construction acti'v1ty in Hollywood, and a great deal of needless complications, I would like 
urge the city to grasp this opportunity to make a statement by committing to a reasonable permitting process 
that does not penalize the people trying to rebuild Hollywood. 

Thank you, 

William Bergmann 

1701 North Orange Grove Avenue 
HollyiM>od, California 90046 

323 874 8017 
bergmandesig@earthlink.net 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.en\A'"eview@lacity.org> 
To: bergmandesig@earthlink.net 

Mon, Sep 14, 2015 at 1 :00 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They have been received and will be included in the administrative 
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an El R's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or oould like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

William Bergmann <williambergmann@earthlink.net> 
To: planning.en'\tfe\Aew@lacity.org 

Hello, 

Mon, Sep 14, 2015 at 1:05 PM 

I'm writing in support of the Gehry wrsion of this dewlopment. I haw been here long enough to remember the 
Garden of Alah fondly, but it is gone. What replaced it bordered on criminal. Gehry's design will at least recall 
some of the character that used to be at this intersection so I look forward to its completion. 

At this time of much construction acti>;,;ty in Hollywood, and a great deal of needless complications, I would like 
urge the city to grasp this · opportunity to make a statement by committing to a reasonable permitting process 
that does not penalize the people trying to rebuild Hollywood. 

Thank you, 

William Bergmann 

1701 North Orange Grow Awnue 
Hollywood, California 90046 

323 874 8017 
bergmandes ig@earthl ink. net 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.em.re>;,;ew@lacity.org> 
To: williambergmann@earthlink.net 

Mon, Sep 14, 2015 at 1:05 PM 



Thank you for submitting your comments. They ha\e been recei\ed and will be included in the administrati\e 
record for the En-v;ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or IMJU/d like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

---·---· 

Re: Planned development on 8150 Sunset 
1 message 
-------------

Justine Schmidt <justine@schmidt.net> 
To: planning.en'Ke"1ew@lacity.org 

Tue, Sep 15, 2015 at 8:10 AM 

I'm guessing the planning department doesn't live anywhere near the building site. If you did you would know a 
go ahead of this plan will create an even bigger traffic headache than we already have. For those of us that live in 
the hills we are frightened. Emergency vehicles will not be able to get in to help us. And creating a biking 
community in the area is nuts. People that will be able to afford to live in these apartments will not be taking a 
bus or riding a bike. In your next meeting with the city council ask how many of them rode their bike or a bus to 
work that day. There isn't even a metro stop near there. 
Then of course there is the infrastructure. Our water and gas pipes are old and constantly breaking. Are the 
developers going to spend money to fix the streets and the infrastructure? 
Then there is the pollution from the traffic grid lock and much more that I'm sure you are aware of. This is an old 
story. Developers come in make their millions and leave the neighborhood with the problems. 
Thanks for listening. 
Justine Schmidt/Nichols Canyon 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

------- ------
Please remove me from future emails 

Rosie Bornstein <rosie.bomstein@gmail.com> 
To: planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org 

thanks 

rosie. bornstein@gmai I .com 

Tue, Sep 15, 2015 at 1 :47 PM 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Concerns regarding 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
2 messages 

Sue Mason <sue@white-spark.com> 
To: "planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org" <planning.em.re\Aew@lacity.org> 
Cc: Sue Mason <sue@white-spark.com> 

Re: City case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, california 90012 

Thank you for sharing the draft \Mth me. 

Tue, Sep 15, 2015 at 12:40 PM 

I don't see any mention within this draft regarding the effect of this proposed project on the traffic using 
Laurel Canyon. 
How will it effect Laurel Canyon Boulevard, Mulholland Driw, Ventura Bl\tl to the 101? 
This is already such a highly used street to and from the valley, and already has major traffic delays all 
the way from Sunset to the 101 entrance on Laurel Canyon . 
Surely this new project will only increase traffic using Laurel Canyon? Increase the congestion and 
delays? And increase the stress of the homeovvners living in Laurel Canyon? 
Also, do they really think that having a metro 2 MILES AWAY '.Nill help alleviate traffic while adding over 
500 tenants and businesses to this already very busy area? 
They talk about adding jobs, but how many people are already employed at the businesses in this 
location who \Mii iose their jobs '.Nith this new project? 
Thank you for your time, 
Sue Bellard 

White Spark Creative 
t 818 907 1590 

m 310 293 2492 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org> 
To: sue@white-spark.com 

Tue, Sep 15, 2015 at 12:40 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En\Aronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an El R's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or oould like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT - ENV-2013-2552-EIR

ENV-2013-2552-EIR

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD - 9/10/2015  TO 10/26/2015

DATE: 9/16/2015 (5)

From: Clive Whitcher

From: Justine Schmidt

From: Joe Eastwood

From: Sue Mason

From: Rosie Bornstein

DATE: 9/15/2015 (2)

DATE: 9/14/2015 (9)

DATE: 9/10/2015 (1)

DATE: 9/9/2015 (1)

DATE: 8/31/2015 (1)

DATE: 8/6/2015 (1)

DATE: 7/7/2015 (1)

DATE: 6/26/2015 (1)

DATE: 6/16/2015 (1)

DATE: 6/10/2015 (1)

DATE: 6/5/2015 (1)

DATE: 5/8/2015 (1)

DATE: 4/13/2015 (1)

DATE: 4/8/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/23/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/18/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/13/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/11/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/6/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/4/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/3/2015 (1)

DATE: 3/2/2015 (1)

DATE: 2/24/2015 (1)

DATE: 2/17/2015 (1)

DATE: 2/4/2015 (1)

DATE: 2/3/2015 (1)

DATE: 1/29/2015 (1)

DATE: 1/28/2015 (1)

DATE: 1/21/2015 (49)

DATE: 1/16/2015 (3)

DATE: 1/15/2015 (4)

DATE: 1/14/2015 (4)

DATE: 1/13/2015 (5)

DATE: 1/12/2015 (4)

DATE: 1/9/2015 (4)

DATE: 1/7/2015 (1)

DATE: 1/6/2015 (8)

DATE: 12/31/2014 (8)

DATE: 12/30/2014 (6)

DATE: 12/24/2014 (2)

DATE: 12/17/2014 (1)

DATE: 12/9/2014 (1)

NAME: Clive Whitcher

ORGANIZATION: Anonymous

COMMENT:

Concerned about the city owned triangular parcel at the corner of Sunset and 

Crescent Heights which is currently a traffic island with a cut-through for Easbound 

traffic on Sunset turning right to Southbound Crescent Heights (CH). If I'm correct, the 

amended plan for 8150 states that there will be no access to the property from 

Sunset which means that much traffic will have to turn right onto CH to access it.  

However, the plan calls for the elimination of the island and the cut-through and it's 

incorporation into the whole project.  This will cause traffic to be backed-up on 

Sunset Eastbound especially with pedestrians crossing and the bus stop at the 

current location.  Either keep the cut-through or perhaps make and entrance to the 

property on Sunset but no exit.  This needs to be re-thought.  

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/default.aspx
javascript:void(0)
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DATE: 12/2/2014 (4)

DATE: 12/1/2014 (1)

DATE: 11/25/2014 (9)

DATE: 11/21/2014 (2)

DATE: 11/20/2014 (1)

DATE: 1/1/0001 (69)
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Joe Eastwood <j.eastwood310@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en\Ke\Aew@lacity.org 

Dear Planning Dept, 

Tue, Sep 15, 2015 at 12:19 PM 

I am a resident on Hawnhurst Driw and am wondering why would a large dewlopment like this would place it's 
parking structure on the only residential side of the lot. This is unacceptable to local residents who will see a 
huge increase in the amount of traffic and congestion on their block. 

Please consider mo\Ang the parking structure to either Sunset Bl\d or Crescent Heights. 

Thank you, 

Joe Eastwood 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en'IKe\Aew@lacity.org> 
To: j.eastwood31 O@gmail.com 

Tue, Sep 15, 2015 at 12:19 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En\Aronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or oould like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Boulevard 
2 messages 

CarterBrav@aol.com <CarterBra\@aol.com> 
To: planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org 
Cc: jamiko@aol.com, carterbra\@aol.com 

Department of City Planning: 

Mon, Sep 21 , 2015 at 4:38 PM 

I live about five blocks north ofSl.UlSet Blvd. and about four blocks west of Laurel Canyon My home is 
approximately 1/3 of a mile from the heavily congested intersection of Sl.UlSet and Crescent Heights 
Boulevards, the site ofthe proposed 8150 Sl.UlSet Boulevard Project. 

In generai as an Architect who designs and builds projects here in Los Angeles, I am pro-development, so 
long as that development does adversely and negatively affect the existing adjoining neighborhoods of a 
proposed development project. 

The 8150 Sl.UlSet Boulevard will trost acutely and significantly affect my neighborhood in the form, primarily, 
of flooding our narrow, twisty hillside streets with overflow parking from this massive project. Already, our 
neighborhood bears the bnmt of the overflow parking from existing Sl.UlSet Boulevard restaurants, night 
ch.Jbs, bars and hotels. 

Over the course of the past decade, our neighborhood has become ovemm with hotel and restaurant 
workers, partiers and ch.Jb and restaurant goers who seek free on-street parking in our area to then attend 
ch.Jbs, bars and restaurants down on Sl.UlSet Blvd., either to work or recreate 

As the streets in our neighborhood are the only ones that are not permit parking (most of the 
streets to the west of us, all the way to Doheny are permit parking), we are besieged with dozens, 
and at times, closer to a hundred, club and bar-goers and hotel and restaurant workers. 

They party in their cars, dump their elJllty alcohol bottles, beer cans, Red Bull cans, coffee cups and 
cigarette butts onto the streets and sidewalks, urinate in our yards, have impromptu car jambs at 2:00 AM, 
awakening us and generally preventing anyone who actually lives in our neighborhood from being able to 
park on the street and get a decent night's sleep. 

In addition, throughout the day, all of the available on-street parking is occupied by the many employees at 
the multitude ofbusiness estabmlnrents on Sl.UlSet Blvd. lbese workers often eat in their car, tossing the 
various fust-food wrappers, cups and bags onto the street as they walk to work. From our home-offices, we 
have a clear view of all of this activity. 

I fail to understand a project of the scale proposed for 8150 Sl.UlSet Boulevard will do anything other than 
aggravate an already negative situation. 

d.kaneshiro
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I suggest that the parking for the project be increased, the scale and massing reduced and that our 
neighborhood once, and for all, finally obtain permit parking. 

I look forward to hearing from your office. 

Thank you and respectfully, 

Carter C. Bravmann, A.I.A., Architect 

interFORM I 323.656.7316: voice I 323.528.8692: cell I interFORM@aol.com 

www.interFORMarchitecture.com 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en'vfev;ew@lacity.org> 
To: CarterBra\@aol.com 

Mon, Sep 21, 2015 at 4:38 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They ha\S been recei\Sd and will be included in the administrati'IS 
record for the Emnronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or 111.0uld like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Development at 8150 Sunset 
2 messages 

Jeff Kaye <jeffrey.kaye@mac.com> 
To: planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, Sri ma I. Hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

Hi, 

Mon, Sep 21, 2015 at 5:45 PM 

I am a resident on Havenhurst Dr between Sunset Bl~ and Fountain Ave. I've been a home owner and property 
tax payer here for over 7 years. I am concerned about the parking structure and traffic access for the new 
development at 8150 Sunset. 

From the renders I've seen, the new Frank Gehry design looks beautiful but it will impact the lives of the 
residence of Havenhurst Dr if the design includes a driveway on our quaint and small community street. 

Local residents already deal with a considerable amount of traffic, but it will be intolerable and ultimately unsafe if 
there is a driveway from this new development at 8150 Sunset being dumped onto our street when there can just 
as easily be parking access on Sunset or Crescent Heights. 

Are there more specific plans that can be forwarded ~a email? I was also wondering if there is a City Hall 
meeting already planned for this development that my neighbors and I can attend and express our plight with the 
traffic design of this building. 

Thank you, 
Jeff Kaye 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en'.'re~ew@lacity.org> 
To: jeffrey.kaye@mac.com 

Mon, Sep 21, 2015 at 5:44 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They have been received and will be included in the administrative 
record for the En~ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an El R's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or wuld like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset 
2 messages 

Larry Boring <larrydaleb1@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en'Ke~ew@lacity.org 

Much too high! 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en'Ke~ew@lacity.org> 
To: larrydaleb1@gmail.com 

Mon, Sep 21, 2015 at 2:06 PM 

Mon, Sep 21 , 2015 at 2:06 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En~ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an El R's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or 'MJuld like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

-· 

8150 Sunset Bl. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
3 messages 

Marian Dodge <president@hillsidefederation.org> 
To: planning.en\Ke...;ew@lacity.org 

Dear Srimal, 

--- --------
Mon, Sep 21, 2015 at 9:06 PM 

I recei-.ed the Notice of Availability for the DEIR for 8150 Sunset Bl. Thank you -.ery much. I followed the 
directions to get the report online, but when I clicked on "En\1ronmental" there was no tab labeled "RP-DEIR". 
(What does "RP" stand for? Recirculated Portion?) 
So instead I clicked on "DEIR." Nothing happened. What happened? 
How can I get to the DE IR? 

Thanks for your assistance. 

Best regards, 

Marian Dodge, President 
Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations 
www.hillsidefederation.org 

~ pastedGraphic.pdf 
29K 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en\4"e\1ew@lacity.org> 
To: president@hillsidefederation.org 

Mon, Sep 21, 2015 at 9:06 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They ha-.e been recei-.ed and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En...;ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or 1AOuld like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en'Ke"1ew@lacity.org> 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> 

Srimal, 
Can you help Marian with the website? 
Thanks! 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Tue, Sep 22, 2015 at 6:52 AM 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Protest comment - City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR State Clearing House 
No.2013091044 
2 messages 

Amber Ward <amberjayward@gmail.com> 
To: planning.en\fe\1ew@lacity.org 
Cc: JWP <jwardprod@aol.com> 

September 25, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA90012 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharan, 

Fri, Sep 25, 2015 at 12:08 PM 

My name is Tiffany Ward and I am President of Ward Productions Inc. and owner of the property at 8200 Sunset Bl~:!., 
which is at the South West corner of Havenhurst Drive and Sunset Blw and directly across the street from the proposed 
redevelopment mixed use project at 8150 Sunset Blw. (City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR State Clearing House No. 
2013091044 ). 

I am writing this letter to urgently and strongly PROTEST the approval of going forward with this proposal. The traffic Is 
already heavily impacted In this area and dangerous to try to turn left going west on Sunset at Havenhurst and 
impossible to try to turn left coming out of Havenhurst to go west on Sunset. There is also no available parking in this 
area and we have problems finding parking for our tenants. This has been the case since ourfamilybusiness, Ward 
Productions, have owned and controlled the 8200 Sunset Blw property since 1968. 

We also run businesses (2) on this property, one being Pinches Tacos, a restaurant, and the possibilityofconstruction 
and parking issues combined with the traffic would definitely hinder their prosperity and revenue. In addition our other 
leasee, Bando, is a marketing office that already has difficulty finding parking for their employees and clients due to lack 
of street parking. I also own a billboard at8200 Sunset and it provides the majority of Income to mycompanyand I am 
worried that this tall structure would impede the viewers hip of my billboard and cost me the ability to stay in business 
and payWard Production, inc. responsibilities. Should this project proceed it could jeopardize our families business 
and livelihood as the tenants and billboard are our income. 

d.kaneshiro
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Please do not allow this project approval. Please vote no. 

Thank~u. 

Tiffany Ward 

President 

Ward Productions Inc. 

jwardprod@aol.com 

Amber Ward 

Vice President 

Jay Ward Productions , Inc 

P: (949) 244-2085 

amberjwardprod@gmail.com 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envrelAew@lacity.org> 
To: amberjayward@gmail.com 

Fri, Sep 25, 2015 at 12:08 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been recei\ed and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En\1ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This is reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public 
comment period. If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project 
planner identified on the notice directly. 
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT  ENV20132552EIR
ENV20132552EIR

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  9/10/2015  TO 10/26/2015

DATE: 9/28/2015 ﴾4﴿

From: Susan Townes

From: Tiffany Ward

From: Save Sunset Boulevard

From: Save Sunset Boulevard

DATE: 9/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/22/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/16/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/15/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 9/14/2015 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 9/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/9/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/31/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 7/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/26/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/16/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/5/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 5/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/18/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/11/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/2/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/24/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/17/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/28/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/21/2015 ﴾49﴿

DATE: 1/16/2015 ﴾3﴿

DATE: 1/15/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/14/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 1/12/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/9/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/6/2015 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/31/2014 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/30/2014 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 12/24/2014 ﴾2﴿

NAME: Susan Townes
ORGANIZATION: Anonymous
COMMENT:

Thank you for keeping us informed>  Beyond the construction noise my concern
is  the increase in traffic approaching Laurel Cny Blvd. Crescent Heights at present
is unable to handle the flow.....what effect will adding 217 residential units plus
customers coming and going to a market and health facility plus the numerous
other business have. Has a traffic mitigation study been done?

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/default.aspx
javascript:void(0)
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DATE: 12/17/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/9/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/2/2014 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 12/1/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 11/25/2014 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 11/21/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 11/20/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/1/0001 ﴾69﴿
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Sunset-Gehry DEIR letter 
2 messages 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Sean Knecht <sean@pridebites.com> Wed, Sep 30, 2015 at 3:19 PM 
To: planning.en\feview@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.ryu@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee. weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org 

To whom it may concern, 

I commented on the previous release of the DEIR (included below} - I want to go on the record as saying the new 
Frank Gehry design gi\.es the 8150 Sunset project e\.erything I could ask for and more. As discussed below, I 
li\.e only a few blocks from Sunset and pedestrian accessibility is extremely important to me. When I first heard 
that Frank Gehry had been hired to offer a redesign of the project I haw to admit I wasn't fully on board. I was 
concerned that Mr. Gehry would sacrifice many of elements of the original project that made it so appealing, 
most notably the pedestrian plaza, the public green space, and the focus on walkability. When I first saw the 
new design, I was blown away at the attention gi\.en to the pedestrian experience. The elements that made the 
original proposal great are expanded upon e\.en further in the Gehry plans. As stated below I a\Oid that area 
currently as it's simply not an enjoyable place to go. Once this project is built I will look forward to walking there, 
and belie\€ that it will be such a unique outdoor area that it will be a tremendous asset for neighbors as a 
meeting and community area. 

More residents and more pedestrians are goods thing. It means less dri\ling, more eyes on the street, more 
shopping locally, and generally a more enjoyable neighborhood. I approw of the the removal of the Sunset curb 
cut in the Gehry design, and want to confirm that sidewalk widths will be properly wide. lhe area, especially on 
Sunset east of Crescent Heights, is starting to see more pedestrian activity, including individuals with strollers 
and dogs. We need to assure that sidewalks that border the project are wide enough to accommodate the uptick 
in pedestrians this project is surely to bring. 

lhank you, 

Sean Knecht, 90048 

• . 
Sean Knecht 
CMO & Co-Founder, PrideBites, LLC 
C: (713) 385-0102 I 0: (424) 256-0102 I F: (323) 345-5853 

Teach me more about PrideBites 

--- Forwarded message --
From: Sean Knecht <sean@pridebites.com> 
Date: Wed, Dec 17, 2014 at 6:14 AM 
Subject: 8150 sunset impro\.ement - EIR comment letter 
To: planning.en\feview@lacity.org, 

Hi, 
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I am a small business owner and live very close to the new proposed improvements at 8150 Sunset. I want the 
plans to be approved! Personally, I am a dog owner and my business centers around the pet industry. I believe 
that walking one's dog or pet breeds a sense of community that otherwise wouldn't exist. As it is now, the area 
around Sunset is completely unfriendly to dog walkers and pedestrians. I don't walk up there. I don't know many 
who do, mainly because it's ugly, dirty, and unimliting. Even commercial corridors like the sunset strip can have 
a sense of community, and the area around crescent heights has none whatsoever. The huge parking lot that 
occupies the corner creates an area made for cars, not for people. That needs to change, and I support the 
pedestrian oriented walkway proposed in the development plans. It would bring life to an area that is completely 
\Oid of street activity or happiness. It would make the area more pleasant and be good for surrounding 
businesses because of the increased foot traffic. 

The other main reason I support this improvement is the addition of housing to my neighborhood. This is very 
much needed! 

It's very simple: rents are sky high because this is where people want to be. Why do people want to be here? 
Because it is close to work, or it's close to school, or it's close to culture, or some some combination thereof. 
Creating housing where people want to live. and not to mention near rapid bus hubs and the subway will make 
our neighborhood more lively. active, inviting, and happy. Will it mean there won't be more people living in the 
area with more cars? Of course not, but those car trips will be shorter and more effective, and it will mean less 1-
2 hour commutes from people coming into the area from the far reaches of Los Angeles' sprawl. 

Please approve this project and make the area a better place. Height is fine, but please do not build a building 
that has no public and pedestrian space that is built out to the extreme edges of the property line - doing so will 
not make the area an inviting place! 

Thank you, 

Sean Knecht, 90048 

• 
s.ea.n Knecht 
CMO & Co-Founder1 PrideBites, LLC 

C.: (713) 385-0102 I 0: {424) 256-0102 l F: \323) 345-5853 

Teach me more about PrideBites 1 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en\4"eview@lacity.org> 
To: sean@pridebites.com 

Wed, Sep 30, 2015 at 3:20 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They have been received and will be included in the administrative 
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an El R's public comment 
period. If you have specific questions or 'MJuld like an immediate response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Comments on 8150 Sunset (ENV-2013-2552-EIR) 
2 messages 

Julia Trainor <heyladyent@hotmail.com> Wed, Sep 30, 2015 at 4:26 PM 
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am against the proposed building at 8150 W. Sunset Bl\d. 

*With 249 new units, the reality of this is at least 249 more cars driving in this already dense area. I know we'd 
all like to think e-.eryone will walk or bike, but that certainly cannot be guaranteed by the de-.eloper and just is not 
the reality. It is already impossible to mo-.e about this part of the city in a reasonable amount of time and each of 
the new de-.elopments with 150 units here and 200 units there are packing in more people and more cars. 

* Similar concerns with water resources. I am asked to cut my water usage by 20%-which our family has done 
by turing off water during showers, allowing our lawn to go brown and only flushing toilets when absolutely 
necessary. But with each new residential de-.elopment, that is appx 110 gallons MORE per person per day. So 
the math on this means that this building alone will increase vvaterusage by 27,900 gallons per day. Allowing 
this would be unwise urban planning and unacceptable to the citizens already living here and trying to conse~. 

I appreciate the fact that the plan calls for nearly 10% affordable housing, but taken as a whole, I beliew this is 
not a smart mo-.e to build this large unsustainable addition in our community . 

Thanks, 
Julia 

Julia Trainor 

@ 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.em.review@lacity.org> 
To: heyladyent@hotmail.com 

Wed, Sep 30, 2015 at 4:26 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They ha-.e been receiwd and will be included in the administrati-.e 
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment 
period. If you have specific questions or 1110uld like an immediate response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

re 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed .. Use Project 
2 messages 

John Monsour <jmonsour@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Oct 2, 2015 at 4:38 PM 
To: planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org 
Cc: cd4.issues@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, da\Ad.ryu@lacity.org, adarasalim@gmail.com 

"Planners", 

Perhaps I haw liwd too long in Los Angeles. I remember trawling around LA when "rush hour" actually lasted 
about an hour, and dri\Ang on a weekend was a breeze. No longer. I hardly leaw the house, the experience is 
just too unpleasant. The streets are crowded, intersections almost gridlocked, it's rush hour from Sam to 9pm. 
And weekends can be almost as bad. When I do go out I see construction cranes along Sunset Blw in multiple 
places, buildings going up, but I don't see the streets increasing in size. "Rapid transit", a nice idea, only works 
for limited destinations. Most recently I haw been unable to park anywhere near a Metro station. But you 
continue to allow development. 

8150 Sunset is a perfect example. That is already one of the worst intersections in the Hollywood area, traffic 
can sometimes be blocked up and over the Hollywood Hills on Laurel canyon Blw. I don't care who designs it, it 
could be Frank Lloyd Wright for all I care, you are adding 249 apartments and 65,000 square feet of so called 
commercial space. MORE TRAFFIC, without question, no matter how you try to "mitigate" it, or obfuscate it. 
Who needs it, who wants it? Dewlopers, businessmen, construction companies, they want it. Residents, tax 
paying citizens of Los Angeles, we don't want it. 

JOhn Monsour 
2062 Stanley Hills Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org> 
To: jmonsour@sbcglobal.net 

Fri , Oct 2, 2015 at 4:38 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They have been received and will be Included in the administratlw 
record for the En\1ronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment 
period. If you have specffic questions or oou/d like an immediate . response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT  ENV20132552EIR
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PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  9/10/2015  TO 10/26/2015

DATE: 10/6/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/5/2015 ﴾5﴿

From: Anonymous

From: Save Sunset Boulevard

From: John Monsour

From: Save Sunset Boulevard

From: Godfrey Wachira

DATE: 10/1/2015 ﴾1﴿

From: Sean Knecht

DATE: 9/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/28/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 9/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/22/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/16/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/15/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 9/14/2015 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 9/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/9/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/31/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 7/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/26/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/16/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/5/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 5/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/18/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/11/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/2/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/24/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/17/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/28/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/21/2015 ﴾49﴿

DATE: 1/16/2015 ﴾3﴿

DATE: 1/15/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/14/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 1/12/2015 ﴾4﴿

NAME: Anonymous
ORGANIZATION: Anonymous
COMMENT:

This one is even uglier than the "green" one you tried to force down our throats 
before.  Just because Frank Gehry is involved does not mean it is attractive.  This awful 
design looks like a prison.  

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/default.aspx
javascript:void(0)
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DATE: 1/9/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/6/2015 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/31/2014 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/30/2014 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 12/24/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 12/17/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/9/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/2/2014 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 12/1/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 11/25/2014 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 11/21/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 11/20/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/1/0001 ﴾69﴿
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10/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Public Records Act Request and Requestfor Mailed Notice of Public Hearings and Actions -8150West Sunset 811.d (CASE N ... 

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings 
and Actions -8150 West Sunset Blvd (CASE NO. CPC-2013-2551-CUB-ZV-DB
SPR} 

---~~--- -- --
Godfrey Wachira <godfrey@creedla.com> Mon, Oct 5, 2015 at 1:35 PM 
To: "luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org" <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> 

Ms. Ibarra, 

Below please find a Pub I ic Act request and request for mailed notice of public hearings on behalf of CREED LA I have 
also attached a copy of the letter. 

Thanks 

Godfrey 

CREED LA 

RE: Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings 

and Actions -8150 West Sunset Blvd (CASE NO. CPC-2013-2551-CUB-
ZV-DB-SPR) 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

CREED LA is writing to request a copy of any and all records re1ated to the project located at 8150 
West Sunset Blvd (City Case No. CPC-2013-2551-CUB-ZV-DB-SPR). The developers are proposing to 
deimli5h existing commercial buildings and construct a mixed use development with 111,000 sf of 
corrnnerciai retail and restamant uses and 249 residential units. We are also writing to request mailed notice 
of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the Project. 

Om request for mailed notice of all hearings includes hearings, study sessions and conmnmity 
meetings related to the Project, certification of the MND or recircu1ated DEIR and approval of any Project 
entitlements. This request is made plll'Suant to Public Resomces Code Sections 21092.2, 21080.4, 21083.9, 
21092, 21108 and 21152 and Government Code Section 65092, which require local agencies to mail such 
notices to any person who has :filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency's governing body. 

https://rrail .google.com'mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&1Aew=pt&search==inbox&msg==15039b77a0424bec&sim==15039b77a0424bec 1/3 
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10/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings and Actions -8150 West Sunset 81\d (CASE N ... 

Our request includes notice to any City actions, hearings or other proceedings regarding the Project, Project 
approva1s and any actions taken, or additional docmnents released pursuant to the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

Our request for all records related to the Project is made pursuant to the California Public Records 
Act. (Govemment Code§ 6250 et seq.) This request is a1so made pursuant to Article I, section 3(b) of the 
California Constitution, which provides a constitutional right of access to infonnation concerning the conduct 
of government. Article I, section 3(b) provides that any statutory right to infonnation shall be broadly 
construed to provide the greatest access to govemment infonnation and further requires that any statute that 

limits the right of access to infonnation shall be narrowly construed. 

We will pay for any direct costs of duplication associated with filling this request up to $200. 
However, please contact me at (877) 810-74 73 with a cost estimate before copyingscanning the 
materials. 

Pursuant to Govemment Code Section 6253.9, if the requested doclllllents are in electronic fonnat 
and are 10 MB or less (or can be easily broken into sections of 10 MB or less), please email them to me as 
attachments. 

My contact infunnation is: 

U .S. Mail 

JeffModrzejewski 

CREED LA 

501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 

Los Angeles, CA. 90020 

Email 

J efi@creedla.com 

Please call me if you have any questions. Thank you for your assistance with this matter. 

Sincerely 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&1A~pt&search=inbol<&rnsg=15039b77a0424bec&siml=15039b77a0424bec 2/3 



10/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings and Actions -8150 West Sunset Bll.d (CASE N .. 

JeffModrzejewski 

Executive Director 

~ PRA & HEARINGS REQUEST- 8150 W Sunset.docx 
37K 

https://mail.google.com'mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=4a51170ce2&1Aevv=pt&search=inbox&msg=15039b77a0424bec&siml=15039b77a0424bec 313 





CREED
, . . ·. LA I ~01 :~hli atto Place, Suite 200 

Jeff Modrzejewski 
TEL: 877.810.7473 

Executive Director Email: 
jeff@creedla.com 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Luciralia Ibarra 

October 5, 201 5 

City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street, Room 621 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

RE: Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public 
Hearings 

and Actions -8150 West Sunset Blvd (CASE NO. CPC-2013-2551-CUB-ZV-DB
SPR) 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

CREED LA is writing to request a copy of any and all records related to the project 
located at 8150 West Sunset Blvd (City Case No. CPC-2013-2551-CUB-ZV-DB-SPR). The 
developers are proposing to demolish existing commercial buildings and construct a mixed use 
development with 111,000 sf of commercial, retail and restaurant uses and 249 residential units. 
We are also writing to request mailed notice of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the 
Project. 

Our request for mailed notice of all hearings includes hearings, study sessions and 
community meetings related to the Project, certification of the MND or recirculated DEIR and 
approval of any Project entitlements. This request is made pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Sections 21092.2, 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092, 21108 and 21152 and Government Code Section 
65092, which require local agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written 
request for them with the clerk of the agency's governing body. Our request includes notice to 
any City actions, hearings or other proceedings regarding the Project, Project approvals and any 
actions taken, or additional documents released pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act. 

Our request for all records related to the Project is made pursuant to the California Public 
Records Act. (Government Code§ 6250 et seq.) This request is also made pursuant to Article I, 
section 3(b) of the California Constitution, which provides a constitutional right of access to 
information concerning the conduct of government. Article I, section 3(b) provides that any 
statutory right to information shall be broadly construed to provide the greatest access to 
government information and further requires that any statute that limits the right of access to 
information shall be narrowly construed. 



We wi11 pay for any direct costs of duplication associated with filling this request up to 
$200. However, please contact me at (877) 810-7473 with a cost estimate before 
copying/scanning the materials. 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 6253.9, if the requested documents are in 
electronic format and are 10 MB or less (or can be easily broken into sections of 10 MB or less), 
please email them to me as attachments. 

My contact infom1ation is: 

U.S. Mail 
Jeff Modrzej ewski 
CREED LA 
501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA. 90020 

Email 

Jeff@creedla.com 

Please call me if you have any questions. Thank you for your assistance with this matter. 

Sincerely, 

JeffModrzejewski 

Executive Director 



,. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Frank Gehry letter of support (8150 Sunset DEIR Comment) 
2 messages 

Aaron Wolf <aaronbenjaminwolf@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 5, 2015 at 7:35 PM 
To: Luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke~ew@lacity.org 
Cc: councilmember.ryu@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee. weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Ibarra, 

As both a resident of the area and an advocate for arts, architecture, and design, I am compelled to write a 
letter in support of the proposed project at Sunset and Crescent Heights to be designed by the world 
renowned Frank Gelny. I work in the entertainment industry as a writer, director, and producer, and am 
happy to call Los Angeles, the entertainment and creative capital of the workl, my home. What often 
bothers me is the thoughtlessness with which much of the new architecture and design armmd me is 
executed. How is it that an area with easily the highest concentration of artistic people in the world has such 
a boring and backwards way of developing our neighborhoods? This developmmt is exciting and should be 
coJillrended for its creativity! 

The Sunset Strip is legendary and world famous for the creative scene and class that have lived and visited 
it. The Strip epitomizes what makes Los Angeles great - it has transformed itself from era to era and has 
been a mehing pot of creativity, diversity, and opportunity. It has tall hotels, nightclubs, workl class 
restaurants, apartment building;, unique stores, rock and roll venues, etc. It's architecture is as varied as its 
offurings, and the vast amounts of styles makes the SllllSet Strip such a special place. 

Unfortunately, the Sl.lllSet Strip also has a huge, awfuJ, useless, and ugly strip mall that greets everyone 
entering and exiting the Strip's east side. It simply doesn't belong and was obsolete when it was built in the 
80s. It was also built with no attention to circulation - I would say that site as it exists today makes traffic 
bad because of how poorly it is set up. I'm also sure that many accidents (both car on car and car on 
pedestrian) occur around the site because ofhow poorly it was designed. Gehry's concept to remove the 
car entrance on Sl.lllSet is a prime example of the attention to detail and traffic planning that went into this 
design. I'd also like to note the current parking versus the proposed parking. The current parking is a 
surface parking lot which effuctively takes up any open space on the property with asphalt and cars. The 
proposed parking moves all parking underground, leaving the ground :floor space open for pJazas and places 
for people to congregate outside publicly and freely. I want to reiterate that the plan calls for fill parking to 
be underground, as many new developments use the first several :floors of their above grmmd space for 
parking, while Gelny's design makes all the above ground space actually usable by hmnans. 

Finally, the design. What more can be said other than that it's utterly spectacular?! We need more of this 
creative thought and foresight in Los Angeles, especially considering the cookie cutter designs I've seen go 
up in the area recently. This site bas a history important to the entertainment indmtry, having been a p1ace 
crucial to the birth of the movie industry as we know it today. I'm ex.cited to see it reach new heights with 
Frank Gelny at the hehn, and lend my full support to it. 

d.kaneshiro
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Sincerely, 

Aaron Wolf 
8380 Waring Ave 

-------
Planning Environmental Review <planning.em.re\Aew@lacity.org> 
To: aaronbenjaminwolf@gmail.com 

Mon, Oct 5, 2015 at 7:35 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En\Aronmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an El R's public comment 
period. If you have specific questions or oould like an immediate response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Attached Frank Gehry Letter
2 messages

Lisa Gluck <lisangluck@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 7, 2015 at 5:04 PM
To: councilmember.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org

Please see the attached support letter for the Frank Gehry project on Sunset.
 
Sincerely,
 
Lisa Gluck
 
1415 N Stanley Ave #104
Los Angeles, CA
90046
lisangluck@gmail.com
 

8150 Sunset Support Letter  Lisa Gluck.pdf
17K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 7, 2015 at 5:04 PM
To: lisangluck@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:lisangluck@gmail.com
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=15044c32137d6c66&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_ifhgmjp50&safe=1&zw
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Councilmember David Ryu 
200 N Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(Delivered via email to councilmember.ryu@lacity.org) 
 
October 7th, 2015 
 
Re: 8150 Sunset ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
 
Dear Councilmember Ryu, 
 
I am writing to voice my support for 8150 Sunset.   
 
As a resident of the neighborhood adjacent to 8150 Sunset, I can’t think of a better architect and plan 
for the site.  Frank Gehry is the greatest living architect in the world, and I look forward to marveling in 
his design each day as I pass by while driving to work, walking to the grocery store, or biking with 
friends.  The attention to detail Gehry gives to all of his projects is remarkable, and the fact that he will 
be working on a project so close to my apartment is as exciting as it is unexpected.  As I’m sure you 
know, while many of the developments that are built or proposed in the area are nice and pretty, most 
are generally unremarkable and offer little to the architectural makeup of our built environment.  
Finally with 8150 Sunset we have an exciting project that actually puts an emphasis on architecture 
and aesthetics instead of simply fitting as much building into as little land as possible. 
 
Simply saying that a world-renowned architect is building a project is not enough to make it a 
worthwhile project – this is clear.  The reasons 8150 Sunset is such a no brainer for me goes beyond 
the fact it will be a Frank Gehry project: 
1. This project varies the types and sizes of residential units offered.  There will be low-income 

affordable units, rentable apartments, and for-sale condos of varying sizes.  This type of diversity 
is exactly what makes neighborhoods thrive and helps avoid flooding the market with all the same 
product type. 

2. Like many people in your district, I am a renter.  It was admirable of you to defer your salary raise 
recently, but many in our community do not have that option.  With our housing crisis deepening 
by the day, the addition of the affordable units will help those who need it most, and the addition 
of the other units will add to the housing stock and make the area more affordable. 

3. This location is the perfect site for new units as it’s hyper convenient and where everyone wants 
to be.  The site is also an eyesore as it stands now and is a blemish on the neighborhood badly in 
need of improvement.  If we are looking to a future that stresses walkability and mass transit, 
8150 Sunset accomplishes those goals.  We can continue business as usual where we build 
housing and sprawl farther and farther away from where people want to be, but given where we 
find ourselves now with the traffic and environmental issues associated with driving long 
distances, we need to change our ways and put housing where people work, eat, play, and want 
to live locally.  

 
Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I look forward to a response at the email below on my 
concerns and on your thoughts on the housing crisis this city currently faces. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lisa Gluck 
1415 North Stanley Avenue #104 
Los Angeles, CA 
90046 
lisangluck@gmail.com 

mailto:lisangluck@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Dawn Rudling <dawnrudling@hotmail.com> Sat, Oct 10, 2015 at 8:17 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

The new frank Gehry designed building at 8150 sunset Blvd, 
 City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

It's just an awful, monstrosity, just because it's designed by Gehry doesn't mean it's good for the area. 

I live opposite and I do not want to look at this big white wedding cake while I'm having breakfast. It's just not in
keeping with this neighbourhood. Why are you so intent on trying to turn the area into Downtown LA or New York
City. 

The traffic is horrendous without adding more people and cars. 

NOBODY WALKS IN LA! So saying they will get foot traffic to this area is just not true. 

You can see by all these mixed used new builds they just don't work, never seen so many empty units around a
city. 

Yes build something on the plot, why can't it be small and classy, not vulgar and tasteless. 

I doubt this email will make a difference, the city are not interested in their local tax paying people, they are only
interested in big donation New Yorkers, how sad! 

Dawn Clark

3109904463

Sent from my iPad

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 10, 2015 at 8:17 AM
To: dawnrudling@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:310-990-4463
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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10/13/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: 8150 Sunset email

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15058bb80566e192&siml=15058bb80566e192&siml=15058bb83465a7be 1/1

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset email
2 messages

Jesus Cruz <jesuscruz624@gmail.com> Sun, Oct 11, 2015 at 2:08 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.ryu@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Body:
 
As a nearby resident to 8150 Sunset, I am writing to give my full support to the project.  It is truly
an honor to have someone like Frank Gehry design a project in my neighborhood – he is the
greatest architect of our time!
 
After seeing the Gehry design I was blown away, but my interest in the project goes well beyond
simply what it will look like.  The current site is a dump and is in desperate need of improvement –
it attracts blight and even though the site is underutilized, it creates a lot of traffic because of the
heavy uses like the drivethru McDonalds and other strip mall / fast food services.  The new plans
call for lots of open pedestrian space, something our neighborhood desperately needs.  The height
of the buildings are similar to the heights of other buildings up and down Sunset, and are slender
enough that they do not fill up the property in a blocklike fashion.  I’m especially excited about the
opportunities for new restaurant spaces, as my partner and I like to walk to lunch and dinner,
freeing us from getting in a car.  Finally, I’d love to live in a building like this in the future – the
location is perfect for new residences and this residential architecture would be unique to Los
Angeles.
 
With any other development, construction will cause some negative impacts and attention to those
impacts needs to be given.  I trust that the city and the Gehry team will work closely to ensure that
impacts during the build out are lessened as much as possible.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
 
Jesus Cruz
1632 N. Laurel Avenue #112

   Los Angeles, CA  90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Oct 11, 2015 at 2:08 PM
To: jesuscruz624@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Jeff Modrzejewski 
Executive Director CREEDLAJ 

October 5, 2015 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Luciralia Ibarra 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
1 uciralia.ibarra@lacity.org 

501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA. 90020 
TEL: 877.810.7473 
Email: jeff@creedla.com 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 13 2015 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

RE: Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings 
and Actions ·8150 West Sunset Blvd (CASE NO. CPC-2013-2551 ·CUB·ZV·DB

SPR) 

Dear Ms. Ibarra: 

CREED LA is writing to request a copy of any and all records related to the project 
located at 8150 West Sunset Blvd (City Case No. CPC-2013-2551-CUB-ZV-DB-SPR). The 
developers are proposing to demolish existing commercial buildings and construct a mixed use 
development with 111,000 sf of commercial, retail and restaurant uses and 249 residential units. 
We are also writing to request mailed notice of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the 
Project. 

Our request for mailed notice of all hearings includes hearings, study session~ and 
community meetings related to the Project, certification of the MND or recirculated DEIR and 
approval of any Project entitlements. This request is made pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Sections 21092.2, 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092, 21108 and 21152 and Government Code Section.· 
65092, which require local agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written 
request for them with the clerk of the agency's governing body. Our request includes notice to 
any City actions, hearings or other proceedings regarding the Project, Project approvals and any 
actions taken, or additional documents released pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act. 

Our request for all records related to the Project is made pursuant to the California Public 
Records Act. (Government Code§ 6250 et seq.) This request is also made pursuant to Article I, 
section 3(b) of the California Constitution, which provides a constitutional right of access to 
information concerning the conduct of government. Article I, section 3(b) provides that any 
statutory right to information shall be broadly construed to provide the greatest access to 
government information and further requires that any statute that limits the right of access to 
information shall be narrowly construed. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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We will pay for any direct costs of duplication associated with filling this request up to 
$200. However, please contact me at (877) 810-7473 with a cost estimate before 
copying/scanning the materials. 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 6253.9, ifthe requested documents are in 
electronic format and are 10 MB or less (or can be easily broken into sections of 10 MB or less), 
please email them to me as attachments. 

My contact information is: 

U.S. Mail 
Jeff Modrzej ewski 
CREED LA 
501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA. 90020 

Email 

J eff@creedla.com 

Please call me if you have any questions. Thank you for your assistance with this matter. 

Sincerely, 

J~~~------
Executive Director 
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Jeff Modrzejewski 
Executive Director CREED 

October 5, 2015 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 

501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA. 90020 
TEL: 877.810.7473 
Email: jeff@creedla.com 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 13 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAl 
UNIT 

RE: Public Records Act Request and Request for Mailed Notice of Public Hearings 
and Actions -1509 North Western Avenue and 8150 West Sunset Blvd 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana: 

CREED LA is writing to request a copy of any and all records related to the following 
projects: 

• 1509 North Western Avenue (CEQA No. ENV-2015-2448-EIR). 
• 8150 West Sunset Blvd (CEQA No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR) 

We are also writing to request mailed notice of any and all hearings and/or actions related to the 
Project. 

Our request for mailed notice of all hearings includes hearings, study sessions and 
community meetings related to the Project, certification of the MND or recirculated DEIR and 
approval of any Project entitlements. This request is made pursuant to Public Resources Code 
Sections 21092.2, 21080.4, 21083.9, 21092, 21108 and 21152 and Government Code Section 
65092, which require local agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written 
request for them with the clerk of the agency's governing body. Our request includes notice to 
any City actions, hearings or other proceedings regarding the Project, Project approvals and any 
actions taken, or additional documents released pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act. 

Our request for all records related to the Project is made pursuant to the California Public 
Records Act. (Government Code§ 6250 et seq.) This request is also made pursuant to Article I, 
section 3(b) of the California Constitution, which provides a constitutional right of access to 
information concerning the conduct of government. Article I, section 3(b) provides that any 
statutory right to information shall be broadly construed to provide the greatest access to 
government information and further requires that any statute that limits the right of access to 
information shall be narrowly construed. 

We will pay for any direct costs of duplication associated with filling this request up to 
$200. However, please contact me at (877) 810-7473 with a cost estimate before 
copying/scanning the materials. 

Pub. Resources Code § 21000 et. Seq. 

3165·005j 
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Pursuant to Government Code Section 6253.9, if the requested documents are in 
electronic format and are 10 MB or less (or can be easily broken into sections of 10 MB or less), 
please email them to me as attachments. 

My contact information is: 

U.S. Mail 
Jeff Modrzej ewski 
CREED LA 
501 Shatto Place, Suite 200 
Los Angeles, CA. 90020 

Email 

J eff@creedla.com 

Please call me if you have any questions. Thank you for your assistance with this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Executive Director 



CREED~ 
501 SHATTO PLACE, SUITE 200 

LOS ANGELES, CA 9002-0 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department 
200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



10/19/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  request for more comment time City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15068b3bd63fd430&siml=15068b3bd63fd430&siml=15068b3be379e4a2 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

request for more comment time City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

adara salim <adarasalim@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 14, 2015 at 4:33 PM
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, cd4.scheduling@lacity.org, sarah.Dusseault@lacity.com,
david.ryu@lacity.com
Cc: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, planning.envreview@lacity.org,
renee.weitzer@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.com

On Thursday Sept 10th, I requested an extension on the comment period the 8150 recirculated draft eir
and received no answer. Here is the link to the letter I sent. I would like a one month extension in the
comment period. Also on the first email, their was no direct link to the DEIR, delaying people response
and increasing confusion. The email is below

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/UploadedAttachments/192923/1603/AdaraSalim2.pdf

———
Thursday, September 10, 2015 at 3:44 PM
Dear Interested Party:
 
You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning
due to your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project EIR.  Attached
for your information is the Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR
(RP‐DEIR) for the Project.  You are invited to submit your written comments on the RP‐DEIR to
the Department of City Planning via email atplanning.envreview@lacity.org, or via regular mail
using the contact information provided below, until October 26, 2015.  Please reference City
Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR in your comments.

Srimal Hewawitharana
Environmental Analysis Section
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750
Los Angeles, California 90012

 
Thank you.
 
PCR Services Corporation

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 14, 2015 at 4:33 PM
To: adarasalim@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/UploadedAttachments/192923/1603/AdaraSalim2.pdf
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
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10/19/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  request for more comment time City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15068b3bd63fd430&siml=15068b3bd63fd430&siml=15068b3be379e4a2 2/2

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



10/19/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 SUNSET BVLD

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15071bdceabfbfa2&siml=15071bdceabfbfa2&siml=15071bdd3c34628d 1/1

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 SUNSET BVLD
2 messages

Wadley Fatwad <wadleyb@gmail.com> Fri, Oct 16, 2015 at 10:41 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

PLEASE SAVE THE LYTTON SAVINGS BANK !!!!

this building has so many historical and architecture and quality to it . 
i fell by saving the bank will only add to anything you build there . it could be a resturant and sore that people
would travel to go to . 
i think it would be a very sad waste to se you tear down such an amazing build   .ther are not very many
buildings left that look this good  . people travel to palm springs just to look at the mid century modern buildings .
i would go for a design 
that saves the bank ! 
i know that if you tear this building down it will be a big lose ... people will look back at the site and say that it
could have been so much better . 
please save the bank !!!!  
thanks 
wadley 
7974 1/2 melrose ave 

Srimal Hewawitharana

Environmental Analysis Section

Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, California 90012

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 16, 2015 at 10:41 AM
To: wadleyb@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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10/20/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150822b70581a11b&siml=150822b70581a11b 1/1

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

David Gold <dgold@inspirecom.com> Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 3:12 PM
To: "CD4.issues@lacity.org" <CD4.issues@lacity.org>, "planning.envreview@lacity.org"
<planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "Lhorvath@weho.org" <Lhorvath@weho.org>

A residents' comments, attached.  Thank you.

DOC101915.pdf
145K

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150822b70581a11b&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
d.kaneshiro
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Council Member David E. Ryu 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 425 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

David l. Gold 
8707 St. Ives Drive 

Los Angeles, California 90069 

October 19, 2015 

Re: City Case No. ENV-2013-2S52-EIR 

Dear Council Member Ryu and Ms. Hewawitharana 

I am an owner of property at 1416 North Havenhurst Drive, West Hollywood, which is within 500 feet of 
the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles. The address you have on file for me is 
8707 St. Ives Drive, Los Angeles, California 90069. Until further notice please use the following address: 

74 Breckenwood Way 
Sacramento, California 95864. 

Your letter of September 10, 2015 states that "The RP-DEIR is available online ... by clicking on the 
"Environmental" tab, then "RP-DEIR."" There is not such tab on your website. The tab "Environmental 
Review" does not lead to any links; clicking on it has no effect whatsoever. Because I am temporarily 
out of town, this limits the details I can provide in my comments. 

Building height and massing. A 234 foot tower is proposed at the southwest corner of the site on 
Havenhurst Drive. This is the tallest and largest tower of the project. Indeed, it would be one of the 
tallest buildings from Hollywood to Century City. It is sited on the corner closest to the low-rise 
residential neighborhood. It is better sited on the northeast corner of the site, the most densely
developed and commercial corner. This alternative would minimize historic property impacts, light and 
glare impacts, and traffic impacts. Why was it not an alternative? 

The north-south view corridor is not analyzed to honestly describe the views created. The massing of 
the buildings blocks views, and the views are not available to any pedestrian from any street-level 
surrounding the property. 

Outdoor semi-private areas for residences are of no value to the public and, rather, present another 
opportunity for noise and litter - the very reasons the developer acknowledges reducing the roof-top 
dining areas. Outdoor areas at the lower levels (third and seventh floors) are right above the 



surrounding residences or, in the case of Colonial House, would look directly into residences. This 
increases the negative impacts of the proposed development. 

Parking. Eliminating the above-ground and open-sided parking garage is a significant improvement. 
The EIR should indicate the cost of valet parking services to visitors and guests, to help assess the 
likelihood of such usage vs. visitors and guests searching for on-street parking. There should also be 
analysis of entry driveways to make sure there is enough stacking capacity so cars do not back up onto 
city streets. 

City-owned land. There is no reason for the City to gift the land we own at the intersection of Crescent 
Heights and Sunset to the developers. Where is the analysis of the impact on traffic if the current road 
is reconfigured? The developer's suggestion that this would be an attractive gathering place for 
pedestrians is ludicrous, given the high traffic count at this intersection. 

Discretionary approvals. The requested 3:1 FAR relies on having public Transit Stop within 1,000 feet of 
the project. No such Transit Stop exists. The requested off-menu Incentive cannot be granted. With 
Metro's vast investment in rail, the City should be encouraging development adjacent to our new rail 
lines, not to our historic bus lines. There is a reason this site is zoned for 1:1 FAR. 

What project alternative is being considered for a smaller, low-rise project? A 1:1 FAR project, as 
required by the General Plan, would eliminate all the negative environmental impacts now considered 
"unavoidable." Of course they are avoidable! The City just does not have to grant its discretionary 
approvals to enable a New York hedge fund and its former partners get even richer. 

Tree removal permit. Is there a plan to replace trees removed for construction? 

Haul route permit. With added excavation from the fourth level of below-grade parking, construction 
impacts have increases and hauling increased. Has the Draft EIR analyzed increased impact on street 
paving, traffic and pollution from additional hauling? 

Construction impacts. With added excavation from the fourth level of below-grade parking, has the 
Draft EIR analyzed the further impacts of vibration and potential seismic impact? Particularly with 1920s 
historic buildings so close (Colonial House, Andalusia), what protections are in place for monitoring 
construction impacts from the proposed project on these historic structures? 

Affordable housing. The Project Narrative states that "One of the Project's primary objectives is to 
provide a significant number of affordable housing units in a part of the City of Los Angeles ... that lacks 
quality affordable housing in close proximity to major transportation nodes and major employment 
centers." Of course this is bullshit, and it is worth noting that this location is not is close proximity to 
any major transportation node and is not in close proximity to any major employment centers. Further, 
the City of West Hollywood does an excellent job providing affordable housing in this immediate area. 
If one of the developer's primary objectives is to provide affordable housing, they can ... develop 
affordable housing. Not luxury condominiums and upscale retail in the most expensive high-rise 
building type possible. 

Side yards. Given the huge scale of the project and the dense development on the south property lines, 
There is no reason to grant discretionary reductions in side-yard setbacks. The 16' required setback is 
intended to mitigate impacts from development on neighbors' properties, and this is exactly why the 



requirement is in the city's code. It should apply here as intended. The developers have a very large site 
on which to plan accordingly. 

Outdoor dining. Outdoor dining should be limited to the first floor as per current Code. Noise, lights, 
smell and litter will all have impacts over a much larger distance if emanating from above-grade, 
outdoor dining areas vs. being on the first floor. Residential neighborhoods surround this project, and 
with elevation gains in the Hills across the street and for mid-rise residential buildings including Chateau 
Marmot and Colonial House and Granville Towers, impacts from above-grade dining are much greater. 

Traffic. The alternative now proposed eliminates vehicular access to the project from Sunset Boulevard. 
What is the new analysis of the increased traffic flow on Havenhurst Drive and Crescent Heights? All of 
the traffic previously absorbed from Sunset must now flow onto these other streets. 

What analysis was done on the viability of exiting traffic turning north/left from Crescent Heights? 
Given the traffic flow south on Crescent Heights, it seems highly unlikely that north/left turns could be 
timely completed without a new traffic signal. 

Havenhurst Drive is only a local street, compared to bordering Sunset Boulevard and Crescent Heights 
Boulevards which are Major Highway Class II. What analysis has been done, with the revised parking 
garage, of the traffic counts on Havenhurst? What is being done to prevent left/south turns from the 
project to Havenhurst Drive into West Hollywood and its purely residential neighborhoods to the south 
of the project? 

Bicycles. Encouraging bicycle use is laudable. Bicycle use at this location is highly unlikely. One need 
only notice that the Hollywood Hills border to the north and notice the heavy traffic on Sunset 
Boulevard and Crescent Heights Boulevard, and lack of bicycle lanes, to appreciate how little traffic will 
come to the project from bicycles. What analysis has the EIR done to assess the mitigation benefits 
from bicycles given this unusual location? 

Historical impacts. Without knowing the proposed surface materials, it is impossible to assess the 
damage to the many surrounding buildings on the National Register of Historic Places from glare and 
reflection. The effect from light, glare and heat gain from Mr. Gehry's Walt Disney Concert Hall on 
properties many blocks away, is well known. The mass and height of the proposed development also 
fundamentally changes the local environment, which greatly diminishes the historic value of properties 
such as Chateau Marmot and Colonial House, which are historic in part because of their height relative 
to all neighboring properties. 

As a long-term owner of property near-by and a long-term resident close-by, I hope that the City's 
technical evaluation of the Draft EIR is revised to account for these issues, and the City's political 
decision to grant entirely-discretionary benefits is carefully weighed against the entirely avoidable, very 
significant negative impacts on its residents. 

Sincerely, /J 
t;yt/1 f;-:r~v. 

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Notice re ENV20132552EIR
3 messages

David Gold <dgold@inspirecom.com> Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:30 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I have a copy of the September 10 notice as I own property within 500 feet of the subject.  The notice says that
the RP=DEIR is available on your website by clicking on “Environmental” tab.  There is no such tab.  The tab
“Environmental Review” is not functioning; nothing happens when I click on it.  Please let me know how to access
the information on the project.  Thank you.

 

David L. Gold | Chief Executive Officer

o:  916.403.5133   c: 323.774.7575

11335 Gold Express Drive, Suite 100 | Gold River, California 95670

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:32 PM
To: dgold@inspirecom.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 9:48 AM
To: dgold@inspirecom.com

Hi David,
Please try clearing your browsing history and cache. This often resolves the problem. Alternately, rightclicking
and opening the "Environmental Review" link in a new tab should work as well.

Best,

tel:916.403.5133
tel:323.774.7575
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C195
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Will Lamborn

On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:32 PM, Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> wrote:

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public
comment period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the
project planner identified on the notice directly.

mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org


Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Michael Black <blackmb@aol.com> 
Monday, October 19, 2015 3:06 PM 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford; CD4.scheduling@lacity.org; 
CD4.issues@lacity.org 
n2swimng@aol.com 
Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd. Development 

Follow up 
Flagged 

The traffic and noise (especially on weekend nights) is unbearable. Condos are on thing but rentals will only bring people 
who don't stake in the neighborhood and who will rent their place out on Airbnb. 

I have lived at the colonial house for 30+ years and the development will block my view totally. I'm not saying that I like the 
shopping center on the corner now but the new proposal is INSANE. 

Thanks, 
Michael Black 

Michael Black Management, Inc. 
9701 Wilshire Blvd., 10th Floor 
Beverly Hills, CA 90212 
Office: 31 0-651-3081 
Fax: 310-651-3083 
blackmb@aol.com 
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Rory Barish 

October 13, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE : RORY BARISH DEIR COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVE 9 

Dear Srimal, 

1416 Havenhurst Drive, Apt. lE 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

!RECIEPJIED 
Gin' OF LOS ANGELES 

OCT 19 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

My name is Rory Barish, and I am President of the HOA at the Colonial House at 1416 

Havenhurst Drive in West Hollywood. I live/own in a most splendid historic building 

designated under the Mills Act and listed in the California Register of Historical Homes. It has 

been featured in many articles and has been home to legendary stars and many notables. 

Other historic homes on my street include La Ronda (Mi Casa) and the Andalusia. These 

buildings have been filmed and photographed (in many well-known publications), on 

numerous occasions, for their architectural beauty. These, amongst several treasures within a 

1-3 block radius are threatened to be greatly impacted if 8150's, Alternative 9 plan passes and 

is allowed to be built . The idea that a developer can come into a neighborhood and not 

understand the infrastructure and needs of the neighborhood and it's community is 

unfathomable, which is the case here. 

In the following paragraphs, I will comment on various aspects of 8150's DEIR. 

ZONING AND VARIANCES 

This project does not conform to the current zoning on the subject site. This site has a FAR 1.1 

ratio and the developers are asking for a variance for 3.1. The developers state that they will 

meet the criteria/guidelines for this variance. However, they do not meet the criteria for the 

variance but want special favors and allowances anyway. For example, they are not within 

1500 ft of a Transit stop but they state that they are approximately within in it. They state that 

they are within 1,560 ft but request the variance anyway in lieu of the 1,500 SPECIFIED and 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C197
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REQUIRED in the on-menu incentive (LAMC 12.22.). MapQuest shows 1,700 +,but even if it is 

1,560, it does not meet the requirements. In football, if you are on the 1 yd line, this is not a 

touchdown and you will never get points for it. It does not count. The developers might be on 

the 1-5 yd line but it still does not count. If Eileen Ford said that all models coming to her 

agency had to be 5 ft 8 inches, they were. She did not take models that were 5 ft 7 and 3/4. 

She said that she had to have an exact cutoff because there were too many 5 ft 8 models that 

met all of the criteria and she wanted to make room for them. 

How does the City of LA justify giving a variance for this when they DO NOT meet the 

requirements? 

The developers also want to increase the number of compact spaces REQUIREMENTS set forth 

in LAMC 12.21 provided for commercial uses and adjust parking for residential (compact 

spaces) .. in lieu of these REQUIREMENTS. 

They want a variance to allow for a fitness studio, as not otherwise permitted in the C4 zone. 

Why can't the City just say no? The city has many "outs" with the developers. The project is 

just too oversized for the lot and the developers know it but want exceptions to every rule and 

variances to make their project allowable. These guidelines and rules for special incentives and 

variances should not be broken for certain individuals . 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

What mitigation do the developers continue to talk about in the DEIR? The only way to 

mitigate these huge impacts is to build something significantly smaller. This site was originally 

intended for a structure such as the Garden of Allah or the existing strip mall that is two stories 

today. It is not intended for a New York skyscrapers seen from the Valley to the Santa Monica 

Mountains to the LA basin as the newspapers suggest. 

The infrastructure is simply not there. It is not there to support a "Disney Hall" abutting a very 

residential neighborhood. Disney Hall is not in a residential neighborhood. And Disney Hall is 

not located on one of the most trafficked streets and intersections in the city. There is a place 

for this project but it is not here. 

The developers might be able to upgrade certain workings but what they cannot mitigate for all 

of their talk is the traffic nightmare . They cannot widen Sunset, Crescent Heights, Havenhurst 

or Fountain and that would be the ONLY solution. 
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The traffic from this monster project will clog up residential streets and narrow roads which 

were not built to accommodate added flow. When you keep increasing the number of units in 

a community without increasing the number of traffic lanes you are inviting a huge safety and 

traffic catastrophe. Projects of this mass and scale are found in Las Vegas on the main 

boulevard but that boulevard has 6 lanes for traffic. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SAFETY 

The DEIR (3-18) states that The LAFD has indicated that a fi re flow of 9,000 gpm to the Project 

site from 4 hydrants would be required to adequately serve the site. The developers say, 

"However, if fire flows at 9,000 gpm at the Project site are not feasible (eg: due to 

infrastructure limitations) , a combination of lower fi re flows, building design features, and 

other fire life safety features, subject to review and approval by LAFD, may be provided in lieu 

of requirements. In my mind, if they do not meet the requirements of the LAFD, then this 

should not be allowed. There should be no, "in lieu of". They are telling us that the 

infrastructure is not there and that they may provide alternatives (once again, trying to getting 

around requirements). Would the city align itself with the developers over the safety of the 

neighborhood? Getting around requirements should not be tolerated when speaking to the 

safety of the neighborhood. 

What about LA Dept of Public Works? Any input? 

What about LA Dept of Bldg and Safety? Any input? 

Have you approached these agencies about plans? 

HEIGHT 

The DEIR says that this project plan will be 15 stories in height, 234 ft above grade (measured 

from the sw corner of the property .. lowest point), which is lower than the former proposed 

project. How can that be when they say that the former project plan was 17 stories but only 

216 ft above ground elevation at sw corner of the site??? If the imposing 12 story Hollywood 

Roosevelt Hotel is just 161 ft and the 13 story Capitol Records building is just 150 ft ( without 

the antenna), then how can a tower of 234 ft be justified anywhere but downtown or Century 

City? This project sits atop Sunset and it is the feet/ height that we look at and not the 

stories .... You can have 4 stories with 20 or 40 ft ceilings in a 150 ft structure or design features 

of the building like they describe (horizontal breaks in between stories). 
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TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

The City owned traffic island is crucia l to the continuous flow of Eastbound traffic on Sunset 

headed South . Isn't it more important to keep the traffic flowing (thinking of emergency 

vehicles as a priority) than to have 8150 take this island for aesthetic use? The developers 

propose that this island will be a soft landscaped area (are they thinking about watering in this 

drought?) where pedestrians would be drawn to gather. Would you want to gather and relax at 

one of the busiest and noisiest intersections, where horns are blaring, where cars are flying 

down Laurel Cyn and where traffic is backed up on Sunset? It would be amazing to hear 

yourself talk, let alone relax and gather. 

How can adding their additional traffic to the streets, and backing up traffic, (there is already an 

existing traffic problem) not adversely impact the quality of life in adjacent residential and 

commercial neighborhoods as they state 2-34? This will be a disaster. 

HAVEN HURST TRAFFIC 

At present, there is a NO LEFT HAND TURN sign at the ramp at the driveway on Havenhurst to 

the existing project. Cars should not be exiting and turning left. BUT THEY DO. ALL THE TIME. 

The developers reps admitted during a meeting that this is unavoidable. They stated that they 

could not monitor this or have a guard standing by 24 hrs. They state in the DEIR that the 

Havenhurst Drive driveways are anticipated to provide the primary exit and entry locations. 

However, they now talk of a physical barrier in this DEIR (3-2) to prevent exiting on Havenhurst. 

But the only way to rectify the increased traffic problem on Havenhurst (we already have a 

problem) is to either have no entrance or exit on Havenhurst, or put a cul-de-sac there with a 

light on Fountain, in the exact fashion that one was put on Alta Loma prohibiting entrance and 

exit to all cars going into Equinox. Havenhurst deserves the same consideration. There should 

be no entrance or exit to 8150 from the start of the West Hollywood border on Havenhurst to 

Fountain. This will also deter cars from thinking of Havenhurst as a cut through street. If this is 

blocked off and there is a cul-de-sac, emergency vehicles would be able to enter or exit 

because they would have codes to the retractable barrier/bollards on the street. The DEIR 

states that there will only be approx 463 new trips on Havenhurst?? Firstly, I would argue way 

more but even at 463, that is 463 too many. 

The DEIR also talks about having residential and commercial project-related exiting traffic 

being able to turn left on Crescent Heights Blvd . Has anyone from the City seen the traffic flying 

south down Crescent Heights from Laurel Canyon, not to mention cars turning right from 

Sunset? This is a death wish. Does the City think that this is feasible and not a safety hazard? 
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PARKING 

Parking needs to be addressed on Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. Will it be 

addressed? It is hard enough to park on Havenhurst when people are moving (reserved street 

parking), or when it is street sweeping day or when smaller scale construction is being done 

(reserved street parking). With residents, guests and visitors to 8150, there will be no place for 

local existing residents and guests to park. With Alternative 9 there will be just too many cars 

added to the street. Many people do not like valet or want to pay for it (if offered), and there 

will not be enough parking spaces at the site because not everyone has compact cars and 

practically nobody will ride bicycles. This is not the answer or "mitigation". What mitigation? 

West Hollywood streets all around 8150 should have 24 hr permit parking. This will deter any 

and all residents, guests and visitors to 8150 (because 8150 is Los Angeles) from parking on 

Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. The parking for the site as it exists now is 

sufficient for its guests, especially with the added Metropolitan Storage. It will not be with this 

proposed project. 

Where will the valets park the cars because there will not be sufficient parking at the site? 

BICYCLES 

Countless pages of talk of allowances for bicycles and bicycle spaces makes zero sense. We are 

in Los Angeles (not in some small town) and this project sits on Sunset at one of the busiest and 

most dangerous intersections in the city. There are no bicycle lanes and no proposed ones in 

place. Nor would you ever want to propose one here. Who in their right mind would propose 

one here? You would take your life in your hands cycling here. I have done triathlons, I know. 

would never cycle here. The idea of people riding bikes to the supermarket to get groceries 

(where do they put these groceries?) or riding to and from work with briefcases in dangerous 

traffic, or riding up and down the Hollywood Hills, or riding to purchase goods in these 

expensive retail shops (where do your packages go?) is ludicrous. These incentives for 

developers, encouraging bicycle use in the city, should be strictly geographical because they 

apply or make sense only to certain areas. To say that you can have variances and meet 

environmental initiatives (ie: encouraging use of bicycles and providing spaces for them) needs 

to be evaluated more. These incentives should not be granted unless the city does a complete 

geographical check. 

This DEIR report should not be generated by the developers because it is one-sided/ bias, on all 

counts. Of course the developers will say that every idea of their project works just fine, 
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including the use of bicycles on Sunset .. Does the City agree that this is not the site for 

encouragement of bicycles? 

ALTERNATIVES 

The developers have thrown out every alternative proposed by neighboring citizens and 

officials and came up with their own alternative because they want to build what they want to 

build. This is no doubt that they are only thinking of dollar signs, maximizing their project site 

to the fullest and their so called logic makes no sense. They want to try to convince us how 

building something much smaller in scale (equivalent to 8000 Sunset) will not have less of a 

traffic impact, or exhaust impact or view impact or anything else ... They must think we are all 

stupid. They try to find a way to tell you how none of the other alternatives are good and why 

their idea is the best. They would rather justify giving people a green space to sit (on one of the 

busiest streets and intersections, I might add) than to preserve the safety of the neighborhood . 

Does the City agree with this alternative? 

Beverly Hills real estate development firm Bolour Associates and Portland, Oregon hotel 

management firm Provenance Hotels are building a hotel in Hermosa Beach. When residents 

weren't thrilled with their first peek at plans (it was 15 ft above the city's maximum building 

height), the developers encouraged community discussions. This led the developers to 

DRASCTICALLY alter the hotel's design concept and the hotel ended up being only 30 ft high. 

Community dissidents felt all of their issues were addressed and had a compromise that was 

more than expected. These developers were very sensitive to the needs and wants of the 

community, whereas the 8150 developers are not. 

AFFORDABLE-LOW INCOME HOUSING 

Both of their plans called/call for affordable or "very" low income housing and the developers 

express caring for those in need. If this is true then why not build in neighborhoods where 

there are affordable, grocery stores, fitness centers (like the Y), retail shops, and restaurants? 

Are these affordable or "very" low-income housing occupants shopping at Bristol Farms, going 

to private Fitness Centers, eating at the Chateau Marmont or the Tower Bar or going to the 

Hyde Lounge? Because this is what is available to these low-income tenants in the immediate 

vicinity. I think not. They propose affordable housing ONLY to get their FAR ratio increased 

from a 1. 1 to 3.1. They do not care about low-income residents as demonstrated by their 

"poor door" policy at 8899 Beverly Blvd (see my last paragraph, IN CLOSING). 
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How will this low-income housing be monitored? When the initial occupants move in, how will 

the city of LA monitor what they are paying? When the occupants move out and new 

occupants move in, how can the city of LA monitor what they are paying? 

COMPACT CARS 

Can the developers really require occupants of their project to buy compact cars or buy bicycles 

when these occupants buy expensive condos or pay a lot in rent? They will narrow their market 

for buyers and renters and you will see a lot of empty units in this project like elsewhere in the 

city. Is it fair to make buyers purchase compact cars because the developers might have 

parking issues and have maxed out their site? Does the city agree that parking is not adequate 

and the developers are compensating with spaces for compact cars and bicycles? 

HISTORIC VALUE 

The DEIR talks about the Colonial House, The Andalusia, La Ronda (Mi Casa), The Granville, The 

Savoy, etc. These are buildings that have historic value and are recognized buildings in the 

National Register. They are protected by the Mills Act and guidelines require preservation and 

restoration of these buildings. Does the state or city define preservation of these buildings on 

Havenhurst and Crescent Heights as allowing these buildings to have their views blocked, their 

light altered (shade, shadows and glare) and their residential streets turned into freeways? Is 

that the definition of preservation? Values will for sure be damaged. A feeling of local identity 

will be lost if planning officials fa il to recognize local community wishes. Communities such as 

these, sprinkled with architectural gems will lose their identity and feel like anywhere in the 

U.S.. Powerful developers with deep pockets can now change master plans (ie: The Valleywide 

plan) that were designed to protect neighborhoods, that could never be built upon and they 

can now nullify these plans. This is all wrong and needs to be stopped. 

If the Los Angeles City Council banned building McMansions in the immediate neighborhood 

because they were concerned that their size (2 stories) was changing the character of the 

neighborhoods, then why is it okay to allow a skyscraper in the same area? So this only applies 

to residential structures? Commercial buildings are immune from this? How can this make any 

sense? Does the proposed Alternative 9 not change the character of the neighborhood? This is 

a question that I would love the city to answer. 

There is also a moratorium on the issuance of bu ilding and demolition permits fo r proposed 

Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. If the city does care about Historic Preservation, why not 
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protect the Chase Bank building on the 8150 site and the architectural gems that surround it? 

A city report states that the ban came amid a proliferation of out of scale development that 

threaten the cohesion and character of neighborhoods. Therefore, is it not logical to say that it 

would be hypocritical to allow this proposed Alternative to be built? 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would result in a SIGNIFICANT and UNAVOIDABLE direct 

impact to historical resources (2-26), even with the Mitigation Measures HIST-1 through HIST-4 

because the Bank Building would be removed and demolished. Why is this unavoidable? They 

can choose to not tear it down, redesign their plans and have a smaller scale project in keeping 

with the neighborhood. Correct? 

When discussing the Bank building, formerly Lytton Savings and now Chase Bank, former 

paragraphs speak of preservation. Why was it so important to keep the old Duttons bookstore, 

also known as The mid-century Barry Building on San Vicente in Brentwood or Norms Diner on 

La Cienega? But then why is it okay to tear down the iconic mid-century Lytton Savings (now 

Chase bank) at 8150 Sunset? Can the City answer this question? Especially when the architect 

of that building, Kurt Meyer, a passionate advocate for great architecture (and architects) was 

recognized and honored for his great work around the city. Why does he does not gain the 

same respect from the city, Frank Gehry or the developers? Does the city randomly choose 

which iconic buildings to save or not, depending upon which developer is involved and how 

deep their pockets are? I wonder. 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would not detract from the historical or architectural 

significance of the Colonial House (2-26). Their rational is because you can still see it looking up 

the street and although dwarfed from the monolith project, it has not disappeared. Do the 

residents of the building agree? Like those buyers who purchased units like the famed Bette 

Davis unit with views of the Hollywood Hills, and beautiful light to the north? Or like mine 

whose patio will be completely overlooked and shadowed and/or glared by their towers? Or 

whose street will become a freeway because this project would increase existing daily traffic? 

That sure does change the character and value of the building and it's units. 

EXHAUST 

The developers state that having underground parking now should alleviate the impacts of 

exhaust fumes. Well so now we do not have to look at the cars above grade but I ask ... where 

will these exhausts be vented out to? They still need to be vented out to the street right? So 

the question still remains, how and where will this be alleviated? 
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How will the noise level be monitored and measured? The vents will make noise at all hours of 

the day and night, inside and outside of the st ructure. How can the neighborhood be assured 

that this will not be a noise nuisance? 

MASSING AND SCALE AND MATERIALS 

The DEIR talks about softening the massing with their design. This is an oxymoron . If they 

admit that there is so much mass and massing, there is no real way to soften it. They state on 

2-27 " The horizontal break in massing allows the lower portion along the Havenhurst facade to 

respond to the surrounding neighboring scale. Have they ever walked down the street and 

seen the height and architecture of the buildings there? Really? They state that that the upper 

portion of the building steps up into the center of the site, HELPING TO ALLEVIATE taller 

building elements along the smaller scale street. The developers really do know that the scale 

of the street is small and try to justify overpowering the neighborhood with flowery design 

jargon. They speak of minimizing visual effects associated with the podium structure on 

surrounding lower-scale residential development (3-3). They are in essence, trying to mask the 

giant, with words and design features, which is impossible. Does the City agree with their 

assessment of the scale of the street in relation to their project? 

They also say on page 2-10, "building material selection is currently at an early stage." They 

have not presented their materials to us. How can we determine what effects/impacts this 

project will have on us (glare, shade, heat .. ) if we are not fully informed. This could be another 

Disney Hall all over again. Will the city require materials presented now? 

ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

They state that Alternative 9 would result in incrementally greater potential impacts to 

archeological and paleontological resources due to the incrementally increased excavation . 

They then state that these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. What 

mitigation? Again, they do not state what that mitigation would be. Like many politicians, who 

state that they will bring about reform and never say how (they tell you that they will have the 

answer after they are elected), these developers talk of mitigation several times but do not 

state how. 

Hazardous materials needs to be addressed ... soil and anything else during excavation. What 

happens if the soil is determined to be hazardous? It then cannot remain exposed or at the 

site. How will this be dealt with? They will be trucking tons of excavated soil off-site and I 
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would want to know where it is going?? How will the city of LA and West Hollywood deal with 

the truck queue? Trucking will add to already impacted traffic and noise. 

AESTHETICS 

The developers state that they want to create a development that compliments and improves 

the visual character of the westernmost area of Hollywood and promotes quality living spaces 

.... Is this not subjective? 

GEOLOGY 

The DEIR states that with this alternative, with reduced occupancy, it will expose fewer people 

at the site to seismic hazards associated with the Hollywood Fault!!! Admitting that they are 

building within very close proximity to this fault, they are still asking to build an enormous 

project and increase the FAR to 3.1! How ridiculous and contradictory. Why would the City 

allow this scale so close to a major fault .. which runs directly across the street? 

There is no discussion of their storm water pollution prevention plan. What are they doing 

about run-off? Is the run-off going into the city of West Hollywood's systems? What will be 

the impact of a significant rain event? 

LA County operate "flood control" facilities within the city of Los Angeles. Is there any water 

run-off dumping into their facilities? From either the city or West Hollywood? 

ALCOHOL 

Alcohol permits ... are they planning on taking over existing licenses or have they already applied 

? Or are they leaving it up to whomever will be occupying that space? 

IN CLOSING ... FRANK GEHRY AND TOWNSCAPE DEVELOPERS 

It is my opinion that the developers went with a big name to get the project passed. I assume 

that they figure that if they used FRANK GEHRY they would impress the hell out of citizens and 

City officials (Mayor Garcetti is a fan) and all would just swoon. Well Disney Hall was not 
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without problems as you recall because Gehry's shiny metal building was not well thought out. 

Drivers were blinded by the glare and residents of the condos across the street complained 

about the reflective heat. Workers had to sand down the metal to dull the glass, a tarp was 

hung over the worst area ... . all the while Gehry saying that it is not a story that should be all 

around the world. He did not think it was a big deal. So what about the materials for this mass 

oversized project? The developers say that the building material selection is at an early stage 

and have not disclosed what materials will be used. Will we have the same problem as Disney 

Hall? 

The New York Times reported That Frank Gehy "draws Ire for joining the Los Angeles River 

Restoration project. His involvement has prompted stinging criticism from advocates wary of 

gentrification and skeptical of the architect's ability to create an appealing outdoor space" . So 

is Frank Gehry really the ticket for getting th is project passed? 

TOWNSCAPE PARTNERS, is known for unsavory practices. They planned to segregate low

income tenants from amenities for condo owners at 8899 Beverly Blvd . This "poor door policy" 

sparked outrage and they were forced to abandon this discriminatory practice. 

At the present site at 8150 Sunset, Townscape was embroiled in a lawsuit dispute with many 

of their retail tenants. They installed parking arms and charged $3.00 for 15 minutes, fees 

which tenants believed was a sure way of putting them out of business to make room for their 

mixed-use project. The developers succeeded because it destroyed and hurt many of these 

small businesses many of which, went out of business. Townscape had to stop charging after it 

was told to do so by the City of LA. 

So why would the City of Los Angeles want to make allowances and concessions, give variances 

and do business with these developers who disrespect the community and demonstrate 

unsavory practices? No favors should be done for these developers as they have shown no 

consideration for Los Angeles or West Hollywood residents. 

The neighborhood would definitely like something nice to be built at 8150 Sunset. An 

improvement is needed ... a much smaller scale project that is tasteful, upscale and which speaks 

to the environment. When visiting the site, Michael La Grande, LA city planner, said that the 

project should not be any higher than the 8000 Sunset complex .. .4 stories, which is directly 

across the street. Speaking of which, the developers said when they thought about the project, 

they thought about neighborhood needs. They felt a fitness center and supermarket would be 

a good choice. Hmmm. Did they really scope out the area because DIRECTLY across the street 
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at the 8000 Sunset complex is a Trader Joes and Crunch gym and there is also a Bristol Farms 

just a few blocks down. These are not needed. If they omitted these from their plans and 

scaled way down, the impacts would be a lot less. 

Alternative 9 is no alternative and should not be granted permits, given consideration or 

approval to be built. 

Thank You, 

Rory Barish 

Enclosures 
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(hollywood history) 

star comp 
So many A-listers have called the Colonial 
House home, you'd think there was 
a red carpet leading to the front door 

Sure, looks and talent count for 

something in Hollywood, but 

never underestimate the power of 

the right address. Just ask Hugh 

Grant, Julia Roberts, Jennifer 

Lopez and Jodie Foster, all of 

whom have resided at the 

Colonial House apartments in 

West Hollywood. 

Designed by architect Leland 

A. Bryant and built in I930, the 

seven-story, 21-unit complex was 

once home to an earlier genera

tion of celebrities, including 

Myrna Loy, F. Scott Fitzgerald 

and Bette Davis, whose name 

remains etched on the brass mail-

box plate for apartment 4b. 

Foster also lived in 4b, as 

did director Tim Burton. The 

illustrious former inhabitants 

of apartment 2c include 

Oscar-winner Roberts and Oscar

nominee Elisabeth Shue. 

"Colonial House is such a 

historic place," says actress and 

past tenant Annabeth Gish. "I 

just hope some of its theatrical 

spirit seeped into my bones." 

-Leslee Komaiko 

192 I S PRING 2004 IN STYLE HOME 
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Several of Hollywoods most significant historic 
buildings lie within a quarter mile of the tower, 
and one will be destroyed by it. yet the developers 
claim the area to be of no historic relevance . 





10/20/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  UGLY UGLY Frank Gehry building at 8150 Sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15086bd36c3f726e&siml=15086bd36c3f726e&siml=15086bd3a1e3a47c 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

UGLY UGLY Frank Gehry building at 8150 Sunset
2 messages

J. <mile.1111@hotmail.com> Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 12:32 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I live in the neighborhood.

The building looks like a nasty ugly cheap copy of Disney Concert Hall.  The high walls on the
sidewalk keep the neighborhood out.  This is a very very unattractive building.  

PLEASE don't try to sell us on Frank Gehry.  Most people don't like his architecture but you
decide to go on his name.

Why don't you just really recreate the Gardens of Allah???

Why don't you look at some of the really "green" buildings in Singapore?

Try Ken Yeang's buildings:

http://www.treehugger.com/sustainableproductdesign/howgreenbuildingsshouldlookken
yeang.html

http://www.amazon.com/TheGreenSkyscraperDesigningSustainable/dp/3791319930

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 12:32 PM
To: mile.1111@hotmail.com

http://www.treehugger.com/sustainable-product-design/how-green-buildings-should-look-ken-yeang.html
http://www.amazon.com/The-Green-Skyscraper-Designing-Sustainable/dp/3791319930
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10/20/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  UGLY UGLY Frank Gehry building at 8150 Sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15086bd36c3f726e&siml=15086bd36c3f726e&siml=15086bd3a1e3a47c 2/2

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



10/20/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  UGLY UGLY FRANK GEHRY BUILDING AT 8150 SUNSET!! !
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

UGLY UGLY FRANK GEHRY BUILDING AT 8150 SUNSET!!!
1 message

J. <mile.1111@hotmail.com> Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 12:35 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
I live in the neighborhood.

The building looks like a nasty ugly cheap copy of Disney Concert Hall.  The high walls on the
sidewalk keep the neighborhood out.  This is a very very unattractive building.  

PLEASE don't try to sell us on Frank Gehry.  Most people don't like his architecture but you
decide to go on his name.

Why don't you just really recreate the Gardens of Allah???

Why don't you look at some of the really "green" buildings in Singapore?

Try Ken Yeang's buildings:
http://www.treehugger.com/sustainableproductdesign/howgreenbuildingsshouldlookken
yeang.html

http://www.amazon.com/TheGreenSkyscraperDesigningSustainable/dp/3791319930

http://www.treehugger.com/sustainable-product-design/how-green-buildings-should-look-ken-yeang.html
http://www.amazon.com/The-Green-Skyscraper-Designing-Sustainable/dp/3791319930
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

October 21st, 2015 

Srimil Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Phil Hammond <philhammond@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 5:41 PM 
planning.envreniew@lacity.org; Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford; CD4.scheduling@lacity.org; 
CD4.issues@lacity.org; david.zahniser@latimes.com; steve.lopez@latimes.com 
8150 Sunset DEIR comment: LA City Case no. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 

Flagged 

Phil Hammond, President 

1327 Havenhurst HOA 

1327 Havenhurst Drive, Unit 1 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

philhammond@gmail.com 

(323) 656-6144 

Re: Phil Hammond DEIR comments on Alternative 9 (8150 Sunset Blvd.) LA City Case no. ENV-2013-2552-
EIR 

Dear Srimal, 
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My name is Phil Hammond and I am President of the 1327 Havenhurst HOA at 1327 Havenhurst Drive in West 
Hollywood (on the same block as the 8150 Sunset Blvd. project). 

The 8150 Sunset developer's traffic study states that there will be no increase in traffic in/out of the project 
compared to the current flow. I don't believe this is accurate and I would like to see an independent traffic 
study done to show the real impact of the huge increase in commercial space and the 240+ new living units 
where there are none presently. The development is planning for THREE new driveways and semi truck 
loading docks on Havenhurst Drive. 

As a resident of Havenhurst Drive I am concerned about an increase of traffic on our historic neighborhood 
street which is already used heavily (and often unsafely) as a cut-through for commuters between Sunset and 
Fountain. The City of West Hollywood has tried to address this previously with the addition of three speed 
humps and a traffic choker. 

In conjunction with the 8150 Sunset development please consider recommending the placement of a cul-de-sac 
at the top of Havenhurst Drive (with or without an entry driveway to the project for residents) to prevent 
through traffic between Sunset and Fountain. This, combined with a light at Havenhurst/Fountain will improve 
the flow of traffic along Fountain with less people stopping traffic to tum North onto Havenhurst and will 
provide easier and safer left tum onto Fountain from Havenhurst. This arrangement works well on Alta Loma 
Road at Sunset Blvd. 

Thank you, 

Phil Hammond 

htto://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/deir recir/DEIR/ Start Menu-
8150%20Sunset%20Blvd%20M ixed%20Use-DEI R.html 

You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning due to 
your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project EIR. Attached for your 
information is the Notice of Availability of the Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR (RP-DEIR) for the 
Project. You are invited to submit your written comments on the RP-DEIR to the Department of City 
Planning via email at planning.envreview@lacity.org, or via regular mail using the contact information 
provided below, until October 26, 2015. Please reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR in your 
comments. 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, California 90012 
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT  ENV20132552EIR
ENV20132552EIR

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  9/10/2015  TO 10/26/2015

DATE: 10/22/2015 ﴾4﴿

From: Anonymous

From: Anonymous

From: Phil Hammond

From: E Cho

DATE: 10/20/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/19/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/16/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/14/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/6/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/5/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/1/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/28/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 9/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/22/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/16/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/15/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 9/14/2015 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 9/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/9/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/31/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 7/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/26/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/16/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/5/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 5/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/18/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/11/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/2/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/24/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/17/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/28/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/21/2015 ﴾49﴿

NAME: Anonymous
ORGANIZATION: Anonymous
COMMENT:

I live in the neighborhood.  I find this Gehry development singularly ugly.  There are 
some really great architects in the world who do not depend on gimmickry.  Why 
should we have to look at this monstrosity every time we go outside?  And, please, 
desist with ramming Gehry down our throats.

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/default.aspx
javascript:void(0)
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DATE: 1/16/2015 ﴾3﴿

DATE: 1/15/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/14/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 1/12/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/9/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/6/2015 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/31/2014 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/30/2014 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 12/24/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 12/17/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/9/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/2/2014 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 12/1/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 11/25/2014 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 11/21/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 11/20/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/1/0001 ﴾69﴿

disclaimer | privacy policy | admin | adobe reader

city of los angeles © 2011

http://disclaimer.lacity.org/disclaimer.htm
http://disclaimer.lacity.org/privacy.htm
http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/admin.aspx
http://get.adobe.com/reader/
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT  ENV20132552EIR
ENV20132552EIR

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  9/10/2015  TO 10/26/2015

DATE: 10/22/2015 ﴾4﴿

From: Anonymous

From: Anonymous

From: Phil Hammond

From: E Cho

DATE: 10/20/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/19/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/16/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/14/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/6/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/5/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/1/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/28/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 9/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/22/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/16/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/15/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 9/14/2015 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 9/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/9/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/31/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 7/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/26/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/16/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/5/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 5/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/18/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/11/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/2/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/24/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/17/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/28/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/21/2015 ﴾49﴿

NAME: Anonymous
ORGANIZATION: Anonymous
COMMENT:

Why not try Ken Yeang?

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/default.aspx
javascript:void(0)
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C202
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DATE: 1/15/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/14/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 1/12/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/9/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/6/2015 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/31/2014 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/30/2014 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 12/24/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 12/17/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/9/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/2/2014 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 12/1/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 11/25/2014 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 11/21/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 11/20/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/1/0001 ﴾69﴿
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset  NO! Frank Gehry design NO!
2 messages

E Cho <Echo5903@hotmail.com> Wed, Oct 21, 2015 at 8:57 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Why not try Ken Yeang instead?

A design is not automatically attractive because Frank Gehry is involved.

Ken Yeang.tiff
305K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 21, 2015 at 8:57 PM
To: Echo5903@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=1508db1dda463c95&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C203
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jim Altschuler <proptyjha@ca.rr.com> Fri, Oct 23, 2015 at 9:57 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Although we are a dozen blocks east of this proposed development, many of my neighbors and
I are very concerned about this proposal.  Our several concerns include (in no particular order): 

 

            Earthquake fault – this project is planned for the western part of the Hollywood fault
zone.  All of the studies of the fault (and the adjacent areas to it) by qualified engineers indicate
no high rise buildings should be placed in the fault zone.  This alone should be adequate to
stop, or at least minimize the project, to reduce the possibility/probability of injury or loss of life
due to an earthquake along that fault line.  Scientists have recently indicated a major fault (6.2
or greater) within the next 3 years. 

 

Traffic impact – since many of our residents travel through the immediate area of this
project and we don’t feel that the roads have the capacity for the increased traffic flow that will
result from the addition of this project’s tenancy.  The roads cannot be widened to
accommodate the increase.  In addition, with the increased traffic flow the backup of vehicles
coming over the hill from the Valley will get even worse than it already is. 

 

Seniors – As everyone in the country is aware, the population is aging rapidly. 
Thousands of seniors are retiring daily across the country.  Los Angeles is certainly no
exception.  The demand for low cost housing is increasing constantly.  Where is a reasonably
large number of affordable housing units in this project? 

 

Parking – While we’re certain that the project has plans for a fairly adequate number of
parking spaces for residents, where will visitors park?  From the explanations received to date,
it seems that the planned parking will be barely adequate.  There is minimal street parking near
the project and visitor parking in adjacent neighborhoods will impact those areas.

 

Retail trade – There is all manner of stores, shops, banks and restaurants in the
immediate vicinity of the project eliminating the “need” for all but specialty shops. 
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Jim Altschuler

proptyjha@ca.rr.com

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Oct 23, 2015 at 9:57 PM
To: proptyjha@ca.rr.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:proptyjha@ca.rr.com
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT  ENV20132552EIR
ENV20132552EIR

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  9/10/2015  TO 10/26/2015

DATE: 10/26/2015 ﴾4﴿

From: J. Eastwood

From: clive whitcher

From: Jim Altschuler

From: Adrian Fine

DATE: 10/22/2015 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 10/20/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/19/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/16/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/14/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/6/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/5/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/1/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/28/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 9/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/22/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/16/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/15/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 9/14/2015 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 9/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/9/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/31/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 7/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/26/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/16/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/5/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 5/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/18/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/11/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/2/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/24/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/17/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/28/2015 ﴾1﴿

NAME: clive whitcher
ORGANIZATION: Anonymous
COMMENT:

There is now only one entrance and exit to the complex for non‐residential 
i.e.commercial auto traffic.  This means that patrons wanting to enter the property from 
Eastbound Sunset have to turn right on Crescent Heights, adding to the bottleneck in 
the proposed right turn lane with the current cut‐off having been eliminated.  I suggest 
that an automobile entrance is provided on Sunset just East of the intersection with 
Havenhurst.  I know the entry/exit on Sunset was eliminated from the original plan but 
I think at least an entrance would help traffic flow.

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/default.aspx
javascript:void(0)
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DATE: 1/21/2015 ﴾49﴿

DATE: 1/16/2015 ﴾3﴿

DATE: 1/15/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/14/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 1/12/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/9/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/6/2015 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/31/2014 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/30/2014 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 12/24/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 12/17/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/9/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/2/2014 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 12/1/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 11/25/2014 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 11/21/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 11/20/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/1/0001 ﴾69﴿

disclaimer | privacy policy | admin | adobe reader

city of los angeles © 2011

http://disclaimer.lacity.org/disclaimer.htm
http://disclaimer.lacity.org/privacy.htm
http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/admin.aspx
http://get.adobe.com/reader/
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8150 W. SUNSET BLVD. MIXED USE PROJECT  ENV20132552EIR
ENV20132552EIR

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  9/10/2015  TO 10/26/2015

DATE: 10/26/2015 ﴾4﴿

From: J. Eastwood

From: clive whitcher

From: Jim Altschuler

From: Adrian Fine

DATE: 10/22/2015 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 10/20/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/19/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/16/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/14/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 10/6/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 10/5/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 10/1/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/28/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 9/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/22/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/16/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 9/15/2015 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 9/14/2015 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 9/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 9/9/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/31/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 8/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 7/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/26/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/16/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/10/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 6/5/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 5/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 4/8/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/23/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/18/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/13/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/11/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/6/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 3/2/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/24/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/17/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/4/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 2/3/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/29/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/28/2015 ﴾1﴿

NAME: J. Eastwood
ORGANIZATION: Anonymous
COMMENT:

As a resident and homeowner who lives on Havenhurst Drive just south of the 
proposed development, I disagree with the EIR with respect to the increased traffic.   
There will undoubtedly be a marked increase in traffic considering the size of the 
development.  I would like to see the size of the development reduced, a cul de sac 
created, and a signal added at Fountain.

http://planning.lacity.org/publiccomments/default.aspx
javascript:void(0)
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DATE: 1/21/2015 ﴾49﴿

DATE: 1/16/2015 ﴾3﴿

DATE: 1/15/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/14/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/13/2015 ﴾5﴿

DATE: 1/12/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/9/2015 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 1/7/2015 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/6/2015 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/31/2014 ﴾8﴿

DATE: 12/30/2014 ﴾6﴿

DATE: 12/24/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 12/17/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/9/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 12/2/2014 ﴾4﴿

DATE: 12/1/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 11/25/2014 ﴾9﴿

DATE: 11/21/2014 ﴾2﴿

DATE: 11/20/2014 ﴾1﴿

DATE: 1/1/0001 ﴾69﴿

disclaimer | privacy policy | admin | adobe reader

city of los angeles © 2011
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Supporter Comment  ENV20132552EIR
3 messages

Chris Becker <cbeckerla@me.com> Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 4:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org
Cc: Julia.duncan@lacity.org

To whom it may concern:

Re: 8150 Sunset  ENV20132552EIR

I am a Hollywood resident and a committed pedestrian.  The New York Times article  ‘Los Angeles as a
Pedestrian’ was a delight to me, tracing many of the urban walks I have made my habit for 30 years.  As this
article clearly indicates, both visitors and residents alike are walking more and driving less and my decades of
observations concur. 

I live a mile away and I walk to the proposed project site at Crescent Heights and Sunset regularly.  As part of
the redevelopment, the intersection needs to be streamlined and beautified to make it more hospitable to
pedestrians and vehicles alike.  People are walking more because they realize it’s a great way to get around this
city!  It’s healthy and offers  beautiful views of our city not possible from a car window.

The 8150 Sunset site is currently an underused surface parking lot and a series of lower grade commercial
stores.  It’s not a pretty complex, and I am very supportive of the redevelopment plans as they will resuscitate a
site and intersection in desperate need of it.  The dirt lot that is the current traffic island is a dreadful visual blight
and a magnet for vagrants, as shown in attached photo.  Surely Los Angeles can do better than this.

http://mobile.nytimes.com/2014/12/21/travel/los-angeles-as-a-pedestrian.html?referrer=&_r=0,
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When I heard Frank Gehry would be the architect for this project I was thrilled.  Mr. Gehry’s designs are
emblematic of the world renowned creative culture in Los Angeles.  His design for this site will be oriented to
pedestrians like myself, which will go a long way to create a dynamic urban environment we can all enjoy.  The
design is absolutely stunning, and being able to experience it while walking my neighborhood will be a treat.  This
will be a quintessential Los Angeles building that everyone knows, loves, and most importantly, uses for decades
to come.

The current site does not do the former site (The Garden of Allah) any sort of justice at all.  Katharine Hepburn
would be appalled. Los Angeles needs dramatic, substantial structures that are aesthetically pleasing. The site's
location is a gateway to the city from the Valley and should serve as such in dramatic and appealing fashion.  In
addition the new site would bring back a sense of neighborhood pride to this portion of the historic Sunset Strip. 
An open gathering plaza would serve to enliven the area dramatically. 

Finally – housing.  As most know, Los Angeles is one of the LEAST affordable place to live in the entire United
States.  Prices here are untenable, and it’s at least partially because nothing new and substantial is coming to



10/27/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset Supporter Comment  ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150a687175835729&siml=150a687175835729&siml=150a687178670e9f… 3/3

the market.  We need additional housing all over this city, not just downtown (where new units are selling and
renting faster than they can be built).  This project offers three types of housing – for sale condos, for rent
apartments, and very low income affordable apartments.  This mix of housing options is exactly what the city
needs and should be replicated in developments across the city.

Los Angeles is a creative, global city.  To nurture our creative spirit and enhance our global stature, we need
more substantial, high density projects including housing that will promote dynamic pedestrian lifestyles, enliven
our communities and stimulate our aesthetic well being. That’s why I support this project.

Sincerely,

Chris Becker
1720 N Fuller Ave #544
Los Angeles, CA 90046
(213) 4079348

Chris Becker <cbeckerla@me.com> Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 4:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org
Cc: Julia.duncan@lacity.org

[Quoted text hidden]

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 4:41 PM
To: cbeckerla@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28213%29%20407-9348
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Notice re ENV20132552EIR

David Gold <dgold@inspirecom.com> Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 4:48 PM
To: Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Belated thanks.

 

From: william.lamborn@lacity.org [mailto:william.lamborn@lacity.org] On Behalf Of Planning Environmental
Review
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2015 9:48 AM
To: David Gold
Subject: Re: Notice re ENV20132552EIR

 

Hi David,

Please try clearing your browsing history and cache. This often resolves the problem. Alternately, rightclicking
and opening the "Environmental Review" link in a new tab should work as well.

 

Best,

Will Lamborn

 

On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:32 PM, Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> wrote:

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

 

 

mailto:william.lamborn@lacity.org
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR Sunset project
2 messages

Jamie Melas <jamiemelas@gmail.com> Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 5:23 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom it may concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 8150 Sunset Blvd project environmental impact report. I frequent
West Hollywood and Hollywood, and have kept this project on my radar because I’ve always thought the corner of
Sunset and Crescent Heights was a dump and in need of revitalization. I was a supporter of the project before
Gehry came aboard because a new development is exactly what the site needs, and because housing would be
added to an area in the city desperately in need of it. After seeing the Gehry design for the first time I was blown
away. Not only will this site add much needed housing, it will also add an architectural landmark to Sunset. I
recently purchased a new condo, and while I am happy with it, it did not come cheap. Adding new housing,
regardless of the type, will reduce the sky high prices we see in home sale and rental prices. We need to
embrace the idea of putting housing where housing is needed – opposing developments like this one exacerbate
the long commute times many of us face because we have to live far away from work. More sprawl also means
adversely affecting the environment, traffic, and mental states. Los Angeles as a whole is undergoing a
renaissance, and this new Gehry design should be the type of development future developers look to when
considering a new site. We need more of it, we need it to be built to last, and we need it to look architecturally
stunning. When considering what is best for this site, I urge you to balance the needs of the millions of
Angelenos seeking to build their life in this great city with the dozens of residents who live in the immediate
vicinity. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

 
Regards,

Jamie Melas
Los Angeles, CA

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Oct 26, 2015 at 5:23 PM
To: jamiemelas@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C209



10/28/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset DEIR comment letter

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150af2c4b631ced8&siml=150af2c4b631ced8&siml=150af2c4f3bcd53f 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset DEIR comment letter
2 messages

Ashley Holt <ashleytaylorholt@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 28, 2015 at 8:58 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org

To whom in may concern,

 

I live less than .2 miles away from 8150 Sunset on North Harper Avenue.  For my fellow Angelenos
who can only equate distances to drive times, that‛s less than a three minute walk.  I moved to this
neighborhood precisely because of the numerous destinations it presents to me on a daily basis. 
Being just south of Sunset, I am also located just a stone‛s throw away from one of the most
energetic and lively commercial strips in the entire country.  The entertainment industry embodies
Los Angeles, and Sunset Boulevard embodies the entertainment industry- it‛s fun and active, and
living close to that type of environment is one of the major reasons I moved to the area.

 

Sunset has both modern and historic buildings up and down the strip, and the contrast created by
the older and the newer buildings produces a wonderful and diverse visual environment.  I love the
idea of more modern buildings, and that is what initially drew me to the 8150 Sunset project.  This
new Gehry design will be a game changer for the strip.  If it is built as the renderings suggest, I
could see this project becoming a landmark as it‛s visually stunning and would contrast well with the
older buildings in the area.  Gehry is a master, and it‛s perfect that his design creates a landmark
building at this historic and landmark site.  I support a development by Gehry at this site even
more forcefully because of the condition of the current site (it‛s a dump).  I walk past 8150
Sunset a lot to go to Trader Joe‛s, the movie theaters, and other destinations east of Crescent
Heights, but I never go to 8150- there just isn‛t anything there for me.

 

What I do hear from neighbors and friends is the need for more amenities and destinations
clustered in this area that are convenient, walkable, and serve our collective needs.  A drive-thru
McDonald‛s, while I‛m sure a profitable business, does not serve the community.  In fact, it does
the opposite of that by creating loads of traffic and fueling the car-centric culture that has
created many of the problems we face today. 

 

After reviewing the draft environmental impact report, including the newly released DEIR
information on the Gehry project, my support for this project remains strong- I believe that this is
a smartly planned project that puts the pedestrian front and center by creating a space that is
welcoming to those walking to the site.  Smart planning dictates that pedestrian oriented buildings
are inherently taller than the fat and stubby alternative.  In fact, these slender and less boxy
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designs by Gehry create unique views of the hills looking up and the flats looking down.  The
alternative would be shorter fatter buildings that create a canyon effect and completely block
views- I believe these options to be less preferred than the Gehry design I see today.

I understand my neighbors who have concerns about car traffic, and I have urged them to actually
read the environmental impact report‛s traffic section- unlike other projects in Los Angeles that
have dozens of permanently impacted intersections, this project has zero.  Turns out that when you
remove a drive-thru McDonald‛s and other high frequency retail spaces and replace them with high-
end boutique retail and residences, traffic isn‛t adversely effected.

 

Thank you for your work to date, and I urge you to approve this project.

 

Ashley Holt

1430 North Harper Ave

West Hollywood, CA

90069

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Oct 28, 2015 at 8:58 AM
To: ashleytaylorholt@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Dear Mr. Lunceford, 

Alex Nicholas <alex@lane4realestate.com> 
Thursday, October 29, 2015 4:03 PM 
Scott Lunceford 
Rory Barish 
Addendum to Rory Barish's Letter Regarding the Proposed Development at 8150 Sunset 
Blvd. 
Addendum to Letter to Srimal Hewawitharana - 10··28-2015.pdf 

Follow up 
Flagged 

Subsequent to your meeting with Rory Barish regarding the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd, DEIR Alternative 9, she 
wrote an addendum to her letter to address additional concerns. For your information, that addendum is attached. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Alex Nicholas 
Assistant to Rory Barish 

Phone: (310) 623-7437 
E-Mail: alex@lane4realestate.com 
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Rory Barish 

October 28, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 

Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

1416 Havenhurst Drive, Apt. lE 

West Hollywood, CA 90046 

RE: ADDENDUM TO RORY BARISH DEIR COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVE 9 

Dear Srimal, 

In addition to the things that I wrote in my letter dated October 13, 2015, I would like to 
add these additional things. 

1. Do the developers have a shoring plan? There was slippage while excavating at 
the 8,000 Sunset site (directly across the street) and the property slid and 
undermined the Granville. There were several lawsuits against the developers 
and the Granville was compensated. This can happen to the Historic Colonial 
House .. which happens to be brick and is behind the project. 

2. Do they know where the ground water/table is? When will they hit water? 
Liquefaction? They are across the street from the Hollywood fault. 

3. The developer' reps seem to think that this resembles the Garden of Allah which 
was previously at the 8150 site. They said that Frank Gehry took inspiration from 
the Garden of Allah and came up with this proposed plan so that it might satisfy 
neighborhood needs and wishes. The neighborhood is shocked and offended 
that this absurd comparison was made. Can the City of LA do a Google search 
for images of The Garden of Allah and tell me if they agree that the developers 
can make comparison? How can Spanish/mission bungalows relate to a 
skyscraper? 

4. Please see these links: 

http://www.nytimes.com/2007 /11/07 /us/07mit.html? r=l& 
http://www.cracked.com/article 19682 5-roost-embarrassing-architectural-failures.html 
http:// architecture. about. com/ od/i deasa pp roach es/ss/Controversy-Dis n eyHa 11. htm 



Can this design withstand a major earthquake? Have these materials been 
tested for heat and glare? 

5. Can the City think of another project this large in mass and scale, that sits upon 
one of the busiest and most dangerous intersections and is a main artery 
connecting to the Valley? The Beverly Center, The Beverly Grove, Century City, 
Disney Hall... .... ALL DO NOT. Would the City actually even consider approving 
something like this which would in essence be giving the developers permission 
to create one of the biggest traffic nightmares and safety hazards in Los 
Angeles? 

6. The developers reps stated in a recent meeting that stories 1-3 relate to 
residential scale while 3-6 relate to multi-use and commercial scale while the rest 
of the tower of over 200+ ft creates a marker and gateway to Los Angeles. 

Can the City and the developers justify building a legacy and marker for the 
developers and Frank Gehry's ego (we did not ask for a Gateway and it certainly 
cannot fit in any way shape or form, here), and disregard the infrastructure, the 
safety and needs of the residents in the neighborhood, and disregarding for the 
neighborhood character and scale? 

7. The new Alternative calls for 3 entrances/exits on Havenhurst (none now on 
Sunset) including truck loading zones. Does the City agree that this will destroy 
a lovely and most beautiful residential street with architectural treasures? Will the 
city approve this? 

8. The developers' representatives stated that there will only be 18 more cars a day. 
That led to huge laughs from the audience who attended the meeting at the 
Durant Library. Again, they must think that we are very stupid. Currently there is 
a strip mall at the 8150 site which has half of the stores closed and out of 
business. Only few remain. They now propose a massive project with a fitness 
center, grocery store, retail, residences ..... and expect us to believe that there will 
only be 18 more cars a day???? Who did this traffic study??? This is a 
complete joke. The City needs to do an independent study of their own. 

Thank You, 

"() ') 

-~~~-~--
Rory Barish 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Joe Eastwood <j.eastwood310@gmail.com> 
Thursday, October 29, 2015 5:18 PM 
Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott 
Lunceford 
8150 Sunset DEIR comment: LA City Case no. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 
Flagged 

I am writing to add my voice to those who are concerned about an increase in traffic on Havenhurst Dr. between 
Fountain and Sunset. As you know, the city has tried to slow traffic down with speed humps and a 
choker. Unfortunately, the addition of this mega development at the end of our street will undoubtedly increase 
traffic. 

I would be in favor of doing something similar to what they have on Alta Loma and Sunset...creating a cul-de
sac and adding signal at Fountain and Havenhurst. This will also help with the increase in pedestrians who will 
be crossing Fountain. 

Thank you for your time, 

Joe Eastwood 
Condo Owner 
1327 N. Havenhurst Dr. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset  Supporter comment
2 messages

Spencer Villasenor <spencer.villasenor@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 29, 2015 at 3:38 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org
Cc: Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana and Ms. Weitzer,
 
I commented on the original DEIR in December 2014 on my support for 8150 Sunset and on the disturbing
behavior of opponents to the project.  I’d like to reaffirm my support for the project while stating the
following:
 
I am a local resident very much interested in how we interact with our urban environment and especially
on new development in the area. I support good, smart development, and for this reason have found
myself on both sides of the table, supporting and opposing various proposed projects.  You may have
seen or heard some of my comments at past hearings.
 
After hearing arguments for and against this project, I strongly support i for many reasons. First, and most
importantly, is housing. The shortage of affordable housing (and housing in general) in L.A. County is dire,
now more than ever – every academic study and anecdotal piece of evidence points to an overall
consensus that it’s becoming even more difficult than it already is for anyone who isn’t in the 1% to afford
living in Los Angeles. 

Historically, and more recently, housing shortages have led people to seek housing further and further
away from their jobs, transit opportunities, friends, and popular destinations. The urban sprawl created
by this phenomenon is responsible for many of the issues I hear being blamed on the 8150 Sunset project,
the biggest being traffic. Infill development and people living close to where they work is not the creator
of the traffic problems we face as a city today – the vast majority of that traffic can be blamed on the
propensity to build out further and further away from city centers, instead of building taller, denser, and
more efficiently. It’s sadly ironic that those who oppose denser developments in our neighborhoods are
tacitly responsible for not only our sky‐high housing projects, but also our longer drive times.
 
8150 Sunset is a sound project. I support it for many reasons, including: putting legitimate services on the
site I would frequent, removing an eyesore of a parking lot and dingy stores, introducing affordable
housing to an area that barely has any, and tastefully balancing the scale/size of the project with open
space at a corner and in a neighborhood that is in desperate need of a revitalized "streetscape" ‐
particularly with an eye toward pedestrian‐oriented design. The removal of the traffic island at the corner
of Sunset and Crescent Heights is also a big plus – replacing that useless area with much‐needed green
space will make the area more welcoming, not only to neighbors like me who frequent the site by foot,
but also those biking and driving. All of these improvements are, in my book, good things. I used to live
directly at this intersection, so I know the area intimately.
 
A small minority of my neighbors have been vocal in opposing all projects in the area, but this one in
particular.  I’ve received emails in the past railing against affordable housing.  All of this animosity comes
from the ‘haves’ trying to keep the ‘have‐nots’ out of “their” neighborhoods, and frankly it makes me
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sick.  I’m glad to say that much of this rhetoric has calmed down recently. 
 
I’ve received the recirculated DEIR of the Gehry project and after review I am happy to report no change
from my original view in support of this sound project.  As a condo owner, I’m even more supportive now
knowing that these new Gehry‐designed units are going to tremendously increase the value of my
property.
 
I look forward to seeing the developer and the community work in a cohesive fashion to address the few
impacts that do exist (mostly temporary impacts related to construction) – the best compromises always
come when the developer and community can speak openly and fairly to each other, and it’s truly sad
when hateful oppositionists create an environment where compromise is hard to accomplish.
 
This project turns a blight on the community into an asset – It has my full support.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment,
 
Spencer Villasenor
President, Croft Homeowners Association

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Oct 29, 2015 at 3:38 PM
To: spencer.villasenor@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Arthur Scotti <arthur.scotti@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:06 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

I have read ALL of the following concerns forwarded to me by a neighbor, and I agree with ALL of them.  I live two
blocks away and frequently use the Sunset Plaza shopping center for Crunch, Sunset Sundance, Trader Joe's,
and various restaurants.  I am deeply concerned with this new proposed development.

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
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to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
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Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
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How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:07 PM
To: arthur.scotti@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Bill Swearinger <swearinger@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 9:05 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

I live in Laurel Canyon, just north of Mt. Olympus Drive, and I drive down Crescent Heights almost every
day to go spend money in the city.  Usually I pass the intersection of Sunset and Crescent Heights.  I’ve
lived here 32 years, and have lived in Hollywood almost all of my life. I’m over 60 years old.

If the developers can afford Gehry, they can afford to make the project an asset for the neighborhood
rather than precipitate a traffic monster there.

The EIR does not honestly look at the traffic impact of the proposed project.  That intersection is lousy
to start with because of the unusual angle of Crescent Heights/Laurel Canyon at the intersection.  

Please, go to that intersection about 5:30 PM any weekday, and stand and watch it.  It’s at saturation
point now and needs help as it is, before a new project there should be considered.

The EIR claim that there will be an increase of a hundred and fifty or so new car trips a day or so  is
simply nonsense.  The politicallycorrect wish that people will take the bus is not a good reason to
depend on that wish in making planning decisions, given that METRO use is decreasing, not increasing
lately overall.  

Here are some ideas from a boilerplate protest that I don’t agree with in total, but, the following is
accurate and deserves consideration.

The new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to
the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at
9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed
building.
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset
and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also
going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island
affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F
rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from
Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is
in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right
hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number
of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not
result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three
spaces?
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from
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Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of
the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there
is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on
Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over
onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the
Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto Havenhurst,
however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery
trucks are considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the residents and the city in
order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of
Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties
on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
The building proposed looks beautiful, and will be great for the corner.  But, the developers are
spending a fortune on it, and, if they can afford Gehry, they can also afford to scale back the project or
make real improvements to the infrastructure at that intersection so the net effect is an improvement to
traffic there rather than create a disaster.

In short, please take the developer’s baloney out of the process, and take a hard look at the reality we
are faced with. 

Bill Swearinger
PO Box 691755
West Hollywood, CA  90069
323 463 1111
swearinger@gmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 9:05 PM
To: swearinger@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323%20463%201111
mailto:swearinger@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR 
2 messages

Bob Gray <improvbob@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:52 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,
julia.duncan@lacity.org

This development will create too much traffic and is too tall.  The delivery and service trucks along everything else
that this oversized development will require to keep running like employees and tenants will be a burden on our
quiet street.  

The only solution is to close off the street below the development and add a signal at Havenhurst and Fountain.

Bob Gray
Homeowner

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:52 PM
To: improvbob@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C216
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Christian Stevens <90210@misterbeverlyhills.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:57 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the

Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the

Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the

Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
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In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and

EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some

Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the

1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
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specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City

Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.

Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York

City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
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The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential

traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are

considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the

residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic

Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
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Resident in Laurel Canyon

 

Christian Stevens

Keller Williams Realty Beverly Hills

439 N Canon Dr

Beverly Hills, CA 90210

Office 310 432 5766

Fax 310 531 7345

Cell 310 435 1870                        

www.reoteamla.com

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:57 PM
To: 90210@misterbeverlyhills.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:310%20432%205766
tel:310%20531%207345
tel:310%20435%201870
http://www.reoteamla.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Coby Brown <coby14@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:47 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C218
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The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
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The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks.
Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:47 PM
To: coby14@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

approve 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Dean Goodhill <dgedits@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:08 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org

Dear planning committee,

My wife Lynne and I strongly support this project. I think the design is terrific and a great enhancement to the
neighborhood. Lynne also sent in a card to that effect.  

Please approve the project.

Thanks,

—Dean Goodhill & Lynne Goodhill

PS It has come to my attention that the people that oppose this project are using my name despite the fact that I
do not oppose it. I will ask that they remove my name, and my wife Lynne’s name from their antigrowth group.
We disagree with them entirely. 


Dean Goodhill & Lynne D. Goodhill •  dgedits@gmail.com   •  323 6507093

8942 Wonderland Park Avenue • Los Angeles, CA 90046 • U.S.A.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:08 PM
To: dgedits@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:dgedits@gmail.com
tel:323%20650-7093
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C219
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Debra Dresbach <debradresbach@msn.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 10:11 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>

Dear Planning Committee evaluating the 8150 Sunset Development,

It is with great sadness that I am writing yet again about this overly ambitious, traffic clogging, towering
monstrosity of a development still being considered.

Unbridled development must be stopped.  Pick corridors of high rises and build them in a concentrated area
rather than spreading them out all over the city.  Clearly the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights should not be
one of those highrise corridors!

Keeping new development concurrent with the neighborhood's current lowrise profile is what makes the most
sense.  The neighborhood doesn't want highrises going up in an area of lowscale buildings.  Commuters who
pour from the valley into the city round trip on a daily basis don't want yet more congestion.  

I recently moved back to Laurel Canyon from Santa Monica, where I lived for two years while I was restoring my
home.  Why is Santa Monica so livable?  Yes, the ocean is nice and the air quality good.  But there is another
huge factor:  all the apartment buildings are twothree stories.  And the downtown area is highly walkable
because it consists of beautiful two, three and fourstory buildings.  There are no towering monsters blocking the
light and making pedestrians feel unwanted.  Keep those towering developments in Century City where they
belong.  

Recently, the Santa Monica City Council voted against allowing taller buildings throughout the city's downtown. 

The Planning Committee evaluating the 8150 Sunset Development needs to look at the decision Santa Monica
recently made and seriously analyze the consequence of choosing differently.  Please take the same course of
action that one of the country's most beautiful cities did, listen to the residents and evaluate the overwhelmingly
negative ramifications to the surrounding community by going through with the 8150 Sunset Development.

Sincerely yours,

Debra Dresbach
 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 9:11 PM
To: debradresbach@msn.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C220
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Objection to new design 8150 Sunset Blvd!!!
2 messages

Diane Cary <attrice17@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:57 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Sirs,

I am a 15 year resident of 8235 Lincoln Terrace, LA 90069
I formally object... And reject... The new plan for the structure by Mr Geary. It is UNREASOBABLY high!!!
And will ruin our historical neighborhood.
You are doing a grave disservice to the residents who will be greatly negatively impacted by this.

I loudly protest!!

Sincerely,
Diane Cary Parriott
8235 Lincoln Terrace
LA. CA. 90069
3238547784 mobile

Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:51 PM
To: attrice17@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-854-7784
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C221
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

(no subject)
2 messages

Edward Smith <lawsmith46@netscape.net> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C222
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insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
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trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
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Edward Smith
1550 N. Fairfax

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:07 PM
To: lawsmith46@netscape.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset B lvd.
2 messages

Elaine Jesmer <jesmer_e@pacbell.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:06 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the
original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately
evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy
document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to
justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its
impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected
by the impacts of this proposed development.

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison
the Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building
is just 150 feet without the antenna.

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely
out of character with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by
the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying incentives program
variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the
zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping
with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with
a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will
have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset
Blvd community.

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are
enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect
the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the
same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as
used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size
restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed
as a safety net for the residents to ensure that present and future city
administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to
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conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing
the potential impacts against Goals and Objectives established in a viable
and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent
and EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to
provide an environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the
expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to
mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every
five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts
in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan
leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts
of this Project on the community at large.

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review
until after a legally viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not
address the current conditions and needs of the community and provide
viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the
community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset
Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive
Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride
an appropriate process of review and analysis.

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve
this Project as proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous
precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located
along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project
that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same
properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset
Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would
forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood
community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning
practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential
treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s
General Plan and Zoning.

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this
Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found
to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the
community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the
future.

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented
is incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed
decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City
does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to
assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document
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fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations
from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning
tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to
planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of
the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the
cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the
character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and
irresponsible.

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that
size and scale of development against a backdrop of numerous historic
structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal
of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor
felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document
inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and
decision makers.

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding
considerations as justification for the development.  This process does not
meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent
of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and
require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a
day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is highly suspect when the
project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request
that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess
the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology,
when the study was conducted, and how its future projections compare to
actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the
existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery
store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the
Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its
representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss
of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections
and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning
department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection
and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand
turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green
when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane
of sunset... even during green lights?

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber
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traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across
the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up
trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result
in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers
trying to get to the three spaces?

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn
onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant
F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn
when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset
intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two
carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over
onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this
“residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery
trucks are considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to
the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request
all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact
on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed,
and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do
their best to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed
project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a
10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods
bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan
and the city’s own regulations?

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed
to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the
other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their
project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask
for the same. How can this be prevented?

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the
rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset
over the needs and desires of the community because the architect is now
Frank Geary?

Sincerely,

Elaine Jesmer
8519 1/2 Nash Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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P.S.  I would add to this letter if I thought it could be improved.  It
can't.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 9:06 AM
To: jesmer_e@pacbell.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

waldowald@aol.com <waldowald@aol.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 4:01 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
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insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
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trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Gehry?
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Sincerely,
Eric Wald
8236 Kirkwood Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 4:01 PM
To: waldowald@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project
2 messages

Jeffrey Hersh <jhersh01@ca.rr.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 4:08 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
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Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset Project

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c028ebe26168a&siml=150c028ebe26168a&siml=150c028eeef87f93 3/4

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new
traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
Dear Sir or Madam,

Although the following is a boilerplate message we have been provided by those who take attention to our fellow
stakeholders in Spaulding Square, it accurately reflects the views we hold.

The continuing overdevelopment and, in our view, inappropriate development of our immediate surroundings,
including the 9000 Sunset, Soho House….negatively impact our quality of life. Noise, excessive street traffic and
parking are real concerns that lead to diminished property values.

We have owned our home in Spaulding Square since May 1991 and have watched the steady march of
overcrowding caused, in great part, by the commercial developments that are oversized for our area.

We are smaller contributors to the property tax base compared to the sales tax and business tax of these
developments. Therefore, we have less impact on your decisions. We can only hope that some of our concerns
can be addressed.

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be affected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also
indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial
traffic and this should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I
request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise,
pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and
shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
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does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary?

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Hersh and Rick Ayres
Stakeholders
1344 N. Spaulding Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90046
(323)8826144

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 4:08 PM
To: jhersh01@ca.rr.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd
2 messages

Jeff McDonough <music4picture@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:53 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

 
To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

THIS IS NOT PROGRESS. IT IS AN EYESORE AND THE DESTRUCTION OF THE BEAUTY OF THE CITY. 
The design does NOTHING for the community, and only serves to line the pockets of the tiny handful of people
involved in building the eyesore. It would be nothing more than permanent visual vandalism, and cause an
unprecedented stress to a traffic system already at it's limits. Again, this only serves the handful of builders
involved. How many of whom actually live in the area?
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
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In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset Blvd

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150bfe439dc65949&siml=150bfe439dc65949&siml=150bfe43c52703d3 3/4

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:53 PM
To: music4picture@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jeremy Gardiner <jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 8:01 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org,
renee.weitzer@lacity.org, ayor.garcetti@lacity.com, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear City Planning Commision and political representatives,

The new plans for this property call for a 234 ft height, while it’s zoned for 45 ft.   Why should they be allowed to
build a structure that would rise 189 ft taller than it was zoned for?  Why should they be allowed to increase the
value of their property to the detriment of everyone else around them.   Please do your duty, follow the laws and
codes that were in place when this property was purchased for development and force the owner to build within
the 45 ft zoning that’s in place for that location.  Otherwise, you’ll be approving a project that will contribute only
overcrowded streets, dangerous cross walks and diminished home values for the local neighbors.

Sincerely,
Jeremy Gardiner
8751 Wonderland Park Avenue
Laurel Canyon, CA 90046
(323) 8994505 c
jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 8:02 PM
To: jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28323%29%20899-4505
mailto:jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C227
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR  TOO TALL!!!
2 messages

Joe Eastwood <j.eastwood310@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:39 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear LA City Planning,

I am a homeowner who lives on Havenhurst Drive, less than a block away from the proposed development.  This
project is way too tall and will not only affect the traffic on our street, but also on Fountain and Sunset which are
major eastwest thoroughfares that already see unbearable congestion.  While I support revitalizing the east end
of the Sunset Strip, I feel that this project is out of scale for an area of the city that is not connected by the
subway.

Thank you for your time,

Joe Eastwood

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:39 PM
To: j.eastwood310@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C228
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Joy Barr <joyface@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear Los Angeles city officials and planners,

The newest developer proposal for 8150 Sunset Blvd is of great concern to us folks that live and work within the
vicinity and also to the large amount of commuters who travel by there 24 hours a day.

I REQUEST that the proposed structure's proximity to the Hollywood earthquake fault line be closely reviewed
and considered. This proposed structure would be the tallest around, posing a great threat to the inhabitants and
all nearby buildings and people.

We welcome change to the neighborhood and the growth and revenue that the structure would provide, but the
height 234 feet proposed is oppressive and unnecessary. As seen all over our town, developers and contractors
want to cash out as soon as their buildings are up and have no stake in the local neighborhood. How can such a
structure be considered when there are so many residential and commercial vacancies all around Hollywood and
Los Angeles? I REQUEST that a signed list of people and businesses interested in residing in the new structure
be submitted by the developer.

I also REQUEST a new traffic study be done by another company to properly assess the traffic impact. I walk
across that dangerous intersection daily & fear what the impact of a new massive structure would do to
pedestrian safety.

Such a massive undertaking must be heavily scrutinized before the community can feel comfortable with it. Let's
take our time with it and make this an amazing project for future generations to enjoy. I have attached a letter
from our community group with some more direct concerns to review.

I sincerely appreciate the time you devote to our city's wellbeing.

Joy Barr
Laurel Canyon Resident & Laugh Factory Employee



To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as
prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document
intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately
evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly
affected by the impacts of this proposed development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C229
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Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the
antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the
accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or
developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in
keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this
project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many
years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd
community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles.
The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask  the city
planning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community
standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical
community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size
restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the
residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent
basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against
Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design
programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally
superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community
planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and
Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every
twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due
to lack  of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the
proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable
Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
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1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and
needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put
the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of
Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are
being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This
approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous
parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have
similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the same
request for incentives and considerations.  The development of multiple, massive towering developments
East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would forever
change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent
requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate
preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and
Zoning.  

 

I would ask  City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a
Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that
point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community
needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for
the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a
clear and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an
adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the
long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to
evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning
policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the
cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the
community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the
proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous
developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect
to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack  of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development
against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for
potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a
backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this
impact to the community and decision makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the
development.  This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet
the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision
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and recirculation to address the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net
area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I
request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic
impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was
conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and
businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing
Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new
proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset
and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also
going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island
affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated
intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars mak ing the right hand turn from Sunset,
south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their
path? Will this bottleneck  situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of
sunset... even during green lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial
glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and
town cars backed up trying to pick  up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire
lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from
Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the
closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be mak ing a left hand turn when there is
increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto through
traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the
Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done
for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on
the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
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The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood,
which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the
development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a
precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same
zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their
project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask  for the same. How can this be
prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more
clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this
singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of
the community because the architect is now Frank  Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:07 PM
To: joyface@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Judith James <judith@djprods.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 6:50 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To whom it may concern:

I am about to email you the very clear and well expressed sample letter our community has proposed we send.  I
was going to add my disgusted observations on the proposal developers at 8150 Sunset trying to use smoke and
mirrors to make us celebrate the good neighborhood policy of the mixeduse buildings concept.  Its absurd,
already oldfashioned and does nothing for the wellbeing of the community already here.  But the letter says it
with more knowledgeable detail.

SO please pay attention to this:
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C230
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In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
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In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Judith James
__

Judith James
Dreyfuss/James Productions
2418 Laurel Pass Ave
Hollywood, CA 90046
(323) 8220140
judith@djprods.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 6:51 PM
To: judith@djprods.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28323%29%20822-0140
mailto:judith@djprods.com
d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

LC <frelapub@yahoo.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:59 PM
ReplyTo: LC <frelapub@yahoo.com>
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

 
To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C231



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c0202ec32605f&siml=150c0202ec32605f&siml=150c02035b2dad1a 2/4

project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
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the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
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Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Lara Cody Curci
1533 N. Orange Grove Ave.
90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:59 PM
To: frelapub@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

filmcostumecollection@gmail.com <filmcostumecollection@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 6:55 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To Whom it May Concern:

I am writing to voice my opposition to the above referenced case.  I have previously written an
opposition but, understand the project’s design is still not appropriate for the neighborhood.

I have lived in the immediate area for thirty years.  I have seen new developments that went up
over that time, which I felt at the time were too large but, nothing compared to the developments
that are being allowed now.  The monumental structures that are now being allowed totally
dwarf anything that has been done before.  I appose these structure which are totally destroying
the feeling of our neighborhood and causing the traffic situation to get worse.

I know there are monetary enticements the developments of such structures for the city but,
these huge structures are destroying the feeling of a community and becoming a sea of high
rise developments and causing traffic congesting like I have never seen in 30 years.  The
politicians are constantly saying they want to preserve a feeling of neighborhood and promise
to do something to relieve traffic but, all I see them doing is allowing more and more
development which will destroy it and make conditions worse.  New buildings are a great thing
but, these kind of structures are only to make money.

I am against the above project of this size.

Larry McQueen
2225 Nichols Canyon Rd.
Los Angeles, CA  90046

Sent from Windows Mail

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 7:06 PM
To: filmcostumecollection@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C232
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

marc levin <marc.levin@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 6:31 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Sincerely,
Marc Levin

1641 N. Crescent Heights Blvd.
LA, CA 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 6:31 PM
To: marc.levin@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Margaret Black <ptakfam@earthlink.net> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:16 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom It may Concern:

I am a resident living at 8464 Hollywood Blvd, Los Angeles and have a strong interest in this project as it affects
our neighborhood. 

The  8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete
and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.

One of my objections relates to the height of the building which appears to be 234 feet in the new design. This is
totally inappropriate for the neighborhood! Please respect the community standard for scale and height.

The other objection relates to the traffic study which states there will be less than 18 cars a day and 123 at night
added to the net area trips. How can that be true with the 249 residential units being built? We need a thorough
transparent traffic impact report

so that the Strip does not become more gridlocked than it is, and pedestrians and cars can travel safely. Also, I
would like to believe that firetrucks would be able to reach my home in the event of a fire, but am not convinced
that this would happen.

Please do the correct job and address the concerns of the citizens of Los Angeles.

Sincerely, 
Margaret Black
8464 Hollywood Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:16 PM
To: ptakfam@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset / crescent heights project
2 messages

Mark Woodland <mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:54 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

The new project needs to be in keeping with existing buildings in the area.

Rethink the designs.

Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:54 PM
To: mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset project
2 messages

Max Rivkind <mochmen@aol.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 7:25 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I am the major tenant in the existing 8150 project i have occupied my

Location since 1987. I have seen the traffic on sunset get progressively

Worse over time. The nos given in the deir are all bogus.he who pays the bills gets the desired outcomes. The
insurance institute has rated
The intersection of sunset laurel and crescent .as particularly bad
Only to get worse if the scale of project is allowed at current density.
Also does it not seem odd that because frank gehry doing la river project,pro bono that suddenly the developer
hired him.

Does it not seem like frank gehry is entitled to some pay back from the
I e fast track of this project.

Be careful what you wish for,this project may come back to bite you on the behind.

If i was an attorney  i would hold city of la liable for any damage caused
Or injuries sustained due to accidents caused at above intersection.
If any one knows the area it is me i have lived it for 28 years.

Michael( max) rivkind

8148 sunset blvd
La ca 90046

Sent from my iPad

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 7:27 PM
To: mochmen@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Micki Sauer <mickisauer@aol.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 6:14 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

I am totally against this project and its enormous size.  The greed of developers is ruining our city.   This area is
so dense and no one can sanely state that traffic and city overload will not be effected by this project.  The
construction plan is too high, and too much.  How about keeping the integrity of our neighborhood?
I chose not to copy the form letter.  I think shorter is better.  My point is clear.  I live in this area and I am
exhausted by the overdevelopment happening everywhere I turn.  Make our lives better not more crowded.
Micki Sauer

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 6:15 PM
To: mickisauer@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Do not build!
2 messages

Mike Gryciuk <mikegdrummer@hotmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:10 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
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insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
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trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks.
Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? This letter is copied to show that I do not agree with the



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Do not build!

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c0614afcea228&siml=150c0614afcea228&siml=150c0614f8291699 4/4

project and to reenforce what has already been said. Not much need for me to write any more. 

Thank you

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:10 PM
To: mikegdrummer@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

rand sagers <alecdelta@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:53 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

whomever

if you allow the building to proceed to 234ft you will be directly responsible for the destruction
of community.

Please deny their request.

Thank you
Rand Sagers

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:53 PM
To: alecdelta@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C239
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I live at 1910 Mount Olympus Dr., just north of the proposed development at 8150
Sunset Blvd development (southwest corner at Crescent Heights). If you've ever
driven in or around this intersection, which is the main point on which cars head up
Laurel Canyon Blvd. to/from the San Fernando Valley, you will know that it is a
"parking lot" day in and day out.  If we allow for more growth (delivery trucks, more
guests and residences) by allowing the 8150 Sunset project to move forward, it
will become even more impassable.  Already the Sunset Blvd./La Cienega Blvd.
development (farther west of here) has become a nightmare, and it's not even yet
open for business.

The new design  for 8150 Sunset is now 234 feet, even taller then the old design.
For comparison the Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet, the Capitol
Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna. This is even higher than
8000 Sunset, or Soho House.

Please consider this Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has
been updated, found to be legally sound, and approved.
  
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is
incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision. 
Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable
fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an
adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions,
future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community of
Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Opposition to 8150 Sunset Project
2 messages

Randall Rumage <rumage@pacbell.net> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 10:59 PM
ReplyTo: Randall Rumage <rumage@pacbell.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C240



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Opposition to 8150 Sunset Project

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c1a450c24f2cd&siml=150c1a450c24f2cd&siml=150c1a452543dc26 2/4

 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is
dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not
adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and
significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed
development without at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of
numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd.
area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and
scale of development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is
equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other historic
structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of
concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately considers and
presents this impact to the community and decision makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and overriding considerations as
justification for the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those
programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider
the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and
recirculation to address the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123
cars a night to the net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249
brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study be
done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when
the study was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic
counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I
request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at
9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the
new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the
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Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its
representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely
increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island
affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads
in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT
considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in
all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto
Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians
is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect
and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?  Of course
it will.
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber
traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the
street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to
pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of
Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three
spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
Sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased
pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound
traffic on Sunset be affected when the two carlength turning lane going into the
project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd
intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential”
traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new
impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing
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in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered
on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and
low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going
east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also
cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this
height and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber
stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?

I appreciate your time and consideration in reviewing my concerns.

Randall Rumage

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 11:03 PM
To: rumage@pacbell.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robert S. Sallin <mail@robertsallin.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:40 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

I have lived above Sunset Blvd. since 1968 and continue to be very concerned and disappointed with the massive
development of our area.

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
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appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new
traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
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approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary?

Thank you.

Sincerely,

RS Sallin

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:40 PM
To: mail@robertsallin.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Sarah Boyer <sarahboyer1@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:00 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

 

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
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to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
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Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
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How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Look forward these questions getting answered. 

Sincerely, 
Sarah Boyer

Franklin Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:00 PM
To: sarahboyer1@gmail.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project
2 messages

Sondra <shanafe3@sbcglobal.net> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:46 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

We are pleased with the changed made to the project's design.  However it is shocking that this design is EVEN
TALLER than the last.  The height is and has been a very big issue to the neighborhood.  It is now HIGHER than any
building in the area, including 9000 Sunset or the Capitol Records building!   It is almost 100 ft taller than the
Roosevelt HOtel! Please reconsider the height in your plan.  It is a challenge to the view of all  the hil lside homes.
 
thank you,
sondra anderson
1566 North Crescent Heights Blvd.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 2:46 PM
To: shanafe3@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project
2 messages

tgarrick@mindspring.com <tgarrick@mindspring.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:50 PM
ReplyTo: tgarrick@mindspring.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

Please do not approve the current plans for 8150 Sunset Blvd. The street corner is already a nightmare. Such a
tall development without traffic considerations is unwise and terrible for the neighborhood. I live in the
neighborhood of Laurel Canyon and work in west LA near UCLA. I drive Sunset by this proposed high rise, past
the two new being built projects  one of which is also staggeringly dense and promise to further degrade the drive
down Sunset. Please don't turn Sunset into a Manhattanlike monstrosity. At least Manhattan has more side
streets to bypass traffic.

Thomas Garrick, M.D.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 5:50 PM
To: tgarrick@mindspring.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Vanessa Beletic <vanessa.beletic@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:52 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. 

Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with
the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area
and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  

 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 

d.kaneshiro
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The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
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The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Thank you for your time.

Vanessa Beletic 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 3:52 PM
To: vanessa.beletic@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 8:45 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

 RE: ENV20132552EIR

 Dear Srimal,

 I live in close proximity to the 8150 Sunset project, and will be greatly impacted by this project.  The revised
plans for this
 project call for an increase in height. The height was one the biggest objections to the project in the first place.
Why would
 they make it taller?  I would like to see a significant reduction in height.

 Thank You,

  Wayne Marmorstein
  1861 North Crescent Heights Blvd
  LA  CA  90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 8:45 AM
To: waymarr@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Proposed project at 8150 Sunset
3 messages

Wendel Meldrum <wendelmeldrum@me.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 4:26 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

To Whom it May Concern,

 It's the developers job to make money on projects and their checks and balances come largely from neighbors
who volunteer their time to keep the neighborhood a neighborhood. Developers don't live or drive or have families
where they build and their prime objective is to make a buck.
I know you all have many decisions to make every day and it must be very challenging. Please come down and
spend time in the area and see the traffic and all the building going on already. Get a feeling for what it is to live
there. So much of the city has already been given to these 'use every inch so the financial gain is maxed'
buildings. Please stop it.
This building is too tall, too big, the traffic studies absurd. A fancy architect is an effort to overlook the problems. 
Who are they fooling? Not the neighbors and I hope they don't fool you either.

Thank You,
Wendel Meldrum

Sent from my iPad

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 4:26 PM
To: wendelmeldrum@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

Internet Mail Delivery <postmaster@mac.com> Sat, Oct 31, 2015 at 4:26 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

This report relates to a message you sent with the following header fields:

  Messageid: <CAKcyWjodtwKyMaU2fXS+f5yrSZf8yzdTxzzwU0CpumsAk1z0ng@mail.gmail.com>
  Date: Sat, 31 Oct 2015 16:26:03 0700
  From: Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
  To: wendelmeldrum@me.com
  Subject: Re: Proposed project at 8150 Sunset

Your message cannot be delivered to the following recipients:

mailto:CAKcyWjodtwKyMaU2fXS%2Bf5yrSZf8yzdTxzzwU0CpumsAk1z0ng@mail.gmail.com
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:wendelmeldrum@me.com
mailto:wendelmeldrum@me.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C247
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  Recipient address: wendelmeldrum@me.com
  Reason: Over quota

Originalrecipient: rfc822;wendelmeldrum@me.com
Finalrecipient: rfc822;wendelmeldrum@me.com
Action: failed
Status: 4.2.2 (Over quota)

 Forwarded message 
From: Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
To: wendelmeldrum@me.com
Cc: 
Date: Sat, 31 Oct 2015 16:26:03 0700
Subject: Re: Proposed project at 8150 Sunset

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:wendelmeldrum@me.com
mailto:rfc822%3Bwendelmeldrum@me.com
mailto:rfc822%3Bwendelmeldrum@me.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Alex Shohet <alexs@wonderlandepa.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 12:41 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Richard Seireeni <rick@studioseireeni.com>

To Planning 

I received an email from Rick Seireeni about the project at 8150.  I do not agree with Rick Seireeni's opinions
about the 8150 Sunset project.  I'm really amazed by the improvements all over the City.  I am really proud of
LA's leadership and our planning department.  Keep up the great work.  

Alex Shohet 
Los Angeles Homeowner!  

 
Alex Shohet
mobile 3238999115
fax 3238708200

IMPORTANT WARNING: This email (and any attachments) is only intended for the use of the person or entity to
which it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. You, the recipient, are
obligated to maintain it in a safe, secure and confidential manner. Unauthorized redisclosure or failure to maintain
confidentiality may subject you to federal and state penalties. If you are not the intended recipient, please
immediately notify us by return email, and delete this message from your computer.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 12:41 AM
To: alexs@wonderlandepa.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-899-9115
tel:323-870-8200
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C248
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd. project
2 messages

nosnibor@roadrunner.com <nosnibor@roadrunner.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:54 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Sir/Madam:

The revised plans to the Sunset Blvd. development project reduce square footage but increase the height of the
building.  This does not address the basic question of increased traffic congestion at an incredibly busy
intersection that's jammed during the morning and evening rush hours.  I live in Laurel Canyon and work at USC,
and twice a day I have to navigate the intersection.  This is the kind of project that will only make living in this
area even more stressful and further compromise a functioning quality of life.

Most sincerely,

Andrew (& Irene) Robinson
2671 Byron Place
L. A. 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:54 AM
To: nosnibor@roadrunner.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C249
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Barbara Bagley <rosenthalb@ca.rr.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:26 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

 
To Whom it may Concern,

I am a Sunset Square resident who lives near the corner of Fairfax and Sunset.  For the past 5 years, we have
watched the quality of life degrade due to insurmountable traffic along Crescent Heights, Fairfax and Fountain.
 As you are aware, most of us support ourselves through full time jobs, which often require a trip to another
neighborhood.  The audacity of the 8150 project, which will bring even more traffic to the neighborhood, shows a
blatant denial of the current congested situation.  How many of you have tried to access our neighborhood at 5
PM on a summer evening when the Hollywood Bowl programming is in full swing?  

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which

d.kaneshiro
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to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
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makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
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developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Gehry?

Sincerely

Barbara Bagley
1650 N. Orange Grove Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:26 AM
To: rosenthalb@ca.rr.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

bk@designersandagents.com <bk@designersandagents.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 3:45 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Come on Guys,

Seriously, you are still trying to shove this monster of a building down our throats!!!!

You need to once again go back to the drawing boards and don’t lift your heads up until you have
reduced this monstrosity of glut and greed to a reasonable height.  I MUST be in line with the height of
the original design in the least.  To submit revised drawings that show your new idea to be an additional
234 ft higher is an insult to all of the neighbors who live in the area.

Show a bit of community respect and diligence and review your actions.

Barbara Kramer
Resident

Barbara Kramer
CoFounder, Designers & Agents

bk@designersandagents.com
www.designersandagents.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 3:45 PM
To: bk@designersandagents.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:bk@designersandagents.com
http://www.designersandagents.com/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C251
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Burt Goralnick <BurtGoralnick@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 10:13 AM
ReplyTo: BurtGoralnick@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

 

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

d.kaneshiro
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In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

d.kaneshiro
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Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
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How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Regards,

Burt Goralnick
1847 N. Crescent Heights Blvd
Los Angeles CA 90069
8186256750

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 10:13 AM
To: burt.goralnick@gmail.com

tel:818-625-6750
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Cori Allvey <cori_gordon@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:11 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C253
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to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
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Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
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when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:11 PM
To: cori_gordon@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR  8150 Sunset  INSANE MASSIVE
PROJECT!!!
2 messages

Elyse Eisenberg <elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:17 PM
ReplyTo: elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, paul.koretz@lacity.org, paul.neuman@lacity.org,
shawn.bayliss@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just
161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the Project’s benefits still viable without
destroying the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning
restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already
constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have
to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for
many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd
community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

  

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
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In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate
community planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good
and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review
every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at
updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the
community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not
address the current conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd
area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration
findings are being used to override an appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
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Utilizing incentive programs and overriding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City Staff utilized a process of incentive
programs and overriding considerations as justification for the development.  This process does not meet the
intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of
this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.

Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and
roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn
from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in
their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of
sunset... even during green lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
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intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they
also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered
commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst Street that assess
traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the three Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, view
shed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary?

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:17 PM
To: elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd. Construction
2 messages

Elyse Wyman <designworks.elyse@sbcglobal.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:41 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,
 
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft
EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document is prepared,
as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to
justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the
surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without
the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character
with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits”
and the accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and
policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45
feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already
constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the
community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to
the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in
Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and
scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not
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held to the same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in
the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by
providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net
for the residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers
have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed
projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts
against Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and
community design programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and
appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this
approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State
Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated
document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was
overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of
this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally
viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current
conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for
the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs,
and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of
review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as
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proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles.
There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this
proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same
properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.  The development
of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset
Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the
planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of
the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature
until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally
approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will
truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the
future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and
inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been
explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the
fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to
assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized
community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If
the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the
impacts to the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the
mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the
cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset
Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of
development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and
paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither
be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document
inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.
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In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for
the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor
does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as
prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night
to the net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units
to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly
assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study
was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing
similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be
provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery
store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of
Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM
meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will
the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to
prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the
right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a
huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous
domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that
number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this
development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers
trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd.
from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers
own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left
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hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection?
How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into
the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe
crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes
freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies
be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst
properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full
impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm
with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City
of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated
neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan
and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets
a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the
same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and
incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask
for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval
of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through
this singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and
desires of the community because the architect is Frank Geary? 

Thanks for your attention to this letter,
Elyse Wyman
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:41 AM
To: designworks.elyse@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Eric Politzer <ericsf7@comcast.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:17 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Los Angeles City Official:

As a Laurel Canyon resident, I am writing to express my great concerns with the 8150 Sunset Blvd
Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR as currently conceived. 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the Project’s benefits still
viable without destroying the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project
that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10
story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area
and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the
public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

Please take more time to ensure that any new development along Sunset Blvd. is well thought out,
meets the immediate community’s needs, and is integrated specially and architecturally into the
surrounding environment as much as possible.

Sincerely,

Eric Politzer
2131 Kew Drive
LA, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:17 PM
To: ericsf7@comcast.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C256
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd
2 messages

Chris <amstaff7@pacbell.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:18 AM
ReplyTo: amstaff7@pacbell.net
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft
EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and
has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the
document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide
an environmental document that can be used to justify a project,
not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on
the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected
by the impacts of this proposed development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For
comparison the

Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records
building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are
completely out of character with the surrounding area/community
cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and
the accompanying incentives program variances to the City
planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could
render the

Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character
of the

Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that
respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings
already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for
the history of the area and the community which will have to view
this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale
of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C257
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part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and
memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and
are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws
is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale.
We ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse
residential building projects not held to the same community
standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in
the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for
height and size restriction.

 

As a 16 year area resident and homeowner I hope you take these
concerns seriously. I agree with the importance of commercial
development in Hollywood but it must be done in a smart and
conscientious manner.

 

Best, Chris Iovenko

 

Chris Iovenko

ciovenko@gmail.com

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:18 AM
To: amstaff7@pacbell.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:ciovenko@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Claudia Lewis <Claudia.Lewis@fox.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 2:23 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft
EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document is prepared,
as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to
justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the
surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the

Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without
the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character
with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits”
and the accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and
policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the

Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the

Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45
feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already
constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the
community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to
the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C258
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Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in
Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and
scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not
held to the same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in
the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by
providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net
for the residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers
have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed
projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts
against Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and
community design programs, the proponent and

EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and
appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this
approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some

Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State
Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated
document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was
overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of
this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally
viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the

1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current
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conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for
the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs,
and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of
review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as
proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles.
There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this
proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same
properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.  The development
of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset
Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the
planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of
the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature
until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally
approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will
truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the
future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and
inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been
explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the
fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to
assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized
community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If
the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the
impacts to the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the
mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the
cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset
Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
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Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of
development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and
paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither
be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document
inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City

Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for
the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor
does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as
prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night
to the net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units
to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly
assess the traffic impact.

Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study
was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing
similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be
provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery
store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of
Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM
meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will
the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York

City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to
prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the
right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a
huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous
domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that
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number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this
development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers
trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd.
from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers
own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left
hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection?
How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into
the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe
crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential

traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes
freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are

considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the

residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies
be done for the residents of Historic

Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst
properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full
impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm
with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City
of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated
neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan
and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets
a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the
same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and
incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask
for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval
of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
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Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through
this singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and
desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Warm regards, 

Claudia Lewis

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 2:23 PM
To: Claudia.Lewis@fox.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

James Teel <jamesateel@gmail.com> 
Sunday, November 01, 2015 5:14 PM 
Lindsey Horvath; Lauren Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; John Heilman 
Scott Lunceford 
8150 Sunset planned development- we need your protection 

Follow up 
Flagged 

Dear Mayor Horvath, Mayor Pro Tern Meister and Councilmembers D'Amico, Duran and Heilman, 

Thank you for your service to our city. I am West Hollywood resident, first-time homeowner and voter, and live 
at 1328 Havenhurst Drive, a few doors down from Townscape's massive planned development at 8150 Sunset. 

I've researched this project a bit and it's clear that the residents of Havenhurst Drive need your protection 
against the misguided scale, scope and design of this project. The disruption caused by the massive construction 
and aftermath of plopping a campus with 2 skyscrapers, at least one made of glass, atop our quiet, residential 
street of historic residences would forever ruin the tone and calm of historic neighborhood and compromise the 
peace and value of our residences. 

The 3 principal issues are this: 

Outsized scale and scope of design: 

Have a look at the architect's plans and ask questions. 

This proposed development is enormous. They are planning to build a 15-story tower entirely ofundulating
style glass(!) on our residential street. This south-facing glass will likely cause: increase in temperature on our 
West Hollywood block, blinding glare to residences, motorists on Havenhurst, and pedestrians. In addition, the 
size will destroy views, including the view from my home. 

Aside all other size considerations, the city has an obligation to protect Havenhurst residents from a large-scale, 
city-core style construction zone from abutting their residences. The developers have no plans for mitigation of 
'unavoidable vibrations, noise and traffic'), which will last more than 26 months, and that's IF the project stays 
on-time, which is a whimsically optimistic notion. It is not acceptable to subject us to this noise, vibration, 
pollution etc, and shrug with a claim that it's unavoidable. 

We rely on you to protect us so we do not live in a urban-core-level construction zone. 

Additionally, Tall glass structures are deadly to birds (See: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/10/28/world/americas/casualties-of-torontos-urban-skies.html? r=O), and West 
Hollywood's animal-friendly council should discourage structures lethal to animal populations. this may sound 
funny, but do a little research and you'll see there's truth to this. 

Besides, we live in earthquake country, and this development rests on the edge of the Hollywood fault line, and 
it endangers West Hollywood residents to have an undulating glass tower looming above us. Crazy and 
dangerous. Would you live under it? 

1 
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Permanent traffic, noise and negative environmental impact on Havenhurst: 

The developers commissioned a laughable traffic impact report, which claimed the new 8150 would result in 
net fewer car trips per day, and that any excess traffic that Havenhurst may experience would be mitigated by a 
traffic light at Fountain x Havenhurst. This is totally taughable, and the fact that a massive, downtown-urban 
scale parking structure WITH commercial loading and unloading zone is planned for Havenhurst Drive is 
terrifying. The exhaust expelled into the air on our street and the inevitable honking, beeping and screeching 
truck brakes from the loading/unloading zone and multi-story parking structure will negatively affect our 
neighborhood and city, along with being bombed out by additional traffic. 

There is zero - absolutely zero- public transit element to a massive project planned for an already notoriously 
traffic-stressed intersection, which is a vital link from LA to the Valley. 

Also, the developers plan to have LA City move the bus stop from the island on Crescent Heights x Sunset over 
in front of the 8000 Sunset complex, which will cause motorists heading north on Crescent to slam on their 
brakes on the curve upon suddenly coming up on a stopped bus, or traffic suddenly stopping for the bus. 

The wrong architect for this location: 

A quick Google search makes clear that Frank Gehry buildings are inventive and creatively uncharted territory 
to build and maintain, and usually have very significant unforseen structural problems that plague the neighbors 
with quality-of-life problems. The exterior of Disney Hall, as you may know, proved so reflective of heat that 
neighbors blocks away complained of being scorched, and tarp remains tossed over the whole thing to 
mitigate. And Disney Hall, like we must presume this project would be, was plagued by years of delays to 
complete. 

The Conde-Naste building, Disney Hall ... all as notable for design flaws as for architectural whimsy. Hell, MIT 
sued Gehry over the faulty design of their Strata Center. Perform a search for yourself. It must be presumed that 
the same scope of problems (even ifthe type of problems is unique to the project) will compromise the quality 
oflife of West Hollywood residents adjacent to this thing. 

A key difference to his other key structures is that these buildings were not built near residences. This campus 
of structures are being build directly next to - literally feet from - residences, including 3 historic buildings. 

Did I mention that the loading/unloading zone will be lass than 50 feet from a home for seniors and those with 
physical and mental disabilities? How miserable to endure construction and then live next to that. 

Architecturally, this campus, appearing to be shimmering, shaking and undulating structures, will aesthetically 
shout and ruin the elegant, historic nature of Havenhurst - a quiet, residential tree-lined street. As is the 
hallmark of Gehry's designs, this plan is so loud, overwhelming and out-of-character to all that surrounds it that 
it becomes the new normal of the neighborhood. It might be cool to some, but no-one in their right mind would 
want to live next to it. 

And we don't want it. 

Dear Mayor, Mayor Pro-Tern and Councilpersons: Don't just say the right thing. Do the right thing. 

Protect us from this monolith that just does not belong. 

With sincere thanks, 

James Teel 
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1328 Havenhurst Drive, 
#105 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
310-871-7281 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

jana richey <jana.richey@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:42 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
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The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c649eaf5e1277&siml=150c649eaf5e1277&siml=150c649f131a0c7f 3/4

 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

jana richey

"all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. they are endowed with reason and conscience
and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood."

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:42 PM
To: jana.richey@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jasmine Madatian <jasmine.madatian@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:15 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the
original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately
evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy
document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to
justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its
impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected
by the impacts of this proposed development.

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison
the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is
just 150 feet without the antenna.

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely
out of character with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by
the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying incentives program
variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the
zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping
with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with
a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will
have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset
Blvd community.

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are
enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect
the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the
same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as
used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size
restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
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In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed
as a safety net for the residents to ensure that present and future city
administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to
conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing
the potential impacts against Goals and Objectives established in a viable
and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent
and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to
provide an environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the
expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to
mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every
five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts
in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan
leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts
of this Project on the community at large.

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review
until after a legally viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not
address the current conditions and needs of the community and provide
viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the
community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset
Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive
Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride
an appropriate process of review and analysis.

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve
this Project as proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous
precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located
along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project
that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same
properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset
Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would
forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood
community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning
practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential
treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s
General Plan and Zoning.

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this
Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found
to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the
community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the
future.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 9:15 AM
To: jasmine.madatian@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jennifer Cheyne <jenniferc2660@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 1:00 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Commissioners,
As someone who was not particularly against the former plan for this site, this new one is truly horrendous. It's
so huge and wide and disharmonious  it doesn't try to blend into the neighborhood at all. It feels aggressive as
architecture goes, as if in a "We'll teach you not to give your input" kind of way. 

I have to say that this is one of the ugliest buildings I can imagine on that site. The prior plan was far better  it
was at least something one could see around when driving through the neighborhood. Please, please do not allow
this monstrosity to be built, no matter what incentives or assurances they may offer. There is a responsible and
visually sensitive way to improve that space. Surely demolishing that strip mall/parking lot should not lead to
something that is even uglier. 

Whatever stands will be there for many, many years to come. Please continue to insist on something that makes
sense and that might even be welcomed (at least by the nonfanatics like me). Please, whatever you allow, don't
let it be this. 

Thank you!
Jennifer Cheyne
8610 Lookout Mountain Ave
Los Angeles, CA. 90046

 
________________________
Jennifer Cheyne
JenniferC2660@gmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 1:00 AM
To: jenniferc2660@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:JenniferC2660@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd Project
2 messages

Joanna Connor <joculaire@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:47 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Los Angeles is not a city for high rises  its appeal is in the fact that it is a city of bungalows and lowrise
business structures.   The Wilshire Corridor, Century City and Downtown developments are exceptions but let's
keep the rest of the city in keeping with its overall attraction.

We seem to be dominated not just by the buildings but by the architects and developers who are only interested
in their own profit at the cost of the people who have to live here and look at these, in the main, ugly structures for
the rest of time.

Please think very carefully about allowing structures of the proposed height of this development to go ahead.  
After all it will be built on an historic side where the Garden of Allah once stood.

Thank you,

Joanna Connor

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:47 AM
To: joculaire@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd Project
1 message

Joanna Connor <joculaire@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:49 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

I am resending my email on this proposed project as I wanted to cc. in the people who look after our interests.

Los Angeles is not a city for high rises  its appeal is in the fact that it is a city of bungalows and lowrise
business structures.   The Wilshire Corridor, Century City and Downtown developments are exceptions but let's
keep the rest of the city in keeping with its overall attraction.

We seem to be dominated not just by the buildings but by the architects and developers who are only interested
in their own profit at the cost of the people who have to live here and look at these, in the main, ugly structures for
the rest of time.

Please think very carefully about allowing structures of the proposed height of this development to go ahead.  
After all it will be built on an historic side where the Garden of Allah once stood.

Thank you,

Joanna Connor
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Medawar, Jocelyn <jmedawar@hw.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 6:17 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

Please, it’s too tall! It should suit the environment around it.

Thank  you for considering.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 6:17 AM
To: jmedawar@hw.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Joie Magidow <joiemagidow@yahoo.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:18 AM
ReplyTo: Joie Magidow <joiemagidow@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Planners of the 8150 Sunset Project, 
For our neighborhood; it's too high, will create even more traffic, especially more delivery
traffic,  the impacts to the community could be adverse and significant.
Why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of
height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical
community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height
and size restriction.

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and
desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary?  The development of
multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset
Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the
planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of
the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations? If I may, IT
DOESN'T. Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber
stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd? 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of
Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM
meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will
the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project?

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that
number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this
development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers
trying to get to the three spaces?

Please, please, please review this further before rubber stamping approval.

Sincerely, 

Joie Magidow 
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Joie Magidow
NuSkin/Nourish The Children
US8267058

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:18 AM
To: joiemagidow@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Neil Patrick Harris <beezyshrugged@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 3:49 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as
prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy
document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not
adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be
most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the
antenna.
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the
accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or
developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in
keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this
project, indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for
many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the
Sunset Blvd community.
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los
Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We
ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same
community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR
devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for
height and size restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the
residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent
basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against
Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design
programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally
superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community
planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago. Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and
Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least
every twenty (20) years. Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in
2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community
without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C267



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c574d2bed112c&siml=150c574d2bed112c&siml=150c574d9aed50d4 2/4

without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large.
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable
Community Plan is adopted. Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions
and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development. This
has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the
heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis.
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This
approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous
parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have
similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the same
request for incentives and considerations. The development of multiple, massive towering
developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods,
would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying
subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would
indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General
Plan and Zoning.
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a
Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved. At that
point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community
needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the future.
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate
for the purposes of allowing an informed decision. Not all options have been explored and presented in
a clear and understandable fashion. The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an
adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the
long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails
to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and
zoning policies.
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous. If the
cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to
the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the
proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous
developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent. The lasting
effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development
against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for
potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a
backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this
impact to the community and decision makers.
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the
development. This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet
the intent of the law. Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a
revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the
net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I
request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was
conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings
and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing
Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new
proposed building.
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset
and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also
going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island
affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
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affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F
rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from
Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is
in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right
hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number
of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not
result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three
spaces?
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from
Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of
the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there
is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on
Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over
onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the
Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be
done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties
on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood,
which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the
development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a
precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning.
Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their
project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented?
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more
clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this
singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires
of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary?

Thank you for your time,
Kaelyn KellyColon

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 3:49 PM
To: beezyshrugged@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Keith Wildasin <wildasin@prodigy.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:16 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just
161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies. There are alternatives to the
proposed development, which could render the Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of
the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or
developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping
with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project,
indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in
part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
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The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good
and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review
every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at
updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the
community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not
address the current conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd
area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City Staff utilized a process of incentive
programs and overriding considerations as justification for the development.  This process does not meet the
intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of
this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.

Sincerely,
Keith & Beverly Wildasin
1627 Courtney Avenue
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LA, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:16 AM
To: wildasin@prodigy.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  proposed site at 8150 sunset OPPOSED!

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c33003fef9e4f&siml=150c33003fef9e4f&siml=150c33006d878a46 1/4

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

proposed site at 8150 sunset OPPOSED!
2 messages

Lyn Healy <lynhealy@me.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:15 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

 
To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
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The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

MY NAME IS LYN HEALY AND I AM A LONG TIME RESIDENT OF LAUREL CANYON TRAFFIC IN THE AREA
IS TERRIBLE AS IT IS PLEASE DONT MAKE IT WORSE JUST TO PUT MONEY IN THE POCKETS OF REAL
ESTATE DEVELOPERS!
LYN HEALY
323 646 3995

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:15 AM
To: lynhealy@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323%20646%203995
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset
2 messages

Linda Boyd <linda@boydcomm.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 6:21 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I think it is necessary to rethink the height and density of this project. The additional amount of cars and height
make this first a sore thumb dwarfing the neighborhood and second increasing the traffic gridlock that has
become Sunset.

I am sure if they rethink the size and scope of 8150 the developers can come up with a more suitable plan for this
space and for the community around it.

Back to the drawing board, as it stands this will create many ongoing problems.
Sincerely,
Linda Boyd

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 6:21 AM
To: linda@boydcomm.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C270
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project
2 messages

Mark Grossan <fireworkee@aol.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:38 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

 
To Whom it may Concern,

As a resident in the 90046 area directly affected by the 8150 Project, I object to the current project design
because of it’s oversize scale relative to what the community can support and what will result: Increased traffic
and congestion and a design that is is simply too tall, another example of developers building freely without
regard to the athletics of the existing community.  

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C271
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Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
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new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
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Los angeles has a wonderful but fading Architectural heritage.  What the community desires, and what is best for
the future of the city must be considered against developers who care for neither. 

Sincerely,

Mark Grossan
L.A. Native and local resident. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:38 AM
To: fireworkee@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.
2 messages

Marsha Berger <marsberg33@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:34 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom it may concern,
Please keep the overall feel to our neighborhood.  I can see the pros and cons of this project going in, but there
has to be some more codes they have to adhere to.  I will probably make use of the facility once it is finished.
Thank you for your consideration,
Marsha Berger
8335 Kirkwood Drive
LA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 11:34 AM
To: marsberg33@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Nathalie Samanon <nathalie.samanon@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 10:30 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
julia.duncan@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the

Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the

Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the

Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
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In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and

EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some

Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the

1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
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understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City

Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.

Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York

City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c450db6a100cc&siml=150c450db6a100cc&siml=150c450e1a75245c 4/5

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential

traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are

considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the

residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic

Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
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Nathalie Samanon

1444 north orange grove avenue

LA CA 90046

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 10:30 AM
To: nathalie.samanon@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://www.avast.com/antivirus
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
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To Whom it may Concern,

When the value of a big investor's property is radically enhanced at the expense
of diminishing the the value of the neighbor's property, it makes one wonder if
someone who has the power to permit such an event may be in a position to
be uniquely rewarded.
 
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the
original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated
the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its
current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to
provide an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not
adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding
community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150
feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out
of character with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the
assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying incentives program
variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Neal Ames <nealames@aol.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:59 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org
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Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning
restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10
story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the
history of the area and the community which will have to view this project,
indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been
established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s
understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in
15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community
standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why are
mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards
of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR
devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing
developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed
as a safety net for the residents to ensure that present and future city
administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to
conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the
potential impacts against Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to
date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide
an environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy
compliance and appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the
driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to
mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5)
years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last
attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of
compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community
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without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the
community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until
after a legally viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address
the current conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date
planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community in the position of
having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood
and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and
analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this
Project as proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for
the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd.
and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning
and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the
same request for incentives and considerations.  The development of multiple,
massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to
low density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and
character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent
requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this
case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective
enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project
premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be
legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to
evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and
address any community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is
incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision. 
Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable
fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an
adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions,
future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community of
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Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is
dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not
adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and
significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed
development without at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of
numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd.
area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and
scale of development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is
equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other historic
structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of
concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately considers and
presents this impact to the community and decision makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as
justification for the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those
programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider
the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and
recirculation to address the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123
cars a night to the net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249
brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study be
done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when
the study was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic
counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I
request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at
9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the
new proposed building.
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The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the
Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its
representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely
increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island
affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads
in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT
considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in
all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto
Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians
is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect
and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber
traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the
street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to
pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of
Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three
spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased
pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound
traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the
project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd
intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential”
traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new
impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c3c6d8583ca84&siml=150c3c6d8583ca84&siml=150c3c6df1b4a180 6/7

Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing
in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered
on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and
low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going
east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also
cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this
height and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber
stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over
the needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank
Geary? 
 
 
Wayne Marmorstein
7974 Melrose Ave
Los Angeles, CA. 90046
3238521939

Please Donate Today
To Buy A Mountain In Laurel Canyon

www.LaurelCanyon.org

The Laurel Canyon Association is the oldest and largest resident's association in our neighborhood.

tel:323-852-1939
http://laurelcanyon.us11.list-manage.com/track/click?u=a796eb90ab4f70838fd5cb8c8&id=f65a4e6bce&e=dd0c296fd9
http://www.laurelcanyon.org/
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Please join and sign up for the email exchange.

Not to be confused with the confusingly similar We Are Laurel Canyon organization, which is a different

neighborhood group with its own membership.

Laurel Canyon Email Messages are sent as a community service by Rick Seireeni in support of the
Laurel Canyon Association. Messages may not be redistributed without the expressed permission of
the author. Rick Seireeni nor the Laurel Canyon Association takes responsib ility for the accuracy or
legitimacy of statements or requests made by others. This is a community service subject to time

availab ility, technical restraints and the judgement of the sender.

Would you like to sign up? Send an email here.

Copyright © 2015 The Laurel Canyon Association, All rights reserved.
You joined this list to receive information from the Laurel Canyon Association.

Want to change how you receive these emails?
You can update your preferences or unsubscribe from this list

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:00 AM
To: nealames@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://laurelcanyon.us11.list-manage.com/track/click?u=a796eb90ab4f70838fd5cb8c8&id=977f029514&e=dd0c296fd9
mailto:rick@studioseireeni.com?subject=Sign%20Me%20Up!&body=Keep%20me%20informed.%20Please%20sign%20me%20up%20for%20free%20Laurel%20Canyon%20Email%20Messages.
http://laurelcanyon.us11.list-manage.com/profile?u=a796eb90ab4f70838fd5cb8c8&id=5f4a994af3&e=dd0c296fd9
http://laurelcanyon.us11.list-manage.com/unsubscribe?u=a796eb90ab4f70838fd5cb8c8&id=5f4a994af3&e=dd0c296fd9&c=3d593c5193
http://www.mailchimp.com/monkey-rewards/?utm_source=freemium_newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=monkey_rewards&aid=a796eb90ab4f70838fd5cb8c8&afl=1
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Resident opposition to the proposed 8150 Sunset development
2 messages

Nina Storm <theninastorm@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 10:02 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies. This particular development
poses both traffic congestion and neighborhood parking issues which can not be mitigated. The surrounding
residential neighborhood can not and will not bear this burden. 

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view and live with this project,
indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in
part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community. 

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community
standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
That public trust is necessary in order for you to be re elected.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
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In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted and irresponsible of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as
proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are
numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have
similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for
incentives and considerations.  The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset
Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character
of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning
practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and
selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and
inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and
presented in a clear and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have
an adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long
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term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the
cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
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Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

IN CLOSURE: 

The residents of the neighborhood and COMMUNITY surrounding 8150 Sunset are informed, vigilant and prepared
to fight. Now is the time for you to think clearly, act responsibly and work with your constituents on a sensible
development, that is in scale and sustainable for this neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Nina Storm 

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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N I N A  S T O R M
Event Strategist, Producer + Creative Director
ninastorm.com  
t: 323.314.8111  
Linkedin  Instagram  Pinterest

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 10:02 PM
To: theninastorm@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://ninastorm.com/
tel:323.314.8111
https://www.linkedin.com/pub/nina-storm/1/94a/967
http://instagram.com/ninastorm
https://www.pinterest.com/ninastorm/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

my comments on 8150
2 messages

Pam Light <pam.light@hok.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:12 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I live on Skyline Drive and have loved the area since I moved in in 2006.  I am still very concerned on the size of
the development at 8150!!  Going on line it looks huge!!  I would like to see a copy of your traffic report.

 

I do NOT approve of the project, despite the known architect.

 

Thank you

 

 

PAM LIGHT, FIIDA, LEED® AP

Senior Vice President  | 

 

HOK

9530 Jefferson Boulevard  |  Culver City, CA  90046 USA

t +1 310 838 9555  m  +1 310 890 2340  pam.light@hok.com

hok.com  |  connect

 

Celebrating 60 Years of Design + Innovation

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 5:12 AM
To: pam.light@hok.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%2B1%20310%20838%209555
tel:%2B1%20310%20890%202340
mailto:pam.light@hok.com
http://www.hok.com/
http://www.hok.com/about/connect/
http://www.hok.com/about/news/2015/04/27/hok-celebrates-60-years-of-design-and-innovation/
d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Pamela Bothwell <pbothwel@pacbell.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 12:16 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>, Cheryl Holland
<hollandc@me.com>, Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>

To Whom it may  Concern,

Unf ortunately  the 8150 Sunset Blv d Mixed Use Recirculated Draf t EIR and the original draf t EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately

ev aluated the potential env ironmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current f ormat, the document is prepared as an adv ocacy

document intended to prov ide an env ironmental document that can be used to justif y  a project, not adequately  ev aluate the proposed project and its

impacts on the surrounding community , which will be most directly  af f ected by  the impacts of  this proposed dev elopment.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 f eet. For comparison the Holly wood Roosev elt hotel is just 161 f eet; the Capitol Records building is

just 150 f eet without the antenna.

 

The dev elopment of  these massiv e, towering structures which are completely  out of  character with the surrounding area/community  cannot be justif ied by

the assertions of  “project benef its” and the accompany ing incentiv es program v ariances to the City  planning practices, goals and policies.

 

There are alternativ es to the proposed dev elopment, which could render the Project’s benef its still v iable without destroy ing the character of  the

Holly wood/Sunset Blv d v iew shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of  45 f eet or dev eloping structures that are in keeping with the 6 

10 story  buildings already  constructed is more in keeping with a consideration f or the history  of  the area and the community  which will hav e to v iew this

project, indef initely .  Furthermore, the character and scale of  Sunset Blv d. has been established f or many  y ears and is, in part, a major contributor to the

public’s understanding and memories of  the Sunset Blv d community .

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly  popular and are enf orced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of  these laws is to respect the

community  standard of  height, size, and scale. We ask the city planning department, why  are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same

community  standards of  height, size and scale? Zoning incentiv es as used in the recirculated DEIR dev alue historical community  standards and erode the

public trust by  prov iding dev eloper loopholes f or height and size restriction.

 

 

NEED FOR UPDATED HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY  PLAN BEFORE THIS APPLICATION CAN BE CONSIDERED:

 

In ev ery  community , compliance with Community  plans (General Plan) is v iewed as a saf ety  net f or the residents to ensure that present and f uture city

administrations and decision makers hav e a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C277
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In the case of  the 8150 Sunset Blv d Mixed Use Project, instead of  testing the potential impacts against Goals and Objectiv es established in a v iable and up

to date Community  Plan, and community  design programs, the proponent and EIR consultant are using "incentiv e" Programs to circumv ent the need to

prov ide an env ironmentally  superior project. Project approv al, at the expense of  policy  compliance and appropriate community  planning practices, appears

to be the driv ing f orce employ ed by  this approach to the ev aluation.

 

The Holly wood Community  Plan was prepared f or adoption in 1988, some twenty sev en (27) y ears ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to

mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan rev iew ev ery  f iv e (5) y ears and an updated document at least ev ery  twenty  (20) y ears.  Since

the last attempt at updating this Plan was ov erturned by  the Courts in 2014 due to lack of  compliance, the absence of  an updated Community  Plan leav es

the community  without the proper tools to ev aluate the real impacts of  this Project on the community  at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed f or rev iew until af ter a legally  v iable Community  Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the 1988

Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs of  the community  and prov ide v iable, up to date

planning guidelines f or dev elopment.  This has put the community  in the position of  hav ing no Master Planning tool f or the Sunset Blv d area, the heart of

Holly wood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentiv e Programs, and Ov er Riding consideration f indings are being used to ov er ride an appropriate process of

rev iew and analy sis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of  the City  to rev iew and possibly  approv e this Project as proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent

f or the City  of  Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blv d. and within the immediate area of  this proposed project that hav e

similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the same request f or incentiv es and considerations.  The

dev elopment of  multiple, massiv e towering dev elopments East along Sunset Blv d f ronting on medium to low density  residential neighborhoods would

f orev er change the scale and character of  Sunset Blv d and the Holly wood community . Deny ing subsequent requests, based on any  of  the planning

practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate pref erential treatment of  the applicants project and selectiv e enf orcement of  the City ’s General

Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City  Staf f , the May or and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Holly wood Community  Plan has been updated, f ound

to be legally  sound, and f inally  approv ed.  At that point, the City  will hav e the tools to ev aluate and approv e a project that will truly  meet the community

needs and address any  community  concerns, both now and in the f uture.

 

It appears af ter caref ul rev iew of  the DEIR that the inf ormation presented is incomplete and inadequate f or the purposes of  allowing an inf ormed decision. 

Not all options hav e been explored and presented in a clear and understandable f ashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the f act that the City  does not hav e

an adequate and up to date policy  document with which to assess current conditions, f uture trends and the long term needs f or the specif ic, specialized

community  of  Holly wood. Furthermore, the document f ails to ev aluate the cumulativ e impacts of  allowing numerous dev iations f rom the City ’s general

plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentiv e programs and ov er riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If  the cumulativ e impacts, based on this approach to planning,

are not adequately  ev aluated, the impacts to the community  could be adv erse and signif icant. Allowing a dev elopment of  the mass and scale of  the

proposed dev elopment without at least a v isual assessment of  the cumulativ e impact of  numerous dev elopments of  the same size and character within the

Sunset Blv d. area is negligent.  The lasting ef f ect to the character of  the Holly wood area and its surrounds would be irrev ersible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of  appropriate consideration of  the impact of  that size and scale of  dev elopment against a backdrop of  numerous historic structures

is equally  irresponsible and pav es the way  f or potential disposal of  other historic structures; as their relev ance will neither be seen nor f elt against a

backdrop of  concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately  considers and presents this impact to the community  and decision makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared f or a project f or which the City  Staf f  utilized a process of  incentiv e programs and ov er riding considerations as
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justif ication f or the dev elopment.  This process does not meet the intent of  those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of  the law.  Please

reconsider the adequacy  of  this document as prepared and require a rev ision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

1.       The supposition by  the Traf f ic study  that it will add less than 18 cars a day  and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is highly  suspect when the

project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the

traffic impact.

 

2.       Furthermore this new traf f ic study  should make transparent its methodology , when the study  was conducted, and how its f uture projections compare

to actual traf f ic counts of  existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traf f ic count numbers be prov ided f or the existing

Bristol Farms at 9039 Bev erly  Blv d. since this is the same grocery  store chain that will occupy  the new proposed building.

 

3.       The proposed project wishes to completely  remov e the traf f ic island on the Southwest corner of  Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its

representativ es admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely  increased pedestrian f oot traf f ic on this corner. How will the loss of  this

island af f ect pedestrian saf ety  to and f rom the project? New York City  is putting in islands all ov er the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in

order to prev ent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian saf ety  on an F rated intersection and one of  the

busiest in all of  LA? How will cars making the right hand turn f rom Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in

pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino ef f ect and slow down the right hand lane of  Sunset... ev en during

green lights?

 

4.       The proposed project as stands only  prov ides three spaces f or taxi and Uber traf f ic. The most superf icial glance any  night at the Chateau Marmont

across the street will show many  times that number of  taxis and town cars backed up try ing to pick up or deposit v isitors. How will this dev elopment not

result in an entire lane of  Crescent Heights being blocked by  taxis and Ubers try ing to get to the three spaces?

 

5.       How will all the residents of  the 249 apartments make a saf e lef t hand turn onto Sunset Blv d. f rom Hav enhurst when there is no light and almost

constant F grade traf f ic by  the dev elopers own rating of  the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a lef t hand turn when

there is increased pedestrian traf f ic at the Hav enhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traf f ic on Sunset be af f ected when the two carlength

turning lane going into the project is f illed and spills ov er onto throughtraf f ic lanes? What will be done to create a saf e crossing f or cars and pedestrians at

the Hav enhurst/Sunset Blv d intersection?

 

6.       This draf t v ersion DEIR is say s that there will be only  residential traf f ic f unneled onto Hav enhurst, howev er  they  also indicate this “residential” traf f ic

includes f reight deliv ery  trucks. Freight Deliv ery  trucks are considered commercial traf f ic and this should be made clear to the residents and the city  in

order to accurately  assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done f or the residents of  Historic Hav enhurst Street that assess traf f ic,

noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Hav enhurst properties on the national historic registrar, v iewshed, and shadowing in order to clarif y  the f ull

impact.

 

7.       The city ’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to conf orm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project

is bordered on two sides by  the City  of  West Holly wood, which has a 10story  height limit and low rise, historically  designated neighborhoods bordering the

dev elopment. How does this conf orm to the Holly wood city  plan and the city ’s own regulations?

 

8.       If  through special zoning incentiv es, this project is approv ed and allowed to rise to 234f t, it sets a precedent of  city  planning approv al f or all the other
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parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other dev elopers can also cite these same exceptions and incentiv es to build their

project. If  y ou approv e this height and size, the next dev eloper will ask f or the same. How can this be prev ented?  Does an approv al f or 8150 Sunset’s

height and size v irtually  insure the rubber stamp approv al of  more clone projects all down Sunset Blv d?

 

9.       Has the city  planning department considered the cumulativ e ef f ects on the community  if  through this singular approv al, clone projects will now hav e a

precedent of  approv al?

 

10.     Is the city  planning department giv ing pref erential treatment to 8150 Sunset ov er the needs and desires of  the community  because the architect is

now Frank Geary ? 

 

Sincerely,

Pamela Bothwell

1522 N. Fairfax Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90046

 

 

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 12:17 PM
To: pbothwel@pacbell.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://www.avast.com/antivirus
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Traffic jams
2 messages

Scott Altomare <saltomare@highseasent.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:19 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom it may concern,

I'm all for growth but don't think this location can handle it. Less is more.

Scott Altomare

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 8:19 PM
To: saltosea@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Sheila Scott <sheilascott@me.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:39 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

234 feet tall
Are you kidding?
Hardly a suitable spot for this.

Sheila Scott

Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:39 PM
To: sheilascott@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Sheila Scott <sheilascott@me.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:42 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

234 feet tall
Are you kidding?
Hardly a suitable spot for this.

Sheila Scott

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Planned project
2 messages

Soo <rndesign@earthlink.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 12:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Are we really in need to question why this would be an issue?  Water, traffic and health issues.  Please
reconsider as your children will have to deal with the ill effects of these issues.  We choose to live in an
environment which was somewhat calmer and accept the growth of it is reasonable, but this is nothing greed! 
Stop please as it is unfair and will affect us in every way which will not be a positive one!!
Susan Novotny

Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 12:41 PM
To: rndesign@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd
2 messages

Susan Pinkus <shpinkus@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:49 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6 10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
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In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
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impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
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intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Respectfully,
Susan Pinkus

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 7:49 AM
To: shpinkus@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Dear Sir or Madam,

 

Please stop the 8150 Sunset Blvd project as proposed for a lower height, smaller density project. The project is
in the middle of a low‐rise residential neighborhood with invaluable historic significance to Los Angeles.

We are fighting the project not because we don’t want our neighborhood  to improve but to prevent the area from
becoming unlivable for ourselves and our families. The area has increasingly been overburdened with traffic
from the Valley to LA but with larger developments l ike this one , the problem will   be unbearable. The value of
the area will  not go up but bottom out. A few developers will  prosper and hundreds of thousands of tax payers
will  pay the price in lower home values, poorer public schools due to over population and poorer quality of l ife.

Frank Gehry is no hero. Although whether one likes his design or not is subjective, the height of the project is
not. It’s too tall  for the area. (The value of the blue sky will  never be surpassed by Mr. Gehry or other.).  I find the
choice of Frank Gehry manipulative and cynical on the part of the developers. How coincidental that LACMA has
a show of Mr. Gehry’s work! And the fact that he is LA’s most famous contemporary architect does not mean that
his ego‐centric massive designs (which become not iconic but dated) which serve of greed of a few developers
should be inflicted on the community and a historic residential area.

 Just because the developers own the land should not mean that the City of Los Angeles to whom we local
residents pay taxes can manipulate their way to more        $$$ at the expense of your tax payer citizens.

Fight. Fight. Fight. It’s too much! The City favors the few. It’s time for this to stop.

 

Please do not approve this project at this height and magnitude.

 

Thank you,

Suzanne Sergile

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Suzanne Sergile <ssergile@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 9:31 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

Suzanne Sergile

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C283
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8960 Wonderland Park Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90046
 
 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 9:31 PM
To: ssergile@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset and Crescent Heights proposal
2 messages

William Josephs <ladrbill@sbcglobal.net> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 4:56 PM
ReplyTo: William Josephs <ladrbill@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>

Dear City Official:

I am writing you again to attempt to reason with you regarding this wretchedly unreasonable
project.  I presume that you have access to my previously comprehensive summary of problems
with this festering issue.  (Not to have it would suggest Bad Faith on the part of the City, which
would not be done.)  

The project now appears even more vastly out of proportion to the needs of our community
showing staggering disregard to the quality of life of our residents, displaying minimal if any
regard for the effect of the project on our already maximally taxed infrastructure in our
community, with enormous projects, having already gone up on and below Sunset and going up
just a stone's through in West Hollywood at LaCienega, and increasing residential allotments
such as is to be built upon Kings Road.  To the east of us are almost countless, similar
developments that have the community in an uproar of discontent as well.

The mentality of the developers is that "If you want a row boat, ask for a battleship."   The end
result from them for the community is a destroyer.  

The developers now appear arrogantly to believe that they can through their weight around and
propose an even more abusive project; with the demented belief that the community will pine
for their initial proposal, which as the City well knows has been completely outofkeeping with
the needs of our community.

These developers have no rational need beyond greed and lust for profits to erect more retail
business and even less harmony with the community to pretend that by building residential
property, the project somehow justifies itself.  

The last proposal exemplifies the extent to which the developers think only of the money they
will earn without regard to the community they crush.  Sunset and Crescent Heights is already
developed to tolerance.  We do not need this excrescence.  

I find no one in our community unconnected with this project who believes that any community
benefit can be obtained from it in our already traffic laden community. 

DO NOT ALLOW THIS ASSAULT AND BATTERY UPON OUR COMMUNITY!

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C284
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William Josephs
8110 Willow Glen Road 
LA CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 1, 2015 at 4:59 PM
To: ladrbill@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

FW: City Case #20132552EIR
2 messages

Barbara Eich <beich@pacbell.net> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 9:03 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

 

 

From: Barbara Eich [mailto:beich@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 8:59 AM
To: 'planninga.envreview@lacity.org'
Cc: 'david.ryu@lacity.org'; 'mayor.garcetti@lacity.com'; 'renee.weitzer@lacity.org'; 'cd4.issues@lacity.org';
'sarah.dusseault@lacity.org'; 'julia.duncan@lacity.org'
Subject: City Case #20132552EIR

 

RE: 8150 Sunset Blvd.

Way too big a development.   This parcel adjoins a residential neighborhood.  I live in the area which will be
negatively impacted in several ways by this development.  Traffic will increase in an area that is already snarled
with traffic many times during the day, especially in the morning and at rush hour.  I request that a new traffic
study be done by a different company to assess the impact to the neighborhood by the increased traffic.

Size and scale are massive and will overshadow the beautiful historic buildings in the area. 

I request that more studies be made and careful consideration be given to the negative impact this development
will have on the area.

Barbara Eich

 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 9:03 AM
To: beich@pacbell.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

mailto:beich@pacbell.net
mailto:planninga.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:mayor.garcetti@lacity.com
mailto:renee.weitzer@lacity.org
mailto:cd4.issues@lacity.org
mailto:sarah.dusseault@lacity.org
mailto:julia.duncan@lacity.org
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
d.kaneshiro
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Carol Gray <caroldhgray@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:01 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

TRAFFIC IS A HUGE CONCERN.  DRIVERS SPEED THROUGH LIGHTS
AND STOP SIGNS; FRUSTRATION IS AT AN ALL TIME HIGH.  THIS
DEVELOPMENT WILL  INCREASE TRAFFIC BEYOND SUSTAINABILITY. 
THIS IS A PUBLIC HAZARD.  PLEASE DON’T LET THIS HAPPEN. 

I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 

 

Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
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the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround. 

 

Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:01 AM
To: caroldhgray@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



Scott Lunceford 

Subject: FW: 8150 Sunset 

From: Donna Arost [darost@darost.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 02, 2015 10:33 AM 
To: Lauren Meister 
Subject: 8150 Sunset 

Dear Ms. Meister, 

When you took office you promised to make our city a better place to live. I hold you accountable for those 
words. If you allow 8150 to proceed with the existing plans, you are in violation of your promise. 

Our community cannot sustain the size and scope of this project. While I understand change will occur at this 
site, YOU MUST SCALE DOWN. 

I own property at the Colonial House. You must act on behalf of the people who put you in office, which live 
here and how their lives will be negatively impacted by this monstrous project. 

Issues: 

ZONING INFRACTIONS 

INFRASTRUCTURE LIMITATIONS 

TRAFFIC 

PARKING 

HA VENHURST MUST BE MADE A CUL-DE-SAC 

EXHAUST 

SEISMIC HAZARDS AS SOCIA TED WITH THE HOLLYWOOD FAULT 

HISTORIC VALUE -- you banned building McMansions over concerns of changing the 

character of the neighborhood-where is your perspective now?? 

You must consider the menace of this project and work to reduce. You cannot let special interests and greed get 
in your way of action. 

DonnaArost 

1 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Frank Pennino <frank@frankpre.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 9:13 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: waynemarr@earthlink.net

To whom it may concern:

I want to add my voice to Wayne Marmorsteins in asking you to re consider the mammoth scale of this project !!!
 I have an historic property on Crescent Heights —my neighbors  and friends are furious at the increased traffic
this will bring ——  we must have a new traffic study done by a company  NOT hired or under the influence of  the
developers———their study is laughablethe height of the  building is unacceptable as well.

Frank K Pennino
frank@frankpre.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 9:13 AM
To: frank@frankpre.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:frank@frankpre.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

halle@kismettv.com <halle@kismettv.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 9:26 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete
and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current
format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental document that can be
used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community,
which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the surrounding
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying incentives program
variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for
the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding
and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of
these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why are
mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning
incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by
providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents to ensure
that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to conduct
compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and
Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior project.
Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the
driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
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The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on
a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt
at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the
community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is
adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs of the
community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community in the
position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead,
Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review
and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach to
Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd.
and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations.
These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.  The development of multiple,
massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods,
would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent
requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment
of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have the
tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns,
both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of
allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion. 
The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to
assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood.
Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s
general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts,
based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and
significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual
assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd.
area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and
irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a backdrop
of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other historic
structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The
document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development.  This
process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider
the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is
highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study be
done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and how its
future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I
request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same
grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent
Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased
pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New
York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths.
Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest
in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green
when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and
slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance any night
at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to
pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by
taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there
is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset
intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project
is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at
the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks.
Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents
of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national
historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that jurisdiction’s
zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height
limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the
Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of city
planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can
also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer
will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all
down Sunset Blvd?
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Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular approval,
clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the community
because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Halle Sherwin
Creator | Producer | Social Media & Media Consultant
m: 213.610.8505
w: KismetTV.com
w: about.me/HalleSherwin

PastedGraphic4.tiff
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 9:26 AM
To: halle@kismettv.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:213.610.8505
http://kismettv.com/
http://about.me/HalleSherwin
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150c93c3fb238d97&attid=0.1.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

James Minchin III <james@jamesminchin.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 7:48 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
James Minchin

James Minchin III

represented by fox creative
paige@foxcreative.net
la  818.558.1225
ny 212.375.0450

www.jamesminchin.com

mailto:paige@foxcreative.net
tel:818.558.1225
tel:212.375.0450
http://www.jamesminchin.com/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C290



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c8e26d2c97600&siml=150c8e26d2c97600&siml=150c8e2729512f5f 2/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 7:48 AM
To: james@jamesminchin.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Comments.doc
2 messages

Jim Nelson <motherco@aol.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 12:50 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Jamie Hall <Jamie.Hall@channellawgroup.com>, Skip Haines
<animalco@pacbell.net>, kristen stavola <stavola1@gmail.com>, Orrin Feldman <ofeldman@pacbell.net>, Daniel
Halden <daniel.halden@lacity.org>, wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>, George Abrahams
<ggg@copper.net>, Jacquie Shabel / Hollywood Alliance <downtownhollywoodalliance@gmail.com>, Gigi Verone
<gg@giftsgalore.com>

Planning Department – EIR Review Unit

Los Angeles City Hall

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles, Ca. 90012

 

Subject: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Sirs,

After reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR documentation,
I am unable to locate a clear definition of “Affordable” for the “Affordable Units” being included in the project and
therefore, as prepared, the documentation is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community
Benefits the project will provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project Therefore, I find the EIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve got, now – what’s the
benefit? We know the number of units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without
specific and transparent answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

 

From my perspective, the Affordable Units should be made available to the residents in the neighborhood of the
project (90046 Zip Code) on the basis of the actual demographic profile for seniors, income levels and seniority as
residents in the area. The rents on an all in basis (Utilities and Fees) should be in the following range:

       Seniors – 850 per month

       Minimum Wage – 1,550 per mo.

The revised EIR should outline all the economics, management of rentals and Community Involvement in the
“Community Benefits” that the Developer proposes to offset the height and bulk of the project.

d.kaneshiro
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Jim Nelson  Laurel Canyon (8551 Wonderland Ave. 90046)
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 12:51 PM
To: motherco@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150c9f80d47c4a75&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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      11/3/2015  

Planning Department – EIR Review Unit 

Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 

 

Subject: City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Sirs, 

After reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the 
original draft EIR documentation, I am unable to locate a clear definition of 

“Affordable” for the “Affordable Units” being included in the project and 
therefore, as prepared, the documentation is incomplete because it has not 
adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will provide as an 

offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project Therefore, I find the EIR deficient and 

unable to substantiate the proposed project. 

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with 

Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the 
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something 
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve 

got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number of units, but how much will 
they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent 

answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be 
approved. 

 

From my perspective, the Affordable Units should be made available to the 
residents in the neighborhood of the project (90046 Zip Code) on the basis of 

the actual demographic profile for seniors, income levels and seniority as 
residents in the area. The rents on an all in basis (Utilities and Fees) should be 
in the following range: 

 Seniors – 850 per month 

 Minimum Wage – 1,550 per mo. 

The revised EIR should outline all the economics, management of rentals and 
Community Involvement in the “Community Benefits” that the Developer 

proposes to offset the height and bulk of the project. 

 

Jim Nelson - Laurel Canyon (8551 Wonderland Ave. 90046) 
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Assumptions for Affordability

Size 

Lots

Size 

Homes Sale Price Sale s.f. Mo. Cost 

Utilities + 

Taxes All In

Hard 

Cost s.f.

Building 

Cost Per 

Unit

Land 

Cost 

s.f.

Land 

Cost Total Cost Deficit

Seniors Cottage 6,500  2,200    167,569    76.17$   $800 50.00 $850 $290 638,000    46       296,088 934,088    (766,519) 

Affordable Cottage 6,500  2,200    314,192    142.81$ $1,500 50.00 $1,550 $290 638,000    46       296,088 934,088    (619,896) 

Market Cottage 6,500  2,200    934,088    424.59$ $4,459 928.41 $5,388 $290 638,000    46       296,088 934,088    -         

Seniors Condo / Apt 154     1,200    167,569    139.64$ $800 50.00 $850 $484 580,287    46       7,008     587,295    (419,726) 

Affordable Condo / Apt 154     1,200    314,192    261.83$ $1,500 50.00 $1,550 $484 580,287    46       7,008     587,295    (273,103) 

Market Condo / Apt 154     1,200    660,000    550.00$ $6,144 700.00    $6,844 $484 580,287    46       7,008     587,295    72,705     

  

 

Notes: 

Relevant Ordinance Sections. 

 
2.   Density increase for a Housing Development Project to provide for additional density in 

excess of that permitted in Section 12.22 A.25.  (Subdivision Title Amended by Ord. No. 

179,681, Eff. 4/15/08.) 
  

   (a)   Performance Standards: 

  

   (1)   The development project contains the requisite number of affordable and/or senior citizen 

units as set forth in California Government Code Section 65915(b); 
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   (2)   The development project complies with the standards contained in the Affordable Housing 

Incentives Guidelines approved by the City Planning Commission; 

  

   (3)   The use is conducted in conformance with the City’s noise regulations pursuant to Chapter 

11 of this Code; 

  

   (4)   No buildings are higher than any main building on adjoining property; 

  

   (5)   All portions of the required front yard not used for necessary driveways and walkways, 

including decorative walkways, are landscaped and maintained, not otherwise paved, and 

equipped with an automatic irrigation system; 

  

   (6)   The development meets the open space requirements of Section 12.21G; 

  

   (7)   Only one identification sign is displayed on the site and it is on the building face.  The sign 

does not exceed 20 square feet, does not extend more than two feet beyond the wall of the 

building, and does not project above the roof ridge or parapet wall (whichever is higher) of the 

building; 

  

   (8)   Security night lighting is shielded so that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent 

residential properties; 

  

   (9)   Yards, at a minimum, should meet Code requirements or those prevalent on adjoining or 

abutting properties, whichever is the most restrictive; 

  

   (10)   (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) All graffiti on the site is removed or 

painted over in the same color as the surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its 

occurrence; 

  

   (11)   (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) Parking areas are landscaped pursuant 

to the requirements of Section 12.21A6; 

  

   (12)   (Added by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) All streets, alleys and sidewalks adjoining 

the property meet standard street dimensions; 

  

   (13)   (Amended by Ord. No. 177,103, Eff. 12/18/05.)  A solid, decorative, masonry or 

wrought iron wall or fence at least six feet in height, or the maximum height permitted by the 

zone, whichever is less.  The wall or fence encircles the periphery of the property and does not 

extend into the required front yard setback; and 

  

   (14)   (Added by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) There are no outdoor public telephones on 

the site. 

  

   (b)   Purposes:  (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) The purposes of these 

Performance Standards are to provide for landscaping, open space, scale, bulk, height, yards and 

setbacks, particularly with regard to the main buildings, which are similar to those in the adjacent 

properties in the neighborhood.  Signage, where permitted by City regulations, should not exceed 
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in size or number those located on the same block or across the street from the site.  The noise 

levels created on the site should not increase the ambient noise level so as to be disturbing to 

persons on adjoining or abutting properties after completion of the project.  Public telephones on 

the site should be located to discourage loitering.  Sufficient off-street parking should be provided 

to preclude the need for utilization of on-street parking by the use allowed on the site.  The 

proposed use should be designed in a manner that will minimize the generation of loitering of 

individuals on or adjacent to the site.  City streets should meet City standards in order to ensure 

safe vehicular ingress and egress to the site and to ensure that traffic does not exceed the current 

level of service.  Access to and from the site should be sufficient to meet police and fire safety 

needs beyond the explicit requirements of City codes as determined by the Police, Fire and 

Building and Safety Departments.  Lighting on the site should not reflect on adjoining residential 

uses.  Walls, fences, or other visible security devices should be similar to those on the adjoining 

properties.  Graffiti should be prevented and eliminated when it is found on the site.  The use 

should encourage the availability of affordable housing. 
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Planning Department – EIR Review Unit 
Los Angeles City Hall 

200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 
 

Subject: City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Sirs, 

After reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the 
original draft EIR documentation, I am unable to locate a clear definition of 
“Affordable” for the “Affordable Units” being included in the project and 
therefore, as prepared, the documentation is incomplete because it has not 
adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will provide as an 
offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project Therefore, I find the EIR deficient and 
unable to substantiate the proposed project. 

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with 
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the 
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something 
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve 
got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number of units, but how much will 
they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent 
answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be 
approved. 

 

From my perspective, the Affordable Units should be made available to the 
residents in the neighborhood of the project (90046 Zip Code) on the basis of 
the actual demographic profile for seniors, income levels and seniority as 
residents in the area. The rents on an all in basis (Utilities and Fees) should be 
in the following range: 

 Seniors – 850 per month 

 Minimum Wage – 1,550 per mo. 

The revised EIR should outline all the economics, management of rentals and 
Community Involvement in the “Community Benefits” that the Developer 
proposes to offset the height and bulk of the project. 

 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C292
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Jim Nelson - Laurel Canyon (8551 Wonderland Ave. 90046) 

Assumptions for Affordability

Size 
Lots

Size 
Homes Sale Price Sale s.f. Mo. Cost 

Utilities + 
Taxes All In

Hard 
Cost s.f.

Building 
Cost Per 

Unit

Land 
Cost 
s.f.

Land 
Cost Total Cost Deficit

Seniors Cottage 6,500  2,200    167,569    76.17$   $800 50.00 $850 $290 638,000    46       296,088 934,088    (766,519) 
Affordable Cottage 6,500  2,200    314,192    142.81$ $1,500 50.00 $1,550 $290 638,000    46       296,088 934,088    (619,896) 

Market Cottage 6,500  2,200    934,088    424.59$ $4,459 928.41 $5,388 $290 638,000    46       296,088 934,088    -         

Seniors Condo / Apt 154     1,200    167,569    139.64$ $800 50.00 $850 $484 580,287    46       7,008     587,295    (419,726) 
ordable Condo / Apt 154     1,200    314,192    261.83$ $1,500 50.00 $1,550 $484 580,287    46       7,008     587,295    (273,103) 

Market Condo / Apt 154     1,200    660,000    550.00$ $6,144 700.00    $6,844 $484 580,287    46       7,008     587,295    72,705     
  

 

Notes: 

Relevant Ordinance Sections. 

 
2.   Density increase for a Housing Development Project to provide for additional density in 
excess of that permitted in Section 12.22 A.25.  (Subdivision Title Amended by Ord. No. 
179,681, Eff. 4/15/08.) 
  
   (a)   Performance Standards: 
  
   (1)   The development project contains the requisite number of affordable and/or senior citizen 
units as set forth in California Government Code Section 65915(b); 
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   (2)   The development project complies with the standards contained in the Affordable Housing 
Incentives Guidelines approved by the City Planning Commission; 
  
   (3)   The use is conducted in conformance with the City’s noise regulations pursuant to Chapter 
11 of this Code; 
  
   (4)   No buildings are higher than any main building on adjoining property; 
  
   (5)   All portions of the required front yard not used for necessary driveways and walkways, 
including decorative walkways, are landscaped and maintained, not otherwise paved, and 
equipped with an automatic irrigation system; 
  
   (6)   The development meets the open space requirements of Section 12.21G; 
  
   (7)   Only one identification sign is displayed on the site and it is on the building face.  The sign 
does not exceed 20 square feet, does not extend more than two feet beyond the wall of the 
building, and does not project above the roof ridge or parapet wall (whichever is higher) of the 
building; 
  
   (8)   Security night lighting is shielded so that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent 
residential properties; 
  
   (9)   Yards, at a minimum, should meet Code requirements or those prevalent on adjoining or 
abutting properties, whichever is the most restrictive; 
  
   (10)   (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) All graffiti on the site is removed or 
painted over in the same color as the surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its 
occurrence; 
  
   (11)   (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) Parking areas are landscaped pursuant 
to the requirements of Section 12.21A6; 
  
   (12)   (Added by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) All streets, alleys and sidewalks adjoining 
the property meet standard street dimensions; 
  
   (13)   (Amended by Ord. No. 177,103, Eff. 12/18/05.)  A solid, decorative, masonry or 
wrought iron wall or fence at least six feet in height, or the maximum height permitted by the 
zone, whichever is less.  The wall or fence encircles the periphery of the property and does not 
extend into the required front yard setback; and 
  
   (14)   (Added by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) There are no outdoor public telephones on 
the site. 
  
   (b)   Purposes:  (Amended by Ord. No. 173,492, Eff. 10/10/00.) The purposes of these 
Performance Standards are to provide for landscaping, open space, scale, bulk, height, yards and 
setbacks, particularly with regard to the main buildings, which are similar to those in the adjacent 
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properties in the neighborhood.  Signage, where permitted by City regulations, should not exceed 
in size or number those located on the same block or across the street from the site.  The noise 
levels created on the site should not increase the ambient noise level so as to be disturbing to 
persons on adjoining or abutting properties after completion of the project.  Public telephones on 
the site should be located to discourage loitering.  Sufficient off-street parking should be provided 
to preclude the need for utilization of on-street parking by the use allowed on the site.  The 
proposed use should be designed in a manner that will minimize the generation of loitering of 
individuals on or adjacent to the site.  City streets should meet City standards in order to ensure 
safe vehicular ingress and egress to the site and to ensure that traffic does not exceed the current 
level of service.  Access to and from the site should be sufficient to meet police and fire safety 
needs beyond the explicit requirements of City codes as determined by the Police, Fire and 
Building and Safety Departments.  Lighting on the site should not reflect on adjoining residential 
uses.  Walls, fences, or other visible security devices should be similar to those on the adjoining 
properties.  Graffiti should be prevented and eliminated when it is found on the site.  The use 
should encourage the availability of affordable housing. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project
2 messages

Lisa Hansen <leezaah@me.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 4:37 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, david.ryu@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern

With a home located on Burroughs Road since 2000 and my office at 8255 Sunset Blvd, I will be directly
affected by your decision on the proposed new development at 8150 Sunset.   Sunset/Crescent Heights
and Laurel Canyon intersection.  

I am very concerned about the newly revised Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR at 8150 Sunset Blvd. In
particular, I don’t believe the traffic impact study is accurate.  We live in a city that is spread out and
nearly every family has two vehicles.  This is an intersection that is already extremely busy; we can’t
afford to get underestimate the impact of this new development.  

I’m also somewhat shocked that a variance might be granted through an incentive program for a
building that towers over all of the other buildings in the area.  My home is a modest 2100 square feet
on a lot that is over one acre in size.  The building code restrictions in my area won’t allow an addition of
more than 400 square feet.  The spirit of this restriction is to limit over development which is for the
overall benefit of the neighborhood.  This proposed project is not in keeping with neighborhood
standards, will be much taller than the surrounding buildings in the area.  Why would a commercial
project get “incentive program" variances that wouldn’t be granted to residential one?   Is this the tip of
the iceberg for other large structures all along Sunset with little regard for traffic impact and
neighborhood concerns? 

I’m not opposed to development and understand the city continues to grow. But we need to do this
carefully and responsibly.  

Sincerely
Lisa Hansen
323/6544000

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 5:37 AM
To: leezaah@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323%2F654-4000
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C293
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Matt Ster <racer810@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:10 AM
ReplyTo: Matt Ster <racer810@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <Michael.loGrande@lacity.org>, "Info@lamayor.org" <Info@lamayor.org>,
"Lhorvath@weho.org" <Lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org" <Jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org"
<Lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <Jdamico@weho.org>, "Jduran@weho.org" <Jduran@weho.org>,
"Slunceford@weho.org" <Slunceford@weho.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.This
building should be limited to 100 ft. No more. 
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C294

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
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In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd.
from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the
closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased
pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when
the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will
be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
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Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 

The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely changed. We
need a new study because the ingress and egress on Sunset Blvd has been removed and there is added traffic
on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights that is not addressed fully.

The 412 foot setback on crescent heights will contribute to a "looming" feel. This setback on Crescent heights
should be rethought and redrawn in order to improve the pedestrian experience. 

Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to
give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. 

There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a resident is required to pass through the
interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will  degrade the residential experience. 

The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent
Heights) can probably only be made less congested times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly
increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study is
wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on these streets and how this will  effect
ingress and egress to the site.

 Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Thank you, 
Matthew 

 
Matthew E. Schneider 
MSDS Inc. Est. 1976
323.842.3581

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:10 AM
To: racer810@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323.842.3581
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Matthew Schneider <matthewevanschneider@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:11 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.This
building should be limited to 100 ft. No more. 
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
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project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
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the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd.
from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the
closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased
pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when
the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will
be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
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Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 

The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely changed. We
need a new study because the ingress and egress on Sunset Blvd has been removed and there is added traffic
on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights that is not addressed fully.

The 412 foot setback on crescent heights will contribute to a "looming" feel. This setback on Crescent heights
should be rethought and redrawn in order to improve the pedestrian experience. 

Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to
give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. 

There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a resident is required to pass through the
interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will  degrade the residential experience. 

The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent
Heights) can probably only be made less congested times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly
increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study is
wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on these streets and how this will  effect
ingress and egress to the site.

 Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Thanks,
Matt

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:11 AM
To: matthewevanschneider@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Matthew Schneider <MSchneider@mgm.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:13 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <Michael.loGrande@lacity.org>, "Info@lamayor.org" <Info@lamayor.org>,
"Lhorvath@weho.org" <Lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org" <Jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org"
<Lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <Jdamico@weho.org>, "Jduran@weho.org" <Jduran@weho.org>,
"Slunceford@weho.org" <Slunceford@weho.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.This
building should be limited to 100 ft. No more. 
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
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In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c9672a5fe831c&siml=150c9672a5fe831c&siml=150c9672f9bb39c3 3/4

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd.
from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the
closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased
pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when
the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will
be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?



11/2/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c9672a5fe831c&siml=150c9672a5fe831c&siml=150c9672f9bb39c3 4/4

 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely changed. We
need a new study because the ingress and egress on Sunset Blvd has been removed and there is added traffic
on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights that is not addressed fully.
 
The 412 foot setback on crescent heights will contribute to a "looming" feel. This setback on Crescent heights
should be rethought and redrawn in order to improve the pedestrian experience. 
 
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to
give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. 
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a resident is required to pass through the
interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will  degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent
Heights) can probably only be made less congested times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly
increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study is
wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on these streets and how this will  effect
ingress and egress to the site.
 
 Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

 

 

Thanks,

 

Matt

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:13 AM
To: MSchneider@mgm.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robinne Burrell <robinneb@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:11 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, david.ryu@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
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In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
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impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
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intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Thank you for your review. 

Sincerely, concerned resident of Hollywood 90046,
Robinne Burrell 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:12 AM
To: robinneb@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
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identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Susan Cuscuna <scuscuna@mac.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:54 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

 

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is

incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed

project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental

document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the

surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161

feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the

surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying

incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the Project’s benefits still viable without

destroying the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning

restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the (6 ) 10 story buildings already

constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have

to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for

many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd

community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of

these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why

are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height, size and scale?

Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C298
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by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents to

ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to

conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and

Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent

and EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior

project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices, appears to

be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and

adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5)

years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was over

turned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the

community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is

adopted.  Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current

conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has

put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and

Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an

appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach to

Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset

Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use

designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.  The

development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low

density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood

community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this case,

would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and

Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood

Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have the
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tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns,

both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the purposes

of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable

fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document

with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community

of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from

the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts,

based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and

significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual

assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset

Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible

and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a

backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other

historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled

structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and

over riding considerations as justification for the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those

programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as

prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is

highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site.

I have lived in Laurel Canyon for thirtytwo years and request that a new traffic study be done by a different company

to properly assess the traffic impact. This new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study

was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and

businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at

9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent
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Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely

increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the

project? New York City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to

prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated

intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto

Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this

bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during

green lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance

any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars

backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent

Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when

there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How

will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the

Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane

going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for

cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also

indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic

and this should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new

impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical

impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify

the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that jurisdiction’s

zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10story

height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform

to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of city

planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other

developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
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size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone

projects all down Sunset Blvd? Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if

through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval? Is the city planning department

giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the community because the architect is

now Frank Geary?  

 

Sincerely,

Susan Cuscuna

8938 Holly Place

Los Angeles, CA. 90046

3238521939

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:47 AM
To: scuscuna@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-852-1939
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To Whom it may Concern,
 
I am writing on behalf of my entire family.  The 8150
Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR as well
as the original draft EIR is not complete and has not
assessed the possible environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project.  The document
is drafted as an advocacy document that can be used
to justify a project, not evaluate it and its impacts on
the surrounding community.  We will be most directly
affected by the impacts of this proposed development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234
feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol
Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures
are completely out of character with the surrounding
area/community.  They cannot be justified by the
statements about project benefits and the
accompanying incentives program variances to the City
planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to this development that would
maintain its viability yet not destroy the character of
the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project
that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or
developing structures that are in keeping with the six
10story buildings already constructed is more in
keeping with a consideration for the history of the area
and the community which will have to view this project,
indefinitely.  Moreover, the character and scale of
Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and
is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Adrienne Walt <adrienne.walt@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 7:49 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: julia.duncan@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C299
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understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd
community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly
popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles.
The spirit of these laws is to respect the community
standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the city
planning department, why are mixeduse residential
building projects not held to the same community
standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives
as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical
community standards and erode the public trust by
providing developer loopholes for height and size
restriction.
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans
(General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the
residents to ensure that present and future city
administrations and decision makers have a consistent
basis under which to conduct compliance
assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use
Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against
Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to
date Community Plan, and community design
programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to
circumvent the need to provide an environmentally
superior project. Project approval, at the expense of
policy compliance and appropriate community planning
practices, appears to be the driving force employed by
this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for
adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate
planning practices, not to mention State Laws and
Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five
(5) years and an updated document at least every
twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at updating
this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to
lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the
proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project
on the community at large.



11/3/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset Boulevard

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150cb773d042956e&siml=150cb773d042956e&siml=150cb7740d8f2d18 3/13

 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be
postponed for review until after a legally viable
Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not
adequate; as it does not address the current conditions
and needs of the community and provide viable, up to
date planning guidelines for development.  This has put
the community in the position of having no Master
Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of
Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive
Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are
being used to over ride an appropriate process of review
and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and
possibly approve this Project as proposed. This
approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for
the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels
located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate
area of this proposed project that have similar zoning
and general plan land use designations. These same
properties could make the same request for incentives
and considerations.  The development of multiple,
massive towering developments East along Sunset
Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential
neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and
character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood
community. Denying subsequent requests, based on
any of the planning practices that are being ignored in
this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the
applicants project and selective enforcement of the
City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I beseech City Staff, the Mayor and the Council
members to consider this Project premature until a
Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found
to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point,
the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a
project that will truly meet the community needs and
address any community concerns, both now and in the
future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the
information presented is incomplete and inadequate for
the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all
options have been explored and presented in a clear
and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests
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on the fact that the City does not have an adequate
and up to date policy document with which to assess
current conditions, future trends and the long term
needs for the specific, specialized community of
Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate
the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations
from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding
considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the
cumulative impacts, based on this approach to
planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to
the community could be adverse and significant.
Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the
proposed development without at least a visual
assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous
developments of the same size and character within
the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to
the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds
would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of
the impact of that size and scale of development
against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is
equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential
disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance
will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of
concrete, glass walled structures. The document
inadequately considers and presents this impact to the
community and decision makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for
which the City Staff utilized a process of incentive
programs and over riding considerations as justification
for the development.  This process does not meet the
intent of those programs or processes, nor does it
meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the
adequacy of this document as prepared and require a
revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less
than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249
brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company
to properly assess the traffic impact.
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Furthermore this new traffic study should make
transparent its methodology, when the study was
conducted, and how its future projections compare to
actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and
businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic
count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol
Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same
grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed
building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the
traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives
admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to
lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this
corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian
safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on
large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department
and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated
intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How
will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south
onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when
a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will
this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino
effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset...
even during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three
spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial
glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the
street will show many times that number of taxis and
town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit
visitors. How will this development not result in an
entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis
and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make
a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest
lighted intersection? How will all these new residents
be making a left hand turn when there is increased
pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset
intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be
effected when the two carlength turning lane going into
the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic
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lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd
intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only
residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also
indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made
clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess
this project. I request all new impact studies be done
for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution,
historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other
jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is
bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood,
which has a 10story height limit and low rise,
historically designated neighborhoods bordering the
development. How does this conform to the Hollywood
city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is
approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a
precedent of city planning approval for all the other
parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning.
Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If
you approve this height and size, the next developer
will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size
virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the
cumulative effects on the community if through this
singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential
treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires
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of the community because the architect is now Frank
Geary? 

Thank you,

Adrienne Walt
 

L.Pinkerton
Line
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Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 7:50 PM
To: adrienne.walt@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Amy Minchin <amy@jamesminchin.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 2:32 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

As it stands now, my children cannot participate in after school activities
because trying to come home via Laurel Canyon Blvd crossing Sunset to get
to our home on Wonderland Ave takes us on average 80 minutes to go 5
miles because the traffic is SO hideous just trying to pass that intersection at
5:30pm.  HOW do you plan to ADD so many more cars to this intersection?!

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide
an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project
and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this
proposed development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community
standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical
community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C300
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In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
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In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be
done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties
on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
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and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires
of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

amy minchin  
323.650.9108  office
323.804.3800  mobile

minchin, inc.
8920 wonderland ave

la, ca   90046

www.jamesminchin.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 2:32 PM
To: amy@jamesminchin.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323.650.9108
tel:323.804.3800
http://www.jamesminchin.com/
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8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2013091044 

 
Project Location: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, California, 90046 
Council District: 4, David E. Ryu 
 
Project Description:  AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the “Applicant”) proposes 
development of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project (the “Project”).  The Project consists of two 
buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories, 
increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story 
portion of the building; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low 
point of the site to the top of the South Building.  The North Building would include two levels with a 
rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses.  The South Building would contain commercial uses 
on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the 
top level.  The project would include approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, representing 
approximately 222,564 gross square feet of residential space.  The project would also provide a central 
public plaza, public space at the northeast corner of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet.  Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level parking structure 
housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 residential and 554 
commercial).  The total development would include approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1.     
 

APPLICANT: 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Owner, L.P. 

PREPARED BY: 
ESA PCR 

201 Santa Monica Blvd, #500 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles  
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Register Support for 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Ari Randall <ari.randall@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 7:16 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear Srimal,

I am writing today to voice my support for the 8150 Sunset project, whichI live less than a mile from.  I recently saw the mock ups for the
building and it looks absolutely incredible.  The vision and artistic ability make this one of a kind project something I think we can all support.  

This project is not like others going up in the area.  I live near La Cienega and am used to the cookie cutter projects that all look the same. 
We need these projects because they add desperately needed housing to Los Angeles, which as I'm sure you know is the least affordable
city to live in in the entire country.  It's a real problem, and we can't simply continue to build sprawl further and further away to make up for it. 
We need new housing and we need it in places that people want to be.

This project does that in an elegant and contextual way.  Not only does it have the function of adding much needed housing, but the
architectural form is something that is world class.  Its design shows that developers can add housing to where it is needed most and
enhance the character of a neighborhood at the same time.  

Design is not the only aspect of this project that makes it an example other developers should follow.  The more I learn about it, the more
there is to like: 

 The plaza will be one of the most stunning places to gather in the entire city.  

 The project being built to the toughest environmental standards is a huge plus.  

 The affordable housing is inclusive in the project and is the best overall solution for combating our homelessness issues.  

 The lack of traffic impacts.  

 The abundance of parking that actually exceeds what the city requires.  

What is not to like?  Please consider the list above when the inevitable doom and gloom arguments come from the NIMBYs.  I work in the real
estate industry and know for a fact that a) I'd much rather have a world class Frank Gehry project next to me rather than a run down drive
through McDonalds and b) this project will increase the price of homes in the area.

Sincerely,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C301
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Ari Randall

700 Westmount Drive

West Hollywood, 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 7:16 PM
To: ari.randall@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.
3 messages

Donna Arost <darost@darost.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:50 PM
To: PLANNING.ENVREVIEW@lacity.org

Your office has  a responsibility to make our city a better place to live.  I hold you accountable .  If you allow 8150
to proceed with the existing plans, you are in violation of keeping our community safe.

Our community cannot sustain the size and scope of this project. While I understand change will occur at this
site, YOU MUST SCALE DOWN.

I own property at the Colonial House.  You must act on behalf of the people in this community and how their lives
will be negatively impacted by this monstrous project. 

Issues: 

ZONING INFRACTIONS

INFRASTRUCTURE LIMITATIONS

TRAFFIC

PARKING

HAVENHURST MUST BE MADE A CULDESAC

EXHAUST

SEISMIC HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE HOLLYWOOD FAULT

HISTORIC VALUE  you banned building McMansions over concerns of changing the  

                                     character of the neighborhood—where is your perspective now??

You must consider the menace of this project and work to reduce. You cannot let special interests and greed get
in your way of action.

Donna Arost

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:50 PM
To: darost@darost.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C302
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Donna Arost <darost@darost.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:53 PM
To: PLANNING.ENVREVIEW@lacity.org

Mr. Srimal Hewawitharana,

Your office has  a responsibility to make our city a better place to live.  I hold you accountable .  If you allow 8150
to proceed with the existing plans, you are in violation of keeping our community safe.

Our community cannot sustain the size and scope of this project. While I understand change will occur at this
site, YOU MUST SCALE DOWN.

I own property at the Colonial House.  You must act on behalf of the people in this community and how their lives
will be negatively impacted by this monstrous  project. 

Issues: 

ZONING INFRACTIONS

INFRASTRUCTURE LIMITATIONS

TRAFFIC

PARKING

HAVENHURST MUST BE MADE A CULDESAC

EXHAUST

SEISMIC HAZARDS ASSOCIATED WITH THE HOLLYWOOD FAULT

HISTORIC VALUE  you banned building McMansions over concerns of changing the  

                                     character of the neighborhood—where is your perspective now??

You must consider the menace of this project and work to reduce. You cannot let special interests and greed get
in your way of action.

Donna Arost
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

joyce deep <joycedeep@aol.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:37 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

I writing concerning the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR.  I feel
in its current form, that it doesn't come near evaluating the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding
community.  I live in Laurel Canyon and will be directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.
 When you consider the number of large development projects currently underway just between Crescent Heights
Blvd and Alta Loma, it's staggering.  I can barely get to the gym at 6:30 a.m. and Sunset Blvd is gridlocked for
hours every day, morning and night, either direction.  I don't feel the traffic impacts have been fairly evaluated in
the context of valley to city traffic over Laurel Canyon Blvd. OR the massive existing traffic on Sunset Blvd and
how this huge development will impact it further.  

I'm not anti development but we've seen enough corners cut in the assessments provided to citizens and at least
if you're going to push a development of this nature, the City of Los Angeles, should make it mandatory that a
fair, and comprehensive EIR is completed, not advocacy documents meant to sell the project to all of us most
directly impacted on a daily basis by what comes next down there.  And it can't be assessed in a vacuum.
 Sunset Blvd is already making day to day life unbearable.  Two massive new developments in earshot of this one
must be fairly considered in the assessment of this one.

In addition, the height, size and scale of this project still feels out of balance.  234 feet is his higher than the
Hollywood Roosevelt Hotel (161 feet) and the Capitol Records Building.
 
Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with
the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area
and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of
Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s
understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.  And let's remember that it is already impossible to
travel efficiently in either direction of this famed Boulevard because of hour upon hour of gridlock. 
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale.  It's curious that the City
Planning Dept. doesn't hold these mixeduse residential building projects to the same community standards of
height, size and scale.  It feels as if the zoning incentives put forth do nothing but erode the public trust by
providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

Thank you ,
Joyce Deep
8360 Ridpath Dr.
Los Angeles, CA. 90046
Joycedeep@aol.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:37 AM
To: joycedeep@aol.com

mailto:Joycedeep@aol.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C303
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/3/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 sunset blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c9b1e5ee702cb&dsqt=1&siml=150c9b1e5ee702cb&siml=150c9b1e… 1/5

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset blvd.
3 messages

Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:34 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

THIS PHOTO WAS TAKEN TODAY!! 
THE VIEW IS FROM OUR KITCHEN WINDOW ON THE NORTH SIDE OF 1416 HAVENHURST. DR. ON THE
4TH FLOOR!!
THIS IS HOW CLOSE THIS MONSTER 16 STORIES WILL BE TO THIS NEIGHBORHOOD (IF ALLOWED).
OUR STREET (ALL STREETS BELOW SUNSET ARE ON A DOWNWARD SLANT  16 STORIES WILL FEEL
AND LOOK LIKE 30 STORIES TO ENTIRE AREA BELOW SUNSET.
WE WILL ALL HAVE TO ENDURE ( NOT YOU  BUT " WE THE PEOPLE " WILL HAVE TO ENDURE THE
POLLUTION AND YEARS OF DESTRUCTION, DUST, UNHEALTHY AIR, NOISE TRAFFIC AND  THEN
CONSTRUCTION FILTH, MORE UNHEALTHY AIR NOISE AND MORE TRAFFIC. OUR INFRASTRUCTURE
CAN'T HANDLE THE POPULATION AS IT IS. ALREADY!!
OUR BUILDING IS THE HISTORICAL COLONIAL HOUSE. WHICH WAS DESIGNATED A LANDMARK
BUILDING AS WERE MANY OTHER BUILDINGS IN THIS AREA DIRECTLY BELOW SUNSET BLVD.

PLEASE SIRMAL, TAKE TIME TO VIEW AND THINK AGAIN, THERE IS AN ENORMOUS NEGATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT THAT THIS  BUILDING WILL HAVE ON EVERY SINGLE PERSON'S LIFE
LIVING BELOW SUNSET. 
YOU SHOW PHOTOS OF HOW GLORIOUS IT WILL BE FROM THE HILLS AND AIR, WELL IT WONT BE
GLORIOUS TO ANYONE ACTUALLY LIVING HERE AND OR DRIVING ON THE STREETS.

HOW COULD SOMEONE DO A LEGITIMATE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND OK THIS COMPLETELY
OFF THE CHARTS PROJECT?? 
DO YOU NOT TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION
THE IMPACT ON RESIDENTS THAT ACTUALLY LIVE HERE?
WE ALREADY ARE MISERABLE ENOUGH WITH THE HORRENDOUS TRAFFIC. MOST PEOPLE JUST STAY
IN THEIR HOMES BECAUSE IT TAKES AN HOUR TO GET TO BEVERLY HILLS.
TAKE ONE DAY OF YOUR LIFE AND TRY THE DRIVE ALONG SUNSET OR SANTA MONICA BLVD.  IN THIS
AREA. IT IS MIND BOGGLING.

WE ALREADY HAVE SEWAGE PROBLEMS AND UNDERGROUND WATER PIPES THAT BURST ALONG
SUNSET BLVD.
WE ALREADY FEEL OUR BUILDING TEETER WHEN WE GET A SMALL EARTHQUAKE. IMAGINE A LARGE
EARTHQUAKE
WE ALREADY CAN'T FIND PARKING IN THIS ENTIRE AREA. PEOPLE DON'T WANT TO VISIT OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD BECAUSE IT IS ALREADY A NIGHTMARE TO PARK!!!!!!!
WE ALREADY HAVE ENDURED THE DUST NOISE AND UNBEARABLE TRAFFIC FROM ALL THE
CONSTRUCTION ON SUNSET WEST OF HERE. NAME ONE POSITIVE FROM ALL OF THIS
CONSTRUCTION  IMPACT EXCEPT THE IMPACT ON PEOPLE'S WALLETS!!!!
PLEASE ENOUGH IS ENOUGH!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
THE PEOPLE LIVING IN THE AREA AND PAYING EVERYONES PAYCHECKS ARE AGAINST THIS
PROJECT!!!!!!!
PLEASE SCALE THIS PROJECT DOWN!!!!!!!!!!!! 

THANK YOU , JUDY STABILE

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C304
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TO:

J u d y  S t a b i l e
1416 HAVENHURST DR. APT 4B
LOS ANGELES. CA 90046
http://WWW.JUDYSTABILE.COM

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:34 AM
To: judystabile@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

http://www.judystabile.com/
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 5:37 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Original Message
From: Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com>
To: planning.envreview <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Sent: Mon, Nov 2, 2015 11:34 am
Subject: 8150 sunset blvd.

THIS PHOTO WAS TAKEN TODAY!! 
THE VIEW IS FROM OUR KITCHEN WINDOW ON THE NORTH SIDE OF 1416 HAVENHURST. DR. ON THE
4TH FLOOR!!
THIS IS HOW CLOSE THIS MONSTER 16 STORIES WILL BE TO THIS NEIGHBORHOOD (IF ALLOWED).
OUR STREET (ALL STREETS BELOW SUNSET ARE ON A DOWNWARD SLANT  16 STORIES WILL FEEL
AND LOOK LIKE 30 STORIES TO ENTIRE AREA BELOW SUNSET.
WE WILL ALL HAVE TO ENDURE ( NOT YOU  BUT " WE THE PEOPLE " WILL HAVE TO ENDURE THE
POLLUTION AND YEARS OF DESTRUCTION, DUST, UNHEALTHY AIR, NOISE TRAFFIC AND  THEN
CONSTRUCTION FILTH, MORE UNHEALTHY AIR NOISE AND MORE TRAFFIC. OUR INFRASTRUCTURE
CAN'T HANDLE THE POPULATION AS IT IS. ALREADY!!
OUR BUILDING IS THE HISTORICAL COLONIAL HOUSE. WHICH WAS DESIGNATED A LANDMARK
BUILDING AS WERE MANY OTHER BUILDINGS IN THIS AREA DIRECTLY BELOW SUNSET BLVD.

PLEASE SIRMAL, TAKE TIME TO VIEW AND THINK AGAIN, THERE IS AN ENORMOUS NEGATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT THAT THIS  BUILDING WILL HAVE ON EVERY SINGLE PERSON'S LIFE
LIVING BELOW SUNSET. 
YOU SHOW PHOTOS OF HOW GLORIOUS IT WILL BE FROM THE HILLS AND AIR, WELL IT WONT BE
GLORIOUS TO ANYONE ACTUALLY LIVING HERE AND OR DRIVING ON THE STREETS.

HOW COULD SOMEONE DO A LEGITIMATE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND OK THIS COMPLETELY
OFF THE CHARTS PROJECT?? 
DO YOU NOT TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION
THE IMPACT ON RESIDENTS THAT ACTUALLY LIVE HERE?
WE ALREADY ARE MISERABLE ENOUGH WITH THE HORRENDOUS TRAFFIC. MOST PEOPLE JUST STAY
IN THEIR HOMES BECAUSE IT TAKES AN HOUR TO GET TO BEVERLY HILLS.
TAKE ONE DAY OF YOUR LIFE AND TRY THE DRIVE ALONG SUNSET OR SANTA MONICA BLVD.  IN THIS
AREA. IT IS MIND BOGGLING.

WE ALREADY HAVE SEWAGE PROBLEMS AND UNDERGROUND WATER PIPES THAT BURST ALONG
SUNSET BLVD.
WE ALREADY FEEL OUR BUILDING TEETER WHEN WE GET A SMALL EARTHQUAKE. IMAGINE A LARGE
EARTHQUAKE
WE ALREADY CAN'T FIND PARKING IN THIS ENTIRE AREA. PEOPLE DON'T WANT TO VISIT OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD BECAUSE IT IS ALREADY A NIGHTMARE TO PARK!!!!!!!
WE ALREADY HAVE ENDURED THE DUST NOISE AND UNBEARABLE TRAFFIC FROM ALL THE
CONSTRUCTION ON SUNSET WEST OF HERE. NAME ONE POSITIVE FROM ALL OF THIS
CONSTRUCTION  IMPACT EXCEPT THE IMPACT ON PEOPLE'S WALLETS!!!!

mailto:judystabile@aol.com
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
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PLEASE ENOUGH IS ENOUGH!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
THE PEOPLE LIVING IN THE AREA AND PAYING EVERYONES PAYCHECKS ARE AGAINST THIS
PROJECT!!!!!!!
PLEASE SCALE THIS PROJECT DOWN!!!!!!!!!!!! 

THANK YOU , JUDY STABILE

TO:

J u d y  S t a b i l e
1416 HAVENHURST DR. APT 4B
LOS ANGELES. CA 90046
http://WWW.JUDYSTABILE.COM

http://www.judystabile.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset project
2 messages

Miyoko Adams <five5yearplan@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:56 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I oppose such a tall monster on sunset and crescent heights.  It will take away the beautiful sight of the hill above
Sunset and increase much more distraction and people/cars going and exiting this already congested
intersection
Sent from Isomething
Miyoko ὠ�

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:56 AM
To: five5yearplan@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Philippe Mora <morafilms@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 02, 2015 7:48 PM 

Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; Lauren Meister; John D'Amico; Scott Lunceford; 
CD4.issues@lacity.org; David.Zahniser@latimes.com; Patt Morrison; Rory Barish; 
Info@marathon-com.com; Gkramer@marathon-com.com; Rob@co-conspiracy.tv; 
Marne Carmean; christine@co-conspiracy.tv; Lynn Russell; adarasalim@gmail.com; 
Swami Rogers; mikeyb@earthlink.net; Ryan Gierach, editor, WeHo News; Abbe Land 
Fwd: Draft EIR for 8150 Sunset Boulevard AKA The Poisoned Apple Project 

Follow up 
Completed 

TO Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

RE: City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR I AN OPEN LETTER IN DISMAY 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana 
and also to the many citizens this concerns in West Hollywood and Los Angeles, 

This is unashamedly written in justified anger. One is supposed to be cool, but sorry this is a very hot 
issue. 

This is in response to what you (Srimal Hewawtharana) hilariously have the audacity to call a "DEIR 
Report," with respect, one of the more obvious examples of bureaucracy perhaps losing touch with 
community feelings, science and general knowledge, and the very real issues at hand. Franz Kafka would 
have enjoyed your report, ditto George Orwell. This "development," more a proposed fiasco, should not 
be approved. It is a clear and present danger to the community and has an ugly history of bad faith. I will 
leave it to the experts to forensically obliterate your report; for myself I speak broadly but with some 
background. 

I am writing as a 35 year resident of Havenhurst Drive, West Hollywood, a community member, a father, grandfather, and an 
artist, writer and film maker with considerable cultural credentials. I have made over forty films, exhibited art works 
numerous times internationally. My resume includes decades long membership of the Academy of Motion Picture Arts and 
Sciences, Directors Guild of America, international honors as a film maker, numerous collections of my films in national 
collections and archives including the Philippe Mora Collection in the National Archives of the United states of America. I 
have a personal interest in the history of architecture reflected, for example, in a well documented day long meeting with 
Albert Speer and many other ways. For deeper architectural issues, I was involved as a journalist in the Bartning-Utzon 
historical controversy about the Sydney Opera House. 

I write to you as an outraged member of the community living in the shadow of this completely inappropriate, almost sinister, 
bloated proposed development. It is considered politically incorrect to show anger in civil matters of this kind. However, 
sometimes anger is justified when transgressions simply demand appropriate response. My community is simply shocked and 
not fooled by the PR cosmetics (more on that later). The disregard for community and collateral plain lack of humanity in this 
proposal is shocking. If you stand at the location as I have done, and look at the plan, you simply shake your head. It defies 
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logic. Even right now this main artery intersection between the Valley and LA is unwieldy and dangerous according to 
accident statistics. 

Civic Insult to Community injury: This project has a long documented history or provenance of bad faith on the part of the 
"developers," for example, when a previous bizarre incarnation was proposed with similar architectural elephantiasis, LA 
City Council kiboshed that one. One can only characterize some of the "developer" activities as cheap tricks on their part, for 
example, illegally unilaterally charging parking to get rid of small businesses on the property, and audaciously proposing the 
building on the border of West Hollywood and Los Angeles to apparently try to avoid the ire of the West Hollywood 
community. It was cynically and sarcastically pitched as the "gateway" to Sunset and Weho at that time. This pitch, now 
cosmetically adjusted, persists with additional spiel about the historical importance of the long gone Garden Of Allah on that 
site. This bogus cultural spin in the proposal and press releases is insulting to anyone with a modicum of cultural education. Its 
as absurd as saying: Please let us build a gigantic building here because there was a great little building here once where movie 
stars cavorted. Apparently as facetious comic relief the developer's PR people recently told community members architect 
Gehry was "inspired" by the original Garden of Allah to build this huge structure. A ten year old could compare pictures and 
tell you this is a bogus claim. 

These are cheap tricks with dire consequences for human beings who live around here and the broader community. Any 
layperson could easily list the terrible impact of this gargantuan building on a key artery and intersection in Los Angeles on 
traffic, human health and long term chaos. 

Architecture and community are intricately linked, and fame and the architect's brand name do not negate fundamental 
human issues and/or physical reality. 

Certainly aesthetically, Mr. Gehry has inadvertently or consciously decided to puncture a part of his legacy by putting his 
name on this. On the face of it, it seems to be Gehry Lite or mediocre by his own standards, so one can only snidely speculate 
the considerable mouths to feed in his office may have pushed this through. If Gehry himself has micro designed this I am 
afraid his talent is fading. The history of architecture is littered with hubris, crass compromise and mistakes and Mr. Gehry 
might join that hall of shame with this project with a Golden Ticket. For God's sake, Mr. Gehry, where are you? Your name is 
on this! 

Perhaps Mr. Gehry has become an architectural anarchist and simply wants to create chaos, in that sense this project is a big 
success. 

Personally, for the record, I am an enthusiastic fan of some of his post-modern kitsch, generated by his facile sketches which 
are then goosed up digitally. If you make an asinine, small doodle then hugely magnify it, then cast it in metal .. Voila, it seems 
important. He is not the only practitioner of this in contemporary art. Like many he is in the shadow of Utzon whose Opera 
House dwarfs the rest who ripped him off. Sorry, honored him. 

But this design does not even hit those heights of "creativity." The proposal does take the community of Weho, Los Angeles 
and their corresponding councils to be idiots. The proposal assumes that the Mr. Gehry's name will somehow magically solve 
all the myriad parking, traffic, environmental and cultural problems which will explode with this development. However, 
these real issues will need more than dazzling public relations. One cannot help wondering if the architect has actually visited 
the location. 
I urge all involved to visit the busy location and draw the obvious conclusion. It was and is, a literally crazy and ghastly idea. 

I would, heartfelt, urge all Weho and Los Angeles council members and employees of both cities involved to stand up for your 
communities, and with great respect, not be snowed under by cheesy, fancy names, expensive lobbyists and PR people and well 
dressed tactics. 

My family history makes it apparent that bullying of any kind must be addressed without fear of reprisal. This looks like 
bullying of the community to me. I hope I am wrong and the developers and architect can coherently and sympathetically 
address the community concerns. 

There is much to say on this matter. This is even a frightening project in many ways. However, Mr. Gehry is not Albert Speer. 
But in my opinion this proposal and the tactics used to date, can be perceived as a kind of bullying of the communities 
involved. To those who do not live here but are interfering with our life, please leave us alone so we can buy our groceries, go 
to the movies and live our lives in peace. 

l would repeat this cynical development should not be approved since it profoundly attacks the well being of the community in 
many ways including: environment, traffic, parking, cultural values and health. 
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Its origins are a poisoned apple of bad faith. 

Sincerely, 

Philippe Mora 

1400 North Havenhurst Drive 
Los Angles California 90046 
323 650 1940 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR (8150 Sunset = Awful idea)
3 messages

Scott Sapire <scott@sweetwaterspice.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:12 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

You can’t just add this much construction and this many people to one of the most congested traffic points in LA
for people venturing to and from the valley.

Please reconsider.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:11 PM
To: scott@sweetwaterspice.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

Scott Sapire <scott@sweetwaterspice.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:12 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

You can’t just add this much construction and this many people to one of the most congested
traffic points in LA for people venturing to and from the valley.  

Please reconsider any approvals for this misguided project.
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11/3/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c9da377a8774e&siml=150c9da377a8774e&siml=150c9da3ce943bb6 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Tom Moore <mooretommoore@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 12:18 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To the LA City Officials Who Can Make a Difference,

Although, it is of course exciting that a major architectural firm has been chosen to redesign the building that will
occupy the 8150 site, and I personally hold Frank Gehry and his work in high esteem, the size and scope of this
project is a disaster.

The decision to hire Frank Gehry and Associates was obviously made to obscure the terrible problems that the
building still does not address.  First and foremost is its overwhelming size and density.   Something will occupy
that site, as it is a very valuable piece of property, but it should be within the scale of the neighborhood.  To build
a gargantuan building will absolutely change the area in a disastrous way.

No building in the area is taller than 10 stories, and most as you know are 24 stories tall, making for a
neighborhood, not a mini city.   It goes without saying that the height would destroy many properties which were
obtained for their view, (such as mine), but even more importantly it will make a very difficult intersection even
more impossible.

I have been to several meetings around the last DEIR, and was appalled to learn what the city considers
acceptable, but I now understand why they can say adding this many units and businesses will not have an
adverse affect on the traffic pattern.  All of you know, as I do, that this is patently absurd.   It will create gridlock
and even more desperate attempts to avoid traffic by entering neighboring streets, like Hollywood Blvd (above the
strip.)   This is where my house, which I have owned for 40 years is located, and when traffic builds up on
Sunset, this street becomes a major thoroughfare of speeding cars and trucks trying to reach their destination. 
On a street meant only for local traffic, not even wide enough for two cars, when a car is parked on the side.

You are receiving many letters from concerned citizens who are very much concerned with the quality of life in
our neighborhoods.  Much more detailed letters go into greater and specific detail.

This letter, however, is a personal plea.   If you lived here, you would be making the same plea.  Respect us. 
 We are your electorate, and we expect you to protect us and our property.

Sincerely,

Tom Moore
323 6501441

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 12:18 PM
To: mooretommoore@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

tel:323%20650-1441
d.kaneshiro
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11/3/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150c9da377a8774e&siml=150c9da377a8774e&siml=150c9da3ce943bb6 2/2

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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This project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally
viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate as it does not address
the current conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, current
guidelines for development.  This has put the community in the position of having
no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, incentive programs and overriding consideration are taking
precedence over a thorough review and analysis.

It is shortsighted of the city to approve this project as proposed and sets a
dangerous precedent.

Please think ahead and consider the cumulative negative effects on the
community if this approval sets a precedent in allowing similar developments.

Thank you,
Vicki Radovsky

To Whom it may Concern,
 
The 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated
the potential environmental and community impact of the proposed project.  In its current format, the advocacy document is prepared to justify the
project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its effects on the surrounding community directly affected by the  proposed development.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR, Sunset Blvd.
2 messages

Vicki Radovsky <vjrad@mac.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:14 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,
Julia.Duncan@lacity.org
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Development
2 messages

Wanda Decca <danielawanda@mac.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 8:05 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
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Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
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The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
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community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 8:05 PM
To: danielawanda@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I am a neighborhood resident that will be directly impacted by the
development at 8150 Sunset Blvd.
1 message

Wanda Decca <danielawanda@mac.com> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 8:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
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Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
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The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
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community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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change.org New petition

City of Los Angeles
Mail Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

New petition to you: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
2 messages

Save the Sunset Strip <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:47 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – Save the Sunset Strip started a petition on
Change.org and listed you as a decision maker. Learn more about
Save the Sunset Strip’s petition and how you can respond.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey
horvath, Srimal Hewawitharana: Save
Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of
8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip · Started Nov 02, 2015

The proposed 8150 Sunset Blvd Skyscraper Development on the corner of
Crescent Heights, at 234 feet tall, is going to be the tallest building EVER
on the Sunset Strip. ... Read more

View the petition

WHAT YOU CAN DO

1. View the petition

Learn about the petition and its supporters. You will receive updates as
new supporters sign the petition so you can see who is signing and
why.

2. Respond to the petition

Post a response to let the petition supporters know you're listening, say
whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them for more
information.

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mgA/390KAA/t.1rs/wSHXUmp7QfGW8rtxus58sg/h1/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561NhfBsfrUD6T4a4qEsE81MlCtcsJuz4GylGQqfWf0ky6wLYENM-2FcxukNgLlgpQUY-2BLkgs-2FPMmj9wG-2BnFMR7cdhFq7wKpfRaAwK9k5DrWM-2BWr
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mgA/390KAA/t.1rs/wSHXUmp7QfGW8rtxus58sg/h2/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561NhfBsfrUD6T4a4qEsE81MlCtcsJuz4GylGQqfWf0ky6wLYENM-2FcxukNgLlgpQUY-2BLkgs-2FPMmj9wG-2BnFMR7cdhFq7wKpfRaAwK9k5DrWM-2BWr
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mgA/390KAA/t.1rs/wSHXUmp7QfGW8rtxus58sg/h3/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561NhfBsfrUD6T4a4qEsE81MlCtcsJuz4GylGQqfWf0ky6wLYENM-2FcxukNgLlgpQUY-2BLkgs-2FPMmj9wG-2BnFMR7cdhFq7wKpfRaAwK9k5DrWM-2BWr
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mgA/390KAA/t.1rs/wSHXUmp7QfGW8rtxus58sg/h4/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561KXb3fN5HRbRP-2BK5ZjMNaMUcYbSpMJr7qQ-2Fg8d8LCNuK9YXvE26a8iP4YsRbagq64MAQmpdAkkMDsxq-2BqLtO2-2FlMgW0Z6Q25zi6kOJBc1sFBZY5FWVbfq9CmyVY9H-2FG7QVQPkJPrmUyyWyekY3wblGo-3D
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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3. Continue the dialogue

Read the comments posted by petition supporters and continue the
dialogue so that others can see you're an engaged leader who is willing
to participate in open discussion.

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people
around the world to resolve issues. Learn more

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed
as the decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please
post a response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 10:48 AM
To: bounces+712159de21planning.envreview=lacity.org@email.changemail.org

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mgA/390KAA/t.1rs/wSHXUmp7QfGW8rtxus58sg/h5/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvMzSiyeTvUkEQL87ok1VNResl6anqELwhfWpLJSOrF-2F4IwDnGJG3lQYLD2kdAc20bFJz82I-2B0ErkJA08EyqOmjt-2BdOtFOF3I3qr89C9WD-2FEuLgzsTt9AlVxcrcKu8PG-2FKQ-3D-3D
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

5 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150 Sunset
Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 2:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  5 supporters

5 more people signed
in the last 4 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

ALEX ROSE
Orange, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

The proposed building is far too tall  let's keep it the height of the Capitol
Records Building. The traffic problems that are being created by such a
large project have not been adequately addressed; and the set back is too
narrow  more set back is needed. The building is beautiful; but the towers
must be reduced  the scale is overwhelming and "outofscale" with the
neighborhood.

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mwA/390KAA/t.1rs/Cw06SilfQHC-KDwKjnymMg/h1/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NLz6qkk00xGk8AL5a6OKFdQ
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jana richey
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

I'm a concerned neighbor

Shaina Fewell
Studio City, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

T Morgan
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

Raymond Hern
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

View all 5 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA
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http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mwA/390KAA/t.1rs/Cw06SilfQHC-KDwKjnymMg/h3/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvDX0-2BGtvfuKANZy6q-2Fgt-2FRi5S8HT6eRej1Fy9iCZx0V-2BVzRWZAbix3xCTUIMuQilsnUG-2BmrFp44SvAYb0jKaOh7usxoka364Z-2FtNnlXrYT49nrcEPPDGjiHi55RhVXH6QA-3D-3D
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

5 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150 Sunset
Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:20 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  5 supporters

5 more people signed
in the last 2 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Phil Hammond
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

I live on Havenhurst and will be impacted by this project.

Jeremy Graef
Santa Ana, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015
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To whom I may concern: I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by
the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No.
ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that
will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the
developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the
project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose
itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper
EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and
function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This project
does not conform. Some of my specific problems with this proposal
include: HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is
three times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet)
and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the
surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. Say no to FULL valet
parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to the store
to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is
poor planning and a cheap workaround. Say No to eliminating the Traffic
Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. If this project is going to greatly
increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop, their safety should be the
city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this island affect
pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order
to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT
considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the
busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn south onto
Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right turn on green when a huge
increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create
a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset all
the way west to Havenhurst? The proposed setback the building will have
on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in some areas. This will give the
building a massive, looming feel to residents. The Traffic study needs to be
redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely changed
and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful
than it will be. The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic
at Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency
response times from the area’s designated fire station on Gardner and
Sunset Blvd. The developer is looking for variances for its increased density
by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a
regular “bus stop” that already creates huge traffic problems at that
intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet from the development, a
violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii); SAY NO to an offmenu Incentive to
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allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces inlieu of the
requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21A,5(c), The proposed project
as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to
pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an
entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to
get to the three spaces? The developer representatives seem to hope that
Uber and Taxis will drive into the structure and out of traffic, but we all
know they will not. How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make
a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no
light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of
the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making
a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the
Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be
affected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project is
filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset
Blvd intersection? There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for
renters and owners. If a resident is required to pass through the interior
mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will degrade
the residential experience. The developer traffic representatives have cited
that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights)
can probably only be made less congested times. However, during less
congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars coming from Laurel
Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study
is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to
the site. The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for
each of the 249 apartments. Since almost no twopersonplus family in
Los Angeles only shares a single car, how will this not result in the project’s
condo dwellers swelling neighborhood streets with their second car parking
demands? This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this
“residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks
are considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all
new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst Street
that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst
properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact. During construction, all sidewalks should
remain open. The CIM building at Sunset and La Cienega took over the
sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La Cienega. This has
snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to ensure
the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. The city’s
own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is
bordered on three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10
story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods
bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city
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plan and the city’s own regulations? If through special zoning incentives,
this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234 ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with
the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same
exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented? Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually
insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset
Blvd? Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects
on the community if through this singular approval, clone projects will
now have a precedent of approval? Is the city planning department giving
preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? “Towers” are for
downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and should
remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline,
that is an irreplaceable natural resource. Thank you for your consideration

ALEX ROSE
Orange, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

The proposed building is far too tall  let's keep it the height of the Capitol
Records Building. The traffic problems that are being created by such a
large project have not been adequately addressed; and the set back is too
narrow  more set back is needed. The building is beautiful; but the towers
must be reduced  the scale is overwhelming and "outofscale" with the
neighborhood.

mary driscoll
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

Jeremy Graef
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

View all 5 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.
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This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

5 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150 Sunset
Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 3:59 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  5 supporters

5 more people signed
in the last 19 minutes

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Arost Arost
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

SCALE DOWN 8150 SUNSET

Kathy Small
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/fwA/390KAA/t.1rs/k_-IjiQXRCSdM_uxFI_Czg/h1/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NLz6qkk00xGk8AL5a6OKFdQ
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C315
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I am sick at heart at what the City of L.A. is allowing these developers to
do to Sunset Blvd. and our historic neighborhood.

Mary Haskell
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

I'm signing become the project scale is way too tall and masive... The
height of the south west tower is too tall!!

Seth Beard
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

judy christensen
San Pedro, CA  ·  Nov 02, 2015

View all 5 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 5:39 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 2 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Darren McMullen
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

This building will be an eye sore. It's far too tall.

Gerry Mahaney
Naples, FL  ·  Nov 03, 2015

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/mgA/390KAA/t.1rt/nvFACAYuRUSB-sbUfnZXAQ/h1/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NL2QuuXTteyolPAMKpwCmEjJqXFUe1MpF1KznMe-2FboLIQ-3D-3D
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C316
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I want to support my family that lives on Havenhurst.

Derek Richmond
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I'm signing because this proposal is idiotic.

Carolyn Driscoll
Saratoga, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Trying to drive to that neighborhood is difficult enough as it is. A building
this large will cripple the neighborhood with the additional traffic.

Karen Loewenstern
Avon, CO  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I live and enjoy the Sunset Blvd. area and if they limited our La Cienega
buildings height to maintain the integrity of the Blvd., they should follow
suit at Crescent Heights.

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 8:06 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 3 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Mark Dettle
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

This project is too high and will bring too much traffic to West Hollywood.

Marianne Liggett
Venice, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015
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d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C317
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This is blatant overdevelopment. Just too much already!

Robert Gray
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

This development is too tall. We already have traffic that backs up 1/3 way
through the block at rush hour.

Joseph Eastwood
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I believe this development is way too tall and will put a burden on our
already busy street.

Francis LaRoche
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

The project is entirely to massive and impacts not only Sunset but will
overwhelm the Havenhurst Dr with traffic and other city services.

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 2, 2015 at 11:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 3 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

SUELLEN Wagner
Studio City, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Too much development is death to our neighborhoods. Recall Garcetti!

Elyse Eisenberg
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015
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d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C318
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This project is higher and denser than anything on Sunset from the ocean
to downtown. It's essentially in a residential, low and moderate height
zone for miles around. The intersection already frequently takes 56 traffic
light cycles to get through along Crescent Heights, and can be backed up
for a half mile. To say the EIR is flawed is an understatement. It is time
for the City of LA to support the residents  NOT developers  as
stakeholders invested in the longterm viability of the community.

Diane Lander Simon
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I live nearby and I am sick of traffic and fire and earthquake risk. Plus not
enough police. STOP THIS"

david gold
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Gives developers plenty of FAR without totally overwhelming the
neighborhood with towers.

Elizabeth Ziegler
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I live on Laurel Canyon Blvd, and the area surrounding is already
congested.

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.
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decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 6:17 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 7 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Seth Meier
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

It is going to strangle an already congested intersection and there is no
height comparable in the area. It will block the iconic Chateau Marmount
and kill the area.
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d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C319
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Catherine Sullivan
lLos Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Because the almighty $$$ can not be the only voice we see, hear and
know when we make decisions in our small but mighty community of
Weho! 100 ft should surely suffice in the needs of the development and
community!

M.S. Epstein
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I live near this site and experience the glut of traffic and its frustrating and
frequently dangerous consequences. This project is literally a massive
overreach,slamming an already surreally and dangerously congested area.
This will deal a lethal blow to nearby businesses.It will impact badly upon
the extensive and historic residential neighborhoods that sit just beyond
Sunset Blvd on both sides. It will exacerbate the legendary traffic problems
through Laurel Canyon for all citizens who venture there, but particularly
for emergency response vehicles. There is no rational argument to support
this. Think. Again. Please.

Alison Simard
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I live in this neighborhood. This preload project is at the foot of Laurel
Canyon a neighborhood constantly in danger of wildfire. I have watched
this protect very closely. The long term affect on traffic of a destination
behemoth project will cause certain negative impact on public safety on a
corner with a long history of pedestrian tragedies and the traffic snarls will
inpede Laurel Canyon ingress abs egress for emergency vehicles. The
proposed building is out of character with the neighborhood because it is
way too tall even if aesthetically Frank Geary had made substantial
improvement it is still not enough.

Lynda Barens
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I believe it is best for the community.

View all 10 supporters
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CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 5:44 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 7 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Catherine Sullivan
lLos Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

[Quoted text hidden]

M.S. Epstein
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I live near this site and experience the glut of traffic and its frustrating and
frequently dangerous consequences. This project is literally a massive
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d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C320
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overreach,slamming an already surreally and dangerously congested area.
This will deal a lethal blow to nearby businesses.It will impact badly upon
the extensive and historic residential neighborhoods that sit just beyond
Sunset Blvd on both sides. It will exacerbate the legendary traffic problems
through Laurel Canyon for all citizens who venture there, but particularly
for emergency response vehicles. There is no rational argument to support
this. Think. Again. Please.

Alison Simard
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I live in this neighborhood. This preload project is at the foot of Laurel
Canyon a neighborhood constantly in danger of wildfire. I have watched
this protect very closely. The long term affect on traffic of a destination
behemoth project will cause certain negative impact on public safety on a
corner with a long history of pedestrian tragedies and the traffic snarls will
inpede Laurel Canyon ingress abs egress for emergency vehicles. The
proposed building is out of character with the neighborhood because it is
way too tall even if aesthetically Frank Geary had made substantial
improvement it is still not enough.

Lynda Barens
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I believe it is best for the community.

Cathy Wayne
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

This development will bring more traffic to an already congested location
and the inability of residents to have access to their homes especially in an
emergency. This development needs to enhance the neighborhood not
bring more problems.

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
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you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 8:20 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 2 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Javier Rodriguez
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

It's enough. Time to take our city back from these developers.

John Bollard
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015
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d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C321
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Redevelopment is needed, but height must be limited!!!

Talisa Reeve
Malibu, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Skylines define a cities imagery and beauty. Sunset Blvd.'s skyline
shouldn't be muddled with.

Jaime Schoenbrun
Santee, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I used to work here and it is hard to get around with the current traffic
adding more will be impossible.

Melissa Susac
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

This project sounds completely out of scale with the surrounding buildings
and charming hillside area. It will add traffic in an already congested area.

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 10:46 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last hour

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Andrew Macpherson
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I do not believe that this 234 ft tall monster should be allowed to dominate
the Chateau Marmont and the other architectural treasures of this historic
part of old Hollywood.
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Francisco Arbolay
Caguas,  ·  Nov 03, 2015

This is an important part of the pop culture and music history. Don't ruin
it please.

Craig Clark
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

The concept is to tall and really ugly. Completely overwhelms the area's
current architecture, with a hideous futuristic style, totally out of place. It
will increase traffic congestion, on an already difficult intersection.

Eleanor Sabaduquia
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Michael Black
Beverly Hills, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 12:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 3 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

James teel
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Urbancore development in a residential area is not appropriate

joanna cassidy
Studio City, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015
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Greed and more greed.....it's got to stop

Andrew Macpherson
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

I do not believe that this 234 ft tall monster should be allowed to dominate
the Chateau Marmont and the other architectural treasures of this historic
part of old Hollywood.

Douglas Dickerman
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Michael Grace
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

10 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  10 supporters

10 more people signed
in the last 4 hours

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Doria Biddle
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Until this city/county deals with our traffic issues, we can't keep adding to
the overcrowding.

Billie Mahaney
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Annandale, NJ  ·  Nov 03, 2015

My uncles, Phil and Patrick love their home and the view and a skyscraper
would take away from that!!

rivkind michael
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

scale of project far too large in relation to surroundings also sunset traffic
at this intersection already bad without any future developements

James teel
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

Urbancore development in a residential area is not appropriate

Cristie St James
Beverly Hills, CA  ·  Nov 03, 2015

View all 10 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Lala Khanian <lkhanian@yahoo.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:26 AM
ReplyTo: Lala Khanian <lkhanian@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C325
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appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular



11/3/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150cd196bd02d5be&siml=150cd196bd02d5be&siml=150cd197175671a4 4/4

approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:26 AM
To: lkhanian@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Rob Lewine <rob@roblewine.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 7:27 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

 

 

 

Dear Planning Dep’t: 

 

I live at 8929 Holly Place, high up in Laurel Canyon.  I’ve lived in Laurel Canyon, except for two years, since
1967.  I’m forwarding this letter of concern about the proposed development of 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

 

Thanks,

Rob Lewine

 

___________________

 

 

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental
document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the
surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the

Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the surrounding
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying incentives program

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C326
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variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the

Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the

Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration
for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character
and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s
understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of
these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why
are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height, size and scale?
Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust
by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents to
ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to
conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and
Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent and

EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior project.
Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the
driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some

Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist
on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last
attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an
updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on
the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is
adopted.  Reinstituting the

1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs of the
community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community in the
position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead,
Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of
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review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach to
Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset
Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use
designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.  The
development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density
residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community.
Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would
indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.
 

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have the
tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns,
both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the purposes
of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable
fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document
with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community
of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from
the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  

 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts,
based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and
significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual
assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset
Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible
and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City

Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development.  This
process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please
reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the
inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
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The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is
highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study
be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.

Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and how
its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed
project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is
the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent
Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely
increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the
project? New York

City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths.
Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the
busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous
domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance any
night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up
trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being
blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when
there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How
will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the
Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane
going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential

traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks.
Freight Delivery trucks are

considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the

residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic

Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national
historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that jurisdiction’s
zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height
limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the
Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of city
planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers
can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next
developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all
down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular approval,
clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Gehry? 

 

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 7:27 AM
To: rob@roblewine.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: Case numbers: City Case No. CPC20132551CUBZVDBSPR and
CEQA No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 4:21 PM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

fyi
 Forwarded message 
From: Mary Ann Collins <mary.ann.collins08@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 4:20 PM
Subject: Case numbers: City Case No. CPC20132551CUBZVDBSPR and CEQA No. ENV20132552EIR
To: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, Renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org,
councilmember.ryu@lacity.org, planning.enreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org,
luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org

Dear Mayor Garcetti: 

Today I received a Change.org petition from a neighbor in protest to another new development in Los Angeles.
This one caught my eye because of the location and the fact that the world renowned architect Frank Gehry has
been in the news and at LACMA showcasing his designs for the project. I didn’t sign the petition and told my
neighbors I would not do so much to their chagrin. 

The project at 8150 Sunset proposes to take an outdated strip mall featuring a bank and a McDonald’s with a 24
hour drivethrough and replace it with a mixeduse project featuring residences and neighborhoodserving retail.
Just on the face of it, that should be a traffic improvement. Residences generate less traffic than commercial
projects, and their peak usage occurs at predictable times of the day as opposed to being spread out across the
day.

More importantly, mixeduse projects encourage pedestrian traffic. The residents living here will be doing so
because they want to be at the center of it all and within close walking distance to Hollywood to the east and the
Sunset Strip to the west.  In addition, the retail space that will be a part of the project on the site will certainly be
leased by tenants aiming to meet residents’ daytoday needs, creating another excuse not to drive. I live in the
heart of West Hollywood and love it  I walk to restaurants, the gym and my son can walk to school. People do
walk in LA! 

After decades and decades of growing out, Los Angeles needs to grow up. And I mean that literally. Sprawl
needs to stop. We continue to pay the price for that policy decision made all those decades ago with our
impassable traffic and air pollution. To reverse the trend and reduce our carbon footprint we need to build taller.
The 8150 Sunset project does that. It appropriately adds density in a place where it can be absorbed—on major
streets and near stops for highvolume bus lines.

Urban design experts have said time and again that building mixeduse developments along major transit
corridors is the responsible way for cities like Los Angeles to grow. That way, by locating housing above and
adjacent to retail districts, people are encouraged to walk and use transit to get around rather than driving their
cars. 

At the end of the day, 8150 Sunset looks to me like it will improve traffic rather than worsen it. My thought is if a
Frank Gehry designed building can replace a McDonalds and bank we have all hit the aesthetic jackpot and just
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be thankful. 

Best regards,

Mary Ann Collins
mary.ann.collins08@gmail.com
3106129969

 
Luciralia Ibarra
Sr. City Planner
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Ph: 213.978.1378
Fx: 213.978.1343
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tel:310-612-9969
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

FW: 8150 Sunset RPSubject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jon frishman <jon@frishmanarc.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 9:40 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

From: Jon frishman <jon@frishmanarc.com>
Date: Tuesday, November 3, 2015 at 10:34 AM
To: PCR_Team <announcement@pcrnet.com>
Subject: Re: 8150 Sunset RP‐Subject Line: City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR

Planning.envreview@lacity.org.

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

8150 Sunset Boulevard

Environmental Analysis Section.

Department of City Planning.

The plaza itself is small with residual spaces left over around object buildings. It is trying to support too many
different functions which are all fragmented and disjointed. With major tall building elements at the south of
the site the plaza will be dark and unpleasant.  The quality of the plaza space is compromised in scale and
definition. The dark corridor like space of the plaza is chopped up and undefined. There are too many object
buildings and not enough void spaces. The 3 story north building would be 3 stories with a “marquis
element”. This element is superfluous and doesn’t enhance the experience of the plaza, is it serving Sunset
Boulevard or the Plaza? The tower on the west side is too tall, it will dwarf the Chateau Marmont across the
street as it tries to be a counterpoint to it. This is not the place for an iconic building it is better to blend in
with the urban fabric.

 

The taller housing element on the east side of the site is a good idea to maintain the urban edge, the one on
the west side is out of scale with the existing neighborhood.

 

The garage to the east building needs to support the housing only, to have multiple functions in and out of that
garage will jam up an already maxed out circulation corridor from all of the cars coming in and going to the
valley. Making the auto island part of the site is anitiurban and given the focal axis with Crescent Heights is
silly. Chairs and tables on axis with a major street is unprecedented, it would be best to keep it an auto island
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with its own architecture.

 

The planning document calls for a grocery store, this is not represented in the drawings, will it function like
Trader Joes will it share the parking garage, and mix with the tenant parking, this is a broad brush proposal
and is not worked out. Whole Foods market currently on Santa Monica Boulevard is a parking nightmare.
This is a terrible place for a grocery store.

The existing bank building has relevance and it should be incorporated into the new design.

 

The fact that currently there is no subway access, the density requested is irresponsible and will clog the
intersection in an already congested node.

 

 

PERMITS AND APPROVALS:

Compact parking spaces is a ridiculous notion, cars are getting bigger not smaller, YOU know what I speak
of. Attendant parking is another ridiculous idea, if you want to increase parking density do stacked parking
like they do in San Francisco. Be realistic.

 

1.AESTHETICS.

Alt. 9 DESIGN;

The Marquis elements are an attempt to compensate for a retail area that is undefined. Is the storefront on
Sunset or is it on the Plaza side? Why do we need another Plaza? Is the Plaza serving the residences that live
at the site or the retail function. Frank Gehry’s Edgemar Development in Santa Monica works because it is a
two story building, it will not work here because it is trying to address the scale of the developer driven high
rises. It will be like Edgemar on steroids.

 

The billboards do not add to the life of Sunset Boulevard but become a silly ornamental gesture.

 

FIGURE 22

The project appears out of scale and character of the surrounding buildings, all of the sails and curved planes
seem to relate more to the abandoned night club across from Pink Taco.
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FIGURE 23

What we see is random boxes with no function and a tower element that is an attempt at being an object
building, this is not the place for an iconic building and its just housing.

 

FIGURE 24

The entire block is uniform, it reads as one giant,”big block development project”, with no scale or variety.
The old bank building is worthy, it has architectural merit for its time and should be saved and incorporated
into the new design for the site. It has history and is part of the current urban fabric. A dance should be
developed between the old and the new. Clean slate development is best when there is zero urban fabric.

 

FIGURE 25

The proposed building scale overwhelms the current scale of the neighborhood and streets.

 

FIGURE 26

The plaza will always be in shade.

 

IN CONCLUSION:

The complexity of the site with the broad array of functions on such a tight urban site will only add to a
chaotic sense of place. This project needs to be driven by simplicity. Once the ornamental grillage and sail
like elements have been value engineered what are we left with then?

 

Regards,

Jon Frishman 

ARCHITECT

From: PCR_Team <announcement@pcrnet.com>
Date: Thursday, October 22, 2015 at 3:30 PM
To: PCR_Team <announcement@pcrnet.com>
Subject: 8150 Sunset RP‐DEIR Extension Notice

Dear Interested Party:

mailto:announcement@pcrnet.com
mailto:announcement@pcrnet.com
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You are receiving this message on behalf of the City of Los Angeles Department of City
Planning due to your expressed interest in the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project
EIR. 

 

Attached for your information is the Notice of Extension of the public review period for the
Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR (RPDEIR) for the Project.  You are invited to submit
your written comments on the RPDEIR to the Department of City Planning via email at
planning.envreview@lacity.org, or via regular mail using the contact information provided
below, until November 9, 2015.  Please reference City Case No. ENV20132552EIR in your
comments.

 

Srimal Hewawitharana

Environmental Analysis Section

Department of City Planning

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750

Los Angeles, California 90012

 

Access to both the Recirculated Draft EIR and the Original Draft EIR is provided via the
Department of City Planning website at the following links: 

 

Recirculated Portions of the Draft EIR: http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/rdeir/
index.html

 

Original Draft EIR: http://planning.lacity.org/eir/8150Sunset/deir/index.html

 

Thank you.

 

PCR Services Corporation

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 10:41 AM
To: jon@frishmanarc.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
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identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Ruth Simon <ruthala@sbcglobal.net> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 11:22 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern,

I share in the many concerns about this project that have been outlined at length.  I will just say that I have lived
off Lookout Mountain for 20 years.  The traffic moving into and out of the Canyon on Crescent Heights is already
at a near standstill from about 3 pm on weekdays.  I have no doubt that the presence of a major development at
Crescent Heights and Sunset will have a further deleterious effect on the situation, whatever the EIRs say. 
Having the project designed by Frank Gehrywhose Disney Hall is a marveldoesn't help; it will just lead to more
traffic, not just residents and users but those who just come to look.  I also object to height of the building, which
will be dramatically out of scale with everything else in the neighborhood.

Step up and do the right thing.

Sincerely,

Ruth Simon
8561 Appian Way
LA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 11:22 AM
To: ruthala@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR. 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use
2 messages

Blaivas <photoop13@aol.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 11:36 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To all this may concern:
I am a resident of West Hollywood, walking distance from the proposed 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use project.  If
truth be told, I have been rendered practically speechless by the enormity of this development.  Where is the
common sense? Where is the, dare I say.... humanity? At the risk of sounding too dramatic I ask you, any of
you, would YOU want to live within walking distance of this over sized, massive, towering traffic jamming
complex?

What is it that we are so in need of, so desperate for that you cannot see just how wrong this size project is for
this site? I am clearly not suggesting that nothing be built on the site but honest to goodness if this is not a case
of size does matter, than what is.

I implore you, I am actually begging you all to rethink this project, go again back to the drawing board and ask
Mr. Gehry to come back with a design that speaks volumes in it's salute to Hollywood, fits in with size and
massing to our charming, historic, and iconic neighborhood. 

Thank you for considering.

Respectfully,

Cathy Blaivas
23 resident of West Hollywood

Protect Historic Plummer Park

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 11:36 AM
To: photoop13@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Re: City Case No. CPC20132551CUBZVDBSPR and CEQA No. ENV2013
2552EIR
2 messages

Michael Dolan <michaeldolan57@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 2:24 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org,
sarah.susseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, councilmember.ryu@lacity.org

I have been paying close attention to the 8150 Sunset project since it was first introduced, and it is
quite obvious that this development has improved tremendously over time.
 
The most visible enhancement is in its design.  Just the mere act of hiring Frank Gehry as the project
architect improved its design tenfold over the original proposal, which to me was uninspired.  Gehry
is the pre‐eminent architect of our era and he has come up with one of his master works for this
property.  The curvy, billowing buildings are destined to become one of the most iconic spots along
the entire span of Sunset Boulevard from Downtown to the ocean.
 
Another improvement is the mix of residential units that are being proposed.  While one project on
its own will never be enough to solve the city’s housing crisis, especially the severe lack of
affordable housing, 8150 Sunset is doing more than its part by including apartments, for‐sale
condos, and affordable units for very‐low‐income residents all on site.  This diverse product mix in a
location where need is among the highest should prove to be a very popular address to several
different constituent groups.
 
And lastly the developers have shown a sensitivity to the concerns expressed by the community,
specifically the noise and view impacts that will be created by this project.  The Gehry design
resolves the worries expressed by hillside residents who feared that they would lose their views by
orienting the taller elements of the project to create a view corridor.  As for the possibility of noise
coming from the project, that has been lessened by the removal of potentially noisy elements such
as a rooftop restaurants.
 
8150 Sunset is an exemplary project that will be a benefit to its neighbors and the city as a whole.
 
Michael Dolan and Jesus Fuentes
7280 ½ Fountain Ave.
West Hollywood, CA  90046‐5722
3238512887

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 2:24 PM
To: michaeldolan57@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

tel:323-851-2887
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

re City Case No. ENV2013  2552EIR
2 messages

JULIA VERDIN <juliaverdin@me.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 2:44 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Dear Srimal,
I am writing to you re the proposed redevelopment of  8150 Sunset Development(sunset &
Crescent Heights.  As a longterm resident in the area I am very concerned about all
the redevelopment that is going on.  We already have huge redevelopment going on at Sunset and
La Cienega. This 8150 sunset development will be an unprecedented size and height on the Sunset
Strip. It will block out the skyline to the many residents in the area and block out views of the
historic Chateau Marmont. I urge you to reduce the height of this building to 100 ft which will blend
in with buildings around it. 

8150 will also cause major traffic congestion in an area that is already very over crowded and has
an unusual amount of traffic already.  Also please do not remove the traffic island on the corner.
That is the only part of that intersection that works without gridlock. 

Please deny an offmenu incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);

The DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the
project will provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project. I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate
the proposed project.

Best
Julia


JULIA VERDIN 
President | Producer
Rough Diamond Productions & Management
1424 N. Kings Road, West Hollywood, CA 90069
T. +1 (323) 8482900 | www.roughdiamondproductions.net
FB: @RoughDiamondProductions
TW: @JuliaVerdin | LI: @JuliaVerdin 

tel:%2B1%20%28323%29%20848-2900
http://www.roughdiamondproductions.net/
http://www.facebook.com/roughdiamondproductions
https://twitter.com/juliaverdin
http://www.linkedin.com/in/juliaverdin
https://itunes.apple.com/us/movie/2-jacks/id783692836
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 2:45 PM
To: juliaverdin@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://itunes.apple.com/us/movie/2-jacks/id783692836
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Donfeld, Joshua <Joshua.Donfeld@soros.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:17 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal,

I am writing to you re the proposed redevelopment of  8150 Sunset Development (Sunset & Crescent Heights). 
As a long term resident in the area I am very concerned about all the redevelopment that is going on.  We already
have huge redevelopment going on at Sunset and La Cienega. This 8150 sunset development will be an
unprecedented size and height on the Sunset Strip. It will block out the skyline to the many residents in the area
and block out views of the historic Chateau Marmont. I urge you to reduce the height of this building to 100 ft
which will blend in with buildings around it. 

 

8150 will also cause major traffic congestion in an area that is already very over crowded and has an unusual
amount of traffic already.  Also please do not remove the traffic island on the corner. That is the only part of that
intersection that works without gridlock. 

 

Please deny an offmenu incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);

The DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will provide
as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

 

Best,

Josh Donfeld

 

*********************

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This email message and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the individual
or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, proprietary or
otherwise protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution, copying or other use of this message or its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you
have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete this message
and any attachments. Nothing contained in this message and/or any attachment(s) constitutes investment advice
or a recommendation to purchase or sell any financial product and you may not rely upon the sender or Soros
Fund Management LLC or its affiliates for any investment advice. We may monitor and retain email
communications for legal and regulatory compliance purposes.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:17 PM
To: Joshua.Donfeld@soros.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Fwd: Neighborhood issues to be aware of and act on before it is too late!
2 messages

Renos <jonny.coyne@yahoo.co.uk> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:22 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Siobhan Flynn <siobhaneflynn@yahoo.com>
Date: 3 November 2015 15:17:16 GMT8
Subject: Fwd: Neighborhood issues to be aware of and act on before it is too late!

Sent from my iPhone

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Dear Srimal,
I am writing to you re the proposed redevelopment of  8150 Sunset
Development(sunset & Crescent Heights.  As a longterm resident in the
area I am very concerned about all the redevelopment that is going on. 
We already have huge redevelopment going on at Sunset and La
Cienega. This 8150 sunset development will be an unprecedented size
and height on the Sunset Strip. It will block out the skyline to the many
residents in the area and block out views of the historic Chateau
Marmont. I urge you to reduce the height of this building to 100 ft which
will blend in with buildings around it. 

8150 will also cause major traffic congestion in an area that is already
very over crowded and has an unusual amount of traffic already.  Also
please do not remove the traffic island on the corner. That is the only
part of that intersection that works without gridlock. 

Please deny an offmenu incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22
A,25(f)(4)(ii);

The DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits the project will provide as an offset to the resulting
zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

mailto:siobhaneflynn@yahoo.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:22 PM
To: jonny.coyne@yahoo.co.uk

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://itunes.apple.com/us/movie/2-jacks/id783692836
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Heidi Jo Markel <heidi.jo@eclecticpictures.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:27 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal,

I am writing to you re the proposed redevelopment of  8150 Sunset Development(sunset &
Crescent Heights).  

As a longterm resident in the area I am very concerned about all the redevelopment that is going
on.  We already have huge redevelopment going on at Sunset and La Cienega. This 8150 sunset
development will be an unprecedented size and height on the Sunset Strip. It will block out the
skyline to the many residents in the area and block out views of the historic Chateau Marmont. I
urge you to reduce the height of this building to 100 ft which will blend in with buildings around it. 

8150 will also cause major traffic congestion in an area that is already very over crowded and has
an unusual amount of traffic already.  Also please do not remove the traffic island on the corner.
That is the only part of that intersection that works without gridlock. 

Please deny an offmenu incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);

The DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the
project will provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project. I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate
the proposed project.

Best
Heidi Jo

Heidi Jo Markel
7510 Sunset Blvd. #517
Los Angeles, CA 90046
323.656.7555 Office 
323.848.7761 Fax   
heidi.jo@eclecticpictures.com

tel:323.656.7555
tel:323.848.7761
mailto:conor@eclecticpictures.com
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  " Celebrating 10 Years. “

This email and its attachments may contain Eclectic Pictures proprietary information, which is PRIVILEGED,
CONFIDENTIAL, or subject to COPYRIGHT belonging to Eclectic Pictures. This email is intended solely for the
use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient of this email, or the
employee or agent responsible for delivering this email to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, distribution, copying, or action taken in relation to the contents of and attachments to this email
is STRICTLY PROHIBITED and may be UNLAWFUL. If you have received this email in error, please notify the
sender immediately and permanently delete the original and any copy of this email and any printout.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 3:27 PM
To: heidi.jo@eclecticpictures.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Serge Masche <sergemasche@msn.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 4:59 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>

    Objection to Density/Height level of proposed development at: 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

Dear Planing and Review Dept. for City of Los Angeles,

First I want to state that I am not a objector to a new building being built at the site. Although as a
lover of classic architecture I wished the bank building with it's classic early 1960's midcentury
building could have been saved for posterity, like was the Cinerama Dome. However, I knew it was not as
important as The Dome.

My objection is the height of the proposed project. There is no other building around in the area that would
come close to the height of this project. It is a project of such dense magnitude that I am
shocked how it was not scrapped early on. The proposed development as it stands is clearly in
the 'Non Conforming' category, which has numerous challenges besides traffic considerations.
It times like this I feel it is appropriate for the city to reexamine the issue and not have a Rush
to Judgement.

I would support the following for the Planning Dept. to implement: 

1. In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

Or: 
In the event the city would like to proceed with the project to at least modify the height of the 
development to no more than 10 stories. This would still be a major development but at least it would not violate
surrounding building density maximums which are in place right adjacent to this
proposed building site. The Frank Geary design would still work well without the 'sky scrapper' height.

 There always has to be common ground to find in what is 'fair and reasonable' considering the surrounding
density levels. 
As this proposal currently stands, it breaks all precedents set previously. In my view, It makes it
imperative upon the City Planning department to make sure we have a sustainable
development with a general plan that works and is fair for all.
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 Please keep me informed of your decisions in this matter. 
  
 Kind Regards,

 Serge Masche'

CC: david.ryu@lacity.org
renee.weitzer@lacity.org
renee.weitzer@lacity.org
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 4:59 PM
To: sergemasche@msn.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:renee.weitzer@lacity.org
mailto:renee.weitzer@lacity.org
mailto:sarah.dusseault@lacity.org
mailto:sarah.dusseault@lacity.org
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robert Smith <minksnopes@me.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 5:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I cannot personally write a more thorough, exacting email than what is said below. But I add this personal note:
We have lived in Spaulding Square for twentyfive years. The galling excess of the 8150 development project is
astounding. The impact will be felt not just in the immediate neighborhoods, but throughout an already over
developed part of the city. At a point, the urban experience turns ugly. 8150 will hasten the day.
___________________________________________________________________________________
To Whom, etc.,
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
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appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
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approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Katherine Wise
Robert Smith
1351 North Spaulding Avenue
Los Angeles CA 90046

2137183344  

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 5:09 PM
To: minksnopes@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:213-718-3344
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR/8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Diane Abbitt <dra@envirolution.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 9:06 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

To Whom It May Concern,

I have lived in Laurel Canyon for the last 19 years.  As I am sure you are aware, Crescent Heights Boulevard is
the main access road from Laurel Canyon into the City.  Traffic on Crescent Heights during rush hour, both am
and pm, is currently unbearable and, although I would like to see no development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard, I
understand that the owners of the property is entitled to make a reasonable use of his property.

 

I appreciate the owners’ efforts to scale back the project, but the redesign, while better, is 234 feet high, even
taller than the old design.  For comparison, the Hollywood Roosevelt Hotel is just 161 feet and the Capitol
Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna. The new design is higher than 8000 Sunset and the Soho
House.  For this reason I oppose the granting of a permit for the redesign.  I believe the developers can do
better and hope the City will assist them in doing so.     

Diane Abbitt

8644 Allenwood Road

Los Angeles, CA 90046

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 9:06 PM
To: dra@envirolution.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C338
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Support Frank Gehry at 8150 Sunset!
2 messages

Jasmine Youssefzadeh <jasmineyoussefzadeh@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 6:20 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Nov. 3, 2015

I am a nearby resident of Sunset and Crescent Heights, a resident of
Council District Four and a huge supporter of the Frank Gehry Project on
Sunset.  We are talking about the greatest architect of our generation
and easily one of the greatest architects of all time!  I urge you to join
me in supporting his vision for the corner of Sunset and Crescent
Heights.  It's a special location, and it deserves something spectacular. 

Unfortunately we do not often think into the future when considering
new buildings in Los Angeles.  We construct buildings that have no
staying power and will be torn down in 30 years just to be replaced by
another crappy development.  This is the exact opposite of that!  Frank
Gehry's design which will be built to last for centuries to come.  These
are the types of projects we need in Los Angeles!  No more low flung
wood buildings!

I urge you to let this masterpiece be built.  I would like to remind you
the opposition that the Walt Disney Concert Hall downtown faced before
it was constructed.  Same goes for the Getty Museum, the Hollywood
Sign, and just about every other great development ever constructed in
Los Angeles.  We now look at these buildings as jewels of this city, the
fabric that makes LA what it is.  How great would Los Angeles be if we
didn't have these jewels, and how much greater will it be with more
projects just like the one before you right now?  When you have a
visionary like Frank Gehry proposing to build a beautiful building at a
landmark site, I don't see any reason not to support it.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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This project has my support, and I hope it has yours too.

Sincerely,

Jasmine Youssefzadeh

Los Angeles, CA  

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 6:20 PM
To: jasmineyoussefzadeh@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

a neighbor, VERY concerned about overdevelopment!
2 messages

Michael Eselun <mleselun@me.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 8:40 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
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insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
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trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Ghery? 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 8:41 PM
To: mleselun@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Teri Poust <teri.poust@sbcglobal.net> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 5:48 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Hi,

While I understand that the project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. has been revised, it is still too large for the
neighborhood.  Traffic at that intersection is already congested.  The quality of life for all of us who live in the area
will be compromised.  Please reconsider the development and reduce it to something more inline with the area.
 Until this is done, I remain opposed to the development.

Thanks,
Teri Poust
8732 Skyline Drive
Los Angeles, CA  90046 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 5:48 PM
To: teri.poust@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd
2 messages

Yoshiko Rabin <yoshikor1@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 7:20 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

CITY CASE #ENV20132552EIR

Hello,

I have lived in the Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd neighborhood for many years.  I am very upset
about the size of this project,
especially the height.  This tower should not be any higher than 10 stories high. If this project were a
few feet to 
the west,  (it sits on the borderline of West Hollywood) it would be limited to10 stories, which is West
Hollywoods height limit.
This tall building does not fit into our neighborhood.

Thank You,

Yoshiko Rabin

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 7:20 PM
To: yoshikor1@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

D. Schneider <teecher@sbcglobal.net> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 8:55 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org

renee.weitzer@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org,

sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,

julia.duncan@lacity.org,
 Michael.loGrande@lacity.org,

Info@lamayor.org, Lhorvath@weho.org,

Jheilman@weho.org,

Lmeister@weho.org,

Jdamico@weho.org,

Jduran@weho.org,

Slunceford@weho.org
MIMEVersion: 1.0
ContentType: multipart/alternative; boundary="_com.android.email_17856826762832190"

_com.android.email_17856826762832190
ContentType: text/plain; charset=utf8
ContentTransferEncoding: base64
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mailto:cd4.issues@lacity.org
mailto:sarah.dusseault@lacity.org
mailto:julia.duncan@lacity.org
mailto:Michael.loGrande@lacity.org
mailto:Info@lamayor.org
mailto:Lhorvath@weho.org
mailto:Jheilman@weho.org
mailto:Lmeister@weho.org
mailto:Jdamico@weho.org
mailto:Jduran@weho.org
mailto:Slunceford@weho.org
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 3, 2015 at 8:55 PM
To: teecher@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

RE: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Dear Srimal, 

wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net> 
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 12:25 PM 
david.ryu@lacity.org; mayor.garcetti@lacity.com; renee.weitzer@lacity.org; 
cd4.issues@lacity.org; sarah.dusseault@lacity.org; julia.duncan@lacity.org; 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford; artfuldodgerinc@earthlink.net 
8150 SUNSET BLVD PROJECT 

Follow up 
Flagged 

I live in close proximity to the 8150 Sunset project, and will be greatly impacted by this project. The revised plans for 
this project call for an increase in height. The height was one the biggest objections to the project in the first place. Why 
would they make it taller? I would like to see a significant reduction in height. 

Thank You, 

Wayne Marmorstein 
1861 North Crescent Heights Blvd 
LA CA 90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Support letter re: CEQA No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Dara Papel <Dara.Papel@changelives.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:08 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org"
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org"
<renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "Julia.duncan@lacity.org" <Julia.duncan@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal,

 

My name is Dara Papel, and I work as a Site Director for Chrysalis, an agency based in Santa Monica that provides direct services for the
homeless and lowincome residents of Los Angeles County.

 

I think we can all agree that the recent visible increase in homelessness in Los Angeles is obvious.  Homelessness has long been an issue in
Los Angeles, but for a number of reasons it has increased exponentially over the last few years.  There are many causal factors as to why
the increase has occurred, from the recession and foreclosure crisis, to increases in income inequity, to changes to state drug sentencing
laws. 

 

Whereas homelessness used to be centered in Skid Row and Venice, people living on the street can now be seen in practically every
corner of Los Angeles.  It’s impossible to take a walk or even a short drive and not witness the effects of homelessness.  To not be able to put
a roof over the heads of everyone who desires one, especially in our society, is inexcusable.  The effects on destroyed lives, the increase in
blight in neighborhoods, and the detrimental effects on our society make homelessness a problem we need to address head on.

 

Unfortunately, Los Angeles has not done everything it can to address and resolve the issue.  A recent report stated the city spends $100
million annually to combat homelessness without having any sort of comprehensive strategy and with the majority of that money going toward
law enforcement.  There are a number of strategies we need to prioritize moving forward, including a commitment to providing mental health
and drug abuse services. 

 

Equally as important is providing supportive and affordable housing for families in need.  In all of our attempts to combat homelessness, our
biggest failure has been in providing affordable and supportive housing.  The price of housing in Los Angeles drives many out of their
existing homes and neighborhoods, makes it harder for the working class to get by, and makes it impossible for those barely getting by to
stay afloat.

 

That is why I  want to fully voice my support for the 8150 Sunset project.  Many advocate generally for affordable housing, but
when tooth comes to nail on specific projects, their voices go silent.  This project embodies the very type of development we need.  First and
foremost, we are talking about inclusive affordable housing instead of separating affordable and marketrate units in different buildings. 
Inclusive affordable housing is the gold standard in building lowincome supportive housing, and developers proposing to build such units
should be applauded. 
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This project also provides housing exactly where it is needed most.  The families that will benefit from affordable housing succeed at the
highest rate when they are convenient and close to employment centers.  The West Hollywood / Hollywood area is the ideal spot for the type
of very low income housing proposed.

 

I recently attended the Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council meeting on the project and was discouraged when one of the attendees
suggested very low income housing doesn’t belong in her neighborhood because there aren’t enough affordable options in the area.  That
Bristol Farms and Crunch gym won’t be used by those in the affordable units.  That these very low income units belong in more “affordable”
neighborhoods.  It saddens me that these thoughts still permeate through our communities, and I hope that protecting our neighborhoods, a
phrase I’ve heard time and again, doesn’t include discrimination and polarization. 

 

On the topic of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, I would like to know if it studies how this project will positively affect the housing crisis in
Los Angeles.  Next to San Francisco, we have the highest priced housing in the country.  It’s because we add such a small amount of units
to the housing stock every year, and when we do add units we aren’t adding the type we most need.  This project achieves that goal
through a diverse mix of housing opportunities, including units for buyers, renters, and very low income residents.

 

In addition to voicing my support for the project, I want to strongly object to any commenters voicing concern with the number of units being
proposed or the size of the project.  We need these units to combat homelessness and housing issues, and we need many more like them.

 

8150 Sunset is an exemplary project and deserves your support.  We need it, and the homeless residents of Los Angeles need it.

 

Thank you,

 

Dara Papel

 

 

Dara Papel

Site Director, Santa Monica

Chrysalis l Changing Lives Through Jobs

Ph: 310.401.9422

Fx: 310.401.9472

Email: Dara.Papel@ChangeLives.org

Website:  www.ChangeLives.org

Follow us on:

 

 

tel:310.401.9422
tel:310.401.9472
mailto:Dara.Papel@ChangeLives.org
http://www.changelives.org/
http://www.facebook.com/ChrysalisLA
http://www.twitter.com/ChrysalisLA
http://www.flickr.com/photos/29453384@N08
http://www.youtube.com/CHRYSALISinLA
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:08 AM
To: Dara.Papel@changelives.org

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

David Agell <davidagell@mac.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 7:52 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,
julia.duncan@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

L.Pinkerton
Line
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The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Sincerely,

David Agell
Hollywood Hills resident

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 7:53 AM
To: davidagell@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/4/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d33cc2f8f3f46&siml=150d33cc2f8f3f46&siml=150d33cc8d2cf828 1/17

To Whom it may Concern,
 
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated
Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as
an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a
project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be
most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet.
For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol
Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures
which are completely out of character with the surrounding
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of
“project benefits” and the accompanying incentives
program variances to the City planning practices, goals and
policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which
could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

David Forbes <dmforbes@pacbell.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:02 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org
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character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that
respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings
already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration
for the history of the area and the community which will have
to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character
and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many
years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s
understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd
community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly
popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of
height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects
not held to the same community standards of height, size
and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated
DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode
the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height
and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans
(General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents to
ensure that present and future city administrations and
decision makers have a consistent basis under which to
conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project,
instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and
Objectives established in a viable and up to date
Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to
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circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy
compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach
to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption
in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate
planning practices, not to mention State Laws and
Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5)
years and an updated document at least every twenty (20)
years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was
overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of
compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan
leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate
the real impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be
postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate;
as it does not address the current conditions and needs of
the community and provide viable, up to date planning
guidelines for development.  This has put the community in
the position of having no Master Planning tool for the
Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles.
Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate
process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and
possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los
Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset
Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed
project that have similar zoning and general plan land use
designations. These same properties could make the
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same request for incentives and considerations.  The
development of multiple, massive towering developments
East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density
residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale
and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood
community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of
the planning practices that are being ignored in this case,
would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants
project and selective enforcement of the City’s General
Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members
to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally
sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have
the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly
meet the community needs and address any community
concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the
information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options
have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the
fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date
policy document with which to assess current conditions,
future trends and the long term needs for the specific,
specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the
document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan
and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations
as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts,
based on this approach to planning, are not adequately
evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse
and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and
scale of the proposed development without at least a visual
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assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous
developments of the same size and character within the
Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the
character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be
irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the
impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally
irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of
other historic structures; as their relevance will neither be
seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and
presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for
which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over
riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or
processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please
reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and
require a revision and recirculation to address the
inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than
18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is
highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new
residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic
study be done by a different company to properly
assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent
its methodology, when the study was conducted, and how
its future projections compare to actual 



11/4/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d33cc2f8f3f46&siml=150d33cc2f8f3f46&siml=150d33cc8d2cf828 6/17

traffic counts of existing similar buildings and
businesses to the proposed project. I request the
traffic count numbers be provided for the existing
Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the
same grocery store chain that will occupy the new
proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove
the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset
and Crescent Heights. The project, as its
representatives admitted during the PLUM
meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased
pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the
loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and
from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on
large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning
department and DOT considered pedestrian safety
on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in
all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn
from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a
right turn on green when a huge increase in
pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and
slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even
during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three
spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau
Marmont across the street will show many times
that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying
to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this
development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to
get to the three spaces?
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How will all the residents of the 249 apartments
make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from
Havenhurst when there is no light and almost
constant F grade traffic by the developers own
rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will
all these new residents be making a left hand turn
when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the
Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will
westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the
two carlength turning lane going into the project is
filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes?
What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars
and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd
intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be
only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also
indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be
made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess
this project. I request all new impact studies be
done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise,
pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst
properties on the national historic registrar,
viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full
impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other
jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is
bordered on two sides by the City of West
Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and
low rise, historically designated neighborhoods
bordering the development. How does this conform
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to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own
regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is
approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a
precedent of city planning approval for all the other
parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning.
Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their
project. If you approve this height and size, the next
developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and
size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of
more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the
cumulative effects on the community if through this
singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential
treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and
desires of the community because the architect is
now Frank Geary? 

Sincerely,
David M Forbes
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:03 AM
To: dmforbes@pacbell.net
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 sunset Blvd project
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:09 PM
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, William Lamborn
<william.lamborn@lacity.org>, David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>

Not sure if this was sent to planning.envreview, as well.

Srimal

 Forwarded message 
From: rob sabala <richmarin33@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:47 PM
Subject: 8150 sunset Blvd project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: Ruthie Myers <myer0159@gmail.com>

Dear sir,

I'm very excited both the completion of the project on 8150 Sunset Blvd. I've walked around the construction site
from the street and I am very impressed with the plan. Can't wait to visit the restaurants and see the views for the
first time from that location. I support this project both the completion of the project on 8150 Sunset Boulevard.
I've walked around the construction site from the street and I am very impressed with the plan. Can't wait to visit
the restaurants and see the views for the first time from that location. I support this project.

Sincerely Rob Sabala

Sent from my iPhone

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:richmarin33@gmail.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:myer0159@gmail.com
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C348



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d43a9a6c65cc8&siml=150d43a9a6c65cc8&siml=150d43a9dfb839c3 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Adam Baer <adambaer@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:40 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I'm writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a outlandishly
massive, outofscale development that, I'm certain, will adversely impact the
region and its residents. 
I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report,
which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stressors
the project will produce as well as the legal liability (e.g., lawsuits) that the city will
expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is somewhat better, many basic
issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of our specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore, but more important getting in the way of the LA
that people love. 
THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C349
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
Adam Baer
 
adambaer.com
@glassshallot
www.linkedin.com/in/baeradam

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:40 PM
To: adambaer@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://adambaer.com/
http://www.twitter.com/glassshallot
http://www.linkedin.com/in/baeradam
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd / City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Aidan O'Brien <apobr@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:49 PM
ReplyTo: Aidan O'Brien <apobr@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 

At 234 feet this project is completely out of line with the surrounding area.

 I have lived for 32 years at 1,000 feet elevation directly above the project.

 While I am over a mile distant from Sunset Blvd I am now constantly assaulted by loud
music from the nightclubs.

 Sound rises straight up the hillside.

 I am tired of calling the police and being unable to identify the source. I am sure they are
tired of me too.

The quality of my life has totally deteriorated and this project would be the final straw.

Mr. Gehry's Disney Hall Project had serious unintended consequences for the neighbors.

Ultimately the real question is do we want to become Hong Kong with it's high density
and real estate fueled economy or opt for quality of life over rabid commercialism.
 
Aidan O'Brien MD 

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

AlexJayKaufman@aol.com <AlexJayKaufman@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:39 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Alex Kaufman

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:39 PM
To: AlexJayKaufman@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Amy Cotteleer <amy@a2g.la> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:39 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
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offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Amy Cotteleer

8000 Sunset Blvd., Suite 301A

LA CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:39 PM
To: amy@a2g.la

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Angela Alvarado || PHVX <alvarado@phvx.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:10 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Angela Alvarado Rosa

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:10 PM
To: alvarado@phvx.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

bredon morse <bmorse954@hotmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:51 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of
the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself
to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing
the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL.
100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful
than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to
this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500
foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
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THANK YOU,  for your consideration on this matter.

Bredon Morse
7135 Hollywood Blvd. #903
Los Angeles, Cal.90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:51 PM
To: bmorse954@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Burt Goralnick <BurtGoralnick@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:40 PM
ReplyTo: BurtGoralnick@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman
Ryu,
 
I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for
the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact
Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the
legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This EIR does not conform.
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is
three times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building
(79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd,
dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft
should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not
accurate now that the design project exits have completely
changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project
seem less impactful than it is.
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island!
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of
the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island
should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project
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as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety
ZONING: The developer is looking for variances for its increased
density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation
of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of
the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage
infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding
density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the
Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking,
Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger
and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then
interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable
units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented
to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not
adequately evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will
provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.
Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.
 

                             Sincerely,
                             Burt Goralnick
                             1847 N. Crecent Hrights Blvd
                             Los Angeles CA 90069
                             8186256750

tel:818-625-6750
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

(no subject)
2 messages

Carolyn Hennesy <qofspain@sbcglobal.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:42 PM
ReplyTo: Carolyn Hennesy <qofspain@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.
Sincerely, 

Carolyn Hennesy

"Until one has loved an animal, a part of one's soul remains unawakened."
  Anatole France

A person may cause evil to others not only by his actions but by his inaction, and in either case he is justly
accountable to them for the injury. ‐John Stuart Mill, philosopher and economist ﴾1806‐1873﴿

http://www.ubnradio.com/AnimalMagnetism
www.carolynlee.nerium.com
www.carolynhennesy.com
www.pandyinc.com
twitter.com/carolynhennesy
Carolyn Hennesy (chennesy) on Pinterest

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:43 PM
To: qofspain@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

http://www.ubnradio.com/AnimalMagnetism
http://www.carolynlee.nerium.com/
http://www.carolynhennesy.com/
http://www.pandyinc.com/
http://twitter.com/carolynhennesy
https://www.google.com/url?q=http://pinterest.com/chennesy/&sa=U&ei=dj7xUeH4La7ligKKnIH4CA&ved=0CAcQFjAA&client=internal-uds-cse&usg=AFQjCNE6Vc6Ukaj3bowFIgQMhN_4PTF6pQ
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
3 messages

Casey Kriley <casey.kriley@magicalelves.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:00 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

My family and I live in the Sunset Square neighborhood and chose to buy a house
in this neighborhood because it still had somewhat of a small town neighborhood
 feel in terms of the houses, the businesses and the size of the buildings in the
surrounding area. When purchasing this house, we looked into the zoning and
limitations of what could be built in our community to make sure that the
neighborhood we were buying into and spending our life savings on would be
protected.   It is alarming to hear that the proposed project for 8150 Sunset Blvd is
asking you and us to ignore the zoning limitations which were put into place for
this very reason.

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and my
family. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact
Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would
expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
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PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Casey Anne Kriley
This e‐mail and any attachment is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged material. Any review, re‐transmission, copying, dissemination or other use of this
information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact the sender and delete the material from any computer or handheld device. The contents of this message may
contain personal views which are not the views of Magical Elves.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:00 PM
To: casey.kriley@magicalelves.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

Casey Kriley <casey.kriley@magicalelves.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:03 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

[Quoted text hidden]
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Damian Norman <damiannorman1@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:53 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and
Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the
developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd
(City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive,
out of scale development that will adversely impact the
region and its residents. I ask that you deny the
developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report,
which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and
the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to
for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better,
many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed
tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not
accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic
Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic
island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its
increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from
the development, a violation of the city’s general plan!
Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
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approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the
1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Thank You,
Damian Remus

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:53 PM
To: damiannorman1@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d4a8b05e3fb9d&siml=150d4a8b05e3fb9d&siml=150d4a8b588377af 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

David Bonicatto <dbonicatto@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:37 PM
ReplyTo: David Bonicatto <dbonicatto@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
David Bonicatto    
1309 N. Ogden Drive LA.CA 90046
 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:40 PM
To: dbonicatto@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://la.ca/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Dolores Scozzesi <dscozzesi@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:45 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552
EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to
for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues
of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three
times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and
would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now
that the design project exits have completely changed and uses highly
suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island!
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for
pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased
density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
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city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1
floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the
water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage
infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community
with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and
Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site
and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible.
What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space
other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of
affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be
rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to
the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Dolores Scozzesi, Resident of West Hollywood for 25 years.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Regarding: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Donna Bertisch <mygymdonna@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:27 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

Donna Bertisch

8839 Hollywood Hills Road

Los Angeles, CA 900461444

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:27 PM
To: mygymdonna@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

elissa kline <elk@elissakline.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I grew up in Laurel Canyon. My parents worked at Lytton Center for the Visual Arts, and
my uncle worked at Frascotis on the corner of Sunset & Crescent Heights, so I have a
personal connection to this corner…. 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny
the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
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offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Elissa Kline
660 Wild Iris Lane
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060
2087202027

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:36 PM
To: elk@elissakline.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:208-720-2027
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR).
2 messages

George Underwood <gu310@ca.rr.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:54 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the
developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on
Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore.
THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design
project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project
seem less impactful than it is. 

 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new
design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to
give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and
driver safety 
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ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the
development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage
pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we
consider adding density.

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then
interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will
they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to
this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

 

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades
and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I
find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

 

 

Sincerely,

 

George Underwood

1414 N. Genesee.  LA 90046

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com

https://www.avast.com/antivirus
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:55 PM
To: gu310@ca.rr.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Grayson Edwards <grayson.edwards7@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:53 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
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offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

‐‐ 


Grayson F. Edwards
cell: 4794662404
email: grayson.edwards7@gmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:53 PM
To: grayson.edwards7@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:479-466-2404
mailto:grayson.edwards7@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case # ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

James Parriott <jamesparriott@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:03 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I live two blocks away from the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. (City
Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR) and am simply appalled by what it portends for our part of
the city. This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose
itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While
the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in
favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
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Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

James D. Parriott

8235 Lincoln Terrace

West Hollywood,  90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:03 PM
To: jamesparriott@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jason Reilly <jasonpreilly@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:34 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This out of
scale development will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I
feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project
will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the
new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
Some specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. 
THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
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Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Jason Reilly

1632 N. Orange Grove

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:34 PM
To: jasonpreilly@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Jeanne Manos <jeanmanos@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:29 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to the EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it actually is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a
violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
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of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption in the developer's current proposal is that by
providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike
Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site
and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible.  We do not
see such benefits in the proposal because the only "park space" is the plaza area
inside the development, it is not clear how much the "affordable housing" units will
rent for and who they will be rented to, and the proposed parking appears
inadequate. Further the impact on traffic and existing infrastructure in the area
appears to be significantly understated or not addressed at all. Without specific
and transparent answers to these issues of community benefit, and reasonable
evaluation of the effects of this development on traffic and infrastructure in the
immediate area (which is adjacent to a historic district) the DEIR is fatally flawed
and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
Jeanne Manos
1636 N Vista Street
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jeff Hiner <jeffhiner@mac.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:43 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

JEFF HINER

1400 N. Hayworth Avenue

W. Hollywood, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:44 PM
To: jeffhiner@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

joan l <emilyjl@att.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 6:32 PM
ReplyTo: joan l <emilyjl@att.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform.
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety. 
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ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii)).            

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
 
Joan Lissauer

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 6:32 PM
To: emilyjl@att.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset/Crescent heights
2 messages

Joel Thurm <joelthurm@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:46 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Please do not allow this plan to go thru as is... The height of their tallest planned building is ridiculously high
AND the entire complex is at one of the busiest and most accident prone intersections in hollywood/west
hollywood... some develpment of course but not this plan.   Joel Thurm, 40 year laurel canyon resident...

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:46 PM
To: joelthurm@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

city case # ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Joel Thurm <joelthurm@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:55 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

planning.envreview@lacity.org,
 david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.g
arcetti@lacity.org
Add in the Subject Line: City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
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new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the propo
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

John Hesse <johnahesse@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:00 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform.
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is.
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

John Hesse

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:00 PM
To: johnahesse@gmail.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

powellarch@aol.com <powellarch@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:20 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

November 4, 2015

Dear Honorable Mayor, Mr. Ryu and Planning Council:

I live up in Laurel Canyon, so Laurel Canyon is the only street I can use to get down towards Sunset.  

I want you to please draw a comparison with what happened in Atlanta to this project.

In Atlanta, high rises were built along Peachtree Street in Midtown, which had been one or two story businesses.
 Even though Peachtree Street is four lanes, and the adjacent West Peachtree, is two lanes, they did not provide
the infrastructure necessary for the increased traffic load.  As a result, it is gridlock on all the streets.  The area
is far from freeways, so everyone has to use surface streets meant for a residential neighborhoods.  It is
considered such an abject failure that it is used as an example of bad, bad overdevelopment.  

The area around Sunset and Crescent Heights (Laurel Canyon Blvd.) is residential.  Even though the project is on
Sunset Boulevard, which is four lanes wide, Sunset is already highly congested.  People have come to avoid it
already.  By building such a proposed development of so many square feet in such a tall tower flies in the face of
reason, for it would be even a worsecase scenario than Atlanta.  The traffic alone would be horrifically increased
in volume.  The freeways are nowhere near the site.  You have to go to the San Fernando Valley to get to the 101
Freeway, south a great distance to the 10 Freeway, or you are left with the choice of heading east to the
Hollywood Freeway to downtown.  All the traffic would have to weave through the streets to get to them.  It is just
unimaginable were it not for Atlanta's example.

Sunset and Crescent Heights is already a dreaded intersection.  Please note that in your considerations.

Lastly, and not least, is the height of the proposed structure.  Sunset Boulevard is primarily a lowrise street with
a few midrise buildings here and there.  This tower would forever alter the neighborhood in many bad ways,
especially the scale of the neighborhood.  Furthermore, it would set a disastrous precedent, leading to another
Century City in time.

I am an architect and have done City Planning, in fact working in the City Planning Office in Mobile, Alabama.  I
know about masterplanning.  Areas are designed for highrise towers, but they are placed together with ample
infrastructure; they are not placed in areas with small streets or away from freeways.  This proposal flies in the
face of City Planning.

The tower is too tall.  The project adds too many cars to the streets.  It is just a bad idea.  Please vote to reduce
both the height and scope of the project.

Sincerely,

John Powell

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:20 PM
To: powellarch@aol.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

John Ptak <ptak@arsenalfilm.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:51 PM
To: "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: John Ptak <ptak@arsenalfilm.net>, Margaret Black <ptakfam@earthlink.net>

Email: planning.envreview@
lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.
org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
Add in the Subject Line: City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR
 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny
the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on
Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore.
THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
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TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design
project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the
project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give
the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and
driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the
development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)
(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes
in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we
consider adding density.

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such
as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how much
will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent
answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

 

John Ptak & Margaret Black

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:51 PM
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To: ptak@arsenalfilm.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

I'm opposed to planned building height at 8150 Sunset
2 messages

John Titizian <johntitizian@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:05 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
Cc: Nareg Titizian <naregtitizian@hotmail.com>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Moreover, the planned height will block my view and reduce significantly my property value. So I'm vehemently
opposed to it. 

Sincerely, 
John Titizian
Owner, 7250 Franklin Ave, # 815, Los Angeles 
Sent from my iPad

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:05 PM
To: johntitizian@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
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record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

CITY CASE #ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Josie Wade <jo753wade@msn.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:09 PM
To: "PLANNING.ENVREVIEW@LACITY.ORG" <PLANNING.ENVREVIEW@lacity.org>

I FEEL THIS BUILDING IS GOING TO BE TOO TALL FOR THE SURROUNDING AREA
THE CORNER IS WAY TOO BUSY TO HANDLE ALL THE ENSUING TRAFFIC, IF IT
CANNOT
BE RECINDED THEY SHOULD CONSIDE LOWERING THE HEIGHT OF THE BUILDING.

Sent from Windows Mail

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:13 PM
To: jo753wade@msn.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV 20132552EIR
1 message

Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 11:54 AM
To: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
Cc: hwaldstein@beverlyhills.org

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd
(City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact
Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written
and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and
function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures
like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the
limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost
non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally
required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift.
Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING: The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s
general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area.
Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C377



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  ENV 20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d410c5c8a6dc8&siml=150d410c5c8a6dc8 2/2

Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and
build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the
Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to
this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community
Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate
the proposed project.

J u d y  S t a b i l e
310 399 0183  studio

tel:310%20399%200183
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

sunset blvd project please
1 message

Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 11:55 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd
(City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact
Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written
and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and
function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures
like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the
limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost
non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally
required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift.
Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING: The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s
general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area.
Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable
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Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and
build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the
Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to
this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community
Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate
the proposed project.

J u d y  S t a b i l e
310 399 0183  studio

tel:310%20399%200183
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Justine Schmidt <justine@schmidt.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:06 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

I’m not opposed to new development but I am opposed to over bloated projects that don’t take any appreciation of
the community they are about to build in.  Why does this building have to be the highest, the biggest, and one
that will cause a bigger traffic nightmare in our neighborhood? Mayor Garcetti keeps preaching about getting
ready for “the next big one” and yet he is ready to throw us under the bus.  How will first responders get to us and
how long will it take? Then of course there is the traffic.  Already, you can’t travel down Sunset because of the
horrible traffic jams.  Hey let’s throw a few more thousand people at the problem and see how we do.  And then
you want to cut down the lanes on Sunset to create a bus and bike lane. Have you guys been in the area? What
about our infrastructure?  What about saving water? This project certainly has not addressed these concerns.  I
know the developers are going to build something but let’s be fair to the people that live in the area.
Thank you
A stakeholder
Justine Schmidt
2139 Nichols Canyon 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:06 PM
To: justine@schmidt.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

karen kondazian <karen.kondazian@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:38 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact
the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report,
which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the
legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

THANK YOU,  for your consideration on this matter.

Karen Kondazian
7135 Hollywood Blvd. #1001#1002#1003
Los Angeles, Cal.90046

 
Karen Kondazian

The Whip, inspired by a true story
Winner:
2014 Readers Favorite Gold Medal Prize in the FictionWestern
2013 International Book Award/ Best Western Fiction
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2013 National Indie Excellence Award /Best Western
2013 Best eBook Global Award/Best Historical Fiction/Western  
2012 USA News Book Award/ Best Historical Fiction

Goodreads: Best Book to be made into a Film / Top 12 Best Western Books
kondazian.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:38 PM
To: karen.kondazian@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://kondazian.com/


11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d43f21384aea3&siml=150d43f21384aea3&siml=150d43f22ba0e13d 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Kathe Osborne <ko_images@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:45 PM
ReplyTo: Kathe Osborne <ko_images@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Kathe Osborne

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:45 PM
To: ko_images@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

kelbeb@aol.com <kelbeb@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Kelbe Bensinger

1418 N Genesee Ave
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Kelly Mayfield <kellym@dslextreme.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:42 PM
To: planning envreview <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, david ryu <david.ryu@lacity.org>, mayor garcetti
<mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I have lived in the Sunset Blvd./Crescent Heights neighborhood for 22 years. Not only is this lovely
area being overrun with gigantic homes built by developers  but is in danger of being destroyed by
the development planned at 8150 Sunset Blvd,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing
the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL.
100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to
this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in
lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area
ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the
area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying
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zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the
Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site?
We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented
to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot /
should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the
DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Kelly Mayfield
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Horse Pictures <lian@horsepicturesinc.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:49 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,
 
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft
EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document is prepared,
as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to
justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the
surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without
the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character
with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits”
and the accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and
policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45
feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already
constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the
community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to
the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in
Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and
scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not
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held to the same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in
the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by
providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 

 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net
for the residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers
have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed
projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts
against Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and
community design programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and
appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this
approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State
Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated
document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was
overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of
this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally
viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current
conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for
the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs,
and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of
review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as
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proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles.
There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this
proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same
properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.  The development
of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset
Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the
planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of
the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature
until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally
approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will
truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the
future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and
inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been
explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the
fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to
assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized
community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If
the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the
impacts to the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the
mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the
cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset
Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of
development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and
paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither
be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document
inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.
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In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for
the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor
does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as
prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night
to the net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units
to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly
assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study
was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing
similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be
provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery
store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of
Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM
meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will
the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to
prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the
right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a
huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous
domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that
number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this
development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers
trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd.
from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers
own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left
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hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection?
How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into
the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe
crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes
freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies
be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst
properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full
impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm
with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City
of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated
neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan
and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets
a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the
same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and
incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask
for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval
of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through
this singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and
desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Only by Grace
Lian Lunson
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:49 AM
To: lian@horsepicturesinc.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Limit the height of new building development at Sunset and Crescent Heights

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d5410120cf152&siml=150d5410120cf152&siml=150d54106582fb29 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Limit the height of new building development at Sunset and Crescent Heights
2 messages

Lisa Goodman <glisa101@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:26 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address
the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the
city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer
EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset
Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
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TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a
violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
Thank you, Lisa Goodman, 7135 Hollywood Blvd., LA, Ca 90046
Lisa Goodman
Web Site | IMDb

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:26 PM
To: glisa101@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://lisagoodman.wordpress.com/
http://www.imdb.com/name/nm0329162/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Lee Clay <leeclay@mac.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:35 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Lee Clay

Lee Clay
8926 Wonderland Ave.  LA, CA 90046
323.469.3231 (office)  310.429.1131 (cell)
lee@firstpoint.net

NOTE: This message contains information which may be confidential and/or privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee. If you are not the

intended recipient, you may not use, copy, distribute, or disclose any information contained in the message. If you have received this transmission in

error, please notify the sender by reply email and delete this message. Thank you.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:35 PM
To: leeclay@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

tel:323.469.3231
tel:310.429.1131
mailto:lee@first-point.net
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Letter Re: 8150 Sunset Development (Sunset & Crescent Heights)  City Case
No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Lisa Kawamoto Hsu <lisakhsu@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:37 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
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Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Lisa Hsu and John Benet

Homeowners in Laurel Canyon

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:38 PM
To: lisakhsu@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Lotus Donovan <emailforlotus@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:27 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Lotus Donovan Testa

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:27 PM
To: emailforlotus@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

maria gritsch <mariafgritsch@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 6:35 PM
ReplyTo: maria gritsch <mariafgritsch@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

We are are writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This
is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and
its residents. We ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which we feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
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ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! 

Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. 

Therefore, we find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Maria Gritsch

Warren D. TenHouten

8854 Lookout Mountain Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 6:35 PM
To: mariafgritsch@yahoo.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Marieke Boorman <mariekeb@me.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:43 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Marieke Boorman

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:43 PM
To: mariekeb@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

nheidsieck@aol.com <nheidsieck@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:02 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
Marjorie Heidsieck

8538 Lookout Mountain Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:02 PM
To: nheidsieck@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset blvd / crescent heights, city case no ENV 20132552EIR
2 messages

Mark Woodland <mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:50 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "iew@lacity.org" <iew@lacity.org>

You need to reconsider the plans for this  development. This project is 100ft to tall.

Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:50 PM
To: mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Masha Tivyan <mtivyan@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 9:47 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Masha Stout

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 9:47 PM
To: mtivyan@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Melanie Stagnaro <stagnaromel@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
Dr. Melanie A Stagnaro

 
Dr. Melanie Ann Stagnaro
Educator/Writer/Consultant
(310) 4038510
stagnaromel@gmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:36 PM
To: stagnaromel@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28310%29%20403-8510
mailto:stagnaromel@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Michael Peretzian <peretzian@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:00 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny
the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on
Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore.
THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design
project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the
project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give
the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and
driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the
development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to
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permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)
(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes
in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we
consider adding density.

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such
as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how much
will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent
answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

 

Michael Peretzian

2235 Nichols Canyon Road

Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:00 PM
To: peretzian@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Fwd: Sunset and Crescent Heights 8150 sunset blvd case no ENV 20132552
EIR
1 message

mochmen@aol.com <mochmen@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:51 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
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Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
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island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely

Michael Rivkind

8148 sunset blvd

los angeles ca 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

DreamSkin Spa <DreamSkinSpaBeverlyHillsCA@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:44 PM
ReplyTo: Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman
Ryu,
I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for
the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No.
ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project
will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would
expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly
prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many
basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform.
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is
three times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building
(79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd,
dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft
should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not
accurate now that the design project exits have completely
changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project
seem less impactful than it is.
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island!
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of
the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island
should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project
as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety
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ZONING: The developer is looking for variances for its increased
density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation
of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of
the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage
infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding
density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the
Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking,
Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger
and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then
interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable
units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented
to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not
adequately evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will
provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.
Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,
 Michele Goralnick
1847 N. Crecent Hrights Blvd
Los Angeles CA 90069
 3109232007                           

tel:310-923-2007
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Miriam Stark <miriamstark44@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:50 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd(City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Miriam Stark
Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:50 PM
To: miriamstark44@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

PLEASE STOP THE DEVELOPMENT AT SUNSET AND CRESCENT HEIGHTS
FROM BEING OVER 100 FEET
2 messages

Mitch Kaplan <MKaplan@kaplanstahler.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:22 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

THANKS.

 

Mitch

 

Mitchell T. Kaplan
7088 La Presa Drive

LA, CA  90068

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:23 PM
To: MKaplan@kaplanstahler.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset & Crescent High Mega Development  Please Protect Our
Neighborhood CITY CASE # ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Mitch Kaplan <MKaplan@kaplanstahler.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:30 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
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approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

 

RESPECTFULLY,

 

Mitchell Kaplan

7088 La Presa Drive

Los Angeles, CA.  90068
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

norofra@sbcglobal.net <norofra@sbcglobal.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:29 PM
ReplyTo: norofra@sbcglobal.net
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing this not only as a resident of the neighborhood but also as Rabbi of
Hollywood Temple Beth El, as add my concern for the impact of this development
on the quality oflife in this wonderful neighborhood,

 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
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new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

 

 

Rabbi Dr. Norbert Weinberg

Rabbi, Writer, Educator

Hollywood Temple Beth El

1317 Crescent Heights Blvd.

West Hollywood, CA 90046
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3236563150  Direct line: 8189356053

RabbiWeinberg@htbel.org   www.htbel.org

Like us on Facebook  https://www.facebook.com/htbel

Weekly Comments on the Torah portion and Jewish Current Concerns at

www.VintageWein.blogspot.com

Research on Contemporary Jewish History at www.courageofspirit.com

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 8:33 PM
To: norofra@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-656-3150
tel:818-935-6053
mailto:RabbiWeinberg@htbel.org
http://www.htbel.org/
https://www.facebook.com/htbel
http://www.vintagewein.blogspot.com/
http://www.courageofspirit.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

pamelaraber@ymail.com <pamelaraber@ymail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:41 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better,
many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR
does not conform.

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the
surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft
should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful
than it is.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost
non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally
required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as
a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety

ZONING: The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s
general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)
(4)(ii);)

Regards,
Pamela Raber
4342 Gentry Ave. 
Studio City, CA 91604

Sent from my LG Mobile

tel:2013-2552
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:41 PM
To: pamelaraber@ymail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No.ENV20132552EIR (Sunset and Crescent Heights)
2 messages

Pat Lanza <lanzafoto@earthlink.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:25 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, david.ryu@lacity.org,
"major.garcetti@lacity.org" <major.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I live in Laurel Canyon and the development of a high rise (22 stories) with increased of usage of the single lane
for traffic going into the canyon from Crescent Heights and that corner will be impassable after this construction.
There is no provision for increasing the infra structure for 
extra cars and street widening or extra lanes of traffic, to accommodate the increase in traffic
by this development. Also we live in a fire hazard area, and the residents have to be able to evacuate safely using
Crescent Heights as an escape route.

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552
EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to
for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues
of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three
times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and
would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now
that the design project exits have completely changed and uses highly
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suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island!
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for
pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased
density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1
floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the
water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage
infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community
with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and
Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site
and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible.
What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space
other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of
affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be
rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to
the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Patricia Lanza
Wonderland Avenue
Laurel Canyon
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:26 PM
To: lanzafoto@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Paulo de Rezende <derezende@mac.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:09 PM
ReplyTo: Paulo De Rezende <derezende@mac.com>
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits of the
project that will  provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Paulo Derezende

8921 Holly Pl.

Los Angeles, CA 90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:09 PM
To: derezende@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

PGrean@aol.com <PGrean@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:14 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.8u

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

 

Peter D. Grean, Esq.

8390 Hollywood Blvd.

Los Angeles, Ca. 90069

 
=

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:14 PM
To: PGrean@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Phil Hammond <philhammond@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Phil Hammond
1327 Havenhurst Drive APT 1
West Hollywood, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:37 PM
To: philhammond@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Please Crack Down on the Huge High Rise Proposed at 8150 Sunset!
2 messages

Randy Kahn <randallkahn@earthlink.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:29 PM
ReplyTo: Randy Kahn <randallkahn@earthlink.net>
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

At 234 feet, the proposed development at 8150 Sunset will put a huge burden on our already strained
infrastructure here in Hollywood and undoubtedly lead to more of the same.  We simply cannot sustain
developments like this.  PLEASE limit its height to a more reasonable 100 feet!

The proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR) is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of
the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses
the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly
written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and
function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform.

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety

 ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);).

Thank you

Randall Kahn
7250 Franklin Ave., #802
Los Angeles  90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:29 PM
To: randallkahn@earthlink.net
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

(no subject)
2 messages

Richard Donner <dondicker2@me.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:24 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

to all concerned give our poor little city a break   9000 sunset was bad enough but 22 stories at 8150 sunset is
beyond reality  how about 6 stories  that used to be the max   help   RICHARD DONNER

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:24 PM
To: dondicker2@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C408



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  RE: Sunset and Crescent Heights City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d4a5a555f029b&siml=150d4a5a555f029b&siml=150d4a5a9ae9c8e4 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

RE: Sunset and Crescent Heights City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Rob Scot McConnell <rmcconne@usc.edu> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:37 PM
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>

 

Dear Srimal  Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti  and Counci lman Ryu,

 

I  am wri ting in oppos i tion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (Ci ty Case
No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This  i s  a  mass ive, out of sca le development that wi l l  adversely impact the region and i ts
res idents . I  ask that you deny the developers  approval  of the Environmenta l  Impact Report, which I  feel  both does  not
adequately address  the enormous  negative s tresses  the project wi l l  produce and the lega l  l iabi l i ty (lawsuits ) the ci ty
would expose i tsel f to for approving such a  poorly wri tten and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. Whi le the new des ign
is  better, many bas ic i s sues  of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy archi tecture. This  EIR does  not
conform. 

 

Some of my speci fic problems with this  proposa l  include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 s tories ), the highest proposed tower i s  three times  the height of nearby s tructures  l ike
the DGA bui lding (79 feet) and would be the largest bui lding on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood
and becoming an enormous  eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the l imit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic s tudy needs  to be redrawn, i t i s  not accurate now that the des ign project exi ts  have completely
changed and uses  highly suspect numbers  to make the project seem less  impactful  than i t i s . 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to el iminating the Traffic Is land! Setbacks  on the new des ign are a lmost non exis tent and
part of the reason for el iminating the traffic i s land i s  to give the developers  their lega l ly required setback. The traffic
i s land should s tay owned by the ci ty and not be donated to this  project as  a  gi ft. It i s  vi ta l ly important for pedestrian
and driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer i s  looking for variances  for i ts  increased dens i ty by cla iming a  “Major Trans i t Stop” at Fa i rfax
and Sunset which i s  more than 1,500 feet from the development, a  violation of the ci ty’s  genera l  plan! Say NO to an off‐
menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section
12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant fa i lures  of the water and sewage pipes  in the area. Our water and
sewage infrastructure needs  to be improved before we cons ider adding dens i ty.

 

Speci fica l ly, the bas ic assumption i s  that by providing the Community with Benefi ts  such as  Affordable Hous ing,
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Parking, Bike Racks  and Parks  the Developer gets  to ignore the underlying zoning on the s i te and bui ld something much
bigger and ta l ler than otherwise poss ible. What i s  the Community benefi t? Where i s  the Publ ic offs i te Park space other
then interior plaza  space on s i te? We know the number of a ffordable uni ts , but how much wi l l  they rent for and who
wi l l  they be rented to? Without speci fic and transparent answers  to this  question, the DEIR i s  fata l ly flawed and cannot
/ should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR i s  incomplete because i t has  not adequately eva luated the Community Benefi ts  of the
project that wi l l  provide an offset to the resul ting zoning upgrades  and potentia l  envi ronmenta l  impacts  associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

 

Rob McConnell MD
Maria de Castro MD

1616 N Orange Grove Ave

LA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:37 PM
To: rmcconne@usc.edu

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Steven Walker <steven@c1r.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:36 PM
To: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform.

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Thank you,
Robert Novinger
7250 Franklin Ave #1207
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:36 PM
To: steven@c1r.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
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identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robert Schwartz <schastrup@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:02 PM
ReplyTo: Robert Schwartz <schastrup@yahoo.com>
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform.

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.
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Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Robert Schwartz
Herluf Kanstrup
1230 Horn Plaza #607
West Hollywood, CA 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:02 PM
To: schastrup@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Rochelle Firestone <firestone8@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:45 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Rochelle Firestone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:46 PM
To: firestone8@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Roland L <rolandl333@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:31 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C413



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d4a0861204f48&siml=150d4a0861204f48&siml=150d4a08ddc280e3 2/2

Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Roland G. Lopez

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:31 PM
To: rolandl333@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Rosie Bornstein <rosie.bornstein@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 9:00 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Rosie Bornstein415 N. Harper  Apt 3

West Hollywood, CA 90046
323 654 4240

Rosie.Bornstein@gmail.com

PS:  PARKING! PARKING!,   there is no way enough parking, which means they
will be on our streets, where we already don't have enough parking

It's very sad that this keeps happening

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 9:00 PM
To: rosie.bornstein@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323%20654%204240
mailto:Rosie.Bornstein@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Cajse No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Roz Wolpert <Roz.Wolpert@altour.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:31 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height
of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building
on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous
eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic
island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should
stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important
for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming
a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the
development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)
(4)(ii);)

Please please consider the impact of this project—there is no going back!

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C415



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Cajse No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d50def62ccd96&siml=150d50def62ccd96&siml=150d50df057fc10b 2/2

Roz and Jay Wolpert
1825 Mt Olympus Drive
Los Angeles, Ca.  90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:31 PM
To: roz.wolpert@altour.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Selene Ting <selene.ting@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:53 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

As a resident of Spaulding Square, I can see daily the effects of increased traffic on Fountain, Santa Monica and
Sunset Blvd. It has never been this congested before, and getting around is very difficult now. I am against the
proposed development for 8150 Sunset Blvd. It sets a bad precedent for building taller, more densely packed
buildings. While the new design is better, it’s now 234 feet, even taller then the old design. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet, the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna. This
is even higher than 9000 Sunset, or Soho House. It is outrageous that they are requesting this to be approved.
Sunset Blvd was never meant to be like Las Vegas or other large cities. It was meant to accomodate a
community the size of a small village. The area cannot accomodate any more traffic or larger buildings. A new
environmental inpact study by an independent company must be conducted with complete transparency of its
methodology. No exceptions should be made for the size and height of this development. As it is, I foresee
complete gridlock on Sunset already with the Millenium Project. Large, tall buildings do not belong on Sunset,
and allowing any more is completely irrresponsible.

Selene Ting
1400 N. Genesee Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:53 PM
To: selene.ting@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset/Gehry: A Dream Project
2 messages

Sheldon Bond <sdbond87@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 11:29 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

8150 Sunset Mixed Use Project

Hollywood Community Plan Area  Council District: 4, David E. Ryu

Case Number: ENV20132552EIR 

State Clearinghouse No. 2013091044

I, like most people, am a big supporter of Frank Gehry and a big supporter of improving our
built environment in Los Angeles.  Mr. Gehry is responsible for some of the buildings that
make Los Angeles a unique and amazing place to live.  This new iteration of the 8150
Sunset project looks amazing, is amazing and will serve as a defining feature in the future
Los Angeles. 

 

All of these facts make the small group of opposition to the project that much more
infuriating.  As a neighbor I’ve been following this project since its inception in late 2013. 
It was a decent project when initially presented, but it by no means reached the level of
impressiveness of the current Gehry alternative 9 iteration.  Why and how did this project
get better?  I think the developers listened to the concerns of the neighbors and changed
their project.  Most notably, they hired Los Angeles’ best architect, and a world famous
one on top of that, to design the building.  But it was more than just that.  The new design
has no rooftop club, a request made from stakeholders and homeowners in the hills
worried about noise pollution.  The new project cut commercial space significantly,
dramatically reducing traffic it would generate by over 1,000 trips per day.  The new
project breaks up what was one structure into five separate buildings, allowing for light
and views to be preserved and enhanced.  The new design isn’t brutish in that the podium
walls at the edges of the property are no longer disproportionally high. 

 

All of these are good things, and they came as a result of a property owner and a
community working together.  So why am I angry?  It’s very simple – as I read the
comment letters from some of the very same people who so greatly affected and
improved the new design, I see their antieverything true colors really come through.  The
recent form letter that I’ve seen is most disturbing.  Even though this project is greatly
improved, what does this letter say?  In short, nothing is better, we should delay the
project, the scientific process of the city’s review is flawed and needs to be completely

tel:2013091044
d.kaneshiro
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redone, we should follow some zoning laws precisely but it’s vital that we ignore others,
and in closing the entire environmental document should be recirculated. 

 

Sound familiar?  This was almost the same exact response that these people gave the
first time the environmental documents were circulated for the first iteration of the
project.  And guess what, the property owner did recirculate the environmental
documents.  They did improve the project drastically.  Yet there is absolutely no
acknowledgement of that.  Instead, these people are regurgitating almost exactly the
same comments for a project redesigned as a direct result of their input.  That I find
offensive and outrageous. 

 

What is even more offensive?  Private acknowledgments that the project has changed for
the better that are being selectively ignored by project opponents who are instead
focusing solely on the negative.  I have received emails from the exact same group
circulating the form letter that include the following phrases:  “The developers heard the
complaints, and to their credit, they have reworked their plans with Frank Gehry as
architect.” And “Some board members have had the opportunity to review the plan, and
there is much to like over the previous one.  There are greater setbacks, a breakup of the
building mass, fewer apartments, more parking and more attention to traffic flow.”

 

Wow!  Can you believe the same people writing the doom and gloom form letters (or taking
all of 20 seconds of their day to paste them in an email and press send) you are receiving
are the same group that wrote the phrases above?  Sadly, these realistic assessments are
not being reflected on the record.  That is perplexing to say the least, and leads me to the
simple conclusion that this small group is taking advantage of the system to oppose
change of any type.

 

I urge you as decisionmakers to rise above this noise and let this amazing project be
built.  As a member of the community I would certainly much rather have a toptier
architectural masterpiece over a rundown strip mall.  I would hope that you and your
legacy have the same sentiments.

 

Sincerely,

 

Sheldon Bond, Los Angeles

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 11:29 AM
To: sdbond87@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd / City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Skip <animalco@pacbell.net> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:13 PM
To: Aidan O'Brien <apobr@yahoo.com>
Cc: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

I totally support Mr. Obrien's opposition to 8150 Sunset. Mr.Obrien's street,Grandview Drive is the #1 spot at risk
for a catastrophic fire event in the city of Los Angeles (according to LAFD) and the increased traffic from this
project will impact the safety of all the residents of the Kirkwood Bowl in Laurel Canyon. Stop the developer
giveaways that the city seems to love so much. This is particulariy aimed at our "never saw a development I didn't
like" Mayor. 

Skip Haynes
Projects Coordinator
The Kirkwood Bowl Foundation
animalco@pacbell.net
323.822.1764

On Nov 4, 2015, at 1:49 PM, Aidan O'Brien wrote:

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552
EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to
for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues
of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

At 234 feet this project is completely out of line with the surrounding area.

 I have lived for 32 years at 1,000 feet elevation directly above the project.

 While I am over a mile distant from Sunset Blvd I am now constantly assaulted
by loud music from the nightclubs.

mailto:animalco@pacbell.net
tel:323.822.1764
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C418



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 Sunset Blvd / City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150d48febc440e09&dsqt=1&siml=150d48febc440e09 2/2

 Sound rises straight up the hillside.

 I am tired of calling the police and being unable to identify the source. I am
sure they are tired of me too.

The quality of my life has totally deteriorated and this project would be the
final straw.

Mr. Gehry's Disney Hall Project had serious unintended consequences for the
neighbors.

Ultimately the real question is do we want to become Hong Kong with it's
high density and real estate fueled economy or opt for quality of life over
rabid commercialism.
 
Aidan O'Brien MD 
8382 GrandView Drive 
Los Angeles, 
CA 900461918 
Phone/FAX (323) 650 3655

tel:%28323%29%20650%203655
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Badger, Stephen <stephen.badger@effem.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:05 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman
Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer
for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case
No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the
project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower
is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building
on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO
TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not
accurate now that the design project exits have completely
changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the
project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic
Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent
and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to
give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
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island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to
this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and
driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its
increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the
development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO
to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio
for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the
1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures
of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and
sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we
consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the
Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore
the underlying zoning on the site and build something much
bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the
Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space
other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number
of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who
will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent
answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and
cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not
adequately evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that
will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Stephen Badger
1698 Marmont Ave

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:05 PM
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To: stephen.badger@effem.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd
2 messages

Sue Mason <sue@whitespark.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:42 PM
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>
Cc: Sue Mason <sue@whitespark.com>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR).

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents.

I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does
not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits)
the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report.

While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. It
doesn’t even properly address the already massive congestion on Laurel Canyon which will only get worse. Have
you tried getting from the 101 and taking Laurel Canyon to Sunset?
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

The problems far out way the benefits. Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying
zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of
affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent
answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
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of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,
Sue Bellord

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 1:42 PM
To: sue@whitespark.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Sukee Chew <sukeechew@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:39 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

SUkee Chew

8714 Lookout Mountain Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 12:39 PM
To: sukeechew@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV 20132552EIR
2 messages

susan ertag <susanertag@yahoo.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:34 PM
ReplyTo: susan ertag <susanertag@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Here we go again. Fuzzy math, trickery, loopholes, ducking and dodging, nontransparency,
mendacity, audacity, and just plain selfish greed. People are voting here, please listen. Go
back to the drawing board and this time get it right for the community, the environment, the
infrastructure, and the esthetics. If you have to do that 'by hook or by crook thing' it is NOT right.

Susan Ertag
Laurel Canyon home owner and resident of many years

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:37 PM
To: susanertag@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Review / City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Ted Andre <tedandre@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits of the
project that will  provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

d.kaneshiro
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Ted Andre

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:09 PM
To: tedandre@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case ENV21032552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d4b7750791b2c&siml=150d4b7750791b2c&siml=150d4b778d199886 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case ENV21032552EIR
2 messages

Thomas.A.Pfeffer@kp.org <Thomas.A.Pfeffer@kp.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:56 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

                                                                                                                                                Thomas A.
Pfeffer, M.D. 
                                                                                                                                                Dept of
Cardiac Surgery 
                                                                                                                                                Kaiser
Permenente, Los Angeles Medical Center 
                                                                                                                                                1526 N
Edgemont 
                                                                                                                                                Los Angeles,
CA  90027 
                                                                                                                                                Nov 4, 2015 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu, 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny
the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform.  
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include: 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on
Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore.
THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design
project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the
project seem less impactful than it is.  
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give
the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and
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driver safety  
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the
development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)
(ii);) 
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes
in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we
consider adding density. 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such
as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how much
will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent
answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved. 
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project. 

Sincerely, 
Thomas A Pfeffer, M.D. 

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT:  If you are not the intended recipient of this email, you are prohibited from sharing, copying, or otherwise using or
disclosing its contents.  If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately by reply email and permanently
delete this email and any attachments without reading, forwarding or saving them.  Thank you.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 2:56 PM
To: Thomas.A.Pfeffer@kp.org

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Please know this would matter if you were a resident in this area and NOT just a politician; it matters to lives, safety, and the soul…

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d529c8afbe68c&siml=150d529c8afbe68c&siml=150d529cdac5493e 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Please know this would matter if you were a resident in this area and NOT
just a politician; it matters to lives, safety, and the soul of our neighborhoods.
2 messages

cwdwlw@aol.com <cwdwlw@aol.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:01 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
 
Homeowners of 7135 Hollywood Blvd. Wells, Freedman, Laughlin, Lynne, Elliott

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 5:01 PM
To: cwdwlw@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

kneedlersr . <kneedlersr@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

 

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

 

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

 

 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

 

d.kaneshiro
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In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  

 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
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Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.

 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.

 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
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How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Gehry? 

Wendy Kneedler
1515 N Ogden Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 4:07 PM
To: kneedlersr@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

William Caldwell <wcaldwell66@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
Regards,
 
William (Will) Caldwell

3102707753
7135 Hollywood Blvd. Apt 306
Los Angeles CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 3:36 PM
To: wcaldwell66@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

tel:310-270-7753
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C427
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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November 4, 2015 

Stephen J. Yoder 

1421 J.-'2 Havenhurst Drive 
West Hollywood, 

CA 90046 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street 
Room 750 
Los Angeles1 CA 90012 

RE: Sunset 8150, Alternative 9 

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana: 

page 1 

By Fax: 213-978-1343 

I have lived in, and owned, the Palmdale House Apartments at 142l:Yi through 1415 Havenhurst Drive 

since 1974. Like the predominance of buildings on Havenhurst, the Palmdale House is two stories high 

containing 14 one-bedroom apartments. The street has retained this average height and composition at 
least since 1962 when my family bought the building. The proposed development at 8150 Sunset is 

about 200 feet from my apartment. 

There are many troubling issues and questions concerning 8150 Sunset which remain despite several 

modifications of the proposal. Most of these are raised in the excellent letter written to you by Rory 

Barish, dated October 13, 2015. I support Ms. Barish in all of her concerns and requests, and I 

incorporate her letter here by reference. 

Most of the numerous problems inherent in 8150 Sunset can truly be satisfactorily mitigated only by 

reducing its size and density. 

No matter what drawings are presented or which famous architects are employed, If the developers are 

permitted to build for the number of cars and people which they project (almost certainly an 

underestimation) a severely negative impact is inevitable. There will be gridlocking congestion; life 

threatening nlndrance of first responders during peak driving hours; hea Ith threatening emissions from 
idling cars and trucks attempting to navigate streets whicn are not wide enough to accommodate them; 

and sewage and water usage beyond the capacity of existing infrastructure resulting in broken mains 

and sink holes. These problems are occurring now. How can one doubt that they will be made worse by 

8150 Sunset? 

11/08/2015 12:50 No.: R304 L 1 P.001/002 
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Living on Havenhurst I am particularly concerned about the effect on that street of 8150 Sunset, both 

during construction and afterward. In comparison with Sunset and with Crescent Heights, Havenhurst is 

narrow. Even now the presence almost daily of numerous delivery vehicles, moving vans, garbage 

collection trucks, fire engines and double parkers, create a serious hazard for cars and pedestrians. 

These difficulties are going to be increased beyond all acceptable levels, first by construction traffic, and 

subsequently by the regular flow of vehicles into and out of 8150 Sunset. Unbelievably, it appears that 

the main entrance and exit for 8150 Sunset is currently planned to be on Havenhurst. For Havenhurst to 

remain viable in conjunction with 8150 Sunset, it must be closed to through traffic by a cul-de-sac just to 

the south of the development, and regulated at Fountain by a traffic signal. 

A final but extremely important concern for me is that the Chase Bank building be preserved at its 

current site. It is the last remaining example of this type of mid-century modern commercial building in 

Los Angeles, and perhaps anywhere. It cannot be successfully moved, and it should be retained on the 

site for which it was specifically built. It should be incorporated into whatever design is ultimately 

determined for 8150 Sunset. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen J. Yoder 

11/08/2015 12:51 No.: R304 L 1 
P.002/002 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Mixed Use
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 8:48 AM
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, William Lamborn
<william.lamborn@lacity.org>, David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>

Not sure if this was sent to planning.envreview, as well.

Srimal

 Forwarded message 
From: Adam Bersin <abersin07@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 2:29 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Mixed Use
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: julia.duncan@lacity.org

 

Srimal,

 

The project at 8150 Sunset is a sound one.  I have two major points to make in support of the project, the first
being the environmental sensitivity of the project and the second being the need for something like this vision at
this intersection.

 

I’m a staunch environmentalist.  This project will be a LEED building, which honestly at this point should be a
requirement for all new construction.  But this project goes many steps beyond that – it will be a GHG net neutral
project, the first of its kind in Los Angeles and certified with a state designation from Governor Jerry Brown.  This
should be commended and replicated.  We desperately need new development for the sake of our housing stock
(not to mention jobs and economic development), but we need to take the environment into consideration.  Global
warming is real and net neutral projects like this one are the only definitive way to build lasting projects that
protect the future of the planet.

 

The second point is on the location of the project itself.  This location deserves something magical, and I firmly
believe that the proposal truly is magical.  The new project will be a structure that people want to look at.  Move
one block over and you’ll see the complete opposite of this type of development at 7950 Sunset.  It’s short,
squat, ugly, boring, poorly planned, and contributes nothing to the world famous Sunset Strip.  The proposal for
8150 Sunset is a sound one and should be commended for its design and vision.  This intersection, on the
Sunset Strip and at the base of Laurel Canyon, is the perfect place for a statement project. 

 

mailto:abersin07@gmail.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:julia.duncan@lacity.org
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I appreciate the opportunity to comment.  Kindly keep me informed as this process progresses.

 

Sincerely,

 

Adam Bersin

310 717 6583

abersin07@gmail.com

Los Angeles, CA

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

tel:310%20717%206583
mailto:abersin07@gmail.com
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case #ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

ALAN TOBEN <altoben@sbcglobal.net> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 7:10 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I am writing to object to the proposed increase in height of the above project. (City Case #ENV290132552EIR)
This will severely impact the views from my home, as well as my neighbors and for which we paid a premium.
As it is, the project is so large that I fear it will overwhelm the infrastructure.  It presently takes ten minutes just
to cross Sunset Blvd heading south on Laurel Canyon Blvd and with the significantly increased traffic it will only
compound an already very frustrating situation.
I hope this will be addressed in the review.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Alan Toben (1784 N. Crescent Heights Bl)

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 7:10 PM
To: altoben@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset & Crescent High Mega Development  Please Read and Send
Comments To Protect Our Neighborhood
2 messages

Katt Matheney <katt.tv@me.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 3:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case
No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does
not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the
city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new
design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR
does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like the
DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have completely
changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent
and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The
traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for
pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately
1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Respectfully,

Beverly Matheney
HVT Unit #1105

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 3:41 PM
To: katt.tv@me.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset & Crescent High Mega Development
2 messages

Bob Curran <bobcurran@hotmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 3:15 PM

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

This project is just plain silly!  Go there and picture this development at this site!

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Don't allow this to happen!

Bob Curran
2385 Castilian Drive, 
Hollywood, CA 90068
bobcurran@hotmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 3:15 PM
To: bobcurran@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

mailto:bobcurran@hotmail.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C432



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Sunset & Crescent High Mega Development

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d9ef11ebc6c3b&siml=150d9ef11ebc6c3b&siml=150d9ef1332bc6da 2/2

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

in opposition to the development at 8150 Sunset Blvd  City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR
2 messages

Carol Cetrone <perpetua99@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 4:52 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

11/5/15

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to the EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd
(City Case No. ENV20132552EIR).  This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the
region and its residents.  I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I
feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative impacts and the legal liability that the City will
expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR. The current new design still
ignores many basic needs and functions, in favor of splashy and irrelevant architecture. This EIR does not
conform and this project is vastly out of scale with the surrounding area.

Some specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT:  At 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THIS PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC:  The Traffic Study needs to be redrawn.  It is not accurate now that the project exits have changed,
and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project appear less impactful than it really is.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY:  Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback.  The traffic island should remain City property and not be donated to this development.  It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! 
Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Sincerely,
Carol Cetrone
1140 Coronado Terrace
Los Angeles, 90026

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 4:52 PM
To: perpetua99@gmail.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

CarterBrav@aol.com <CarterBrav@aol.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 4:17 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
Cc: carterbrav@aol.com

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City

Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region

and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel

both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability

(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro

developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored

in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like

the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding

neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have

completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non

existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required

setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally

important for pedestrian and driver safety.

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at

Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say

NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within

approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive

allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

 
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our

water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.
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Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,

Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build

something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public

offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how

much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,

the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

 
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits of the

project that will  provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated

with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,
 
Carter C. Bravmann, A.I.A., Architect
interFORM l  323.656.7316: voice l 323.528.8692: cell l interFORM@aol.com
www.interFORMarchitecture.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 4:17 PM
To: CarterBrav@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323.656.7316
tel:323.528.8692
mailto:FORM@aol.com
http://www.interformarchitecture.com/


11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d8fa357705f99&siml=150d8fa357705f99&siml=150d8fa3c65cef44 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Cherie Grubb <cgrubb@ejmdevelopment.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 10:48 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in opposition to the EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd., City Case No. ENV20132552EIR.  I am offended that the developer is highlighting the
use of Frank Gehry’s name and well known architecture on mailings to the community in an effort to
distract us from the real issues of this massive development.  This EIR does not conform.

 

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you
deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address
the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose
itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better,
many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture by a wellknown
architect.  Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost
nonexistent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other than interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.  The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete
because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore,
I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

 

Sincerely,

 

Cheryl Grubb

1414 N. Harper Ave. #6

West Hollywood, CA 90046

3103458118

cgrubb@ejmdevelopment.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 10:48 AM
To: cgrubb@ejmdevelopment.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:310-345-8118
mailto:cgrubb@ejmdevelopment.co
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

case #ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

CHERALU@aol.com <CHERALU@aol.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 11:51 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

As a resident of the Sunset/Crescent Heights area I strongly object to the height of the building planned for  8150
Sunset.  I ask that the height be lowered in keeping with the wishes of the people who live near and around the
project.
 
Cheryl Alu
1589 Marmont Avenue
LA 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 11:51 AM
To: CHERALU@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset, ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Chris Becker <cbeckerla@me.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 5:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom it may concern:

RE: ENV20132552EIR

I came across this information about 8150 Sunset and wanted to share it with the planning department.  

Thanks,

Chris Becker
1720 N Fuller Ave #544
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Cited from http://savesunsetboulevard.com/timetofocusonwhatsright/

Dear Jack,

Great question, and if I have your permission, I would like to make my answer public.

While I don’t like the height, and am very aware that the consequences of whatever goes in there will increase
traffic and make life harder for the neighborhood, my principal reason for supporting this is that I genuinely believe
that the developers took on board a huge amount of what we asked for in the initial round of meetings.

To recap, my biggest issues with the original plan were…..

1.) It was hideous

2.) It contained almost entirely smaller one or two room ‘dormitory’ apartments that would be transitory, and not
build or add to the community.

3.) There was far too much commercial, which is what generates the lions share of the traffic & parking woes.

4.) There was not enough parking

5.) There was too much emphasis on neighborhood disturbances such as outdoor concert areas, lit up billboards,
rooftop dining etc.

6.) The 1000 bicycle parking thing was just ridiculous.

As one of the lead players in the group formed to fight this project, I asked our local PLUM chair if he could
arrange a meeting with the developers. Despite their reluctance to meet with me because they believed my only
intent was to sue them, they came and listened to everything I had to say. I didn’t hear from them for several
months, then they invited me to view their new design.

As a big fan of Frank Gehry I was genuinely excited to see what they’d come up with, and when I saw it I was
really blown away. It was at that moment that I knew that this and these guys were serious about bringing

http://savesunsetboulevard.com/time-to-focus-on-whats-right/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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something great to this location. Not only is it a Gehry, they took on board almost everything I’d asked. It has
40% less commercial, a massive extra floor of underground parking, and a building full of multi bedroom market
topping apartments and townhouses that will redefine the values of the area. Appealing to those buyers also
means that they have to lose all the originally proposed ‘neighborhood disturbances’, outdoor concert areas, lit up
billboards, roof top bars., etc.

The one glaring error they made in the design was removing the Sunset/Crescent traffic island that everyone in
our neighborhood wants kept. It allows an easy radius for trucks, buses and fire trucks at an otherwise
impossible to make V junction. I told them this was a massive mistake, and they gave me my word that they
would replace a version of the traffic island and the more open radius turn in all the future iterations of their
design.

My honest feeling after that second meeting is that these are two guys who have already gone way out of their
way to embrace the neighborhood concerns, and have come back with something absolutely visionary that if built
will be one of the greatest buildings on the west side of LA.

Now, speaking entirely selfishly, I would love it to be more like 160ft than 234ft so it doesn’t take out the view
from my house. However looking at it from their point of view, I understand that they’d need to build it to the
height & sq/ft they propose to justify the extra expense of hiring a legend like Frank, and the far costlier
construction that working with him involves. Of course there’s always more room for compromise, but in my book
these guys have already taken a massive step in the right direction, and having met with them, I no longer see
them as the enemy. I genuinely believe they want to create projects that are exceptional. They understand the
value in doing extraordinary and exemplary work, and this has been the dictum of my own life and career. I’d also
say it’s the dictum that has created Hollywood. Every actor, director, producer and musician I know is always
striving to attain the truly exceptional.

This does not mean I have in any way embraced the Garcetti Gang’s mad drive towards the scam of Transit
Oriented Development. I still see that as a lousy way of selling out the current residents of LA, the people who
voted him into office, to the greed of the developers. When you look at the disgusting and disgraceful edifices that
are slated to go up at the Palladium, the Mosaic Church, the Millenium Towers, La Cienega & Sunset, The
House of Blues, Gower & Sunset, etc, etc, you can see there is no vision in any of these projects, only greed.

However, out of the 60 hideous highrise towers slated to go up in LA over the next few years, I believe that we
got the one and only diamond. It’s the only one destined to become an icon. So, given the choice between a
Gehry, or the wall of steel and cement that they could build within the zoning laws on that site, I want to come
down firmly on the side of the Gehry, and working with, and not against, these guys to do something amazing
that we can all be proud of.

Warmest regards, Andrew

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 5:36 PM
To: cbeckerla@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Clare Diane <clarediane1@aol.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:02 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Clare Diane
clarediane1@aol.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:02 PM
To: clarediane1@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:clarediane1@aol.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case NO. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Dan Sniderman <dansniderman@yahoo.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 2:14 PM
ReplyTo: Dan Sniderman <dansniderman@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org"
<mayorgarcetti@city.org>

 Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu
 
I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (Case # ENV20132552EIR.This is a massive out of scale development that will
adversely impact  the whole region.  I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
environmental impact  report, which I feel does not address  the enormous negative stresses
the project will  produce and the lawsuits the city would expose itself to for approving  such a
poorly written  a blatantly  prodeveloper EIR report.  While the new design is better than  the
previous one many basic issues of need and function have been ignored.  This EIR does not
conform.  Specifically Height;  Traffic; Safety;  Zoning; Infrastructure problems.

I am 88 years old . I have lived at 1556 North Curson  Avenue since 1973, before that I l lived at
4 other addresses in the  neighborhood totaling more than 55 years.

 During the Northridge earthquake I lost my chimney.  The epicenter was about 15 miles from
my house.  A friend who lived  in a one story ranch house located in Northridge  had  $70,000 in
damage.  I believe  building  highrises  in this area is just creating a disaster that is  going to
happen.

Traffic has  become  insane now.  I do as much as I can before 7 A.M., and I know the side
streets to take.   The traffic study is just plain wrong.  All one needs to do is  stand on the corner
of Crescent  Heights and  Sunset at 8 AM or 5 P.M. to verify what I just  wrote.

Getting zoning exceptions is , as far as I am concerned,just plain Illlegal. 

Thank you for your attention:  Dan A. Sniderman, 1556 No. Curson Ave. L.A.  CA. 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 2:16 PM
To: dansniderman@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Gene Sokolovsky <gs@academyride.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 3:10 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Sir/Madam,

This letter is on support of the new construction that should take place at Crescent Heights and Sunset.

I really support the developers and hope that the new construction will be a nice addition to the beautiful Los
Angeles landscape.

Thank you for taking your time to read this short letter.

 

Warm regards,

Gene Sokolovsky 

Director of Operations

Academy Ground Transportation Worldwide
T: +1.323.655.8224  F: +1.888.843.3304  Skype: gene.sokolovsky
www.AcademyRide.com I gs@academyride.com

     

 

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 3:10 PM
To: gs@academyride.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%2B1.323.655.8224
tel:%2B1.888.843.3304
http://www.academyride.com/
mailto:gs@academyride.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C440
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Frank Gehry Project
2 messages

Harlen Allen <beemboso@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 7:04 PM
Bcc: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern:

I live in Hollywood and commute daily to West Hollywood, visiting the site at 8150 regularly. The original 
design for this project was generic, provided limited value and was certainly nothing to celebrate  let alone 
hail as an iconic piece residing on Sunset Boulevard. The current plan is none of those and should be 
applauded as the amazing opportunity it is.

Frank Gehry is a living legend who understands the culture and possibilities of 8150. I thought bringing Gehry
on board was unlikely, finding a better fit is now impossible. His history with the the area and vision for the 
future draws a perfect connection from location to designer. This is a world class architect who is also local 
and understands the project’s history. Perfect fit. 

What real cultural elements do we have in Hollywood and this area of LA that everyone can appreciate? 
We’ve got a few tourist traps  the walk of fame and a real estate advertisement known as “The Hollywood 
Sign,” but nearly nothing that locals can appreciate. 

This will be iconic. 

I’m excited to take pride in this design and our city every time I pass by. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely,

Harlan Allen
940 N Ardmore #202
LA 90029
8187926141

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 7:04 PM
To: beemboso@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner

tel:818-792-6141
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C441
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identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Develoment
2 messages

Jeffrey Gold <jeffreydgold@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 2:51 PM
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org"
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "Julia.duncan@lacity.org" <Julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal,
 
I support the Sunset development designed by Frank Gehry that is currently being considered by you. I live in a
residential neighborhood. Like any desirable residential neighborhood, my area is close to a commercial center
that affords easy access for me and my family and offers a lot of things. First, I work in a tall office building
convenient and close to my house. In terms of quality of life, living close to where I work allows me to spend more
time with my family, less time commuting and more time enjoying life. Until I realized the positive impact these
larger commercial and mixeduse buildings had on my life, I was a bit weary of developers.  There are bad
developers to be sure, but when I look at 8150 Sunset and its design, all I can do is marvel. Not only is the
architecture simply amazing, but infill development like this will improve quality of life for the new residents of the
buildings and the neighbors alike. I want to go on record as supporting it.
 
I also want to talk about the height of the building. I live near tall buildings, and it’s actually a beautiful thing. And
the buildings close to my home are not by Frank Gehry, as this one will be. I look forward to bringing my children
to play and experience the open space surrounded by these 5 magnificent structures. I understand the hesitation
that comes with big change like this, but I strongly believe that when we look back 50 years from now we will
marvel at the building that stands there.
 
Jeffrey Gold
Los Angeles, CA
 

Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 2:51 PM
To: jeffreydgold@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C442
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Lara Voloshin <lvoloshin@hotmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 6:02 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Madame or Sir,

We are residents at 1750 N Crescent Heights Blvd and we are against the rising of the building planned to be
built at 8150 Sunset. 

It is unacceptable that the building height be raised to 234 feet. The total new building height should not exceed
160 feet from ground level.

We are homeowners and do not want our view to be diminished. The main reason we bought our property is
because of its view. Please respect us homeowners and keep LA beautiful, without mega highrises.

Thank you for your consideration.

Lara Voloshin

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 6:02 PM
To: lvoloshin@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C443
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Support for 8150 Sunset – Ref: ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Lauren Soroky <lsoroky@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 5:14 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Re: ENV-2013-2552-EIR

 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Ms. Dusseault, Ms. Weitzer, and Ms. Duncan,

 

I recently learned about the 8150 Sunset project and felt compelled to write you to express
my support.  I normally wouldn’t take time out of my day to write a letter like this this
project is special and deserves to be built.  I first learned about the project from the
Beverly Press article dated September 2nd – I’ve copied the entire letter below but I wanted
to bring your attention to a specific passage that really spoke to me:    

 

“They’re building something that will be community-centric that people will actually live in, instead of
somewhere where they’d stay while looking for somewhere permanent,” said Andrew Macpherson, of
the Save Sunset Boulevard citizen group that opposed original plans. “I’m extremely impressed the
developers listened to every suggestion, and listened to neighbors’ concerns.”  Macpherson applauded the
designs and the developers for reducing the commercial space, adding a level of parking and proposing two-
and three-bedroom apartments as opposed to the original plans that called for studio bed sets.  “These are all
things we asked for, and we got, so I feel confident saying that I believe this marks a very encouraging new
start for all of us in the neighborhood and Townscape,” Save Sunset Boulevard’s website said about the new
designs.

 

I don’t know the history of the project very well, but the fact that a group that was formed
to oppose the original plans now is saying all of these positive things about the new project
is amazing.  I strongly agree with the statements made above and further believe that the
project will be a huge boon, not only for the Sunset Strip but for the extended community
as a whole.

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C444
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Lauren Soroky

 

  

Frank Gehry design unveiled for 8150 Sunset Blvd. project
By Gregory Cornfie ld,  9/02/2015
Opposition subsides after developer addresses community concerns

Joni Mitchell can sleep well knowing that, in contrast to the lyrics of
her song “Big Yellow Taxi”, they’re going to pave a parking lot and put
up a paradise at 8150 Sunset Boulevard.

A rendering of the design by architect Frank Gehry shows the five distinct structures planned for the
site on Sunset Boulevard. (photo courtesy of Townscape Partners)

Hollywood lore says Mitchell’s lyrics, “they paved paradise, and put up
a parking lot,” were inspired by the 1959 demolition of the Garden of
Allah at the site – a hotel that attracted the likes of Humphrey Bogart,
F. Scott Fitzgerald and Frank Sinatra. Now, with the help of architect
Frank Gehry, Townscape Partners development group plans to build a
new $300 million development where the famous hotel once stood.

“By coincidence, I was in L.A. when the Garden of Allah existed, and
while I don’t have a tangible image to relate to the present, I have a
feeling that this design leans toward the representation of my
memory,” Gehry said. “I wanted to capture the feeling of the
experience of that place which was vibrant and memorable. It has
always been important to me to be a good neighbor to the surrounding
buildings, and I think we have created an ensemble that responds to
the great diversity of the neighborhood and is an asset to the
community.”

Gehry’s plans feature five structures, which will each have distinctive
characteristics that will unite at a common plaza. The project will cover
approximately 334,000 square feet and have 249 residential units –
28 of which will be affordable housing. There will be 820 parking
spaces.

http://beverlypress.com/2015/09/frank%e2%80%88gehry-design-unveiled-for-8150-sunset-blvd-project/
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The proposal includes a 15story structure on the west portion of the
site that will be specifically scaled to create a visual relationship with
the nearby Chateau Marmont; an 11story structure on the east
portion of the site; a fivestory building on the central portion on the
site between the east and west towers; a retail building that will vary
in height from one to three stories that will front Sunset Boulevard;
and a smaller, singlestory retail structure within the interior of the
project site.

“Frank Gehry has proposed an iconic and powerful design,” said
Townscape Partners cofounder Tyler Siegel, the project’s
developers. “His plan brings truly innovative architecture to an
important and historic corner, where Los Angeles and West Hollywood
meet. At the same time, Gehry’s plan for the site provides welcoming
and accessible pedestrian areas that will encourage people in the
community to gather and visit, as well as much needed additional
housing options in the neighborhood.”

Townscape’s previous proposals for the site were met with
neighborhood opposition. But the developers said in response to
community feedback, they started several design alternatives. In
March, Townscape picked Gehry to develop the new plans.

A model of the 8150 Sunset Blvd. project will be displayed at an exhibit at the Los Angeles County
Museum of Art. (photo courtesy of Townscape Partners)

The biggest change is the significant reduction in commercial space.
Previous plans called for 111,339 square feet of commercial, retail
and restaurant use. In the Gehry designs, commercial space will total
65,700 square feet.

“They’re building something that will be communitycentric that people
will actually live in, instead of somewhere where they’d stay while
looking for somewhere permanent,” said Andrew Macpherson, of the
Save Sunset Boulevard citizen group that opposed original plans. “I’m
extremely impressed the developers listened to every suggestion, and
listened to neighbors’ concerns.”



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Support for 8150 Sunset – Ref: ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150da5c3ade331d3&siml=150da5c3ade331d3&siml=150da5c3fe87bb2c 4/5

Macpherson applauded the designs and the developers for reducing
the commercial space, adding a level of parking and proposing two
and threebedroom apartments as opposed to the original plans that
called for studio bed sets.

“These are all things we asked for, and we got, so I feel confident
saying that I believe this marks a very encouraging new start for all of
us in the neighborhood and Townscape,” Save Sunset Boulevard’s
website said about the new designs.

Cyd Zeigler, vice president of Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood
Council, who also had concerns about the previous designs,
commended the developers, as well.

“You can’t look at that model and those renderings and not say that’s
going to be a spectacular addition to the neighborhood,” Zeigler said.
“The best part about this though, is the developers are listening to our
concerns. I want there to be something that’s special and that
enhances the neighborhood, and you’re never going to get everyone
to agree, but it’s encouraging that the Save Sunset folks are behind
it.”

Zeigler and Macpherson agreed their underlying issues were more
with the city approving what they called irresponsible projects than
with the developers. Zeigler said the original proposal proved
politicians in the city and state don’t care what residents want. He
added that there’s a lot of frustration among residents with the city’s
planning department, mayor and council who he said want to “line their
pockets with developer money.”

“They want to create as many construction jobs as they can to further
their own political careers,” he said. “It is the cumulative effect of the
past two mayors trying to transform the city into the Manhattan of the
west coast. The overall cumulative effect is gridlock.”

Macpherson agreed, saying the “nightmare” of overdevelopment has
been put on residents by city hall.
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“Their desire to take money knows no limits,” he said. “I think we got
incredibly lucky that we got a really great set of developers that would
work with the community for what is a winwin for everybody.”

Macpherson and Zeigler both expressed remaining concerns with the
proposed height and what should be done with the intersection at
Sunset and Crescent Heights boulevards. Zeigler said he hears from
residents that 200 feet is not in the character of the neighborhood
because there are not any other structures in the area as tall as the
proposed plans. But Zeigler, Macpherson and a Townscape
representative said the developers are working with the community to
identify the best solutions.

Gehry’s plan will be submitted for environmental impact review this
month and the developers hope to begin construction late next year or
early 2017.

Gehry will be the subject of a traveling retrospective that will
document his career at the Los Angeles County Museum of Art. The
exhibit will include designs and models for the 8150 Sunset Boulevard
project and will be open from Sept. 13 until March 20.

Tags | 8150 Sunset, Frank Gehry, Garden of Allah, Hollywood Hills
West Neighborhood Council, Joni Mitchell, save sunset
boulevard, Townscape Partners

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 5:14 PM
To: lsoroky@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://beverlypress.com/tag/8150-sunset/
http://beverlypress.com/tag/frank%e2%80%88gehry/
http://beverlypress.com/tag/garden-of-allah/
http://beverlypress.com/tag/hollywood-hills-west-neighborhood-council/
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http://beverlypress.com/tag/save-sunset-boulevard/
http://beverlypress.com/tag/townscape-partners/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry/Sunset Project 8150 Sunset

lee bartlett <leebee1411@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 9:49 AM
To: Mila Marburg <milmar4@me.com>
Cc: Catherine.Landers@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

I am also a resident of the Sunset Plaza area and I, too, encourage you to listen
and act upon what Ms Marburg has said in her email to you.  Thank you

Lee Bartlett

On Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 9:39 AM, Mila Marburg <milmar4@me.com> wrote:
Dear Catherine,

I am a resident of Los Angeles (Sunset Plaza area) who uses Sunset Blvd as my daily artery. I also am a huge
Frank Gehry fan an am very excited about him doing this project.  I was with a friend last night who is
purchasing a print of his work from Gemini and we were discussing which one to buy.  I suggest as part of the
project you have him do drawings and sell them, all proceeds to the city dedicated toward making a better
community for residents.

That being said,  it is way too large....massive is a better word to describe it.  We have to maintain a quality of
life and sanity.  With such an enormous project, it will impact all of us in a negative way, no mater how
beautiful and innovative the architecture will be. And the skyscraper height is "over the top" as well.  Please
encourage the developers and whomever to continue to scale it down and please do not approve it at this
juncture.  I know they have reduced the size  to some extent, but they need to go back to the drawing board
as it isn't enough.

This project can be a treasure or an eye sore, riddled with density and dangerous traffic issues. Keep in mind
that it is also a risky area for pedestrians. The last thing you need is lawsuits because you put through a
project that didn't address basic safety of citizens.  I remember driving by that very spot just after someone
was killed crossing the street. There is so much walking and traffic that I fear is not properly being taken into
account in the EIR.

I encourage you to fight it on our behalf and reduce this to the treasure it should be.  It's a historic site and that
too needs to be taken into consideration.  A magnificent, appropriately sized use of the space will be a great
addition to the city.  It just needs to be done within reason, and it's not there yet.

I know time is of the essence, so it is important to make this a priority.

Thank you,

Mila Marburg

mailto:milmar4@me.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C445



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150d94e1f5dba619&siml=150d94e1f5dba619&siml=150d94e228978eeb 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

MICHALINE BABICH <mbabichtmlp@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 12:19 PM
To: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
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Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Michaline Babich

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 12:19 PM
To: mbabichtmlp@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry/Sunset Project 8150 Sunset

Mila Marburg <milmar4@me.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 9:39 AM
To: Catherine.Landers@lacity.org
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Catherine,

I am a resident of Los Angeles (Sunset Plaza area) who uses Sunset Blvd as my daily artery. I also am a huge
Frank Gehry fan an am very excited about him doing this project.  I was with a friend last night who is purchasing
a print of his work from Gemini and we were discussing which one to buy.  I suggest as part of the project you
have him do drawings and sell them, all proceeds to the city dedicated toward making a better community for
residents.

That being said,  it is way too large....massive is a better word to describe it.  We have to maintain a quality of
life and sanity.  With such an enormous project, it will impact all of us in a negative way, no mater how beautiful
and innovative the architecture will be. And the skyscraper height is "over the top" as well.  Please encourage the
developers and whomever to continue to scale it down and please do not approve it at this juncture.  I know they
have reduced the size  to some extent, but they need to go back to the drawing board as it isn't enough.

This project can be a treasure or an eye sore, riddled with density and dangerous traffic issues. Keep in mind
that it is also a risky area for pedestrians. The last thing you need is lawsuits because you put through a project
that didn't address basic safety of citizens.  I remember driving by that very spot just after someone was killed
crossing the street. There is so much walking and traffic that I fear is not properly being taken into account in the
EIR.

I encourage you to fight it on our behalf and reduce this to the treasure it should be.  It's a historic site and that
too needs to be taken into consideration.  A magnificent, appropriately sized use of the space will be a great
addition to the city.  It just needs to be done within reason, and it's not there yet.

I know time is of the essence, so it is important to make this a priority.

Thank you,

Mila Marburg
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

PROPSED DEVELOPMENT @ 8150 Sunset Boulvard  City Case # ENV2013
2552EIR .
2 messages

PETER CHRISTIAN <rbandpc@sbcglobal.net> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:32 PM
ReplyTo: PETER CHRISTIAN <rbandpc@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "mayor.gacetti@lacity.org"
<mayor.gacetti@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>

Ladies & Gentlemen    I write today as a 38 year resident and home owner here in Hollywood
California .

I must bring to your urgent attention the proposed development that is currently being reviewed
by you

CITY CASE # ENV  2013  2552  EIR      8150 Sunset Boulvard.

As residents of this community we are all currently aware and sensitive to the increased
building developments
in our communities and the startling impact some of these structures will bring and the need for
you and your 
committee's to think long and hard before agreeing to this one specific development in
question .

HEIGHT    This development due to it's surrounding enviroment MUST be kept to a maximum
of 100 feet in
order to maintain an natural balance with neighborhood buildings and the historical heritage of
our city .

TRAFFIC    With local traffic in our neighborhood please ensure these developers do not
burden our
already overloaded neighborhood with traffic that will see people bypassing the junction of
Sunset and
Crescent heights by spilling out onto nearby residential side streets .

ESTHETICS    Please please consider the beauty and elegance of this historical
neighborhood by not
allowing developers and architects the ability to design buildings that have no relationship to
this city .

SAFETY    Please ensure developers, architects and planners consider the serious
ramifications to
pedestrians in and around this new developments and the impact that proposed construction
and increased
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traffic will have on our community .

This development should at all costs enhance our Cities enviroment, adding to it's beauty for it's
residents 
who live here and the future of our special historical part of Los Angeles and Southern
California .

Let it not be said that what we " Do Today Might Become A Burden and Eye Sore Of Tomorrow
" .

Do The Right thing And Protect Our Neighborhood From The Pitfalls Of Modern Developments
.

Sincerely      Peter Woodcock      323 394 2216 .

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:32 PM
To: rbandpc@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323%20394%202216
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robert Balzebre <robert@balzebre.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 7:16 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR as currently submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). While the new design
is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on
Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design
project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the
project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new
design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to
give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by
the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian
and driver safety 

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, unless reduced in height, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely

Robert Balzebre

9378 Flicker Way, Los Angeles, 90038
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 7:16 AM
To: robert@balzebre.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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8150 Sunset Blvd Project
2 messages

Stan Berkman <spberkman@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 4:13 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Christopher Murphy <chris.murphy812@gmail.com>, Caroline Graham <cgmail@earthlink.net>

To whom it may concern/ Los Angeles Department of City Planning:

I am a resident at 1691 N. Crescent Heights Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90069 near the proposed project. I am in
favor of this project and feel it will add world class design and architecture  to this important gateway to our
neighborhood.  The revised design appears to handle the parking and access issues that were of the concern to
the neighbors. I think the view lines and site design will add a lovely addition to the skyline. It is visible from my
home and terrace. It will greatly add to the visual interest of the horizon and remove an eyesore of the current
unappealing commercial shopping center.

Best regards,

Stan Berkman
spberkman@gmail.com
1691 N. Crescent Heights Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90069
O 3236540941
M 3106009714

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 4:13 PM
To: spberkman@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:spberkman@gmail.com
tel:323-654-0941
tel:310-600-9714
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Tony Testa <tonytesta@me.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 10:23 AM
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Tony Testa
Tony Testa |  the Company 
SVP Production & Business Affairs
The Ebersol Lanigan Company
5455 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 2250 
Los Angeles, CA 90036
(O) 3108293388  (M) 3238420042
tony@theco.com
www .theco.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 10:23 AM
To: tonytesta@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:310-829-3388
tel:323-842-0042
mailto:tony@theco.com
http://www.theco.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Karina Grotz <karinagrotz@aol.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:18 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). 

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. 

While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
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ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! 

Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. 

What is the Community benefit? 

Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? 

Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally
flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. 

Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Karina Grotz

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 1:18 PM
To: karinagrotz@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
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period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset DEIR Comment letter
1 message

David Hakimfar <david@pridelegal.com> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 11:56 AM
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Kindly find DEIR comment letter in support of 8150 Sunset attached.

Regards,

David

‐‐ 
 ‐‐ 
David Hakimfar
Pride Legal, LLC
8746 Holloway Drive
West Hollywood, California 90069
tel. 1‐888‐789‐PRIDE (7743)
facsimile 310.730.1252
e‐mail David@PrideLegal.com 
www.PrideLegal.com

Disclaimer: This e‐mail does not constitute the forming of an attorney‐client relationship ‐‐ 
nor should it be construed as such ‐‐ and this e‐mail has not caused an attorney to represent 
you in any legal matter unless an attorney‐client agreement has been signed.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:
This e‐mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected 
from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient or otherwise have received this 
message in error, you are not authorized to read, print, retain, copy or disseminate this 
message or any part of it. If you are not the intended recipient or otherwise have received 
this message in error, please help us correct the mistake by letting us know by e‐mail, 
discard any paper copies and delete all electronic files of the message.  Thank you.

Letter to Weho.pdf
94K

tel:310.730.1252
mailto:David@PrideLegal.com
http://www.pridelegal.com/
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150d9390dc1341f2&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Thursday, November 5, 2015 
 
8150 Sunset Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment Letter 
 

Re: City Case No. CPC-2013-2551-CUB-ZV-DB-SPR and CEQA No. ENV-2013-2552-
EIR 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
As someone who works just a mere block from Sunset Boulevard, traffic is always the lens 
through which I evaluate new development proposals.  Currently there are many projects along 
Sunset that will add new traffic to the area.  I would normally speak out against development like 
this, but this project is sensitive to traffic impacts on the neighborhood and has my support. 
 
Will this project create a net increase of daily trips over existing conditions?  Is its egress 
designed to facilitate the movement of cars in and out, or will it exacerbate things?  Will it be a 
destination or a neighborhood spot?  What mitigations are being proposed? 
 
These are just some of the questions I had in mind as I reviewed plans for 8150 Sunset and 
examined its draft environmental impact report.  It is quite clear that those questions were also 
on the mind of this developer and their architects and consultants as this project has been 
designed so as to have as little impact on area traffic as is humanly possible. 
 
For starters, this new alternative by Frank Gehry contains significantly less of the single highest 
traffic-generating component: retail space.  By reducing the commercial component of the 
proposed development by approximately 60 percent, they are effectively lessening the traffic 
generated by this project by a commensurate amount.   
 
According to the DEIR, this alternate will generate 1,000 fewer less trips a day than the proposed 
project and a similar level to what the minimal on the site now generates.  That is a huge 
improvement over the original version of this project and demonstrates this development team’s 
willingness to not just listen to community concerns but act to address them. 
 
In addition, the driveways for the project are sensibly located off of Sunset so as to keep the 
traffic moving on this main artery.  And the project is designed with a sensitivity to the 
pedestrian that is all too lacking in this day and age. 
 

  

  MAIN  OFF ICE 
 

8746 HOLLOWAY DRIVE 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90069 
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DAVID@HAKIMFARLAW.COM 
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Taken altogether, this project is a win-win.  The community will get a shining new addition that 
will be architecturally stunning and thoughtfully designed. 

 
Very truly yours, 
 
David Hakimfar 

 
 



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150df50de1889f06&siml=150df50de1889f06 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Bruce Remick <bruceremick@ca.rr.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:20 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Cheryl Holland <hollandc@me.com>, Tamara Bergman &
Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

 

1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue).
The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional
center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the
original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods.
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about
with stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing
out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los
Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If
the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass
for this location.

 

 

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.
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We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

 

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

 

 

1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood
streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  

 

 

4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,

Bruce Remick

1408 N. Genesee Ave

Los Angeles, CA
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Bruce Remick <bruceremick@ca.rr.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:29 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: 'david.ryu@lacity.org', 'mayor.garcetti@lacity.com', 'renee.weitzer@lacity.org', 'cd4.issues@lacity.org',
'sarah.dusseault@lacity.org', 'julia.duncan@lacity.org', Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz
<sbsierra@gmail.com>, hollandc@me.com

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

 

1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue).
The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional
center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the
original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods.
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about
with stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing
out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los
Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If
the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass
for this location.

 

 

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

d.kaneshiro
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We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

 

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

 

 

1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood
streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  

 

 

4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Bruce Remick <bruce@bruceremick.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:35 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, Tamara Bergman &
Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>, CHERYL Holland <hollandc@me.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

 

1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue).
The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional
center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the
original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods.
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about
with stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing
out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los
Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If
the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass
for this location.

 

 

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

d.kaneshiro
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We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

 

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

 

 

1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood
streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  

 

 

4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,

Bruce Remick

1408 N. Genesee Ave

Los  Angeles , CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Burt Goralnick <BurtGoralnick@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:24 PM
ReplyTo: BurtGoralnick@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better,
many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR
does not conform.

Specific problems with this proposal include :HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest
proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would
be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful
than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the
developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that
less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical
evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost
non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally
required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as
a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety
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ZONING: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop”
at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s
general plan! This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a “Major Transit Stop” because it does not run
on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a”High Quality Major Transit
Stop”. Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the
area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable
Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build
something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the “community benefiting public
park space” been put mostly on the private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park
space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is
being gifted to the developers, then given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park space?
Why hasn’t the developer shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing
city land in all alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and
who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally
flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community
Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and
unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,
Burt Goralnick
1847 N. Crescent Heights Blvd
Los Angeles CA 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:24 PM
To: burt.goralnick@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

christine gleim <clumpkins@att.net> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:01 AM
ReplyTo: christine gleim <clumpkins@att.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>, "hollandc@me.com" <hollandc@me.com>

Hello,
I am writing to express my concern about the proposed building at the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. I
have forwarded my neighbor's comments, which I agree with in their entirety, but also want to plead to you as
fellow Angelenos  and perhaps as home owners and parents.

Please help to protect our neighborhood and the charm and history within. We chose the Spaulding Square area
off Sunset for the beautiful architecture, tree lined streets and sidewalks that are safe for scootering, as well as
the proximity to vibrant city life. 8150 Sunset will not only serve to significantly increase traffic and put pressure
on our city's outdated infrastructure, but also will serve to change the essence of the area and push out
homeowners.

We should be looking to refresh and remodel the existing residential, retail and restaurants to keep in line with
the spirit of what several generations worked so hard to create!

Sincerely,
Christine Gleim

On Friday, November 6, 2015 4:29 PM, Bruce Remick <bruceremick@ca.rr.com> wrote:

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business
owners, homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over
the city. Here in Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract
residents  and visitors to the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring
development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods
is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current
concerns with Alternative 9 include:
 
1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event

venue). The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the
surrounding neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a
downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views
across the Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially
taller than the original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and
surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the

mailto:bruceremick@ca.rr.com
d.kaneshiro
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hillside. The Directors Guild is about with stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent
Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying
neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential
neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon
standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the
public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood,
the entire area and City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape
viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents,
businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not only provide a
needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished,
blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project would
like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the
Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location.

 
 
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians
and include almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include
many recent building projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic
study by an independent company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the
project’s impact on traffic.
 
We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to
a 3:1 FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus
stop.  The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes
2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these
services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at
any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as
stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  
 
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved
bus stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve
quality bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where
the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends,
holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site would have heavy
commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide
more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.
 
 
1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes

adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150e2e59d19a0f20&dsqt=1&siml=150e2e59d19a0f20 3/3

Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on
Crescent Heights.  

 
 
4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to
and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage.
 
5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide
any information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor
licensepublic premises or nightclub at this location.
Sincerely,
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Collette Leonard <colletteleonard@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:29 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform.
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround.
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,

d.kaneshiro
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their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents.
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
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developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
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Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way.Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
 
Collette Leonard
310.612.4048

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:29 PM
To: colletteleonard@gmail.com

tel:310.612.4048
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Support of 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Dale Chapman <chapmandale10@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:35 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org
Cc: Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear Review Board and Council Member Ryu,

The project at 8150 Sunset is a great thing for this city. The fact this project is leading the way in sustainable
building is admirable with no new net greenhouse gasses. The existing structures will be disposed of properly
and materials recycled appropriately. That is great! I’m excited that this project will exceed LEED Silver status
and will be the first building in Los Angeles with EDLP certification from the governor. Future building projects in
Los Angeles will surely use this project as a model for sustainable building. 

I am also excited for the jobs that will be created both during construction and once construction is complete. It
is my understanding that the construction workers will be paid prevailing wage. Our city construction workers
could definitely use a big project right now. And the jobs created once this building is completed will be a great
thing for the local economy. Retail jobs, maintenance jobs, security guard jobs etc., all at a living wage is just
what this community needs to continue being a leader in both the state and country.  We can not stagnate. 

I strongly urge you to approve this project. Thank you. 

Dale B Chapman
1425 N Alta Vista Blvd Apt 407
Los Angeles, CA 900464376

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:35 PM
To: chapmandale10@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C460



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Approval of 8150 Sunset Boulevard

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150dfc37e4078762&siml=150dfc37e4078762&siml=150dfc387fb3bb0f 1/1
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Approval of 8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Daniel Collins <dcinweho@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 6:25 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, councilmember.ryu@lacity.org

To Council Member Ryu and the Planning Department,

I’m a local resident who spoke on behalf of the project at 8150 Sunset at the meeting on October 21, 
2015. I am a supporter of this project. I love the fact that the developers actually listened to the 
people of the community and redesigned the whole project going from a standard looking boxy 
mixed use development into a new and iconic design worthy of the Sunset Strip! The developers took
out nearly half of the original retail space which is a reflection of their commitment to the 
community, as is acquiring Frank Gehry to redesign the buildings. Are you kidding me? He’s one of 
the best architects around. This new design is worthy of sharing the same soil that held the Garden 
of Allah Hotel and become the new iconic piece on that corner. 

I’m also a proponent of more housing and definitely more affordable housing in Hollywood in 
general, to which this project provides both. I couch surfed for almost a month before being able to 
find an apartment when I moved here. Please recognize the disproportionate amount of people this 
project will benefit vs the inconvenience it will cause to a relatively small number of folks.  

Thank you,

Daniel Collins
900 N Orange Grove Ave #2
West Hollywood, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 6:25 PM
To: dcinweho@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Frank Gehry Project
2 messages

Dola Cherepinsky <dolacherepinsky@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:33 PM
To: Planning.Envreview@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.ryu@lacity.org

To Whom It May Concern:

  I live on Formosa Ave and I’m writing to endorse the project at 8150 Sunset blvd. As a 
person who is committed to my local community, I am aware of the hardships that many people 
have in attempting to move to our great city. The proposed project at 8150 Sunset will increase 
the chance that someone can move into the area and that should be seen as a good thing, 
especially when the design is as unique and outstanding as this one.

  The 30 condos and 219 rental apartments that shall be added will go a long way to bring 
much needed homes to our area. Currently I believe there are no residential units at the 
address and in a city such as Los Angeles, retail only sites increase all of our market rate rents. 

Though not only the condos and rentals, I like that the project will have 28 affordable 
units. These units will ensure that many of our underprivileged citizens will get to stay in the 
community and receive the services they desperately need. Ensuring that our needy citizens 
are taken care of, should be our first priority whenever a building is proposed. 

I hope that you will approve the project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. The project will add much 
needed homes to the area. These homes will be owned, rented and improve our local 
community. Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Dola Cherepinsky
1541 N Formosa Ave Apt 3

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:33 PM
To: dolacherepinsky@gmail.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Daniel Son <sondaniel@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 1:33 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Daniel Son

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 1:33 AM
To: sondaniel@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

David Bonicatto <dbonicatto@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:51 PM
ReplyTo: David Bonicatto <dbonicatto@yahoo.com>
To: Bruce Remick <bruceremick@ca.rr.com>, "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>, "hollandc@me.com" <hollandc@me.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:
 
1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue).

The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional
center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the
original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods.
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about
with stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing
out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los
Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If
the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass
for this location.

 
 
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
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projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.
 
We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

 
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.
 
 
1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes

adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood
streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  

 
 
4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,

David Bonicatto
1309 N. Ogden Drive
LA.CA. 90046

On Friday, November 6, 2015 4:29 PM, Bruce Remick <bruceremick@ca.rr.com> wrote:

http://la.ca/
mailto:bruceremick@ca.rr.com


11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150df6fb37f3ccbf&dsqt=1&siml=150df6fb37f3ccbf 3/4

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:
 
1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue).

The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional
center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the
original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods.
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about
with stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing
out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los
Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If
the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass
for this location.

 
 
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.
 
We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
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1,500 feet.  

 
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.
 
 
1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes

adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood
streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  

 
 
4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Lawrence Marmorstein <elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 9:10 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Being a resident in the area affected by this Monster building, I am afraid I would be forced to move due to traffic
congestion and lack of street parking.Please rethink building this skyscraper in my backyard!!! Eric Lawrence

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 9:11 AM
To: elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C465
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 West Sunset Boulevard.
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 8:55 AM
To: Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, William Lamborn
<william.lamborn@lacity.org>, David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>

Again, not sure if they sent it to planning.envreview.

Srimal

 Forwarded message 
From: Henrik Rouf <henrikrouf@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 6:05 PM
Subject: 8150 West Sunset Boulevard.
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, avid.ryu@lacity.org

Dear City of Los Angeles,

I wanted to let you know that I support the proposed project at 8150 West Sunset Boulevard.

Sincerely,

Henrik Rouf
Cell: 310 666 0750

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:henrikrouf@gmail.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:avid.ryu@lacity.org
tel:310%20666%200750
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C466
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Howard Rosenblate <hroser@mac.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:39 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

city case #env20132552eir
     We live on Crescent Heights Blvd. and the traffic at the corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights is already too
congested. One waits at that intersection for many changes of the traffic lights now. Please lower the height of
the new buildings significantly.
     Howard Rosenblate, M.D.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:39 PM
To: hroser@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C467
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

CITY CASE NO. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jane Lee <mrsjanelee@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 9:37 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C468
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Jane Lee

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 9:37 AM
To: mrsjanelee@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

steuerj@aol.com <steuerj@aol.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:33 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org

6 November 2015

RE: Proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard

I know when Frank Geary is doing a building it is exciting. BUT just because he is a renown architect does not
mean that what he proposes to build is good for our neighborhood. Indeed, I imagine that never crossed his mind.

I object to the project as proposed for the following reasons.

1. The project is too tall and too big for this area of Hollywood. It will dwarf all the surrounding apartment buildings
and single family homes. The builders are a bit, or a lot, disingenuous when they say it will complement the
nearby buildings, as Chateau Marmot and others. 
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. This towers over everything in the neighborhood.
Nearby buildings will be dwarfed. 
 
The development of these massive, towering structures are completely out of character with the surrounding
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying incentives
program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with
the 610 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with this area.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in nearby areas of Los Angeles.
Locals are trying to preserve the neighborhoods that all these developers want to destroy. The idea of no more
mansions is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. 

How about cityplanning holding mixeduse residential building projects to the same standards of the community
in terms of height and scale. Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community
standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

And just as a sidebar, the model at LACMA is so fictionalized, it shows about 8 cars on Sunset Boulevard. In
what century did that occur? Certainly not now. Perhaps this model is based on the "traffic study" that found the
project will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips.  Or was the traffic study based
on the model? Really?

2. How does adding 249 brand new residential units and 50,000 square feet of commercial venues to the site
equal just 18 more cars a day? Amazing!. I request that a new traffic study be done by a different
company to properly assess the traffic impact.

 3. The proposed project wants to completely remove the traffic island on the southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The developers said that there would be space in the right turn lane for six cars. Cars making
the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights will contend with pedestrians in their path, and cars
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wanting to continue along Sunset will come to a solid halt. This piece of the project will make  the right hand lane
of sunset impassable... even during green lights.

4. The proposed project provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. Another really? The traffic at Chateau
Marmont across the street is stacked with cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. The proposed
spaces are insufficient and inadequate.

5. The developers suggested there would be no left turns out of the complex on to Havenhurst. This though most
of the entrances and exits will be from that side. And how will any of the proposed limitations be enforced? By
whom? They also proposed a traffic light at Havenhurst and Fountain. Another total halt to traffic, this time on
Fountain. And though they were still talking about this at the meeting with the community I understand that W.
Hollywood has totally nixed the idea.

5. I ask that the city reconsider the proposed plan for 8150 Sunset, get it scaled to size and traffic circulation,
and not be blinded by the shiny surfaces of Frank Geary's reputation.

Thank you for giving this your consideration.
Joanne Steuer
1555 N Ogden Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90046
steuerj@aol.com
3238745463

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:34 PM
To: steuerj@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:steuerj@aol.com
tel:323-874-5463
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

John bollard <jcbollard@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 9:02 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Re city case #ENV20132552EIR

We live on Marmont Lane, above Sunset.  Although we support redevelopment efforts at 8150 Sunset, the height
is simple too high.  234 feet not only destroys views, it also adds to congestion and adversely impacts the feel of
this historic neighborhood.  PLEASE lower the height of this project!

Sent from my iPad

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 9:02 AM
To: jcbollard@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

John Khamneipur <johnkhamneipur@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:47 PM
To: Planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: councilmember.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Environmental Review Board, 

I am a local resident who approves of the redevelopment of Hollywood, especially at 8150
Sunset Boulevard. Housing is something we desperately need in Los Angeles and the
existing structures at 8150 Sunset are partially vacant and an eyesore. The parking lot is
usually covered in refuse from what I assume is the McDonald’s which seems to cause a
great deal of traffic during the morning and lunch rush. 

I currently manage a 26 story story building in Century City. I get to see first hand how a
newer building adds value to a neighborhood. A building designed by the architect Frank
Gehry would add tremendous value to Hollywood in general. We need more housing and
this will be a fantastic option. The need for affordable housing is also something this
project addresses which I think is great as well. Please approve this project. 

Thank you,

John Khamneipur
7249 Franklin Ave Unit 303
Los Angeles, CA 90046833

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:48 PM
To: johnkhamneipur@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Jonathon <jonathon@darktrickfilms.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 1:37 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,
renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Srimal et al,

Attached, please find my letter regarding 8150 Sunset Boulevard.

All the best,
jonathon komack martin

8150 Sunset.doc
31K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 1:37 PM
To: jonathon@darktrickfilms.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150debb46df8a9b4&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
d.kaneshiro
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6 November 2015

Srimal Hewawitharana                                                                                                                                   

Department of City Planning                                                                                                                                    

200 North Spring Street                                                                                                                                           

Room 750                                                                                                                                                                     

Los Angeles, CA  90012

Re: City Case No. CPC20132551CUBZVDBSPR and CEQA No. ENV20132552EIR

Dear Srimal,

I own the penthouses at the historic Colonial House on Havenhurst Drive, located at most 100 

feet from this project site.  If there’s anyone who’ll be impacted by the proposed development at 

8150 Sunset Boulevard, it’s me.

Yet when I think about this proposal, and specifically when I think about the new alternative 

design by Frank Gehry, I find that the good significantly outweighs the bad.  So, like my 

neighbor in the hills, Andrew McPherson, I am warming up to this proposed project.

There is no denying that my view of the hills will change when this is built.  That said, I would 

trade almost anything to get rid of the structure that’s there currently, which contains a 

McDonalds, a massage parlor, a Pollo Loco and Metropolitan art storage.  My hobby is 

collecting contemporary art, so a ‘work of art’ added to my vista appeals to me.  The Gehry 

design of five distinct yet interrelated structures is a spectacular sculpture.  It represents a 

substantial upgrade of the property’s current conditions and will be a firstrate piece of 

architecture.

Based on the renderings, and what I viewed at LACMA, Gehry and his staff have cleverly 

oriented their buildings in a northsouth direction so as to create view corridors through the 

project that will ensure that neighbors like me continue to get air and light in their homes.



The same couldn’t be said for the original iteration of this development proposal.  If that version 

of the project was still on the table, I’d be writing a MUCH different letter.  Thankfully, the 

developer and his team have taken the concerns expressed by me, and my neighbors, to heart 

and put forward an alternative design of the project that is much more appealing.

Being so close to the project site I worry about the impact construction of this project will have 

on my quality of life.  However, based on how Townscape has already demonstrated a 

willingness to work with us, I am confident that I will be able to have further conversations with 

them and we’ll be able to arrive at a consensus that addresses (and resolves) any concerns I 

may have.

I really only have two issues.  The first is the increased traffic on Havenhurst.  I urge you to 

consider the installation of traffic calming measures such as a culdesac (like they installed on 

Alta Loma).  This is of utmost importance to me AND my neighbors at the Colonial House.  The 

second is the sheer height of the tower nearest me that borders the southwest portion of the 

development.  Again, since that’s the nearest structure to the Colonial House, and it happens to 

be the tallest of the five of the development, I would implore Townscape to consider reducing 

the height of that building.  It will also tower over the poor Andalusia, which, as you know, is one 

of the most treasured courtyard building in the world! 

Being a native of Los Angeles, I have a tremendous sense of history.  This city has SO much to 

offer.  And with this project, we’ll be able to add something else to that list: one of LA’s most 

spectacular buildings. I truly feel that if this project moves forward, it will not only enhance the 

neighborhood, but the skyline of Los Angeles itself.  

Thank you for your consideration and I look forward to making this the best project it can be.

Jonathon Komack Martin
Colonial House
1416 Havenhurst Drive
Penthouses 6A/6C
West Hollywood, CA
90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Shimizu Kaoru <lovelybaby1209@hotmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 8:05 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing
the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL.
100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR
projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 

d.kaneshiro
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PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to
this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does
not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the
1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the
area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site
and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is
the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community
benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential terraces up in the towers?
How will this park space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come the city owned
large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the community in the form of a
Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually
owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units, but
how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers
to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR
deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e01f4df92c561&siml=150e01f4df92c561&siml=150e01f5054f2c4e 3/3

Kaoru Shimizu

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 8:06 PM
To: lovelybaby1209@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Joseph Grajeda <joways.amazing@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:32 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Joseph Grajeda

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:32 PM
To: joways.amazing@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jun Kim <junhwkim@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 11:48 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
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Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 11:49 AM
To: junhwkim@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Regarding project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Katie Sears <katie.d.sears@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 6:30 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern:

I’m new to the area and live about a mile from the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. I am writing today 
to show my support. Responsible green building is something I care about. I understand this project will be the 
first one in Los Angeles to receive a new rating that will meet
or exceed LEED certification. I think that is fantastic! All developers should hold themselves to
such a high standard. We owe it to ourselves and future generations to build responsibly and recycle anything we 
can while doing it. 

I also like that there is affordable housing units in a building designed by a famous architect like Frank Gehry. I 
was appalled when I heard a fellow neighbor suggest people who couldn’t afford to live at 8150 Sunset should just 
“move to an affordable housing neighborhood” at the meeting on October 14, 2015. Affordable housing is about 
giving someone the dignity they deserve and having a place in such a beautiful new building would certainly do 
that. I welcome this new addition to the neighborhood. 

Thank you,

Katie Sears
katiedsears@gmail.com
6076848348
900 N Orange Grove Ave #2
West Hollywood, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 6:31 PM
To: katie.d.sears@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:katiedsears@gmail.com
tel:607-684-8348
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Kevin W. Kim <kevkim32@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:12 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Kevin W. Kim
Social Science Department
Lawndale High School
(310) 2633100 x3112

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 3:12 PM
To: kevkim32@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28310%29%20263-3100%20x3112
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Lily Mariye <wingleburt@yahoo.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:56 PM
ReplyTo: Lily Mariye <wingleburt@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners, homeowners, residents, and stakeholders
have about overscale development all over the city. Here in Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract
residents  and visitors to the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan
that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:
 

1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue). The proposed building height and
mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a
downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project Site,” is inaccurate. The
building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and
surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about with stories
and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This
proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While the applicant cites views
from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the
entire area and City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for
miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed
sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights,
mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

 
 
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include almost nothing for bicycle riders. 
Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study
by an independent company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.
 

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1 FAR bonus.  The transit stop
at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel
Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not
guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780
on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  

 
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to be considered as a "high
quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus stops, but does not mention what
improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of
Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm
during the week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the
780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.
 
 

1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to the project.  In recent
years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through
traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  
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4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the project. The current sweeping
right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle
merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site
and Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any information or detail as to what
type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,

Lily Mariye

James Oppenheim

Homeowners:

1413 N. Orange Grove Ave.

LA, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Comment for the development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Mara New <mnew29556@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:08 PM
To: Srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org
Cc: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Hello City Staff,

My name is Mara and I am writing to support the project at 8150 
Sunset Blvd. I have heard some of my neighbors say the current 
structures found at that location are historic. I disagree with 
that view. The current address is a blight upon our neighborhood 
and the proposed project will improve the area.

Currently the structures at 8150 Sunset Blvd. is a blight. The 
buildings are an uninsperational row of drab boxes. The two 
strange exits of the parking lot create traffic problems at all 
hours of the day from the commercial traffic in conjunction with 
the busy Crescent Heights and Sunset intersection. By developing 
the address we will bring a much needed renovation to a site that 
causes so many problems.

Alternatively the proposed building by Frank Gehry will not be a 
blight on our neighborhood. The impressive design will give a 
much needed facelift to the address. It will add to the 
surrounding locations and up the appeal of the famous Sunset 
Blvd. The condo and rental units will add to our local economy as 
the adherence to “green” applications will enhance our carbon 
footprint. 

I advocate that you approve the project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. 
Together we can remove an awful strip mall and construct a 
building that enhances our city. We have the chance to beautify 
our city. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Mara New
1247 Hilldale Ave

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 4:08 PM
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To: mnew29556@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

marcia@marciabrandwynne.com <marcia@marciabrandwynne.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 6:08 PM
To: Bruce Remick <bruceremick@ca.rr.com>, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>, hollandc@me.com

Subject: FW: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
From:MBrandwynne@gmail.com

Date: Fri, November 06, 2015 4:29 pm
To: <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: <'david.ryu@lacity.org'>, <'mayor.garcetti@lacity.com'>,
<'renee.weitzer@lacity.org'>, <'cd4.issues@lacity.org'>,
<'sarah.dusseault@lacity.org'>, <'julia.duncan@lacity.org'>, "Tamara
Bergman & Michael Schwartz" <sbsierra@gmail.com>, <hollandc@me.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business
owners, homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all
over the city. Here in Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings
attract residents  and visitors to the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage,
monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage existing
neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our
community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:
 

1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event
venue). The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with
the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a
downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views
across the Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is
substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too tall for this
area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories,
built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about with stories and the new hotel
construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories.
The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The
lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use
on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a
beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character
many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in
harmony with its surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR
fails to address the public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying
feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills
and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for miles and
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enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view
"beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments
heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's
Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and
appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

 
 
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians
and include almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include
many recent building projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic
study by an independent company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the
project’s impact on traffic.
 
We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project
to a 3:1 FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented
bus stop.  The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro
Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition,
these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by
Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project,
but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  
 
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved
bus stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to
achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset
Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on
weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site would have
heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please
provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.
 
 

1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn
lanes adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain
have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic
on local neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the
project on Crescent Heights.  

 
 
4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated
into the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to
and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage.
 
5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide
any information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor
licensepublic premises or nightclub at this location.
Sincerely,
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Marcia Brandwynne
1400 North Orange Grove Avenue
Los ANgeles, Ca 90046
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Mary Helen Berg <mhberg@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 10:33 AM
ReplyTo: Mary Helen Berg <mhberg@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Mayor Garcetti, Councilman Ryu and City Planners,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures
like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan!
Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Thank you for caring about our city and the character of its neighborhoods.

SIncerely,

 
Mary Helen Berg
2415 Castilian Dr.
LA CA 90068
323.874.6294
mhberg@sbcglobal.net

tel:323.874.6294
mailto:mhberg@sbcglobal.net
d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 10:36 AM
To: mhberg@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150df95ccab20f27&siml=150df95ccab20f27&siml=150df95d09d2a58d 1/1

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

JMP  JMP <jmp.intl@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:35 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I am a neighborhood resident and city resident. Allowing this kind if development is inappropriate for the ling term
quality if life for cuty residents and amounts to empty apartments for forgeign investors and turns the cuty into a
homogenous wasteland.

In regards to the proposal submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case
No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and
its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both
does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR .  I
agree with others speakibg out against this project and am 100 percent against it moving forward.

Michael Phillips . Hayworth avenue.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:35 PM
To: jmp.intl@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset development
2 messages

DeBenedittis, Paul <Paul.DeBenedittis@disney.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 2:33 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Officials,

 

While I am a fan of the project in development for 8150 Sunset Blvd in West
Hollywood,

I strongly oppose the new height request going from 100ft to 234 ft.  

This new height would send the building to historic levels in West
Hollywood.

Zoning restrictions must be enforced and traffic congestion must be
considered.

 

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the
region and its residents.

 

Many thanks,

Paul DeBenedittis

West Hollywood Resident
 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C483
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 2:34 PM
To: Paul.DeBenedittis@disney.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Peter Amsden <pjamsden@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 6:04 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

I have had time to look at the revised deir for the project a 8150 Sunset and am still very concerned about the
size and scope to this project!  

IT IS TO HIGH.  

I feel it is still out of scope and character for this part of Sunset Blvd. I don't care if Frank Gehry is attached to the
project. LA has enough Gehry buildings already.

I have lived in Laurel Canyon for over 30 years and feel that that intersection is already a traffic nightmare. I have
seen several fatal accidents there over the years and increased pedestrian traffic will be onerous.

The city still has not restored Laurel Canyon at Mt. Olympus to two lanes after the mud slide of over ten years
ago! What could we expect with this monster project. I shudder to think.

Have you not seen the gigantic project nearing completion at Sunset and La Cienega? Who is going to live in all
these expensive Condos and apartments? The next bubble is just around the corner!
 
Thanks for taking the time to consider my opinion regarding this matter before tossing it in the "circular
file"...otherwise known as DELETE.

Sincerely Yours,

Peter Amsden
2497 Horseshoe Canyon Rd.
Los Angeles, CA. 90046
pjamsden@gmail.com
p.s.

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

mailto:pjamsden@gmail.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
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It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
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length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 6:04 PM
To: pjamsden@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Richard Geddes <richardgeddes7@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 7:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Richard Geddes
Lookout Mountain/Laurel Canyon resident

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 7:37 PM
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To: richardgeddes7@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Development
2 messages

Doubleosix@aol.com <Doubleosix@aol.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 11:15 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, saveresidentialhollywood@gmail.com

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing to voice, in the strongest possible terms, my opposition to EIR submitted by the
developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR).
 
This massive, out of scale development would adversely impact the region and its residents. I
ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both
does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project would produce and
the lawsuits the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report.
 
While the new design is marginally less offensive than the original proposal  which was clearly
just a "shockandawe" bargaining chip on the part of the developer  many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset
Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
Let me repeat that: 100 feet should be the limit. There is NO REASON to abandon a standard
which has served the neighborhood well for many years.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. 
 
Anybody who has spent any time at all in Hollywood and West Hollywood knows that there are
only a few hours a day when traffic is not unbearable.... and when you factor in special events
like the Oscars, film/TV shoots, and Jimmy Kimmel events, water main breaks or other too
frequent mishaps, then it's crystal clear that the traffic projections are not realistic.

For these reasons and many more (including pedestrian safety  the mayor wants people out
of their cars and walking, right? Well, then don't we need to protect pedestrians as much as
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possible?), I stand with many other residents against this development.
 
thank you 
Richard Schenkman
323 874 2398

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 11:15 AM
To: Doubleosix@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323%20874%202398
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Broken Spoke <brokenspokesaloon25th@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 7:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

rj cappadona. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 7:36 PM
To: brokenspokesaloon25th@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Ryan Lawrence <rrlawrence@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 11:13 AM
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear LA Planning Department,
 
Having taken the time out of my day to evaluate the environmental review documents for 8150 Sunset, I
have come to the conclusion that it is a sound project that deserves support.  When I heard that Frank
Gehry was going to be the architect here, I have to admit I was a bit worried because his style may have
gone down a path that created a development that was not well planned.  My concern was that his artistic
expression would get in the way of a well‐planned project.  Needless to say, I was proved very wrong. 
 
Smart planning means smart ingress and egress for all modes of transportation.  The original project
presented 2 years ago preserved the auto entrance to the project off of Sunset.  I was very pleased to see
that the new project removed that auto entrance as it would have created unneeded congestion on
Sunset, and because having driveways on main roads like Sunset make the street unattractive to
pedestrians.  This is a small change I admit, but it’s extremely smart planning.  The driveways off of Sunset
on the blocks east of Laurel Canyon make it a difficult place to walk.  Again, this small change of removing
the auto entrance on Sunset will help with implementation of the recently passed LA Mobility Plan and
make the entire Sunset area a multimodal neighborhood.
 
In terms of pedestrian accessibility, Gehry’s design is one of the best I’ve ever seen.  Most developments
only have one pedestrian access point and the ability to move throughout the project is severely limited. 
Not so in this case.  The design incorporates pedestrian access at Havenhurst, along Sunset, and the grand
looking entrance at the corner of Sunset and Crescent.  Internally, movement between the separate
structures looks incredibly simple as the pedestrian plaza connects every single part of the project.  This
pedestrian access this development provides will not only make it successful for the residents who live
there and the shops that open there, but will also make it a wonderful place to visit.  This all comes as a
result of allowing the building to be taller, which in turn allows for more ground floor open space. 
 
Which brings me to the height of the building and the entitlement requests.  Because of LA’s zoning code,
projects like this one often require many zone changes, variances and changes in allowed height.  This
project does not need a zone change or a change in the required height.  Our zoning code is out of date
and being restructured by RecodeLA, but this project adheres to the zoning imagined for this site.  I was
actually amazed to learn in my research that a tall office tower was planned on the site as far back as 1959
(as an addition to the bank) but was never constructed.
 
Doing away with any parking podium is the best step a developer can take, but often not possible because
of onerous and outdated parking requirements.  This project managed to do just that by providing all
parking underground.  What this means for the project is allowing people at street level to interact with
shops, stores, coffee stands, and restaurants, instead of being face to face with the wall of a parking
structure.  Bravo on this one – I know it’s not easy or cheap.
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The breaking up of the one building in the original project into five separate and unique buildings is
masterful.  The new buildings are all different shapes, sizes, heights, and materials, but seem to speak to
each other in a creative and unique way.  The new massing also helps avoid the “superblock‐ing” of the
project, where light, views, and air are obstructed the entirety of the block from Crescent to Havenhurst. 
This is a vast improvement over the original project.
 
Lastly, the improvement of the site cannot be overlooked.  I frequent that area around Sunset, but have
to say I never go to the current development.  Honestly I often times do not feel comfortable there as the
current uses and blighted nature of the site attract a less than hospitable clientele.  This includes many
homeless who find the surface parking lot and adjoining sidewalks to be their personal stomping ground. 
A new development at the site, especially one as masterful as I have reviewed, will undoubtedly improve
the site, create offerings that people like myself will use, and in general clean up the neighborhood.
 
Please approve this project – delaying it would only serve to delay improvement, masterful architecture,
economic development, and jobs.
 
Thank you,
 
Ryan Lawrence
Los Angeles, CA

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 11:13 AM
To: rrlawrence@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Samuel Son <handonenine@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 1:38 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C489
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Samuel Son

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 1:38 AM
To: handonenine@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

100 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”
1 message

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Thu, Nov 5, 2015 at 12:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  100 supporters

100 more people signed
in the last 2 days

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Maryanne Holmes
San Juan Capistrano, CA  ·  Nov 05, 2015

My brother lives in this neighborhood.

Erica Spano

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/2AA/390KAA/t.1rv/AouyKURISi-GFU_F-Kmryg/h1/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NKL1Sa9aMbZVHDwyMfbKWiaKtso6XJaqVigTND8GNnDTQ-3D-3D
d.kaneshiro
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Excelsior, MN  ·  Nov 05, 2015

I have seen neighborhoods get horribly dangerous when over developed.
Case in point the development on Santa Monica Blvd and LaBrea or the
Home Depot and half built Target on Sunset in East Hollywood!!!

kimberly rose
Studio City, CA  ·  Nov 05, 2015

i love the idea of refreshing this property into something cool and current
but we DO NOT NEED A GIANT TOWER. 100 feet is plenty tall! and no
setback exceptions should be allowed. i just finished an extensive home
remodel in laurel canyon and followed EVERY CITY CODE AND RULE.
all developers should be held to the same standards. i'm quite sure these
developers are no more special than i am. thank you.

Kira Sardy
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 05, 2015

I am opposed

Susan Lavitt
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 05, 2015

The density in our area has become untenable. Our infrastructure can't
handle this much traffic, the congestion it will cause is dangerous and in
the event of a fire or earthquake lives will surely be at risk. Please build
responsibly our lives and well being depend on it and we depend on you to
do the right thing. After all, doing the right thing is always the right thing
to do.

View all 100 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/2AA/390KAA/t.1rv/AouyKURISi-GFU_F-Kmryg/h2/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NKL1Sa9aMbZVHDwyMfbKWiaKtso6XJaqVigTND8GNnDTQ-3D-3D
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/2AA/390KAA/t.1rv/AouyKURISi-GFU_F-Kmryg/h3/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvDX0-2BGtvfuKANZy6q-2Fgt-2FRi5S8HT6eRej1Fy9iCZx0V-2BVzRWZAbix3xCTUIMuQilsnUG-2BmrFp44SvAYb0jKaOh642JeZo60zJhWr3K6PbjcWmD-2FbPL39f5DLDW-2FG72-2FdQA-3D-3D
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This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA

mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/2AA/390KAA/t.1rv/AouyKURISi-GFU_F-Kmryg/h4/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561KXb3fN5HRbRP-2BK5ZjMNaMUcYbSpMJr7qQ-2Fg8d8LCNuK9YXvE26a8iP4YsRbagq64MAQmpdAkkMDsxq-2BqLtO2-2FlMgW0Z6Q25zi6kOJBc1sFBzlEEXZkXTDKvPyhTRoLpGxOefI7JFJ15OHinyoYIrZo-3D
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Shari Gronwald <ssgronwald@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 2:11 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,
 
I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny
the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on
Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore.
THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design
project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the
project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give
the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and
driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the
development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)
(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C491
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in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we
consider adding density.
 
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such
as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how much
will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent
answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
Shari Stahl Gronwald

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 2:11 PM
To: ssgronwald@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Tej Khalsa <tejkk@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:54 PM
ReplyTo: Tej Khalsa <tejkk@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern:
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround. 
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
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islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents. 
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd. 
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c), 
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not. 
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How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
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The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.

Ms. T. Khalsa
Resident and Neighborhood Member
who wishes for a safer neighborhood experience

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:54 PM
To: tejkk@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
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identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR(2)
2 messages

Tej Khalsa <tejkk@aol.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:57 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom it may concern:
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose
itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new
design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing
the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL.
100 Ft should be the limit. 
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to the store to pick
something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor planning and a cheap
workaround. 
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and
part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop, their safety should
be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large
intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and
DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How
will cars making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right turn on
green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a
dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset all the way west to
Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in some areas. This
will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents. 
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely
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changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights,
slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s designated fire station on Gardner
and Sunset Blvd. 
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already creates huge traffic problems at
that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s
general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the
1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces in‐
lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c), 
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that
number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this
development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying
to get to the three spaces? The developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will
drive into the structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not. 
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from
Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating
of the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when
there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound
traffic on Sunset be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and
pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a resident is required
to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will
degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst
and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested times.  However, during less
congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars
traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the
high rate of speed fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249 apartments. Since
almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a single car, how will this not result in
the project’s condo dwellers swelling neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto Havenhurst,
however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery
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trucks are considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the residents and the city
in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents
of Historic Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to
clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset and La Cienega
took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La Cienega. This has snarled traffic
throughout the area. Special care should be taken to ensure the developer wont need to annex the
sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with
that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on three sides by the City of West
Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods
bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own
regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234 ft, it sets a
precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same
zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build
their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can
this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of
more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through
this singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and
desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and should remain
that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is an irreplaceable natural
resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.

Mr. T. Khalsa
Resident and Neighborhood Member
who wishes for a safer neighborhood experience

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 5:57 PM
To: tejkk@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative record for the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR).

https://us-mg4.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.partner=sbc&.rand=13ehhabdfu0f0#
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment period.  If you have specific
questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Regarding City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Tej Khalsa <tejkk@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 10:07 PM
ReplyTo: Tej Khalsa <tejkk@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <Michael.loGrande@lacity.org>, "Info@lamayor.org" <Info@lamayor.org>,
"Lhorvath@weho.org" <Lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org" <Jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org"
<Lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <Jdamico@weho.org>, "Jduran@weho.org" <Jduran@weho.org>,
"Slunceford@weho.org" <Slunceford@weho.org>

Please help in this situation.  We live here.  The developers don't live in the area.
 They don't care about the quality of life.  They only care about making more money.
 They are already billionaires.  They want to become mega billionaires.  Without any
concern for the life of those who are just working people who want to make a home
and be happy.  Please help us.

I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C494
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Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents. 
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd. 
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c), 



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Regarding City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e08eb104599e2&siml=150e08eb104599e2 3/4

 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not. 
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
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project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

TOO TALL / BAD IDEA  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Tyler A <mistertyler@gmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 10:00 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C495
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allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

This neighborhood, both it's residents and businesses, mean a great deal to me. I
firmly believe this plan will negatively impact the area and I truly hope you will do what
you can to see that this doesn't happen.

Sincerely,

Mr. Tyler A Naifeh

Mistertyler@gmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 10:00 AM
To: mistertyler@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:Mistertyler@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Joe Tuchmayer <joetuchmayer@hotmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 12:33 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing to you, like so many others, in opposition to EIR submitted by the
developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR).
While the text here in part repeats what others will also share with you, those
thoughts are well written and express my own views so I saw no need to improve
upon them in many respects.

In addition to the reasons expressed below, I want you to consider that you should
not be swayed by the addition of the services of Frank Gehry to the project.  While
he is renowned and no doubt excellent at what he does, the problems with this
project transcend architectural issues, and go to the size, density and use of the
project, not to mention safety concerns created by increase traffic and changes to
traffic flow conditions.  These are issues that the services of Mr. Gehry does not
control.  Mr. Gehry is merely a "servant" hired to produce a product that meets the
needs of his "master".  He is not the owner of the project nor the person who is
creating the scope of the project.  

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic
issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C496
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Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.  THIS WOULD MAKE
DRIVING IS THIS AREA WOULD BECOME MUCH MORE DIFFICULT AND
HAZARDOUS TO PEDESTRIANS! 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
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know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Finally, you should not be swayed by the addition of Frank Gehry to the project.
 While he is renowned and no doubt excellent at what he does, the problems with
this project transcend architectural issues, and go to the size, density and use of
the project.  These are issues that Mr. Gehry does not control.  Mr. Gehry is
merely a "servant" hired to produce a product that meets his master's needs.  He
is not the owner of the project nor the person who is creating the scope of the
project.   

Sincerely,  Joseph D. Tuchmayer
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd Project
2 messages

Chris Murphy <chris.murphy812@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:22 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom it may concern/ Los Angeles Department of City Planning:

I am a resident at 1691 N. Crescent Heights Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90069 near the proposed project. I am in
favor of this project and feel it will add world class design and architecture to this important gateway to our
neighborhood.  The revised design appears to handle the parking and access issues that were of the concern to
the neighbors. I think the view lines and site design will add a lovely addition to the skyline. It is visible from my
home and terrace. It will greatly add to the visual interest of the horizon and remove an eyesore of the current
unappealing commercial shopping center.

Best regards,

Chris Murphy

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:22 AM
To: chris.murphy812@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C497
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry Design at 8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

James Caballes <jcaballes86@yahoo.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:38 PM
ReplyTo: James Caballes <jcaballes86@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>

Dear Public Officials,

  I live across the street from 8150 Sunset Blvd and I’m 

writing to show my support for the proposed project. Currently 

the address is an eyesore. When I look out my window to see the 

minimall across the street, I can not understand how anyone 

could say that the bank and accompanying businesses are in any 

way historic. 

  What is historic was the Garden of Allah hotel, once at 

that location, where Hollywood idols frolicked and called a 

second home. If the location still held the historic hotel and 

the proposal was the current structure, then I would be an avid 

opponent of the project. 

However, unlike the transformation of the Garden of Allah 

into an eyesore on the Sunset Strip, we now have a chance to 

correct that blemish. The current buildings create pedestrian 

problems with it’s strange island system and looks out of place 

in our advanced city. A Frank Gehry proposed project will 

invigorate the landscape in a way that it currently could never 

achieve.

Please support the project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. Frank Gehry 

has an eye pleasing vision that will add to the local community 

in a positive direction. Let’s tear down the mistake that is 

currently there and build a future historic building that all 

Angelonias can come to revere as a monument to the great city in 

which we live. 

Thank you for your time and consideration,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C498
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James Caballes
7950 W Sunset Blvd Apt 329

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:41 PM
To: jcaballes86@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset Blvd. Project
2 messages

Jane Daley <daleyjane84@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:16 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear City Staff,

  My name is Jane Daley and I'm a local small business owner who lives on Poinsettia Place. I’m writing 
to let you know that I support the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd.  

  The proposed project at 8150 Sunset blvd. will bring much affordable housing units with it’s plans of 
adding 28 units to an area that currently has so few. Anything we can do to make the neighborhood a better 
place by providing more room for our citizens, especially the disadvantaged who need to help the most, is 
worth the support of all in our community. Especially when the design is as wonderful as it is.

I hope that you will approve the project at 8150 Sunset blvd. The project will be good for our 
economic diversity as it will provide more affordable housing. The project is good for local business as it will 
rejuvenate the local landscape. It will be good for all of us as we take pride in this soon to be iconic building. 
Thank you so much for your time and I look forward to your approval of the project.

Thank you, 
Jane Daley 

1419 N Poinsettia Pl Apt 304 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:16 PM
To: daleyjane84@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C499



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e3802c2e40e36&siml=150e3802c2e40e36&siml=150e38033e1b7c06 1/5

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jill Kraft <jill.kraft.email@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 11:50 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom I may concern:
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).
This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the
region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately
address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the
legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a
poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new
design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This project does not conform.
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times
the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would
be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO
TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want
to run to the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet
my car. This is poor planning and a cheap workaround.
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island
is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island
should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C500
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stop, their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will
the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project?
New York City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large
intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA
planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated
intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the
right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will
this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down
the right hand lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4
FEET in some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to
residents.
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the
design has completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make
the project seem less impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd
and Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times
from the area’s designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming
a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus
stop” that already creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is
also more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s
general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately
1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section
12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of
compact parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC
Section 12.21‐A,5(c),
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and
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Uber traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont
across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development
not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and
Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The developer representatives
seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the structure and out of
traffic, but we all know they will not.
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn
onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost
constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn
when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset
intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be affected when the
two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over
onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners.
If a resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple
restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential
experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns
against traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be
made less congested times.  However, during less congested times, car
speed is greatly increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from
cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study is wholly
inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on
these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of
the 249 apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los
Angeles only shares a single car, how will this not result in the project’s
condo dwellers swelling neighborhood streets with their second car
parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic
funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential”
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traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request
all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst
Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and
shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at
Sunset and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated
sidewalks on La Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area.
Special care should be taken to ensure the developer wont need to annex
the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do
their best to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed
project is bordered on three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10‐story height limit and low rise, historically designated
neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the
Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed
to rise to 234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the
other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20
other developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to
build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer
will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the
rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have
a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150
Sunset over the needs and desires of the community because the architect
is now Frank Geary? 
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“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial
District and should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block
out the skyline, that is an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 11:50 AM
To: jill.kraft.email@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Kate Jackson <kate.lillian@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 8:04 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Kate Jackson
1276 N. Sweetzer Ave.
West Hollywood, CA 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 8:04 PM
To: kate.lillian@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Development on Sunset
2 messages

katrina Demidova <demidovak6@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:55 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

City Council,

I live in the area of 8150 Sunset Boulevard and I approve of its construction. I actually love the 
redevelopment of Hollywood as a whole. Breathing new life into our city benefits us all in the 
long run. The existing structures at 8150 Sunset do nothing for us. Even if it was full of 
businesses, which it definitely is not, the amount of tax revenue generated has to be miniscule. 
A mixed use development will definitely add more revenue and some much needed jobs for our 
locals. 

Thank You,

Katrina Demidova
949 Larrabee St Apt 205
West Hollywood, CA

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:55 PM
To: demidovak6@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C502
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR REJECT!!!!!!!!!
2 messages

kelleyharron <sideroadmedia@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:13 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C503



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR REJECT!! ! ! ! ! ! ! !

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e28239c746ba9&siml=150e28239c746ba9&siml=150e2823d45e5b37 2/2

allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Kelley Harron

1400 n crescent heights blvd

90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:13 AM
To: sideroadmedia@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Please stop 8150 Sunset!!!
3 messages

bighairdo@laurenwood.com <bighairdo@laurenwood.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 11:33 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

I am a neighborhood resident that will be directly impacted by the development of
1850 Sunset Blvd. I have been living here since 1981 and have seen the terrible impact
of increasing traffic through the years and am deeply concerned about this
development for numerous reasons....
Starting with: The so called “traffic study” is totally absurd when we know 249
residential units will be added to the development. A new independent study must be
done, and how it is done must be made transparent, because the “results” given from
the last one are absurd: less than 18 more cars in the daytime ???? 123 a night???

As much as I would love a Frank Geary building in my neighborhood, this
development must be designed in keeping with the geography, and the already
terrible traffic conditions that exist on this corner, as well as the traffic going up and
down Crescent Heights / Laurel Cyn. Blvd. which is already a bottleneck.

To continue: 
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft
EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document is prepared,
as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to
justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the
surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without
the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character
with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits”
and the accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and
policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45
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feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already
constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the
community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and
scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to
the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in
Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and
scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not
held to the same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in
the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by
providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
 
 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net
for the residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers
have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed
projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts
against Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and
community design programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and
appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this
approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State
Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated
document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was
overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated
Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of
this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally
viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current
conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for
development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for
the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs,
and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of
review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as
proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles.
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There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this
proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same
properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.  The development
of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset
Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the
planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of
the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature
until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally
approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will
truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the
future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and
inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been
explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the
fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to
assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized
community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If
the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the
impacts to the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the
mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the
cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset
Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of
development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and
paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither
be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document
inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for
the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor
does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as
prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night
to the net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units
to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly
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assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study
was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing
similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be
provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery
store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of
Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM
meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will
the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to
prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the
right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a
huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous
domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that
number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this
development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers
trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd.
from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers
own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left
hand turn when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection?
How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into
the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe
crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes
freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies
be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst
properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full
impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm
with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City
of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated
neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan
and the city’s own regulations?
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If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets
a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the
same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and
incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask
for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval
of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through
this singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and
desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 

Thank you for your consideration,

 
Lauren Wood
Bighairdo@LaurenWood.com

Check out the bad new website!
http://www.laurenwood.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 12:33 PM
To: bighairdo@laurenwood.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

bighairdo@laurenwood.com <bighairdo@laurenwood.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:36 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

I am a neighborhood resident that will be directly impacted by the
development of 1850 Sunset Blvd. I have been living here since 1981 and
have seen the terrible impact of increasing traffic through the years and am
deeply concerned about this development for numerous reasons....

http://Bighairdo@laurenwood.com/
http://www.laurenwood.com/
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Starting with: The so called “traffic study” is totally absurd when we know
249 residential units will be added to the development. A new independent
study must be done, and how it is done must be made transparent,
because the “results” given from the last one are absurd: less than 18 more
cars in the daytime ???? 123 a night???

As much as I would love a Frank Geary building in my neighborhood, this
development must be designed in keeping with the geography, and the
already terrible traffic conditions that exist on this corner, as well as the
traffic going up and down Crescent Heights / Laurel Cyn. Blvd. which is
already a bottleneck.

To continue: 
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the
original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  In its current
format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide
an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately
evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which
will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150
feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of
character with the surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions
of “project benefits” and the accompanying incentives program variances to the City
planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning
restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story
buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history
of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.
 Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for
many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and
memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in
15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community
standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning department, why are
mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards
of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR
devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing
developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
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HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as
a safety net for the residents to ensure that present and future city administrations
and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance
assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the
potential impacts against Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to
date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an
environmentally superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy
compliance and appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the
driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to
mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5)
years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.  Since the last
attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of
compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community
without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the
community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after
a legally viable Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address
the current conditions and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date
planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community in the position of
having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and
Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings
are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this
Project as proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for
the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd.
and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and
general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the same
request for incentives and considerations.  The development of multiple, massive
towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density
residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset
Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of
the planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would indicate
preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the
City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project
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premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally
sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate
and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is
incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not
all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable
fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an
adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions,
future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community of
Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of
allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is
dangerous.  If the cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not
adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and
significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed
development without at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of
numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd.
area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and
scale of development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally
irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures;
as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass
walled structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact
to the community and decision makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as
justification for the development.  This process does not meet the intent of those
programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please reconsider
the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation
to address the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123
cars a night to the net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249
brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done
by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when
the study was conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic
counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I
request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039
Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new
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proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the
Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. The project, as its
representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely
increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect
pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in
order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT
considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all
of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their
path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow
down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing
for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic
includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new
impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing
in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going
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east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite
these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this
height and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber
stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 

Thank you for your consideration,

 
Lauren Wood
Bighairdo@LaurenWood.com

Check out the bad new website!
http://www.laurenwood.com

...and myspace!
http://www.myspace.com/laurenwoodmusic

http://Bighairdo@laurenwood.com/
http://www.laurenwood.com/
http://www.myspace.com/laurenwoodmusic
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Project .. #ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

LINDA FINNELL <finnell@mac.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:07 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To Our City Planners,

I am asking you to carefully consider the new request of the developer for 8150 Sunset.
Raising the height of the tower will jeopardize views and thus jeopardize our property values.

There is too much development on Sunset as it is (9000 Sunset) and views that have already been compromised.

Yes, all this development brings the city more tax dollars  but what it brings our neighborhood is:  more traffic on
an already heavily trafficed street, more time sitting in that traffic, noise, dirt, street closures, inconvenience and
of course  devalued property.   Tell me  how will our neighborhood benefit from yet another retail/residential
monolith?  Will my property taxes go up for something I don’t want and that has the potential to decrease my
home’s value?

I understand you have a job to do, but when making this decision, please keep in mind you also represent
our neighborhood as well  not just a developer and his or her bank account. 
We live here. We will be harmed by this. You need to deny this request.

Respectfully,
Linda Finnell
8225 Hillside Ave.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:08 AM
To: finnell@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C505



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8105 Sunset Boulevard proposed development

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e35ea94a52568&siml=150e35ea94a52568&siml=150e35ead3d98001 1/1

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8105 Sunset Boulevard proposed development
2 messages

lionelbl@pacbell.net <lionelbl@pacbell.net> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 11:13 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Case #ENV20132552EIR
 

Sunset and Crescent Heights Boulevards is an extremely busy intersection, especially at rush hours.  Numerous
times frustrated drivers beat the red light going south on Crescent Heights and pose significant dangers for
accidents.

 

To raise the height of the proposed development to 234 feet would, I assume, be to add additional offices and
apartments to the previously proposed structure.  This additional residential and business density will
permanently increase an already severely traffic congested intersection and cause increased significant traffic
delays on Sunset Boulevard, which will affect many area east and west of the immediate area.  I strongly oppose
this requested addition.

 

I am sure you will receive many complaints focusing on obstructed views of the city.  This is not an issue
affecting my home and I do not wish to add this consideration I strongly oppose plans which, I feel, already
permit overbuilding even without this height increase.

 

Lionel B. Levin, M.D.

8108 Laurel View Drive

Los Angeles, 900691616

(323) 6500305

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 11:14 AM
To: lionelbl@pacbell.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28323%29%20650-0305
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C506
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

MARIE DROUIN <mariefranced10@mac.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:15 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

> To whom I may concern:
>
> I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This project does not conform.
>
> Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
>
> HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
>
> Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to the store to pick something
up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor planning and a cheap workaround.
>
> Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island
should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift.
>
> If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop, their safety should be the city
and developers first priority. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New
York City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated
intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn south onto Crescent
Heights from Sunset, make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset all the way
west to Havenhurst?
>
> The proposed setback the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in some areas. This will give
the building a massive, looming feel to residents.
>
> The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely changed and
uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it will be.
>
> The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights, slowing
already slow emergency response times from the area’s designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
>
> The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and
Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also
more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C507
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Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);
>
> SAY NO to an offmenu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces inlieu of the
requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21A,5(c),
>
>
> The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The developer representatives seem
to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.
>
> How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be affected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
>
> There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a resident is required to pass
through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential
experience.
>
> The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent
Heights) can probably only be made less congested times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is
greatly increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic
study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on these streets and how this
will effect ingress and egress to the site.
>
> The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249 apartments. Since almost
no twopersonplus family in Los Angeles only shares a single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo
dwellers swelling neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
>
> This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they
also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered
commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst Street that assess
traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar,
viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
>
> During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset and La Cienega took over
the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area.
Special care should be taken to ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour.
>
> The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
>
> If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234 ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
>
> Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
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>
> Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
>
> Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary?
>
> “Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and should remain that way.
Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is an irreplaceable natural resource.
>
> Thank you for your consideration ,
Marie Drouin
Kirkwood Bowl Resident

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:15 AM
To: mariefranced10@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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8150 Sunset
2 messages

Maris Clement <drmaris711@aol.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:23 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
 
Maris Clement, MFT, Psy. D.
7250 Franklin Ave. #1015
Los Angeles, CA 900463045
 
drmaris711@aol.com
office/cell 310 508 1110

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:23 AM
To: drmaris711@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:drmaris711@aol.com
tel:310%20508%201110
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Masayo Suzuki <masayomasayo123@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:42 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Sir or Madam,

I am writing to notify my strong opposition against proposed height of 8150 Sunset Development, as I believe it
will not serve the community. 

First, this proposal would worsen the traffic in this area, which should be absolutely avoided for the longstanding
existing businesses.  The traffic is already not a good condition.  If it gets even worse, people will simply stop
coming to this area, which could lead to significant profit loss.

Second, if this proposal is approved, other developers may start building the same height, and it will jeopardize
the unique atmosphere and landscape that have been maintained in this area for decades.  Numerous tall
buildings would make this area look like another big crowded region in LA. This area has been maintained in a
way that differentiates itself from just another monotonous big town.  The area's unique atmosphere is the one
that has attracted people and businesses.  As such, it is extremely important to maintain the current landscape. 

For those reasons, I strongly request that you take any actions to disapprove this proposal.  

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely

Masayo Suzuki
 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:42 PM
To: masayomasayo123@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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height of building 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Michelle Milosh <mmilosh@mac.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:25 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Mayor Garcetti, and city officials,

I am very concerned about the impact of traffic with the proposal of a 20+ story building on Sunset &Crescent
heights…
Already in the mornings there is un bearable traffic, it used to take me 15 minutes to get to SunsetCrescent from
my home in Los Feliz
now it takes over 30 minutes on a normal day , sometimes 40  45 minutes week days. I travel daily for work .

Dumping that many more residents into the mix will surely create much worse morning ; evening ,and all day
traffic.

Please reconsider and cut the building in half , 10  12 stories, there by lessing traffic and keeping the look of LA.
Please look at Paris as a model , within the city building heights are 4 6 stories, PLUS they have an amazing
metro !
LA does not…Another reason to keep building heights no more than Capitol Records, 150 feet.

Leave the huge over 12 story buildings outside of the city and our traffic zones.

Thank you,
Michelle Milosh
Los Angeles resident land owner, tax payer

smime.p7s
2K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:25 AM
To: mmilosh@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150e2fb9924c969d&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Michelle Milosh <mmilosh@mac.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 9:37 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To whom I may concern: Eric Garcetti and city officials      November 7, 2015
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform.
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround.
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
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their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents.
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan.Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
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developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
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Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration

Michelle Milosh
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd., City Case No. ENV20142552EIR
2 messages

Nastassja Graham <nhgraham009@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 5:21 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

To whom I may concern:
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).
This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the
region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately
address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the
legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a
poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new
design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This project does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times
the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would
be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO
TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want
to run to the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet
my car. This is poor planning and a cheap workaround. 
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island
is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island
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should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit
stop, their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will
the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project?
New York City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large
intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA
planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated
intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the
right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will
this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down
the right hand lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4
FEET in some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to
residents. 
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the
design has completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make
the project seem less impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd
and Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times
from the area’s designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd. 
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming
a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus
stop” that already creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is
also more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s
general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately
1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified
in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section
12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of
compact parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC
Section 12.21‐A,5(c), 
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The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and
Uber traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont
across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development
not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and
Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The developer representatives
seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the structure and out of
traffic, but we all know they will not. 
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn
onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost
constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn
when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset
intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be affected when the
two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over
onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners.
If a resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple
restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential
experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns
against traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be
made less congested times.  However, during less congested times, car
speed is greatly increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from
cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study is wholly
inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on
these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of
the 249 apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los
Angeles only shares a single car, how will this not result in the project’s
condo dwellers swelling neighborhood streets with their second car
parking demands?
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This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic
funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential”
traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request
all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst
Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and
shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at
Sunset and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated
sidewalks on La Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area.
Special care should be taken to ensure the developer wont need to annex
the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do
their best to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed
project is bordered on three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10‐story height limit and low rise, historically designated
neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the
Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed
to rise to 234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the
other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20
other developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to
build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer
will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the
rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have
a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150
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Sunset over the needs and desires of the community because the architect
is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial
District and should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block
out the skyline, that is an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration
Nastassja Graham 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 5:21 PM
To: nhgraham009@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Priya Ghai <priya@passionfruitdirect.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:24 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

To whom I may concern:
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround. 
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
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their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents. 
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd. 
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c), 
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
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developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not. 
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
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Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:26 AM
To: priya@passionfruitdirect.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e1e9f42091370&siml=150e1e9f42091370&siml=150e1e9fa5b6b3f2 5/5

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd
2 messages

Ro Cobin <cobin1621@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:36 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IF THE DEVELOPER IS USING
THE CITY OWNED TRIANGLE ISLAND AND RIGHT TURN
STREET ON THE CORNER OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS &
SUNSET BLVD IN THEIR CALCULATIONS IN ORDER TO
GET A HIGHER "FAR" (Floor Area Ratio).  IT IS WRONG TO
USE CITY AND TAXPAYER OWNED PROPERTY IN THEIR
CALCULATIONS TO HELP THEM QUALIFY TO BUILD A
MUCH LARGER PROJECT THAN THEY ARE ALLOWED BY
CODE.  THERE IS ABOUT 125 FEET OF CITY PROPERTY
 THEY ARE USING IN THEIR PLANS AND THEY SHOULD
NOT BE ALOWED TO USE THAT 125 FEET TO MEASURE
THE DISTANCE TO THE NEAREST TRANSIT STOP AT
FAIRFAX & SUNSET. THEIR CALCULATIONS ARE WRONG
AND NEED TO BE REDONE.

Being a resident of Hollywood this is UNACCEPTABLE.   

STOP THE MADNESS . . .  NOW!!!!!!

Please listen for once, this project is way, way too TALL!!!  
Do not let Los Angeles look like New York,  and listen to the
taxpayers of LA.

Rosemarie P Cobin
1621 Vista Del Mar
Hollywood,  90028

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C514
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(323) 4613344 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:36 PM
To: cobin1621@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28323%29%20461-3344
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
4 messages

Scott Carnwath <carnwathscott@yahoo.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:49 PM
ReplyTo: Scott Carnwath <carnwathscott@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>

To Whom it May Concern,

My name is Scott Carnwath. I am a local citizen and live only a mile away from the proposed 
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. I am writing to inform you of my support for this project. My support 
stems from how the proposed building project will affect the local area and Los Angeles as a 
city at large. 

Proposed by a famed architect, Frank Gehry, the buildings will increase the number of homes 
in the area. I like that the project will add 30 condos and 219 rentals units to the local 
community. These units will bring in families who will add to the economy of the area. Their 
addition to the area is a welcomed prospect. The growing number of homes and the shops to 
be built will improve the local economy while the construction will also boost the economy 
through contractors and workers they hire. 

Which becomes my next point. The project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. will bring needed jobs to the 
area. Through the proposed construction of four story building in the front with retail space on 
the street level will bring long lasting jobs to the area that are bound to show a higher return than 
the current strip mall that resides at the address currently. I also like that the proposed building 
will bring in construction workers who bring in an added bonus of an economic boost to our 
local community. 

Yet most of all, the project is designed with the environment in mind and, in the midst of a never 
ending drought, going green should be on all of our minds. Earning a green stamp of approval 
from the Governor’s office, 8150 Sunset Blvd. will become a gold standard for future green 
development.

In closing I hope that you will approve the project. I understand that some of my neighbors might 
have a problem, but know that supporters are out here. We like the project as more families will 
move to the area, it will boost the local economy, and most of all it will be built with the 
environment in mind. 

Thank you,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C515
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Scott Carnwath
7400 Hollywood Blvd Apt 723

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 2:51 PM
To: carnwathscott@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:52 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

On Nov 8, 2015, at 1:49 PM

On Nov 8th 2015

RE: ENV20132552EIR

Dear, Srimal, David Ryu, Mayor Garcetti,

THE TRAFFIC STUDY THAT WAS DONE IS
A TOTAL JOKE!!!!  THE STUDY SATS THAT
THERE WILL BE VIRTUALLY NO IMPACT
ON THE NEIGHBORHOOD.  ARE THEY
SERIOUS????   WHAT INTELLIGENT
BUSINESSMAN WOULD INVEST 
300 MILLION DOLLARS TO BUILD THIS
MASSIVE PROJECT ONLY TO HAVE THE
SAME AMOUNT OF TRAFFIC GENERATED
THAT IS THERE NOW???  THE
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DEVELOPER WOULD NEVER BUILD THIS
PROJECT IF THIS WERE TRUE!!!  A FRANK
GHERY BUILDING CAN'T GENERATE ANY
TRAFFIC???.  IF ALL OF THIS IS TRUE,
WITHIN MONTHS OF THE GRAND
OPENING, THE DEVELOPER WOULD GO
BANKRUPT!!!!!!!!!!!!

PLEASE DON'T
INSULT US WITH
THIS RIDICULOUS
TRAFFIC STUDY!!!!!!!

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed
tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not
accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactfulthan it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic
Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic
island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
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ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its
increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from
the development, a violation of the city’s general
plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1
floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the
on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IF THE
DEVELOPER IS USING THE CITY OWNED
TRIANGLE ISLAND AND RIGHT TURN
STREET ON THE CORNER OF CRESCENT
HEIGHTS & SUNSET BLVD IN THEIR
CALCULATIONS IN ORDER TO GET A
HIGHER "FAR" (Floor Area Ratio).  IT IS
WRONG TO USE CITY AND TAXPAYER
OWNED PROPERTY IN THEIR
CALCULATIONS TO HELP THEM QUALIFY
TO BUILD A MUCH LARGER PROJECT
THAN THEY ARE ALLOWED BY CODE.
 THERE IS ABOUT 125 FEET OF CITY
PROPERTY THEY ARE USING IN THEIR
PLANS AND THEY SHOULD NOT BE
ALOWED TO USE THAT 125 FEET TO
MEASURE THE DISTANCE TO THE
NEAREST TRANSIT STOP AT FAIRFAX &
SUNSET. THEIR CALCULATIONS ARE
WRONG AND NEED TO BE REDONE. 

Thank You,
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Wayne M.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:52 PM
To: waymarr@earthlink.net

[Quoted text hidden]
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry
2 messages

Sergio I Jarquin, Jr. <sjarquinjr@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 1:57 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: Julia.duncan@lacity.org

What do you say when Frank Gehry agrees to design a project in your neighborhood that will replace a strip mall
best known in the community as a place to avoid after dark? You say, "Thank you; when and where do I sign
up?!?"

If we have learned anything from urban planners, environmentalists, and other dense metropolitan cities around
the world, it’s that building height does not equal more traffic; especially in areas where public transit options are
in abundance.  What it does equal is more quality housing for the wealthy, the not so wealthy, and those who’s
circumstances suggest may never be wealthy. It equals more job opportunities. And therein lies the real reason
why projects like 8150 Sunset are so vital to the continued success and progress of Los Angeles.  Housing and
Jobs!  To try and obstruct developments that are a catalyst for economic growth and the general betterment of a
community is to be resigned to the status quo, which is, frankly, unacceptable.

As someone who lives near the site, I hope our City leaders embrace this development and not allow
unnecessary delays to an already painstakingly long and arduous process.

Thank you,

Sergio Jarquin Jr.

West Hollywood, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 1:57 PM
To: sjarquinjr@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C516
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Sharon McNight <sharonmcnight@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 12:33 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Thank you

Sharon McKnight, registered voter

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 12:33 PM
To: sharonmcnight@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
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identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

(no subject)
2 messages

Taisuke Matsuda <t.matsuda326@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 6:06 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

NO ENV20132552EIR

I don't need a high building in a residential area.

Taisuke Matsuda

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 6:06 PM
To: t.matsuda326@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.
2 messages

Tamara Mello <tmello414@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:41 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

To whom it may concern:
 
I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform.
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround.
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
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their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents.
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
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developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
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Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration,
Tamara Cascardo

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:41 AM
To: tmello414@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Re: The project on Sunset and Crescent Heights… please read… it's a nice
note :)
2 messages

Tanya <solarcomparison@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 1:25 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

Dear All,

Our community in Laurel Canyon has been given lots of info about the proposed project on Sunset and Crescent
Heights.  I'm sure you've all been flooded with a million emails.. sorry about that. 

I confess, I have not fully delved into it.  I do think something nice needs to be put up in that space as it's a bit
'grey' at the moment.   Many people have expressed concern over the height of the proposed building and of
course the traffic stress of the construction stuff.  I do not regularly commute but on the occasions I have to take
Sunset in the mornings, it's was pretty awful when La Cienega was closed, and all that construction along that
stretch.  

Either way, I digress.  When I first heard about this plan, and then all the hysteria that followed, I though  well, I
am sure the planners have thought of all that.  Well.. perhaps not.  I love the idea of truly affordable housing,
having worked in that area in Hollywood in the early 2000s with several organizations. 

I'm sure there was a ton of opposition to The Grove, and now, look how many people frequent it.  Likewise,
Hollywood Highland, formerly Babylon Court ( bad choice of name!)

I'm sure there is a way to work things out where everyone.. well mostly everyone  can agree that what is planned
is a good idea and a benefit to the majority.  

So no, this is not an angry letter, it's not anti development, it's just a note to say I really appreciate you all
looking into this and maybe rethinking the tall building idea.  

Best wishes to one and all.  

Tanya.
Laurel Canyon Resident.. and many years ago, a member of Hollywood United Neighbourhood Council and
volunteer with Gettlove.  
But in truth… just a brat from London who likes playing her guitar in the Canyon :) 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 1:25 PM
To: solarcomparison@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
3 messages

T. C. Conroy <tc@westcoastcoaching.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:16 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

To whom I may concern:
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of
scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that
you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This project does not conform.
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround.
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the
city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
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If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents.
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
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Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
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and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration

 

T.C. Conroy

Build your foundation now, you may need it later.

West Coast Coaching
2133597907
tc@westcoastcoaching.com
www.westcoastcoaching.com
https://twitter.com/

tel:213-359-7907
mailto:tc@westcoastcoaching.com
http://www.westcoastcoaching.com/
https://twitter.com/
https://www.facebook.com/TCConroy
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https://www.facebook.com/TCConroy

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:16 PM
To: conroy5683@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

T. C. Conroy <tc@westcoastcoaching.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:19 PM
To: Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

If you click through to the petition they talk about the planning or lack of.
I am all about having a wonderful Frank Geary building on the corner but it has to be thought out and they are
only planning one parking space per unit and they want to demolish the crossing island on F rated intersection 
it needs to make things better not worse.

Xx

On Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:16 PM, Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> wrote:

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public
comment period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the
project planner identified on the notice directly.

 

T.C. Conroy

Build your foundation now, you may need it later.

West Coast Coaching
2133597907
tc@westcoastcoaching.com
www.westcoastcoaching.com
https://twitter.com/
https://www.facebook.com/TCConroy

https://www.facebook.com/TCConroy
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
tel:213-359-7907
mailto:tc@westcoastcoaching.com
http://www.westcoastcoaching.com/
https://twitter.com/
https://www.facebook.com/TCConroy
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case #ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Tranna Salim <trms20@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:27 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR).
This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the
region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately
address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the
legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a
poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new
design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include the HEIGHT: at
234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height
of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood
and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft
should be the limit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now
that the design has completely changed.  It uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less to have a smaller impact than it will. 

 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on
the new design are almost non‐existent and part of the reason for
eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
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setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be
donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and
driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density
by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. It's more than
1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say
NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio ( LAMC Section 12.22‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii); 

 

Therefore, I find the EIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project. Please carefully consider the impact this massive
development will have on the residents. Are you interested in us, or do
you just care about changing the whole charming character of the area? I
would hope that you consider the local residents, and the impact of this
development . I certainly would appreciate your careful consideration.   

 

 Regards,

 Tranna M. Salim

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 10:27 AM
To: trms20@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

yuna kim <ykim1993@yahoo.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:04 AM
ReplyTo: yuna kim <ykim1993@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
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private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,
Yuna Kim

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:04 AM
To: ykim1993@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Zoe Danielle <zoeismagic1@gmail.com> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 12:54 AM
ReplyTo: Zoe Danielle <zoeismagic1@gmail.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform.
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC:  The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is.
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY:  Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is  to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety
ZONING:    The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! 
Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to?  Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the   DEIR   is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community
Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project.  Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project .

Sincerely,

Zoe Sher
Zoeismagic1@gmail.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 12:54 AM
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To: zoeismagic1@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Gmail <davidnhaynes@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:29 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed
development at 8150 Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in
the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous designs.
Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the
bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters
and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and
continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office
commercial, not a mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown. 
Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the
zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well
established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed
development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan. We
would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset
Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and
appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location. Limit this
development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around
(the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in
with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to
continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their
properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant
existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make
possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as
indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The
hillsides are a beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will
alter the landscape permanently. No development should be able to block and
diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional
landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public
view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by only 30 condo
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owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in
the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft
view corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you
would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the
site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will
be a solid wall of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all
daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has
said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects
without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is
vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the
density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop does not meet
the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio
for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental
qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of
California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of
a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot
merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation
measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be
demolished. This is a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this
violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This
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project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired
by the developer in the space of a year. Each notice to the community reads
differently as does the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9.
There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread
confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Thank you,

Dave Haynes.

Denmark 50 logo.png
17K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:29 PM
To: davidnhaynes@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150e90167c5672ed&attid=0.1.1&disp=inline&safe=1&zw
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Building at 8150 Sunset Bl
2 messages

D. Schneider <teecher@sbcglobal.net> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:49 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear planning committee, 
I live directly across the street from the proposed project on the north side of Sunset Bl. All of the houses that
face the project will no longer have the city views that enticed us to buy in this neighborhood. Our houses will be
devalued significantly.  Our small streets are overcrowded now with hotel and restaurant employees' cars  parked
everywhere . I can't imagine how many vehicles will take over our streets.  West Hollywood has permit parking.
We don't.  Signs posted around here have unlimited parking until 10 pm. But LA City doesn't enforce the
restrictions. People park after 10 to go to clubs and restaurants without getting cited or towed as the signs state.
On the north side of Sunset Bl in front of the nightclub, the posted signs state NO STOPPING. .. but cars are
parked there all evening long. They are never cited. Those cars parked there block traffic heading west on Sunset.
The same thing will happen on the south side of the street in front of the 8150 project.  It will be nothing but
chaos on both sides of the street, as well as Havenhurst and Crescent Heights.  This proposed awful building is
extremely high. .. out of proportion to the other surrounding edifices in the neighborhood.  What they want to build
should be in NYC, not on the Sunset Strip. Maybe even downtown Los Angeles, but not on Sunset.  It's a
nightmare.  It will be ridiculously congested.  Don't let this building be this high.   It shouldn't be over 8 stories
high. .. Please, please, please. Use common sense.  SHORTEN THIS PROJECT! !!!

Thanks, 
Dee Dee Schneider 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:50 PM
To: teecher@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C526

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out



11/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e8cb7f782884a&siml=150e8cb7f782884a&siml=150e8cb812704c4d 1/3

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Jeffery Jon Masino <jmasino28@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:31 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Jeffery Masino
1566 Courtney Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:31 PM
To: jmasino28@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Marjorie Harris <marjorieharrisla@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:18 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Marjorie Harris
Crest View Drive
LA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:18 PM
To: marjorieharrisla@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset
2 messages

MICHAEL & TAMARA <schwartzberg@sbcglobal.net> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:51 PM
ReplyTo: MICHAEL & TAMARA <schwartzberg@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com"
<mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org"
<david.ryu@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org"
<sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "hollandc@me.com"
<hollandc@me.com>, "sbsierra@gmail.com" <sbsierra@gmail.com>

TO the Planning Dept:

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
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almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licenses.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,
Michael Schwartz
1521 N Sierra Bonita Ave
LA CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:51 PM
To: schwartzberg@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
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period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR  This project will ruin neighborhoods.
2 messages

michael shores <mshores90069@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:37 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com
Cc: michael shores <mshores90069@gmail.com>, "KeikoMarierose T. SHORES" <piazzotti@hotmail.com>, wayne
marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

My name is Michael Shores.  I am a 20+ year resident of 1682 Marmont Avenue
and the owner of the SFR at 1676 Marmont Avenue for 11+ years.

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. 

THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
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traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING:  This is really a joke.  Where is the "Major Transit Stop" going east and
west?  The public transportation in L.A. is laughable compared to any large
metropolitan city in the world.  Take this opportunity to really hold these
developers accountable to do something real for the city.  The developer is
looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop”
at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a
violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit
a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Surrounding neighborhoods will be overrun with traffic.  It already is.  It endangers
peoples lives. 

Hollywood Blvd has already become an overcrowded shortcut with impatient drivers
trying to avoid the Sunset Crescent Heights intersection.  This section of Hollywood Blvd
is a catorgorized as a sub‐standard street.  Neighbors walk their dogs and now have to
compete with these rush‐hour drives that don't slow down.  There are a lot of people in
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L.A. now that have more money than sense along with their very expensive and fast cars
who use the narrow curves of Hollywood Blvd as their own personal speedway.  I have
written numerous letters about this, suggesting speed bumps to slow down traffic. 
Responses have been that it's not possible.  The Fire Dept would be negatively affected
with their call response time.  I get it.  So please don't add further injury to this situation. 

While Mr. Gehry is a world‐renowned architect, his style has grown tiresome.  This
project will become a tremendous eyesore in the future.  It will impose on the privacy off
all the surrounding residential neighbors in the hills as well as guests at the Chateau
Marmont.  It will bury Havenhurst in gridlock as this is the main access to this
white elephant.  It's massive size will cast a dark shadow over many of the single family
residents and apartments in the surrounding area, that for years have enjoyed their right
to the L.A. sunshine and blue sky.  

Ask Mr. Gehry's Santa Monica neighbors how they feel about living next door to that
eyesore.  And that's only 1 story.  

Look at the attached pictures that the developer included in their study.  The project is so
massive that it can't fit in the picture.  The picture taken from the NE corner of Sunset &
Crescent Heights shows how massive and overwhelming this structure will be.  The
picture taken from in front of the Chateau Marmont looking east on Sunset barely shows
any of the project. It was cropped out to minimize the massive scale.

Look at this rendering from the project.  It's looking SW from Sunset / Laurel Cyn. 
This  is  completely out  scale with  the neighborhood.   Don't  let  sun and sky give
way to a monstrosity.
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Looking East on Sunset. This picture doesn't tell the true story of how big this
project is  the propose 16 story tower won't even fit in the frame.
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This is Havenhurst Drive.  A nice neighborhood street between Sunset & Fountain.  This street will be over run
with traffic as it will be the main parking entrance and exit to this oversized whale.  Fountain will also be horribly
impacted by creating a left hand turn lane at Havenhurst.  I believe their traffic studies are inadequate.  This
project will add to massive gridlock in these neighborhoods.
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All the surrounding neighborhoods are filled with voters.  The valuations of the surrounding neighborhood homes
cause us to pay a lot of property taxes.  This is our right to object
to the way the city panders to developers.  This project should absolutely be rejected as is and brought into
scope with what will enhance the neighborhood experience, not destroy it.

Reject it!

Michael Shores
323.791.9433
mshores90069@gmail.com
AIM: moeron2000
SKYPE: michaelshores

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:37 AM
To: mshores90069@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative

tel:323.791.9433
mailto:mshores90069@gmail.com
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record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robert O'Neill <robert@payvy.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:27 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.
ᐧ

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:27 PM
To: robertdoneill@gmail.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

100 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”
2 messages

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:26 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  100 supporters

100 more people signed
in the last 4 days

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Jeffery Jon Masino
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 08, 2015

There is already the threat of too much density and lack of infrastructure
in our area!

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/2wA/390KAA/t.1ry/_H196KYfTUOETZODNQz09A/h1/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NKL1Sa9aMbZVHDwyMfbKWiaKtso6XJaqVigTND8GNnDTQ-3D-3D
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C532
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Siobhan Carmean
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 08, 2015

I do not support this at all, for reasons too many to just count. This is a
horrible idea

ashley bottorff
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 08, 2015

Live and work in the area and traffic is bad enough already!

Janelle Thibodaux
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 08, 2015

Please, no more, Garcetti

Melanie Pullen
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 08, 2015

This will be too big for that corner. It'll be horrendous

View all 100 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/2wA/390KAA/t.1ry/_H196KYfTUOETZODNQz09A/h2/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NKL1Sa9aMbZVHDwyMfbKWiaKtso6XJaqVigTND8GNnDTQ-3D-3D
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/2wA/390KAA/t.1ry/_H196KYfTUOETZODNQz09A/h3/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvDX0-2BGtvfuKANZy6q-2Fgt-2FRi5S8HT6eRej1Fy9iCZx0V-2BVzRWZAbix3xCTUIMuQilsnUG-2BmrFp44SvAYb0jKaOh642JeZo60zJhWr3K6PbjcWmD-2FbPL39f5DLDW-2FG72-2FdQA-3D-3D
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:26 PM
To: bounces+712159de21planning.envreview=lacity.org@email.changemail.org

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Joe Tuchmayer <joetuchmayer@hotmail.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 12:33 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing to you, like so many others, in opposition to EIR submitted by the
developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR).
While the text here in part repeats what others will also share with you, those
thoughts are well written and express my own views so I saw no need to improve
upon them in many respects.

In addition to the reasons expressed below, I want you to consider that you should
not be swayed by the addition of the services of Frank Gehry to the project.  While
he is renowned and no doubt excellent at what he does, the problems with this
project transcend architectural issues, and go to the size, density and use of the
project, not to mention safety concerns created by increase traffic and changes to
traffic flow conditions.  These are issues that the services of Mr. Gehry does not
control.  Mr. Gehry is merely a "servant" hired to produce a product that meets the
needs of his "master".  He is not the owner of the project nor the person who is
creating the scope of the project.  

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic
issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C533
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Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.  THIS WOULD MAKE
DRIVING IS THIS AREA WOULD BECOME MUCH MORE DIFFICULT AND
HAZARDOUS TO PEDESTRIANS! 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
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know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Finally, you should not be swayed by the addition of Frank Gehry to the project.
 While he is renowned and no doubt excellent at what he does, the problems with
this project transcend architectural issues, and go to the size, density and use of
the project.  These are issues that Mr. Gehry does not control.  Mr. Gehry is
merely a "servant" hired to produce a product that meets his master's needs.  He
is not the owner of the project nor the person who is creating the scope of the
project.   

Sincerely,  Joseph D. Tuchmayer
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Proposed Development: 8150 Sunset Blvd.
2 messages

Serge Masche <sergemasche@msn.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:13 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>

Objection to Density/Height level of proposed development at: 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

Dear Planing and Review Dept. for City of Los Angeles,

I have just been made aware of a most important error in the calculation in the City of L.A. allowance
of the building "FAR" (Floor Area Allowance) for this project. The developers of the project have
included the City
owned Island, and Right Turn roadway from east bound Sunset turning into Southbound Crescent
Heights Blvd. as their 'own', including the public sidewalk, for the reason that they can then decrease
the foot distance to a Transit Stop, which would then allow them to build a much larger Square Foot
building than would otherwise be allowed by City Building Code.

The Developers seem to have somehow included this land that they do not own in the design of the
massive building. This seems to me to be a gross violation, and perhaps a serious error somehow
slipped
through on the Planning Dept. by the developers.

 It is my opinion, that had the development plan the project within the legal limit of the city code on the
property that the developers do own, that there would been a scaled down project which was not
desirable 
to the developers. So instead of following the rules, they hoodwinked the City planning department in
the 
'FAR' calculations and made it work for them. However, the only way it would 'work' for the
developers to build this massive Non Conforming building was to use in their calculations land that
was not theirs to use.

I am quite upset at this and suggest the City Planning Dept. does a complete investigation, and this
project is put On Hold  forth with, until the outcome of the investigation is complete.

Please notify me of your decision in this most important matter.

Best Personal Regards,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C534
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Serge Masche'

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:13 PM
To: sergemasche@msn.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

(no subject)
2 messages

sherry sexton <sherrysexton7@aol.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:58 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayorgarcetti@lacity.org

Dear Planning Review.
Please do something about the height of 8150 Sunset. This monster complex is going to destroy the look of a
classic Sunset Strip area. It will tower over many expensive condos and apartments. Also destroy the view for
many owners who have expensive homes above the strip. This is a low rise area and to build this high is
irresponsible. To put money in the pockets of a few, who do not live here while we who do live here have to suffer.
The traffic problem on Sunset is horrific now adding another 1,500 cars to it is only going to make it worse.
Hollywood Blvd above the strip is now becoming a thoroughfare to avoid the traffic. This is  very dangerous as
there are no sidewalks for residences who are out walking.
Please, please, please make this project smaller.
Yours Truly,
Sherry Sexton 
 

sherry sexton
sherrysexton7@aol.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:58 PM
To: sherrysexton7@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:sherrysexton7@aol.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C535
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

STUDIO M PHOTOGRAPHY PHOTO <studio_m_photo@msn.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:59 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <michael.logrande@lacity.org>, "Info@lamayor.org" <info@lamayor.org>,
"Lhorvath@weho.org" <lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org" <jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org"
<lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <jdamico@weho.org>, "Jduran@weho.org" <jduran@weho.org>,
"Slunceford@weho.org" <slunceford@weho.org>

Hello,

CITY CASE No. ENV20132552EIR
I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IF THE DEVELOPER IS USING THE CITY OWNED TRIANGLE ISLAND AND RIGHT
TURN STREET ON THE CORNER OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS & SUNSET BLVD IN THEIR CALCULATIONS IN
ORDER TO GET A HIGHER "FAR" (Floor Area Ratio).  IT IS WRONG TO USE CITY AND TAXPAYER OWNED
PROPERTY IN THEIR CALCULATIONS TO HELP THEM QUALIFY TO BUILD A MUCH LARGER PROJECT
THAN THEY ARE ALLOWED BY CODE.  THERE IS ABOUT 125 FEET OF CITY PROPERTY THEY ARE
USING IN THEIR PLANS AND THEY SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO USE THAT 125 FEET TO MEASURE
THE DISTANCE TO THE NEAREST TRANSIT STOP AT FAIRFAX & SUNSET. THEIR CALCULATIONS ARE
WRONG AND NEED TO BE REDONE.

 The 8150 Sunset project is too tall.  234 feet high is way too tall.   The new building is taller than the last design.
 The developer should not build higher than 100 feet maximum height
I'd like the building height lowered.  I'd also like to know if there is a "VIEW PRESERVATION ORDINANCE" to
protect the 100 or so homes that will be negatively affected by the loss of most if not ALL of their view of the city
and the impact it will have on their esthetic property value.  Commercial and or mixed use buildings should be
limited to 100 feet in height so close to the hills.

NO SKYSCRAPERS PLEASE!

M.M.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:59 AM
To: studio_m_photo@msn.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Ciity case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

susan townes <susantownes@earthlink.net> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:33 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Please dig deep into your souls to examine the effect this project will have for thousands of us for oh so many
years.

Thank you for your service to Los Angeles.

Susan Townes
A Laurel Canyon resident and native Angeleno.

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed
development at 8150 Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in
the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous designs.
Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the
bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters
and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and
continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office
commercial, not a mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown. 
Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the
zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well
established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed
development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan. We
would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset
Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and
appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location. Limit this
development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around

http://change.org/
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(the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in
with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to
continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their
properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant
existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make
possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as
indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The
hillsides are a beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will
alter the landscape permanently. No development should be able to block and
diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional
landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public
view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by only 30 condo
owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in
the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft
view corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you
would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the
site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will
be a solid wall of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all
daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has
said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects
without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is
vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the
density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop does not meet
the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio
for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
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DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental
qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of
California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of
a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot
merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation
measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be
demolished. This is a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this
violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This
project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired
by the developer in the space of a year. Each notice to the community reads
differently as does the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9.
There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread
confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Wayne Marmorstein
7974 Melrose Ave
Los Angeles, CA. 90046
3238521939

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:33 PM
To: susantownes@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-852-1939
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:48 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, hollandc@me.com,
sbsierra@gmail.com

TO the Planning Dept:

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
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transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licenses.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,
Tamara Bergman 
1521 N Sierra Bonita Ave
LA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 12:49 PM
To: sbsierra@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset

wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:52 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

On Nov 8, 2015, at 1:49 PM

On Nov 8th 2015

RE: ENV20132552EIR

Dear, Srimal, David Ryu, Mayor Garcetti,

THE TRAFFIC STUDY THAT WAS DONE IS
A TOTAL JOKE!!!!  THE STUDY SATS THAT
THERE WILL BE VIRTUALLY NO IMPACT
ON THE NEIGHBORHOOD.  ARE THEY
SERIOUS????   WHAT INTELLIGENT
BUSINESSMAN WOULD INVEST 
300 MILLION DOLLARS TO BUILD THIS
MASSIVE PROJECT ONLY TO HAVE THE
SAME AMOUNT OF TRAFFIC GENERATED
THAT IS THERE NOW???  THE
DEVELOPER WOULD NEVER BUILD THIS
PROJECT IF THIS WERE TRUE!!!  A FRANK
GHERY BUILDING CAN'T GENERATE ANY
TRAFFIC???.  IF ALL OF THIS IS TRUE,
WITHIN MONTHS OF THE GRAND
OPENING, THE DEVELOPER WOULD GO

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C539
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BANKRUPT!!!!!!!!!!!!

PLEASE DON'T
INSULT US WITH
THIS RIDICULOUS
TRAFFIC STUDY!!!!!!!

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed
tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not
accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactfulthan it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic
Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic
island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its
increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from
the development, a violation of the city’s general
plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1
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floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the
on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IF THE
DEVELOPER IS USING THE CITY OWNED
TRIANGLE ISLAND AND RIGHT TURN
STREET ON THE CORNER OF CRESCENT
HEIGHTS & SUNSET BLVD IN THEIR
CALCULATIONS IN ORDER TO GET A
HIGHER "FAR" (Floor Area Ratio).  IT IS
WRONG TO USE CITY AND TAXPAYER
OWNED PROPERTY IN THEIR
CALCULATIONS TO HELP THEM QUALIFY
TO BUILD A MUCH LARGER PROJECT
THAN THEY ARE ALLOWED BY CODE.
 THERE IS ABOUT 125 FEET OF CITY
PROPERTY THEY ARE USING IN THEIR
PLANS AND THEY SHOULD NOT BE
ALOWED TO USE THAT 125 FEET TO
MEASURE THE DISTANCE TO THE
NEAREST TRANSIT STOP AT FAIRFAX &
SUNSET. THEIR CALCULATIONS ARE
WRONG AND NEED TO BE REDONE. 

Thank You,
Wayne M.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR 8150 West Sunset Blvd. City Case
2 messages

A C <ajctrust@aol.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:27 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4issues@lacity.org

Good Morning…
Reference is made to the above proposed development.
Los Angeles is not New York City or Las Vegas or just about any other city.  We are a City that has always
valued it’s history and promoted the idea that Los Angeles is truly “livable”.  Our residential neighborhoods are a
testament to that way of life.  Commercial buildings should reflect the neighborhood, not the other way around. 
This proposal is outlandish in so many ways.  The size is overbearing and the design startling to the eye.  The
traffic at that juncture is already an amazing mess, with traffic jams nearly 24 hours a day.  Imagine what will
happen to the traffic with the proposed monstrosity being built!  Gridlock!  Increased crime will follow, making the
residential neighborhoods more dangerous.
When I read the details, I can not figure out when the traffic study was done.  It must have been many years ago
and done at 3 am.  It is not factual.  The size of the building will literally cast an enormous shadow over entire
neighborhoods.  When I looked up the zoning, it says “Neighborhood Office Commercial”.  Our neighborhoods
can not exist with this type of construction.  Our culture and way of life will be forever changed, not for the
betterment of all residents.
The very size of the building is way too big for the area.  All of the recent and existing buildings are significantly
smaller in height and mass.  The Hollywood Hills will disappear for residents, businesses and visitors.  The
Hollywood Hills are the true beacon, not this project.
Liquor licenses for the site, no mention of what type of establishment.  With those licenses comes more
congestion, more traffic and crime and parking will become even more of a nightmare.  Buses?  What buses? 
There are very few buses that travel Crescent Heights and the only other lines are way further than 1500 ft away. 
What about pedestrians and bicycles?  Where do you think they will be going?  Chaos on a grand scale.
Please don’t allow this massive project to further destroy our neighborhoods.  Don’t push residents/voters out of
the area by over development.

Thank you

A Carrollman

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:27 PM
To: ajctrust@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Fwd: fyi, letter for DEIR response on 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Allison Caine <allisoncaine@earthlink.net> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 10:18 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

planning.envreview@lacity.org,

mayor.garcetti@lacity.com,
renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org,
 hollandc@me.com,  sbsierra@gmail.com

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business
owners, homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all
over the city. Here in Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial
buildings attract residents  and visitors to the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural
heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage
existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns
about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it
will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event
venue). The proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the
surrounding neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a
downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views
across the Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height,
which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau
Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories
and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon
are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and
historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial
use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character
many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony
with it's surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to
address the public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of
Hollywood, the entire area and and City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside
landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for miles and enjoyed by all
residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not only
provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be
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diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the
project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of
height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians
and include almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include
many recent building projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic
study by an independent company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the
project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the
project to a 3:1 FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small,
neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and
Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transitoriented
development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity,
and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and
780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax
for this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these
unimproved bus stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what
locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax
south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does
not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project
site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the
780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn
lanes adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have
joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on
Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be
incorporated into the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd
to southbound Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle
merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of drivers and
delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage.
Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major backup traffic on the
eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock throughout the
day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not
provide any information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a
type 48 liquor licensepublic premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the
Captain of the Hollywood Police station have said that this area is already over saturated
with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Allison Gottlieb
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 10:19 PM
To: allisoncaine@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Amy Harris <amybharris@me.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 7:10 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Cheryl Holland <hollandc@me.com>,
Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C542



11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150ea38eaa315cdf&siml=150ea38eaa315cdf 2/2

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Andrea Ambandos <penthousef@aol.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:30 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
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street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:30 PM
To: penthousef@aol.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Andrea Ambandos <andrea.ambandos@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:37 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Please take a minute to copy and paste this letter and share with your friends. They need to hear from us.

Thanks

Begin forwarded message:

From: wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>
Subject: 8150 Sunset  24 hours left to get your letter in
Date: November 8, 2015 at 12:20:34 PM PST

Dear friends

This is the last chance! We have only 24 hours left! If you have ANY concerns about the super
massive height and density that is taking over our neighborhoods, take a minute and send this in.
We are still short of our goal, if just 50 of you send it a letter we can reach it! Thank you for all your
support, it makes a real difference!

If you have NO time, feel free to just sign this 1 click petition!

https://www.change.org/p/mayorericgarcettidavidryulindseyhorvathsrimal
hewawitharanasavesunsetblvdlimitthedevelopmentof8150sunsetblvdto100feet

Deadline for emails is: This Monday Nov 9th, 5:00pm

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed
development at 8150 Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in
the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous designs.
Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the
bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters
and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and
continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office

mailto:waymarr@earthlink.net
https://www.change.org/p/mayor-eric-garcetti-david-ryu-lindsey-horvath-srimal-hewawitharana-save-sunset-blvd-limit-the-development-of-8150-sunset-blvd-to-100-feet
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d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C544



11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e9ad594152202&siml=150e9ad594152202&siml=150e9ad5dff72000 2/3

commercial, not a mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown. 
Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the
zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well
established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed
development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan. We
would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset
Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and
appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location. Limit this
development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around
(the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in
with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to
continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their
properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant
existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make
possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as
indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The
hillsides are a beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will
alter the landscape permanently. No development should be able to block and
diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional
landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public
view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by only 30 condo
owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in
the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft
view corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you
would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the
site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will
be a solid wall of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all
daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has
said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects
without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is
vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
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NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the
density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop does not meet
the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio
for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental
qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of
California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of
a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot
merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation
measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be
demolished. This is a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this
violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This
project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired
by the developer in the space of a year. Each notice to the community reads
differently as does the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9.
There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread
confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:37 PM
To: andrea.ambandos@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Arnie Semsky <asemsky@mac.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:13 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150 Sunset. Community
outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous
designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9
has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition
demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixeduse area. 
This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a
manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low
to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the
Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around (the neighboring
buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or
require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique scenic features
(historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique
features or scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a beacon for Los
Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape permanently. No development should
be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of
LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be
inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in the
grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view corridor that is mentioned in
alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle
building of the site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall
of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety.

http://change.org/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C545
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NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop
does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1
floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with
historic environmental qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of California
history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects
when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with significant
impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is a significant impact
that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from the Notice ofPreparation
of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain
stable and known. This project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the
developer in the space of a year.Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is
and its impacts.

Arnie Semsky

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:13 PM
To: asemsky@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Ayako Yamauchi <ayakoyamauchirg@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:28 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the
city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should
be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that
the design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect
numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on
the new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating
the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The
traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project
as a gift. It is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)
(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space
on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent
for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers
to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated
the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting
zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Ayako Yamauchi

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:28 PM
To: ayakoyamauchirg@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 W. Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Bevshea@aol.com <Bevshea@aol.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:33 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

My concern is the size of this complex.  It is too big and high for this area.  Our water mains and electrical grid
will not support a site this large.  The traffic will be more of a nightmare than it already is/  Please stop the  
destruction of our residential neighborhoods. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:33 PM
To: Bevshea@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Chris Runge <runge@pacbell.net> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 6:24 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

 

November 7. 2015

 

 

To whom I may concern:

 

I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny
the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This project does
not conform.

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 

Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor

d.kaneshiro
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planning and a cheap workaround.

 

Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. 

 

If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in
islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars
making the right hand turn south onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right
turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this
bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand
lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?

 

The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents.

 

The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.

 

The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.

 

The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
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Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 

 

SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),

 

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 

 

The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
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coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.

 

The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?

 

This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.

 

During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11th hour. 

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
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Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

 

“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way. Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 

 

Thank you for your consideration , 

 

Christine Runge , resident 

 

 

 

 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 6:24 PM
To: runge@pacbell.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Courtney Small <cs@csandfs.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 11:01 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>
Cc: Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. Many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
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offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Please know that I am on the HOA Board at the Colonial House at 1416 Havenhurst Drive
in West Hollywood, a historic building designated under the Mills Act and listed in the
California Register of Historical Homes.  I am a resident of Sunset Square and will be
directly and negatively impacted by the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd.  

Sincerely,
Courtney Carol Small
1600 Courtney Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90046
(213) 8045882

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 11:01 PM
To: cs@csandfs.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28213%29%20804-5882
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Opposed to 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Dave Skwarczek <dave@eatyourlunch.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:52 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison, the Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just
161 feet. The Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could still render the Project’s benefits viable without
destroying the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning
restriction of 45 feet or developing structures that are in keeping with the six 10 story buildings already
constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have
to view this project indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for
many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd
community.

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

In every community, compliance with Community Plans is viewed as a safety net for the residents to ensure that
present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to conduct
compliance assessments on proposed projects.

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an
environmentally superior project. Project approval at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate
community planning practices appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some twenty seven years ago.  Good and
adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every
five years and an updated document at least every twenty years.  Since the last attempt at updating this Plan
was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan
leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at
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large.

This Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is
adopted.  Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is inadequate because it does not provide
viable, uptodate planning guidelines for development based on the current conditions and needs of the
community.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd
area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. It appears that incentive programs and overriding consideration
findings are being used to circumvent an appropriate process of review and analysis.

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants' project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.

Questions and requests:

I ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated and approved.  At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and
approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and
in the future.

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add fewer than 18 cars a day and 123 cars per night to the net
area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be completed by a different company to properly assess the impact on traffic during and after
construction. This new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted,
and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York City is putting in islands in large intersections and roads all over the 5 boroughs
in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on
an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars turning from Sunset onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of Sunset even during green lights?

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at Chateau Marmont will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick
up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by
taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto Sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be affected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise,
pollution, viewshed, shadowing and historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic
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registrar.

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels on Sunset with the same zoning. How will future variances be
avoided?

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size impact the review and approval process of future Sunset Blvd
developments?

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Gehry?

Thank you for considering my concerns.

Best regards,

Dave Skwarczek
+1 3109413278

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:52 PM
To: dave@eatyourlunch.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

David Bagley <dgbagley@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:26 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Sincerely,

David G Bagley 
1650 N Orange Grove Ave
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Los Angeles, CA  90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:26 PM
To: dgbagley@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

debbie semsky <debbielyn@mac.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:12 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150 Sunset. Community
outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous
designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9
has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition
demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixeduse area. 
This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a
manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low
to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the
Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around (the neighboring
buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or
require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique scenic features
(historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique
features or scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a beacon for Los
Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape permanently. No development should
be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of
LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be
inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in the
grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view corridor that is mentioned in
alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle
building of the site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall
of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety.
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NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop
does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1
floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with
historic environmental qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of California
history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects
when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with significant
impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is a significant impact
that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from the Notice ofPreparation
of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain
stable and known. This project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the
developer in the space of a year.Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is
and its impacts.

Dr. Debra Semsky

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:12 PM
To: debbielyn@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Diane <dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:52 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "michael.logrande@lacity.org" <michael.logrande@lacity.org>,
"info@lamayor.org" <info@lamayor.org>, "lhorvath@weho.org" <lhorvath@weho.org>, "jheilman@weho.org"
<jheilman@weho.org>, "lmeister@weho.org" <lmeister@weho.org>, "jdamico@weho.org" <jdamico@weho.org>,
"jduran@weho.org" <jduran@weho.org>, "slunceford@weho.org" <slunceford@weho.org>

 
 

Dear  Mayor Garcetti, Councilmembers and Srimal Hewawitharana:

I am writing to you, like so many others, in opposition to EIR submitted by the
developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR).  I vote and I care very much that this project be significantly
modified or even better not be approved.  

While the text here in part repeats what others will also share with you, those
thoughts are well written and express my own views so I saw no need to improve
upon them in many respects.

In addition to the reasons expressed below, I want you to consider that you should
not be swayed by the addition of the services of Frank Gehry to the project.  While
he is renowned and no doubt excellent at what he does, the problems with this
project transcend architectural issues, and go to the size, density and use of the
project, not to mention safety concerns created by increase traffic and changes to
traffic flow conditions.  These are issues that the services of Mr. Gehry does not
control.  Mr. Gehry is merely a "servant" hired to produce a product that meets the
needs of his "master".  He is not the owner of the project nor the person who is
creating the scope of the project.  

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
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Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic
issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.  THIS WOULD MAKE
DRIVING IS THIS AREA WOULD BECOME MUCH MORE DIFFICULT AND
HAZARDOUS TO PEDESTRIANS! 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
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improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

 

Sincerely,  Diane K. Goodman Tuchmayer
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Ellen Weisman <a_tooth_fairy@msn.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:26 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <michael.logrande@lacity.org>, "Info@lamayor.org" <info@lamayor.org>,
"Lhorvath@weho.org" <lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org" <jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org"
<lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <jdamico@weho.org>, "Jduran@weho.org" <jduran@weho.org>,
"Slunceford@weho.org" <slunceford@weho.org>

Hello,

CITY CASE No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR
I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IF THE DEVELOPER IS USING THE CITY OWNED TRIANGLE ISLAND AND
RIGHT TURN STREET ON THE CORNER OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS & SUNSET BLVD IN THEIR
CALCULATIONS IN ORDER TO GET A HIGHER "FAR" (Floor Area Ratio).  IT IS WRONG TO USE CITY
AND TAXPAYER OWNED PROPERTY IN THEIR CALCULATIONS TO HELP THEM QUALIFY TO BUILD A
MUCH LARGER PROJECT THAN THEY ARE ALLOWED BY CODE.  THERE IS ABOUT 125 FEET OF CITY
PROPERTY THEY ARE USING IN THEIR PLANS AND THEY SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO USE THAT
125 FEET TO MEASURE THE DISTANCE TO THE NEAREST TRANSIT STOP AT FAIRFAX & SUNSET.
THEIR CALCULATIONS ARE WRONG AND NEED TO BE REDONE.

 The 8150 Sunset project is too tall.  234 feet high is way too tall.   The new building is taller than
the last design.  The developer should not build higher than 100 feet maximum height
I'd like the building height lowered.  I'd also like to know if there is a "VIEW PRESERVATION
ORDINANCE" to protect the 100 or so homes that will be negatively affected by the loss of most if
not ALL of their view of the city and the impact it will have on their esthetic property value.
 Commercial and or mixed use buildings should be limited to 100 feet in height so close to the hills.

NO SKYSCRAPERS PLEASE!

E.W.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:26 PM
To: a_tooth_fairy@msn.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Erik McDowell <esgam@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 8:50 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, hollandc@me.com,
sbsierra@gmail.com

To Whom It May Concern:

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
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lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Erik McDowell
1557 N.  Curson Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 8:50 PM
To: esgam@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Halsted Sullivan <halsted.sullivan@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:22 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Halsted Sullivan
1541 N Sierra Bonita Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:22 PM
To: halsted.sullivan@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry Project
2 messages

Fent Jeers <fentjeers@yahoo.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:03 PM
ReplyTo: Fent Jeers <fentjeers@yahoo.com>

Joerg Fent
8405 Hollywood Blvd
Hollywood 

Hello,

My name is Joerg Fent. I live a half mile from 8150 Sunset Boulevard. I pass through this area 
frequently and have ALWAYS considered it an eyesore. 

This space could be utilized so much better with the upgrades proposed by Frank Gehry. I am 
impressed by his amazing and very unique work both locally and across the globe. I also 
believe he is a resident of Los Angeles so he understands what the 8150 Sunset address 
means. His design for 8150 is as unique as the 8150 address itself, we can surely do better 
than the existing site. I’m excited to see it completed. Please approve this project.

Joerg

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:07 PM
To: fentjeers@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset  City Case #ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

jalexander2000@aol.com <jalexander2000@aol.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:22 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

To The Department of City Planning,

I live at 1610 N. Crescent Heights Blvd. and purchased the property in June of 2014.  One of the main reason for
buying the property was for it's views. .  I now pay well over $20,000 in property taxes.  

Shortly after purchasing the house I heard about  8150 Sunset being bought/ developed. 

I have no problem with the unattractive mall currently situated there being developed and certainly like the idea of
Frank Ghery at the helm. But, like every other neighbor, I am vehemently opposed to such a tall building
replacing it.  Greed will turn what could be an architecturally  beautiful entrance to West Hollywood, into
an incongruous monstrosity.

We are all aware of the controversy the Sierra Towers caused. We also know that the neighbors were totally
ignored and the consideration went to whomever was able to buy themselves a mansion on the hill with the
money afterwards.

Besides blocking views and therefore, devaluing properties for most of us, it's height will look ridiculous and for
what? A few shekels from rooms rented. by the way, the lowincome apartments for philanthropic reasons, isn't
really fooling anyone.

Sunset Boulevard isn't the Westside Highway. The building isn't going to be the next Guggenheim in Balbao. It's
going to be a monstrosity unless you reduce the height.  

Does Frank Gehry really want to be the next Donald Trump?

PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW 8150 SUNSET TO BE TALLER THEN ITS NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Joseph A. Costa
1610 N. Crescent Heights Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90069
323 5122000

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:22 PM
To: jalexander2000@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
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period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Joe Tuchmayer <joetuchmayer@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:43 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, RENEE WEITZER <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <michael.logrande@lacity.org>,
"Info@lamayor.org" <info@lamayor.org>, "Lhorvath@weho.org" <lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org"
<jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org" <lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <jdamico@weho.org>,
"Jduran@weho.org" <jduran@weho.org>, "Slunceford@weho.org" <slunceford@weho.org>

Dear  Mayor Garcetti, Councilmembers and Srimal Hewawitharana,

I am writing to you, like so many others, in opposition to EIR submitted by the
developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR).

While the text here in part repeats what others will also share with you, those
thoughts are well written and express my own views so I saw no need to improve
upon them in many respects.

In addition to the reasons expressed below, I want you to consider that you should
not be swayed by the addition of the services of Frank Gehry to the project.  While
he is renowned and no doubt excellent at what he does, the problems with this
project transcend architectural issues, and go to the size, density and use of the
project, not to mention safety concerns created by increase traffic and changes to
traffic flow conditions.  These are issues that the services of Mr. Gehry does not
control.  Mr. Gehry is merely a "servant" hired to produce a product that meets the
needs of his "master".  He is not the owner of the project nor the person who is
creating the scope of the project.  

This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C559



11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150e9e924ece7186&siml=150e9e924ece7186 2/3

issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.  THIS WOULD MAKE
DRIVING IS THIS AREA WOULD BECOME MUCH MORE DIFFICULT AND
HAZARDOUS TO PEDESTRIANS! 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
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Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Finally, you should not be swayed by the addition of Frank Gehry to the project.
 While he is renowned and no doubt excellent at what he does, the problems with
this project transcend architectural issues, and go to the size, density and use of
the project.  These are issues that Mr. Gehry does not control.  Mr. Gehry is
merely a "servant" hired to produce a product that meets his master's needs.  He
is not the owner of the project nor the person who is creating the scope of the
project.   

Sincerely,  Joseph D. Tuchmayer
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset Blvd Frank Gehry Building
2 messages

Judith Sable <judith.sable@yahoo.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 8:54 PM
ReplyTo: Judith Sable <judith.sable@yahoo.com>

Hello City Officials,

I am Judith Sable. I live about a mile from 8150 Sunset Boulevard and I am writing in support of this 
fantastic proposed development. The current utilization of space at the existing structure is pretty terrible. I 
feel that having ANY above ground parking in a major city like Los Angeles is a complete waste of space. 
Parking should be below ground and we should replace current parking lots with parks and residential units. 

I appreciate the fact the new proposed project will include about 30 units of affordable housing, in Los 
Angeles in general we need to do better and this project is one we should look to. The design is incredible 
and will allow all residents to have the dignity they deserve. 

Mr. Gehry has done a great job incorporating residential space, commercial space, and underground parking 
at this new proposed development. There will be parks and gathering spaces for local families. That is great! 
I really want to see this project get built and I’d personally love to live there. 

Regards,  

Judith Sable
1333 N Stanley Ave Apt 4
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 8:58 PM
To: judith.sable@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Katelyn Curran <kcurran112@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:05 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I know that you have a heart for this city, its resistants, and its businesses, which is why I am
being an important matter to your attention. 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd(City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that
will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd,
dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR
projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it
does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality
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Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in
lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area
ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the
area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the
site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the
"community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential terraces up in
the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come
the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that
only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the
number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without
specific and transparent answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should
not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR
deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Katelyn Curran

Sent from my iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:05 PM
To: kcurran112@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

CITY CASE #ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

kitty wise <kittywise@me.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from

http://change.org/
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street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Katherine D Wise
1351 North Spaulding Avenue
Los Angeles CA 90046
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323‐851=8888

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:41 PM
To: kittywise@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 SUNSET [City Case No. ENV20132552EIR]
2 messages

kristen stavola <stavola1@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:59 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
ayor.garcetti@lacity.com, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, catherine.landers@lacity.org

Dear City Planning Commission and area representatives, 

Count me among the many, many residents of Laurel Canyon and West Hollywood that have very real concerns
about 8150 Sunset. I’ve attended a few of the public meetings on this development and I just cannot wrap my
head around how the city can allow for such an oversized development at this corner; the infrastructure to
support it simply does not exist.  It’s time to send the developers back to the drawing board. 

I agree with everything in the attached letter drafted by the concerned citizens of Save Sunset: 

Regards, 

Kristen Stavola

Concerned Citizen

CoFounder, We Are Laurel Canyon

8751 Wonderland Park Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90046



To Whom it may Concern,
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as
prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy
document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not
adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be
most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the
antenna.
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the
accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
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Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or
developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in
keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this
project, indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for
many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the
Sunset Blvd community.
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los
Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We
ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same
community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR
devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for
height and size restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the
residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent
basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against
Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design
programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally
superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community
planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago. Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and
Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least
every twenty (20) years. Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in
2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community
without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large.
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable
Community Plan is adopted. Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions
and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development. This
has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the
heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis.
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This
approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous
parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have
similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the same
request for incentives and considerations. The development of multiple, massive towering
developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods,
would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying
subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would
indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General
Plan and Zoning.
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a
Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved. At that
point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community
needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the future.
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It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate
for the purposes of allowing an informed decision. Not all options have been explored and presented in
a clear and understandable fashion. The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an
adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the
long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails
to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and
zoning policies.
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous. If the
cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to
the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the
proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous
developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent. The lasting
effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development
against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for
potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a
backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this
impact to the community and decision makers.
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the
development. This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet
the intent of the law. Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a
revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the
net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I
request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was
conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings
and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing
Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new
proposed building.
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset
and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also
going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island
affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F
rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from
Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is
in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right
hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number
of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not
result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three
spaces?
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from
Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of
the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there
is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on
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Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over
onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the
Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be
done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties
on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood,
which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the
development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a
precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning.
Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their
project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented?
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more
clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this
singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires
of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary?

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:00 PM
To: stavola1@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
1 message

Michael & Ro Cobin <cobin1621@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:03 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

I WOULD LIKE TO KNOW IF THE DEVELOPER IS USING
THE CITY OWNED TRIANGLE ISLAND AND RIGHT TURN
STREET ON THE CORNER OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS &
SUNSET BLVD IN THEIR CALCULATIONS IN ORDER TO
GET A HIGHER "FAR" (Floor Area Ratio).  IT IS WRONG
TO USE CITY AND TAXPAYER OWNED PROPERTY IN
THEIR CALCULATIONS TO HELP THEM QUALIFY TO
BUILD A MUCH LARGER PROJECT THAN THEY ARE
ALLOWED BY CODE.  THERE IS ABOUT 125 FEET OF
CITY PROPERTY
 THEY ARE USING IN THEIR PLANS AND THEY SHOULD
NOT BE ALOWED TO USE THAT 125 FEET TO
MEASURE THE DISTANCE TO THE NEAREST TRANSIT
STOP AT FAIRFAX & SUNSET. THEIR CALCULATIONS
ARE WRONG AND NEED TO BE REDONE.

Being a resident of Hollywood this is UNACCEPTABLE.   

STOP THE MADNESS . . .  NOW!!!!!!

Please listen for once, this project is way, way too TALL!!!
 Why are you allowing this height?  It should not exceed
100 feet.   Do not let Los Angeles look like New York,  and
listen to the taxpayers of LA.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C564
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Development Support
2 messages

Monique Muraciov <monimu22@yahoo.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:04 PM
ReplyTo: Monique Muraciov <monimu22@yahoo.com>
To: "David.Ryu@lacity.org" <David.Ryu@lacity.org>, "planning.envreview@lacity.org"
<planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear City Council and Planning Department,

I am a local resident of Hollywood who is very much looking forward to the redevelopment of 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard. The existing strip mall is awful. Full of vacant businesses and fast food. We need better and 
healthier choices than McDonald’s and El Pollo Loco. We are in a new era now where fast food and big 
SUV’s are not the status quo. We want inclusion, health, joy and creativity to define our culture! This project 
accomplishes that with new commercial space and homes housed in a unique and beautiful Frank Gehry 
structure. I also love the addition of the park! Please approve!

Monique Muraciov

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:07 PM
To: monimu22@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C565
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case no. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Present Phyllis <ppresent1@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 11:43 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard (City Case No.
ENV2013252EIR).  This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask you that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both
does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability the
city would epos itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. The new
design is just splashy architecture, cramming more into this space than is really appropriate.

We forget that we live in Earthquake country, and even with approved new heights, this one at 234 feet is the
highest proposed height of nearby structures and would dwarf surrounding structures.  THE PROJECT IS TOO
TALL AND 100Ft should be the limit.

I am horrified at the density required by the developer and the inconvenience he would impose on those that live
nearby. Also I say NO to the incorporation of the safety pedestrian triangle which the City owns.  How much
more does the City want to give this developer in lieu of our safety?  Our aging infrastructure needs to be
improved before considering this density. Most of the parking spaces I believe, in one public meeting, have been
downsized to COMPACT. Is there nobody caring for the community anymore, just for developments such as
this?  You as elected officials have a responsibility to us.

Without specific and transparent answers to many questions, this DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot/should not
be approved. The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to resulting zoning upgrades and potential
environmental impacts associated with the project. THEREFORE I FIND THE DEIR DEFICIENT AND UNABLE
TO SUBSTANTIATE THE PROPOSED PROJECT.

Sincerely,

Phyllis Present

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 11:43 PM
To: ppresent1@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C566
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robin Smalley <robinsmalley@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 3:53 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
Cc: Jeffrey Smalley <capearch@yahoo.com>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I have lived in the neighborhood for 26 years and unlike many of my neighbors, have not been
automatically opposed to the continued growth in the area.  I understand that things change, and I
understand that development is a part of urban life that can bring both jobs and progress.  However,
this is different and would have such an eggregious effect, that I can’t stand by quietly.  

I am EXTREMELY OPPOSED to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This
EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing
the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft
should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful
than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost
non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this
project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)
(4)(ii);)

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Robin Smalley
1622 N. Curson Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 3:53 PM
To: robinsmalley@gmail.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset
2 messages

Sean O'Brien <seannyo@icloud.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:18 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Greetings!

As a resident at 1322 Havenhurst, I took a long look at the proposed monstrosity at the top of my street. I've lived
here for almost five years and while a new modestsized structure with shops and apartments could bring some
interesting modernity to the area, it doesn't quite look like this proposal is in line with the current quiet standards
of our quaint, historic, street. Keep in mind, you'll be paving the parking lot that was paved over paradise.
Hopefully, you'll reconsider, at the very least, the height of the building.

Thank you for your time.

Sean O'Brien
1322 Havenhurst
West Hollywood, CA 90046

Below is a copied email that I'm sure you've been saturated with, but will nevertheless outline some of the
concerns in more detail.

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project.  In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.
 
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.
 
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. 
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a
major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.
 
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.
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HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which
to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
 
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals
and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. 
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.
 
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development.  This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.
 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations. 
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning.  
 
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.
 
It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative
impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies.  
 
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
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surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
 
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision
makers.
 
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. 
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. 
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
 
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
 
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a
new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.
 
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and
one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent
Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck
situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green
lights?
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?
 
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however  they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
 
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
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jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Wayne Marmorstein
7974 Melrose Ave
Los Angeles, CA. 90046
3238521939

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:18 PM
To: seannyo@icloud.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e99e4726fa058&siml=150e99e4726fa058&siml=150e99e4b032ed04 1/3

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Shira Boardman <shira.boardman@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:21 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Thank you,
Shira Boardman
9001 Wonderland Park Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 4:21 PM
To: shira.boardman@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Stephen Steelman <stephensteelman@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:01 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, wayne marmorstein
<waymarr@earthlink.net>, Cheryl Holland <hollandc@me.com>, Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz
<sbsierra@gmail.com>

To whom it may concern,

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime
business owners, homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about over
scale development all over the city. Here in Hollywood, where historic centuryold
homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to the area and are
vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to
a coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly
important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed project at
8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our
community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial
and event venue). The proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out
of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office
Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic
views across the Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original
proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding
neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the
hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The
adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The
lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial
use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. 

This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for
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miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to
address the public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying
feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City of Los Angeles. Public views of
the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for
miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public
views of the Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but
are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by
a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway"
to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion
might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this
location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding
pedestrians and include almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from
2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and east of the
project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to
more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles
the project to a 3:1 FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small,
neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services provided on Crescent
Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this
project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not
guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any
time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project,
but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset
and Fairfax for this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these
unimproved bus stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to
what locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop
on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd.
However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of
after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site would have heavy
commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780
bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.
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3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in
turn lanes adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and
Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy
cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left
turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle
merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of
drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights
parking garage.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but
does not provide any information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We
do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic premises or nightclub at this
location.

sincerely,

Stephen Steelman
310.801.2438
Brigantine Films
Inviro Studios

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 5:01 PM
To: stephensteelman@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:310.801.2438
http://www.brigantinefilms.com/
http://www.invirostudios.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Susan Taylor <susandavistaylor@yahoo.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 7:18 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com"
<mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org"
<david.ryu@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org"
<sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "hollandc@me.com"
<hollandc@me.com>, "sbsierra@gmail.com" <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners, homeowners,
residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in Hollywood, where
historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents and visitors to the area and are vulnerable
links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage
existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current
concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The proposed
building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is
"Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project Site,”
is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the
hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the
City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential
neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly
lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be!
Overshadowing the character many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in
harmony with it's surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public
views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City of
Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for
miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not
only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or
overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway" to West
Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate
in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include almost
nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west
and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to more accurately
and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1 FAR
bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services
provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as
“transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and
could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this
project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  
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Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to be
considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus stops, but
does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus
number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the
780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site
would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide
more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to the
project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter
routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in
and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the project. The
current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights should be preserved as
is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of
drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the
right turn lane in front of the island would cause major backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This
intersection currently has major gridlock throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any information or
detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic premises or nightclub
at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station have said that this area is
already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,
Susan Taylor
1734 N. Gardner Street
LA, CA 90046

Sent from my iPhone
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Susanne Konigsberg <susannekonigsberg@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

    Dear Sirs,  I am voicing my opposition  to the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. I am
familiar with the site;  I have banked there for may years (various banks) and pass through   the Sunset/ Crescent
Heights intersection many times each week.

This project is too tall, overwhelming other nearby  buildings (some of which are historic structures). Developers
keep trying to  “manhattanize” our neighborhoods—we don’t need and don’t want skyscrapers. We must enforce
zoning regulations—Citizens familiar with this area not developersshould have the major voice in the project.

Please rethink this project. Please Revise the poorly written  prodeveloper  EIR . Please maintain the
neighborhood quality of the area.

Susanne Konigsberg
2355 Sunset Plaza Drive
Los Angeles 900691208

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:08 PM
To: susannekonigsberg@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Wendy Riche <wendyriche@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 11:13 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

 Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
I am writing to you because of our mutual love and respect for Los ANgeles and the Laurel
Canyon Sunset Blvd area.
I am forwarding the email letter below by  Wayne Mamorstein. I have never met Mr
Marmorstein but I share his concerns . I am very grateful for his ability and passion to
articulate the concerns of many people who live in Laurel canyon for
we don't all have the time to do so. He crystalized the issues and I agree with them all.
PLEASE limit the development to 100ft height ...and like Sunset Plaza  keep the architecture
similar and compatible with the canyon and West Hollywood lifestyle  We are a progressive
people living in West Hollywood but we also share a respect and love for the beauty of the
area, as I know you do.
Pleas e do not violate CEQA or destroy the Lytton Building and CEQA Policy
I recommend you form a committee of residents and advocates to consult and advise on this issue.
This is important to pre preservation of the community of West Hollywood and Los ANgeles
Thank you.
Wendy Riche
3236544710
Begin forwarded message:

From: wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>
Subject: 8150 Sunset  24 hours left to get your letter in
Date: November 8, 2015 at 11:58:45 AM PST

Dear friends

This is the last chance! We have only 24 hours left! If you have ANY concerns about the super
massive height and density that is taking over our neighborhoods, take a minute and send this in.
We are still short of our goal, if just 50 of you send it a letter we can reach it! Thank you for all your
support, it makes a real difference!

If you have NO time, feel free to just sign this 1 click petition!

https://www.change.org/p/mayorericgarcettiDavid‐ryu‐lindsey‐horvath‐srimal‐hewawitharana‐
save‐sunset‐blvd‐limit‐the‐development‐of‐8150‐sunset‐blvd‐to‐100‐feet

Deadline for emails is: This Monday Nov 9th, 5:00pm

tel:323-654-4710
mailto:waymarr@earthlink.net
https://www.change.org/p/mayor-eric-garcetti-
https://www.change.org/p/mayor-eric-garcetti-david-ryu-lindsey-horvath-srimal-hewawitharana-save-sunset-blvd-limit-the-development-of-8150-sunset-blvd-to-100-feet
d.kaneshiro
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Please Email: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.
org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Add in the Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed
development at 8150 Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in
the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous designs.
Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the
bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters
and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and
continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office
commercial, not a mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown. 
Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the
zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well
established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed
development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan. We
would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset
Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and
appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location. Limit this
development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around
(the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in
with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to
continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their
properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant
existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make
possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as
indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The
hillsides are a beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will
alter the landscape permanently. No development should be able to block and
diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional
landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public
view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by only 30 condo
owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in
the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft
view corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you

mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:mayor.garcetti@lacity.com
http://change.org/
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would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the
site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will
be a solid wall of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all
daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has
said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects
without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is
vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the
density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop does not meet
the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio
for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental
qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of
California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of
a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot
merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation
measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be
demolished. This is a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this
violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This
project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired
by the developer in the space of a year. Each notice to the community reads
differently as does the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9.
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There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread
confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Wayne Marmorstein
7974 Melrose Ave
Los Angeles, CA. 90046
3238521939

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 11:13 PM
To: wendyriche@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-852-1939
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

David Nicksay <david@nicksay.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 7:42 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Cheryl Holland <hollandc@me.com>, Tamara Bergman
<sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro

d.kaneshiro
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lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

David Nicksay
1622 North Fairfax Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90046
213.361.1991
david@nicksay.com

tel:213.361.1991
mailto:david@nicksay.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 SUNSET [City Case No. ENV20132552EIR]
2 messages

kristen stavola <stavola1@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:59 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
ayor.garcetti@lacity.com, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, catherine.landers@lacity.org

Dear City Planning Commission and area representatives, 

Count me among the many, many residents of Laurel Canyon and West Hollywood that have very real concerns
about 8150 Sunset. I’ve attended a few of the public meetings on this development and I just cannot wrap my
head around how the city can allow for such an oversized development at this corner; the infrastructure to
support it simply does not exist.  It’s time to send the developers back to the drawing board. 

I agree with everything in the attached letter drafted by the concerned citizens of Save Sunset: 

Regards, 

Kristen Stavola

Concerned Citizen

CoFounder, We Are Laurel Canyon

8751 Wonderland Park Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90046



To Whom it may Concern,
Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as
prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy
document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not
adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be
most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.
The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the
antenna.
The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the
accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C575
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Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or
developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in
keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this
project, indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for
many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the
Sunset Blvd community.
Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los
Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We
ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same
community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR
devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for
height and size restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the
residents to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent
basis under which to conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.
In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against
Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design
programs, the proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally
superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community
planning practices, appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago. Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and
Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least
every twenty (20) years. Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in
2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community
without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large.
In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable
Community Plan is adopted. Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions
and needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development. This
has put the community in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the
heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration
findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis.
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This
approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous
parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have
similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties could make the same
request for incentives and considerations. The development of multiple, massive towering
developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods,
would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying
subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being ignored in this case, would
indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of the City’s General
Plan and Zoning.
I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a
Hollywood Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved. At that
point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community
needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the future.
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It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate
for the purposes of allowing an informed decision. Not all options have been explored and presented in
a clear and understandable fashion. The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an
adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the
long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails
to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and
zoning policies.
Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous. If the
cumulative impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to
the community could be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the
proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous
developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent. The lasting
effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.
Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development
against a backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for
potential disposal of other historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a
backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this
impact to the community and decision makers.
In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the
development. This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet
the intent of the law. Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a
revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies.
QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:
The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the
net area trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I
request that a new traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was
conducted, and how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings
and businesses to the proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing
Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new
proposed building.
The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset
and Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also
going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island
affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F
rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from
Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is
in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right
hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most
superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number
of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not
result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three
spaces?
How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from
Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of
the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there
is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on
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Sunset be effected when the two carlength turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over
onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the
Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be
done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties
on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.
The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood,
which has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the
development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a
precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning.
Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their
project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be
prevented?
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more
clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this
singular approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires
of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary?

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:00 PM
To: stavola1@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150eb152623c630b&siml=150eb152623c630b 1/2

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Donald Wasson <donaldwasson@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 11:10 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Cheryl Holland <hollandc@me.com>,
Tyler Smith <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2  “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project
Site”  is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Local Metro Route 2  certainly
does not qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not
guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says
that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within
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guidelines of 1,500 feet.  
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays, or after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licenses.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,
Donald Wasson
1601 N. Sierra Bonita
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

EDUARDO A. BRANIFF <eabraniff@mac.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 7:38 PM
To: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
julia.duncan@lacity.org, hollandc@me.com, sbsierra@gmail.com, planning.envreview@lacity.org

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  
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Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Eduardo A Braniff & David P. Bardeen
1559 N Genesee Ave
LA CA 90046
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deedub111@aol.com <deedub111@aol.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 8:24 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, hollandc@me.com,
sbsierra@gmail.com

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be, overshadowing the character of well
established, historic neighborhoods. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and city of Los Angeles.
Public views of the hills and hillside landscape from the south, east and west, are seen for miles and
enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not only
provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished,
blocked or overshadowed by a development's heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a
"gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be
more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  
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Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood police station
have said that this area is already oversaturated with liquor licenses.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,
Julia Mason
1601 North Sierra Bonita
Los Angeles, CA  90046
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LC <frelapub@yahoo.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 7:41 PM
ReplyTo: LC <frelapub@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com"
<mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org"
<david.ryu@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org"
<sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "hollandc@me.com"
<hollandc@me.com>, "sbsierra@gmail.com" <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
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be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Lara Cody Curci
1533 N. Orange Grove Ave.
90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Mike Sikowitz <msikowitz@me.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 8:29 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, hollandc@me.com, sbsierra@gmail.com

To Whom it May Concern:

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
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lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Mike Sikowitz
1601 N. Orange Grove Ave
LA CA 90046
msikowitz@me.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Robyn Weisman <rweisman@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 3:13 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the

http://change.org/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C581



11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150e960d15693711&siml=150e960d15693711&siml=150e960d4ac4cba0 2/3

view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.
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Robyn Weisman 
1637 N. Sierra Bonita Ave.
Los Angeles, CA. 90046
3236932693

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 3:14 PM
To: rweisman@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-693-2693
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry Project
2 messages

AJ Sklar <ajsklar90@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:44 PM
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Planning Department,

The purpose of this letter is to show support of the Frank Gehry project. I live in CD4 and believe the current site
at 8150 in entirely unfitting. This area can either return to the grandeur it once held, or continue its downtrodden
path. The current designs are wonderful, functional and will set the benchmark for renovation.

To start, the logistical improvements will go a long way. The infrastructure with widened sidewalks, improved
crosswalks and safer intersections will dramatically improve the performance of that block.

With growth comes traffic, but not with these plans according to the traffic study. The commercial nature of 8150
as it currently functions brings thousands of vehicles in and out daily. Converting the space to residential use will
minimally increase traffic despite adding hundreds of new residents. This is not just a convenience factor, but a
safety one as well as the crosswalks and visibility are insufficient.

The current plans are beautiful and include muchneeded affordable housing. These two factors are defining traits
of our City: economic diversity and wonderful design. Changing this block’s use from commercial to residential is
sensitive and thoughtful, adding units to the city’s housing stock without taking any away makes it incredible.
This project solves so many problems in such a wonderful way while inconveniencing so few, and it does so by
setting a standard that future plans will look to follow. Thank you for considering my input.

Sincerely,

AJ Sklar
4310 Ventura Canyon Avenue #3 Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:44 PM
To: ajsklar90@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Adriana <arosian100@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:42 PM
ReplyTo: Adriana <arosian100@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com"
<mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org"
<david.ryu@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org"
<sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "hollandc@me.com"
<hollandc@me.com>, "sbsierra@gmail.com" <sbsierra@gmail.com>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I fully support the community response to the Draft EIR regarding this project, as shown below. 

 Furthermore, I'd like to add that bringing in a famous architect who offered nothing more than a
hodgepodge of buildings, attempting to camouflage their massive size with cover ups we've
seen one too many times, has not succeeded in winning over project acceptance.  I actually
prefer the initial design.  At least, that one was more honest and authentic. 

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
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not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely and Respectfully,
Adriana Mardirosian
7510 Sunset blvd.
Los Angeles, 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Letter In Opposition To The 8150 Sunset Blvd. Project As Currently Proposed
2 messages

Alex Nicholas <antrash@icloud.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:26 PM
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lauren Meister <Lmeister@weho.org>, John D'Amico
<Jdamico@weho.org>, Jduran@weho.org, Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Srimal,

Attached is a letter detailing concerns I have with the 8150 Sunset Blvd. project as currently proposed. I believe
that the project is out of scale for the location, will have a tremendously negative impact on the surrounding
neighborhood as well as traffic patterns on Sunset and Crescent Heights, and quite simply needs to be
redesigned to better fit the commumnity.

Thank you for your time,

Alex Nicholas

Letter on 8150 Sunset Project.pdf
680K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:26 PM
To: antrash@icloud.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150ee2510cb8195d&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Dear%Srimal%Hewawitharana,%David%Ryu,%and%Mayor%Eric%Garcetti,%
%
Thank%you%for%the%opportunity%to%comment%on%the%recirculated%DEIR%for%8150%Sunset%
Blvd%project.%This%letter%is%being%written%in%opposition%to%the%DEIR,%RDEIR%and%
proposed%development%at%8150%Sunset.%
%
Community%outcry%was%been%well%demonstrated%in%the%over%700%letters%opposing%the%
height,%mass,%and%bulk%in%previous%designs.%Alternative%9%has%only%increased%the%
height,%increased%the%mass,%and%increased%the%bulk.%Alternative%9%has%equally%
angered%the%community.%The%over%650%letters%and%signatures%on%
the%change.org%petition%demonstrate%a%strong%and%continued%stakeholder%opposition.%
%
This%area%is%neighborhood%office%commercial,%not%a%mixedPuse%area.%%This%is%not%a%
regional%center%or%downtown.%%Respect%the%present%zoning.%Alternative%9%is%a%
manipulation%of%the%zoning%and%would%result%in%the%elimination%of%what%defines%this%
area%as%a%well%established%low%rise,%lower%density%neighborhood.%This%proposed%
development%is%not%in%harmony%with%the%policies%outlined%in%the%General%Plan%
%
Public%views%are%an%irreplaceable%natural%resources%as%defined%by%CEQA.%The%
hillsides%are%a%beacon%for%Los%Angeles.%The%perception%of%open%space%once%lost,%will%
alter%the%landscape%permanently.%Allowing%a%structure%of%this%height%and%mass,%
would%create%a%barrier%and%separation%of%the%areas%natural%form.%%No%development%
that%blocks%and%diminishes%public%views%of%the%Hollywood%hills,%should%be%permitted.%
The%hills%represent%a%directional%landmark%for%all%of%LA%and%they%are%the%
identifying%feature%in%the%City%of%Los%Angeles.%The%public%view%should%be%protected.%
The%tallest%building%will%be%inhabited%by%only%30%condo%owners%on%the%top%floors,%the%
needs%of%the%few%should%not%overweigh%the%many%in%the%grotesque%impact%on%the%
neighborhood%that%will%result.%
%
In%general,%as%was%pointed%out%by%members%of%the%Hollywood%Hills%Neighborhood%
council,%the%logic%employed%in%the%DEIR%is%muddy%and%often%simply%not%credible.%In%
many%ways%as%will%be%outlined,%the%DEIR%fails%to%adequately%address%that%fact%
or%support%its%lack%of%discussion%of%the%impacts%of%the%project.%%
!

The!Project!Description!is!Flawed/Unsure/and!Transitory/Public!Input!was!

Refused!%
!

Townscape%has%violated%CEQA%early%on%in%this%process%by%not%striving%to%
involve%the%community%as%much%as%possible,%and%
seeking%to%exclude%community%participation%and%comment.%Rather%than%seek%
open%community%input,%Townscape%has%preferred%back%door%politics%by%scheduling%
private%meetings%to%preview%the%project%to%city%officials%and%a%select%few%before%the%
DEIR%alternative%9%was%released.%%
%
Since%the%project%and%description%is%vastly%different%from%the%Notice%of%Preparation%
(NOP)%of%an%EIR%and%is%different%from%what%was%studied,%many%studies%conducted%for%



the%NOP%are%inadequate%for%the%Alternative%9%option,%this%violates%CEQA.%The%project%
description%is%supposed%to%remain%stable%and%known.%This%project%has%been%
in%flux%since%its%inception.%Frank%Gehry%is%the%third%architect%hired%by%the%developer%
in%the%space%of%a%year.%Each%notice%to%the%community%reads%differently%as%does%
the%project%description%in%the%DEIR,%especially%alternative%9.%There%have%been%three%
completely%different%building%plan%presentations%to%the%Hollywood%Hill%
Neighborhood%Council.%It%is%no%wonder%there%is%widespread%confusion%as%to%what%this%
plan%even%is%and%its%impacts.!%
%
LAND!USE!IMPACTS%
!

%
The%DEIR’s%bare%conclusions%that%the%proposed%project%would%have%a%lessPthanP
significant%impact%on%the%existing%character%of%the%project%site%and%vicinity%and%would%
not%physically%
divide%an%established%community%is%completely%unsupported%by%the%facts%and%the%
obvious%overwhelming%impacts%of%the%building%in%this%lower%rise%neighborhood.%
The%immediate%neighboring%buildings,%which%are%not%considered%or%
specifically%discussed%in%the%DEIR,%are%only%two%and%three%stories%
tall.%Similarly,%the%conclusion%that%the%proposed%project%would%not%conflict%with%
The%General%Plan%is%completely%unsupported%and%
undiscussed.%The%conclusions%are%unsupported%as%drawings%or%
renderings%contained%in%the%DEIR%do%not%show%the%directly%neighboring%buildings%of%
2%story%and%3%story%buildings%in%scale%in%an%attempt%do%downplay%how%out%of%scale%
this%project%would%be.%Nowhere%in%the%DEIR%does%it%faithfully%represent%the%
surrounding%neighborhood%in%scale%or%irreparable%harm%this%development%would%
cause.%
%
The%surrounding%neighborhoods%are%some%of%the%oldest%in%
the%area%with%many%buildings%dating%from%the%early%1920’sP
1930s.%Before%the%project%goes%forward%
a%complete%Historic%Resources%Survey%of%the%buildings%within%a%3/4%mile%radius%
should%be%completed%and%it%should%include%private%homes.%The%DEIR%is%
inadequate%and%contains%insufficient%information%to%allow%the%decision%makers%
to%reach%correct%conclusions%and%findings%regarding%the%project’s%impact%on%
historical%resources%and%the%existing%neighborhood.%%
%
Over%50%projects%are%currently%underway%or%proposed%for%Hollywood%in%the%City%of%
Los%Angeles%and%the%City%of%West%Hollywood.%This%DEIR%makes%no%accounting%for%the%
cumulative%impacts%caused%these%developments%will%have%on%the%neighborhood,%city%
services,%police,%fire,%medical,%neighborhood%cut%through%traffic,%.%It%also%doesn’t%
account%for%the%21,000%truck%trips%that%the%neighborhood%will%suffer%during%
construction%of%8150%and%how%this%will%have%a%cumulative%effect%when%combined%
with%other%concurrent%development.%The%project,%in%calling%for%off%menu%incentives%
that%would%relax%existing%development%standards%will%only,%if%approved,%increase%
density%and%traffic%problems%in%the%area,%as%other%developers%seek%the%same%



preferences,%thereby%threatening%known%and%potential%historic%resources%in%
historically%sensitive%neighborhoods.%None%of%these%cumulative%effects%are%addressed%
in%the%DEIR.!%
%
%
The%DEIR%does%not%cite%any%single%specific%policy%and%provides%only%bare%conclusions%
of%“no%impact”%or%“less%than%significant%impact”.%The%DEIR%should%discuss%and%
illustrate%how%it%satisfies%a%majority%of%land%use%objectives%and%policies%
to%affirmatively%demonstrate%how%the%bare%conclusions%were%reached.%Discussions%
of%the%violated%policies%should%also%be%added%to%
the%DEIR%to%fully%resolve%the%conclusions%reached%and%how%the%facts%and%studies%
support%the%conclusions.%The%conclusions%appear%erroneous%because%the%project%
appears%to%violate,%at%some%level,%nearly%every%aspect%of%the%General%Plan.%A%full%
discussion%in%the%DEIR%of%which%policies%and%principals%
of%the%elements%are%satisfied%and%which%violated%by%the%proposed%project%should%
be%enumerated%in%the%DEIR.%The%following%principals%and%policies%and%objectives%
should%be%fully%discussed%in%the%DEIR:%It%is%insufficient%to%
simply%state%bare%conclusions%without%a%deeper%discussion%of%the%elements%
of%the%General%Plan.%
%
Building!Height!and!Mass%
!

Applicant%description%of%project:%“one%tower%at%Havenhurst%at%15%stories%in%height%(or%
approximately%234%feet%above%grade%as%measured%from%the%lowest%point%on%the%Project%
Site%at%the%southwest%corner%of%the%property),%Crescent%Heights%at%11%stories%(or%
approximately%174%feet%above%grade%as%measured%from%the%southwest%corner%of%the%
property),%one%at%the%central%portion%of%the%South%Building%between%the%East%and%West%
tower%elements%at%five%stories%(or%approximately%110%feet%above%grade%as%measured%
from%the%southwest%corner%of%the%property),%thereby%creating%an%approximately%150K
footKwide,%open%northKsouthKoriented%view%corridor%between%the%taller%East%and%West%
tower%elements%that%provides%views%southward%across%the%Project%Site%from%locations%to%
the%north%and%viceKversa.”%
%
The%towers%heights%in%Alternative%9,%are%shown%to%be%234%feet,%174%feet%and%110%feet%
above%grade,%and%are%substantially%taller%than%the%original%proposed%height,%which%
was%already%too%tall%for%this%area%and%surrounding%neighborhood.%The%Chateau%
Marmont%Hotel%is%seven%stories,%built%into%the%hillside.%The%Directors%Guild%is%75%feet%
high%at%about%8%stories%(this%project%would%be%three%times%higher)%and%the%new%hotel%
construction%at%La%Cienega%in%the%City%of%West%Hollywood%is%ten%stories.%The%
Hollywood%Hills%in%this%adjacent%area,%Laurel%Canyon%and%Nichols%Canyon,%are%more%
rural%and%are%wildlife%corridors,%with%the%lower%lying%neighborhoods%predominately%
very%low%to%lower%rise%and%historic%residential%neighborhoods.%The%narrow%strip%of%
neighborhood%serving%commercial%use%on%Sunset%Blvd%is%also%significantly%lower%rise.%
This%proposed%development%wants%to%be%a%beacon%to%stand%out%and%be%seen%for%miles.%
That%it%would%be!%Overshadowing%the%character%of%many%well%established%
neighborhoods%far%and%wide.%The%current%proposal%is%not%in%harmony%with%it's%



surroundings%and%built%environment.%%Developer%also%understates%standard%industry%
feet%to%number%of%%storeies%conversion%which%if%properly%applied%yields:%236%feet%=%22%
Stories%(west%tower),%174%feet%=%16%Stories%(east%tower),%110%feet%=%10%
Stories%%(center%building).%We%remind%you,%this%makes%the%largest%tower%three%times%
taller%than%the%Chateau%Marmont,%long%considered%the%anchor%of%the%neighborhood.%
This%project%would%dwarf%it%and%be%12%stories%taller%than%even%the%large%development%
on%Sunset%Blvd%at%La%Cienega%in%West%Hollywood.%%
%
While%the%applicant%cites%views%from%the%hills,%the%DEIR%fails%to%address%the%public%
views%of%the%hills.%The%Hollywood%Hills%are%a%major%identifying%feature%of%Hollywood,%
the%entire%area%and%%City%of%Los%Angeles.%Public%views%of%the%hills%and%hillside%
landscape%are%seen%from%the%south,%east%and%west%for%miles%and%enjoyed%by%all%
residents%and%visitors%to%the%city.%Public%views%of%the%Hollywood%Hills%not%only%
provide%a%needed%sense%of%open%space,%but%are%the%view%"beacon"%and%should%not%be%
diminished,%blocked%or%overshadowed%by%a%development’s%heights,%mass%or%bulk.%We%
would%like%to%point%out%that%the%project%site%is%not%in%a%downtown%or%regional%center.%
If%the%developer%would%like%to%be%a%gateway%to%West%Hollywood's%Sunset%Strip,%
something%resembling%the%Sunset%Plaza%portion%might%be%more%in%line%and%
appropriate%in%terms%of%height,%scale%and%mass%for%this%location.%%%
!
%
%
SCENIC!RESOURCES%
!

The%California%Environmental%Quality%Act%mandates%identification%and%protection%of%
scenic%resources.%Identified%resources%include%trees,%historic%buildings,%rock%
outcroppings%and%similar%features%that%are%located%within%a%designated%state%scenic%
highway.%Under%CEQA%and%the%LAMC,%decision%makers%have%been%able%to%require%
retention%and%protection%of%scenic%features.%%
%
Through%acquisition,%park%development%and%land%use%planning%and%development%
requirements%the%city%has%a%major%role%in%protecting%land%forms%and%scenic%features%
and%in%making%scenic%features%accessible%to%the%public.%
%
It%is%Los%Angeles%city%policy%to%continue%to%encourage%and/or%require%property%
owners%to%develop%their%properties%in%a%manner%that%will,%to%the%greatest%extent%
practical,%retain%significant%existing%land%forms%(e.g.,%ridge%lines,%bluffs,%unique%
geologic%features)%and%unique%scenic%features%(historic,%ocean,%mountains,%unique%
natural%features)%and/or%make%possible%public%view%or%other%access%to%unique%
features%or%scenic%views%as%indicated%in%the%following%document: 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted 
September 2001  
 
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS  Page 46 - 47 



 
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION!OF!RESOURCES!WHICH!PROVIDE!

A!SENSE!OF!NATURE,!CONTINUITY!WITH!THE!PAST,!AND!FREEDOM!FROM!

OVERCROWDING.%
%
New%development%can%enhance%and%preserve%Los%Angeles’%distinctive%qualities%if%it%is%
designed%with%consideration%for%the%prevailing%design%character%and%the%effect%on%
surroundings.%It%is%important%to%conserve%important%design%character%in%
historic%or%distinctive%older%areas,%some%uniformity%of%detail,%scale,%proportion,%
texture,%materials,%color%and%building%form%is%necessary.%Large%buildings%
impair%the%character%of%older,%small%scale%areas%if%no%transition%is%made%between%
smallPscale%and%largePscale%elements%
%
The%DEIR%should%set%forth%extensive%discussions%of%how%this%project%
meets%this%criteria%and%how%it%does%
not%create%a%large%“separation”%in%the%existing%neighborhood.%The%present%
building%on%the%site%“fits%in”%because%it%is%essentially%two%stories%and%creates%
a%harmonious%transition%from%the%two%story%apartment%buildings%on%Havenhurst%and%
the%three%story%apartment%buildings%on%Crescent%Heights%that%it%directly%borders.%The%
proposed%buildings%will%separate%and%divide%the%existing%neighborhood%just%by%its%
sheer%size.%
%
Visually%strong%buildings%which%contrast%severely%with%their%surroundings%



impair%the%character%of%the%area.%There%is%no%discussion%of%this%policy%and%
of%the%jarring%visual%impact%of%the%proposed%project.%The%lack%
of%any%discussion%and%reference%to%these%policies%
make%the%DEIR%completely%inadequate.%Other%policies%which%need%to%be%reconciled%
include%the%principal%that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human!Needs!%
%
In%questions%of%scale,%the%height%of%buildings%has%received%
the%greatest%and%most%continuous%public%attention.%Nevertheless,%
a%citywide%plan%for%building%height%has%not%existed%prior%to%this%time,%and%
both%residents%and%visitors%have%experienced%stress%and%concern%at%the%prospect%that%
the%appearance%of%the%skyline%may%continue%to%change%rapidly%without%further%%%%%%%%%%%%
direction%or%any%real%planning.%
%
%
Extremely%massive%buildings%on%or%near%hills%can%overwhelm%the%natural%land%forms,%
block%views,%and%generally%disrupt%the%character%of%the%city.%Low,%smallerP
scale%buildings%on%the%slopes%of%hills,%at%their%base%and%in%
the%valleys%between%complement%topographic%forms%and%permit%uninterrupted%
views.%The%relationship%between%areas%of%low,%finePscaled%buildings%and%areas%of%
high,%largePscaled%buildings%can%be%made%more%pleasing%if%the%transition%in%
building%height%and%mass%between%such%areas%is%gradual.%Buildings%which%meet%
the%ground%and%reflect%the%slope%of%the%hill%relate%to%the%land%form.%A%



bulky%building%creates%the%most%visual%disruption%when%seen%from%a%distance%as%
the%dominant%silhouette%against%a%background%and/or%foreground%of%much%
smaller%structures.%
%
There%is%no%discussion%in%the%DEIR%of%these%principalsPPPmerely%a%conclusion%that%
the%building%is%not%disruptive%and%causes%no%significant%impact—a%bare%conclusion%
not%supported%by%the%facts,%any%reasonable%discussion%or%reconciliation%
of%the%principals%and%policies%and%appears%erroneous.%An%in%depth%discussion%is%
needed%as%to%how%the%proposed%building%is%sympathetic%to%the%scale%and%form%
of%the%existing%neighborhood%so%as%to%reconcile%the%erroneous%conclusions%of%no%
impacts%or%less%than%significant%impacts.!%
%
These%policies%are%completely%ignored%in%the%DEIR%and%the%exact%opposite%conclusion%
is%reached%without%adequate%discussion%or%any%facts%or%law%to%
justify%these%erroneous%conclusions.%
%
%
“Affordable!Housing”%
%
Reviewing%the%8150%Sunset%Blvd%Mixed%Use%Recirculated%Draft%EIR%and%the%original%
draft%EIR%documentation,%one%is%unable%to%locate%a%clear%definition%of%“Affordable”%for%
the%“Affordable%Units”%being%included%in%the%project%and%therefore,%as%prepared,%the%
documentation%is%incomplete%because%it%has%not%adequately%evaluated%the%
Community%Benefits%the%project%will%provide%as%an%offset%to%the%resulting%zoning%
upgrades%and%potential%environmental%impacts%associated%with%the%proposed%
project%Therefore,!the!city!must!find!the!EIR!deficient!and!unable!to!
substantiate!the!proposed!project.%
%%
Specifically,%the%basic%assumption%is%that%by%providing%the%Community%with%Benefits%
such%as%Affordable%Housing,%Parking,%Bike%Racks%and%Parks%the%Developer%gets%to%
ignore%the%underlying%zoning%on%the%site%and%build%something%much%bigger%and%taller%
than%otherwise%possible.%The%bigger%and%taller%part%we’ve%got,%now%–%what’s%the%
benefit?%We%know%the%number%of%units,%but%how%much%will%they%rent%for%and%who%will%
they%be%rented%to?%Without%specific%and%transparent%answers%to%this%question,%the%
EIR%is%fatally%flawed%and%cannot%/%should%not%be%approved.%
%
Traffic!Island!and!Current!Sweeping!Right!Turn!Moving!the!Bus!Stop%
%
The%current%triangle%and%sweeping%right%turn%could%be%rePworked%to%allow%
pedestrian%and%bicycle%passage,%in%addition%to%the%stop%lights%and%maybe%even%a%cut%
out%for%the%east%bound%Sunset%bus%to%pull%in%out%of%traffic.%Pedestrian%refuge%medians%%
are%being%added%back%in%many%cities,%including%the%City%of%Los%Angeles.%%
They%provide%a%place%for%people%to%safely%wait%where%intersections%are%busy%and%
complicated.%The%intersection%of%Sunset%Blvd%and%Crescent%Height%has%definitely%
become%much%busier%and%complicated%with%the%new%multi%use%resident,%commercial%
retail,%restaurant%and%event%venue%project.%%



%
The%current%sweeping%right%turn%lane%eastbound%Sunset%Blvd%to%southbound%
Crescent%Heights%allows%for%continual%vehicle%merging,%which%will%be%needed%with%
the%addition%of%500%plus%new%residents,%where%there%currently%are%none,%commercial%
and%new%additional%event%traffic.%Removing%the%current%right%turn%lane%would%create%
a%completely%stopped%right%turn%lane%on%Sunset%Blvd.%Right%on%red%could%not%be%
accommodated%due%to%pedestrian%crossing%and%southbound%oncoming%traffic%from%
Laurel%Canyon.%The%local%bus%on%Sunset%Blvd%should%be%kept%at%the%location,%or%at%
minimum%in%front%of%8150%Sunset%Blvd.%%
%
SEE%PHOTO%BELOW:%Semi%Truck%turn%around%traffic%island%P%uses%all%lanes%

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving!the!Sunset!Blvd!Bus!Stop%
%



Moving% the%bus% stop% to%8000%Sunset%Blvd%as%proposed% forces%pedestrians% to% cross%
the%street%and%walk% farther% to% reach% the%bus.%Placing% the%bus%on%Sunset% in% front%of%
8000% Sunset% would% back% up% vehicle% traffic% turning% east% onto% Sunset% Blvd% from%
Crescent%Heights’%sweeping%right%turn.%%The%sidewalk%provided%for%bus%rider%waiting%
area%is%extremely%limited%at%this%location.%There%is%minimal%sidewalk%space%to%add%a%
bus%shelter%and%or%accommodate%bus%riders%with%bicycles.%This%is%not%a%good%location%
for%a%bus%stop.%
%
FairfaxSSunset!a!Major!High!Quality!Transit!Stop?%

 
PERMITS!AND!APPROVALS:%%
%
The%Project%Applicant%is%requesting%permits%and%approvals%for%the%Project%that%would%
include,% but% may% not% be% limited% to,% the% following:% Affordable% Housing% Incentives,%
including%the%following%offPmenu%Incentives:%%
%
(1)%an% offPmenu% Incentive% to% permit% a% 3:1% floor% area% ratio% for% a% Housing%
Development%Project% located%within%approximately%1,560% feet%of%a%Transit%Stop,% in%
lieu% of% the% 1,500% foot% distance% specified% in% the% onPmenu% Incentive% allowing% a% 3:1%
floor%area%ratio%(LAMC%Section%12.22PA,25(f)(4)(ii);%%
%
We%do%not%agree%that%the%project%location,%at%1,560%feet%from%a%transit%stop,%entitles%
the% project% to% a% 3:1% FAR%bonus.%% The% transit% stop% at% Fairfax% and% Sunset% is% a% small,%
neighborhoodPoriented%bus%stop.%%The%transit%services%provided%on%Crescent%Heights%
and% Laurel% Canyon% with% Metro% Routes% 2% and% 302% do% not% qualify% this% project% as%
“transitPoriented%development.”%In%addition,%these%services%are%not%guaranteed%to%be%
provided% in% perpetuity,% and% could% be% terminated%by%Metro% at% any% time.%% The%DEIR%
says%that%Metro%lines%217%and%780%on%Fairfax%serve%this%project,%but%as%stated%above,%
this%route%is%not%within%guidelines%of%1,500%feet.%%%
%
Significant%improvement%will%need%to%be%made%at%all%bus%stops%located%at%Sunset%and%
Fairfax%for%this%to%be%considered%as%a%"high%quality"%bus,%or%major%transit%stop.%
%
The%Recirculated%DEIR%points%out% that% the%project% is%not%within% the% required%1,500%
feet%of%these%very%unimproved%bus%stops%for%FAR%consideration.%The%DEIR%does%not%
mention%what%improvements%will%be%made%or%at%what%locations%to%achieve%a%quality%
bus% stop.% Please% provide% more% information% on% the% major% transit% stops% and%
improvements%to%be%made.%Failure%to%have%done%so%makes%this%DEIR%fatally%flawed.%
%
A% well% lit,% ADA% compliant% bus% shelter% will% be% needed% at% this% location,% if% it% is% to%
properly% serve% the% new% residents,% guests,% patrons,% employees% and% general% public.%
Restaurant%employees%and%patrons%who%leave%the%project% later%at%night%and%should%
not%have%to%walk%farther%distance%or%be%expected%to%wait%at%a%dark,%unsheltered%bus%
stop%during%late%night%hours.%People%will%not%take%the%bus.%
%



The% rapid% bus% number% 780% does% stop% on% Fairfax% south% of% Sunset% Blvd,%where% the%
local%bus%runs%on%Sunset%Blvd.%However,%the%780%bus%does%not%operate%on%weekends,%
holidays%of% after%8pm%during% the%week.%All% times% that% the project% site%would%have%
heavy%commercial%use.%Hardly%a%high%quality%Major%transit%stop.%Santa%Monica%Blvd%is%
the%more%major%stop%for%the%780%bus%but%is%even%farther%away%and%disqualifies%this%
project%from%FAR%consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic!objections!to!DEIR!Alternative!9!%
!
The% impacts% from% construction% and% operation% are% so% far% reaching% in% alternative% 9%
they%are%an%untenable%burden%for%not%only%residents%but%commuters%who%use%Sunset%
Blvd,%Laurel%Canyon%Hollywood%Blvd,%Laurel,%Fairfax%Ave%and%Fountain.%%
%
A%layman's% review% of% this% proposed% project% can% easily% pick% out% numerous% glaring%
issues,% demonstrating% the%most% basic% operational% aspects% of% this% multi% use%
development%have%not%been%vetted%or%thought%through.%%
%
Alternative% 9% is% a% completely% different% project,% with% completely% new% building%
configurations%and%significant%changes%to%proposed%traffic%patterns%and%traffic% flow%
than%what% the% current% Traffic% Study%was% previously% performed% for.%% A% New% traffic%
study%should%be%required%and%performed%for%this%new%Alternative%9,%and%any%other%
configuration% that% changes% or% alters%traffic% flow,%travel% lanes,% traffic%circulation,%
ingress% and% egress% to%project% site% for% vehicles,% trucks% and%bicycles% on%Havenhurst,%
Fountain% Ave,% Sunset% Blvd% and% Crescent% Heights.% The% new% traffic% study% needs% to%
include%cumulative% impacts% from%other%projects approved%and%planned%within%one%
and%one%half%miles%of%the%project%site.%
%
We%have%numerous%concerns%about%traffic%flow%in%and%out%of%the%project,%and%in%turn%
lanes%adjacent% to% the%project.%% In% recent%years,%both%Crescent%Heights%and%Fountain%
have% joined%Sunset%Blvd.% as%major% commuter% routes,%producing%heavy% cut% through%
traffic% on% local% neighborhood% streets.%%We% are%additionally% concerned%% with% driver%
ability%and%safety%of%left%turns%in%and%out%of%the%project%on%Crescent%Heights.%
%
One% of% the% proposed% changes% is% for% Fountain% Ave,% installing% left% turn% lanes% and% a%
traffic% light% at% Havenhurst.% Installation% of% new% left% turn% lanes% on% Fountain% Ave% at%



Havenhurst%would%reduce%the%two%existing%eastPwest%travel%lanes%to%only%one%in%each%
direction%at%all%hours.%Fountain%Ave% is%already%overflowing%with% traffic%and%backed%
up%in%each%direction.%Changing%Fountain%Ave%to%only%one%travel%lane,%would%eliminate%
on% street% parking% currently% available% to% residents,% further% reduce% emergency%
response%times%and%would%be%disaster!%
%
SEE%PHOTO:%Fountain%Ave%at%Havenhurst%
 
 

 
 
 
 
We% do% not% believe% that% the% traffic% island,% which% belongs% to% the% city,% should% be%
incorporated% into% the% project.%The% current%sweeping% right% turn% lane%eastbound%
Sunset%Blvd%to%southbound%Crescent%Heights%should%be%preserved%as%is.%It%allows%for%
continual% vehicle% merging% function% which% will% be% needed% to% accommodate% the%
new%528%residents,%volumes%of%drivers%and%delivery%trucks%going%to%and%leaving%the%
site% and% Crescent% Heights% parking% garage.% The% traffic% survey% on% this% matter% is%
inaccurate%and%misleading.%%
%
The% DEIR% is% weak% regarding% pedestrians% and% silent% regarding% incorporations% of%



bicycle%riders.%
%
Outdated%statistics% from%2013%do%not% include%many%recent%building%projects% to% the%
west% and% east% of% the% project.% %We% request% a% new% traffic% study% by% an%independent%
company%be%done%to%more%accurately%and%impartially%assess%the%project’s%impact%on%
traffic%as% this%DEIR% is% fatally% flawed% in% its methodology.%All%Traffic% is%estimated%by%
theoretical%models%instead%of%empirical%evidence.%It%is%easy%to%do%an%actual%count%of%
the%daily%traffic%accounts%in%and%out%of%the%present%shopping%center%but%this%has%not%
been% done.% The% present% mall’s% Traffic% estimations% of% over% 7000% cars% is% a% gross%
overestimate.%Townscape’s%own%site%manager%concludes% that%about%1500%cars%visit%
the% center% daily.% Real% numbers% based% on% empirical% evidence,% not% theoretical%
numbers,% should% be% used% so% the% city% and% the% public% can% then% properly% assess% the%
DEIR%traffic%impacts.%
!

Construction!Truck!Access!and!Street!Closures%
%
The% DEIR% states% that% construction% trucks% entering% and% exiting% the% project% during%
construction%will%do%so%from%Crescent%Heights,%making%a%left%turn%across%all%lanes%of%
traffic%up% to%Sunset%Blvd.%By% the%DEIR’s%own%conclusions% this%will% result% in%21,000%
one%way%trips%or%42,000%in%and%out%truck%trips,%each%one%that%must%cross%all%lanes%of%
Crescent% Heights% to% then%make% a% right% turn% on% Sunset.% If% each% such% effective%lane%
closures%of%Crescent%Heights%results% in%a%minute’s%disruption of% traffic,% then%by%the%
time%the%project%is%finished%Crescent%Heights%will%have%suffered%a%cumulative%29%days%
of%stopped%traffic.%
%
The% traffic% congestion% effect% on% all% surrounding% streets,% including% local% residential%
streets%and%cut%through%traffic%will%be%severe.%As%well%as%a%impacts%to%street%surfaces%
and% infrastructure% from% heavy% load% trucks.%This% is% an% unacceptable% community%
impact. 
 
 
Commercial!Delivery!Trucks%
!

Emissions,%noise%and%environment%hazards%from%expected%volume%of%daily%delivery%
trucks% will% have% a% negative% and% severe% effect% on% the% health% and% welfare% of% the%
immediate%and%surrounding%neighborhood,%residents,%pedestrians,%local%businesses,%
traffic%circulation%and%roads.%
%
The% DEIR% does% not% take% into% account% in% its% traffic% estimates% the% fact% that% the%
developers%are%proposing%a%high%volume%grocery%store%on%the%premises%and%a%high%
volume% gym.%We% ask% that% the% DEIR% be% forced% to% include% traffic% numbers% counted%
properly%from%similarly%sized%grocery%stores%and%gyms.%%
%
The%project%proposes%an%internal%truck%delivery%and%loading%dock%area%for%its%grocery%
and% retail% operations.% The% recirculated% DEIR% does% not% provide% information% or%



specifics%regarding%the%actual%operations%and%function%for%trucks%and%deliveries.%
%
Multiple%restaurant%and%retail%stores%will%generate%heavy%delivery%truck%volume.%
%
How%many% trucks% (large,%medium%and% smaller)% can% the% internal% loading%dock%area%
accommodate%at%one%time?%The%DEIR%leaves%this%undressed%and%so%is%fatally%flawed.%
%
Where%would% the% truck%waiting% or% staging% area% be% located, while% trucks%wait% for%
other% trucks% to% leave% the% loading%area%and% free%up% loading%dock%access%and%space?%
The%DEIR%leaves%this%unaddressed%and%so%is%fatally%flawed.%
%
Would%there%be%a%delivery%truck%waitingPstaging%location%on%Sunset%Blvd,%Havenhurst%
or%other%location?%%
%
Will% there%be%some% type%of% radio%communications%between% the% loading%dock%office%
and%incoming%/%out%going%delivery%truck%drivers%to%alert%the%driver%that%the%loading%
dock%is%already%in%use%and%at%capacity%?%The%DEIR%leaves%this%unaddressed%and%so%is%
fatally%flawed.%
%
Havenhurst% is% a% small% local% street.% Most% small% local% streets% and% under% street%
infrastructure% in% the% City% of% Los% Angeles% and% City% of% West% Hollywood% were% not%
designed%or%made% to% support% the% size%and%weight%of% large% trucks%or%heavy%volume%%
truck%traffic.%%%
%
Would% Havenhurst% need% to% be% widened% and% strengthened% to% support% and%
accommodate%the%project's%proposed%heavy%truck%use%and%volume%?%
%
Would% Sunset% Blvd% access% or% regular% traffic% flow% be% blocked% by% trucks% entering,%
exiting,% turn% maneuvers,% or% trucks% waiting and% lining% up% to% enter% the% project's%
internal%loading%dock%area%on%Havenhurst%?%The%DEIR%leaves%any%of%this%unaddressed%
and%so%is%fatally%flawed.%
%
Many%deliveries%for%grocery%and%restaurants%make%deliveries%in%the%morning,%mixing%
with%regular%commuter%AM%peaks%rush%hours.%%

 
How%will%the%project%site%handle%this%additional%truck%volume%coming%and%going%from%
the%Havenhurst% loading%dock%area,% in% addition% to% approximately%100%plus% resident%
vehicles% leaving% the% project's% same% vehicle% exit% location,% also% traveling% north% to%
Sunset%Blvd%during%the%same%morning%peak%rush%hour%time?%%
%
Grocery%stores%in%particular%get%their%deliveries%during%night%and%very%early%morning%
hours.% The% noise% from% trucks% accessing% the% project% site% during% the% night% time% and%
early%morning%hours%(3:30P5am)%could%be%disruptive%to%residents%trying%to%sleep.%%
%
What%type%of%operational%noise%barriers%will%be%constructed%?%%The%DEIR%leaves%this%



unaddressed%and%so%is%fatally%flawed%
%
The%DEIR%has%represented%that%only%“residential%traffic”%will%be%allowed%to%enter%the%
project% from%Havenhurst,% a% tiny% residential% street.% Yet% it% also% states% that% all% truck%
deliveries%are%to%enter%and%exit%the%internal%loading%dock%area%from%Havenhurst%via%
Sunset% Blvd.% This% includes% large% daily% truck% deliveries% to% the%% grocery% store,%
restaurant,%retail%deliveries,%garbage%trucks%etc.%%

 
Can% such% a% small% residential% street% such% as%Havenhurst% accommodate% this% type% of%
large% truck% maneuvering,% turning% radius% and% volume% of% trucks% to% back% in% to% the%
internal%loading%dock?%
%
It%is%a%reasonable%expectation%that%the%most%simple%access%delivery%trucks%servicing%
smaller%restaurants%and%retail%establishments%will%stop%and%park%on%Sunset%Blvd%in%
front%of% the%project%site%or%Crescent%Heights%on%the%side%of% the%project%site%to%make%
their%deliveries.%Unloading%of%goods%would%take%place%on%the%pubic%sidewalks,% then%
wheeled% into% the%plaza%area%and% to% the% restaurant%and% retail% stores.%However,% this%
would%eliminate%vehicle% lane%use%on%Sunset%Blvd%or%Crescent%Heights% for%residents%
leaving% in% the%morning% via% Sunset% Blvd% and% patrons% and% employees% entering% and%
exiting%during% the%day.%The%DEIR%offers%no%solutions% to% this%and% in% fact% states%only%
three% spaces%will% be% provided%in% the% internal% garage% for% such%deliveries% as%well% as%
taxis,% uber,% and% personal% dropPoffs.% This% is% a% vast% underestimation% of% the% likely%
demand%for%unloading%space%created%by%such%deliveries.%%%
%
Delivery%trucks%parked%on%Sunset%Blvd%would%also%greatly%shorten%turn%lane%length%
availability%for%the%proposed%Sunset%Blvd%right%turn%lane%and%vehicles%turning%from%
Sunset%Blvd%to%southbound%to%Crescent%Heights.%The%right%turn%lane%on%Sunset%Blvd%
would%overflow%to%other%lanes%making%Sunset%Blvd%access%for%new%residents,%patrons%
and%all%regular%vehicle%travel%near%impossible.%The%DEIR%does%not%address this%and%is%
deficient.%
%
Additionally,% delivery% trucks% parked% on% Crescent% Heights% would% hinder% ingress,%
egress%to% and% from% the% parking% garage% access%and% block% vehicle% site% view% on%
oncoming%traffic%from%Laurel%Canyon.%Crescent%Heights%parking%garage%is%proposed%
to%be%a%very%high%volume%use% from%employees,%patrons,%valet%set%up,%residents%and%
residents%guests%turning%left%and%right%into%and%out%of%the%Crescent%Heights%parking%
garage.%The%DEIR%does%not%address%this%and%so%is%fatally flawed.%
%
Delivery%trucks%parked%on%Sunset%Blvd%and%Crescent%Heights%would%also%eliminate%or%
hinder%use%of%a%curbside%resident,%patron%and%employee%passenger%pick%up%and%drop%
off% for% ride%services% like%Taxi,%Lyft%and%Uber.%Easy%passenger%pick%up and%drop%off%
areas%will%be%essential%for%smooth%eastPwest%travel%on%Sunset%Blvd%and%northPsouth%
travel%on%Crescent%Heights.%An%off%street%cutout%area%is%necessary%for%Sunset%Blvd%to%
accommodate% passenger% drop% off% and% pick% up% with% out% adding% more% strain% on%
Crescent%Heights%parking%garage%access%and%surrounding%neighborhood%streets.%The%



DEIR%does%not%address%this%and%so%is%fatally%flawed.%
%
Uber,%Taxi,%personal%deliveries,%UPS%etc.%are%inside%the%parking%garage%where%no%one%
will%use%them.%This%is%utterly%inadequate.%%
%
Additionally,% the%recirculated%DEIR%doesn't%mention%if%residential%moving%vans%and%
trucks%and%daily%residential%packages%deliveries%would%also%be%using%the%Havenhust%
access%as%well.%No%mention%is%made%in%the%DEIR%how%Havenhurst,%a%tiny%residential%
street,%will%be%impacted%by%taxis%and%personal%pickPups%being%made%for%residents%at%
the%Havenhurst%entrance%to%the%project.%

 
SEE%PHOTO%BELOW:%Havenhurst%parking%and%truck%garage%access%
%
 



 
 
 
 
 
Parking%



%
PERMITS!AND!APPROVALS:%%
The%Project%Applicant%is%requesting%permits%and%approvals%for%the%Project%that%would%
include,% but% may% not% be% limited% to,% the% following:% Affordable% Housing% Incentives,%
including%the%following%offPmenu%Incentives:%%
%
(2)%an% offPmenu% Incentive% to% allow%an% increase% in% the%number% of% compact% parking%
spaces% that%may%be%provided% for% commercial%uses% from%40%% to%60%%and% to% allow%
parking% for% residential% uses% in% excess% of% one% standard% parking% stall% for% 146%
residential%units%to%be%provided%as%compact%spaces%instead%of%one%standard%parking%
space% for%each%unit% (or%249%spaces),%with% the%rest%provided%as%compact%spaces,% inP
lieu% of% the% requirements% set% forth% in% LAMC% Section% 12.21PA,5(c),% with% attendant%
parking%for%both%commercial%and%residential%parking;%%
%
Parking%Option%1,%pursuant%to%Section%12.22PA,25(d)(1),%which%allows%parking%to%be%
provided%at%a%ratio%of%1%space%for%each%studio%and%oneP%bedroom%unit,%and%two%spaces%
for% each% twoP% and% threePbedroom% unit,% and% provides% that% required% parking% in% a%
Housing% Development% Project% that% qualifies% for% a% Density% Bonus% may% be% sold% or%
rented%separately%from%the%dwelling%units;%
%
The% DEIR% states% that% Mixed% Use% buildings% are% permitted% to% sell% or% rent% parking%
spaces,%but%does%not%provide%specifics%as%to%how%many%spaces%will%sold%or%rent%or%at%
what%cost.%%
%
The%DEIR%also%states%parking%will%be%provided%by%valet%only%or%shuttle%for%events,%but%
does%not%provide%information%of%cost%per%vehicle.%
%
The%DEIR% states% that% parking% discounts%will% be% given% for% vehicles%with% 3% or%more%
occupants,%but%patrons%going%to%a%grocery%store,%gym%or%bank%generally%don't%travel%
with% 3% or% more% people% per% car.% Sunset% Blvd,% Havenhurst% and% Crescent% Heights%
already%has% little% to%no%available%extra% street%parking.% If%parking%and%valet% charges%
are% high,% vehicles% will% not% park at% the% complex,% but% will% circle% the% neighborhood%
streets% looking% for% parking,% causing% more% emissions,% noise% and% congestion.%
Townscape%Partners%previously%demonstrated%their%desire% for%high%parking% fees% in%
2013%with%disastrous% outcome% for% neighborhood% serving% establishments% and% local%
patrons.%
%
This% proposed% development% shows% real% probability% of% overrunning% and%
overwhelming% the% surrounding% neighborhood.% Availability,% accessibility% and%
affordability%of%parking,% for% this% location%are% important%details% to%provide.%Parking%
spaces% for% residents,% guests,% employees% and% patrons% for% separate% establishments,%
along%with%the%cost%or%charge%for%a%parking%spaces,%parking%and%valet%charges%should%
be%provided% and% included% in% the%DEIR% and%RDEIR.%Additionally,% local% neighbors% of%
the%project%site,%are%hillside%residents%who%will%need%to%drive%to%the%location.%%
%
Will%a%self%park%option%be%available%?%



Will%free%parking%be%available%?%
Will%guests%of%residents%be%charged%for%parking%?%
Will% service% workers,% (painters,% repair% people,% construction% workers% etc.)%
housekeepers%for%residential%units%and%condos%be%charged%to%park%on%site%?%
%
The%DEIR%does%not%address%any%of%this%and%so%is%fatally%flawed.%

  
Event!Venue!Parking!and!Traffic!Circulation%
!

Applicant%P%Page%ESP45.%Modify%text;%%PDFPTrafficP2,%During%occasional%large%special%
events%onPsite,%the%Applicant%shall%(1)%require%that%all%eventPrelated%parking%is%valetP
only%or%(2)%secure%offPsite%facilities%(including%shuttle%service%to%and%from%the%offPsite%
parking%area%(s)%for%event%guests),%or%a%combination%of%valetPonly%and%offPsite%
parking.%
%
The%Project%says%the%site,%in%addition%to%residential%and%commercial%mix,%will%also%be%
an%event%venue.%While%there%are%residential%uses%located%close%by%high%volume,%high%
intensity% event% venues,% generally% residents% don't% live%at% event% venues.% This% is% not%
usually%a%compatible%mix.%%
%
The%DEIR%states%that%guests%coming%for%events%will%only%valet%park%or%be%shuttled%for%
off% site%parking% locations,%but%does%not%say%what% type%of%events,%how%many%people%
would%be%attending,%what% the%hours%events%would%take%place,%or%where%the%off%site%
event%parking%is%located.%%
%
The%corner%of%Crescent%Heights%and%Sunset%Blvd% is%not%an%appropriate% location% for%
large%high%volume,%high%intensity%public%or%private%events.%
%
High%volume%event%traffic%with%many%guests%arriving%at%the%same%time%by%car%trying%
to% access% the% valet% parking% garage% on% Crescent% Heights% would% over% flow% the%
southbound%and%northbound%vehicle%travel%lanes%waiting%to%turn%left%and%right%into%
Crescent%Heights%garage.%%
%
High% volumes% of% vehicle% would% block% exiting% vehicles from% turning% left% onto%
Crescents%Heights%and%general%traffic%flow%on%Crescent%Heights%and%Laurel%Canyon.%%
%
How%many%events%would%take%place%monthly%or%annually%?%
What%type%of%events%would%be%held%at%the%location%?%
Would%events%be%private%events%or%open%to%the%general%public?%
During%what%hours%and%days%would%events%take%place%?%
Would%events%take%place%during%late%night%hours%?%
How%will%residential%uses%be%separated%from%event%use%?%
Will% event% use% of% location% and% parking% access% be% separate% from% residential% and%
general%neighborhood%commercial%use%?%
Will% the% plaza% area,% retail% and% restaurant% use% be% closed% to% general% public% during%



events%?%
If%the%plaza%area%is%used%for%private%events,%that%don't%include%the%on%site%residents,%
how%do%residents%access%their%units%from%the%plaza%area%?%
%
More% information%regarding% traffic% flow,%shuttling%and%access%during%events%and% in%
general%should%have%been%provided,%making%this%DEIR%fatally%flawed.%
%
Public!Safety%
%
Increased% response% times% for% fire/paramedic%units%will% be% further% slowed% into% the%
neighborhood% by% the% increased% traffic% this% project% will% generate.% The% responding%
agency,%LAFD,%has%already%submitted%to%the%city%a%finding%that%the%size%and%density%of%
the% proposed% project,% coupled% with% reduced% response% times,% would% render% fire%
protection% for% the% project% and% its% residents% “inadequate”.% It% goes% on% to% state% the 
following% “Adverse! effects”% the% project% will% generate:% “Project! implementation!
will! increase! the! need! for! more! fire! protection! and! emergency! medical!

services!in!the!area”.%This%letter%is%signed%by%the%fire%chief%of%the%LAFD.%
%
Who% will% pay% for% this?% At% what% point% does% the% cost% to% the% city% for% the% supposed%
benefits%of%a%few%affordable%apartments%become%outweighed%not%only%by%the%damage%
done%to%an%entire%neighborhood’s%quality%of% life%but%real%cost%outlays%for%additional%
fire%and%ambulance%personnel%or%even%a%new%fire%station%to%handle%the%unnecessary%
density%the%project%creates?%The%DEIR%is%utterly%silent%on%this%and%therefore%must%be%
considered%fatally%flawed%and%be%rejected.%
%
Operation!Impacts!%
%
It% is% reasonable% to% assume% that% residents% of% a% Frank% Gehry% building% would% be%
affluent%tenants% and% owners%who%would%want% a% separate,%more% private% residential%
pedestrian% access% other% than% having% to% walk% out% through% the% parking% garage% or%
directly%into%and%through%a%public%plaza%space.%%%
%
The% project% has% a% large% residential% component,% but% doesn't% appear% to% have% a%
residential% relationship% to% Havenhurst% or Crescent% Heights,% which% are% residential%
streets.% The% rendering% included% in% the%DEIR% only% shows% a% residential% relationship%
with%the%commercial%public%plaza,%rather%than%a%defined%front%door%for%residents%and%
their%guests.%
%
Resident!pets%%
%
It% is% reasonable% to% presume% that% of% the%249% new% units% and% with% 505P528%new%
residents,%the%project%would%be%home%to%approximately%100%plus%new%resident%dogs.%
The%project%rendering%does%not%show%amenities%or%place%for%these%resident%pets,%such%
as%an%on%site%dog%run%dog,%making%the%DEIR%flawed.%
%
Further,%the%DEIR%doesn't%not%address%how%these%resident%pets%/%dogs%will%access%or%



leave% the% project% site% for% their% daily% walks% other% than% out% through% the% parking%
garages%on%Havenhurst%or%Crescent%Heights,%or%through%the%public%plaza%entry%points%
on% Sunset% Blvd,% thus%mixing% with% shoppers% coming% and% going% and% people% dining.%
While%I'm%sure%the%dogs%would%enjoy%participating%in%plaza%dining,%this%would%not%be%
the%best%access%or%safe%route%for%excited%pets%or%patrons.%%
%
More%consideration%should%be%paid%to%providing%wider%sidewalks.%Mixed%use%is% just%
that,% a% mix% of% residential% function% and% commercial% function% and% event% venue%
function.% Mixing% multiple% functions% requires% more% effort.% The% current% sidewalk 
renderings%cater%more%to%the%current%commercial%use,%rather%than%the%new%increased%
use%and%basic%daily%function%for%528%new%residents,%their%pets,%rideshare%drop%off%and%
pick%up,%transit%bus%waiting%areas%and%substantially%increased%commercial%use.%This%
makes%the%DEIR%flawed.%
%
Required!park!space%
%
Affordable%housing%is%not%the%only%“community%benefit”%on%which%this%project’s%DEIR%
bases% its% approvable% on.% Other% “community% benefits”% include% park% space.% The%
developer% is% counting% private% resident% terraces% as% community% park% space.% The%
developer% is% also% counting% its% legally% mandated% setbacks% as% community% park%
space.%%The%developer%is%using%hopedPfor%annexed%city% land%that% it%does%not%own%as%
park%space%while%taking%away%a%much%needed%transit%island.%This%does%not%constitute%
true%public%park%space%in%any%real%form%and%does%not%meet%the%city’s%own%criteria%for%
community% park% space.% Will% the% affordable% housing% residents% have% their% own%
terraces,%or%will they%be%given%the%worst%units%on%the%bottom%of%the%project%with%no%
outdoor%space%to%speak%of?%Will%they%be%shuttled%through%a%“poor%door”,%which%was%
proposed%by%the%same%developers%on%their%last%project%at%8899%Beverly%blvd?%%
%
Specifically,%the%basic%assumption%is%that%by%providing%the%Community%with%Benefits%
such%as%Affordable%Housing,%Parking,%Bike%Racks%and%Parks%the%Developer%gets%to%
ignore%the%FAR%on%the%site%and%build%something%much%bigger%than%otherwise%
possible.%What%is%the%Community%benefit?%Where%is%the%Public%offsite%Park%space%
other%then%interior%plaza%space%on%site?%Why%has%the%"community%benefiting%public%
park%space"%been%put%mostly%on%the%private%residential%terraces%up%in%the%towers?%
How%will%this%park%space%benefit%the%community%if%they%can%not%access%it?%How%come%
the%city%owned%large%traffic%island%is%being%gifted%to%the%developers,%then%given%back%
to%the%community%in%the%form%of%a%Set%Back/park%space?%Why%hasn't%the%developer%
shown%a%proposal%that%only%uses%the%land%it%actually%owns,%instead%of%annexing%city%
land%in%all%alternatives?%%We%know%the%number%of%affordable%units,%but%how%much%will%
they%rent%for%and%who%will%they%be%rented%to?%Without%specific%and%transparent%
answers%to%this%question,%the%DEIR%is%fatally%flawed%and%cannot%/%should%not%be%

approved.%
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

CITY CASE # ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:51 PM
ReplyTo: Alex Rose <nemorose@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.grarcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.grarcetti@lacity.org>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org>, Lamayor Info <info@lamayor.org>, Lindsey Horvath
<lhorvath@weho.org>, John Heilman <jheilman@weho.org>, Meister Lauren <lmeister@weho.org>, John D'Amico
<jdamico@weho.org>, Duran John <jduran@weho.org>, "slunceford@weho.org" <slunceford@weho.org>

To All Concerned,

The letter below is also attached so you can see the drawings regarding the site and traffic
issues. FYI, I use this site every day for yoga classes and some shopping at SHRED, etc.  It is
curious that there has never been an exact count of the traffic in and out of the site.  I would have
seen traffic counters  either people, cables, or cameras; and there were none.  Nor, is the
exact count mentioned in the EIR document itself.  At our meetings at the library, we were
presented vague estimates but never any real numbers.  I know for a fact that the site is
operating at about half the capacity of vehicle ingress and egress that it was before Townscape
purchased it and rescinded many of the leases.  

Furthermore, I disagree that the distance of 1,540 feet from the bus stop on Fairfax can be
used as a "real" number.  First of all 1,540 feet is beyond the limit allowed to grant a variance
request.  Also, the distance of 1,540 is arrived upon as an "asthecrowflies" measurement; it
is NOT the measurement that a pedestrian would need to walk from the proposed site to the
bus stop; that is longer than 1.540 feet.  Also, I submit that the bus stop on Fairfax just South of
Sunset Blvd. does NOT qualify as a majortransit hub.  Busses do not travel that stop every 15
20 minutes all hours of the day and night.  Therefore, that statistic must be disqualified as any
grounds whatsoever for a variance request on the part of the builders.

Addition issues that I have raised before are very well explained both below and in the attached
document.

Sincerely,
 
Alexandra Rose, Producer
Alex Rose Productions
8291 Presson Pl.
Los Angeles, CA 90069
(323) 6548662
(213) 5076616 = cell

tel:%28323%29%20654-8662
tel:%28213%29%20507-6616
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C585
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CHAIR
Special Projects and Industry Initiatives
Lawrence and Kristina Dodge College of Film and Media Arts
Chapman University
arose@chapman.edu
(714)7447941

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Eric Garcetti,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd
project. This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed
development at 8150 Sunset.
Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height,
mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the
mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200
plus letters and 384 plus signatures on
the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixed‐use area. This is not a regional
center or downtown. Respect the present zoning. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning
and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low rise,
lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. Allowing a structure of this height and mass, would create a barrier and
separation of the areas natural form. No development that blocks and diminishes public views
of the Hollywood hills, should be permitted. The hills represent a directional landmark for all
of LA and they are the
identifying feature in the City of Los Angeles. The public view should be protected. The tallest
building will be inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few
should not overweigh the many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result.
In general, as was pointed out by members of the Hollywood Hills Neighborhood council, the
logic employed in the DEIR is muddy and often simply not credible. In many ways as will be
outlined, the DEIR fails to adequately address that fact
or support its lack of discussion of the impacts of the project.
The Project Description is Flawed/Unsure/and Transitory/Public Input was Refused
Townscape has violated CEQA early on in this process by not striving to
involve the community as much as possible, and
seeking to exclude community participation and comment. Rather than seek
open community input, Townscape has preferred back door politics by scheduling private
meetings to preview the project to city officials and a select few before the DEIR alternative 9
was released.
Since the project and description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
EIR and is different from what was studied, many studies conducted for

page1image23784
 
page1image23944

 
page1image24104the NOP are inadequate for the Alternative 9 option, this violates CEQA. The project

description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been
in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the

mailto:arose@chapman.edu
tel:%28714%29744-7941
http://change.org/
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space of a year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does
the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely
different building plan presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no
wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.
LAND USE IMPACTS
The DEIR’s bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a less‐than‐ significant
impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity and would not physically
divide an established community is completely unsupported by the facts and the obvious
overwhelming impacts of the building in this lower rise neighborhood.
The immediate neighboring buildings, which are not considered or
specifically discussed in the DEIR, are only two and three stories
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with
The General Plan is completely unsupported and
undiscussed. The conclusions are unsupported as drawings or
renderings contained in the DEIR do not show the directly neighboring buildings of 2 story
and 3 story buildings in scale in an attempt do downplay how out of scale this project would
be. Nowhere in the DEIR does it faithfully represent the surrounding neighborhood in scale or
irreparable harm this development would cause.
The surrounding neighborhoods are some of the oldest in
the area with many buildings dating from the early 1920’s‐
1930s. Before the project goes forward
a complete Historic Resources Survey of the buildings within a 3/4 mile radius should be
completed and it should include private homes. The DEIR is inadequate and contains
insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach correct conclusions and findings
regarding the project’s impact on historical resources and the existing neighborhood.
Over 50 projects are currently underway or proposed for Hollywood in the City of Los
Angeles and the City of West Hollywood. This DEIR makes no accounting for the cumulative
impacts caused these developments will have on the neighborhood, city services, police, fire,
medical, neighborhood cut through traffic, . It also doesn’t account for the 21,000 truck trips
that the neighborhood will suffer during construction of 8150 and how this will have a
cumulative effect when combined with other concurrent development. The project, in calling
for off menu incentives that would relax existing development standards will only, if approved,
increase density and traffic problems in the area, as other developers seek the same

preferences, thereby threatening known and potential historic resources in historically
sensitive neighborhoods. None of these cumulative effects are addressed in the DEIR.
The DEIR does not cite any single specific policy and provides only bare conclusions of “no
impact” or “less than significant impact”. The DEIR should discuss and illustrate how it satisfies
a majority of land use objectives and policies
to affirmatively demonstrate how the bare conclusions were reached. Discussions of the
violated policies should also be added to
the DEIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies support the
conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project appears to violate, at
some level, nearly every aspect of the General Plan. A full discussion in the DEIR of which
policies and principals
of the elements are satisfied and which violated by the proposed project should be
enumerated in the DEIR. The following principals and policies and objectives should be fully
discussed in the DEIR: It is insufficient to
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simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements
of the General Plan.
Building Height and Mass
Applicant description of project: “one tower at Havenhurst at 15 stories in height (or
approximately 234 feet above grade as measured from the lowest point on the Project Site at the
southwest corner of the property), Crescent Heights at 11 stories (or approximately 174 feet
above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), one at the central portion
of the South Building between the East and West tower elements at five stories (or approximately
110 feet above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), thereby creating
an approximately 150‐ foot‐wide, open north‐south‐oriented view corridor between the taller East
and West tower elements that provides views southward across the Project Site from locations to
the north and vice‐versa.”
The towers heights in Alternative 9, are shown to be 234 feet, 174 feet and 110 feet above
grade, and are substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhood. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories,
built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is 75 feet high at about 8 stories (this project would
be three times higher) and the new hotel construction at La Cienega in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The Hollywood Hills in this adjacent area, Laurel Canyon and Nichols
Canyon, are more rural, with the lower lying neighborhoods predominately very low to lower
rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development
wants to be a beacon to stand out and be seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the
character of many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not
in harmony with it's surroundings and built
environment. Developer also understates standard industry feet to number of storeys
conversion which if properly applied yields: 236 feet = 22 Stories (west tower), 174 feet = 16
Stories (east tower), 110 feet = 10 Stories (center building). We remind you, this makes the
largest tower three times taller than the Chateau Marmont, long considered the anchor of the
neighborhood. This project would dwarf it and be 12 storeys taller than even the large
development on Sunset Blvd at La Cienega in West Hollywood.
While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the
hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and
City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape are seen from the south,
east and west for miles and enjoyed by all residents and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a development’s heights, mass or
bulk. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If
the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height,
scale and mass for this location.
SCENIC RESOURCES
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic
resources. Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar
features that are located within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC,
decision makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic features.
Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements
the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic
features accessible to the public.
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It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or require property owners to
develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible
public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as indicated in the following
document:
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted September 2001
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS Page 46  47
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including approximately 214 square miles of hills and
mountains. The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa Monica
Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the
south and west. The topography rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most visible feature from many areas of
the city. They are 60 miles long and stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu
State Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated tributaries and flood plains also are
prominent topographic features.
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) are specifically
intended to encourage retention of existing land forms. These include the residential planned development
supplemental district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of development in order to
reduce grading and preserve existing natural terrain; the slopedensity regulations (LAMC Section 17.50E),
which restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded slopes at selected contours
within a parcel that is proposed for divisions of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21A.17) within
which restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and environmental compatibility apply;
and the Specific Plan For The Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains hazard
protection requirements. In addition, some community plans contain land form protection provisions. Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required to mitigate potential
significant impacts on landform and unique site features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of
natural landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, including minimization of
activities that would contribute to erosion and geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by
the general plan Safety Element.
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic public view access to natural
features, including views of the ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features.
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly owned sites and public rightsofway.
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic highways which are not regulated by
specific plans. The element contains a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. Scenic protection provisions also are
contained in the community plans.
The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These include height limits and building
setback requirements. Some scenic highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to protect natural ridge tops,
neighborhood visual ambience, public views and other features.
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic resources.
Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located
within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision makers have been able to
require retention and protection of scenic features.
Conclusion.Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements the
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city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features accessible to
the public.
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and hillside areas.
N Loss of scenic features.
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features and areas.
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: Objective: protect and reinforce natural
and scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future
generations.
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that
will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or
make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views.
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, especially environmental review, grading,
large lot zoning, clustering of structures, building height limits and other project design and construction
methods for protecting natural terrain and features and protecting public view access.
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and *Public Works and other
agencies involved in city development permit review and/or processing.
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for
future generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this end, CEQA requires public
agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an in
depth review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of
alternatives that reduce those impacts.
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on
the environment whenever it is feasible to do so.”
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE
A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM
OVERCROWDING.
New development can enhance and preserve Los Angeles’ distinctive qualities if it is designed
with consideration for the prevailing design character and the effect on surroundings. It is
important to conserve important design character in
historic or distinctive older areas, some uniformity of detail, scale, proportion, texture,
materials, color and building form is necessary. Large buildings
impair the character of older, small scale areas if no transition is made between small‐scale
and large‐scale elements
The DEIR should set forth extensive discussions of how this project
meets this criteria and how it does
not create a large “separation” in the existing neighborhood. The present
building on the site “fits in” because it is essentially two stories and creates
a harmonious transition from the two story apartment buildings on Havenhurst and the three
story apartment buildings on Crescent Heights that it directly borders. The proposed buildings
will separate and divide the existing neighborhood just by its sheer size.
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Visually strong buildings which contrast severely with their surroundings
impair the character of the area. There is no discussion of this policy and
of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The lack
of any discussion and reference to these policies
make the DEIR completely inadequate. Other policies which need to be reconciled include the
principal that:
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4:
“The lowdensity residential character of many parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower density
residential neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment by other types of uses”
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to be constructed near historic landmarks and
in older areas
of established character. The new and old can stand next to
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, texture, color and
materials of the old should be repeated or complemented by the new.”
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic change in the zoning for
one lot in an area filled
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any
of these important and directly applicable policies.
Human Needs
In questions of scale, the height of buildings has received
the greatest and most continuous public attention. Nevertheless,
a citywide plan for building height has not existed prior to this time, and
both residents and visitors have experienced stress and concern at the prospect that the
appearance of the skyline may continue to change rapidly without further direction or any
real planning.
Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural land forms, block
views, and generally disrupt the character of the city. Low, smaller‐
scale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in
the valleys between complement topographic forms and permit uninterrupted views. The
relationship between areas of low, fine‐scaled buildings and areas of high, large‐scaled
buildings can be made more pleasing if the transition in
building height and mass between such areas is gradual. Buildings which meet the ground and
reflect the slope of the hill relate to the land form. A
bulky building creates the most visual disruption when seen from a distance as the dominant
silhouette against a background and/or foreground of much smaller structures.
There is no discussion in the DEIR of these principals‐‐‐merely a conclusion that the building is
not disruptive and causes no significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the facts,
any reasonable discussion or reconciliation
of the principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to
how the proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form
of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or
less than significant impacts.
These policies are completely ignored in the DEIR and the exact opposite conclusion is
reached without adequate discussion or any facts or law to
justify these erroneous conclusions.
“Affordable Housing”



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  CITY CASE # ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150ee72876c149c6&siml=150ee72876c149c6&siml=150ee729695221f8 8/17

Reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR
documentation, one is unable to locate a clear definition of “Affordable” for the “Affordable
Units” being included in the project and therefore, as prepared, the documentation is
incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will
provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project Therefore, the city must find the EIR deficient and
unable to substantiate the proposed project.
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number
of units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and
transparent answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved.
Traffic Island and Current Sweeping Right Turn Moving the Bus Stop
The current triangle and sweeping right turn could be re‐worked to allow pedestrian and
bicycle passage, in addition to the stop lights and maybe even a cut out for the east bound
Sunset bus to pull in out of traffic. Pedestrian refuge medians are being added back in many
cities, including the City of Los Angeles.
They provide a place for people to safely wait where intersections are busy and complicated.
The intersection of Sunset Blvd and Crescent Height has definitely become much busier and
complicated with the new multi use resident, commercial retail, restaurant and event venue
project.

page9image22656
 
page9image22816The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights

allows for continual vehicle merging, which will be needed with the addition of 500 plus new
residents, where there currently are none, commercial and new additional event traffic.
Removing the current right turn lane would create a completely stopped right turn lane on
Sunset Blvd. Right on red could not be accommodated due to pedestrian crossing and
southbound oncoming traffic from Laurel Canyon. The local bus on Sunset Blvd should be
kept at the location, or at minimum in front of 8150 Sunset Blvd.
SEE PHOTO BELOW: Semi Truck turn around traffic island ‐ uses all lanes
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Moving the Sunset Blvd Bus Stop
Moving the bus stop to 8000 Sunset Blvd as proposed forces pedestrians to cross the street
and walk farther to reach the bus. Placing the bus on Sunset in front of 8000 Sunset would
back up vehicle traffic turning east onto Sunset Blvd from Crescent Heights’ sweeping right
turn. The sidewalk provided for bus rider waiting area is extremely limited at this location.
There is minimal sidewalk space to add a bus shelter and or accommodate bus riders with
bicycles. This is not a good location for a bus stop.
Fairfax‐Sunset a Major High Quality Transit Stop? PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐menu Incentives:
(1)an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)
(4)(ii);
We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project
to a 3:1 FAR bonus. The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhood‐oriented
bus stop. The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro
Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transit‐oriented development.” In addition,
these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by
Metro at any time. The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project,
but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, or major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within the required 1,500 feet of these
very unimproved bus stops for FAR consideration. The DEIR does not mention what
improvements will be made or at what locations to achieve a quality bus stop. Please provide
more information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made. Failure to have
done so makes this DEIR fatally flawed.
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A well lit, ADA compliant bus shelter will be needed at this location, if it is to properly serve
the new residents, guests, patrons, employees and general public. Restaurant employees and
patrons who leave the project later at night and should not have to walk farther distance or be
expected to wait at a dark, unsheltered bus stop during late night hours. People will not take
the bus.

page11image23168The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus
runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after
8pm during the week. All times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Hardly
a high quality Major transit stop. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus
but is even farther away and disqualifies this project from FAR consideration.
Traffic objections to DEIR Alternative 9
The impacts from construction and operation are so far reaching in alternative 9 they are an
untenable burden for not only residents but commuters who use Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon
Hollywood Blvd, Laurel, Fairfax Ave and Fountain.
A layman's review of this proposed project can easily pick out numerous glaring issues,
demonstrating themost basic operational aspects of this multi use development have not been
vetted or thought through.
Alternative 9 is a completely different project, with completely new building configurations
and significant changes to proposed traffic patterns and traffic flow than what the current
Traffic Study was previously performed for. A New traffic study should be required and
performed for this new Alternative 9, and any other configuration that changes or alters
traffic flow, travel lanes, traffic circulation, ingress and egress to project site for vehicles,
trucks and bicycles on Havenhurst, Fountain Ave, Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. The new
traffic study needs to include cumulative impacts from other projects approved and planned
within one and one half miles of the project site.
We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project. In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined
Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets. We are additionally concerned with driver ability and safety of left
turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.
One of the proposed changes is for Fountain Ave, installing left turn lanes and a traffic light at
Havenhurst. Installation of new left turn lanes on Fountain Ave at
page12image18528

Havenhurst would reduce the two existing east‐west travel lanes to only one in each direction
at all hours. Fountain Ave is already overflowing with traffic and backed up in each direction.
Changing Fountain Ave to only one travel lane, would eliminate on street parking currently
available to residents, further reduce emergency response times and would be disaster!
SEE PHOTO: Fountain Ave at Havenhurst
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We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new 528 residents, volumes of drivers and delivery
trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. The traffic survey on
this matter is inaccurate and misleading.
The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and silent regarding incorporations of
bicycle riders.
Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and
east of the project. We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to
more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic as this DEIR is fatally
flawed in its methodology. All Traffic is estimated by theoretical models instead of empirical
evidence. It is easy to do an actual count of the daily traffic accounts in and out of the present
shopping center but this has not been done. The present mall’s Traffic estimations of over
7000 cars is a gross overestimate. Townscape’s own site manager concludes that about 1500
cars visit the center daily. Real numbers based on empirical evidence, not theoretical numbers,
should be used so the city and the public can then properly assess the DEIR traffic impacts.
Construction Truck Access and Street Closures
The DEIR states that construction trucks entering and exiting the project during construction
will do so from Crescent Heights, making a left turn across all lanes of traffic up to Sunset Blvd.
By the DEIR’s own conclusions this will result in 21,000 one way trips or 42,000 in and out
truck trips, each one that must cross all lanes of Crescent Heights to then make a right turn on
Sunset. If each such effective lane closures of Crescent Heights results in a minute’s disruption
of traffic, then by the time the project is finished Crescent Heights will have suffered a
cumulative 29 days of stopped traffic.
The traffic congestion effect on all surrounding streets, including local residential streets and
cut through traffic will be severe. As well as a impacts to street surfaces and infrastructure
from heavy load trucks. This is an unacceptable community impact.
Commercial Delivery Trucks
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Emissions, noise and environment hazards from expected volume of daily delivery trucks will
have a negative and severe effect on the health and welfare of the immediate and surrounding
neighborhood, residents, pedestrians, local businesses, traffic circulation and roads.
The DEIR does not take into account in its traffic estimates the fact that the developers are
proposing a high volume grocery store on the premises and a high volume gym. We ask that
the DEIR be forced to include traffic numbers counted properly from similarly sized grocery
stores and gyms.
The project proposes an internal truck delivery and loading dock area for its grocery and
retail operations. The recirculated DEIR does not provide information or
specifics regarding the actual operations and function for trucks and deliveries. Multiple
restaurant and retail stores will generate heavy delivery truck volume.
How many trucks (large, medium and smaller) can the internal loading dock area
accommodate at one time? The DEIR leaves this undressed and so is fatally flawed.
Where would the truck waiting or staging area be located, while trucks wait for other trucks to
leave the loading area and free up loading dock access and space? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Would there be a delivery truck waiting‐staging location on Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst or other
location?
Will there be some type of radio communications between the loading dock office and
incoming / out going delivery truck drivers to alert the driver that the loading dock is already
in use and at capacity ? The DEIR leaves this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Havenhurst is a small local street. Most small local streets and under street infrastructure in
the City of Los Angeles and City of West Hollywood were not designed or made to support the
size and weight of large trucks or heavy volume truck traffic.
Would Havenhurst need to be widened and strengthened to support and accommodate the
project's proposed heavy truck use and volume ?
Would Sunset Blvd access or regular traffic flow be blocked by trucks entering, exiting, turn
maneuvers, or trucks waiting and lining up to enter the project's internal loading dock area on
Havenhurst ? The DEIR leaves any of this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Many deliveries for grocery and restaurants make deliveries in the morning, mixing with
regular commuter AM peaks rush hours.
How will the project site handle this additional truck volume coming and going from the
Havenhurst loading dock area, in addition to approximately 100 plus resident vehicles leaving
the project's same vehicle exit location, also traveling north to Sunset Blvd during the same
morning peak rush hour time?
Grocery stores in particular get their deliveries during night and very early morning hours.
The noise from trucks accessing the project site during the night time and early morning
hours (3:30‐5am) could be disruptive to residents trying to sleep.
What type of operational noise barriers will be constructed ? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed
The DEIR has represented that only “residential traffic” will be allowed to enter the project
from Havenhurst, a tiny residential street. Yet it also states that all truck deliveries are to enter
and exit the internal loading dock area from Havenhurst via Sunset Blvd. This includes large
daily truck deliveries to the grocery store, restaurant, retail deliveries, garbage trucks etc.
Can such a small residential street such as Havenhurst accommodate this type of large truck
maneuvering, turning radius and volume of trucks to back in to the internal loading dock?
It is a reasonable expectation that the most simple access delivery trucks servicing smaller
restaurants and retail establishments will stop and park on Sunset Blvd in front of the project
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site or Crescent Heights on the side of the project site to make their deliveries. Unloading of
goods would take place on the pubic sidewalks, then wheeled into the plaza area and to the
restaurant and retail stores. However, this would eliminate vehicle lane use on Sunset Blvd or
Crescent Heights for residents leaving in the morning via Sunset Blvd and patrons and
employees entering and exiting during the day. The DEIR offers no solutions to this and in fact
states only three spaces will be provided in the internal garage for such deliveries as well as
taxis, uber, and personal drop‐offs. This is a vast underestimation of the likely demand for
unloading space created by such deliveries.
Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd would also greatly shorten turn lane length availability
for the proposed Sunset Blvd right turn lane and vehicles turning from Sunset Blvd to
southbound to Crescent Heights. The right turn lane on Sunset Blvd would overflow to other
lanes making Sunset Blvd access for new residents, patrons and all regular vehicle travel near
impossible. The DEIR does not address this and is deficient.
Additionally, delivery trucks parked on Crescent Heights would hinder ingress, egressto and
from the parking garage accessand block vehicle site view on oncoming traffic from Laurel
Canyon. Crescent Heights parking garage is proposed to be a very high volume use from
employees, patrons, valet set up, residents and residents guests turning left and right into and
out of the Crescent Heights parking garage. The DEIR does not address this and so is fatally
flawed.
Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would also eliminate or hinder
use of a curbside resident, patron and employee passenger pick up and drop off for ride
services like Taxi, Lyft and Uber. Easy passenger pick up and drop off areas will be essential
for smooth east‐west travel on Sunset Blvd and north‐south travel on Crescent Heights. An off
street cutout area is necessary for Sunset Blvd to accommodate passenger drop off and pick
up with out adding more strain on Crescent Heights parking garage access and surrounding
neighborhood streets. The
DEIR does not address this and so is fatally flawed.
Uber, Taxi, personal deliveries, UPS etc. are inside the parking garage where no one will use
them. This is utterly inadequate.
Additionally, the recirculated DEIR doesn't mention if residential moving vans and trucks and
daily residential packages deliveries would also be using the Havenhust access as well. No
mention is made in the DEIR how Havenhurst, a tiny residential street, will be impacted by
taxis and personal pick‐ups being made for residents at the Havenhurst entrance to the
project.
SEE PHOTO BELOW: Havenhurst parking and truck garage access
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Parking
PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐menu Incentives:
(2) an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces that
may be provided for commercial uses from 40% to 60% and to allow parking for residential
uses in excess of one standard parking stall for 146 residential units to be provided as
compact spaces instead of one standard parking space for each unit (or 249 spaces), with the
rest provided as compact spaces, in‐ lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐
A,5(c), with attendant parking for both commercial and residential parking;
Parking Option 1, pursuant to Section 12.22‐A,25(d)(1), which allows parking to be provided
at a ratio of 1 space for each studio and one‐ bedroom unit, and two spaces for each two‐ and
three‐bedroom unit, and provides that required parking in a Housing Development Project
that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwelling units;
The DEIR states that Mixed Use buildings are permitted to sell or rent parking spaces, but does
not provide specifics as to how many spaces will sold or rent or at what cost.
The DEIR also states parking will be provided by valet only or shuttle for events, but does not
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provide information of cost per vehicle.
The DEIR states that parking discounts will be given for vehicles with 3 or more occupants, but
patrons going to a grocery store, gym or bank generally don't travel with 3 or more people
per car. Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst and Crescent Heights already has little to no available extra
street parking. If parking and valet charges are high, vehicles will not park at the complex, but
will circle the neighborhood streets looking for parking, causing more emissions, noise and
congestion. Townscape Partners previously demonstrated their desire for high parking fees in
2013 with disastrous outcome for neighborhood serving establishments and local patrons.
This proposed development shows real probability of overrunning and overwhelming the
surrounding neighborhood. Availability, accessibility and affordability of parking, for this
location are important details to provide. Parking spaces for residents, guests, employees and
patrons for separate establishments, along with the cost or charge for a parking spaces,
parking and valet charges should be provided and included in the DEIR and RDEIR.
Additionally, local neighbors of the project site, are hillside residents who will need to drive to
the location.
Will a self park option be available ?

page19image22616Will free parking be available ?
Will guests of residents be charged for parking ?
Will service workers, (painters, repair people, construction workers etc.) housekeepers for
residential units and condos be charged to park on site ?
The DEIR does not address any of this and so is fatally flawed.
Event Venue Parking and Traffic Circulation
Applicant ‐ Page ES‐45. Modify text; PDF‐Traffic‐2, During occasional large special events on‐
site, the Applicant shall (1) require that all event‐related parking is valet‐ only or (2) secure
off‐site facilities (including shuttle service to and from the off‐site parking area (s) for event
guests), or a combination of valet‐only and off‐site parking.
The Project says the site, in addition to residential and commercial mix, will also be an event
venue. While there are residential uses located close by high volume, high intensity event
venues, generally residents don't live at event venues. This is not usually a compatible mix.
The DEIR states that guests coming for events will only valet park or be shuttled for off site
parking locations, but does not say what type of events, how many people would be attending,
what the hours events would take place, or where the off site event parking is located.
The corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd is not an appropriate location for large high
volume, high intensity public or private events.
High volume event traffic with many guests arriving at the same time by car trying to access
the valet parking garage on Crescent Heights would over flow the southbound and
northbound vehicle travel lanes waiting to turn left and right into Crescent Heights garage.
High volumes of vehicle would block exiting vehicles from turning left onto Crescents Heights
and general traffic flow on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon.
How many events would take place monthly or annually ? What type of events would be held
at the location ?
Would events be private events or open to the general public? During what hours and days
would events take place ?
Would events take place during late night hours ?
How will residential uses be separated from event use ?
Will event use of location and parking access be separate from residential and general
neighborhood commercial use ?
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Will the plaza area, retail and restaurant use be closed to general public during
events ?
If the plaza area is used for private events, that don't include the on site residents, how do
residents access their units from the plaza area ?
More information regarding traffic flow, shuttling and access during events and in general
should have been provided, making this DEIR fatally flawed.
Public Safety
Increased response times for fire/paramedic units will be further slowed into the
neighborhood by the increased traffic this project will generate. The responding agency,
LAFD, has already submitted to the city a finding that the size and density of the proposed
project, coupled with reduced response times, would render fire protection for the project
and its residents “inadequate”. It goes on to state the following “Adverse effects” the project
will generate: “Project implementation will increase the need for more fire protection
and emergency medical services in the area”. This letter is signed by the fire chief of the
LAFD.
Who will pay for this? At what point does the cost to the city for the supposed benefits of a
few affordable apartments become outweighed not only by the damage done to an entire
neighborhood’s quality of life but real cost outlays for additional fire and ambulance
personnel or even a new fire station to handle the unnecessary density the project creates?
The DEIR is utterly silent on this and therefore must be considered fatally flawed and be
rejected.
Operation Impacts
It is reasonable to assume that residents of a Frank Gehry building would be affluent tenants
and owners who would want a separate, more private residential pedestrian access other
than having to walk out through the parking garage or directly into and through a public plaza
space.
The project has a large residential component, but doesn't appear to have a residential
relationship to Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, which are residential streets. The rendering
included in the DEIR only shows a residential relationship with the commercial public plaza,
rather than a defined front door for residents and their guests.
Resident pets
It is reasonable to presume that of the 249 new units and with 505‐528 new residents, the
project would be home to approximately 100 plus new resident dogs. The project rendering
does not show amenities or place for these resident pets, such as an on site dog run dog,
making the DEIR flawed.
Further, the DEIR doesn't not address how these resident pets / dogs will access or
leave the project site for their daily walks other than out through the parking garages on
Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, or through the public plaza entry points on Sunset Blvd, thus
mixing with shoppers coming and going and people dining. While I'm sure the dogs would
enjoy participating in plaza dining, this would not be the best access or safe route for excited
pets or patrons.
More consideration should be paid to providing wider sidewalks. Mixed use is just that, a mix
of residential function and commercial function and event venue function. Mixing multiple
functions requires more effort. The current sidewalk renderings cater more to the current
commercial use, rather than the new increased use and basic daily function for 528 new
residents, their pets, rideshare drop off and pick up, transit bus waiting areas and
substantially increased commercial use. This makes the DEIR flawed.
Required park space
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Affordable housing is not the only “community benefit” on which this project’s DEIR bases its
approvable on. Other “community benefits” include park space. The developer is counting
private resident terraces as community park space. The developer is also counting its legally
mandated setbacks as community park space. The developer is using hoped‐for annexed city
land that it does not own as park space while taking away a much needed transit island. This
does not constitute true public park space in any real form and does not meet the city’s own
criteria for community park space. Will the affordable housing residents have their own
terraces, or will they be given the worst units on the bottom of the project with no outdoor
space to speak of? Will they be shuttled through a “poor door”, which was proposed by the
same developers on their last project at 8899 Beverly blvd?
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on
the site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why
has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential
terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then
given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer
shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all
alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and
who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:51 PM
To: nemorose@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Dear	  Srimal	  Hewawitharana,	  David	  Ryu,	  and	  Mayor	  Eric	  Garcetti,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  for	  8150	  Sunset	  
Blvd	  project.	  This	  letter	  is	  being	  written	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  DEIR,	  RDEIR	  and	  
proposed	  development	  at	  8150	  Sunset.	  
	  
Community	  outcry	  was	  been	  well	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  over	  700	  letters	  opposing	  the	  
height,	  mass,	  and	  bulk	  in	  previous	  designs.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  only	  increased	  the	  
height,	  increased	  the	  mass,	  and	  increased	  the	  bulk.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  equally	  
angered	  the	  community.	  The	  over	  200	  plus	  letters	  and	  384	  plus	  signatures	  on	  
the	  change.org	  petition	  demonstrate	  a	  strong	  and	  continued	  stakeholder	  opposition.	  
	  
This	  area	  is	  neighborhood	  office	  commercial,	  not	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area.	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
regional	  center	  or	  downtown.	  	  Respect	  the	  present	  zoning.	  Alternative	  9	  is	  a	  
manipulation	  of	  the	  zoning	  and	  would	  result	  in	  the	  elimination	  of	  what	  defines	  this	  
area	  as	  a	  well	  established	  low	  rise,	  lower	  density	  neighborhood.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  policies	  outlined	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  
	  
Public	  views	  are	  an	  irreplaceable	  natural	  resources	  as	  defined	  by	  CEQA.	  The	  
hillsides	  are	  a	  beacon	  for	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  perception	  of	  open	  space	  once	  lost,	  will	  
alter	  the	  landscape	  permanently.	  Allowing	  a	  structure	  of	  this	  height	  and	  mass,	  
would	  create	  a	  barrier	  and	  separation	  of	  the	  areas	  natural	  form.	  	  No	  development	  
that	  blocks	  and	  diminishes	  public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  hills,	  should	  be	  permitted.	  
The	  hills	  represent	  a	  directional	  landmark	  for	  all	  of	  LA	  and	  they	  are	  the	  
identifying	  feature	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  public	  view	  should	  be	  protected.	  
The	  tallest	  building	  will	  be	  inhabited	  by	  only	  30	  condo	  owners	  on	  the	  top	  floors,	  the	  
needs	  of	  the	  few	  should	  not	  overweigh	  the	  many	  in	  the	  grotesque	  impact	  on	  the	  
neighborhood	  that	  will	  result.	  
	  
In	  general,	  as	  was	  pointed	  out	  by	  members	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  Neighborhood	  
council,	  the	  logic	  employed	  in	  the	  DEIR	  is	  muddy	  and	  often	  simply	  not	  credible.	  In	  
many	  ways	  as	  will	  be	  outlined,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  adequately	  address	  that	  fact	  
or	  support	  its	  lack	  of	  discussion	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
	  

The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Flawed/Unsure/and	  Transitory/Public	  Input	  was	  

Refused	  	  
	  

Townscape	  has	  violated	  CEQA	  early	  on	  in	  this	  process	  by	  not	  striving	  to	  
involve	  the	  community	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  and	  
seeking	  to	  exclude	  community	  participation	  and	  comment.	  Rather	  than	  seek	  
open	  community	  input,	  Townscape	  has	  preferred	  back	  door	  politics	  by	  scheduling	  
private	  meetings	  to	  preview	  the	  project	  to	  city	  officials	  and	  a	  select	  few	  before	  the	  
DEIR	  alternative	  9	  was	  released.	  	  
	  
Since	  the	  project	  and	  description	  is	  vastly	  different	  from	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  
(NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  and	  is	  different	  from	  what	  was	  studied,	  many	  studies	  conducted	  for	  



the	  NOP	  are	  inadequate	  for	  the	  Alternative	  9	  option,	  this	  violates	  CEQA.	  The	  project	  
description	  is	  supposed	  to	  remain	  stable	  and	  known.	  This	  project	  has	  been	  
in	  flux	  since	  its	  inception.	  Frank	  Gehry	  is	  the	  third	  architect	  hired	  by	  the	  developer	  
in	  the	  space	  of	  a	  year.	  Each	  notice	  to	  the	  community	  reads	  differently	  as	  does	  
the	  project	  description	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  especially	  alternative	  9.	  There	  have	  been	  three	  
completely	  different	  building	  plan	  presentations	  to	  the	  Hollywood	  Hill	  
Neighborhood	  Council.	  It	  is	  no	  wonder	  there	  is	  widespread	  confusion	  as	  to	  what	  this	  
plan	  even	  is	  and	  its	  impacts.	  	  
	  
LAND	  USE	  IMPACTS	  
	  

	  
The	  DEIR’s	  bare	  conclusions	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less-‐than-‐
significant	  impact	  on	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  vicinity	  and	  would	  
not	  physically	  
divide	  an	  established	  community	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  by	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  
obvious	  overwhelming	  impacts	  of	  the	  building	  in	  this	  lower	  rise	  neighborhood.	  
The	  immediate	  neighboring	  buildings,	  which	  are	  not	  considered	  or	  
specifically	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  are	  only	  two	  and	  three	  stories	  
tall.	  Similarly,	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  conflict	  with	  
The	  General	  Plan	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  and	  
undiscussed.	  The	  conclusions	  are	  unsupported	  as	  drawings	  or	  
renderings	  contained	  in	  the	  DEIR	  do	  not	  show	  the	  directly	  neighboring	  buildings	  of	  
2	  story	  and	  3	  story	  buildings	  in	  scale	  in	  an	  attempt	  do	  downplay	  how	  out	  of	  scale	  
this	  project	  would	  be.	  Nowhere	  in	  the	  DEIR	  does	  it	  faithfully	  represent	  the	  
surrounding	  neighborhood	  in	  scale	  or	  irreparable	  harm	  this	  development	  would	  
cause.	  
	  
The	  surrounding	  neighborhoods	  are	  some	  of	  the	  oldest	  in	  
the	  area	  with	  many	  buildings	  dating	  from	  the	  early	  1920’s-‐
1930s.	  Before	  the	  project	  goes	  forward	  
a	  complete	  Historic	  Resources	  Survey	  of	  the	  buildings	  within	  a	  3/4	  mile	  radius	  
should	  be	  completed	  and	  it	  should	  include	  private	  homes.	  The	  DEIR	  is	  
inadequate	  and	  contains	  insufficient	  information	  to	  allow	  the	  decision	  makers	  
to	  reach	  correct	  conclusions	  and	  findings	  regarding	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
historical	  resources	  and	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Over	  50	  projects	  are	  currently	  underway	  or	  proposed	  for	  Hollywood	  in	  the	  City	  of	  
Los	  Angeles	  and	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood.	  This	  DEIR	  makes	  no	  accounting	  for	  the	  
cumulative	  impacts	  caused	  these	  developments	  will	  have	  on	  the	  neighborhood,	  city	  
services,	  police,	  fire,	  medical,	  neighborhood	  cut	  through	  traffic,	  .	  It	  also	  doesn’t	  
account	  for	  the	  21,000	  truck	  trips	  that	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  suffer	  during	  
construction	  of	  8150	  and	  how	  this	  will	  have	  a	  cumulative	  effect	  when	  combined	  
with	  other	  concurrent	  development.	  The	  project,	  in	  calling	  for	  off	  menu	  incentives	  
that	  would	  relax	  existing	  development	  standards	  will	  only,	  if	  approved,	  increase	  
density	  and	  traffic	  problems	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  other	  developers	  seek	  the	  same	  



preferences,	  thereby	  threatening	  known	  and	  potential	  historic	  resources	  in	  
historically	  sensitive	  neighborhoods.	  None	  of	  these	  cumulative	  effects	  are	  addressed	  
in	  the	  DEIR.	  	  
	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  cite	  any	  single	  specific	  policy	  and	  provides	  only	  bare	  conclusions	  
of	  “no	  impact”	  or	  “less	  than	  significant	  impact”.	  The	  DEIR	  should	  discuss	  and	  
illustrate	  how	  it	  satisfies	  a	  majority	  of	  land	  use	  objectives	  and	  policies	  
to	  affirmatively	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  bare	  conclusions	  were	  reached.	  Discussions	  
of	  the	  violated	  policies	  should	  also	  be	  added	  to	  
the	  DEIR	  to	  fully	  resolve	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  and	  how	  the	  facts	  and	  studies	  
support	  the	  conclusions.	  The	  conclusions	  appear	  erroneous	  because	  the	  project	  
appears	  to	  violate,	  at	  some	  level,	  nearly	  every	  aspect	  of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  A	  full	  
discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  which	  policies	  and	  principals	  
of	  the	  elements	  are	  satisfied	  and	  which	  violated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  should	  
be	  enumerated	  in	  the	  DEIR.	  The	  following	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  objectives	  
should	  be	  fully	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR:	  It	  is	  insufficient	  to	  
simply	  state	  bare	  conclusions	  without	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  of	  the	  elements	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
	  
Building	  Height	  and	  Mass	  
	  

Applicant	  description	  of	  project:	  “one	  tower	  at	  Havenhurst	  at	  15	  stories	  in	  height	  (or	  
approximately	  234	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  lowest	  point	  on	  the	  Project	  
Site	  at	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  Crescent	  Heights	  at	  11	  stories	  (or	  
approximately	  174	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  
property),	  one	  at	  the	  central	  portion	  of	  the	  South	  Building	  between	  the	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  at	  five	  stories	  (or	  approximately	  110	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  
from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  thereby	  creating	  an	  approximately	  150-‐
foot-‐wide,	  open	  north-‐south-‐oriented	  view	  corridor	  between	  the	  taller	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  that	  provides	  views	  southward	  across	  the	  Project	  Site	  from	  locations	  to	  
the	  north	  and	  vice-‐versa.”	  
	  
The	  towers	  heights	  in	  Alternative	  9,	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  234	  feet,	  174	  feet	  and	  110	  feet	  
above	  grade,	  and	  are	  substantially	  taller	  than	  the	  original	  proposed	  height,	  which	  
was	  already	  too	  tall	  for	  this	  area	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood.	  The	  Chateau	  
Marmont	  Hotel	  is	  seven	  stories,	  built	  into	  the	  hillside.	  The	  Directors	  Guild	  is	  75	  feet	  
high	  at	  about	  8	  stories	  (this	  project	  would	  be	  three	  times	  higher)	  and	  the	  new	  hotel	  
construction	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood	  is	  ten	  stories.	  The	  
Hollywood	  Hills	  in	  this	  adjacent	  area,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  and	  Nichols	  Canyon,	  are	  more	  
rural,	  with	  the	  lower	  lying	  neighborhoods	  predominately	  very	  low	  to	  lower	  rise	  and	  
historic	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  The	  narrow	  strip	  of	  neighborhood	  serving	  
commercial	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  is	  also	  significantly	  lower	  rise.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  beacon	  to	  stand	  out	  and	  be	  seen	  for	  miles.	  That	  it	  would	  
be!	  Overshadowing	  the	  character	  of	  many	  well	  established	  neighborhoods	  far	  and	  
wide.	  The	  current	  proposal	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  it's	  surroundings	  and	  built	  



environment.	  	  Developer	  also	  understates	  standard	  industry	  feet	  to	  number	  of	  	  
storeys	  conversion	  which	  if	  properly	  applied	  yields:	  236	  feet	  =	  22	  Stories	  (west	  
tower),	  174	  feet	  =	  16	  Stories	  (east	  tower),	  110	  feet	  =	  10	  Stories	  	  (center	  building).	  
We	  remind	  you,	  this	  makes	  the	  largest	  tower	  three	  times	  taller	  than	  the	  Chateau	  
Marmont,	  long	  considered	  the	  anchor	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  This	  project	  would	  
dwarf	  it	  and	  be	  12	  storeys	  taller	  than	  even	  the	  large	  development	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  at	  
La	  Cienega	  in	  West	  Hollywood.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  applicant	  cites	  views	  from	  the	  hills,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  public	  
views	  of	  the	  hills.	  The	  Hollywood	  Hills	  are	  a	  major	  identifying	  feature	  of	  Hollywood,	  
the	  entire	  area	  and	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  hillside	  
landscape	  are	  seen	  from	  the	  south,	  east	  and	  west	  for	  miles	  and	  enjoyed	  by	  all	  
residents	  and	  visitors	  to	  the	  city.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  not	  only	  
provide	  a	  needed	  sense	  of	  open	  space,	  but	  are	  the	  view	  "beacon"	  and	  should	  not	  be	  
diminished,	  blocked	  or	  overshadowed	  by	  a	  development’s	  heights,	  mass	  or	  bulk.	  We	  
would	  like	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  not	  in	  a	  downtown	  or	  regional	  center.	  
If	  the	  developer	  would	  like	  to	  be	  a	  gateway	  to	  West	  Hollywood's	  Sunset	  Strip,	  
something	  resembling	  the	  Sunset	  Plaza	  portion	  might	  be	  more	  in	  line	  and	  
appropriate	  in	  terms	  of	  height,	  scale	  and	  mass	  for	  this	  location.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
SCENIC	  RESOURCES	  
	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  mandates	  identification	  and	  protection	  of	  
scenic	  resources.	  Identified	  resources	  include	  trees,	  historic	  buildings,	  rock	  
outcroppings	  and	  similar	  features	  that	  are	  located	  within	  a	  designated	  state	  scenic	  
highway.	  Under	  CEQA	  and	  the	  LAMC,	  decision	  makers	  have	  been	  able	  to	  require	  
retention	  and	  protection	  of	  scenic	  features.	  	  
	  
Through	  acquisition,	  park	  development	  and	  land	  use	  planning	  and	  development	  
requirements	  the	  city	  has	  a	  major	  role	  in	  protecting	  land	  forms	  and	  scenic	  features	  
and	  in	  making	  scenic	  features	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
It	  is	  Los	  Angeles	  city	  policy	  to	  continue	  to	  encourage	  and/or	  require	  property	  
owners	  to	  develop	  their	  properties	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  will,	  to	  the	  greatest	  extent	  
practical,	  retain	  significant	  existing	  land	  forms	  (e.g.,	  ridge	  lines,	  bluffs,	  unique	  
geologic	  features)	  and	  unique	  scenic	  features	  (historic,	  ocean,	  mountains,	  unique	  
natural	  features)	  and/or	  make	  possible	  public	  view	  or	  other	  access	  to	  unique	  
features	  or	  scenic	  views	  as	  indicated	  in	  the	  following	  document: 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted 
September 2001  
 
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS  Page 46 - 47 



 
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION	  OF	  RESOURCES	  WHICH	  PROVIDE	  

A	  SENSE	  OF	  NATURE,	  CONTINUITY	  WITH	  THE	  PAST,	  AND	  FREEDOM	  FROM	  

OVERCROWDING.	  
	  
New	  development	  can	  enhance	  and	  preserve	  Los	  Angeles’	  distinctive	  qualities	  if	  it	  is	  
designed	  with	  consideration	  for	  the	  prevailing	  design	  character	  and	  the	  effect	  on	  
surroundings.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  conserve	  important	  design	  character	  in	  
historic	  or	  distinctive	  older	  areas,	  some	  uniformity	  of	  detail,	  scale,	  proportion,	  
texture,	  materials,	  color	  and	  building	  form	  is	  necessary.	  Large	  buildings	  
impair	  the	  character	  of	  older,	  small	  scale	  areas	  if	  no	  transition	  is	  made	  between	  
small-‐scale	  and	  large-‐scale	  elements	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  should	  set	  forth	  extensive	  discussions	  of	  how	  this	  project	  
meets	  this	  criteria	  and	  how	  it	  does	  
not	  create	  a	  large	  “separation”	  in	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  The	  present	  
building	  on	  the	  site	  “fits	  in”	  because	  it	  is	  essentially	  two	  stories	  and	  creates	  
a	  harmonious	  transition	  from	  the	  two	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Havenhurst	  and	  
the	  three	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  that	  it	  directly	  borders.	  The	  
proposed	  buildings	  will	  separate	  and	  divide	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  just	  by	  its	  
sheer	  size.	  
	  
Visually	  strong	  buildings	  which	  contrast	  severely	  with	  their	  surroundings	  



impair	  the	  character	  of	  the	  area.	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  
of	  the	  jarring	  visual	  impact	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  The	  lack	  
of	  any	  discussion	  and	  reference	  to	  these	  policies	  
make	  the	  DEIR	  completely	  inadequate.	  Other	  policies	  which	  need	  to	  be	  reconciled	  
include	  the	  principal	  that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human	  Needs	  	  
	  
In	  questions	  of	  scale,	  the	  height	  of	  buildings	  has	  received	  
the	  greatest	  and	  most	  continuous	  public	  attention.	  Nevertheless,	  
a	  citywide	  plan	  for	  building	  height	  has	  not	  existed	  prior	  to	  this	  time,	  and	  
both	  residents	  and	  visitors	  have	  experienced	  stress	  and	  concern	  at	  the	  prospect	  that	  
the	  appearance	  of	  the	  skyline	  may	  continue	  to	  change	  rapidly	  without	  further	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
direction	  or	  any	  real	  planning.	  
	  
	  
Extremely	  massive	  buildings	  on	  or	  near	  hills	  can	  overwhelm	  the	  natural	  land	  forms,	  
block	  views,	  and	  generally	  disrupt	  the	  character	  of	  the	  city.	  Low,	  smaller-‐
scale	  buildings	  on	  the	  slopes	  of	  hills,	  at	  their	  base	  and	  in	  
the	  valleys	  between	  complement	  topographic	  forms	  and	  permit	  uninterrupted	  
views.	  The	  relationship	  between	  areas	  of	  low,	  fine-‐scaled	  buildings	  and	  areas	  of	  
high,	  large-‐scaled	  buildings	  can	  be	  made	  more	  pleasing	  if	  the	  transition	  in	  
building	  height	  and	  mass	  between	  such	  areas	  is	  gradual.	  Buildings	  which	  meet	  
the	  ground	  and	  reflect	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  hill	  relate	  to	  the	  land	  form.	  A	  



bulky	  building	  creates	  the	  most	  visual	  disruption	  when	  seen	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  
the	  dominant	  silhouette	  against	  a	  background	  and/or	  foreground	  of	  much	  
smaller	  structures.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  these	  principals-‐-‐-‐merely	  a	  conclusion	  that	  
the	  building	  is	  not	  disruptive	  and	  causes	  no	  significant	  impact—a	  bare	  conclusion	  
not	  supported	  by	  the	  facts,	  any	  reasonable	  discussion	  or	  reconciliation	  
of	  the	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  appears	  erroneous.	  An	  in	  depth	  discussion	  is	  
needed	  as	  to	  how	  the	  proposed	  building	  is	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  scale	  and	  form	  
of	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  so	  as	  to	  reconcile	  the	  erroneous	  conclusions	  of	  no	  
impacts	  or	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
	  
These	  policies	  are	  completely	  ignored	  in	  the	  DEIR	  and	  the	  exact	  opposite	  conclusion	  
is	  reached	  without	  adequate	  discussion	  or	  any	  facts	  or	  law	  to	  
justify	  these	  erroneous	  conclusions.	  
	  
	  
“Affordable	  Housing”	  
	  
Reviewing	  the	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Mixed	  Use	  Recirculated	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  the	  original	  
draft	  EIR	  documentation,	  one	  is	  unable	  to	  locate	  a	  clear	  definition	  of	  “Affordable”	  for	  
the	  “Affordable	  Units”	  being	  included	  in	  the	  project	  and	  therefore,	  as	  prepared,	  the	  
documentation	  is	  incomplete	  because	  it	  has	  not	  adequately	  evaluated	  the	  
Community	  Benefits	  the	  project	  will	  provide	  as	  an	  offset	  to	  the	  resulting	  zoning	  
upgrades	  and	  potential	  environmental	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  
project	  Therefore,	  the	  city	  must	  find	  the	  EIR	  deficient	  and	  unable	  to	  
substantiate	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  and	  taller	  
than	  otherwise	  possible.	  The	  bigger	  and	  taller	  part	  we’ve	  got,	  now	  –	  what’s	  the	  
benefit?	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  
they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  
EIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  approved.	  
	  
Traffic	  Island	  and	  Current	  Sweeping	  Right	  Turn	  Moving	  the	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  
The	  current	  triangle	  and	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  could	  be	  re-‐worked	  to	  allow	  
pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  passage,	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  stop	  lights	  and	  maybe	  even	  a	  cut	  
out	  for	  the	  east	  bound	  Sunset	  bus	  to	  pull	  in	  out	  of	  traffic.	  Pedestrian	  refuge	  medians	  	  
are	  being	  added	  back	  in	  many	  cities,	  including	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  	  
They	  provide	  a	  place	  for	  people	  to	  safely	  wait	  where	  intersections	  are	  busy	  and	  
complicated.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Height	  has	  definitely	  
become	  much	  busier	  and	  complicated	  with	  the	  new	  multi	  use	  resident,	  commercial	  
retail,	  restaurant	  and	  event	  venue	  project.	  	  



	  
The	  current	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  lane	  eastbound	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  
Crescent	  Heights	  allows	  for	  continual	  vehicle	  merging,	  which	  will	  be	  needed	  with	  
the	  addition	  of	  500	  plus	  new	  residents,	  where	  there	  currently	  are	  none,	  commercial	  
and	  new	  additional	  event	  traffic.	  Removing	  the	  current	  right	  turn	  lane	  would	  create	  
a	  completely	  stopped	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Right	  on	  red	  could	  not	  be	  
accommodated	  due	  to	  pedestrian	  crossing	  and	  southbound	  oncoming	  traffic	  from	  
Laurel	  Canyon.	  The	  local	  bus	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  should	  be	  kept	  at	  the	  location,	  or	  at	  
minimum	  in	  front	  of	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Semi	  Truck	  turn	  around	  traffic	  island	  -‐	  uses	  all	  lanes	  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving	  the	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  



Moving	   the	  bus	   stop	   to	  8000	  Sunset	  Blvd	  as	  proposed	   forces	  pedestrians	   to	   cross	  
the	  street	  and	  walk	   farther	   to	   reach	   the	  bus.	  Placing	   the	  bus	  on	  Sunset	   in	   front	  of	  
8000	   Sunset	   would	   back	   up	   vehicle	   traffic	   turning	   east	   onto	   Sunset	   Blvd	   from	  
Crescent	  Heights’	  sweeping	  right	  turn.	  	  The	  sidewalk	  provided	  for	  bus	  rider	  waiting	  
area	  is	  extremely	  limited	  at	  this	  location.	  There	  is	  minimal	  sidewalk	  space	  to	  add	  a	  
bus	  shelter	  and	  or	  accommodate	  bus	  riders	  with	  bicycles.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  good	  location	  
for	  a	  bus	  stop.	  
	  
Fairfax-‐Sunset	  a	  Major	  High	  Quality	  Transit	  Stop?	  

 
PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(1)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   permit	   a	   3:1	   floor	   area	   ratio	   for	   a	   Housing	  
Development	  Project	   located	  within	  approximately	  1,560	   feet	  of	  a	  Transit	  Stop,	   in	  
lieu	   of	   the	   1,500	   foot	   distance	   specified	   in	   the	   on-‐menu	   Incentive	   allowing	   a	   3:1	  
floor	  area	  ratio	  (LAMC	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	  	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  agree	  that	  the	  project	  location,	  at	  1,560	  feet	  from	  a	  transit	  stop,	  entitles	  
the	   project	   to	   a	   3:1	   FAR	  bonus.	  	   The	   transit	   stop	   at	   Fairfax	   and	   Sunset	   is	   a	   small,	  
neighborhood-‐oriented	  bus	  stop.	  	  The	  transit	  services	  provided	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  
and	   Laurel	   Canyon	   with	   Metro	   Routes	   2	   and	   302	   do	   not	   qualify	   this	   project	   as	  
“transit-‐oriented	  development.”	  In	  addition,	  these	  services	  are	  not	  guaranteed	  to	  be	  
provided	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   could	   be	   terminated	  by	  Metro	   at	   any	   time.	  	   The	  DEIR	  
says	  that	  Metro	  lines	  217	  and	  780	  on	  Fairfax	  serve	  this	  project,	  but	  as	  stated	  above,	  
this	  route	  is	  not	  within	  guidelines	  of	  1,500	  feet.	  	  	  
	  
Significant	  improvement	  will	  need	  to	  be	  made	  at	  all	  bus	  stops	  located	  at	  Sunset	  and	  
Fairfax	  for	  this	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  "high	  quality"	  bus,	  or	  major	  transit	  stop.	  
	  
The	  Recirculated	  DEIR	  points	  out	   that	   the	  project	   is	  not	  within	   the	   required	  1,500	  
feet	  of	  these	  very	  unimproved	  bus	  stops	  for	  FAR	  consideration.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  
mention	  what	  improvements	  will	  be	  made	  or	  at	  what	  locations	  to	  achieve	  a	  quality	  
bus	   stop.	   Please	   provide	   more	   information	   on	   the	   major	   transit	   stops	   and	  
improvements	  to	  be	  made.	  Failure	  to	  have	  done	  so	  makes	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
A	   well	   lit,	   ADA	   compliant	   bus	   shelter	   will	   be	   needed	   at	   this	   location,	   if	   it	   is	   to	  
properly	   serve	   the	   new	   residents,	   guests,	   patrons,	   employees	   and	   general	   public.	  
Restaurant	  employees	  and	  patrons	  who	  leave	  the	  project	   later	  at	  night	  and	  should	  
not	  have	  to	  walk	  farther	  distance	  or	  be	  expected	  to	  wait	  at	  a	  dark,	  unsheltered	  bus	  
stop	  during	  late	  night	  hours.	  People	  will	  not	  take	  the	  bus.	  
	  



The	   rapid	   bus	   number	   780	   does	   stop	   on	   Fairfax	   south	   of	   Sunset	   Blvd,	  where	   the	  
local	  bus	  runs	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  However,	  the	  780	  bus	  does	  not	  operate	  on	  weekends,	  
holidays	  of	   after	  8pm	  during	   the	  week.	  All	   times	   that	   the project	   site	  would	  have	  
heavy	  commercial	  use.	  Hardly	  a	  high	  quality	  Major	  transit	  stop.	  Santa	  Monica	  Blvd	  is	  
the	  more	  major	  stop	  for	  the	  780	  bus	  but	  is	  even	  farther	  away	  and	  disqualifies	  this	  
project	  from	  FAR	  consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic	  objections	  to	  DEIR	  Alternative	  9	  	  
	  
The	   impacts	   from	   construction	   and	   operation	   are	   so	   far	   reaching	   in	   alternative	   9	  
they	  are	  an	  untenable	  burden	  for	  not	  only	  residents	  but	  commuters	  who	  use	  Sunset	  
Blvd,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  Hollywood	  Blvd,	  Laurel,	  Fairfax	  Ave	  and	  Fountain.	  	  
	  
A	  layman's	   review	   of	   this	   proposed	   project	   can	   easily	   pick	   out	   numerous	   glaring	  
issues,	   demonstrating	   the	  most	   basic	   operational	   aspects	   of	   this	   multi	   use	  
development	  have	  not	  been	  vetted	  or	  thought	  through.	  	  
	  
Alternative	   9	   is	   a	   completely	   different	   project,	   with	   completely	   new	   building	  
configurations	  and	  significant	  changes	  to	  proposed	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  traffic	   flow	  
than	  what	   the	   current	   Traffic	   Study	  was	   previously	   performed	   for.	  	   A	   New	   traffic	  
study	  should	  be	  required	  and	  performed	  for	  this	  new	  Alternative	  9,	  and	  any	  other	  
configuration	   that	   changes	   or	   alters	  traffic	   flow,	  travel	   lanes,	   traffic	  circulation,	  
ingress	   and	   egress	   to	  project	   site	   for	   vehicles,	   trucks	   and	  bicycles	   on	  Havenhurst,	  
Fountain	   Ave,	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   Crescent	   Heights.	   The	   new	   traffic	   study	   needs	   to	  
include	  cumulative	   impacts	   from	  other	  projects approved	  and	  planned	  within	  one	  
and	  one	  half	  miles	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  
	  
We	  have	  numerous	  concerns	  about	  traffic	  flow	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  in	  turn	  
lanes	  adjacent	   to	   the	  project.	  	   In	   recent	  years,	  both	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Fountain	  
have	   joined	  Sunset	  Blvd.	   as	  major	   commuter	   routes,	  producing	  heavy	   cut	   through	  
traffic	   on	   local	   neighborhood	   streets.	  	  We	   are	  additionally	   concerned	  	   with	   driver	  
ability	  and	  safety	  of	  left	  turns	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  
	  
One	   of	   the	   proposed	   changes	   is	   for	   Fountain	   Ave,	   installing	   left	   turn	   lanes	   and	   a	  
traffic	   light	   at	   Havenhurst.	   Installation	   of	   new	   left	   turn	   lanes	   on	   Fountain	   Ave	   at	  



Havenhurst	  would	  reduce	  the	  two	  existing	  east-‐west	  travel	  lanes	  to	  only	  one	  in	  each	  
direction	  at	  all	  hours.	  Fountain	  Ave	   is	  already	  overflowing	  with	   traffic	  and	  backed	  
up	  in	  each	  direction.	  Changing	  Fountain	  Ave	  to	  only	  one	  travel	  lane,	  would	  eliminate	  
on	   street	   parking	   currently	   available	   to	   residents,	   further	   reduce	   emergency	  
response	  times	  and	  would	  be	  disaster!	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO:	  Fountain	  Ave	  at	  Havenhurst	  
 
 

 
 
 
 
We	   do	   not	   believe	   that	   the	   traffic	   island,	   which	   belongs	   to	   the	   city,	   should	   be	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project.	  The	   current	  sweeping	   right	   turn	   lane	  eastbound	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  Crescent	  Heights	  should	  be	  preserved	  as	  is.	  It	  allows	  for	  
continual	   vehicle	   merging	   function	   which	   will	   be	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
new	  528	  residents,	  volumes	  of	  drivers	  and	  delivery	  trucks	  going	  to	  and	  leaving	  the	  
site	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	   parking	   garage.	   The	   traffic	   survey	   on	   this	   matter	   is	  
inaccurate	  and	  misleading.	  	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   is	   weak	   regarding	   pedestrians	   and	   silent	   regarding	   incorporations	   of	  



bicycle	  riders.	  
	  
Outdated	  statistics	   from	  2013	  do	  not	   include	  many	  recent	  building	  projects	   to	   the	  
west	   and	   east	   of	   the	   project.	   	  We	   request	   a	   new	   traffic	   study	   by	   an	  independent	  
company	  be	  done	  to	  more	  accurately	  and	  impartially	  assess	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
traffic	  as	   this	  DEIR	   is	   fatally	   flawed	   in	   its methodology.	  All	  Traffic	   is	  estimated	  by	  
theoretical	  models	  instead	  of	  empirical	  evidence.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  do	  an	  actual	  count	  of	  
the	  daily	  traffic	  accounts	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  present	  shopping	  center	  but	  this	  has	  not	  
been	   done.	   The	   present	   mall’s	   Traffic	   estimations	   of	   over	   7000	   cars	   is	   a	   gross	  
overestimate.	  Townscape’s	  own	  site	  manager	  concludes	   that	  about	  1500	  cars	  visit	  
the	   center	   daily.	   Real	   numbers	   based	   on	   empirical	   evidence,	   not	   theoretical	  
numbers,	   should	   be	   used	   so	   the	   city	   and	   the	   public	   can	   then	   properly	   assess	   the	  
DEIR	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

Construction	  Truck	  Access	  and	  Street	  Closures	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   construction	   trucks	   entering	   and	   exiting	   the	   project	   during	  
construction	  will	  do	  so	  from	  Crescent	  Heights,	  making	  a	  left	  turn	  across	  all	  lanes	  of	  
traffic	  up	   to	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  By	   the	  DEIR’s	  own	  conclusions	   this	  will	   result	   in	  21,000	  
one	  way	  trips	  or	  42,000	  in	  and	  out	  truck	  trips,	  each	  one	  that	  must	  cross	  all	  lanes	  of	  
Crescent	   Heights	   to	   then	  make	   a	   right	   turn	   on	   Sunset.	   If	   each	   such	   effective	  lane	  
closures	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  results	   in	  a	  minute’s	  disruption of	   traffic,	   then	  by	  the	  
time	  the	  project	  is	  finished	  Crescent	  Heights	  will	  have	  suffered	  a	  cumulative	  29	  days	  
of	  stopped	  traffic.	  
	  
The	   traffic	   congestion	   effect	   on	   all	   surrounding	   streets,	   including	   local	   residential	  
streets	  and	  cut	  through	  traffic	  will	  be	  severe.	  As	  well	  as	  a	  impacts	  to	  street	  surfaces	  
and	   infrastructure	   from	   heavy	   load	   trucks.	  This	   is	   an	   unacceptable	   community	  
impact. 
 
 
Commercial	  Delivery	  Trucks	  
	  

Emissions,	  noise	  and	  environment	  hazards	  from	  expected	  volume	  of	  daily	  delivery	  
trucks	   will	   have	   a	   negative	   and	   severe	   effect	   on	   the	   health	   and	   welfare	   of	   the	  
immediate	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood,	  residents,	  pedestrians,	  local	  businesses,	  
traffic	  circulation	  and	  roads.	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   in	   its	   traffic	   estimates	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  
developers	  are	  proposing	  a	  high	  volume	  grocery	  store	  on	  the	  premises	  and	  a	  high	  
volume	   gym.	  We	   ask	   that	   the	   DEIR	   be	   forced	   to	   include	   traffic	   numbers	   counted	  
properly	  from	  similarly	  sized	  grocery	  stores	  and	  gyms.	  	  
	  
The	  project	  proposes	  an	  internal	  truck	  delivery	  and	  loading	  dock	  area	  for	  its	  grocery	  
and	   retail	   operations.	   The	   recirculated	   DEIR	   does	   not	   provide	   information	   or	  



specifics	  regarding	  the	  actual	  operations	  and	  function	  for	  trucks	  and	  deliveries.	  
	  
Multiple	  restaurant	  and	  retail	  stores	  will	  generate	  heavy	  delivery	  truck	  volume.	  
	  
How	  many	   trucks	   (large,	  medium	  and	   smaller)	   can	   the	   internal	   loading	  dock	  area	  
accommodate	  at	  one	  time?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  undressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Where	  would	   the	   truck	  waiting	   or	   staging	   area	   be	   located, while	   trucks	  wait	   for	  
other	   trucks	   to	   leave	   the	   loading	  area	  and	   free	  up	   loading	  dock	  access	  and	  space?	  
The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  delivery	  truck	  waiting-‐staging	  location	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd,	  Havenhurst	  
or	  other	  location?	  	  
	  
Will	   there	  be	  some	   type	  of	   radio	  communications	  between	   the	   loading	  dock	  office	  
and	  incoming	  /	  out	  going	  delivery	  truck	  drivers	  to	  alert	  the	  driver	  that	  the	  loading	  
dock	  is	  already	  in	  use	  and	  at	  capacity	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  
fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Havenhurst	   is	   a	   small	   local	   street.	   Most	   small	   local	   streets	   and	   under	   street	  
infrastructure	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Los	   Angeles	   and	   City	   of	   West	   Hollywood	   were	   not	  
designed	  or	  made	   to	   support	   the	   size	  and	  weight	  of	   large	   trucks	  or	  heavy	  volume	  	  
truck	  traffic.	  	  	  
	  
Would	   Havenhurst	   need	   to	   be	   widened	   and	   strengthened	   to	   support	   and	  
accommodate	  the	  project's	  proposed	  heavy	  truck	  use	  and	  volume	  ?	  
	  
Would	   Sunset	   Blvd	   access	   or	   regular	   traffic	   flow	   be	   blocked	   by	   trucks	   entering,	  
exiting,	   turn	   maneuvers,	   or	   trucks	   waiting and	   lining	   up	   to	   enter	   the	   project's	  
internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  on	  Havenhurst	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  any	  of	  this	  unaddressed	  
and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Many	  deliveries	  for	  grocery	  and	  restaurants	  make	  deliveries	  in	  the	  morning,	  mixing	  
with	  regular	  commuter	  AM	  peaks	  rush	  hours.	  	  
 
How	  will	  the	  project	  site	  handle	  this	  additional	  truck	  volume	  coming	  and	  going	  from	  
the	  Havenhurst	   loading	  dock	  area,	   in	   addition	   to	   approximately	  100	  plus	   resident	  
vehicles	   leaving	   the	   project's	   same	   vehicle	   exit	   location,	   also	   traveling	   north	   to	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  during	  the	  same	  morning	  peak	  rush	  hour	  time?	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  in	  particular	  get	  their	  deliveries	  during	  night	  and	  very	  early	  morning	  
hours.	   The	   noise	   from	   trucks	   accessing	   the	   project	   site	   during	   the	   night	   time	   and	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (3:30-‐5am)	  could	  be	  disruptive	  to	  residents	  trying	  to	  sleep.	  	  
	  
What	  type	  of	  operational	  noise	  barriers	  will	  be	  constructed	  ?	  	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  



unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  has	  represented	  that	  only	  “residential	  traffic”	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  enter	  the	  
project	   from	  Havenhurst,	   a	   tiny	   residential	   street.	   Yet	   it	   also	   states	   that	   all	   truck	  
deliveries	  are	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  from	  Havenhurst	  via	  
Sunset	   Blvd.	   This	   includes	   large	   daily	   truck	   deliveries	   to	   the	  	   grocery	   store,	  
restaurant,	  retail	  deliveries,	  garbage	  trucks	  etc.	  	  
 
Can	   such	   a	   small	   residential	   street	   such	   as	  Havenhurst	   accommodate	   this	   type	   of	  
large	   truck	   maneuvering,	   turning	   radius	   and	   volume	   of	   trucks	   to	   back	   in	   to	   the	  
internal	  loading	  dock?	  
	  
It	  is	  a	  reasonable	  expectation	  that	  the	  most	  simple	  access	  delivery	  trucks	  servicing	  
smaller	  restaurants	  and	  retail	  establishments	  will	  stop	  and	  park	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  in	  
front	  of	   the	  project	  site	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	  on	  the	  side	  of	   the	  project	  site	  to	  make	  
their	  deliveries.	  Unloading	  of	  goods	  would	  take	  place	  on	  the	  pubic	  sidewalks,	   then	  
wheeled	   into	   the	  plaza	  area	  and	   to	   the	   restaurant	  and	   retail	   stores.	  However,	   this	  
would	  eliminate	  vehicle	   lane	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	   for	  residents	  
leaving	   in	   the	  morning	   via	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   patrons	   and	   employees	   entering	   and	  
exiting	  during	   the	  day.	  The	  DEIR	  offers	  no	  solutions	   to	   this	  and	   in	   fact	   states	  only	  
three	   spaces	  will	   be	   provided	  in	   the	   internal	   garage	   for	   such	  deliveries	   as	  well	   as	  
taxis,	   uber,	   and	   personal	   drop-‐offs.	   This	   is	   a	   vast	   underestimation	   of	   the	   likely	  
demand	  for	  unloading	  space	  created	  by	  such	  deliveries.	  	  	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  would	  also	  greatly	  shorten	  turn	  lane	  length	  
availability	  for	  the	  proposed	  Sunset	  Blvd	  right	  turn	  lane	  and	  vehicles	  turning	  from	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  to	  Crescent	  Heights.	  The	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  
would	  overflow	  to	  other	  lanes	  making	  Sunset	  Blvd	  access	  for	  new	  residents,	  patrons	  
and	  all	  regular	  vehicle	  travel	  near	  impossible.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address this	  and	  is	  
deficient.	  
	  
Additionally,	   delivery	   trucks	   parked	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   hinder	   ingress,	  
egress	  to	   and	   from	   the	   parking	   garage	   access	  and	   block	   vehicle	   site	   view	   on	  
oncoming	  traffic	  from	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  is	  proposed	  
to	  be	  a	  very	  high	  volume	  use	   from	  employees,	  patrons,	  valet	  set	  up,	  residents	  and	  
residents	  guests	  turning	  left	  and	  right	  into	  and	  out	  of	  the	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  
garage.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally flawed.	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Heights	  would	  also	  eliminate	  or	  
hinder	  use	  of	  a	  curbside	  resident,	  patron	  and	  employee	  passenger	  pick	  up	  and	  drop	  
off	   for	   ride	  services	   like	  Taxi,	  Lyft	  and	  Uber.	  Easy	  passenger	  pick	  up and	  drop	  off	  
areas	  will	  be	  essential	  for	  smooth	  east-‐west	  travel	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  north-‐south	  
travel	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  An	  off	  street	  cutout	  area	  is	  necessary	  for	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  
accommodate	   passenger	   drop	   off	   and	   pick	   up	   with	   out	   adding	   more	   strain	   on	  
Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  access	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  streets.	  The	  



DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Uber,	  Taxi,	  personal	  deliveries,	  UPS	  etc.	  are	  inside	  the	  parking	  garage	  where	  no	  one	  
will	  use	  them.	  This	  is	  utterly	  inadequate.	  	  
	  
Additionally,	   the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  doesn't	  mention	  if	  residential	  moving	  vans	  and	  
trucks	  and	  daily	  residential	  packages	  deliveries	  would	  also	  be	  using	  the	  Havenhust	  
access	  as	  well.	  No	  mention	  is	  made	  in	  the	  DEIR	  how	  Havenhurst,	  a	  tiny	  residential	  
street,	  will	  be	  impacted	  by	  taxis	  and	  personal	  pick-‐ups	  being	  made	  for	  residents	  at	  
the	  Havenhurst	  entrance	  to	  the	  project.	  
 
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Havenhurst	  parking	  and	  truck	  garage	  access	  
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PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(2)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   allow	  an	   increase	   in	   the	  number	   of	   compact	   parking	  
spaces	   that	  may	  be	  provided	   for	   commercial	  uses	   from	  40%	   to	  60%	  and	   to	  allow	  
parking	   for	   residential	   uses	   in	   excess	   of	   one	   standard	   parking	   stall	   for	   146	  
residential	  units	  to	  be	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces	  instead	  of	  one	  standard	  parking	  
space	   for	  each	  unit	   (or	  249	  spaces),	  with	   the	  rest	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces,	   in-‐
lieu	   of	   the	   requirements	   set	   forth	   in	   LAMC	   Section	   12.21-‐A,5(c),	   with	   attendant	  
parking	  for	  both	  commercial	  and	  residential	  parking;	  	  
	  
Parking	  Option	  1,	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(d)(1),	  which	  allows	  parking	  to	  be	  
provided	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  1	  space	  for	  each	  studio	  and	  one-‐	  bedroom	  unit,	  and	  two	  spaces	  
for	   each	   two-‐	   and	   three-‐bedroom	   unit,	   and	   provides	   that	   required	   parking	   in	   a	  
Housing	   Development	   Project	   that	   qualifies	   for	   a	   Density	   Bonus	   may	   be	   sold	   or	  
rented	  separately	  from	  the	  dwelling	  units;	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   Mixed	   Use	   buildings	   are	   permitted	   to	   sell	   or	   rent	   parking	  
spaces,	  but	  does	  not	  provide	  specifics	  as	  to	  how	  many	  spaces	  will	  sold	  or	  rent	  or	  at	  
what	  cost.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  also	  states	  parking	  will	  be	  provided	  by	  valet	  only	  or	  shuttle	  for	  events,	  but	  
does	  not	  provide	  information	  of	  cost	  per	  vehicle.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	   states	   that	   parking	   discounts	  will	   be	   given	   for	   vehicles	  with	   3	   or	  more	  
occupants,	  but	  patrons	  going	  to	  a	  grocery	  store,	  gym	  or	  bank	  generally	  don't	  travel	  
with	   3	   or	   more	   people	   per	   car.	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   Havenhurst	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	  
already	  has	   little	   to	  no	  available	  extra	   street	  parking.	   If	  parking	  and	  valet	   charges	  
are	   high,	   vehicles	   will	   not	   park at	   the	   complex,	   but	   will	   circle	   the	   neighborhood	  
streets	   looking	   for	   parking,	   causing	   more	   emissions,	   noise	   and	   congestion.	  
Townscape	  Partners	  previously	  demonstrated	  their	  desire	   for	  high	  parking	   fees	   in	  
2013	  with	  disastrous	   outcome	   for	   neighborhood	   serving	   establishments	   and	   local	  
patrons.	  
	  
This	   proposed	   development	   shows	   real	   probability	   of	   overrunning	   and	  
overwhelming	   the	   surrounding	   neighborhood.	   Availability,	   accessibility	   and	  
affordability	  of	  parking,	   for	   this	   location	  are	   important	  details	   to	  provide.	  Parking	  
spaces	   for	   residents,	   guests,	   employees	   and	   patrons	   for	   separate	   establishments,	  
along	  with	  the	  cost	  or	  charge	  for	  a	  parking	  spaces,	  parking	  and	  valet	  charges	  should	  
be	  provided	   and	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   and	  RDEIR.	  Additionally,	   local	   neighbors	   of	  
the	  project	  site,	  are	  hillside	  residents	  who	  will	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  the	  location.	  	  
	  
Will	  a	  self	  park	  option	  be	  available	  ?	  



Will	  free	  parking	  be	  available	  ?	  
Will	  guests	  of	  residents	  be	  charged	  for	  parking	  ?	  
Will	   service	   workers,	   (painters,	   repair	   people,	   construction	   workers	   etc.)	  
housekeepers	  for	  residential	  units	  and	  condos	  be	  charged	  to	  park	  on	  site	  ?	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  any	  of	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  

  
Event	  Venue	  Parking	  and	  Traffic	  Circulation	  
	  

Applicant	  -‐	  Page	  ES-‐45.	  Modify	  text;	  	  PDF-‐Traffic-‐2,	  During	  occasional	  large	  special	  
events	  on-‐site,	  the	  Applicant	  shall	  (1)	  require	  that	  all	  event-‐related	  parking	  is	  valet-‐
only	  or	  (2)	  secure	  off-‐site	  facilities	  (including	  shuttle	  service	  to	  and	  from	  the	  off-‐site	  
parking	  area	  (s)	  for	  event	  guests),	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  valet-‐only	  and	  off-‐site	  
parking.	  
	  
The	  Project	  says	  the	  site,	  in	  addition	  to	  residential	  and	  commercial	  mix,	  will	  also	  be	  
an	  event	  venue.	  While	  there	  are	  residential	  uses	  located	  close	  by	  high	  volume,	  high	  
intensity	   event	   venues,	   generally	   residents	   don't	   live	  at	   event	   venues.	   This	   is	   not	  
usually	  a	  compatible	  mix.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  states	  that	  guests	  coming	  for	  events	  will	  only	  valet	  park	  or	  be	  shuttled	  for	  
off	   site	  parking	   locations,	  but	  does	  not	  say	  what	   type	  of	  events,	  how	  many	  people	  
would	  be	  attending,	  what	   the	  hours	  events	  would	  take	  place,	  or	  where	  the	  off	  site	  
event	  parking	  is	  located.	  	  
	  
The	  corner	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd	   is	  not	  an	  appropriate	   location	   for	  
large	  high	  volume,	  high	  intensity	  public	  or	  private	  events.	  
	  
High	  volume	  event	  traffic	  with	  many	  guests	  arriving	  at	  the	  same	  time	  by	  car	  trying	  
to	   access	   the	   valet	   parking	   garage	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   over	   flow	   the	  
southbound	  and	  northbound	  vehicle	  travel	  lanes	  waiting	  to	  turn	  left	  and	  right	  into	  
Crescent	  Heights	  garage.	  	  
	  
High	   volumes	   of	   vehicle	   would	   block	   exiting	   vehicles from	   turning	   left	   onto	  
Crescents	  Heights	  and	  general	  traffic	  flow	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  	  
	  
How	  many	  events	  would	  take	  place	  monthly	  or	  annually	  ?	  
What	  type	  of	  events	  would	  be	  held	  at	  the	  location	  ?	  
Would	  events	  be	  private	  events	  or	  open	  to	  the	  general	  public?	  
During	  what	  hours	  and	  days	  would	  events	  take	  place	  ?	  
Would	  events	  take	  place	  during	  late	  night	  hours	  ?	  
How	  will	  residential	  uses	  be	  separated	  from	  event	  use	  ?	  
Will	   event	   use	   of	   location	   and	   parking	   access	   be	   separate	   from	   residential	   and	  
general	  neighborhood	  commercial	  use	  ?	  
Will	   the	   plaza	   area,	   retail	   and	   restaurant	   use	   be	   closed	   to	   general	   public	   during	  



events	  ?	  
If	  the	  plaza	  area	  is	  used	  for	  private	  events,	  that	  don't	  include	  the	  on	  site	  residents,	  
how	  do	  residents	  access	  their	  units	  from	  the	  plaza	  area	  ?	  
	  
More	   information	  regarding	   traffic	   flow,	  shuttling	  and	  access	  during	  events	  and	   in	  
general	  should	  have	  been	  provided,	  making	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Public	  Safety	  
	  
Increased	   response	   times	   for	   fire/paramedic	  units	  will	   be	   further	   slowed	   into	   the	  
neighborhood	   by	   the	   increased	   traffic	   this	   project	   will	   generate.	   The	   responding	  
agency,	  LAFD,	  has	  already	  submitted	  to	  the	  city	  a	  finding	  that	  the	  size	  and	  density	  of	  
the	   proposed	   project,	   coupled	   with	   reduced	   response	   times,	   would	   render	   fire	  
protection	   for	   the	   project	   and	   its	   residents	   “inadequate”.	   It	   goes	   on	   to	   state	   the 
following	   “Adverse	   effects”	   the	   project	   will	   generate:	   “Project	   implementation	  
will	   increase	   the	   need	   for	   more	   fire	   protection	   and	   emergency	   medical	  

services	  in	  the	  area”.	  This	  letter	  is	  signed	  by	  the	  fire	  chief	  of	  the	  LAFD.	  
	  
Who	   will	   pay	   for	   this?	   At	   what	   point	   does	   the	   cost	   to	   the	   city	   for	   the	   supposed	  
benefits	  of	  a	  few	  affordable	  apartments	  become	  outweighed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  damage	  
done	  to	  an	  entire	  neighborhood’s	  quality	  of	   life	  but	  real	  cost	  outlays	  for	  additional	  
fire	  and	  ambulance	  personnel	  or	  even	  a	  new	  fire	  station	  to	  handle	  the	  unnecessary	  
density	  the	  project	  creates?	  The	  DEIR	  is	  utterly	  silent	  on	  this	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  
considered	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  be	  rejected.	  
	  
Operation	  Impacts	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   residents	   of	   a	   Frank	   Gehry	   building	   would	   be	  
affluent	  tenants	   and	   owners	  who	  would	  want	   a	   separate,	  more	   private	   residential	  
pedestrian	   access	   other	   than	   having	   to	   walk	   out	   through	   the	   parking	   garage	   or	  
directly	  into	  and	  through	  a	  public	  plaza	  space.	  	  	  
	  
The	   project	   has	   a	   large	   residential	   component,	   but	   doesn't	   appear	   to	   have	   a	  
residential	   relationship	   to	   Havenhurst	   or Crescent	   Heights,	   which	   are	   residential	  
streets.	   The	   rendering	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   only	   shows	   a	   residential	   relationship	  
with	  the	  commercial	  public	  plaza,	  rather	  than	  a	  defined	  front	  door	  for	  residents	  and	  
their	  guests.	  
	  
Resident	  pets	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   presume	   that	   of	   the	  249	   new	   units	   and	   with	   505-‐528	  new	  
residents,	  the	  project	  would	  be	  home	  to	  approximately	  100	  plus	  new	  resident	  dogs.	  
The	  project	  rendering	  does	  not	  show	  amenities	  or	  place	  for	  these	  resident	  pets,	  such	  
as	  an	  on	  site	  dog	  run	  dog,	  making	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Further,	  the	  DEIR	  doesn't	  not	  address	  how	  these	  resident	  pets	  /	  dogs	  will	  access	  or	  



leave	   the	   project	   site	   for	   their	   daily	   walks	   other	   than	   out	   through	   the	   parking	  
garages	  on	  Havenhurst	  or	  Crescent	  Heights,	  or	  through	  the	  public	  plaza	  entry	  points	  
on	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   thus	  mixing	   with	   shoppers	   coming	   and	   going	   and	   people	   dining.	  
While	  I'm	  sure	  the	  dogs	  would	  enjoy	  participating	  in	  plaza	  dining,	  this	  would	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  access	  or	  safe	  route	  for	  excited	  pets	  or	  patrons.	  	  
	  
More	  consideration	  should	  be	  paid	  to	  providing	  wider	  sidewalks.	  Mixed	  use	  is	   just	  
that,	   a	   mix	   of	   residential	   function	   and	   commercial	   function	   and	   event	   venue	  
function.	   Mixing	   multiple	   functions	   requires	   more	   effort.	   The	   current	   sidewalk 
renderings	  cater	  more	  to	  the	  current	  commercial	  use,	  rather	  than	  the	  new	  increased	  
use	  and	  basic	  daily	  function	  for	  528	  new	  residents,	  their	  pets,	  rideshare	  drop	  off	  and	  
pick	  up,	  transit	  bus	  waiting	  areas	  and	  substantially	  increased	  commercial	  use.	  This	  
makes	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Required	  park	  space	  
	  
Affordable	  housing	  is	  not	  the	  only	  “community	  benefit”	  on	  which	  this	  project’s	  DEIR	  
bases	   its	   approvable	   on.	   Other	   “community	   benefits”	   include	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   counting	   private	   resident	   terraces	   as	   community	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   also	   counting	   its	   legally	   mandated	   setbacks	   as	   community	   park	  
space.	  	  The	  developer	  is	  using	  hoped-‐for	  annexed	  city	   land	  that	   it	  does	  not	  own	  as	  
park	  space	  while	  taking	  away	  a	  much	  needed	  transit	  island.	  This	  does	  not	  constitute	  
true	  public	  park	  space	  in	  any	  real	  form	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  city’s	  own	  criteria	  for	  
community	   park	   space.	   Will	   the	   affordable	   housing	   residents	   have	   their	   own	  
terraces,	  or	  will they	  be	  given	  the	  worst	  units	  on	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  project	  with	  no	  
outdoor	  space	  to	  speak	  of?	  Will	  they	  be	  shuttled	  through	  a	  “poor	  door”,	  which	  was	  
proposed	  by	  the	  same	  developers	  on	  their	  last	  project	  at	  8899	  Beverly	  blvd?	  	  
	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  FAR	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  than	  otherwise	  
possible.	  What	  is	  the	  Community	  benefit?	  Where	  is	  the	  Public	  offsite	  Park	  space	  
other	  then	  interior	  plaza	  space	  on	  site?	  Why	  has	  the	  "community	  benefiting	  public	  
park	  space"	  been	  put	  mostly	  on	  the	  private	  residential	  terraces	  up	  in	  the	  towers?	  
How	  will	  this	  park	  space	  benefit	  the	  community	  if	  they	  can	  not	  access	  it?	  How	  come	  
the	  city	  owned	  large	  traffic	  island	  is	  being	  gifted	  to	  the	  developers,	  then	  given	  back	  
to	  the	  community	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  Set	  Back/park	  space?	  Why	  hasn't	  the	  developer	  
shown	  a	  proposal	  that	  only	  uses	  the	  land	  it	  actually	  owns,	  instead	  of	  annexing	  city	  
land	  in	  all	  alternatives?	  	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  affordable	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  
they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  
answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  DEIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  
approved.	  



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150eeac711dc0abe&siml=150eeac711dc0abe&siml=150eeac7568c8c6d 1/3

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Amy Lee <amyjlee@live.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:54 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing
the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL.
100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR
projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C586
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PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to
this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does
not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the
1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the
area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site
and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is
the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community
benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential terraces up in the towers?
How will this park space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come the city owned
large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the community in the form of a
Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually
owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units, but
how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers
to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR
deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.
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Sincerely,

Amy Lee

amyjlee@live.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:54 PM
To: amyjlee@live.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:amyjlee@live.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Angela Alvarado || PHVX <alvarado@phvx.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:44 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the

http://change.org/
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:44 PM
To: alvarado@phvx.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Annie Son <annieson23@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:50 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Annie Son 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:50 PM
To: annieson23@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 W. Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Barbara Witkin <SamsSweethearts@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:32 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, hollandc@me.com,
sbsierra@gmail.com

8150 W. Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 

We have many questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and
the damages that, as presented, it could do to our community.  Our current concerns with the
DEIR and recirculated Alternative 9 include:

8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event
venue). The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the
surrounding neighborhoods. The area is "neighborhood office commercial" not a downtown or
regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across
the Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height,
which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont
Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new
hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories.
The directly adjacent to the Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural
and a wildlife corridor. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise
and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial
use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise and lower intensity. 

This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it
would be! Overshadowing the character many well established neighborhoods far and wide.
The current proposal is not in harmony with it's surroundings. While the applicant cites views
from the hills, the DEIR and RDEIR fail to address the public views of the hills. The Hollywood
Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City of Los Angeles.
Panoramic, public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and
west, are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public
views of the Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view
beacon and should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights,
mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip,
something resembling the smaller one and two story retail Sunset Plaza portion might be more
in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
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The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR and RDEIR is weak regarding
pedestrians and include almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not
include many recent building projects to the west and east of the project. Also the current traffic
study was conducted for a completely different building configuration, with different ingress and
regress points and traffic patterns and traffic flow.  We request a new traffic study by
an independent company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s
impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to
a 3:1 FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus
stop.  The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes
2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these
services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at
any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as
stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved
bus stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve
quality bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where
the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends,
holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site would have heavy
commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide
more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.

We have numerous concerns about proposed traffic flow in and out of the project site, and for
left turning lanes on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights, during construction phase and after
construction operations.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined
Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets. 

Left turnsnorthbound out of the project site are too dangerous and should not be permitted. If
the developers is allowed to incorporate the current traffic island and that portion were to be
planted, it would block a drivers sight line of oncoming southbound traffic from Laurel Canyon.

Left turn arrows for signal light at Fountain Ave and Fairfax Ave need to be installed and added
for both eastwest and northsouth travel directions. 

Fountain Ave at Fairfax was not included in the traffic study, but should have been included in
the DEIR and RDEIR traffic study. This intersection will be greatly impacted by the project.

We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to
and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. This triangle island could be
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reworked to allows bicycles.

The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide
any information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor
licensepublic premises or nightclub at this location.

Barbara Witkin

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:32 AM
To: SamsSweethearts@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Bradford Cobb <bradford@directmanagement.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:07 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Eric Garcetti:
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the development at 8150 Sunset Blvd.  Attached is a much more
detailed explanation of my concerns, which I share with hundreds of residents living immediately around this
proposed site.  As a resident of Laurel Ave. & Sunset Blvd since 2002, and now a resident where Selma Ave.
meets Sunset Blvd across the street from 8150 Sunset Blvd., I wanted to include a personal note, as well,
expressing my serious concern for the neighborhood I’ve enjoyed for over 13 years now.  The proposal continues
to be vastly too tall!  Please listen to all of us who traverse and enjoy that area each and every day.  We live
there, and we understand best the challenges (some of which are outlined in the attached letter), which will only
become much more difficult to manage if this development happens as it has been proposed.  We want a major
reduction in scale.
Thank you,
Bradford Cobb

8150 118 letter.pdf
680K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:07 PM
To: bradford@directmanagement.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150ee81178bfb5a0&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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Text Box
LETTER C590



Dear	  Srimal	  Hewawitharana,	  David	  Ryu,	  and	  Mayor	  Eric	  Garcetti,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  for	  8150	  Sunset	  
Blvd	  project.	  This	  letter	  is	  being	  written	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  DEIR,	  RDEIR	  and	  
proposed	  development	  at	  8150	  Sunset.	  
	  
Community	  outcry	  was	  been	  well	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  over	  700	  letters	  opposing	  the	  
height,	  mass,	  and	  bulk	  in	  previous	  designs.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  only	  increased	  the	  
height,	  increased	  the	  mass,	  and	  increased	  the	  bulk.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  equally	  
angered	  the	  community.	  The	  over	  200	  plus	  letters	  and	  384	  plus	  signatures	  on	  
the	  change.org	  petition	  demonstrate	  a	  strong	  and	  continued	  stakeholder	  opposition.	  
	  
This	  area	  is	  neighborhood	  office	  commercial,	  not	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area.	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
regional	  center	  or	  downtown.	  	  Respect	  the	  present	  zoning.	  Alternative	  9	  is	  a	  
manipulation	  of	  the	  zoning	  and	  would	  result	  in	  the	  elimination	  of	  what	  defines	  this	  
area	  as	  a	  well	  established	  low	  rise,	  lower	  density	  neighborhood.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  policies	  outlined	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  
	  
Public	  views	  are	  an	  irreplaceable	  natural	  resources	  as	  defined	  by	  CEQA.	  The	  
hillsides	  are	  a	  beacon	  for	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  perception	  of	  open	  space	  once	  lost,	  will	  
alter	  the	  landscape	  permanently.	  Allowing	  a	  structure	  of	  this	  height	  and	  mass,	  
would	  create	  a	  barrier	  and	  separation	  of	  the	  areas	  natural	  form.	  	  No	  development	  
that	  blocks	  and	  diminishes	  public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  hills,	  should	  be	  permitted.	  
The	  hills	  represent	  a	  directional	  landmark	  for	  all	  of	  LA	  and	  they	  are	  the	  
identifying	  feature	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  public	  view	  should	  be	  protected.	  
The	  tallest	  building	  will	  be	  inhabited	  by	  only	  30	  condo	  owners	  on	  the	  top	  floors,	  the	  
needs	  of	  the	  few	  should	  not	  overweigh	  the	  many	  in	  the	  grotesque	  impact	  on	  the	  
neighborhood	  that	  will	  result.	  
	  
In	  general,	  as	  was	  pointed	  out	  by	  members	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  Neighborhood	  
council,	  the	  logic	  employed	  in	  the	  DEIR	  is	  muddy	  and	  often	  simply	  not	  credible.	  In	  
many	  ways	  as	  will	  be	  outlined,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  adequately	  address	  that	  fact	  
or	  support	  its	  lack	  of	  discussion	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
	  

The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Flawed/Unsure/and	  Transitory/Public	  Input	  was	  

Refused	  	  
	  

Townscape	  has	  violated	  CEQA	  early	  on	  in	  this	  process	  by	  not	  striving	  to	  
involve	  the	  community	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  and	  
seeking	  to	  exclude	  community	  participation	  and	  comment.	  Rather	  than	  seek	  
open	  community	  input,	  Townscape	  has	  preferred	  back	  door	  politics	  by	  scheduling	  
private	  meetings	  to	  preview	  the	  project	  to	  city	  officials	  and	  a	  select	  few	  before	  the	  
DEIR	  alternative	  9	  was	  released.	  	  
	  
Since	  the	  project	  and	  description	  is	  vastly	  different	  from	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  
(NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  and	  is	  different	  from	  what	  was	  studied,	  many	  studies	  conducted	  for	  



the	  NOP	  are	  inadequate	  for	  the	  Alternative	  9	  option,	  this	  violates	  CEQA.	  The	  project	  
description	  is	  supposed	  to	  remain	  stable	  and	  known.	  This	  project	  has	  been	  
in	  flux	  since	  its	  inception.	  Frank	  Gehry	  is	  the	  third	  architect	  hired	  by	  the	  developer	  
in	  the	  space	  of	  a	  year.	  Each	  notice	  to	  the	  community	  reads	  differently	  as	  does	  
the	  project	  description	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  especially	  alternative	  9.	  There	  have	  been	  three	  
completely	  different	  building	  plan	  presentations	  to	  the	  Hollywood	  Hill	  
Neighborhood	  Council.	  It	  is	  no	  wonder	  there	  is	  widespread	  confusion	  as	  to	  what	  this	  
plan	  even	  is	  and	  its	  impacts.	  	  
	  
LAND	  USE	  IMPACTS	  
	  

	  
The	  DEIR’s	  bare	  conclusions	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less-‐than-‐
significant	  impact	  on	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  vicinity	  and	  would	  
not	  physically	  
divide	  an	  established	  community	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  by	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  
obvious	  overwhelming	  impacts	  of	  the	  building	  in	  this	  lower	  rise	  neighborhood.	  
The	  immediate	  neighboring	  buildings,	  which	  are	  not	  considered	  or	  
specifically	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  are	  only	  two	  and	  three	  stories	  
tall.	  Similarly,	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  conflict	  with	  
The	  General	  Plan	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  and	  
undiscussed.	  The	  conclusions	  are	  unsupported	  as	  drawings	  or	  
renderings	  contained	  in	  the	  DEIR	  do	  not	  show	  the	  directly	  neighboring	  buildings	  of	  
2	  story	  and	  3	  story	  buildings	  in	  scale	  in	  an	  attempt	  do	  downplay	  how	  out	  of	  scale	  
this	  project	  would	  be.	  Nowhere	  in	  the	  DEIR	  does	  it	  faithfully	  represent	  the	  
surrounding	  neighborhood	  in	  scale	  or	  irreparable	  harm	  this	  development	  would	  
cause.	  
	  
The	  surrounding	  neighborhoods	  are	  some	  of	  the	  oldest	  in	  
the	  area	  with	  many	  buildings	  dating	  from	  the	  early	  1920’s-‐
1930s.	  Before	  the	  project	  goes	  forward	  
a	  complete	  Historic	  Resources	  Survey	  of	  the	  buildings	  within	  a	  3/4	  mile	  radius	  
should	  be	  completed	  and	  it	  should	  include	  private	  homes.	  The	  DEIR	  is	  
inadequate	  and	  contains	  insufficient	  information	  to	  allow	  the	  decision	  makers	  
to	  reach	  correct	  conclusions	  and	  findings	  regarding	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
historical	  resources	  and	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Over	  50	  projects	  are	  currently	  underway	  or	  proposed	  for	  Hollywood	  in	  the	  City	  of	  
Los	  Angeles	  and	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood.	  This	  DEIR	  makes	  no	  accounting	  for	  the	  
cumulative	  impacts	  caused	  these	  developments	  will	  have	  on	  the	  neighborhood,	  city	  
services,	  police,	  fire,	  medical,	  neighborhood	  cut	  through	  traffic,	  .	  It	  also	  doesn’t	  
account	  for	  the	  21,000	  truck	  trips	  that	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  suffer	  during	  
construction	  of	  8150	  and	  how	  this	  will	  have	  a	  cumulative	  effect	  when	  combined	  
with	  other	  concurrent	  development.	  The	  project,	  in	  calling	  for	  off	  menu	  incentives	  
that	  would	  relax	  existing	  development	  standards	  will	  only,	  if	  approved,	  increase	  
density	  and	  traffic	  problems	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  other	  developers	  seek	  the	  same	  



preferences,	  thereby	  threatening	  known	  and	  potential	  historic	  resources	  in	  
historically	  sensitive	  neighborhoods.	  None	  of	  these	  cumulative	  effects	  are	  addressed	  
in	  the	  DEIR.	  	  
	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  cite	  any	  single	  specific	  policy	  and	  provides	  only	  bare	  conclusions	  
of	  “no	  impact”	  or	  “less	  than	  significant	  impact”.	  The	  DEIR	  should	  discuss	  and	  
illustrate	  how	  it	  satisfies	  a	  majority	  of	  land	  use	  objectives	  and	  policies	  
to	  affirmatively	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  bare	  conclusions	  were	  reached.	  Discussions	  
of	  the	  violated	  policies	  should	  also	  be	  added	  to	  
the	  DEIR	  to	  fully	  resolve	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  and	  how	  the	  facts	  and	  studies	  
support	  the	  conclusions.	  The	  conclusions	  appear	  erroneous	  because	  the	  project	  
appears	  to	  violate,	  at	  some	  level,	  nearly	  every	  aspect	  of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  A	  full	  
discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  which	  policies	  and	  principals	  
of	  the	  elements	  are	  satisfied	  and	  which	  violated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  should	  
be	  enumerated	  in	  the	  DEIR.	  The	  following	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  objectives	  
should	  be	  fully	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR:	  It	  is	  insufficient	  to	  
simply	  state	  bare	  conclusions	  without	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  of	  the	  elements	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
	  
Building	  Height	  and	  Mass	  
	  

Applicant	  description	  of	  project:	  “one	  tower	  at	  Havenhurst	  at	  15	  stories	  in	  height	  (or	  
approximately	  234	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  lowest	  point	  on	  the	  Project	  
Site	  at	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  Crescent	  Heights	  at	  11	  stories	  (or	  
approximately	  174	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  
property),	  one	  at	  the	  central	  portion	  of	  the	  South	  Building	  between	  the	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  at	  five	  stories	  (or	  approximately	  110	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  
from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  thereby	  creating	  an	  approximately	  150-‐
foot-‐wide,	  open	  north-‐south-‐oriented	  view	  corridor	  between	  the	  taller	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  that	  provides	  views	  southward	  across	  the	  Project	  Site	  from	  locations	  to	  
the	  north	  and	  vice-‐versa.”	  
	  
The	  towers	  heights	  in	  Alternative	  9,	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  234	  feet,	  174	  feet	  and	  110	  feet	  
above	  grade,	  and	  are	  substantially	  taller	  than	  the	  original	  proposed	  height,	  which	  
was	  already	  too	  tall	  for	  this	  area	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood.	  The	  Chateau	  
Marmont	  Hotel	  is	  seven	  stories,	  built	  into	  the	  hillside.	  The	  Directors	  Guild	  is	  75	  feet	  
high	  at	  about	  8	  stories	  (this	  project	  would	  be	  three	  times	  higher)	  and	  the	  new	  hotel	  
construction	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood	  is	  ten	  stories.	  The	  
Hollywood	  Hills	  in	  this	  adjacent	  area,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  and	  Nichols	  Canyon,	  are	  more	  
rural,	  with	  the	  lower	  lying	  neighborhoods	  predominately	  very	  low	  to	  lower	  rise	  and	  
historic	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  The	  narrow	  strip	  of	  neighborhood	  serving	  
commercial	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  is	  also	  significantly	  lower	  rise.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  beacon	  to	  stand	  out	  and	  be	  seen	  for	  miles.	  That	  it	  would	  
be!	  Overshadowing	  the	  character	  of	  many	  well	  established	  neighborhoods	  far	  and	  
wide.	  The	  current	  proposal	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  it's	  surroundings	  and	  built	  



environment.	  	  Developer	  also	  understates	  standard	  industry	  feet	  to	  number	  of	  	  
storeys	  conversion	  which	  if	  properly	  applied	  yields:	  236	  feet	  =	  22	  Stories	  (west	  
tower),	  174	  feet	  =	  16	  Stories	  (east	  tower),	  110	  feet	  =	  10	  Stories	  	  (center	  building).	  
We	  remind	  you,	  this	  makes	  the	  largest	  tower	  three	  times	  taller	  than	  the	  Chateau	  
Marmont,	  long	  considered	  the	  anchor	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  This	  project	  would	  
dwarf	  it	  and	  be	  12	  storeys	  taller	  than	  even	  the	  large	  development	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  at	  
La	  Cienega	  in	  West	  Hollywood.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  applicant	  cites	  views	  from	  the	  hills,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  public	  
views	  of	  the	  hills.	  The	  Hollywood	  Hills	  are	  a	  major	  identifying	  feature	  of	  Hollywood,	  
the	  entire	  area	  and	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  hillside	  
landscape	  are	  seen	  from	  the	  south,	  east	  and	  west	  for	  miles	  and	  enjoyed	  by	  all	  
residents	  and	  visitors	  to	  the	  city.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  not	  only	  
provide	  a	  needed	  sense	  of	  open	  space,	  but	  are	  the	  view	  "beacon"	  and	  should	  not	  be	  
diminished,	  blocked	  or	  overshadowed	  by	  a	  development’s	  heights,	  mass	  or	  bulk.	  We	  
would	  like	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  not	  in	  a	  downtown	  or	  regional	  center.	  
If	  the	  developer	  would	  like	  to	  be	  a	  gateway	  to	  West	  Hollywood's	  Sunset	  Strip,	  
something	  resembling	  the	  Sunset	  Plaza	  portion	  might	  be	  more	  in	  line	  and	  
appropriate	  in	  terms	  of	  height,	  scale	  and	  mass	  for	  this	  location.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
SCENIC	  RESOURCES	  
	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  mandates	  identification	  and	  protection	  of	  
scenic	  resources.	  Identified	  resources	  include	  trees,	  historic	  buildings,	  rock	  
outcroppings	  and	  similar	  features	  that	  are	  located	  within	  a	  designated	  state	  scenic	  
highway.	  Under	  CEQA	  and	  the	  LAMC,	  decision	  makers	  have	  been	  able	  to	  require	  
retention	  and	  protection	  of	  scenic	  features.	  	  
	  
Through	  acquisition,	  park	  development	  and	  land	  use	  planning	  and	  development	  
requirements	  the	  city	  has	  a	  major	  role	  in	  protecting	  land	  forms	  and	  scenic	  features	  
and	  in	  making	  scenic	  features	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
It	  is	  Los	  Angeles	  city	  policy	  to	  continue	  to	  encourage	  and/or	  require	  property	  
owners	  to	  develop	  their	  properties	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  will,	  to	  the	  greatest	  extent	  
practical,	  retain	  significant	  existing	  land	  forms	  (e.g.,	  ridge	  lines,	  bluffs,	  unique	  
geologic	  features)	  and	  unique	  scenic	  features	  (historic,	  ocean,	  mountains,	  unique	  
natural	  features)	  and/or	  make	  possible	  public	  view	  or	  other	  access	  to	  unique	  
features	  or	  scenic	  views	  as	  indicated	  in	  the	  following	  document: 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted 
September 2001  
 
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS  Page 46 - 47 



 
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION	  OF	  RESOURCES	  WHICH	  PROVIDE	  

A	  SENSE	  OF	  NATURE,	  CONTINUITY	  WITH	  THE	  PAST,	  AND	  FREEDOM	  FROM	  

OVERCROWDING.	  
	  
New	  development	  can	  enhance	  and	  preserve	  Los	  Angeles’	  distinctive	  qualities	  if	  it	  is	  
designed	  with	  consideration	  for	  the	  prevailing	  design	  character	  and	  the	  effect	  on	  
surroundings.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  conserve	  important	  design	  character	  in	  
historic	  or	  distinctive	  older	  areas,	  some	  uniformity	  of	  detail,	  scale,	  proportion,	  
texture,	  materials,	  color	  and	  building	  form	  is	  necessary.	  Large	  buildings	  
impair	  the	  character	  of	  older,	  small	  scale	  areas	  if	  no	  transition	  is	  made	  between	  
small-‐scale	  and	  large-‐scale	  elements	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  should	  set	  forth	  extensive	  discussions	  of	  how	  this	  project	  
meets	  this	  criteria	  and	  how	  it	  does	  
not	  create	  a	  large	  “separation”	  in	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  The	  present	  
building	  on	  the	  site	  “fits	  in”	  because	  it	  is	  essentially	  two	  stories	  and	  creates	  
a	  harmonious	  transition	  from	  the	  two	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Havenhurst	  and	  
the	  three	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  that	  it	  directly	  borders.	  The	  
proposed	  buildings	  will	  separate	  and	  divide	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  just	  by	  its	  
sheer	  size.	  
	  
Visually	  strong	  buildings	  which	  contrast	  severely	  with	  their	  surroundings	  



impair	  the	  character	  of	  the	  area.	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  
of	  the	  jarring	  visual	  impact	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  The	  lack	  
of	  any	  discussion	  and	  reference	  to	  these	  policies	  
make	  the	  DEIR	  completely	  inadequate.	  Other	  policies	  which	  need	  to	  be	  reconciled	  
include	  the	  principal	  that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human	  Needs	  	  
	  
In	  questions	  of	  scale,	  the	  height	  of	  buildings	  has	  received	  
the	  greatest	  and	  most	  continuous	  public	  attention.	  Nevertheless,	  
a	  citywide	  plan	  for	  building	  height	  has	  not	  existed	  prior	  to	  this	  time,	  and	  
both	  residents	  and	  visitors	  have	  experienced	  stress	  and	  concern	  at	  the	  prospect	  that	  
the	  appearance	  of	  the	  skyline	  may	  continue	  to	  change	  rapidly	  without	  further	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
direction	  or	  any	  real	  planning.	  
	  
	  
Extremely	  massive	  buildings	  on	  or	  near	  hills	  can	  overwhelm	  the	  natural	  land	  forms,	  
block	  views,	  and	  generally	  disrupt	  the	  character	  of	  the	  city.	  Low,	  smaller-‐
scale	  buildings	  on	  the	  slopes	  of	  hills,	  at	  their	  base	  and	  in	  
the	  valleys	  between	  complement	  topographic	  forms	  and	  permit	  uninterrupted	  
views.	  The	  relationship	  between	  areas	  of	  low,	  fine-‐scaled	  buildings	  and	  areas	  of	  
high,	  large-‐scaled	  buildings	  can	  be	  made	  more	  pleasing	  if	  the	  transition	  in	  
building	  height	  and	  mass	  between	  such	  areas	  is	  gradual.	  Buildings	  which	  meet	  
the	  ground	  and	  reflect	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  hill	  relate	  to	  the	  land	  form.	  A	  



bulky	  building	  creates	  the	  most	  visual	  disruption	  when	  seen	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  
the	  dominant	  silhouette	  against	  a	  background	  and/or	  foreground	  of	  much	  
smaller	  structures.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  these	  principals-‐-‐-‐merely	  a	  conclusion	  that	  
the	  building	  is	  not	  disruptive	  and	  causes	  no	  significant	  impact—a	  bare	  conclusion	  
not	  supported	  by	  the	  facts,	  any	  reasonable	  discussion	  or	  reconciliation	  
of	  the	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  appears	  erroneous.	  An	  in	  depth	  discussion	  is	  
needed	  as	  to	  how	  the	  proposed	  building	  is	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  scale	  and	  form	  
of	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  so	  as	  to	  reconcile	  the	  erroneous	  conclusions	  of	  no	  
impacts	  or	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
	  
These	  policies	  are	  completely	  ignored	  in	  the	  DEIR	  and	  the	  exact	  opposite	  conclusion	  
is	  reached	  without	  adequate	  discussion	  or	  any	  facts	  or	  law	  to	  
justify	  these	  erroneous	  conclusions.	  
	  
	  
“Affordable	  Housing”	  
	  
Reviewing	  the	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Mixed	  Use	  Recirculated	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  the	  original	  
draft	  EIR	  documentation,	  one	  is	  unable	  to	  locate	  a	  clear	  definition	  of	  “Affordable”	  for	  
the	  “Affordable	  Units”	  being	  included	  in	  the	  project	  and	  therefore,	  as	  prepared,	  the	  
documentation	  is	  incomplete	  because	  it	  has	  not	  adequately	  evaluated	  the	  
Community	  Benefits	  the	  project	  will	  provide	  as	  an	  offset	  to	  the	  resulting	  zoning	  
upgrades	  and	  potential	  environmental	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  
project	  Therefore,	  the	  city	  must	  find	  the	  EIR	  deficient	  and	  unable	  to	  
substantiate	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  and	  taller	  
than	  otherwise	  possible.	  The	  bigger	  and	  taller	  part	  we’ve	  got,	  now	  –	  what’s	  the	  
benefit?	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  
they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  
EIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  approved.	  
	  
Traffic	  Island	  and	  Current	  Sweeping	  Right	  Turn	  Moving	  the	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  
The	  current	  triangle	  and	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  could	  be	  re-‐worked	  to	  allow	  
pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  passage,	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  stop	  lights	  and	  maybe	  even	  a	  cut	  
out	  for	  the	  east	  bound	  Sunset	  bus	  to	  pull	  in	  out	  of	  traffic.	  Pedestrian	  refuge	  medians	  	  
are	  being	  added	  back	  in	  many	  cities,	  including	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  	  
They	  provide	  a	  place	  for	  people	  to	  safely	  wait	  where	  intersections	  are	  busy	  and	  
complicated.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Height	  has	  definitely	  
become	  much	  busier	  and	  complicated	  with	  the	  new	  multi	  use	  resident,	  commercial	  
retail,	  restaurant	  and	  event	  venue	  project.	  	  



	  
The	  current	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  lane	  eastbound	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  
Crescent	  Heights	  allows	  for	  continual	  vehicle	  merging,	  which	  will	  be	  needed	  with	  
the	  addition	  of	  500	  plus	  new	  residents,	  where	  there	  currently	  are	  none,	  commercial	  
and	  new	  additional	  event	  traffic.	  Removing	  the	  current	  right	  turn	  lane	  would	  create	  
a	  completely	  stopped	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Right	  on	  red	  could	  not	  be	  
accommodated	  due	  to	  pedestrian	  crossing	  and	  southbound	  oncoming	  traffic	  from	  
Laurel	  Canyon.	  The	  local	  bus	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  should	  be	  kept	  at	  the	  location,	  or	  at	  
minimum	  in	  front	  of	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Semi	  Truck	  turn	  around	  traffic	  island	  -‐	  uses	  all	  lanes	  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving	  the	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  



Moving	   the	  bus	   stop	   to	  8000	  Sunset	  Blvd	  as	  proposed	   forces	  pedestrians	   to	   cross	  
the	  street	  and	  walk	   farther	   to	   reach	   the	  bus.	  Placing	   the	  bus	  on	  Sunset	   in	   front	  of	  
8000	   Sunset	   would	   back	   up	   vehicle	   traffic	   turning	   east	   onto	   Sunset	   Blvd	   from	  
Crescent	  Heights’	  sweeping	  right	  turn.	  	  The	  sidewalk	  provided	  for	  bus	  rider	  waiting	  
area	  is	  extremely	  limited	  at	  this	  location.	  There	  is	  minimal	  sidewalk	  space	  to	  add	  a	  
bus	  shelter	  and	  or	  accommodate	  bus	  riders	  with	  bicycles.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  good	  location	  
for	  a	  bus	  stop.	  
	  
Fairfax-‐Sunset	  a	  Major	  High	  Quality	  Transit	  Stop?	  

 
PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(1)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   permit	   a	   3:1	   floor	   area	   ratio	   for	   a	   Housing	  
Development	  Project	   located	  within	  approximately	  1,560	   feet	  of	  a	  Transit	  Stop,	   in	  
lieu	   of	   the	   1,500	   foot	   distance	   specified	   in	   the	   on-‐menu	   Incentive	   allowing	   a	   3:1	  
floor	  area	  ratio	  (LAMC	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	  	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  agree	  that	  the	  project	  location,	  at	  1,560	  feet	  from	  a	  transit	  stop,	  entitles	  
the	   project	   to	   a	   3:1	   FAR	  bonus.	  	   The	   transit	   stop	   at	   Fairfax	   and	   Sunset	   is	   a	   small,	  
neighborhood-‐oriented	  bus	  stop.	  	  The	  transit	  services	  provided	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  
and	   Laurel	   Canyon	   with	   Metro	   Routes	   2	   and	   302	   do	   not	   qualify	   this	   project	   as	  
“transit-‐oriented	  development.”	  In	  addition,	  these	  services	  are	  not	  guaranteed	  to	  be	  
provided	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   could	   be	   terminated	  by	  Metro	   at	   any	   time.	  	   The	  DEIR	  
says	  that	  Metro	  lines	  217	  and	  780	  on	  Fairfax	  serve	  this	  project,	  but	  as	  stated	  above,	  
this	  route	  is	  not	  within	  guidelines	  of	  1,500	  feet.	  	  	  
	  
Significant	  improvement	  will	  need	  to	  be	  made	  at	  all	  bus	  stops	  located	  at	  Sunset	  and	  
Fairfax	  for	  this	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  "high	  quality"	  bus,	  or	  major	  transit	  stop.	  
	  
The	  Recirculated	  DEIR	  points	  out	   that	   the	  project	   is	  not	  within	   the	   required	  1,500	  
feet	  of	  these	  very	  unimproved	  bus	  stops	  for	  FAR	  consideration.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  
mention	  what	  improvements	  will	  be	  made	  or	  at	  what	  locations	  to	  achieve	  a	  quality	  
bus	   stop.	   Please	   provide	   more	   information	   on	   the	   major	   transit	   stops	   and	  
improvements	  to	  be	  made.	  Failure	  to	  have	  done	  so	  makes	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
A	   well	   lit,	   ADA	   compliant	   bus	   shelter	   will	   be	   needed	   at	   this	   location,	   if	   it	   is	   to	  
properly	   serve	   the	   new	   residents,	   guests,	   patrons,	   employees	   and	   general	   public.	  
Restaurant	  employees	  and	  patrons	  who	  leave	  the	  project	   later	  at	  night	  and	  should	  
not	  have	  to	  walk	  farther	  distance	  or	  be	  expected	  to	  wait	  at	  a	  dark,	  unsheltered	  bus	  
stop	  during	  late	  night	  hours.	  People	  will	  not	  take	  the	  bus.	  
	  



The	   rapid	   bus	   number	   780	   does	   stop	   on	   Fairfax	   south	   of	   Sunset	   Blvd,	  where	   the	  
local	  bus	  runs	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  However,	  the	  780	  bus	  does	  not	  operate	  on	  weekends,	  
holidays	  of	   after	  8pm	  during	   the	  week.	  All	   times	   that	   the project	   site	  would	  have	  
heavy	  commercial	  use.	  Hardly	  a	  high	  quality	  Major	  transit	  stop.	  Santa	  Monica	  Blvd	  is	  
the	  more	  major	  stop	  for	  the	  780	  bus	  but	  is	  even	  farther	  away	  and	  disqualifies	  this	  
project	  from	  FAR	  consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic	  objections	  to	  DEIR	  Alternative	  9	  	  
	  
The	   impacts	   from	   construction	   and	   operation	   are	   so	   far	   reaching	   in	   alternative	   9	  
they	  are	  an	  untenable	  burden	  for	  not	  only	  residents	  but	  commuters	  who	  use	  Sunset	  
Blvd,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  Hollywood	  Blvd,	  Laurel,	  Fairfax	  Ave	  and	  Fountain.	  	  
	  
A	  layman's	   review	   of	   this	   proposed	   project	   can	   easily	   pick	   out	   numerous	   glaring	  
issues,	   demonstrating	   the	  most	   basic	   operational	   aspects	   of	   this	   multi	   use	  
development	  have	  not	  been	  vetted	  or	  thought	  through.	  	  
	  
Alternative	   9	   is	   a	   completely	   different	   project,	   with	   completely	   new	   building	  
configurations	  and	  significant	  changes	  to	  proposed	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  traffic	   flow	  
than	  what	   the	   current	   Traffic	   Study	  was	   previously	   performed	   for.	  	   A	   New	   traffic	  
study	  should	  be	  required	  and	  performed	  for	  this	  new	  Alternative	  9,	  and	  any	  other	  
configuration	   that	   changes	   or	   alters	  traffic	   flow,	  travel	   lanes,	   traffic	  circulation,	  
ingress	   and	   egress	   to	  project	   site	   for	   vehicles,	   trucks	   and	  bicycles	   on	  Havenhurst,	  
Fountain	   Ave,	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   Crescent	   Heights.	   The	   new	   traffic	   study	   needs	   to	  
include	  cumulative	   impacts	   from	  other	  projects approved	  and	  planned	  within	  one	  
and	  one	  half	  miles	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  
	  
We	  have	  numerous	  concerns	  about	  traffic	  flow	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  in	  turn	  
lanes	  adjacent	   to	   the	  project.	  	   In	   recent	  years,	  both	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Fountain	  
have	   joined	  Sunset	  Blvd.	   as	  major	   commuter	   routes,	  producing	  heavy	   cut	   through	  
traffic	   on	   local	   neighborhood	   streets.	  	  We	   are	  additionally	   concerned	  	   with	   driver	  
ability	  and	  safety	  of	  left	  turns	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  
	  
One	   of	   the	   proposed	   changes	   is	   for	   Fountain	   Ave,	   installing	   left	   turn	   lanes	   and	   a	  
traffic	   light	   at	   Havenhurst.	   Installation	   of	   new	   left	   turn	   lanes	   on	   Fountain	   Ave	   at	  



Havenhurst	  would	  reduce	  the	  two	  existing	  east-‐west	  travel	  lanes	  to	  only	  one	  in	  each	  
direction	  at	  all	  hours.	  Fountain	  Ave	   is	  already	  overflowing	  with	   traffic	  and	  backed	  
up	  in	  each	  direction.	  Changing	  Fountain	  Ave	  to	  only	  one	  travel	  lane,	  would	  eliminate	  
on	   street	   parking	   currently	   available	   to	   residents,	   further	   reduce	   emergency	  
response	  times	  and	  would	  be	  disaster!	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO:	  Fountain	  Ave	  at	  Havenhurst	  
 
 

 
 
 
 
We	   do	   not	   believe	   that	   the	   traffic	   island,	   which	   belongs	   to	   the	   city,	   should	   be	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project.	  The	   current	  sweeping	   right	   turn	   lane	  eastbound	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  Crescent	  Heights	  should	  be	  preserved	  as	  is.	  It	  allows	  for	  
continual	   vehicle	   merging	   function	   which	   will	   be	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
new	  528	  residents,	  volumes	  of	  drivers	  and	  delivery	  trucks	  going	  to	  and	  leaving	  the	  
site	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	   parking	   garage.	   The	   traffic	   survey	   on	   this	   matter	   is	  
inaccurate	  and	  misleading.	  	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   is	   weak	   regarding	   pedestrians	   and	   silent	   regarding	   incorporations	   of	  



bicycle	  riders.	  
	  
Outdated	  statistics	   from	  2013	  do	  not	   include	  many	  recent	  building	  projects	   to	   the	  
west	   and	   east	   of	   the	   project.	   	  We	   request	   a	   new	   traffic	   study	   by	   an	  independent	  
company	  be	  done	  to	  more	  accurately	  and	  impartially	  assess	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
traffic	  as	   this	  DEIR	   is	   fatally	   flawed	   in	   its methodology.	  All	  Traffic	   is	  estimated	  by	  
theoretical	  models	  instead	  of	  empirical	  evidence.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  do	  an	  actual	  count	  of	  
the	  daily	  traffic	  accounts	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  present	  shopping	  center	  but	  this	  has	  not	  
been	   done.	   The	   present	   mall’s	   Traffic	   estimations	   of	   over	   7000	   cars	   is	   a	   gross	  
overestimate.	  Townscape’s	  own	  site	  manager	  concludes	   that	  about	  1500	  cars	  visit	  
the	   center	   daily.	   Real	   numbers	   based	   on	   empirical	   evidence,	   not	   theoretical	  
numbers,	   should	   be	   used	   so	   the	   city	   and	   the	   public	   can	   then	   properly	   assess	   the	  
DEIR	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

Construction	  Truck	  Access	  and	  Street	  Closures	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   construction	   trucks	   entering	   and	   exiting	   the	   project	   during	  
construction	  will	  do	  so	  from	  Crescent	  Heights,	  making	  a	  left	  turn	  across	  all	  lanes	  of	  
traffic	  up	   to	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  By	   the	  DEIR’s	  own	  conclusions	   this	  will	   result	   in	  21,000	  
one	  way	  trips	  or	  42,000	  in	  and	  out	  truck	  trips,	  each	  one	  that	  must	  cross	  all	  lanes	  of	  
Crescent	   Heights	   to	   then	  make	   a	   right	   turn	   on	   Sunset.	   If	   each	   such	   effective	  lane	  
closures	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  results	   in	  a	  minute’s	  disruption of	   traffic,	   then	  by	  the	  
time	  the	  project	  is	  finished	  Crescent	  Heights	  will	  have	  suffered	  a	  cumulative	  29	  days	  
of	  stopped	  traffic.	  
	  
The	   traffic	   congestion	   effect	   on	   all	   surrounding	   streets,	   including	   local	   residential	  
streets	  and	  cut	  through	  traffic	  will	  be	  severe.	  As	  well	  as	  a	  impacts	  to	  street	  surfaces	  
and	   infrastructure	   from	   heavy	   load	   trucks.	  This	   is	   an	   unacceptable	   community	  
impact. 
 
 
Commercial	  Delivery	  Trucks	  
	  

Emissions,	  noise	  and	  environment	  hazards	  from	  expected	  volume	  of	  daily	  delivery	  
trucks	   will	   have	   a	   negative	   and	   severe	   effect	   on	   the	   health	   and	   welfare	   of	   the	  
immediate	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood,	  residents,	  pedestrians,	  local	  businesses,	  
traffic	  circulation	  and	  roads.	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   in	   its	   traffic	   estimates	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  
developers	  are	  proposing	  a	  high	  volume	  grocery	  store	  on	  the	  premises	  and	  a	  high	  
volume	   gym.	  We	   ask	   that	   the	   DEIR	   be	   forced	   to	   include	   traffic	   numbers	   counted	  
properly	  from	  similarly	  sized	  grocery	  stores	  and	  gyms.	  	  
	  
The	  project	  proposes	  an	  internal	  truck	  delivery	  and	  loading	  dock	  area	  for	  its	  grocery	  
and	   retail	   operations.	   The	   recirculated	   DEIR	   does	   not	   provide	   information	   or	  



specifics	  regarding	  the	  actual	  operations	  and	  function	  for	  trucks	  and	  deliveries.	  
	  
Multiple	  restaurant	  and	  retail	  stores	  will	  generate	  heavy	  delivery	  truck	  volume.	  
	  
How	  many	   trucks	   (large,	  medium	  and	   smaller)	   can	   the	   internal	   loading	  dock	  area	  
accommodate	  at	  one	  time?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  undressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Where	  would	   the	   truck	  waiting	   or	   staging	   area	   be	   located, while	   trucks	  wait	   for	  
other	   trucks	   to	   leave	   the	   loading	  area	  and	   free	  up	   loading	  dock	  access	  and	  space?	  
The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  delivery	  truck	  waiting-‐staging	  location	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd,	  Havenhurst	  
or	  other	  location?	  	  
	  
Will	   there	  be	  some	   type	  of	   radio	  communications	  between	   the	   loading	  dock	  office	  
and	  incoming	  /	  out	  going	  delivery	  truck	  drivers	  to	  alert	  the	  driver	  that	  the	  loading	  
dock	  is	  already	  in	  use	  and	  at	  capacity	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  
fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Havenhurst	   is	   a	   small	   local	   street.	   Most	   small	   local	   streets	   and	   under	   street	  
infrastructure	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Los	   Angeles	   and	   City	   of	   West	   Hollywood	   were	   not	  
designed	  or	  made	   to	   support	   the	   size	  and	  weight	  of	   large	   trucks	  or	  heavy	  volume	  	  
truck	  traffic.	  	  	  
	  
Would	   Havenhurst	   need	   to	   be	   widened	   and	   strengthened	   to	   support	   and	  
accommodate	  the	  project's	  proposed	  heavy	  truck	  use	  and	  volume	  ?	  
	  
Would	   Sunset	   Blvd	   access	   or	   regular	   traffic	   flow	   be	   blocked	   by	   trucks	   entering,	  
exiting,	   turn	   maneuvers,	   or	   trucks	   waiting and	   lining	   up	   to	   enter	   the	   project's	  
internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  on	  Havenhurst	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  any	  of	  this	  unaddressed	  
and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Many	  deliveries	  for	  grocery	  and	  restaurants	  make	  deliveries	  in	  the	  morning,	  mixing	  
with	  regular	  commuter	  AM	  peaks	  rush	  hours.	  	  
 
How	  will	  the	  project	  site	  handle	  this	  additional	  truck	  volume	  coming	  and	  going	  from	  
the	  Havenhurst	   loading	  dock	  area,	   in	   addition	   to	   approximately	  100	  plus	   resident	  
vehicles	   leaving	   the	   project's	   same	   vehicle	   exit	   location,	   also	   traveling	   north	   to	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  during	  the	  same	  morning	  peak	  rush	  hour	  time?	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  in	  particular	  get	  their	  deliveries	  during	  night	  and	  very	  early	  morning	  
hours.	   The	   noise	   from	   trucks	   accessing	   the	   project	   site	   during	   the	   night	   time	   and	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (3:30-‐5am)	  could	  be	  disruptive	  to	  residents	  trying	  to	  sleep.	  	  
	  
What	  type	  of	  operational	  noise	  barriers	  will	  be	  constructed	  ?	  	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  



unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  has	  represented	  that	  only	  “residential	  traffic”	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  enter	  the	  
project	   from	  Havenhurst,	   a	   tiny	   residential	   street.	   Yet	   it	   also	   states	   that	   all	   truck	  
deliveries	  are	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  from	  Havenhurst	  via	  
Sunset	   Blvd.	   This	   includes	   large	   daily	   truck	   deliveries	   to	   the	  	   grocery	   store,	  
restaurant,	  retail	  deliveries,	  garbage	  trucks	  etc.	  	  
 
Can	   such	   a	   small	   residential	   street	   such	   as	  Havenhurst	   accommodate	   this	   type	   of	  
large	   truck	   maneuvering,	   turning	   radius	   and	   volume	   of	   trucks	   to	   back	   in	   to	   the	  
internal	  loading	  dock?	  
	  
It	  is	  a	  reasonable	  expectation	  that	  the	  most	  simple	  access	  delivery	  trucks	  servicing	  
smaller	  restaurants	  and	  retail	  establishments	  will	  stop	  and	  park	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  in	  
front	  of	   the	  project	  site	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	  on	  the	  side	  of	   the	  project	  site	  to	  make	  
their	  deliveries.	  Unloading	  of	  goods	  would	  take	  place	  on	  the	  pubic	  sidewalks,	   then	  
wheeled	   into	   the	  plaza	  area	  and	   to	   the	   restaurant	  and	   retail	   stores.	  However,	   this	  
would	  eliminate	  vehicle	   lane	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	   for	  residents	  
leaving	   in	   the	  morning	   via	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   patrons	   and	   employees	   entering	   and	  
exiting	  during	   the	  day.	  The	  DEIR	  offers	  no	  solutions	   to	   this	  and	   in	   fact	   states	  only	  
three	   spaces	  will	   be	   provided	  in	   the	   internal	   garage	   for	   such	  deliveries	   as	  well	   as	  
taxis,	   uber,	   and	   personal	   drop-‐offs.	   This	   is	   a	   vast	   underestimation	   of	   the	   likely	  
demand	  for	  unloading	  space	  created	  by	  such	  deliveries.	  	  	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  would	  also	  greatly	  shorten	  turn	  lane	  length	  
availability	  for	  the	  proposed	  Sunset	  Blvd	  right	  turn	  lane	  and	  vehicles	  turning	  from	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  to	  Crescent	  Heights.	  The	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  
would	  overflow	  to	  other	  lanes	  making	  Sunset	  Blvd	  access	  for	  new	  residents,	  patrons	  
and	  all	  regular	  vehicle	  travel	  near	  impossible.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address this	  and	  is	  
deficient.	  
	  
Additionally,	   delivery	   trucks	   parked	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   hinder	   ingress,	  
egress	  to	   and	   from	   the	   parking	   garage	   access	  and	   block	   vehicle	   site	   view	   on	  
oncoming	  traffic	  from	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  is	  proposed	  
to	  be	  a	  very	  high	  volume	  use	   from	  employees,	  patrons,	  valet	  set	  up,	  residents	  and	  
residents	  guests	  turning	  left	  and	  right	  into	  and	  out	  of	  the	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  
garage.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally flawed.	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Heights	  would	  also	  eliminate	  or	  
hinder	  use	  of	  a	  curbside	  resident,	  patron	  and	  employee	  passenger	  pick	  up	  and	  drop	  
off	   for	   ride	  services	   like	  Taxi,	  Lyft	  and	  Uber.	  Easy	  passenger	  pick	  up and	  drop	  off	  
areas	  will	  be	  essential	  for	  smooth	  east-‐west	  travel	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  north-‐south	  
travel	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  An	  off	  street	  cutout	  area	  is	  necessary	  for	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  
accommodate	   passenger	   drop	   off	   and	   pick	   up	   with	   out	   adding	   more	   strain	   on	  
Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  access	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  streets.	  The	  



DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Uber,	  Taxi,	  personal	  deliveries,	  UPS	  etc.	  are	  inside	  the	  parking	  garage	  where	  no	  one	  
will	  use	  them.	  This	  is	  utterly	  inadequate.	  	  
	  
Additionally,	   the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  doesn't	  mention	  if	  residential	  moving	  vans	  and	  
trucks	  and	  daily	  residential	  packages	  deliveries	  would	  also	  be	  using	  the	  Havenhust	  
access	  as	  well.	  No	  mention	  is	  made	  in	  the	  DEIR	  how	  Havenhurst,	  a	  tiny	  residential	  
street,	  will	  be	  impacted	  by	  taxis	  and	  personal	  pick-‐ups	  being	  made	  for	  residents	  at	  
the	  Havenhurst	  entrance	  to	  the	  project.	  
 
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Havenhurst	  parking	  and	  truck	  garage	  access	  
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PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(2)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   allow	  an	   increase	   in	   the	  number	   of	   compact	   parking	  
spaces	   that	  may	  be	  provided	   for	   commercial	  uses	   from	  40%	   to	  60%	  and	   to	  allow	  
parking	   for	   residential	   uses	   in	   excess	   of	   one	   standard	   parking	   stall	   for	   146	  
residential	  units	  to	  be	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces	  instead	  of	  one	  standard	  parking	  
space	   for	  each	  unit	   (or	  249	  spaces),	  with	   the	  rest	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces,	   in-‐
lieu	   of	   the	   requirements	   set	   forth	   in	   LAMC	   Section	   12.21-‐A,5(c),	   with	   attendant	  
parking	  for	  both	  commercial	  and	  residential	  parking;	  	  
	  
Parking	  Option	  1,	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(d)(1),	  which	  allows	  parking	  to	  be	  
provided	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  1	  space	  for	  each	  studio	  and	  one-‐	  bedroom	  unit,	  and	  two	  spaces	  
for	   each	   two-‐	   and	   three-‐bedroom	   unit,	   and	   provides	   that	   required	   parking	   in	   a	  
Housing	   Development	   Project	   that	   qualifies	   for	   a	   Density	   Bonus	   may	   be	   sold	   or	  
rented	  separately	  from	  the	  dwelling	  units;	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   Mixed	   Use	   buildings	   are	   permitted	   to	   sell	   or	   rent	   parking	  
spaces,	  but	  does	  not	  provide	  specifics	  as	  to	  how	  many	  spaces	  will	  sold	  or	  rent	  or	  at	  
what	  cost.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  also	  states	  parking	  will	  be	  provided	  by	  valet	  only	  or	  shuttle	  for	  events,	  but	  
does	  not	  provide	  information	  of	  cost	  per	  vehicle.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	   states	   that	   parking	   discounts	  will	   be	   given	   for	   vehicles	  with	   3	   or	  more	  
occupants,	  but	  patrons	  going	  to	  a	  grocery	  store,	  gym	  or	  bank	  generally	  don't	  travel	  
with	   3	   or	   more	   people	   per	   car.	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   Havenhurst	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	  
already	  has	   little	   to	  no	  available	  extra	   street	  parking.	   If	  parking	  and	  valet	   charges	  
are	   high,	   vehicles	   will	   not	   park at	   the	   complex,	   but	   will	   circle	   the	   neighborhood	  
streets	   looking	   for	   parking,	   causing	   more	   emissions,	   noise	   and	   congestion.	  
Townscape	  Partners	  previously	  demonstrated	  their	  desire	   for	  high	  parking	   fees	   in	  
2013	  with	  disastrous	   outcome	   for	   neighborhood	   serving	   establishments	   and	   local	  
patrons.	  
	  
This	   proposed	   development	   shows	   real	   probability	   of	   overrunning	   and	  
overwhelming	   the	   surrounding	   neighborhood.	   Availability,	   accessibility	   and	  
affordability	  of	  parking,	   for	   this	   location	  are	   important	  details	   to	  provide.	  Parking	  
spaces	   for	   residents,	   guests,	   employees	   and	   patrons	   for	   separate	   establishments,	  
along	  with	  the	  cost	  or	  charge	  for	  a	  parking	  spaces,	  parking	  and	  valet	  charges	  should	  
be	  provided	   and	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   and	  RDEIR.	  Additionally,	   local	   neighbors	   of	  
the	  project	  site,	  are	  hillside	  residents	  who	  will	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  the	  location.	  	  
	  
Will	  a	  self	  park	  option	  be	  available	  ?	  



Will	  free	  parking	  be	  available	  ?	  
Will	  guests	  of	  residents	  be	  charged	  for	  parking	  ?	  
Will	   service	   workers,	   (painters,	   repair	   people,	   construction	   workers	   etc.)	  
housekeepers	  for	  residential	  units	  and	  condos	  be	  charged	  to	  park	  on	  site	  ?	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  any	  of	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  

  
Event	  Venue	  Parking	  and	  Traffic	  Circulation	  
	  

Applicant	  -‐	  Page	  ES-‐45.	  Modify	  text;	  	  PDF-‐Traffic-‐2,	  During	  occasional	  large	  special	  
events	  on-‐site,	  the	  Applicant	  shall	  (1)	  require	  that	  all	  event-‐related	  parking	  is	  valet-‐
only	  or	  (2)	  secure	  off-‐site	  facilities	  (including	  shuttle	  service	  to	  and	  from	  the	  off-‐site	  
parking	  area	  (s)	  for	  event	  guests),	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  valet-‐only	  and	  off-‐site	  
parking.	  
	  
The	  Project	  says	  the	  site,	  in	  addition	  to	  residential	  and	  commercial	  mix,	  will	  also	  be	  
an	  event	  venue.	  While	  there	  are	  residential	  uses	  located	  close	  by	  high	  volume,	  high	  
intensity	   event	   venues,	   generally	   residents	   don't	   live	  at	   event	   venues.	   This	   is	   not	  
usually	  a	  compatible	  mix.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  states	  that	  guests	  coming	  for	  events	  will	  only	  valet	  park	  or	  be	  shuttled	  for	  
off	   site	  parking	   locations,	  but	  does	  not	  say	  what	   type	  of	  events,	  how	  many	  people	  
would	  be	  attending,	  what	   the	  hours	  events	  would	  take	  place,	  or	  where	  the	  off	  site	  
event	  parking	  is	  located.	  	  
	  
The	  corner	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd	   is	  not	  an	  appropriate	   location	   for	  
large	  high	  volume,	  high	  intensity	  public	  or	  private	  events.	  
	  
High	  volume	  event	  traffic	  with	  many	  guests	  arriving	  at	  the	  same	  time	  by	  car	  trying	  
to	   access	   the	   valet	   parking	   garage	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   over	   flow	   the	  
southbound	  and	  northbound	  vehicle	  travel	  lanes	  waiting	  to	  turn	  left	  and	  right	  into	  
Crescent	  Heights	  garage.	  	  
	  
High	   volumes	   of	   vehicle	   would	   block	   exiting	   vehicles from	   turning	   left	   onto	  
Crescents	  Heights	  and	  general	  traffic	  flow	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  	  
	  
How	  many	  events	  would	  take	  place	  monthly	  or	  annually	  ?	  
What	  type	  of	  events	  would	  be	  held	  at	  the	  location	  ?	  
Would	  events	  be	  private	  events	  or	  open	  to	  the	  general	  public?	  
During	  what	  hours	  and	  days	  would	  events	  take	  place	  ?	  
Would	  events	  take	  place	  during	  late	  night	  hours	  ?	  
How	  will	  residential	  uses	  be	  separated	  from	  event	  use	  ?	  
Will	   event	   use	   of	   location	   and	   parking	   access	   be	   separate	   from	   residential	   and	  
general	  neighborhood	  commercial	  use	  ?	  
Will	   the	   plaza	   area,	   retail	   and	   restaurant	   use	   be	   closed	   to	   general	   public	   during	  



events	  ?	  
If	  the	  plaza	  area	  is	  used	  for	  private	  events,	  that	  don't	  include	  the	  on	  site	  residents,	  
how	  do	  residents	  access	  their	  units	  from	  the	  plaza	  area	  ?	  
	  
More	   information	  regarding	   traffic	   flow,	  shuttling	  and	  access	  during	  events	  and	   in	  
general	  should	  have	  been	  provided,	  making	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Public	  Safety	  
	  
Increased	   response	   times	   for	   fire/paramedic	  units	  will	   be	   further	   slowed	   into	   the	  
neighborhood	   by	   the	   increased	   traffic	   this	   project	   will	   generate.	   The	   responding	  
agency,	  LAFD,	  has	  already	  submitted	  to	  the	  city	  a	  finding	  that	  the	  size	  and	  density	  of	  
the	   proposed	   project,	   coupled	   with	   reduced	   response	   times,	   would	   render	   fire	  
protection	   for	   the	   project	   and	   its	   residents	   “inadequate”.	   It	   goes	   on	   to	   state	   the 
following	   “Adverse	   effects”	   the	   project	   will	   generate:	   “Project	   implementation	  
will	   increase	   the	   need	   for	   more	   fire	   protection	   and	   emergency	   medical	  

services	  in	  the	  area”.	  This	  letter	  is	  signed	  by	  the	  fire	  chief	  of	  the	  LAFD.	  
	  
Who	   will	   pay	   for	   this?	   At	   what	   point	   does	   the	   cost	   to	   the	   city	   for	   the	   supposed	  
benefits	  of	  a	  few	  affordable	  apartments	  become	  outweighed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  damage	  
done	  to	  an	  entire	  neighborhood’s	  quality	  of	   life	  but	  real	  cost	  outlays	  for	  additional	  
fire	  and	  ambulance	  personnel	  or	  even	  a	  new	  fire	  station	  to	  handle	  the	  unnecessary	  
density	  the	  project	  creates?	  The	  DEIR	  is	  utterly	  silent	  on	  this	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  
considered	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  be	  rejected.	  
	  
Operation	  Impacts	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   residents	   of	   a	   Frank	   Gehry	   building	   would	   be	  
affluent	  tenants	   and	   owners	  who	  would	  want	   a	   separate,	  more	   private	   residential	  
pedestrian	   access	   other	   than	   having	   to	   walk	   out	   through	   the	   parking	   garage	   or	  
directly	  into	  and	  through	  a	  public	  plaza	  space.	  	  	  
	  
The	   project	   has	   a	   large	   residential	   component,	   but	   doesn't	   appear	   to	   have	   a	  
residential	   relationship	   to	   Havenhurst	   or Crescent	   Heights,	   which	   are	   residential	  
streets.	   The	   rendering	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   only	   shows	   a	   residential	   relationship	  
with	  the	  commercial	  public	  plaza,	  rather	  than	  a	  defined	  front	  door	  for	  residents	  and	  
their	  guests.	  
	  
Resident	  pets	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   presume	   that	   of	   the	  249	   new	   units	   and	   with	   505-‐528	  new	  
residents,	  the	  project	  would	  be	  home	  to	  approximately	  100	  plus	  new	  resident	  dogs.	  
The	  project	  rendering	  does	  not	  show	  amenities	  or	  place	  for	  these	  resident	  pets,	  such	  
as	  an	  on	  site	  dog	  run	  dog,	  making	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Further,	  the	  DEIR	  doesn't	  not	  address	  how	  these	  resident	  pets	  /	  dogs	  will	  access	  or	  



leave	   the	   project	   site	   for	   their	   daily	   walks	   other	   than	   out	   through	   the	   parking	  
garages	  on	  Havenhurst	  or	  Crescent	  Heights,	  or	  through	  the	  public	  plaza	  entry	  points	  
on	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   thus	  mixing	   with	   shoppers	   coming	   and	   going	   and	   people	   dining.	  
While	  I'm	  sure	  the	  dogs	  would	  enjoy	  participating	  in	  plaza	  dining,	  this	  would	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  access	  or	  safe	  route	  for	  excited	  pets	  or	  patrons.	  	  
	  
More	  consideration	  should	  be	  paid	  to	  providing	  wider	  sidewalks.	  Mixed	  use	  is	   just	  
that,	   a	   mix	   of	   residential	   function	   and	   commercial	   function	   and	   event	   venue	  
function.	   Mixing	   multiple	   functions	   requires	   more	   effort.	   The	   current	   sidewalk 
renderings	  cater	  more	  to	  the	  current	  commercial	  use,	  rather	  than	  the	  new	  increased	  
use	  and	  basic	  daily	  function	  for	  528	  new	  residents,	  their	  pets,	  rideshare	  drop	  off	  and	  
pick	  up,	  transit	  bus	  waiting	  areas	  and	  substantially	  increased	  commercial	  use.	  This	  
makes	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Required	  park	  space	  
	  
Affordable	  housing	  is	  not	  the	  only	  “community	  benefit”	  on	  which	  this	  project’s	  DEIR	  
bases	   its	   approvable	   on.	   Other	   “community	   benefits”	   include	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   counting	   private	   resident	   terraces	   as	   community	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   also	   counting	   its	   legally	   mandated	   setbacks	   as	   community	   park	  
space.	  	  The	  developer	  is	  using	  hoped-‐for	  annexed	  city	   land	  that	   it	  does	  not	  own	  as	  
park	  space	  while	  taking	  away	  a	  much	  needed	  transit	  island.	  This	  does	  not	  constitute	  
true	  public	  park	  space	  in	  any	  real	  form	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  city’s	  own	  criteria	  for	  
community	   park	   space.	   Will	   the	   affordable	   housing	   residents	   have	   their	   own	  
terraces,	  or	  will they	  be	  given	  the	  worst	  units	  on	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  project	  with	  no	  
outdoor	  space	  to	  speak	  of?	  Will	  they	  be	  shuttled	  through	  a	  “poor	  door”,	  which	  was	  
proposed	  by	  the	  same	  developers	  on	  their	  last	  project	  at	  8899	  Beverly	  blvd?	  	  
	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  FAR	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  than	  otherwise	  
possible.	  What	  is	  the	  Community	  benefit?	  Where	  is	  the	  Public	  offsite	  Park	  space	  
other	  then	  interior	  plaza	  space	  on	  site?	  Why	  has	  the	  "community	  benefiting	  public	  
park	  space"	  been	  put	  mostly	  on	  the	  private	  residential	  terraces	  up	  in	  the	  towers?	  
How	  will	  this	  park	  space	  benefit	  the	  community	  if	  they	  can	  not	  access	  it?	  How	  come	  
the	  city	  owned	  large	  traffic	  island	  is	  being	  gifted	  to	  the	  developers,	  then	  given	  back	  
to	  the	  community	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  Set	  Back/park	  space?	  Why	  hasn't	  the	  developer	  
shown	  a	  proposal	  that	  only	  uses	  the	  land	  it	  actually	  owns,	  instead	  of	  annexing	  city	  
land	  in	  all	  alternatives?	  	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  affordable	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  
they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  
answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  DEIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  
approved.	  



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150ee30ad6bbfea4&siml=150ee30ad6bbfea4&siml=150ee30b04ae434e 1/3

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

brian harris <jbrianharris@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:39 PM
ReplyTo: brian harris <jbrianharris@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I'm a concerned citizen and property owner in the flats just off crescent
heights and melrose.  Like many in the flats, I am inspired by the views
of the Hollywood Hills I have from my house.  I think we are making a
grave mistake in allowing development to go so high as to block these
vistas of Los Angeles in all directions.  Below are concerns of mine and
many others.  I love Los Angeles.  I want to share it with anyone who
wants to experience it.  However, we must make careful decisions
toward conscious development, preserving history, and protecting
quality of life in Los Angeles for years and people to come.  Please see
below for my concerns and I appreciate your attention in addressing
them for me and other concerned Angelenos.

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552
EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to
for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues
of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

d.kaneshiro
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HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three
times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and
would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now
that the design project exits have completely changed and uses highly
suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island!
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for
pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased
density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1
floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the
water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage
infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community
with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and
Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site
and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible.
What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space
other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of
affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be
rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to
the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.
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Sincerely,

Brian Harris

747 N. Hayworth Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:39 PM
To: jbrianharris@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Bryant Cameron <bryanttcameron@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:46 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No.
ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I
ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately
address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose
itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many
basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like the DGA
building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have completely
changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and
part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island
should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver
safety 

 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an off
menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Sincerely,

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C592
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Bryant Cameron

Resident on Fairfax Ave.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:46 AM
To: bryanttcameron@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Pedestrian safety
2 messages

Charles Cha <charlesjcha@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:39 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

My top concern is pedestrian safety, so I was particularly pleased with the elimination of the terrifying crossings
needed to negotiate that traffic island. Also the addition of numerous crosswalks will save lives and bodies.

Charles Cha

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:39 PM
To: charlesjcha@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Charlie McBrearty <shortlist@mac.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:06 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org
Cc: hollandc@me.com, sbsierra@gmail.com

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners, homeowners,
residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in Hollywood, where
historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to the area and are vulnerable
links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage
existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current
concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The proposed
building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is
"Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project Site,”
is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the
hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the
City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential
neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly
lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be!
Overshadowing the character many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in
harmony with it's surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public
views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City of
Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for
miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not
only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or
overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway" to West
Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate
in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include almost
nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west
and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to more accurately
and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1 FAR
bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services
provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as
“transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and
could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this
project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to be

d.kaneshiro
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considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus stops, but
does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus
number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the
780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site
would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide
more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to the
project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter
routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in
and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the project. The
current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights should be preserved as
is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of
drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the
right turn lane in front of the island would cause major backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This
intersection currently has major gridlock throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any information or
detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic premises or nightclub
at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station have said that this area is
already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Charlie McBrearty
1545 N. Orange Grove Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 W. Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Cherilyn Smith <cheriks@ca.rr.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:01 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, wayne marmorstein <waymarr@earthlink.net>, Cheryl Holland
<hollandc@me.com>, Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>

To whom it may concern,

 

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners, homeowners,
residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the whole city. Here in Hollywood, where
historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents and visitors to the area and are vulnerable
links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage
existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current
concerns with Alternative 9 include:

 

a.    8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial
and event venue). The proposed building height and mass are too tall and just way
out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office
Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.  This will have an adverse impact
on the environment.  A lower height would reduce the impact. And it’s my
understanding that home owners have a height restriction, so as not to obstruct
views, and therefore, the same should apply to this project. 

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project Site,”
is totally inaccurate. 

 

a.    The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original
proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and the surrounding
neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside.
The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega
and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood
Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying
neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential
neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. Shading, which on the impact analysis is flawed
and is an issue.  South of Sunset the open space of project is without sunlight most
of the day (11a to 3p), which exceeds the three (3) hour shading threshold. Sun light
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is essential to good health!

 

 

This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be!  It would
Overshadow the character of the many, well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not
in harmony with its surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the
public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood and the entire area and
the City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and the visitors to the city who spend lots of money to
see Hollywood and its views. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not only provides a needed sense of open
space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments
heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for
this location.

 

a.    The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians
and include almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not represent
the existing conditions of 2015 and the future. The study doesn’t include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

 

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1 FAR
bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services
provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as
“transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and
could be terminated by Metro at any time. The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this
project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  

 

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to be
considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.  The recirculated DEIR points out that the project
is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or
to what locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset
Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. As well, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays or
after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is
the more major stop for the 780 bus. Public Transportation is very much a problem, therefore, many that have
cars find it faster and easier to drive to work, the store, etc.  Please provide more detailed information on the
major transit stops and improvements to be made.

 

1.    We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and with turn lanes
adjacent to the project.  On Havenhurst a right had turn only, out of the project, is proposed.  It’s
unreasonable to assume that everyone will obey a right turn only sign and therefore inaccurately
portrays the impact on Havenhurst.

 

2.    In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
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commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on several local neighborhood streets. 
We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

 

3.    We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function, which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and the
Crescent Heights parking garage.  The sweeping right turn is also of the upmost importance for fire and
emergency vehicles. 

 

4.    The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or details as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

 

5.      Public safety is paramount.  This project sits directly across from one of the highest fire danger areas
in the city. The water main is 80 years old and already at risk due to age. And at this time the DWP has
no plan to replace.  Therefore, assurance of continued water flow and supply is paramount, not only to
the project, but for the Fire Department and the adjacent surroundings hillsides and area.  Plus, the
project is next to a fault line and if there is an earthquake, this could and most likely will affect the ageing
water mains. 

 

6.    Lastly,

a.    the Lytton Savings Bank Building, an Icon of the neighborhood, is not included in Alternate 9
but was previously. It is part of the neighborhood and it would be nice keep it part of the
development.

b.    Where will folks walk their dogs?

 

Thank you for your time.

 

Sincerely,

 

Cherilyn Smith

Stakeholder Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council

1427 N. Gardner Street

3238165494

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:01 AM
To: cheriks@ca.rr.com

tel:323-816-5494
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

ckson7@gmail.com <ckson7@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:37 PM
To: mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Christina Son

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:37 PM
To: ckson7@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

ckang022@aol.com <ckang022@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:54 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.
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Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
Christine Kang

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:54 PM
To: ckang022@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Darlene Chan <darlenechan@roadrunner.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:14 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150 Sunset. Community
outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous
designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9
has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition
demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixeduse area. 
This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a
manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low
to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the
Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around (the neighboring
buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or
require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique scenic features
(historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique
features or scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a beacon for Los
Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape permanently. No development should
be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of
LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be
inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in the
grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view corridor that is mentioned in
alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle
building of the site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall
of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety.

http://change.org/
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NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop
does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1
floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with
historic environmental qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of California
history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects
when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with significant
impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is a significant impact
that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation
of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain
stable and known. This project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the
developer in the space of a year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description
in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is
and its impacts.

Thank you for your consideraiton.

Best regards,

Darlene Chan
914 N. Kings Road
West Hollywood, CA 90069

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:14 AM
To: dchanwork@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

CITY CASE NO. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Darragh Marmorstein <darraghm@me.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:20 PM
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the
height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height,
increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community.
The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a
strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
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view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet
from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop"
because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly
a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor
area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of
a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Thank you,
Darragh Marmorstein
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:20 PM
To: darraghm@me.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

david yost <dyost333@mac.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:16 PM
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

Please wake up. We are not NYC and do not have the public transportation or infrastructure to support the many
ridiculous residential/commercial projects that keep getting proposed and often approved. I am writing in
opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd(City Case No. ENV
20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does
not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits)
the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While
the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

A Concerned Citizen,

David Yost

Sent from D Yost's iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:16 PM
To: dyost333@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C600
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This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Appendix A (continued) 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2013091044 

 
Project Location: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, California, 90046 
Council District: 4, David E. Ryu 
 
Project Description:  AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the “Applicant”) proposes 
development of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project (the “Project”).  The Project consists of two 
buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories, 
increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story 
portion of the building; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low 
point of the site to the top of the South Building.  The North Building would include two levels with a 
rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses.  The South Building would contain commercial uses 
on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the 
top level.  The project would include approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, representing 
approximately 222,564 gross square feet of residential space.  The project would also provide a central 
public plaza, public space at the northeast corner of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet.  Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level parking structure 
housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 residential and 554 
commercial).  The total development would include approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1.     
 

APPLICANT: 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Owner, L.P. 

PREPARED BY: 
ESA PCR 

201 Santa Monica Blvd, #500 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles  

Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Dee Dee Schneider <teecher@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:43 AM
ReplyTo: Dee Dee Schneider <teecher@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <Michael.loGrande@lacity.org>,
"Info@lamayor.org" <Info@lamayor.org>, "Lhorvath@weho.org" <Lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org"
<Jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org" <Lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <Jdamico@weho.org>,
"Jduran@weho.org" <Jduran@weho.org>, "Slunceford@weho.org" <Slunceford@weho.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project

at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552
EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the
region and its residents. I ask that you deny
the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself
to for approving such a poorly written and
blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the
new design is better, many basic issues of
need and function have been ignored in favor

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C601
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of splashy architecture. This project does not
conform.
 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the

height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest

building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an

enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 

Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to

the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor

planning and a cheap workaround.

 

Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non

existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The
traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 

If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,

their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the
loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York City is putting
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in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large
intersections and roads in order to prevent
pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning
department and DOT considered pedestrian
safety on an F rated intersection and one of
the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making
the right hand turn south onto Crescent
Heights from Sunset, make a right turn on
green when a huge increase in pedestrians is
in their path? Will this bottleneck situation
create a dangerous domino effect and slow
down the right hand lane of sunset all the way
west to Havenhurst?
 

The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in

some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents.

 

The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has

completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less

impactful than it will be.

 

The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and

Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s

designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
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The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major

Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already

creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet

from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu

Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project

located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot

distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC

Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 

 

SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact

parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),

 

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.

The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will

show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or

deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent

Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The

developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the

structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.

 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto

sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
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traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all

these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian

traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset

be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and

spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for

cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

 

There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a

resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,

and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 

 

The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic

(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested

times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars

coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present

Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed

fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.

 

The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249

apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a

single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling

neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?

 

This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150ed8efcb499760&siml=150ed8efcb499760 6/7

Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight

delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this

should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this

project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic

Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3

Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in

order to clarify the full impact.

 

During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset

and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La

Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to

ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11thhour. 

 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best

to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on

three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low

rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does

this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to

234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east

on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these

same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and

size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
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Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp

approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?

 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the

community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a

precedent of approval?

 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the

needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

 

“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and

should remain that way.Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is

an irreplaceable natural resource. 

 

Thank you for your consideration

Dee Dee Schneider 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

The 8150 Sunset Blvd. Project
2 messages

Denise durfield <ddurfield99@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:47 PM
ReplyTo: Denise durfield <ddurfield99@yahoo.com>
To: "David.Ryu@lacity.org" <David.Ryu@lacity.org>, "planning.envreview@lacity.org"
<planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Councilman Ryu,

I am a local resident of Hollywood. I approve of the new project proposed at 8150 Sunset Avenue. Mr. 
Gehry has done a great job with the design and I think it looks beautiful.

We need more housing and this has something for everyone. Condos to purchase, apartments to rent and 
even affordable housing. This will be a great addition and improvement to our city, thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerly,

Denise Durfield
1600 Vine St Apt 349
Hollywood, CA 90028

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:50 PM
To: ddurfield99@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C602
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Denmark 50 <info@denmark50.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:35 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

  

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Eric Garcetti,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd
project. This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed
development at 8150 Sunset.

Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height,
mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the
mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200
plus letters and 384 plus signatures on

the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.

This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixed‐‐use area. This is not a regional
center or downtown. Respect the present zoning. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning
and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low rise,
lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan

Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. Allowing a structure of this height and mass, would create a barrier and
separation of the areas natural form. No development that blocks and diminishes public views
of the Hollywood hills, should be permitted. The hills represent a directional landmark for all
of LA and they are the
identifying feature in the City of Los Angeles. The public view should be protected. The tallest
building will be inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few
should not overweigh the many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result.

In general, as was pointed out by members of the Hollywood Hills Neighborhood council, the
logic employed in the DEIR is muddy and often simply not credible. In many ways as will be
outlined, the DEIR fails to adequately address that fact
or support its lack of discussion of the impacts of the project.

The Project Description is Flawed/Unsure/and Transitory/Public Input was Refused

Townscape has violated CEQA early on in this process by not striving to
involve the community as much as possible, and
seeking to exclude community participation and comment. Rather than seek

http://change.org/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C603



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150ed519d68177fe&siml=150ed519d68177fe&siml=150ed51a820e8304 2/19

open community input, Townscape has preferred back door politics by scheduling private
meetings to preview the project to city officials and a select few before the DEIR alternative 9
was released.

Since the project and description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
EIR and is different from what was studied, many studies conducted for

the NOP are inadequate for the Alternative 9 option, this violates CEQA. The project
description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been
in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the
space of a year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does

the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely
different building plan presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no
wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

LAND USE IMPACTS

The DEIR’s bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a less‐‐than‐‐ significant
impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity and would not physically
divide an established community is completely unsupported by the facts and the obvious
overwhelming impacts of the building in this lower rise neighborhood.
The immediate neighboring buildings, which are not considered or
specifically discussed in the DEIR, are only two and three stories
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with
The General Plan is completely unsupported and
undiscussed. The conclusions are unsupported as drawings or
renderings contained in the DEIR do not show the directly neighboring buildings of 2 story
and 3 story buildings in scale in an attempt do downplay how out of scale this project would
be. Nowhere in the DEIR does it faithfully represent the surrounding neighborhood in scale or
irreparable harm this development would cause.

The surrounding neighborhoods are some of the oldest in
the area with many buildings dating from the early 1920’s‐‐
1930s. Before the project goes forward
a complete Historic Resources Survey of the buildings within a 3/4 mile radius should be
completed and it should include private homes. The DEIR is inadequate and contains
insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach correct conclusions and findings
regarding the project’s impact on historical resources and the existing neighborhood.

Over 50 projects are currently underway or proposed for Hollywood in the City of Los
Angeles and the City of West Hollywood. This DEIR makes no accounting for the cumulative
impacts caused these developments will have on the neighborhood, city services, police, fire,
medical, neighborhood cut through traffic, . It also doesn’t account for the 21,000 truck trips
that the neighborhood will suffer during construction of 8150 and how this will have a
cumulative effect when combined with other concurrent development. The project, in calling
for off menu incentives that would relax existing development standards will only, if approved,
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increase density and traffic problems in the area, as other developers seek the same

preferences, thereby threatening known and potential historic resources in historically
sensitive neighborhoods. None of these cumulative effects are addressed in the DEIR.

The DEIR does not cite any single specific policy and provides only bare conclusions of “no
impact” or “less than significant impact”. The DEIR should discuss and illustrate how it satisfies
a majority of land use objectives and policies
to affirmatively demonstrate how the bare conclusions were reached. Discussions of the
violated policies should also be added to

the DEIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies support the
conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project appears to violate, at
some level, nearly every aspect of the General Plan. A full discussion in the DEIR of which
policies and principals

of the elements are satisfied and which violated by the proposed project should be
enumerated in the DEIR. The following principals and policies and objectives should be fully
discussed in the DEIR: It is insufficient to
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements

of the General Plan.

Building Height and Mass

Applicant description of project: “one tower at Havenhurst at 15 stories in height (or
approximately 234 feet above grade as measured from the lowest point on the Project Site at the
southwest corner of the property), Crescent Heights at 11 stories (or approximately 174 feet
above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), one at the central portion
of the South Building between the East and West tower elements at five stories (or approximately
110 feet above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), thereby creating
an approximately 150‐‐ foot‐‐wide, open north‐‐south‐‐oriented view corridor between the taller
East and West tower elements that provides views southward across the Project Site from
locations to the north and vice‐‐versa.”

The towers heights in Alternative 9, are shown to be 234 feet, 174 feet and 110 feet above
grade, and are substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhood. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories,
built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is 75 feet high at about 8 stories (this project would
be three times higher) and the new hotel construction at La Cienega in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The Hollywood Hills in this adjacent area, Laurel Canyon and Nichols
Canyon, are more rural, with the lower lying neighborhoods predominately very low to lower
rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development
wants to be a beacon to stand out and be seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the
character of many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not
in harmony with it's surroundings and built

environment. Developer also understates standard industry feet to number of storeys

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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conversion which if properly applied yields: 236 feet = 22 Stories (west tower), 174 feet = 16
Stories (east tower), 110 feet = 10 Stories (center building). We remind you, this makes the
largest tower three times taller than the Chateau Marmont, long considered the anchor of the
neighborhood. This project would dwarf it and be 12 storeys taller than even the large
development on Sunset Blvd at La Cienega in West Hollywood.

While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the
hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and
City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape are seen from the south,
east and west for miles and enjoyed by all residents and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a development’s heights, mass or
bulk. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If
the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height,
scale and mass for this location.

SCENIC RESOURCES

The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic
resources. Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar
features that are located within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC,
decision makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic features.

Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements
the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic
features accessible to the public.

It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or require property owners to
develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible
public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as indicated in the following
document:

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted September 2001

SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS Page 46  47

The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including approximately 214 square miles of hills and
mountains. The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa Monica
Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the
south and west. The topography rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most visible feature from many areas of
the city. They are 60 miles long and stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu
State Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated tributaries and flood plains also are
prominent topographic features.

Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) are specifically
intended to encourage retention of existing land forms. These include the residential planned development
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supplemental district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of development in order to
reduce grading and preserve existing natural terrain; the slopedensity regulations (LAMC Section 17.50E),
which restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded slopes at selected contours
within a parcel that is proposed for divisions of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21A.17) within
which restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and environmental compatibility apply;
and the Specific Plan For The Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains hazard
protection requirements. In addition, some community plans contain land form protection provisions. Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required to mitigate potential
significant impacts on landform and unique site features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of
natural landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, including minimization of
activities that would contribute to erosion and geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by
the general plan Safety Element.

Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic public view access to natural
features, including views of the ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features.
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly owned sites and public rightsofway.

The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic highways which are not regulated by
specific plans. The element contains a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. Scenic protection provisions also are
contained in the community plans.

The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These include height limits and building
setback requirements. Some scenic highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to protect natural ridge tops,
neighborhood visual ambience, public views and other features.

The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic resources.
Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located
within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision makers have been able to
require retention and protection of scenic features.

Conclusion.Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements
the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features accessible
to the public.

N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and hillside areas.
N Loss of scenic features.
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features and areas.

Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: Objective: protect and reinforce natural
and scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future
generations.

Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that
will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or
make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views.
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Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, especially environmental review, grading,
large lot zoning, clustering of structures, building height limits and other project design and construction
methods for protecting natural terrain and features and protecting public view access.

Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and *Public Works and other
agencies involved in city development permit review and/or processing.

A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for
future generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this end, CEQA requires public
agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”

2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an in
depth review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of
alternatives that reduce those impacts.

3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on
the environment whenever it is feasible to do so.”

4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.

CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE
A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM
OVERCROWDING.

New development can enhance and preserve Los Angeles’ distinctive qualities if it is designed
with consideration for the prevailing design character and the effect on surroundings. It is
important to conserve important design character in
historic or distinctive older areas, some uniformity of detail, scale, proportion, texture,
materials, color and building form is necessary. Large buildings

impair the character of older, small scale areas if no transition is made between small‐‐scale
and large‐‐scale elements

The DEIR should set forth extensive discussions of how this project
meets this criteria and how it does
not create a large “separation” in the existing neighborhood. The present
building on the site “fits in” because it is essentially two stories and creates
a harmonious transition from the two story apartment buildings on Havenhurst and the three
story apartment buildings on Crescent Heights that it directly borders. The proposed buildings
will separate and divide the existing neighborhood just by its sheer size.

Visually strong buildings which contrast severely with their surroundings

impair the character of the area. There is no discussion of this policy and
of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The lack
of any discussion and reference to these policies
make the DEIR completely inadequate. Other policies which need to be reconciled include the
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principal that:

POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4:

“The lowdensity residential character of many parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower density
residential neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment by other types of uses”

Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to be constructed near historic landmarks and
in older areas
of established character. The new and old can stand next to
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is

a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, texture, color and
materials of the old should be repeated or complemented by the new.”

The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic change in the zoning for
one lot in an area filled
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any
of these important and directly applicable policies.

Human Needs

In questions of scale, the height of buildings has received
the greatest and most continuous public attention. Nevertheless,
a citywide plan for building height has not existed prior to this time, and
both residents and visitors have experienced stress and concern at the prospect that the
appearance of the skyline may continue to change rapidly without further direction or any
real planning.

Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural land forms, block
views, and generally disrupt the character of the city. Low, smaller‐‐
scale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in
the valleys between complement topographic forms and permit uninterrupted views. The
relationship between areas of low, fine‐‐scaled buildings and areas of high, large‐‐scaled
buildings can be made more pleasing if the transition in

building height and mass between such areas is gradual. Buildings which meet the ground and
reflect the slope of the hill relate to the land form. A

bulky building creates the most visual disruption when seen from a distance as the dominant
silhouette against a background and/or foreground of much smaller structures.

There is no discussion in the DEIR of these principals‐‐‐‐‐‐merely a conclusion that the building
is not disruptive and causes no significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the
facts, any reasonable discussion or reconciliation
of the principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to
how the proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form

of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or
less than significant impacts.
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These policies are completely ignored in the DEIR and the exact opposite conclusion is
reached without adequate discussion or any facts or law to
justify these erroneous conclusions.

“Affordable Housing”

Reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR
documentation, one is unable to locate a clear definition of “Affordable” for the “Affordable
Units” being included in the project and therefore, as prepared, the documentation is
incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will
provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project Therefore, the city must find the EIR deficient and
unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number
of units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and
transparent answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved.

Traffic Island and Current Sweeping Right Turn Moving the Bus Stop

The current triangle and sweeping right turn could be re‐‐worked to allow pedestrian and
bicycle passage, in addition to the stop lights and maybe even a cut out for the east bound
Sunset bus to pull in out of traffic. Pedestrian refuge medians are being added back in many
cities, including the City of Los Angeles.
They provide a place for people to safely wait where intersections are busy and complicated.
The intersection of Sunset Blvd and Crescent Height has definitely become much busier and
complicated with the new multi use resident, commercial retail, restaurant and event venue
project.

The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
allows for continual vehicle merging, which will be needed with the addition of 500 plus new
residents, where there currently are none, commercial and new additional event traffic.
Removing the current right turn lane would create a completely stopped right turn lane on
Sunset Blvd. Right on red could not be accommodated due to pedestrian crossing and
southbound oncoming traffic from Laurel Canyon. The local bus on Sunset Blvd should be
kept at the location, or at minimum in front of 8150 Sunset Blvd.

SEE PHOTO BELOW: Semi Truck turn around traffic island ‐‐ uses all lanes
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Moving the Sunset Blvd Bus Stop

Moving the bus stop to 8000 Sunset Blvd as proposed forces pedestrians to cross the street
and walk farther to reach the bus. Placing the bus on Sunset in front of 8000 Sunset would
back up vehicle traffic turning east onto Sunset Blvd from Crescent Heights’ sweeping right
turn. The sidewalk provided for bus rider waiting area is extremely limited at this location.
There is minimal sidewalk space to add a bus shelter and or accommodate bus riders with
bicycles. This is not a good location for a bus stop.

Fairfax‐‐Sunset a Major High Quality Transit Stop? PERMITS AND APPROVALS:

The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐‐menu Incentives:

(1)an off‐‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the on‐‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii);

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project
to a 3:1 FAR bonus. The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhood‐‐oriented
bus stop. The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro
Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transit‐‐oriented development.” In addition,
these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by
Metro at any time. The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project,
but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, or major transit stop.
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The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within the required 1,500 feet of these
very unimproved bus stops for FAR consideration. The DEIR does not mention what
improvements will be made or at what locations to achieve a quality bus stop. Please provide
more information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made. Failure to have
done so makes this DEIR fatally flawed.

A well lit, ADA compliant bus shelter will be needed at this location, if it is to properly serve
the new residents, guests, patrons, employees and general public. Restaurant employees and
patrons who leave the project later at night and should not have to walk farther distance or be
expected to wait at a dark, unsheltered bus stop during late night hours. People will not take
the bus.

The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus
runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after
8pm during the week. All times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Hardly
a high quality Major transit stop. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus
but is even farther away and disqualifies this project from FAR consideration.

Traffic objections to DEIR Alternative 9

The impacts from construction and operation are so far reaching in alternative 9 they are an
untenable burden for not only residents but commuters who use Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon
Hollywood Blvd, Laurel, Fairfax Ave and Fountain.

A layman's review of this proposed project can easily pick out numerous glaring issues,
demonstrating themost basic operational aspects of this multi use development have not been
vetted or thought through.

Alternative 9 is a completely different project, with completely new building configurations
and significant changes to proposed traffic patterns and traffic flow than what the current
Traffic Study was previously performed for. A New traffic study should be required and
performed for this new Alternative 9, and any other configuration that changes or alters
traffic flow, travel lanes, traffic circulation, ingress and egress to project site for vehicles,
trucks and bicycles on Havenhurst, Fountain Ave, Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. The new
traffic study needs to include cumulative impacts from other projects approved and planned
within one and one half miles of the project site.

We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project. In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined
Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets. We are additionally concerned with driver ability and safety of left
turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

One of the proposed changes is for Fountain Ave, installing left turn lanes and a traffic light at
Havenhurst. Installation of new left turn lanes on Fountain Ave at
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Havenhurst would reduce the two existing east‐‐west travel lanes to only one in each direction
at all hours. Fountain Ave is already overflowing with traffic and backed up in each direction.
Changing Fountain Ave to only one travel lane, would eliminate on street parking currently
available to residents, further reduce emergency response times and would be disaster!

SEE PHOTO: Fountain Ave at Havenhurst

We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new 528 residents, volumes of drivers and delivery
trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. The traffic survey on
this matter is inaccurate and misleading.

The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and silent regarding incorporations of

bicycle riders.

Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and
east of the project. We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to
more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic as this DEIR is fatally
flawed in its methodology. All Traffic is estimated by theoretical models instead of empirical
evidence. It is easy to do an actual count of the daily traffic accounts in and out of the present
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shopping center but this has not been done. The present mall’s Traffic estimations of over
7000 cars is a gross overestimate. Townscape’s own site manager concludes that about 1500
cars visit the center daily. Real numbers based on empirical evidence, not theoretical numbers,
should be used so the city and the public can then properly assess the DEIR traffic impacts.

Construction Truck Access and Street Closures

The DEIR states that construction trucks entering and exiting the project during construction
will do so from Crescent Heights, making a left turn across all lanes of traffic up to Sunset Blvd.
By the DEIR’s own conclusions this will result in 21,000 one way trips or 42,000 in and out
truck trips, each one that must cross all lanes of Crescent Heights to then make a right turn on
Sunset. If each such effective lane closures of Crescent Heights results in a minute’s disruption
of traffic, then by the time the project is finished Crescent Heights will have suffered a
cumulative 29 days of stopped traffic.

The traffic congestion effect on all surrounding streets, including local residential streets and
cut through traffic will be severe. As well as a impacts to street surfaces and infrastructure
from heavy load trucks. This is an unacceptable community impact.

Commercial Delivery Trucks

Emissions, noise and environment hazards from expected volume of daily delivery trucks will
have a negative and severe effect on the health and welfare of the immediate and surrounding
neighborhood, residents, pedestrians, local businesses, traffic circulation and roads.

The DEIR does not take into account in its traffic estimates the fact that the developers are
proposing a high volume grocery store on the premises and a high volume gym. We ask that
the DEIR be forced to include traffic numbers counted properly from similarly sized grocery
stores and gyms.

The project proposes an internal truck delivery and loading dock area for its grocery and
retail operations. The recirculated DEIR does not provide information or

specifics regarding the actual operations and function for trucks and deliveries. Multiple
restaurant and retail stores will generate heavy delivery truck volume.

How many trucks (large, medium and smaller) can the internal loading dock area
accommodate at one time? The DEIR leaves this undressed and so is fatally flawed.

Where would the truck waiting or staging area be located, while trucks wait for other trucks to
leave the loading area and free up loading dock access and space? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Would there be a delivery truck waiting‐‐staging location on Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst or other
location?

Will there be some type of radio communications between the loading dock office and
incoming / out going delivery truck drivers to alert the driver that the loading dock is already
in use and at capacity ? The DEIR leaves this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Havenhurst is a small local street. Most small local streets and under street infrastructure in
the City of Los Angeles and City of West Hollywood were not designed or made to support the

d.kaneshiro
Cross-Out
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size and weight of large trucks or heavy volume truck traffic.

Would Havenhurst need to be widened and strengthened to support and accommodate the
project's proposed heavy truck use and volume ?

Would Sunset Blvd access or regular traffic flow be blocked by trucks entering, exiting, turn
maneuvers, or trucks waiting and lining up to enter the project's internal loading dock area on
Havenhurst ? The DEIR leaves any of this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Many deliveries for grocery and restaurants make deliveries in the morning, mixing with
regular commuter AM peaks rush hours.

How will the project site handle this additional truck volume coming and going from the
Havenhurst loading dock area, in addition to approximately 100 plus resident vehicles leaving
the project's same vehicle exit location, also traveling north to Sunset Blvd during the same
morning peak rush hour time?

Grocery stores in particular get their deliveries during night and very early morning hours.
The noise from trucks accessing the project site during the night time and early morning
hours (3:30‐‐5am) could be disruptive to residents trying to sleep.

What type of operational noise barriers will be constructed ? The DEIR leaves this

unaddressed and so is fatally flawed

The DEIR has represented that only “residential traffic” will be allowed to enter the project
from Havenhurst, a tiny residential street. Yet it also states that all truck deliveries are to enter
and exit the internal loading dock area from Havenhurst via Sunset Blvd. This includes large
daily truck deliveries to the grocery store, restaurant, retail deliveries, garbage trucks etc.

Can such a small residential street such as Havenhurst accommodate this type of large truck
maneuvering, turning radius and volume of trucks to back in to the internal loading dock?

It is a reasonable expectation that the most simple access delivery trucks servicing smaller
restaurants and retail establishments will stop and park on Sunset Blvd in front of the project
site or Crescent Heights on the side of the project site to make their deliveries. Unloading of
goods would take place on the pubic sidewalks, then wheeled into the plaza area and to the
restaurant and retail stores. However, this would eliminate vehicle lane use on Sunset Blvd or
Crescent Heights for residents leaving in the morning via Sunset Blvd and patrons and
employees entering and exiting during the day. The DEIR offers no solutions to this and in fact
states only three spaces will be provided in the internal garage for such deliveries as well as
taxis, uber, and personal drop‐‐offs. This is a vast underestimation of the likely demand for
unloading space created by such deliveries.

Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd would also greatly shorten turn lane length availability
for the proposed Sunset Blvd right turn lane and vehicles turning from Sunset Blvd to
southbound to Crescent Heights. The right turn lane on Sunset Blvd would overflow to other
lanes making Sunset Blvd access for new residents, patrons and all regular vehicle travel near
impossible. The DEIR does not address this and is deficient.

Additionally, delivery trucks parked on Crescent Heights would hinder ingress, egressto and
from the parking garage accessand block vehicle site view on oncoming traffic from Laurel
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Canyon. Crescent Heights parking garage is proposed to be a very high volume use from
employees, patrons, valet set up, residents and residents guests turning left and right into and
out of the Crescent Heights parking garage. The DEIR does not address this and so is fatally
flawed.

Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would also eliminate or hinder
use of a curbside resident, patron and employee passenger pick up and drop off for ride
services like Taxi, Lyft and Uber. Easy passenger pick up and drop off areas will be essential
for smooth east‐‐west travel on Sunset Blvd and north‐‐south travel on Crescent Heights. An
off street cutout area is necessary for Sunset Blvd to accommodate passenger drop off and
pick up with out adding more strain on Crescent Heights parking garage access and
surrounding neighborhood streets. The

DEIR does not address this and so is fatally flawed.

Uber, Taxi, personal deliveries, UPS etc. are inside the parking garage where no one will use
them. This is utterly inadequate.

Additionally, the recirculated DEIR doesn't mention if residential moving vans and trucks and
daily residential packages deliveries would also be using the Havenhust access as well. No
mention is made in the DEIR how Havenhurst, a tiny residential street, will be impacted by
taxis and personal pick‐‐ups being made for residents at the Havenhurst entrance to the
project.

SEE PHOTO BELOW: Havenhurst parking and truck garage access
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Parking

PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐‐menu Incentives:

(2) an off‐‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces that
may be provided for commercial uses from 40% to 60% and to allow parking for residential
uses in excess of one standard parking stall for 146 residential units to be provided as
compact spaces instead of one standard parking space for each unit (or 249 spaces), with the
rest provided as compact spaces, in‐‐ lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section
12.21‐‐A,5(c), with attendant parking for both commercial and residential parking;

Parking Option 1, pursuant to Section 12.22‐‐A,25(d)(1), which allows parking to be provided
at a ratio of 1 space for each studio and one‐‐ bedroom unit, and two spaces for each two‐‐
and three‐‐bedroom unit, and provides that required parking in a Housing Development
Project that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwelling
units;
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The DEIR states that Mixed Use buildings are permitted to sell or rent parking spaces, but does
not provide specifics as to how many spaces will sold or rent or at what cost.

The DEIR also states parking will be provided by valet only or shuttle for events, but does not
provide information of cost per vehicle.

The DEIR states that parking discounts will be given for vehicles with 3 or more occupants, but
patrons going to a grocery store, gym or bank generally don't travel with 3 or more people
per car. Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst and Crescent Heights already has little to no available extra
street parking. If parking and valet charges are high, vehicles will not park at the complex, but
will circle the neighborhood streets looking for parking, causing more emissions, noise and
congestion. Townscape Partners previously demonstrated their desire for high parking fees in
2013 with disastrous outcome for neighborhood serving establishments and local patrons.

This proposed development shows real probability of overrunning and overwhelming the
surrounding neighborhood. Availability, accessibility and affordability of parking, for this
location are important details to provide. Parking spaces for residents, guests, employees and
patrons for separate establishments, along with the cost or charge for a parking spaces,
parking and valet charges should be provided and included in the DEIR and RDEIR.
Additionally, local neighbors of the project site, are hillside residents who will need to drive to
the location.

Will a self park option be available ?

Will free parking be available ?
Will guests of residents be charged for parking ?
Will service workers, (painters, repair people, construction workers etc.) housekeepers for
residential units and condos be charged to park on site ?

The DEIR does not address any of this and so is fatally flawed.

Event Venue Parking and Traffic Circulation

Applicant ‐‐ Page ES‐‐45. Modify text; PDF‐‐Traffic‐‐2, During occasional large special events
on‐‐site, the Applicant shall (1) require that all event‐‐related parking is valet‐‐ only or (2)
secure off‐‐site facilities (including shuttle service to and from the off‐‐site parking area (s) for
event guests), or a combination of valet‐‐only and off‐‐site parking.

The Project says the site, in addition to residential and commercial mix, will also be an event
venue. While there are residential uses located close by high volume, high intensity event
venues, generally residents don't live at event venues. This is not usually a compatible mix.

The DEIR states that guests coming for events will only valet park or be shuttled for off site
parking locations, but does not say what type of events, how many people would be attending,
what the hours events would take place, or where the off site event parking is located.

The corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd is not an appropriate location for large high
volume, high intensity public or private events.

High volume event traffic with many guests arriving at the same time by car trying to access
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the valet parking garage on Crescent Heights would over flow the southbound and
northbound vehicle travel lanes waiting to turn left and right into Crescent Heights garage.

High volumes of vehicle would block exiting vehicles from turning left onto Crescents Heights
and general traffic flow on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon.

How many events would take place monthly or annually ? What type of events would be held
at the location ?
Would events be private events or open to the general public? During what hours and days
would events take place ?

Would events take place during late night hours ?
How will residential uses be separated from event use ?
Will event use of location and parking access be separate from residential and general
neighborhood commercial use ?
Will the plaza area, retail and restaurant use be closed to general public during

events ?
If the plaza area is used for private events, that don't include the on site residents, how do
residents access their units from the plaza area ?

More information regarding traffic flow, shuttling and access during events and in general
should have been provided, making this DEIR fatally flawed.

Public Safety

Increased response times for fire/paramedic units will be further slowed into the
neighborhood by the increased traffic this project will generate. The responding agency,
LAFD, has already submitted to the city a finding that the size and density of the proposed
project, coupled with reduced response times, would render fire protection for the project
and its residents “inadequate”. It goes on to state the following “Adverse effects” the project
will generate: “Project implementation will increase the need for more fire protection
and emergency medical services in the area”. This letter is signed by the fire chief of the
LAFD.

Who will pay for this? At what point does the cost to the city for the supposed benefits of a
few affordable apartments become outweighed not only by the damage done to an entire
neighborhood’s quality of life but real cost outlays for additional fire and ambulance
personnel or even a new fire station to handle the unnecessary density the project creates?
The DEIR is utterly silent on this and therefore must be considered fatally flawed and be
rejected.

Operation Impacts

It is reasonable to assume that residents of a Frank Gehry building would be affluent tenants
and owners who would want a separate, more private residential pedestrian access other
than having to walk out through the parking garage or directly into and through a public plaza
space.

The project has a large residential component, but doesn't appear to have a residential
relationship to Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, which are residential streets. The rendering
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included in the DEIR only shows a residential relationship with the commercial public plaza,
rather than a defined front door for residents and their guests.

Resident pets

It is reasonable to presume that of the 249 new units and with 505‐‐528 new residents, the
project would be home to approximately 100 plus new resident dogs. The project rendering
does not show amenities or place for these resident pets, such as an on site dog run dog,
making the DEIR flawed.

Further, the DEIR doesn't not address how these resident pets / dogs will access or

leave the project site for their daily walks other than out through the parking garages on
Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, or through the public plaza entry points on Sunset Blvd, thus
mixing with shoppers coming and going and people dining. While I'm sure the dogs would
enjoy participating in plaza dining, this would not be the best access or safe route for excited
pets or patrons.

More consideration should be paid to providing wider sidewalks. Mixed use is just that, a mix
of residential function and commercial function and event venue function. Mixing multiple
functions requires more effort. The current sidewalk renderings cater more to the current
commercial use, rather than the new increased use and basic daily function for 528 new
residents, their pets, rideshare drop off and pick up, transit bus waiting areas and
substantially increased commercial use. This makes the DEIR flawed.

Required park space

Affordable housing is not the only “community benefit” on which this project’s DEIR bases its
approvable on. Other “community benefits” include park space. The developer is counting
private resident terraces as community park space. The developer is also counting its legally
mandated setbacks as community park space. The developer is using hoped‐‐for annexed city
land that it does not own as park space while taking away a much needed transit island. This
does not constitute true public park space in any real form and does not meet the city’s own
criteria for community park space. Will the affordable housing residents have their own
terraces, or will they be given the worst units on the bottom of the project with no outdoor
space to speak of? Will they be shuttled through a “poor door”, which was proposed by the
same developers on their last project at 8899 Beverly blvd?

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on
the site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why
has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential
terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then
given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer
shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all
alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and
who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
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approved. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:36 AM
To: info@denmark50.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Dietrich Nelson <dnelson@dnaepr.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:19 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: David Ryu <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>, Renee Weitzer
<renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lactiy.org" <cd4.issues@lactiy.org>, "Sarah.Dusseault@lacity.org"
<Sarah.Dusseault@lacity.org>, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

 

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR, 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard

I will concentrate my questions on emergency issues facing the proposed development and neighborhoods
surrounding 8150 W. Sunset.

1.       Proximity of 8150 W. Sunset to high fire severity zones: Directly north of the proposed project is one of
Los Angeles’ most dangerous high severity zones and rural wildlife corridor which includes Kirkwood Bowl, Laurel
Canyon, Beverly Crest, etc. Laurel Canyon which becomes Crescent Heights at Sunset is a two lane road and
the primary evacuation route for thousands of cars exiting the canyon in the case of a fire or earthquake. It’s
imperative that at no time any lanes of Crescent Heights be obstructed during the 26 months of construction or
after the development is open. I participated in the Nichols Canyon Evacuation drill and we realized that anything
can happen at a moment’s notice.What precautions has the developer taken to insure the project doesn’t
obstruct southbound traffic in the case of an emergency?

 

2.       Proximity of 8150 W. Sunset to the Hollywood Earthquake Fault: 8150 W. Sunset is located within 100
feet of the recently mapped Hollywood Earthquake Fault (see Diagram 1 below). The City and developer is
planning a major local center that will draw thousands of people to the property and potentially placing their lives
in at risk. What evacuation plan does the developer plan for patrons and residents if case of an earthquake?
Since valet parking is the only option offered by the project, does that mean cars, if they can exit the property,
will egress one car at a time? What other options will be provided for a timely evacuation?

 

3.       Wildlife Corridors: Just north and northeast of 8150 W. Sunset are the Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon
Wildlife Corridors containing hundreds of acres of wilderness that is home to horned owls, hawks, deer, coyotes,
bobcats and other wildlife. The development cannot impact these ecologically sensitive habitats. 

 

4.       Fire first responders to 8150: LAFD first responders to 8150 W. Sunset: The DEIR has incorrectly identified
Fire Station 97, located at Mulholland west of Laurel Canyon, as its first responder. The small Fire Station 41,
located at Gardner just south of Sunset, is the designated first responder to the area. It in fact is the first
responder for the area of Orange Drive on the east; Doheny on the west; Melrose to the south and Mulholland to
the north. FS 79 while closest to 8150 will be unable to respond and navigate through the constantly busy two
lane traffic on Laurel Canyon.

It should be noted that FS 41 is a small local fire station with one fire engine and one ambulance and no
additional resources. It doesn’t have a hook and ladder which might be needed at 8150. This will have to
come from Fire Station 27 located at Sunset and Cole or from one of the two fire stations in West
Hollywood. Please note that the accumulative number of massive developments planned or in progress
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will also tax the services of all fire stations and there are no plans for a new station in either city. The
frequency of ambulance call load for FS 41 is overwhelming shown in the report below (see Diagram
2).           

5.       Diverting traffic: Diversion of north/south traffic on Laurel Canyon/Crescent Heights during construction and
after its opening will negatively impact other neighborhoods. Rush hour traffic traveling north and south on Laurel
Canyon presently has reached capacity and automotive GPS systems are diverting Valley commuters onto small
neighborhood canyon roads including Nichols Canyon which is the northern extension of Genessee. Traffic on
Nichols has increased 10 fold over the past two months from approximately 250 cars between 7 – 9 am and 4 – 7
pm to approximately 3,000 cars during morning and evening rush hour. The construction at Sunset and Crescent
Heights will only exacerbate this problem. It’s imperative that at no time can the construction of 8150 block any
lanes or any sidewalks on Crescent Heights, Sunset or Havenhurst. What steps has the developer planned to
prevent this?

 

6.       Emergency services: With the new Frank Gehry design, what provisions has the developer made for LAPD
and LAFD vehicles should they need to access on the property from the street level? Entering the parking garage
is not an option. This includes ambulances, police cars and possibly fire engines. The DEIR states it will not
need additional emergency resources because it will staff security personnel. Do the developers realistically
believe they won’t need additional emergency services? I assume the developer doesn’t believe someone living in
or visiting the property might have a heart attack or have a kitchen fire?

 

Also, there’s a concern regarding the apparent decorative details covering the windows of many parts of the
model at LACMA. This could hinder access of emergency service providers should they need to approach a fire
or other service from outside one of the high rises.

 

7.       Outdoor entertainment: The DEIR refers to outdoor “event venues” that will not have live music or
amplification. How many people does the developer anticipate in these event venues? The development
encroaches on residential homes, apartments and condominiums on Havenhurst and in the hills above Sunset
Boulevard and we are opposed to any outdoor entertainment that will have a negative impact on residents.

 

8.       Removal of the turn lane and traffic island:  Removal of the turn lane and traffic island and incorporating
it into the project is not acceptable and should remain in its present location. It allows for a smooth merging
function eastbound Sunset traffic to southbound Crescent Heights and is constantly used by LAFD and LA
County fire trucks The proposed design creates a difficult turn for large delivery trucks, will back up traffic on
Sunset and will reduce emergency response times of police and fire. If safety is the reasoning behind the change
then mark the crosswalk with flashing lights (like in West Hollywood) and put a stop sign at the crosswalk to
deter vehicles from rushing through the transition lane.

 

9.       Liquor licenses: The request for multiple type 48 liquor licenses in the Master Plan is unacceptable and
shouldn’t run with the property. We believe the individual restaurants or grocery stores should apply for these
licenses based on the merit of each retail operation.

 

Sincerely,

Dietrich Nelson
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:19 PM
To: dnelson@dnaepr.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Dietrich Nelson <dnelson@dnaepr.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:45 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: David Ryu <david.ryu@lacity.org>, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "Sarah.Dusseault@lacity.org"
<Sarah.Dusseault@lacity.org>, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR, 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard

Please delete the previous email. I omitted the diagrams that are now included.

I will concentrate my questions on emergency issues facing the proposed development and neighborhoods surrounding 8150 W. Sunset.

1.       Proximity of 8150 W. Sunset to high fire severity zones: Directly north of the proposed project is one of Los Angeles’ most
dangerous high severity zones and rural wildlife corridor which includes Kirkwood Bowl, Laurel Canyon, Beverly Crest, etc. Laurel Canyon
which becomes Crescent Heights at Sunset is a two lane road and the primary evacuation route for thousands of cars exiting the canyon in
the case of a fire or earthquake. It’s imperative that at no time any lanes of Crescent Heights be obstructed during the 26 months of
construction or after the development is open. I participated in the Nichols Canyon Evacuation drill and we realized that anything can
happen at a moment’s notice.What precautions has the developer taken to insure the project doesn’t obstruct southbound traffic in the case
of an emergency?

 

2.       Proximity of 8150 W. Sunset to the Hollywood Earthquake Fault: 8150 W. Sunset is located within 100 feet of the recently
mapped Hollywood Earthquake Fault (see Diagram 1 below). The City and developer is planning a major local center that will draw
thousands of people to the property and potentially placing their lives in at risk. What evacuation plan does the developer plan for patrons
and residents if case of an earthquake? Since valet parking is the only option offered by the project, does that mean cars, if they can exit
the property, will egress one car at a time? What other options will be provided for a timely evacuation?

 

3.       Wildlife Corridors: Just north and northeast of 8150 W. Sunset are the Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon Wildlife Corridors
containing hundreds of acres of wilderness that is home to horned owls, hawks, deer, coyotes, bobcats and other wildlife. The development
cannot impact these ecologically sensitive habitats. 

 

4.       Fire first responders to 8150: LAFD first responders to 8150 W. Sunset: The DEIR has incorrectly identified Fire Station 97, located
at Mulholland west of Laurel Canyon, as its first responder. The small Fire Station 41, located at Gardner just south of Sunset, is the
designated first responder to the area. It in fact is the first responder for the area of Orange Drive on the east; Doheny on the west; Melrose
to the south and Mulholland to the north. FS 79 while closest to 8150 will be unable to respond and navigate through the constantly busy
two lane traffic on Laurel Canyon.

It should be noted that FS 41 is a small local fire station with one fire engine and one ambulance and no additional resources. It
doesn’t have a hook and ladder which might be needed at 8150. This will have to come from Fire Station 27 located at Sunset and
Cole or from one of the two fire stations in West Hollywood. Please note that the accumulative number of massive developments
planned or in progress will also tax the services of all fire stations and there are no plans for a new station in either city. The
frequency of ambulance call load for FS 41 is overwhelming shown in the report below (see Diagram 2).           

5.       Diverting traffic: Diversion of north/south traffic on Laurel Canyon/Crescent Heights during construction and after its opening will
negatively impact other neighborhoods. Rush hour traffic traveling north and south on Laurel Canyon presently has reached capacity and
automotive GPS systems are diverting Valley commuters onto small neighborhood canyon roads including Nichols Canyon which is the
northern extension of Genessee. Traffic on Nichols has increased 10 fold over the past two months from approximately 250 cars between 7
– 9 am and 4 – 7 pm to approximately 3,000 cars during morning and evening rush hour. The construction at Sunset and Crescent Heights
will only exacerbate this problem. It’s imperative that at no time can the construction of 8150 block any lanes or any sidewalks on Crescent
Heights, Sunset or Havenhurst. What steps has the developer planned to prevent this?

 

6.       Emergency services: With the new Frank Gehry design, what provisions has the developer made for LAPD and LAFD vehicles should
they need to access on the property from the street level? Entering the parking garage is not an option. This includes ambulances, police
cars and possibly fire engines. The DEIR states it will not need additional emergency resources because it will staff security personnel. Do
the developers realistically believe they won’t need additional emergency services? I assume the developer doesn’t believe someone living in
or visiting the property might have a heart attack or have a kitchen fire?

d.kaneshiro
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Also, there’s a concern regarding the apparent decorative details covering the windows of many parts of the model at LACMA. This could
hinder access of emergency service providers should they need to approach a fire or other service from outside one of the high rises.

 

7.       Outdoor entertainment: The DEIR refers to outdoor “event venues” that will not have live music or amplification. How many people
does the developer anticipate in these event venues? The development encroaches on residential homes, apartments and condominiums on
Havenhurst and in the hills above Sunset Boulevard and we are opposed to any outdoor entertainment that will have a negative impact on
residents.

 

8.       Removal of the turn lane and traffic island:  Removal of the turn lane and traffic island and incorporating it into the project is not
acceptable and should remain in its present location. It allows for a smooth merging function eastbound Sunset traffic to southbound
Crescent Heights and is constantly used by LAFD and LA County fire trucks The proposed design creates a difficult turn for large delivery
trucks, will back up traffic on Sunset and will reduce emergency response times of police and fire. If safety is the reasoning behind the
change then mark the crosswalk with flashing lights (like in West Hollywood) and put a stop sign at the crosswalk to deter vehicles from
rushing through the transition lane.

 

9.       Liquor licenses: The request for multiple type 48 liquor licenses in the Master Plan is unacceptable and shouldn’t run with the
property. We believe the individual restaurants or grocery stores should apply for these licenses based on the merit of each retail operation.

 

Sincerely,

Dietrich Nelson

 

 

 

 

 

DIAGRAM 1
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Hollywood Fault Line with star marking 8150 W. Sunset Blvd.

 

DIAGRAM 2
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Los Angeles Fire Station Metrics for 2015
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Oppose the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed development at 8150 Sunset.
2 messages

Donna CaseyAira <donna.aira@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 8:48 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Eric Garcetti,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd
project. This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed
development at 8150 Sunset.

Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height,
mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the
mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200
plus letters and 384 plus signatures on

the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.

This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixed‐use area. This is not a regional
center or downtown. Respect the present zoning. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning
and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low rise,
lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan

Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. Allowing a structure of this height and mass, would create a barrier and
separation of the areas natural form. No development that blocks and diminishes public views
of the Hollywood hills, should be permitted. The hills represent a directional landmark for all
of LA and they are the
identifying feature in the City of Los Angeles. The public view should be protected. The tallest
building will be inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few
should not overweigh the many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result.

In general, as was pointed out by members of the Hollywood Hills Neighborhood council, the
logic employed in the DEIR is muddy and often simply not credible. In many ways as will be
outlined, the DEIR fails to adequately address that fact
or support its lack of discussion of the impacts of the project.

The Project Description is Flawed/Unsure/and Transitory/Public Input was Refused

Townscape has violated CEQA early on in this process by not striving to
involve the community as much as possible, and
seeking to exclude community participation and comment. Rather than seek
open community input, Townscape has preferred back door politics by scheduling private

http://change.org/
d.kaneshiro
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meetings to preview the project to city officials and a select few before the DEIR alternative 9
was released.

Since the project and description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
EIR and is different from what was studied, many studies conducted for

the NOP are inadequate for the Alternative 9 option, this violates CEQA. The project
description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been
in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the
space of a year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does

the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely
different building plan presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no
wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

LAND USE IMPACTS

The DEIR’s bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a less‐than‐ significant
impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity and would not physically
divide an established community is completely unsupported by the facts and the obvious
overwhelming impacts of the building in this lower rise neighborhood.
The immediate neighboring buildings, which are not considered or
specifically discussed in the DEIR, are only two and three stories
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with
The General Plan is completely unsupported and
undiscussed. The conclusions are unsupported as drawings or
renderings contained in the DEIR do not show the directly neighboring buildings of 2 story
and 3 story buildings in scale in an attempt do downplay how out of scale this project would
be. Nowhere in the DEIR does it faithfully represent the surrounding neighborhood in scale or
irreparable harm this development would cause.

The surrounding neighborhoods are some of the oldest in
the area with many buildings dating from the early 1920’s‐
1930s. Before the project goes forward
a complete Historic Resources Survey of the buildings within a 3/4 mile radius should be
completed and it should include private homes. The DEIR is inadequate and contains
insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach correct conclusions and findings
regarding the project’s impact on historical resources and the existing neighborhood.

Over 50 projects are currently underway or proposed for Hollywood in the City of Los
Angeles and the City of West Hollywood. This DEIR makes no accounting for the cumulative
impacts caused these developments will have on the neighborhood, city services, police, fire,
medical, neighborhood cut through traffic, . It also doesn’t account for the 21,000 truck trips
that the neighborhood will suffer during construction of 8150 and how this will have a
cumulative effect when combined with other concurrent development. The project, in calling
for off menu incentives that would relax existing development standards will only, if approved,
increase density and traffic problems in the area, as other developers seek the same

preferences, thereby threatening known and potential historic resources in historically
sensitive neighborhoods. None of these cumulative effects are addressed in the DEIR.
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The DEIR does not cite any single specific policy and provides only bare conclusions of “no
impact” or “less than significant impact”. The DEIR should discuss and illustrate how it satisfies
a majority of land use objectives and policies
to affirmatively demonstrate how the bare conclusions were reached. Discussions of the
violated policies should also be added to

the DEIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies support the
conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project appears to violate, at
some level, nearly every aspect of the General Plan. A full discussion in the DEIR of which
policies and principals

of the elements are satisfied and which violated by the proposed project should be
enumerated in the DEIR. The following principals and policies and objectives should be fully
discussed in the DEIR: It is insufficient to
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements

of the General Plan.

Building Height and Mass

Applicant description of project: “one tower at Havenhurst at 15 stories in height (or
approximately 234 feet above grade as measured from the lowest point on the Project Site at the
southwest corner of the property), Crescent Heights at 11 stories (or approximately 174 feet
above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), one at the central portion
of the South Building between the East and West tower elements at five stories (or approximately
110 feet above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), thereby creating
an approximately 150‐ foot‐wide, open north‐south‐oriented view corridor between the taller East
and West tower elements that provides views southward across the Project Site from locations to
the north and vice‐versa.”

The towers heights in Alternative 9, are shown to be 234 feet, 174 feet and 110 feet above
grade, and are substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhood. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories,
built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is 75 feet high at about 8 stories (this project would
be three times higher) and the new hotel construction at La Cienega in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The Hollywood Hills in this adjacent area, Laurel Canyon and Nichols
Canyon, are more rural, with the lower lying neighborhoods predominately very low to lower
rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development
wants to be a beacon to stand out and be seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the
character of many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not
in harmony with it's surroundings and built

environment. Developer also understates standard industry feet to number of storeys
conversion which if properly applied yields: 236 feet = 22 Stories (west tower), 174 feet = 16
Stories (east tower), 110 feet = 10 Stories (center building). We remind you, this makes the
largest tower three times taller than the Chateau Marmont, long considered the anchor of the
neighborhood. This project would dwarf it and be 12 storeys taller than even the large
development on Sunset Blvd at La Cienega in West Hollywood.
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While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the
hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and
City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape are seen from the south,
east and west for miles and enjoyed by all residents and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a development’s heights, mass or
bulk. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If
the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height,
scale and mass for this location.

SCENIC RESOURCES

The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic
resources. Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar
features that are located within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC,
decision makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic features.

Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements
the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic
features accessible to the public.

It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or require property owners to
develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible
public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as indicated in the following
document:

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted September 2001

SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS Page 46  47

The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including approximately 214 square miles of hills and
mountains. The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa Monica
Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the
south and west. The topography rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most visible feature from many areas of
the city. They are 60 miles long and stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu
State Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated tributaries and flood plains also are
prominent topographic features.

Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) are specifically
intended to encourage retention of existing land forms. These include the residential planned development
supplemental district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of development in order to
reduce grading and preserve existing natural terrain; the slopedensity regulations (LAMC Section 17.50E),
which restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded slopes at selected contours
within a parcel that is proposed for divisions of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21A.17) within
which restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and environmental compatibility apply;
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and the Specific Plan For The Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains hazard
protection requirements. In addition, some community plans contain land form protection provisions. Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required to mitigate potential
significant impacts on landform and unique site features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of
natural landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, including minimization of
activities that would contribute to erosion and geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by
the general plan Safety Element.

Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic public view access to natural
features, including views of the ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features.
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly owned sites and public rightsofway.

The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic highways which are not regulated by
specific plans. The element contains a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. Scenic protection provisions also are
contained in the community plans.

The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These include height limits and building
setback requirements. Some scenic highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to protect natural ridge tops,
neighborhood visual ambience, public views and other features.

The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic resources.
Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located
within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision makers have been able to
require retention and protection of scenic features.

Conclusion.Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements the
city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features accessible to
the public.

N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and hillside areas.
N Loss of scenic features.
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features and areas.

Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: Objective: protect and reinforce natural
and scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future
generations.

Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that
will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or
make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views.

Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, especially environmental review, grading,
large lot zoning, clustering of structures, building height limits and other project design and construction
methods for protecting natural terrain and features and protecting public view access.

Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and *Public Works and other
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agencies involved in city development permit review and/or processing.

A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for
future generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this end, CEQA requires public
agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”

2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an in
depth review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of
alternatives that reduce those impacts.

3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on
the environment whenever it is feasible to do so.”

4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.

CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE
A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM
OVERCROWDING.

New development can enhance and preserve Los Angeles’ distinctive qualities if it is designed
with consideration for the prevailing design character and the effect on surroundings. It is
important to conserve important design character in
historic or distinctive older areas, some uniformity of detail, scale, proportion, texture,
materials, color and building form is necessary. Large buildings

impair the character of older, small scale areas if no transition is made between small‐scale
and large‐scale elements

The DEIR should set forth extensive discussions of how this project
meets this criteria and how it does
not create a large “separation” in the existing neighborhood. The present
building on the site “fits in” because it is essentially two stories and creates
a harmonious transition from the two story apartment buildings on Havenhurst and the three
story apartment buildings on Crescent Heights that it directly borders. The proposed buildings
will separate and divide the existing neighborhood just by its sheer size.

Visually strong buildings which contrast severely with their surroundings

impair the character of the area. There is no discussion of this policy and
of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The lack
of any discussion and reference to these policies
make the DEIR completely inadequate. Other policies which need to be reconciled include the
principal that:

POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4:

“The lowdensity residential character of many parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower density
residential neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment by other types of uses”



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Oppose the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed development at 8150 Sunset.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150efb975edab13d&siml=150efb975edab13d&siml=150efb97dd988708 7/16

Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to be constructed near historic landmarks and
in older areas
of established character. The new and old can stand next to
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is

a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, texture, color and
materials of the old should be repeated or complemented by the new.”

The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic change in the zoning for
one lot in an area filled
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any
of these important and directly applicable policies.

Human Needs

In questions of scale, the height of buildings has received
the greatest and most continuous public attention. Nevertheless,
a citywide plan for building height has not existed prior to this time, and
both residents and visitors have experienced stress and concern at the prospect that the
appearance of the skyline may continue to change rapidly without further direction or any
real planning.

Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural land forms, block
views, and generally disrupt the character of the city. Low, smaller‐
scale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in
the valleys between complement topographic forms and permit uninterrupted views. The
relationship between areas of low, fine‐scaled buildings and areas of high, large‐scaled
buildings can be made more pleasing if the transition in

building height and mass between such areas is gradual. Buildings which meet the ground and
reflect the slope of the hill relate to the land form. A

bulky building creates the most visual disruption when seen from a distance as the dominant
silhouette against a background and/or foreground of much smaller structures.

There is no discussion in the DEIR of these principals‐‐‐merely a conclusion that the building is
not disruptive and causes no significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the facts,
any reasonable discussion or reconciliation
of the principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to
how the proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form

of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or
less than significant impacts.

These policies are completely ignored in the DEIR and the exact opposite conclusion is
reached without adequate discussion or any facts or law to
justify these erroneous conclusions.

“Affordable Housing”

Reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR
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documentation, one is unable to locate a clear definition of “Affordable” for the “Affordable
Units” being included in the project and therefore, as prepared, the documentation is
incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will
provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project Therefore, the city must find the EIR deficient and
unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number
of units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and
transparent answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved.

Traffic Island and Current Sweeping Right Turn Moving the Bus Stop

The current triangle and sweeping right turn could be re‐worked to allow pedestrian and
bicycle passage, in addition to the stop lights and maybe even a cut out for the east bound
Sunset bus to pull in out of traffic. Pedestrian refuge medians are being added back in many
cities, including the City of Los Angeles.
They provide a place for people to safely wait where intersections are busy and complicated.
The intersection of Sunset Blvd and Crescent Height has definitely become much busier and
complicated with the new multi use resident, commercial retail, restaurant and event venue
project.

The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
allows for continual vehicle merging, which will be needed with the addition of 500 plus new
residents, where there currently are none, commercial and new additional event traffic.
Removing the current right turn lane would create a completely stopped right turn lane on
Sunset Blvd. Right on red could not be accommodated due to pedestrian crossing and
southbound oncoming traffic from Laurel Canyon. The local bus on Sunset Blvd should be
kept at the location, or at minimum in front of 8150 Sunset Blvd.

Moving the Sunset Blvd Bus Stop

Moving the bus stop to 8000 Sunset Blvd as proposed forces pedestrians to cross the street
and walk farther to reach the bus. Placing the bus on Sunset in front of 8000 Sunset would
back up vehicle traffic turning east onto Sunset Blvd from Crescent Heights’ sweeping right
turn. The sidewalk provided for bus rider waiting area is extremely limited at this location.
There is minimal sidewalk space to add a bus shelter and or accommodate bus riders with
bicycles. This is not a good location for a bus stop.

Fairfax‐Sunset a Major High Quality Transit Stop? PERMITS AND APPROVALS:

The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐menu Incentives:

(1)an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
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specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)
(4)(ii);

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project
to a 3:1 FAR bonus. The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhood‐oriented
bus stop. The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro
Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transit‐oriented development.” In addition,
these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by
Metro at any time. The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project,
but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, or major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within the required 1,500 feet of these
very unimproved bus stops for FAR consideration. The DEIR does not mention what
improvements will be made or at what locations to achieve a quality bus stop. Please provide
more information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made. Failure to have
done so makes this DEIR fatally flawed.

A well lit, ADA compliant bus shelter will be needed at this location, if it is to properly serve
the new residents, guests, patrons, employees and general public. Restaurant employees and
patrons who leave the project later at night and should not have to walk farther distance or be
expected to wait at a dark, unsheltered bus stop during late night hours. People will not take
the bus.

The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus
runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after
8pm during the week. All times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Hardly
a high quality Major transit stop. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus
but is even farther away and disqualifies this project from FAR consideration.

Traffic objections to DEIR Alternative 9

The impacts from construction and operation are so far reaching in alternative 9 they are an
untenable burden for not only residents but commuters who use Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon
Hollywood Blvd, Laurel, Fairfax Ave and Fountain.

A layman's review of this proposed project can easily pick out numerous glaring issues,
demonstrating basic operational aspects of this multi use development have not been vetted
or thought through.

Alternative 9 is a completely different project, with completely new building configurations
and significant changes to proposed traffic patterns and traffic flow than what the current
Traffic Study was previously performed for. A New traffic study should be required and
performed for this new Alternative 9, and any other configuration that changes or alters
traffic flow, travel lanes, traffic circulation, ingress and egress to project site for vehicles,
trucks and bicycles on Havenhurst, Fountain Ave, Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. The new
traffic study needs to include cumulative impacts from other projects approved and planned
within one and one half miles of the project site.
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We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project. In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined
Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets. We are additionally concerned with driver ability and safety of left
turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

One of the proposed changes is for Fountain Ave, installing left turn lanes and a traffic light at
Havenhurst. Installation of new left turn lanes on Fountain Ave at

Havenhurst would reduce the two existing east‐west travel lanes to only one in each direction
at all hours. Fountain Ave is already overflowing with traffic and backed up in each direction.
Changing Fountain Ave to only one travel lane, would eliminate on street parking currently
available to residents, further reduce emergency response times and would be disaster!

We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new 528 residents, volumes of drivers and delivery
trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. The traffic survey on
this matter is inaccurate and misleading.

The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and silent regarding incorporations of

bicycle riders.

Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and
east of the project. We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to
more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic as this DEIR is fatally
flawed in its methodology. All Traffic is estimated by theoretical models instead of empirical
evidence. It is easy to do an actual count of the daily traffic accounts in and out of the present
shopping center but this has not been done. The present mall’s Traffic estimations of over
7000 cars is a gross overestimate. Townscape’s own site manager concludes that about 1500
cars visit the center daily. Real numbers based on empirical evidence, not theoretical numbers,
should be used so the city and the public can then properly assess the DEIR traffic impacts.

Construction Truck Access and Street Closures

The DEIR states that construction trucks entering and exiting the project during construction
will do so from Crescent Heights, making a left turn across all lanes of traffic up to Sunset Blvd.
By the DEIR’s own conclusions this will result in 21,000 one way trips or 42,000 in and out
truck trips, each one that must cross all lanes of Crescent Heights to then make a right turn on
Sunset. If each such effective lane closures of Crescent Heights results in a minute’s disruption
of traffic, then by the time the project is finished Crescent Heights will have suffered a
cumulative 29 days of stopped traffic.

The traffic congestion effect on all surrounding streets, including local residential streets and
cut through traffic will be severe. As well as a impacts to street surfaces and infrastructure
from heavy load trucks. This is an unacceptable community impact.

Commercial Delivery Trucks
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Emissions, noise and environment hazards from expected volume of daily delivery trucks will
have a negative and severe effect on the health and welfare of the immediate and surrounding
neighborhood, residents, pedestrians, local businesses, traffic circulation and roads.

The DEIR does not take into account in its traffic estimates the fact that the developers are
proposing a high volume grocery store on the premises and a high volume gym. We ask that
the DEIR be forced to include traffic numbers counted properly from similarly sized grocery
stores and gyms.

The project proposes an internal truck delivery and loading dock area for its grocery and
retail operations. The recirculated DEIR does not provide information or

specifics regarding the actual operations and function for trucks and deliveries. Multiple
restaurant and retail stores will generate heavy delivery truck volume.

How many trucks (large, medium and smaller) can the internal loading dock area
accommodate at one time? The DEIR leaves this undressed and so is fatally flawed.

Where would the truck waiting or staging area be located, while trucks wait for other trucks to
leave the loading area and free up loading dock access and space? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Would there be a delivery truck waiting‐staging location on Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst or other
location?

Will there be some type of radio communications between the loading dock office and
incoming / out going delivery truck drivers to alert the driver that the loading dock is already
in use and at capacity ? The DEIR leaves this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Havenhurst is a small local street. Most small local streets and under street infrastructure in
the City of Los Angeles and City of West Hollywood were not designed or made to support the
size and weight of large trucks or heavy volume truck traffic.

Would Havenhurst need to be widened and strengthened to support and accommodate the
project's proposed heavy truck use and volume ?

Would Sunset Blvd access or regular traffic flow be blocked by trucks entering, exiting, turn
maneuvers, or trucks waiting and lining up to enter the project's internal loading dock area on
Havenhurst ? The DEIR leaves any of this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Many deliveries for grocery and restaurants make deliveries in the morning, mixing with
regular commuter AM peaks rush hours.

How will the project site handle this additional truck volume coming and going from the
Havenhurst loading dock area, in addition to approximately 100 plus resident vehicles leaving
the project's same vehicle exit location, also traveling north to Sunset Blvd during the same
morning peak rush hour time?

Grocery stores in particular get their deliveries during night and very early morning hours.
The noise from trucks accessing the project site during the night time and early morning
hours (3:30‐5am) could be disruptive to residents trying to sleep.
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What type of operational noise barriers will be constructed ? The DEIR leaves
this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

The DEIR has represented that only “residential traffic” will be allowed to enter the project
from Havenhurst, a tiny residential street. Yet it also states that all truck deliveries are to enter
and exit the internal loading dock area from Havenhurst via Sunset Blvd. This includes large
daily truck deliveries to the grocery store, restaurant, retail deliveries, garbage trucks etc.

Can such a small residential street such as Havenhurst accommodate this type of large truck
maneuvering, turning radius and volume of trucks to back in to the internal loading dock?

It is a reasonable expectation that the most simple access delivery trucks servicing smaller
restaurants and retail establishments will stop and park on Sunset Blvd in front of the project
site or Crescent Heights on the side of the project site to make their deliveries. Unloading of
goods would take place on the pubic sidewalks, then wheeled into the plaza area and to the
restaurant and retail stores. However, this would eliminate vehicle lane use on Sunset Blvd or
Crescent Heights for residents leaving in the morning via Sunset Blvd and patrons and
employees entering and exiting during the day. The DEIR offers no solutions to this and in fact
states only three spaces will be provided in the internal garage for such deliveries as well as
taxis, Uber, and personal drop‐offs. This is a vast underestimation of the likely demand for
unloading space created by such deliveries.

Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd would also greatly shorten turn lane length availability
for the proposed Sunset Blvd right turn lane and vehicles turning from Sunset Blvd to
southbound to Crescent Heights. The right turn lane on Sunset Blvd would overflow to other
lanes making Sunset Blvd access for new residents, patrons and all regular vehicle travel near
impossible. The DEIR does not address this and is deficient.

Additionally, delivery trucks parked on Crescent Heights would hinder ingress, egress to and
from the parking garage access and block vehicle site view on oncoming traffic from Laurel
Canyon. Crescent Heights parking garage is proposed to be a very high volume use from
employees, patrons, valet set up, residents and residents guests turning left and right into and
out of the Crescent Heights parking garage. The DEIR does not address this and so is fatally
flawed.

Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would also eliminate or hinder
use of a curbside resident, patron and employee passenger pick up and drop off for ride
services like Taxi, Lyft and Uber. Easy passenger pick up and drop off areas will be essential
for smooth east‐west travel on Sunset Blvd and north‐south travel on Crescent Heights. An off
street cutout area is necessary for Sunset Blvd to accommodate passenger drop off and pick
up with out adding more strain on Crescent Heights parking garage access and surrounding
neighborhood streets. The

DEIR does not address this and so is fatally flawed.

Uber, Taxi, personal deliveries, UPS etc. are inside the parking garage where no one will use
them. This is utterly inadequate.

Additionally, the recirculated DEIR doesn't mention if residential moving vans and trucks and
daily residential packages deliveries would also be using the Havenhust access as well. No
mention is made in the DEIR how Havenhurst, a tiny residential street, will be impacted by
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taxis and personal pick‐ups being made for residents at the Havenhurst entrance to the
project.

SEE PHOTO BELOW: Havenhurst parking and truck garage access

Parking

PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐menu Incentives:

(2) an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces that
may be provided for commercial uses from 40% to 60% and to allow parking for residential
uses in excess of one standard parking stall for 146 residential units to be provided as
compact spaces instead of one standard parking space for each unit (or 249 spaces), with the
rest provided as compact spaces, in‐ lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐
A,5(c), with attendant parking for both commercial and residential parking;

Parking Option 1, pursuant to Section 12.22‐A,25(d)(1), which allows parking to be provided
at a ratio of 1 space for each studio and one‐ bedroom unit, and two spaces for each two‐ and
three‐bedroom unit, and provides that required parking in a Housing Development Project
that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwelling units;

The DEIR states that Mixed Use buildings are permitted to sell or rent parking spaces, but does
not provide specifics as to how many spaces will sold or rent or at what cost.

The DEIR also states parking will be provided by valet only or shuttle for events, but does not
provide information of cost per vehicle.

The DEIR states that parking discounts will be given for vehicles with 3 or more occupants, but
patrons going to a grocery store, gym or bank generally don't travel with 3 or more people
per car. Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst and Crescent Heights already has little to no available extra
street parking. If parking and valet charges are high, vehicles will not park at the complex, but
will circle the neighborhood streets looking for parking, causing more emissions, noise and
congestion. Townscape Partners previously demonstrated their desire for high parking fees in
2013 with disastrous outcome for neighborhood serving establishments and local patrons.

This proposed development shows real probability of overrunning and overwhelming the
surrounding neighborhood. Availability, accessibility and affordability of parking, for this
location are important details to provide. Parking spaces for residents, guests, employees and
patrons for separate establishments, along with the cost or charge for a parking spaces,
parking and valet charges should be provided and included in the DEIR and RDEIR.
Additionally, local neighbors of the project site, are hillside residents who will need to drive to
the location.

Will a self park option be available ?

Will free parking be available ?
Will guests of residents be charged for parking ?
Will service workers, (painters, repair people, construction workers etc.) housekeepers for
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residential units and condos be charged to park on site ?

The DEIR does not address any of this and so is fatally flawed.

Event Venue Parking and Traffic Circulation

Applicant ‐ Page ES‐45. Modify text; PDF‐Traffic‐2, During occasional large special events on‐
site, the Applicant shall (1) require that all event‐related parking is valet‐ only or (2) secure
off‐site facilities (including shuttle service to and from the off‐site parking area (s) for event
guests), or a combination of valet‐only and off‐site parking.

The Project says the site, in addition to residential and commercial mix, will also be an event
venue. While there are residential uses located close by high volume, high intensity event
venues, generally residents don't live at event venues. This is not usually a compatible mix.

The DEIR states that guests coming for events will only valet park or be shuttled for off site
parking locations, but does not say what type of events, how many people would be attending,
what the hours events would take place, or where the off site event parking is located.

The corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd is not an appropriate location for large high
volume, high intensity public or private events.

High volume event traffic with many guests arriving at the same time by car trying to access
the valet parking garage on Crescent Heights would over flow the southbound and
northbound vehicle travel lanes waiting to turn left and right into Crescent Heights garage.

High volumes of vehicle would block exiting vehicles from turning left onto Crescents Heights
and general traffic flow on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon.

How many events would take place monthly or annually ? What type of events would be held
at the location ?
Would events be private events or open to the general public? During what hours and days
would events take place ?

Would events take place during late night hours ?
How will residential uses be separated from event use ?
Will event use of location and parking access be separate from residential and general
neighborhood commercial use ?
Will the plaza area, retail and restaurant use be closed to general public during events ?

If the plaza area is used for private events, that don't include the on site residents, how do
residents access their units from the plaza area ?

More information regarding traffic flow, shuttling and access during events and in general
should have been provided, making this DEIR fatally flawed.

Public Safety

Increased response times for fire/paramedic units will be further slowed into the
neighborhood by the increased traffic this project will generate. The responding agency,
LAFD, has already submitted to the city a finding that the size and density of the proposed
project, coupled with reduced response times, would render fire protection for the project
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and its residents “inadequate”. It goes on to state the following “Adverse effects” the project
will generate: “Project implementation will increase the need for more fire protection
and emergency medical services in the area”. This letter is signed by the fire chief of the
LAFD.

Who will pay for this? At what point does the cost to the city for the supposed benefits of a
few affordable apartments become outweighed not only by the damage done to an entire
neighborhood’s quality of life but real cost outlays for additional fire and ambulance
personnel or even a new fire station to handle the unnecessary density the project creates?
The DEIR is utterly silent on this and therefore must be considered fatally flawed and be
rejected.

Operation Impacts

It is reasonable to assume that residents of a Frank Gehry building would be affluent tenants
and owners who would want a separate, more private residential pedestrian access other
than having to walk out through the parking garage or directly into and through a public plaza
space.

The project has a large residential component, but doesn't appear to have a residential
relationship to Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, which are residential streets. The rendering
included in the DEIR only shows a residential relationship with the commercial public plaza,
rather than a defined front door for residents and their guests.

Resident pets

It is reasonable to presume that of the 249 new units and with 505‐528 new residents, the
project would be home to approximately 100 plus new resident dogs. The project rendering
does not show amenities or place for these resident pets, such as an on site dog run dog,
making the DEIR flawed.

Further, the DEIR doesn't not address how these resident pets / dogs will access or

leave the project site for their daily walks other than out through the parking garages on
Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, or through the public plaza entry points on Sunset Blvd, thus
mixing with shoppers coming and going and people dining. While I'm sure the dogs would
enjoy participating in plaza dining, this would not be the best access or safe route for excited
pets or patrons.

More consideration should be paid to providing wider sidewalks. Mixed use is just that, a mix
of residential function and commercial function and event venue function. Mixing multiple
functions requires more effort. The current sidewalk renderings cater more to the current
commercial use, rather than the new increased use and basic daily function for 528 new
residents, their pets, rideshare drop off and pick up, transit bus waiting areas and
substantially increased commercial use. This makes the DEIR flawed.

Required park space

Affordable housing is not the only “community benefit” on which this project’s DEIR bases its
approvable on. Other “community benefits” include park space. The developer is counting
private resident terraces as community park space. The developer is also counting its legally
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mandated setbacks as community park space. The developer is using hoped‐for annexed city
land that it does not own as park space while taking away a much needed transit island. This
does not constitute true public park space in any real form and does not meet the city’s own
criteria for community park space. Will the affordable housing residents have their own
terraces, or will they be given the worst units on the bottom of the project with no outdoor
space to speak of? Will they be shuttled through a “poor door”, which was proposed by the
same developers on their last project at 8899 Beverly blvd?

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on
the site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why
has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential
terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then
given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer
shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all
alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and
who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved. 
Respectfully,

Donna Casey Aira
3467 North Knoll Drive
Los Angeles, Ca 90068

https://instagram.com/donnacaseyaira/
http://donnacaseyaira.tumblr.com/
https://www.pinterest.com/donnacaseyaira/
https://twitter.com/donnacaseyaira
2134072831

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 8:48 PM
To: donna.aira@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://instagram.com/donnacaseyaira/
http://donnacaseyaira.tumblr.com/
https://www.pinterest.com/donnacaseyaira/
https://twitter.com/donnacaseyaira
tel:213-407-2831
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

EIR Comment Frank Gehry Building
2 messages

Ellyn Leahy <ellynleahy222@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:09 PM
To: Planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: David.Ryu@lacity.org

Dear City Officials,

I am writing in hopes that you will approve the Frank Gehry project at 8150 Sunset. There has been longstanding
issues on Sunset Boulevard in that area, and this plan solves them in a beautiful way that will bring life and
culture to an otherwise sparse stretch of street. 

There are many positive things I could say about the project, but I wanted to address the issue of height that has
been discussed recently.  This is nothing new with development in Los Angeles, and nothing new with
development in Hollywood specifically.  There is some strange belief by a small, uninformed, and vocal group of
homeowners that believe that height somehow translates to more cars on the road, more pollution in the air,
overbuilding, and degradation of their quality of life. This project is almost the same regarding impacts as the strip
mall that stands, despite many more people benefiting from the residential use. 

In terms of impacts, this proposed project should be the poster child for all developments as its negative
consequences hover between minimal and nonexistent compared to the existing site. This project’s FAR is 3.0
and is small when compared to the 6.0 FAR of other projects in Hollywood.  This project has 250 larger
residential units when it could have 300400 smaller units that would create more impacts.  This project has no
significant traffic impacts.  Just because this building is as tall as other buildings on Sunset does not mean it will
have an adverse impact on the neighborhood  in reality it will replace a downtrodden site with an amazing
landmark by an amazing architect.
  
To me the most exciting components to the entire project are the sustainable measures included in the design.
It’s incredible that LA has the opportunity to house a beautiful, modern Frank Gehry space with minimal impacts
to the environment and community. This project is a great fit for LA and I strongly urge you to approve it.

Thank you,

Ellyn Leahy
1967 N Beachwood Dr.
Los Angeles, CA 90068

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:09 PM
To: ellynleahy222@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Florian Schaugg <fschaugg@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:47 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. Many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

I am a resident of Sunset Square and will be directly and negatively impacted by the
proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd.  

Sincerely,
Florian Schaugg
1600 Courtney Avenue
Los Angeles, CA  90046
(310) 4302785

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:48 AM
To: fschaugg@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28310%29%20430-2785
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

frederrick.villanueva@yahoo.com <frederrick.villanueva@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:34 PM
ReplyTo: frederrick.villanueva@yahoo.com
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd ﴾City
Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR﴿. This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability ﴾lawsuits﴿ the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet ﴾22 stories﴿, the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building ﴾79 feet﴿ and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars
use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections
are theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan!
This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐
menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio ﴾LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25﴾f﴿﴾4﴿﴾ii﴿;﴿ 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water
and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
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bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,
Frederrick M. Villanueva


Frederrick M. Villanueva
Computer Engineering | CSULB
(310)3083719 | frederrick.villanueva@yahoo.com

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:37 PM
To: frederrick.villanueva@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28310%29-308-3719
mailto:frederrick.villanueva@yahoo.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Stop the development at Crescent Heights and Sunset
2 messages

Gayle Gale <gaylegale@att.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:46 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear  Ms. Hewawitharana,

I live at Fairfax and Sunset and. am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the
project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly
written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and
function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

We don't have the infrastructure to this development...PLEASE....Stop all this now!

Best Wishes,
Gayle Gale 
1335 N Fairfax Avenue # 1
West Hollywood, Ca 90046
Sent from my iPad

Gayle Gale
www.kidsforpeace.com

(please excuse typo's and auto correction from touch virtual keypad)

http://www.kidsforpeace.com/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C610
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Sent from my iPad

Gayle Gale
www.kidsforpeace.com

(please excuse typo's and auto correction from touch virtual keypad)

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:46 AM
To: gaylegale@att.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://www.kidsforpeace.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR/Stop the development at Crescent Heights
and Sunset

Gayle Gale <gaylegale@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:57 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear  Ms. Hewawitharana,

I live at Fairfax and Sunset and. am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out
of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the
developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately
address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits)
the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd,
dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation
of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of
the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

We don't have the infrastructure to this development...PLEASE....Stop all this now!

Best Wishes,
Gayle Gale 
1335 N Fairfax Avenue # 1
West Hollywood, Ca 90046
Sent from my iPad
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Gayle Gale
www.kidsforpeace.com

(please excuse typo's and auto correction from touch virtual keypad)

Sent from my iPad

Gayle Gale
www.kidsforpeace.com

(please excuse typo's and auto correction from touch virtual keypad)

http://www.kidsforpeace.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR/Stop the development at Crescent Heights
and Sunset

Gayle Gale <gaylegale@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:02 AM
To: Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

This development is very disturbing to homeowners in this area!

Sent from my iPad

Gayle Gale
www.kidsforpeace.com

(please excuse typo's and auto correction from touch virtual keypad)

On Nov 9, 2015, at 9:57 AM, Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> wrote:

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the
administrative record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's
public comment period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response,
please contact the project planner identified on the notice directly.

http://www.kidsforpeace.com/
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C612
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Comments on 8150 Sunset (ENV-2013-2552-EIR) 
2 messages 

Julia Trainor <heyladyent@hotmail.com> Wed, Sep 30, 2015 at 4:26 PM 
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am against the proposed building at 8150 W. Sunset Bl\d. 

*With 249 new units, the reality of this is at least 249 more cars driving in this already dense area. I know we'd 
all like to think e-.eryone will walk or bike, but that certainly cannot be guaranteed by the de-.eloper and just is not 
the reality. It is already impossible to mo-.e about this part of the city in a reasonable amount of time and each of 
the new de-.elopments with 150 units here and 200 units there are packing in more people and more cars. 

* Similar concerns with water resources. I am asked to cut my water usage by 20%-which our family has done 
by turing off water during showers, allowing our lawn to go brown and only flushing toilets when absolutely 
necessary. But with each new residential de-.elopment, that is appx 110 gallons MORE per person per day. So 
the math on this means that this building alone will increase vvaterusage by 27,900 gallons per day. Allowing 
this would be unwise urban planning and unacceptable to the citizens already living here and trying to conse~. 

I appreciate the fact that the plan calls for nearly 10% affordable housing, but taken as a whole, I beliew this is 
not a smart mo-.e to build this large unsustainable addition in our community . 

Thanks, 
Julia 

Julia Trainor 

@ 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.em.review@lacity.org> 
To: heyladyent@hotmail.com 

Wed, Sep 30, 2015 at 4:26 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They ha-.e been receiwd and will be included in the administrati-.e 
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment 
period. If you have specific questions or 1110uld like an immediate response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Greg Morrow <gmorrow13@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:56 AM
ReplyTo: Greg Morrow <gmorrow13@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern,

I'm not the kind of person who normally gets involved in this sort of thing, but I've been a Laurel Canyon resident for over 50 years, so I feel
compelled to say something.

WHAT ARE YOU THINKING! This project is only going to make an already overly congested intersection untenable. You can't tell me that
adding all that retail space and residential is not going to adversely impact traffic. Not to mention the property values of the people who
live on the hil l behind the tower, whose views of the city are being blocked. Or the people who are going to have to l ive in the shadow of
that monolith.

Who's benefiting from this project? the developers? the city tax base? Certainly not the people who live in the area. The way I see it there's
more than enough convenient retail locations already and more already under construction.

Frank Geary is currently one of the best architects in the United States, but I don’t care if Frank Lloyd Wright himself is designing this
complex, YOU JUST DON’T GET IT! In its current configuration it just doesn’t work.

Respectfully submitted,
Greg Morrow
8766 Arlene Terrace
Los Angeles, CA 90046
gmorrow13@yahoo.com  
 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:59 AM
To: gmorrow13@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:gmorrow13@yahoo.com
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C614
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

REJECT THE 8150 DEIR
2 messages

crown72@mac.com <crown72@mac.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:31 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Primal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, Mayor Eric Garcetti,

As a Los Angles City resident resident who lives less than 2,500 feet from 8150 Sunset Blvd, I am writing in
opposition to the proposed development at that site as described in the recirculated DEIR. As a former firefighter
I’m dismayed that the LAFD has already gone on record as saying a project of the size proposed will put such
stress on their resources that the new residents, and those affected around them, will not have adequete fire
protection, thus putting the new development and the neighborhood as a whole in danger from fires and medical
emergencies that cannot be addressed in a timely matter by the city’s own rules and metrics. The LAFD letter to
the city, signed by the fire chief, also states that if this building is approved it will require at least another Truck
company assignment to the area and paramedic ambulance, and probably a new fire station due the response
distances of Stations 41 and 27 in Hollywood. Who is going to pay for this? Are the taxpayers going to be
shouldered with the cost of hiring 1825 new firefighters, purchasing new 500,000 dollar trucks, or even possibly
the millions of dollars for a new fire station? All for some luxury condos, a tiny smattering of “Affordable” units and
a hideous, monstrous tower that will destroy the quality of life for an iconic neighborhood of the city?

This is a bad project and a hopelessly biased and poorly written DEIR. Public safety is just one of the countless
negative issues this mammoth  boondoggle would bring to the area and one of a long list of impacts completely
unaddressed in the DEIR. I urge you to reject this badly written DEIR and insist that the developers come back
with a project that is smaller, less dense, and a more low rise fit for one of the great neighborhoods of LA.

In the PDF below I have also listed several other problems with the DEIR I hope will help you reject it as
dishonest and fatally flawed. Let’s not destroy a neighborhood!

Yours truly,

Gregory Widen

8150 119 letter.pdf
680K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:31 AM
To: crown72@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150edbb72e80350d&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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LETTER C615



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  REJECT THE 8150 DEIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150edbb72e80350d&siml=150edbb72e80350d&siml=150edbb7d4d15c82 2/2



Dear	  Srimal	  Hewawitharana,	  David	  Ryu,	  and	  Mayor	  Eric	  Garcetti,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  for	  8150	  Sunset	  
Blvd	  project.	  This	  letter	  is	  being	  written	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  DEIR,	  RDEIR	  and	  
proposed	  development	  at	  8150	  Sunset.	  
	  
Community	  outcry	  was	  been	  well	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  over	  700	  letters	  opposing	  the	  
height,	  mass,	  and	  bulk	  in	  previous	  designs.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  only	  increased	  the	  
height,	  increased	  the	  mass,	  and	  increased	  the	  bulk.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  equally	  
angered	  the	  community.	  The	  over	  650	  letters	  and	  signatures	  on	  
the	  change.org	  petition	  demonstrate	  a	  strong	  and	  continued	  stakeholder	  opposition.	  
	  
This	  area	  is	  neighborhood	  office	  commercial,	  not	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area.	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
regional	  center	  or	  downtown.	  	  Respect	  the	  present	  zoning.	  Alternative	  9	  is	  a	  
manipulation	  of	  the	  zoning	  and	  would	  result	  in	  the	  elimination	  of	  what	  defines	  this	  
area	  as	  a	  well	  established	  low	  rise,	  lower	  density	  neighborhood.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  policies	  outlined	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  
	  
Public	  views	  are	  an	  irreplaceable	  natural	  resources	  as	  defined	  by	  CEQA.	  The	  
hillsides	  are	  a	  beacon	  for	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  perception	  of	  open	  space	  once	  lost,	  will	  
alter	  the	  landscape	  permanently.	  Allowing	  a	  structure	  of	  this	  height	  and	  mass,	  
would	  create	  a	  barrier	  and	  separation	  of	  the	  areas	  natural	  form.	  	  No	  development	  
that	  blocks	  and	  diminishes	  public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  hills,	  should	  be	  permitted.	  
The	  hills	  represent	  a	  directional	  landmark	  for	  all	  of	  LA	  and	  they	  are	  the	  
identifying	  feature	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  public	  view	  should	  be	  protected.	  
The	  tallest	  building	  will	  be	  inhabited	  by	  only	  30	  condo	  owners	  on	  the	  top	  floors,	  the	  
needs	  of	  the	  few	  should	  not	  overweigh	  the	  many	  in	  the	  grotesque	  impact	  on	  the	  
neighborhood	  that	  will	  result.	  
	  
In	  general,	  as	  was	  pointed	  out	  by	  members	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  Neighborhood	  
council,	  the	  logic	  employed	  in	  the	  DEIR	  is	  muddy	  and	  often	  simply	  not	  credible.	  In	  
many	  ways	  as	  will	  be	  outlined,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  adequately	  address	  that	  fact	  
or	  support	  its	  lack	  of	  discussion	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
	  

The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Flawed/Unsure/and	  Transitory/Public	  Input	  was	  

Refused	  	  
	  

Townscape	  has	  violated	  CEQA	  early	  on	  in	  this	  process	  by	  not	  striving	  to	  
involve	  the	  community	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  and	  
seeking	  to	  exclude	  community	  participation	  and	  comment.	  Rather	  than	  seek	  
open	  community	  input,	  Townscape	  has	  preferred	  back	  door	  politics	  by	  scheduling	  
private	  meetings	  to	  preview	  the	  project	  to	  city	  officials	  and	  a	  select	  few	  before	  the	  
DEIR	  alternative	  9	  was	  released.	  	  
	  
Since	  the	  project	  and	  description	  is	  vastly	  different	  from	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  
(NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  and	  is	  different	  from	  what	  was	  studied,	  many	  studies	  conducted	  for	  



the	  NOP	  are	  inadequate	  for	  the	  Alternative	  9	  option,	  this	  violates	  CEQA.	  The	  project	  
description	  is	  supposed	  to	  remain	  stable	  and	  known.	  This	  project	  has	  been	  
in	  flux	  since	  its	  inception.	  Frank	  Gehry	  is	  the	  third	  architect	  hired	  by	  the	  developer	  
in	  the	  space	  of	  a	  year.	  Each	  notice	  to	  the	  community	  reads	  differently	  as	  does	  
the	  project	  description	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  especially	  alternative	  9.	  There	  have	  been	  three	  
completely	  different	  building	  plan	  presentations	  to	  the	  Hollywood	  Hill	  
Neighborhood	  Council.	  It	  is	  no	  wonder	  there	  is	  widespread	  confusion	  as	  to	  what	  this	  
plan	  even	  is	  and	  its	  impacts.	  	  
	  
LAND	  USE	  IMPACTS	  
	  

	  
The	  DEIR’s	  bare	  conclusions	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less-‐than-‐
significant	  impact	  on	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  vicinity	  and	  would	  
not	  physically	  
divide	  an	  established	  community	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  by	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  
obvious	  overwhelming	  impacts	  of	  the	  building	  in	  this	  lower	  rise	  neighborhood.	  
The	  immediate	  neighboring	  buildings,	  which	  are	  not	  considered	  or	  
specifically	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  are	  only	  two	  and	  three	  stories	  
tall.	  Similarly,	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  conflict	  with	  
The	  General	  Plan	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  and	  
undiscussed.	  The	  conclusions	  are	  unsupported	  as	  drawings	  or	  
renderings	  contained	  in	  the	  DEIR	  do	  not	  show	  the	  directly	  neighboring	  buildings	  of	  
2	  story	  and	  3	  story	  buildings	  in	  scale	  in	  an	  attempt	  do	  downplay	  how	  out	  of	  scale	  
this	  project	  would	  be.	  Nowhere	  in	  the	  DEIR	  does	  it	  faithfully	  represent	  the	  
surrounding	  neighborhood	  in	  scale	  or	  irreparable	  harm	  this	  development	  would	  
cause.	  
	  
The	  surrounding	  neighborhoods	  are	  some	  of	  the	  oldest	  in	  
the	  area	  with	  many	  buildings	  dating	  from	  the	  early	  1920’s-‐
1930s.	  Before	  the	  project	  goes	  forward	  
a	  complete	  Historic	  Resources	  Survey	  of	  the	  buildings	  within	  a	  3/4	  mile	  radius	  
should	  be	  completed	  and	  it	  should	  include	  private	  homes.	  The	  DEIR	  is	  
inadequate	  and	  contains	  insufficient	  information	  to	  allow	  the	  decision	  makers	  
to	  reach	  correct	  conclusions	  and	  findings	  regarding	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
historical	  resources	  and	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Over	  50	  projects	  are	  currently	  underway	  or	  proposed	  for	  Hollywood	  in	  the	  City	  of	  
Los	  Angeles	  and	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood.	  This	  DEIR	  makes	  no	  accounting	  for	  the	  
cumulative	  impacts	  caused	  these	  developments	  will	  have	  on	  the	  neighborhood,	  city	  
services,	  police,	  fire,	  medical,	  neighborhood	  cut	  through	  traffic,	  .	  It	  also	  doesn’t	  
account	  for	  the	  21,000	  truck	  trips	  that	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  suffer	  during	  
construction	  of	  8150	  and	  how	  this	  will	  have	  a	  cumulative	  effect	  when	  combined	  
with	  other	  concurrent	  development.	  The	  project,	  in	  calling	  for	  off	  menu	  incentives	  
that	  would	  relax	  existing	  development	  standards	  will	  only,	  if	  approved,	  increase	  
density	  and	  traffic	  problems	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  other	  developers	  seek	  the	  same	  



preferences,	  thereby	  threatening	  known	  and	  potential	  historic	  resources	  in	  
historically	  sensitive	  neighborhoods.	  None	  of	  these	  cumulative	  effects	  are	  addressed	  
in	  the	  DEIR.	  	  
	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  cite	  any	  single	  specific	  policy	  and	  provides	  only	  bare	  conclusions	  
of	  “no	  impact”	  or	  “less	  than	  significant	  impact”.	  The	  DEIR	  should	  discuss	  and	  
illustrate	  how	  it	  satisfies	  a	  majority	  of	  land	  use	  objectives	  and	  policies	  
to	  affirmatively	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  bare	  conclusions	  were	  reached.	  Discussions	  
of	  the	  violated	  policies	  should	  also	  be	  added	  to	  
the	  DEIR	  to	  fully	  resolve	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  and	  how	  the	  facts	  and	  studies	  
support	  the	  conclusions.	  The	  conclusions	  appear	  erroneous	  because	  the	  project	  
appears	  to	  violate,	  at	  some	  level,	  nearly	  every	  aspect	  of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  A	  full	  
discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  which	  policies	  and	  principals	  
of	  the	  elements	  are	  satisfied	  and	  which	  violated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  should	  
be	  enumerated	  in	  the	  DEIR.	  The	  following	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  objectives	  
should	  be	  fully	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR:	  It	  is	  insufficient	  to	  
simply	  state	  bare	  conclusions	  without	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  of	  the	  elements	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
	  
Building	  Height	  and	  Mass	  
	  

Applicant	  description	  of	  project:	  “one	  tower	  at	  Havenhurst	  at	  15	  stories	  in	  height	  (or	  
approximately	  234	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  lowest	  point	  on	  the	  Project	  
Site	  at	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  Crescent	  Heights	  at	  11	  stories	  (or	  
approximately	  174	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  
property),	  one	  at	  the	  central	  portion	  of	  the	  South	  Building	  between	  the	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  at	  five	  stories	  (or	  approximately	  110	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  
from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  thereby	  creating	  an	  approximately	  150-‐
foot-‐wide,	  open	  north-‐south-‐oriented	  view	  corridor	  between	  the	  taller	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  that	  provides	  views	  southward	  across	  the	  Project	  Site	  from	  locations	  to	  
the	  north	  and	  vice-‐versa.”	  
	  
The	  towers	  heights	  in	  Alternative	  9,	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  234	  feet,	  174	  feet	  and	  110	  feet	  
above	  grade,	  and	  are	  substantially	  taller	  than	  the	  original	  proposed	  height,	  which	  
was	  already	  too	  tall	  for	  this	  area	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood.	  The	  Chateau	  
Marmont	  Hotel	  is	  seven	  stories,	  built	  into	  the	  hillside.	  The	  Directors	  Guild	  is	  75	  feet	  
high	  at	  about	  8	  stories	  (this	  project	  would	  be	  three	  times	  higher)	  and	  the	  new	  hotel	  
construction	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood	  is	  ten	  stories.	  The	  
Hollywood	  Hills	  in	  this	  adjacent	  area,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  and	  Nichols	  Canyon,	  are	  more	  
rural	  and	  are	  wildlife	  corridors,	  with	  the	  lower	  lying	  neighborhoods	  predominately	  
very	  low	  to	  lower	  rise	  and	  historic	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  The	  narrow	  strip	  of	  
neighborhood	  serving	  commercial	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  is	  also	  significantly	  lower	  rise.	  
This	  proposed	  development	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  beacon	  to	  stand	  out	  and	  be	  seen	  for	  miles.	  
That	  it	  would	  be!	  Overshadowing	  the	  character	  of	  many	  well	  established	  
neighborhoods	  far	  and	  wide.	  The	  current	  proposal	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  it's	  



surroundings	  and	  built	  environment.	  	  Developer	  also	  understates	  standard	  industry	  
feet	  to	  number	  of	  	  storeies	  conversion	  which	  if	  properly	  applied	  yields:	  236	  feet	  =	  22	  
Stories	  (west	  tower),	  174	  feet	  =	  16	  Stories	  (east	  tower),	  110	  feet	  =	  10	  
Stories	  	  (center	  building).	  We	  remind	  you,	  this	  makes	  the	  largest	  tower	  three	  times	  
taller	  than	  the	  Chateau	  Marmont,	  long	  considered	  the	  anchor	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  
This	  project	  would	  dwarf	  it	  and	  be	  12	  stories	  taller	  than	  even	  the	  large	  development	  
on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  West	  Hollywood.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  applicant	  cites	  views	  from	  the	  hills,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  public	  
views	  of	  the	  hills.	  The	  Hollywood	  Hills	  are	  a	  major	  identifying	  feature	  of	  Hollywood,	  
the	  entire	  area	  and	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  hillside	  
landscape	  are	  seen	  from	  the	  south,	  east	  and	  west	  for	  miles	  and	  enjoyed	  by	  all	  
residents	  and	  visitors	  to	  the	  city.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  not	  only	  
provide	  a	  needed	  sense	  of	  open	  space,	  but	  are	  the	  view	  "beacon"	  and	  should	  not	  be	  
diminished,	  blocked	  or	  overshadowed	  by	  a	  development’s	  heights,	  mass	  or	  bulk.	  We	  
would	  like	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  not	  in	  a	  downtown	  or	  regional	  center.	  
If	  the	  developer	  would	  like	  to	  be	  a	  gateway	  to	  West	  Hollywood's	  Sunset	  Strip,	  
something	  resembling	  the	  Sunset	  Plaza	  portion	  might	  be	  more	  in	  line	  and	  
appropriate	  in	  terms	  of	  height,	  scale	  and	  mass	  for	  this	  location.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
SCENIC	  RESOURCES	  
	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  mandates	  identification	  and	  protection	  of	  
scenic	  resources.	  Identified	  resources	  include	  trees,	  historic	  buildings,	  rock	  
outcroppings	  and	  similar	  features	  that	  are	  located	  within	  a	  designated	  state	  scenic	  
highway.	  Under	  CEQA	  and	  the	  LAMC,	  decision	  makers	  have	  been	  able	  to	  require	  
retention	  and	  protection	  of	  scenic	  features.	  	  
	  
Through	  acquisition,	  park	  development	  and	  land	  use	  planning	  and	  development	  
requirements	  the	  city	  has	  a	  major	  role	  in	  protecting	  land	  forms	  and	  scenic	  features	  
and	  in	  making	  scenic	  features	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
It	  is	  Los	  Angeles	  city	  policy	  to	  continue	  to	  encourage	  and/or	  require	  property	  
owners	  to	  develop	  their	  properties	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  will,	  to	  the	  greatest	  extent	  
practical,	  retain	  significant	  existing	  land	  forms	  (e.g.,	  ridge	  lines,	  bluffs,	  unique	  
geologic	  features)	  and	  unique	  scenic	  features	  (historic,	  ocean,	  mountains,	  unique	  
natural	  features)	  and/or	  make	  possible	  public	  view	  or	  other	  access	  to	  unique	  
features	  or	  scenic	  views	  as	  indicated	  in	  the	  following	  document: 
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The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION	  OF	  RESOURCES	  WHICH	  PROVIDE	  

A	  SENSE	  OF	  NATURE,	  CONTINUITY	  WITH	  THE	  PAST,	  AND	  FREEDOM	  FROM	  

OVERCROWDING.	  
	  
New	  development	  can	  enhance	  and	  preserve	  Los	  Angeles’	  distinctive	  qualities	  if	  it	  is	  
designed	  with	  consideration	  for	  the	  prevailing	  design	  character	  and	  the	  effect	  on	  
surroundings.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  conserve	  important	  design	  character	  in	  
historic	  or	  distinctive	  older	  areas,	  some	  uniformity	  of	  detail,	  scale,	  proportion,	  
texture,	  materials,	  color	  and	  building	  form	  is	  necessary.	  Large	  buildings	  
impair	  the	  character	  of	  older,	  small	  scale	  areas	  if	  no	  transition	  is	  made	  between	  
small-‐scale	  and	  large-‐scale	  elements	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  should	  set	  forth	  extensive	  discussions	  of	  how	  this	  project	  
meets	  this	  criteria	  and	  how	  it	  does	  
not	  create	  a	  large	  “separation”	  in	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  The	  present	  
building	  on	  the	  site	  “fits	  in”	  because	  it	  is	  essentially	  two	  stories	  and	  creates	  
a	  harmonious	  transition	  from	  the	  two	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Havenhurst	  and	  
the	  three	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  that	  it	  directly	  borders.	  The	  
proposed	  buildings	  will	  separate	  and	  divide	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  just	  by	  its	  
sheer	  size.	  
	  
Visually	  strong	  buildings	  which	  contrast	  severely	  with	  their	  surroundings	  



impair	  the	  character	  of	  the	  area.	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  
of	  the	  jarring	  visual	  impact	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  The	  lack	  
of	  any	  discussion	  and	  reference	  to	  these	  policies	  
make	  the	  DEIR	  completely	  inadequate.	  Other	  policies	  which	  need	  to	  be	  reconciled	  
include	  the	  principal	  that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human	  Needs	  	  
	  
In	  questions	  of	  scale,	  the	  height	  of	  buildings	  has	  received	  
the	  greatest	  and	  most	  continuous	  public	  attention.	  Nevertheless,	  
a	  citywide	  plan	  for	  building	  height	  has	  not	  existed	  prior	  to	  this	  time,	  and	  
both	  residents	  and	  visitors	  have	  experienced	  stress	  and	  concern	  at	  the	  prospect	  that	  
the	  appearance	  of	  the	  skyline	  may	  continue	  to	  change	  rapidly	  without	  further	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
direction	  or	  any	  real	  planning.	  
	  
	  
Extremely	  massive	  buildings	  on	  or	  near	  hills	  can	  overwhelm	  the	  natural	  land	  forms,	  
block	  views,	  and	  generally	  disrupt	  the	  character	  of	  the	  city.	  Low,	  smaller-‐
scale	  buildings	  on	  the	  slopes	  of	  hills,	  at	  their	  base	  and	  in	  
the	  valleys	  between	  complement	  topographic	  forms	  and	  permit	  uninterrupted	  
views.	  The	  relationship	  between	  areas	  of	  low,	  fine-‐scaled	  buildings	  and	  areas	  of	  
high,	  large-‐scaled	  buildings	  can	  be	  made	  more	  pleasing	  if	  the	  transition	  in	  
building	  height	  and	  mass	  between	  such	  areas	  is	  gradual.	  Buildings	  which	  meet	  
the	  ground	  and	  reflect	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  hill	  relate	  to	  the	  land	  form.	  A	  



bulky	  building	  creates	  the	  most	  visual	  disruption	  when	  seen	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  
the	  dominant	  silhouette	  against	  a	  background	  and/or	  foreground	  of	  much	  
smaller	  structures.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  these	  principals-‐-‐-‐merely	  a	  conclusion	  that	  
the	  building	  is	  not	  disruptive	  and	  causes	  no	  significant	  impact—a	  bare	  conclusion	  
not	  supported	  by	  the	  facts,	  any	  reasonable	  discussion	  or	  reconciliation	  
of	  the	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  appears	  erroneous.	  An	  in	  depth	  discussion	  is	  
needed	  as	  to	  how	  the	  proposed	  building	  is	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  scale	  and	  form	  
of	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  so	  as	  to	  reconcile	  the	  erroneous	  conclusions	  of	  no	  
impacts	  or	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
	  
These	  policies	  are	  completely	  ignored	  in	  the	  DEIR	  and	  the	  exact	  opposite	  conclusion	  
is	  reached	  without	  adequate	  discussion	  or	  any	  facts	  or	  law	  to	  
justify	  these	  erroneous	  conclusions.	  
	  
	  
“Affordable	  Housing”	  
	  
Reviewing	  the	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Mixed	  Use	  Recirculated	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  the	  original	  
draft	  EIR	  documentation,	  one	  is	  unable	  to	  locate	  a	  clear	  definition	  of	  “Affordable”	  for	  
the	  “Affordable	  Units”	  being	  included	  in	  the	  project	  and	  therefore,	  as	  prepared,	  the	  
documentation	  is	  incomplete	  because	  it	  has	  not	  adequately	  evaluated	  the	  
Community	  Benefits	  the	  project	  will	  provide	  as	  an	  offset	  to	  the	  resulting	  zoning	  
upgrades	  and	  potential	  environmental	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  
project	  Therefore,	  the	  city	  must	  find	  the	  EIR	  deficient	  and	  unable	  to	  
substantiate	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  and	  taller	  
than	  otherwise	  possible.	  The	  bigger	  and	  taller	  part	  we’ve	  got,	  now	  –	  what’s	  the	  
benefit?	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  
they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  
EIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  approved.	  
	  
Traffic	  Island	  and	  Current	  Sweeping	  Right	  Turn	  Moving	  the	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  
The	  current	  triangle	  and	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  could	  be	  re-‐worked	  to	  allow	  
pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  passage,	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  stop	  lights	  and	  maybe	  even	  a	  cut	  
out	  for	  the	  east	  bound	  Sunset	  bus	  to	  pull	  in	  out	  of	  traffic.	  Pedestrian	  refuge	  medians	  	  
are	  being	  added	  back	  in	  many	  cities,	  including	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  	  
They	  provide	  a	  place	  for	  people	  to	  safely	  wait	  where	  intersections	  are	  busy	  and	  
complicated.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Height	  has	  definitely	  
become	  much	  busier	  and	  complicated	  with	  the	  new	  multi	  use	  resident,	  commercial	  
retail,	  restaurant	  and	  event	  venue	  project.	  	  



	  
The	  current	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  lane	  eastbound	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  
Crescent	  Heights	  allows	  for	  continual	  vehicle	  merging,	  which	  will	  be	  needed	  with	  
the	  addition	  of	  500	  plus	  new	  residents,	  where	  there	  currently	  are	  none,	  commercial	  
and	  new	  additional	  event	  traffic.	  Removing	  the	  current	  right	  turn	  lane	  would	  create	  
a	  completely	  stopped	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Right	  on	  red	  could	  not	  be	  
accommodated	  due	  to	  pedestrian	  crossing	  and	  southbound	  oncoming	  traffic	  from	  
Laurel	  Canyon.	  The	  local	  bus	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  should	  be	  kept	  at	  the	  location,	  or	  at	  
minimum	  in	  front	  of	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Semi	  Truck	  turn	  around	  traffic	  island	  -‐	  uses	  all	  lanes	  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving	  the	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  



Moving	   the	  bus	   stop	   to	  8000	  Sunset	  Blvd	  as	  proposed	   forces	  pedestrians	   to	   cross	  
the	  street	  and	  walk	   farther	   to	   reach	   the	  bus.	  Placing	   the	  bus	  on	  Sunset	   in	   front	  of	  
8000	   Sunset	   would	   back	   up	   vehicle	   traffic	   turning	   east	   onto	   Sunset	   Blvd	   from	  
Crescent	  Heights’	  sweeping	  right	  turn.	  	  The	  sidewalk	  provided	  for	  bus	  rider	  waiting	  
area	  is	  extremely	  limited	  at	  this	  location.	  There	  is	  minimal	  sidewalk	  space	  to	  add	  a	  
bus	  shelter	  and	  or	  accommodate	  bus	  riders	  with	  bicycles.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  good	  location	  
for	  a	  bus	  stop.	  
	  
Fairfax-‐Sunset	  a	  Major	  High	  Quality	  Transit	  Stop?	  

 
PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(1)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   permit	   a	   3:1	   floor	   area	   ratio	   for	   a	   Housing	  
Development	  Project	   located	  within	  approximately	  1,560	   feet	  of	  a	  Transit	  Stop,	   in	  
lieu	   of	   the	   1,500	   foot	   distance	   specified	   in	   the	   on-‐menu	   Incentive	   allowing	   a	   3:1	  
floor	  area	  ratio	  (LAMC	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	  	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  agree	  that	  the	  project	  location,	  at	  1,560	  feet	  from	  a	  transit	  stop,	  entitles	  
the	   project	   to	   a	   3:1	   FAR	  bonus.	  	   The	   transit	   stop	   at	   Fairfax	   and	   Sunset	   is	   a	   small,	  
neighborhood-‐oriented	  bus	  stop.	  	  The	  transit	  services	  provided	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  
and	   Laurel	   Canyon	   with	   Metro	   Routes	   2	   and	   302	   do	   not	   qualify	   this	   project	   as	  
“transit-‐oriented	  development.”	  In	  addition,	  these	  services	  are	  not	  guaranteed	  to	  be	  
provided	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   could	   be	   terminated	  by	  Metro	   at	   any	   time.	  	   The	  DEIR	  
says	  that	  Metro	  lines	  217	  and	  780	  on	  Fairfax	  serve	  this	  project,	  but	  as	  stated	  above,	  
this	  route	  is	  not	  within	  guidelines	  of	  1,500	  feet.	  	  	  
	  
Significant	  improvement	  will	  need	  to	  be	  made	  at	  all	  bus	  stops	  located	  at	  Sunset	  and	  
Fairfax	  for	  this	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  "high	  quality"	  bus,	  or	  major	  transit	  stop.	  
	  
The	  Recirculated	  DEIR	  points	  out	   that	   the	  project	   is	  not	  within	   the	   required	  1,500	  
feet	  of	  these	  very	  unimproved	  bus	  stops	  for	  FAR	  consideration.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  
mention	  what	  improvements	  will	  be	  made	  or	  at	  what	  locations	  to	  achieve	  a	  quality	  
bus	   stop.	   Please	   provide	   more	   information	   on	   the	   major	   transit	   stops	   and	  
improvements	  to	  be	  made.	  Failure	  to	  have	  done	  so	  makes	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
A	   well	   lit,	   ADA	   compliant	   bus	   shelter	   will	   be	   needed	   at	   this	   location,	   if	   it	   is	   to	  
properly	   serve	   the	   new	   residents,	   guests,	   patrons,	   employees	   and	   general	   public.	  
Restaurant	  employees	  and	  patrons	  who	  leave	  the	  project	   later	  at	  night	  and	  should	  
not	  have	  to	  walk	  farther	  distance	  or	  be	  expected	  to	  wait	  at	  a	  dark,	  unsheltered	  bus	  
stop	  during	  late	  night	  hours.	  People	  will	  not	  take	  the	  bus.	  
	  



The	   rapid	   bus	   number	   780	   does	   stop	   on	   Fairfax	   south	   of	   Sunset	   Blvd,	  where	   the	  
local	  bus	  runs	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  However,	  the	  780	  bus	  does	  not	  operate	  on	  weekends,	  
holidays	  of	   after	  8pm	  during	   the	  week.	  All	   times	   that	   the project	   site	  would	  have	  
heavy	  commercial	  use.	  Hardly	  a	  high	  quality	  Major	  transit	  stop.	  Santa	  Monica	  Blvd	  is	  
the	  more	  major	  stop	  for	  the	  780	  bus	  but	  is	  even	  farther	  away	  and	  disqualifies	  this	  
project	  from	  FAR	  consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic	  objections	  to	  DEIR	  Alternative	  9	  	  
	  
The	   impacts	   from	   construction	   and	   operation	   are	   so	   far	   reaching	   in	   alternative	   9	  
they	  are	  an	  untenable	  burden	  for	  not	  only	  residents	  but	  commuters	  who	  use	  Sunset	  
Blvd,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  Hollywood	  Blvd,	  Laurel,	  Fairfax	  Ave	  and	  Fountain.	  	  
	  
A	  layman's	   review	   of	   this	   proposed	   project	   can	   easily	   pick	   out	   numerous	   glaring	  
issues,	   demonstrating	   the	  most	   basic	   operational	   aspects	   of	   this	   multi	   use	  
development	  have	  not	  been	  vetted	  or	  thought	  through.	  	  
	  
Alternative	   9	   is	   a	   completely	   different	   project,	   with	   completely	   new	   building	  
configurations	  and	  significant	  changes	  to	  proposed	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  traffic	   flow	  
than	  what	   the	   current	   Traffic	   Study	  was	   previously	   performed	   for.	  	   A	   New	   traffic	  
study	  should	  be	  required	  and	  performed	  for	  this	  new	  Alternative	  9,	  and	  any	  other	  
configuration	   that	   changes	   or	   alters	  traffic	   flow,	  travel	   lanes,	   traffic	  circulation,	  
ingress	   and	   egress	   to	  project	   site	   for	   vehicles,	   trucks	   and	  bicycles	   on	  Havenhurst,	  
Fountain	   Ave,	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   Crescent	   Heights.	   The	   new	   traffic	   study	   needs	   to	  
include	  cumulative	   impacts	   from	  other	  projects approved	  and	  planned	  within	  one	  
and	  one	  half	  miles	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  
	  
We	  have	  numerous	  concerns	  about	  traffic	  flow	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  in	  turn	  
lanes	  adjacent	   to	   the	  project.	  	   In	   recent	  years,	  both	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Fountain	  
have	   joined	  Sunset	  Blvd.	   as	  major	   commuter	   routes,	  producing	  heavy	   cut	   through	  
traffic	   on	   local	   neighborhood	   streets.	  	  We	   are	  additionally	   concerned	  	   with	   driver	  
ability	  and	  safety	  of	  left	  turns	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  
	  
One	   of	   the	   proposed	   changes	   is	   for	   Fountain	   Ave,	   installing	   left	   turn	   lanes	   and	   a	  
traffic	   light	   at	   Havenhurst.	   Installation	   of	   new	   left	   turn	   lanes	   on	   Fountain	   Ave	   at	  



Havenhurst	  would	  reduce	  the	  two	  existing	  east-‐west	  travel	  lanes	  to	  only	  one	  in	  each	  
direction	  at	  all	  hours.	  Fountain	  Ave	   is	  already	  overflowing	  with	   traffic	  and	  backed	  
up	  in	  each	  direction.	  Changing	  Fountain	  Ave	  to	  only	  one	  travel	  lane,	  would	  eliminate	  
on	   street	   parking	   currently	   available	   to	   residents,	   further	   reduce	   emergency	  
response	  times	  and	  would	  be	  disaster!	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO:	  Fountain	  Ave	  at	  Havenhurst	  
 
 

 
 
 
 
We	   do	   not	   believe	   that	   the	   traffic	   island,	   which	   belongs	   to	   the	   city,	   should	   be	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project.	  The	   current	  sweeping	   right	   turn	   lane	  eastbound	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  Crescent	  Heights	  should	  be	  preserved	  as	  is.	  It	  allows	  for	  
continual	   vehicle	   merging	   function	   which	   will	   be	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
new	  528	  residents,	  volumes	  of	  drivers	  and	  delivery	  trucks	  going	  to	  and	  leaving	  the	  
site	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	   parking	   garage.	   The	   traffic	   survey	   on	   this	   matter	   is	  
inaccurate	  and	  misleading.	  	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   is	   weak	   regarding	   pedestrians	   and	   silent	   regarding	   incorporations	   of	  



bicycle	  riders.	  
	  
Outdated	  statistics	   from	  2013	  do	  not	   include	  many	  recent	  building	  projects	   to	   the	  
west	   and	   east	   of	   the	   project.	   	  We	   request	   a	   new	   traffic	   study	   by	   an	  independent	  
company	  be	  done	  to	  more	  accurately	  and	  impartially	  assess	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
traffic	  as	   this	  DEIR	   is	   fatally	   flawed	   in	   its methodology.	  All	  Traffic	   is	  estimated	  by	  
theoretical	  models	  instead	  of	  empirical	  evidence.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  do	  an	  actual	  count	  of	  
the	  daily	  traffic	  accounts	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  present	  shopping	  center	  but	  this	  has	  not	  
been	   done.	   The	   present	   mall’s	   Traffic	   estimations	   of	   over	   7000	   cars	   is	   a	   gross	  
overestimate.	  Townscape’s	  own	  site	  manager	  concludes	   that	  about	  1500	  cars	  visit	  
the	   center	   daily.	   Real	   numbers	   based	   on	   empirical	   evidence,	   not	   theoretical	  
numbers,	   should	   be	   used	   so	   the	   city	   and	   the	   public	   can	   then	   properly	   assess	   the	  
DEIR	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

Construction	  Truck	  Access	  and	  Street	  Closures	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   construction	   trucks	   entering	   and	   exiting	   the	   project	   during	  
construction	  will	  do	  so	  from	  Crescent	  Heights,	  making	  a	  left	  turn	  across	  all	  lanes	  of	  
traffic	  up	   to	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  By	   the	  DEIR’s	  own	  conclusions	   this	  will	   result	   in	  21,000	  
one	  way	  trips	  or	  42,000	  in	  and	  out	  truck	  trips,	  each	  one	  that	  must	  cross	  all	  lanes	  of	  
Crescent	   Heights	   to	   then	  make	   a	   right	   turn	   on	   Sunset.	   If	   each	   such	   effective	  lane	  
closures	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  results	   in	  a	  minute’s	  disruption of	   traffic,	   then	  by	  the	  
time	  the	  project	  is	  finished	  Crescent	  Heights	  will	  have	  suffered	  a	  cumulative	  29	  days	  
of	  stopped	  traffic.	  
	  
The	   traffic	   congestion	   effect	   on	   all	   surrounding	   streets,	   including	   local	   residential	  
streets	  and	  cut	  through	  traffic	  will	  be	  severe.	  As	  well	  as	  a	  impacts	  to	  street	  surfaces	  
and	   infrastructure	   from	   heavy	   load	   trucks.	  This	   is	   an	   unacceptable	   community	  
impact. 
 
 
Commercial	  Delivery	  Trucks	  
	  

Emissions,	  noise	  and	  environment	  hazards	  from	  expected	  volume	  of	  daily	  delivery	  
trucks	   will	   have	   a	   negative	   and	   severe	   effect	   on	   the	   health	   and	   welfare	   of	   the	  
immediate	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood,	  residents,	  pedestrians,	  local	  businesses,	  
traffic	  circulation	  and	  roads.	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   in	   its	   traffic	   estimates	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  
developers	  are	  proposing	  a	  high	  volume	  grocery	  store	  on	  the	  premises	  and	  a	  high	  
volume	   gym.	  We	   ask	   that	   the	   DEIR	   be	   forced	   to	   include	   traffic	   numbers	   counted	  
properly	  from	  similarly	  sized	  grocery	  stores	  and	  gyms.	  	  
	  
The	  project	  proposes	  an	  internal	  truck	  delivery	  and	  loading	  dock	  area	  for	  its	  grocery	  
and	   retail	   operations.	   The	   recirculated	   DEIR	   does	   not	   provide	   information	   or	  



specifics	  regarding	  the	  actual	  operations	  and	  function	  for	  trucks	  and	  deliveries.	  
	  
Multiple	  restaurant	  and	  retail	  stores	  will	  generate	  heavy	  delivery	  truck	  volume.	  
	  
How	  many	   trucks	   (large,	  medium	  and	   smaller)	   can	   the	   internal	   loading	  dock	  area	  
accommodate	  at	  one	  time?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  undressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Where	  would	   the	   truck	  waiting	   or	   staging	   area	   be	   located, while	   trucks	  wait	   for	  
other	   trucks	   to	   leave	   the	   loading	  area	  and	   free	  up	   loading	  dock	  access	  and	  space?	  
The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  delivery	  truck	  waiting-‐staging	  location	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd,	  Havenhurst	  
or	  other	  location?	  	  
	  
Will	   there	  be	  some	   type	  of	   radio	  communications	  between	   the	   loading	  dock	  office	  
and	  incoming	  /	  out	  going	  delivery	  truck	  drivers	  to	  alert	  the	  driver	  that	  the	  loading	  
dock	  is	  already	  in	  use	  and	  at	  capacity	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  
fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Havenhurst	   is	   a	   small	   local	   street.	   Most	   small	   local	   streets	   and	   under	   street	  
infrastructure	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Los	   Angeles	   and	   City	   of	   West	   Hollywood	   were	   not	  
designed	  or	  made	   to	   support	   the	   size	  and	  weight	  of	   large	   trucks	  or	  heavy	  volume	  	  
truck	  traffic.	  	  	  
	  
Would	   Havenhurst	   need	   to	   be	   widened	   and	   strengthened	   to	   support	   and	  
accommodate	  the	  project's	  proposed	  heavy	  truck	  use	  and	  volume	  ?	  
	  
Would	   Sunset	   Blvd	   access	   or	   regular	   traffic	   flow	   be	   blocked	   by	   trucks	   entering,	  
exiting,	   turn	   maneuvers,	   or	   trucks	   waiting and	   lining	   up	   to	   enter	   the	   project's	  
internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  on	  Havenhurst	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  any	  of	  this	  unaddressed	  
and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Many	  deliveries	  for	  grocery	  and	  restaurants	  make	  deliveries	  in	  the	  morning,	  mixing	  
with	  regular	  commuter	  AM	  peaks	  rush	  hours.	  	  

 
How	  will	  the	  project	  site	  handle	  this	  additional	  truck	  volume	  coming	  and	  going	  from	  
the	  Havenhurst	   loading	  dock	  area,	   in	   addition	   to	   approximately	  100	  plus	   resident	  
vehicles	   leaving	   the	   project's	   same	   vehicle	   exit	   location,	   also	   traveling	   north	   to	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  during	  the	  same	  morning	  peak	  rush	  hour	  time?	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  in	  particular	  get	  their	  deliveries	  during	  night	  and	  very	  early	  morning	  
hours.	   The	   noise	   from	   trucks	   accessing	   the	   project	   site	   during	   the	   night	   time	   and	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (3:30-‐5am)	  could	  be	  disruptive	  to	  residents	  trying	  to	  sleep.	  	  
	  
What	  type	  of	  operational	  noise	  barriers	  will	  be	  constructed	  ?	  	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  



unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  has	  represented	  that	  only	  “residential	  traffic”	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  enter	  the	  
project	   from	  Havenhurst,	   a	   tiny	   residential	   street.	   Yet	   it	   also	   states	   that	   all	   truck	  
deliveries	  are	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  from	  Havenhurst	  via	  
Sunset	   Blvd.	   This	   includes	   large	   daily	   truck	   deliveries	   to	   the	  	   grocery	   store,	  
restaurant,	  retail	  deliveries,	  garbage	  trucks	  etc.	  	  

 
Can	   such	   a	   small	   residential	   street	   such	   as	  Havenhurst	   accommodate	   this	   type	   of	  
large	   truck	   maneuvering,	   turning	   radius	   and	   volume	   of	   trucks	   to	   back	   in	   to	   the	  
internal	  loading	  dock?	  
	  
It	  is	  a	  reasonable	  expectation	  that	  the	  most	  simple	  access	  delivery	  trucks	  servicing	  
smaller	  restaurants	  and	  retail	  establishments	  will	  stop	  and	  park	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  in	  
front	  of	   the	  project	  site	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	  on	  the	  side	  of	   the	  project	  site	  to	  make	  
their	  deliveries.	  Unloading	  of	  goods	  would	  take	  place	  on	  the	  pubic	  sidewalks,	   then	  
wheeled	   into	   the	  plaza	  area	  and	   to	   the	   restaurant	  and	   retail	   stores.	  However,	   this	  
would	  eliminate	  vehicle	   lane	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	   for	  residents	  
leaving	   in	   the	  morning	   via	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   patrons	   and	   employees	   entering	   and	  
exiting	  during	   the	  day.	  The	  DEIR	  offers	  no	  solutions	   to	   this	  and	   in	   fact	   states	  only	  
three	   spaces	  will	   be	   provided	  in	   the	   internal	   garage	   for	   such	  deliveries	   as	  well	   as	  
taxis,	   uber,	   and	   personal	   drop-‐offs.	   This	   is	   a	   vast	   underestimation	   of	   the	   likely	  
demand	  for	  unloading	  space	  created	  by	  such	  deliveries.	  	  	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  would	  also	  greatly	  shorten	  turn	  lane	  length	  
availability	  for	  the	  proposed	  Sunset	  Blvd	  right	  turn	  lane	  and	  vehicles	  turning	  from	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  to	  Crescent	  Heights.	  The	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  
would	  overflow	  to	  other	  lanes	  making	  Sunset	  Blvd	  access	  for	  new	  residents,	  patrons	  
and	  all	  regular	  vehicle	  travel	  near	  impossible.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address this	  and	  is	  
deficient.	  
	  
Additionally,	   delivery	   trucks	   parked	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   hinder	   ingress,	  
egress	  to	   and	   from	   the	   parking	   garage	   access	  and	   block	   vehicle	   site	   view	   on	  
oncoming	  traffic	  from	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  is	  proposed	  
to	  be	  a	  very	  high	  volume	  use	   from	  employees,	  patrons,	  valet	  set	  up,	  residents	  and	  
residents	  guests	  turning	  left	  and	  right	  into	  and	  out	  of	  the	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  
garage.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally flawed.	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Heights	  would	  also	  eliminate	  or	  
hinder	  use	  of	  a	  curbside	  resident,	  patron	  and	  employee	  passenger	  pick	  up	  and	  drop	  
off	   for	   ride	  services	   like	  Taxi,	  Lyft	  and	  Uber.	  Easy	  passenger	  pick	  up and	  drop	  off	  
areas	  will	  be	  essential	  for	  smooth	  east-‐west	  travel	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  north-‐south	  
travel	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  An	  off	  street	  cutout	  area	  is	  necessary	  for	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  
accommodate	   passenger	   drop	   off	   and	   pick	   up	   with	   out	   adding	   more	   strain	   on	  
Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  access	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  streets.	  The	  



DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Uber,	  Taxi,	  personal	  deliveries,	  UPS	  etc.	  are	  inside	  the	  parking	  garage	  where	  no	  one	  
will	  use	  them.	  This	  is	  utterly	  inadequate.	  	  
	  
Additionally,	   the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  doesn't	  mention	  if	  residential	  moving	  vans	  and	  
trucks	  and	  daily	  residential	  packages	  deliveries	  would	  also	  be	  using	  the	  Havenhust	  
access	  as	  well.	  No	  mention	  is	  made	  in	  the	  DEIR	  how	  Havenhurst,	  a	  tiny	  residential	  
street,	  will	  be	  impacted	  by	  taxis	  and	  personal	  pick-‐ups	  being	  made	  for	  residents	  at	  
the	  Havenhurst	  entrance	  to	  the	  project.	  

 
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Havenhurst	  parking	  and	  truck	  garage	  access	  
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PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(2)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   allow	  an	   increase	   in	   the	  number	   of	   compact	   parking	  
spaces	   that	  may	  be	  provided	   for	   commercial	  uses	   from	  40%	   to	  60%	  and	   to	   allow	  
parking	   for	   residential	   uses	   in	   excess	   of	   one	   standard	   parking	   stall	   for	   146	  
residential	  units	  to	  be	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces	  instead	  of	  one	  standard	  parking	  
space	   for	  each	  unit	   (or	  249	  spaces),	  with	   the	  rest	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces,	   in-‐
lieu	   of	   the	   requirements	   set	   forth	   in	   LAMC	   Section	   12.21-‐A,5(c),	   with	   attendant	  
parking	  for	  both	  commercial	  and	  residential	  parking;	  	  
	  
Parking	  Option	  1,	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(d)(1),	  which	  allows	  parking	  to	  be	  
provided	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  1	  space	  for	  each	  studio	  and	  one-‐	  bedroom	  unit,	  and	  two	  spaces	  
for	   each	   two-‐	   and	   three-‐bedroom	   unit,	   and	   provides	   that	   required	   parking	   in	   a	  
Housing	   Development	   Project	   that	   qualifies	   for	   a	   Density	   Bonus	   may	   be	   sold	   or	  
rented	  separately	  from	  the	  dwelling	  units;	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   Mixed	   Use	   buildings	   are	   permitted	   to	   sell	   or	   rent	   parking	  
spaces,	  but	  does	  not	  provide	  specifics	  as	  to	  how	  many	  spaces	  will	  sold	  or	  rent	  or	  at	  
what	  cost.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  also	  states	  parking	  will	  be	  provided	  by	  valet	  only	  or	  shuttle	  for	  events,	  but	  
does	  not	  provide	  information	  of	  cost	  per	  vehicle.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	   states	   that	   parking	   discounts	  will	   be	   given	   for	   vehicles	  with	   3	   or	  more	  
occupants,	  but	  patrons	  going	  to	  a	  grocery	  store,	  gym	  or	  bank	  generally	  don't	  travel	  
with	   3	   or	   more	   people	   per	   car.	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   Havenhurst	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	  
already	  has	   little	   to	  no	  available	  extra	   street	  parking.	   If	  parking	  and	  valet	   charges	  
are	   high,	   vehicles	   will	   not	   park at	   the	   complex,	   but	   will	   circle	   the	   neighborhood	  
streets	   looking	   for	   parking,	   causing	   more	   emissions,	   noise	   and	   congestion.	  
Townscape	  Partners	  previously	  demonstrated	  their	  desire	   for	  high	  parking	   fees	   in	  
2013	  with	  disastrous	   outcome	   for	   neighborhood	   serving	   establishments	   and	   local	  
patrons.	  
	  
This	   proposed	   development	   shows	   real	   probability	   of	   overrunning	   and	  
overwhelming	   the	   surrounding	   neighborhood.	   Availability,	   accessibility	   and	  
affordability	  of	  parking,	   for	   this	   location	  are	   important	  details	   to	  provide.	  Parking	  
spaces	   for	   residents,	   guests,	   employees	   and	   patrons	   for	   separate	   establishments,	  
along	  with	  the	  cost	  or	  charge	  for	  a	  parking	  spaces,	  parking	  and	  valet	  charges	  should	  
be	  provided	   and	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   and	  RDEIR.	  Additionally,	   local	   neighbors	   of	  
the	  project	  site,	  are	  hillside	  residents	  who	  will	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  the	  location.	  	  
	  
Will	  a	  self	  park	  option	  be	  available	  ?	  



Will	  free	  parking	  be	  available	  ?	  
Will	  guests	  of	  residents	  be	  charged	  for	  parking	  ?	  
Will	   service	   workers,	   (painters,	   repair	   people,	   construction	   workers	   etc.)	  
housekeepers	  for	  residential	  units	  and	  condos	  be	  charged	  to	  park	  on	  site	  ?	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  any	  of	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  

  
Event	  Venue	  Parking	  and	  Traffic	  Circulation	  
	  

Applicant	  -‐	  Page	  ES-‐45.	  Modify	  text;	  	  PDF-‐Traffic-‐2,	  During	  occasional	  large	  special	  
events	  on-‐site,	  the	  Applicant	  shall	  (1)	  require	  that	  all	  event-‐related	  parking	  is	  valet-‐
only	  or	  (2)	  secure	  off-‐site	  facilities	  (including	  shuttle	  service	  to	  and	  from	  the	  off-‐site	  
parking	  area	  (s)	  for	  event	  guests),	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  valet-‐only	  and	  off-‐site	  
parking.	  
	  
The	  Project	  says	  the	  site,	  in	  addition	  to	  residential	  and	  commercial	  mix,	  will	  also	  be	  
an	  event	  venue.	  While	  there	  are	  residential	  uses	  located	  close	  by	  high	  volume,	  high	  
intensity	   event	   venues,	   generally	   residents	   don't	   live	  at	   event	   venues.	   This	   is	   not	  
usually	  a	  compatible	  mix.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  states	  that	  guests	  coming	  for	  events	  will	  only	  valet	  park	  or	  be	  shuttled	  for	  
off	   site	  parking	   locations,	  but	  does	  not	  say	  what	   type	  of	  events,	  how	  many	  people	  
would	  be	  attending,	  what	   the	  hours	  events	  would	  take	  place,	  or	  where	  the	  off	  site	  
event	  parking	  is	  located.	  	  
	  
The	  corner	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd	   is	  not	  an	  appropriate	   location	   for	  
large	  high	  volume,	  high	  intensity	  public	  or	  private	  events.	  
	  
High	  volume	  event	  traffic	  with	  many	  guests	  arriving	  at	  the	  same	  time	  by	  car	  trying	  
to	   access	   the	   valet	   parking	   garage	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   over	   flow	   the	  
southbound	  and	  northbound	  vehicle	  travel	  lanes	  waiting	  to	  turn	  left	  and	  right	  into	  
Crescent	  Heights	  garage.	  	  
	  
High	   volumes	   of	   vehicle	   would	   block	   exiting	   vehicles from	   turning	   left	   onto	  
Crescents	  Heights	  and	  general	  traffic	  flow	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  	  
	  
How	  many	  events	  would	  take	  place	  monthly	  or	  annually	  ?	  
What	  type	  of	  events	  would	  be	  held	  at	  the	  location	  ?	  
Would	  events	  be	  private	  events	  or	  open	  to	  the	  general	  public?	  
During	  what	  hours	  and	  days	  would	  events	  take	  place	  ?	  
Would	  events	  take	  place	  during	  late	  night	  hours	  ?	  
How	  will	  residential	  uses	  be	  separated	  from	  event	  use	  ?	  
Will	   event	   use	   of	   location	   and	   parking	   access	   be	   separate	   from	   residential	   and	  
general	  neighborhood	  commercial	  use	  ?	  
Will	   the	   plaza	   area,	   retail	   and	   restaurant	   use	   be	   closed	   to	   general	   public	   during	  



events	  ?	  
If	  the	  plaza	  area	  is	  used	  for	  private	  events,	  that	  don't	  include	  the	  on	  site	  residents,	  
how	  do	  residents	  access	  their	  units	  from	  the	  plaza	  area	  ?	  
	  
More	   information	  regarding	   traffic	   flow,	  shuttling	  and	  access	  during	  events	  and	   in	  
general	  should	  have	  been	  provided,	  making	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Public	  Safety	  
	  
Increased	   response	   times	   for	   fire/paramedic	  units	  will	   be	   further	   slowed	   into	   the	  
neighborhood	   by	   the	   increased	   traffic	   this	   project	   will	   generate.	   The	   responding	  
agency,	  LAFD,	  has	  already	  submitted	  to	  the	  city	  a	  finding	  that	  the	  size	  and	  density	  of	  
the	   proposed	   project,	   coupled	   with	   reduced	   response	   times,	   would	   render	   fire	  
protection	   for	   the	   project	   and	   its	   residents	   “inadequate”.	   It	   goes	   on	   to	   state	   the 
following	   “Adverse	   effects”	   the	   project	   will	   generate:	   “Project	   implementation	  
will	   increase	   the	   need	   for	   more	   fire	   protection	   and	   emergency	   medical	  

services	  in	  the	  area”.	  This	  letter	  is	  signed	  by	  the	  fire	  chief	  of	  the	  LAFD.	  
	  
Who	   will	   pay	   for	   this?	   At	   what	   point	   does	   the	   cost	   to	   the	   city	   for	   the	   supposed	  
benefits	  of	  a	  few	  affordable	  apartments	  become	  outweighed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  damage	  
done	  to	  an	  entire	  neighborhood’s	  quality	  of	   life	  but	  real	  cost	  outlays	  for	  additional	  
fire	  and	  ambulance	  personnel	  or	  even	  a	  new	  fire	  station	  to	  handle	  the	  unnecessary	  
density	  the	  project	  creates?	  The	  DEIR	  is	  utterly	  silent	  on	  this	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  
considered	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  be	  rejected.	  
	  
Operation	  Impacts	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   residents	   of	   a	   Frank	   Gehry	   building	   would	   be	  
affluent	  tenants	   and	   owners	  who	  would	  want	   a	   separate,	  more	   private	   residential	  
pedestrian	   access	   other	   than	   having	   to	   walk	   out	   through	   the	   parking	   garage	   or	  
directly	  into	  and	  through	  a	  public	  plaza	  space.	  	  	  
	  
The	   project	   has	   a	   large	   residential	   component,	   but	   doesn't	   appear	   to	   have	   a	  
residential	   relationship	   to	   Havenhurst	   or Crescent	   Heights,	   which	   are	   residential	  
streets.	   The	   rendering	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   only	   shows	   a	   residential	   relationship	  
with	  the	  commercial	  public	  plaza,	  rather	  than	  a	  defined	  front	  door	  for	  residents	  and	  
their	  guests.	  
	  
Resident	  pets	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   presume	   that	   of	   the	  249	   new	   units	   and	   with	   505-‐528	  new	  
residents,	  the	  project	  would	  be	  home	  to	  approximately	  100	  plus	  new	  resident	  dogs.	  
The	  project	  rendering	  does	  not	  show	  amenities	  or	  place	  for	  these	  resident	  pets,	  such	  
as	  an	  on	  site	  dog	  run	  dog,	  making	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Further,	  the	  DEIR	  doesn't	  not	  address	  how	  these	  resident	  pets	  /	  dogs	  will	  access	  or	  



leave	   the	   project	   site	   for	   their	   daily	   walks	   other	   than	   out	   through	   the	   parking	  
garages	  on	  Havenhurst	  or	  Crescent	  Heights,	  or	  through	  the	  public	  plaza	  entry	  points	  
on	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   thus	  mixing	   with	   shoppers	   coming	   and	   going	   and	   people	   dining.	  
While	  I'm	  sure	  the	  dogs	  would	  enjoy	  participating	  in	  plaza	  dining,	  this	  would	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  access	  or	  safe	  route	  for	  excited	  pets	  or	  patrons.	  	  
	  
More	  consideration	  should	  be	  paid	  to	  providing	  wider	  sidewalks.	  Mixed	  use	  is	   just	  
that,	   a	   mix	   of	   residential	   function	   and	   commercial	   function	   and	   event	   venue	  
function.	   Mixing	   multiple	   functions	   requires	   more	   effort.	   The	   current	   sidewalk 
renderings	  cater	  more	  to	  the	  current	  commercial	  use,	  rather	  than	  the	  new	  increased	  
use	  and	  basic	  daily	  function	  for	  528	  new	  residents,	  their	  pets,	  rideshare	  drop	  off	  and	  
pick	  up,	  transit	  bus	  waiting	  areas	  and	  substantially	  increased	  commercial	  use.	  This	  
makes	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Required	  park	  space	  
	  
Affordable	  housing	  is	  not	  the	  only	  “community	  benefit”	  on	  which	  this	  project’s	  DEIR	  
bases	   its	   approvable	   on.	   Other	   “community	   benefits”	   include	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   counting	   private	   resident	   terraces	   as	   community	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   also	   counting	   its	   legally	   mandated	   setbacks	   as	   community	   park	  
space.	  	  The	  developer	  is	  using	  hoped-‐for	  annexed	  city	   land	  that	   it	  does	  not	  own	  as	  
park	  space	  while	  taking	  away	  a	  much	  needed	  transit	  island.	  This	  does	  not	  constitute	  
true	  public	  park	  space	  in	  any	  real	  form	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  city’s	  own	  criteria	  for	  
community	   park	   space.	   Will	   the	   affordable	   housing	   residents	   have	   their	   own	  
terraces,	  or	  will they	  be	  given	  the	  worst	  units	  on	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  project	  with	  no	  
outdoor	  space	  to	  speak	  of?	  Will	  they	  be	  shuttled	  through	  a	  “poor	  door”,	  which	  was	  
proposed	  by	  the	  same	  developers	  on	  their	  last	  project	  at	  8899	  Beverly	  blvd?	  	  
	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  FAR	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  than	  otherwise	  
possible.	  What	  is	  the	  Community	  benefit?	  Where	  is	  the	  Public	  offsite	  Park	  space	  
other	  then	  interior	  plaza	  space	  on	  site?	  Why	  has	  the	  "community	  benefiting	  public	  
park	  space"	  been	  put	  mostly	  on	  the	  private	  residential	  terraces	  up	  in	  the	  towers?	  
How	  will	  this	  park	  space	  benefit	  the	  community	  if	  they	  can	  not	  access	  it?	  How	  come	  
the	  city	  owned	  large	  traffic	  island	  is	  being	  gifted	  to	  the	  developers,	  then	  given	  back	  
to	  the	  community	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  Set	  Back/park	  space?	  Why	  hasn't	  the	  developer	  
shown	  a	  proposal	  that	  only	  uses	  the	  land	  it	  actually	  owns,	  instead	  of	  annexing	  city	  
land	  in	  all	  alternatives?	  	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  affordable	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  
they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  
answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  DEIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  

approved.	  
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Ms. Hewawitharana, 
 
Below please find a letter which presents comments on the DEIR for the Sunset Blvd. 
Mixed Use Project. These comments were originally submitted during the original DEIR 
comment period, but I wish for these comments to be resubmitted and the questions 
raised to be answered as they still pertain to Alternative 9. Thank you in advance for the 
review of this submittal. 



          
               
 
 
 
January 20, 2015 
 

Mayor Garcetti 
Council Member Tom LeBonge 
Jonathan Brand 

City of Los Angeles Environmental Planning 
 

Subject:   Comments regarding the Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project DEIR 
 

At the request of “Save Sunset Blvd”, Coats Consulting has been requested to 
review the Draft EIR for the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, to ensure that it is 

adequate and complete, in order for the City of Los Angeles to be able to 
certify the environmental document in question.  As you are aware the 

purpose of a CEQA document is first and foremost to "INFORM".  CEQA 
documents are intended to be informational, unbiased and represent a 

complete and thorough evaluation of all relevant information needed for the 
Lead Agency to make an informed decision. 

Unfortunately the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete 
and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts 

associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document is 
prepared, as an “Advocacy” document, intended to provide an environmental 

document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the 
proposed project and its impacts on the Hollywood community, which will be 
most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development. 

 
Our evaluation focused on the General Plan / Community plan consistency, the 

potential visual impacts, the cumulative evaluations and the Community Open 
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Space/common areas adequate to provide public outdoor recreational 
opportunities for existing and future residents and visitors. 

 
 

 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN: 

 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is 

viewed as a safety net for the residents to ensure that present and future city 
administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to 

conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.  In the case of the, 
Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against 

Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, 
and community design programs, the proponent and EIR consultant are using 

"incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally 
superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and 

appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force 
employed by this approach to the evaluation. 

 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some 
twenty-seven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to 

mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five 
(5) years and an updated document, at least every twenty (20) years.  Since 

the last attempt at updating this Plan was over-turned by the Courts in 2014 
due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves 

the Hollywood community without the proper tools to evaluate the “real” 
impacts of this Project on the community at large.  In the least, this Project is 

premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable 
Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 

date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and 
needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for 

development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master 



Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood. Instead, 
Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to 

over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis. 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this 

Project as proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent 
for the City of Los Angeles, in that there are numerous parcels located along 

Sunset and within the immediate area of this proposed project, that have 
similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties 

could make the same request for ‘incentives’ and ‘considerations’.  The 
development of multiple, ‘massive’ towering developments along Sunset Blvd.; 

fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would forever 
change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. 

Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the ‘planning’ practices that are 
being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the 

applicant’s project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning.  I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Councilmembers to 

consider this Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been 
updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the 

City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet 
the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in 
the future. 

 
VIEWSHED: 

 
Other commenters have prepared an in depth and graphically representative 

analysis based on the DEIR, so I will not repeat their comments here.  As 
stated in the previous section; the development of  ‘massive’, ‘towering’ 

structures which are completely out of character with the surrounding 
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of ‘project benefit’ and 

the accompanying ‘incentive’ program variances to the City’s planning 
practices, goals and policies.  There are alternatives to the proposed 

development, which could render the project’s benefits still viable without 



destroying the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a 
project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures 

that are in keeping with the 6 – 10 story buildings already constructed is more 
in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community 

which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character 
and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a 

major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the 
Hollywood community.   

 
I would request that the EIR consultants thoroughly evaluate the previously 

stated alternatives and include these alternatives in a revised draft document, 
 

• 45 foot height restriction w/increased density for affordable housing 
• Development of a project that respects and utilizes the 6-10 story 

buildings in the area, as a model for development 
 

 
OPEN SPACE / RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES: 

 
The intention behind the requirement to provide open space and recreational 
opportunities is to provide open space and usable ‘green space’ for use by the 

residents within an urban community.  The provision of ‘commercial’ gathering 
places to support retail and food service establishments does not meet the 

intent.  In evaluating the elements of a healthy and nurturing environment, it 
has been found that open space green areas are optimal in providing areas 

available to all segments of the community.  The ability to get outside, to run, 
throw a ball or a Frisbee, play with your dog, watch your children play, or even 

just to sit in an open, natural and therefore nurturing environment is essential 
and beneficial to the health and well being of all of us.  The value of all types 

of exercise is well documented.  With the stress, particular to a dense urban 
environment, this aspect of one’s life is essential to maintain.  In our review of 

the proposed project plans, it appears as if the project proponents are utilizing 



the “public” plaza, the residential developments’ swimming pool, fitness center 
and recreation room as sufficient to meet the intent of providing recreational 

opportunities.  Given this assertion by the Project proponents, I have the 
following questions: 

 
• Will the tenants and their families, in the affordable units have full access 

to the swimming pool, the fitness center and the recreation room, 
whenever the facilities are open ? 

• Will all members of the public ‘at large’ be able to both utilize and spend 
time on the Plaza without purchasing something from one of the 

developments’ food or retail establishments ? 
• Did the project proponents consider providing green open space as a 

part of the project ?   
• If not, why was it rejected ? 

 
The Plaza, as proposed, is a marketing tool for the economic benefit of the 

retail/food establishments within the development, and does not provide a 
community open space/recreational environment.  Given that, I would ask the 

City and the decision makers to consider an incentive program which requires 
the Project to provide green open space as a condition of approval.  Purchase 
of land and/or economic contributions to the City’s park program would go 

further towards meeting the intent of the City’s policy. 
 

 
LAND USE, ET AL. 

 
The City’s land use goals and policies are designed to provide a 

comprehensive long-range plan for the development of lands within a specific 
geographic area and social environment.  The physical elements and the social 

elements of the community must be evaluated against the principles that guide 
the current and long-term needs and desires of that community.  These goals 

and policies are safeguards against the adverse impacts of poorly planned or 



special interest development.  They provide assurance to the inhabitants of a 
community, that the character of their living environment will be properly 

vetted in the public forum.  All interested parties are to be assured that they 
will have accurate and complete information for their own evaluation and for 

the evaluation of the decision makers who will ultimately direct the character 
of their community. 

 
It appears after careful review the DEIR that the information presented is 

incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of allowing an “informed” 
decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and 

understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does 
not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess 

current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, 
specialized community of Hollywood.  Furthermore, the document fails to 

evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the 
City’s general plan and zoning policies.  Utilizing ‘incentive’ programs and ‘over 

riding considerations’ as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative 
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the 

impacts to the community could be adverse and significant.  Allowing a 
development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at 
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments 

of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The 
lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its’ surrounds would 

be irreversible and irresponsible.   
 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size 
and scale of development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures 

is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other 
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a 

backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures.  The document inadequately 
considers and presents this impact to the community and the decision makers. 

 



In the midst of the “glowing” accounts of the increased housing and 
transportation benefits as a justification for the planning process being utilized, 

the document fails to address the cumulative impact of the City’s allowance 
for sales of residentially allocated parking spaces, independent of the housing 

unit to which they are attached.  If the project proponent has the ability to 
utilize this function, a complete and adequate assessment should have been 

made, outlining the long-term impacts to the community.  The Sunset Blvd. 
area is seriously under-parked.  Creating 249 new residential units of varying 

densities without assurance of their ability to maintain the use of the parking 
spaces allocated for their use will have a serious and adverse effect on the 

circulation and congestion of the area.  In addition, the failure to provide 
parking will cause potentially significant impacts to adjacent neighborhoods, as 

there will be an influx of cars competing for the already limited parking.  This 
over sight on the part of the preparers further proves the assertion that DEIR 

document is incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and re-circulated.  
I have the following questions: 

 
• Will the project applicant make an irreversible statement, that no parking 

will be sold, either to the tenants or to individuals not residing in the 
unit for which the parking was approved ? 

• Will the City condition the Project, such that no parking can be sold 

either to the tenants or to outside parties ? 
 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City Staff 
utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as 

justification for the development.  This process does not meet the intent of 
those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please 

reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision 
and recirculation to address the inadequacies. 

 
Respectfully Submitted; 

 



Michelle D. Coats  
 
Michelle D. Coats 
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This is a letter from Coates Consulting, an EIR specialist,  urging the Los Angeles planning commission to deny
this developer’s DEIR based on the fatal ambiguities and violations of the city’s master plan contained within.
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Ms. Hewawitharana, 
 
Below please find a letter which presents comments on the DEIR for the Sunset Blvd. 
Mixed Use Project. These comments were originally submitted during the original DEIR 
comment period, but I wish for these comments to be resubmitted and the questions 
raised to be answered as they still pertain to Alternative 9. Thank you in advance for the 
review of this submittal. 



          
               
 
 
 
January 20, 2015 
 

Mayor Garcetti 
Council Member Tom LeBonge 
Jonathan Brand 

City of Los Angeles Environmental Planning 
 

Subject:   Comments regarding the Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project DEIR 
 

At the request of “Save Sunset Blvd”, Coats Consulting has been requested to 
review the Draft EIR for the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, to ensure that it is 

adequate and complete, in order for the City of Los Angeles to be able to 
certify the environmental document in question.  As you are aware the 

purpose of a CEQA document is first and foremost to "INFORM".  CEQA 
documents are intended to be informational, unbiased and represent a 

complete and thorough evaluation of all relevant information needed for the 
Lead Agency to make an informed decision. 

Unfortunately the Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete 
and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts 

associated with the proposed project.  In its current format, the document is 
prepared, as an “Advocacy” document, intended to provide an environmental 

document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the 
proposed project and its impacts on the Hollywood community, which will be 
most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development. 

 
Our evaluation focused on the General Plan / Community plan consistency, the 

potential visual impacts, the cumulative evaluations and the Community Open 

LAND PLANNING • ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING • ENTITLEMENT/PROJECT MANAGEMENT • BRANDING 

P  831.250.7192 
F  831.250.7193 

PO BOX 1356 
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Space/common areas adequate to provide public outdoor recreational 
opportunities for existing and future residents and visitors. 

 
 

 
HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN: 

 
In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is 

viewed as a safety net for the residents to ensure that present and future city 
administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to 

conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.  In the case of the, 
Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against 

Goals and Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, 
and community design programs, the proponent and EIR consultant are using 

"incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally 
superior project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and 

appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force 
employed by this approach to the evaluation. 

 
The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some 
twenty-seven (27) years ago.  Good and adequate planning practices, not to 

mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a General Plan review every five 
(5) years and an updated document, at least every twenty (20) years.  Since 

the last attempt at updating this Plan was over-turned by the Courts in 2014 
due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan leaves 

the Hollywood community without the proper tools to evaluate the “real” 
impacts of this Project on the community at large.  In the least, this Project is 

premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable 
Community Plan is adopted.  Reinstituting the 1988 Plan and placing a 2014 

date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and 
needs of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for 

development.  This has put the community in the position of having no Master 



Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood. Instead, 
Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to 

over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis. 
Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this 

Project as proposed. This approach to Planning sets a dangerous precedent 
for the City of Los Angeles, in that there are numerous parcels located along 

Sunset and within the immediate area of this proposed project, that have 
similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties 

could make the same request for ‘incentives’ and ‘considerations’.  The 
development of multiple, ‘massive’ towering developments along Sunset Blvd.; 

fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would forever 
change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. 

Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the ‘planning’ practices that are 
being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the 

applicant’s project and selective enforcement of the City’s General Plan and 
Zoning.  I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Councilmembers to 

consider this Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan has been 
updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved.  At that point, the 

City will have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet 
the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in 
the future. 

 
VIEWSHED: 

 
Other commenters have prepared an in depth and graphically representative 

analysis based on the DEIR, so I will not repeat their comments here.  As 
stated in the previous section; the development of  ‘massive’, ‘towering’ 

structures which are completely out of character with the surrounding 
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of ‘project benefit’ and 

the accompanying ‘incentive’ program variances to the City’s planning 
practices, goals and policies.  There are alternatives to the proposed 

development, which could render the project’s benefits still viable without 



destroying the character of the Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a 
project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures 

that are in keeping with the 6 – 10 story buildings already constructed is more 
in keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community 

which will have to view this project, indefinitely.  Furthermore, the character 
and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a 

major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the 
Hollywood community.   

 
I would request that the EIR consultants thoroughly evaluate the previously 

stated alternatives and include these alternatives in a revised draft document, 
 

• 45 foot height restriction w/increased density for affordable housing 
• Development of a project that respects and utilizes the 6-10 story 

buildings in the area, as a model for development 
 

 
OPEN SPACE / RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES: 

 
The intention behind the requirement to provide open space and recreational 
opportunities is to provide open space and usable ‘green space’ for use by the 

residents within an urban community.  The provision of ‘commercial’ gathering 
places to support retail and food service establishments does not meet the 

intent.  In evaluating the elements of a healthy and nurturing environment, it 
has been found that open space green areas are optimal in providing areas 

available to all segments of the community.  The ability to get outside, to run, 
throw a ball or a Frisbee, play with your dog, watch your children play, or even 

just to sit in an open, natural and therefore nurturing environment is essential 
and beneficial to the health and well being of all of us.  The value of all types 

of exercise is well documented.  With the stress, particular to a dense urban 
environment, this aspect of one’s life is essential to maintain.  In our review of 

the proposed project plans, it appears as if the project proponents are utilizing 



the “public” plaza, the residential developments’ swimming pool, fitness center 
and recreation room as sufficient to meet the intent of providing recreational 

opportunities.  Given this assertion by the Project proponents, I have the 
following questions: 

 
• Will the tenants and their families, in the affordable units have full access 

to the swimming pool, the fitness center and the recreation room, 
whenever the facilities are open ? 

• Will all members of the public ‘at large’ be able to both utilize and spend 
time on the Plaza without purchasing something from one of the 

developments’ food or retail establishments ? 
• Did the project proponents consider providing green open space as a 

part of the project ?   
• If not, why was it rejected ? 

 
The Plaza, as proposed, is a marketing tool for the economic benefit of the 

retail/food establishments within the development, and does not provide a 
community open space/recreational environment.  Given that, I would ask the 

City and the decision makers to consider an incentive program which requires 
the Project to provide green open space as a condition of approval.  Purchase 
of land and/or economic contributions to the City’s park program would go 

further towards meeting the intent of the City’s policy. 
 

 
LAND USE, ET AL. 

 
The City’s land use goals and policies are designed to provide a 

comprehensive long-range plan for the development of lands within a specific 
geographic area and social environment.  The physical elements and the social 

elements of the community must be evaluated against the principles that guide 
the current and long-term needs and desires of that community.  These goals 

and policies are safeguards against the adverse impacts of poorly planned or 



special interest development.  They provide assurance to the inhabitants of a 
community, that the character of their living environment will be properly 

vetted in the public forum.  All interested parties are to be assured that they 
will have accurate and complete information for their own evaluation and for 

the evaluation of the decision makers who will ultimately direct the character 
of their community. 

 
It appears after careful review the DEIR that the information presented is 

incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of allowing an “informed” 
decision.  Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and 

understandable fashion.  The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does 
not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess 

current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, 
specialized community of Hollywood.  Furthermore, the document fails to 

evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the 
City’s general plan and zoning policies.  Utilizing ‘incentive’ programs and ‘over 

riding considerations’ as a planning tool is dangerous.  If the cumulative 
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the 

impacts to the community could be adverse and significant.  Allowing a 
development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at 
least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments 

of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent.  The 
lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its’ surrounds would 

be irreversible and irresponsible.   
 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size 
and scale of development against a backdrop of numerous historic structures 

is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other 
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a 

backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures.  The document inadequately 
considers and presents this impact to the community and the decision makers. 

 



In the midst of the “glowing” accounts of the increased housing and 
transportation benefits as a justification for the planning process being utilized, 

the document fails to address the cumulative impact of the City’s allowance 
for sales of residentially allocated parking spaces, independent of the housing 

unit to which they are attached.  If the project proponent has the ability to 
utilize this function, a complete and adequate assessment should have been 

made, outlining the long-term impacts to the community.  The Sunset Blvd. 
area is seriously under-parked.  Creating 249 new residential units of varying 

densities without assurance of their ability to maintain the use of the parking 
spaces allocated for their use will have a serious and adverse effect on the 

circulation and congestion of the area.  In addition, the failure to provide 
parking will cause potentially significant impacts to adjacent neighborhoods, as 

there will be an influx of cars competing for the already limited parking.  This 
over sight on the part of the preparers further proves the assertion that DEIR 

document is incomplete and inadequate and must be revised and re-circulated.  
I have the following questions: 

 
• Will the project applicant make an irreversible statement, that no parking 

will be sold, either to the tenants or to individuals not residing in the 
unit for which the parking was approved ? 

• Will the City condition the Project, such that no parking can be sold 

either to the tenants or to outside parties ? 
 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City Staff 
utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as 

justification for the development.  This process does not meet the intent of 
those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.  Please 

reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision 
and recirculation to address the inadequacies. 

 
Respectfully Submitted; 

 



Michelle D. Coats  
 
Michelle D. Coats 
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>
> Dear Primal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, Mayor Eric Garcetti,
>
> As a Los Angles City resident resident who lives less than 2,500 feet from 8150 Sunset Blvd, I am writing in
opposition to the proposed development at that site as described in the recirculated DEIR. As a former firefighter
I’m dismayed that the LAFD has already gone on record as saying a project of the size proposed will put such
stress on their resources that the new residents, and those affected around them, will not have adequete fire
protection, thus putting the new development and the neighborhood as a whole in danger from fires and medical
emergencies that cannot be addressed in a timely matter by the city’s own rules and metrics. The LAFD letter to
the city, signed by the fire chief, also states that if this building is approved it will require at least another Truck
company assignment to the area and paramedic ambulance, and probably a new fire station due the response
distances of Stations 41 and 27 in Hollywood. Who is going to pay for this? Are the taxpayers going to be
shouldered with the cost of hiring 1825 new firefighters, purchasing new 500,000 dollar trucks, or even possibly
the millions of dollars for a new fire station? All for some luxury condos, a tiny smattering of “Affordable” units and
a hideous, monstrous tower that will destroy the quality of life for an iconic neighborhood of the city?
>
> This is a bad project and a hopelessly biased and poorly written DEIR. Public safety is just one of the
countless negative issues this mammoth  boondoggle would bring to the area and one of a long list of impacts
completely unaddressed in the DEIR. I urge you to reject this badly written DEIR and insist that the developers
come back with a project that is smaller, less dense, and a more low rise fit for one of the great neighborhoods of
LA.
>
> In the PDF below I have also listed several other problems with the DEIR I hope will help you reject it as
dishonest and fatally flawed. Let’s not destroy a neighborhood!
>
> Yours truly,
>
> Gregory Widen
>
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Dear	  Srimal	  Hewawitharana,	  David	  Ryu,	  and	  Mayor	  Eric	  Garcetti,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  for	  8150	  Sunset	  
Blvd	  project.	  This	  letter	  is	  being	  written	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  DEIR,	  RDEIR	  and	  
proposed	  development	  at	  8150	  Sunset.	  
	  
Community	  outcry	  was	  been	  well	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  over	  700	  letters	  opposing	  the	  
height,	  mass,	  and	  bulk	  in	  previous	  designs.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  only	  increased	  the	  
height,	  increased	  the	  mass,	  and	  increased	  the	  bulk.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  equally	  
angered	  the	  community.	  The	  over	  650	  letters	  and	  signatures	  on	  
the	  change.org	  petition	  demonstrate	  a	  strong	  and	  continued	  stakeholder	  opposition.	  
	  
This	  area	  is	  neighborhood	  office	  commercial,	  not	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area.	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
regional	  center	  or	  downtown.	  	  Respect	  the	  present	  zoning.	  Alternative	  9	  is	  a	  
manipulation	  of	  the	  zoning	  and	  would	  result	  in	  the	  elimination	  of	  what	  defines	  this	  
area	  as	  a	  well	  established	  low	  rise,	  lower	  density	  neighborhood.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  policies	  outlined	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  
	  
Public	  views	  are	  an	  irreplaceable	  natural	  resources	  as	  defined	  by	  CEQA.	  The	  
hillsides	  are	  a	  beacon	  for	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  perception	  of	  open	  space	  once	  lost,	  will	  
alter	  the	  landscape	  permanently.	  Allowing	  a	  structure	  of	  this	  height	  and	  mass,	  
would	  create	  a	  barrier	  and	  separation	  of	  the	  areas	  natural	  form.	  	  No	  development	  
that	  blocks	  and	  diminishes	  public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  hills,	  should	  be	  permitted.	  
The	  hills	  represent	  a	  directional	  landmark	  for	  all	  of	  LA	  and	  they	  are	  the	  
identifying	  feature	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  public	  view	  should	  be	  protected.	  
The	  tallest	  building	  will	  be	  inhabited	  by	  only	  30	  condo	  owners	  on	  the	  top	  floors,	  the	  
needs	  of	  the	  few	  should	  not	  overweigh	  the	  many	  in	  the	  grotesque	  impact	  on	  the	  
neighborhood	  that	  will	  result.	  
	  
In	  general,	  as	  was	  pointed	  out	  by	  members	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  Neighborhood	  
council,	  the	  logic	  employed	  in	  the	  DEIR	  is	  muddy	  and	  often	  simply	  not	  credible.	  In	  
many	  ways	  as	  will	  be	  outlined,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  adequately	  address	  that	  fact	  
or	  support	  its	  lack	  of	  discussion	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
	  

The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Flawed/Unsure/and	  Transitory/Public	  Input	  was	  

Refused	  	  
	  

Townscape	  has	  violated	  CEQA	  early	  on	  in	  this	  process	  by	  not	  striving	  to	  
involve	  the	  community	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  and	  
seeking	  to	  exclude	  community	  participation	  and	  comment.	  Rather	  than	  seek	  
open	  community	  input,	  Townscape	  has	  preferred	  back	  door	  politics	  by	  scheduling	  
private	  meetings	  to	  preview	  the	  project	  to	  city	  officials	  and	  a	  select	  few	  before	  the	  
DEIR	  alternative	  9	  was	  released.	  	  
	  
Since	  the	  project	  and	  description	  is	  vastly	  different	  from	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  
(NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  and	  is	  different	  from	  what	  was	  studied,	  many	  studies	  conducted	  for	  



the	  NOP	  are	  inadequate	  for	  the	  Alternative	  9	  option,	  this	  violates	  CEQA.	  The	  project	  
description	  is	  supposed	  to	  remain	  stable	  and	  known.	  This	  project	  has	  been	  
in	  flux	  since	  its	  inception.	  Frank	  Gehry	  is	  the	  third	  architect	  hired	  by	  the	  developer	  
in	  the	  space	  of	  a	  year.	  Each	  notice	  to	  the	  community	  reads	  differently	  as	  does	  
the	  project	  description	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  especially	  alternative	  9.	  There	  have	  been	  three	  
completely	  different	  building	  plan	  presentations	  to	  the	  Hollywood	  Hill	  
Neighborhood	  Council.	  It	  is	  no	  wonder	  there	  is	  widespread	  confusion	  as	  to	  what	  this	  
plan	  even	  is	  and	  its	  impacts.	  	  
	  
LAND	  USE	  IMPACTS	  
	  

	  
The	  DEIR’s	  bare	  conclusions	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less-‐than-‐
significant	  impact	  on	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  vicinity	  and	  would	  
not	  physically	  
divide	  an	  established	  community	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  by	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  
obvious	  overwhelming	  impacts	  of	  the	  building	  in	  this	  lower	  rise	  neighborhood.	  
The	  immediate	  neighboring	  buildings,	  which	  are	  not	  considered	  or	  
specifically	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  are	  only	  two	  and	  three	  stories	  
tall.	  Similarly,	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  conflict	  with	  
The	  General	  Plan	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  and	  
undiscussed.	  The	  conclusions	  are	  unsupported	  as	  drawings	  or	  
renderings	  contained	  in	  the	  DEIR	  do	  not	  show	  the	  directly	  neighboring	  buildings	  of	  
2	  story	  and	  3	  story	  buildings	  in	  scale	  in	  an	  attempt	  do	  downplay	  how	  out	  of	  scale	  
this	  project	  would	  be.	  Nowhere	  in	  the	  DEIR	  does	  it	  faithfully	  represent	  the	  
surrounding	  neighborhood	  in	  scale	  or	  irreparable	  harm	  this	  development	  would	  
cause.	  
	  
The	  surrounding	  neighborhoods	  are	  some	  of	  the	  oldest	  in	  
the	  area	  with	  many	  buildings	  dating	  from	  the	  early	  1920’s-‐
1930s.	  Before	  the	  project	  goes	  forward	  
a	  complete	  Historic	  Resources	  Survey	  of	  the	  buildings	  within	  a	  3/4	  mile	  radius	  
should	  be	  completed	  and	  it	  should	  include	  private	  homes.	  The	  DEIR	  is	  
inadequate	  and	  contains	  insufficient	  information	  to	  allow	  the	  decision	  makers	  
to	  reach	  correct	  conclusions	  and	  findings	  regarding	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
historical	  resources	  and	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Over	  50	  projects	  are	  currently	  underway	  or	  proposed	  for	  Hollywood	  in	  the	  City	  of	  
Los	  Angeles	  and	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood.	  This	  DEIR	  makes	  no	  accounting	  for	  the	  
cumulative	  impacts	  caused	  these	  developments	  will	  have	  on	  the	  neighborhood,	  city	  
services,	  police,	  fire,	  medical,	  neighborhood	  cut	  through	  traffic,	  .	  It	  also	  doesn’t	  
account	  for	  the	  21,000	  truck	  trips	  that	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  suffer	  during	  
construction	  of	  8150	  and	  how	  this	  will	  have	  a	  cumulative	  effect	  when	  combined	  
with	  other	  concurrent	  development.	  The	  project,	  in	  calling	  for	  off	  menu	  incentives	  
that	  would	  relax	  existing	  development	  standards	  will	  only,	  if	  approved,	  increase	  
density	  and	  traffic	  problems	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  other	  developers	  seek	  the	  same	  



preferences,	  thereby	  threatening	  known	  and	  potential	  historic	  resources	  in	  
historically	  sensitive	  neighborhoods.	  None	  of	  these	  cumulative	  effects	  are	  addressed	  
in	  the	  DEIR.	  	  
	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  cite	  any	  single	  specific	  policy	  and	  provides	  only	  bare	  conclusions	  
of	  “no	  impact”	  or	  “less	  than	  significant	  impact”.	  The	  DEIR	  should	  discuss	  and	  
illustrate	  how	  it	  satisfies	  a	  majority	  of	  land	  use	  objectives	  and	  policies	  
to	  affirmatively	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  bare	  conclusions	  were	  reached.	  Discussions	  
of	  the	  violated	  policies	  should	  also	  be	  added	  to	  
the	  DEIR	  to	  fully	  resolve	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  and	  how	  the	  facts	  and	  studies	  
support	  the	  conclusions.	  The	  conclusions	  appear	  erroneous	  because	  the	  project	  
appears	  to	  violate,	  at	  some	  level,	  nearly	  every	  aspect	  of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  A	  full	  
discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  which	  policies	  and	  principals	  
of	  the	  elements	  are	  satisfied	  and	  which	  violated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  should	  
be	  enumerated	  in	  the	  DEIR.	  The	  following	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  objectives	  
should	  be	  fully	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR:	  It	  is	  insufficient	  to	  
simply	  state	  bare	  conclusions	  without	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  of	  the	  elements	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
	  
Building	  Height	  and	  Mass	  
	  

Applicant	  description	  of	  project:	  “one	  tower	  at	  Havenhurst	  at	  15	  stories	  in	  height	  (or	  
approximately	  234	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  lowest	  point	  on	  the	  Project	  
Site	  at	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  Crescent	  Heights	  at	  11	  stories	  (or	  
approximately	  174	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  
property),	  one	  at	  the	  central	  portion	  of	  the	  South	  Building	  between	  the	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  at	  five	  stories	  (or	  approximately	  110	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  
from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  thereby	  creating	  an	  approximately	  150-‐
foot-‐wide,	  open	  north-‐south-‐oriented	  view	  corridor	  between	  the	  taller	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  that	  provides	  views	  southward	  across	  the	  Project	  Site	  from	  locations	  to	  
the	  north	  and	  vice-‐versa.”	  
	  
The	  towers	  heights	  in	  Alternative	  9,	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  234	  feet,	  174	  feet	  and	  110	  feet	  
above	  grade,	  and	  are	  substantially	  taller	  than	  the	  original	  proposed	  height,	  which	  
was	  already	  too	  tall	  for	  this	  area	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood.	  The	  Chateau	  
Marmont	  Hotel	  is	  seven	  stories,	  built	  into	  the	  hillside.	  The	  Directors	  Guild	  is	  75	  feet	  
high	  at	  about	  8	  stories	  (this	  project	  would	  be	  three	  times	  higher)	  and	  the	  new	  hotel	  
construction	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood	  is	  ten	  stories.	  The	  
Hollywood	  Hills	  in	  this	  adjacent	  area,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  and	  Nichols	  Canyon,	  are	  more	  
rural	  and	  are	  wildlife	  corridors,	  with	  the	  lower	  lying	  neighborhoods	  predominately	  
very	  low	  to	  lower	  rise	  and	  historic	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  The	  narrow	  strip	  of	  
neighborhood	  serving	  commercial	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  is	  also	  significantly	  lower	  rise.	  
This	  proposed	  development	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  beacon	  to	  stand	  out	  and	  be	  seen	  for	  miles.	  
That	  it	  would	  be!	  Overshadowing	  the	  character	  of	  many	  well	  established	  
neighborhoods	  far	  and	  wide.	  The	  current	  proposal	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  it's	  



surroundings	  and	  built	  environment.	  	  Developer	  also	  understates	  standard	  industry	  
feet	  to	  number	  of	  	  storeies	  conversion	  which	  if	  properly	  applied	  yields:	  236	  feet	  =	  22	  
Stories	  (west	  tower),	  174	  feet	  =	  16	  Stories	  (east	  tower),	  110	  feet	  =	  10	  
Stories	  	  (center	  building).	  We	  remind	  you,	  this	  makes	  the	  largest	  tower	  three	  times	  
taller	  than	  the	  Chateau	  Marmont,	  long	  considered	  the	  anchor	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  
This	  project	  would	  dwarf	  it	  and	  be	  12	  stories	  taller	  than	  even	  the	  large	  development	  
on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  West	  Hollywood.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  applicant	  cites	  views	  from	  the	  hills,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  public	  
views	  of	  the	  hills.	  The	  Hollywood	  Hills	  are	  a	  major	  identifying	  feature	  of	  Hollywood,	  
the	  entire	  area	  and	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  hillside	  
landscape	  are	  seen	  from	  the	  south,	  east	  and	  west	  for	  miles	  and	  enjoyed	  by	  all	  
residents	  and	  visitors	  to	  the	  city.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  not	  only	  
provide	  a	  needed	  sense	  of	  open	  space,	  but	  are	  the	  view	  "beacon"	  and	  should	  not	  be	  
diminished,	  blocked	  or	  overshadowed	  by	  a	  development’s	  heights,	  mass	  or	  bulk.	  We	  
would	  like	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  not	  in	  a	  downtown	  or	  regional	  center.	  
If	  the	  developer	  would	  like	  to	  be	  a	  gateway	  to	  West	  Hollywood's	  Sunset	  Strip,	  
something	  resembling	  the	  Sunset	  Plaza	  portion	  might	  be	  more	  in	  line	  and	  
appropriate	  in	  terms	  of	  height,	  scale	  and	  mass	  for	  this	  location.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
SCENIC	  RESOURCES	  
	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  mandates	  identification	  and	  protection	  of	  
scenic	  resources.	  Identified	  resources	  include	  trees,	  historic	  buildings,	  rock	  
outcroppings	  and	  similar	  features	  that	  are	  located	  within	  a	  designated	  state	  scenic	  
highway.	  Under	  CEQA	  and	  the	  LAMC,	  decision	  makers	  have	  been	  able	  to	  require	  
retention	  and	  protection	  of	  scenic	  features.	  	  
	  
Through	  acquisition,	  park	  development	  and	  land	  use	  planning	  and	  development	  
requirements	  the	  city	  has	  a	  major	  role	  in	  protecting	  land	  forms	  and	  scenic	  features	  
and	  in	  making	  scenic	  features	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
It	  is	  Los	  Angeles	  city	  policy	  to	  continue	  to	  encourage	  and/or	  require	  property	  
owners	  to	  develop	  their	  properties	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  will,	  to	  the	  greatest	  extent	  
practical,	  retain	  significant	  existing	  land	  forms	  (e.g.,	  ridge	  lines,	  bluffs,	  unique	  
geologic	  features)	  and	  unique	  scenic	  features	  (historic,	  ocean,	  mountains,	  unique	  
natural	  features)	  and/or	  make	  possible	  public	  view	  or	  other	  access	  to	  unique	  
features	  or	  scenic	  views	  as	  indicated	  in	  the	  following	  document: 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted 
September 2001  
 
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS  Page 46 - 47 



 
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION	  OF	  RESOURCES	  WHICH	  PROVIDE	  

A	  SENSE	  OF	  NATURE,	  CONTINUITY	  WITH	  THE	  PAST,	  AND	  FREEDOM	  FROM	  

OVERCROWDING.	  
	  
New	  development	  can	  enhance	  and	  preserve	  Los	  Angeles’	  distinctive	  qualities	  if	  it	  is	  
designed	  with	  consideration	  for	  the	  prevailing	  design	  character	  and	  the	  effect	  on	  
surroundings.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  conserve	  important	  design	  character	  in	  
historic	  or	  distinctive	  older	  areas,	  some	  uniformity	  of	  detail,	  scale,	  proportion,	  
texture,	  materials,	  color	  and	  building	  form	  is	  necessary.	  Large	  buildings	  
impair	  the	  character	  of	  older,	  small	  scale	  areas	  if	  no	  transition	  is	  made	  between	  
small-‐scale	  and	  large-‐scale	  elements	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  should	  set	  forth	  extensive	  discussions	  of	  how	  this	  project	  
meets	  this	  criteria	  and	  how	  it	  does	  
not	  create	  a	  large	  “separation”	  in	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  The	  present	  
building	  on	  the	  site	  “fits	  in”	  because	  it	  is	  essentially	  two	  stories	  and	  creates	  
a	  harmonious	  transition	  from	  the	  two	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Havenhurst	  and	  
the	  three	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  that	  it	  directly	  borders.	  The	  
proposed	  buildings	  will	  separate	  and	  divide	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  just	  by	  its	  
sheer	  size.	  
	  
Visually	  strong	  buildings	  which	  contrast	  severely	  with	  their	  surroundings	  



impair	  the	  character	  of	  the	  area.	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  
of	  the	  jarring	  visual	  impact	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  The	  lack	  
of	  any	  discussion	  and	  reference	  to	  these	  policies	  
make	  the	  DEIR	  completely	  inadequate.	  Other	  policies	  which	  need	  to	  be	  reconciled	  
include	  the	  principal	  that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human	  Needs	  	  
	  
In	  questions	  of	  scale,	  the	  height	  of	  buildings	  has	  received	  
the	  greatest	  and	  most	  continuous	  public	  attention.	  Nevertheless,	  
a	  citywide	  plan	  for	  building	  height	  has	  not	  existed	  prior	  to	  this	  time,	  and	  
both	  residents	  and	  visitors	  have	  experienced	  stress	  and	  concern	  at	  the	  prospect	  that	  
the	  appearance	  of	  the	  skyline	  may	  continue	  to	  change	  rapidly	  without	  further	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
direction	  or	  any	  real	  planning.	  
	  
	  
Extremely	  massive	  buildings	  on	  or	  near	  hills	  can	  overwhelm	  the	  natural	  land	  forms,	  
block	  views,	  and	  generally	  disrupt	  the	  character	  of	  the	  city.	  Low,	  smaller-‐
scale	  buildings	  on	  the	  slopes	  of	  hills,	  at	  their	  base	  and	  in	  
the	  valleys	  between	  complement	  topographic	  forms	  and	  permit	  uninterrupted	  
views.	  The	  relationship	  between	  areas	  of	  low,	  fine-‐scaled	  buildings	  and	  areas	  of	  
high,	  large-‐scaled	  buildings	  can	  be	  made	  more	  pleasing	  if	  the	  transition	  in	  
building	  height	  and	  mass	  between	  such	  areas	  is	  gradual.	  Buildings	  which	  meet	  
the	  ground	  and	  reflect	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  hill	  relate	  to	  the	  land	  form.	  A	  



bulky	  building	  creates	  the	  most	  visual	  disruption	  when	  seen	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  
the	  dominant	  silhouette	  against	  a	  background	  and/or	  foreground	  of	  much	  
smaller	  structures.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  these	  principals-‐-‐-‐merely	  a	  conclusion	  that	  
the	  building	  is	  not	  disruptive	  and	  causes	  no	  significant	  impact—a	  bare	  conclusion	  
not	  supported	  by	  the	  facts,	  any	  reasonable	  discussion	  or	  reconciliation	  
of	  the	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  appears	  erroneous.	  An	  in	  depth	  discussion	  is	  
needed	  as	  to	  how	  the	  proposed	  building	  is	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  scale	  and	  form	  
of	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  so	  as	  to	  reconcile	  the	  erroneous	  conclusions	  of	  no	  
impacts	  or	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
	  
These	  policies	  are	  completely	  ignored	  in	  the	  DEIR	  and	  the	  exact	  opposite	  conclusion	  
is	  reached	  without	  adequate	  discussion	  or	  any	  facts	  or	  law	  to	  
justify	  these	  erroneous	  conclusions.	  
	  
	  
“Affordable	  Housing”	  
	  
Reviewing	  the	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Mixed	  Use	  Recirculated	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  the	  original	  
draft	  EIR	  documentation,	  one	  is	  unable	  to	  locate	  a	  clear	  definition	  of	  “Affordable”	  for	  
the	  “Affordable	  Units”	  being	  included	  in	  the	  project	  and	  therefore,	  as	  prepared,	  the	  
documentation	  is	  incomplete	  because	  it	  has	  not	  adequately	  evaluated	  the	  
Community	  Benefits	  the	  project	  will	  provide	  as	  an	  offset	  to	  the	  resulting	  zoning	  
upgrades	  and	  potential	  environmental	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  
project	  Therefore,	  the	  city	  must	  find	  the	  EIR	  deficient	  and	  unable	  to	  
substantiate	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  and	  taller	  
than	  otherwise	  possible.	  The	  bigger	  and	  taller	  part	  we’ve	  got,	  now	  –	  what’s	  the	  
benefit?	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  
they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  
EIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  approved.	  
	  
Traffic	  Island	  and	  Current	  Sweeping	  Right	  Turn	  Moving	  the	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  
The	  current	  triangle	  and	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  could	  be	  re-‐worked	  to	  allow	  
pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  passage,	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  stop	  lights	  and	  maybe	  even	  a	  cut	  
out	  for	  the	  east	  bound	  Sunset	  bus	  to	  pull	  in	  out	  of	  traffic.	  Pedestrian	  refuge	  medians	  	  
are	  being	  added	  back	  in	  many	  cities,	  including	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  	  
They	  provide	  a	  place	  for	  people	  to	  safely	  wait	  where	  intersections	  are	  busy	  and	  
complicated.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Height	  has	  definitely	  
become	  much	  busier	  and	  complicated	  with	  the	  new	  multi	  use	  resident,	  commercial	  
retail,	  restaurant	  and	  event	  venue	  project.	  	  



	  
The	  current	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  lane	  eastbound	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  
Crescent	  Heights	  allows	  for	  continual	  vehicle	  merging,	  which	  will	  be	  needed	  with	  
the	  addition	  of	  500	  plus	  new	  residents,	  where	  there	  currently	  are	  none,	  commercial	  
and	  new	  additional	  event	  traffic.	  Removing	  the	  current	  right	  turn	  lane	  would	  create	  
a	  completely	  stopped	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Right	  on	  red	  could	  not	  be	  
accommodated	  due	  to	  pedestrian	  crossing	  and	  southbound	  oncoming	  traffic	  from	  
Laurel	  Canyon.	  The	  local	  bus	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  should	  be	  kept	  at	  the	  location,	  or	  at	  
minimum	  in	  front	  of	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Semi	  Truck	  turn	  around	  traffic	  island	  -‐	  uses	  all	  lanes	  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving	  the	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  



Moving	   the	  bus	   stop	   to	  8000	  Sunset	  Blvd	  as	  proposed	   forces	  pedestrians	   to	   cross	  
the	  street	  and	  walk	   farther	   to	   reach	   the	  bus.	  Placing	   the	  bus	  on	  Sunset	   in	   front	  of	  
8000	   Sunset	   would	   back	   up	   vehicle	   traffic	   turning	   east	   onto	   Sunset	   Blvd	   from	  
Crescent	  Heights’	  sweeping	  right	  turn.	  	  The	  sidewalk	  provided	  for	  bus	  rider	  waiting	  
area	  is	  extremely	  limited	  at	  this	  location.	  There	  is	  minimal	  sidewalk	  space	  to	  add	  a	  
bus	  shelter	  and	  or	  accommodate	  bus	  riders	  with	  bicycles.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  good	  location	  
for	  a	  bus	  stop.	  
	  
Fairfax-‐Sunset	  a	  Major	  High	  Quality	  Transit	  Stop?	  

 
PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(1)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   permit	   a	   3:1	   floor	   area	   ratio	   for	   a	   Housing	  
Development	  Project	   located	  within	  approximately	  1,560	   feet	  of	  a	  Transit	  Stop,	   in	  
lieu	   of	   the	   1,500	   foot	   distance	   specified	   in	   the	   on-‐menu	   Incentive	   allowing	   a	   3:1	  
floor	  area	  ratio	  (LAMC	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	  	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  agree	  that	  the	  project	  location,	  at	  1,560	  feet	  from	  a	  transit	  stop,	  entitles	  
the	   project	   to	   a	   3:1	   FAR	  bonus.	  	   The	   transit	   stop	   at	   Fairfax	   and	   Sunset	   is	   a	   small,	  
neighborhood-‐oriented	  bus	  stop.	  	  The	  transit	  services	  provided	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  
and	   Laurel	   Canyon	   with	   Metro	   Routes	   2	   and	   302	   do	   not	   qualify	   this	   project	   as	  
“transit-‐oriented	  development.”	  In	  addition,	  these	  services	  are	  not	  guaranteed	  to	  be	  
provided	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   could	   be	   terminated	  by	  Metro	   at	   any	   time.	  	   The	  DEIR	  
says	  that	  Metro	  lines	  217	  and	  780	  on	  Fairfax	  serve	  this	  project,	  but	  as	  stated	  above,	  
this	  route	  is	  not	  within	  guidelines	  of	  1,500	  feet.	  	  	  
	  
Significant	  improvement	  will	  need	  to	  be	  made	  at	  all	  bus	  stops	  located	  at	  Sunset	  and	  
Fairfax	  for	  this	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  "high	  quality"	  bus,	  or	  major	  transit	  stop.	  
	  
The	  Recirculated	  DEIR	  points	  out	   that	   the	  project	   is	  not	  within	   the	   required	  1,500	  
feet	  of	  these	  very	  unimproved	  bus	  stops	  for	  FAR	  consideration.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  
mention	  what	  improvements	  will	  be	  made	  or	  at	  what	  locations	  to	  achieve	  a	  quality	  
bus	   stop.	   Please	   provide	   more	   information	   on	   the	   major	   transit	   stops	   and	  
improvements	  to	  be	  made.	  Failure	  to	  have	  done	  so	  makes	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
A	   well	   lit,	   ADA	   compliant	   bus	   shelter	   will	   be	   needed	   at	   this	   location,	   if	   it	   is	   to	  
properly	   serve	   the	   new	   residents,	   guests,	   patrons,	   employees	   and	   general	   public.	  
Restaurant	  employees	  and	  patrons	  who	  leave	  the	  project	   later	  at	  night	  and	  should	  
not	  have	  to	  walk	  farther	  distance	  or	  be	  expected	  to	  wait	  at	  a	  dark,	  unsheltered	  bus	  
stop	  during	  late	  night	  hours.	  People	  will	  not	  take	  the	  bus.	  
	  



The	   rapid	   bus	   number	   780	   does	   stop	   on	   Fairfax	   south	   of	   Sunset	   Blvd,	  where	   the	  
local	  bus	  runs	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  However,	  the	  780	  bus	  does	  not	  operate	  on	  weekends,	  
holidays	  of	   after	  8pm	  during	   the	  week.	  All	   times	   that	   the project	   site	  would	  have	  
heavy	  commercial	  use.	  Hardly	  a	  high	  quality	  Major	  transit	  stop.	  Santa	  Monica	  Blvd	  is	  
the	  more	  major	  stop	  for	  the	  780	  bus	  but	  is	  even	  farther	  away	  and	  disqualifies	  this	  
project	  from	  FAR	  consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic	  objections	  to	  DEIR	  Alternative	  9	  	  
	  
The	   impacts	   from	   construction	   and	   operation	   are	   so	   far	   reaching	   in	   alternative	   9	  
they	  are	  an	  untenable	  burden	  for	  not	  only	  residents	  but	  commuters	  who	  use	  Sunset	  
Blvd,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  Hollywood	  Blvd,	  Laurel,	  Fairfax	  Ave	  and	  Fountain.	  	  
	  
A	  layman's	   review	   of	   this	   proposed	   project	   can	   easily	   pick	   out	   numerous	   glaring	  
issues,	   demonstrating	   the	  most	   basic	   operational	   aspects	   of	   this	   multi	   use	  
development	  have	  not	  been	  vetted	  or	  thought	  through.	  	  
	  
Alternative	   9	   is	   a	   completely	   different	   project,	   with	   completely	   new	   building	  
configurations	  and	  significant	  changes	  to	  proposed	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  traffic	   flow	  
than	  what	   the	   current	   Traffic	   Study	  was	   previously	   performed	   for.	  	   A	   New	   traffic	  
study	  should	  be	  required	  and	  performed	  for	  this	  new	  Alternative	  9,	  and	  any	  other	  
configuration	   that	   changes	   or	   alters	  traffic	   flow,	  travel	   lanes,	   traffic	  circulation,	  
ingress	   and	   egress	   to	  project	   site	   for	   vehicles,	   trucks	   and	  bicycles	   on	  Havenhurst,	  
Fountain	   Ave,	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   Crescent	   Heights.	   The	   new	   traffic	   study	   needs	   to	  
include	  cumulative	   impacts	   from	  other	  projects approved	  and	  planned	  within	  one	  
and	  one	  half	  miles	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  
	  
We	  have	  numerous	  concerns	  about	  traffic	  flow	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  in	  turn	  
lanes	  adjacent	   to	   the	  project.	  	   In	   recent	  years,	  both	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Fountain	  
have	   joined	  Sunset	  Blvd.	   as	  major	   commuter	   routes,	  producing	  heavy	   cut	   through	  
traffic	   on	   local	   neighborhood	   streets.	  	  We	   are	  additionally	   concerned	  	   with	   driver	  
ability	  and	  safety	  of	  left	  turns	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  
	  
One	   of	   the	   proposed	   changes	   is	   for	   Fountain	   Ave,	   installing	   left	   turn	   lanes	   and	   a	  
traffic	   light	   at	   Havenhurst.	   Installation	   of	   new	   left	   turn	   lanes	   on	   Fountain	   Ave	   at	  



Havenhurst	  would	  reduce	  the	  two	  existing	  east-‐west	  travel	  lanes	  to	  only	  one	  in	  each	  
direction	  at	  all	  hours.	  Fountain	  Ave	   is	  already	  overflowing	  with	   traffic	  and	  backed	  
up	  in	  each	  direction.	  Changing	  Fountain	  Ave	  to	  only	  one	  travel	  lane,	  would	  eliminate	  
on	   street	   parking	   currently	   available	   to	   residents,	   further	   reduce	   emergency	  
response	  times	  and	  would	  be	  disaster!	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO:	  Fountain	  Ave	  at	  Havenhurst	  
 
 

 
 
 
 
We	   do	   not	   believe	   that	   the	   traffic	   island,	   which	   belongs	   to	   the	   city,	   should	   be	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project.	  The	   current	  sweeping	   right	   turn	   lane	  eastbound	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  Crescent	  Heights	  should	  be	  preserved	  as	  is.	  It	  allows	  for	  
continual	   vehicle	   merging	   function	   which	   will	   be	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
new	  528	  residents,	  volumes	  of	  drivers	  and	  delivery	  trucks	  going	  to	  and	  leaving	  the	  
site	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	   parking	   garage.	   The	   traffic	   survey	   on	   this	   matter	   is	  
inaccurate	  and	  misleading.	  	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   is	   weak	   regarding	   pedestrians	   and	   silent	   regarding	   incorporations	   of	  



bicycle	  riders.	  
	  
Outdated	  statistics	   from	  2013	  do	  not	   include	  many	  recent	  building	  projects	   to	   the	  
west	   and	   east	   of	   the	   project.	   	  We	   request	   a	   new	   traffic	   study	   by	   an	  independent	  
company	  be	  done	  to	  more	  accurately	  and	  impartially	  assess	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
traffic	  as	   this	  DEIR	   is	   fatally	   flawed	   in	   its methodology.	  All	  Traffic	   is	  estimated	  by	  
theoretical	  models	  instead	  of	  empirical	  evidence.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  do	  an	  actual	  count	  of	  
the	  daily	  traffic	  accounts	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  present	  shopping	  center	  but	  this	  has	  not	  
been	   done.	   The	   present	   mall’s	   Traffic	   estimations	   of	   over	   7000	   cars	   is	   a	   gross	  
overestimate.	  Townscape’s	  own	  site	  manager	  concludes	   that	  about	  1500	  cars	  visit	  
the	   center	   daily.	   Real	   numbers	   based	   on	   empirical	   evidence,	   not	   theoretical	  
numbers,	   should	   be	   used	   so	   the	   city	   and	   the	   public	   can	   then	   properly	   assess	   the	  
DEIR	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

Construction	  Truck	  Access	  and	  Street	  Closures	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   construction	   trucks	   entering	   and	   exiting	   the	   project	   during	  
construction	  will	  do	  so	  from	  Crescent	  Heights,	  making	  a	  left	  turn	  across	  all	  lanes	  of	  
traffic	  up	   to	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  By	   the	  DEIR’s	  own	  conclusions	   this	  will	   result	   in	  21,000	  
one	  way	  trips	  or	  42,000	  in	  and	  out	  truck	  trips,	  each	  one	  that	  must	  cross	  all	  lanes	  of	  
Crescent	   Heights	   to	   then	  make	   a	   right	   turn	   on	   Sunset.	   If	   each	   such	   effective	  lane	  
closures	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  results	   in	  a	  minute’s	  disruption of	   traffic,	   then	  by	  the	  
time	  the	  project	  is	  finished	  Crescent	  Heights	  will	  have	  suffered	  a	  cumulative	  29	  days	  
of	  stopped	  traffic.	  
	  
The	   traffic	   congestion	   effect	   on	   all	   surrounding	   streets,	   including	   local	   residential	  
streets	  and	  cut	  through	  traffic	  will	  be	  severe.	  As	  well	  as	  a	  impacts	  to	  street	  surfaces	  
and	   infrastructure	   from	   heavy	   load	   trucks.	  This	   is	   an	   unacceptable	   community	  
impact. 
 
 
Commercial	  Delivery	  Trucks	  
	  

Emissions,	  noise	  and	  environment	  hazards	  from	  expected	  volume	  of	  daily	  delivery	  
trucks	   will	   have	   a	   negative	   and	   severe	   effect	   on	   the	   health	   and	   welfare	   of	   the	  
immediate	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood,	  residents,	  pedestrians,	  local	  businesses,	  
traffic	  circulation	  and	  roads.	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   in	   its	   traffic	   estimates	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  
developers	  are	  proposing	  a	  high	  volume	  grocery	  store	  on	  the	  premises	  and	  a	  high	  
volume	   gym.	  We	   ask	   that	   the	   DEIR	   be	   forced	   to	   include	   traffic	   numbers	   counted	  
properly	  from	  similarly	  sized	  grocery	  stores	  and	  gyms.	  	  
	  
The	  project	  proposes	  an	  internal	  truck	  delivery	  and	  loading	  dock	  area	  for	  its	  grocery	  
and	   retail	   operations.	   The	   recirculated	   DEIR	   does	   not	   provide	   information	   or	  



specifics	  regarding	  the	  actual	  operations	  and	  function	  for	  trucks	  and	  deliveries.	  
	  
Multiple	  restaurant	  and	  retail	  stores	  will	  generate	  heavy	  delivery	  truck	  volume.	  
	  
How	  many	   trucks	   (large,	  medium	  and	   smaller)	   can	   the	   internal	   loading	  dock	  area	  
accommodate	  at	  one	  time?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  undressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Where	  would	   the	   truck	  waiting	   or	   staging	   area	   be	   located, while	   trucks	  wait	   for	  
other	   trucks	   to	   leave	   the	   loading	  area	  and	   free	  up	   loading	  dock	  access	  and	  space?	  
The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  delivery	  truck	  waiting-‐staging	  location	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd,	  Havenhurst	  
or	  other	  location?	  	  
	  
Will	   there	  be	  some	   type	  of	   radio	  communications	  between	   the	   loading	  dock	  office	  
and	  incoming	  /	  out	  going	  delivery	  truck	  drivers	  to	  alert	  the	  driver	  that	  the	  loading	  
dock	  is	  already	  in	  use	  and	  at	  capacity	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  
fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Havenhurst	   is	   a	   small	   local	   street.	   Most	   small	   local	   streets	   and	   under	   street	  
infrastructure	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Los	   Angeles	   and	   City	   of	   West	   Hollywood	   were	   not	  
designed	  or	  made	   to	   support	   the	   size	  and	  weight	  of	   large	   trucks	  or	  heavy	  volume	  	  
truck	  traffic.	  	  	  
	  
Would	   Havenhurst	   need	   to	   be	   widened	   and	   strengthened	   to	   support	   and	  
accommodate	  the	  project's	  proposed	  heavy	  truck	  use	  and	  volume	  ?	  
	  
Would	   Sunset	   Blvd	   access	   or	   regular	   traffic	   flow	   be	   blocked	   by	   trucks	   entering,	  
exiting,	   turn	   maneuvers,	   or	   trucks	   waiting and	   lining	   up	   to	   enter	   the	   project's	  
internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  on	  Havenhurst	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  any	  of	  this	  unaddressed	  
and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Many	  deliveries	  for	  grocery	  and	  restaurants	  make	  deliveries	  in	  the	  morning,	  mixing	  
with	  regular	  commuter	  AM	  peaks	  rush	  hours.	  	  

 
How	  will	  the	  project	  site	  handle	  this	  additional	  truck	  volume	  coming	  and	  going	  from	  
the	  Havenhurst	   loading	  dock	  area,	   in	   addition	   to	   approximately	  100	  plus	   resident	  
vehicles	   leaving	   the	   project's	   same	   vehicle	   exit	   location,	   also	   traveling	   north	   to	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  during	  the	  same	  morning	  peak	  rush	  hour	  time?	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  in	  particular	  get	  their	  deliveries	  during	  night	  and	  very	  early	  morning	  
hours.	   The	   noise	   from	   trucks	   accessing	   the	   project	   site	   during	   the	   night	   time	   and	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (3:30-‐5am)	  could	  be	  disruptive	  to	  residents	  trying	  to	  sleep.	  	  
	  
What	  type	  of	  operational	  noise	  barriers	  will	  be	  constructed	  ?	  	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  



unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  has	  represented	  that	  only	  “residential	  traffic”	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  enter	  the	  
project	   from	  Havenhurst,	   a	   tiny	   residential	   street.	   Yet	   it	   also	   states	   that	   all	   truck	  
deliveries	  are	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  from	  Havenhurst	  via	  
Sunset	   Blvd.	   This	   includes	   large	   daily	   truck	   deliveries	   to	   the	  	   grocery	   store,	  
restaurant,	  retail	  deliveries,	  garbage	  trucks	  etc.	  	  

 
Can	   such	   a	   small	   residential	   street	   such	   as	  Havenhurst	   accommodate	   this	   type	   of	  
large	   truck	   maneuvering,	   turning	   radius	   and	   volume	   of	   trucks	   to	   back	   in	   to	   the	  
internal	  loading	  dock?	  
	  
It	  is	  a	  reasonable	  expectation	  that	  the	  most	  simple	  access	  delivery	  trucks	  servicing	  
smaller	  restaurants	  and	  retail	  establishments	  will	  stop	  and	  park	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  in	  
front	  of	   the	  project	  site	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	  on	  the	  side	  of	   the	  project	  site	  to	  make	  
their	  deliveries.	  Unloading	  of	  goods	  would	  take	  place	  on	  the	  pubic	  sidewalks,	   then	  
wheeled	   into	   the	  plaza	  area	  and	   to	   the	   restaurant	  and	   retail	   stores.	  However,	   this	  
would	  eliminate	  vehicle	   lane	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	   for	  residents	  
leaving	   in	   the	  morning	   via	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   patrons	   and	   employees	   entering	   and	  
exiting	  during	   the	  day.	  The	  DEIR	  offers	  no	  solutions	   to	   this	  and	   in	   fact	   states	  only	  
three	   spaces	  will	   be	   provided	  in	   the	   internal	   garage	   for	   such	  deliveries	   as	  well	   as	  
taxis,	   uber,	   and	   personal	   drop-‐offs.	   This	   is	   a	   vast	   underestimation	   of	   the	   likely	  
demand	  for	  unloading	  space	  created	  by	  such	  deliveries.	  	  	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  would	  also	  greatly	  shorten	  turn	  lane	  length	  
availability	  for	  the	  proposed	  Sunset	  Blvd	  right	  turn	  lane	  and	  vehicles	  turning	  from	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  to	  Crescent	  Heights.	  The	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  
would	  overflow	  to	  other	  lanes	  making	  Sunset	  Blvd	  access	  for	  new	  residents,	  patrons	  
and	  all	  regular	  vehicle	  travel	  near	  impossible.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address this	  and	  is	  
deficient.	  
	  
Additionally,	   delivery	   trucks	   parked	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   hinder	   ingress,	  
egress	  to	   and	   from	   the	   parking	   garage	   access	  and	   block	   vehicle	   site	   view	   on	  
oncoming	  traffic	  from	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  is	  proposed	  
to	  be	  a	  very	  high	  volume	  use	   from	  employees,	  patrons,	  valet	  set	  up,	  residents	  and	  
residents	  guests	  turning	  left	  and	  right	  into	  and	  out	  of	  the	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  
garage.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally flawed.	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Heights	  would	  also	  eliminate	  or	  
hinder	  use	  of	  a	  curbside	  resident,	  patron	  and	  employee	  passenger	  pick	  up	  and	  drop	  
off	   for	   ride	  services	   like	  Taxi,	  Lyft	  and	  Uber.	  Easy	  passenger	  pick	  up and	  drop	  off	  
areas	  will	  be	  essential	  for	  smooth	  east-‐west	  travel	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  north-‐south	  
travel	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  An	  off	  street	  cutout	  area	  is	  necessary	  for	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  
accommodate	   passenger	   drop	   off	   and	   pick	   up	   with	   out	   adding	   more	   strain	   on	  
Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  access	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  streets.	  The	  



DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Uber,	  Taxi,	  personal	  deliveries,	  UPS	  etc.	  are	  inside	  the	  parking	  garage	  where	  no	  one	  
will	  use	  them.	  This	  is	  utterly	  inadequate.	  	  
	  
Additionally,	   the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  doesn't	  mention	  if	  residential	  moving	  vans	  and	  
trucks	  and	  daily	  residential	  packages	  deliveries	  would	  also	  be	  using	  the	  Havenhust	  
access	  as	  well.	  No	  mention	  is	  made	  in	  the	  DEIR	  how	  Havenhurst,	  a	  tiny	  residential	  
street,	  will	  be	  impacted	  by	  taxis	  and	  personal	  pick-‐ups	  being	  made	  for	  residents	  at	  
the	  Havenhurst	  entrance	  to	  the	  project.	  

 
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Havenhurst	  parking	  and	  truck	  garage	  access	  
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PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(2)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   allow	  an	   increase	   in	   the	  number	   of	   compact	   parking	  
spaces	   that	  may	  be	  provided	   for	   commercial	  uses	   from	  40%	   to	  60%	  and	   to	   allow	  
parking	   for	   residential	   uses	   in	   excess	   of	   one	   standard	   parking	   stall	   for	   146	  
residential	  units	  to	  be	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces	  instead	  of	  one	  standard	  parking	  
space	   for	  each	  unit	   (or	  249	  spaces),	  with	   the	  rest	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces,	   in-‐
lieu	   of	   the	   requirements	   set	   forth	   in	   LAMC	   Section	   12.21-‐A,5(c),	   with	   attendant	  
parking	  for	  both	  commercial	  and	  residential	  parking;	  	  
	  
Parking	  Option	  1,	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(d)(1),	  which	  allows	  parking	  to	  be	  
provided	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  1	  space	  for	  each	  studio	  and	  one-‐	  bedroom	  unit,	  and	  two	  spaces	  
for	   each	   two-‐	   and	   three-‐bedroom	   unit,	   and	   provides	   that	   required	   parking	   in	   a	  
Housing	   Development	   Project	   that	   qualifies	   for	   a	   Density	   Bonus	   may	   be	   sold	   or	  
rented	  separately	  from	  the	  dwelling	  units;	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   Mixed	   Use	   buildings	   are	   permitted	   to	   sell	   or	   rent	   parking	  
spaces,	  but	  does	  not	  provide	  specifics	  as	  to	  how	  many	  spaces	  will	  sold	  or	  rent	  or	  at	  
what	  cost.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  also	  states	  parking	  will	  be	  provided	  by	  valet	  only	  or	  shuttle	  for	  events,	  but	  
does	  not	  provide	  information	  of	  cost	  per	  vehicle.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	   states	   that	   parking	   discounts	  will	   be	   given	   for	   vehicles	  with	   3	   or	  more	  
occupants,	  but	  patrons	  going	  to	  a	  grocery	  store,	  gym	  or	  bank	  generally	  don't	  travel	  
with	   3	   or	   more	   people	   per	   car.	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   Havenhurst	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	  
already	  has	   little	   to	  no	  available	  extra	   street	  parking.	   If	  parking	  and	  valet	   charges	  
are	   high,	   vehicles	   will	   not	   park at	   the	   complex,	   but	   will	   circle	   the	   neighborhood	  
streets	   looking	   for	   parking,	   causing	   more	   emissions,	   noise	   and	   congestion.	  
Townscape	  Partners	  previously	  demonstrated	  their	  desire	   for	  high	  parking	   fees	   in	  
2013	  with	  disastrous	   outcome	   for	   neighborhood	   serving	   establishments	   and	   local	  
patrons.	  
	  
This	   proposed	   development	   shows	   real	   probability	   of	   overrunning	   and	  
overwhelming	   the	   surrounding	   neighborhood.	   Availability,	   accessibility	   and	  
affordability	  of	  parking,	   for	   this	   location	  are	   important	  details	   to	  provide.	  Parking	  
spaces	   for	   residents,	   guests,	   employees	   and	   patrons	   for	   separate	   establishments,	  
along	  with	  the	  cost	  or	  charge	  for	  a	  parking	  spaces,	  parking	  and	  valet	  charges	  should	  
be	  provided	   and	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   and	  RDEIR.	  Additionally,	   local	   neighbors	   of	  
the	  project	  site,	  are	  hillside	  residents	  who	  will	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  the	  location.	  	  
	  
Will	  a	  self	  park	  option	  be	  available	  ?	  



Will	  free	  parking	  be	  available	  ?	  
Will	  guests	  of	  residents	  be	  charged	  for	  parking	  ?	  
Will	   service	   workers,	   (painters,	   repair	   people,	   construction	   workers	   etc.)	  
housekeepers	  for	  residential	  units	  and	  condos	  be	  charged	  to	  park	  on	  site	  ?	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  any	  of	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  

  
Event	  Venue	  Parking	  and	  Traffic	  Circulation	  
	  

Applicant	  -‐	  Page	  ES-‐45.	  Modify	  text;	  	  PDF-‐Traffic-‐2,	  During	  occasional	  large	  special	  
events	  on-‐site,	  the	  Applicant	  shall	  (1)	  require	  that	  all	  event-‐related	  parking	  is	  valet-‐
only	  or	  (2)	  secure	  off-‐site	  facilities	  (including	  shuttle	  service	  to	  and	  from	  the	  off-‐site	  
parking	  area	  (s)	  for	  event	  guests),	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  valet-‐only	  and	  off-‐site	  
parking.	  
	  
The	  Project	  says	  the	  site,	  in	  addition	  to	  residential	  and	  commercial	  mix,	  will	  also	  be	  
an	  event	  venue.	  While	  there	  are	  residential	  uses	  located	  close	  by	  high	  volume,	  high	  
intensity	   event	   venues,	   generally	   residents	   don't	   live	  at	   event	   venues.	   This	   is	   not	  
usually	  a	  compatible	  mix.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  states	  that	  guests	  coming	  for	  events	  will	  only	  valet	  park	  or	  be	  shuttled	  for	  
off	   site	  parking	   locations,	  but	  does	  not	  say	  what	   type	  of	  events,	  how	  many	  people	  
would	  be	  attending,	  what	   the	  hours	  events	  would	  take	  place,	  or	  where	  the	  off	  site	  
event	  parking	  is	  located.	  	  
	  
The	  corner	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd	   is	  not	  an	  appropriate	   location	   for	  
large	  high	  volume,	  high	  intensity	  public	  or	  private	  events.	  
	  
High	  volume	  event	  traffic	  with	  many	  guests	  arriving	  at	  the	  same	  time	  by	  car	  trying	  
to	   access	   the	   valet	   parking	   garage	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   over	   flow	   the	  
southbound	  and	  northbound	  vehicle	  travel	  lanes	  waiting	  to	  turn	  left	  and	  right	  into	  
Crescent	  Heights	  garage.	  	  
	  
High	   volumes	   of	   vehicle	   would	   block	   exiting	   vehicles from	   turning	   left	   onto	  
Crescents	  Heights	  and	  general	  traffic	  flow	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  	  
	  
How	  many	  events	  would	  take	  place	  monthly	  or	  annually	  ?	  
What	  type	  of	  events	  would	  be	  held	  at	  the	  location	  ?	  
Would	  events	  be	  private	  events	  or	  open	  to	  the	  general	  public?	  
During	  what	  hours	  and	  days	  would	  events	  take	  place	  ?	  
Would	  events	  take	  place	  during	  late	  night	  hours	  ?	  
How	  will	  residential	  uses	  be	  separated	  from	  event	  use	  ?	  
Will	   event	   use	   of	   location	   and	   parking	   access	   be	   separate	   from	   residential	   and	  
general	  neighborhood	  commercial	  use	  ?	  
Will	   the	   plaza	   area,	   retail	   and	   restaurant	   use	   be	   closed	   to	   general	   public	   during	  



events	  ?	  
If	  the	  plaza	  area	  is	  used	  for	  private	  events,	  that	  don't	  include	  the	  on	  site	  residents,	  
how	  do	  residents	  access	  their	  units	  from	  the	  plaza	  area	  ?	  
	  
More	   information	  regarding	   traffic	   flow,	  shuttling	  and	  access	  during	  events	  and	   in	  
general	  should	  have	  been	  provided,	  making	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Public	  Safety	  
	  
Increased	   response	   times	   for	   fire/paramedic	  units	  will	   be	   further	   slowed	   into	   the	  
neighborhood	   by	   the	   increased	   traffic	   this	   project	   will	   generate.	   The	   responding	  
agency,	  LAFD,	  has	  already	  submitted	  to	  the	  city	  a	  finding	  that	  the	  size	  and	  density	  of	  
the	   proposed	   project,	   coupled	   with	   reduced	   response	   times,	   would	   render	   fire	  
protection	   for	   the	   project	   and	   its	   residents	   “inadequate”.	   It	   goes	   on	   to	   state	   the 
following	   “Adverse	   effects”	   the	   project	   will	   generate:	   “Project	   implementation	  
will	   increase	   the	   need	   for	   more	   fire	   protection	   and	   emergency	   medical	  

services	  in	  the	  area”.	  This	  letter	  is	  signed	  by	  the	  fire	  chief	  of	  the	  LAFD.	  
	  
Who	   will	   pay	   for	   this?	   At	   what	   point	   does	   the	   cost	   to	   the	   city	   for	   the	   supposed	  
benefits	  of	  a	  few	  affordable	  apartments	  become	  outweighed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  damage	  
done	  to	  an	  entire	  neighborhood’s	  quality	  of	   life	  but	  real	  cost	  outlays	  for	  additional	  
fire	  and	  ambulance	  personnel	  or	  even	  a	  new	  fire	  station	  to	  handle	  the	  unnecessary	  
density	  the	  project	  creates?	  The	  DEIR	  is	  utterly	  silent	  on	  this	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  
considered	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  be	  rejected.	  
	  
Operation	  Impacts	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   residents	   of	   a	   Frank	   Gehry	   building	   would	   be	  
affluent	  tenants	   and	   owners	  who	  would	  want	   a	   separate,	  more	   private	   residential	  
pedestrian	   access	   other	   than	   having	   to	   walk	   out	   through	   the	   parking	   garage	   or	  
directly	  into	  and	  through	  a	  public	  plaza	  space.	  	  	  
	  
The	   project	   has	   a	   large	   residential	   component,	   but	   doesn't	   appear	   to	   have	   a	  
residential	   relationship	   to	   Havenhurst	   or Crescent	   Heights,	   which	   are	   residential	  
streets.	   The	   rendering	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   only	   shows	   a	   residential	   relationship	  
with	  the	  commercial	  public	  plaza,	  rather	  than	  a	  defined	  front	  door	  for	  residents	  and	  
their	  guests.	  
	  
Resident	  pets	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   presume	   that	   of	   the	  249	   new	   units	   and	   with	   505-‐528	  new	  
residents,	  the	  project	  would	  be	  home	  to	  approximately	  100	  plus	  new	  resident	  dogs.	  
The	  project	  rendering	  does	  not	  show	  amenities	  or	  place	  for	  these	  resident	  pets,	  such	  
as	  an	  on	  site	  dog	  run	  dog,	  making	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Further,	  the	  DEIR	  doesn't	  not	  address	  how	  these	  resident	  pets	  /	  dogs	  will	  access	  or	  



leave	   the	   project	   site	   for	   their	   daily	   walks	   other	   than	   out	   through	   the	   parking	  
garages	  on	  Havenhurst	  or	  Crescent	  Heights,	  or	  through	  the	  public	  plaza	  entry	  points	  
on	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   thus	  mixing	   with	   shoppers	   coming	   and	   going	   and	   people	   dining.	  
While	  I'm	  sure	  the	  dogs	  would	  enjoy	  participating	  in	  plaza	  dining,	  this	  would	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  access	  or	  safe	  route	  for	  excited	  pets	  or	  patrons.	  	  
	  
More	  consideration	  should	  be	  paid	  to	  providing	  wider	  sidewalks.	  Mixed	  use	  is	   just	  
that,	   a	   mix	   of	   residential	   function	   and	   commercial	   function	   and	   event	   venue	  
function.	   Mixing	   multiple	   functions	   requires	   more	   effort.	   The	   current	   sidewalk 
renderings	  cater	  more	  to	  the	  current	  commercial	  use,	  rather	  than	  the	  new	  increased	  
use	  and	  basic	  daily	  function	  for	  528	  new	  residents,	  their	  pets,	  rideshare	  drop	  off	  and	  
pick	  up,	  transit	  bus	  waiting	  areas	  and	  substantially	  increased	  commercial	  use.	  This	  
makes	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Required	  park	  space	  
	  
Affordable	  housing	  is	  not	  the	  only	  “community	  benefit”	  on	  which	  this	  project’s	  DEIR	  
bases	   its	   approvable	   on.	   Other	   “community	   benefits”	   include	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   counting	   private	   resident	   terraces	   as	   community	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   also	   counting	   its	   legally	   mandated	   setbacks	   as	   community	   park	  
space.	  	  The	  developer	  is	  using	  hoped-‐for	  annexed	  city	   land	  that	   it	  does	  not	  own	  as	  
park	  space	  while	  taking	  away	  a	  much	  needed	  transit	  island.	  This	  does	  not	  constitute	  
true	  public	  park	  space	  in	  any	  real	  form	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  city’s	  own	  criteria	  for	  
community	   park	   space.	   Will	   the	   affordable	   housing	   residents	   have	   their	   own	  
terraces,	  or	  will they	  be	  given	  the	  worst	  units	  on	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  project	  with	  no	  
outdoor	  space	  to	  speak	  of?	  Will	  they	  be	  shuttled	  through	  a	  “poor	  door”,	  which	  was	  
proposed	  by	  the	  same	  developers	  on	  their	  last	  project	  at	  8899	  Beverly	  blvd?	  	  
	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  FAR	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  than	  otherwise	  
possible.	  What	  is	  the	  Community	  benefit?	  Where	  is	  the	  Public	  offsite	  Park	  space	  
other	  then	  interior	  plaza	  space	  on	  site?	  Why	  has	  the	  "community	  benefiting	  public	  
park	  space"	  been	  put	  mostly	  on	  the	  private	  residential	  terraces	  up	  in	  the	  towers?	  
How	  will	  this	  park	  space	  benefit	  the	  community	  if	  they	  can	  not	  access	  it?	  How	  come	  
the	  city	  owned	  large	  traffic	  island	  is	  being	  gifted	  to	  the	  developers,	  then	  given	  back	  
to	  the	  community	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  Set	  Back/park	  space?	  Why	  hasn't	  the	  developer	  
shown	  a	  proposal	  that	  only	  uses	  the	  land	  it	  actually	  owns,	  instead	  of	  annexing	  city	  
land	  in	  all	  alternatives?	  	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  affordable	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  
they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  
answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  DEIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  

approved.	  
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Gwen Hitchcock <writebrain@writebrain.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:33 AM
To: Planning Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, Eric Garcetti <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>, David Ryu
<david.ryu@lacity.org>, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, CD4 Issues <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, Sarah
Dusseault <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, Cheryl Holland
<hollandc@me.com>, S Bsierra <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners, homeowners,
residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in Hollywood, where
historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to the area and are vulnerable
links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage
existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current
concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The proposed
building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is
"Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project Site,”
is inaccurate.
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the
hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the
City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential
neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly
lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be!
Overshadowing the character many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in
harmony with it's surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public
views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City of
Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for
miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not
only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or
overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway" to West
Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate
in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include almost
nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west
and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to more accurately
and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1 FAR
bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services
provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as
“transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and
could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this
project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.
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Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to be
considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus stops, but
does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus
number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the
780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site
would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide
more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to the
project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter
routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in
and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the project. The
current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights should be preserved as
is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of
drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the
right turn lane in front of the island would cause major backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This
intersection currently has major gridlock throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any information or
detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic premises or nightclub
at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station have said that this area is
already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.

Sincerely,
Gwen & Ron Hitchcock
1625 North Fairfax Ave
Los Angeles, Ca 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Heather Fox <hfoxen@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:08 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552
EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not
adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to
for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues
of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three
times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and
would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now
that the design project exits have completely changed and uses highly
suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island!
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city
and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally important for
pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased
density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
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city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1
floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the
water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage
infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community
with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and
Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site
and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible.
What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space
other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of
affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be
rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to
the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated
with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Heather Fox

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:08 PM
To: hfoxen@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Pleaseeeee please do NOT block our historic sitelines with over 75 feet high
buildings along Sunset blvd..
2 messages

Voice Actors Network 1 <voiceactorsnetwork1@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:46 AM
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org,>

Please be respectful and DO THE RIGHT THING.
Do not allow buildings to be built over 75 feet high!
Even THAT is too high... But u are proposing 200+??
Do you really think that will add beauty?
That is a disgrace.
Please listen to the people who live here and do not obstruct our skylines!!!
Thank you!!!
Resident Hope Levy
1335 N Fairfax Ave
West Hollywood, Ca 90046

Sent from iHope!

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:46 AM
To: voiceactorsnetwork1@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Say NO to 8150 Sunset EIR
2 messages

James Teel <jamesateel@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:37 AM
To: PLANNING.ENVREVIEW@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana and City of Los Angeles,

I am a homeowner and resident of Havenhurst Drive a few doors down to the proposed development at 8150
Sunset, and I am writing to you in opposition to the EIR submitted by the developer. (City Case # ENV2013
2552EIR)

 

Say NO to the massively out of scale heights of the proposed towers. 234 feet is far taller than the 25 stories
they are reporting, and a glass tower facing south will likely produce blinding glare and radiate heat for this
residential block.  

 

Say NO to any and all glass structures – they radiate glare and heat, and this project is located on the lip of a
known fault line.

Say NO to eliminating the traffic island. This land should not be donated or sold to the developers.

 

Say YES to a new independent traffic and pollution impact report. The developers commissioned a laughable
report that actually claimed this development would reduce traffic. This development – during and after
construction – has the capability of causing havoc for commuters to and from the Valley. Sunset x Crescent
Heights is a vital artery and cannot be jeopardized. Also, moving the bus stop in front of 8000 Sunset is a poor
idea, and simply causes a much more dangerous traffic situation on that block.

 

Also, we need a traffic impact report that includes a cumulative impact of all current and planned construction
projects to be included in the study.

Say NO to this development without an mass transit element. Currently there is none.

SAY NO to the project in general unless the developers  can figure out how to develop the property without
causing unavoidable noise, vibration and pollution impacts on the neighbors. We are a residential block, and
cannot absorb industrial, downtowncore style construction. The burden should not be on the residents to
shoulder the nerveshredding noise and vibrations, and the healthdamaging pollution caused by the current plan.
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SAY NO to full valet.

 

Say NO to having a commercial loading/unloading zone directly next to a residential building. This is onerous,
and will negatively affect our historic neighborhood.

 

Say NO to any entrance to the development on Havenhurst Drive, period. This is a historic residential block and a
side street.

Say NO to Frank Gehry. A quick google search reveals that his ambitions, oneofakind projects make terrible
neighbors for residential areas, and always fall far behind on construction schedules. PROCEED WITH
CAUTION. Remember, we live next to this and we can’t claim to not be aware that Gehry’s designs often result in
lawsuits, denigrated quality of life for neighboring residences, and aesthetically overwhelm anything near it. This
design may be appropriate for Century City or downtown, but not atop a quiet residential block of historic
buildings.

 

All sidewalks need to stay unobstructed and open during any construction, without any out for the developer.

 

This project cannot have any height of size exemptions – it will set precedent in the area.

 

Too big, too tall, no mass transit, and not plan to alleviate negative traffic or pollution impacts before and after
construction.

 

Say NO to this project. I live on this block and  before and after construction  it would devastate the historic tone
of my neighborhood and our ability to live in peace.

Do the right thing. Say No.

 

Thank you,

 

James Teel

1328 Havenhurst Drive,

Ste. 105

West Hollywood, CA 90046

3108717281

tel:310-871-7281
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:37 AM
To: jamesateel@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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"City Case No. ENV20132552EIR"
2 messages

Jamie KiffelAlcheh <editorpublishing@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:56 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Dear officials and friends,

I am concerned about the proposed building at 8150 Sunset (please see the attached PDF). I am particularly
interested in this project because I am a regular shopper at the current development on that site, and as a former
West Hollywood resident, I know the area well.

A skyscraper, as currently proposed, would dwarf the area. Perhaps more importantly, the plan as currently
conceived would introduce massive traffic, parking problems, and unsafe situations for pedestrians.

I know that the attached document is long. That said, it contains a great deal of important detail within it. Please
consider it carefully.

All the best,

Jamie KiffelAlcheh
3233603941 (c)
editorpublishing@gmail.com

8150 118 letter.pdf
680K

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:57 PM
To: editorpublishing@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323-360-3941
mailto:editorpublishing@gmail.com
https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=att&th=150ee099f4e81c66&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_igsfcsod0&safe=1&zw
d.kaneshiro
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Dear	  Srimal	  Hewawitharana,	  David	  Ryu,	  and	  Mayor	  Eric	  Garcetti,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  for	  8150	  Sunset	  
Blvd	  project.	  This	  letter	  is	  being	  written	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  DEIR,	  RDEIR	  and	  
proposed	  development	  at	  8150	  Sunset.	  
	  
Community	  outcry	  was	  been	  well	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  over	  700	  letters	  opposing	  the	  
height,	  mass,	  and	  bulk	  in	  previous	  designs.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  only	  increased	  the	  
height,	  increased	  the	  mass,	  and	  increased	  the	  bulk.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  equally	  
angered	  the	  community.	  The	  over	  200	  plus	  letters	  and	  384	  plus	  signatures	  on	  
the	  change.org	  petition	  demonstrate	  a	  strong	  and	  continued	  stakeholder	  opposition.	  
	  
This	  area	  is	  neighborhood	  office	  commercial,	  not	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area.	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
regional	  center	  or	  downtown.	  	  Respect	  the	  present	  zoning.	  Alternative	  9	  is	  a	  
manipulation	  of	  the	  zoning	  and	  would	  result	  in	  the	  elimination	  of	  what	  defines	  this	  
area	  as	  a	  well	  established	  low	  rise,	  lower	  density	  neighborhood.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  policies	  outlined	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  
	  
Public	  views	  are	  an	  irreplaceable	  natural	  resources	  as	  defined	  by	  CEQA.	  The	  
hillsides	  are	  a	  beacon	  for	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  perception	  of	  open	  space	  once	  lost,	  will	  
alter	  the	  landscape	  permanently.	  Allowing	  a	  structure	  of	  this	  height	  and	  mass,	  
would	  create	  a	  barrier	  and	  separation	  of	  the	  areas	  natural	  form.	  	  No	  development	  
that	  blocks	  and	  diminishes	  public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  hills,	  should	  be	  permitted.	  
The	  hills	  represent	  a	  directional	  landmark	  for	  all	  of	  LA	  and	  they	  are	  the	  
identifying	  feature	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  public	  view	  should	  be	  protected.	  
The	  tallest	  building	  will	  be	  inhabited	  by	  only	  30	  condo	  owners	  on	  the	  top	  floors,	  the	  
needs	  of	  the	  few	  should	  not	  overweigh	  the	  many	  in	  the	  grotesque	  impact	  on	  the	  
neighborhood	  that	  will	  result.	  
	  
In	  general,	  as	  was	  pointed	  out	  by	  members	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  Neighborhood	  
council,	  the	  logic	  employed	  in	  the	  DEIR	  is	  muddy	  and	  often	  simply	  not	  credible.	  In	  
many	  ways	  as	  will	  be	  outlined,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  adequately	  address	  that	  fact	  
or	  support	  its	  lack	  of	  discussion	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
	  

The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Flawed/Unsure/and	  Transitory/Public	  Input	  was	  

Refused	  	  
	  

Townscape	  has	  violated	  CEQA	  early	  on	  in	  this	  process	  by	  not	  striving	  to	  
involve	  the	  community	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  and	  
seeking	  to	  exclude	  community	  participation	  and	  comment.	  Rather	  than	  seek	  
open	  community	  input,	  Townscape	  has	  preferred	  back	  door	  politics	  by	  scheduling	  
private	  meetings	  to	  preview	  the	  project	  to	  city	  officials	  and	  a	  select	  few	  before	  the	  
DEIR	  alternative	  9	  was	  released.	  	  
	  
Since	  the	  project	  and	  description	  is	  vastly	  different	  from	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  
(NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  and	  is	  different	  from	  what	  was	  studied,	  many	  studies	  conducted	  for	  



the	  NOP	  are	  inadequate	  for	  the	  Alternative	  9	  option,	  this	  violates	  CEQA.	  The	  project	  
description	  is	  supposed	  to	  remain	  stable	  and	  known.	  This	  project	  has	  been	  
in	  flux	  since	  its	  inception.	  Frank	  Gehry	  is	  the	  third	  architect	  hired	  by	  the	  developer	  
in	  the	  space	  of	  a	  year.	  Each	  notice	  to	  the	  community	  reads	  differently	  as	  does	  
the	  project	  description	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  especially	  alternative	  9.	  There	  have	  been	  three	  
completely	  different	  building	  plan	  presentations	  to	  the	  Hollywood	  Hill	  
Neighborhood	  Council.	  It	  is	  no	  wonder	  there	  is	  widespread	  confusion	  as	  to	  what	  this	  
plan	  even	  is	  and	  its	  impacts.	  	  
	  
LAND	  USE	  IMPACTS	  
	  

	  
The	  DEIR’s	  bare	  conclusions	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less-‐than-‐
significant	  impact	  on	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  vicinity	  and	  would	  
not	  physically	  
divide	  an	  established	  community	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  by	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  
obvious	  overwhelming	  impacts	  of	  the	  building	  in	  this	  lower	  rise	  neighborhood.	  
The	  immediate	  neighboring	  buildings,	  which	  are	  not	  considered	  or	  
specifically	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  are	  only	  two	  and	  three	  stories	  
tall.	  Similarly,	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  conflict	  with	  
The	  General	  Plan	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  and	  
undiscussed.	  The	  conclusions	  are	  unsupported	  as	  drawings	  or	  
renderings	  contained	  in	  the	  DEIR	  do	  not	  show	  the	  directly	  neighboring	  buildings	  of	  
2	  story	  and	  3	  story	  buildings	  in	  scale	  in	  an	  attempt	  do	  downplay	  how	  out	  of	  scale	  
this	  project	  would	  be.	  Nowhere	  in	  the	  DEIR	  does	  it	  faithfully	  represent	  the	  
surrounding	  neighborhood	  in	  scale	  or	  irreparable	  harm	  this	  development	  would	  
cause.	  
	  
The	  surrounding	  neighborhoods	  are	  some	  of	  the	  oldest	  in	  
the	  area	  with	  many	  buildings	  dating	  from	  the	  early	  1920’s-‐
1930s.	  Before	  the	  project	  goes	  forward	  
a	  complete	  Historic	  Resources	  Survey	  of	  the	  buildings	  within	  a	  3/4	  mile	  radius	  
should	  be	  completed	  and	  it	  should	  include	  private	  homes.	  The	  DEIR	  is	  
inadequate	  and	  contains	  insufficient	  information	  to	  allow	  the	  decision	  makers	  
to	  reach	  correct	  conclusions	  and	  findings	  regarding	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
historical	  resources	  and	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Over	  50	  projects	  are	  currently	  underway	  or	  proposed	  for	  Hollywood	  in	  the	  City	  of	  
Los	  Angeles	  and	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood.	  This	  DEIR	  makes	  no	  accounting	  for	  the	  
cumulative	  impacts	  caused	  these	  developments	  will	  have	  on	  the	  neighborhood,	  city	  
services,	  police,	  fire,	  medical,	  neighborhood	  cut	  through	  traffic,	  .	  It	  also	  doesn’t	  
account	  for	  the	  21,000	  truck	  trips	  that	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  suffer	  during	  
construction	  of	  8150	  and	  how	  this	  will	  have	  a	  cumulative	  effect	  when	  combined	  
with	  other	  concurrent	  development.	  The	  project,	  in	  calling	  for	  off	  menu	  incentives	  
that	  would	  relax	  existing	  development	  standards	  will	  only,	  if	  approved,	  increase	  
density	  and	  traffic	  problems	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  other	  developers	  seek	  the	  same	  



preferences,	  thereby	  threatening	  known	  and	  potential	  historic	  resources	  in	  
historically	  sensitive	  neighborhoods.	  None	  of	  these	  cumulative	  effects	  are	  addressed	  
in	  the	  DEIR.	  	  
	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  cite	  any	  single	  specific	  policy	  and	  provides	  only	  bare	  conclusions	  
of	  “no	  impact”	  or	  “less	  than	  significant	  impact”.	  The	  DEIR	  should	  discuss	  and	  
illustrate	  how	  it	  satisfies	  a	  majority	  of	  land	  use	  objectives	  and	  policies	  
to	  affirmatively	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  bare	  conclusions	  were	  reached.	  Discussions	  
of	  the	  violated	  policies	  should	  also	  be	  added	  to	  
the	  DEIR	  to	  fully	  resolve	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  and	  how	  the	  facts	  and	  studies	  
support	  the	  conclusions.	  The	  conclusions	  appear	  erroneous	  because	  the	  project	  
appears	  to	  violate,	  at	  some	  level,	  nearly	  every	  aspect	  of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  A	  full	  
discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  which	  policies	  and	  principals	  
of	  the	  elements	  are	  satisfied	  and	  which	  violated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  should	  
be	  enumerated	  in	  the	  DEIR.	  The	  following	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  objectives	  
should	  be	  fully	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR:	  It	  is	  insufficient	  to	  
simply	  state	  bare	  conclusions	  without	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  of	  the	  elements	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
	  
Building	  Height	  and	  Mass	  
	  

Applicant	  description	  of	  project:	  “one	  tower	  at	  Havenhurst	  at	  15	  stories	  in	  height	  (or	  
approximately	  234	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  lowest	  point	  on	  the	  Project	  
Site	  at	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  Crescent	  Heights	  at	  11	  stories	  (or	  
approximately	  174	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  
property),	  one	  at	  the	  central	  portion	  of	  the	  South	  Building	  between	  the	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  at	  five	  stories	  (or	  approximately	  110	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  
from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  thereby	  creating	  an	  approximately	  150-‐
foot-‐wide,	  open	  north-‐south-‐oriented	  view	  corridor	  between	  the	  taller	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  that	  provides	  views	  southward	  across	  the	  Project	  Site	  from	  locations	  to	  
the	  north	  and	  vice-‐versa.”	  
	  
The	  towers	  heights	  in	  Alternative	  9,	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  234	  feet,	  174	  feet	  and	  110	  feet	  
above	  grade,	  and	  are	  substantially	  taller	  than	  the	  original	  proposed	  height,	  which	  
was	  already	  too	  tall	  for	  this	  area	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood.	  The	  Chateau	  
Marmont	  Hotel	  is	  seven	  stories,	  built	  into	  the	  hillside.	  The	  Directors	  Guild	  is	  75	  feet	  
high	  at	  about	  8	  stories	  (this	  project	  would	  be	  three	  times	  higher)	  and	  the	  new	  hotel	  
construction	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood	  is	  ten	  stories.	  The	  
Hollywood	  Hills	  in	  this	  adjacent	  area,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  and	  Nichols	  Canyon,	  are	  more	  
rural,	  with	  the	  lower	  lying	  neighborhoods	  predominately	  very	  low	  to	  lower	  rise	  and	  
historic	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  The	  narrow	  strip	  of	  neighborhood	  serving	  
commercial	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  is	  also	  significantly	  lower	  rise.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  beacon	  to	  stand	  out	  and	  be	  seen	  for	  miles.	  That	  it	  would	  
be!	  Overshadowing	  the	  character	  of	  many	  well	  established	  neighborhoods	  far	  and	  
wide.	  The	  current	  proposal	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  it's	  surroundings	  and	  built	  



environment.	  	  Developer	  also	  understates	  standard	  industry	  feet	  to	  number	  of	  	  
storeys	  conversion	  which	  if	  properly	  applied	  yields:	  236	  feet	  =	  22	  Stories	  (west	  
tower),	  174	  feet	  =	  16	  Stories	  (east	  tower),	  110	  feet	  =	  10	  Stories	  	  (center	  building).	  
We	  remind	  you,	  this	  makes	  the	  largest	  tower	  three	  times	  taller	  than	  the	  Chateau	  
Marmont,	  long	  considered	  the	  anchor	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  This	  project	  would	  
dwarf	  it	  and	  be	  12	  storeys	  taller	  than	  even	  the	  large	  development	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  at	  
La	  Cienega	  in	  West	  Hollywood.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  applicant	  cites	  views	  from	  the	  hills,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  public	  
views	  of	  the	  hills.	  The	  Hollywood	  Hills	  are	  a	  major	  identifying	  feature	  of	  Hollywood,	  
the	  entire	  area	  and	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  hillside	  
landscape	  are	  seen	  from	  the	  south,	  east	  and	  west	  for	  miles	  and	  enjoyed	  by	  all	  
residents	  and	  visitors	  to	  the	  city.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  not	  only	  
provide	  a	  needed	  sense	  of	  open	  space,	  but	  are	  the	  view	  "beacon"	  and	  should	  not	  be	  
diminished,	  blocked	  or	  overshadowed	  by	  a	  development’s	  heights,	  mass	  or	  bulk.	  We	  
would	  like	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  not	  in	  a	  downtown	  or	  regional	  center.	  
If	  the	  developer	  would	  like	  to	  be	  a	  gateway	  to	  West	  Hollywood's	  Sunset	  Strip,	  
something	  resembling	  the	  Sunset	  Plaza	  portion	  might	  be	  more	  in	  line	  and	  
appropriate	  in	  terms	  of	  height,	  scale	  and	  mass	  for	  this	  location.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
SCENIC	  RESOURCES	  
	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  mandates	  identification	  and	  protection	  of	  
scenic	  resources.	  Identified	  resources	  include	  trees,	  historic	  buildings,	  rock	  
outcroppings	  and	  similar	  features	  that	  are	  located	  within	  a	  designated	  state	  scenic	  
highway.	  Under	  CEQA	  and	  the	  LAMC,	  decision	  makers	  have	  been	  able	  to	  require	  
retention	  and	  protection	  of	  scenic	  features.	  	  
	  
Through	  acquisition,	  park	  development	  and	  land	  use	  planning	  and	  development	  
requirements	  the	  city	  has	  a	  major	  role	  in	  protecting	  land	  forms	  and	  scenic	  features	  
and	  in	  making	  scenic	  features	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
It	  is	  Los	  Angeles	  city	  policy	  to	  continue	  to	  encourage	  and/or	  require	  property	  
owners	  to	  develop	  their	  properties	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  will,	  to	  the	  greatest	  extent	  
practical,	  retain	  significant	  existing	  land	  forms	  (e.g.,	  ridge	  lines,	  bluffs,	  unique	  
geologic	  features)	  and	  unique	  scenic	  features	  (historic,	  ocean,	  mountains,	  unique	  
natural	  features)	  and/or	  make	  possible	  public	  view	  or	  other	  access	  to	  unique	  
features	  or	  scenic	  views	  as	  indicated	  in	  the	  following	  document: 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted 
September 2001  
 
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS  Page 46 - 47 



 
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION	  OF	  RESOURCES	  WHICH	  PROVIDE	  

A	  SENSE	  OF	  NATURE,	  CONTINUITY	  WITH	  THE	  PAST,	  AND	  FREEDOM	  FROM	  

OVERCROWDING.	  
	  
New	  development	  can	  enhance	  and	  preserve	  Los	  Angeles’	  distinctive	  qualities	  if	  it	  is	  
designed	  with	  consideration	  for	  the	  prevailing	  design	  character	  and	  the	  effect	  on	  
surroundings.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  conserve	  important	  design	  character	  in	  
historic	  or	  distinctive	  older	  areas,	  some	  uniformity	  of	  detail,	  scale,	  proportion,	  
texture,	  materials,	  color	  and	  building	  form	  is	  necessary.	  Large	  buildings	  
impair	  the	  character	  of	  older,	  small	  scale	  areas	  if	  no	  transition	  is	  made	  between	  
small-‐scale	  and	  large-‐scale	  elements	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  should	  set	  forth	  extensive	  discussions	  of	  how	  this	  project	  
meets	  this	  criteria	  and	  how	  it	  does	  
not	  create	  a	  large	  “separation”	  in	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  The	  present	  
building	  on	  the	  site	  “fits	  in”	  because	  it	  is	  essentially	  two	  stories	  and	  creates	  
a	  harmonious	  transition	  from	  the	  two	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Havenhurst	  and	  
the	  three	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  that	  it	  directly	  borders.	  The	  
proposed	  buildings	  will	  separate	  and	  divide	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  just	  by	  its	  
sheer	  size.	  
	  
Visually	  strong	  buildings	  which	  contrast	  severely	  with	  their	  surroundings	  



impair	  the	  character	  of	  the	  area.	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  
of	  the	  jarring	  visual	  impact	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  The	  lack	  
of	  any	  discussion	  and	  reference	  to	  these	  policies	  
make	  the	  DEIR	  completely	  inadequate.	  Other	  policies	  which	  need	  to	  be	  reconciled	  
include	  the	  principal	  that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human	  Needs	  	  
	  
In	  questions	  of	  scale,	  the	  height	  of	  buildings	  has	  received	  
the	  greatest	  and	  most	  continuous	  public	  attention.	  Nevertheless,	  
a	  citywide	  plan	  for	  building	  height	  has	  not	  existed	  prior	  to	  this	  time,	  and	  
both	  residents	  and	  visitors	  have	  experienced	  stress	  and	  concern	  at	  the	  prospect	  that	  
the	  appearance	  of	  the	  skyline	  may	  continue	  to	  change	  rapidly	  without	  further	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
direction	  or	  any	  real	  planning.	  
	  
	  
Extremely	  massive	  buildings	  on	  or	  near	  hills	  can	  overwhelm	  the	  natural	  land	  forms,	  
block	  views,	  and	  generally	  disrupt	  the	  character	  of	  the	  city.	  Low,	  smaller-‐
scale	  buildings	  on	  the	  slopes	  of	  hills,	  at	  their	  base	  and	  in	  
the	  valleys	  between	  complement	  topographic	  forms	  and	  permit	  uninterrupted	  
views.	  The	  relationship	  between	  areas	  of	  low,	  fine-‐scaled	  buildings	  and	  areas	  of	  
high,	  large-‐scaled	  buildings	  can	  be	  made	  more	  pleasing	  if	  the	  transition	  in	  
building	  height	  and	  mass	  between	  such	  areas	  is	  gradual.	  Buildings	  which	  meet	  
the	  ground	  and	  reflect	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  hill	  relate	  to	  the	  land	  form.	  A	  



bulky	  building	  creates	  the	  most	  visual	  disruption	  when	  seen	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  
the	  dominant	  silhouette	  against	  a	  background	  and/or	  foreground	  of	  much	  
smaller	  structures.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  these	  principals-‐-‐-‐merely	  a	  conclusion	  that	  
the	  building	  is	  not	  disruptive	  and	  causes	  no	  significant	  impact—a	  bare	  conclusion	  
not	  supported	  by	  the	  facts,	  any	  reasonable	  discussion	  or	  reconciliation	  
of	  the	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  appears	  erroneous.	  An	  in	  depth	  discussion	  is	  
needed	  as	  to	  how	  the	  proposed	  building	  is	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  scale	  and	  form	  
of	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  so	  as	  to	  reconcile	  the	  erroneous	  conclusions	  of	  no	  
impacts	  or	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
	  
These	  policies	  are	  completely	  ignored	  in	  the	  DEIR	  and	  the	  exact	  opposite	  conclusion	  
is	  reached	  without	  adequate	  discussion	  or	  any	  facts	  or	  law	  to	  
justify	  these	  erroneous	  conclusions.	  
	  
	  
“Affordable	  Housing”	  
	  
Reviewing	  the	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Mixed	  Use	  Recirculated	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  the	  original	  
draft	  EIR	  documentation,	  one	  is	  unable	  to	  locate	  a	  clear	  definition	  of	  “Affordable”	  for	  
the	  “Affordable	  Units”	  being	  included	  in	  the	  project	  and	  therefore,	  as	  prepared,	  the	  
documentation	  is	  incomplete	  because	  it	  has	  not	  adequately	  evaluated	  the	  
Community	  Benefits	  the	  project	  will	  provide	  as	  an	  offset	  to	  the	  resulting	  zoning	  
upgrades	  and	  potential	  environmental	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  
project	  Therefore,	  the	  city	  must	  find	  the	  EIR	  deficient	  and	  unable	  to	  
substantiate	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  and	  taller	  
than	  otherwise	  possible.	  The	  bigger	  and	  taller	  part	  we’ve	  got,	  now	  –	  what’s	  the	  
benefit?	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  
they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  
EIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  approved.	  
	  
Traffic	  Island	  and	  Current	  Sweeping	  Right	  Turn	  Moving	  the	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  
The	  current	  triangle	  and	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  could	  be	  re-‐worked	  to	  allow	  
pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  passage,	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  stop	  lights	  and	  maybe	  even	  a	  cut	  
out	  for	  the	  east	  bound	  Sunset	  bus	  to	  pull	  in	  out	  of	  traffic.	  Pedestrian	  refuge	  medians	  	  
are	  being	  added	  back	  in	  many	  cities,	  including	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  	  
They	  provide	  a	  place	  for	  people	  to	  safely	  wait	  where	  intersections	  are	  busy	  and	  
complicated.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Height	  has	  definitely	  
become	  much	  busier	  and	  complicated	  with	  the	  new	  multi	  use	  resident,	  commercial	  
retail,	  restaurant	  and	  event	  venue	  project.	  	  



	  
The	  current	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  lane	  eastbound	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  
Crescent	  Heights	  allows	  for	  continual	  vehicle	  merging,	  which	  will	  be	  needed	  with	  
the	  addition	  of	  500	  plus	  new	  residents,	  where	  there	  currently	  are	  none,	  commercial	  
and	  new	  additional	  event	  traffic.	  Removing	  the	  current	  right	  turn	  lane	  would	  create	  
a	  completely	  stopped	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Right	  on	  red	  could	  not	  be	  
accommodated	  due	  to	  pedestrian	  crossing	  and	  southbound	  oncoming	  traffic	  from	  
Laurel	  Canyon.	  The	  local	  bus	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  should	  be	  kept	  at	  the	  location,	  or	  at	  
minimum	  in	  front	  of	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Semi	  Truck	  turn	  around	  traffic	  island	  -‐	  uses	  all	  lanes	  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving	  the	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  



Moving	   the	  bus	   stop	   to	  8000	  Sunset	  Blvd	  as	  proposed	   forces	  pedestrians	   to	   cross	  
the	  street	  and	  walk	   farther	   to	   reach	   the	  bus.	  Placing	   the	  bus	  on	  Sunset	   in	   front	  of	  
8000	   Sunset	   would	   back	   up	   vehicle	   traffic	   turning	   east	   onto	   Sunset	   Blvd	   from	  
Crescent	  Heights’	  sweeping	  right	  turn.	  	  The	  sidewalk	  provided	  for	  bus	  rider	  waiting	  
area	  is	  extremely	  limited	  at	  this	  location.	  There	  is	  minimal	  sidewalk	  space	  to	  add	  a	  
bus	  shelter	  and	  or	  accommodate	  bus	  riders	  with	  bicycles.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  good	  location	  
for	  a	  bus	  stop.	  
	  
Fairfax-‐Sunset	  a	  Major	  High	  Quality	  Transit	  Stop?	  

 
PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(1)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   permit	   a	   3:1	   floor	   area	   ratio	   for	   a	   Housing	  
Development	  Project	   located	  within	  approximately	  1,560	   feet	  of	  a	  Transit	  Stop,	   in	  
lieu	   of	   the	   1,500	   foot	   distance	   specified	   in	   the	   on-‐menu	   Incentive	   allowing	   a	   3:1	  
floor	  area	  ratio	  (LAMC	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	  	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  agree	  that	  the	  project	  location,	  at	  1,560	  feet	  from	  a	  transit	  stop,	  entitles	  
the	   project	   to	   a	   3:1	   FAR	  bonus.	  	   The	   transit	   stop	   at	   Fairfax	   and	   Sunset	   is	   a	   small,	  
neighborhood-‐oriented	  bus	  stop.	  	  The	  transit	  services	  provided	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  
and	   Laurel	   Canyon	   with	   Metro	   Routes	   2	   and	   302	   do	   not	   qualify	   this	   project	   as	  
“transit-‐oriented	  development.”	  In	  addition,	  these	  services	  are	  not	  guaranteed	  to	  be	  
provided	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   could	   be	   terminated	  by	  Metro	   at	   any	   time.	  	   The	  DEIR	  
says	  that	  Metro	  lines	  217	  and	  780	  on	  Fairfax	  serve	  this	  project,	  but	  as	  stated	  above,	  
this	  route	  is	  not	  within	  guidelines	  of	  1,500	  feet.	  	  	  
	  
Significant	  improvement	  will	  need	  to	  be	  made	  at	  all	  bus	  stops	  located	  at	  Sunset	  and	  
Fairfax	  for	  this	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  "high	  quality"	  bus,	  or	  major	  transit	  stop.	  
	  
The	  Recirculated	  DEIR	  points	  out	   that	   the	  project	   is	  not	  within	   the	   required	  1,500	  
feet	  of	  these	  very	  unimproved	  bus	  stops	  for	  FAR	  consideration.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  
mention	  what	  improvements	  will	  be	  made	  or	  at	  what	  locations	  to	  achieve	  a	  quality	  
bus	   stop.	   Please	   provide	   more	   information	   on	   the	   major	   transit	   stops	   and	  
improvements	  to	  be	  made.	  Failure	  to	  have	  done	  so	  makes	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
A	   well	   lit,	   ADA	   compliant	   bus	   shelter	   will	   be	   needed	   at	   this	   location,	   if	   it	   is	   to	  
properly	   serve	   the	   new	   residents,	   guests,	   patrons,	   employees	   and	   general	   public.	  
Restaurant	  employees	  and	  patrons	  who	  leave	  the	  project	   later	  at	  night	  and	  should	  
not	  have	  to	  walk	  farther	  distance	  or	  be	  expected	  to	  wait	  at	  a	  dark,	  unsheltered	  bus	  
stop	  during	  late	  night	  hours.	  People	  will	  not	  take	  the	  bus.	  
	  



The	   rapid	   bus	   number	   780	   does	   stop	   on	   Fairfax	   south	   of	   Sunset	   Blvd,	  where	   the	  
local	  bus	  runs	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  However,	  the	  780	  bus	  does	  not	  operate	  on	  weekends,	  
holidays	  of	   after	  8pm	  during	   the	  week.	  All	   times	   that	   the project	   site	  would	  have	  
heavy	  commercial	  use.	  Hardly	  a	  high	  quality	  Major	  transit	  stop.	  Santa	  Monica	  Blvd	  is	  
the	  more	  major	  stop	  for	  the	  780	  bus	  but	  is	  even	  farther	  away	  and	  disqualifies	  this	  
project	  from	  FAR	  consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic	  objections	  to	  DEIR	  Alternative	  9	  	  
	  
The	   impacts	   from	   construction	   and	   operation	   are	   so	   far	   reaching	   in	   alternative	   9	  
they	  are	  an	  untenable	  burden	  for	  not	  only	  residents	  but	  commuters	  who	  use	  Sunset	  
Blvd,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  Hollywood	  Blvd,	  Laurel,	  Fairfax	  Ave	  and	  Fountain.	  	  
	  
A	  layman's	   review	   of	   this	   proposed	   project	   can	   easily	   pick	   out	   numerous	   glaring	  
issues,	   demonstrating	   the	  most	   basic	   operational	   aspects	   of	   this	   multi	   use	  
development	  have	  not	  been	  vetted	  or	  thought	  through.	  	  
	  
Alternative	   9	   is	   a	   completely	   different	   project,	   with	   completely	   new	   building	  
configurations	  and	  significant	  changes	  to	  proposed	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  traffic	   flow	  
than	  what	   the	   current	   Traffic	   Study	  was	   previously	   performed	   for.	  	   A	   New	   traffic	  
study	  should	  be	  required	  and	  performed	  for	  this	  new	  Alternative	  9,	  and	  any	  other	  
configuration	   that	   changes	   or	   alters	  traffic	   flow,	  travel	   lanes,	   traffic	  circulation,	  
ingress	   and	   egress	   to	  project	   site	   for	   vehicles,	   trucks	   and	  bicycles	   on	  Havenhurst,	  
Fountain	   Ave,	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   Crescent	   Heights.	   The	   new	   traffic	   study	   needs	   to	  
include	  cumulative	   impacts	   from	  other	  projects approved	  and	  planned	  within	  one	  
and	  one	  half	  miles	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  
	  
We	  have	  numerous	  concerns	  about	  traffic	  flow	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  in	  turn	  
lanes	  adjacent	   to	   the	  project.	  	   In	   recent	  years,	  both	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Fountain	  
have	   joined	  Sunset	  Blvd.	   as	  major	   commuter	   routes,	  producing	  heavy	   cut	   through	  
traffic	   on	   local	   neighborhood	   streets.	  	  We	   are	  additionally	   concerned	  	   with	   driver	  
ability	  and	  safety	  of	  left	  turns	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  
	  
One	   of	   the	   proposed	   changes	   is	   for	   Fountain	   Ave,	   installing	   left	   turn	   lanes	   and	   a	  
traffic	   light	   at	   Havenhurst.	   Installation	   of	   new	   left	   turn	   lanes	   on	   Fountain	   Ave	   at	  



Havenhurst	  would	  reduce	  the	  two	  existing	  east-‐west	  travel	  lanes	  to	  only	  one	  in	  each	  
direction	  at	  all	  hours.	  Fountain	  Ave	   is	  already	  overflowing	  with	   traffic	  and	  backed	  
up	  in	  each	  direction.	  Changing	  Fountain	  Ave	  to	  only	  one	  travel	  lane,	  would	  eliminate	  
on	   street	   parking	   currently	   available	   to	   residents,	   further	   reduce	   emergency	  
response	  times	  and	  would	  be	  disaster!	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO:	  Fountain	  Ave	  at	  Havenhurst	  
 
 

 
 
 
 
We	   do	   not	   believe	   that	   the	   traffic	   island,	   which	   belongs	   to	   the	   city,	   should	   be	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project.	  The	   current	  sweeping	   right	   turn	   lane	  eastbound	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  Crescent	  Heights	  should	  be	  preserved	  as	  is.	  It	  allows	  for	  
continual	   vehicle	   merging	   function	   which	   will	   be	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
new	  528	  residents,	  volumes	  of	  drivers	  and	  delivery	  trucks	  going	  to	  and	  leaving	  the	  
site	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	   parking	   garage.	   The	   traffic	   survey	   on	   this	   matter	   is	  
inaccurate	  and	  misleading.	  	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   is	   weak	   regarding	   pedestrians	   and	   silent	   regarding	   incorporations	   of	  



bicycle	  riders.	  
	  
Outdated	  statistics	   from	  2013	  do	  not	   include	  many	  recent	  building	  projects	   to	   the	  
west	   and	   east	   of	   the	   project.	   	  We	   request	   a	   new	   traffic	   study	   by	   an	  independent	  
company	  be	  done	  to	  more	  accurately	  and	  impartially	  assess	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
traffic	  as	   this	  DEIR	   is	   fatally	   flawed	   in	   its methodology.	  All	  Traffic	   is	  estimated	  by	  
theoretical	  models	  instead	  of	  empirical	  evidence.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  do	  an	  actual	  count	  of	  
the	  daily	  traffic	  accounts	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  present	  shopping	  center	  but	  this	  has	  not	  
been	   done.	   The	   present	   mall’s	   Traffic	   estimations	   of	   over	   7000	   cars	   is	   a	   gross	  
overestimate.	  Townscape’s	  own	  site	  manager	  concludes	   that	  about	  1500	  cars	  visit	  
the	   center	   daily.	   Real	   numbers	   based	   on	   empirical	   evidence,	   not	   theoretical	  
numbers,	   should	   be	   used	   so	   the	   city	   and	   the	   public	   can	   then	   properly	   assess	   the	  
DEIR	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

Construction	  Truck	  Access	  and	  Street	  Closures	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   construction	   trucks	   entering	   and	   exiting	   the	   project	   during	  
construction	  will	  do	  so	  from	  Crescent	  Heights,	  making	  a	  left	  turn	  across	  all	  lanes	  of	  
traffic	  up	   to	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  By	   the	  DEIR’s	  own	  conclusions	   this	  will	   result	   in	  21,000	  
one	  way	  trips	  or	  42,000	  in	  and	  out	  truck	  trips,	  each	  one	  that	  must	  cross	  all	  lanes	  of	  
Crescent	   Heights	   to	   then	  make	   a	   right	   turn	   on	   Sunset.	   If	   each	   such	   effective	  lane	  
closures	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  results	   in	  a	  minute’s	  disruption of	   traffic,	   then	  by	  the	  
time	  the	  project	  is	  finished	  Crescent	  Heights	  will	  have	  suffered	  a	  cumulative	  29	  days	  
of	  stopped	  traffic.	  
	  
The	   traffic	   congestion	   effect	   on	   all	   surrounding	   streets,	   including	   local	   residential	  
streets	  and	  cut	  through	  traffic	  will	  be	  severe.	  As	  well	  as	  a	  impacts	  to	  street	  surfaces	  
and	   infrastructure	   from	   heavy	   load	   trucks.	  This	   is	   an	   unacceptable	   community	  
impact. 
 
 
Commercial	  Delivery	  Trucks	  
	  

Emissions,	  noise	  and	  environment	  hazards	  from	  expected	  volume	  of	  daily	  delivery	  
trucks	   will	   have	   a	   negative	   and	   severe	   effect	   on	   the	   health	   and	   welfare	   of	   the	  
immediate	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood,	  residents,	  pedestrians,	  local	  businesses,	  
traffic	  circulation	  and	  roads.	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   in	   its	   traffic	   estimates	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  
developers	  are	  proposing	  a	  high	  volume	  grocery	  store	  on	  the	  premises	  and	  a	  high	  
volume	   gym.	  We	   ask	   that	   the	   DEIR	   be	   forced	   to	   include	   traffic	   numbers	   counted	  
properly	  from	  similarly	  sized	  grocery	  stores	  and	  gyms.	  	  
	  
The	  project	  proposes	  an	  internal	  truck	  delivery	  and	  loading	  dock	  area	  for	  its	  grocery	  
and	   retail	   operations.	   The	   recirculated	   DEIR	   does	   not	   provide	   information	   or	  



specifics	  regarding	  the	  actual	  operations	  and	  function	  for	  trucks	  and	  deliveries.	  
	  
Multiple	  restaurant	  and	  retail	  stores	  will	  generate	  heavy	  delivery	  truck	  volume.	  
	  
How	  many	   trucks	   (large,	  medium	  and	   smaller)	   can	   the	   internal	   loading	  dock	  area	  
accommodate	  at	  one	  time?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  undressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Where	  would	   the	   truck	  waiting	   or	   staging	   area	   be	   located, while	   trucks	  wait	   for	  
other	   trucks	   to	   leave	   the	   loading	  area	  and	   free	  up	   loading	  dock	  access	  and	  space?	  
The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  delivery	  truck	  waiting-‐staging	  location	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd,	  Havenhurst	  
or	  other	  location?	  	  
	  
Will	   there	  be	  some	   type	  of	   radio	  communications	  between	   the	   loading	  dock	  office	  
and	  incoming	  /	  out	  going	  delivery	  truck	  drivers	  to	  alert	  the	  driver	  that	  the	  loading	  
dock	  is	  already	  in	  use	  and	  at	  capacity	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  
fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Havenhurst	   is	   a	   small	   local	   street.	   Most	   small	   local	   streets	   and	   under	   street	  
infrastructure	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Los	   Angeles	   and	   City	   of	   West	   Hollywood	   were	   not	  
designed	  or	  made	   to	   support	   the	   size	  and	  weight	  of	   large	   trucks	  or	  heavy	  volume	  	  
truck	  traffic.	  	  	  
	  
Would	   Havenhurst	   need	   to	   be	   widened	   and	   strengthened	   to	   support	   and	  
accommodate	  the	  project's	  proposed	  heavy	  truck	  use	  and	  volume	  ?	  
	  
Would	   Sunset	   Blvd	   access	   or	   regular	   traffic	   flow	   be	   blocked	   by	   trucks	   entering,	  
exiting,	   turn	   maneuvers,	   or	   trucks	   waiting and	   lining	   up	   to	   enter	   the	   project's	  
internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  on	  Havenhurst	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  any	  of	  this	  unaddressed	  
and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Many	  deliveries	  for	  grocery	  and	  restaurants	  make	  deliveries	  in	  the	  morning,	  mixing	  
with	  regular	  commuter	  AM	  peaks	  rush	  hours.	  	  
 
How	  will	  the	  project	  site	  handle	  this	  additional	  truck	  volume	  coming	  and	  going	  from	  
the	  Havenhurst	   loading	  dock	  area,	   in	   addition	   to	   approximately	  100	  plus	   resident	  
vehicles	   leaving	   the	   project's	   same	   vehicle	   exit	   location,	   also	   traveling	   north	   to	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  during	  the	  same	  morning	  peak	  rush	  hour	  time?	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  in	  particular	  get	  their	  deliveries	  during	  night	  and	  very	  early	  morning	  
hours.	   The	   noise	   from	   trucks	   accessing	   the	   project	   site	   during	   the	   night	   time	   and	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (3:30-‐5am)	  could	  be	  disruptive	  to	  residents	  trying	  to	  sleep.	  	  
	  
What	  type	  of	  operational	  noise	  barriers	  will	  be	  constructed	  ?	  	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  



unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  has	  represented	  that	  only	  “residential	  traffic”	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  enter	  the	  
project	   from	  Havenhurst,	   a	   tiny	   residential	   street.	   Yet	   it	   also	   states	   that	   all	   truck	  
deliveries	  are	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  from	  Havenhurst	  via	  
Sunset	   Blvd.	   This	   includes	   large	   daily	   truck	   deliveries	   to	   the	  	   grocery	   store,	  
restaurant,	  retail	  deliveries,	  garbage	  trucks	  etc.	  	  
 
Can	   such	   a	   small	   residential	   street	   such	   as	  Havenhurst	   accommodate	   this	   type	   of	  
large	   truck	   maneuvering,	   turning	   radius	   and	   volume	   of	   trucks	   to	   back	   in	   to	   the	  
internal	  loading	  dock?	  
	  
It	  is	  a	  reasonable	  expectation	  that	  the	  most	  simple	  access	  delivery	  trucks	  servicing	  
smaller	  restaurants	  and	  retail	  establishments	  will	  stop	  and	  park	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  in	  
front	  of	   the	  project	  site	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	  on	  the	  side	  of	   the	  project	  site	  to	  make	  
their	  deliveries.	  Unloading	  of	  goods	  would	  take	  place	  on	  the	  pubic	  sidewalks,	   then	  
wheeled	   into	   the	  plaza	  area	  and	   to	   the	   restaurant	  and	   retail	   stores.	  However,	   this	  
would	  eliminate	  vehicle	   lane	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	   for	  residents	  
leaving	   in	   the	  morning	   via	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   patrons	   and	   employees	   entering	   and	  
exiting	  during	   the	  day.	  The	  DEIR	  offers	  no	  solutions	   to	   this	  and	   in	   fact	   states	  only	  
three	   spaces	  will	   be	   provided	  in	   the	   internal	   garage	   for	   such	  deliveries	   as	  well	   as	  
taxis,	   uber,	   and	   personal	   drop-‐offs.	   This	   is	   a	   vast	   underestimation	   of	   the	   likely	  
demand	  for	  unloading	  space	  created	  by	  such	  deliveries.	  	  	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  would	  also	  greatly	  shorten	  turn	  lane	  length	  
availability	  for	  the	  proposed	  Sunset	  Blvd	  right	  turn	  lane	  and	  vehicles	  turning	  from	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  to	  Crescent	  Heights.	  The	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  
would	  overflow	  to	  other	  lanes	  making	  Sunset	  Blvd	  access	  for	  new	  residents,	  patrons	  
and	  all	  regular	  vehicle	  travel	  near	  impossible.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address this	  and	  is	  
deficient.	  
	  
Additionally,	   delivery	   trucks	   parked	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   hinder	   ingress,	  
egress	  to	   and	   from	   the	   parking	   garage	   access	  and	   block	   vehicle	   site	   view	   on	  
oncoming	  traffic	  from	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  is	  proposed	  
to	  be	  a	  very	  high	  volume	  use	   from	  employees,	  patrons,	  valet	  set	  up,	  residents	  and	  
residents	  guests	  turning	  left	  and	  right	  into	  and	  out	  of	  the	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  
garage.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally flawed.	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Heights	  would	  also	  eliminate	  or	  
hinder	  use	  of	  a	  curbside	  resident,	  patron	  and	  employee	  passenger	  pick	  up	  and	  drop	  
off	   for	   ride	  services	   like	  Taxi,	  Lyft	  and	  Uber.	  Easy	  passenger	  pick	  up and	  drop	  off	  
areas	  will	  be	  essential	  for	  smooth	  east-‐west	  travel	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  north-‐south	  
travel	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  An	  off	  street	  cutout	  area	  is	  necessary	  for	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  
accommodate	   passenger	   drop	   off	   and	   pick	   up	   with	   out	   adding	   more	   strain	   on	  
Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  access	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  streets.	  The	  



DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Uber,	  Taxi,	  personal	  deliveries,	  UPS	  etc.	  are	  inside	  the	  parking	  garage	  where	  no	  one	  
will	  use	  them.	  This	  is	  utterly	  inadequate.	  	  
	  
Additionally,	   the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  doesn't	  mention	  if	  residential	  moving	  vans	  and	  
trucks	  and	  daily	  residential	  packages	  deliveries	  would	  also	  be	  using	  the	  Havenhust	  
access	  as	  well.	  No	  mention	  is	  made	  in	  the	  DEIR	  how	  Havenhurst,	  a	  tiny	  residential	  
street,	  will	  be	  impacted	  by	  taxis	  and	  personal	  pick-‐ups	  being	  made	  for	  residents	  at	  
the	  Havenhurst	  entrance	  to	  the	  project.	  
 
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Havenhurst	  parking	  and	  truck	  garage	  access	  
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PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(2)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   allow	  an	   increase	   in	   the	  number	   of	   compact	   parking	  
spaces	   that	  may	  be	  provided	   for	   commercial	  uses	   from	  40%	   to	  60%	  and	   to	  allow	  
parking	   for	   residential	   uses	   in	   excess	   of	   one	   standard	   parking	   stall	   for	   146	  
residential	  units	  to	  be	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces	  instead	  of	  one	  standard	  parking	  
space	   for	  each	  unit	   (or	  249	  spaces),	  with	   the	  rest	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces,	   in-‐
lieu	   of	   the	   requirements	   set	   forth	   in	   LAMC	   Section	   12.21-‐A,5(c),	   with	   attendant	  
parking	  for	  both	  commercial	  and	  residential	  parking;	  	  
	  
Parking	  Option	  1,	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(d)(1),	  which	  allows	  parking	  to	  be	  
provided	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  1	  space	  for	  each	  studio	  and	  one-‐	  bedroom	  unit,	  and	  two	  spaces	  
for	   each	   two-‐	   and	   three-‐bedroom	   unit,	   and	   provides	   that	   required	   parking	   in	   a	  
Housing	   Development	   Project	   that	   qualifies	   for	   a	   Density	   Bonus	   may	   be	   sold	   or	  
rented	  separately	  from	  the	  dwelling	  units;	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   Mixed	   Use	   buildings	   are	   permitted	   to	   sell	   or	   rent	   parking	  
spaces,	  but	  does	  not	  provide	  specifics	  as	  to	  how	  many	  spaces	  will	  sold	  or	  rent	  or	  at	  
what	  cost.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  also	  states	  parking	  will	  be	  provided	  by	  valet	  only	  or	  shuttle	  for	  events,	  but	  
does	  not	  provide	  information	  of	  cost	  per	  vehicle.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	   states	   that	   parking	   discounts	  will	   be	   given	   for	   vehicles	  with	   3	   or	  more	  
occupants,	  but	  patrons	  going	  to	  a	  grocery	  store,	  gym	  or	  bank	  generally	  don't	  travel	  
with	   3	   or	   more	   people	   per	   car.	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   Havenhurst	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	  
already	  has	   little	   to	  no	  available	  extra	   street	  parking.	   If	  parking	  and	  valet	   charges	  
are	   high,	   vehicles	   will	   not	   park at	   the	   complex,	   but	   will	   circle	   the	   neighborhood	  
streets	   looking	   for	   parking,	   causing	   more	   emissions,	   noise	   and	   congestion.	  
Townscape	  Partners	  previously	  demonstrated	  their	  desire	   for	  high	  parking	   fees	   in	  
2013	  with	  disastrous	   outcome	   for	   neighborhood	   serving	   establishments	   and	   local	  
patrons.	  
	  
This	   proposed	   development	   shows	   real	   probability	   of	   overrunning	   and	  
overwhelming	   the	   surrounding	   neighborhood.	   Availability,	   accessibility	   and	  
affordability	  of	  parking,	   for	   this	   location	  are	   important	  details	   to	  provide.	  Parking	  
spaces	   for	   residents,	   guests,	   employees	   and	   patrons	   for	   separate	   establishments,	  
along	  with	  the	  cost	  or	  charge	  for	  a	  parking	  spaces,	  parking	  and	  valet	  charges	  should	  
be	  provided	   and	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   and	  RDEIR.	  Additionally,	   local	   neighbors	   of	  
the	  project	  site,	  are	  hillside	  residents	  who	  will	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  the	  location.	  	  
	  
Will	  a	  self	  park	  option	  be	  available	  ?	  



Will	  free	  parking	  be	  available	  ?	  
Will	  guests	  of	  residents	  be	  charged	  for	  parking	  ?	  
Will	   service	   workers,	   (painters,	   repair	   people,	   construction	   workers	   etc.)	  
housekeepers	  for	  residential	  units	  and	  condos	  be	  charged	  to	  park	  on	  site	  ?	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  any	  of	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  

  
Event	  Venue	  Parking	  and	  Traffic	  Circulation	  
	  

Applicant	  -‐	  Page	  ES-‐45.	  Modify	  text;	  	  PDF-‐Traffic-‐2,	  During	  occasional	  large	  special	  
events	  on-‐site,	  the	  Applicant	  shall	  (1)	  require	  that	  all	  event-‐related	  parking	  is	  valet-‐
only	  or	  (2)	  secure	  off-‐site	  facilities	  (including	  shuttle	  service	  to	  and	  from	  the	  off-‐site	  
parking	  area	  (s)	  for	  event	  guests),	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  valet-‐only	  and	  off-‐site	  
parking.	  
	  
The	  Project	  says	  the	  site,	  in	  addition	  to	  residential	  and	  commercial	  mix,	  will	  also	  be	  
an	  event	  venue.	  While	  there	  are	  residential	  uses	  located	  close	  by	  high	  volume,	  high	  
intensity	   event	   venues,	   generally	   residents	   don't	   live	  at	   event	   venues.	   This	   is	   not	  
usually	  a	  compatible	  mix.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  states	  that	  guests	  coming	  for	  events	  will	  only	  valet	  park	  or	  be	  shuttled	  for	  
off	   site	  parking	   locations,	  but	  does	  not	  say	  what	   type	  of	  events,	  how	  many	  people	  
would	  be	  attending,	  what	   the	  hours	  events	  would	  take	  place,	  or	  where	  the	  off	  site	  
event	  parking	  is	  located.	  	  
	  
The	  corner	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd	   is	  not	  an	  appropriate	   location	   for	  
large	  high	  volume,	  high	  intensity	  public	  or	  private	  events.	  
	  
High	  volume	  event	  traffic	  with	  many	  guests	  arriving	  at	  the	  same	  time	  by	  car	  trying	  
to	   access	   the	   valet	   parking	   garage	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   over	   flow	   the	  
southbound	  and	  northbound	  vehicle	  travel	  lanes	  waiting	  to	  turn	  left	  and	  right	  into	  
Crescent	  Heights	  garage.	  	  
	  
High	   volumes	   of	   vehicle	   would	   block	   exiting	   vehicles from	   turning	   left	   onto	  
Crescents	  Heights	  and	  general	  traffic	  flow	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  	  
	  
How	  many	  events	  would	  take	  place	  monthly	  or	  annually	  ?	  
What	  type	  of	  events	  would	  be	  held	  at	  the	  location	  ?	  
Would	  events	  be	  private	  events	  or	  open	  to	  the	  general	  public?	  
During	  what	  hours	  and	  days	  would	  events	  take	  place	  ?	  
Would	  events	  take	  place	  during	  late	  night	  hours	  ?	  
How	  will	  residential	  uses	  be	  separated	  from	  event	  use	  ?	  
Will	   event	   use	   of	   location	   and	   parking	   access	   be	   separate	   from	   residential	   and	  
general	  neighborhood	  commercial	  use	  ?	  
Will	   the	   plaza	   area,	   retail	   and	   restaurant	   use	   be	   closed	   to	   general	   public	   during	  



events	  ?	  
If	  the	  plaza	  area	  is	  used	  for	  private	  events,	  that	  don't	  include	  the	  on	  site	  residents,	  
how	  do	  residents	  access	  their	  units	  from	  the	  plaza	  area	  ?	  
	  
More	   information	  regarding	   traffic	   flow,	  shuttling	  and	  access	  during	  events	  and	   in	  
general	  should	  have	  been	  provided,	  making	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Public	  Safety	  
	  
Increased	   response	   times	   for	   fire/paramedic	  units	  will	   be	   further	   slowed	   into	   the	  
neighborhood	   by	   the	   increased	   traffic	   this	   project	   will	   generate.	   The	   responding	  
agency,	  LAFD,	  has	  already	  submitted	  to	  the	  city	  a	  finding	  that	  the	  size	  and	  density	  of	  
the	   proposed	   project,	   coupled	   with	   reduced	   response	   times,	   would	   render	   fire	  
protection	   for	   the	   project	   and	   its	   residents	   “inadequate”.	   It	   goes	   on	   to	   state	   the 
following	   “Adverse	   effects”	   the	   project	   will	   generate:	   “Project	   implementation	  
will	   increase	   the	   need	   for	   more	   fire	   protection	   and	   emergency	   medical	  

services	  in	  the	  area”.	  This	  letter	  is	  signed	  by	  the	  fire	  chief	  of	  the	  LAFD.	  
	  
Who	   will	   pay	   for	   this?	   At	   what	   point	   does	   the	   cost	   to	   the	   city	   for	   the	   supposed	  
benefits	  of	  a	  few	  affordable	  apartments	  become	  outweighed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  damage	  
done	  to	  an	  entire	  neighborhood’s	  quality	  of	   life	  but	  real	  cost	  outlays	  for	  additional	  
fire	  and	  ambulance	  personnel	  or	  even	  a	  new	  fire	  station	  to	  handle	  the	  unnecessary	  
density	  the	  project	  creates?	  The	  DEIR	  is	  utterly	  silent	  on	  this	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  
considered	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  be	  rejected.	  
	  
Operation	  Impacts	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   residents	   of	   a	   Frank	   Gehry	   building	   would	   be	  
affluent	  tenants	   and	   owners	  who	  would	  want	   a	   separate,	  more	   private	   residential	  
pedestrian	   access	   other	   than	   having	   to	   walk	   out	   through	   the	   parking	   garage	   or	  
directly	  into	  and	  through	  a	  public	  plaza	  space.	  	  	  
	  
The	   project	   has	   a	   large	   residential	   component,	   but	   doesn't	   appear	   to	   have	   a	  
residential	   relationship	   to	   Havenhurst	   or Crescent	   Heights,	   which	   are	   residential	  
streets.	   The	   rendering	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   only	   shows	   a	   residential	   relationship	  
with	  the	  commercial	  public	  plaza,	  rather	  than	  a	  defined	  front	  door	  for	  residents	  and	  
their	  guests.	  
	  
Resident	  pets	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   presume	   that	   of	   the	  249	   new	   units	   and	   with	   505-‐528	  new	  
residents,	  the	  project	  would	  be	  home	  to	  approximately	  100	  plus	  new	  resident	  dogs.	  
The	  project	  rendering	  does	  not	  show	  amenities	  or	  place	  for	  these	  resident	  pets,	  such	  
as	  an	  on	  site	  dog	  run	  dog,	  making	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Further,	  the	  DEIR	  doesn't	  not	  address	  how	  these	  resident	  pets	  /	  dogs	  will	  access	  or	  



leave	   the	   project	   site	   for	   their	   daily	   walks	   other	   than	   out	   through	   the	   parking	  
garages	  on	  Havenhurst	  or	  Crescent	  Heights,	  or	  through	  the	  public	  plaza	  entry	  points	  
on	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   thus	  mixing	   with	   shoppers	   coming	   and	   going	   and	   people	   dining.	  
While	  I'm	  sure	  the	  dogs	  would	  enjoy	  participating	  in	  plaza	  dining,	  this	  would	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  access	  or	  safe	  route	  for	  excited	  pets	  or	  patrons.	  	  
	  
More	  consideration	  should	  be	  paid	  to	  providing	  wider	  sidewalks.	  Mixed	  use	  is	   just	  
that,	   a	   mix	   of	   residential	   function	   and	   commercial	   function	   and	   event	   venue	  
function.	   Mixing	   multiple	   functions	   requires	   more	   effort.	   The	   current	   sidewalk 
renderings	  cater	  more	  to	  the	  current	  commercial	  use,	  rather	  than	  the	  new	  increased	  
use	  and	  basic	  daily	  function	  for	  528	  new	  residents,	  their	  pets,	  rideshare	  drop	  off	  and	  
pick	  up,	  transit	  bus	  waiting	  areas	  and	  substantially	  increased	  commercial	  use.	  This	  
makes	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Required	  park	  space	  
	  
Affordable	  housing	  is	  not	  the	  only	  “community	  benefit”	  on	  which	  this	  project’s	  DEIR	  
bases	   its	   approvable	   on.	   Other	   “community	   benefits”	   include	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   counting	   private	   resident	   terraces	   as	   community	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   also	   counting	   its	   legally	   mandated	   setbacks	   as	   community	   park	  
space.	  	  The	  developer	  is	  using	  hoped-‐for	  annexed	  city	   land	  that	   it	  does	  not	  own	  as	  
park	  space	  while	  taking	  away	  a	  much	  needed	  transit	  island.	  This	  does	  not	  constitute	  
true	  public	  park	  space	  in	  any	  real	  form	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  city’s	  own	  criteria	  for	  
community	   park	   space.	   Will	   the	   affordable	   housing	   residents	   have	   their	   own	  
terraces,	  or	  will they	  be	  given	  the	  worst	  units	  on	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  project	  with	  no	  
outdoor	  space	  to	  speak	  of?	  Will	  they	  be	  shuttled	  through	  a	  “poor	  door”,	  which	  was	  
proposed	  by	  the	  same	  developers	  on	  their	  last	  project	  at	  8899	  Beverly	  blvd?	  	  
	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  FAR	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  than	  otherwise	  
possible.	  What	  is	  the	  Community	  benefit?	  Where	  is	  the	  Public	  offsite	  Park	  space	  
other	  then	  interior	  plaza	  space	  on	  site?	  Why	  has	  the	  "community	  benefiting	  public	  
park	  space"	  been	  put	  mostly	  on	  the	  private	  residential	  terraces	  up	  in	  the	  towers?	  
How	  will	  this	  park	  space	  benefit	  the	  community	  if	  they	  can	  not	  access	  it?	  How	  come	  
the	  city	  owned	  large	  traffic	  island	  is	  being	  gifted	  to	  the	  developers,	  then	  given	  back	  
to	  the	  community	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  Set	  Back/park	  space?	  Why	  hasn't	  the	  developer	  
shown	  a	  proposal	  that	  only	  uses	  the	  land	  it	  actually	  owns,	  instead	  of	  annexing	  city	  
land	  in	  all	  alternatives?	  	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  affordable	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  
they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  
answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  DEIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  
approved.	  
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Janet Carper <janet.carper12@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:43 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

The is no way around it: the proposed building project for 8150 Sunset as per
the EIR submitted by the developer (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR) is an abomination
in how out of scale and how out of character it is for the our area. 

Just even on the basis of the extreme height and the additional traffic‐‐ on an already
congested corne‐‐are an insult. I was at the initial EIR report when it was stated that
there would be "no significant" impact on traffic. Can City Hall actually countenance such
nonsense? And if so, for whose benefit? Certainly not the voters and residents of this are
which is seismic (one of the reasons not to build up vertically) and already congested (one
of the reasons densification is a ploy, clearly not based on the reality of our failing
infrastrcutre). 

With climate change, it has been scientifically studied‐‐see our area's own Tree People's
studies, as well as, for instance, Climate Central http://www.climatecentral.org/, the
more vertical building structures there are the more the temperature is raised. The
phenomenon is called "urban heat islands." 

In the face of the hottest year on record, in 2015, it would be criminal to pander to
developers for profits at the expense of our quality of life in so many ways. Other cities
are 
"greening" but there is a grotesque distorted vision being foisted onto the Hollywood area
to build it up, regardless of what makes actual sense, and in the case of climate change, in
defiance of science.

Please stop ruining our area with unconscionable selling out to developers. 

The proposed development for 8150 Sunset is massive and disproportionate for our area.
It will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately
address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly
pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and

http://www.climatecentral.org/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C624
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function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! 

Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning
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upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

Janet Carper
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City Case ENV 20132552EIR
2 messages

Janey Marks <Janey.Marks@gettyimages.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:31 PM
To: "PLANNING.ENVREVIEW@LACITY.ORG" <PLANNING.ENVREVIEW@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>,
"Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <Michael.loGrande@lacity.org>, "Info@lamayor.org" <Info@lamayor.org>,
"Lhorvath@weho.org" <Lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org" <Jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org"
<Lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <Jdamico@weho.org>, "Jduran@weho.org" <Jduran@weho.org>,
"Slunceford@weho.org" <Slunceford@weho.org>

Subject Line: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
============================================================
==========================

 

To whom I may concern:
 

I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and
its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the
city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly
prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues
of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This
project does not conform.
 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times
the height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be
the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood
and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft

d.kaneshiro
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should be the limit.
 

Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to
run to the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my
car. This is poor planning and a cheap workaround.
 

Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to
give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should
stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. 
 

If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit
stop, their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the
loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and
roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the LA planning department
and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of
the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn south onto
Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right turn on green when a huge
increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a
dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset all the
way west to Havenhurst?
 

The proposed setback the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4
FEET in some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to
residents.
 

The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the
design has completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make
the project seem less impactful than it will be.
 

The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the
area’s designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
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The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a
“Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that
already creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than
1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on
menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22
A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 

SAY NO to an offmenu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of
compact parking spaces inlieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section
12.21A,5(c),
 

 

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber
traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across
the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up
trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an
entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get
to the three spaces? The developer representatives seem to hope that Uber
and Taxis will drive into the structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will
not.
 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn
onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant
F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when
there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection?
How will westbound traffic on Sunset be affected when the two carlength
turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic
lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at
the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 

There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
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resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a
gym, and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 

The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against
traffic (on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less
congested times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly
increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on
Sunset Blvd. The present Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not
address the high rate of speed fluctuation on these streets and how this will
effect ingress and egress to the site.
 

The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of
the 249 apartments. Since almost no twopersonplus family in Los Angeles
only shares a single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers
swelling neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 

This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled
onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes
freight delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial
traffic and this should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to
accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for
the residents of Historic Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution,
historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic
registrar, view shed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact. 

Or more importantly, please add a cul de sac on the West Hollywood border
so no commercial or Project traffic interferes with the normal residential
Havenhurst owners commute on Havenhurst to Fountain .
 

During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at
Sunset and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated
sidewalks on La Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special
care should be taken to ensure the developer won’t need to annex the
sidewalks at the 11th hour. 
 

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their
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best to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is
bordered on three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10story
height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the
development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s
own regulations?
 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to
rise to 234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other
parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their
project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask for the
same. How can this be prevented?
 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber
stamp approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 

Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset
over the needs and desires of the community because the architect is now
Frank Geary? 
 

Thank you for your consideration
 

 

Janey Marks
Havenhurst Street Resident
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:31 PM
To: Janey.Marks@gettyimages.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Janna A. Zinzi <swirlpr@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:31 AM
ReplyTo: swirlpr@gmail.com
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
I'm a resident of Laurel Canyon and I'm writing in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed
development at 8150 Sunset.  I oppose the development of these oversized and unneccesary
buildings. outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height,
mass, and bulk in previous designs. 

I'm a New Yorker who moved here to get away from overdevelopment and gentrification. By
building these structures, you strip the beauty and flavor of this city and continue to make it
look like every other city in America. Los Angeles can do better. Take a look at the flight out of
New York City to come here. People are leaving because it's become a shadow of itself.
Building condos that are an eyesore and that most people can't afford is good for developers
to ruin the city and terrible for regular voters like myself.

Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the bulk.
Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters and 250 plus
signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder
opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of
what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood.
This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan.
We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will,
to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or
scenic views as indicated in the following document:

http://change.org/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C626
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Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for
the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited
by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the
many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view
corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to
levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from
street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the
view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their
lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunsetwhich is more than 1,500 feet from
the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it
does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High
Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is
a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
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The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a
year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in
the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan
presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is
widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

 
Janna A. Zinzi
Strategist & Storyteller.
jannazinzi.com
LinkedIn & In the Twitterverse: @JannaZinzi

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:31 AM
To: swirlpr@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

http://jannazinzi.com/
http://www.linkedin.com/in/zinzi/
http://twitter.com/JannaZinzi
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

jeanine311@earthlink.net <jeanine311@earthlink.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:49 AM
ReplyTo: jeanine311@earthlink.net
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org"
<renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, david.ryu@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org,
julia.duncan@lacity.org

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Dear fellow Angelenos,

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners, homeowners,
residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in Hollywood, where
historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to the area and are vulnerable
links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage
existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many questions and concerns about the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current
concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The proposed
building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods. The area is
"Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the Project Site,”
is inaccurate.
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the
hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the
City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential
neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly
lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be!
Overshadowing the character many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in
harmony with it's surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public
views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City of
Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for
miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not
only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or
overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway" to West
Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate
in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include almost
nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west
and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to more accurately
and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1 FAR
bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The transit services
provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as
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“transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and
could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this
project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to be
considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus stops, but
does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus stops. The rapid bus
number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the
780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the week, all times that the project site
would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide
more detailed information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to the
project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter
routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are concerned about left turns in
and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the project. The
current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights should be preserved as
is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new volumes of
drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the
right turn lane in front of the island would cause major backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This
intersection currently has major gridlock throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any information or
detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic premises or nightclub
at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station have said that this area is
already over saturated with Liquor licenses.

6. Finally, I understand that I live in one of the biggest, most famous cities on earth. However, Hollywood is a
neighborhood as well as a cultural icon. Protect the neighborhood so my kids can continue to attend school
within walking distance. The area around Gardner Elementary is slowly being taken over by McMansions.
Developers told us that there is a demand for larger houses since more folks are multigeneration households. I
have met every person who purchased the McMansions in my area, guess what? Every home but 1 has 1
resident. I went to 8 homes and only 1 has a family. That family only has 1 child and 2 parents. So just as the
developers lied about the need for these giant homes, they are lying about the NEED for more liquor, more profit
and more development. PLEASE KEEP THIS AREA FOR OUR KIDS AND FOR ALL, NOT JUST FOR THE
UBER ELITE, SUPER TRENDY, NIGHTCLUB, NON RESIDENT MOMEY MAKERS!!!

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,
Jeanine DiTomasso 7616 Hollywood Blvd, #109 Los Angeles CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR (8150 Sunset Boulevard)
2 messages

Joel Loquvam <joel@laestateplan.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:46 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build
something much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We know the number of affordable units, but how
much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question,
the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,

d.kaneshiro
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Joel Loquvam

 
Joel J. Loquvam, Esq.
Attorney at Law

Offices in Beverly Hills, Palm Springs and
Long Beach 

9701 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000
Beverly Hills, CA 90212

Telephone: (310) 7247377
Facsimile: (310) 7247377

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:47 AM
To: joel@laestateplan.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:%28310%29%20724-7377
tel:%28310%29%20724-7377
http://twitter.com/loquvamlaw
http://facebook.com/loquvamlaw
http://www.linkedin.com/in/joelloquvam
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry Project
2 messages

John Zahitis <zahitisjohn@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:38 PM
ReplyTo: John Zahitis <zahitisjohn@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear EIR Board,

I approve of the proposed mixed use development designed by Frank Gehry at 8150 

Sunset. His work is legendary and I was genuinely surprised he agreed to do this 

project. The current occupants make it feel much like a dead space and a drain on 

the atmosphere and culture of the area. A mixed use development will simply 

occupy the space better. This design is the next step in the redevelopment of 

Sunset Boulevard and the natural progression is to get bigger / taller as we 

responsibly expand. Please don’t stifle progress in redeveloping Hollywood 

because a few local residents feel traffic is already too bad. This is Los 

Angeles, traffic will always be bad, let’s make the most of what we have. 

Regards,

John Zahitis

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:41 PM
To: zahitisjohn@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Support of 8150 Sunset Blvd
2 messages

Joie Resnick <resnickjoie@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:59 AM
ReplyTo: Joie Resnick <resnickjoie@yahoo.com>

Joie Resnick
1333 N Martel Ave Apt 302
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Hello City Officials,

My name is Joie Resnick. I live about about a mile from 8150 Sunset Boulevard and I'm writing
to show my support of this project.

Thank You, 

Joie

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:02 AM
To: resnickjoie@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 sunset blvd.

Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:41 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

PLEASE LOOK AT THIS PROJECT FROM BELOW SUNSET PERSPECTIVE INSTEAD
OF A BIRDS EYE VIEW!!!!!! HOW WILL OUR HEALTH BE PROTECTED DURING TEAR
DOWN AND CONSTRUCTION?? WE ARE @) FEET AWAY FROM THIS SITE!!!!!!!!!!!
PLEASE CHANGE THE TRAFFIC ENTRANCE TO SUNSET INSTEAD OF OUR
RESIDENTIAL STREET HAVENHURST!!!!!!!!
THIS WILL RUIN OUR LIVES!!!!!! GIVE US A CUL DE SAC AND SCALE THIS
DOWN!!!!!!!!!!

Original Message
From: Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com>
To: planning.envreview <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Sent: Mon, Nov 2, 2015 5:37 pm
Subject: 8150 sunset blvd.

Original Message
From: Judy Stabile <judystabile@aol.com>
To: planning.envreview <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Sent: Mon, Nov 2, 2015 11:34 am
Subject: 8150 sunset blvd.

THIS PHOTO WAS TAKEN TODAY!! 
THE VIEW IS FROM OUR KITCHEN WINDOW ON THE NORTH SIDE OF 1416 HAVENHURST. DR. ON THE
4TH FLOOR!!
THIS IS HOW CLOSE THIS MONSTER 16 STORIES WILL BE TO THIS NEIGHBORHOOD (IF ALLOWED).
OUR STREET (ALL STREETS BELOW SUNSET ARE ON A DOWNWARD SLANT  16 STORIES WILL FEEL
AND LOOK LIKE 30 STORIES TO ENTIRE AREA BELOW SUNSET.
WE WILL ALL HAVE TO ENDURE ( NOT YOU  BUT " WE THE PEOPLE " WILL HAVE TO ENDURE THE
POLLUTION AND YEARS OF DESTRUCTION, DUST, UNHEALTHY AIR, NOISE TRAFFIC AND  THEN
CONSTRUCTION FILTH, MORE UNHEALTHY AIR NOISE AND MORE TRAFFIC. OUR INFRASTRUCTURE
CAN'T HANDLE THE POPULATION AS IT IS. ALREADY!!
OUR BUILDING IS THE HISTORICAL COLONIAL HOUSE. WHICH WAS DESIGNATED A LANDMARK
BUILDING AS WERE MANY OTHER BUILDINGS IN THIS AREA DIRECTLY BELOW SUNSET BLVD.

PLEASE SIRMAL, TAKE TIME TO VIEW AND THINK AGAIN, THERE IS AN ENORMOUS NEGATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT THAT THIS  BUILDING WILL HAVE ON EVERY SINGLE PERSON'S LIFE
LIVING BELOW SUNSET. 
YOU SHOW PHOTOS OF HOW GLORIOUS IT WILL BE FROM THE HILLS AND AIR, WELL IT WONT BE

mailto:judystabile@aol.com
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:judystabile@aol.com
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
d.kaneshiro
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GLORIOUS TO ANYONE ACTUALLY LIVING HERE AND OR DRIVING ON THE STREETS.

HOW COULD SOMEONE DO A LEGITIMATE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND OK THIS COMPLETELY
OFF THE CHARTS PROJECT?? 
DO YOU NOT TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION
THE IMPACT ON RESIDENTS THAT ACTUALLY LIVE HERE?
WE ALREADY ARE MISERABLE ENOUGH WITH THE HORRENDOUS TRAFFIC. MOST PEOPLE JUST STAY
IN THEIR HOMES BECAUSE IT TAKES AN HOUR TO GET TO BEVERLY HILLS.
TAKE ONE DAY OF YOUR LIFE AND TRY THE DRIVE ALONG SUNSET OR SANTA MONICA BLVD.  IN THIS
AREA. IT IS MIND BOGGLING.

WE ALREADY HAVE SEWAGE PROBLEMS AND UNDERGROUND WATER PIPES THAT BURST ALONG
SUNSET BLVD.
WE ALREADY FEEL OUR BUILDING TEETER WHEN WE GET A SMALL EARTHQUAKE. IMAGINE A LARGE
EARTHQUAKE
WE ALREADY CAN'T FIND PARKING IN THIS ENTIRE AREA. PEOPLE DON'T WANT TO VISIT OUR
NEIGHBORHOOD BECAUSE IT IS ALREADY A NIGHTMARE TO PARK!!!!!!!
WE ALREADY HAVE ENDURED THE DUST NOISE AND UNBEARABLE TRAFFIC FROM ALL THE
CONSTRUCTION ON SUNSET WEST OF HERE. NAME ONE POSITIVE FROM ALL OF THIS
CONSTRUCTION  IMPACT EXCEPT THE IMPACT ON PEOPLE'S WALLETS!!!!
PLEASE ENOUGH IS ENOUGH!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
THE PEOPLE LIVING IN THE AREA AND PAYING EVERYONES PAYCHECKS ARE AGAINST THIS
PROJECT!!!!!!!
PLEASE SCALE THIS PROJECT DOWN!!!!!!!!!!!! 

THANK YOU , JUDY STABILE

TO:



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  8150 sunset blvd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&msg=150edc4f8785a890&dsqt=1&siml=150edc4f8785a890 3/3

J u d y  S t a b i l e
1416 HAVENHURST DR. APT 4B
LOS ANGELES. CA 90046
http://WWW.JUDYSTABILE.COM

http://www.judystabile.com/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Bruce Remick <bruceremick@ca.rr.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 5:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, Julia Duncan <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, Tamara Bergman &
Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>, CHERYL Holland <hollandc@me.com>, raverseng@duvin.net

(I am sending this in for Spaulding Square residents Rene and June Averseng)

 

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

 

1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue).
The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional
center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the
original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods.
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about
with stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing
out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los
Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If
the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass
for this location.

 

 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C632
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2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

 

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

 

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

 

 

1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood
streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  

 

 

4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,

June and Rene Averseng

1429 No. Genesee Avenue

Los Angeles, Ca. 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset at Crescent Heights  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Karen Smalley <karen.smalley@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:09 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Honorable City Officials,

I am greatly concerned about the current plan for this critical property. It is massively overscaled for the
neighborhood, will lead to increased traffic congestion at an already problematic intersection and its surrounding
streets, will make pedestrians even more imperiled with the removal of the traffic island, and will destroy a
remarkable building that deserves historic landmark protection. 

I travel Crescent Heights to Laurel Canyon at least once a week. Traffic currently backs up for blocks on
Crescent Heights during rush hour; one of the main arteries to cross the the SFV will potentially be impassible if
this massive development proceeds.

I'm equally concerned about the tremendous mass of these buildings, and the height which far exceeds anything
remotely nearby. Frank Gehry's starchitecture should not be allowed to impose it's bulk beyond zoning limits.

As follows, more detailed information on why I feel this design is inappropriate, and requires at the very least
further and more impartial studies.

THE PROJECT DESTROYS PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent
practical, retain significant existing land forms.
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a beacon for Los
Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape permanently. No development should
be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of
LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be
inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not outweigh the many in the
grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view corridor that is mentioned in
alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle
building of the site. 
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the
7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
THERE IS NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This
Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or
even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". 
 
THE PROJECT DESTROYS THE LYTTON BUILDING: To paraphrase the Los Angeles Conservancy, "With its
dramatic, folded plate concrete roof and glasswalled banking floor, the former Lytton Savings was a striking
departure from traditional bank design when it opened in 1960. …through its modern architectural design,
transparency, and integrated art component, and is one of Los Angeles’ earliest remaining examples of this
transformative shift in postwarera bank design.”

d.kaneshiro
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CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot
merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must first
adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.

Yours truly,
 
Karen Smalley
124 N. Flores Street
Los Angeles, CA  90048
karen.smalley@gmail.com
3109942515

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:10 PM
To: karen.smalley@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:karen.smalley@gmail.com
tel:310-994-2515
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Re: City Case No. CPC20132551CUBZVDBSPR and CEQA No. ENV2013
2552EIR

Kate Nevels <katherine.nevels@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 2:14 PM
To: lhorvath@weho.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

Being a responsible citizen means participating in my community as an active and engaged member.  So when
there are real estate developments proposed in my community, and that means not just my “back yard” but the
general area that encompasses West Hollywood, Hollywood, and Beverly-Fairfax, I do my best to educate myself
about what is being proposed and examining what its impacts might be, both good and bad.
 
In the case of the proposal at 8150 Sunset I see a whole lot of positive changes for the better.  First and foremost,
there is the physical property itself.  Today it is occupied by a McDonald’s with a drive-through, a bank, and
a minimal full of businesses that hold no appeal to me.  It is an eyesore and blight on the community.  The mixed-
use retail-residential project designed by Frank Gehry is a tremendous upgrade.
 
This project also directly assists with the chronic shortage of housing in the Los Angeles region by adding
residential units to a property without taking any away.  In my neighborhood, the opposite trend has been going
on for years where homes, duplexes and apartment buildings are being taken off of the housing market and
replaced with an equivalent number of luxury units.  This project, in contrast, will offer far more than just luxury
housing because included in its unit mix will be 24 units expressly earmarked as affordable housing for individuals
with very low incomes.  At a time when homelessness is on the rise because of the astronomical cost of housing,
this is an important and hopefully precedent-setting development.
 
Another remarkable attribute about this project is this developer’s commitment to building green.  They are
planning to achieve at a minimum LEED Silver certification, which is a tremendous testament to their social
responsibility.
 
You would think that all these positives would be greeted with a chorus of approvals.  But alas a few of my
neighbors are the glass half empty types and instead focus on the negative.  Yet they are going far beyond just
saying they don’t like this project.  They are circulating petitions calling for arbitrary height limits, talking up the
bank building’s so-called historic status when it’s just another early 1960s tilt-up construction, calling into the
question the integrity of anyone who dares to speak up in favor of the project, and threatening lawsuits.
 
In short they are resorting to the same boorish bad behavior that West Hollywood Mayor Lindsey Horvath called
out at the other night’s West Hollywood City Council meeting. 
 
Whatever happened to respectfully agreeing to disagree?  It is truly sad that opponents of projects have to resort
to name calling and threats to make themselves heard.  Constructive criticism and maintaining a dialogue are the
way the public process should work.  I wish that were the case here.
 
I am proud to call myself a supporter of the 8150 Sunset because of numerous community benefits that will be
felt for years and should be incorporated into all developments.
 
Kate Nevels
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Kathy Small <kathysmall@mac.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:48 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
Cc: renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org

To All Whom It May Concern,

My name is Kathleen Small and am writing to voice my opinions, objections and feelings
regarding the 8150 Sunset project.

I want you to know I am sick at heart that you and the other “powers that be” are not
concerned about the neighborhood surrounding this project.  I understand that it is an
important corner and something will be built, buy why not a structure or structures in
keeping with both the commercial and residential neighborhood?  These are the issues I
would like to see addressed:

1.  HEIGHT

I understand this corner was never given a height restriction, however, is there no concern about compatability
with the surrounding neighborhood?  This 234 foot building is ridiculously high and will dwarf any structure
nearby.  It most certainly will totally destroy the esthetics of the surrounding neighborhood including many
historical structures.  Do you not care?  If you allow this massive, out of scale monstrosity of a structure to be
built without further analysis of the effects it will have on the community, I consider your conduct to be negligent,
extremely detrimental and will erode the trust in you as a leader and protector.  It must not be anywhere near that
high!

2.  ARCHITECTURE

I have been told that the design was by Frank Gehry.  However, recently he was asked about the project and said
he was not familiar with it.  It is a lie – not a Frank Gehry design.  Possibly, it was designed by someone in his
firm, but definitely not him.  In my opinion, it is a disgraceful mess.  It looks like a cartoon, not a sophisticated
nor an interesting structure.  Once built, we will have to live with it, as embarrassing as it will be.  It could be
modern, interesting and creative, but this is simply terrible.  Is it possible that Frank Gehry could design this
project as we have been told?

3.  TRAFFIC

Have you recently driven down Sunset or Crescent Heights in either direction between 8 AM and 11 PM?  The
traffic is horrendous and this is before the completion of the new hotels on Sunset now under construction.  How
in the world can the EIR state that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the
net area trips.  It is impossible.  Who hired the people who wrote the EIR Report – the
developers? This is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 new residential units to
the site.  The studies should be done by completely independent firms who will give
unbiased and accurate reports.  

It does not acknowledge the traffic congestion on Laurel Cyn. to and from Studio City.
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 Further, Crescent Heights before 4:PM is constantly congested & is one lane from south
of Pico north until it becomes Laurel Cyn at Sunset and then all the way to Mulholland.  It
will become even more difficult once 8150 Sunset is built.  Havenhurst is a lovely quiet
residential street.  Once 8150 Sunset is completed, it will surely become a bypass for
Crescent Heights.  A signal at Fountain & Havenhurst?  No way – Fountain is just as
congested as the others and with a signal one block befor the signal at Crescent Heights,
it will back up Fountain even more.

Are you giving them the island at the south/west corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset? 
We need this to move right turning traffic off Sunset and give some relief to the west
bound Sunset right lane backup.

I believe these developers could care less about the esthetics of our City and their sole
interest is their own financial gain. I beg of you to do your job protecting our City and
caring about the residents, passers by, and tourists by not allowing this huge massive
towering structure.  I would love to see a beautiful, well designed quality project – one that
we can all be proud of. 

I am asking you to truly care and give your utmost attention to this absurd project  serve
and protect us!!!

Thank you,

Kathy Small    

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:45 PM
To: kathysmall@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

KeikoMarierose T. SHORES <piazzotti@hotmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:03 AM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed
project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a
massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region and its
residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous
negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need
and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does
not conform. 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the
largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and
becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be
the limit.
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. It
is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by
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claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500
feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an
offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and
sewage pipes in the area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be
improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with
Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the
Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something
much bigger and taller than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? We
know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will
they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately
evaluated the Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the
resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with
the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to
substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,
Keiko Shores

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:03 AM
To: piazzotti@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

The area infrastructure is old and aging, lets encourage basic improvements
to water, sewage, and traffic NOT increasing density.
2 messages

Kennon B Raines <kraines@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:13 AM
ReplyTo: Kennon B Raines <kraines@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development
that will adversely impact the region and its residents.  The area infrastructure is old and
aging, let's encourage basic improvements to water, sewage, and traffic NOT
increasing density. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact
Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the
project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is better,
many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This
EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset
Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a
violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
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area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

We cannot continue to build another NYC in earthquake land!!!
Please reconsider this foolhardy trend in city planning now!!!

Sincerely,

Kennon B. Raines
1775 N. Orange Dr. #402
Hollywood, CA 90028

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:13 AM
To: kraines@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Kim Martin <kimm.nyc@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:14 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you
deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both
does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will
produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving
such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy
architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HUGE CONCERNS FOR UNUSUAL AND MISPLACED HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories),
the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like the DGA building
(79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft
should be the limit.

CONCERNS FOR TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now
that the design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

VERY CONCERNED FOR PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island:
Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should
stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for
pedestrian and driver safety 

CONCERNS FOR ZONING SPECIAL INTEREST EXEMPTIONS:  The developer is looking
for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say
NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)
(4)(ii);)
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SIGNED, 
  KIM MARTIN

 
KIM MARTIN
1335 N FairFax #7
West Hollywood, CA 90046

646. 279. 7401

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:19 AM
To: kimm.nyc@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:646.%20279.%207401
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Krisy K Gosney <kgosney@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 5:17 PM
ReplyTo: Krisy K Gosney <kgosney@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
 

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Mayor Garcetti,
 
This email is to convey our opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150
Sunset. 

We are West Hollywood residents, however, we bank at the site, we eat sushi at the site, we
shop and go movies across the street from the site and we live close by.  And although this is
somewhat of a 'form' letter, we are strongly concerned about the following issues:
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to
provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future
generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires
public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead
agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project
with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is a
significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this violates CEQA.
The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been in flux since its
inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a year. Each
notice to the community reads differently as does the project description in the DEIR, especially
alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread confusion as to what
this plan even is and its impacts.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a
mixeduse area.  This is not a regional center or downtown.  Respect the present established
density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of what
defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This
proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan. We

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C639



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150eef896bfbfd26&siml=150eef896bfbfd26&siml=150eef89dbe70b06 2/3

would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the
developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and
mass for this location. Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the
tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it
would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to
the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs,
unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique
natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic
views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for the
public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying
feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by
only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in
the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view corridor
that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to levitate 110 ft
in air to see the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from street level, and
from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a solid wall of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that
DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Krisy Gosney & Kate Eggert
West Hollywood (next door neighbor to the City of Los Angeles)
kgosney@sbcglobal.net

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 5:18 PM
To: kgosney@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:kgosney@sbcglobal.net
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

lauridickinson@sbcglobal.net <lauridickinson@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:12 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org"
<mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset
Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. Traffic is already heavy in this area and makes it really difficult to get
out in the morning.

 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
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ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a
violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

 

There is already enough new development in West Hollywood that impacts my life each and
everyday.  Please stop the developers from ruining our city. We do not have the infrastructure to
support the increase. Enough is enough!!

 

Sincerely,

Lauri Dickinson

1335 N.Fairfax Ave #4

West hollywood, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:12 PM
To: lauridickinson@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Lawrence Marmorstein <elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:10 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org,
Info@lamayor.org, Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org,
Jduran@weho.org, Slunceford@weho.org

8150 119 letter.pdf
680K
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Dear	  Srimal	  Hewawitharana,	  David	  Ryu,	  and	  Mayor	  Eric	  Garcetti,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  for	  8150	  Sunset	  
Blvd	  project.	  This	  letter	  is	  being	  written	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  DEIR,	  RDEIR	  and	  
proposed	  development	  at	  8150	  Sunset.	  
	  
Community	  outcry	  was	  been	  well	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  over	  700	  letters	  opposing	  the	  
height,	  mass,	  and	  bulk	  in	  previous	  designs.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  only	  increased	  the	  
height,	  increased	  the	  mass,	  and	  increased	  the	  bulk.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  equally	  
angered	  the	  community.	  The	  over	  650	  letters	  and	  signatures	  on	  
the	  change.org	  petition	  demonstrate	  a	  strong	  and	  continued	  stakeholder	  opposition.	  
	  
This	  area	  is	  neighborhood	  office	  commercial,	  not	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area.	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
regional	  center	  or	  downtown.	  	  Respect	  the	  present	  zoning.	  Alternative	  9	  is	  a	  
manipulation	  of	  the	  zoning	  and	  would	  result	  in	  the	  elimination	  of	  what	  defines	  this	  
area	  as	  a	  well	  established	  low	  rise,	  lower	  density	  neighborhood.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  policies	  outlined	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  
	  
Public	  views	  are	  an	  irreplaceable	  natural	  resources	  as	  defined	  by	  CEQA.	  The	  
hillsides	  are	  a	  beacon	  for	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  perception	  of	  open	  space	  once	  lost,	  will	  
alter	  the	  landscape	  permanently.	  Allowing	  a	  structure	  of	  this	  height	  and	  mass,	  
would	  create	  a	  barrier	  and	  separation	  of	  the	  areas	  natural	  form.	  	  No	  development	  
that	  blocks	  and	  diminishes	  public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  hills,	  should	  be	  permitted.	  
The	  hills	  represent	  a	  directional	  landmark	  for	  all	  of	  LA	  and	  they	  are	  the	  
identifying	  feature	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  public	  view	  should	  be	  protected.	  
The	  tallest	  building	  will	  be	  inhabited	  by	  only	  30	  condo	  owners	  on	  the	  top	  floors,	  the	  
needs	  of	  the	  few	  should	  not	  overweigh	  the	  many	  in	  the	  grotesque	  impact	  on	  the	  
neighborhood	  that	  will	  result.	  
	  
In	  general,	  as	  was	  pointed	  out	  by	  members	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  Neighborhood	  
council,	  the	  logic	  employed	  in	  the	  DEIR	  is	  muddy	  and	  often	  simply	  not	  credible.	  In	  
many	  ways	  as	  will	  be	  outlined,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  adequately	  address	  that	  fact	  
or	  support	  its	  lack	  of	  discussion	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
	  

The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Flawed/Unsure/and	  Transitory/Public	  Input	  was	  

Refused	  	  
	  

Townscape	  has	  violated	  CEQA	  early	  on	  in	  this	  process	  by	  not	  striving	  to	  
involve	  the	  community	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  and	  
seeking	  to	  exclude	  community	  participation	  and	  comment.	  Rather	  than	  seek	  
open	  community	  input,	  Townscape	  has	  preferred	  back	  door	  politics	  by	  scheduling	  
private	  meetings	  to	  preview	  the	  project	  to	  city	  officials	  and	  a	  select	  few	  before	  the	  
DEIR	  alternative	  9	  was	  released.	  	  
	  
Since	  the	  project	  and	  description	  is	  vastly	  different	  from	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  
(NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  and	  is	  different	  from	  what	  was	  studied,	  many	  studies	  conducted	  for	  



the	  NOP	  are	  inadequate	  for	  the	  Alternative	  9	  option,	  this	  violates	  CEQA.	  The	  project	  
description	  is	  supposed	  to	  remain	  stable	  and	  known.	  This	  project	  has	  been	  
in	  flux	  since	  its	  inception.	  Frank	  Gehry	  is	  the	  third	  architect	  hired	  by	  the	  developer	  
in	  the	  space	  of	  a	  year.	  Each	  notice	  to	  the	  community	  reads	  differently	  as	  does	  
the	  project	  description	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  especially	  alternative	  9.	  There	  have	  been	  three	  
completely	  different	  building	  plan	  presentations	  to	  the	  Hollywood	  Hill	  
Neighborhood	  Council.	  It	  is	  no	  wonder	  there	  is	  widespread	  confusion	  as	  to	  what	  this	  
plan	  even	  is	  and	  its	  impacts.	  	  
	  
LAND	  USE	  IMPACTS	  
	  

	  
The	  DEIR’s	  bare	  conclusions	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less-‐than-‐
significant	  impact	  on	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  vicinity	  and	  would	  
not	  physically	  
divide	  an	  established	  community	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  by	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  
obvious	  overwhelming	  impacts	  of	  the	  building	  in	  this	  lower	  rise	  neighborhood.	  
The	  immediate	  neighboring	  buildings,	  which	  are	  not	  considered	  or	  
specifically	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  are	  only	  two	  and	  three	  stories	  
tall.	  Similarly,	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  conflict	  with	  
The	  General	  Plan	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  and	  
undiscussed.	  The	  conclusions	  are	  unsupported	  as	  drawings	  or	  
renderings	  contained	  in	  the	  DEIR	  do	  not	  show	  the	  directly	  neighboring	  buildings	  of	  
2	  story	  and	  3	  story	  buildings	  in	  scale	  in	  an	  attempt	  do	  downplay	  how	  out	  of	  scale	  
this	  project	  would	  be.	  Nowhere	  in	  the	  DEIR	  does	  it	  faithfully	  represent	  the	  
surrounding	  neighborhood	  in	  scale	  or	  irreparable	  harm	  this	  development	  would	  
cause.	  
	  
The	  surrounding	  neighborhoods	  are	  some	  of	  the	  oldest	  in	  
the	  area	  with	  many	  buildings	  dating	  from	  the	  early	  1920’s-‐
1930s.	  Before	  the	  project	  goes	  forward	  
a	  complete	  Historic	  Resources	  Survey	  of	  the	  buildings	  within	  a	  3/4	  mile	  radius	  
should	  be	  completed	  and	  it	  should	  include	  private	  homes.	  The	  DEIR	  is	  
inadequate	  and	  contains	  insufficient	  information	  to	  allow	  the	  decision	  makers	  
to	  reach	  correct	  conclusions	  and	  findings	  regarding	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
historical	  resources	  and	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Over	  50	  projects	  are	  currently	  underway	  or	  proposed	  for	  Hollywood	  in	  the	  City	  of	  
Los	  Angeles	  and	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood.	  This	  DEIR	  makes	  no	  accounting	  for	  the	  
cumulative	  impacts	  caused	  these	  developments	  will	  have	  on	  the	  neighborhood,	  city	  
services,	  police,	  fire,	  medical,	  neighborhood	  cut	  through	  traffic,	  .	  It	  also	  doesn’t	  
account	  for	  the	  21,000	  truck	  trips	  that	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  suffer	  during	  
construction	  of	  8150	  and	  how	  this	  will	  have	  a	  cumulative	  effect	  when	  combined	  
with	  other	  concurrent	  development.	  The	  project,	  in	  calling	  for	  off	  menu	  incentives	  
that	  would	  relax	  existing	  development	  standards	  will	  only,	  if	  approved,	  increase	  
density	  and	  traffic	  problems	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  other	  developers	  seek	  the	  same	  



preferences,	  thereby	  threatening	  known	  and	  potential	  historic	  resources	  in	  
historically	  sensitive	  neighborhoods.	  None	  of	  these	  cumulative	  effects	  are	  addressed	  
in	  the	  DEIR.	  	  
	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  cite	  any	  single	  specific	  policy	  and	  provides	  only	  bare	  conclusions	  
of	  “no	  impact”	  or	  “less	  than	  significant	  impact”.	  The	  DEIR	  should	  discuss	  and	  
illustrate	  how	  it	  satisfies	  a	  majority	  of	  land	  use	  objectives	  and	  policies	  
to	  affirmatively	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  bare	  conclusions	  were	  reached.	  Discussions	  
of	  the	  violated	  policies	  should	  also	  be	  added	  to	  
the	  DEIR	  to	  fully	  resolve	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  and	  how	  the	  facts	  and	  studies	  
support	  the	  conclusions.	  The	  conclusions	  appear	  erroneous	  because	  the	  project	  
appears	  to	  violate,	  at	  some	  level,	  nearly	  every	  aspect	  of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  A	  full	  
discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  which	  policies	  and	  principals	  
of	  the	  elements	  are	  satisfied	  and	  which	  violated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  should	  
be	  enumerated	  in	  the	  DEIR.	  The	  following	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  objectives	  
should	  be	  fully	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR:	  It	  is	  insufficient	  to	  
simply	  state	  bare	  conclusions	  without	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  of	  the	  elements	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
	  
Building	  Height	  and	  Mass	  
	  

Applicant	  description	  of	  project:	  “one	  tower	  at	  Havenhurst	  at	  15	  stories	  in	  height	  (or	  
approximately	  234	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  lowest	  point	  on	  the	  Project	  
Site	  at	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  Crescent	  Heights	  at	  11	  stories	  (or	  
approximately	  174	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  
property),	  one	  at	  the	  central	  portion	  of	  the	  South	  Building	  between	  the	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  at	  five	  stories	  (or	  approximately	  110	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  
from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  thereby	  creating	  an	  approximately	  150-‐
foot-‐wide,	  open	  north-‐south-‐oriented	  view	  corridor	  between	  the	  taller	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  that	  provides	  views	  southward	  across	  the	  Project	  Site	  from	  locations	  to	  
the	  north	  and	  vice-‐versa.”	  
	  
The	  towers	  heights	  in	  Alternative	  9,	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  234	  feet,	  174	  feet	  and	  110	  feet	  
above	  grade,	  and	  are	  substantially	  taller	  than	  the	  original	  proposed	  height,	  which	  
was	  already	  too	  tall	  for	  this	  area	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood.	  The	  Chateau	  
Marmont	  Hotel	  is	  seven	  stories,	  built	  into	  the	  hillside.	  The	  Directors	  Guild	  is	  75	  feet	  
high	  at	  about	  8	  stories	  (this	  project	  would	  be	  three	  times	  higher)	  and	  the	  new	  hotel	  
construction	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood	  is	  ten	  stories.	  The	  
Hollywood	  Hills	  in	  this	  adjacent	  area,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  and	  Nichols	  Canyon,	  are	  more	  
rural	  and	  are	  wildlife	  corridors,	  with	  the	  lower	  lying	  neighborhoods	  predominately	  
very	  low	  to	  lower	  rise	  and	  historic	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  The	  narrow	  strip	  of	  
neighborhood	  serving	  commercial	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  is	  also	  significantly	  lower	  rise.	  
This	  proposed	  development	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  beacon	  to	  stand	  out	  and	  be	  seen	  for	  miles.	  
That	  it	  would	  be!	  Overshadowing	  the	  character	  of	  many	  well	  established	  
neighborhoods	  far	  and	  wide.	  The	  current	  proposal	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  it's	  



surroundings	  and	  built	  environment.	  	  Developer	  also	  understates	  standard	  industry	  
feet	  to	  number	  of	  	  storeies	  conversion	  which	  if	  properly	  applied	  yields:	  236	  feet	  =	  22	  
Stories	  (west	  tower),	  174	  feet	  =	  16	  Stories	  (east	  tower),	  110	  feet	  =	  10	  
Stories	  	  (center	  building).	  We	  remind	  you,	  this	  makes	  the	  largest	  tower	  three	  times	  
taller	  than	  the	  Chateau	  Marmont,	  long	  considered	  the	  anchor	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  
This	  project	  would	  dwarf	  it	  and	  be	  12	  stories	  taller	  than	  even	  the	  large	  development	  
on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  West	  Hollywood.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  applicant	  cites	  views	  from	  the	  hills,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  public	  
views	  of	  the	  hills.	  The	  Hollywood	  Hills	  are	  a	  major	  identifying	  feature	  of	  Hollywood,	  
the	  entire	  area	  and	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  hillside	  
landscape	  are	  seen	  from	  the	  south,	  east	  and	  west	  for	  miles	  and	  enjoyed	  by	  all	  
residents	  and	  visitors	  to	  the	  city.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  not	  only	  
provide	  a	  needed	  sense	  of	  open	  space,	  but	  are	  the	  view	  "beacon"	  and	  should	  not	  be	  
diminished,	  blocked	  or	  overshadowed	  by	  a	  development’s	  heights,	  mass	  or	  bulk.	  We	  
would	  like	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  not	  in	  a	  downtown	  or	  regional	  center.	  
If	  the	  developer	  would	  like	  to	  be	  a	  gateway	  to	  West	  Hollywood's	  Sunset	  Strip,	  
something	  resembling	  the	  Sunset	  Plaza	  portion	  might	  be	  more	  in	  line	  and	  
appropriate	  in	  terms	  of	  height,	  scale	  and	  mass	  for	  this	  location.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
SCENIC	  RESOURCES	  
	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  mandates	  identification	  and	  protection	  of	  
scenic	  resources.	  Identified	  resources	  include	  trees,	  historic	  buildings,	  rock	  
outcroppings	  and	  similar	  features	  that	  are	  located	  within	  a	  designated	  state	  scenic	  
highway.	  Under	  CEQA	  and	  the	  LAMC,	  decision	  makers	  have	  been	  able	  to	  require	  
retention	  and	  protection	  of	  scenic	  features.	  	  
	  
Through	  acquisition,	  park	  development	  and	  land	  use	  planning	  and	  development	  
requirements	  the	  city	  has	  a	  major	  role	  in	  protecting	  land	  forms	  and	  scenic	  features	  
and	  in	  making	  scenic	  features	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
It	  is	  Los	  Angeles	  city	  policy	  to	  continue	  to	  encourage	  and/or	  require	  property	  
owners	  to	  develop	  their	  properties	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  will,	  to	  the	  greatest	  extent	  
practical,	  retain	  significant	  existing	  land	  forms	  (e.g.,	  ridge	  lines,	  bluffs,	  unique	  
geologic	  features)	  and	  unique	  scenic	  features	  (historic,	  ocean,	  mountains,	  unique	  
natural	  features)	  and/or	  make	  possible	  public	  view	  or	  other	  access	  to	  unique	  
features	  or	  scenic	  views	  as	  indicated	  in	  the	  following	  document: 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted 
September 2001  
 
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS  Page 46 - 47 



 
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION	  OF	  RESOURCES	  WHICH	  PROVIDE	  

A	  SENSE	  OF	  NATURE,	  CONTINUITY	  WITH	  THE	  PAST,	  AND	  FREEDOM	  FROM	  

OVERCROWDING.	  
	  
New	  development	  can	  enhance	  and	  preserve	  Los	  Angeles’	  distinctive	  qualities	  if	  it	  is	  
designed	  with	  consideration	  for	  the	  prevailing	  design	  character	  and	  the	  effect	  on	  
surroundings.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  conserve	  important	  design	  character	  in	  
historic	  or	  distinctive	  older	  areas,	  some	  uniformity	  of	  detail,	  scale,	  proportion,	  
texture,	  materials,	  color	  and	  building	  form	  is	  necessary.	  Large	  buildings	  
impair	  the	  character	  of	  older,	  small	  scale	  areas	  if	  no	  transition	  is	  made	  between	  
small-‐scale	  and	  large-‐scale	  elements	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  should	  set	  forth	  extensive	  discussions	  of	  how	  this	  project	  
meets	  this	  criteria	  and	  how	  it	  does	  
not	  create	  a	  large	  “separation”	  in	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  The	  present	  
building	  on	  the	  site	  “fits	  in”	  because	  it	  is	  essentially	  two	  stories	  and	  creates	  
a	  harmonious	  transition	  from	  the	  two	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Havenhurst	  and	  
the	  three	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  that	  it	  directly	  borders.	  The	  
proposed	  buildings	  will	  separate	  and	  divide	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  just	  by	  its	  
sheer	  size.	  
	  
Visually	  strong	  buildings	  which	  contrast	  severely	  with	  their	  surroundings	  



impair	  the	  character	  of	  the	  area.	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  
of	  the	  jarring	  visual	  impact	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  The	  lack	  
of	  any	  discussion	  and	  reference	  to	  these	  policies	  
make	  the	  DEIR	  completely	  inadequate.	  Other	  policies	  which	  need	  to	  be	  reconciled	  
include	  the	  principal	  that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human	  Needs	  	  
	  
In	  questions	  of	  scale,	  the	  height	  of	  buildings	  has	  received	  
the	  greatest	  and	  most	  continuous	  public	  attention.	  Nevertheless,	  
a	  citywide	  plan	  for	  building	  height	  has	  not	  existed	  prior	  to	  this	  time,	  and	  
both	  residents	  and	  visitors	  have	  experienced	  stress	  and	  concern	  at	  the	  prospect	  that	  
the	  appearance	  of	  the	  skyline	  may	  continue	  to	  change	  rapidly	  without	  further	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
direction	  or	  any	  real	  planning.	  
	  
	  
Extremely	  massive	  buildings	  on	  or	  near	  hills	  can	  overwhelm	  the	  natural	  land	  forms,	  
block	  views,	  and	  generally	  disrupt	  the	  character	  of	  the	  city.	  Low,	  smaller-‐
scale	  buildings	  on	  the	  slopes	  of	  hills,	  at	  their	  base	  and	  in	  
the	  valleys	  between	  complement	  topographic	  forms	  and	  permit	  uninterrupted	  
views.	  The	  relationship	  between	  areas	  of	  low,	  fine-‐scaled	  buildings	  and	  areas	  of	  
high,	  large-‐scaled	  buildings	  can	  be	  made	  more	  pleasing	  if	  the	  transition	  in	  
building	  height	  and	  mass	  between	  such	  areas	  is	  gradual.	  Buildings	  which	  meet	  
the	  ground	  and	  reflect	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  hill	  relate	  to	  the	  land	  form.	  A	  



bulky	  building	  creates	  the	  most	  visual	  disruption	  when	  seen	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  
the	  dominant	  silhouette	  against	  a	  background	  and/or	  foreground	  of	  much	  
smaller	  structures.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  these	  principals-‐-‐-‐merely	  a	  conclusion	  that	  
the	  building	  is	  not	  disruptive	  and	  causes	  no	  significant	  impact—a	  bare	  conclusion	  
not	  supported	  by	  the	  facts,	  any	  reasonable	  discussion	  or	  reconciliation	  
of	  the	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  appears	  erroneous.	  An	  in	  depth	  discussion	  is	  
needed	  as	  to	  how	  the	  proposed	  building	  is	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  scale	  and	  form	  
of	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  so	  as	  to	  reconcile	  the	  erroneous	  conclusions	  of	  no	  
impacts	  or	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
	  
These	  policies	  are	  completely	  ignored	  in	  the	  DEIR	  and	  the	  exact	  opposite	  conclusion	  
is	  reached	  without	  adequate	  discussion	  or	  any	  facts	  or	  law	  to	  
justify	  these	  erroneous	  conclusions.	  
	  
	  
“Affordable	  Housing”	  
	  
Reviewing	  the	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Mixed	  Use	  Recirculated	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  the	  original	  
draft	  EIR	  documentation,	  one	  is	  unable	  to	  locate	  a	  clear	  definition	  of	  “Affordable”	  for	  
the	  “Affordable	  Units”	  being	  included	  in	  the	  project	  and	  therefore,	  as	  prepared,	  the	  
documentation	  is	  incomplete	  because	  it	  has	  not	  adequately	  evaluated	  the	  
Community	  Benefits	  the	  project	  will	  provide	  as	  an	  offset	  to	  the	  resulting	  zoning	  
upgrades	  and	  potential	  environmental	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  
project	  Therefore,	  the	  city	  must	  find	  the	  EIR	  deficient	  and	  unable	  to	  
substantiate	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  and	  taller	  
than	  otherwise	  possible.	  The	  bigger	  and	  taller	  part	  we’ve	  got,	  now	  –	  what’s	  the	  
benefit?	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  
they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  
EIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  approved.	  
	  
Traffic	  Island	  and	  Current	  Sweeping	  Right	  Turn	  Moving	  the	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  
The	  current	  triangle	  and	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  could	  be	  re-‐worked	  to	  allow	  
pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  passage,	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  stop	  lights	  and	  maybe	  even	  a	  cut	  
out	  for	  the	  east	  bound	  Sunset	  bus	  to	  pull	  in	  out	  of	  traffic.	  Pedestrian	  refuge	  medians	  	  
are	  being	  added	  back	  in	  many	  cities,	  including	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  	  
They	  provide	  a	  place	  for	  people	  to	  safely	  wait	  where	  intersections	  are	  busy	  and	  
complicated.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Height	  has	  definitely	  
become	  much	  busier	  and	  complicated	  with	  the	  new	  multi	  use	  resident,	  commercial	  
retail,	  restaurant	  and	  event	  venue	  project.	  	  



	  
The	  current	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  lane	  eastbound	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  
Crescent	  Heights	  allows	  for	  continual	  vehicle	  merging,	  which	  will	  be	  needed	  with	  
the	  addition	  of	  500	  plus	  new	  residents,	  where	  there	  currently	  are	  none,	  commercial	  
and	  new	  additional	  event	  traffic.	  Removing	  the	  current	  right	  turn	  lane	  would	  create	  
a	  completely	  stopped	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Right	  on	  red	  could	  not	  be	  
accommodated	  due	  to	  pedestrian	  crossing	  and	  southbound	  oncoming	  traffic	  from	  
Laurel	  Canyon.	  The	  local	  bus	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  should	  be	  kept	  at	  the	  location,	  or	  at	  
minimum	  in	  front	  of	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Semi	  Truck	  turn	  around	  traffic	  island	  -‐	  uses	  all	  lanes	  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving	  the	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  



Moving	   the	  bus	   stop	   to	  8000	  Sunset	  Blvd	  as	  proposed	   forces	  pedestrians	   to	   cross	  
the	  street	  and	  walk	   farther	   to	   reach	   the	  bus.	  Placing	   the	  bus	  on	  Sunset	   in	   front	  of	  
8000	   Sunset	   would	   back	   up	   vehicle	   traffic	   turning	   east	   onto	   Sunset	   Blvd	   from	  
Crescent	  Heights’	  sweeping	  right	  turn.	  	  The	  sidewalk	  provided	  for	  bus	  rider	  waiting	  
area	  is	  extremely	  limited	  at	  this	  location.	  There	  is	  minimal	  sidewalk	  space	  to	  add	  a	  
bus	  shelter	  and	  or	  accommodate	  bus	  riders	  with	  bicycles.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  good	  location	  
for	  a	  bus	  stop.	  
	  
Fairfax-‐Sunset	  a	  Major	  High	  Quality	  Transit	  Stop?	  

 
PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(1)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   permit	   a	   3:1	   floor	   area	   ratio	   for	   a	   Housing	  
Development	  Project	   located	  within	  approximately	  1,560	   feet	  of	  a	  Transit	  Stop,	   in	  
lieu	   of	   the	   1,500	   foot	   distance	   specified	   in	   the	   on-‐menu	   Incentive	   allowing	   a	   3:1	  
floor	  area	  ratio	  (LAMC	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	  	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  agree	  that	  the	  project	  location,	  at	  1,560	  feet	  from	  a	  transit	  stop,	  entitles	  
the	   project	   to	   a	   3:1	   FAR	  bonus.	  	   The	   transit	   stop	   at	   Fairfax	   and	   Sunset	   is	   a	   small,	  
neighborhood-‐oriented	  bus	  stop.	  	  The	  transit	  services	  provided	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  
and	   Laurel	   Canyon	   with	   Metro	   Routes	   2	   and	   302	   do	   not	   qualify	   this	   project	   as	  
“transit-‐oriented	  development.”	  In	  addition,	  these	  services	  are	  not	  guaranteed	  to	  be	  
provided	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   could	   be	   terminated	  by	  Metro	   at	   any	   time.	  	   The	  DEIR	  
says	  that	  Metro	  lines	  217	  and	  780	  on	  Fairfax	  serve	  this	  project,	  but	  as	  stated	  above,	  
this	  route	  is	  not	  within	  guidelines	  of	  1,500	  feet.	  	  	  
	  
Significant	  improvement	  will	  need	  to	  be	  made	  at	  all	  bus	  stops	  located	  at	  Sunset	  and	  
Fairfax	  for	  this	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  "high	  quality"	  bus,	  or	  major	  transit	  stop.	  
	  
The	  Recirculated	  DEIR	  points	  out	   that	   the	  project	   is	  not	  within	   the	   required	  1,500	  
feet	  of	  these	  very	  unimproved	  bus	  stops	  for	  FAR	  consideration.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  
mention	  what	  improvements	  will	  be	  made	  or	  at	  what	  locations	  to	  achieve	  a	  quality	  
bus	   stop.	   Please	   provide	   more	   information	   on	   the	   major	   transit	   stops	   and	  
improvements	  to	  be	  made.	  Failure	  to	  have	  done	  so	  makes	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
A	   well	   lit,	   ADA	   compliant	   bus	   shelter	   will	   be	   needed	   at	   this	   location,	   if	   it	   is	   to	  
properly	   serve	   the	   new	   residents,	   guests,	   patrons,	   employees	   and	   general	   public.	  
Restaurant	  employees	  and	  patrons	  who	  leave	  the	  project	   later	  at	  night	  and	  should	  
not	  have	  to	  walk	  farther	  distance	  or	  be	  expected	  to	  wait	  at	  a	  dark,	  unsheltered	  bus	  
stop	  during	  late	  night	  hours.	  People	  will	  not	  take	  the	  bus.	  
	  



The	   rapid	   bus	   number	   780	   does	   stop	   on	   Fairfax	   south	   of	   Sunset	   Blvd,	  where	   the	  
local	  bus	  runs	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  However,	  the	  780	  bus	  does	  not	  operate	  on	  weekends,	  
holidays	  of	   after	  8pm	  during	   the	  week.	  All	   times	   that	   the project	   site	  would	  have	  
heavy	  commercial	  use.	  Hardly	  a	  high	  quality	  Major	  transit	  stop.	  Santa	  Monica	  Blvd	  is	  
the	  more	  major	  stop	  for	  the	  780	  bus	  but	  is	  even	  farther	  away	  and	  disqualifies	  this	  
project	  from	  FAR	  consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic	  objections	  to	  DEIR	  Alternative	  9	  	  
	  
The	   impacts	   from	   construction	   and	   operation	   are	   so	   far	   reaching	   in	   alternative	   9	  
they	  are	  an	  untenable	  burden	  for	  not	  only	  residents	  but	  commuters	  who	  use	  Sunset	  
Blvd,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  Hollywood	  Blvd,	  Laurel,	  Fairfax	  Ave	  and	  Fountain.	  	  
	  
A	  layman's	   review	   of	   this	   proposed	   project	   can	   easily	   pick	   out	   numerous	   glaring	  
issues,	   demonstrating	   the	  most	   basic	   operational	   aspects	   of	   this	   multi	   use	  
development	  have	  not	  been	  vetted	  or	  thought	  through.	  	  
	  
Alternative	   9	   is	   a	   completely	   different	   project,	   with	   completely	   new	   building	  
configurations	  and	  significant	  changes	  to	  proposed	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  traffic	   flow	  
than	  what	   the	   current	   Traffic	   Study	  was	   previously	   performed	   for.	  	   A	   New	   traffic	  
study	  should	  be	  required	  and	  performed	  for	  this	  new	  Alternative	  9,	  and	  any	  other	  
configuration	   that	   changes	   or	   alters	  traffic	   flow,	  travel	   lanes,	   traffic	  circulation,	  
ingress	   and	   egress	   to	  project	   site	   for	   vehicles,	   trucks	   and	  bicycles	   on	  Havenhurst,	  
Fountain	   Ave,	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   Crescent	   Heights.	   The	   new	   traffic	   study	   needs	   to	  
include	  cumulative	   impacts	   from	  other	  projects approved	  and	  planned	  within	  one	  
and	  one	  half	  miles	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  
	  
We	  have	  numerous	  concerns	  about	  traffic	  flow	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  in	  turn	  
lanes	  adjacent	   to	   the	  project.	  	   In	   recent	  years,	  both	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Fountain	  
have	   joined	  Sunset	  Blvd.	   as	  major	   commuter	   routes,	  producing	  heavy	   cut	   through	  
traffic	   on	   local	   neighborhood	   streets.	  	  We	   are	  additionally	   concerned	  	   with	   driver	  
ability	  and	  safety	  of	  left	  turns	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  
	  
One	   of	   the	   proposed	   changes	   is	   for	   Fountain	   Ave,	   installing	   left	   turn	   lanes	   and	   a	  
traffic	   light	   at	   Havenhurst.	   Installation	   of	   new	   left	   turn	   lanes	   on	   Fountain	   Ave	   at	  



Havenhurst	  would	  reduce	  the	  two	  existing	  east-‐west	  travel	  lanes	  to	  only	  one	  in	  each	  
direction	  at	  all	  hours.	  Fountain	  Ave	   is	  already	  overflowing	  with	   traffic	  and	  backed	  
up	  in	  each	  direction.	  Changing	  Fountain	  Ave	  to	  only	  one	  travel	  lane,	  would	  eliminate	  
on	   street	   parking	   currently	   available	   to	   residents,	   further	   reduce	   emergency	  
response	  times	  and	  would	  be	  disaster!	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO:	  Fountain	  Ave	  at	  Havenhurst	  
 
 

 
 
 
 
We	   do	   not	   believe	   that	   the	   traffic	   island,	   which	   belongs	   to	   the	   city,	   should	   be	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project.	  The	   current	  sweeping	   right	   turn	   lane	  eastbound	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  Crescent	  Heights	  should	  be	  preserved	  as	  is.	  It	  allows	  for	  
continual	   vehicle	   merging	   function	   which	   will	   be	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
new	  528	  residents,	  volumes	  of	  drivers	  and	  delivery	  trucks	  going	  to	  and	  leaving	  the	  
site	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	   parking	   garage.	   The	   traffic	   survey	   on	   this	   matter	   is	  
inaccurate	  and	  misleading.	  	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   is	   weak	   regarding	   pedestrians	   and	   silent	   regarding	   incorporations	   of	  



bicycle	  riders.	  
	  
Outdated	  statistics	   from	  2013	  do	  not	   include	  many	  recent	  building	  projects	   to	   the	  
west	   and	   east	   of	   the	   project.	   	  We	   request	   a	   new	   traffic	   study	   by	   an	  independent	  
company	  be	  done	  to	  more	  accurately	  and	  impartially	  assess	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
traffic	  as	   this	  DEIR	   is	   fatally	   flawed	   in	   its methodology.	  All	  Traffic	   is	  estimated	  by	  
theoretical	  models	  instead	  of	  empirical	  evidence.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  do	  an	  actual	  count	  of	  
the	  daily	  traffic	  accounts	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  present	  shopping	  center	  but	  this	  has	  not	  
been	   done.	   The	   present	   mall’s	   Traffic	   estimations	   of	   over	   7000	   cars	   is	   a	   gross	  
overestimate.	  Townscape’s	  own	  site	  manager	  concludes	   that	  about	  1500	  cars	  visit	  
the	   center	   daily.	   Real	   numbers	   based	   on	   empirical	   evidence,	   not	   theoretical	  
numbers,	   should	   be	   used	   so	   the	   city	   and	   the	   public	   can	   then	   properly	   assess	   the	  
DEIR	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

Construction	  Truck	  Access	  and	  Street	  Closures	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   construction	   trucks	   entering	   and	   exiting	   the	   project	   during	  
construction	  will	  do	  so	  from	  Crescent	  Heights,	  making	  a	  left	  turn	  across	  all	  lanes	  of	  
traffic	  up	   to	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  By	   the	  DEIR’s	  own	  conclusions	   this	  will	   result	   in	  21,000	  
one	  way	  trips	  or	  42,000	  in	  and	  out	  truck	  trips,	  each	  one	  that	  must	  cross	  all	  lanes	  of	  
Crescent	   Heights	   to	   then	  make	   a	   right	   turn	   on	   Sunset.	   If	   each	   such	   effective	  lane	  
closures	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  results	   in	  a	  minute’s	  disruption of	   traffic,	   then	  by	  the	  
time	  the	  project	  is	  finished	  Crescent	  Heights	  will	  have	  suffered	  a	  cumulative	  29	  days	  
of	  stopped	  traffic.	  
	  
The	   traffic	   congestion	   effect	   on	   all	   surrounding	   streets,	   including	   local	   residential	  
streets	  and	  cut	  through	  traffic	  will	  be	  severe.	  As	  well	  as	  a	  impacts	  to	  street	  surfaces	  
and	   infrastructure	   from	   heavy	   load	   trucks.	  This	   is	   an	   unacceptable	   community	  
impact. 
 
 
Commercial	  Delivery	  Trucks	  
	  

Emissions,	  noise	  and	  environment	  hazards	  from	  expected	  volume	  of	  daily	  delivery	  
trucks	   will	   have	   a	   negative	   and	   severe	   effect	   on	   the	   health	   and	   welfare	   of	   the	  
immediate	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood,	  residents,	  pedestrians,	  local	  businesses,	  
traffic	  circulation	  and	  roads.	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   in	   its	   traffic	   estimates	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  
developers	  are	  proposing	  a	  high	  volume	  grocery	  store	  on	  the	  premises	  and	  a	  high	  
volume	   gym.	  We	   ask	   that	   the	   DEIR	   be	   forced	   to	   include	   traffic	   numbers	   counted	  
properly	  from	  similarly	  sized	  grocery	  stores	  and	  gyms.	  	  
	  
The	  project	  proposes	  an	  internal	  truck	  delivery	  and	  loading	  dock	  area	  for	  its	  grocery	  
and	   retail	   operations.	   The	   recirculated	   DEIR	   does	   not	   provide	   information	   or	  



specifics	  regarding	  the	  actual	  operations	  and	  function	  for	  trucks	  and	  deliveries.	  
	  
Multiple	  restaurant	  and	  retail	  stores	  will	  generate	  heavy	  delivery	  truck	  volume.	  
	  
How	  many	   trucks	   (large,	  medium	  and	   smaller)	   can	   the	   internal	   loading	  dock	  area	  
accommodate	  at	  one	  time?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  undressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Where	  would	   the	   truck	  waiting	   or	   staging	   area	   be	   located, while	   trucks	  wait	   for	  
other	   trucks	   to	   leave	   the	   loading	  area	  and	   free	  up	   loading	  dock	  access	  and	  space?	  
The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  delivery	  truck	  waiting-‐staging	  location	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd,	  Havenhurst	  
or	  other	  location?	  	  
	  
Will	   there	  be	  some	   type	  of	   radio	  communications	  between	   the	   loading	  dock	  office	  
and	  incoming	  /	  out	  going	  delivery	  truck	  drivers	  to	  alert	  the	  driver	  that	  the	  loading	  
dock	  is	  already	  in	  use	  and	  at	  capacity	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  
fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Havenhurst	   is	   a	   small	   local	   street.	   Most	   small	   local	   streets	   and	   under	   street	  
infrastructure	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Los	   Angeles	   and	   City	   of	   West	   Hollywood	   were	   not	  
designed	  or	  made	   to	   support	   the	   size	  and	  weight	  of	   large	   trucks	  or	  heavy	  volume	  	  
truck	  traffic.	  	  	  
	  
Would	   Havenhurst	   need	   to	   be	   widened	   and	   strengthened	   to	   support	   and	  
accommodate	  the	  project's	  proposed	  heavy	  truck	  use	  and	  volume	  ?	  
	  
Would	   Sunset	   Blvd	   access	   or	   regular	   traffic	   flow	   be	   blocked	   by	   trucks	   entering,	  
exiting,	   turn	   maneuvers,	   or	   trucks	   waiting and	   lining	   up	   to	   enter	   the	   project's	  
internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  on	  Havenhurst	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  any	  of	  this	  unaddressed	  
and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Many	  deliveries	  for	  grocery	  and	  restaurants	  make	  deliveries	  in	  the	  morning,	  mixing	  
with	  regular	  commuter	  AM	  peaks	  rush	  hours.	  	  

 
How	  will	  the	  project	  site	  handle	  this	  additional	  truck	  volume	  coming	  and	  going	  from	  
the	  Havenhurst	   loading	  dock	  area,	   in	   addition	   to	   approximately	  100	  plus	   resident	  
vehicles	   leaving	   the	   project's	   same	   vehicle	   exit	   location,	   also	   traveling	   north	   to	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  during	  the	  same	  morning	  peak	  rush	  hour	  time?	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  in	  particular	  get	  their	  deliveries	  during	  night	  and	  very	  early	  morning	  
hours.	   The	   noise	   from	   trucks	   accessing	   the	   project	   site	   during	   the	   night	   time	   and	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (3:30-‐5am)	  could	  be	  disruptive	  to	  residents	  trying	  to	  sleep.	  	  
	  
What	  type	  of	  operational	  noise	  barriers	  will	  be	  constructed	  ?	  	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  



unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  has	  represented	  that	  only	  “residential	  traffic”	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  enter	  the	  
project	   from	  Havenhurst,	   a	   tiny	   residential	   street.	   Yet	   it	   also	   states	   that	   all	   truck	  
deliveries	  are	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  from	  Havenhurst	  via	  
Sunset	   Blvd.	   This	   includes	   large	   daily	   truck	   deliveries	   to	   the	  	   grocery	   store,	  
restaurant,	  retail	  deliveries,	  garbage	  trucks	  etc.	  	  

 
Can	   such	   a	   small	   residential	   street	   such	   as	  Havenhurst	   accommodate	   this	   type	   of	  
large	   truck	   maneuvering,	   turning	   radius	   and	   volume	   of	   trucks	   to	   back	   in	   to	   the	  
internal	  loading	  dock?	  
	  
It	  is	  a	  reasonable	  expectation	  that	  the	  most	  simple	  access	  delivery	  trucks	  servicing	  
smaller	  restaurants	  and	  retail	  establishments	  will	  stop	  and	  park	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  in	  
front	  of	   the	  project	  site	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	  on	  the	  side	  of	   the	  project	  site	  to	  make	  
their	  deliveries.	  Unloading	  of	  goods	  would	  take	  place	  on	  the	  pubic	  sidewalks,	   then	  
wheeled	   into	   the	  plaza	  area	  and	   to	   the	   restaurant	  and	   retail	   stores.	  However,	   this	  
would	  eliminate	  vehicle	   lane	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	   for	  residents	  
leaving	   in	   the	  morning	   via	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   patrons	   and	   employees	   entering	   and	  
exiting	  during	   the	  day.	  The	  DEIR	  offers	  no	  solutions	   to	   this	  and	   in	   fact	   states	  only	  
three	   spaces	  will	   be	   provided	  in	   the	   internal	   garage	   for	   such	  deliveries	   as	  well	   as	  
taxis,	   uber,	   and	   personal	   drop-‐offs.	   This	   is	   a	   vast	   underestimation	   of	   the	   likely	  
demand	  for	  unloading	  space	  created	  by	  such	  deliveries.	  	  	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  would	  also	  greatly	  shorten	  turn	  lane	  length	  
availability	  for	  the	  proposed	  Sunset	  Blvd	  right	  turn	  lane	  and	  vehicles	  turning	  from	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  to	  Crescent	  Heights.	  The	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  
would	  overflow	  to	  other	  lanes	  making	  Sunset	  Blvd	  access	  for	  new	  residents,	  patrons	  
and	  all	  regular	  vehicle	  travel	  near	  impossible.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address this	  and	  is	  
deficient.	  
	  
Additionally,	   delivery	   trucks	   parked	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   hinder	   ingress,	  
egress	  to	   and	   from	   the	   parking	   garage	   access	  and	   block	   vehicle	   site	   view	   on	  
oncoming	  traffic	  from	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  is	  proposed	  
to	  be	  a	  very	  high	  volume	  use	   from	  employees,	  patrons,	  valet	  set	  up,	  residents	  and	  
residents	  guests	  turning	  left	  and	  right	  into	  and	  out	  of	  the	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  
garage.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally flawed.	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Heights	  would	  also	  eliminate	  or	  
hinder	  use	  of	  a	  curbside	  resident,	  patron	  and	  employee	  passenger	  pick	  up	  and	  drop	  
off	   for	   ride	  services	   like	  Taxi,	  Lyft	  and	  Uber.	  Easy	  passenger	  pick	  up and	  drop	  off	  
areas	  will	  be	  essential	  for	  smooth	  east-‐west	  travel	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  north-‐south	  
travel	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  An	  off	  street	  cutout	  area	  is	  necessary	  for	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  
accommodate	   passenger	   drop	   off	   and	   pick	   up	   with	   out	   adding	   more	   strain	   on	  
Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  access	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  streets.	  The	  



DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Uber,	  Taxi,	  personal	  deliveries,	  UPS	  etc.	  are	  inside	  the	  parking	  garage	  where	  no	  one	  
will	  use	  them.	  This	  is	  utterly	  inadequate.	  	  
	  
Additionally,	   the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  doesn't	  mention	  if	  residential	  moving	  vans	  and	  
trucks	  and	  daily	  residential	  packages	  deliveries	  would	  also	  be	  using	  the	  Havenhust	  
access	  as	  well.	  No	  mention	  is	  made	  in	  the	  DEIR	  how	  Havenhurst,	  a	  tiny	  residential	  
street,	  will	  be	  impacted	  by	  taxis	  and	  personal	  pick-‐ups	  being	  made	  for	  residents	  at	  
the	  Havenhurst	  entrance	  to	  the	  project.	  

 
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Havenhurst	  parking	  and	  truck	  garage	  access	  
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PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(2)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   allow	  an	   increase	   in	   the	  number	   of	   compact	   parking	  
spaces	   that	  may	  be	  provided	   for	   commercial	  uses	   from	  40%	   to	  60%	  and	   to	   allow	  
parking	   for	   residential	   uses	   in	   excess	   of	   one	   standard	   parking	   stall	   for	   146	  
residential	  units	  to	  be	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces	  instead	  of	  one	  standard	  parking	  
space	   for	  each	  unit	   (or	  249	  spaces),	  with	   the	  rest	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces,	   in-‐
lieu	   of	   the	   requirements	   set	   forth	   in	   LAMC	   Section	   12.21-‐A,5(c),	   with	   attendant	  
parking	  for	  both	  commercial	  and	  residential	  parking;	  	  
	  
Parking	  Option	  1,	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(d)(1),	  which	  allows	  parking	  to	  be	  
provided	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  1	  space	  for	  each	  studio	  and	  one-‐	  bedroom	  unit,	  and	  two	  spaces	  
for	   each	   two-‐	   and	   three-‐bedroom	   unit,	   and	   provides	   that	   required	   parking	   in	   a	  
Housing	   Development	   Project	   that	   qualifies	   for	   a	   Density	   Bonus	   may	   be	   sold	   or	  
rented	  separately	  from	  the	  dwelling	  units;	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   Mixed	   Use	   buildings	   are	   permitted	   to	   sell	   or	   rent	   parking	  
spaces,	  but	  does	  not	  provide	  specifics	  as	  to	  how	  many	  spaces	  will	  sold	  or	  rent	  or	  at	  
what	  cost.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  also	  states	  parking	  will	  be	  provided	  by	  valet	  only	  or	  shuttle	  for	  events,	  but	  
does	  not	  provide	  information	  of	  cost	  per	  vehicle.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	   states	   that	   parking	   discounts	  will	   be	   given	   for	   vehicles	  with	   3	   or	  more	  
occupants,	  but	  patrons	  going	  to	  a	  grocery	  store,	  gym	  or	  bank	  generally	  don't	  travel	  
with	   3	   or	   more	   people	   per	   car.	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   Havenhurst	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	  
already	  has	   little	   to	  no	  available	  extra	   street	  parking.	   If	  parking	  and	  valet	   charges	  
are	   high,	   vehicles	   will	   not	   park at	   the	   complex,	   but	   will	   circle	   the	   neighborhood	  
streets	   looking	   for	   parking,	   causing	   more	   emissions,	   noise	   and	   congestion.	  
Townscape	  Partners	  previously	  demonstrated	  their	  desire	   for	  high	  parking	   fees	   in	  
2013	  with	  disastrous	   outcome	   for	   neighborhood	   serving	   establishments	   and	   local	  
patrons.	  
	  
This	   proposed	   development	   shows	   real	   probability	   of	   overrunning	   and	  
overwhelming	   the	   surrounding	   neighborhood.	   Availability,	   accessibility	   and	  
affordability	  of	  parking,	   for	   this	   location	  are	   important	  details	   to	  provide.	  Parking	  
spaces	   for	   residents,	   guests,	   employees	   and	   patrons	   for	   separate	   establishments,	  
along	  with	  the	  cost	  or	  charge	  for	  a	  parking	  spaces,	  parking	  and	  valet	  charges	  should	  
be	  provided	   and	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   and	  RDEIR.	  Additionally,	   local	   neighbors	   of	  
the	  project	  site,	  are	  hillside	  residents	  who	  will	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  the	  location.	  	  
	  
Will	  a	  self	  park	  option	  be	  available	  ?	  



Will	  free	  parking	  be	  available	  ?	  
Will	  guests	  of	  residents	  be	  charged	  for	  parking	  ?	  
Will	   service	   workers,	   (painters,	   repair	   people,	   construction	   workers	   etc.)	  
housekeepers	  for	  residential	  units	  and	  condos	  be	  charged	  to	  park	  on	  site	  ?	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  any	  of	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  

  
Event	  Venue	  Parking	  and	  Traffic	  Circulation	  
	  

Applicant	  -‐	  Page	  ES-‐45.	  Modify	  text;	  	  PDF-‐Traffic-‐2,	  During	  occasional	  large	  special	  
events	  on-‐site,	  the	  Applicant	  shall	  (1)	  require	  that	  all	  event-‐related	  parking	  is	  valet-‐
only	  or	  (2)	  secure	  off-‐site	  facilities	  (including	  shuttle	  service	  to	  and	  from	  the	  off-‐site	  
parking	  area	  (s)	  for	  event	  guests),	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  valet-‐only	  and	  off-‐site	  
parking.	  
	  
The	  Project	  says	  the	  site,	  in	  addition	  to	  residential	  and	  commercial	  mix,	  will	  also	  be	  
an	  event	  venue.	  While	  there	  are	  residential	  uses	  located	  close	  by	  high	  volume,	  high	  
intensity	   event	   venues,	   generally	   residents	   don't	   live	  at	   event	   venues.	   This	   is	   not	  
usually	  a	  compatible	  mix.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  states	  that	  guests	  coming	  for	  events	  will	  only	  valet	  park	  or	  be	  shuttled	  for	  
off	   site	  parking	   locations,	  but	  does	  not	  say	  what	   type	  of	  events,	  how	  many	  people	  
would	  be	  attending,	  what	   the	  hours	  events	  would	  take	  place,	  or	  where	  the	  off	  site	  
event	  parking	  is	  located.	  	  
	  
The	  corner	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd	   is	  not	  an	  appropriate	   location	   for	  
large	  high	  volume,	  high	  intensity	  public	  or	  private	  events.	  
	  
High	  volume	  event	  traffic	  with	  many	  guests	  arriving	  at	  the	  same	  time	  by	  car	  trying	  
to	   access	   the	   valet	   parking	   garage	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   over	   flow	   the	  
southbound	  and	  northbound	  vehicle	  travel	  lanes	  waiting	  to	  turn	  left	  and	  right	  into	  
Crescent	  Heights	  garage.	  	  
	  
High	   volumes	   of	   vehicle	   would	   block	   exiting	   vehicles from	   turning	   left	   onto	  
Crescents	  Heights	  and	  general	  traffic	  flow	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  	  
	  
How	  many	  events	  would	  take	  place	  monthly	  or	  annually	  ?	  
What	  type	  of	  events	  would	  be	  held	  at	  the	  location	  ?	  
Would	  events	  be	  private	  events	  or	  open	  to	  the	  general	  public?	  
During	  what	  hours	  and	  days	  would	  events	  take	  place	  ?	  
Would	  events	  take	  place	  during	  late	  night	  hours	  ?	  
How	  will	  residential	  uses	  be	  separated	  from	  event	  use	  ?	  
Will	   event	   use	   of	   location	   and	   parking	   access	   be	   separate	   from	   residential	   and	  
general	  neighborhood	  commercial	  use	  ?	  
Will	   the	   plaza	   area,	   retail	   and	   restaurant	   use	   be	   closed	   to	   general	   public	   during	  



events	  ?	  
If	  the	  plaza	  area	  is	  used	  for	  private	  events,	  that	  don't	  include	  the	  on	  site	  residents,	  
how	  do	  residents	  access	  their	  units	  from	  the	  plaza	  area	  ?	  
	  
More	   information	  regarding	   traffic	   flow,	  shuttling	  and	  access	  during	  events	  and	   in	  
general	  should	  have	  been	  provided,	  making	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Public	  Safety	  
	  
Increased	   response	   times	   for	   fire/paramedic	  units	  will	   be	   further	   slowed	   into	   the	  
neighborhood	   by	   the	   increased	   traffic	   this	   project	   will	   generate.	   The	   responding	  
agency,	  LAFD,	  has	  already	  submitted	  to	  the	  city	  a	  finding	  that	  the	  size	  and	  density	  of	  
the	   proposed	   project,	   coupled	   with	   reduced	   response	   times,	   would	   render	   fire	  
protection	   for	   the	   project	   and	   its	   residents	   “inadequate”.	   It	   goes	   on	   to	   state	   the 
following	   “Adverse	   effects”	   the	   project	   will	   generate:	   “Project	   implementation	  
will	   increase	   the	   need	   for	   more	   fire	   protection	   and	   emergency	   medical	  

services	  in	  the	  area”.	  This	  letter	  is	  signed	  by	  the	  fire	  chief	  of	  the	  LAFD.	  
	  
Who	   will	   pay	   for	   this?	   At	   what	   point	   does	   the	   cost	   to	   the	   city	   for	   the	   supposed	  
benefits	  of	  a	  few	  affordable	  apartments	  become	  outweighed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  damage	  
done	  to	  an	  entire	  neighborhood’s	  quality	  of	   life	  but	  real	  cost	  outlays	  for	  additional	  
fire	  and	  ambulance	  personnel	  or	  even	  a	  new	  fire	  station	  to	  handle	  the	  unnecessary	  
density	  the	  project	  creates?	  The	  DEIR	  is	  utterly	  silent	  on	  this	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  
considered	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  be	  rejected.	  
	  
Operation	  Impacts	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   residents	   of	   a	   Frank	   Gehry	   building	   would	   be	  
affluent	  tenants	   and	   owners	  who	  would	  want	   a	   separate,	  more	   private	   residential	  
pedestrian	   access	   other	   than	   having	   to	   walk	   out	   through	   the	   parking	   garage	   or	  
directly	  into	  and	  through	  a	  public	  plaza	  space.	  	  	  
	  
The	   project	   has	   a	   large	   residential	   component,	   but	   doesn't	   appear	   to	   have	   a	  
residential	   relationship	   to	   Havenhurst	   or Crescent	   Heights,	   which	   are	   residential	  
streets.	   The	   rendering	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   only	   shows	   a	   residential	   relationship	  
with	  the	  commercial	  public	  plaza,	  rather	  than	  a	  defined	  front	  door	  for	  residents	  and	  
their	  guests.	  
	  
Resident	  pets	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   presume	   that	   of	   the	  249	   new	   units	   and	   with	   505-‐528	  new	  
residents,	  the	  project	  would	  be	  home	  to	  approximately	  100	  plus	  new	  resident	  dogs.	  
The	  project	  rendering	  does	  not	  show	  amenities	  or	  place	  for	  these	  resident	  pets,	  such	  
as	  an	  on	  site	  dog	  run	  dog,	  making	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Further,	  the	  DEIR	  doesn't	  not	  address	  how	  these	  resident	  pets	  /	  dogs	  will	  access	  or	  



leave	   the	   project	   site	   for	   their	   daily	   walks	   other	   than	   out	   through	   the	   parking	  
garages	  on	  Havenhurst	  or	  Crescent	  Heights,	  or	  through	  the	  public	  plaza	  entry	  points	  
on	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   thus	  mixing	   with	   shoppers	   coming	   and	   going	   and	   people	   dining.	  
While	  I'm	  sure	  the	  dogs	  would	  enjoy	  participating	  in	  plaza	  dining,	  this	  would	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  access	  or	  safe	  route	  for	  excited	  pets	  or	  patrons.	  	  
	  
More	  consideration	  should	  be	  paid	  to	  providing	  wider	  sidewalks.	  Mixed	  use	  is	   just	  
that,	   a	   mix	   of	   residential	   function	   and	   commercial	   function	   and	   event	   venue	  
function.	   Mixing	   multiple	   functions	   requires	   more	   effort.	   The	   current	   sidewalk 
renderings	  cater	  more	  to	  the	  current	  commercial	  use,	  rather	  than	  the	  new	  increased	  
use	  and	  basic	  daily	  function	  for	  528	  new	  residents,	  their	  pets,	  rideshare	  drop	  off	  and	  
pick	  up,	  transit	  bus	  waiting	  areas	  and	  substantially	  increased	  commercial	  use.	  This	  
makes	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Required	  park	  space	  
	  
Affordable	  housing	  is	  not	  the	  only	  “community	  benefit”	  on	  which	  this	  project’s	  DEIR	  
bases	   its	   approvable	   on.	   Other	   “community	   benefits”	   include	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   counting	   private	   resident	   terraces	   as	   community	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   also	   counting	   its	   legally	   mandated	   setbacks	   as	   community	   park	  
space.	  	  The	  developer	  is	  using	  hoped-‐for	  annexed	  city	   land	  that	   it	  does	  not	  own	  as	  
park	  space	  while	  taking	  away	  a	  much	  needed	  transit	  island.	  This	  does	  not	  constitute	  
true	  public	  park	  space	  in	  any	  real	  form	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  city’s	  own	  criteria	  for	  
community	   park	   space.	   Will	   the	   affordable	   housing	   residents	   have	   their	   own	  
terraces,	  or	  will they	  be	  given	  the	  worst	  units	  on	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  project	  with	  no	  
outdoor	  space	  to	  speak	  of?	  Will	  they	  be	  shuttled	  through	  a	  “poor	  door”,	  which	  was	  
proposed	  by	  the	  same	  developers	  on	  their	  last	  project	  at	  8899	  Beverly	  blvd?	  	  
	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  FAR	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  than	  otherwise	  
possible.	  What	  is	  the	  Community	  benefit?	  Where	  is	  the	  Public	  offsite	  Park	  space	  
other	  then	  interior	  plaza	  space	  on	  site?	  Why	  has	  the	  "community	  benefiting	  public	  
park	  space"	  been	  put	  mostly	  on	  the	  private	  residential	  terraces	  up	  in	  the	  towers?	  
How	  will	  this	  park	  space	  benefit	  the	  community	  if	  they	  can	  not	  access	  it?	  How	  come	  
the	  city	  owned	  large	  traffic	  island	  is	  being	  gifted	  to	  the	  developers,	  then	  given	  back	  
to	  the	  community	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  Set	  Back/park	  space?	  Why	  hasn't	  the	  developer	  
shown	  a	  proposal	  that	  only	  uses	  the	  land	  it	  actually	  owns,	  instead	  of	  annexing	  city	  
land	  in	  all	  alternatives?	  	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  affordable	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  
they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  
answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  DEIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  

approved.	  
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Lenore Zerman <lenore@libermanzerman.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:36 PM
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed
development at 8150 Sunset. Community outcry was been well demonstrated in
the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous designs.
Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the
bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters
and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and
continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office
commercial, not a mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional center or downtown. 
Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the
zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well
established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed
development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan. We
would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional
center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset
Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and
appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location. Limit this
development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around
(the neighboring buildings are only 2 stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in
with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to
continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their
properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant
existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make
possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as
indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The
hillsides are a beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will
alter the landscape permanently. No development should be able to block and
diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional
landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public
view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by only 30 condo

http://change.org/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C642



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150edf7469839d96&siml=150edf7469839d96&siml=150edf74aab2bb96 2/3

owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in
the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft
view corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you
would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle building of the
site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will
be a solid wall of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the
design project exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to
make the project seem less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all
daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has
said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects
without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the
new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the
traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic
island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is
vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the
density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset
which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop does not meet
the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio
for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet
of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental
qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of
California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of
a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot
merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation
measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be
demolished. This is a significant impact that alternative 9 fails to mitigate.
 
VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from
the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is different from what was studied, this
violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This
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project has been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired
by the developer in the space of a year. Each notice to the community reads
differently as does the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9.
There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the
Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread
confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.  We must be heard!

Sincerely,
Lenore Zerman


Lenore Zerman
Liberman /  Zerman Management
252 N. Larchmont Blvd.
Suite 200
Los Angeles, CA  90004
323.464.0870 (telephone)
323.464.3750 (facsimile)

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:36 PM
To: lenore@libermanzerman.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

tel:323.464.0870
tel:323.464.3750
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Boulevard
2 messages

Lillya Miryem <lmiryem@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:05 PM
ReplyTo: Lillya Miryem <lmiryem@yahoo.com>

Lillya Miryem
7960 Selma Ave #304
Los Angeles

Hello,

My name is Lillya Miryem. I live about a quarter mile from the proposed design
at 8150 Sunset Avenue and I am writing to say I approve of this project.

I have lived in Los Angeles for many years, having raised my daughter here.
We originally came from Moscow where architecture is big and bold and
beautiful like this project is. We both really love and appreciate the big city
life like we get in Los Angeles. However, one thing though that intrigues me
about this project is the “little village” aspect of a mixed use development.
People will have a chance to work, sleep, eat, and play all within their own
little community in the middle of Hollywood. This is fantastic and the type of
living we should encourage. Where do I sign up? 

Thank you for your time,

Lillya

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:08 PM
To: lmiryem@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C643
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

lyro@aol.com <lyro@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 7:30 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryo@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that
will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd,
dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 
ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation
of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of
the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

You have got to show concern for the tax paying residents of this neighborhood for our health, safety and for the
quality of our lives and not just be obedient pawns in the hands of developers!!

Sincerely,
Lynn Roth
1445 Rising Glen Road
Los Angeles, Calif. 90069

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C644
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Sent from my iPad

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 7:30 AM
To: lyro@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Denon1824 <denon1824@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 7:34 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the
enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city
would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset
Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design
are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the
developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and
not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a
violation of the city’s general plan! Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area
ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit
Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor
area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Lynne Hendel
Hollywood Resident at Camino Palmero Apts. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 7:34 AM
To: denon1824@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Michael <madman@dslextreme.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 8:16 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, hollandc@me.com,
sbsierra@gmail.com

To Whom It May Concern:

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here
in Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and
visitors to the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that
it aligns to a coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important. 
We have many questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd.and the
damages that, as presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9
include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue).
The proposed building height and mass are too tall and much too out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, stating that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views
across the Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which
was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is
seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel
construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The
adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying
neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The
narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise.
This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be
 overshadowing the character of many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current
proposal is not in harmony with it's surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the
DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying
feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside
landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents,
businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed
sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should not be diminished, blocked or
overshadowed by a development's heights, mass or bulk. If the project would like to be a "gateway"
to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion would be more
in line, and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and
include almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent
building projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by
an independent company be conducted to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s
true impact on traffic.

d.kaneshiro
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We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a
3:1 FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus
stop.  The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2
and 302 do not qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are
not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The
DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this
route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this
to be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality
bus stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local
bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of
after 8pm during the week  all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa
Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on
the major transit stops and improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets. 
We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent
Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be
needed to accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the
site and Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would
cause major backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major
gridlock throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor license
public premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood
Police station have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

M. Fruehstorfer
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Margo Hamilton <margolhamilton@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:28 AM
ReplyTo: Margo Hamilton <margolhamilton@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.com>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is
incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed
project. In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy document intended to provide an
environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and
its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed
development.

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the
surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the accompanying
incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the
Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing
structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a
consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely.
Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for many years and is, in part, a major
contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the Sunset Blvd community.

Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The
spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the cityplanning
department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height,
size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and
erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for height and size restriction.

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN:

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents
to ensure that present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to
conduct compliance assessments on proposed projects.

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and
Objectives established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the
proponent and
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior
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project. Project approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices,
appears to be the driving force employed by this approach to the evaluation.

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some
Twentyseven (27) years ago. Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines,
insist on a General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years.
Since the last attempt at updating this Plan was overturned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the
absence of an updated Community Plan leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real
impacts of this Project on the community at large.

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community
Plan is adopted. Reinstituting the
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs
of the community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development. This has put the community
in the position of having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los
Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an
appropriate process of review and analysis.

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach
to Planning sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along
Sunset Blvd. and within the immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan
land use designations. These same properties could make the same request for incentives and considerations.
The development of multiple, massive towering developments East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low
density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and character of Sunset Blvd and the
Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices that are being
ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of
the City’s General Plan and Zoning. 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood
Community Plan has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved. At that point, the City will
have the tools to evaluate and approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any
community concerns, both now and in the future.

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the
purposes of allowing an informed decision. Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and
understandable fashion. The blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to
date policy document with which to assess current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the
specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts
of allowing numerous deviations from the City’s general plan and zoning policies. 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous. If the cumulative
impacts, based on this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could
be adverse and significant. Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without
at least a visual assessment of the cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character
within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent. The lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its
surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible.

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a
backdrop of numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other
historic structures; as their relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled
structures. The document inadequately considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers.

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development.
This process does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law.
Please reconsider the adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address
the inadequacies.
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QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS:

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area
trips is highly suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new
traffic study be done by a different company to properly assess the traffic impact.
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and
how its future projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the
proposed project. I request the traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly
Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain that will occupy the new proposed building.

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and
Crescent Heights. The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to
hugely increased pedestrian foot traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to
and from the project? New York
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian
deaths. Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one
of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights
make a right turn on green when a huge increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation
create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right hand lane of sunset... even during green lights?

The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance
any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars
backed up trying to pick up or deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces?

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst
when there is no light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted
intersection? How will all these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car
length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto throughtraffic lanes? What will be done to
create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight delivery
trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the
residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the
national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact.

The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that
jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which
has a 10story height limit and low rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How
does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of
city planning approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other
developers can also cite these same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height
and size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone
projects all down Sunset Blvd?

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular
approval, clone projects will now have a precedent of approval?
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the
community because the architect is now Frank Geary?

Sincerely,
Margo L. Hamilton
8233 Kirkwood Drive
Los Angeles, Ca.  90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:28 AM
To: margolhamilton@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Marissa Coloma <mcoloma91@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:03 PM
ReplyTo: Marissa Coloma <mcoloma91@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that
will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd,
dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR
projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it
does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality
Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in
lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area
ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the
area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
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Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the
site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the
"community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential terraces up in
the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come
the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that
only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the
number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without
specific and transparent answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should
not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR
deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,
Marissa Coloma

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:03 PM
To: mcoloma91@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Marne Carmean <marne.poet@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:26 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: jheilman@weho.org

I am a resident at 1354 Havenhurst Drive and am vehemently opposed to the traffic increase that would be
inevitable on Havenhurst due to the 8150 project.  My son is a Down syndrome person who enjoys taking mail to
the mailbox at Sunset and Havenhurst, as well as crossing the street to go into the Havenhurst Park. Both
outings are opportunities for him to be independent and will surely be curtailed with trucks and cars traversing
both the sidewalk and street. 

There is also a Havenhurst resident, a woman who is often seen in a motorized wheelchair negotiating
Havenhurst Drive and the sidewalks.

The increase of traffic will be commensurate with the planned construction which is huge. This is in and of itself
wholly objectionable as it is outsized in relation to all else in the neighborhood, the buildings, and gauge of the
street, and our neighborhood spirit.

Thank you for your time and attention.

Marne Carmean

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:26 PM
To: marne.poet@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C649



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150ed95f34514565&siml=150ed95f34514565&siml=150ed95f8ac15a54 1/5

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Martin Schneider <msdsinc@sbcglobal.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:47 AM
ReplyTo: Martin Schneider <msdsinc@sbcglobal.net>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
"cd4.issues@lacity.org" <cd4.issues@lacity.org>, "sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <sarah.dusseault@lacity.org>,
"julia.duncan@lacity.org" <julia.duncan@lacity.org>, "Michael.loGrande@lacity.org" <Michael.loGrande@lacity.org>,
"Info@lamayor.org" <Info@lamayor.org>, "Lhorvath@weho.org" <Lhorvath@weho.org>, "Jheilman@weho.org"
<Jheilman@weho.org>, "Lmeister@weho.org" <Lmeister@weho.org>, "Jdamico@weho.org" <Jdamico@weho.org>,
"Jduran@weho.org" <Jduran@weho.org>, "Slunceford@weho.org" <Slunceford@weho.org>

 Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,
 
I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project
at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale
development that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the
developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately
address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function
have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This project does not conform.
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the
height of nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest
building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an
enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to
the store to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor
planning and a cheap workaround.
 
Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be
donated to this project as a gift. 
 
If this project is going to greatly increase pedestrian traffic from the transit stop,
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their safety should be the city and developers first priority. How will the loss of this
island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York City is putting in islands all
over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths.
Has the LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated
intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? How will cars making the right hand turn south
onto Crescent Heights from Sunset, make a right turn on green when a huge increase in
pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and
slow down the right hand lane of sunset all the way west to Havenhurst?
 
The proposed set‐back the building will have on Crescent heights is only 4 FEET in
some areas. This will give the building a massive, looming feel to residents.
 
The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less
impactful than it will be.
 
The enormous size of this project will further impact traffic at Sunset Blvd and
Crescent Heights, slowing already slow emergency response times from the area’s
designated fire station on Gardner and Sunset Blvd.
 
The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major
Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset. This is just a regular “bus stop” that already
creates huge traffic problems at that intersection. It is also more than 1,500 feet
from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan. Say NO to an off‐menu
Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot
distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC
Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii); 
 
SAY NO to an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact
parking spaces in‐lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),
 
 
The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic.
The most superficial glance any night at the Chateau Marmont across the street will
show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent
Heights being blocked by taxis and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? The
developer representatives seem to hope that Uber and Taxis will drive into the
structure and out of traffic, but we all know they will not.
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How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand turn onto
sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no light and almost constant F grade
traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all
these new residents be making a left hand turn when there is increased pedestrian
traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will westbound traffic on Sunset
be affected when the two car‐length turning lane going into the project is filled and
spills over onto through‐traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for
cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd intersection?
 
There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a
resident is required to pass through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym,
and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential experience. 
 
The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic
(on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested
times.  However, during less congested times, car speed is greatly increase by cars
coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The present
Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed
fluctuation on these streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site.
 
The DEIR proposes only one designated on site parking space for each of the 249
apartments. Since almost no two‐person‐plus family in Los Angeles only shares a
single car, how will this not result in the project’s condo dwellers swelling
neighborhood streets with their second car parking demands?
 
This draft version DEIR says that there will be only residential traffic funneled onto
Havenhurst, however they also indicate this “residential” traffic includes freight
delivery trucks. Freight Delivery trucks are considered commercial traffic and this
should be made clear to the residents and the city in order to accurately assess this
project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of Historic
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3
Havenhurst properties on the national historic registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in
order to clarify the full impact.
 
During construction, all sidewalks should remain open. The CIM building at Sunset
and La Cienega took over the sidewalks on sunset and eliminated sidewalks on La
Cienega. This has snarled traffic throughout the area. Special care should be taken to
ensure the developer wont need to annex the sidewalks at the 11thhour. 
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The city’s own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best
to confirm with that jurisdiction’s zoning laws. This proposed project is bordered on
three sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10‐story height limit and low
rise, historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does
this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the city’s own regulations?
 
If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to
234 ft, it sets a precedent of city planning approval for all the other parcels going east
on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and
size, the next developer will ask for the same. How can this be prevented?
 
Does an approval for 8150 Sunset’s height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp
approval of more clone projects all down Sunset Blvd?
 
Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the
community if through this singular approval, clone projects will now have a
precedent of approval?
 
Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the
needs and desires of the community because the architect is now Frank Geary? 
 
“Towers” are for downtown. This is a Neighborhood Office Commercial District and
should remain that way.Let’s limit this to 100 feet. If we block out the skyline, that is
an irreplaceable natural resource. 
 
Thank you for your consideration

Martin Schneider 
 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:50 AM
To: msdsinc@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

maura mejia <mejiam574@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:16 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150
Sunset Blvd(City Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that
will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for
approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR report. While the new design is
better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture.
This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd,
dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS
TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project
exits have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem
less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be
eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for
Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR
projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are
almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated
to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it
does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality
Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a
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Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in
lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area
ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the
area. Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the
site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit?
Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the
"community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential terraces up in
the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come
the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that
only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the
number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without
specific and transparent answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should
not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the
Community Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR
deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Sincerely,

Maura Mejia

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:16 PM
To: mejiam574@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

michael grajeda <grajeda_michael@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:21 PM
To: Mayor.Garcetti@lacity.org, Planning.envreview@lacity.org, David.Ryu@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored
in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive
to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560
feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a
3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
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AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely,

Michael Grajeda

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:21 PM
To: grajeda_michael@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

https://yho.com/footer0
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd Project
2 messages

Mona Sabeti <monasabeti@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:55 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org

To whom it may concern,

I am a resident of the city of west hollywood, and would like to
petition the project on 8150 Sunse blvdt. I do not feel the the
architecture blends with the surroundings of the west hollywood area,
and it will also take away from the old hollywood feel of this area.
The building is too modern, too large and obstructive for this area. I
am also concerned that the views for surrounding establishments and
homes will be obscured. So to make my opinion known, I am not in favor
of this project being built.
Thank you, please feel free to contact me via email or cell 3109457912.
Mona Sabeti, MD


The most beautiful thing we can experience is the mysterious. It is
the source of all art and science.
Albert Einstein

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:55 PM
To: monasabeti@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Nancy Beyda <nancybeyda@earthlink.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:34 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Eric Garcetti,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd
project. This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed
development at 8150 Sunset.
Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height,
mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the
mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200
plus letters and 384 plus signatures on
the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixed‐use area. This is not a regional
center or downtown. Respect the present zoning. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning
and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low rise,
lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. Allowing a structure of this height and mass, would create a barrier and
separation of the areas natural form. No development that blocks and diminishes public views
of the Hollywood hills, should be permitted. The hills represent a directional landmark for all
of LA and they are the
identifying feature in the City of Los Angeles. The public view should be protected. The tallest
building will be inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few
should not overweigh the many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result.
In general, as was pointed out by members of the Hollywood Hills Neighborhood council, the
logic employed in the DEIR is muddy and often simply not credible. In many ways as will be
outlined, the DEIR fails to adequately address that fact
or support its lack of discussion of the impacts of the project.
The Project Description is Flawed/Unsure/and Transitory/Public Input was Refused
Townscape has violated CEQA early on in this process by not striving to
involve the community as much as possible, and
seeking to exclude community participation and comment. Rather than seek
open community input, Townscape has preferred back door politics by scheduling private
meetings to preview the project to city officials and a select few before the DEIR alternative 9
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was released.
Since the project and description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
EIR and is different from what was studied, many studies conducted for
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pagethe NOP are inadequate for the Alternative 9 option, this violates CEQA. The project

description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been
in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the
space of a year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does
the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely
different building plan presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no
wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.
LAND USE IMPACTS
The DEIR’s bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a less‐than‐ significant
impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity and would not physically
divide an established community is completely unsupported by the facts and the obvious
overwhelming impacts of the building in this lower rise neighborhood.
The immediate neighboring buildings, which are not considered or
specifically discussed in the DEIR, are only two and three stories
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with
The General Plan is completely unsupported and
undiscussed. The conclusions are unsupported as drawings or
renderings contained in the DEIR do not show the directly neighboring buildings of 2 story
and 3 story buildings in scale in an attempt do downplay how out of scale this project would
be. Nowhere in the DEIR does it faithfully represent the surrounding neighborhood in scale or
irreparable harm this development would cause.
The surrounding neighborhoods are some of the oldest in
the area with many buildings dating from the early 1920’s‐
1930s. Before the project goes forward
a complete Historic Resources Survey of the buildings within a 3/4 mile radius should be
completed and it should include private homes. The DEIR is inadequate and contains
insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach correct conclusions and findings
regarding the project’s impact on historical resources and the existing neighborhood.
Over 50 projects are currently underway or proposed for Hollywood in the City of Los
Angeles and the City of West Hollywood. This DEIR makes no accounting for the cumulative
impacts caused these developments will have on the neighborhood, city services, police, fire,
medical, neighborhood cut through traffic, . It also doesn’t account for the 21,000 truck trips
that the neighborhood will suffer during construction of 8150 and how this will have a
cumulative effect when combined with other concurrent development. The project, in calling
for off menu incentives that would relax existing development standards will only, if approved,
increase density and traffic problems in the area, as other developers seek the same

page2image2preferences, thereby threatening known and potential historic resources in historically
sensitive neighborhoods. None of these cumulative effects are addressed in the DEIR.
The DEIR does not cite any single specific policy and provides only bare conclusions of “no
impact” or “less than significant impact”. The DEIR should discuss and illustrate how it satisfies
a majority of land use objectives and policies
to affirmatively demonstrate how the bare conclusions were reached. Discussions of the
violated policies should also be added to
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the DEIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies support the
conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project appears to violate, at
some level, nearly every aspect of the General Plan. A full discussion in the DEIR of which
policies and principals
of the elements are satisfied and which violated by the proposed project should be
enumerated in the DEIR. The following principals and policies and objectives should be fully
discussed in the DEIR: It is insufficient to
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements
of the General Plan.
Building Height and Mass
Applicant description of project: “one tower at Havenhurst at 15 stories in height (or
approximately 234 feet above grade as measured from the lowest point on the Project Site at the
southwest corner of the property), Crescent Heights at 11 stories (or approximately 174 feet
above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), one at the central portion
of the South Building between the East and West tower elements at five stories (or approximately
110 feet above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), thereby creating
an approximately 150‐ foot‐wide, open north‐south‐oriented view corridor between the taller East
and West tower elements that provides views southward across the Project Site from locations to
the north and vice‐versa.”
The towers heights in Alternative 9, are shown to be 234 feet, 174 feet and 110 feet above
grade, and are substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhood. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories,
built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is 75 feet high at about 8 stories (this project would
be three times higher) and the new hotel construction at La Cienega in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The Hollywood Hills in this adjacent area, Laurel Canyon and Nichols
Canyon, are more rural, with the lower lying neighborhoods predominately very low to lower
rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development
wants to be a beacon to stand out and be seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the
character of many well established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not
in harmony with it's surroundings and built
environment. Developer also understates standard industry feet to number of storeys
conversion which if properly applied yields: 236 feet = 22 Stories (west tower), 174 feet = 16
Stories (east tower), 110 feet = 10 Stories (center building). We remind you, this makes the
largest tower three times taller than the Chateau Marmont, long considered the anchor of the
neighborhood. This project would dwarf it and be 12 storeys taller than even the large
development on Sunset Blvd at La Cienega in West Hollywood.
While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the
hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and
City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape are seen from the south,
east and west for miles and enjoyed by all residents and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a development’s heights, mass or
bulk. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If
the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height,
scale and mass for this location.
SCENIC RESOURCES
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The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic
resources. Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar
features that are located within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC,
decision makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic features.
Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements
the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic
features accessible to the public.
It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or require property owners to
develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible
public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as indicated in the following
document:
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted September 2001
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS Page 46  47
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including approximately 214 square miles of hills and
mountains. The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa Monica
Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the
south and west. The topography rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most visible feature from many areas of
the city. They are 60 miles long and stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu
State Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated tributaries and flood plains also are
prominent topographic features.
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) are specifically
intended to encourage retention of existing land forms. These include the residential planned development
supplemental district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of development in order to
reduce grading and preserve existing natural terrain; the slopedensity regulations (LAMC Section 17.50E),
which restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded slopes at selected contours
within a parcel that is proposed for divisions of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21A.17) within
which restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and environmental compatibility apply;
and the Specific Plan For The Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains hazard
protection requirements. In addition, some community plans contain land form protection provisions. Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required to mitigate potential
significant impacts on landform and unique site features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of
natural landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, including minimization of
activities that would contribute to erosion and geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by
the general plan Safety Element.
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic public view access to natural
features, including views of the ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features.
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly owned sites and public rightsofway.
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic highways which are not regulated by
specific plans. The element contains a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. Scenic protection provisions also are
contained in the community plans.
The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These include height limits and building
setback requirements. Some scenic highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated
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by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to protect natural ridge tops,
neighborhood visual ambience, public views and other features.
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic resources.
Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located
within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision makers have been able to
require retention and protection of scenic features.
Conclusion.Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements the
city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features accessible to
the public.
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and hillside areas.
N Loss of scenic features.
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features and areas.
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: Objective: protect and reinforce natural
and scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future
generations.
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that
will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or
make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views.
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, especially environmental review, grading,
large lot zoning, clustering of structures, building height limits and other project design and construction
methods for protecting natural terrain and features and protecting public view access.
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and *Public Works and other
agencies involved in city development permit review and/or processing.
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for
future generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this end, CEQA requires public
agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an in
depth review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of
alternatives that reduce those impacts.
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on
the environment whenever it is feasible to do so.”
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE
A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM
OVERCROWDING.
New development can enhance and preserve Los Angeles’ distinctive qualities if it is designed
with consideration for the prevailing design character and the effect on surroundings. It is
important to conserve important design character in
historic or distinctive older areas, some uniformity of detail, scale, proportion, texture,
materials, color and building form is necessary. Large buildings
impair the character of older, small scale areas if no transition is made between small‐scale
and large‐scale elements
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The DEIR should set forth extensive discussions of how this project
meets this criteria and how it does
not create a large “separation” in the existing neighborhood. The present
building on the site “fits in” because it is essentially two stories and creates
a harmonious transition from the two story apartment buildings on Havenhurst and the three
story apartment buildings on Crescent Heights that it directly borders. The proposed buildings
will separate and divide the existing neighborhood just by its sheer size.
Visually strong buildings which contrast severely with their surroundings
impair the character of the area. There is no discussion of this policy and
of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The lack
of any discussion and reference to these policies
make the DEIR completely inadequate. Other policies which need to be reconciled include the
principal that:
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4:
“The lowdensity residential character of many parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower density
residential neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment by other types of uses”
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to be constructed near historic landmarks and
in older areas
of established character. The new and old can stand next to
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, texture, color and
materials of the old should be repeated or complemented by the new.”
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic change in the zoning for
one lot in an area filled
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any
of these important and directly applicable policies.
Human Needs
In questions of scale, the height of buildings has received
the greatest and most continuous public attention. Nevertheless,
a citywide plan for building height has not existed prior to this time, and
both residents and visitors have experienced stress and concern at the prospect that the
appearance of the skyline may continue to change rapidly without further direction or any
real planning.
Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural land forms, block
views, and generally disrupt the character of the city. Low, smaller‐
scale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in
the valleys between complement topographic forms and permit uninterrupted views. The
relationship between areas of low, fine‐scaled buildings and areas of high, large‐scaled
buildings can be made more pleasing if the transition in
building height and mass between such areas is gradual. Buildings which meet the ground and
reflect the slope of the hill relate to the land form. A
bulky building creates the most visual disruption when seen from a distance as the dominant
silhouette against a background and/or foreground of much smaller structures.
There is no discussion in the DEIR of these principals‐‐‐merely a conclusion that the building is
not disruptive and causes no significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the facts,
any reasonable discussion or reconciliation
of the principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to
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how the proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form
of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or
less than significant impacts.
These policies are completely ignored in the DEIR and the exact opposite conclusion is
reached without adequate discussion or any facts or law to
justify these erroneous conclusions.
“Affordable Housing”
Reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR
documentation, one is unable to locate a clear definition of “Affordable” for the “Affordable
Units” being included in the project and therefore, as prepared, the documentation is
incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will
provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project Therefore, the city must find the EIR deficient and
unable to substantiate the proposed project.
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number
of units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and
transparent answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved.
Traffic Island and Current Sweeping Right Turn Moving the Bus Stop
The current triangle and sweeping right turn could be re‐worked to allow pedestrian and
bicycle passage, in addition to the stop lights and maybe even a cut out for the east bound
Sunset bus to pull in out of traffic. Pedestrian refuge medians are being added back in many
cities, including the City of Los Angeles.
They provide a place for people to safely wait where intersections are busy and complicated.
The intersection of Sunset Blvd and Crescent Height has definitely become much busier and
complicated with the new multi use resident, commercial retail, restaurant and event venue
project.

page9image22656
 
page9image22816The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights

allows for continual vehicle merging, which will be needed with the addition of 500 plus new
residents, where there currently are none, commercial and new additional event traffic.
Removing the current right turn lane would create a completely stopped right turn lane on
Sunset Blvd. Right on red could not be accommodated due to pedestrian crossing and
southbound oncoming traffic from Laurel Canyon. The local bus on Sunset Blvd should be
kept at the location, or at minimum in front of 8150 Sunset Blvd.
SEE PHOTO BELOW: Semi Truck turn around traffic island ‐ uses all lanes
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Moving the Sunset Blvd Bus Stop
Moving the bus stop to 8000 Sunset Blvd as proposed forces pedestrians to cross the street
and walk farther to reach the bus. Placing the bus on Sunset in front of 8000 Sunset would
back up vehicle traffic turning east onto Sunset Blvd from Crescent Heights’ sweeping right
turn. The sidewalk provided for bus rider waiting area is extremely limited at this location.
There is minimal sidewalk space to add a bus shelter and or accommodate bus riders with
bicycles. This is not a good location for a bus stop.
Fairfax‐Sunset a Major High Quality Transit Stop? PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐menu Incentives:
(1)an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)
(4)(ii);
We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project
to a 3:1 FAR bonus. The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhood‐oriented
bus stop. The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro
Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transit‐oriented development.” In addition,
these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by
Metro at any time. The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project,
but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, or major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within the required 1,500 feet of these
very unimproved bus stops for FAR consideration. The DEIR does not mention what
improvements will be made or at what locations to achieve a quality bus stop. Please provide
more information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made. Failure to have
done so makes this DEIR fatally flawed.
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A well lit, ADA compliant bus shelter will be needed at this location, if it is to properly serve
the new residents, guests, patrons, employees and general public. Restaurant employees and
patrons who leave the project later at night and should not have to walk farther distance or be
expected to wait at a dark, unsheltered bus stop during late night hours. People will not take
the bus.

pThe rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus
runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after
8pm during the week. All times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Hardly
a high quality Major transit stop. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus
but is even farther away and disqualifies this project from FAR consideration.
Traffic objections to DEIR Alternative 9
The impacts from construction and operation are so far reaching in alternative 9 they are an
untenable burden for not only residents but commuters who use Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon
Hollywood Blvd, Laurel, Fairfax Ave and Fountain.
A layman's review of this proposed project can easily pick out numerous glaring issues,
demonstrating themost basic operational aspects of this multi use development have not been
vetted or thought through.
Alternative 9 is a completely different project, with completely new building configurations
and significant changes to proposed traffic patterns and traffic flow than what the current
Traffic Study was previously performed for. A New traffic study should be required and
performed for this new Alternative 9, and any other configuration that changes or alters
traffic flow, travel lanes, traffic circulation, ingress and egress to project site for vehicles,
trucks and bicycles on Havenhurst, Fountain Ave, Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. The new
traffic study needs to include cumulative impacts from other projects approved and planned
within one and one half miles of the project site.
We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project. In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined
Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets. We are additionally concerned with driver ability and safety of left
turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.
One of the proposed changes is for Fountain Ave, installing left turn lanes and a traffic light at
Havenhurst. Installation of new left turn lanes on Fountain Ave at
page12image18528

Havenhurst would reduce the two existing east‐west travel lanes to only one in each direction
at all hours. Fountain Ave is already overflowing with traffic and backed up in each direction.
Changing Fountain Ave to only one travel lane, would eliminate on street parking currently
available to residents, further reduce emergency response times and would be disaster!
SEE PHOTO: Fountain Ave at Havenhurst
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We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new 528 residents, volumes of drivers and delivery
trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. The traffic survey on
this matter is inaccurate and misleading.
The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and silent regarding incorporations of
bicycle riders.
Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and
east of the project. We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to
more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic as this DEIR is fatally
flawed in its methodology. All Traffic is estimated by theoretical models instead of empirical
evidence. It is easy to do an actual count of the daily traffic accounts in and out of the present
shopping center but this has not been done. The present mall’s Traffic estimations of over
7000 cars is a gross overestimate. Townscape’s own site manager concludes that about 1500
cars visit the center daily. Real numbers based on empirical evidence, not theoretical numbers,
should be used so the city and the public can then properly assess the DEIR traffic impacts.
Construction Truck Access and Street Closures
The DEIR states that construction trucks entering and exiting the project during construction
will do so from Crescent Heights, making a left turn across all lanes of traffic up to Sunset Blvd.
By the DEIR’s own conclusions this will result in 21,000 one way trips or 42,000 in and out
truck trips, each one that must cross all lanes of Crescent Heights to then make a right turn on
Sunset. If each such effective lane closures of Crescent Heights results in a minute’s disruption
of traffic, then by the time the project is finished Crescent Heights will have suffered a
cumulative 29 days of stopped traffic.
The traffic congestion effect on all surrounding streets, including local residential streets and
cut through traffic will be severe. As well as a impacts to street surfaces and infrastructure
from heavy load trucks. This is an unacceptable community impact.
Commercial Delivery Trucks
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Emissions, noise and environment hazards from expected volume of daily delivery trucks will
have a negative and severe effect on the health and welfare of the immediate and surrounding
neighborhood, residents, pedestrians, local businesses, traffic circulation and roads.
The DEIR does not take into account in its traffic estimates the fact that the developers are
proposing a high volume grocery store on the premises and a high volume gym. We ask that
the DEIR be forced to include traffic numbers counted properly from similarly sized grocery
stores and gyms.
The project proposes an internal truck delivery and loading dock area for its grocery and
retail operations. The recirculated DEIR does not provide information or
specifics regarding the actual operations and function for trucks and deliveries. Multiple
restaurant and retail stores will generate heavy delivery truck volume.
How many trucks (large, medium and smaller) can the internal loading dock area
accommodate at one time? The DEIR leaves this undressed and so is fatally flawed.
Where would the truck waiting or staging area be located, while trucks wait for other trucks to
leave the loading area and free up loading dock access and space? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Would there be a delivery truck waiting‐staging location on Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst or other
location?
Will there be some type of radio communications between the loading dock office and
incoming / out going delivery truck drivers to alert the driver that the loading dock is already
in use and at capacity ? The DEIR leaves this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Havenhurst is a small local street. Most small local streets and under street infrastructure in
the City of Los Angeles and City of West Hollywood were not designed or made to support the
size and weight of large trucks or heavy volume truck traffic.
Would Havenhurst need to be widened and strengthened to support and accommodate the
project's proposed heavy truck use and volume ?
Would Sunset Blvd access or regular traffic flow be blocked by trucks entering, exiting, turn
maneuvers, or trucks waiting and lining up to enter the project's internal loading dock area on
Havenhurst ? The DEIR leaves any of this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Many deliveries for grocery and restaurants make deliveries in the morning, mixing with
regular commuter AM peaks rush hours.
How will the project site handle this additional truck volume coming and going from the
Havenhurst loading dock area, in addition to approximately 100 plus resident vehicles leaving
the project's same vehicle exit location, also traveling north to Sunset Blvd during the same
morning peak rush hour time?
Grocery stores in particular get their deliveries during night and very early morning hours.
The noise from trucks accessing the project site during the night time and early morning
hours (3:30‐5am) could be disruptive to residents trying to sleep.
What type of operational noise barriers will be constructed ? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed
The DEIR has represented that only “residential traffic” will be allowed to enter the project
from Havenhurst, a tiny residential street. Yet it also states that all truck deliveries are to enter
and exit the internal loading dock area from Havenhurst via Sunset Blvd. This includes large
daily truck deliveries to the grocery store, restaurant, retail deliveries, garbage trucks etc.
Can such a small residential street such as Havenhurst accommodate this type of large truck
maneuvering, turning radius and volume of trucks to back in to the internal loading dock?
It is a reasonable expectation that the most simple access delivery trucks servicing smaller
restaurants and retail establishments will stop and park on Sunset Blvd in front of the project
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site or Crescent Heights on the side of the project site to make their deliveries. Unloading of
goods would take place on the pubic sidewalks, then wheeled into the plaza area and to the
restaurant and retail stores. However, this would eliminate vehicle lane use on Sunset Blvd or
Crescent Heights for residents leaving in the morning via Sunset Blvd and patrons and
employees entering and exiting during the day. The DEIR offers no solutions to this and in fact
states only three spaces will be provided in the internal garage for such deliveries as well as
taxis, uber, and personal drop‐offs. This is a vast underestimation of the likely demand for
unloading space created by such deliveries.
Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd would also greatly shorten turn lane length availability
for the proposed Sunset Blvd right turn lane and vehicles turning from Sunset Blvd to
southbound to Crescent Heights. The right turn lane on Sunset Blvd would overflow to other
lanes making Sunset Blvd access for new residents, patrons and all regular vehicle travel near
impossible. The DEIR does not address this and is deficient.
Additionally, delivery trucks parked on Crescent Heights would hinder ingress, egressto and
from the parking garage accessand block vehicle site view on oncoming traffic from Laurel
Canyon. Crescent Heights parking garage is proposed to be a very high volume use from
employees, patrons, valet set up, residents and residents guests turning left and right into and
out of the Crescent Heights parking garage. The DEIR does not address this and so is fatally
flawed.
Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would also eliminate or hinder
use of a curbside resident, patron and employee passenger pick up and drop off for ride
services like Taxi, Lyft and Uber. Easy passenger pick up and drop off areas will be essential
for smooth east‐west travel on Sunset Blvd and north‐south travel on Crescent Heights. An off
street cutout area is necessary for Sunset Blvd to accommodate passenger drop off and pick
up with out adding more strain on Crescent Heights parking garage access and surrounding
neighborhood streets. The
DEIR does not address this and so is fatally flawed.
Uber, Taxi, personal deliveries, UPS etc. are inside the parking garage where no one will use
them. This is utterly inadequate.
Additionally, the recirculated DEIR doesn't mention if residential moving vans and trucks and
daily residential packages deliveries would also be using the Havenhust access as well. No
mention is made in the DEIR how Havenhurst, a tiny residential street, will be impacted by
taxis and personal pick‐ups being made for residents at the Havenhurst entrance to the
project.
SEE PHOTO BELOW: Havenhurst parking and truck garage access
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Parking
PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐menu Incentives:
(2) an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces that
may be provided for commercial uses from 40% to 60% and to allow parking for residential
uses in excess of one standard parking stall for 146 residential units to be provided as
compact spaces instead of one standard parking space for each unit (or 249 spaces), with the
rest provided as compact spaces, in‐ lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐
A,5(c), with attendant parking for both commercial and residential parking;
Parking Option 1, pursuant to Section 12.22‐A,25(d)(1), which allows parking to be provided
at a ratio of 1 space for each studio and one‐ bedroom unit, and two spaces for each two‐ and
three‐bedroom unit, and provides that required parking in a Housing Development Project
that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwelling units;
The DEIR states that Mixed Use buildings are permitted to sell or rent parking spaces, but does
not provide specifics as to how many spaces will sold or rent or at what cost.
The DEIR also states parking will be provided by valet only or shuttle for events, but does not
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provide information of cost per vehicle.
The DEIR states that parking discounts will be given for vehicles with 3 or more occupants, but
patrons going to a grocery store, gym or bank generally don't travel with 3 or more people
per car. Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst and Crescent Heights already has little to no available extra
street parking. If parking and valet charges are high, vehicles will not park at the complex, but
will circle the neighborhood streets looking for parking, causing more emissions, noise and
congestion. Townscape Partners previously demonstrated their desire for high parking fees in
2013 with disastrous outcome for neighborhood serving establishments and local patrons.
This proposed development shows real probability of overrunning and overwhelming the
surrounding neighborhood. Availability, accessibility and affordability of parking, for this
location are important details to provide. Parking spaces for residents, guests, employees and
patrons for separate establishments, along with the cost or charge for a parking spaces,
parking and valet charges should be provided and included in the DEIR and RDEIR.
Additionally, local neighbors of the project site, are hillside residents who will need to drive to
the location.
Will a self park option be available ?

page19image22616Will free parking be available ?
Will guests of residents be charged for parking ?
Will service workers, (painters, repair people, construction workers etc.) housekeepers for
residential units and condos be charged to park on site ?
The DEIR does not address any of this and so is fatally flawed.
Event Venue Parking and Traffic Circulation
Applicant ‐ Page ES‐45. Modify text; PDF‐Traffic‐2, During occasional large special events on‐
site, the Applicant shall (1) require that all event‐related parking is valet‐ only or (2) secure
off‐site facilities (including shuttle service to and from the off‐site parking area (s) for event
guests), or a combination of valet‐only and off‐site parking.
The Project says the site, in addition to residential and commercial mix, will also be an event
venue. While there are residential uses located close by high volume, high intensity event
venues, generally residents don't live at event venues. This is not usually a compatible mix.
The DEIR states that guests coming for events will only valet park or be shuttled for off site
parking locations, but does not say what type of events, how many people would be attending,
what the hours events would take place, or where the off site event parking is located.
The corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd is not an appropriate location for large high
volume, high intensity public or private events.
High volume event traffic with many guests arriving at the same time by car trying to access
the valet parking garage on Crescent Heights would over flow the southbound and
northbound vehicle travel lanes waiting to turn left and right into Crescent Heights garage.
High volumes of vehicle would block exiting vehicles from turning left onto Crescents Heights
and general traffic flow on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon.
How many events would take place monthly or annually ? What type of events would be held
at the location ?
Would events be private events or open to the general public? During what hours and days
would events take place ?
Would events take place during late night hours ?
How will residential uses be separated from event use ?
Will event use of location and parking access be separate from residential and general
neighborhood commercial use ?
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Will the plaza area, retail and restaurant use be closed to general public during
events ?
If the plaza area is used for private events, that don't include the on site residents, how do
residents access their units from the plaza area ?
More information regarding traffic flow, shuttling and access during events and in general
should have been provided, making this DEIR fatally flawed.
Public Safety
Increased response times for fire/paramedic units will be further slowed into the
neighborhood by the increased traffic this project will generate. The responding agency,
LAFD, has already submitted to the city a finding that the size and density of the proposed
project, coupled with reduced response times, would render fire protection for the project
and its residents “inadequate”. It goes on to state the following “Adverse effects” the project
will generate:“Project implementation will increase the need for more fire protection and
emergency medical services in the area”. This letter is signed by the fire chief of the LAFD.
Who will pay for this? At what point does the cost to the city for the supposed benefits of a
few affordable apartments become outweighed not only by the damage done to an entire
neighborhood’s quality of life but real cost outlays for additional fire and ambulance
personnel or even a new fire station to handle the unnecessary density the project creates?
The DEIR is utterly silent on this and therefore must be considered fatally flawed and be
rejected.
Operation Impacts
It is reasonable to assume that residents of a Frank Gehry building would be affluent tenants
and owners who would want a separate, more private residential pedestrian access other
than having to walk out through the parking garage or directly into and through a public plaza
space.
The project has a large residential component, but doesn't appear to have a residential
relationship to Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, which are residential streets. The rendering
included in the DEIR only shows a residential relationship with the commercial public plaza,
rather than a defined front door for residents and their guests.
Resident pets
It is reasonable to presume that of the 249 new units and with 505‐528 new residents, the
project would be home to approximately 100 plus new resident dogs. The project rendering
does not show amenities or place for these resident pets, such as an on site dog run dog,
making the DEIR flawed.
Further, the DEIR doesn't not address how these resident pets / dogs will access or
leave the project site for their daily walks other than out through the parking garages on
Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, or through the public plaza entry points on Sunset Blvd, thus
mixing with shoppers coming and going and people dining. While I'm sure the dogs would
enjoy participating in plaza dining, this would not be the best access or safe route for excited
pets or patrons.
More consideration should be paid to providing wider sidewalks. Mixed use is just that, a mix
of residential function and commercial function and event venue function. Mixing multiple
functions requires more effort. The current sidewalk renderings cater more to the current
commercial use, rather than the new increased use and basic daily function for 528 new
residents, their pets, rideshare drop off and pick up, transit bus waiting areas and
substantially increased commercial use. This makes the DEIR flawed.
Required park space
Affordable housing is not the only “community benefit” on which this project’s DEIR bases its
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approvable on. Other “community benefits” include park space. The developer is counting
private resident terraces as community park space. The developer is also counting its legally
mandated setbacks as community park space. The developer is using hoped‐for annexed city
land that it does not own as park space while taking away a much needed transit island. This
does not constitute true public park space in any real form and does not meet the city’s own
criteria for community park space. Will the affordable housing residents have their own
terraces, or will they be given the worst units on the bottom of the project with no outdoor
space to speak of? Will they be shuttled through a “poor door”, which was proposed by the
same developers on their last project at 8899 Beverly blvd?
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on
the site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why
has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential
terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then
given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer
shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all
alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and
who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:34 PM
To: nancybeyda@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

Jeffery Jon Masino <jmasino28@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:56 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Cheryl Holland <hollandc@me.com>,
Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>
Cc: Jmasino@earthlink.net

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
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lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licenses.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Peter Wentzel / Jeff Masino
1328 North Ogden Ave.
Los Angeles, CA  90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment
2 messages

Robert Givens <robert.d.givens@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:33 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: renee.weitzer@lacity.org

Los Angeles Planning Department:
 
I would like to take this time to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
proposed development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard in Hollywood.
 
I supported the 8150 plan BEFORE Frank Gehry was announced as the architect.  I
supported it because as someone who has worked and lived in the area, I know that the
existing shopping center is not only a blight on the Sunset Strip but is also underparked
and woefully substandard with regard to today’s environmental requirements. The new
plan is simply superior in every respect…
 
I am delighted to continue supporting this plan as it has only improved through the
participation of someone like Frank Gehry, whose reputation for innovation and creativity
is unmatched. I see nothing in the DEIR that would change my mind. In fact, it’s only
logical to think that a project of this magnitude will only further the revitalization of
Hollywood, increase surrounding property values, create new affordable housing
opportunities, and make the area safer for the community.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Robert Givens

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:33 PM
To: robert.d.givens@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

FW: City Case No.ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Ron Hoffman <ron@rhfactor.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:21 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

 Forwarded Message
From: Ron Hoffman <ron@rhfactor.com>
Date: Mon, 09 Nov 2015 12:10:10 0800
To: <planning.envireview@lacity.org>
Conversation: City Case No.ENV20132552EIR
Subject: City Case No.ENV20132552EIR

To whom it may concern;
I am writing to tell you about my concern regarding the probable development
on the corner of Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon Blvd.This already a very
densely populated area with horrible traffic delays daily.We can hardly
sustain yet another large project in the neighborhood.It has become
unbearable for the residents.I have lived in this area for 65 years and have
seen the quality of living deteriorate for all of us.It's enough
already.We(the residents) are forming a committee to stop the madness and
other groups in the close by neighborhoods are doing the same.The
development needs to stop.Give us ROOM TO BREATHE!
Regards
Ron Hoffman
8111 Laurelmont Dr.
LA  90046

 End of Forwarded Message

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:21 PM
To: ron@rhfactor.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:ron@rh-factor.com
mailto:planning.envireview@lacity.org
d.kaneshiro
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Sarah Foelske <sarah.foelske@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:18 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

=============================================================

8150 Sunset LETTER:

=============================================================

To Whom it may Concern,

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as

prepared, is incomplete and has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts

associated with the proposed project. In its current format, the document is prepared, as an advocacy

document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify a project, not

adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be

most directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development.

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the

Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the

antenna.

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the

surrounding area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of “project benefits” and the

accompanying incentives program variances to the City planning practices, goals and policies.

There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the

Project’s benefits still viable without destroying the character of the

Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or

developing structures that are in keeping with the 6  10 story buildings already constructed is more in

keeping with a consideration for the history of the area and the community which will have to view this

project, indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. has been established for

many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public’s understanding and memories of the

Sunset Blvd community.
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Residential AntiMansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los

Angeles. The spirit of these laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We

ask the cityplanning department, why are mixeduse residential building projects not held to the same

community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in the recirculated DEIR

devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for

height and size restriction.

Best,

Sarah Foelske

8599 Wonderland Ave

LA CA 90046

 
EMAIL sarah.foelske@gmail.com
PHONE 323.821.1838
WEB http://makenice.me/

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:18 AM
To: sarah.foelske@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.

mailto:sarah.foelske@gmail.com
http://makenice.me/
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Sarah In <in_sarah@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:02 PM
ReplyTo: Sarah In <in_sarah@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd ﴾City
Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR﴿. This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability ﴾lawsuits﴿ the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet ﴾22 stories﴿, the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building ﴾79 feet﴿ and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars
use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections
are theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan!
This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐
menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio ﴾LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25﴾f﴿﴾4﴿﴾ii﴿;﴿ 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water
and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much

d.kaneshiro
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bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.

Sincerely, 
Sarah In

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:02 PM
To: in_sarah@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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New signatures

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

100 more people signed “Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath,
Srimal Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development of 8150
Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!”
1 message

mail@changemail.org <mail@changemail.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:25 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Srimal Hewawitharana – This petition addressed to you on Change.org has
new activity. See progress and respond to the campaign's supporters.

Mayor Eric Garcetti, david ryu, lindsey horvath, Srimal
Hewawitharana: Save Sunset Blvd! Limit the development
of 8150 Sunset Blvd to 100 feet!
Petition by Save the Sunset Strip  ·  100 supporters

100 more people signed
in the last day

View petition activity

RECENT SUPPORTERS

Milena Simonova
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 09, 2015

This building would ruin the skyscape of Sunset Blvd.

Brian Wadley

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/3wA/390KAA/t.1rz/1pOnvxX2TmGxSXeZLX7sXw/h1/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NKL1Sa9aMbZVHDwyMfbKWiaKtso6XJaqVigTND8GNnDTQ-3D-3D
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Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 09, 2015

To big for this area. And bank should be saved from being torn down

Devon Brooks
West Hollywood, CA  ·  Nov 09, 2015

I greatly appreciate the revised plan, but please bring the height down. It
will block our views and ruin the Sunset Strip.

John Kaye
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 09, 2015

Eric Gacetti's a jerk and cares less for LA and its people. He has an agenda
to make money from every failed business he approves like Turf
Terminators. He's got to go!

Adele Sillyman
Los Angeles, CA  ·  Nov 09, 2015

This is my neighborhood, please respect it

View all 100 supporters

CHANGE.ORG FOR DECISION MAKERS

On Change.org, decision makers like you connect directly with people around
the world to resolve issues. Respond to let the people petitioning you know
you're listening, say whether you agree with their call to action, or ask them
for more information. Learn more.

This notification was sent to planning.envreview@lacity.org, the address listed as the
decision maker contact by the petition starter. If this is incorrect, please post a
response to let the petition starter know.

Change.org  ·  548 Market St #29993, San Francisco, CA 941045401, USA

http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/3wA/390KAA/t.1rz/1pOnvxX2TmGxSXeZLX7sXw/h2/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561AuMlzNYNrPlBbyy4SZou0wjqMEatKL1c0jykkzQEznmaHanzbGIipW4ALuYJ0p9Xo4LInzICZEDHipXxKKf8NKL1Sa9aMbZVHDwyMfbKWiaKtso6XJaqVigTND8GNnDTQ-3D-3D
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/3wA/390KAA/t.1rz/1pOnvxX2TmGxSXeZLX7sXw/h3/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvDX0-2BGtvfuKANZy6q-2Fgt-2FRi5S8HT6eRej1Fy9iCZx0V-2BVzRWZAbix3xCTUIMuQilsnUG-2BmrFp44SvAYb0jKaOh642JeZo60zJhWr3K6PbjcWmD-2FbPL39f5DLDW-2FG72-2FdQA-3D-3D
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
http://email.changemail.org/mpss/c/3wA/390KAA/t.1rz/1pOnvxX2TmGxSXeZLX7sXw/h4/W9oZwjoGX5ulRlet7FB-2BvIXhUvVdbiC94npwcfq3ve83KaYsyAXey1F4fFQ3wTXFs61gNC52YqQfHmvfR7SGUoGwklXqh94dyAllmjBOXN9M8fr-2FR-2BtWvso3UpnTyJR6EwDUX68uwWaINsMOgPscm2aEWxx2l3ZfUY-2FHi2q66VdIcxZ0R9S669Taj2zkSEs-2B1l-2FnnDUhD13tzlm7bk561KXb3fN5HRbRP-2BK5ZjMNaMUcYbSpMJr7qQ-2Fg8d8LCNuK9YXvE26a8iP4YsRbagq64MAQmpdAkkMDsxq-2BqLtO2-2FlMgW0Z6Q25zi6kOJBc1sFBzlEEXZkXTDKvPyhTRoLpGxOefI7JFJ15OHinyoYIrZo-3D
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR / Proposed development 8150 Sunset Blvd.
1 message

Serge Masche <sergemasche@msn.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:09 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>,
"mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Los Angeles  Planning Dept, David Ryu and Mayor Garcetti,

The above attachment is a letter that is not mine but it represents the
complete overview of the proposed building project of 8150 Sunset Blvd.

I am sending this to all the departments that may have a interest as it is The One
letter that covers the complete issues on this project.

There are numerous questions that need to be addressed in this situation, and here it is
well addressed what those issues are. Please read this as there is something terrible wrong
with how this project is progressing and must be stopped or at least curtailed downward
after a investigation of the issues are addressed to all in a open public format.

Please keep me informed on you views and decision in this most important matter.

Best Personal Regards,

Serge Masche'

cc:  planning.envreview@
lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.
org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
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Dear	  Srimal	  Hewawitharana,	  David	  Ryu,	  and	  Mayor	  Eric	  Garcetti,	  
	  
Thank	  you	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  for	  8150	  Sunset	  
Blvd	  project.	  This	  letter	  is	  being	  written	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  DEIR,	  RDEIR	  and	  
proposed	  development	  at	  8150	  Sunset.	  
	  
Community	  outcry	  was	  been	  well	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  over	  700	  letters	  opposing	  the	  
height,	  mass,	  and	  bulk	  in	  previous	  designs.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  only	  increased	  the	  
height,	  increased	  the	  mass,	  and	  increased	  the	  bulk.	  Alternative	  9	  has	  equally	  
angered	  the	  community.	  The	  over	  650	  letters	  and	  signatures	  on	  
the	  change.org	  petition	  demonstrate	  a	  strong	  and	  continued	  stakeholder	  opposition.	  
	  
This	  area	  is	  neighborhood	  office	  commercial,	  not	  a	  mixed-‐use	  area.	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
regional	  center	  or	  downtown.	  	  Respect	  the	  present	  zoning.	  Alternative	  9	  is	  a	  
manipulation	  of	  the	  zoning	  and	  would	  result	  in	  the	  elimination	  of	  what	  defines	  this	  
area	  as	  a	  well	  established	  low	  rise,	  lower	  density	  neighborhood.	  This	  proposed	  
development	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  the	  policies	  outlined	  in	  the	  General	  Plan	  
	  
Public	  views	  are	  an	  irreplaceable	  natural	  resources	  as	  defined	  by	  CEQA.	  The	  
hillsides	  are	  a	  beacon	  for	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  perception	  of	  open	  space	  once	  lost,	  will	  
alter	  the	  landscape	  permanently.	  Allowing	  a	  structure	  of	  this	  height	  and	  mass,	  
would	  create	  a	  barrier	  and	  separation	  of	  the	  areas	  natural	  form.	  	  No	  development	  
that	  blocks	  and	  diminishes	  public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  hills,	  should	  be	  permitted.	  
The	  hills	  represent	  a	  directional	  landmark	  for	  all	  of	  LA	  and	  they	  are	  the	  
identifying	  feature	  in	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  The	  public	  view	  should	  be	  protected.	  
The	  tallest	  building	  will	  be	  inhabited	  by	  only	  30	  condo	  owners	  on	  the	  top	  floors,	  the	  
needs	  of	  the	  few	  should	  not	  overweigh	  the	  many	  in	  the	  grotesque	  impact	  on	  the	  
neighborhood	  that	  will	  result.	  
	  
In	  general,	  as	  was	  pointed	  out	  by	  members	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  Neighborhood	  
council,	  the	  logic	  employed	  in	  the	  DEIR	  is	  muddy	  and	  often	  simply	  not	  credible.	  In	  
many	  ways	  as	  will	  be	  outlined,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  adequately	  address	  that	  fact	  
or	  support	  its	  lack	  of	  discussion	  of	  the	  impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  	  
	  

The	  Project	  Description	  is	  Flawed/Unsure/and	  Transitory/Public	  Input	  was	  

Refused	  	  
	  

Townscape	  has	  violated	  CEQA	  early	  on	  in	  this	  process	  by	  not	  striving	  to	  
involve	  the	  community	  as	  much	  as	  possible,	  and	  
seeking	  to	  exclude	  community	  participation	  and	  comment.	  Rather	  than	  seek	  
open	  community	  input,	  Townscape	  has	  preferred	  back	  door	  politics	  by	  scheduling	  
private	  meetings	  to	  preview	  the	  project	  to	  city	  officials	  and	  a	  select	  few	  before	  the	  
DEIR	  alternative	  9	  was	  released.	  	  
	  
Since	  the	  project	  and	  description	  is	  vastly	  different	  from	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  
(NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  and	  is	  different	  from	  what	  was	  studied,	  many	  studies	  conducted	  for	  



the	  NOP	  are	  inadequate	  for	  the	  Alternative	  9	  option,	  this	  violates	  CEQA.	  The	  project	  
description	  is	  supposed	  to	  remain	  stable	  and	  known.	  This	  project	  has	  been	  
in	  flux	  since	  its	  inception.	  Frank	  Gehry	  is	  the	  third	  architect	  hired	  by	  the	  developer	  
in	  the	  space	  of	  a	  year.	  Each	  notice	  to	  the	  community	  reads	  differently	  as	  does	  
the	  project	  description	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  especially	  alternative	  9.	  There	  have	  been	  three	  
completely	  different	  building	  plan	  presentations	  to	  the	  Hollywood	  Hill	  
Neighborhood	  Council.	  It	  is	  no	  wonder	  there	  is	  widespread	  confusion	  as	  to	  what	  this	  
plan	  even	  is	  and	  its	  impacts.	  	  
	  
LAND	  USE	  IMPACTS	  
	  

	  
The	  DEIR’s	  bare	  conclusions	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  have	  a	  less-‐than-‐
significant	  impact	  on	  the	  existing	  character	  of	  the	  project	  site	  and	  vicinity	  and	  would	  
not	  physically	  
divide	  an	  established	  community	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  by	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  
obvious	  overwhelming	  impacts	  of	  the	  building	  in	  this	  lower	  rise	  neighborhood.	  
The	  immediate	  neighboring	  buildings,	  which	  are	  not	  considered	  or	  
specifically	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR,	  are	  only	  two	  and	  three	  stories	  
tall.	  Similarly,	  the	  conclusion	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  conflict	  with	  
The	  General	  Plan	  is	  completely	  unsupported	  and	  
undiscussed.	  The	  conclusions	  are	  unsupported	  as	  drawings	  or	  
renderings	  contained	  in	  the	  DEIR	  do	  not	  show	  the	  directly	  neighboring	  buildings	  of	  
2	  story	  and	  3	  story	  buildings	  in	  scale	  in	  an	  attempt	  do	  downplay	  how	  out	  of	  scale	  
this	  project	  would	  be.	  Nowhere	  in	  the	  DEIR	  does	  it	  faithfully	  represent	  the	  
surrounding	  neighborhood	  in	  scale	  or	  irreparable	  harm	  this	  development	  would	  
cause.	  
	  
The	  surrounding	  neighborhoods	  are	  some	  of	  the	  oldest	  in	  
the	  area	  with	  many	  buildings	  dating	  from	  the	  early	  1920’s-‐
1930s.	  Before	  the	  project	  goes	  forward	  
a	  complete	  Historic	  Resources	  Survey	  of	  the	  buildings	  within	  a	  3/4	  mile	  radius	  
should	  be	  completed	  and	  it	  should	  include	  private	  homes.	  The	  DEIR	  is	  
inadequate	  and	  contains	  insufficient	  information	  to	  allow	  the	  decision	  makers	  
to	  reach	  correct	  conclusions	  and	  findings	  regarding	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
historical	  resources	  and	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  	  
	  
Over	  50	  projects	  are	  currently	  underway	  or	  proposed	  for	  Hollywood	  in	  the	  City	  of	  
Los	  Angeles	  and	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood.	  This	  DEIR	  makes	  no	  accounting	  for	  the	  
cumulative	  impacts	  caused	  these	  developments	  will	  have	  on	  the	  neighborhood,	  city	  
services,	  police,	  fire,	  medical,	  neighborhood	  cut	  through	  traffic,	  .	  It	  also	  doesn’t	  
account	  for	  the	  21,000	  truck	  trips	  that	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  suffer	  during	  
construction	  of	  8150	  and	  how	  this	  will	  have	  a	  cumulative	  effect	  when	  combined	  
with	  other	  concurrent	  development.	  The	  project,	  in	  calling	  for	  off	  menu	  incentives	  
that	  would	  relax	  existing	  development	  standards	  will	  only,	  if	  approved,	  increase	  
density	  and	  traffic	  problems	  in	  the	  area,	  as	  other	  developers	  seek	  the	  same	  



preferences,	  thereby	  threatening	  known	  and	  potential	  historic	  resources	  in	  
historically	  sensitive	  neighborhoods.	  None	  of	  these	  cumulative	  effects	  are	  addressed	  
in	  the	  DEIR.	  	  
	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  cite	  any	  single	  specific	  policy	  and	  provides	  only	  bare	  conclusions	  
of	  “no	  impact”	  or	  “less	  than	  significant	  impact”.	  The	  DEIR	  should	  discuss	  and	  
illustrate	  how	  it	  satisfies	  a	  majority	  of	  land	  use	  objectives	  and	  policies	  
to	  affirmatively	  demonstrate	  how	  the	  bare	  conclusions	  were	  reached.	  Discussions	  
of	  the	  violated	  policies	  should	  also	  be	  added	  to	  
the	  DEIR	  to	  fully	  resolve	  the	  conclusions	  reached	  and	  how	  the	  facts	  and	  studies	  
support	  the	  conclusions.	  The	  conclusions	  appear	  erroneous	  because	  the	  project	  
appears	  to	  violate,	  at	  some	  level,	  nearly	  every	  aspect	  of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  A	  full	  
discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  which	  policies	  and	  principals	  
of	  the	  elements	  are	  satisfied	  and	  which	  violated	  by	  the	  proposed	  project	  should	  
be	  enumerated	  in	  the	  DEIR.	  The	  following	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  objectives	  
should	  be	  fully	  discussed	  in	  the	  DEIR:	  It	  is	  insufficient	  to	  
simply	  state	  bare	  conclusions	  without	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  of	  the	  elements	  
of	  the	  General	  Plan.	  
	  
Building	  Height	  and	  Mass	  
	  

Applicant	  description	  of	  project:	  “one	  tower	  at	  Havenhurst	  at	  15	  stories	  in	  height	  (or	  
approximately	  234	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  lowest	  point	  on	  the	  Project	  
Site	  at	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  Crescent	  Heights	  at	  11	  stories	  (or	  
approximately	  174	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  
property),	  one	  at	  the	  central	  portion	  of	  the	  South	  Building	  between	  the	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  at	  five	  stories	  (or	  approximately	  110	  feet	  above	  grade	  as	  measured	  
from	  the	  southwest	  corner	  of	  the	  property),	  thereby	  creating	  an	  approximately	  150-‐
foot-‐wide,	  open	  north-‐south-‐oriented	  view	  corridor	  between	  the	  taller	  East	  and	  West	  
tower	  elements	  that	  provides	  views	  southward	  across	  the	  Project	  Site	  from	  locations	  to	  
the	  north	  and	  vice-‐versa.”	  
	  
The	  towers	  heights	  in	  Alternative	  9,	  are	  shown	  to	  be	  234	  feet,	  174	  feet	  and	  110	  feet	  
above	  grade,	  and	  are	  substantially	  taller	  than	  the	  original	  proposed	  height,	  which	  
was	  already	  too	  tall	  for	  this	  area	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood.	  The	  Chateau	  
Marmont	  Hotel	  is	  seven	  stories,	  built	  into	  the	  hillside.	  The	  Directors	  Guild	  is	  75	  feet	  
high	  at	  about	  8	  stories	  (this	  project	  would	  be	  three	  times	  higher)	  and	  the	  new	  hotel	  
construction	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  the	  City	  of	  West	  Hollywood	  is	  ten	  stories.	  The	  
Hollywood	  Hills	  in	  this	  adjacent	  area,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  and	  Nichols	  Canyon,	  are	  more	  
rural	  and	  are	  wildlife	  corridors,	  with	  the	  lower	  lying	  neighborhoods	  predominately	  
very	  low	  to	  lower	  rise	  and	  historic	  residential	  neighborhoods.	  The	  narrow	  strip	  of	  
neighborhood	  serving	  commercial	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  is	  also	  significantly	  lower	  rise.	  
This	  proposed	  development	  wants	  to	  be	  a	  beacon	  to	  stand	  out	  and	  be	  seen	  for	  miles.	  
That	  it	  would	  be!	  Overshadowing	  the	  character	  of	  many	  well	  established	  
neighborhoods	  far	  and	  wide.	  The	  current	  proposal	  is	  not	  in	  harmony	  with	  it's	  



surroundings	  and	  built	  environment.	  	  Developer	  also	  understates	  standard	  industry	  
feet	  to	  number	  of	  	  storeies	  conversion	  which	  if	  properly	  applied	  yields:	  236	  feet	  =	  22	  
Stories	  (west	  tower),	  174	  feet	  =	  16	  Stories	  (east	  tower),	  110	  feet	  =	  10	  
Stories	  	  (center	  building).	  We	  remind	  you,	  this	  makes	  the	  largest	  tower	  three	  times	  
taller	  than	  the	  Chateau	  Marmont,	  long	  considered	  the	  anchor	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  
This	  project	  would	  dwarf	  it	  and	  be	  12	  stories	  taller	  than	  even	  the	  large	  development	  
on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  at	  La	  Cienega	  in	  West	  Hollywood.	  	  
	  
While	  the	  applicant	  cites	  views	  from	  the	  hills,	  the	  DEIR	  fails	  to	  address	  the	  public	  
views	  of	  the	  hills.	  The	  Hollywood	  Hills	  are	  a	  major	  identifying	  feature	  of	  Hollywood,	  
the	  entire	  area	  and	  	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  hills	  and	  hillside	  
landscape	  are	  seen	  from	  the	  south,	  east	  and	  west	  for	  miles	  and	  enjoyed	  by	  all	  
residents	  and	  visitors	  to	  the	  city.	  Public	  views	  of	  the	  Hollywood	  Hills	  not	  only	  
provide	  a	  needed	  sense	  of	  open	  space,	  but	  are	  the	  view	  "beacon"	  and	  should	  not	  be	  
diminished,	  blocked	  or	  overshadowed	  by	  a	  development’s	  heights,	  mass	  or	  bulk.	  We	  
would	  like	  to	  point	  out	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  not	  in	  a	  downtown	  or	  regional	  center.	  
If	  the	  developer	  would	  like	  to	  be	  a	  gateway	  to	  West	  Hollywood's	  Sunset	  Strip,	  
something	  resembling	  the	  Sunset	  Plaza	  portion	  might	  be	  more	  in	  line	  and	  
appropriate	  in	  terms	  of	  height,	  scale	  and	  mass	  for	  this	  location.	  	  	  
	  
	  
	  
SCENIC	  RESOURCES	  
	  

The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  mandates	  identification	  and	  protection	  of	  
scenic	  resources.	  Identified	  resources	  include	  trees,	  historic	  buildings,	  rock	  
outcroppings	  and	  similar	  features	  that	  are	  located	  within	  a	  designated	  state	  scenic	  
highway.	  Under	  CEQA	  and	  the	  LAMC,	  decision	  makers	  have	  been	  able	  to	  require	  
retention	  and	  protection	  of	  scenic	  features.	  	  
	  
Through	  acquisition,	  park	  development	  and	  land	  use	  planning	  and	  development	  
requirements	  the	  city	  has	  a	  major	  role	  in	  protecting	  land	  forms	  and	  scenic	  features	  
and	  in	  making	  scenic	  features	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  
	  
It	  is	  Los	  Angeles	  city	  policy	  to	  continue	  to	  encourage	  and/or	  require	  property	  
owners	  to	  develop	  their	  properties	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  will,	  to	  the	  greatest	  extent	  
practical,	  retain	  significant	  existing	  land	  forms	  (e.g.,	  ridge	  lines,	  bluffs,	  unique	  
geologic	  features)	  and	  unique	  scenic	  features	  (historic,	  ocean,	  mountains,	  unique	  
natural	  features)	  and/or	  make	  possible	  public	  view	  or	  other	  access	  to	  unique	  
features	  or	  scenic	  views	  as	  indicated	  in	  the	  following	  document: 
 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted 
September 2001  
 
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS  Page 46 - 47 



 
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including 
approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel 
and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa 
Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos 
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography 
rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel 
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most 
visible feature from many areas of the city. They are 60 miles long and 
stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State 
Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated 
tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features. 
 
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land 
forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental 
district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of 
development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural 
terrain; the slope-density regulations (LAMC Section 17.50-E), which 
restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded 
slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is proposed for divisions 
of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21-A.17) within which 
restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and 
environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The 
Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains 
hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans 
contain land form protection provisions. Under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required 
to mitigate potential significant impacts on landform and unique site 
features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural 
landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, 
including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and 
geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by the general 
plan Safety Element. 
 
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic 
public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, 
striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. 
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly 
owned sites and public rights-of-way. 
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic 
highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains 
a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of 
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. 
Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans. 



The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These 
include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic 
highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated 
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to 
protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views 
and other features. 
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and 
protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic 
buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within 
a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision 
makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic 
features.  
 
Conclusion. Through acquisition, park development and land use 
planning and development requirements the city has a major role in 
protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features 
accessible to the public. 
  
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and 
hillside areas. 
N Loss of scenic features. 
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features 
and areas. 
 
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: 
Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable 
resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future 
generations. 
 
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop 
their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, 
retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique 
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, 
unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other 
access to unique features or scenic views. 
 
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, 
especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of 
structures, building height limits and other project design and 
construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and 
protecting public view access. 
 
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and 
*Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit 
review and/or processing. 



 
 
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the 
lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of 
this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future 
generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this 
end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with 
significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  
 
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides 
decision makers with an in-depth review of projects with potentially 
significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives 
that reduce those impacts.  
 
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible 
to do so.”  
 
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must 
first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 
 
CONSERVATION	  OF	  RESOURCES	  WHICH	  PROVIDE	  

A	  SENSE	  OF	  NATURE,	  CONTINUITY	  WITH	  THE	  PAST,	  AND	  FREEDOM	  FROM	  

OVERCROWDING.	  
	  
New	  development	  can	  enhance	  and	  preserve	  Los	  Angeles’	  distinctive	  qualities	  if	  it	  is	  
designed	  with	  consideration	  for	  the	  prevailing	  design	  character	  and	  the	  effect	  on	  
surroundings.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  conserve	  important	  design	  character	  in	  
historic	  or	  distinctive	  older	  areas,	  some	  uniformity	  of	  detail,	  scale,	  proportion,	  
texture,	  materials,	  color	  and	  building	  form	  is	  necessary.	  Large	  buildings	  
impair	  the	  character	  of	  older,	  small	  scale	  areas	  if	  no	  transition	  is	  made	  between	  
small-‐scale	  and	  large-‐scale	  elements	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  should	  set	  forth	  extensive	  discussions	  of	  how	  this	  project	  
meets	  this	  criteria	  and	  how	  it	  does	  
not	  create	  a	  large	  “separation”	  in	  the	  existing	  neighborhood.	  The	  present	  
building	  on	  the	  site	  “fits	  in”	  because	  it	  is	  essentially	  two	  stories	  and	  creates	  
a	  harmonious	  transition	  from	  the	  two	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Havenhurst	  and	  
the	  three	  story	  apartment	  buildings	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  that	  it	  directly	  borders.	  The	  
proposed	  buildings	  will	  separate	  and	  divide	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  just	  by	  its	  
sheer	  size.	  
	  
Visually	  strong	  buildings	  which	  contrast	  severely	  with	  their	  surroundings	  



impair	  the	  character	  of	  the	  area.	  There	  is	  no	  discussion	  of	  this	  policy	  and	  
of	  the	  jarring	  visual	  impact	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  The	  lack	  
of	  any	  discussion	  and	  reference	  to	  these	  policies	  
make	  the	  DEIR	  completely	  inadequate.	  Other	  policies	  which	  need	  to	  be	  reconciled	  
include	  the	  principal	  that: 
 
 
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4: 
 
“The low-density residential character of many parts of Hollywood should 
be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be 
protected from encroachment by other types of uses” 
 
 
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to 
be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas 
of established character. The new and old can stand next to 
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is 
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and 
proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should 
be repeated or complemented by the new.” 
 
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts 
of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled 
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any 
of these important and directly applicable policies. 
 
Human	  Needs	  	  
	  
In	  questions	  of	  scale,	  the	  height	  of	  buildings	  has	  received	  
the	  greatest	  and	  most	  continuous	  public	  attention.	  Nevertheless,	  
a	  citywide	  plan	  for	  building	  height	  has	  not	  existed	  prior	  to	  this	  time,	  and	  
both	  residents	  and	  visitors	  have	  experienced	  stress	  and	  concern	  at	  the	  prospect	  that	  
the	  appearance	  of	  the	  skyline	  may	  continue	  to	  change	  rapidly	  without	  further	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
direction	  or	  any	  real	  planning.	  
	  
	  
Extremely	  massive	  buildings	  on	  or	  near	  hills	  can	  overwhelm	  the	  natural	  land	  forms,	  
block	  views,	  and	  generally	  disrupt	  the	  character	  of	  the	  city.	  Low,	  smaller-‐
scale	  buildings	  on	  the	  slopes	  of	  hills,	  at	  their	  base	  and	  in	  
the	  valleys	  between	  complement	  topographic	  forms	  and	  permit	  uninterrupted	  
views.	  The	  relationship	  between	  areas	  of	  low,	  fine-‐scaled	  buildings	  and	  areas	  of	  
high,	  large-‐scaled	  buildings	  can	  be	  made	  more	  pleasing	  if	  the	  transition	  in	  
building	  height	  and	  mass	  between	  such	  areas	  is	  gradual.	  Buildings	  which	  meet	  
the	  ground	  and	  reflect	  the	  slope	  of	  the	  hill	  relate	  to	  the	  land	  form.	  A	  



bulky	  building	  creates	  the	  most	  visual	  disruption	  when	  seen	  from	  a	  distance	  as	  
the	  dominant	  silhouette	  against	  a	  background	  and/or	  foreground	  of	  much	  
smaller	  structures.	  
	  
There	  is	  no	  discussion	  in	  the	  DEIR	  of	  these	  principals-‐-‐-‐merely	  a	  conclusion	  that	  
the	  building	  is	  not	  disruptive	  and	  causes	  no	  significant	  impact—a	  bare	  conclusion	  
not	  supported	  by	  the	  facts,	  any	  reasonable	  discussion	  or	  reconciliation	  
of	  the	  principals	  and	  policies	  and	  appears	  erroneous.	  An	  in	  depth	  discussion	  is	  
needed	  as	  to	  how	  the	  proposed	  building	  is	  sympathetic	  to	  the	  scale	  and	  form	  
of	  the	  existing	  neighborhood	  so	  as	  to	  reconcile	  the	  erroneous	  conclusions	  of	  no	  
impacts	  or	  less	  than	  significant	  impacts.	  	  
	  
These	  policies	  are	  completely	  ignored	  in	  the	  DEIR	  and	  the	  exact	  opposite	  conclusion	  
is	  reached	  without	  adequate	  discussion	  or	  any	  facts	  or	  law	  to	  
justify	  these	  erroneous	  conclusions.	  
	  
	  
“Affordable	  Housing”	  
	  
Reviewing	  the	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Mixed	  Use	  Recirculated	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  the	  original	  
draft	  EIR	  documentation,	  one	  is	  unable	  to	  locate	  a	  clear	  definition	  of	  “Affordable”	  for	  
the	  “Affordable	  Units”	  being	  included	  in	  the	  project	  and	  therefore,	  as	  prepared,	  the	  
documentation	  is	  incomplete	  because	  it	  has	  not	  adequately	  evaluated	  the	  
Community	  Benefits	  the	  project	  will	  provide	  as	  an	  offset	  to	  the	  resulting	  zoning	  
upgrades	  and	  potential	  environmental	  impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  proposed	  
project	  Therefore,	  the	  city	  must	  find	  the	  EIR	  deficient	  and	  unable	  to	  
substantiate	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
	  	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  underlying	  zoning	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  and	  taller	  
than	  otherwise	  possible.	  The	  bigger	  and	  taller	  part	  we’ve	  got,	  now	  –	  what’s	  the	  
benefit?	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  
they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  
EIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  approved.	  
	  
Traffic	  Island	  and	  Current	  Sweeping	  Right	  Turn	  Moving	  the	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  
The	  current	  triangle	  and	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  could	  be	  re-‐worked	  to	  allow	  
pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  passage,	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  stop	  lights	  and	  maybe	  even	  a	  cut	  
out	  for	  the	  east	  bound	  Sunset	  bus	  to	  pull	  in	  out	  of	  traffic.	  Pedestrian	  refuge	  medians	  	  
are	  being	  added	  back	  in	  many	  cities,	  including	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  	  
They	  provide	  a	  place	  for	  people	  to	  safely	  wait	  where	  intersections	  are	  busy	  and	  
complicated.	  The	  intersection	  of	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Height	  has	  definitely	  
become	  much	  busier	  and	  complicated	  with	  the	  new	  multi	  use	  resident,	  commercial	  
retail,	  restaurant	  and	  event	  venue	  project.	  	  



	  
The	  current	  sweeping	  right	  turn	  lane	  eastbound	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  
Crescent	  Heights	  allows	  for	  continual	  vehicle	  merging,	  which	  will	  be	  needed	  with	  
the	  addition	  of	  500	  plus	  new	  residents,	  where	  there	  currently	  are	  none,	  commercial	  
and	  new	  additional	  event	  traffic.	  Removing	  the	  current	  right	  turn	  lane	  would	  create	  
a	  completely	  stopped	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  Right	  on	  red	  could	  not	  be	  
accommodated	  due	  to	  pedestrian	  crossing	  and	  southbound	  oncoming	  traffic	  from	  
Laurel	  Canyon.	  The	  local	  bus	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  should	  be	  kept	  at	  the	  location,	  or	  at	  
minimum	  in	  front	  of	  8150	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Semi	  Truck	  turn	  around	  traffic	  island	  -‐	  uses	  all	  lanes	  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Moving	  the	  Sunset	  Blvd	  Bus	  Stop	  
	  



Moving	   the	  bus	   stop	   to	  8000	  Sunset	  Blvd	  as	  proposed	   forces	  pedestrians	   to	   cross	  
the	  street	  and	  walk	   farther	   to	   reach	   the	  bus.	  Placing	   the	  bus	  on	  Sunset	   in	   front	  of	  
8000	   Sunset	   would	   back	   up	   vehicle	   traffic	   turning	   east	   onto	   Sunset	   Blvd	   from	  
Crescent	  Heights’	  sweeping	  right	  turn.	  	  The	  sidewalk	  provided	  for	  bus	  rider	  waiting	  
area	  is	  extremely	  limited	  at	  this	  location.	  There	  is	  minimal	  sidewalk	  space	  to	  add	  a	  
bus	  shelter	  and	  or	  accommodate	  bus	  riders	  with	  bicycles.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  good	  location	  
for	  a	  bus	  stop.	  
	  
Fairfax-‐Sunset	  a	  Major	  High	  Quality	  Transit	  Stop?	  

 
PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(1)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   permit	   a	   3:1	   floor	   area	   ratio	   for	   a	   Housing	  
Development	  Project	   located	  within	  approximately	  1,560	   feet	  of	  a	  Transit	  Stop,	   in	  
lieu	   of	   the	   1,500	   foot	   distance	   specified	   in	   the	   on-‐menu	   Incentive	   allowing	   a	   3:1	  
floor	  area	  ratio	  (LAMC	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);	  	  
	  
We	  do	  not	  agree	  that	  the	  project	  location,	  at	  1,560	  feet	  from	  a	  transit	  stop,	  entitles	  
the	   project	   to	   a	   3:1	   FAR	  bonus.	  	   The	   transit	   stop	   at	   Fairfax	   and	   Sunset	   is	   a	   small,	  
neighborhood-‐oriented	  bus	  stop.	  	  The	  transit	  services	  provided	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  
and	   Laurel	   Canyon	   with	   Metro	   Routes	   2	   and	   302	   do	   not	   qualify	   this	   project	   as	  
“transit-‐oriented	  development.”	  In	  addition,	  these	  services	  are	  not	  guaranteed	  to	  be	  
provided	   in	   perpetuity,	   and	   could	   be	   terminated	  by	  Metro	   at	   any	   time.	  	   The	  DEIR	  
says	  that	  Metro	  lines	  217	  and	  780	  on	  Fairfax	  serve	  this	  project,	  but	  as	  stated	  above,	  
this	  route	  is	  not	  within	  guidelines	  of	  1,500	  feet.	  	  	  
	  
Significant	  improvement	  will	  need	  to	  be	  made	  at	  all	  bus	  stops	  located	  at	  Sunset	  and	  
Fairfax	  for	  this	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  "high	  quality"	  bus,	  or	  major	  transit	  stop.	  
	  
The	  Recirculated	  DEIR	  points	  out	   that	   the	  project	   is	  not	  within	   the	   required	  1,500	  
feet	  of	  these	  very	  unimproved	  bus	  stops	  for	  FAR	  consideration.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  
mention	  what	  improvements	  will	  be	  made	  or	  at	  what	  locations	  to	  achieve	  a	  quality	  
bus	   stop.	   Please	   provide	   more	   information	   on	   the	   major	   transit	   stops	   and	  
improvements	  to	  be	  made.	  Failure	  to	  have	  done	  so	  makes	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
A	   well	   lit,	   ADA	   compliant	   bus	   shelter	   will	   be	   needed	   at	   this	   location,	   if	   it	   is	   to	  
properly	   serve	   the	   new	   residents,	   guests,	   patrons,	   employees	   and	   general	   public.	  
Restaurant	  employees	  and	  patrons	  who	  leave	  the	  project	   later	  at	  night	  and	  should	  
not	  have	  to	  walk	  farther	  distance	  or	  be	  expected	  to	  wait	  at	  a	  dark,	  unsheltered	  bus	  
stop	  during	  late	  night	  hours.	  People	  will	  not	  take	  the	  bus.	  
	  



The	   rapid	   bus	   number	   780	   does	   stop	   on	   Fairfax	   south	   of	   Sunset	   Blvd,	  where	   the	  
local	  bus	  runs	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  However,	  the	  780	  bus	  does	  not	  operate	  on	  weekends,	  
holidays	  of	   after	  8pm	  during	   the	  week.	  All	   times	   that	   the project	   site	  would	  have	  
heavy	  commercial	  use.	  Hardly	  a	  high	  quality	  Major	  transit	  stop.	  Santa	  Monica	  Blvd	  is	  
the	  more	  major	  stop	  for	  the	  780	  bus	  but	  is	  even	  farther	  away	  and	  disqualifies	  this	  
project	  from	  FAR	  consideration. 
 

 
 
 
Traffic	  objections	  to	  DEIR	  Alternative	  9	  	  
	  
The	   impacts	   from	   construction	   and	   operation	   are	   so	   far	   reaching	   in	   alternative	   9	  
they	  are	  an	  untenable	  burden	  for	  not	  only	  residents	  but	  commuters	  who	  use	  Sunset	  
Blvd,	  Laurel	  Canyon	  Hollywood	  Blvd,	  Laurel,	  Fairfax	  Ave	  and	  Fountain.	  	  
	  
A	  layman's	   review	   of	   this	   proposed	   project	   can	   easily	   pick	   out	   numerous	   glaring	  
issues,	   demonstrating	   the	  most	   basic	   operational	   aspects	   of	   this	   multi	   use	  
development	  have	  not	  been	  vetted	  or	  thought	  through.	  	  
	  
Alternative	   9	   is	   a	   completely	   different	   project,	   with	   completely	   new	   building	  
configurations	  and	  significant	  changes	  to	  proposed	  traffic	  patterns	  and	  traffic	   flow	  
than	  what	   the	   current	   Traffic	   Study	  was	   previously	   performed	   for.	  	   A	   New	   traffic	  
study	  should	  be	  required	  and	  performed	  for	  this	  new	  Alternative	  9,	  and	  any	  other	  
configuration	   that	   changes	   or	   alters	  traffic	   flow,	  travel	   lanes,	   traffic	  circulation,	  
ingress	   and	   egress	   to	  project	   site	   for	   vehicles,	   trucks	   and	  bicycles	   on	  Havenhurst,	  
Fountain	   Ave,	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   Crescent	   Heights.	   The	   new	   traffic	   study	   needs	   to	  
include	  cumulative	   impacts	   from	  other	  projects approved	  and	  planned	  within	  one	  
and	  one	  half	  miles	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  
	  
We	  have	  numerous	  concerns	  about	  traffic	  flow	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project,	  and	  in	  turn	  
lanes	  adjacent	   to	   the	  project.	  	   In	   recent	  years,	  both	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Fountain	  
have	   joined	  Sunset	  Blvd.	   as	  major	   commuter	   routes,	  producing	  heavy	   cut	   through	  
traffic	   on	   local	   neighborhood	   streets.	  	  We	   are	  additionally	   concerned	  	   with	   driver	  
ability	  and	  safety	  of	  left	  turns	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  project	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  
	  
One	   of	   the	   proposed	   changes	   is	   for	   Fountain	   Ave,	   installing	   left	   turn	   lanes	   and	   a	  
traffic	   light	   at	   Havenhurst.	   Installation	   of	   new	   left	   turn	   lanes	   on	   Fountain	   Ave	   at	  



Havenhurst	  would	  reduce	  the	  two	  existing	  east-‐west	  travel	  lanes	  to	  only	  one	  in	  each	  
direction	  at	  all	  hours.	  Fountain	  Ave	   is	  already	  overflowing	  with	   traffic	  and	  backed	  
up	  in	  each	  direction.	  Changing	  Fountain	  Ave	  to	  only	  one	  travel	  lane,	  would	  eliminate	  
on	   street	   parking	   currently	   available	   to	   residents,	   further	   reduce	   emergency	  
response	  times	  and	  would	  be	  disaster!	  
	  
SEE	  PHOTO:	  Fountain	  Ave	  at	  Havenhurst	  
 
 

 
 
 
 
We	   do	   not	   believe	   that	   the	   traffic	   island,	   which	   belongs	   to	   the	   city,	   should	   be	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project.	  The	   current	  sweeping	   right	   turn	   lane	  eastbound	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  Crescent	  Heights	  should	  be	  preserved	  as	  is.	  It	  allows	  for	  
continual	   vehicle	   merging	   function	   which	   will	   be	   needed	   to	   accommodate	   the	  
new	  528	  residents,	  volumes	  of	  drivers	  and	  delivery	  trucks	  going	  to	  and	  leaving	  the	  
site	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	   parking	   garage.	   The	   traffic	   survey	   on	   this	   matter	   is	  
inaccurate	  and	  misleading.	  	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   is	   weak	   regarding	   pedestrians	   and	   silent	   regarding	   incorporations	   of	  



bicycle	  riders.	  
	  
Outdated	  statistics	   from	  2013	  do	  not	   include	  many	  recent	  building	  projects	   to	   the	  
west	   and	   east	   of	   the	   project.	   	  We	   request	   a	   new	   traffic	   study	   by	   an	  independent	  
company	  be	  done	  to	  more	  accurately	  and	  impartially	  assess	  the	  project’s	  impact	  on	  
traffic	  as	   this	  DEIR	   is	   fatally	   flawed	   in	   its methodology.	  All	  Traffic	   is	  estimated	  by	  
theoretical	  models	  instead	  of	  empirical	  evidence.	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  do	  an	  actual	  count	  of	  
the	  daily	  traffic	  accounts	  in	  and	  out	  of	  the	  present	  shopping	  center	  but	  this	  has	  not	  
been	   done.	   The	   present	   mall’s	   Traffic	   estimations	   of	   over	   7000	   cars	   is	   a	   gross	  
overestimate.	  Townscape’s	  own	  site	  manager	  concludes	   that	  about	  1500	  cars	  visit	  
the	   center	   daily.	   Real	   numbers	   based	   on	   empirical	   evidence,	   not	   theoretical	  
numbers,	   should	   be	   used	   so	   the	   city	   and	   the	   public	   can	   then	   properly	   assess	   the	  
DEIR	  traffic	  impacts.	  
	  

Construction	  Truck	  Access	  and	  Street	  Closures	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   construction	   trucks	   entering	   and	   exiting	   the	   project	   during	  
construction	  will	  do	  so	  from	  Crescent	  Heights,	  making	  a	  left	  turn	  across	  all	  lanes	  of	  
traffic	  up	   to	  Sunset	  Blvd.	  By	   the	  DEIR’s	  own	  conclusions	   this	  will	   result	   in	  21,000	  
one	  way	  trips	  or	  42,000	  in	  and	  out	  truck	  trips,	  each	  one	  that	  must	  cross	  all	  lanes	  of	  
Crescent	   Heights	   to	   then	  make	   a	   right	   turn	   on	   Sunset.	   If	   each	   such	   effective	  lane	  
closures	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  results	   in	  a	  minute’s	  disruption of	   traffic,	   then	  by	  the	  
time	  the	  project	  is	  finished	  Crescent	  Heights	  will	  have	  suffered	  a	  cumulative	  29	  days	  
of	  stopped	  traffic.	  
	  
The	   traffic	   congestion	   effect	   on	   all	   surrounding	   streets,	   including	   local	   residential	  
streets	  and	  cut	  through	  traffic	  will	  be	  severe.	  As	  well	  as	  a	  impacts	  to	  street	  surfaces	  
and	   infrastructure	   from	   heavy	   load	   trucks.	  This	   is	   an	   unacceptable	   community	  
impact. 
 
 
Commercial	  Delivery	  Trucks	  
	  

Emissions,	  noise	  and	  environment	  hazards	  from	  expected	  volume	  of	  daily	  delivery	  
trucks	   will	   have	   a	   negative	   and	   severe	   effect	   on	   the	   health	   and	   welfare	   of	   the	  
immediate	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood,	  residents,	  pedestrians,	  local	  businesses,	  
traffic	  circulation	  and	  roads.	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   in	   its	   traffic	   estimates	   the	   fact	   that	   the	  
developers	  are	  proposing	  a	  high	  volume	  grocery	  store	  on	  the	  premises	  and	  a	  high	  
volume	   gym.	  We	   ask	   that	   the	   DEIR	   be	   forced	   to	   include	   traffic	   numbers	   counted	  
properly	  from	  similarly	  sized	  grocery	  stores	  and	  gyms.	  	  
	  
The	  project	  proposes	  an	  internal	  truck	  delivery	  and	  loading	  dock	  area	  for	  its	  grocery	  
and	   retail	   operations.	   The	   recirculated	   DEIR	   does	   not	   provide	   information	   or	  



specifics	  regarding	  the	  actual	  operations	  and	  function	  for	  trucks	  and	  deliveries.	  
	  
Multiple	  restaurant	  and	  retail	  stores	  will	  generate	  heavy	  delivery	  truck	  volume.	  
	  
How	  many	   trucks	   (large,	  medium	  and	   smaller)	   can	   the	   internal	   loading	  dock	  area	  
accommodate	  at	  one	  time?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  undressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Where	  would	   the	   truck	  waiting	   or	   staging	   area	   be	   located, while	   trucks	  wait	   for	  
other	   trucks	   to	   leave	   the	   loading	  area	  and	   free	  up	   loading	  dock	  access	  and	  space?	  
The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Would	  there	  be	  a	  delivery	  truck	  waiting-‐staging	  location	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd,	  Havenhurst	  
or	  other	  location?	  	  
	  
Will	   there	  be	  some	   type	  of	   radio	  communications	  between	   the	   loading	  dock	  office	  
and	  incoming	  /	  out	  going	  delivery	  truck	  drivers	  to	  alert	  the	  driver	  that	  the	  loading	  
dock	  is	  already	  in	  use	  and	  at	  capacity	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  
fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Havenhurst	   is	   a	   small	   local	   street.	   Most	   small	   local	   streets	   and	   under	   street	  
infrastructure	   in	   the	   City	   of	   Los	   Angeles	   and	   City	   of	   West	   Hollywood	   were	   not	  
designed	  or	  made	   to	   support	   the	   size	  and	  weight	  of	   large	   trucks	  or	  heavy	  volume	  	  
truck	  traffic.	  	  	  
	  
Would	   Havenhurst	   need	   to	   be	   widened	   and	   strengthened	   to	   support	   and	  
accommodate	  the	  project's	  proposed	  heavy	  truck	  use	  and	  volume	  ?	  
	  
Would	   Sunset	   Blvd	   access	   or	   regular	   traffic	   flow	   be	   blocked	   by	   trucks	   entering,	  
exiting,	   turn	   maneuvers,	   or	   trucks	   waiting and	   lining	   up	   to	   enter	   the	   project's	  
internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  on	  Havenhurst	  ?	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  any	  of	  this	  unaddressed	  
and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Many	  deliveries	  for	  grocery	  and	  restaurants	  make	  deliveries	  in	  the	  morning,	  mixing	  
with	  regular	  commuter	  AM	  peaks	  rush	  hours.	  	  

 
How	  will	  the	  project	  site	  handle	  this	  additional	  truck	  volume	  coming	  and	  going	  from	  
the	  Havenhurst	   loading	  dock	  area,	   in	   addition	   to	   approximately	  100	  plus	   resident	  
vehicles	   leaving	   the	   project's	   same	   vehicle	   exit	   location,	   also	   traveling	   north	   to	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  during	  the	  same	  morning	  peak	  rush	  hour	  time?	  	  
	  
Grocery	  stores	  in	  particular	  get	  their	  deliveries	  during	  night	  and	  very	  early	  morning	  
hours.	   The	   noise	   from	   trucks	   accessing	   the	   project	   site	   during	   the	   night	   time	   and	  
early	  morning	  hours	  (3:30-‐5am)	  could	  be	  disruptive	  to	  residents	  trying	  to	  sleep.	  	  
	  
What	  type	  of	  operational	  noise	  barriers	  will	  be	  constructed	  ?	  	  The	  DEIR	  leaves	  this	  



unaddressed	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  has	  represented	  that	  only	  “residential	  traffic”	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  enter	  the	  
project	   from	  Havenhurst,	   a	   tiny	   residential	   street.	   Yet	   it	   also	   states	   that	   all	   truck	  
deliveries	  are	  to	  enter	  and	  exit	  the	  internal	  loading	  dock	  area	  from	  Havenhurst	  via	  
Sunset	   Blvd.	   This	   includes	   large	   daily	   truck	   deliveries	   to	   the	  	   grocery	   store,	  
restaurant,	  retail	  deliveries,	  garbage	  trucks	  etc.	  	  

 
Can	   such	   a	   small	   residential	   street	   such	   as	  Havenhurst	   accommodate	   this	   type	   of	  
large	   truck	   maneuvering,	   turning	   radius	   and	   volume	   of	   trucks	   to	   back	   in	   to	   the	  
internal	  loading	  dock?	  
	  
It	  is	  a	  reasonable	  expectation	  that	  the	  most	  simple	  access	  delivery	  trucks	  servicing	  
smaller	  restaurants	  and	  retail	  establishments	  will	  stop	  and	  park	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  in	  
front	  of	   the	  project	  site	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	  on	  the	  side	  of	   the	  project	  site	  to	  make	  
their	  deliveries.	  Unloading	  of	  goods	  would	  take	  place	  on	  the	  pubic	  sidewalks,	   then	  
wheeled	   into	   the	  plaza	  area	  and	   to	   the	   restaurant	  and	   retail	   stores.	  However,	   this	  
would	  eliminate	  vehicle	   lane	  use	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  or	  Crescent	  Heights	   for	  residents	  
leaving	   in	   the	  morning	   via	   Sunset	   Blvd	   and	   patrons	   and	   employees	   entering	   and	  
exiting	  during	   the	  day.	  The	  DEIR	  offers	  no	  solutions	   to	   this	  and	   in	   fact	   states	  only	  
three	   spaces	  will	   be	   provided	  in	   the	   internal	   garage	   for	   such	  deliveries	   as	  well	   as	  
taxis,	   uber,	   and	   personal	   drop-‐offs.	   This	   is	   a	   vast	   underestimation	   of	   the	   likely	  
demand	  for	  unloading	  space	  created	  by	  such	  deliveries.	  	  	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  would	  also	  greatly	  shorten	  turn	  lane	  length	  
availability	  for	  the	  proposed	  Sunset	  Blvd	  right	  turn	  lane	  and	  vehicles	  turning	  from	  
Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  southbound	  to	  Crescent	  Heights.	  The	  right	  turn	  lane	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  
would	  overflow	  to	  other	  lanes	  making	  Sunset	  Blvd	  access	  for	  new	  residents,	  patrons	  
and	  all	  regular	  vehicle	  travel	  near	  impossible.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address this	  and	  is	  
deficient.	  
	  
Additionally,	   delivery	   trucks	   parked	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   hinder	   ingress,	  
egress	  to	   and	   from	   the	   parking	   garage	   access	  and	   block	   vehicle	   site	   view	   on	  
oncoming	  traffic	  from	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  is	  proposed	  
to	  be	  a	  very	  high	  volume	  use	   from	  employees,	  patrons,	  valet	  set	  up,	  residents	  and	  
residents	  guests	  turning	  left	  and	  right	  into	  and	  out	  of	  the	  Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  
garage.	  The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally flawed.	  
	  
Delivery	  trucks	  parked	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  Crescent	  Heights	  would	  also	  eliminate	  or	  
hinder	  use	  of	  a	  curbside	  resident,	  patron	  and	  employee	  passenger	  pick	  up	  and	  drop	  
off	   for	   ride	  services	   like	  Taxi,	  Lyft	  and	  Uber.	  Easy	  passenger	  pick	  up and	  drop	  off	  
areas	  will	  be	  essential	  for	  smooth	  east-‐west	  travel	  on	  Sunset	  Blvd	  and	  north-‐south	  
travel	  on	  Crescent	  Heights.	  An	  off	  street	  cutout	  area	  is	  necessary	  for	  Sunset	  Blvd	  to	  
accommodate	   passenger	   drop	   off	   and	   pick	   up	   with	   out	   adding	   more	   strain	   on	  
Crescent	  Heights	  parking	  garage	  access	  and	  surrounding	  neighborhood	  streets.	  The	  



DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Uber,	  Taxi,	  personal	  deliveries,	  UPS	  etc.	  are	  inside	  the	  parking	  garage	  where	  no	  one	  
will	  use	  them.	  This	  is	  utterly	  inadequate.	  	  
	  
Additionally,	   the	  recirculated	  DEIR	  doesn't	  mention	  if	  residential	  moving	  vans	  and	  
trucks	  and	  daily	  residential	  packages	  deliveries	  would	  also	  be	  using	  the	  Havenhust	  
access	  as	  well.	  No	  mention	  is	  made	  in	  the	  DEIR	  how	  Havenhurst,	  a	  tiny	  residential	  
street,	  will	  be	  impacted	  by	  taxis	  and	  personal	  pick-‐ups	  being	  made	  for	  residents	  at	  
the	  Havenhurst	  entrance	  to	  the	  project.	  

 
SEE	  PHOTO	  BELOW:	  Havenhurst	  parking	  and	  truck	  garage	  access	  
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PERMITS	  AND	  APPROVALS:	  	  
The	  Project	  Applicant	  is	  requesting	  permits	  and	  approvals	  for	  the	  Project	  that	  would	  
include,	   but	   may	   not	   be	   limited	   to,	   the	   following:	   Affordable	   Housing	   Incentives,	  
including	  the	  following	  off-‐menu	  Incentives:	  	  
	  
(2)	  an	   off-‐menu	   Incentive	   to	   allow	  an	   increase	   in	   the	  number	   of	   compact	   parking	  
spaces	   that	  may	  be	  provided	   for	   commercial	  uses	   from	  40%	   to	  60%	  and	   to	   allow	  
parking	   for	   residential	   uses	   in	   excess	   of	   one	   standard	   parking	   stall	   for	   146	  
residential	  units	  to	  be	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces	  instead	  of	  one	  standard	  parking	  
space	   for	  each	  unit	   (or	  249	  spaces),	  with	   the	  rest	  provided	  as	  compact	  spaces,	   in-‐
lieu	   of	   the	   requirements	   set	   forth	   in	   LAMC	   Section	   12.21-‐A,5(c),	   with	   attendant	  
parking	  for	  both	  commercial	  and	  residential	  parking;	  	  
	  
Parking	  Option	  1,	  pursuant	  to	  Section	  12.22-‐A,25(d)(1),	  which	  allows	  parking	  to	  be	  
provided	  at	  a	  ratio	  of	  1	  space	  for	  each	  studio	  and	  one-‐	  bedroom	  unit,	  and	  two	  spaces	  
for	   each	   two-‐	   and	   three-‐bedroom	   unit,	   and	   provides	   that	   required	   parking	   in	   a	  
Housing	   Development	   Project	   that	   qualifies	   for	   a	   Density	   Bonus	   may	   be	   sold	   or	  
rented	  separately	  from	  the	  dwelling	  units;	  
	  
The	   DEIR	   states	   that	   Mixed	   Use	   buildings	   are	   permitted	   to	   sell	   or	   rent	   parking	  
spaces,	  but	  does	  not	  provide	  specifics	  as	  to	  how	  many	  spaces	  will	  sold	  or	  rent	  or	  at	  
what	  cost.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  also	  states	  parking	  will	  be	  provided	  by	  valet	  only	  or	  shuttle	  for	  events,	  but	  
does	  not	  provide	  information	  of	  cost	  per	  vehicle.	  
	  
The	  DEIR	   states	   that	   parking	   discounts	  will	   be	   given	   for	   vehicles	  with	   3	   or	  more	  
occupants,	  but	  patrons	  going	  to	  a	  grocery	  store,	  gym	  or	  bank	  generally	  don't	  travel	  
with	   3	   or	   more	   people	   per	   car.	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   Havenhurst	   and	   Crescent	   Heights	  
already	  has	   little	   to	  no	  available	  extra	   street	  parking.	   If	  parking	  and	  valet	   charges	  
are	   high,	   vehicles	   will	   not	   park at	   the	   complex,	   but	   will	   circle	   the	   neighborhood	  
streets	   looking	   for	   parking,	   causing	   more	   emissions,	   noise	   and	   congestion.	  
Townscape	  Partners	  previously	  demonstrated	  their	  desire	   for	  high	  parking	   fees	   in	  
2013	  with	  disastrous	   outcome	   for	   neighborhood	   serving	   establishments	   and	   local	  
patrons.	  
	  
This	   proposed	   development	   shows	   real	   probability	   of	   overrunning	   and	  
overwhelming	   the	   surrounding	   neighborhood.	   Availability,	   accessibility	   and	  
affordability	  of	  parking,	   for	   this	   location	  are	   important	  details	   to	  provide.	  Parking	  
spaces	   for	   residents,	   guests,	   employees	   and	   patrons	   for	   separate	   establishments,	  
along	  with	  the	  cost	  or	  charge	  for	  a	  parking	  spaces,	  parking	  and	  valet	  charges	  should	  
be	  provided	   and	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   and	  RDEIR.	  Additionally,	   local	   neighbors	   of	  
the	  project	  site,	  are	  hillside	  residents	  who	  will	  need	  to	  drive	  to	  the	  location.	  	  
	  
Will	  a	  self	  park	  option	  be	  available	  ?	  



Will	  free	  parking	  be	  available	  ?	  
Will	  guests	  of	  residents	  be	  charged	  for	  parking	  ?	  
Will	   service	   workers,	   (painters,	   repair	   people,	   construction	   workers	   etc.)	  
housekeepers	  for	  residential	  units	  and	  condos	  be	  charged	  to	  park	  on	  site	  ?	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  does	  not	  address	  any	  of	  this	  and	  so	  is	  fatally	  flawed.	  

  
Event	  Venue	  Parking	  and	  Traffic	  Circulation	  
	  

Applicant	  -‐	  Page	  ES-‐45.	  Modify	  text;	  	  PDF-‐Traffic-‐2,	  During	  occasional	  large	  special	  
events	  on-‐site,	  the	  Applicant	  shall	  (1)	  require	  that	  all	  event-‐related	  parking	  is	  valet-‐
only	  or	  (2)	  secure	  off-‐site	  facilities	  (including	  shuttle	  service	  to	  and	  from	  the	  off-‐site	  
parking	  area	  (s)	  for	  event	  guests),	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  valet-‐only	  and	  off-‐site	  
parking.	  
	  
The	  Project	  says	  the	  site,	  in	  addition	  to	  residential	  and	  commercial	  mix,	  will	  also	  be	  
an	  event	  venue.	  While	  there	  are	  residential	  uses	  located	  close	  by	  high	  volume,	  high	  
intensity	   event	   venues,	   generally	   residents	   don't	   live	  at	   event	   venues.	   This	   is	   not	  
usually	  a	  compatible	  mix.	  	  
	  
The	  DEIR	  states	  that	  guests	  coming	  for	  events	  will	  only	  valet	  park	  or	  be	  shuttled	  for	  
off	   site	  parking	   locations,	  but	  does	  not	  say	  what	   type	  of	  events,	  how	  many	  people	  
would	  be	  attending,	  what	   the	  hours	  events	  would	  take	  place,	  or	  where	  the	  off	  site	  
event	  parking	  is	  located.	  	  
	  
The	  corner	  of	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Sunset	  Blvd	   is	  not	  an	  appropriate	   location	   for	  
large	  high	  volume,	  high	  intensity	  public	  or	  private	  events.	  
	  
High	  volume	  event	  traffic	  with	  many	  guests	  arriving	  at	  the	  same	  time	  by	  car	  trying	  
to	   access	   the	   valet	   parking	   garage	   on	   Crescent	   Heights	   would	   over	   flow	   the	  
southbound	  and	  northbound	  vehicle	  travel	  lanes	  waiting	  to	  turn	  left	  and	  right	  into	  
Crescent	  Heights	  garage.	  	  
	  
High	   volumes	   of	   vehicle	   would	   block	   exiting	   vehicles from	   turning	   left	   onto	  
Crescents	  Heights	  and	  general	  traffic	  flow	  on	  Crescent	  Heights	  and	  Laurel	  Canyon.	  	  
	  
How	  many	  events	  would	  take	  place	  monthly	  or	  annually	  ?	  
What	  type	  of	  events	  would	  be	  held	  at	  the	  location	  ?	  
Would	  events	  be	  private	  events	  or	  open	  to	  the	  general	  public?	  
During	  what	  hours	  and	  days	  would	  events	  take	  place	  ?	  
Would	  events	  take	  place	  during	  late	  night	  hours	  ?	  
How	  will	  residential	  uses	  be	  separated	  from	  event	  use	  ?	  
Will	   event	   use	   of	   location	   and	   parking	   access	   be	   separate	   from	   residential	   and	  
general	  neighborhood	  commercial	  use	  ?	  
Will	   the	   plaza	   area,	   retail	   and	   restaurant	   use	   be	   closed	   to	   general	   public	   during	  



events	  ?	  
If	  the	  plaza	  area	  is	  used	  for	  private	  events,	  that	  don't	  include	  the	  on	  site	  residents,	  
how	  do	  residents	  access	  their	  units	  from	  the	  plaza	  area	  ?	  
	  
More	   information	  regarding	   traffic	   flow,	  shuttling	  and	  access	  during	  events	  and	   in	  
general	  should	  have	  been	  provided,	  making	  this	  DEIR	  fatally	  flawed.	  
	  
Public	  Safety	  
	  
Increased	   response	   times	   for	   fire/paramedic	  units	  will	   be	   further	   slowed	   into	   the	  
neighborhood	   by	   the	   increased	   traffic	   this	   project	   will	   generate.	   The	   responding	  
agency,	  LAFD,	  has	  already	  submitted	  to	  the	  city	  a	  finding	  that	  the	  size	  and	  density	  of	  
the	   proposed	   project,	   coupled	   with	   reduced	   response	   times,	   would	   render	   fire	  
protection	   for	   the	   project	   and	   its	   residents	   “inadequate”.	   It	   goes	   on	   to	   state	   the 
following	   “Adverse	   effects”	   the	   project	   will	   generate:	   “Project	   implementation	  
will	   increase	   the	   need	   for	   more	   fire	   protection	   and	   emergency	   medical	  

services	  in	  the	  area”.	  This	  letter	  is	  signed	  by	  the	  fire	  chief	  of	  the	  LAFD.	  
	  
Who	   will	   pay	   for	   this?	   At	   what	   point	   does	   the	   cost	   to	   the	   city	   for	   the	   supposed	  
benefits	  of	  a	  few	  affordable	  apartments	  become	  outweighed	  not	  only	  by	  the	  damage	  
done	  to	  an	  entire	  neighborhood’s	  quality	  of	   life	  but	  real	  cost	  outlays	  for	  additional	  
fire	  and	  ambulance	  personnel	  or	  even	  a	  new	  fire	  station	  to	  handle	  the	  unnecessary	  
density	  the	  project	  creates?	  The	  DEIR	  is	  utterly	  silent	  on	  this	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  
considered	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  be	  rejected.	  
	  
Operation	  Impacts	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   assume	   that	   residents	   of	   a	   Frank	   Gehry	   building	   would	   be	  
affluent	  tenants	   and	   owners	  who	  would	  want	   a	   separate,	  more	   private	   residential	  
pedestrian	   access	   other	   than	   having	   to	   walk	   out	   through	   the	   parking	   garage	   or	  
directly	  into	  and	  through	  a	  public	  plaza	  space.	  	  	  
	  
The	   project	   has	   a	   large	   residential	   component,	   but	   doesn't	   appear	   to	   have	   a	  
residential	   relationship	   to	   Havenhurst	   or Crescent	   Heights,	   which	   are	   residential	  
streets.	   The	   rendering	   included	   in	   the	  DEIR	   only	   shows	   a	   residential	   relationship	  
with	  the	  commercial	  public	  plaza,	  rather	  than	  a	  defined	  front	  door	  for	  residents	  and	  
their	  guests.	  
	  
Resident	  pets	  	  
	  
It	   is	   reasonable	   to	   presume	   that	   of	   the	  249	   new	   units	   and	   with	   505-‐528	  new	  
residents,	  the	  project	  would	  be	  home	  to	  approximately	  100	  plus	  new	  resident	  dogs.	  
The	  project	  rendering	  does	  not	  show	  amenities	  or	  place	  for	  these	  resident	  pets,	  such	  
as	  an	  on	  site	  dog	  run	  dog,	  making	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Further,	  the	  DEIR	  doesn't	  not	  address	  how	  these	  resident	  pets	  /	  dogs	  will	  access	  or	  



leave	   the	   project	   site	   for	   their	   daily	   walks	   other	   than	   out	   through	   the	   parking	  
garages	  on	  Havenhurst	  or	  Crescent	  Heights,	  or	  through	  the	  public	  plaza	  entry	  points	  
on	   Sunset	   Blvd,	   thus	  mixing	   with	   shoppers	   coming	   and	   going	   and	   people	   dining.	  
While	  I'm	  sure	  the	  dogs	  would	  enjoy	  participating	  in	  plaza	  dining,	  this	  would	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  access	  or	  safe	  route	  for	  excited	  pets	  or	  patrons.	  	  
	  
More	  consideration	  should	  be	  paid	  to	  providing	  wider	  sidewalks.	  Mixed	  use	  is	   just	  
that,	   a	   mix	   of	   residential	   function	   and	   commercial	   function	   and	   event	   venue	  
function.	   Mixing	   multiple	   functions	   requires	   more	   effort.	   The	   current	   sidewalk 
renderings	  cater	  more	  to	  the	  current	  commercial	  use,	  rather	  than	  the	  new	  increased	  
use	  and	  basic	  daily	  function	  for	  528	  new	  residents,	  their	  pets,	  rideshare	  drop	  off	  and	  
pick	  up,	  transit	  bus	  waiting	  areas	  and	  substantially	  increased	  commercial	  use.	  This	  
makes	  the	  DEIR	  flawed.	  
	  
Required	  park	  space	  
	  
Affordable	  housing	  is	  not	  the	  only	  “community	  benefit”	  on	  which	  this	  project’s	  DEIR	  
bases	   its	   approvable	   on.	   Other	   “community	   benefits”	   include	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   counting	   private	   resident	   terraces	   as	   community	   park	   space.	   The	  
developer	   is	   also	   counting	   its	   legally	   mandated	   setbacks	   as	   community	   park	  
space.	  	  The	  developer	  is	  using	  hoped-‐for	  annexed	  city	   land	  that	   it	  does	  not	  own	  as	  
park	  space	  while	  taking	  away	  a	  much	  needed	  transit	  island.	  This	  does	  not	  constitute	  
true	  public	  park	  space	  in	  any	  real	  form	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  city’s	  own	  criteria	  for	  
community	   park	   space.	   Will	   the	   affordable	   housing	   residents	   have	   their	   own	  
terraces,	  or	  will they	  be	  given	  the	  worst	  units	  on	  the	  bottom	  of	  the	  project	  with	  no	  
outdoor	  space	  to	  speak	  of?	  Will	  they	  be	  shuttled	  through	  a	  “poor	  door”,	  which	  was	  
proposed	  by	  the	  same	  developers	  on	  their	  last	  project	  at	  8899	  Beverly	  blvd?	  	  
	  
Specifically,	  the	  basic	  assumption	  is	  that	  by	  providing	  the	  Community	  with	  Benefits	  
such	  as	  Affordable	  Housing,	  Parking,	  Bike	  Racks	  and	  Parks	  the	  Developer	  gets	  to	  
ignore	  the	  FAR	  on	  the	  site	  and	  build	  something	  much	  bigger	  than	  otherwise	  
possible.	  What	  is	  the	  Community	  benefit?	  Where	  is	  the	  Public	  offsite	  Park	  space	  
other	  then	  interior	  plaza	  space	  on	  site?	  Why	  has	  the	  "community	  benefiting	  public	  
park	  space"	  been	  put	  mostly	  on	  the	  private	  residential	  terraces	  up	  in	  the	  towers?	  
How	  will	  this	  park	  space	  benefit	  the	  community	  if	  they	  can	  not	  access	  it?	  How	  come	  
the	  city	  owned	  large	  traffic	  island	  is	  being	  gifted	  to	  the	  developers,	  then	  given	  back	  
to	  the	  community	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  Set	  Back/park	  space?	  Why	  hasn't	  the	  developer	  
shown	  a	  proposal	  that	  only	  uses	  the	  land	  it	  actually	  owns,	  instead	  of	  annexing	  city	  
land	  in	  all	  alternatives?	  	  We	  know	  the	  number	  of	  affordable	  units,	  but	  how	  much	  will	  
they	  rent	  for	  and	  who	  will	  they	  be	  rented	  to?	  Without	  specific	  and	  transparent	  
answers	  to	  this	  question,	  the	  DEIR	  is	  fatally	  flawed	  and	  cannot	  /	  should	  not	  be	  

approved.	  
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Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,
 
I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd ﴾City
Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR﴿. This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal
liability ﴾lawsuits﴿ the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro‐
developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 
 
Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:
 
HEIGHT: at 234 feet ﴾22 stories﴿, the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building ﴾79 feet﴿ and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is
keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars
use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections
are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety 
 
ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan!
This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends,
holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐
menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu
Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio ﴾LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25﴾f﴿﴾4﴿﴾ii﴿;﴿ 
 
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our water
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and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.
 
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the
proposed project.
 
Sincerely,

‐‐ 
In all the best,
Shafia Paglar

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 8:22 AM
To: shafiapaglar@sbcglobal.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Sin Wong <thesinwong@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:41 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

Hi, my name is Sin Wong. I am a resident within a 0.5 mile radius of 8150 Sunset. 

While I love that Frank Gehry's name is now attached to this project on 8150 Sunset, the proposed plans need
further consideration as there are still some major issues: 

Number of stories proposed at 22 needs to be scaled down as the surrounding buildings in the area are not
nearly that tall and if something of that height was built: 

a) The skyline for the residents in the area would be drastically altered. People living in the flats would not
appreciate having tower(s) of that size looming over them and people living in the hills would not appreciate
something sticking out in their view of LA city. 

Just the aesthetics would cause a depreciation in home value as well as living quality. Have you read Death of a
Salesman? The salesman's home was squished between two high rises. He committed. Have you seen the
movie Up? Same thing with the old man's home: his immediate surroundings were sold out to developers. He
checked out with balloons. 

b) Other developers can site 8150 Sunset as an example of why they should also be permitted to build looming
towers, resulting in more Death of a Salesman and Up scenarios. 

Parking concerns: not enough parking. One space for each apartment? This cannot be serious as most 2+
households have at least two cars. Even some single people have more than one car. Where are these cars
going to be parked? On the streets? All residents in the 22 story tower will be parking at least one car on the
streets? Do you all see how this is ridiculous? 

Traffic: The intersection on Sunset and Crescent is already infamous for being unsafe. Traffic on Laurel Canyon
MondayFriday is already severely depressing. Are we trying to depress the residents of LA even more with all
this added cars/people trying to get to 8150 Sunset without proper parking? And really, massive redesigning of
the surrounding streets should be considered to ease traffic flow as oppose to congest it even further. 

Much more consideration needs to be put upon 8150 Sunset. Much much more. We love Frank Gehry but his
team needs to come up with a better plan. 

Thanks for reading! 

One presently happy resident/supporter of our awesome community, 

Sin Wong

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:41 PM
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To: thesinwong@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.



11/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/144/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150eea4fbd8eea00&siml=150eea4fbd8eea00&siml=150eea503b786c78 1/4

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Stephanie Savage <mike.stephanie@prodigy.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:46 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Via Email at 3:46pm :

planning.envreview@lacity.org;

david.ryu@lacity.org;

mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

 

11/9/2015

 

To Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Garcetti,

 

Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

 

 

 

I have several concerns about the proposed project 8150 Sunset project and I am in opposition of the DEIR as
written. My concerns:

 

1.      Zoning current and proposed Density & Height

2.      Height allowable and loss of views

3.      Valid Traffic Analysis proving a favorable traffic condition prior to any CUP/ or zoning change

 

 

Concern 1

 

Zoning would need to be changed prior to applying for development incentives. Current base zone is C41D and

mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
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the FAR is 1.5:1 and max. height is 45 feet. However the developers attempt to change from current zone C4
to MU via conditional use permit? I am not sure how they are attempting this change without changing the base
zoning height and FAR are limited by the summary of zoning regulations and by the code section below

 

See Section 13.09 Mixed Use Districts, under Development incentives

   E.   Development Incentives.  Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter to the
contrary, the following development incentives shall apply in Mixed Use Districts:

 

   1.   Housing.  The individual ordinance establishing a Mixed Use District shall establish an
incentive for dwelling units in Mixed Use Projects.  The amount of the incentive shall be based on
an appropriate consideration of the proposed district’s character, needs, and development
potential, and the goals, policies, and objectives set forth in the applicable Community Plan.

 

   The incentive shall be shown on the “Zoning Map” by use of the capital letters “MU” for Mixed
Use Projects and “C” for Commercial Uses, preceded by the applicable numerical limits.  The first
twodigit number before the diagonal line shall indicate the maximum height permitted.  The first
number after the diagonal line, which may include a decimal fraction, shall indicate the maximum
permitted floor area ratio (FAR).  For example, a Mixed Use District zoned C2 45/2.0MU 35/1.5C
means that a Mixed Use Project may not exceed a maximum height of 45 feet for the entire
Project or an FAR of 2.0.  The Commercial Uses in a Mixed Use Project would be restricted to a
maximum FAR of 1.5.  Projects comprised exclusively of Commercial Uses would be restricted to
a maximum height of 35 feet and a maximum FAR of 1.5.  If the letter “U” appears before the
diagonal line instead of a number, then an unlimited height is permitted.

 

   (a)   If a height or FAR housing incentive would result in a maximum height or FAR which
exceeds that of the underlying base zone, then the Project may not proceed until the height district
of the base zone is changed.

 

   (b)   The minimum dwelling unit FAR for Mixed Use Projects with a total FAR of 6.0 or greater is
1.5

 

   (c)   The lot area requirements of the R5 zone shall apply to Mixed Use Projects with a total FAR
of 6.0 or greater.

 

Concern 2

The allowable heights are listed on the summary of zoning regulations, under C4 the height/stories column
states “unlimited (8)”, which is a footnote (8) refers you to SEC. 12.21.1.  HEIGHT OF BUILDING OR
STRUCTURES. The heights are limited and references to  SEC. 12.24.  CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS AND
OTHER SIMILAR QUASIJUDICIAL APPROVALS. Apply to the developer’s request. The size, height, location,
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operations are relevant to degradation of adjacent properties by loss of view, problematic access due to
overburdening the infrastructure with 700 to 800 more cars at a dense intersection. The proposed plan will block
views, which is easily understood due to the height and mass. The city needs to validate/prove how the maximum
height of 234 feet was determined and how it could ever be allowed, since “unlimited” does have limits.

   

 

Section 12.24 .E

   E.   Findings for Approval.  (Amended by Ord. No. 182,095, Eff. 5/7/12.)  A decisionmaker shall not
grant a conditional use or other approval specified in Subsections U., V., W., or X. of this Section without
finding:

 

   1.   that the project will enhance the built environment in the surrounding neighborhood or will perform a
function or provide a service that is essential or beneficial to the community, city, or region;

 

   2.   that the project's location, size, height, operations and other significant features will be compatible with
and will not adversely affect or further degrade adjacent properties, the surrounding neighborhood, or the public
health, welfare, and safety; and

 

   3.   that the project substantially conforms with the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan, the
applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan.

 

   The decisionmaker shall also make any additional findings required by Subsections U., V., W. and X., and
shall determine that the project satisfies all applicable requirements in those subsections.

 

 

Concern 3

I have lived in Laurel Canyon for 17 years and traffic is not getting better and the roads are not getting wider.
The burden for the developer to prove that traffic will be minimally impacted and this is their job. I doubt they
can validate a traffic plan since the project is too large. I am concerned about the safety of the area due to the
increase in the traffic as well.

I design and build houses in Laurel Canyon. I believe in responsible development, not over development. This
size and height of this proposed project needs to reduced. This proposed project is a land grab under the guise
of 11% low income housing ( which only allows 21% density bonus on the 1.5:1, not double) , a bit of green
space and stating is has a major transit stop which it does not by have definition ( by distance from or definition
of “major transit stop”). I see so many mistakes by either planning and/or by developers not accurately
representing their projects in the hillside areas. In fact, I attend hearings at least twice a month to remind either
the ZA or the CAPC of the these errors. I am losing faith that the laws are not being implemented for
everyone. Please be responsible for the 8150 Sunset project.
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Sincerely, Stephanie Savage

2153 Groveland Drive, LA,CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:46 PM
To: mike.stephanie@prodigy.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Steven Luftman <sluftman@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:40 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
I am in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150 Sunset for the following reasons:
 
THE PROJECT DESTROYS PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to
encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent
practical, retain significant existing land forms.
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a beacon for Los
Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape permanently. No development should
be able to block and diminish the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of
LA and they are the identifying feature of the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be
inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in the
grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed 150 ft view corridor that is mentioned in
alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see the view over the middle
building of the site. 
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the
7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
THERE IS NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by
claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This
Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or
even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major Transit Stop". 
 
THE PROJECT DESTROYS THE LYTTON BUILDING: To paraphrase the Los Angeles Conservency, "With its
dramatic, folded plate concrete roof and glasswalled banking floor, the former Lytton Savings was a striking
departure from traditional bank design when it opened in 1960. …through its modern architectural design,
transparency, and integrated art component, and is one of Los Angeles’ earliest remaining examples of this
transformative shift in postwarera bank design.”

CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot
merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must first
adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.

Thank you,

Steven Luftman
124 N. Flores St
Los Angeles, CA 90048
3105039948

tel:310-503-9948
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 11:42 AM
To: sluftman@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Fwd: Sunset & Crescent High Mega Development  from Terry Laughlin, 7135
Hollywood Bl. LA, Ca 90046
1 message

Trust ail <ajctrust@aol.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:52 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "THERESA LAUGHLIN" <terry.laughlin@sbcglobal.net>
Date: November 9, 2015 at 1:02:00 PM PST
To: "'AJC TRUST'" <ajctrust@aol.com>
Subject: FW: Sunset & Crescent High Mega Development  from Terry Laughlin, 7135
Hollywood Bl. LA, Ca 90046

Dear A,

 

I am not sure this went out.   Would it be possible for you to send to the three addresses....I
really want to know it arrived on time.

 

Merci.

 

Trouble

 

From: THERESA LAUGHLIN [mailto:terry.laughlin@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, November 09, 2015 12:59 PM
To: 'planning.envreview@lacity.org.'; 'david.ryu@lacity.org.'; 'mayor.garcetti@lacity.org'
Subject: RE: Sunset & Crescent High Mega Development  from Terry Laughlin, 7135 Hollywood Bl.
LA, Ca 90046

 

 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu,

 

mailto:terry.laughlin@sbcglobal.net
mailto:ajctrust@aol.com
mailto:terry.laughlin@sbcglobal.net
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:mayor.garcetti@lacity.org
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C666
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I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd (City Case No. ENV‐2013‐2552‐EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely
impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental
Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the
project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a
poorly written and blatantly pro‐developer EIR report. While the new design is better, many basic
issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR does not
conform. 

 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing
the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft
should be the limit.

 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful
than it is. 

 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost
non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their
legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this
project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

 

 

ZONING:  The developer is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a “Major Transit
Stop” at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the
city’s general plan! Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing
Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500
foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

 

City Officials, help us...thank you.

 

Terry Laughlin

7135 Hollywood Blvd., LA
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

wayne marmorstein <artfuldodgerinc@earthlink.net> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:07 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org,
sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org,
Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org,
Slunceford@weho.org

    
     RE:  8150 Sunset Blvd Project 
    

    Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Eric Garcetti,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd
project. This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed
development at 8150 Sunset.

Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height,
mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the
mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 650
letters and signatures on

the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.

This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixed‐‐use area. This is not a regional
center or downtown. Respect the present zoning. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning
and would result in the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low rise,
lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies
outlined in the General Plan

Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a
beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape
permanently. Allowing a structure of this height and mass, would create a barrier and
separation of the areas natural form. No development that blocks and diminishes public views
of the Hollywood hills, should be permitted. The hills represent a directional landmark for all
of LA and they are the
identifying feature in the City of Los Angeles. The public view should be protected. The tallest
building will be inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few
should not overweigh the many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result.

In general, as was pointed out by members of the Hollywood Hills Neighborhood council, the
logic employed in the DEIR is muddy and often simply not credible. In many ways as will be
outlined, the DEIR fails to adequately address that fact
or support its lack of discussion of the impacts of the project.

http://change.org/
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C667
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The Project Description is Flawed/Unsure/and Transitory/Public Input was Refused

Townscape has violated CEQA early on in this process by not striving to
involve the community as much as possible, and
seeking to exclude community participation and comment. Rather than seek
open community input, Townscape has preferred back door politics by scheduling private
meetings to preview the project to city officials and a select few before the DEIR alternative 9
was released.

Since the project and description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
EIR and is different from what was studied, many studies conducted for

the NOP are inadequate for the Alternative 9 option, this violates CEQA. The project
description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been
in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the
space of a year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does

the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely
different building plan presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no
wonder there is widespread confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

LAND USE IMPACTS

The DEIR’s bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a less‐‐than‐‐ significant
impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity and would not physically
divide an established community is completely unsupported by the facts and the obvious
overwhelming impacts of the building in this lower rise neighborhood.
The immediate neighboring buildings, which are not considered or
specifically discussed in the DEIR, are only two and three stories
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with
The General Plan is completely unsupported and
undiscussed. The conclusions are unsupported as drawings or
renderings contained in the DEIR do not show the directly neighboring buildings of 2 story
and 3 story buildings in scale in an attempt do downplay how out of scale this project would
be. Nowhere in the DEIR does it faithfully represent the surrounding neighborhood in scale or
irreparable harm this development would cause.

The surrounding neighborhoods are some of the oldest in
the area with many buildings dating from the early 1920’s‐‐
1930s. Before the project goes forward
a complete Historic Resources Survey of the buildings within a 3/4 mile radius should be
completed and it should include private homes. The DEIR is inadequate and contains
insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach correct conclusions and findings
regarding the project’s impact on historical resources and the existing neighborhood.

Over 50 projects are currently underway or proposed for Hollywood in the City of Los
Angeles and the City of West Hollywood. This DEIR makes no accounting for the cumulative
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impacts caused these developments will have on the neighborhood, city services, police, fire,
medical, neighborhood cut through traffic, . It also doesn’t account for the 21,000 truck trips
that the neighborhood will suffer during construction of 8150 and how this will have a
cumulative effect when combined with other concurrent development. The project, in calling
for off menu incentives that would relax existing development standards will only, if approved,
increase density and traffic problems in the area, as other developers seek the same

preferences, thereby threatening known and potential historic resources in historically
sensitive neighborhoods. None of these cumulative effects are addressed in the DEIR.

The DEIR does not cite any single specific policy and provides only bare conclusions of “no
impact” or “less than significant impact”. The DEIR should discuss and illustrate how it satisfies
a majority of land use objectives and policies
to affirmatively demonstrate how the bare conclusions were reached. Discussions of the
violated policies should also be added to

the DEIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies support the
conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project appears to violate, at
some level, nearly every aspect of the General Plan. A full discussion in the DEIR of which
policies and principals

of the elements are satisfied and which violated by the proposed project should be
enumerated in the DEIR. The following principals and policies and objectives should be fully
discussed in the DEIR: It is insufficient to
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements

of the General Plan.

Building Height and Mass

Applicant description of project: “one tower at Havenhurst at 15 stories in height (or
approximately 234 feet above grade as measured from the lowest point on the Project Site at the
southwest corner of the property), Crescent Heights at 11 stories (or approximately 174 feet
above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), one at the central portion
of the South Building between the East and West tower elements at five stories (or approximately
110 feet above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), thereby creating
an approximately 150‐‐ foot‐‐wide, open north‐‐south‐‐oriented view corridor between the taller
East and West tower elements that provides views southward across the Project Site from
locations to the north and vice‐‐versa.”

The towers heights in Alternative 9, are shown to be 234 feet, 174 feet and 110 feet above
grade, and are substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too
tall for this area and surrounding neighborhood. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories,
built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is 75 feet high at about 8 stories (this project would
be three times higher) and the new hotel construction at La Cienega in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The Hollywood Hills in this adjacent area, Laurel Canyon and Nichols
Canyon, are more rural and are wildlife corridors, with the lower lying neighborhoods
predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow
strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise.
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This proposed development wants to be a beacon to stand out and be seen for miles. That it
would be! Overshadowing the character of many well established neighborhoods far and
wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's

surroundings and built environment. Developer also understates standard industry feet to
number of storeies conversion which if properly applied yields: 236 feet = 22 Stories (west
tower), 174 feet = 16 Stories (east tower), 110 feet = 10
Stories (center building). We remind you, this makes the largest tower three times taller than
the Chateau Marmont, long considered the anchor of the neighborhood. This project would
dwarf it and be 12 stories taller than even the large development on Sunset Blvd at La Cienega
in West Hollywood.

While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the
hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and
City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape are seen from the south,
east and west for miles and enjoyed by all residents and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a development’s heights, mass or
bulk. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If
the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height,
scale and mass for this location.

SCENIC RESOURCES

The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic
resources. Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar
features that are located within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC,
decision makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic features.

Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements
the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic
features accessible to the public.

It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or require property owners to
develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain
significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique
scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible
public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as indicated in the following
document:

CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted September 2001

SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS Page 46  47

The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including approximately 214 square miles of hills and
mountains. The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa Monica
Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the
south and west. The topography rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel
Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most visible feature from many areas of
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the city. They are 60 miles long and stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu
State Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated tributaries and flood plains also are
prominent topographic features.

Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) are specifically
intended to encourage retention of existing land forms. These include the residential planned development
supplemental district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages clustering of development in order to
reduce grading and preserve existing natural terrain; the slopedensity regulations (LAMC Section 17.50E),
which restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded slopes at selected contours
within a parcel that is proposed for divisions of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21A.17) within
which restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and environmental compatibility apply;
and the Specific Plan For The Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance 172,081), which contains hazard
protection requirements. In addition, some community plans contain land form protection provisions. Under
the California Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required to mitigate potential
significant impacts on landform and unique site features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of
natural landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, including minimization of
activities that would contribute to erosion and geologic instability. Flood plain management is addressed by
the general plan Safety Element.

Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic public view access to natural
features, including views of the ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features.
Public access to these views is from park lands, private and publicly owned sites and public rightsofway.

The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic highways which are not regulated by
specific plans. The element contains a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of
natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the highways. Scenic protection provisions also are
contained in the community plans.

The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These include height limits and building
setback requirements. Some scenic highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated
by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions intended to protect natural ridge tops,
neighborhood visual ambience, public views and other features.

The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic resources.
Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located
within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision makers have been able to
require retention and protection of scenic features.

Conclusion.Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements
the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features accessible
to the public.

N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and hillside areas.
N Loss of scenic features.
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features and areas.

Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: Objective: protect and reinforce natural
and scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future
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generations.

Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that
will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or
make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views.

Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, especially environmental review, grading,
large lot zoning, clustering of structures, building height limits and other project design and construction
methods for protecting natural terrain and features and protecting public view access.

Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and *Public Works and other
agencies involved in city development permit review and/or processing.

A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all
action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for
future generations examples of major periods of California history.” 1. To this end, CEQA requires public
agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”

2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an in
depth review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of
alternatives that reduce those impacts.

3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on
the environment whenever it is feasible to do so.”

4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with
significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.

CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE
A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM
OVERCROWDING.

New development can enhance and preserve Los Angeles’ distinctive qualities if it is designed
with consideration for the prevailing design character and the effect on surroundings. It is
important to conserve important design character in
historic or distinctive older areas, some uniformity of detail, scale, proportion, texture,
materials, color and building form is necessary. Large buildings

impair the character of older, small scale areas if no transition is made between small‐‐scale
and large‐‐scale elements

The DEIR should set forth extensive discussions of how this project
meets this criteria and how it does
not create a large “separation” in the existing neighborhood. The present
building on the site “fits in” because it is essentially two stories and creates
a harmonious transition from the two story apartment buildings on Havenhurst and the three
story apartment buildings on Crescent Heights that it directly borders. The proposed buildings
will separate and divide the existing neighborhood just by its sheer size.
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Visually strong buildings which contrast severely with their surroundings

impair the character of the area. There is no discussion of this policy and
of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The lack
of any discussion and reference to these policies
make the DEIR completely inadequate. Other policies which need to be reconciled include the
principal that:

POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4:

“The lowdensity residential character of many parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower density
residential neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment by other types of uses”

Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to be constructed near historic landmarks and
in older areas
of established character. The new and old can stand next to
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is

a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, texture, color and
materials of the old should be repeated or complemented by the new.”

The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic change in the zoning for
one lot in an area filled
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any
of these important and directly applicable policies.

Human Needs

In questions of scale, the height of buildings has received
the greatest and most continuous public attention. Nevertheless,
a citywide plan for building height has not existed prior to this time, and
both residents and visitors have experienced stress and concern at the prospect that the
appearance of the skyline may continue to change rapidly without further direction or any
real planning.

Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural land forms, block
views, and generally disrupt the character of the city. Low, smaller‐‐
scale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in
the valleys between complement topographic forms and permit uninterrupted views. The
relationship between areas of low, fine‐‐scaled buildings and areas of high, large‐‐scaled
buildings can be made more pleasing if the transition in

building height and mass between such areas is gradual. Buildings which meet the ground and
reflect the slope of the hill relate to the land form. A

bulky building creates the most visual disruption when seen from a distance as the dominant
silhouette against a background and/or foreground of much smaller structures.

There is no discussion in the DEIR of these principals‐‐‐‐‐‐merely a conclusion that the building
is not disruptive and causes no significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the
facts, any reasonable discussion or reconciliation
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of the principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to
how the proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form

of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or
less than significant impacts.

These policies are completely ignored in the DEIR and the exact opposite conclusion is
reached without adequate discussion or any facts or law to
justify these erroneous conclusions.

“Affordable Housing”

Reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR
documentation, one is unable to locate a clear definition of “Affordable” for the “Affordable
Units” being included in the project and therefore, as prepared, the documentation is
incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will
provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project Therefore, the city must find the EIR deficient and
unable to substantiate the proposed project.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the
underlying zoning on the site and build something much bigger and taller than otherwise
possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number
of units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and
transparent answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved.

Traffic Island and Current Sweeping Right Turn Moving the Bus Stop

The current triangle and sweeping right turn could be re‐‐worked to allow pedestrian and
bicycle passage, in addition to the stop lights and maybe even a cut out for the east bound
Sunset bus to pull in out of traffic. Pedestrian refuge medians are being added back in many
cities, including the City of Los Angeles.
They provide a place for people to safely wait where intersections are busy and complicated.
The intersection of Sunset Blvd and Crescent Height has definitely become much busier and
complicated with the new multi use resident, commercial retail, restaurant and event venue
project.

The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
allows for continual vehicle merging, which will be needed with the addition of 500 plus new
residents, where there currently are none, commercial and new additional event traffic.
Removing the current right turn lane would create a completely stopped right turn lane on
Sunset Blvd. Right on red could not be accommodated due to pedestrian crossing and
southbound oncoming traffic from Laurel Canyon. The local bus on Sunset Blvd should be
kept at the location, or at minimum in front of 8150 Sunset Blvd.

SEE PHOTO BELOW: Semi Truck turn around traffic island ‐‐ uses all lanes
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Moving the Sunset Blvd Bus Stop

Moving the bus stop to 8000 Sunset Blvd as proposed forces pedestrians to cross the street
and walk farther to reach the bus. Placing the bus on Sunset in front of 8000 Sunset would
back up vehicle traffic turning east onto Sunset Blvd from Crescent Heights’ sweeping right
turn. The sidewalk provided for bus rider waiting area is extremely limited at this location.
There is minimal sidewalk space to add a bus shelter and or accommodate bus riders with
bicycles. This is not a good location for a bus stop.

Fairfax‐‐Sunset a Major High Quality Transit Stop? PERMITS AND APPROVALS:

The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐‐menu Incentives:

(1)an off‐‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project
located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance
specified in the on‐‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐‐
A,25(f)(4)(ii);

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project
to a 3:1 FAR bonus. The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhood‐‐oriented
bus stop. The transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro
Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transit‐‐oriented development.” In addition,
these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by
Metro at any time. The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project,
but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.
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Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for
this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, or major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within the required 1,500 feet of these
very unimproved bus stops for FAR consideration. The DEIR does not mention what
improvements will be made or at what locations to achieve a quality bus stop. Please provide
more information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made. Failure to have
done so makes this DEIR fatally flawed.

A well lit, ADA compliant bus shelter will be needed at this location, if it is to properly serve
the new residents, guests, patrons, employees and general public. Restaurant employees and
patrons who leave the project later at night and should not have to walk farther distance or be
expected to wait at a dark, unsheltered bus stop during late night hours. People will not take
the bus.

The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus
runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after
8pm during the week. All times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Hardly
a high quality Major transit stop. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus
but is even farther away and disqualifies this project from FAR consideration.

Traffic objections to DEIR Alternative 9

The impacts from construction and operation are so far reaching in alternative 9 they are an
untenable burden for not only residents but commuters who use Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon
Hollywood Blvd, Laurel, Fairfax Ave and Fountain.

A layman's review of this proposed project can easily pick out numerous glaring issues,
demonstrating themost basic operational aspects of this multi use development have not been
vetted or thought through.

Alternative 9 is a completely different project, with completely new building configurations
and significant changes to proposed traffic patterns and traffic flow than what the current
Traffic Study was previously performed for. A New traffic study should be required and
performed for this new Alternative 9, and any other configuration that changes or alters
traffic flow, travel lanes, traffic circulation, ingress and egress to project site for vehicles,
trucks and bicycles on Havenhurst, Fountain Ave, Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. The new
traffic study needs to include cumulative impacts from other projects approved and planned
within one and one half miles of the project site.

We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project. In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined
Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local
neighborhood streets. We are additionally concerned with driver ability and safety of left
turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

One of the proposed changes is for Fountain Ave, installing left turn lanes and a traffic light at
Havenhurst. Installation of new left turn lanes on Fountain Ave at
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Havenhurst would reduce the two existing east‐‐west travel lanes to only one in each direction
at all hours. Fountain Ave is already overflowing with traffic and backed up in each direction.
Changing Fountain Ave to only one travel lane, would eliminate on street parking currently
available to residents, further reduce emergency response times and would be disaster!

SEE PHOTO: Fountain Ave at Havenhurst

We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into
the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound
Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function
which will be needed to accommodate the new 528 residents, volumes of drivers and delivery
trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. The traffic survey on
this matter is inaccurate and misleading.

The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and silent regarding incorporations of

bicycle riders.

Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and
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east of the project. We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to
more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic as this DEIR is fatally
flawed in its methodology. All Traffic is estimated by theoretical models instead of empirical
evidence. It is easy to do an actual count of the daily traffic accounts in and out of the present
shopping center but this has not been done. The present mall’s Traffic estimations of over
7000 cars is a gross overestimate. Townscape’s own site manager concludes that about 1500
cars visit the center daily. Real numbers based on empirical evidence, not theoretical numbers,
should be used so the city and the public can then properly assess the DEIR traffic impacts.

Construction Truck Access and Street Closures

The DEIR states that construction trucks entering and exiting the project during construction
will do so from Crescent Heights, making a left turn across all lanes of traffic up to Sunset Blvd.
By the DEIR’s own conclusions this will result in 21,000 one way trips or 42,000 in and out
truck trips, each one that must cross all lanes of Crescent Heights to then make a right turn on
Sunset. If each such effective lane closures of Crescent Heights results in a minute’s disruption
of traffic, then by the time the project is finished Crescent Heights will have suffered a
cumulative 29 days of stopped traffic.

The traffic congestion effect on all surrounding streets, including local residential streets and
cut through traffic will be severe. As well as a impacts to street surfaces and infrastructure
from heavy load trucks. This is an unacceptable community impact.

Commercial Delivery Trucks

Emissions, noise and environment hazards from expected volume of daily delivery trucks will
have a negative and severe effect on the health and welfare of the immediate and surrounding
neighborhood, residents, pedestrians, local businesses, traffic circulation and roads.

The DEIR does not take into account in its traffic estimates the fact that the developers are
proposing a high volume grocery store on the premises and a high volume gym. We ask that
the DEIR be forced to include traffic numbers counted properly from similarly sized grocery
stores and gyms.

The project proposes an internal truck delivery and loading dock area for its grocery and
retail operations. The recirculated DEIR does not provide information or

specifics regarding the actual operations and function for trucks and deliveries. Multiple
restaurant and retail stores will generate heavy delivery truck volume.

How many trucks (large, medium and smaller) can the internal loading dock area
accommodate at one time? The DEIR leaves this undressed and so is fatally flawed.

Where would the truck waiting or staging area be located, while trucks wait for other trucks to
leave the loading area and free up loading dock access and space? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Would there be a delivery truck waiting‐‐staging location on Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst or other
location?

Will there be some type of radio communications between the loading dock office and
incoming / out going delivery truck drivers to alert the driver that the loading dock is already
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in use and at capacity ? The DEIR leaves this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Havenhurst is a small local street. Most small local streets and under street infrastructure in
the City of Los Angeles and City of West Hollywood were not designed or made to support the
size and weight of large trucks or heavy volume truck traffic.

Would Havenhurst need to be widened and strengthened to support and accommodate the
project's proposed heavy truck use and volume ?

Would Sunset Blvd access or regular traffic flow be blocked by trucks entering, exiting, turn
maneuvers, or trucks waiting and lining up to enter the project's internal loading dock area on
Havenhurst ? The DEIR leaves any of this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.

Many deliveries for grocery and restaurants make deliveries in the morning, mixing with
regular commuter AM peaks rush hours.

How will the project site handle this additional truck volume coming and going from the
Havenhurst loading dock area, in addition to approximately 100 plus resident vehicles leaving
the project's same vehicle exit location, also traveling north to Sunset Blvd during the same
morning peak rush hour time?

Grocery stores in particular get their deliveries during night and very early morning hours.
The noise from trucks accessing the project site during the night time and early morning
hours (3:30‐‐5am) could be disruptive to residents trying to sleep.

What type of operational noise barriers will be constructed ? The DEIR leaves this

unaddressed and so is fatally flawed

The DEIR has represented that only “residential traffic” will be allowed to enter the project
from Havenhurst, a tiny residential street. Yet it also states that all truck deliveries are to enter
and exit the internal loading dock area from Havenhurst via Sunset Blvd. This includes large
daily truck deliveries to the grocery store, restaurant, retail deliveries, garbage trucks etc.

Can such a small residential street such as Havenhurst accommodate this type of large truck
maneuvering, turning radius and volume of trucks to back in to the internal loading dock?

It is a reasonable expectation that the most simple access delivery trucks servicing smaller
restaurants and retail establishments will stop and park on Sunset Blvd in front of the project
site or Crescent Heights on the side of the project site to make their deliveries. Unloading of
goods would take place on the pubic sidewalks, then wheeled into the plaza area and to the
restaurant and retail stores. However, this would eliminate vehicle lane use on Sunset Blvd or
Crescent Heights for residents leaving in the morning via Sunset Blvd and patrons and
employees entering and exiting during the day. The DEIR offers no solutions to this and in fact
states only three spaces will be provided in the internal garage for such deliveries as well as
taxis, uber, and personal drop‐‐offs. This is a vast underestimation of the likely demand for
unloading space created by such deliveries.

Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd would also greatly shorten turn lane length availability
for the proposed Sunset Blvd right turn lane and vehicles turning from Sunset Blvd to
southbound to Crescent Heights. The right turn lane on Sunset Blvd would overflow to other
lanes making Sunset Blvd access for new residents, patrons and all regular vehicle travel near
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impossible. The DEIR does not address this and is deficient.

Additionally, delivery trucks parked on Crescent Heights would hinder ingress, egressto and
from the parking garage accessand block vehicle site view on oncoming traffic from Laurel
Canyon. Crescent Heights parking garage is proposed to be a very high volume use from
employees, patrons, valet set up, residents and residents guests turning left and right into and
out of the Crescent Heights parking garage. The DEIR does not address this and so is fatally
flawed.

Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would also eliminate or hinder
use of a curbside resident, patron and employee passenger pick up and drop off for ride
services like Taxi, Lyft and Uber. Easy passenger pick up and drop off areas will be essential
for smooth east‐‐west travel on Sunset Blvd and north‐‐south travel on Crescent Heights. An
off street cutout area is necessary for Sunset Blvd to accommodate passenger drop off and
pick up with out adding more strain on Crescent Heights parking garage access and
surrounding neighborhood streets. The

DEIR does not address this and so is fatally flawed.

Uber, Taxi, personal deliveries, UPS etc. are inside the parking garage where no one will use
them. This is utterly inadequate.

Additionally, the recirculated DEIR doesn't mention if residential moving vans and trucks and
daily residential packages deliveries would also be using the Havenhust access as well. No
mention is made in the DEIR how Havenhurst, a tiny residential street, will be impacted by
taxis and personal pick‐‐ups being made for residents at the Havenhurst entrance to the
project.

SEE PHOTO BELOW: Havenhurst parking and truck garage access
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Parking

PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include,
but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following
off‐‐menu Incentives:

(2) an off‐‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces that
may be provided for commercial uses from 40% to 60% and to allow parking for residential
uses in excess of one standard parking stall for 146 residential units to be provided as
compact spaces instead of one standard parking space for each unit (or 249 spaces), with the
rest provided as compact spaces, in‐‐ lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section
12.21‐‐A,5(c), with attendant parking for both commercial and residential parking;

Parking Option 1, pursuant to Section 12.22‐‐A,25(d)(1), which allows parking to be provided
at a ratio of 1 space for each studio and one‐‐ bedroom unit, and two spaces for each two‐‐
and three‐‐bedroom unit, and provides that required parking in a Housing Development
Project that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwelling
units;
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The DEIR states that Mixed Use buildings are permitted to sell or rent parking spaces, but does
not provide specifics as to how many spaces will sold or rent or at what cost.

The DEIR also states parking will be provided by valet only or shuttle for events, but does not
provide information of cost per vehicle.

The DEIR states that parking discounts will be given for vehicles with 3 or more occupants, but
patrons going to a grocery store, gym or bank generally don't travel with 3 or more people
per car. Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst and Crescent Heights already has little to no available extra
street parking. If parking and valet charges are high, vehicles will not park at the complex, but
will circle the neighborhood streets looking for parking, causing more emissions, noise and
congestion. Townscape Partners previously demonstrated their desire for high parking fees in
2013 with disastrous outcome for neighborhood serving establishments and local patrons.

This proposed development shows real probability of overrunning and overwhelming the
surrounding neighborhood. Availability, accessibility and affordability of parking, for this
location are important details to provide. Parking spaces for residents, guests, employees and
patrons for separate establishments, along with the cost or charge for a parking spaces,
parking and valet charges should be provided and included in the DEIR and RDEIR.
Additionally, local neighbors of the project site, are hillside residents who will need to drive to
the location.

Will a self park option be available ?

Will free parking be available ?
Will guests of residents be charged for parking ?
Will service workers, (painters, repair people, construction workers etc.) housekeepers for
residential units and condos be charged to park on site ?

The DEIR does not address any of this and so is fatally flawed.

Event Venue Parking and Traffic Circulation

Applicant ‐‐ Page ES‐‐45. Modify text; PDF‐‐Traffic‐‐2, During occasional large special events
on‐‐site, the Applicant shall (1) require that all event‐‐related parking is valet‐‐ only or (2)
secure off‐‐site facilities (including shuttle service to and from the off‐‐site parking area (s) for
event guests), or a combination of valet‐‐only and off‐‐site parking.

The Project says the site, in addition to residential and commercial mix, will also be an event
venue. While there are residential uses located close by high volume, high intensity event
venues, generally residents don't live at event venues. This is not usually a compatible mix.

The DEIR states that guests coming for events will only valet park or be shuttled for off site
parking locations, but does not say what type of events, how many people would be attending,
what the hours events would take place, or where the off site event parking is located.

The corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd is not an appropriate location for large high
volume, high intensity public or private events.

High volume event traffic with many guests arriving at the same time by car trying to access
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the valet parking garage on Crescent Heights would over flow the southbound and
northbound vehicle travel lanes waiting to turn left and right into Crescent Heights garage.

High volumes of vehicle would block exiting vehicles from turning left onto Crescents Heights
and general traffic flow on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon.

How many events would take place monthly or annually ? What type of events would be held
at the location ?
Would events be private events or open to the general public? During what hours and days
would events take place ?

Would events take place during late night hours ?
How will residential uses be separated from event use ?
Will event use of location and parking access be separate from residential and general
neighborhood commercial use ?
Will the plaza area, retail and restaurant use be closed to general public during

events ?
If the plaza area is used for private events, that don't include the on site residents, how do
residents access their units from the plaza area ?

More information regarding traffic flow, shuttling and access during events and in general
should have been provided, making this DEIR fatally flawed.

Public Safety

Increased response times for fire/paramedic units will be further slowed into the
neighborhood by the increased traffic this project will generate. The responding agency,
LAFD, has already submitted to the city a finding that the size and density of the proposed
project, coupled with reduced response times, would render fire protection for the project
and its residents “inadequate”. It goes on to state the following “Adverse effects” the project
will generate: “Project implementation will increase the need for more fire protection
and emergency medical services in the area”. This letter is signed by the fire chief of the
LAFD.

Who will pay for this? At what point does the cost to the city for the supposed benefits of a
few affordable apartments become outweighed not only by the damage done to an entire
neighborhood’s quality of life but real cost outlays for additional fire and ambulance
personnel or even a new fire station to handle the unnecessary density the project creates?
The DEIR is utterly silent on this and therefore must be considered fatally flawed and be
rejected.

Operation Impacts

It is reasonable to assume that residents of a Frank Gehry building would be affluent tenants
and owners who would want a separate, more private residential pedestrian access other
than having to walk out through the parking garage or directly into and through a public plaza
space.

The project has a large residential component, but doesn't appear to have a residential
relationship to Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, which are residential streets. The rendering
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included in the DEIR only shows a residential relationship with the commercial public plaza,
rather than a defined front door for residents and their guests.

Resident pets

It is reasonable to presume that of the 249 new units and with 505‐‐528 new residents, the
project would be home to approximately 100 plus new resident dogs. The project rendering
does not show amenities or place for these resident pets, such as an on site dog run dog,
making the DEIR flawed.

Further, the DEIR doesn't not address how these resident pets / dogs will access or

leave the project site for their daily walks other than out through the parking garages on
Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, or through the public plaza entry points on Sunset Blvd, thus
mixing with shoppers coming and going and people dining. While I'm sure the dogs would
enjoy participating in plaza dining, this would not be the best access or safe route for excited
pets or patrons.

More consideration should be paid to providing wider sidewalks. Mixed use is just that, a mix
of residential function and commercial function and event venue function. Mixing multiple
functions requires more effort. The current sidewalk renderings cater more to the current
commercial use, rather than the new increased use and basic daily function for 528 new
residents, their pets, rideshare drop off and pick up, transit bus waiting areas and
substantially increased commercial use. This makes the DEIR flawed.

Required park space

Affordable housing is not the only “community benefit” on which this project’s DEIR bases its
approvable on. Other “community benefits” include park space. The developer is counting
private resident terraces as community park space. The developer is also counting its legally
mandated setbacks as community park space. The developer is using hoped‐‐for annexed city
land that it does not own as park space while taking away a much needed transit island. This
does not constitute true public park space in any real form and does not meet the city’s own
criteria for community park space. Will the affordable housing residents have their own
terraces, or will they be given the worst units on the bottom of the project with no outdoor
space to speak of? Will they be shuttled through a “poor door”, which was proposed by the
same developers on their last project at 8899 Beverly blvd?

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as
Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on
the site and build something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community
benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why
has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential
terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then
given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer
shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all
alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and
who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the
DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
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approved. 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 10:08 AM
To: artfuldodgerinc@earthlink.net

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Frank Gehry Proposed Project
2 messages

Yvette Rojas <yvetterojas36@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:30 PM
ReplyTo: Yvette Rojas <yvetterojas36@yahoo.com>
To: "Planning.EnvReview@lacity.org" <Planning.EnvReview@lacity.org>

To the Environmental Review Board,

I am a local resident. I’d like to see the project at 8150 Sunset Avenue approved. I really like the new 
design by Frank Gehry and I am excited by how nice that corner will eventually be. The current retail 
and restaurant options in the existing plaza leave a lot to be desired. In truth, the only thing I want to 
see back on that corner is El Pollo Loco (A personal favorite), but I don’t believe it is actually fitting of 
Sunset. Other than that, I feel any retail and restaurants that come along in the new project will be a 
major improvement. The area needs redevelopment and this is a great way to kick it off!

Thank You,

Yvette Rojas
7760 Hollywood Blvd Apt 
Hollywood, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 3:33 PM
To: yvetterojas36@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: Frank Gehry Project
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:12 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: AJ Sklar <ajsklar90@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:44 PM
Subject: Frank Gehry Project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org

Dear Planning Department,

The purpose of this letter is to show support of the Frank Gehry project. I live in CD4 and believe the current site
at 8150 in entirely unfitting. This area can either return to the grandeur it once held, or continue its downtrodden
path. The current designs are wonderful, functional and will set the benchmark for renovation.

To start, the logistical improvements will go a long way. The infrastructure with widened sidewalks, improved
crosswalks and safer intersections will dramatically improve the performance of that block.

With growth comes traffic, but not with these plans according to the traffic study. The commercial nature of 8150
as it currently functions brings thousands of vehicles in and out daily. Converting the space to residential use will
minimally increase traffic despite adding hundreds of new residents. This is not just a convenience factor, but a
safety one as well as the crosswalks and visibility are insufficient.

The current plans are beautiful and include muchneeded affordable housing. These two factors are defining traits
of our City: economic diversity and wonderful design. Changing this block’s use from commercial to residential is
sensitive and thoughtful, adding units to the city’s housing stock without taking any away makes it incredible.
This project solves so many problems in such a wonderful way while inconveniencing so few, and it does so by
setting a standard that future plans will look to follow. Thank you for considering my input.

Sincerely,

AJ Sklar
4310 Ventura Canyon Avenue #3 Sherman Oaks, CA 91423

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:ajsklar90@gmail.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:planning.envreview@lacity.org
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 project
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:59 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Alexander Friedman <alexanderfriedman722@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 5:02 PM
Subject: 8150 project
To: david.ryu@lacity.org
Cc: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Good evening City Council and Planning Commission,

As a local resident and a frequent visitor of the Sunset Strip, I believe the the 8150
Sunset Project will dramatically transfer the current dull and useless strip mall into
a vibrant, safe, family friendly, and pedestrian oriented environment.  The project
will also serve as a beautiful gateway the Sunset Strip.  The project will serve as a
huge benefit to the entire Hollywood/ West Hollywood area, and will be a great
contribution to our economy.   Lastly and most importantly it will provide much
needed housing.  I  along with the community, strongly encourage the city to fully
endorse the project!

Alexander Friedman
1330 N Orange Dr Apt 106
Los Angeles CA 90028
3234658511

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:alexanderfriedman722@gmail.com
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
tel:323-465-8511
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: RE8150 Sunset Blvd
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:58 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Aliya Astiphan <astiphan@yandex.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:35 PM
Subject: RE8150 Sunset Blvd
To: david.ryu@lacity.org
Cc: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Council Member  David Ryu,
 
I agree with my neighbors who support the 8150 Sunset Blvd Project.  It is Environmentally friendly and will
create affordable housing.  Please don't let the complaints of a small group of people,who don't care about the
project's many benefits allow you to stop this project.  Please approve it.
 
Thank You
Aliya Astiphan
1211 Sunset Plaza Dr Apt 402
West Hollywood CA 90069

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:astiphan@yandex.com
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset
2 messages

Anita Mawji <anitamawji@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 5:50 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org,
cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Cheryl Holland <hollandc@me.com>,
Tyler Smith <sbsierra@gmail.com>
Cc: "Mawji, Karim" <karim.mawji@viacom.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
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lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Anita & Karim Mawji

Sage & Stone
                  Los Angeles

www.SageandStoneLA.com

Facebook: Sage & Stone 

Twitter: #SageandStoneLA

Instagram: @SageandStoneLA 

Email: SageandStoneLA@gmail.com 

http://www.sageandstonela.com/
https://www.facebook.com/Sagenstone?ref=bookmarks
https://twitter.com/sageandstonela
http://instagram.com/sageandstonela
mailto:SageandStoneLA@gmail.com
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 5:50 PM
To: anitamawji@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR

Olim, Catherine (LANENT) <Catherine.Olim@pmkbnc.com> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 12:19 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <'david.ryu@lacity.org'>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.com" <'mayor.garcetti@lacity.com'>,
"renee.weitzer@lacity.org" <'renee.weitzer@lacity.org'>, "cd4.issues@lacity.org" <'cd4.issues@lacity.org'>,
"sarah.dusseault@lacity.org" <'sarah.dusseault@lacity.org'>, "julia.duncan@lacity.org" <'julia.duncan@lacity.org'>,
Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>, "hollandc@me.com" <hollandc@me.com>

 

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

 

1.  8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multiuse development (residential, commercial and event venue).
The proposed building height and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding
neighborhoods. The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional
center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the
original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods.
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is about
with stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West
Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are
more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately very low to lower rise and historic
residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset
Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon standing
out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well established
neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with its surroundings. While
the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The
Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los
Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are
seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If
the project would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling
the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass
for this location.

 

 

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
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almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

 

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

 

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.

The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

 

 

1.  We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes
adjacent to the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset
Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood
streets.  We are concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.  

 

 

4.We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage.

 

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location.

Sincerely,

Catherine Olim

1328 North Spaulding Ave.
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: LA supporter for Frank Gehry project
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:12 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Chris Roginski <cjroginski@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:28 PM
Subject: LA supporter for Frank Gehry project
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

As someone who lives in the neighborhood and shares the 90046 zip code of the proposed 8150 Sunset project, I
would like to go on record as a supporter.  
 
I live South of Sunset Boulevard. I know this area like the back of my hand. It makes me very upset when I read
and hear that most, if not all, of the local opposition to this project is coming from the Hollywood Hills. I can tell
you that folks that live South of this project are supportive and embrace improvements to our community that
make us safer and create jobs and housing opportunities for the masses.
 
For those opponents so passionately against this project, one wonders how was Hollywood different when you
first moved here?  Surely there were plenty of tall buildings, bright lights, billboards and the sounds of rock n’
roll?  Surely there was traffic to maneuver as people flocked from all over to get a glimpse of the world famous
Sunset Strip. What’s so different now?  The answer is… not much. More likely, opponents to this project have
just gotten older, wealthier, grumpier, and have become uncomfortable with any type of change to their
surroundingseven when it’s positive change. A sad truth, but these are the times we live in. 
 
The irony is that these folks at the top of the hill should be the biggest cheerleaders for this development. You
mean you would rather have a crowded McDonalds drivethru rather than a nice restaurant that you and your
friends and family can go?  You would rather have massage parlors and check cashing stores and an ugly
surface parking lot that likely none of you use anyway; instead of a Frank Gehry masterpiece?  None of this adds
up or makes any sense.  
 
Giving this aesthetic nightmare a makeover will not worsen an already gridlocked area.  It will not ruin your
panoramic views of the City.  And I’m pretty sure El Pollo Loco will find another home.  Simply put, this project is
long overdue and will be a benefit to all of us that live in or around Hollywoodeven those on top of the hill. 

Sincerely,

Chris Roginski
833 N. Edinburgh Ave. PH5
Los Angeles, CA 90046

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
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Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset ProjectPlease Approve
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:02 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Derek Stephens <derekstephens963@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 1:23 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset ProjectPlease Approve
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Mr. David Ryu,

Please clean up the area at 8150 Sunset Blvd, it looks like a junkie area.  The 
proposed project, which I support, will clean it up and increase the property 
values in the surrounding areas.

Hollywood is also in need of new tax revenue. It is no secret that Hollywood 
and all of Los Angeles are extremely understaffed in the police, fire, and 
emergency response departments. Part of the problem is that we don’t have 
the revenue to increase staffing levels. 

Approving good construction like what is happening at 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard is crucial to our cities survival. There will be tens of millions of 
dollars generated annually at this site alone. City planners, elected officials, 
and business owners understand that the city brings in more tax revenue 
when people shop and eat out more. I wish my neighbors here in Hollywood 
realized this as well. We need new revenue streams in Hollywood to keep us 
safe. Status quo is not getting the job done.

Please approve the project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard.

Thank You,
Derek Stephens
1611 N Formosa Ave # 209
Los Angeles CA 90046
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Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

tel:%28213%29%20978-1359


11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: project on 8150 sunset

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=0c0e333f54&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150f28db695fd4bd&siml=150f28db695fd4bd 1/1

William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: project on 8150 sunset
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:59 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Desislava Filipova <fdesislava@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 5:27 PM
Subject: project on 8150 sunset
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hello
 I live at 1332 n vista st. The project on 8150 is good project yes approve it.  I support and my neighbors support
Thank you
Desislava Filipova

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 please approve
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:08 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <e_baxley@aol.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 10:48 PM
Subject: 8150 please approve
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Neighbors,

We have so many large scale projects in Hollywood right now and even more being proposed and I approve
of all of it! Hollywood desperately needs to be redeveloped and made safer and cleaner for our current 
residents and all of our future residents who will FINALLY be able to have nice new apartments and 
condos. The current market is full of older decaying apartments and you’re lucky to even get one where 
everything works. I have rusty water, old appliances, and my building hasn’t been painted in what feels like a 
decade. So please go ahead and take down the McDonald’s, the old bank, and the strip mall and put in 
some new residential units. Maybe I’ll be able to move into one!

Regards,
Edward Baxley

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:13 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: emma espi <emma.espi@me.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:51 PM
Subject: Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd
To: Ruth 1 <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, Ruth 2 <david.ryu@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern,

Hi,

I was brought out the environment conscious project on 8150 by architect Frank Gehry. I believe such project
would perfectly fit the area and measurably increase  its  Ora and attractiveness.
I support it fully. 

Best,
Emma

 

_____________________________
Emma DeRoche Interior Design 
(213)4480183
www.ederochedesign.com

"The supreme Art is the Art of living "
FrancoisXavier Lalanne

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset info
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:07 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <erikmj@aol.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 10:36 PM
Subject: Re: 8150 Sunset info
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear City/Planning Boards,

As a community member I was pleased to be presented with the photos and information on the 8150 Sunset
proposed development and be asked for feedback.  I'm excited to have a potential landmark development nearby
designed by the world famous Frank Gehry!  It looks like it may be an intriguing and attractive complex based on
the photos and models I saw.  So I wanted to offer my approval as requested.  

Good luck with the building and I look forward to seeing the final product!  How does one apply for the low income
units may I ask?

Thank you for your community involvement and consideration.

Best,

Erik Jaffe

7205 Fountain Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90046
973 214 3443 

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Project
2 messages

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:09 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Geoff Clark <clark.geoff72@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:26 AM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Project
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Council Member Ryu,

This letter’s intent is to support the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. I love 
Los Angeles for many reasons. Whatever area you find yourself in, you’ll likely be 
met with diversity and inclusion. Many people fought hard to achieve this culture, 
and it will take a lot to maintain it. The progressive policies and dedicated efforts 
in support of social justice have been cornerstones in the development of our 
iconic city, and this must continue. While I personally do not benefit from 
affordable housing, I understand the impacts such inclusions carry. 

Geoff Clark
7250 franklin ave #316 
Los Angeles CA 90046

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:11 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: John Tilley <tilley220@hotmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:27 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Project
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org"
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

To Whom it May Concern:

This letter is to inform you that I support the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. The current
traffic situation is dangerous and during lunch that McDonald's creates such a nightmare. The bus 
impedes traffic with every stop. Once the passengers get off the bus they again mess up traffic 
walking over across to 8150 crossing the right turning lane onto
Crescent Heights. There isn’t even a real crosswalk there. People just walk right through the turning 
lane without regard for motorists. Having a protected crosswalk there and maybe an actual right 
turning lane, as I’ve seen in the proposal, will be a great
thing.  

While I’ve got your attention I want to point out that the property we’re talking about isn’t even
completely occupied. By my estimation that boring old strip mall is half full at best. And the parking 
lot is full of trash from McDonald’s. The new proposed building looks great and the improvements to 
local traffic and scenery once completed is just what
this city needs. I can’t wait to see how many people are positively affected by this project, please 
approve!

John J. Tilley
2139521763

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395

mailto:tilley220@hotmail.com
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
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200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

tel:%28213%29%20978-1359


11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: I support 8150 Sunset Blvd Project
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: I support 8150 Sunset Blvd Project
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:57 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Gigi Fontane <gigifontane@outlook.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 3:47 PM
Subject: I support 8150 Sunset Blvd Project
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>

Dear Planning Commission and Council  Member Ryu,

I am a local resident and I take the bus to and from work on Sunset Boulevard. The intersection at 8150 Sunset 
Boulevard is actually pretty terrifying as a pedestrian. As it stands right now we are expected to cross half of Crescent 
Heights without a real crosswalk. It’s l ike playing a video game. When do I cross? Will  those cars stop before turning 
right? They’re supposed to but rarely do. Am I going to get hit if I go now? What about now? Improving pedestrian 
safety in all  of Los Angeles is something I am passionate about, but especially on my home turf! Please approve the 
proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd and let me walk to work safely and in actual crosswalks. 

Thanks,
Gigi Fontane
2133938238

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:gigifontane@outlook.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Proposal in support
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:00 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Henry Von Seyfried <HVS@mail.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:19 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Boulevard Proposal in support
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Planning Committee,
 
I am writing with my approval for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. I believe that infill 
projects along major transportation routes are the best way to address the current housing crisis in Los 
Angeles. The lack of housing is the biggest issue in Los Angeles right now. Turning currently underused 
structures, and let’s be honest we’re talking about tearing down a half vacant strip mall, into mixed use 
residential dwellings is the smartest way to add housing and keep traffic down. 
 
Speaking of traffic, the intersection at Sunset and Crescent Heights is horrendous. Pedestrians cross in front 
of you willy nilly when you’re trying to take a right onto Crescent Heights. And it is hard to be mad at them 
as there is no crosswalk currently across the right turning lane. This is a huge safety issue! How has it not 
been addressed by the city prior to now? 
 
In summation please approve the project. We need more housing and we need a safer traffic flow. 
 
Respectfully,
Henry Von Seyfried
8055 Willow Glen Rd
Los Angeles CA 90046

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:HVS@mail.com
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:01 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <jcaballes@msn.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 10:38 AM
Subject: 8150 Sunset
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Dear Public Officials,

I live across the street from 8150 Sunset Blvd and I’m writing to show my support for the proposed project. 
Currently the address is an eyesore. When I look out my window to see the minimall across the street, I 
cannot understand how anyone could say that the bank and accompanying businesses are in any way historic. 

What is historic was the Garden of Allah hotel, once at that location, where Hollywood idols frequented and 
called a second home. If the location still held the historic hotel and the proposal was the currently structure, 
then I would be an avid opponent of the project. 

However unlike the transformation of the Garden of Allah into an eyesoar on the Sunset Strip, we now have a 
chance to correct that eyesore. The current buildings creates traffic problem with it’s strange parking system 
and looks out of place in our advanced city. Frank Gehry proposed project will invigorate the landscape in a way
that it currently could never achieve.

Please support the project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. Frank Gehry has an eye pleasing vision that will add to the 
local community in a positive direction. Let’s tear down the eyesoar that is currently there and build a future 
historic building that all Angelonias can come to revere as a monument to the great city in which we live. 

Thank you for your time and consideration,
James Caballes

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:jcaballes@msn.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:07 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: John Martin <John_33Martin@gmx.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 3:22 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org

Hello,
 

I’m looking forward to seeing a mixed use development in action in our area at 8150 
Sunset. I know they work in other cities. The economic boost is something we sorely 
need in Hollywood. From the research I’ve done the amount of property tax and 
sales tax generated by a mixed use community is at least tenfold and probably a 
hundredfold more than revenue generated by any big box department store or other 
alternative. A mixed use development is sure to dwarf the revenue of the existing 
strip mall, fast food restaurants, and bank. 
 

In short I approve of the building at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. We need that revenue 
locally to build better roads, improve schools, and hire more teachers. Not to 
mention the job locally during and post construction. 
 

Please approve this project!
John Tyler Martin
1355 N Alta Vista Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90046

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:John_33Martin@gmx.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: city case #env20132552eir
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: city case #env20132552eir
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:18 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>, Luciralia Ibarra <luciralia.ibarra@lacity.org>, Karen Hoo <karen.hoo@lacity.org>, David Crook <D.Crook@pcrnet.com>

 Forwarded message 
From: Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>
Date: Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:55 AM
Subject: city case #env20132552eir
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

i am very confused about the project at 8150 sunset. i continue to hear conflicting information.

when does this project get started?
is there a new plan for a taller building?

this building should NOT be a highrise. it ruins the integrity of this famous corner.

i live at 8272 marmont lane and i am very concerned about this project.

i would like a phone number to call and get some detailed answers. we as residents of this area need to be informed with correct information.

thank you in advance, 
john w mccourt
3235283222

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:jack.mccourt@yahoo.com
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
tel:323-528-3222
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C685



11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: 8150 Sunset Project
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Project

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:11 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: John Tilley <tilley220@hotmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 1:27 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Project
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org"
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

To Whom it May Concern:

This letter is to inform you that I support the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. The current
traffic situation is dangerous and during lunch that McDonald's creates such a nightmare. The bus 
impedes traffic with every stop. Once the passengers get off the bus they again mess up traffic 
walking over across to 8150 crossing the right turning lane onto
Crescent Heights. There isn’t even a real crosswalk there. People just walk right through the turning 
lane without regard for motorists. Having a protected crosswalk there and maybe an actual right 
turning lane, as I’ve seen in the proposal, will be a great
thing.  

While I’ve got your attention I want to point out that the property we’re talking about isn’t even
completely occupied. By my estimation that boring old strip mall is half full at best. And the parking 
lot is full of trash from McDonald’s. The new proposed building looks great and the improvements to 
local traffic and scenery once completed is just what
this city needs. I can’t wait to see how many people are positively affected by this project, please 
approve!

John J. Tilley
2139521763

mailto:tilley220@hotmail.com
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Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

tel:%28213%29%20978-1359


11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: 8150 Sunset support
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset support
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:09 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Jon Carmody <joncarmody6@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 9:03 AM
Subject: 8150 Sunset support
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Hello,

The architecture in unprecedented and will set the standard we want in Los Angeles. It’s unreasonable to expect
every development will provide as many benefits as this one does, but there is no reason to not pursue
greatness. I understand the building is taller than others in the area, but the glass construction with a view
corridor provides a beautiful addition to both the views and area. The strip mall that currently stands is entirely
unfitting of Sunset Boulevard.

That are knew greatness once, it’s time we bring it back. Please approve the proposed project at 8150 Sunset
Blvd.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jon Carmody
7200 Franklin Ave Apt 225
Los Angeles CA 90046

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

mailto:joncarmody6@gmail.com
mailto:david.ryu@lacity.org
mailto:srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
tel:%28213%29%20978-1359
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Urgent Re: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Julie Moran <sjm611@hotmail.com> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:02 PM
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "mayor.garcetti@lacity.org" <mayor.garcetti@lacity.org>

Dear Srimal, David Ryu, and Major Garcetti,
 
This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR for the proposed development at 8150 Sunset. Community outcry was been
well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only
increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has equally angered the community. The over 200
plus letters and 250 plus signatures on the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
 
ESTABLISHED DENSITY AND HIEGHT: This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixed‐use area.  This is not a regional
center or downtown.  Respect the present established density. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in
the elimination of what defines this area as a well established low to middle rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed
development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan. We would like to point out that the project site is not
in a downtown or regional center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something
resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
Limit this development to 100ft. At this height it would still be the tallest building around (the neighboring buildings are only 2
stories and 3 stories tall) but it would fit in with this long established neighborhood.
 
PROTECTING THE PUBLIC VIEWS OF THE HILLS: It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or require property
owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms
(e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features)
and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as indicated in the following document:
 
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a beacon for Los Angeles. The
perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape permanently. No development should be able to block and diminish
the Hollywood hills for the public. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they are the identifying feature of
the area. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors,
the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in the grotesque impact on the neighborhood that will result. The supposed
150 ft view corridor that is mentioned in alternative 9 is a misrepresentation, since you would have to levitate 110 ft in air to see
the view over the middle building of the site. When viewed from street level, and from south on Crescent Heights, there will be a
solid wall of mass blocking the view of the hills.
 
TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have completely changed and
uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and
from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape
himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All
these DEIR projections are theoretical. 
 
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the
reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay
owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety.
 
NO MAJOR TRANSIT STOP NEARBY: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop”
at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development. This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major
Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a "High Quality Major
Transit Stop". Say NO to an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located
within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 
 
DESTROYING THE LYTTON BUILDING AND CEQA POLICY: A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is
the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and
preserve for future generations examples of major periods of California history.”  To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to
deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can
substantially lessen such effects.”  The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a
project with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
 
In alternative 9, there is no plan to save The Lytton Building, and it will be demolished. This is a significant impact that alternative
9 fails to mitigate.
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VIOLATION OF CEQA: Since the project description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and is
different from what was studied, this violates CEQA. The description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has
been in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a year. Each notice to
the community reads differently as does the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three
completely different building plan presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread
confusion as to what this plan even is and its impacts.

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.

Regards,
Julie Moran
Resident, North Crescent Heights Blvd

         

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:02 PM
To: sjm611@hotmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate
response, please contact the project planner identified on the notice directly.
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:14 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Kimberly Burke <burkekimberly20@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 12:34 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear City Council Members,

I am a resident of West Hollywood and I am asking that you approve the 8150 Sunset Blvd project.    With the
addition of residential housing to this area, there would be twenty four hour foot traffic which would make the area
safer.  With the addition of twentyeight affordable housing units in the building, we as a city are taking a
continued right step in the direction of  being an all inclusive city.  While I personally do not benefit directly from
affordable housing, I do understand the impact it has on our community as a whole.  If all of our friends and
neighbors can afford to comfortably pay their rent, they will have more money to spend locally.  The Sunset Blvd
project has so many wonderful components to it from the points I mentioned, to the many other added benefits
so I hope that you will approve this project and set a standard going forward. 

Kimberly Burke

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: project 8150 sunset supporter
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:00 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <maurice.mitchell5@aol.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 7:04 PM
Subject: project 8150 sunset supporter
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Council Member Ryu

I’m looking forward to the redevelopment of 8150 Sunset Boulevard and I hope you approve the 
existing Frank Gehry design. The buildings there now are just plain ugly and dirty. I’m tired of the 
trash blowing around the neighborhood from the fast food restaurant. I’m tired of the traffic at that 
intersection. I hate it. Have you ever tried to walk across that island with the right turn in front of 
8150? Good luck! Vehicles don’t stop. There is no crosswalk. The new proposed plan will make every 
day life safer in the neighborhood. Let’s get it approved!

I also appreciate the design by Mr. Gehry and think that it will be a tremendous addition to the 
neighborhood. I approve of green building. I approve of more jobs. I approve of rebuilding our 
community and adding some new neighbors. Again, Let’s get it approved!

Thank You,

Maurice Mitchell
1435 Havenhurst Dr Apt 202
West Hollywood CA, 90046

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset project
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:01 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Michael Echols <mechols76@yahoo.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 9:06 AM
Subject: 8150 Sunset project
To: "david.ryu@lacity.org" <david.ryu@lacity.org>, "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org"
<srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>

To the Planning Dept. and City Staff,

I’m writing this letter to show my support of the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd.  

I attended a Hollywood Hills West Neighborhood Council meeting a few weeks ago, and was appalled by some 
of the comments made in regard to affordable housing at 8150. “This is not a low income area, where are these 
people going to shop? Bristol Farms? I don’t think so. Wouldn’t it make more sense to put these people in an 
area better suited for them?” This attitude is shortsighted and disgusting. Should we not provide all our residents
with the respect and dignity they deserve? We have a choice to what type of community we build with each 
development that is approved. We put our economic diversity and inclusivity at risk if we fail to approve 
projects that benefit the disadvantaged in the name of the prosperous. While I hold no disdain toward the 
comfortable members of the community surrounding the project, it is difficult to empathize with a group focused 
on frivolous concerns. I’m aware that the surrounding community does not deem these concerns 
inconsequential, but in the greater scope, their issues are specific and pessimistic and have been addressed 
through compromise in the current plans. 

The developers have listened to the community and made massive adjustments to the original plan to appease 
the unimpressed, and rightfully so. I understand the height is something we are not used to, but the design itself 
is nonintrusive especially with the curvature and view in between the buildings. The height of 15 stories to 12 is
negligible, and this project gives so many in the area an actual view of something beautiful compared to the strip
mall that currently stands. 

I strongly urge you to approve this project and set a standard of inclusion moving forward. 

Thank you,
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Michael Echols
7095 Hollywood Blvd. #305
Los Angeles Ca, 90028

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150
2 messages

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:14 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:56 PM
Subject: 8150
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org>

I tried to fax this but it wouldn't go through. Please acknowledge you received this pdf copy. Thanks.

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

898.pdf
2133K

William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 4:34 PM
To: mlpgrace@gmail.com

Michael:
Your comment letter/PDF has been received.

Best,
William Lamborn
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Ph: 213.978.1470 

[Quoted text hidden]
 
William Lamborn
Major Projects
Department of City Planning
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200 N. Spring Street, Rm 750
Ph: 213.978.1470 

tel:213.978.1470
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:14 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: michael grace <mlpgrace@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 4:56 PM
Subject: 8150
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>
Cc: Michael LoGrande <michael.logrande@lacity.org>

I tried to fax this but it wouldn't go through. Please acknowledge you received this pdf copy. Thanks.

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

898.pdf
2133K
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November 5, 2015  
 
Michael L. Grace 
1415 Havenhurst Drive  
West Hollywood,  
CA 90046  
 
Srimal Hewawitharana By Fax: 213-978-1343  
 
Environmental Analysis Section  
Department of City Planning  
200 N. Spring Street  
Room 750  
Los Angeles, CA 90012  
 
RE: Sunset 8150, Alternative 9  
 
Dear Srimal Hewawitharana:  
 
The proposed development at 8150 Sunset is about 200 feet from my apartment.  
 
There are many troubling issues and questions concerning 8150 Sunset, which 
remain despite several modifications of the proposal. Most of these are raised in 
the excellent letter written to you by Rory Barish, dated October 13, 2015. I 
support Ms. Barish in all of her concerns and requests. I also support Steve 
Yoder in his November 4th letter regarding his concerns and requests.  
 
Why has 8150 Sunset failed to address is the West Hollywood subsidized 
housing located right across the street from the 8150 Sunset building on 
Havenhurst? 
 
Here is a photo: 
 

 
 
This building houses people with AIDS, people with handicaps, people with 
breathing problems, elderly, minorities, etc.  
 
As you know, 8150 proposes to have all entrances and exits to their project right 



across the street from the above building located on Heavenhurst in the City of 
West Hollywood.  
 

 
 
This of course will prompt all kind of negative social media issues (for the 
politicians and commissioners backing this) … along with possible legal action 
due to the amount of pollution created by the construction of 8150 along with 
access issues for fire and police. Plus using Havenhurst Drive like a busy sem- 
blvd to profit New York money.  
 
I am really surprised that the New York money behind 8150 never addressed this 
issue regarding minorities and the elderly to be effected by the project.  
 
Perhaps you can tell me where this was addressed in the report? 
 
Sincerely,  
 
  
Michael L. Grace 
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd ProjectCity Case No. ENV20132552EIR
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:15 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: <poonsy6603@aol.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 5:02 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd ProjectCity Case No. ENV20132552EIR
To: srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

8150 W. Sunset Blvd. Mixed Use Project  City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 

To whom it may concern,

Concerns with 8150 Sunset

This project is too tall.

It will block views of The Hollywood Hills, a major identifying feature of Hollywood,
the entire area and and City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside
landscape viewed from the south, east and west, are seen for miles and enjoyed
by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. And should remain visible, not
obstructed by oversized projects so close to the hillsides. 
The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors
Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La Cienega and Sunset
Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

This project has not had any acceptable traffic studies, with old data from 2013, no cumulative
traffic study taking into consideration all the new projects along Sunset Blvd.
The massive size of it will create unbearable traffic at an already congested, gridlocked and
one of the busiest intersections in the city.

Crescent Heights becomes Laurel Canyon and anyone who has ever tried to navigate that up
to the Valley knows it is always slow moving, a canyon road, and once on it there is no way off
to get an alternate route. 

Backing it up with additional traffic from this project is a huge life and death EMS public safety
issue. 
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How  will EMS ever get through, to a fire that may be burning, to a resident who may be having
a heart attack, or to a car that may have some trouble or an accident.
Clearly, this intersection, at the mouth of Laurel Canyon, is about the very worst choice for a
project of this size and mass, adding so much more traffic.
People could die and fires could burn out of control while waiting for EMS to get through the
mass of traffic caused by this project. 

This project contradicts Dept. of Planning's own "Do Real Planning'

This project is not Real Planning, Good Planning or any Planning.
It does not 'respect the surrounding area' as far as character, it is massively oversized for the
area, and does not coincide with the size of what is there now. 

This project cannot be considered a TOD to justify it's massive overscale since it is not close
enough to a subway stop and Bus Stops should not be used for this justification as they can
come and go.

I have attended a number of community and neighborhood council meetings.
variances, bonuses, on and on, and the myth that bicycles will alleviate the traffic and many
living or frequenting the project will not use cars but will all use bicycles. 

The hope now is the myths will be separated from the truths,  and the city and developer will
really listen, and hear, and do a project that is beautiful and livable for all and compliments a
very famous intersection.

Thank you,
R.A. Poons
L.A. Ca. 90068

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359

tel:%28213%29%20978-1359


11/10/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail  Fwd: 8150 Sunset Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=0c0e333f54&view=pt&search=inbox&th=150f29de0b9d9532&siml=150f29de0b9d9532 1/2

William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 Sunset Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:17 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Robert Givens <robert.d.givens@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 9, 2015 at 6:33 PM
Subject: 8150 Sunset Draft Environmental Impact Report Comment
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: renee.weitzer@lacity.org

Los Angeles Planning Department:
 
I would like to take this time to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
proposed development at 8150 Sunset Boulevard in Hollywood.
 
I supported the 8150 plan BEFORE Frank Gehry was announced as the architect.  I
supported it because as someone who has worked and lived in the area, I know that the
existing shopping center is not only a blight on the Sunset Strip but is also underparked
and woefully substandard with regard to today’s environmental requirements. The new
plan is simply superior in every respect…
 
I am delighted to continue supporting this plan as it has only improved through the
participation of someone like Frank Gehry, whose reputation for innovation and creativity
is unmatched. I see nothing in the DEIR that would change my mind. In fact, it’s only
logical to think that a project of this magnitude will only further the revitalization of
Hollywood, increase surrounding property values, create new affordable housing
opportunities, and make the area safer for the community.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Robert Givens

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: support for 8150 sunset building proposal
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:02 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Sean Leffers <lefferssean@hotmail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 2:02 PM
Subject: support for 8150 sunset building proposal
To: "srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org" <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org>, "david.ryu@lacity.org"
<david.ryu@lacity.org>

To whom it may concern,

The proposed Frank Gehry project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard could be a huge win for our l ittle neighborhood. Some of 
my neighbors have complained about the height of the residential towers, but fail  to take the actual significance of a 
unique building. A historic address l ike 8150 Sunset needs a new and iconic building built on it l ike the Gardens of 
Allah was. 

I think about the Eiffel Tower in Paris, France. When that was built the entire city was up in arms about the height and 
that it was ugly. Do you know who pays the highest commercial rent now or which hotels get the highest rates today in 
Paris? ANYONE who has a view of the Eiffel Tower. This project design by Frank Gehry has the opportunity to be a 
building that people will  pay to see! Put it as a stop on a local Hollywood tour bus and let’s rake in the revenue from 
the sales tax from the residential and restaurants being built there. 

I am a local resident and a developer myself.  The buildings there just do not fit, let’s make Sunset more glamourous.

Let’s build it!

Sean Lepper

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: 8150 sunset blvd
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:58 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Susan Whyberd <whyberds@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Nov 7, 2015 at 4:17 PM
Subject: 8150 sunset blvd
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

To Whom it May Concern:

I think the proposed project at 8150 Sunset is a great way to improve the quality of life in our 
community. The existing structures now are older and mostly empty storefronts, a fast food 
restaurant, and an older looking bank structure that some people seem to want to keep. I am not a 
fan the architecture of that bank. I’d replace it in a minute, especially with a building designed by 
fellow Los Angeles resident Frank Gehry. His work is so unique and that is what we need to 
revitalize our neighborhood. We need big bright structures with the lights on 24 hours to help that 
area feel safe. We need housing, not fast food restaurants. This project will also add some much 
needed jobs both during construction and once completed. I approve of this project. Let’s get it 
done!

Thank You
Susan Whyberd
2155 Outpost Drive
Los Angeles CA, 90068

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

Fwd: development of 8150 support outreach
1 message

Srimal Hewawitharana <srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 10:07 AM
To: William Lamborn <william.lamborn@lacity.org>

 Forwarded message 
From: Wendy Parker <wendy_0119_Parker@mail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2015 at 3:01 PM
Subject: development of 8150 support outreach
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org

Dear Community,

I approve of mixed use developments wherever we can fit them in Hollywood. 
Mixed use projects generate more tax revenue than anything else we can build. 
More than the existing strip mall and McDonald’s. More than just a building full of 
condos or apartments. More than the Costco and Target developers have been 
threatening to build in Hollywood for years. 
 

Hollywood and all of Los Angeles can use that tax revenue to bring emergency 
responders to proper staffing levels, make improvements to traffic without relying 
on developers, and how about adding some parking for current residents? 
 

I approve of the development at 8150 Sunset. 
 

Thanks
Wendy Parker

 
Srimal P. Hewawitharana
Environmental Specialist II
Los Angeles City Planning Department
EIR Analysis Section, Mail Stop 395
200 North Spring Street, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA  90012
(213) 9781359
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

city case #env20132552eir
2 messages

Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:37 AM
ReplyTo: Jack McCourt <jack.mccourt@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

i am very confused about the project at 8150 sunset. i continue to hear conflicting information.

when does this project get started?
is there a new plan for a taller building?

this building should NOT be a highrise. it ruins the integrity of this famous corner.

i live at 8272 marmont lane and i am very concerned about this project.

i would like a phone number to call and get some detailed answers. we as residents of this
area need to be informed with correct information.

thank you in advance, 
john w mccourt
3235283222

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 9:37 AM
To: jack.mccourt@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

: City Case No. ENV20132552EIR 8150 Sunset
2 messages

kneedlersr . <kneedlersr@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 8:22 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.com, Renee Weitzer <renee.weitzer@lacity.org>,
david.ryu@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Cheryl Holland
<hollandc@me.com>, Tamara Bergman & Michael Schwartz <sbsierra@gmail.com>

The recent City Council election demonstrated the great concern that longtime business owners,
homeowners, residents, and stakeholders have about overscale development all over the city. Here in
Hollywood, where historic centuryold homes and commercial buildings attract residents  and visitors to
the area and are vulnerable links to our cultural heritage, monitoring development so that it aligns to a
coherent plan that does not damage existing neighborhoods is particularly important.  We have many
questions and concerns about the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. and the damages that, as
presented, it will do to our community.  Our current concerns with Alternative 9 include:

1. 8150 Sunset Blvd Project is a multi use development (residential, commercial and event venue). The
proposed building hight and mass are too tall and way out of scale with the surrounding neighborhoods.
The area is "Neighborhood Office Commercial" not a downtown or regional center.

Impact Statement AES2, that “the Project would not obstruct focal or panoramic views across the
Project Site,” is inaccurate. 
The building height in Alternative 9 is substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was
already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhoods. The Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven
stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is eight stories and the new hotel construction at La
Cienega and Sunset Blvd in the City of West Hollywood is ten stories. The adjacent Hollywood Hills,
Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon are more rural. The lower lying neighborhoods are predominately
very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip of neighborhood serving
commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be
a beacon standing out and seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's
surroundings. While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of
the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and and City
of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and hillside landscape viewed from the south, east and west,
are seen for miles and enjoyed by all residents, businesses and visitors to the city. Public views of the
Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and should
not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a developments heights, mass or bulk. If the project
would like to be a "gateway" to West Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza
portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.

2. The traffic survey is inaccurate and misleading. The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and include
almost nothing for bicycle riders.  Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building
projects to the west and east of the project.  We request a new traffic study by an independent
company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s impact on traffic.

We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1
FAR bonus.  The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhoodoriented bus stop.  The
transit services provided on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not
qualify this project as “transitoriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to
be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by Metro at any time.  The DEIR says that Metro
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lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of
1,500 feet.  

Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to
be considered as a "high quality" bus, major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within 1,500 feet of these unimproved bus
stops, but does not mention what improvement will be made or to what locations to achieve quality bus
stops. The rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs
on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the
week, all times that the project site would have heavy commercial use. Santa Monica Blvd is the more
major stop for the 780 bus. Please provide more detailed information on the major transit stops and
improvements to be made.

3. We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to
the project.  In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major
commuter routes, producing heavy cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets.  We are
concerned about left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.

4. We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the
project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights
should be preserved as is. It allows for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to
accommodate the new volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and
Crescent Heights parking garage. Removal of the right turn lane in front of the island would cause major
backup traffic on the eastbound side of Sunset. This intersection currently has major gridlock
throughout the day both on Sunset and Crescent Heights.

5. The Master Land Use application is requesting multiple liquor licenses, but does not provide any
information or detail as to what type of liquor licenses. We do not support a type 48 liquor licensepublic
premises or nightclub at this location. Hollywood Vice and the Captain of the Hollywood Police station
have said that this area is already over saturated with Liquor licences.

Thank you for listening to our concerns.
Sincerely,

Wendy Kneedler
1515 N Ogden Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90046

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 8:22 AM
To: kneedlersr@gmail.com
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Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

City Case No. ENV20132552EIR  WE OPPOSE
2 messages

jennifer parker van zyl <jennifervanzyl@mac.com> Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 8:26 AM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org, david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu:

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City
Case No. ENV20132552EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that will adversely impact the region
and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel
both does not adequately address the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly prodeveloper EIR
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform.

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include:

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit.

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits have
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. The
developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall will be eliminated, however the developer is keeping
the bank on site. The Site Manager working for Townscape himself has said that less then 1500 cars use the
center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical evidence. All these DEIR projections are
theoretical.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally required
setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally
important for pedestrian and driver safety

ZONING:  The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by claiming a “Major Transit Stop” at Fairfax
and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city’s general plan! This Bus
stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run on weekends, holidays or even
after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"High Quality Major Transit Stop". Say NO to an offmenu Incentive to
permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a
Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the onmenu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio
(LAMC Section 12.22A,25(f)(4)(ii);)

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. Our
water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before we consider adding density.

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing,
Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much
bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other
then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the
private residential terraces up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not
access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the
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community in the form of a Set Back/park space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the
land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives?  We know the number of affordable units,
but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this
question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits
of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts
associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed
project.

Sincerely,
Jennifer, Rudy and Parker van Zyl
6426 La Punta Drive
Hollywood CA 90068

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 8:26 AM
To: jennifervanzyl@mac.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

building development on sunset
2 messages

Robin Lerner <robbeewa@aol.com>
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org
Cc: david.ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, cd4.issues@lacity.org, sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, julia.duncan@lacity.org, Michael.loGrande@lacity.org, Info@lamayor.org, Lhorvath@weho.org, Jheilman@weho.org, Lmeister@weho.org, Jdamico@weho.org, Jduran@weho.org, Slunceford@weho.org

Dear Srimal Hewawitharana, David Ryu, and Mayor Eric Garcetti,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recirculated DEIR for 8150 Sunset Blvd project. This letter is being written in opposition to the DEIR, RDEIR and proposed development at 8150 Sunset.
Community outcry was been well demonstrated in the over 700 letters opposing the height, mass, and bulk in previous designs. Alternative 9 has only increased the height, increased the mass, and increased the bulk. Alternative 9 has
equally angered the community. The over 200 plus letters and 384 plus signatures on
the change.org petition demonstrate a strong and continued stakeholder opposition.
This area is neighborhood office commercial, not a mixed‐use area. This is not a regional center or downtown. Respect the present zoning. Alternative 9 is a manipulation of the zoning and would result in the elimination of what defines
this area as a well established low rise, lower density neighborhood. This proposed development is not in harmony with the policies outlined in the General Plan
Public views are an irreplaceable natural resources as defined by CEQA. The hillsides are a beacon for Los Angeles. The perception of open space once lost, will alter the landscape permanently. Allowing a structure of this height and
mass, would create a barrier and separation of the areas natural form. No development that blocks and diminishes public views of the Hollywood hills, should be permitted. The hills represent a directional landmark for all of LA and they
are the
identifying feature in the City of Los Angeles. The public view should be protected. The tallest building will be inhabited by only 30 condo owners on the top floors, the needs of the few should not overweigh the many in the grotesque
impact on the neighborhood that will result.
In general, as was pointed out by members of the Hollywood Hills Neighborhood council, the logic employed in the DEIR is muddy and often simply not credible. In many ways as will be outlined, the DEIR fails to adequately address that
fact
or support its lack of discussion of the impacts of the project.
The Project Description is Flawed/Unsure/and Transitory/Public Input was Refused
Townscape has violated CEQA early on in this process by not striving to
involve the community as much as possible, and
seeking to exclude community participation and comment. Rather than seek
open community input, Townscape has preferred back door politics by scheduling private meetings to preview the project to city officials and a select few before the DEIR alternative 9 was released.
Since the project and description is vastly different from the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR and is different from what was studied, many studies conducted for
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pagethe NOP are inadequate for the Alternative 9 option, this violates CEQA. The project description is supposed to remain stable and known. This project has been

in flux since its inception. Frank Gehry is the third architect hired by the developer in the space of a year. Each notice to the community reads differently as does
the project description in the DEIR, especially alternative 9. There have been three completely different building plan presentations to the Hollywood Hill Neighborhood Council. It is no wonder there is widespread confusion as to what
this plan even is and its impacts.
LAND USE IMPACTS
The DEIR’s bare conclusions that the proposed project would have a less‐than‐ significant impact on the existing character of the project site and vicinity and would not physically
divide an established community is completely unsupported by the facts and the obvious overwhelming impacts of the building in this lower rise neighborhood.
The immediate neighboring buildings, which are not considered or
specifically discussed in the DEIR, are only two and three stories
tall. Similarly, the conclusion that the proposed project would not conflict with
The General Plan is completely unsupported and
undiscussed. The conclusions are unsupported as drawings or
renderings contained in the DEIR do not show the directly neighboring buildings of 2 story and 3 story buildings in scale in an attempt do downplay how out of scale this project would be. Nowhere in the DEIR does it faithfully represent
the surrounding neighborhood in scale or irreparable harm this development would cause.
The surrounding neighborhoods are some of the oldest in
the area with many buildings dating from the early 1920’s‐
1930s. Before the project goes forward
a complete Historic Resources Survey of the buildings within a 3/4 mile radius should be completed and it should include private homes. The DEIR is inadequate and contains insufficient information to allow the decision makers to reach
correct conclusions and findings regarding the project’s impact on historical resources and the existing neighborhood.
Over 50 projects are currently underway or proposed for Hollywood in the City of Los Angeles and the City of West Hollywood. This DEIR makes no accounting for the cumulative impacts caused these developments will have on the
neighborhood, city services, police, fire, medical, neighborhood cut through traffic, . It also doesn’t account for the 21,000 truck trips that the neighborhood will suffer during construction of 8150 and how this will have a cumulative
effect when combined with other concurrent development. The project, in calling for off menu incentives that would relax existing development standards will only, if approved, increase density and traffic problems in the area, as other
developers seek the same

page2image2preferences, thereby threatening known and potential historic resources in historically sensitive neighborhoods. None of these cumulative effects are addressed in the DEIR
The DEIR does not cite any single specific policy and provides only bare conclusions of “no impact” or “less than significant impact”. The DEIR should discuss and illustrate how it satisfies a majority of land use objectives and policies
to affirmatively demonstrate how the bare conclusions were reached. Discussions of the violated policies should also be added to
the DEIR to fully resolve the conclusions reached and how the facts and studies support the conclusions. The conclusions appear erroneous because the project appears to violate, at some level, nearly every aspect of the General Plan. A
full discussion in the DEIR of which policies and principals
of the elements are satisfied and which violated by the proposed project should be enumerated in the DEIR. The following principals and policies and objectives should be fully discussed in the DEIR: It is insufficient to
simply state bare conclusions without a deeper discussion of the elements
of the General Plan.
Building Height and Mass
Applicant description of project: “one tower at Havenhurst at 15 stories in height (or approximately 234 feet above grade as measured from the lowest point on the Project Site at the southwest corner of the property), Crescent Heights at 11
stories (or approximately 174 feet above grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), one at the central portion of the South Building between the East and West tower elements at five stories (or approximately 110 feet above
grade as measured from the southwest corner of the property), thereby creating an approximately 150‐ foot‐wide, open north‐south‐oriented view corridor between the taller East and West tower elements that provides views southward across
the Project Site from locations to the north and vice‐versa.”
The towers heights in Alternative 9, are shown to be 234 feet, 174 feet and 110 feet above grade, and are substantially taller than the original proposed height, which was already too tall for this area and surrounding neighborhood. The
Chateau Marmont Hotel is seven stories, built into the hillside. The Directors Guild is 75 feet high at about 8 stories (this project would be three times higher) and the new hotel construction at La Cienega in the City of West Hollywood is
ten stories. The Hollywood Hills in this adjacent area, Laurel Canyon and Nichols Canyon, are more rural, with the lower lying neighborhoods predominately very low to lower rise and historic residential neighborhoods. The narrow strip
of neighborhood serving commercial use on Sunset Blvd is also significantly lower rise. This proposed development wants to be a beacon to stand out and be seen for miles. That it would be! Overshadowing the character of many well
established neighborhoods far and wide. The current proposal is not in harmony with it's surroundings and built
environment. Developer also understates standard industry feet to number of storeys conversion which if properly applied yields: 236 feet = 22 Stories (west tower), 174 feet = 16 Stories (east tower), 110 feet = 10 Stories (center
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building). We remind you, this makes the largest tower three times taller than the Chateau Marmont, long considered the anchor of the neighborhood. This project would dwarf it and be 12 storeys taller than even the large development
on Sunset Blvd at La Cienega in West Hollywood.
While the applicant cites views from the hills, the DEIR fails to address the public views of the hills. The Hollywood Hills are a major identifying feature of Hollywood, the entire area and City of Los Angeles. Public views of the hills and
hillside landscape are seen from the south, east and west for miles and enjoyed by all residents and visitors to the city. Public views of the Hollywood Hills not only provide a needed sense of open space, but are the view "beacon" and
should not be diminished, blocked or overshadowed by a development’s heights, mass or bulk. We would like to point out that the project site is not in a downtown or regional center. If the developer would like to be a gateway to West
Hollywood's Sunset Strip, something resembling the Sunset Plaza portion might be more in line and appropriate in terms of height, scale and mass for this location.
SCENIC RESOURCES
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within a designated state
scenic highway. Under CEQA and the LAMC, decision makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic features.
Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features accessible to the public.
It is Los Angeles city policy to continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique
geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean, mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views as indicated in the following document:
CITY OF LOS ANGELES CONSERVATION ELEMENT Adopted September 2001
SECTION 15: LAND FORM AND SCENIC VISTAS Page 46  47
The city encompasses 467 square miles of land area, including approximately 214 square miles of hills and mountains. The San Gabriel and Santa Susana Mountains bound the city on the north, the Santa Monica Mountains extend across the middle of the city, and the Palos
Verdes Hills and Pacific Ocean are on the south and west. The topography rises from sea level to 5,074 feet (Sister Elsie station in the San Gabriel Mountain foothills in Tujunga). The Santa Monica Mountains are the most visible feature from many areas of the city. They
are 60 miles long and stretch from Elysian and Griffith parks in Los Angeles to Point Mugu State Park in Ventura County. The Los Angeles River and its associated tributaries and flood plains also are prominent topographic features.
Land form protection. Several sections of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) are specifically intended to encourage retention of existing land forms. These include the residential planned development supplemental district (LAMC Section 13.04), which encourages
clustering of development in order to reduce grading and preserve existing natural terrain; the slopedensity regulations (LAMC Section 17.50E), which restrict density on the basis of the calculated average of the ungraded slopes at selected contours within a parcel that is
proposed for divisions of land; the hillside overlay zone (LAMC 12.21A.17) within which restricted densities and other requirements for neighborhood and environmental compatibility apply; and the Specific Plan For The Management of Flood Hazards (Ordinance
172,081), which contains hazard protection requirements. In addition, some community plans contain land form protection provisions. Under the California Environmental Quality Act, project design adjustments may be required to mitigate potential significant impacts on
landform and unique site features. The California Coastal Act requires minimization of natural landform alteration by new development projects within the coastal zone, including minimization of activities that would contribute to erosion and geologic instability. Flood plain
management is addressed by the general plan Safety Element.
Scenic features protection. Scenic views or vistas are the panoramic public view access to natural features, including views of the ocean, striking or unusual natural terrain, or unique urban or historic features. Public access to these views is from park lands, private and
publicly owned sites and public rightsofway.
The Transportation Element contains provisions regulating scenic highways which are not regulated by specific plans. The element contains a map of the designated scenic highways and guidelines for protection of natural scenic features and for aesthetic enhancement of the
highways. Scenic protection provisions also are contained in the community plans.
The LAMC contains provisions which potentially protect views. These include height limits and building setback requirements. Some scenic highways, including the Mulholland Drive Scenic Parkway, are regulated by specific plan ordinances that contain design provisions
intended to protect natural ridge tops, neighborhood visual ambience, public views and other features.
The California Environmental Quality Act mandates identification and protection of scenic resources. Identified resources include trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings and similar features that are located within a designated state scenic highway. Under CEQA and the
LAMC, decision makers have been able to require retention and protection of scenic features.
Conclusion.Through acquisition, park development and land use planning and development requirements the city has a major role in protecting land forms and scenic features and in making scenic features accessible to the public.
N Loss of natural features of the terrain, especially in mountain and hillside areas.
N Loss of scenic features.
N Loss of visual or physical accessibility to view corridors, scenic features and areas.
Land form and scenic vistas objective, policy and programs: Objective: protect and reinforce natural and scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and future generations.
Policy: continue to encourage and/or require property owners to develop their properties in a manner that will, to the greatest extent practical, retain significant existing land forms (e.g., ridge lines, bluffs, unique geologic features) and unique scenic features (historic, ocean,
mountains, unique natural features) and/or make possible public view or other access to unique features or scenic views.
Program 1: permit processing, enforcement and periodic revision, especially environmental review, grading, large lot zoning, clustering of structures, building height limits and other project design and construction methods for protecting natural terrain and features and
protecting public view access.
Responsibility: departments of *Building and Safety, *City Planning and *Public Works and other agencies involved in city development permit review and/or processing.
A key policy under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is the lead agency’s duty to “take all action necessary to provide the people of this state with historic environmental qualities and preserve for future generations examples of major periods of California
history.” 1. To this end, CEQA requires public agencies to deny approval of a project with significant adverse effects when feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures can substantially lessen such effects.”
2. Courts often refer to the EIR as “the heart” of CEQA because it provides decision makers with an indepth review of projects with potentially significant environmental impacts and analyzes a range of alternatives that reduce those impacts.
3. Based on objective analyses found in the EIR, agencies “shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment whenever it is feasible to do so.”
4. The lead agency cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve a project with significant impacts; it must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures.
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE
A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING.
New development can enhance and preserve Los Angeles’ distinctive qualities if it is designed with consideration for the prevailing design character and the effect on surroundings. It is important to conserve important design character
in
historic or distinctive older areas, some uniformity of detail, scale, proportion, texture, materials, color and building form is necessary. Large buildings
impair the character of older, small scale areas if no transition is made between small‐scale and large‐scale elements
The DEIR should set forth extensive discussions of how this project
meets this criteria and how it does
not create a large “separation” in the existing neighborhood. The present
building on the site “fits in” because it is essentially two stories and creates
a harmonious transition from the two story apartment buildings on Havenhurst and the three story apartment buildings on Crescent Heights that it directly borders. The proposed buildings will separate and divide the existing
neighborhood just by its sheer size.
Visually strong buildings which contrast severely with their surroundings
impair the character of the area. There is no discussion of this policy and
of the jarring visual impact of the proposed project. The lack
of any discussion and reference to these policies
make the DEIR completely inadequate. Other policies which need to be reconciled include the principal that:
POLICY, Hollywood Plan, Feature, pg 4:
“The lowdensity residential character of many parts of Hollywood should be preserved, and lower density residential neighborhoods should be protected from encroachment by other types of uses”
Similar care should be exercised in the design of new buildings to be constructed near historic landmarks and in older areas
of established character. The new and old can stand next to
one another with pleasing effects, but only if there is
a similarity or successful transition in scale, building form and proportion. The detail, texture, color and materials of the old should be repeated or complemented by the new.”
The DEIR is nearly devoid of any discussion of the potential impacts of a dramatic change in the zoning for one lot in an area filled
with historic buildings. The DEIR inadequately discusses any
of these important and directly applicable policies.
Human Needs
In questions of scale, the height of buildings has received
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the greatest and most continuous public attention. Nevertheless,
a citywide plan for building height has not existed prior to this time, and
both residents and visitors have experienced stress and concern at the prospect that the appearance of the skyline may continue to change rapidly without further direction or any real planning.
Extremely massive buildings on or near hills can overwhelm the natural land forms, block views, and generally disrupt the character of the city. Low, smaller‐
scale buildings on the slopes of hills, at their base and in
the valleys between complement topographic forms and permit uninterrupted views. The relationship between areas of low, fine‐scaled buildings and areas of high, large‐scaled buildings can be made more pleasing if the transition in
building height and mass between such areas is gradual. Buildings which meet the ground and reflect the slope of the hill relate to the land form. A
bulky building creates the most visual disruption when seen from a distance as the dominant silhouette against a background and/or foreground of much smaller structures.
There is no discussion in the DEIR of these principals‐‐‐merely a conclusion that the building is not disruptive and causes no significant impact—a bare conclusion not supported by the facts, any reasonable discussion or reconciliation
of the principals and policies and appears erroneous. An in depth discussion is needed as to how the proposed building is sympathetic to the scale and form
of the existing neighborhood so as to reconcile the erroneous conclusions of no impacts or less than significant impacts.
These policies are completely ignored in the DEIR and the exact opposite conclusion is reached without adequate discussion or any facts or law to
justify these erroneous conclusions.
“Affordable Housing”
Reviewing the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR documentation, one is unable to locate a clear definition of “Affordable” for the “Affordable Units” being included in the project and therefore, as
prepared, the documentation is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community Benefits the project will provide as an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential environmental impacts associated with the
proposed project Therefore, the city must find the EIR deficient and unable to substantiate the proposed project.
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the underlying zoning on the site and build something much
bigger and taller than otherwise possible. The bigger and taller part we’ve got, now – what’s the benefit? We know the number of units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent
answers to this question, the EIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be approved.
Traffic Island and Current Sweeping Right Turn Moving the Bus Stop
The current triangle and sweeping right turn could be re‐worked to allow pedestrian and bicycle passage, in addition to the stop lights and maybe even a cut out for the east bound Sunset bus to pull in out of traffic. Pedestrian refuge
medians are being added back in many cities, including the City of Los Angeles.
They provide a place for people to safely wait where intersections are busy and complicated. The intersection of Sunset Blvd and Crescent Height has definitely become much busier and complicated with the new multi use resident,
commercial retail, restaurant and event venue project.
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page9image22816The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights allows for continual vehicle merging, which will be needed with the addition of 500 plus new residents, where there currently are none,

commercial and new additional event traffic. Removing the current right turn lane would create a completely stopped right turn lane on Sunset Blvd. Right on red could not be accommodated due to pedestrian crossing and southbound
oncoming traffic from Laurel Canyon. The local bus on Sunset Blvd should be kept at the location, or at minimum in front of 8150 Sunset Blvd.
SEE PHOTO BELOW: Semi Truck turn around traffic island ‐ uses all lanes
page10image6136

Moving the Sunset Blvd Bus Stop
Moving the bus stop to 8000 Sunset Blvd as proposed forces pedestrians to cross the street and walk farther to reach the bus. Placing the bus on Sunset in front of 8000 Sunset would back up vehicle traffic turning east onto Sunset Blvd
from Crescent Heights’ sweeping right turn. The sidewalk provided for bus rider waiting area is extremely limited at this location. There is minimal sidewalk space to add a bus shelter and or accommodate bus riders with bicycles. This is
not a good location for a bus stop.
Fairfax‐Sunset a Major High Quality Transit Stop? PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include, but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following off‐menu Incentives:
(1)an off‐menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on‐menu Incentive allowing a 3:1
floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22‐A,25(f)(4)(ii);
We do not agree that the project location, at 1,560 feet from a transit stop, entitles the project to a 3:1 FAR bonus. The transit stop at Fairfax and Sunset is a small, neighborhood‐oriented bus stop. The transit services provided on
Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon with Metro Routes 2 and 302 do not qualify this project as “transit‐oriented development.” In addition, these services are not guaranteed to be provided in perpetuity, and could be terminated by
Metro at any time. The DEIR says that Metro lines 217 and 780 on Fairfax serve this project, but as stated above, this route is not within guidelines of 1,500 feet.
Significant improvement will need to be made at all bus stops located at Sunset and Fairfax for this to be considered as a "high quality" bus, or major transit stop.
The Recirculated DEIR points out that the project is not within the required 1,500 feet of these very unimproved bus stops for FAR consideration. The DEIR does not mention what improvements will be made or at what locations to
achieve a quality bus stop. Please provide more information on the major transit stops and improvements to be made. Failure to have done so makes this DEIR fatally flawed.
A well lit, ADA compliant bus shelter will be needed at this location, if it is to properly serve the new residents, guests, patrons, employees and general public. Restaurant employees and patrons who leave the project later at night and
should not have to walk farther distance or be expected to wait at a dark, unsheltered bus stop during late night hours. People will not take the bus.

pThe rapid bus number 780 does stop on Fairfax south of Sunset Blvd, where the local bus runs on Sunset Blvd. However, the 780 bus does not operate on weekends, holidays of after 8pm during the week. All times that the project site
would have heavy commercial use. Hardly a high quality Major transit stop. Santa Monica Blvd is the more major stop for the 780 bus but is even farther away and disqualifies this project from FAR consideration.
Traffic objections to DEIR Alternative 9
The impacts from construction and operation are so far reaching in alternative 9 they are an untenable burden for not only residents but commuters who use Sunset Blvd, Laurel Canyon Hollywood Blvd, Laurel, Fairfax Ave and
Fountain.
A layman's review of this proposed project can easily pick out numerous glaring issues, demonstrating themost basic operational aspects of this multi use development have not been vetted or thought through.
Alternative 9 is a completely different project, with completely new building configurations and significant changes to proposed traffic patterns and traffic flow than what the current Traffic Study was previously performed for. A New
traffic study should be required and performed for this new Alternative 9, and any other configuration that changes or alters traffic flow, travel lanes, traffic circulation, ingress and egress to project site for vehicles, trucks and bicycles on
Havenhurst, Fountain Ave, Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights. The new traffic study needs to include cumulative impacts from other projects approved and planned within one and one half miles of the project site.
We have numerous concerns about traffic flow in and out of the project, and in turn lanes adjacent to the project. In recent years, both Crescent Heights and Fountain have joined Sunset Blvd. as major commuter routes, producing heavy
cut through traffic on local neighborhood streets. We are additionally concerned with driver ability and safety of left turns in and out of the project on Crescent Heights.
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One of the proposed changes is for Fountain Ave, installing left turn lanes and a traffic light at Havenhurst. Installation of new left turn lanes on Fountain Ave at
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Havenhurst would reduce the two existing east‐west travel lanes to only one in each direction at all hours. Fountain Ave is already overflowing with traffic and backed up in each direction. Changing Fountain Ave to only one travel lane,
would eliminate on street parking currently available to residents, further reduce emergency response times and would be disaster!
SEE PHOTO: Fountain Ave at Havenhurst
page13image3944

We do not believe that the traffic island, which belongs to the city, should be incorporated into the project. The current sweeping right turn lane eastbound Sunset Blvd to southbound Crescent Heights should be preserved as is. It allows
for continual vehicle merging function which will be needed to accommodate the new 528 residents, volumes of drivers and delivery trucks going to and leaving the site and Crescent Heights parking garage. The traffic survey on this
matter is inaccurate and misleading.
The DEIR is weak regarding pedestrians and silent regarding incorporations of
bicycle riders.
Outdated statistics from 2013 do not include many recent building projects to the west and east of the project. We request a new traffic study by an independent company be done to more accurately and impartially assess the project’s
impact on traffic as this DEIR is fatally flawed in its methodology. All Traffic is estimated by theoretical models instead of empirical evidence. It is easy to do an actual count of the daily traffic accounts in and out of the present shopping
center but this has not been done. The present mall’s Traffic estimations of over 7000 cars is a gross overestimate. Townscape’s own site manager concludes that about 1500 cars visit the center daily. Real numbers based on empirical
evidence, not theoretical numbers, should be used so the city and the public can then properly assess the DEIR traffic impacts.
Construction Truck Access and Street Closures
The DEIR states that construction trucks entering and exiting the project during construction will do so from Crescent Heights, making a left turn across all lanes of traffic up to Sunset Blvd. By the DEIR’s own conclusions this will result in
21,000 one way trips or 42,000 in and out truck trips, each one that must cross all lanes of Crescent Heights to then make a right turn on Sunset. If each such effective lane closures of Crescent Heights results in a minute’s disruption of
traffic, then by the time the project is finished Crescent Heights will have suffered a cumulative 29 days of stopped traffic.
The traffic congestion effect on all surrounding streets, including local residential streets and cut through traffic will be severe. As well as a impacts to street surfaces and infrastructure from heavy load trucks. This is an unacceptable
community impact.
Commercial Delivery Trucks
Emissions, noise and environment hazards from expected volume of daily delivery trucks will have a negative and severe effect on the health and welfare of the immediate and surrounding neighborhood, residents, pedestrians, local
businesses, traffic circulation and roads.
The DEIR does not take into account in its traffic estimates the fact that the developers are proposing a high volume grocery store on the premises and a high volume gym. We ask that the DEIR be forced to include traffic numbers
counted properly from similarly sized grocery stores and gyms.
The project proposes an internal truck delivery and loading dock area for its grocery and retail operations. The recirculated DEIR does not provide information or
specifics regarding the actual operations and function for trucks and deliveries. Multiple restaurant and retail stores will generate heavy delivery truck volume.
How many trucks (large, medium and smaller) can the internal loading dock area accommodate at one time? The DEIR leaves this undressed and so is fatally flawed.
Where would the truck waiting or staging area be located, while trucks wait for other trucks to leave the loading area and free up loading dock access and space? The DEIR leaves this unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Would there be a delivery truck waiting‐staging location on Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst or other location?
Will there be some type of radio communications between the loading dock office and incoming / out going delivery truck drivers to alert the driver that the loading dock is already in use and at capacity ? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Havenhurst is a small local street. Most small local streets and under street infrastructure in the City of Los Angeles and City of West Hollywood were not designed or made to support the size and weight of large trucks or heavy volume
truck traffic.
Would Havenhurst need to be widened and strengthened to support and accommodate the project's proposed heavy truck use and volume ?
Would Sunset Blvd access or regular traffic flow be blocked by trucks entering, exiting, turn maneuvers, or trucks waiting and lining up to enter the project's internal loading dock area on Havenhurst ? The DEIR leaves any of this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed.
Many deliveries for grocery and restaurants make deliveries in the morning, mixing with regular commuter AM peaks rush hours.
How will the project site handle this additional truck volume coming and going from the Havenhurst loading dock area, in addition to approximately 100 plus resident vehicles leaving the project's same vehicle exit location, also traveling
north to Sunset Blvd during the same morning peak rush hour time?
Grocery stores in particular get their deliveries during night and very early morning hours. The noise from trucks accessing the project site during the night time and early morning hours (3:30‐5am) could be disruptive to residents
trying to sleep.
What type of operational noise barriers will be constructed ? The DEIR leaves this
unaddressed and so is fatally flawed
The DEIR has represented that only “residential traffic” will be allowed to enter the project from Havenhurst, a tiny residential street. Yet it also states that all truck deliveries are to enter and exit the internal loading dock area from
Havenhurst via Sunset Blvd. This includes large daily truck deliveries to the grocery store, restaurant, retail deliveries, garbage trucks etc.
Can such a small residential street such as Havenhurst accommodate this type of large truck maneuvering, turning radius and volume of trucks to back in to the internal loading dock?
It is a reasonable expectation that the most simple access delivery trucks servicing smaller restaurants and retail establishments will stop and park on Sunset Blvd in front of the project site or Crescent Heights on the side of the project
site to make their deliveries. Unloading of goods would take place on the pubic sidewalks, then wheeled into the plaza area and to the restaurant and retail stores. However, this would eliminate vehicle lane use on Sunset Blvd or Crescent
Heights for residents leaving in the morning via Sunset Blvd and patrons and employees entering and exiting during the day. The DEIR offers no solutions to this and in fact states only three spaces will be provided in the internal garage
for such deliveries as well as taxis, uber, and personal drop‐offs. This is a vast underestimation of the likely demand for unloading space created by such deliveries.
Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd would also greatly shorten turn lane length availability for the proposed Sunset Blvd right turn lane and vehicles turning from Sunset Blvd to southbound to Crescent Heights. The right turn lane on
Sunset Blvd would overflow to other lanes making Sunset Blvd access for new residents, patrons and all regular vehicle travel near impossible. The DEIR does not address this and is deficient.
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Additionally, delivery trucks parked on Crescent Heights would hinder ingress, egressto and from the parking garage accessand block vehicle site view on oncoming traffic from Laurel Canyon. Crescent Heights parking garage is
proposed to be a very high volume use from employees, patrons, valet set up, residents and residents guests turning left and right into and out of the Crescent Heights parking garage. The DEIR does not address this and so is fatally
flawed.
Delivery trucks parked on Sunset Blvd and Crescent Heights would also eliminate or hinder use of a curbside resident, patron and employee passenger pick up and drop off for ride services like Taxi, Lyft and Uber. Easy passenger pick
up and drop off areas will be essential for smooth east‐west travel on Sunset Blvd and north‐south travel on Crescent Heights. An off street cutout area is necessary for Sunset Blvd to accommodate passenger drop off and pick up with
out adding more strain on Crescent Heights parking garage access and surrounding neighborhood streets. The
DEIR does not address this and so is fatally flawed.
Uber, Taxi, personal deliveries, UPS etc. are inside the parking garage where no one will use them. This is utterly inadequate.
Additionally, the recirculated DEIR doesn't mention if residential moving vans and trucks and daily residential packages deliveries would also be using the Havenhust access as well. No mention is made in the DEIR how Havenhurst, a tiny
residential street, will be impacted by taxis and personal pick‐ups being made for residents at the Havenhurst entrance to the project.
SEE PHOTO BELOW: Havenhurst parking and truck garage access
page18image376

Parking
PERMITS AND APPROVALS:
The Project Applicant is requesting permits and approvals for the Project that would include, but may not be limited to, the following: Affordable Housing Incentives, including the following off‐menu Incentives:
(2) an off‐menu Incentive to allow an increase in the number of compact parking spaces that may be provided for commercial uses from 40% to 60% and to allow parking for residential uses in excess of one standard parking stall for
146 residential units to be provided as compact spaces instead of one standard parking space for each unit (or 249 spaces), with the rest provided as compact spaces, in‐ lieu of the requirements set forth in LAMC Section 12.21‐A,5(c),
with attendant parking for both commercial and residential parking;
Parking Option 1, pursuant to Section 12.22‐A,25(d)(1), which allows parking to be provided at a ratio of 1 space for each studio and one‐ bedroom unit, and two spaces for each two‐ and three‐bedroom unit, and provides that required
parking in a Housing Development Project that qualifies for a Density Bonus may be sold or rented separately from the dwelling units;
The DEIR states that Mixed Use buildings are permitted to sell or rent parking spaces, but does not provide specifics as to how many spaces will sold or rent or at what cost.
The DEIR also states parking will be provided by valet only or shuttle for events, but does not provide information of cost per vehicle.
The DEIR states that parking discounts will be given for vehicles with 3 or more occupants, but patrons going to a grocery store, gym or bank generally don't travel with 3 or more people per car. Sunset Blvd, Havenhurst and Crescent
Heights already has little to no available extra street parking. If parking and valet charges are high, vehicles will not park at the complex, but will circle the neighborhood streets looking for parking, causing more emissions, noise and
congestion. Townscape Partners previously demonstrated their desire for high parking fees in 2013 with disastrous outcome for neighborhood serving establishments and local patrons.
This proposed development shows real probability of overrunning and overwhelming the surrounding neighborhood. Availability, accessibility and affordability of parking, for this location are important details to provide. Parking spaces
for residents, guests, employees and patrons for separate establishments, along with the cost or charge for a parking spaces, parking and valet charges should be provided and included in the DEIR and RDEIR. Additionally, local
neighbors of the project site, are hillside residents who will need to drive to the location.
Will a self park option be available ?

page19image22616Will free parking be available ?
Will guests of residents be charged for parking ?
Will service workers, (painters, repair people, construction workers etc.) housekeepers for residential units and condos be charged to park on site ?
The DEIR does not address any of this and so is fatally flawed.
Event Venue Parking and Traffic Circulation
Applicant ‐ Page ES‐45. Modify text; PDF‐Traffic‐2, During occasional large special events on‐site, the Applicant shall (1) require that all event‐related parking is valet‐ only or (2) secure off‐site facilities (including shuttle service to and
from the off‐site parking area (s) for event guests), or a combination of valet‐only and off‐site parking.
The Project says the site, in addition to residential and commercial mix, will also be an event venue. While there are residential uses located close by high volume, high intensity event venues, generally residents don't live at event venues.
This is not usually a compatible mix.
The DEIR states that guests coming for events will only valet park or be shuttled for off site parking locations, but does not say what type of events, how many people would be attending, what the hours events would take place, or where
the off site event parking is located.
The corner of Crescent Heights and Sunset Blvd is not an appropriate location for large high volume, high intensity public or private events.
High volume event traffic with many guests arriving at the same time by car trying to access the valet parking garage on Crescent Heights would over flow the southbound and northbound vehicle travel lanes waiting to turn left and right
into Crescent Heights garage.
High volumes of vehicle would block exiting vehicles from turning left onto Crescents Heights and general traffic flow on Crescent Heights and Laurel Canyon.
How many events would take place monthly or annually ? What type of events would be held at the location ?
Would events be private events or open to the general public? During what hours and days would events take place ?
Would events take place during late night hours ?
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How will residential uses be separated from event use ?
Will event use of location and parking access be separate from residential and general neighborhood commercial use ?
Will the plaza area, retail and restaurant use be closed to general public during
events ?
If the plaza area is used for private events, that don't include the on site residents, how do residents access their units from the plaza area ?
More information regarding traffic flow, shuttling and access during events and in general should have been provided, making this DEIR fatally flawed.
Public Safety
Increased response times for fire/paramedic units will be further slowed into the neighborhood by the increased traffic this project will generate. The responding agency, LAFD, has already submitted to the city a finding that the size and
density of the proposed project, coupled with reduced response times, would render fire protection for the project and its residents “inadequate”. It goes on to state the following 
implementation will increase the need for more fire protection and emergency medical services in the area”. This letter is signed by the fire chief of the LAFD.
Who will pay for this? At what point does the cost to the city for the supposed benefits of a few affordable apartments become outweighed not only by the damage done to an entire neighborhood’s quality of life but real cost outlays for
additional fire and ambulance personnel or even a new fire station to handle the unnecessary density the project creates? The DEIR is utterly silent on this and therefore must be considered fatally flawed and be rejected.
Operation Impacts
It is reasonable to assume that residents of a Frank Gehry building would be affluent tenants and owners who would want a separate, more private residential pedestrian access other than having to walk out through the parking garage
or directly into and through a public plaza space.
The project has a large residential component, but doesn't appear to have a residential relationship to Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, which are residential streets. The rendering included in the DEIR only shows a residential
relationship with the commercial public plaza, rather than a defined front door for residents and their guests.
Resident pets
It is reasonable to presume that of the 249 new units and with 505‐528 new residents, the project would be home to approximately 100 plus new resident dogs. The project rendering does not show amenities or place for these resident
pets, such as an on site dog run dog, making the DEIR flawed.
Further, the DEIR doesn't not address how these resident pets / dogs will access or
leave the project site for their daily walks other than out through the parking garages on Havenhurst or Crescent Heights, or through the public plaza entry points on Sunset Blvd, thus mixing with shoppers coming and going and people
dining. While I'm sure the dogs would enjoy participating in plaza dining, this would not be the best access or safe route for excited pets or patrons.
More consideration should be paid to providing wider sidewalks. Mixed use is just that, a mix of residential function and commercial function and event venue function. Mixing multiple functions requires more effort. The current sidewalk
renderings cater more to the current commercial use, rather than the new increased use and basic daily function for 528 new residents, their pets, rideshare drop off and pick up, transit bus waiting areas and substantially increased
commercial use. This makes the DEIR flawed.
Required park space
Affordable housing is not the only “community benefit” on which this project’s DEIR bases its approvable on. Other “community benefits” include park space. The developer is counting private resident terraces as community park space.
The developer is also counting its legally mandated setbacks as community park space. The developer is using hoped‐for annexed city land that it does not own as park space while taking away a much needed transit island. This does not
constitute true public park space in any real form and does not meet the city’s own criteria for community park space. Will the affordable housing residents have their own terraces, or will they be given the worst units on the bottom of
the project with no outdoor space to speak of? Will they be shuttled through a “poor door”, which was proposed by the same developers on their last project at 8899 Beverly blvd?
Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community with Benefits such as Affordable Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build something much bigger than
otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public park space" been put mostly on the private residential terraces
up in the towers? How will this park space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is being gifted to the developers, then given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park
space? Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing city land in all alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and who will they be
rented to? Without specific and transparent answers to this question, the DEIR is fatally flawed and cannot / should not be
approved.

 Sincerely,

Robin Lerner

homeowner

1701 North Ogden Drive,

Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Tue, Nov 10, 2015 at 11:41 AM
To: robbeewa@aol.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate
response, please contact the project planner identified on the notice directly.
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Plannlng Envlronmantal Review <plannlng.envrevlew@laclty.org> 

City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

RP Haa.Winkelman <safaripm@gmail.com> 
To: planning. en\t'e\1ew@lacity.org, da"1d. ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

Dear Srimal, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu, 

Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 5:37 PM 

I am 'Writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset 
Blvd (City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development that wll 
adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers approval of the 
Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address the enormous negative 
stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the city v.ould expose itself to for 
approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro-developer EIR report. While the new design is better, 
many basic issues of need and function have been ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This EIR 
does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems v.;th this proposal include: 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby 
structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and v.ould be the largest building on Sunset Blvd, dwarfing the 
surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft 
should be the limit. 

TRAFFIC: The Traffic study needs to be redrav.n, it is not accurate nowthat the design project exits 
have completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful 
than it is. The developer supposes that all daily trips to and from the mall wll be eliminated, hov.ever the 
developer is keeping the bank on site. The Site Manager v.orking for Tov.inscape himself has said that 
less then 1500 cars use the center a day, not the 7000 that DEIR projects without any empirical 
evidence. All these DEIR projections are theoretical. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost 
non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally 
required setback. The traffic island should stay ov.ned by the city and not be donated to this project as 
a gift. Is vitally important for pedestrian and driver safety 

ZONING: The developer is looking to increase the density of their lot by clairring a "Major Transit Stop" 
at Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet from the development, a violation of the city's 
general plan I This Bus stop does not meet the criteria of a "Major Transit Stop" because it does not run 
on weekends, holidays or even after 8pm. A bare bus bench is hardly a a"Hgh Quality Major Transit 
Stop". Say NO to an off-menu Incentive to permit a 3:1 floor area ratio for a Housing Development 
Project located within approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance 
specified in the on-menu Incentive allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22-A,25(f}(4)(ii);) 

AGING INFRASTRUCTURE: We have seen constant failures of the water and sewage pipes in the area. 
Our water and sewage infrastructure needs to be improved before v.e consider adding density. 

Specifically, the basic assumption is that by providing the Community v.iith Benefits such as Affordable 
Housing, Parking, Bike Racks and Parks the Developer gets to ignore the FAR on the site and build 
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something much bigger than otherwise possible. What is the Community benefit? Where is the Public 
offsite Park space other then interior plaza space on site? Why has the "community benefiting public 
park space" been put mostly on the private residential terraces up in the tov.iers? Howwill this park 
space benefit the community if they can not access it? How come the city owned large traffic island is 
being gifted to the developers, then given back to the community in the form of a Set Back/park space? 
Why hasn't the developer shown a proposal that only uses the land it actually owns, instead of annexing 
city land in all alternatives? We know the number of affordable units, but how much will they rent for and 
¥klo will they be rented to? Without specific and transparent ansv.iers to this question, the DEIR is fatally 
flavved and cannot I should not be approved. 

The documentation in the DEIR is incomplete because it has not adequately evaluated the Community 
Benefits of the project that will provide an offset to the resulting zoning upgrades and potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. Therefore, I find the DEIR deficient and 
unable to substantiate the proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Haas-Winkelman 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.emire~ew@lacity.org> 
To: safaripm@gmail.com 

Thu, Nov 12, 2015 at 5:37 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the En~mnmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment 
period. If you have specific questions or v.ou/d like an immediate response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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Plannlng Envlronmantal Review <plannlng.envrevlew@laclty.org> 

I oppose the massive, out-of-scale development at 8150 Sunset Blvd (City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR) 
2 messages 

Tim Armitage <timannitage@gmail.com> Sun, Nov 15, 2015 at 12:26 PM 
To: planning. en\fe\1ew@lacity.org, da\1d. ryu@lacity.org, mayor.garcetti@lacity.org 

Dear Ms. Hewawitharana, Mayor Garcetti and Councilman Ryu, 

I am writing in opposition to EIR submitted by the de\eloper for the proposed project at 8150 Sunset Bl\t'I (City 
case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR}. This is a massiw, out of scale dewlopment that will adwrsely impact the region 
and its residents. I ask that you deny the dewlopers approval ofthe En\4ronmental Impact Report, which I feel 
both does not adequately address the enormous negatiw stresses the project will produce and the legal liability 
(lawsuits) the city would expose itself to for apprt>\4ng such a poor1y written and blatantly pro-dewloper EIR 
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and fi.mction haw been ignored in fa\Or of 
splashy architecture. This EIR does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include: 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of nearby structures like 
the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset Bl\t'I, dwarfing the surrounding 
neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 

TRAFFIC: The Traflic study needs to be redrawn, it is not accurate now that the design project exits haw 
completely changed and uses highly suspect numbers to make the project seem less impactful than it is. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY: Say No to eliminating the Traflic lslandl Setbacks on the new design are almost non 
existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to gi\e the dewlopers their legally required 
setback. The traffic island should stay 01N11ed by the city and not be donated to this project as a gift. Is vitally 
important for pedestrian and driwr safety 

ZONING: The de\eloper is looking for variances for its increased density by claiming a "Major Transit Stop• at 
Fairfax and Sunset which is more than 1,500 feet tom the d8\9lopment, a violation of the city's general plan! Say 
NO to an off-menu lncentiw to permit a 3: 1 floor area ratio for a Housing Dewlopment Project located within 
approximately 1,560 feet of a Transit Stop, in lieu of the 1,500 foot distance specified in the on-menu lncentiw 
allowing a 3:1 floor area ratio (LAMC Section 12.22-A,25(f)(4)(ii);) 

Sincerely, 

Timothy Annitage 
7250 Franklin Aw, Los Angeles, CA 90046 
timarmitage@hotmail.com 

Plannlng Envlronmanta.I Review <planning.enweview@lacity.org> 
To: timarmitage@gmail.com 

Sun, Nov 15, 2015 at 12:27 PM 

Thank you for submitting your comments. They haw been receiwd and will be included in the administratiw 
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monito18d during an EIR's public comment 
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period. If you have specific questions or v.ould like an immediate response, please contact the project planner 
identified on the notice directly. 
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Dear Planning Department and City Staff, 

Rt:CErVEO 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 16 2015 

!:NVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

I am writing today in support of the project at 8150 Sunset Avenue. I live in CD4 
and frequently visit the project's area as part of my business and organizational 
affiliations with All Women Count, the LGBT center and the LA Women's 
Network. 

Diversity and inclusion are part of what makes Los Angeles such a wonderful 
place to live, but without maintenance and continued efforts, our culture can and 
will change. Whether it's iconic designs or an economically diverse community, 
defining characteristics will be past memories if we succumb to the pessimistic. 
Projects like 8150 influence the direction of a city, and this one b a true gem for 
many reasons. 

As a fellow artist I can appreciate the effort to get Frank Gehry on board as the 
architect. His work is unique. His designs are amazing and we'd be lucky to have 
a building by him in such a historic place on Sunset! The design with the view 
corridor and shaped glass are extremely tasteful and will serve the community 
well. 

Another thing I like is the mix of available types of housing for different income 
levels. This project has apartments, condos, and at least 10% affordable housing 
units. I've heard community members upset when a project only includes one 
type of housing, this has something for everyone. 

This design improves the area, positively influences the direction of our city and 
sets a wonderful benchmark. I strongly urge you to approve this development. 

Thank you, 

Alexandria Banks 
1813 W Pico Boulevard 

006 
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Dear Council Member Ryu and Srimal Hewawitharana, 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 16 2015 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

I am a longtime resident of West Hollywood and am in full support of the 8150 Sunset project. I ~tM not 
big into politics, but I am big into having a happy and safe community to live and work in. California has 
been losing affordable units and this trend needs to be reversed. We need more affordable housing in this 
area, and the 8150 Sunset project provides a dignified space for all our community members. Many 
people fought hard to achieve a culture of inclusivity, and it will take a lot to maintain it. The progressive 
policies and dedicated efforts in support of social justice have been cornerstones in the development of 
our iconic city, and this must continue. 

Approving a project such as this will push our city in the right direction. The site provides a wonderful 
opportunity to bring Sunset Blvd into the 21st Century by famed architect Frank Gehry. After considering 
the economic, aesthetic and overall improvements, this development is incredible. Please approve this 
project! 

Thank You, 

Respectfully 
Jack Gipson 
520 North Croft Ave# 103 
West Hollywood, CA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

ENV20132552EIR
2 messages

Judy and Shelly Asher <villarosarentals@yahoo.com> Mon, Nov 16, 2015 at 10:29 AM
ReplyTo: Judy and Shelly Asher <villarosarentals@yahoo.com>
To: "planning.envreview@lacity.org" <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

We are writing as neighbors of the 8150 Susnet project and the latest plans to raise the tower to 234 feet.  This
seems particularly high, given the area and the height of the other taller buildings on Sunset. We are not against the
new developement, but we want to see something done responsibly and with respec to long time residents. We as
homeowners are subject to stringent building codes and restrictions with respect to height and square
footage…..all of which are making it increasing challenging for homeowners to build to their own desired specs.
Commercial projects should be under the same scrutiny.  

We would like to see the propesed tower height lowered  as well as a better plan to accommodate cars/trucks that
are turning right onto Crescent Heights Blvd from Sunset Blvd. 

Thank you,

A neighbor living nearby just above Sunset.

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Mon, Nov 16, 2015 at 10:33 AM
To: villarosarentals@yahoo.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Dear Planning Review Board and Council Member David Ryu, 

I am a local resident and former business owner on the Sunset 

Strip. I'm writing today to give my support of the new 

construction project at 8150 Sunset Boulevard. McDonald's and a 

strip mall are not Sunset to me, the property at 8150 used to be 

i conic! Joni Mitchell wrote a song about the former structure 

there The Gardens of Allah. That was Sunset. It was grand. It was 

beautiful. It was the glitz and glam expected of Hollywood. 

McDonald's and a transient community just isn't that to me. The 

proposed glass tower is different than anything we have in Los 

Angeles currently and is unique enough to be the gateway to the 

Sunset Strip. This will be a fantastic addition for the 

community, neighbors and everyone who is fortunate enough to be 

in beautiful LA. Keep Sunset Sunset and approve this project! 

Lewis Evans 

1315 N Poinsettia Pl 

Los Angeles, CA 90046-4359 
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Dear Planning Department and Council Member Ryu, 

RECIE!VEu 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 16 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

I live, work and go to school in Hollywood and strongly support the project at 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

I moved to Los Angeles from Missouri almost two years ago, and this building by Frank Gehry is 

what I expected to see upon arrival. It is elegant and glamorous and promotes a Hollywood 

ideal. What is there now, is not at all what I imagined for the famed Sunset strip. I understand 

that an outsider's expectation of the city and a long time resident will not see eye to eye, but 

this area is bleak and in serious need of renovation - I can't think of a more fitting project to 

ignite a new era on Sunset Blvd. 

On one of my visits to the Bank there, I witnessed a business owner yelling after a man who had 

come into his store and grabbed food and ran out w ithout paying. That same day I saw 

McDonald's trash and food all over the ground, and halfway vacant stores. !t looked l!ke 

something you would see along a deserted highway in the south . I was very put off by the 

whole incident, especially because everything else surrounding the area was so much nicer. 

Another great aspect of the project is that it fills a need for housing in Los Angeles. It took me 

almost six months to find a place when I first arrived because everything was taken as soon as it 

became available, I almost felt like I had to know someone to even get an apartment. I am also 

very excited about the affordable housing component of the project, because while I myself 

have no need for it, I think that everyone should be able to have a respectful place to live no 

matter their situation . Los Angeles is such a wonderful place to live and build a community 

with . If we have the opportunity to grow our community without displacing anyone, while 

simultaneously improving the economy, streetscape and perception of Sunset Boulevard, we 

should . We'll certainly be doing ourselves a disservice should this project be denied. Thank you 

for your consideration. 

I 
Streph'on Turner _______/' 

·. 'Cfi'OJ/\._ )~ 
--s-as2 Willoughby Ave · 

Los Angeles CA 90038 

~ . 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Gehry / LACMA exhibit
2 messages

Chloe Popescu <chloepopescu@gmail.com> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 9:36 AM
To: david.ryu@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, srimal.hewawitharana@lacity.org
Cc: sarah.dusseault@lacity.org, renee.weitzer@lacity.org, Julia.duncan@lacity.org

I would urge anyone judging the appropriateness of Frank Gehry's project at Sunset and Laurel cyn to attend the
Frank Gehry exhibit currently on display at LACMA.  Two models of the Sunset project are on display as part of
the exhibit and they are amazing achievements by not only the world's most famous architect, but one of the
world's most famous living artists.  What is amazing about the exhibit is viewing the models of the dozens of
other projects that are in various stages of development  the model that inspired 8 Spruce Street in New York is
simply stunning.  The models for the Facebook campus are equally as impressive, and show in such intricate
detail the attention given to each and every one of these projects.

Gehry Sunset will be yet another architectural masterpiece, and one that will be walking distance from my
apartment.  Please approve it!

Chloe Popescu

Los Angeles, 90048

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Wed, Nov 4, 2015 at 9:37 AM
To: chloepopescu@gmail.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

8150 Sunset Blvd.
2 messages

Barry Poznick <barry@barracudaprod.com> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 8:02 PM
To: "Planning.EnvReview@lacity.org" <Planning.EnvReview@lacity.org>, "David.Ryu@lacity.org"
<David.Ryu@lacity.org>

To the Planning Review Board,

I am writing in support of the Frank Gehry design at 8150 Sunset Blvd. 

As a homeowner in laurel canyon and a business owner with an office in the strip, I know that the existing site is
in much need of an overhaul.  This will be an iconic structure perfect for the Sunset strip.

A project of this scale will provide an economic boost to the surrounding area. 

Thank you for your consideration, I sincerely hope this project is approved.  

Barry Poznick 
Barracuda Television Productions 
powered by Electus 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> Fri, Nov 6, 2015 at 8:02 PM
To: barry@barracudaprod.com

Thank you for submitting your comments.  They have been received and will be included in the administrative
record for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

This reply is automatically generated and this mailbox is only actively monitored during an EIR's public comment
period.  If you have specific questions or would like an immediate response, please contact the project planner
identified on the notice directly.
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Dear Council Member Ryu, 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 18 2015 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

UNIT 

I like the project at 8150 Sunset Avenue and sincerely hope your 
office approves it. The new design by Frank Gehry looks amazing, The 
original boxy design wasn't all that appealing and I'm so happy the 

developers listened to the community. This address is considered the 
gateway to Hollywood, only it doesn't feel like that right now. McDonald's, 
vacant stores, and a generic bank that needs updating (or replacing) 
should not create the atmosphere on Sunset. 

Mr. Gehry did a good job to create a unique looking building and 
understood the local community including a view corridor and removing so 
much retail space. This is what Sunset should look like. 

My idea of Hollywood is not strip malls and McDonald's. It is 
world-class architecture and setting benchmarks for the future generations 
to live up to. I for one cannot wait to see this project completed, please 
approve it! 

Thanks, 

Jorge Cueva 
2301 Apollo Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90046-2060 
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To Whom it May Concern: 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 18 2015 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

I would like to show my support for the building proposed at 8150 
Sunset Blvd. The economic impact of adding new commercial space and a 

few thousand new neighbors will be a great boost for the local economy. In 
the short term we'll have construction jobs and in the long term we'll have 
potentially hundreds of new jobs created and maintained. The local 
economy will appreciate the jump start and the injection of much needed 
property tax and sales tax will only grow our city in a prosperous way. 

The area as it currently rests has no business on Sunset Blvd. The 
waves of traffic caused by McDonald's and the various run down shops at 
the strip mall are awful. The inconvenience is widely recognized, but the 
safety issues must be addressed. If we have an opportunity to positively 
affect the area's aesthetic appeal, functionality and safety, we certainly 
should. I would much rather see individuals make a home in a beautiful 
building than tolerate the out of place eyesore. 

Thank You, 

Margarita Cueva 
2301 Apollo Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90046-2060 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Hi Scott, 

Rory Barish <N2swimng@aol.com> 
Wednesday, October 14, 2015 12:34 PM 
Scott Lunceford 
Fwd: 8150 Sunset Blvd - Letter Regarding Proposed Development - DEIR Alternative 9 
Letter to Srimal Hewawitharana Re 8150 Sunset Blvd Alternative 9.pdf; Writeup on 
Colonial House.pdf; In Style Article on Colonial House.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

So here is my lengthy letter to Srimal at the City of LA. I have added a few comments to the one that I gave 
you (and cleaned it up a bit) with some help from my friend who is project manager of the widening of the 
405. 
The areas that I added comments were .. 
Storm Water 
Paleontological 
Infrastructure and Safety 
Low- Income 
Exhaust 
Alcohol 

Thanks for all of your help and support, 

Rory Barish 
310 502-8797 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Alex Nicholas <alex@lane4realestate.com> 
Date: October 13, 2015 at 4:02:47 PM PDT 
To: Srimal Hewawitharana <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
Cc: Rory Barish <N2swimng@aol.com> 
Subject: 8150 Sunset Blvd - Letter Regarding Proposed Development - DEIR Alternative 9 

Dear Srimal, 

Attached is a letter from Rory Barish regarding the proposed development at 8150 Sunset Blvd, 
DEIR Alternative 9, along with several photographs illustrating the project. We have also sent 
you a hard copy of all of these documents for your reference. 

1 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER C713
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Several of Hollywoods most significant hi! 
buildings lie within a quarter mile of the tc 
and one will be destroyed by it, yet the de 
claim the area to be of no historic relevan 



Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Alex Nicholas 
Assistant to Rory Barish 

Phone: (310) 623-7437 
E-Mail: alex@lane4realestate.com 
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Rory Barish 

October 13, 2015 

Srimal Hewawitharana 
Environmental Analysis Section 
Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, 
Room750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: RORY BARISH DEIR COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVE 9 

Dear Srlmal, 

1416 Havenhurst Drive, Apt. lE 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 

My name is Rory Barish, and I am President of the HOA at the Colonial House at 1416 

Havenhurst Drive In West Hollywood. I live/own in a most splendid historic building 

designated under the Mills Act and listed in the California Register of Historical Homes. It has 

been featured in many articles and has been home to legendary stars and many notables. 

Other historic homes on my street include La Ronda (Mi Casa) and the Andalusia. These 

buildings have been filmed and photographed (in many well-known publications), on 

numerous occasions, for their architectural beauty. These, amongst several treasures within a 

1-3 block radius are threatened to be greatly impacted if 81501s, Alternative 9 plan passes and 

is allowed to be built . The idea that a developer can come into a neighborhood and not 

understand the Infrastructure and needs of the neighborhood and it's community is 

unfathomable, which is the case here. 

In the following paragraphs, I will comment on various aspects of 8150's DEIR. 

ZONING AND VARIANCES 

This project does not conform to the current zoning on the subject site. This site has a FAR 1.1 

ratio and the developers are asking for a variance for 3.1 . The developers state that they will 

meet the criteria/guidelines for this variance. However, they do not meet the criteria for the 

variance but want special favors and allowances anyway. For example, they are not within 

1500 ft of a Transit stop but they state that they are approximately within in it. They state that 

they are within 1,560 ft but request the variance anyway in lieu of the 1,500 SPECIFIED and 



REQUIRED in the on-menu incentive (LAMC 12.22.). MapQuest shows 1,700 +,but even if it is 

1,560, it does not meet the requirements. In football, if you are on the 1 yd line, this is not a 

touchdown and you will never get points for it. It does not count. The developers might be on 

the 1-5 yd line but it still does not count. If Eileen Ford said that all models coming to her 

agency had to be 5 ft 8 inches, they were. She did not take models that were 5 ft 7 and 3/4. 

She said that she had to have an exact cutoff because there were too many 5 ft 8 models that 

met all of the criteria and she wanted to make room for them. 

How does the City of LA justify giving a variance for this when they 00 NOT meet the 

requirements? 

The developers also want to increase the number of compact spaces REQUIREMENTS set forth 

in LAMC 12.21 provided for commercial uses and adjust parking for residential (compact 

spaces) .. in lieu of these REQUIREMENTS. 

They want a variance to allow for a fitness studio, as not otherwise permitted in the C4 zone. 

Why can't the City just say no? The city has many "outs" with the developers. The project is 

just too oversized for the lot and the developers know it but want exceptions to every rule and 

variances to make their project allowable. These guidelines and rules for special incentives and 

variances should not be broken for certain individuals . 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

What mitigation do the developers continue to talk about in the DEIR? The only way to 

mitigate these huge impacts is to build something significantly smaller. This site was originally 

intended for a structure such as the Garden of Allah or the existing strip mall that Is two stories 

today. It is not intended for a New York skyscrapers seen from the Valley to the Santa Monica 

Mountains to the LA basin as the newspapers suggest. 

The infrastructure is simply not there. It is not there to support a "Disney Hall" abutting a very 

residential neighborhood. Disney Hall is not in a residential neighborhood. And Disney Hall is 

not located on one of the most trafficked streets and intersections in the city. There is a place 

for this project but it is not here. 

The developers might be able to upgrade certain workings but what they cannot mitigate for all 

of their talk is the traffic nightmare. They cannot widen Sunset, Crescent Heights, Havenhurst 

or Fountain and that would be the ONLY solution. 
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The traffic from this monster project will clog up residential streets and narrow roads which 

were not built to accommodate added flow. When you keep increasing the number of units in 

a community without increasing the number of traffic lanes you are inviting a huge safety and 

traffic catastrophe. Projects of this mass and scale are found in Las Vegas on the main 

boulevard but that boulevard has 6 lanes for traffic. 

INFRASTRUCTURE AND SAFETY 

The DEIR (3-18) states that The LAFD has indicated that a fire flow of 9,000 gpm to the Project 

site from 4 hydrants would be required to adequately serve the site. The developers say, 

"However, if fire flows at 9,000 gpm at the Project site are not feasible (eg: due to 

infrastructure limitations) , a combination of lower fire flows, building design features, and 

other fire life safety features, subject to review and approval by LAFD, mav be provided in lieu 

of requirements. In my mind, if they do not meet the requirements of the LAFD, then this 

should not be allowed. There should be no, "in lieu of". They are telling us that the 

infrastructure is not there and that they may provide alternatives (once again, trying to getting 

around requirements). Would the city align itself with the developers over the safety of the 

neighborhood? Getting around requirements should not be tolerated when speaking to the 

safety of the neighborhood. 

What about LA Dept of Public Works? Any input? 

What about LA Dept of Bldg and Safety? Any input? 

Have you approached these agencies about plans? 

HEIGHT 

The DEIR says that this project plan will be 15 stories in height, 234 ft above grade (measured 

from the sw corner of the property .. lowest point), which is lower than the former proposed 

project. How can that be when they say that the former project plan was 17 stories but only 

216 ft above ground elevation at sw corner of the site??? If the imposing 12 story Hollywood 

Roosevelt Hotel is just 161 ft and the 13 story Capitol Records building is just 150 ft (without 

the antenna), then how can a tower of 234 ft be justified anywhere but downtown or Century 

City? This project sits atop Sunset and it is the feet/ height that we look at and not the 

stories .... You can have 4 stories with 20 or 40 ft ceilings in a 150 ft structure or design features 

of the building like they describe (horizontal breaks in between stories). 

3 



TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

The City owned traffic island is crucial to the continuous flow of Eastbound traffic on Sunset 

headed South. Isn't it more important to keep the traffic flowing (thinking of emergency 

vehicles as a priority) than to have 8150 take this island for aesthetic use? The developers 

propose that this island will be a soft landscaped area ( are they thinking about watering in this 

drought?) where pedestrians would be drawn to gather. Would you want to gather and relax at 

one of the busiest and noisiest intersections, where horns are blaring, where cars are flying 

down Laurel Cyn and where traffic is backed up on Sunset? It would be amazing to hear 

yourself talk, let alone relax and gather. 

How can adding their additional traffic to the streets, and backing up traffic, (there is already an 

existing traffic problem) not adversely impact the quality of life in adjacent residential and 

commercial neighborhoods as they state 2-34? This will be a disaster. 

HAVEN HURST TRAFFIC 

At present, there is a NO LEFT HAND TURN sign at the ramp at the driveway on Havenhurst to 

the existing project. Cars should not be exiting and turning left. BUT THEY DO. ALL THE TIME. 

The developers reps admitted during a meeting that this is unavoidable. They stated that they 

could not monitor this or have a guard standing by 24 hrs. They state in the DEIR that the 

Havenhurst Drive driveways are anticipated to provide the primary exit and entry locations. 

However, they now talk of a physical barrier in this DEIR (3-2) to prevent exiting on Havenhurst. 

But the only way to rectify the increased traffic problem on Havenhurst (we already have a 

problem) is to either have no entrance or exit on Havenhurst, or put a cul-de-sac there with a 

light on Fountain, in the exact fashion that one was put on Alta Loma prohibiting entrance and 

exit to all cars going Into Equinox. Havenhurst deserves the same consideration. There should 

be no entrance or exit to 8150 from the start of the West Hollywood border on Havenhurst to 

Fountain. This will also deter cars from thinking of Havenhurst as a cut through street. If this is 

blocked off and there is a cul-de-sac, emergency vehicles would be able to enter or exit 

because they would have codes to the retractable barrier/bollards on the street. The DEIR 

states that there will only be approx 463 new trips on Havenhurst?? Firstly, I would argue way 

more but even at 463, that is 463 too many. 

The DEIR also talks about having residential and commercial project-related exiting traffic 

being able to turn left on Crescent Heights Blvd. Has anyone from the City seen the traffic flying 

south down Crescent Heights from Laurel Canyon, not to mention cars turning right from 

Sunset? This is a death wish. Does the City think that this is feasible and not a safety hazard? 
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PARKING 

Parking needs to be addressed on Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. Will it be 

addressed? It is hard enough to park on Havenhurst when people are moving (reserved street 

parking), or when it is street sweeping day or when smaller scale construction is being done 

(reserved street parking). With residents, guests and visitors to 8150, there will be no place for 

local existing residents and guests to park. With Alternative 9 there will be just too many cars 

added to the street. Many people do not like valet or want to pay for it (if offered), and there 

will not be enough parking spaces at the site because not everyone has compact cars and 

practically nobody will ride bicycles. This is not the answer or "mitigation". What mitigation? 

West Hollywood streets all around 8150 should have 24 hr permit parking. This will deter any 

and all residents, guests and visitors to 8150 (because 8150 is Los Angeles) from parking on 

Havenhurst, Crescent Heights and Fountain. The parking for the site as it exists now is 

sufficient for its guests, especially with the added Metropolitan Storage. It will not be with this 

proposed project. 

Where will the valets park the cars because there will not be sufficient parking at the site? 

BICYCLES 

Countless pages of talk of allowances for bicycles and bicycle spaces makes zero sense. We are 

in Los Angeles (not in some small town) and this project sits on Sunset at one of the busiest and 

most dangerous intersections in the city. There are no bicycle lanes and no proposed ones in 

place. Nor would you ever want to propose one here. Who in their right mind would propose 

one here? You would take your life in your hands cycling here. I have done triathlons, I know. 

would never cycle here. The idea of people riding bikes to the supermarket to get groceries 

(where do they put these groceries?) or riding to and from work with briefcases in dangerous 

traffic, or riding up and down the Hollywood Hills, or riding to purchase goods in these 

expensive retail shops (where do your packages go?) is ludicrous. These incentives for 

developers, encouraging bicycle use in the city, should be strictly geographical because they 

apply or make sense only to certain areas. To say that you can have variances and meet 

environmental initiatives (ie: encouraging use of bicycles and providing spaces for them) needs 

to be evaluated more. These incentives should not be granted unless the city does a complete 

geographical check. 

This DEIR report should not be generated by the developers because it is one-sided/ bias, on all 

counts. Of course the developers will say that every idea of their project works just fine, 
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including the use of bicycles on Sunset .. Does the City agree that this is not the site for 

encouragement of bicycles? 

ALTERNATIVES 

The developers have thrown out every alternative proposed by neighboring citizens and 

officials and came up with their own alternative because they want to build what they want to 

build. This is no doubt that they are only thinking of dollar signs, maximizing their project site 

to the fullest and their so called logic makes no sense. They want to try to convince us how 

building something much smaller in scale (equivalent to 8000 Sunset) will not have less of a 

traffic impact, or exhaust impact or view impact or anything else ... They must think we are all 

stupid. They try to find a way to tell you how none of the other alternatives are good and why 

their idea is the best. They would rather justify giving people a green space to sit (on one of the 

busiest streets and intersections, I might add) than to preserve the safety of the neighborhood. 

Does the City agree with this alternative? 

Beverly Hiiis real estate development firm Bolour Associates and Portland, Oregon hotel 

management firm Provenance Hotels are building a hotel in Hermosa Beach. When residents 

weren 1t thrilled with their first peek at plans (it was 15 ft above the city's maximum building 

height), the developers encouraged community discussions. This led the developers to 

DRASCTICALLV alter the hotel 1s design concept and the hotel ended up being only 30 ft high. 

Community dissidents felt all of their issues were addressed and had a compromise that was 

more than expected. These developers were very sensitive to the needs and wants of the 

community, whereas the 8150 developers are not. 

AFFORDABLE-LOW INCOME HOUSING 

Both of their plans called/call for affordable or 11very11 low income housing and the developers 

express caring for those in need. If this is true then why not build in neighborhoods where 

there are affordable, grocery stores, fitness centers (like the V), retail shops, and restaurants? 

Are these affordable or 11very11 low-income housing occupants shopping at Bristol Farms, going 

to private Fitness Centers, eating at the Chateau Marmont or the Tower Bar or going to the 

Hyde Lounge? Because this is what is available to these low-income tenants in the immediate 

vicinity. I think not. They propose affordable housing ONLY to get their FAR ratio increased 

from a 1. 1 to 3.1 . They do not care about low-income residents as demonstrated by their 

"poor door" policy at 8899 Beverly Blvd (see my last paragraph, IN CLOSING). 
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How will this low-income housing be monitored? When the initial occupants move in, how will 

the city of LA monitor what they are paying? When the occupants move out and new 

occupants move in, how can the city of LA monitor what they are paying? 

COMPACT CARS 

Can the developers really require occupants of their project to buy compact cars or buy bicycles 

when these occupants buy expensive condos or pay a lot in rent? They will narrow their market 

for buyers and renters and you will see a lot of empty units in this project like elsewhere in the 

city. Is it fair to make buyers purchase compact cars because the developers might have 

parking issues and have maxed out their site? Does the city agree that parking is not adequate 

and the developers are compensating with spaces for compact cars and bicycles? 

HISTORIC VALUE 

The DEIR talks about the Colonial House, The Andalusia, La Ronda (Mi Casa), The Granville, The 

Savoy, etc. These are buildings that have historic value and are recognized buildings in the 

National Register. They are protected by the Mills Act and guidelines require preservation and 

restoration of these buildings. Does the state or city define preservation of these buildings on 

Havenhurst and Crescent Heights as allowing these buildings to have their views blocked, their 

light altered (shade, shadows and glare) and their residential streets turned into freeways? Is 

that the definition of preservation? Values will for sure be damaged. A feeling of local identity 

will be lost if planning officials fail to recognize local community wishes. Communities such as 

these, sprinkled with architectural gems will lose their identity and feel like anywhere in the 

U.S .. Powerful developers with deep pockets can now change master plans (ie: The Valleywide 

plan) that were designed to protect neighborhoods, that could never be built upon and they 

can now nullify these plans. This is all wrong and needs to be stopped. 

If the Los Angeles City Council banned building McManslons in the immediate neighborhood 

because they were concerned that their size (2 stories) was changing the character of the 

neighborhoods, then why is it okay to allow a skyscraper in the same area? So this only applies 

to residential structures? Commercial buildings are immune from this? How can this make any 

sense? Does the proposed Alternative 9 not change the character ofthe neighborhood? This is 

a question that I would love the city to answer. 

There is also a moratorium on the issuance of building and demolition permits for proposed 

Historic Preservation Overlay Zones. lfthe city does care about Historic Preservation, why not 
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protect the Chase Bank building on the 8150 site and the architectural gems that surround it? 

A city report states that the ban came amid a proliferation of out of scale development that 

threaten the cohesion and character of neighborhoods. Therefore, is it not logical to say that it 

would be hypocritical to allow this proposed Alternative to be built? 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would result in a SIGNIFICANT and UNAVOIDABLE direct 

impact to historical resources (2-26), even with the Mitigation Measures HIST-1 through HIST-4 

because the Bank Building would be removed and demolished. Why is this unavoidable? They 

can choose to not tear it down, redesign their plans and have a smaller scale project in keeping 

with the neighborhood. Correct? 

When discussing the Bank building, formerly Lytton Savings and now Chase Bank, former 

paragraphs speak of preservation. Why was it so important to keep the old Duttons bookstore, 

also known as The mid-century Barry Building on San Vicente in Brentwood or Norms Diner on 

La Cienega? But then why is it okay to tear down the iconic mid-century Lytton Savings (now 

Chase bank) at 8150 Sunset? Can the City answer this question? Especially when the architect 

of that building, Kurt Meyer, a passionate advocate for great architecture (and architects) was 

recognized and honored for his great work around the city. Why does he does not gain the 

same respect from the city, Frank Gehry or the developers? Does the city randomly choose 

which iconic buildings to save or not, depending upon which developer is involved and how 

deep their pockets are? I wonder. 

The DEIR states that Alternative 9 would not detract from the historical or architectural 

significance of the Colonial House (2-26). Their rational is because you can still see it looking up 

the street and although dwarfed from the monolith project, it has not disappeared. Do the 

residents of the building agree? Like those buyers who purchased units like the famed Bette 

Davis unit with views of the Hollywood Hills, and beautiful light to the north 7 Or like mine 

whose patio will be completely overlooked and shadowed and/or glared by their towers? Or 

whose street will become a freeway because this project would increase existing daily traffic? 

That sure does change the character and value of the building and it's units. 

EXHAUST 

The developers state that having underground parking now should alleviate the impacts of 

exhaust fumes. Well so now we do not have to look at the cars above grade but I ask ... where 

will these exhausts be vented out to? They still need to be vented out to the street right? So 

the question still remains, how and where will this be alleviated? 
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How will the noise level be monitored and measured? The vents will make noise at all hours of 

the day and night, inside and outside of the structure. How can the neighborhood be assured 

that this will not be a noise nuisance? 

MASSING AND SCALE AND MATERIALS 

The DEIR talks about softening the massing with their design. This is an oxymoron. If they 

admit that there is so much mass and massing, there is no real way to soften it. They state on 

2-27 " The horizontal break in massing allows the lower portion along the Havenhurst facade to 

respond to the surrounding neighboring scale. Have they ever walked down the street and 

seen the height and architecture of the buildings there? Really? They state that that the upper 

portion of the building steps up into the center of the site, HELPING TO ALLEVIATE taller 

building elements along the smaller scale street. The developers really do know that the scale 

of the street is small and try to justify overpowering the neighborhood with flowery design 

jargon. They speak of minimizing visual effects associated with the podium structure on 

surrounding lower-scale residential development (3-3). They are in essence, trying to mask the 

giant, with words and design features, which is impossible. Does the City agree with their 

assessment of the scale of the street in relation to their project? 

They also say on page 2-10, "build1ng material selection is currently at an early stage." They 

have not presented their materials to us. How can we determine what effects/impacts this 

project will have on us (glare, shade, heat..) if we are not fully informed. This could be another 

Disney Hall all over again. Will the city require materials presented now? 

ARCHEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

They state that Alternative 9 would result in incrementally greater potential impacts to 

archeological and paleontological resources due to the incrementally increased excavation. 

They then state that these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. What 

mitigation? Again, they do not state what that mitigation would be. Like many politicians, who 

state that they will bring about reform and never say how (they tell you that they will have the 

answer after they are elected), these developers talk of mitigation several times but do not 

state how. 

Hazardous materials needs to be addressed ... soil and anything else during excavation. What 

happens if the soil is determined to be hazardous? It then cannot remain exposed or at the 

site. How will this be dealt with? They will be trucking tons of excavated soil off-site and I 
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would want to know where it is going?? How will the city of LA and West Hollywood deal with 

the truck queue? Trucking will add to already impacted traffic and noise. 

AESTHETICS 

The developers state that they want to create a development that compliments and improves 

the visual character of the westernmost area of Hollywood and promotes quality living spaces 

.... Is this not subjective? 

GEOLOGY 

The DEIR states that with this alternative, with reduced occupancy, it will expose fewer people 

at the site to seismic hazards associated with the Hollywood Fault! I! Admitting that they are 

building within very close proximity to this fault, they are still asking to build an enormous 

project and increase the FAR to 3.1! How ridiculous and contradictory. Why would the City 

allow this scale so close to a major fault.. which runs directly across the street? 

There is no discussion of their storm water pollution prevention plan. What are they doing 

about run-off? Is the run-off going into the city of West Hollywood's systems? What will be 

the impact of a significant rain event? 

LA County operate "flood control" facilities within the city of Los Angeles. Is there any water 

run-off dumping into their facilities? From either the city or West Hollywood? 

ALCOHOL 

Alcohol permits ... are they planning on taking over existing licenses or have they already applied 

? Or are they leaving it up to whomever will be occupying that space? 

IN CLOSING ... FRANK GEHRY AND TOWNSCAPE DEVELOPERS 

It is my opinion that the developers went with a big name to get the project passed. I assume 

that they figure that if they used FRANK GEHRY they would impress the hell out of citizens and 

City officials (Mayor Garcetti is a fan) and all would just swoon. Well Disney Hall was not 
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without problems as you recall because Gehry's shiny metal building was not well thought out. 

Drivers were blinded by the glare and residents of the condos across the street complained 

about the reflective heat. Workers had to sand down the metal to dull the glass, a tarp was 

hung over the worst area .... all the while Gehry saying that it is not a story that should be all 

around the world. He did not think it was a big deal. So what about the materials for this mass 

oversized project? The developers say that the building material selection is at an early stage 

and have not disclosed what materials will be used. Will we have the same problem as Disney 

Hall? 

The New York Times reported That Frank Gehy "draws Ire for joining the Los Angeles River 

Restoration project. His involvement has prompted stinging criticism from advocates wary of 

gentrification and skeptical of the architect's ability to create an appealing outdoor space". So 

is Frank Gehry really the ticket for getting this project passed? 

TOWNSCAPE PARTNERS, is known for unsavory practices. They planned to segregate low

income tenants from amenities for condo owners at 8899 Beverly Blvd. This "poor door policy" 

sparked outrage and they were forced to abandon this discriminatory practice. 

At the present site at 8150 Sunset, Townscape was embroiled In a lawsuit dispute with many 

of their retail tenants. They installed parking arms and charged $3.00 for 15 minutes, fees 

which tenants believed was a sure way of putting them out of business to make room for their 

mixed-use project. The developers succeeded because it destroyed and hurt many of these 

small businesses many of which, went out of business. Townscape had to stop charging after it 

was told to do so by the City of LA. 

So why would the City of Los Angeles want to make allowances and concessions, give variances 

and do business with these developers who disrespect the community and demonstrate 

unsavory practices? No favors should be done for these developers as they have shown no 

consideration for Los Angeles or West Hollywood residents. 

The neighborhood would definitely like something nice to be built at 8150 Sunset. An 

improvement is needed ... a much smaller scale project that is tasteful, upscale and which speaks 

to the environment. When visiting the site, Michael La Grande, LA city planner, said that the 

project should not be any higher than the 8000 Sunset complex ... 4 stories, which is directly 

across the street. Speaking of which, the developers said when they thought about the project, 

they thought about neighborhood needs. They felt a fitness center and supermarket would be 

a good choice. Hmmm. Did they really scope out the area because DIRECTLY across the street 
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at the 8000 Sunset complex is a Trader Joes and Crunch gym and there is also a Bristol Farms 

just a few blocks down. These are not needed. If they omitted these from their plans and 

scaled way down, the impacts would be a lot less. 

Alternative 9 is no alternative and should not be granted permits, given consideration or 

approval to be built. 

Thank You, 

·r·; __J 
-~:~~"\\._ __ 

Rory Barish 

Enclosures 
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THE COLONIAL HOUSE 

BUILT TN 1927 BY RENOWNED ARCHITECT, LELAND BRYANT. 

LISTED ON THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. 

THE COLONIAL HOUSE lS THE MOST BEAUTIFUL AND UNIQUE CONDOMINTIJM IN LOS 
ANGELES. ORIGINALLY rT WAS A HOTEL/APARTMENT BUILDTNG AND WAS CONVERTED 
TO CONDOMfNTUMS fN THE 1970'S. lT rs THE ONLY CONDOMINTIJM BUILDING OF THIS 
VTNTAGE WITH ON-STTE MANAGER, TOTAL SECURITY FOR RENOWNED RESIDENTS, 
BEAUTIFUL COURTYARDS, LARGE MANICURED GROUNDS AND POOL lN WEST 
HOLLYWOOD. IT CONTAINS TWENTY-ONE UNITS MAINTAINING rNTlMACY AND 
EXCLUSIVITY. 
ALL THE UNITS HA VE THE ORIGINAL POURED MOLDINGS, WOOD BURNING FIREPLACES, 
HARDWOOD FLOORS AND ORJGINAL TlLES. MOST OF THE RESIDENTS HAVE OWNED FOR 
MANY YEARS AND RARELY DOES ONE GO ON THE MARKET FOR SALE. 
TT IS LOCATED ON A QUIET STREET IN THE MOST DESIRABLE AREA OF WEST 
HOLLYWOOD BETWEEN SUNSET AND FOUNTAIN, WEST OF CRESCENT HEIGHTS. 

PAST COLONIAL HOUSE RESIDENTS INCLUDE: 

F. SCOTT FITZGERALD 
CLARK GABLE 
EDDIE CANTOR 
KIM SEDGEWlCK 
KEVrN BACON 
JODI FOSTER 
ELIZABETH HURLY 
ELLEN DIGENERAS 
CAROL KANE 
MARISA TOMEl 
TIM BURTON 
PETER BERG 
JOELY RICHARDSON 
JENNIFER LOPEZ 
KATLY BAX 

BETIE DAVlS 
MYRNA LOY 
JOAN BLONDELLE 
ANNA BETH GISH 
JUUA ROBERTS 
HUGH GRANT 
JAMIE LEE CURTIS 
ANNE HECKE 
KIRA SEGWICK 
ELIZABETH SHUE 
JENNIFER BEALS 
JOHN MAUCHERI 
VANESSA REDGRAVE 
MARLENE STEWART 



(hollywood history) 

star comp 
So many A-listers have called the Colonial 
House home, you'd think there was 
a red carpet leading to the front door 

Sure, looks and talent count for 

something in Hollywood, but 

never underestimate the power of 

the right address. Just ask Hugh 

Grant, Julia Roberts, Jennifer 

Lopez and Jodie Foster, all of 

whom have resided at the 

Colonial House apartments in 

West Hollywood. 

Designed by architect Leland 

A. Bryant and built in I930, the 

seven-story, 2I-unit complex was 

once home to an earlier genera

tion of celebrities, including 

Myrna Loy, E Scott Fitzgerald 

and Bette Davis, whose name 

remains etched on the brass mail

box plate for apartment 4b. 

Foster also lived in 4b, as 

did director Tim Burton. The 

illustrious former inhabitants 

of apartment 2c include 

Oscar-winner Roberts and Oscar

nomint:t: Elisabeth Shue. 

"Colonial House is such a 

historic place," says actress and 

past tenant Annabeth Gish. "I 

just hope some of its theatrical 

spirit seeped into my bones." 

-Leslee Komalko 

192 I SPRING 2004 I N STYL E HOME 



Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

To Whom it may Concern, 

Matthew Schneider < matthewevanschneider@gmail.com> 

Monday, November 02, 2015 10:11 AM 
planning.envreview@lacity.org 

david.ryu@lacity.org; mayor.ga rcetti@lacity.com; re nee.weitzer@lacity.org; 
cd4.issues@lacity.org; sarah.dusseault@lacity.org; julia.duncan@lacity.org; 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford 
City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 

Flagged 

Unfortunately the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Recirculated Draft EIR and the original draft EIR, as prepared, is incomplete and 
has not adequately evaluated the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. In its current format, 
the document is prepared. as an advocacy document intended to provide an environmental document that can be used to justify 
a project, not adequately evaluate the proposed project and its impacts on the surrounding community, which will be most 
directly affected by the impacts of this proposed development. 

The tallest structure on the new redesign will be 234 feet. For comparison the 
Hollywood Roosevelt hotel is just 161 feet; the Capitol Records building is just 150 feet without the antenna.This building should 
be limited to 100 ft. No more. 

The development of these massive, towering structures which are completely out of character with the surrounding 
area/community cannot be justified by the assertions of "project benefits" and the accompanying incentives program variances 
to the City planning practices, goals and policies. 
There are alternatives to the proposed development, which could render the 
Project's benefits still viable without destroying the character of the 
Hollywood/Sunset Blvd view shed. Proposing a project that respects the zoning restriction of 45 feet or developing structures 
that are in keeping with the 6 10 story buildings already constructed is more in keeping with a consideration for the history of the 
area and the community which will have to view this project, indefinitely. Furthermore, the character and scale of Sunset Blvd. 
has been established for many years and is, in part, a major contributor to the public's understanding and memories of the 
Sunset Blvd community. 

Residential Anti-Mansionization laws are increasingly popular and are enforced in 15 areas in Los Angeles. The spirit of these 
laws is to respect the community standard of height, size, and scale. We ask the city-planning department, why are mixed-use 
residential building projects not held to the same community standards of height, size and scale? Zoning incentives as used in 
the recirculated DEIR devalue historical community standards and erode the public trust by providing developer loopholes for 
height and size restriction. 

HOLLYWOOD COMMUNITY PLAN: 

In every community, compliance with Community plans (General Plan) is viewed as a safety net for the residents to ensure that 
present and future city administrations and decision makers have a consistent basis under which to conduct compliance 
assessments on proposed projects. 

In the case of the 8150 Sunset Blvd Mixed Use Project, instead of testing the potential impacts against Goals and Objectives 
established in a viable and up to date Community Plan, and community design programs, the proponent and 
EIR consultant are using "incentive" Programs to circumvent the need to provide an environmentally superior project. Project 
approval, at the expense of policy compliance and appropriate community planning practices, appears to be the driving force 
employed by this approach to the evaluation. 

The Hollywood Community Plan was prepared for adoption in 1988, some 
Twenty-seven (27) years ago. Good and adequate planning practices, not to mention State Laws and Guidelines, insist on a 
General Plan review every five (5) years and an updated document at least every twenty (20) years. Since the last attempt at 
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updating this Plan was over-turned by the Courts in 2014 due to lack of compliance, the absence of an updated Community Plan 
leaves the community without the proper tools to evaluate the real impacts of this Project on the community at large. 

In the least, this Project is premature and should be postponed for review until after a legally viable Community Plan is 
adopted. Reinstituting the 
1988 Plan and placing a 2014 date on it is not adequate; as it does not address the current conditions and needs of the 
community and provide viable, up to date planning guidelines for development. This has put the community in the position of 
having no Master Planning tool for the Sunset Blvd area, the heart of Hollywood and Los Angeles. Instead, Incentive Programs, 
and Over Riding consideration findings are being used to over ride an appropriate process of review and analysis. 

Furthermore, it is shortsighted of the City to review and possibly approve this Project as proposed. This approach to Planning 
sets a dangerous precedent for the City of Los Angeles. There are numerous parcels located along Sunset Blvd. and within the 
immediate area of this proposed project that have similar zoning and general plan land use designations. These same properties 
could make the same request for incentives and considerations. The development of multiple, massive towering developments 
East along Sunset Blvd.; fronting on medium to low density residential neighborhoods, would forever change the scale and 
character of Sunset Blvd and the Hollywood community. Denying subsequent requests, based on any of the planning practices 
that are being ignored in this case, would indicate preferential treatment of the applicants project and selective enforcement of 
the City's General Plan and Zoning. 

I would ask City Staff, the Mayor and the Council members to consider this Project premature until a Hollywood Community Plan 
has been updated, found to be legally sound, and finally approved. At that point, the City will have the tools to evaluate and 
approve a project that will truly meet the community needs and address any community concerns, both now and in the future. 

It appears after careful review of the DEIR that the information presented is incomplete and inadequate for the purposes of 
allowing an informed decision. Not all options have been explored and presented in a clear and understandable fashion. The 
blame, in part, rests on the fact that the City does not have an adequate and up to date policy document with which to assess 
current conditions, future trends and the long term needs for the specific, specialized community of Hollywood. Furthermore, the 
document fails to evaluate the cumulative impacts of allowing numerous deviations from the City's general plan and zoning 
policies. 

Utilizing incentive programs and over riding considerations as a planning tool is dangerous. If the cumulative impacts, based on 
this approach to planning, are not adequately evaluated, the impacts to the community could be adverse and significant. 
Allowing a development of the mass and scale of the proposed development without at least a visual assessment of the 
cumulative impact of numerous developments of the same size and character within the Sunset Blvd. area is negligent. The 
lasting effect to the character of the Hollywood area and its surrounds would be irreversible and irresponsible. 

Furthermore, the lack of appropriate consideration of the impact of that size and scale of development against a backdrop of 
numerous historic structures is equally irresponsible and paves the way for potential disposal of other historic structures; as their 
relevance will neither be seen nor felt against a backdrop of concrete, glass walled structures. The document inadequately 
considers and presents this impact to the community and decision makers. 

In closing, this document was prepared for a project for which the City 
Staff utilized a process of incentive programs and over riding considerations as justification for the development. This process 
does not meet the intent of those programs or processes, nor does it meet the intent of the law. Please reconsider the 
adequacy of this document as prepared and require a revision and recirculation to address the inadequacies. 

QUESTIONS AND REQUESTS: 

The supposition by the Traffic study that it will add less than 18 cars a day and 123 cars a night to the net area trips is highly 
suspect when the project is adding 249 brand new residential units to the site. I request that a new traffic study be done by a 
different company to properly assess the traffic impact. 
Furthermore this new traffic study should make transparent its methodology, when the study was conducted, and how its future 
projections compare to actual traffic counts of existing similar buildings and businesses to the proposed project. I request the 
traffic count numbers be provided for the existing Bristol Farms at 9039 Beverly Blvd. since this is the same grocery store chain 
that will occupy the new proposed building. 

The proposed project wishes to completely remove the traffic island on the Southwest corner of Sunset and Crescent Heights. 
The project, as its representatives admitted during the PLUM meeting, is also going to lead to hugely increased pedestrian foot 
traffic on this corner. How will the loss of this island affect pedestrian safety to and from the project? New York 
City is putting in islands all over the 5 Burroughs on large intersections and roads in order to prevent pedestrian deaths. Has the 
LA planning department and DOT considered pedestrian safety on an F rated intersection and one of the busiest in all of LA? 
How will cars making the right hand tum from Sunset, south onto Crescent Heights make a right turn on green when a huge 
increase in pedestrians is in their path? Will this bottleneck situation create a dangerous domino effect and slow down the right 
hand lane of sunset... even during green lights? 

2 



The proposed project as stands only provides three spaces for taxi and Uber traffic. The most superficial glance any night at the 
Chateau Marmont across the street will show many times that number of taxis and town cars backed up trying to pick up or 
deposit visitors. How will this development not result in an entire lane of Crescent Heights being blocked by taxis 
and Ubers trying to get to the three spaces? 

How will all the residents of the 249 apartments make a safe left hand tum onto sunset Blvd. from Havenhurst when there is no 
light and almost constant F grade traffic by the developers own rating of the closest lighted intersection? How will all these new 
residents be making a left hand tum when there is increased pedestrian traffic at the Havenhurst/Sunset intersection? How will 
westbound traffic on Sunset be effected when the two car-length turning lane going into the project is filled and spills over onto 
through-traffic lanes? What will be done to create a safe crossing for cars and pedestrians at the Havenhurst/Sunset Blvd 
intersection? 

This draft version DEIR is says that there will be only residential 
traffic funneled onto Havenhurst, however they also indicate this "residential" traffic includes freight delivery trucks. Freight 
Delivery trucks are 
considered commercial traffic and this should be made clear to the 
residents and the city in order to accurately assess this project. I request all new impact studies be done for the residents of 
Historic 
Havenhurst Street that assess traffic, noise, pollution, historical impact on the 3 Havenhurst properties on the national historic 
registrar, viewshed, and shadowing in order to clarify the full impact. 

The city's own rules are that projects abutting other jurisdictions must do their best to confirm with that jurisdiction's zoning laws. 
This proposed project is bordered on two sides by the City of West Hollywood, which has a 10-story height limit and low rise, 
historically designated neighborhoods bordering the development. How does this conform to the Hollywood city plan and the 
city's own regulations? 

If through special zoning incentives, this project is approved and allowed to rise to 234ft, it sets a precedent of city planning 
approval for all the other parcels going east on Sunset with the same zoning. Tomorrow, 20 other developers can also cite these 
same exceptions and incentives to build their project. If you approve this height and size, the next developer will ask for the 
same. How can this be prevented? 

Does an approval for 8150 Sunset's height and size virtually insure the rubber stamp approval of more clone projects all down 
Sunset Blvd? 

Has the city planning department considered the cumulative effects on the community if through this singular approval, clone 
projects will now have a precedent of approval? 

The Traffic study needs to be redrawn, it is fully inaccurate now that the design has completely changed. We need a new study because the 
ingress and egress on Sunset Blvd has been removed and there is added traffic on Havenhurst and Crescent Heights that is not addressed 
fully. 

The 4-12 foot setback on crescent heights will contribute to a "looming" feel . This setback on Crescent heights should be rethought and 
redrawn in order to improve the pedestrian experience. 

Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers 
their legally required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this 
project as a gift. 

There seems to be no private pedestrian entrance for renters and owners. If a resident is required to pass 
through the interior mall, by multiple restaurants, a gym, and a grocery store, this will degrade the residential 
experience. 

The developer traffic representatives have cited that left hand turns against traffic (on Havenhurst and 
Crescent Heights) can probably only be made less congested times. However, during less congested times, car 
speed is greatly increase by cars coming from Laurel Canyon, and from cars traveling on Sunset Blvd. The 
present Traffic study is wholly inadequate as it does not address the high rate of speed fluctuation on these 
streets and how this will effect ingress and egress to the site. 
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Is the city planning department giving preferential treatment to 8150 Sunset over the needs and desires of the community 
because the architect is now Frank Geary? 

Thanks, 
Matt 
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Scott Lunceford 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Carol Gray <caroldhgray@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 02, 2015 11:01 AM 
planning.envreview@lacity.org 
david.ryu@lacity.org; mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; renee.weitzer@lacity.org; 
cd4.issues@lacity.org; sarah.dusseault@lacity.org; julia.duncan@lacity.org; 
Michael.loGrande@lacity.org; Info@lamayor.org; Lindsey Horvath; John Heilman; Lauren 
Meister; John D'Amico; John Duran; Scott Lunceford 
City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Follow up 
Flagged 

TRAFFIC IS A HUGE CONCERN. DRIVERS SPEED THROUGH LIGHTS AND STOP 
SIGNS; FRUSTRATION IS AT AN ALL TIME HIGH. THIS DEVELOPMENT 
WILL INCREASE TRAFFIC BEYOND SUSTAINABILITY. THIS IS A PUBLIC 
HAZARD. PLEASE DON'T LET THIS HAPPEN. 

I am writing in oppostion to EIR submitted by the developer for the proposed project at 8150 
Sunset Blvd (City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR). This is a massive, out of scale development 
that will adversely impact the region and its residents. I ask that you deny the developers 
approval of the Environmental Impact Report, which I feel both does not adequately address 
the enormous negative stresses the project will produce and the legal liability (lawsuits) the 
city would expose itself to for approving such a poorly written and blatantly pro-developer EIR 
report. While the new design is better, many basic issues of need and function have been 
ignored in favor of splashy architecture. This project does not conform. 

Some of my specific problems with this proposal include: 

HEIGHT: at 234 feet (22 stories), the highest proposed tower is three times the height of 
nearby structures like the DGA building (79 feet) and would be the largest building on Sunset 
Blvd, dwarfing the surrounding neighborhood and becoming an enormous eyesore. THE 
PROJECT IS TOO TALL. 100 Ft should be the limit. 
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Say no to FULL valet parking for both commercial and residential. If I want to run to the store 
to pick something up at this project I will HAVE to Valet my car. This is poor planning and a 
cheap workaround. 

Say No to eliminating the Traffic Island! Setbacks on the new design are almost non existent 
and part of the reason for eliminating the traffic island is to give the developers their legally 
required setback. The traffic island should stay owned by the city and not be donated to this 
project as a gift. 
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..... 

(j~ LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~!"i GEECS 

-- - --------------------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from 1 reference City Case No. ENV-2013-
2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Mar 8, 2015 at 3:52 PM 
Reply-To: 1@uswest72.myser.erhosts.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, 1@uswest72.myseri.erhosts.com 

From: 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa'l.{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik-57bfd227a5&\1eN=pt&search=inbox&th=14bfb969ccOOc543&siml=14bfb969ccOOc543 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1,.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1,.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e1,.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
1 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ted Andre 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21 , 2014 at 8:17 PM 
Reply-To: tedandre@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre-..Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, tedandre@gmail.com 

From: 
Ted Andre 
tedandre@gmail.com 
8787 Shoreham Drive, Suite #506 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran-..Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'-Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'-Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
The historic Sunset Strip needs to be preserved, and retain the charm that made it famous. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ted Andre 
tedandre@gmail.com 
8787 Shoreham Dri-..e, Suite #506 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

O~jection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from agnes baddoo 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:32 AM 
Reply-To: agnesbaddoo@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe~ew@lacity . org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, agnesbaddoo@gmaiI.com 

From: 
agnes baddoo 
agnesbaddoo@gmail.com 
531 N Spaulding A\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delh.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mailfb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbrn<&th=14a7120c04d4cm&siml=14a7120c04d4cm 213 



12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81~:1. from ag nes baddoo 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

agnes baddoo 
agnesbaddoo@gmail.com 
531 N Spaulding Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Clare Beresford 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21 , 2014 at 11 :39 PM 
Reply-To: Clare@workdlocations.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Clare@workdlocations.com 

From: 
Clare Beresford 
Clare@workdlocations.com 
8533 Sunset Bid 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask· that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Clare Beresford 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
My business specializes in bringing tourists to the area - this will be very detrimental- preseNng history and 
architecture is paramount - have we learnt nothing from the mistakes of others? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Clare Beresford 
Clare@workdlocations.com 
8533 Sunset Bid 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from kim 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 11:22 PM 
Reply-To: thekimbowen@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, thekimbowen@gmaiI.com 

From: 
kim 
thekimbowen@gmail.com 
506 sth norton ave 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90021 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angelf15 Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from kim 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-..erburden of parking to this already o-..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

kim 
thekimbowen@gmail.com 
506 sth norton a\e 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90021 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Siobhan Carmean 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:03 AM 
Reply-To: Smcarmean@att.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'view@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Smcarmean@att.net 

From: 
Siobhan Carmean 
S mcarmean@att.net 
8764 Lookiut Mt 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Siobhan Carmean 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITTONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA:f. from Siobhan Carmean 

This does not suit this neighborhood! Traffic is already maxed out. This seems to be endangering the safety of 
residents around Crescent Hgts and Sunset and the Laurel Cyn area. Seems ob"1ous to see. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Siobhan Carmean 
S mcarmean@att.net 
8764 Lookiut Mt 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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t!~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sukee Chew 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 8:27 PM 
Reply-To: sukeechew@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tqm.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, sukeechew@gmail.com 

From: 
Sukee Chew 
sukeechew@gmail.com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Sulee Chev.I 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\A:!nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\A:!lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "4:!hicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\Q (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Sultee Chew 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sukee Chew 
sukeechew@gmail.com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search= inbo~th= 14a70406877c5428&sim= 14a70406877c5428 313 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\tl. from Art Conn 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Art Conn 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 9:41 PM 
Reply-To: artconn2@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, artconn2@aol.com 

From: 
Art Conn 
artconn2@aol.com 
1253 N Hayworth 
west Hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Art Conn 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik.=57bfd227a5&vi&N=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7083bc3598be2&siml=14a7083bc3598be2 213 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Art Conn 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Art Conn 
artconn2@aol.com 
1253 N Hayworth 
west Hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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12/2312014 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Objection to8150 Sunset Bl\tf. from Jessica Cox 

t!~ LA "'f!: GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

----------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jessica Cox 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 8:19 PM 
Reply-To: jcoxliws@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\!feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jcoxliws@gmail.com 

From: 
Jessica Cox 
jcoxliws@gmail.com 
200 East 16th Street, Apt 3C 
New York 
New York 
10003 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\1:1 EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Jessica Cox 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\lily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\lidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-..ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Jessica Cox 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jessica Cox 
jcoxli\es@gmail.com 
200 East 16th Street, Apt 3C 
New York 
New York 
10003 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Elaine Furst 
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Q'LA r!'oGEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Elaine Furst 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:01 AM 
Reply-To: Efurst@prodigy.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Efurst@prodigy.net 

From: 
Elaine Furst 
Efurst@prodigy.net 
2114 Beech Knoll Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Elaine Furst 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\ie" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\ie it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\ienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\ienhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\ielopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\ieries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \iehicle mo\iements per day at this already abysmally o\iercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\ie and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de\ielopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \iehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\iehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\ie amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \iehicles to ha\ie speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\ielopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\ierburden of parking to this already O\iercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\ie law suits against the city in the e\ient of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITTONAL CONCERNS 
Councilman La Bonge has been most responsiw to residents' concerns in the past. I hope that he will continue 
to be responsiw in this situation as well. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Elaine Furst 
Efurst@prodigy.net 
2114 Beech Knoll Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Gardner 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21 , 2014 at 11 :42 PM 
Reply-To: gcduk628@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en'vfeview@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com, gcduk628@aol.com 

From: 
David Gardner 
gcduk628@aol.com 
141 South Clark Driw #111 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR doe.s not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\efl 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
llhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I €llso ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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It would be just a tragedy t see the beautfiful hill sight line be ruined, enough is enough. No sky scrapers or our 
grandchildren will have no hills to look at just metal. 
sincerely, 
Da~d Gardner 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da~d Gardner 
gcduk628@aol.com 
141 South Clark Drive #111 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Richard Geddes 
1 message 
-- -----

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 8:28 PM 
Reply-To: richardgeddes7@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe'-1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, richardgeddes7@gmail.com 

From: 
Richard Geddes 
richardgeddes 7@gmail.com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'lid EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'-111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.i (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Richard Geddes 
richardgeddes ?@gm ail. com 
8714 Lookout Mountain Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joanna Haddield 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Aesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 9:29 PM 
Reply-To: Joanna@joannahadfield.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Aesunsetboulevard.com, Joanna@joannahadfield.com 

From: 
Joanna Haddield 
Joanna@joannahadfield.com 
1135 1/2 N Hoo\Aer st 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90029 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Aersized and completely out of context de\Aelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Aed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\Aen to the historical context for a de\Aelopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessi\Ae. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Aer a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\Ae this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\Ae skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing fi-om the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density hGusing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictb.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joanna Haddield 
Joanna@joannahadfield.com 
1135 1/2 N Hoo~r st 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90029 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Cary Lee 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 11 :04 PM 
Reply-To: carylee2002@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en\Ke~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com, carylee2002@yahoo.com 

From: 
Cary Lee 
carylee2002@yahoo.com 
1115 Larrabee Street 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\€rsized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\€d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\€n to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\€. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\€r a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\€ skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti...e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie...e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha...enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha...enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de...elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees', deli...eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co...er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new >vehicle mo...ements per day at this already abysmally o...ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iOid more expensi...e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de...elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor >vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'1t€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co...er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi...e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency >vehicles to ha'lt€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'lt€1opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'lt€rburden of parking to this already o'lt€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'lt€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi...e law suits against the city in the e...ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Enough of this crap in trying to make Sunset 81\\'.l into Las Vegas 81\\'.l. We \Oted you in ... we can very well 
\Ole/impeach you out. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Cary Lee 
carylee2002@yahoo.com 
1115 Larrabee Street 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Manon Manoeuvre 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:13 AM 
Reply-To: manoeuwemanon@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. enwe'IAew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity ._org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, manoeuwemanon@gmail.com 

From: 
Manon Manoeu'Ke 
manoeuwemanon@gmail.com 
1260 n hayworth aw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply.too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.comlmail/b/374/ulO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifNFpt&search=inbol<&.th=14a710f9bbed63b3&siml=14a710f9bbed63b3 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Manon Manoeuvre 
manoeu\femanon@gmail.com 
1260 n hayworth aw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik;=57bfd227a5&1ArNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a710f9bbed63b3&siml=14a710f9bbed63b3 3/3 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ron Manus 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:27 AM 
Reply-To: rmanus@alfred.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\lfe\liew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, rmanus@alfred.com 

From: 
Ron Manus 
rmanus@alfred.com 
8440 Brier Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14a711bae94f40c1&siml=14a711bae94f40c1 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ron Manus 
rmanus@alfred.com 
8440 Brier Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4eNFpt&search=inbox&th= 14a711 bae94f40c1&siml=14a711bae94f40c1 313 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Amy Nadine 

· gi~ ·LA 
. ,'f'l'> GEEC::S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Amy Nadine 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21 , 2014 at 9:06 PM 
Reply-To: amynadine13@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, amynadine13@yahoo.com 

From: 
Amy Nadine 
amynadine13@yahoo.com 
656 n. Las Casas a\enue 
pacific palisades 
ca 
90272 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\id EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical tr~asures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\Q (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Amy Nadine 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Amy Nadine 
amynadine13@yahoo.com 
656 n. Las Casas a-..enue 
pacific palisades 
ca 
90272 

https://mail .google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?Li=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\ieYFpt&search=inbol<&th=14a7063f4480b85a&siml=14a7063f4480b85a 313 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from JOHN PEARSON 

fi:LA 
~~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from JOHN PEARSON 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21 , 2014 at 10:32 PM 
Reply-To: jbp.1@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre'IAew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jbp.1@mac.com 

From: 
JOHN PEARSON 
jbp.1@mac.com 
5209 Louise Avenue 
Encino 
CA 
91316 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from JOHN PEARSON 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12'2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bii.<!. from JOHN PEARSON 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

JOHN PEARSON 
jbp.1@mac.com 
5209 Louise Avenue 
Encino 
CA 
91316 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Rildd Poulos 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Rikki Poulos 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:17 AM 
Reply-To: redezine@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, redezine@pacbell.net 

From: 
Rikki Poulos 
redezine@pacbell.net 
8305 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Rild<i Poulos 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81'1{l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times .. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentia'ls between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. · 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are.closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/23/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\tl. from Rildd Poulos 

The cumulatiw effect this project will haw on the community, to the em.1ronment, to the crumbling infrastructure, 
to the already grid-locked traffic and the owrall well being and future of the area will be destructiw and 
irresponsible. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Rikki Poulos 
redezine@pacbell.net 
8305 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(R~L 
""t'.!'i ~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dennis Rider 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21 , 2014 at 11 :46 PM 
Reply-To: drider1@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, drider1@mac.com 

From: 
Dennis Rider 
drider1@mac.com 
931 Hilldale Awnue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junCtion of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\iQyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Dennis Rider 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81....U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Dennis Rider 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dennis Rider 
drider1@mac.com 
931 Hilldale Avenue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.<1. from Robert Rumage 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Rumage 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:18 AM 
Reply-To: rockyjunkyard-staples@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'.tfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, rockyjunkyard-staples@yahoo.com 

From: 
Robert Rumage 
rockyjunkyard-staples@yahoo.com 
1910 Mt Olympus Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/Onui=2&i~57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a71137ce541098&siml=14a71137ce541098 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D21



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Robert Rumage 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\iU (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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There is no room for add'I. traffic on Sunset Blw. There's no room even without the construction of the 
development on the west and east sides of Sunset Blw. @ La Cienega, much less at the intersection of 
Crescent Hts. Stop the insanity! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Rumage 
rockyjunkyard-staples@yahoo.com 
1910 Mt Olympus Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Peter Sanderson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21 , 2014 at 11 :58 PM 
Reply-To: sanderson81@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, sanderson81@aol.com 

From: 
Peter Sanderson 
sanderson81 @aol.com 
8344 Kirkwood 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-..en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'v{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces forthe 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Peter Sanderson 
sanderson81@aol.com 
8344 Kirkwood 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Y AELLE Shaphir 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 21, 2014 at 9:22 PM 
Reply-To: acu4stars@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, acu4stars@yahoo.com 

From: 
YAELLE Shaphir 
acu4stars@yahoo.com 
7654 fountain a\e 
weat hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
ti:> the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle , and The Sa\.Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Y AELLE Shaphir 
acu4stars@yahoo.com 
7654 fountain a\10 
weat hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Diane Abbitt 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 4:23 PM 
Reply-To: dra@emArolution.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity .erg, planning. envreview@lacity .erg, tom .labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, dra@envirolution.com 

From: 
Diane Abbitt 
dra@env;rolution.com 
8644 Allenwood Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\ti EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
l\e been a resident of Laurel Canyon for 18 years. My biggest concern is traffic. Traffic on Sunset Bl\d. at the 
intersection of Crescent Heights and Sunset as well as on Sunset Bl\d reaches critical mass during rush hours 
and in the evenings. A project of this size and magnitude at this interection is unacceptable as well as being out 
of character with other structures in the neighborhood. We are submitting the above information in the hope the 
City will take the community's concerns to heart and perform its own careful analysis of this project. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Diane Abbitt 
dra@em,;rolution.com 
8644 Allenwood Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from NATHAN ADLEN 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:26 PM 
Reply-To: nathanb8@msn.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'1fe'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, nathanb8@msn.com 

From: 
NATHAN ADLEN 
nathanb8@msn.com 
8660 edwin dr 
L.A. 
Ca. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from NATHAN ADLEN 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indMdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

NATI-1AN ADLEN 
nathanb8@msn.com 
8660 edwin dr 
L.A. 
Ca. 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lesley 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:41 AM 
Reply-To: Lealeyaitken@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Lealeyaitken@yahoo.com 

From: 
Lesley 
Lealeyaitken@yahoo.com 
Wonderland park ave 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply .too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont. Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Lesley 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lesley 
Lealeyaitken@yahoo.com 
Wonderland park a\te 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Cori Allvey 
1 message 
---------------- ---

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:24 PM 
Reply-To: cori_gordon@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, cori_gordon@hotmail.com 

From: 
Cori Allvey 
cori _gordon@hotmail.com 
8253 Kirkwood Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Cori All..ey 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cO\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'IAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'IAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Cori Allwy 
cori _gordon@hotmail.com 
8253 Kirkwood Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Debra Arnold 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboule"3rd.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:25 PM 
Reply-To: dbamold@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboule"3rd.com, dbamold@gmail.com 

From: 
Debra Arnold 
dbarnold@gmail.com 
8121 Elrita Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the appro\131 process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Debra Arnold 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents. 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Debra Arnold 
dbarnold@gmail.com 
8121 Elrita Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from adam baer 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:27 PM 
Reply-To: adambaer@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'v1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, adam baer@gmail.com 

From: 
adam baer 
adambaer@gmail.com 
2232 laurel canyon boulevard 
los angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and v;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granv;lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81...U. from adam baer 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\!idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\!ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\!ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.comlmail/b/374/u10/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&-.Aew=pt&search=inboJr&th=14a7453ca1564bdd&siml=14a7453ca1564bdd 213 



12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\CI. from adam baer 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

adam baer 
adambaer@gmail.com 
2232 laurel canyon boulevard 
los angeles 
California 
90046 

https://mail .google.corrVmail/b/374/u/0/?~=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\ievo.=pt&search= i nbox&th=14a7453ca1564bdd&siml=14a7453ca1564bdd 313 



12123/2014 CityofLos Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from JIMMY BAYAN 

i 

(B;LA 
.GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

---------------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from JIMMY BAY AN 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:45 PM 
Reply-To: jimmy.bayan@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jimmy.bayan@gmail.com 

From: 
JIMMY BAYAN 
jimmy .bayan@gmail.com 
8600 Lookout Mountain Aw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\od EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1212312014 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Objection to8150 Sunset BM. from JIMMY BAYAN 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie~ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha~nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli~ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo~ments per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea-v;ly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi~ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co~r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'l.13 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency ~hicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de~lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e~nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnail .google.com'rnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'.i£NFpt&search=inbox&th=14a742dd094efebd&sim1=14a742dd094efebd 213 



12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from JIMMY BA YAN 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

JIMMY BAYAN 
jimmy.bayan@gmail.com 
8600 Lookout Mountain Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Vanessa Beletic 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:29 PM 
Reply-To: Vanessa.beletic@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Vanessa.beletic@gmail.com 

From: 
Vanessa Beletic 
Vanessa. beletic@gmail.com 
9091 wonderland park Aw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Vanessa Beletic 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https ://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui==2&ik==57bfd227a5&~eoJFpt&search==inbox&th==14a75315c2144229&siml==14a75315c2144229 2/3 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Vanessa Belelic 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Vanessa Beletic 
Vanessa.beletic@gmail .com 
9091 wonderland park Ave 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Diane Berliner 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:1 1 PM 
Reply-To: canyongal@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, canyongal@aol.com 

From: 
Diane Berliner 
canyongal@aol.com 
2160 Laurel Canyon Blw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from Diane Berliner 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already oi..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ei..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Diane Berliner 
canyongal@aol.com 
2160 Laurel Canyon Bl'A:l 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Donna Bertisch 
1 message 

------- --
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:49 AM 
Reply-To: Mygymdonna@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Mygymdonna@aol.com 

From: 
Donna Bertisch 
Mygymdonna@aol.com 
8839 Hollywood Hills Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-1444 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportat ion, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily .address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. · 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Donna Bertisch 
Mygymdonna@aol.com 
8839 Hollywood Hills Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-1444 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bigler.Steve 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:41 PM 
Reply-To: bigler.steve@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, bigler.steve@gmail.com 

From: 
Bigler. Steve 
bigler.ste\e@gmail .com 
1201 S. la cienega 
LOS ANGELES 
California 
89444 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bh.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Bigler.Ste1.e 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'vily congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The propos(;ll to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi'vidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'vice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'vice will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/ut0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&11i~pt&search=inbox&th= 14a7573a0bc8135b&siml= 14a7573a0bc8135b 213 



12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\(J. from Bigler.Stel.E 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Seriously ... this is the type of dumb shit sucking up to de'l.91opers that will ruin the character and charm of the 
area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Bigler.Stew 
bigler.stew@gmail.com 
1201 S. la cienega 
LOS ANGELES 
California 
89444 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Shira Boardman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 5:49 PM 
Reply-To: shira.boardman@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, shira.boardman@gmail.com 

From: 
Shira Boardman 
shira.boardman@gmail.com 
9001 wonderland park 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw.EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'A:!rburden of parking to this already O'A:!rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'A:! law suits against the city in the e'A:!nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Shira Boardman 
shira.boardman@gmail.com 
9001 wonderland park 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Marieke Boorman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:41 AM 
Reply-To: mariekeb@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en'Ke\.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, mariekeb@mac.com 

From: 
Marieke Boorman 
mariekeb@mac.com 
2351 Sunset Heights Drii.e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa-..oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Marieke Boorman 
mariekeb@mac.com 
2351 Sunset Heights Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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ti: LA "'l"!'t GEEC:S 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Coby Brown 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:31 PM 
Reply-To: coby14@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity. erg, planning. envre'view@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, coby14@gmail.com 

From: 
Coby Brown 
coby14@gmail.com 
8133 Elrita Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
lTue EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Coby Brown 
coby14@gmail.com 
8133 Elrita Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sean Carrick 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 6:11 PM 
Reply-To: seancarrickhair@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1fe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, seancarrickhair@gmail.com 

From: 
Sean Carrick 
seancarrickhair@gmail.com 
8665 Lookout Mountain Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'ld EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"11le, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'l.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnail.google.cOITVrnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\oiew=pt&search=inbo><&th=14a74ea98cda9ed2&dsqt=1&siml=14a74ea98cda9ed2&siml=14a74ec9.. . 2/5 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvtl. from Sean Carrick 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sean Carrick 
seancarrickhair@gmail.com 
8665 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

Sean Carrick <seancarrickhair@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 6:14 PM 
To: planning.en'Keview@lacity.org, jonathan. brand@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 

On Dec 22, 2014 6:12 PM, "Save Sunset Boulevard" <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> wrote: 
From: 
Sean Carrick 
seancarrickhair@gmail.com 
8665 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a 
development of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan 
and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit 
because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents 
the project as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an 
intentional misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly 
states the height without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the 
destruction to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on 
the historical nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the 
historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;11e, and The 
Sa\/Oyand countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the 
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most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSfiY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property li r.e wiih a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on 
Crescent Heights, and R.2 - ixl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact 
by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments 
containing at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries 
and the sheer number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be 
closer to 8-10,000 new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather 
than the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'10id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested 
and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclis ts and pedestrians in ''whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 
480+ residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to 
attract to cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in 
Hollywood searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and 
making it impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside 
neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will 
be considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to 
get around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for 
into yet more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
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The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in 
a huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or 
heart attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event 
of catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sean Carrick 
seancarrickhair@gmail.com 
8665 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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ti· LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Thomas Castaneda 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:26 PM 
Reply-To: thomas@nbronson.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Ke~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, thomas@nbronson.com 

From: 
Thomas Castaneda 
thomas@nbronson.com 
8721 Sunset Bl\d. Penthouse 9 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa-.oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .google.cOll'Vmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ev.Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a74531925bOf43&siml=14a74531925bOf43 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D39



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Thomas Castaneda 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Thomas Castaneda 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Thomas Castaneda 
thomas@nbronson.com 
8721 Sunset Bl..U. Penthouse 9 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric Ciambra 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1:25 AM 
Reply-To: eric.ciambra@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en\/fe"1ew@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, eric.ciambra@yahoo.com 

From: 
Eric Giambra 
eric.ciambra@yahoo.com 
10 Crest'v1ew court 
Montclair 
NJ 
07042 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so· to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\{J. from Eric Giambra 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'-Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\jdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
We used to li-..e in Los Angeles and ha-..e -..ery fond memories of the city. 
Los Angeles takes great pride in its history. It is ob\Aous that the de-..elopers do not share that pride with the 
many residents (past and present) of Los Angeles. 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eric Giambra 
eric. ciambra@yahoo.com 
1 O Crest\Aew court 
Montclair 
NJ 
07042 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ezra Clark 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa1.tesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:34 PM 
Reply-To: ewclark@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa1.tesunsetboulevard.com, ewclark@hotmail.com 

From: 
Ezra Clark 
ewclark@hotmail.com 
8532 Ridpath Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the 01.tersized and completely out of context de1.telopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro1.ted. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Ezra Clark 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti...e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically , the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ...ehicle mo...ements per day at this already abysmally o...ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co...er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de...elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e...ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BM. from Ezra Clark 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Ezra Clark 
ewclark@hotmail.com 
8532 Ridpath Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jon cortez 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:48 AM 
Reply-To: jc91607@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe'.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jc91607@yahoo.com 

From: 
Jon cortez 
jc91607@yahoo.com 
12222 moorpark 
studio city 
ca 
91604 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Jon cortez 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\A3" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie'IA3 it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\A3nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\A3nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'IA31opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'IA3ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\A3r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'IA3hicle mo\A3ments per day at this already abysmally o\A3rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\A3 and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'IA31opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1A3hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\A3hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\A3r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\A3 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1A3hicles to ha\A3 speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'IA31opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\A3rburden of parking to this already o\A3rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\A3nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\A3 law suits against the city in the e\A3nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Jon cortez 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jon cortez 
jc91607@yahoo.com 
12222 moorpark 
studio city 
ca 
91604 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Sara Crcm 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sara Crow 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:14 PM 
Reply-To: straypoodle@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, straypoodle@gmail.com 

From: 
Sara Crow 
straypoodle@gmail.com 
8575 WONDERLAND AVE 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Sara Crow 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'Ai. from Sara Crow 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sara Crow 
straypoodle@gmail.com 
8575 WONDERLAND AVE 
LA 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search= inbox&th= 14a74111e57cba68&siml= 14a74111e57cba68 313 



12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Paulo De rezende 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Paulo De rezende 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:12 PM 
Reply-To: derezende@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, derezende@mac.com 

From: 
Paulo De rezende 
derezende@mac.com 
8921 Holly Pl. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Paulo De rezende 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de....elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co....er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ....ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 811,,tj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi....e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de....elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi....e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha....e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already O\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e....ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Paulo De rezende 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Paulo De rezende 
derezende@mac.com 
8921 Holly Pl. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Terry DeBellis 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Terry DeBellis 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:29 PM 
Reply-To: terry@lawyertee.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, terry@lawyerlee.com 

From: 
Terry DeBellis 
terry@lawyerlee.com 
2540 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\En to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Terry DeBellis 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips a~e made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\1ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"l.()id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Terry DeBellis 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Dear Sirs: 
This is already a \ery congested area with thousands of \ehicles dri"1ng through the canyon daily. There are 
plenty of other shopping centers some of which are \ery recent additions in the "1cinity. We do not need 
anymore. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Terry DeBellis 
terry@lawyerlee.com 
2540 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from wanda decca 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from wanda decca 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:42 PM 
Reply-To: danielawanda@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.envre\Aew@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, danielawanda@mac.com 

From: 
wanda decca 
danielawanda@mac.com 
27 45 Carmar dr 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BM. from vvanda decca 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti"1te" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha1tenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "1.ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor "1.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\13 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency "13hicles to ha\13 speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o..erburden of parking to this already o..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e"13nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi..e law suits against the city in the e..ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u10/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbo><&th=14a7574798fe46d4&sim=14a7574798fe46d4 2/3 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from wanda decca 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

wanda decca 
danielawanda@mac.com 
27 45 Cannar dr 
LA 
CA 
90046 

https://rrai I .g oog le.cOITVmail/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev.c= pt&search= inboll&.th= 14a7574798fe46cl4&sim= 14a7574 798fe46d4 313 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. fromjO}Ce deep 

f!'.LA 
~~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from joyce deep 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:49 PM 
Reply-To: joycedeep@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1fe'lliew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, joycedeep@aol.com 

From: 
joyce deep 
joycedeep@aol.com 
8360 ridpath dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7431333eebcae&siml=14a7431333eebcae 1/3 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. fromjo}Ce deep 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvtj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'lte and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de'ltelopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'ltehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'lter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'lte amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha'lte speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'ltent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&viev.c:pt&search=inbox&th=14a7431333eebcae&siml=14a7431333eebcae 213 



12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl~:t. fromjo)Ce deep 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

joyce deep 
joycedeep@aol .com 
8360 ridpath dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev.Fpt&search=inbol<&th=14a7431333eebcae&siml=14a7431333eebcae 313 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mall - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl~:I. from Georg Egloff 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Georg Egloff 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:55 AM 
Reply-To: g.egloff@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, g.egloff@me.com 

From: 
Georg Egloff 
g.egloff@me.com 
2660 Harlesden ct 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa'l.()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81-.d. from Georg Egloff 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heaiAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .g oog le.comlmail/b/37 4/u/O/?ui:::2&ik:::57bfd227a5&\1ew= pt&search:::inbol<&th::: 14a72b6473ebed02&si ml::: 14a72b6473ebed02 2/3 



12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - O~ection to 8150 Sunset 811.(1. from Georg Egloff 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Georg Egloff 
g.egloff@me.com 
2660 Harlesden ct 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbol&h= 14a72b6473ebed02&sirrl= 14a72b6473ebed02 313 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Sarah Essex 

(!'·LA 
~·~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sarah Essex 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:55 AM 
Reply-To: sarahofessex@rocketmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1"e'view@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, sarahofessex@rocketmail.com 

From: 
Sarah Essex 
sarahofes sex@rocketmai I. com 
9007 Wonderland Parle Aw 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'ville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'Jd. from Sarah Essex 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present , the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
CO\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.cOITVmailfo/374/u/O/?l.A=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.iEl'.'Fpt&search= inbox&th= 14a72ece7c28d65b&siml= 14a72ece7c28d65b 2/3 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mall - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\id. from Sarah Essex 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sarah Essex 
sarahofessex@rocketmail.com 
9007 Wonderland Park Ave 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

https://rrail .g oog le.com'rrail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"4fNFpt&search=inbox&th= 14a72ece7c28d65b&si ml= 14a72ece7c28cl65b 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Catherine Finkenstaedt 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Catherine Finkenstaedt 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:35 AM 
Reply-To: catfinkusa@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, catfinkusa@yahoo.com 

From: 
Catherine Finkenstaedt 
catfinkusa@yahoo.com 
8761 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. · 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the n:iedium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new -.ehiC:le mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 811,,rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e'lrent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Catherine Finkenstaedt 
catfinkusa@yahoo.com 
8761 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Molly Flanegin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:24 AM 
Reply-To: mftanegin@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'l.fe"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mflanegin@mac.com 

From: 
Molly Flanagin 
mflanegin@mac.com 
8868 Lookout Mountain aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-1820 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o~rsized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'-En to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran>Jlle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://rrrail .g oog le.com'maillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Ae.1Fpt&search=inbox&th= 14a72cl0e7d46a4ad&siml= 14and0e7d46a4ad 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D51



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81¥\:1. from MollyFlanegin 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea.,,;1y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/ulO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ie>tF-pt&search=inbol<&th=14a72dOe7d46a4ad&siml=14a72dOe7d46a4ad 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Molly Flanegin 
mflanegin@mac.com 
8868 Lookout Mountain aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-1820 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David M Forbes 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 6:00 AM 
Reply-To: dmforbes@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, dmforbes@pacbell.net 

From: 
Da\1d M Forbes 
dmforbes@pacbell.net 
8409 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from Da\Ad M Forbes 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
llhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da"1d M Forbes 
dmforbes@pacbell.net 
8409 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Carol Fox 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:05 PM 
Reply-To: Cfox2@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Cfox2@aol.com 

From: 
Carol Fox 
Cfox2@aol.com 
2175 Sunset Crest Driw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl...U EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'li{f (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Carol Fox 
Cfox2@aol .com 
2175 Sunset Crest Dri1,,e 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

https://rrrail.google.com'mail/b/374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1EM=pt&search=inbox&th=14a743fec3a94bba&siml=14a743fec3a94bba 313 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from James Frucht 

(B'LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from James Frucht 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 6:32 AM 
Reply-To: intl50@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\ofe'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, intl50@aol.com 

From: 
James Frucht 
intl50@aol.com 
8922 Wonder1and Park A\e. 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\,e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\!ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

James Frucht 
intl50@aol.com 
8922 Wonderland Park Ave. 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Steffi Gaines 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:47 PM 
Reply-To: steffanigaines@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, steffanigaines@yahoo.com 

From: 
Steffi Gaines 
steffanigaines@yahoo.com 
8107 McKim Court 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '\Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Steffi Gaines 

Please know that this project will cause traffic jams and traffic accidents. It is very dangerous. Please don't 
allow the this project to move forward. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Steffi Gaines 
steffanigaines@yahoo.com 
8107 McKim Court 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Thomas Garrick 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 11 :20 AM 
Reply-To: tgarrick@mindspring.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre'IAew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, tgarrick@mindspring.com 

From: 
Thomas Garrick 
tgarrick@mindspring.com 
2617 Mar Lu Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\ie" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\ie it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\ienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\ienhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\ier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '..ehicle mo\iements per day at this already abysmally o\iercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81"1:1 (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\ie amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '..ehicles to ha\ie speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\ierburden of parking to this already o\iercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\ie law suits against the city in the e\ient of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Thomas Garrick 
tgarrick@mindspring.com 
2617 Mar Lu Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 

https://rrail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&1Ar:m=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7371ab272473f&siml=14a7371ab272473f 3/3 



12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Dr. Dal.id Gerber 

.. -. 

(j:·LA 
~GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dr. David Gerber 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa1,,13sunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:47 PM 
Reply-To: djgerber@post. harvard .edu 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en1Ke'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, djgerber@post.harvard.edu 

From: 
Dr. Da'v1d Gerber 
djgerber@post. harvard. edu 
Wonderland Park Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\13. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\13 this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\13 skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\13 a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Dr. Da~d Gerber 

What I am opposed to in particular is the lack of traffic congestion consideration nor mitigation brought to bare in 
the dewlopment plan. The dewlopment will adwrsely impact all of the canyon residents, children ... Laural 
Canyon needs expansion 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dr. Da~d Gerber 
djgerber@post.harvard.edu 
Wonderland Park Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Yoav Getzler 
1 message 

----- --
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:56 PM 
Reply-To: Yoa\9etzler@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\es unsetboulevard. com, Yoa\9etzler@gmail.com 

From: 
Yoav Getzler 
Yoa\9etzler@gmail.com 
10012 Charter Oak LN 
Be\erly Hills 
California 
90210 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\A9 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\A9 law suits against the city in the e\A9nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
As a life long resident of Los Angeles I beg you please stop this project. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Yoav Getzler 
Yoa"1Jetzler@gmail.com 
10012 Charter Oak LN 
Beverly Hills 
California 
90210 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Karen Gilman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1 :57 AM 
Reply-To: gilperson2@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"vfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, gilperson2@gmail.com 

From: 
Karen Gilman 
gilperson2@gmail.com 
4941 Elmwood A\e. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'IA9d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'IA9n to the historical context for a de'IA91opment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\A9r a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\A9 skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha...enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha...enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de...elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deli...eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new >vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81-..,tj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'w{)id more expensi...e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de...elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor >vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ">vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co...er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency >vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi...e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Karen Gilman 

We li'.ed around the comer on Hayworth for fi'.e years and now Ii\€ in CD 4. We are intimately familiar with this 
comer and the neighborhood. Please scale back the project and do not appro\e the dewloper's request for 220' 
height. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Karen Gilman 
gilperson2@gmail.com 
4941 Elmwood Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 
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ti: LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Gilman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:58 AM 
Reply-To: Michaelsgilman@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Michaelsgilman@gmail.com 

From: 
Michael Gilman 
Michaelsgilman@gmail.com 
4941 Elmwood Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BM. from Michael Gilman 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indhndual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guideline.s, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Michael Gilman 
Michaelsgilman@gmail.com 
4941 Elmwood Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from dennie gordon 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:31 AM 
Reply-To: dennieg@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\/Te~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, dennieg@earthlink.net 

From: 
dennie gordon 
dennieg@earthli nk. net 
2044 Lewis Terrace 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;11e, and The Sa'10yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from dennie gordon 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property tine with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-..uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 0"13rburden of parking to this already o\A3rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi'.13 law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I ha\te li\ted in this neighborhood for 30 years and my neighbors and I ha\te wrestled with increased traffic in this 
area owr the years. Laurel Canyon is a unique natural area that has already been maximized. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

dennie gordon 
dennieg@earthlink.net 
2044 LewisTerrace 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(R'LA 
~t";GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from krisy gosney 
1 message 

---·- - ---·- ----
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 11 :57 AM 
Reply-To: kgosney@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com, kgosney@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
krisy gosney 
kgos ney@s bcglobal. net 
Palm A\ie 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\iersized and completely out of context de\ielopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ied. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ien to the historical context for a de\ielopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'ltd EIR is simply too excessi\ie. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\ier a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\ie this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\ie skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\ie a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\/ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\/ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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There's a reason why so many people li-.e and visit LA - it's the spirit of the place. Projects like this one 
proposed will ser-.e to destroy that spirit. 
Personally, I li-.e near that intersection and a huge structure would cause horrible traffic. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

krisy gosney 
kgosney@sbcglobal.net 
Palm Aw 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90069 
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(g:LA 
~~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kim Gottlieb-Walker 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulev.:ird.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 5:38 PM 
Reply-To: Kim@largedoor.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\/feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulev.:ird.com, Kim@largedoor.com 

From: 
Kim Gottlieb-Walker 
Kim@Largedoor.com 
2157 Stanley Hills Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approv.:ll process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'Xl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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This project would make the current horrendous traffic problems at Crescent Heights and Sunset a thousand 
times worse! 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kim Gottlieb-Walker 
Kim@Largedoor.com 
2157 Stanley Hills Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 5:39 PM 
Reply-To: Kim@largedoor.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Kev;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Kim@largedoor.com 

From: 
Kim Gottlieb-Walker 
Kim@Largedoor.com 
2157 Stanley Hills Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
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• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and. the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8~10 , 000 

new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehic!es to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to gei: 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
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more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of servlce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastropl1ic offaial accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 
This project would make the current horrendous traffic problems at Crescent Heights and Sunset a thousand 
times worse! 

Tnese are some of my concerns, and I would like to lmow that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kim Gottlieb-Walker 
Kim@Largedoor.com 
2157 Stanley Hills Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(R'LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from margo ham ilton 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:29 AM 
Reply-To: margolhamilton@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'Jiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, margolhamilton@yahoo.com 

From: 
margo hamilton 
margolhamilton@yahoo.com 
8233 kirkwood drive 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'Jille, and The Sa\tOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
CO\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '.ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

margo hamilton 
margolhamilton@yahoo.com 
8233 kirkwood driw 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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.... 

f!'LA "i"!) GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lisa Hansen 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:15 PM 
Reply-To: lhansenalt@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lhansenalt@gmail.com 

From: 
Lisa Hansen 
lhansenalt@gmail.com 
9043 Burroughs Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I ha've in the Hills off Laurel Canyon for more than 30 years. 
I realize we need new construction to accommodate a growing population but the size of this building is way out 
of proportion 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lisa Hansen 
lhansenalt@gmail.com 
9043 Burroughs Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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{B'LA 
~r.iGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Marjorie Harris 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 4:08 PM 
Reply-To: marjorieharris@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, marjoriehanis@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Marjorie Harris 
marjorieharris@sbcglobal.net 
2478 Crest View Dri\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detemiining the consequences ot 
•The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the m.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Marjorie Harris 
marjorieharris@s bcglobal. net 
2478 Crest View Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Harris 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 4:21 PM 
Reply-To: jdhesq@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jdhesq@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
John Harris 
jdhesq@sbcglobal.net 
2478 Crest View Dr. 
L.A. 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\rj EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS"TRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ..ehicle mo..ements per day at this already abysmally o..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable co.ngestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Harris 
jdhesq@sbcglobal.net 
2478 Crest View Dr. 
L.A. 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&-.iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7485989a5cd2c&siml=14a7485989a5cd2c 313 
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(R'LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kelley Harron 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:31 PM 
Reply-To: ka.harron@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ka.harron@gmail.com 

From: 
Kelley Harron 
ka.harron@gmail.com 
1400 N. Crescent Heights 81-,,rj 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Savuyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA:l. from KelleyHarron 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project im·mediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from KelleyHarron 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please don't allow t the irre\Ocable mixed use/over scaled condo boom in our historic neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kelley Harron 
ka.harron@gmail.com 
1400 N. Crescent Heights Bl'vtl 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Haynes 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:31 AM 
Reply-To: da"1dnhaynes@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, da"1dnhaynes@gmail.com 

From: 
Da"1d Haynes 
davidnhaynes@gmail.com 
1856 Laurel Canyon 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, . so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Dal.id Ha}MS 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\,e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips 'per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sen.1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

David Haynes 
davidnhaynes@gmail.com 
1856 Laurel Canyon 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

------------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from marjorie heidsieck 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:13 AM 
Reply-To: nheidsieck@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em1re\/iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, nheidsieck@aol.com 

From: 
marjorie heidsieck 
nheidsieck@aol.com 
8538 lookout mountain a\enue 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \/iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\/ille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from marjorie heidsieck 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-.oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
lThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\<ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\<ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2312014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 
City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'A:I. from marjorie heidsleck 

This is a massiw owrsized project that will be an aesthetic blight on this community. 

It will threaten the safety of the citizens who already liw here .in the ewnt of fires in the canyon and all other 
needed seruces like ambulance and police. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

marjorie heidsieck 
nheidsieck@aol.com 
8538 lookout mountain awnue 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Theresa Hoover 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Theresa Hoover 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:55 PM 
Reply-To: Terry24CA@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en..,.-eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Terry24CA@aol.com 

From: 
Theresa Hoowr 
Terry24CA@aol.com 
8630 Lookout Mountain Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and complete.ly out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Theresa HOO\er 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\.U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The proposed dewlopment will destroy the historic legacy of the site and cause an extreme and unwarranted 
burden on our already owrburdened infrastructure. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Theresa Hoowr 
Terry24CA@aol.com 
8630 Lookout Mountain Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from G Curtin Hughes 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:28 PM 
Reply-To: GCHughes@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, GCHughes@aol.com 

From: 
G Curtin Hughes 
GCHughes@aol.com 
8221 DeLongpre Aw., #1 
W. Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the E IR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\.d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The GramAlle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-.oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\Elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

G Curtin Hughes 
GCHughes@aol.com 
8221 Delongpre Ave., #1 
W. Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Janet Iovino 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:05 PM 
Reply-To: iovinojanet@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, iovinojanet@gmail.com 

From: 
Janet Iovino 
iovinojanet@gmail.com 
7095 Hollywood Bl\id. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90028 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This project is a monstrosity, totally out of scale with the surrounding area, and a blight. The impact on traffic on 
Laurel Canyon Bl'A'.f. will be disastrous and dangerous, not only for hundreds of families but also a school, in case 
of any emergency. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Janet Iovino 
iovinojanet@gmail.com 
7095 Hollywood Bl'A'.f. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90028 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Karis Jagger 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:00 PM 
Reply-To: Jagwat@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Jagwat@me.com 

From: 
Karis Jagger 
Jagwat@me.com 
2705 carmar driw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest numberfor 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'l.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-..erburden of parking to this already o'\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e'l.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please do not let this dewlopment happen! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Karts Jagger 
Jagwat@me.com 
2705 carmar driw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kate james 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:41 AM 
Reply-To: K8james@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, K8james@earthlink.net 

From: 
Kate james 
K8james@earthlink.net 
1138 N poinsettia pl 
w hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bh.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Kate james 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.€hicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.€1opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sen.1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are s9me of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kate james 
K8james@earthlink.net 
1138 N poinsettia pl 
w hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Elaine Jesmer 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Elaine Jesmer 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:08 AM 
Reply-To: jesmer_e@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jesmer_e@pacbell.net 

From: 
Elaine Jesmer 
jesmer_e@pacbell.net 
8519 1/2 Nash Drive 
Los Angeles 
'CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Elaine Jesmer 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'-Enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'.Enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new '-Ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\.11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de'.Elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '-Ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '.Ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'.Ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\.1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Elaine Jesmer 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
For once, put the impact on the em.1ronment AHEAD of how much money you can rake in for the City. Nobody 
in this Canyon has any respect for your department. You haw a chance to start earning it back. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Elaine Jesmer 
jesmer _ e@pacbell.net 
8519 1/2 Nash Driw 
Los Angeles 
'CA 
90046 
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fi:LA 
~l""'lGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from elissa kline 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:26 PM 
Reply-To: elk@elissakline.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, elk@elissakline.com 

From: 
elissa kline 
elk@elissakline.com 
660 wild iris lane 
Santa Cruz 
California 
95060 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from elissa kline 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I grew up in Laurel Canyon, went to Lytton Center for the Visual arts, watched the hippies on the Sunset Strip. 
That comer has already been compromised by the giant complex - please do not put this giant tower there! Leave 
Sunset Blw alone! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

elissa kline 
elk@elissakline.com 
660 wild iris lane 
Santa Cruz 
California 
95060 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Susanne Konigsberg 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:39 AM 
Reply-To: Susannekonigsberg@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, Susannekonigsberg@gmail.com 

From: 
Susanne Konigsberg 
Susannekonigsberg@gmail.com 
2355 Sunset Plaza Drii.e 
W. Hollywood 
CA 
90069-1208 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'lltl EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Susanne Konigsberg 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation 'is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'.{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/23/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Susanne Konigsberg 

Keep our historic neighborhoods intact and out clutches of greedy developers 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Susanne Konigsberg 
S usannekonigs berg@gmai I. com 
2355 Sunset Plaza Drive 
W. Hollywood 
CA 
90069-1208 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from D. Korwin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 11 :30 AM 
Reply-To: de'vfak@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulewrd.com, de'vfak@s bcglobal. net 

From: 
D. Korwin 
de'vfak@sbcglobal.net 
2205 Beech Knoll Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from D. Korvvin 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'IAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'IAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2312014 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
No - no more owrbuilding! 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from D. Korv.1n 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

D. Korwin 
de\fak@sbcglobal.net 
2205 Beech Knoll Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jane Kurson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1:16 PM 
Reply-To: kurson@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kurson@mac.com 

From: 
Jane Kurson 
kurson@mac.com 
8221 Yucca Tri 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'versized and completely out of context de'velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi've. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie've this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi've skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;11e, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Jane Kurson 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi've and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mall - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Jane Kurson 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jane Kurson 
kurson@mac.com 
8221 Yucca Tr1 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Patricia Lanza 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:38 PM 
Reply-To: lanzafoto@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, lanzafoto@earthlink.net 

From: 
Patricia Lanza 
lanzafoto@earthlink.net 
8569 Wonderland A\enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA'.l. from Patricia Lanza 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Patricia Lanza 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Patricia Lanza 
lanzafoto@earthlink.net 
8569 Wonderland Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from maria lennon 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:12 AM 
Reply-To: mtlennon@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mtlennon@yahoo.com 

From: 
maria lennon 
mtlennon@yahoo.com 
1833 jewett dri\e 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from maria lennon 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\tj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\/ily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\/idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

maria lennon 
mtlennon@yahoo.com 
1833 jewett driw 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from STUART LESSNER 
1 message 

---~ -
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1:03 PM 
Reply-To: stuartlessner@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, stuartlessner@mac.com 

From: 
STUART LESSNER 
stuartlessner@mac.com 
la granada dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\AJyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.corrv'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Af!NFpt&search=inbox&th=14a73d0228f80eOO&siml=14a73d0228f80e00 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
llhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

SWART LESSNER 
stuartlessner@mac.com 
la granada dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Marci Levine 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:38 PM 
Reply-To: marcile\1ne@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, marcile\1ne@yahoo.com 

From: 
Marci Le\Ane 
marcile\Ane@yahoo.com 
2120 Ridgemont driw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha"1:!nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\A:!nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\A:!lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"1:!ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ""1:!hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Marci Levine 
marcilevine@yahoo.com 
2120 Ridgemont dri\E 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lenny Lipton 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:00 PM 
Reply-To: lipton3d@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity .org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lipton3d@gmail.com 

From: 
Lenny Lipton 
lipton3d@gmail.com 
8642 Allenwood Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Lenny Lipton 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Speciflcally, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real flgure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real flgures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip proflt. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of flre or heart 
attack this loss of ser\.1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Come on guys, this isn't Manhattan. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lenny Lipton 
lipton3d@gmail.com 
8642 Allenwood Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Christopher Litten 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:44 PM 
Reply-To: dickthompson@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulewrd.com, dickthompson@gmail.com 

From: 
Christopher Litten 
dickthompson@gmail.com 
8310 Kirkwood Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 stoiy residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Christopher Litten 
dickthompson@gmail.com 
8310 Kirkwood Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://rnail.google.comlrnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~E!111Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a742cdd2c55adc&siml=14a742cdd2c55adc 313 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Jessica IOl.enlt'.l 

1 ·1 : LA 
~l"t GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

·-----------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jessica lovenko 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:36 PM 
Reply-To: Jessicaio\enko@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Jessicaiovenko@gmail.com 

From: 
Jessica lo\enko 
Jessicaio\enko@gmail.com 
7521 Lolina Lane 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines , and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jessica lo~nko 
Jessicaio~nko@gmail.com 

7521 Lolina Lane 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jasmine Madatian 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:07 PM 
Reply-To: jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 

From: 
Jasmine Madatian 
jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 
8033 Sunset 81\d., #515 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granv;lle, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a...uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic in that area is already extremely congested, and this plan appears to make that worse. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jasmine Madatian 
jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 
8033 Sunset Bhd., #515 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:08 PM 
Reply-To: jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity . org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 

From: 
Jasmine Madatian 
jasmine. madatian@gmail.com 
8033 Sunset Bl\d., #515 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
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Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
" The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) Is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2} 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 
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LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic in that area is already extremely congested, and this plan appears to make that worse. 

These are some of my concerns, and i would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jasmine Madatian 
jasmine.madatian@gmail.com 
8033 Sunset Bl\d., #515 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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{ft~ LA 
~~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Linda Marder 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:28 AM 
Reply-To: lm@lindamarder.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lm@lindamarder.com 

From: 
Linda Marder 
lm@lindamarder.com 
8835 Wonderland Aw. 
L.A. 
Calif. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference.to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bhd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. l ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. l beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Linda Marder 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new >vehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vQid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seNce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seNce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Linda Marder 

It's "The War of Economy and Morality" 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Linda Marder 
lm@lindamarder.com 
8835 Wonderland Ave. 
L.A. 
Calif. 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from b martins 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:55 AM 
Reply-To: samodrama@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'ltfe'IAew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, samodrama@gmail.com 

From: 
b martins 
samodrama@gmail.com 
1626 Montana Awnue #500 
santa monica 
ca 
90403 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\(I. from b martins 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

b martins 
samodrama@gmail.com 
1626 Montana Awnue #500 
santa monica 
ca 
90403 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Andrea McNichol 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:17 PM 
Reply-To: amcnichol@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com, amcnichol@aol.com 

From: 
Andrea McNichol 
amcnichol@aol.com 
2363 Hermits Glen 
Los Angeles, CA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\€rsized and completely out of context de\€lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont. the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Andrea McNichol 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnail .google.comlmail/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a744a9f8476a48&siml=14a744a9f8476a48 2/3 



12123/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Andrea McNichol 

I have lived in Laurel Canyon for over 40 years. Where you propose to build at Sunset and Crescent Heights 
would not only ruin the whole complexion of this area but the unbearable traffic that already exists would now be 
intolerable for thousands. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Andrea McNichol 
amcnichol@aol.com 
2363 Hermits Glen 
Los Angeles, CA 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from James Minchin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:04 AM 
Reply-To: james@jamesminchin.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'lliew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, james@jamesminchin.com 

From: 
James Minchin 
james@jamesminchin.com 
8920 Wonderland Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'llille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from James Minchin 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth,e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

iRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 da.ily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iev.=pt&search=inbox&th=14a72f58f8133d39&sim1=14a72158f8133d39 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

James Minchin 
james@jamesminchin.com 
8920 Wonderland Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from amy minchin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:23 AM 
Reply-To: amy@jamesminchin.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enve\liew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, amy@jamesminchin.com 

From: 
amy minchin 
amy@jamesminchin.com 
8920 wonderland ave 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identifled in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'IA:!hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'IA:!r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'IA:!lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'IA:!nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1e-1t1=pt&search=inbox&th=14a733d56bb46856&siml=14a733d56bb46856 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

amy minchin 
amy@jamesminchin.com 
8920 wonderland a-.e 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dee Miyamura 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 5:53 PM 
Reply-To: ladyjinnkenobi@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ladyjinnkenobi@aol.com 

From: 
Dee Miyamura 
ladyjinnkenobi@aol.com 
1961 west 231st Street 
Torrance 
California 
90501 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures , so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '\Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\-Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'lre" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie'lre it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'\renhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'lrenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I beliew this planned dewlopment is just plan ugly. It is taking away the historic aspects of Sunset 81\id and 
stealing away from those of us who low it, liw in it, "1sit it, enjoy it, & what makes it well known world wide! Stop 
NOW! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dee Miyamura 
ladyjinnkenobi@aol.com 
1961 west 231st Street 
Torrance 
California 
90501 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Moore 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1 :35 PM 
Reply-To: bobmor711@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com, bobmor711@aol.com 

From: 
Robert Moore 
bobmor711@aol.com 
2516 Greenvalley Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"1Jid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences ot 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1,ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha've speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'verburden of parking to this already 01,ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1,ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi've law suits against the city in the e'vent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Afternoon traffic at this intersection is now gridlocked. Don't make it worse. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Moore 
bobmor711@aol.com 
2516 Greenvalley Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Linda M Moore 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:37 AM 
Reply-To: linda.moore@oracle.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, linda.moore@oracle.com 

From: 
Linda M Moore 
linda.moore@oracle.com 
1856 Laurel Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'I.€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'l.€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'l.€1opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'l.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'l.€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\Q (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'I.€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de'l.€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1.€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'1.€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'I.€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'l.€1opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi'I.€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rrrail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'.1em=pt&search=inbox&th=14a731349723ac38&siml=14a731349723ac38 2/3 



12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Linda M Moore 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Our street is already congested beyond belief- I see nothing in any plans l\e seen that indicate in any way that 
the proposed project can account for the additional burden of traffic and congestion it will add to our 
neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Linda M Moore 
Ii nda. moore@oracle.com 
1856 Laurel Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lisa Moore 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:57 AM 
Reply-To: lisa. moore@pinebridge.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planni ng.en"1"e\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, lisa.moore@pinebridge.com 

From: 
Lisa Moore 
lisa.moore@pinebridge.com 
1856 Laurel Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely de.stray one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\E!ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\E!ments per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\K.I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\E!hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\E!nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massi-..e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
As a homeowner in Laurel Canyon who has witnessed a couple of canyon fires, to build such a structure that 
could only add to an already o"13rly congested area would create a dangerous en~ronment and hamper the ability 
of emergency "13hicles and first responders to protect the canyon residents. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lisa Moore 
lisa. moore@pinebridge.com 
1856 Laurel Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jason Morphew 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:37 PM 
Reply-To: jasonmorphew@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. enVfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jasonmorphew@gmail.com 

From: 
Jason Morphew 
jasonmorphew@gmail.com 
PO BOX461514 
Los Angeles 
CA , 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Jason Morphew 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle movements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jason Morphew 
jasonmorphew@gmail.com 
PO BOX461514 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Tracey Nelson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:06 PM 
Reply-To: Tkleis@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Tkleis@yahoo.com 

From: 
Tracey Nelson 
ll<leis@yahoo.com 
8918 Holly Place 
LA 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa-.oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas o.f Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restauran~ and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please NO!! 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Tracey Nelson 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Tracey Nelson 
Tkleis@yahoo.com 
8918 Holly Place 
LA 
Ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Aidan O'Brien 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1 :06 AM 
Reply-To: apobr@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity .org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, apobr@yahoo.com 

From: 
Aidan O'Brien 
apobr@yahoo.com 
8382 GrandView Dri\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment _buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
"They pawd paradise and put up a parking lot". Will we newr learn. 
The comer of Sunset and Crescent Heights is now completely owrwhelmed. I liw directly abow this in the hills 
and the noise lewl from Sunset is unacceptable. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Aidan O'Brien 
apobr@yahoo.com 
8382 GrandView Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Appendix A (continued) 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2013091044 

 
Project Location: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, California, 90046 
Council District: 4, David E. Ryu 
 
Project Description:  AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the “Applicant”) proposes 
development of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project (the “Project”).  The Project consists of two 
buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories, 
increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story 
portion of the building; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low 
point of the site to the top of the South Building.  The North Building would include two levels with a 
rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses.  The South Building would contain commercial uses 
on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the 
top level.  The project would include approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, representing 
approximately 222,564 gross square feet of residential space.  The project would also provide a central 
public plaza, public space at the northeast corner of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet.  Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level parking structure 
housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 residential and 554 
commercial).  The total development would include approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1.     
 

APPLICANT: 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Owner, L.P. 

PREPARED BY: 
ESA PCR 

201 Santa Monica Blvd, #500 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles  

Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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t!:LA 
~~ GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lee Papa 
1 message 
-~---

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 5:35 PM 
Reply-To: Lee@leepapa.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Lee@leepapa.com 

From: 
Lee Papa 
Lee@leepapa.com 
11000 S Rastem Aw #1423 
henderson 
nV 
89052 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I li...ed in the area for many years and it would be shame to lose this "1ew for the residents . De...elopment has 
gone crazy . Do not appro...e this building. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lee Papa 
Lee@leepapa.com 
11000 S Rastem A...e #1423 
henderson 
nV 
89052 
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(B;LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stephen Pappas 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:39 AM 
Reply-To: stephen@spi interiors .com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com, stephen@spiinteriors.com 

From: 
Stephen Pappas 
stephen@spiinteriors.com 
1131 Hom A\te 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\tersized and completely out of context de\telopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ted. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ten to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\AJid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE · 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents· in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stephen Pappas 
stephen@spiinteriors.com 
1131 Hom Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joan and Stuart Pappe 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:13 PM 
Reply-To: pappe@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, pappe@aol.com 

From: 
Joan and Stuart Pappa 
pappe@aol.com 
9045 Hollywood Hills Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\oe" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\oe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\oenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\oenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\oelopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\oeries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \oehicle mo\oements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\oily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi\oe and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\oelopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \oehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\oehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\oer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\oe amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \oehicles to ha\oe speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\oidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency setvice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of setvice will open the door to potentially massi\oe law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Lets get real. No need to put-up with more and more traffic congestion. Lets not destroy the view of the hills. 
SP 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joan and Stuart Pappa 
pappe@aol.com 
9045 Hollywood Hills Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://rnail .goog le.com'maillbl3741u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iev.=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a 74473022709dd&sini= 14a74473022709dd 3/3 



12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Charles Pelham 

... 

(j:LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Charles Pelham 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1 :22 AM 
Reply-To: cppelham@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\ll"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, cppelham@hotmail.com 

From: 
Charles Pelham 
cppelham@hotmail.com 
26 Lots Road 
London 
London 
SW10 OQF 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Charles Pelham 
cppelham@hotmail.com 
26 Lots Road 
London 
London 
SW10 OQF 
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Q\A b GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Laura Perlman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:03 AM 
Reply-To: Ljperl@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Ljperl@earthlink.net 

From: 
Laura Perlman 
Ljperl@earthlink.net 
8932 Wonderland Aw 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the E IR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of HoUywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Laura Perlman 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'l..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zon_ed buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\A:l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi..ndual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Laura Per1man 
Ljper1@earthlink.net 
8932 Wonderland Ave 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from sarah petrie 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa"IA:!sunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:48 PM 
Reply-To: sarahpetrie@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe'lliew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa"IA:!sunsetboulevard.com, sarahpetrie@me.com 

From: 
sarah petrie 
sarahpetrie@me.com 
8000 honey dri"IA:! 
los angeles 
CA - California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'versized and completely out of context de"IA:!lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi"IA:!n to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi"IA:! skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran'llille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'.A'.I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\oidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\oice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\oice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

sarah petrie 
sarahpetrie@me.com 
8000 honey driw 
los angeles 
CA - California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nimi Ponnudurai 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1 :43 AM 
Reply-To: nimilicious1@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1'"e\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, nimilicious 1@mac.com 

From: 
Nimi Ponnudurai 
nimilicious1@mac.com 
1252 N Flores 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Nimi Ponnudurai 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr • .e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vUid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Nimi Ponnudurai 
nimilicious 1@mac.com 
1252 N Flores 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nina Potts 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:45 AM 
Reply-To: nina@thecarmonster.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..es unsetboulevard. com, nina@thecarmonster.com 

From: 
Nina Potts 
ni na@thecarmonster.com 
3927 W Grant St 
Phoenix 
AZ 
85009 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'A:I. from Nina Potts 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'v11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'v1ce will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Nina Potts 
nina@thecarmonster.com 
3927 W Grant St 
Phoenix 
AZ 
85009 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Teri Poust 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:14 AM 
Reply-To: teri.poust@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, teri.poust@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Teri Poust 
teri. pous t@s bcglobal. net 
8732 Skyline Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\rOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Teri Poust 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.19" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delh.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-..erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-..e law suits against the city in the e-..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please stop this dewlopment. It's MUCH too large for the neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Teri Poust 
teri. poust@sbcglobal.net 
8732 Skyline Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mai I .g oog le.cOITVmail/b/374JulO/?ui=2&ik=57bl'd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a7335378218669&si ml= 1487335378218669 313 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from John Ptak 

Q'LA ·;I"!<; GEEC:S 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Ptak 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 11 :08 AM 
Reply-To: ptak@arsenalfilm.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ptak@arsenalfilm.net 

From: 
John Ptak 
ptak@arsenalfil m. net 
8464 Hollywood Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\-Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from John Ptak 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"l,()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'view=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7366b0b326cb4&siml=14a7366b0b326cb4 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Ptak 
ptak@arsenalfilm.net 
8464 Hollywood Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

https://rreil.google.com'rreil/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AevFpt&search=inbox&th=14a7366bOb326cb4&siml=14a7366bOb326cb4 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from irene pusztai 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:59 PM 
Reply-To: a.i.s .h@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\lfe'lliew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, a.i.s.h@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
irene pusztai 
a.i.s.h@sbcglobal.net 
8845 wonderland ave 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'llille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1e.1Fpt&search=inboY&th=14a75837d9c2642d&siml=14a75837d9c2642d 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D111



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from irene pusztai 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. {City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4f!'olF'pt&search=inbox&th=14a75837d9c2642d&siml=14a75837d9c2642d 213 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
The traffic on the comer of Sunset and Crescent Heights is a nightmare NOW, 
I believe the new construction will only add to the nightmare traffic if it were allowed. 
The height of the construction will hinder the views for residents! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

irene pusztai 
a.i.s.h@sbcglobal.net 
8845 wonderland ave 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui==2&ik::::57bfd227a5&1.1ew:::pt&search==inboY&th== 14a75837d9c2642d&sirnl== 14a75837d9c2642d 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dianne Quinn 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:46 AM 
Reply-To: dianne@thecarmonster.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, dianne@thecarmonster.com 

From: 
Dianne Quinn 
dianne@thecarmonster.com 
3927 W Grant St 
Phoenix 
AZ 
85009 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa~yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Dianne Quinn 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr,,1:1" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\re it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\renhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\renhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\relopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\reries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\rer their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \rehicle mo\rements per day at this already abysmally o\rercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\<:1 (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\AJid more expensi\re and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\relopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \rehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\rehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\rer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\re amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \rehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\rerburden of parking to this already o\rercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\<ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\<ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rrail .google.coov"mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\ieNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a719b6d7a33104&siml=14a719b6d7a33104 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dianne Quinn 
dianne@thecarmonster.com 
3927 W Grant St 
Phoenix 
AZ 
85009 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/37 4/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AEMF pt&search=inboi<&th= 14a719b6d7a33104&siml= 14a719b6d7a33104 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Alex Rader 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:03 AM 
Reply-To: alex.rader.email@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'l.fe\'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, alex.rader.email@gmail.com 

From: 
Alex Rader 
alex.rader.email@gmail.com 
8443 Brier Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \'iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Alex Rader 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€1opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er th~ir rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/b/37 4/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew= pt&search=inboY&th= 14a 7286405ccb2ea&si ml= 14a7286405ccb2ea 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Alex Rader 
alex.rader.email@gmail.com 
8443 Brier Dri"1:! 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7286405ccb2ea&siml=14a7286405ccb2ea 313 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Florence Ratzsch 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:12 PM 
Reply-To: Florence@radarc.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Florence@radarc.com 

From: 
Florence Ratzsch 
Florence@radarc.com 
8476 kirkwood dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'ltd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://rreil.google.comlrreil/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iievr=pt&search=inbox&th=14a75900d45c4495&siml=14a75900d45c4495 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D114



12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811,{j. from Florence Ratzsch 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that .. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie1..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha1..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha1..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de1..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co1..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 1..ehicle mo1..ements per day at this already abysmally 01..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\Q (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'v11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi1..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 1..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi1..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to ha-..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01..erburden of parking to this already 01..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'v1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'v1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e-..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Florence Ratzsch 
Florence@radarc.com 
8476 kirkwood dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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"'LA ~ GEEC:S 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Serena Reid 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:59 AM 
Reply-To: mermaid1967@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mermaid1967@hotmail.com 

From: 
Serena Reid 
mermaid1967@hotmail.com 
8030 selma ave 
LA 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\A'.>id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Serena Reid 
mermaid1967@hotmail.com 
8030 selma aw 
LA 
California 
90046 
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.. 

ti· LA 
"~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Courtney Reid 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:17 PM 
Reply-To: courtneyreid@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'life\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, courtneyreid@earthlink.net 

From: 
Courtney Reid 
courtneyreid@earthlink.net 
8620 Lookout Mountain Aw. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.:l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rOid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Courtney Reid 
courtneyreid@earthlink.net 
8620 Lookout Mountain Ave. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Q'~:L 
A 

••• GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brian Reilly 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:33 AM 
Reply-To: Reillybruan 79@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@s ai.es unsetboulevard .com, Reillybruan 79@yahoo.com 

From: 
Brian Reilly 
Reillybruan 79@yahoo.com 
8373 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Cyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehiCles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brian Reilly 
Reillybruan 79@yahoo.com 
8373 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Wendy Riche 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:16 AM 
Reply-To: Wendyriche@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saves unsetboulevard. com, Wendyriche@gmail.com 

From: 
Wendy Riche 
Wendyriche@gmail.com 
2500 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\'d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.{)id more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indhAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
There are many areas in LA for de..elopers to buy and build and create new pockets of de..elopment for lifestyle 
and commerce. sunset & Crescent Heights should be preser..ed as it is for all the reasons in the letter. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Wendy Riche 
Wendyriche@gmail.com 
2500 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Q·~~LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Elizabeth Roewe 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:49 PM 
Reply-To: lizroewe@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .emKe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com, lizroewe@mac.com 

From: 
Elizabeth Roewe 
lizroewe@mac.com 
2411 Zorada Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSfTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\A9" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\A9 it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\A9nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\A9nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\A9ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\A9r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \A9hicle mo\A9ments per day at this already abysmally o\A9rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\A:f (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\A9 and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\A9lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \A9hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\A9hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\A9r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\A9 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \A9hicles to ha\A9 speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\A9lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\A9rburden of parking to this already o\A9rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\A9nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\A9 law suits against the city in the e\A9nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Do you realize, the lyrics from Joni Mitchell's song "Big Yellow Taxi" were about that comer. It used to be the 
Gardens of Allah . The proposed site is too massive and will choke the area. 

Don't build it please. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Elizabeth Roewe 
lizroewe@mac.com 
2411 Zorada Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulewrd.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:49 PM 
Reply-To: lizroewe@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulewrd.com, lizroewe@mac.com 

From: 
Elizabeth Roewe 
lizroewe@mac.com 
2411 Zorada Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will b.e a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
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nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmon'{, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmcmt, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
11he EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&11iew= pt&search= inbox&th= 14a743126f527809&dsqt=1 &si ml= 14a743126e8fa9eO&siml= 14a743126... 415 



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Elizabeth Rc:>eV'te 

considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Do you realize, the lyrics from Joni Mitchell's song "Big Yellow Taxi" were about that comer. It used to be the 
Gardens of Allah. The proposed site is too massive and will choke the area. 

Don't build it please. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Elizabeth Roewe 
lizroewe@mac.com 
2411 Zorada Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Rosenheck 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:03 PM 
Reply-To: Rob@capobianco.biz 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Rob@capobianco.biz 

From: 
Robert Rosenheck 
Rob@capobianco.biz 
2030 Laurel Canyon bl\d 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
The area is o~r burdened already with traffic, etc. This is unworkable and will create hawc. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

RobertRosenheck 
Rob@capobianco.biz 
2030 Laurel Canyon bl\id 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Phillip Rothschild 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:40 AM 
Reply-To: rothschildprop@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, rothschildprop@aol.com 

From: 
Phillip Rothschild 
rothschildprop@aol.com 
8401 Wyndham rd 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa-.oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Phillip Rothschild 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\tenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\telopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ter their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\tements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\te and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\telopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Phillip Rothschild 
rothschildprop@aol.com 
8401 Wyndham rd 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Phil Rubin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'ltesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:46 PM 
Reply-To: blackboxgroup@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, blackboxgroup@yahoo.com 

From: 
Phil Rubin 
blackboxgroup@yahoo.com 
8305 Kirkwood Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'ltersized and completely out of context de'ltelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'lted. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'lten to the historical context for a de'ltelopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi'lte. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o'lter a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie'lte this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi'lte skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bil.d. from Phil Rubin 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi..;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7465206bf31e3&siml=14a7465206bf31e3 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Phil Rubin 
blackboxgroup@yahoo.com 
8305 Kirkwood Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from RAND SAGERS 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'l.Esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 6:56 AM 
Reply-To: alecdelta@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, alecdelta@gmail.com 

From: 
RAND SAGERS 
alecdelta@gmail.com 
8403 yucca trail 
I.a. 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may b~ appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'lld EIR is simply too excessi'l.E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrilent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&1.ifN.F"pt&search=inbox&th=14a72804dae43ebd&siml=14an804dae43ebd 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D123



12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\(j. from RAND SAGERS 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
it's wrong and the process is flawed to the point of a crime. 
city "officials" in\QIWd should go to jail for their contined corrupt beha\1or. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

RAND SAGERS 
alecdelta@gmail.com 
8403 yucca trail 
I.a. 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Linnaea Saunders 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 11 :48 AM 
Reply-To: Linnaea.saunders@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1'"e'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Linnaea.saunders@gmail.com 

From: 
Linnaea Saunders 
Linnaea.saunders@gmail.com 
2464 N Catalina Street 
Los Angeles 
California 
90027 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bil.cf. from Linnaea Saunders 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'v11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Linnaea Saunders 
Linnaea.saunders@gmail.com 
2464 N Catalina Street 
Los Angeles 
California 
90027 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stephanie Savage 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:56 PM 
Reply-To: mike.stephanie@prodigy.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mike.stephanie@prodigy.net 

From: 
Stephanie Savage 
mike.stephanie@prodigy.net 
2153 Groveland Drive 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\rd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ...news of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .google.corn/mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Ae1F-pt&search=inbc»<&th=14a7437e6eb26a66&siml=14a7437e6eb26a66 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D125



12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Stephanie Savage 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\ienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"9ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\A3r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iQid more expensi"9 and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '-A3hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\A3r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\A3 speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de"9lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already o\A3rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The additional traffic burden to all communities surrounding this ill conceiwd project will tum many against the 
city, ie: \Oting people who understand that this project is too large for that location. We except planning to think 
responsibly. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stephanie Savage 
mike.stephanie@prodigy.net 
2153 Growland Driw 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Matthew Schneider 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:08 AM 
Reply-To: racer810@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, racer81 O@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Matthew Schneider 
racer81 O@sbcglobal.net 
1531 Selma Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildin.gs represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'-Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Matthew Schneider 
racer81 O@sbcglobal.net 
1531 Selma Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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{R'LA "'C't GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Martin Schneider 
1 message 
----------------------------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:38 PM 
Reply-To: msdsinc@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, msdsinc@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Martin Schneider 
msdsinc@sbcglobal .net 
1531 Selma Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\{j EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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(l'LA ~ GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dee Dee Schneider 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:38 PM 
Reply-To: teecher@s bcglobal. net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\oiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com, teecher@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Dee Dee Schneider 
teecher@sbcglobal.net 
1531 Selma Dri\ie 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de'1elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\oille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe E IR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough par1<ing spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for par1<ing, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of par1<ing to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dee Dee Schneider 
teecher@s bcglobal. net 
1531 Selma Driw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sheila scott 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:06 PM 
Reply-To: Sheilascott@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Sheilascott@me.com 

From: 
Sheila scott 
Sheilascott@me.com 
8704 hollywood hills road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa'vOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Sheila scott 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-...enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'venhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo'vements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
CO\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha've speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the m.erburden of parking to this already o'vercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e-...ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Sheila scott 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Sheila scott 
Sheilascott@me.com 
8704 hollywood hills road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Fred Selden 
1 message 

---- ---------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:42 PM 
Reply-To: seldenmusic@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em..re\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, seldenmusic@mac.com 

From: 
Fred Selden 
seldenmusic@mac.com 
1855 Sunset Plaza Dri\e 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Fred Selden 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1212312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Fred Selden 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Fred Selden 
seldenmusic@mac.com 
1855 Sunset Plaza Dri...e 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ruth Simon 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:55 AM 
Reply-To: ruthala@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, ruthala@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Ruth Simon 
ruthala@sbcglobal.net 
8561 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Ruth Simon 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 811,(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and inotor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access .to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Ruth Simon 

I liw in Laurel Canyon. The traffic at Crescent Heights and Sunset is already terrible. It's hard to imagine what 
this will do. 

I'm also old enough to remember walking through the Garden of Allah. Sigh. What we haw come to. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ruth Simon 
ruthala@s bcglobal. net 
8561 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

·~--- -----
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Roy Snell 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa...esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:18 AM 
Reply-To: Roysnell@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa...esunsetboulevard.com, Roysnell@gmail.com 

From: 
Roy Snell 
Roysnell@gmail.com 
54 Summerley Street 
london 
london 
sw184ex 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o...ersized and completely out of context de...elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro...ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi...en to the historical context for a de...elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'y{j EIR is simply too excessi...e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie...e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi...e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/31/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllKI. from Roy Snell 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'llU (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Roy Snell 
Roysnell@gmail.com 
54 Summerley Street 
london 
london 
sw184ex 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to ~150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeffrey Hersh 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:05 AM 
Reply-To: Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Ke'Jiew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 

From: 
Jeffrey Hersh 
Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
1344 North Spaulding Ave 
Los Angekes 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'Jille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please protect us from further overgrowth of developments that have this corrosive effect on the quality of life in 
our city. 

Thank you 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Jeffrey Hersh 
Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
1344 North Spaulding Ave 
Los Angekes 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ann Song 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 7:04 AM 
Reply-To: emailasong@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. emlf'e"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saves unsetboulevard. com, emailasong@yahoo.com 

From: 
Ann Song 
emailasong@yahoo.com 
8451 Grand View Dr 
LA 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1A£NFpt&search=inbox&th=14a72879e5c92988&siml=14a72879e5c92988 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D134



12/2312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Ann Song 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered '.'indi\iidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\iice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\iice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ann Song 
emailasong@yahoo.com 
8451 Grand View Dr 
LA 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Miriam Stark 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:37 AM 
Reply-To: Miriamstark44@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Miriamstark44@gmail.com 

From: 
Miriam Stark 
Miriamstark44@gmail.com 
2162 Beech Knoll Rd 
La 
Ca 
90946 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\rd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'llily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
These concerns are real and valid. As a Laurel Canyon resident for the past 7 years, I share the concern. Please 
do not let the quick money cloud your long term judgement in this area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Miriam Stark 
Miriamstark44@gmail.com 
2162 Beech Knoll Rd 
La 
Ca 
90946 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sue Stemp 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 6:33 AM 
Reply-To: sue@suestemp.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, sue@suestemp.com 

From: 
Sue Stemp 
sue@suestemp.com 
8848 Lookout Mountain Avenue 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delh.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1212312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\(l. from Sue Sterrp 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sue Stemp 
sue@suestemp.com 
8848 Lookout Mountain Avenue 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Allison taylor 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:04 PM 
Reply-To: allisont2@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfe°\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, allisont2@me.com 

From: 
Allison taylor 
allisont2@me.com 
1528 rising glen rd 
los angeles 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"IAlle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Allison ta~or 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A:f (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv-idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-..erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv-ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv-ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Allison ta~or 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Allison taylor 
allisont2@me.com 
1528 rising glen rd 
los angeles 
ca 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric Timperman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:57 PM 
Reply-To: erictimperman@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning . en\Ke~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, erictimperman@earthlink.net 

From: 
Eric Timperman 
erictimperman@earthlink.net 
2620 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Eric Tilll)erman 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The E IR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1212312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\ld. from Eric TI!lllE!f"man 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eric Timperman 
erictimperman@earthlink.net 
2620 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Liam Toohey 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'\resunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 2:43 PM 
Reply-To: ltoohey@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa'lresunsetboulevard.com, ltoohey@yahoo.com 

From: 
Liam Toohey 
ltoohey@yahoo.com 
8508 Brier Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O'lrersized and completely out of context de'lrelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'lred. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'lren to the historical context for a de'\relopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi'lre. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit .because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o'\rer a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Liam Toohey 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Liam Toohey 
ltoohey@yahoo.com 
8508 Brier Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stella VALENTE 
1 message 

-------------- -----
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:15 AM 
Reply-To: Stellav123@icloud.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. em.re\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, Stellav123@icloud.com 

From: 
Stella VALENTE 
S tellav123@icloud.com 
8181 Gould A-.e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2312014 City Of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811,1;!. from Stella VALENTE 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea..nly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access_ to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indMdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'o(I. from Stella VALENTE 

I understand the expansion of Sunset. What I don't understand is the why you are allowing this monstrosity is 
being built on the busiest intersection. 
The traffic is often backed up to Santa Monica Blw. as it now. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stella VALENTE 
Stellav123@icloud.com 
8181 Gould Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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... 

fi'.LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kurt Waldheim 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:18 PM 
Reply-To: "1deocoffee@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, "1deocoffee@gmail.com 

From: 
Kurt Waldheim 
"1deocoffee@gmail.com 
2333 high tower dr 
los angeles 
ca 
99068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'1{! EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa-..oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Kurt Waldheim 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please help us preserve sunset blw! It's value is inestimable to our global \Allage. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kurt Waldheim 
\Adeocoffee@gmail.com 
2333 high tower dr 
los angeles 
ca 
99068 
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Q'u ·!'!': GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

--------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lucinda Walker 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 4:02 PM 
Reply-To: tvwalker@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, tvwalker@gmail.com 

From: 
Lucinda Walker 
tV1Nalker@gmail.com 
4362 W. Kling Street 
Burbank 
CA 
91505 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GranlAlle, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Lucinda Waller 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Our city seems to be being swallowed up by these large de...elopments. It's truly awful. Congestion is 
devastating the quality of life here in Los Angeles. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lucinda Walker 
tV1Nalker@gmail.com 
4362 W. Kling Street 
Burbank 
CA 
91505 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Art weeks 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 6:52 AM 
Reply-To: Art_weeks@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\ofeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, Art_weeks@yahoo.com 

From: 
Art weeks 
Art_weeks@yahoo.com 
8888 Hollywood hills 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12123/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Art weeks 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\A3rburden of parking to this already o\A3rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\i\3 law suits against the city in the e"'3nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please don't make our neighborhood a li\1ng hell by appro\1ng the building of this monstrosity 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Art weeks 
Art_weeks@yahoo.com 
8888 Hollywood hills 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Friend Wells 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulewrd.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 10:15 PM 
Reply-To: fwells@sprynet.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en"1"0\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, fwells@sprynet.com 

From: 
Friend Wells 
fwells@sprynet.com 
349 North Wilton Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Friend Wells 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'A'.l. from Friend Wells 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Dear Councilman La Bonge, 
Each generation of L.A. leaders bemoan decisions of their forbears, red cars, mini-malls, the L.A. Rh.~r. failed 
infrastructure imestment. You know in your heart these mega de-..elopments are wrong. Be a leader, please! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Friend Wells 
fwells@sprynet.com 
349 North Wilton Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90004 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Adam Wolfe 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 8:53 AM 
Reply-To: adamlee6219@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, adam lee6219@gmail.com 

From: 
Adam Wolfe 
adamlee6219@gmail.com 
267 4 Cannar Dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'.ieY.Fpt&search=inbol<&th= 14a72ebaa33381af&siml= 14a72ebaa33381af 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D145



1212312014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from Adam Wolfe 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\Q (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I work at Robertson and Santa Monica bl\td and it takes 40 minutes trawl 1.5 miles daily during rush hour to 
pass through the intersection of Laurel Canyon and Sunset Blw on my way home from work. This structure will 
only compound the problem!!!!!! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Adam Wolfe 
adamlee6219@gmail.com 
267 4 Carmar Dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeffrey Wolf 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 3:44 PM 
Reply-To: wolf.jeffrey@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity .erg, planning. en'1fe'view@lacity. erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, wolf.jeffrey@gmail.com 

From: 
Jeffrey Wolf 
wolf.jeffrey@gmail.com 
1424 N Crescent Heights Blw 
West Hollywood 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl~. from Jeffrey Wolf 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\.€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'l.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'l.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'l.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'l.ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'l.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de'l.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'l.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'l.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.ehicles to ha\.€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'l.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'l.erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi'l.e law suits against the city in the e'l.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jeffrey Wolf 
wolf.jeffrey@gmail.com 
1424 N Crescent Heights Blw 
West Hollywood 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lenore Zerman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 9:39 AM 
Reply-To: Lzerman@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en1Ke'Jiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Lzerman@mac.com 

From: 
Lenore Zerman 
Lzerman@mac.com 
8925 wonderland park awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/23/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Lenore Zerman 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to prope_rties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning larie on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\AJid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The only traffic study presented is South of Sunset Blw and nothing has been presented regarding effects on 
traffic north of Sunset Blw, which is already terribly congested at all hours of the day. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lenore Zerman 
Lzerman@mac.com 
8925 wonderland park a-..enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Janna Zinzi 
1 message 

-- -- ---- ----
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 1 :32 AM 
Reply-To: Swirlpr@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Swirlpr@gmail.com 

From: 
Janna Zinzi 
Swirlpr@gmail.com 
8575 Wonderland Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of thi.s scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents .and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\4:t from Janna Zinzi 

Please help presen.e Los Angeles history. We don't need LA to look like ewry other city. Maintain the city's 
charm. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Janna Zinzi 
Swirlpr@gmail.com 
8575 Wonderland Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 12:45 AM 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Ke"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com 

From: 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEOA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
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and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a~id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences ot 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
me EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
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I beliew his dewlopment would greatly lessen property values in the communities, around Laurel Canyon 81\d., 
which are already suffering from reduced access because of traffic congestion which it would exacerbate. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dave Abbitt 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 1 :06 PM 
Reply-To: daveabbitt@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enweview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, daveabbitt@gmail.com 

From: 
Dave Abbitt 
daveabbitt@gmail.com 
8460 Utica Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'IK>id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1.A9hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\A9nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I'm all for gentrification, beautification, and modernization. But, this is ridiculous. Please stop it. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Daw Abbitt 
dawabbitt@gmail.com 
8460 Utica Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Agell 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:35 PM 
Reply-To: Da\Adagell@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'Vre"1ew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Da\Adagell@mac.com 

From: 
David Agel! 
Da\Adagell@mac.com 
8146 Laurel View Dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .goog le.comtmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\irNFpt&search=inbox&th= 14a78dcf626e21a7&siml= 14a78dcf626e21a7 1/3 

d.kaneshiro
Text Box
LETTER D151



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Da\1d Agell 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€1opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number ofthe customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
property determining the consequences of: 
• The de\€lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€1opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\<idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already O'IA:!rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'IA:!nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"\Ace will open the door to potentially massi'IA:! law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da~d Agell 
Da~dagell@mac.com 

8146 Laurel View Dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90069 
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(R'LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Balzebre 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 1 :02 PM 
Reply-To: robert@balzebre.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, robert@balzebre.com 

From: 
Robert Balzebre 
robert@balzebre.com 
9378 Flicker Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'.En to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\{j. from Robert Balzebre 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

Tue lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• Tue resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TTue EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
Tue addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1fN.Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a78f5c4d355b91&siml=14a78f5c4d355b91 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Balzebre 
robert@balzebre.com 
9378 Flicker Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Melissa Barak 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 3:59 PM 
Reply-To: mbarak@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity .erg, planning. envreview@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity. erg 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mbarak@mac.com 

From: 
Melissa Barak 
mbarak@mac.com 
1351 N. Crescent Heights Blw. #318 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of_this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa~yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\tj, from Melissa Barak 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Melissa Barak 
mbarak@mac.com 
1351 N. Crescent Heights Bl\d. #318 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

---------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joy Barr 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 2:28 PM 
Reply-To: Joyface@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Joyface@gmail.com 

From: 
Joy Barr 
Joyface@gmail.com 
8584 Wonderland Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blm. from Joy Barr 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real· figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR 

Laurel Canyon Bl\K.I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joy Barr 
Joyface@gmail.com 
8584 Wonderland Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Frank Barron 
1 message 

--- ------------· 
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:05 PM 
Reply-To: idakilder@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, idakilder@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Frank Barron 
idakilder@s bcglobal. net 
1711 N Ogden Dr 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\A:l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Frank Barron 
idakilder@s bcglobal. net 
1711 N Ogden Dr 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sandra Baughman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa"vesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:43 PM 
Reply-To: sadny2b2002@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en...,-e\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa"vesunsetboulevard.com, sadny2b2002@yahoo.com 

From: 
Sandra Baughman 
sadny2b2002@yahoo.com 
s andy2b2002@yahoo.com 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o"versized and completely out of context de"velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro"ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi"ven to the historical context for a de"velopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi"ve. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o"ver a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi"ve skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\tfly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'lte amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.ehicles to ha\te speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\tfdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'ltent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Townscape Dewlopers should not be allowed to build the proposed 220 foot tower on the south-west comer of 
Laurel Canyon-Crescent Heights and Sunset Boulevard that will dominate and destroy the heart of historic 
residential Hollywood 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sandra Baughman 
sadny2b2002@yahoo.com 
sandy2b2002@yahoo.com 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4eYFpt&search=inbox&th=14a78e4519c:Oae53&siml=14a78e4519c:Oae53 313 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from louise berggren 

t!~ LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> . 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from louise berggren 
1 message 

-------- ·-·---------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:37 AM 
Reply-To: louises3dlashes@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en'Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, louises3dlashes@gmail.com 

From: 
louise berggren 
louises3dlashes@gmail.com 
8526 lookout mountain aw. 
la 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle movements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01,,erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e1,,ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

louise berggren 
louises3dlashes@gmail.com 
8526 lookout mountain aw. 
la 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Todd Bianco 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:55 PM 
Reply-To: toddbianco@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, toddbianco@gmail.com 

From: 
Todd Bianco 
toddbianco@gmail.com 
8914 Cynthia St 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that q,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea1Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I'm particularly disturbed about the Lytton (Chase Bank) building's destruction. It's a fantastic mid-century 
modem building with an iconic folded plate roof. It has beautiful murals that should stay IN the building. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Todd Bianco 
toddbianco@gmail.com 
8914 Cynthia St 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069 

https://rrrail .geog le.com'rrrail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~e11=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a 78eefa7388505&siml= 14a78eefa7388505 313 



12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\od. from Michael Blum 

.. 

Q
:-·~ 

LA 
~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Blum 
1 message 

-------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 2:36 PM 
Reply-To: michael@riverstreet.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\.feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, michael@riverstreet.net 

From: 
Michael Blum 
m ichael@riverstreet.net 
2573 Greenvalley Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tQid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tfhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
We haw liwd in Laurel Canyon for 20 years, and haw seen many dewlopments approwd that are way out of 
scale and out of touch with this bucolic setting. This project is too big for this location. 

these are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Blum 
michael@riwrstreet.net 
2573 Greenvalley Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from mary s brock 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <infO@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 1:29 PM 
Reply-To: studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe...,;ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
mary s brock 
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 
2415 Vado Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-1447 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ...,;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran...,;lle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the ·Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Does LA haw a water problem? Yet there's this mad building spree all owr Hollywood. 
This location is already congested with with huge traffic delays that effect our quality of life area. This project 
needs to be scaled down or cancelled! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

mary s brock 
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 
2415 Vado Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-1447 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from michelle byrne 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:07 AM 
Reply-To: michellermurphy@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\liew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, michellermurphy@hotmail.com 

From: 
michelle byme 
michellermurphy@hotmail.com 
8119 willow glen 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \/iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\/ille, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
·The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\41y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\4dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\oice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\oice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

michelle byme 
michellermurphy@hotmail.com 
8119 willow glen 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Gary Calamar 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:46 PM 
Reply-To: garycalamar@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, garycalamar@mac.com 

From: 
Gary Calamar 
garycalamar@mac.com 
Hollywood Hills Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\.Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o..erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Gary Calamar 
garycalamar@mac.com 
Hollywood Hills Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from daniel chun 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:31 AM 
Reply-To: dchun02@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, dchun02@yahoo.com 

From: 
daniel chun 
dchun02@yahoo.com 
8520 allenwood rd 
los angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\lily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\oidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please consider something smaller and more in line with the character of our city. This generic behemoth will be 
a blight on LA. Thank you and happy holidays! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

daniel chun 
dchun02@yahoo.com 
8520 allenwood rd 
los angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lee Clay 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:21 AM 
Reply-To: leeclay@icloud.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.envre"ew@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, leeclay@icloud.com 

From: 
Lee Clay 
leeclay@icloud.com 
8926 Wonderland A\e. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lee Clay 
leeclay@icloud.com 
8926 Wonderland Ave. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bradford Cobb 
1 message 
---------

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:46 AM 
Reply-To: bradford@directmanagement.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\A"e\/iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, bradford@di rectmanagement. com 

From: 
Bradford Cobb 
bradford@directmanagement.com 
1417 N. Laurel A\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\ti EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I haw two addresses near this proposed dewlopment - one is a rented apartment listed below and the other is 
my new home. BOTH will be affected by this owrsized dewlopment, unless it is properly scaled back to flt into 
the community landscape. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Bradford Cobb 
bradford@directmanagement.com 
1417 N. Laurel Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Steven Dersh 
1 message 

---~--

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:09 PM 
Reply-To: smdersh@wrizon.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1'"e'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, smdersh@wrizon.net 

From: 
Stewn Dersh 
s mders h@wrizon.net 
330 S. Almont Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from St01.en Dersh 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\itl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and stow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stai.en Dersh 
smdersh@i.erizon.net 
330 S. Almont Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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(B:LA 
~l'!';GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Meher Dhondy 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 1 :01 PM 
Reply-To: Meherdhondy@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, Meherdhondy@gmail.com 

From: 
Meher Dhondy 
Meherdhondy@gmail.com 
1424 N. Stanley ai.e. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Meher Dhondy 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-..oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\Erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\Ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objeetion to 8150 Sunset Bl1.1::t. from Meher Dhondy 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Meher Dhondy 
Meherdhondy@gmail.com 
1424 N. Stanley a\e. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from debra dresbach 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 5:33 PM 
Reply-To: debradresbach@msn.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, debradresbach@msn.com 

From: 
debra dresbach 
debradresbach@msn.com 
8978 wonderland a-..e 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I b.eliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from debra dresbach 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

. This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from debra dresbach 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

debra dresbach 
debradresbach@msn.com 
8978 wonderland ave 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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(R'LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Laura Dutton 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:01 AM 
Reply-To: lauradutton@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, lauradutton@earthlink.net 

From: 
Laura Dutton 
lauradutton@earthli nk. net 
2607 Greenvaley Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Laura Dutton 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Laura Dutton 
lauradutton@earthlink.net 
2607 Greenvaley Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from dara dworman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevarcl.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 11 :24 PM 
Reply-To: lcbeads@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevarcl.com, lcbeads@gmail.com 

From: 
dara dworman 
lcbeads@gmail.com 
801 O rothdell trail 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

dara dworman 
lcbeads@gmail.com 
8010 rothdell trail 
las angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Clark Eddy 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:26 AM 
Reply-To: Clarkeddy@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Clarkeddy@mac.com 

From: 
Clark Eddy 
Clarkeddy@mac.com 
2671 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing fi"om the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Clark Eddy 
Clarkeddy@mac.com 
2671 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric Edmunds 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'Aesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11 :23 PM 
Reply-To: lalhasa@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lalhasa@aol.com 

From: 
Eric Edmunds 
lalhasa@aol.com 
2576 Cordelia Rd 
Los Angeles 
California 
90049 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'lte" 

This project shares a property li.ne with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'ltehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested, areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The Sunset Strip is one of my fa\.Orite parts of Los Angeles. Please do not let it be degraded and ruined by this 
inappropriately sized dewlopment. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eric Edmunds 
lalhasa@aol .com 
2576 Cordelia Rd 
Los Angeles 
California 
90049 

https://mail.google.corn'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7b2e15d2b3b79&siml=14a7b2e15d2b3b79 313 



12/2412014 CityofLos Angeles Mail - Objectionto8150SunsetBl\Cf. fromGray.:;on Edwards 

.. 

fi:LA 
~·l"!!GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Grayson Edwards 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:14 AM 
Reply-To: Gfedward1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Gfedward1@gmail.com 

From: 
Grayson Edwards 
Gfedward1@gmail.com 
8071 Selma Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I could not be more saddend by the news of this monstrous building which will encroach on the the privacy of 
established taxpayers in the surrounding area. The size is disproportionate to the surround buildings and should 
be significantly reduced! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Grayson Edwards 
Gfedward1@gmail.com 
8071 Selma Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew= pt&search= inbox&th= 14a785bf55cd0437&si ml= 14a785bf55cd0437 3/3 



12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Michael Fassett 

tl~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Fassett 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa~sunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:18 AM 
Reply-To: fassetmj@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, fassetmj@gmail.com 

From: 
Michael Fassett 
fassetmj@gmail.com 
2127 Beech Knoll 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'.€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-,,elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-,,er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo-,,ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'.€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -,,ehicles to ha-,,e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-,,erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emer.gency sen.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
As a resident of Laurel Canyon, I rely on the intersection of Crescent Heights and Sunset to have appropriate 
movement of traffic to allow me access to my home, and to be able to allow access for emergency vehicles. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Fassett 
fassetmj@gmail.com 
2127 Beech Knoll 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kelly Forbes 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:48 AM 
Reply-To: numbirdienum@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en\Ke\1ew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, numbirdienum@yahoo.com 

From: 
Kelly Forbes 
numbirdienum@yahoo.com 
8409 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vti EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha"1:!nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha"1:!nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de"1:llopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"1:!ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "1:lhicle mo"1:lments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de"1:llopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor "1:!hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ""1:!hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency "1:lhicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de"1:llopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already O\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kelly Forbes 
numbirdienum@yahoo.com 
8409 Yucca Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Marilyn Frandsen 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:52 AM 
Reply-To: poette@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\/feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, poette@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Marilyn Frandsen 
poette@s bcglobal. net 
8336 Livingston Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi>ve. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bhd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I liw just abow this in Laurel Canyon and already haw a nightmare just getting down my hill and past that 
intersection. I relish all the historic buildings in this neighborhood and do not understand why 
this nightmare is happening. Please no. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Marilyn Frandsen 
poette@s bcglobal. net 
8336 Livingston Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inboY&th=14a787ef3cd90112&siml=14a787ef3cd901f2 313 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.(1. from Janet Freund 

Q
'~: 

LA 
"".": GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Janet Freund 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 6:58 PM 
Reply-To: janetplanetstar@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, janetplanetstar@mac.com 

From: 
Janet Freund 
janetplanetstar@mac.com 
740 Hyperion Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90029 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Janet Freund 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'v€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to amid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tfhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Janet Freund 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Janet Freund 
janetplanetstar@mac.com 
740 Hyperion Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90029 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Phil Friedman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:12 PM 
Reply-To: plf.310@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke\Jiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com, plf31 O@yahoo.com 

From: 
Phil Friedman 
plf.31 O@yahoo.com 
1515 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\iersized and completely out of context de\ielopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ied. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ien to the historical context for a de\ielopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\ie. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\ier a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\ie this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\ie skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\ie a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Jille, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Phil Friedman 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~ew=pt&search=inbox&.th=14a7aed9b70a048e&siml=14a7aed9b70a048e 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely. 

Phil Friedman 
plf31 O@yahoo.com 
1515 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.cOITVmail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7aed9b70a048e&siml=14a7aed9b70a048e 3/3 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brooke Funderburk 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 22, 2014 at 11 :05 PM 
Reply-To: brookef1@live.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, brookef1@live.com 

From: 
Brooke Funderburk 
brookef1@live.com 
8221 1/2 Yucca Trail 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran...,;11e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Br~ Funderburk 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brooke Funderburk 
brookef1@li'1e.com 
8221 1/2 Yucca Trail 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .g oog le.com'maillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik==57bfd227a5&\1eN=pt&search= inboY&th== 14a75f79862ce4ad&si ml= 14a75f79862ce4ad 313 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from nika futterman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 3:42 PM 
Reply-To: nfutterman@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, nfutterman@me.com 

From: 
nika futterman 
nfutterman@me.com 
8241 kirkwood dr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from nika futterman 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic;: and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&.;ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a79886b0eaee69&siml=14a79886b0eaee69 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

nika futterman 
nfutterman@me.com 
8241 kirkwood dr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lisa Gaffney 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:18 AM 
Reply-To: lisafbgaffney@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, lisafbgaffney@gmail.com 

From: 
Lisa Gaffney 
lisafbgaffney@gmail.com 
65 W Harriet St 
Altadena 
CA 
91001 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&\oiew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a782844f136841&siml=14a782844f136841 213 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I recently mowd from Harper and Melrose where I liwd for 19 years. As a child, my father liwd in the Hollywood 
Hills abow Kings Road. Building that monstrous dewfopment will do nothing but devastate the landscape of a 
great area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lisa Gaffney 
lisafbgaffney@gmail.com 
65 W Harriet St 
Altadena 
CA 
91001 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Angelica Gallardo 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:16 PM 
Reply-To: mian.gallardo@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, mian.gallardo@gmail.com 

From: 
Angelica Gallardo 
mian.gallardo@gmail.com 
8297 Presson Pl 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\€n to the historical context for a de\€lopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vtl EIR is simply too excessi\e. At-216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. . . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaGes, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to ai,oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Angelica Gallardo 
mian.gallardo@gmail.com 
8297 Presson Pl 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeremy Gardiner 
1 message 

--- - ----
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11 :00 AM 
Reply-To: jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emlT'e\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jeremy.gardiner@gmail.com 

From: 
Jeremy Gardiner 
jeremy. gardi ner@gmail.com 
8751 Wondertand Park Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a7885cb22ef865&siml= 14a7885cb22ef865 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D183

Reception
Text Box



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\tj, from Jeremy Gardiner 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ..ehicle mo..ements per day at this already abysmally o..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The de..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency ..ehicles to ha..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o..erburden of parking to this already o..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi..e law suits against the city in the e..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Our family requests LA City Planning Dept not allow this owrly ambitious project to mow forward as presently 
proposed. The de-.eloper has put forth unrealistic and deceitful en\1ronmental and traffic mitigations. Please 
protect our community. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jeremy Gardiner 
jeremy .gardiner@gmail.com 
8751 Wonderland Park Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lynda Gluck 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:42 AM 
Reply-To: eara@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, eara@earthl ink. net 

From: 
Lynda Gluck 
eara@earthlink.net 
1728 laurel canyon bl\d 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '.tehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'-Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co1.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already 01.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e1.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
It took me 10 minutes to get across Laurel Canyon last night at 5:30, just 2 blocks North of the proposed building 
site. This is typical throughout the day. We can't handle any more traffic or noise. And, not one bicyclist was in 
site. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lynda Gluck 
eara@earthlink.net 
1728 laurel canyon bl\d 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

https://rnail.google.com'rnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~ew=pt&search=inbo~th=14a783e3d695cl26a&siml=14a783e3d695cl26a 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Burt Goralnick 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:47 PM 
Reply-To: BurtGoralnick@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, BurtGoralnick@gmail.com 

From: 
Burt Goralnick 
BurtGoralnick@Gmail.com 
1847 N Crescent Heights Blw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\11le, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. · 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Townscape De\€1opers should not be allowed to build the proposed 220 foot tower on the south-west comer of 
Laurel Canyon-Crescent Heights and Sunset Boulevard 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Burt Goralnick 
BurtGoralnick@Gmail.com 
1847 N Crescent Heights Blw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 
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(R'LA 
~~GEEC::S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from B. goralnick 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:56 PM 
Reply-To: BGoralnick@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, BGoralnick@aol.com 

From: 
B. goralnick 
BGoralnick@Aol.com 
1847 N. Crescent Heights 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed 'for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from B. goralnick 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2--, 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

B. goralnick 
BGoralnick@Acil.com 
1847 N. Crescent Heights 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 
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,. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michele GORALNICK 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:50 PM 
Reply-To: Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevarcl.com, Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com 

From: 
Michele GORALNICK 
Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com 
1847 N Crescent Heights Bl\d 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'.1'.:l. from Michele GORALNICK 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC · 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vUid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
llhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I strongly object to the 0"1:!rsized de"131opment being proposed for the south-west intersection of Sunset & Laural 
Canyon Blw I Crescent Heights 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michele GORALNICK 
Michele. Goralnick@gmail.com 
1847 N Crescent Heights Blw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

Michele Goralnick <michele.goralnick@gmail.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 7:00 PM 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 

--- Forwarded message ---
From: Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard .com> 
Date: Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:50 PM 
Subject: Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Michele GORALNICK 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@sa"13sunsetboulevard.com, Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com 

From: 
Michele GORALNICK 
Michele.Goralnick@gmail.com 
1847 N Crescent Heights Blw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

! strongly object to the o"1:!rsized and completely out of context de"13lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro"1:!d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi"1:!n to the historical context for a de"131opment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi"13. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permitto build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o"1:!r a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie"13 this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\te skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa'vOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\.€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\telopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ter their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \tehicle mo\tements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensi\te and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\tehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
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searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I strongly object to the O\ersized dewlopment being proposed for the south-west intersection of Sunset & Lauial 
Canyon Blvd I Crescent Heights 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michele GORALNICK 
Michele. Goralnick@gmail.com 
1847 N Crescent Heights Blvd 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

Michele Goralnick 
Direct: 310-923-2007 
Michele.Goralnick@Gmail.com 
www.DreamSkin.com 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Gina Greblo 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:39 PM 
Reply-To: ggreblo@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ggreblo@yahoo.com 

From: 
Gina Greblo 
ggreblo@yahoo.com 
807 N. Doheny Driw 
Bewrly Hills 
CA 
90210 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\ld EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&IA!iNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a7acf09aec40f4&siml=14a7acf09aec40f4 213 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Gina Greblo 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please keep a moratorium of the height of buildings along Sunset Bl\{j. to maintain integrity of our history and 
beautiful city. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Gina Greblo 
ggreblo@yahoo.com 
807 N. Doheny Driw 
Bewrly Hills 
CA 
90210 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Cherie Grubb 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:55 PM 
Reply-To: cherie@ejmdevelopment.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, cherie@ejmdewlopment.com 

From: 
Cherie Grubb 
cherie@ejmdewlopment.com 
1414 N. Harper Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\CI EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights , and R2- 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Cherie Grubb 
cherie@ejmdevelopment.com 
1414 N. Harper Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Phil Hammond 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:42 PM 
Reply-To: philhammond@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, philhammond@gmail.com 

From: 
Phil Hammond 
philhammond@gmail.com 
1327 Havenhurst Drive, unit 1 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\AJ (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the. developers , are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss .of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
If the project moves forward which I believe it will I'd like to request that Havenhurst Drive be blocked to through 
traffic on the end that meets Sunset Blw. and a traffic light be placed at the intersection of Havenhurst Drive and 
Fountain Avenue. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Phil Hammond 
philhammond@gmail.com 
1327 Havenhurst Drive, unit 1 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Barbara Hearn 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:43 PM 
Reply-To: bjheam@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, bjheam@pacbell.net 

From: 
Barbara Heam 
bjheam@pacbell.net 
8169 Gould Aw 

Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran..;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'XI (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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I cannot begin to imagine the Laurel Canyon I Crescent Heights traffic snarts with the lack of attention to 
mitigating the full traffic and parking impact on the neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barbara Heam 
bj heam@pacbell.net 
8169 Gould Ave 

Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John F. Hegelmeyer 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:43 AM 
Reply-To: jh90046@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jh90046@gmail.com 

From: 
John F. Hegelmeyer 
jh90046@gmail.com 
8513 Nash Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .g oog le.com'rnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a783f68266cbd5&si ml= 14a783f68266cbd5 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D192



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from John F. Hegelrne>er 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John F. Hegelmeyer 
jh90046@gmail.com 
8513 Nash Dri\i€ 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Carolyn Hennesy 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:03 AM 
Reply-To: qofspain@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\/feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, qofspain@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Carolyn Hennesy 
qofspain@sbcglobal.net 
844 North Maple St. 
Burbank 
CA 
91505 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://rrrai I .g oog le.com'nnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew= pt&search=inlx»<&th= 14a781af249ba36d&si ml= 14a781af249ba36d 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D193



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Carol~ Hennesy 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\Enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\Enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\Elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deli\Eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\Er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \Ehicle mo\Ements per day at this already abysmally o\Ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,{)id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\Elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor \Ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\Ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\Er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \Ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\Elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\Erburden of parking to this already O\Ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\Ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\Ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
LA City Planning Dept. .. please do not allow this monstrosity to be built. I haw liwd and continue to trawl 
through this area ... it's gorgeous as is. Please, don't allow the blight. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Carolyn Hennesy 
qofs pai n@s bcglobal. net 
844 North Maple St. 
Burbank 
CA 
91505 

https://rra.il.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifNFpt&search=inbol<&th=14a781af249ba36d&siml=14a781af249ba36d 313 



12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\A:f. from Sandra 

,. 

(D:LA 
~,,,.,GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sandra 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:14 AM 
Reply-To: SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'IKe"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 

From: 
Sandra 
SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
8527 Walnut DR 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\'ice to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sandra 
SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
8527 Walnut DR 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:14 AM 
Reply-To: SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe..new@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 

From: 
Sandra 
SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
8527 Walnut DR 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
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open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claiims that 5,296 daily trips are made b~t the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'.()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearty a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
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huge loss of speedy emergency sen4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service wili open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hWside communities. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sandra 
SandraLHitt@earthlink.net 
8527 Walnut DR 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Hoover 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:21 AM 
Reply-To: mfhoover@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: i nfo@savesunsetboulevard.com, mfhoover@pacbell.net 

From: 
Michael Hoover 
mfhoover@pacbell.net 
8630 Lookout Mountain Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa'l.()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\"9" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic on Sunset is already horrible. Adding to the congestion isn't a great idea. Our infrastructure is already oi.er
taxed. Adding to the population density isn't a good idea. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Hom-er 
mfhooi.er@pacbell.net 
8630 Lookout Mountain Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mona Houghton 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa1..esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:45 AM 
Reply-To: mhdp03@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mhdp03@gmail.com 

From: 
Mona Houghton 
mhdp03@gmail.com 
8544 Walnut Driw 
LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 
90046-1950 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro1..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de1..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually 01..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie1..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi1..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'A:!nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2} 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mona Houghton 
mhdp03@gmail.com 
8544 Walnut Dri\e 
LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 
90046-1950 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Colleen Keane 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 5:02 PM 
Reply-To: cfk726@msn.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, cfk726@msn.com 

From: 
Colleen Keane 
cfk726@msn.com 
1330 N. Sweetzer Aw., #203 
W. Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heigh~s on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Mediun:i 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
The amount of owr-dewlopment in West Hollywood is frightening. Those of who liw in this neighborhood are 
absolutely against yet another high-rise, traffic-choking dewlopment on this stretch of Sunset Blw. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Colleen Keane 
cfk726@msn.com 
1330 N. Sweetzer Aw., #203 
W. Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Wendy Kneedler 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:10 PM 
Reply-To: kneedlersr@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, kneedlersr@gmail.com 

From: 
Wendy Kneedler 
kneedlersr@gmail.com 
1515 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\!Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Wendy Kneedler 
kneedlersr@gmail.com 
1515 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brian Linse 
1 message 

--~~---

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:06 PM 
Reply-To: linsefilm@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, linsefilm@yahoo.com 

From: 
Brian Linse 
linsefilm@yahoo.com 
8593 Lookout Mountain A\.enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\.ersized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. · 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Oreater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will. mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brian Linse 
linsefilm@yahoo.com 
8593 Lookout Mountain A-.enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joel J Loquvam 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:27 AM 
Reply-To: joel@laestateplan.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, joel@laestateplan.com 

From: 
Joel J Loquvam 
joel@laestateplan.com 
9701 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Bewrly Hills 
CALIFORNIA (CA) 
90212 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\ielopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\te" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\tenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\tenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\telopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tOid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\telopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\tent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\te law suits against the city in the e\tent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mai I .goog le.com'rnail/b/37 4/u/O/?ui = 2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifNF-pt&search=inboll&th= 14a78677ef95b706&sil'Tll= 14a78677ef95b706 2/3 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Joel J LoqUVdl'Tl 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I liw in Laurel Canyon and the access to and egress from Laurel Canyon will be sewrely and negatiwly impacted 
by the increased traffic at Sunset and Crescent Heights. Also, Emergency whicles will haw a much harder time 
entering the canyon. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joel J Loquvam 
joel@laestateptan.com 
9701 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1000 
Bewrly Hills 
CALIFORNIA (CA) 
90212 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from lian lunson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:56 AM 
Reply-To: lianbpay@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com, lianbpay@gmail.com 

From: 
lian lunson 
lianbpay@gmail.com 
2850 ocean park bl\tl 
santa monica 
ca 
90405 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o..ersized and completely out of context de..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi..en to the historical context for a de..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tl EIR is simply too excessi..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to amid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

lian lunson 
lianbpay@gmail.com 
2850 ocean park bl'\rd 
santa monica 
ca 
90405 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kelly Mayfield 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:07 AM 
Reply-To: kellym@dslextreme.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity .org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, kellym@dslextreme.com 

From: 
Kelly Mayfield 
kellym@dslextreme.com . 
1807 Laurel Canyon Blw. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\En to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\E a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. . . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delil.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dei.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massii.e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please do not allow this dewlopment to mow forward. Not only is the area congested enough, but it will destroy 
what is left of an iconic area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kelly Mayfield 
kellym@dslextreme.com 
1807 Laurel Canyon Blw. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Scott Michel 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:35 AM 
Reply-To: scotthmichel@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.es unsetboulevard. com, scotthmichel@gmai I. com 

From: 
Scott Michel 
scotthmichel@gmail.com 
8284 Kirkwood Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 

90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Scott Michel 
scotthmichel@gmail.com 
8284 Kirkwood Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 

90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from jim mills 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:13 AM 
Reply-To: quaco2@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, quaco2@gmail.com 

From: 
jim mills 
quaco2@gmail.com 
8219 yucca trail 
las angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.{j. fromjim mils 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\A:l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\hly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\hdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

jim mills 
quaco2@gmail.com 
8219 yucca trail 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Greg Morrow 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:20 AM 
Reply-To: gmorrow13@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envrev;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, gmorrow13@yahoo.com 

From: 
Greg Morrow 
gmorrow13@yahoo.com 
8766 Arlene Terrace 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and v;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granv;lle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'lid (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd.227a5&vifNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a7717b53e650e8&siml=14a7717b53e650e8 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Greg Morrow 
gmorrow13@yahoo.com 
8766 Arlene Terrace 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Tyler Naifeh 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:51 PM 
Reply-To: Mistertyler_a@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'ln"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, Mistertyler_a@hotmail.com 

From: 
Tyler Naifeh 
Mistertyler_a@hotmail.com 
8584 Wonderland Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllK1. from Tyler Naifeh 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'IA'.>id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel'\lice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Tyler Naifeh 
M istertyler _ a@hotmail.com 
8584 Wonderland Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Naylor 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 5:20 PM 
Reply-To: ddnaylor@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ddnaylor@me.com 

From: 
Da...;d Naylor 
ddnaylor@me.com 
8359 Hollywood Blw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Da\1d Na~or 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This would make li'IAng in this neighborhood unbearable. The traffic would be impossible and would ruin the 
historical beauty of area .... Just go there at morning or evening rush hour and see for yourselves what a 
nightmare this would be. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da'IAd Naylor 
ddnaylor@me.com 
8359 Hollywood B l'vd 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robin Neuman 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:36 PM 
Reply-To: Robinchar1otte@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Robinchar1otte@s bcglobal. net 

From: 
Robin Neuman 
Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
8170 Laurel View Drive 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90069-1616 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,{)id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
No, I'm sorry, you\e no right to make this building happen. 
This is all about your money- no one else's. 
It is not right action. 
You will suffer consequences. 
You will make mistake. 
Is this the path you truly choose. 
Know your path. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robin Neuman 
Robincharlotte@s bcglobal. net 
8170 Laurel View Drive 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90069-1616 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:29 AM 
Reply-To: Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Robin Neuman 
Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
8170 laurel \Aew driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~J 

-------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sarah 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:26 AM 
Reply-To: snoNlas@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, snoNlas@yahoo.com 

From: 
Sarah 
snorvilas@yahoo.com 
909 s wooster st 
los angeles 
ca 
90035 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo,vements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bll,,rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences ot 
• The de'velopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this alreac;ly overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sarah 
snorvilas@yahoo.com 
909 s wooster st 
los angeles 
ca 
90035 
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(R'.LA "r;: GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Steven Poster ASC 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11 :44 PM 
Reply-To: stewnasc@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en'1feview@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, stewnasc@aol.com 

From: 
Stewn Poster ASC 
stewnas c@aol.com 
Wonderland Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'vily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avuid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'vidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'vice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'vice will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Ste\ell Poster ASC 

There is no doubt that if this dewlopment is undertaken as designed, it will impact the neighborhood negatiwly. It 
can't help but destroy quality of life for miles aroLJnd it. This is a bad design. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Stewn Poster ASC 
stewnasc@aol.com 
Wonderland Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(g:LA 
~ ., GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lisa Pugliese 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:40 PM 
Reply-To: Lisa@iworksus.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Lisa@iworksus.com 

From: 
Lisa Pugliese 
Lisa@iworksus.com 
614 North Beachwood Drive 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\-d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa'vOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

!"demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cm.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lisa Pugliese 
Lisa@iworksus.com 
614 North Beachwood Dri~ 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90004 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ryan Quigley 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:03 PM 
Reply-To: ryanquigley@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe-v;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ryanquigley@yahoo.com 

From: 
Ryan Quigley 
ryanquigley@yahoo.com 
8135 Elrita Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too exc~ssive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and -.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont;the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran-v;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'10id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already 01,,ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a78bf8fce35630&sim1=14a78bf8fce35630 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Ryan Quigley 
ryanquigley@yahoo.com 
8135 Elrita Dri-.e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!·LA 
~!"l:GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from jana richey 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:01 AM 
Reply-To: jana.richey@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jana.richey@gmail.com 

From: 
jana richey 
jana.richey@gmail.com 
8071 selma aw 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing rrom the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€1opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally O\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\€lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already O\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rrail.google.com'rrail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1eNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a7818c2fcba726&siml=14a7818c2fcba726 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

jana richey 
jana. richey@gmail.com 
8071 selma aw 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Debbie Semsky 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 7:41 AM 
Reply-To: debbielyn@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, debbielyn@mac.com 

From: 
Debbie Semsky 
debbielyn@mac.com 
8743 appian way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\i\1 (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'ltOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\iidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Debbie Semsky 
debbielyn@mac.com 
87 43 appian way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Arnie Semsky 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 7:43 AM 
Reply-To: Asemsky@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. em1review@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Asemsky@mac.com 

From: 
Amie Semsky 
Asemsky@mac.com 
87 43 appian way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Amie Semsky 
Asemsky@mac.com 
87 43 appian way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brooke Senior 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:1 1 PM 
Reply-To: brookesenior@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"lliew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, brookesenior@gmail.com 

From: 
Brooke Senior 
brookesenior@gmail.com 
1515 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran-ville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeiA=pt&search=inboY&th=14a7aecafb85d134&siml=14a7aecafb85d134 1/3 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81'.{J. from Brool<e Senior 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7aecafb85d134&siml=14a7aecafb85d134 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brooke Senior 
brookesenior@gmail .com 
1515 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from sherry sexton 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:19 PM 
Reply-To: sherrysexton?@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, sherrysexton?@aol.com 

From: 
sherry sexton 
s herrysexton ?@aol.com 
8286 presson pl 
los angeles 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rOid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '.tehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.comlmail/b/374/u'OJ?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbol<&th=14a7b2a5b26c9aad&siml=14a7b2a5b26c9aad 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

sherry sexton 
sherrysexton?@aol.com 
8286 presson pl 
los angeles 
ca 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eyal sher 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:03 AM 
Reply-To: Clareyal@aol.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Clareyal@aol.com 

From: 
Eyal sher 
Clareyal@aol.com 
8701 Arlene ter 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city ofLos Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 SLnset Bl\d. from Eyal sher 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
' 

The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sel"\.ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel"\.ice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eyal sher 
Clareyal@aol.com 
8701 Arlene ter 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Zoe sher 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:04 AM 
Reply-To: Clarediane1@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Clarediane1@aol.com 

From: 
Zoe sher 
Clarediane1@aol.com 
8701 Arlene ter 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Zoe sher 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely. 

Zoe sher 
Clarediane1@aol.com 
8701 Arlene ter 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Courtney Small 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:14 PM 
Reply-To: cs@csandfs.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, cs@csandfs.com 

From: 
Courtney Small 
cs@csandfs.com 
1600 Courtney Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-2744 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\oements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'1{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITTONAL CONCERNS 
I am absolutely opposed to a building this tall and quite frankly of no architectural merit being built in my town. 
do not understand why I am not being represented by the people I \<lted into office. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Courtney Small 
cs@csandfs.com 
1600 Courtney A wnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-2744 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kathy Small 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 4:55 PM 
Reply-To: kathysmall@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'view@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kathysmall@mac.com 

From: 
Kathy Small 
kathysmall@mac.com 
1416 Hawnhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'ville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kathy Small 
kathysmall@mac.com 
1416 Hawnhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Steven Smith 
1 message 

----------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11 :34 AM 
Reply-To: ssmith3574@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, ssmith357 4@aol.com 

From: 
Ste\en Smith 
ssmith357 4@aol.com 
2337 Sunset Heights Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81',,{f (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe E IR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to ha-..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-..erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ste\En Smith 
ssmith357 4@aol.com 
2337 Sunset Heights Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from debbie spafford 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa1,,esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 6:51 AM 
Reply-To: dspaff@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1'"e~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa1,,esunsetboulevard.com, dspaff@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
debbie spafford 
ds paff@s bcglobal. net 
4817 sancola a\re 
n hollywood 
ca 
91601 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the 01,,ersized and completely out of context de1,,elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\red. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi1,,en to the historical context for a de1,,elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\re. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually 01,,er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie1,,e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\re skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\.€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\.€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

debbie spafford 
ds paff@s bcglobal. net 
4817 sancola aw 
n hollywood 
ca 
91601 
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Objection to 8150 Suns~t Blvd. from Joshua Stabile 
1 message 

------------ -

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 1:03 PM 
Reply-To: Josh@intyss.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Josh@intyss.com 

From: 
Joshua Stabile 
Josh@intyss.com 
1531 Selma Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 .or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joshua Stabile 
Josh@intyss.com 
1531 Selma Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Shane Stabile 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 3:51 PM 
Reply-To: getshane@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, getshane@s bcglobal. net 

From: 
Shane Stabile 
gets hane@s bcglobal. net 
1251 N. Gardner St. 
West Hollywood 
Ca. 
(0046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
If you want to build skyscrapers go to N. Y. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Shane Stabile 
gets hane@sbcglobal.net 
1251 N. Gardner St. 
West Hollywood 
Ca. 
(0046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/IY374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.iev.c:pt&search=inbox&th=14a79905dee2c4bb&siml=14a79905dee2c4bb 313 



12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Debbie Starkman 

(R'tA 
~""JGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Debbie Starkman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 7:42 AM 
Reply-To: drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com 

From: 
Debbie Starkman 
drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com 
87 43 appian way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\,{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Debbie Starkman 
drdebbiestarkman@gmail.com 
87 43 appian way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kristen stavola 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:33 AM 
Reply-To: Sta\Qlasays@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, Sta\Qlasays@gmai I. com 

From: 
Kristen sta\Qla 
Sta\Qlasays@gmail.com 
Sta\QlaSays@gmail.com 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllK.t. from Kristen sta\da 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This·will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kristen stavola 
Stavolasays@gmail.com 
StavolaSays@gmail.com 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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ti· LA 'lif"i't GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from christian stevens 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:12 AM 
Reply-To: 9021 O@misterbe\ierlyhills.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com, 9021 O@misterbe\ierlyhills.com 

From: 
christian ste\iens 
90210@misterbe'1erlyhills.com 
8411 coreyell pl 
la 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\iersized and completely out of context de\ielopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ied. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ien to the historical context for a de\ielopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'lld EIR is simply too excessi\ie. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\ier a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\ie this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\ie skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\ie a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BhA:I. from christian ste\.el'lS 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rQid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1,,ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e1,,ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
You ha\e got to be kidding, with all the other construction on Sunset you assholes think we need yet more retail? 
Do you really think we need a Starbucks e\ery 100 yards? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

christian ste\ens 
90210@misterbe\erlyhills.com 
8411 coreyell pl 
la 
California 
90046 
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ti: LA 
~l'l GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Beth stiller 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11 :03 AM 
Reply-To: bethtd@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre'\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, bethtd@aol.com 

From: 
Beth stiller 
bethtd@aol.com 
8636 edwin drive 
los angeles 
ca 

90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed. in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7888b217f7a1d&siml= 14a7888b217f7a1 d 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D229



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811,rj. from Beth stiller 

"Protect lower density housing rrom the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\tj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dei.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "i.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency i.ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seNce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seNce will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Beth stiller 
bethtd@aol.com 
8636 edwin drive 
los angeles 
ca 

90046 
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(B:LA 
~~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Catherine Sullivan 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 6:44 PM 
Reply-To: Cgsull1310@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emlf'e~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Cgsull1310@aol.com 

From: 
Catherine Sullivan 
Cgs ull 131 O@aol.com 
1008 N La Jolla Aw 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\A'.1. from Catherine Sullivan 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th:::14a7a2eaa177f227&siml:::14a7a2eaa177f227 213 



12/24/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\(j. from Catherine Sullivan 

Seriously the character of our neighborhoods are under fire with boxes going into residential areas now this mega 
complex ... not good for the hood! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Catherine Sullivan 
Cgsull1310@aol.com 
1008 N La Jolla Ave 
LA 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7a2eaa177f227&siml=14a7a2eaa177f227 313 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Olanna Tasley 

(R'LA 
~l":GHCS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Olanna Taskey 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 5:57 PM 
Reply-To: olanna323@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\A'e\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, olanna323@gmail.com 

From: 
Olanna Taskey 
olanna323@gmail.com 
8359 Hollywood Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures , so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbo><&th=14a7a04444ccd381&siml=14a7a04444ccd381 1/3 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA'.i. from Olanna Tasl<ey 

"Protect lower density housing fi"om the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ev.=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7a04444ccd381&siml=14a7a04444ccd381 213 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Olanna Taskey 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Thank for taking the time to consider all our letters. We are shocked at the magnitude of this proposed building. 
I have lived in this neighborhood for 16 years, and my husband for 25 years. This project would impact the 
people, traffic too much. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Olanna Taskey 
olanna323@gmail.com 
8359 Hollywood B l\tl 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~ev.,cpt&search=inbox&th=14a7a04444ccd381&siml=14a7a04444ccd381 313 



1212412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Chloe trig 

, .i;LA 
~« .. ,GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Chloe trig 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 7:06 PM 
Reply-To: Chloet@me.om 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Chloet@me.om 

From: 
Chloe trig 
Chloet@me.om 
101 south orange dri\e 
Los angeles 
California 
90026 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa-..oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Chloe trig 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposai-to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

httpsJ/mail.google.coov'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&...;ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7a433cacfa386&siml=14a7a433cacfa386 213 



12/24/2014 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Don't do it 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bii.ci. from Chloe trig 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Chloe trig 
Chloet@me.om 
101 south orange driw 
Los angeles 
California 
90026 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~ew=pt&search=inboY&th=14a7a433cacfa386&siml=14a7a433cacfa386 3/3 
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ti: LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nicolas Valle 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 8:26 AM 
Reply-To: buzzcut2000@speakeasy.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .envre\iew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, buzzcut2000@s peak easy. net 

From: 
Nicolas Valle 
buzzcut2000@s peakeas y. net 
4825 Toland Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90042 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\ille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\od. from Nicolas Valle 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea....;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi....;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser....;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser....;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\A'.l. from Nicolas Valle 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I li-.ed in this area for o-.er 26 years. Because of rampant de-.elopment I left. What is proposed is disgusting. It 
benefits no one except a handful of de-.elopers. 
Shame on you 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Nicolas Valle 
buzzcut2000@s peak easy. net 
4825 Toland Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90042 

https://mail.google.cOITVmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a77f8fOae89362&siml=14a77f8fOae89362 3/3 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from bryan wark 

(R:LA 
~l":GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from bryan wark 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:24 AM 
Reply-To: bryan@bryanwarkdesigns.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\1"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, bryan@bryanwarkdesigns.com 

From: 
bryan wark 
bryan@bryanwarkdesigns.com 
9013 wonderland park a\e 
los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from bryan wark 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'1{! (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from bryan wark 

Traffic at Crescent Heights & Sunset is already horrible, as laurel Cyn is a major artery from the west side to the 
"9lley at both rush hours. This proposed construction project would create a nightmare of unimaginable 
proportions & consequences. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

bryan wark 
bryan@bryanwarkdes igns. com 
9013 wonderland park aw 
los angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Gena Wilder 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 11:01 AM 
Reply-To: gena_ wilder@paramount.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, gena_wilder@paramount.com 

From: 
Gena Wilder 
gena _ wilder@paramount.com 
5555 Melrose Avenue 
Hollywood 
CA 
90038 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"IAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Gena Wilder 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries -and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\.1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Gena Wilder 
gena _ wilder@paramount.com 
5555 Melrose Awnue 
Hollywood 
CA 
90038 
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" ..• ~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Clare Witt 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 9:02 AM 
Reply-To: Clarediane1@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, Clarediane1@aol.com 

From: 
Clare Witt 
Clarediane1@aol.com 
8701 Arlene ter 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa-.oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Clare Witt 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o-..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e-..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Clare Witt 
Clarediane 1@aol.com 
8701 Arlene ter 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lauren Wood 
1 message 

------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 12:05 AM 
Reply-To: bighai rdo@laurenwood.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, bighairdo@laurenwood.com 

From: 
Lauren Wood 
bighairdo@laurenwood.com 
2333 Sunset Heights Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'l.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '1.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lauren Wood 
bighai rdo@laurenwood.com 
2333 Sunset Heights Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Chris Young 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 2:46 AM 
Reply-To: Plantymcflowers@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\n"e~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Plantymcflowers@gmail.com 

From: 
Chris Young 
Plantymcflowers@gmail.com 
8328 Li~ngston Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iQid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to ha-..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Chris Young 
Plantymcflowers@gmail.com 
8328 Li\1ngston Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from gabriel abraham 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:57 AM 
Reply-To: gabdabraham@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, gabdabraham@gmail.com 

From: 
gabriel abraham 
gabdabraham@gmail.com 
127 s. luceme bl'vd 
los angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\reries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \rehicle mo\rements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\rer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\re amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\re speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\rerburden of parking to this already o\rercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massi\re law suits against the city in the e\rent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

gabriel abraham 
gabdabraham@gmail.com 
127 s. luceme bl\d 
los angeles 
CA 
90004 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Roman Alonso 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'ltesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11 :21 AM 
Reply-To: roman@communedesign.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe'\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa'ltesunsetboulevard.com, roman@communedesign.com 

From: 
Roman Alonso 
roman@communedesign.com 
650 N. Robertson Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'ltersized and completely out of context de'ltelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'lted. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'lten to the historical context for a de'ltelopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi'lte. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O'lter a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie'lte this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o'lter them with a massi'lte skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha'lte a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Roman Alonso 
roman@communedesign.com 
650 N. Robertson Bl\{f. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Scott Altomare 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 1 :48 PM 
Reply-To: saltosea@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, saltosea@gmail.com 

From: 
Scott Altomare 
saltosea@gmail.com 
8475 kirkwood dr 
LA 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding. French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\A'.Jid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Scott Altomare 
saltosea@gmail.com 
8475 kirkwood dr 
LA 
ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ferdinand Andrekowisch 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:27 PM 
Reply-To: andrekowisk@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emireview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, andrekowisk@hotmail.com 

From: 
Ferdinand Andrekowisch 
andrekowisk@hotmail .com 
1400 N Martel Aw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'liersized and completely out of context de\ielopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'lied. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'lien to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .goog le.cOl'TVmail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a 7fOea334a4ccKJ&si m1=14a7f0ea334a4cd0 1/3 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Ferdinand Andrek:Misch 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https:/lmail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AENFpt&search=inbox&th=14a710ea334a4cdO&siml=14a710ea334a4cdO 2/3 



12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Fercinand AndreloMsch 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Ferdinand Andrekowisch 
andrekowisk@hotmail.com 
1400 N Martel Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

https://rrrail.google.com'rrrail/bl374/u/0/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&1Aem:=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7fOea334a4cdO&siml=14a7fOea334a4cdO 313 



12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA:l. from i.enessa atlan 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from vanessa atlan 
1 message 

----------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11 :05 AM 
Reply-To: vanessa.atlan@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfeV'iew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, vanessa.atlan@gmail.com 

From: 
vanessa atlan 
vanessa .atlan@gmail.com 
6158 temple hill dri\e 
los angeles 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from vanessa atlan 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to8150 Sunset 811.d. fromvanessa atlan 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thahk you, yours sincerely, 

vanessa atlan 
vanessa.atlan@gmail.com 
6158 temple hill driw 
las angeles 
CA 
90068 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kane Austin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11 :09 AM 
Reply-To: kane@paperchasepress.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kane@paperchasepress.com 

From: 
Kane Austin 
kane@paperc hasepress. com 
7176 W Sunset Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Kane Austin 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall ahd bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'.telopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '.tehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de'.telopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '.tehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
llhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This \,/Viii mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '.tehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'.telopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7db4e5a7b3485&siml=14a7db4e5a7b3485 2/3 



12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Kane Austin 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kane Austin 
kane@paperchasepress.com 
7176 W Sunset Bl\td 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dori Aveau 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11 :58 AM 
Reply-To: doriawau@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, doriawau@gmail.com 

From: 
Dori Awau 
doriawau@gmai I. com 
1075 South Ogden Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90019 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Dori A\Eau 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'IA9" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie'IA9 it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'\A9nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'\A9nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'IA91opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'IA9ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'\A9r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '1A9hicle mo'\A9ments per day at this already abysmally O'\A9rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'IA9 and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de'IA91opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1A9hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'IA9hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'\A9r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'IA9 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'IA9hicles to ha'IA9 speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'IA91opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'IA9rburden of parking to this already O'\A9rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'IA9nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'IA9 law suits against the city in the e'IA9nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Dori A"1:lau 
doria"1:lau@gmail.com 
1075 South Ogden Dri"1:! 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90019 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Zach barnea 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:10 AM 
Reply-To: Bzagyb@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'-Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Bzagyb@gmail.com 

From: 
Zach bamea 
Bzagyb@gmail.com 
8978 wonderland ave. 
LA 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\iQyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7c6bc12d0c674&siml=14a7c6bc12d0c674 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\,rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it . 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This city is dewloped enough . Traffic the ...;ew will be further compromise. Enough with greed as a motivation. 
How about more land gardens green ? 
Let them spread outside, mow t~e dewlopment out. 
Peule count. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Zach bamea 
Bzagyb@gmail.com 
8978 wonderland a\e. 
L.A 
Ca 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.iew=pt&search=inbo~th=14a7c6bc12d0c674&siml=14a7c6bc12d0c674 313 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ashley Batyko 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:46 PM 
Reply-To: agbatyko@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, agbatyko@yahoo.com 

From: 
Ashley Batyko 
agbatyko@yahoo.com 
2042 North Beachwood Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'.te" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\te it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\tenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\tenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by· 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business Will need to co\ter their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '1ehicle mo'.tements per day at this already abysmally o\tercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'.te and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de'.telopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'1ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'.te amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'.telopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already O\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ashley Batyko 
agbatyko@yahoo.com 
2042 North Beachwood Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from CLAUDIA BENVENUTO 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:39 AM 
Reply-To: claudiaben@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\1"e\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, claudiaben@mac.com 

From: 
CLAUDIA BENVENUTO 
claudiaben@mac.com 
1548 N. Kings Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\A'.l EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\!Uid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the mos! congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

CLAUDIA BENVENUTO 
claudiaben@mac.com 
1548 N. Kings Road 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bill Bonk 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 3:04 PM 
Reply-To: billbonk@billbonk.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai,esunsetboulevard.com, billbonk@billbonk.com 

From: 
Bill Bonk 
billbonk@billbonk.com 
8909 Wonderland Park 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi,ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii,en to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
natu~e of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa. Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\,{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Bill Bonk 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low .income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Bill Bonk 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Bill Bonk 
billbonk@billbonk.com 
8909 Wonderland Park 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

-------------------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kim campbell 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevarcl.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:46 AM 
Reply-To: Campbellkimmy@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\n'e'lliew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Campbellkimmy@mac.com 

From: 
Kim campbell 
Campbellkimmy@mac.com 
447 n croft ave 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kim campbell 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\od. from Kim campbell 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Kim campbell 
Campbellkimmy@mac.com 
447 n croft a\e 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90048 

https://mail.google.com'rnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4e111Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a7d9fd201eea45&siml=14a7d9fd201eea45 313 



12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bii.Ci. from d.m casper 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from d.m. casper 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com>: Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:18 PM 
Reply-To: CasperVonDj@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, CasperVonDj@yahoo.com 

From: 
d.m. casper 
CasperVonDj@yahoo.com 
1354 N. Harper #302 
west hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gram.111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from d.m. casper 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\<:! (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application m'ust be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the' city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/26/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from d.m. casper 

As a long time resident of the neighborhood, I object strongly to the height and size of this project. Also these 
are dewlopers with NO experience and an unprown record. what happens if they fail and we ha\ie a huge whet 
elephant? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

d.m. casper 
CasperVonDj@yahoo.com 
1354 N. Harper #302 
west hollywood 
CA 
90046 

https ://mail.google.com'mailfll/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.4ew=pt&search=inbo~th=14a7f062f2a03ed8&siml=14a7f062f2a03ed8 313 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Michael Citrone 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

--- --------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Citrone 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24,. 2014 at 1: 15 PM 
Reply-To: michael@globalfitness.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1fe'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, michael@globalfitness.com 

From: 
Michael Citrone 
michael@globalfitness.com 
1639 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\<l. from Michael Citrone 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avuid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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12/24/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bii.Cl. from Michael Citrone 

Townscape De-.elopers should not be allowed to build the proposed 220 foot tower on the south-west comer of 
Laurel Canyon-Crescent Heights and Sunset Boulevard that will dominate and destroy the heart of historic 
residential Hollywood! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Citrone 
michael@globalfitness.com 
1639 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90004 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Craig Clark 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11:37 AM 
Reply-To: craig@roundabout.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com, craig@roundabout.com 

From: 
Craig Clark 
craig@roundabout.com 
8082 Selma A\te 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\tersized and completely out of context de\telopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ted. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ten to the historical context for a de\telopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\te. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\ter a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\te this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\ter them with a massi\te skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\te a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7dce1a8604b0f&siml=14a7dce1a8604b0f 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Craig Clark 
craig@roundabout.com 
8082 Selma Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sebastian Copeland 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:04 PM 
Reply-To: sebastian@sebastiancopeland.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'IKeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: i nfo@sawsunsetboulevard.com, sebastian@sebastiancopeland.com 

From: 
Sebastian Copeland 
sebastian@sebastiancopeland.com 
1626 N Ogden Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa-.oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\oe speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The comer of Sunset and Crescent nights is already a traffic headache for commuters. Higher resident 
concentration, not to mention construction here, does not sound like anything reasonable. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sebastian Copeland 
sebastian@sebastiancopeland.com 
1626 N Ogden Dri~ 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from susan cuscuna 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:59 AM 
Reply-To: scuscuna@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enve\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, scuscuna@mac.com 

From: 
susan cuscuna 
scuscuna@mac.com 
8938 Holly Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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·"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'1e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie'1e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'1enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'1enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'1elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'1eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'1er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '1ehicle mo'1ements per day at this already abysmally o'1ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'1e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de'1elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'1ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'1er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'1e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency·'1ehicles to ha'1e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'1elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 0'1erburden of parking to this already o'1ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi'1e law suits against the city in the e'1ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

susan cuscuna 
scuscuna@mac.com 
8938 Holly Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from pamela dompe 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 3:49 AM 
Reply-To: pdompe@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\.1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, pdompe@gmail.com 

From: 
pamela dompe 
pdompe@gmail.com 
2084 lewis terrace 
los angeles 
califomia 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \.1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'lt{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

pamela dompe 
pdompe@gmail.com 
2084 lewis terrace 
los angeles 
califomia 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kevin Dompe 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9: 14 AM 
Reply-To: kdompehaskins@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com, kdompehaskins@gmail.com 

From: 
Ke"1n Dompe 
kdompehaskins@gmail.com 
2084 Lewis Terrace 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi..en to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.-ille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
In addition to all extremely valid points in the letter, especially concerning the impact on the surrounding historic 
architecture and traffic congestion, it will also add a major strain on our already taxed, resources and 
infrastructure. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ke\1n Dompe 
kdompehaskins@gmail.com 
2084 Lewis Terrace 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.cooVmail/bl374/u/O/?Li=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inboY&th=14a7d4aecf4b253c&siml=14a7d4aecf4b253c 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Chip Garamella 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:00 AM 
Reply-To: cgaramella@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envrev;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, cgaramella@earthlink.net 

From: 
Chip Garamella 
cgaramella@earthl ink. net 
3334 Rowena Awnue - B 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90027 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\itl EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of ju~t sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and v;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granv;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\"9" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the s~eer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avuid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there.are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https:l/mail.google.com'maillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbo>r&th=14a7d3e6ba33f944&siml=14a7d3e6ba33f944 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Chip Garamella 
cgaramella@earthli nk. net 
3334 Rowena A\ienue - B 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90027 

https://mail.google.corrv'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev.c=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7d3e6ba33f944&siml=14a7d3e6ba331944 313 
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,. Q· LA Ct GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stephen Gehman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:30 PM 
Reply-To: crstnbassplayer777@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1'"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, crstnbassplayer777@gmail.com 

From: 
Stephen Gehman 
crstnbass player777@gmail.com 
227 w Lincoln Rd 
stockton 
ca 
95207 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha~ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
We tra'ltel to LA a few times a year to go to see shows and \1sit classic sites on the Sunset Blvd ... Without the 
places like House Of Blues, Whisky, Rainbow, etc we would ne'lter come to Hollywood. Sa'lte Sunset Blvd. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stephen Gehman 
crstnbassplayer777@gmail.com 
227 w Lincoln Rd 
stockton 
ca 
95207 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bonnie Goodman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 3:21 PM 
Reply-To: bgoodmancomm@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, bgoodmancomm@roadrunner.com 

From: 
Bonnie Goodman 
bgoodmancomm@roadrunner.com 
11601 CANTON PL 
Studio City 
California 
91604 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\tersized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\telopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\te. At 216 feet this will be the taliest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\ter them with a massi\te skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7e9b202028e91&siml=14a7e9b202028e91 2/3 



1212612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Bonnie Goodman 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Bonnie Goodman 
bgoodmancomm@roadrunner.com 
11601 CANTON PL 
Studio City 
California 
91604 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

---------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Susan Greenwood 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:04 AM 
Reply-To: s usanlgreenwood@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, susanlgreenwood@gmail.com 

From: 
Susan Greenwood 
susanlgreenwood@gmail.com 
8831 Lookout Mountain 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Susan Greenv.ood 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\/ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mai l/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&\.iew= pt&search= inbox&th= 14a 7d42521e79919&si ml= 14a7d42521e79919 213 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Susan Greenv.ood 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Susan Greenwood 
susanlgreenwood@gmail .com 
8831 Lookout Mountain 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev.c=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7d42521e79919&siml=14a7d42521e79919 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric Griffin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:53 PM 
Reply-To: Truehollywood@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Truehollywood@yahoo.com 

From: 
Eric Griffin 
Truehollywood@yahoo.com 
5805 whitsett aw 
Valley village 
CA 
91607 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Eric Griffin 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr..€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\Elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\Eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\Er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \Ehicle mo\Ements per day at this already abysmally o\Ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\rj {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\E and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences ot 
•The de\Elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \Ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\Ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
CO\Er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\E amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \Ehicles to ha\E speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\Elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\Erburden of parking to this already o\Ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\Ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\E law suits against the city in the e\Ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bii.Ci. from Eric Griffin 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eric Griffin 
Truehollywood@yahoo.com 
5805 whitsett a\e 
Valley "111age 
CA 
91607 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from jez guito 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:17 PM 
Reply-To: canmuse@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, canmuse@aol.com 

From: 
jez guito 
canmuse@aol.com 
8667 Wonderland Avenue 
L.A. 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\,{j EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. fromjez guito 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
Tue EIR falsly claims that 5,.296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. Tue EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

Tue lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• Tue resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This construction will completely 
ruin Laurel Canyon .... 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. fromjez guito 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely. 

jez guito 
canmuse@aol.com 
8667 Wonderland Awnue 
L.A. 
California 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:17 PM 
Reply-To: canmuse@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, canmuse@aol.com 

From: 
jez guito 
canmuse@aol.com 
8667 Wonderland Awnue 
L.A. 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\K.I EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differ5. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
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• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figur~ will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 

https://rnai I .g oog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui= 2&i~57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a7faa2b0335644&dsqt= 1&siml=14a7faa2b0335644&siml= 14a7faa32... 4/5 



12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. fromjez guito 

around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This construction will completely 
ruin Laurel Canyon .... 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that Cit~r Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

jez guito 
canmuse@aol.com 
8667 Wonderland Awnue 
L.A. 
California 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kate Hardie 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:35 PM 
Reply-To: Katekenji@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Katekenji@hotmail.com 

From: 
Kate Hardie 
Katekenji@hotmail.com 
Lookout mountain a\e 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha...enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 

· co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not. subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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Please consider those who own individual homes who will be unable to make a quick grocery run or receive 
public services like fire/ 
Emergency Etc. This intersection is much too busy for a high rise building with all of the valley commuters etc 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kate Hardie .. 
Katekenji@hotmail.com 
Lookout mountain ave 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from matt henson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 6:46 PM 
Reply-To: Mattrhenson@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Mattrhenson@gmail.com 

From: 
matt henson 
Mattrhenson@gmail.com 
12232 oxnard st 
north hollywood 
ca 
91606 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'llU (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

matt henson 
Mattrhenson@gmail.com 
12232 oxnard st 
north hollywood 
ca 
91606 
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Objection to ~150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeffrey Hersh 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:05 AM 
Reply-To: Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Ke'Jiew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 

From: 
Jeffrey Hersh 
Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
1344 North Spaulding Ave 
Los Angekes 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'Jille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please protect us from further overgrowth of developments that have this corrosive effect on the quality of life in 
our city. 

Thank you 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Jeffrey Hersh 
Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
1344 North Spaulding Ave 
Los Angekes 
CA 
90046 
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t!·LA '-CC: GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sheila Irani 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:36 AM 
Reply-To: pathcom@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'-feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, pathcom@pacbell.net 

From: 
Sheila Irani 
pathcom@pacbell.net 
2657 Zorada Dri-.e 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha~ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de~lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e~nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi~ law suits against the city in the e~nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
It is my hope that the plans for congestion mitigation of this dewlopment will go beyond hundred of bike racks , 
and reduction of parking so that the residents spill into the side streets for parking. Please reduce the size and 
mitigate the traffic 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Sheila Irani 
pathcom@pacbell.net 
2657 Zorada Driw 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Q'-:L A 
1"1 GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from CHRISTOPHER JANNEY 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 1 :21 PM 
Reply-To: christopherj929@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, christopherj929@gmail.com 

From:. 
CHRISTOPHER JANNEY 
christopherj929@gmail.com 
4260 Holly Knoll Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
CA 
90027 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-..en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

CHRISTOPHER JANNEY 
christopherj929@gmail.com 
4260 Holly Knoll Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90027 
CA 
90027 
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(B'LA 
~"'>\GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Barry Johnson 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:33 PM 
Reply-To: bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Barry Johnson 
bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net 
4166 Farmdale Aw. 
Studio City 
CA 
91604 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public-, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\/ily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\/idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\/ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\/ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please stop the building of this monstrosity. 

Barry Johnson 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barry Johnson 
bjohnson4166@s bcglobal. net 
4166 Fanndale Ave. 
Studio City 
CA 
91604 

Barry Johnson <bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:39 PM 
Reply-To: Barry Johnson <bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net> 
To: "jonathan.brand@lacity.org" <jonathan. brand@lacity.org>, "planning.em.re"1ew@lacity.org" 
<planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org>, "tom.labonge@lacity.org" <tom. labonge@lacity.org> 

From: 

Barry Johnson 
bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net 
4166 Farmdale Ave, 
Studio City, CA 91604 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for 
the south-west junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the 
standard on which a project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to 
the historical context for a development of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in 
direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At216 feet this will 
be the tallest skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip . 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject 
this permit because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums 
differs. The EIR Represents the project as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 
stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional misrepresentation to confuse the 
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public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height without this 
misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment build~ngs represent 
some of Los Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive 
skyscraper will be a blight upon the area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. 
The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction to the neighborhood that this project will 
cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical nature of the immediate 
surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 
views of the historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau 
Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely 
destroy one of the most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing 
designated areas where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low 
Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not 
consistent with the general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned 
buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases 
its traffic impact by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 
daily trips that are made by the shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 
3000. The EIR says that it will only increase traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, 
but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing at least 480 new residents, the 
restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer number of the 
customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual 
traffic rather than the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested 
corridors, as identified in the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. 
(City of Los Angeles General Plan, Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen 
traffic and slow emergency response times. This application must be denied. 
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The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project wi II 
cause unsafe conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive 
and disastrous lawsuits by properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the 
most congested and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result 
of this new and unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking 
spaces for the 480+ residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands 
of clients they will need to attract to cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day 
circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood searching for parking, adding massive 
amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it impossible for residents and 
emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means 
the units will be considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase 
guidelines. This is clearly a away to get around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced 
"low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet more easy to flip profit. I also ask that 
these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is 
going to result in a huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When 
seconds matter in the event of ti re or heart attack this loss of service wi II open the door to 
potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of catastrophic offatal accidents in the 
hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please stop the building of this monstrosity" 

Barry Johnson 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall wi ll address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barry Johnson 
bjohnson4166@sbcglobal.net 
4166 Farmdale Ave_, 
Studio City, CA 91604 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Simon Jones 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:27 AM 
Reply-To: simon'1ones1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\liew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, simon'1ones 1@gmail.com 

From: 
Simon Jones 
simon'1ones 1@gmail.com 
8287 Marmont Ln 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de'welopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\-d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS'TRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that th.is project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\AJyand 
countless hill.side residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to al,{)id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles ·to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Simon Jones 
simon'vjones 1@gmail.com 
8287 Marmont Ln 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from judith kaplan 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11:00 AM 
Reply-To: mkaplan263@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A'e'lliew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, mkaplan263@aol.com 

From: 
judith kaplan 
mkaplan263@aol.com 
841 O coreyell place 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-..en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'..d EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'llille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

judith kaplan 
mkaplan263@aol.com 
841 O coreyell place 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Phyllis Katz 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 1:11 AM 
Reply-To: Brainfun@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emll'e-.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Brainfun@roadrunner.com 

From: 
Phyllis Katz 
B rainfun@roadrunner.com 
8929 Holly Place 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywooq General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and -.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran-.Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\ieries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \iehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\ie and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \iehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \iehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\ierburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\ie law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic at the intersection of Sunset and Crescent Heights already is an issue. At rush hour, it backs up on all 
sides. This project as it stands will be a huge problem for anyone who has to go near that area. Please stop 
this from happening. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Phyllis Katz 
Brainfun@roadrunner.com 
8929 Holly Place 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Misty Lake 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:41 PM 
Reply-To: OfficialMistyLake@outlook.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'v'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Offici~IMistyLake@outlook.com 

From: 
Misty Lake 
OfficialMistyLake@outlook.com 
000 West Hollywood 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v'iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran'v'ille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Misty Lake 
OfficialMistyLake@outlook.com 
000 West Hollywood 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

---------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Donovan Leitch 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 6:27 PM 
Reply-To: hollywoodhigh@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\liew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, hollywoodhigh@mac.com 

From: 
Donovan Leitch 
hollywoodhigh@mac.com 
2164 Rockledge Road 
los Angeles 
califomia 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\ld EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\,{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Donovan Leitch 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '.tehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) ' 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Donovan Leitch 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Donovan Leitch 
hollywoodhigh@mac.com 
2164 Rockledge Road 
los Angeles 
califomia 
90068 
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"LA l"l GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kat Lester 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:24 PM 
Reply-To: lakatmeow@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\/iew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lakatmeow@aol.com 

From: 
Kat Lester 
lakatmeow@aol.com 
316 N. Rossiter Aw 
LA 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \/iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\/ille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Kat Lester 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2} 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This relatively young city has already fallen prey to the destruction of too many architectural gems and 

monuments. They have not only defined Los Angeles, they have been a great source of it's attraction. Please 
preserve their integrity! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kat Lester 
lakatmeow@aol.com 
316 N. Rossiter Ave 
LA 
CA 
90004 
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(B' LA 
~l'i GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Liana Levi 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 4:10 AM 
Reply-To: Lianale'v121@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en'Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Lianale'v121@gmail.com 

From: 
Liana Le\1 
Lianalevi21@gmail.com 
100 S. Doheny Dr. 414 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7c34c65e9bb69&siml=14a7c34c65e9bb69 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D276



12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Liana Le.; 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea..;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi..;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser..;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this toss of ser..;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Liana Le\1 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Liana Le"1 
Liana1ev;21@gmail.com 
100 S. Doheny Dr. 414 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90048 
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ti: LA 
~h. GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Samantha Leyva 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevarcl.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:45 PM 
Reply-To: samanthaleyva50@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'llT'eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, samanthaleyva50@gmail.com 

From: 
Samantha Leyva 
samanthaleyva50@gmail.com 
392 Gamay Ct. 
Manteca 
CA. 
95337 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbo~th=14a8031713f78cc6&siml=14a8031713f78cc6 1/3 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Samantha Ley.ta 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'.te" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\te it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\tenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'.tenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'.telopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ter their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '.tehicle mo\tements per day at this already abysmally o\tercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to avuid more expensi'.te and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de'.telopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '.tehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARK,ING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'.te amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '.tehicles to ha\te speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'.telopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\terburden of parking to this already o\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\tent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'.te law suits against the city in the e'.tent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.corrv'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifN>!=pt&search=inbox&th=14a8031713f78cc6&siml=14a8031713f78cc6 2/3 



12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Samantha Leyva 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Samantha Leyva 
samanthaleyva50@gmail.com 
392 Gamay Ct. 
Manteca 
CA. 
95337 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dave Lundberg 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 6:43 PM 
Reply-To: Da\1d.l.lundberg@usps.gov 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Da\1d. l.lundberg@us ps .gov 

From: 
Daw Lundberg 
Da\1d. I. lundberg@usps .gov 
2240 Winery Rd 
Pahrump 
Nv 
89048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Da..e Lundberg 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going .to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~fNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a7f53f4a1abafc&sim1=14a7f53f4a1abafc 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da-..e Lundberg 
Dav;d.l.lundberg@usps.gov 
2240 Winery Rd 
Pahrump 
Nv 
89048 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/onui=2&i~57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7f53f4a1abafc&siml=14a7f53f4a1abafc 3/3 
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(I.LA 
~-('."!: GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from adelle lutz 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 7:29 AM 
Reply-To: adellel@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, adellel@mac.com 

From: 
adelle lutz 
adellel@mac.com 
7964 Willow Glen Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\tj EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\/Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BM. from adelle lutz 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R48 zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\ti (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tUid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\'ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\'ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.coo\lmail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbo~th=14a7ceb0176b990c&sim1=14a7ceb0176b990c 2/3 



12/24/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA:l. from adelle lutz 

people and safety before profits please. 
and also - aesthetic relevance. the scale is INSANE. the damage to the air and safety is INSANE. what it will do 
to the already congested area is INSANE. what can be gained by this scar? 
IT IS INSANE. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

adelle lutz 
adellel@mac.com 
7964 Willow Glen Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\i£NFpt&search=inbox&th=14a7ceb0176b990c&siml=14a7ceb0176b990c 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Abel Lynch 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 6:30 PM 
Reply-To: dokkenfan80s@gmal.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, dokkenfan80s@gmal.com 

From: 
Abel Lynch 
dokkenfan80s@gmal.com 
Hometown In. 
Manteca 
CA 
93557 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
~ The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Abel L;nch 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tfhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\jdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\jce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlrrail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4fN'Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a7f4852534d677&siml=14a7f4852534d677 213 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This IS A HISTORICAL PLACE that should NOT be taken away from musicians or people in general, in THE 
NAME OF ROCK'N'ROLL, DO NOT DESTROY THE HEART OF 80's ROCK; DON'T TAKE THIS AWAY FROM 
US. MANY TEENS WHO FEEL THEY WERE BORN IN THE WRONG DECADE ... 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Abel Lynch 
dokkenfan80s@gmal.com 
Hometown In. 
Manteca 
CA 
93557 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Linda McDonough 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa...esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:54 AM 
Reply-To: LindaMcDonough@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.enveview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, LindaMcDonough@mac.com 

From: 
Linda McDonough 
LindaMcDonough@mac.com 
9460 Sierra Mar Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie...e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one ofthe most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7da6a8b3397b8&sim=14a7da6a8b3397b8 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Clid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the m.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"\iice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"\iice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnail .goog le.com'mai l/b/37 4/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search= inbox&th= 14a7da6a8b3397b8&si ml= 14a7da6a8b3397b8 2/3 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I particularly object to the height of the structure. I support business and dewlopment - but not at all costs! The 
height should not impact the ~ews and therefore property values of any of the surrounding properties. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Linda McDonough 
LindaMcDonough@mac.com 
9460 Sierra Mar Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Paul M. Mock 
1 message 

--- -- --
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:56 AM 
Reply-To: paulmock1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, paulmock1@gmail.com 

From: 
Paul M. Mock 
paulmock 1@gmail.com 
1791 N Sycamore Ave Apt 303 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90028 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\A3r them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa'IA'.)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tOid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\lidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7d715e7ba544a&siml=14a7d715e7ba544a 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Paul M. Mock 
paulmock 1@gmail.com 
1791 N Sycamore Ave Apt 303 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90028 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&11iew=pt&search=inboY&th=14a7d715e7ba544a&siml=14a7d715e7ba544a 313 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Randy Myer 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:53 AM 
Reply-To: Rmyer813@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Rmyer813@gmail.com 

From: 
Randy Myer 
Rmyer813@gmail.com 
1969 De Mille Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90027 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Randy Myer 
Rmyer813@gmail.com 
1969 De Mille Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90027 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ashley Namasondhi 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:51 PM 
Reply-To: anamasondhi@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.com, anamasondhi@yahoo.com 

From: 
Ashley Namasondhi 
anamasondhi@yahoo.com 
546 N. Plymouth Bl"lrd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\.ersized and completely out of context de\.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl"lrd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\.er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa'vOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ashley Namasondhi 
anamasondhi@yahoo.com 
546 N. Plymouth Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
No, I'm sorry, you\e no right to make this building happen. 
This is all about your money- no one else's. 
It is not right action. 
You will suffer consequences. 
You will make mistake. 
Is this the path you truly choose. 
Know your path. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robin Neuman 
Robincharlotte@s bcglobal. net 
8170 Laurel View Drive 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90069-1616 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:29 AM 
Reply-To: Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Robin Neuman 
Robincharlotte@sbcglobal.net 
8170 laurel \Aew driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
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Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi\€ skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally O\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\{)id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\€lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '-Ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 
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1HE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\4dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robin Neuman 
Robi ncharlotte@s bcglobal. net 
8170 laurel "1ew drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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(i'LA 
~·!"!'; GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ben Nichols 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 5:40 AM 
Reply-To: bennichols 1@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, bennichols 1@yahoo.com 

From: 
Ben Nichols 
bennichols 1@yahoo.com 
8419 Edwin Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\ld EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion. of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the m.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
From the picture presented, it really does look out of scale for the neighborhood to me. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ben Nichols 
bennichols 1@yahoo.com 
8419 Edwin Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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... 

ti: LA 
~t"'IGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Christina Nickerson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 1:02 PM 
Reply-To: Tutten@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com, Tutten@me.com 

From: 
Christina Nickerson 
Tutten@me.com 
509 S Gramercy Pl. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90020 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o..ersized and completely out of context de..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi..en to the historical context for a de..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\.d EIR is simply too excessi..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o..er them with a massi..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light ·and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day .at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they <;ire asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rrail.google.com'rrail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7e1c421c3b2c4&siml=14a7e1c421c3b2c4 2/3 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Let's be realistic about what will happen in the future if one of this buildings gets built. Let's keep the beautiful 
~ews of our mountains. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Christina Nickerson 
Tutten@me.com 
509 S Gramercy Pl. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90020 

https://mail .google.com'mail/bl374/u'O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ieY.Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a7e1c421c3b2c4&siml=14a7e1c421c3b2c4 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Charles noice ii 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:08 PM 
Reply-To: charles@mercenary-audio.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, charles@mercenary-audio.com 

From: 
Charles noice ii 
charles@mercenary-audio.com 
1629 n. fair Oaks ave. 
pasadena 
ca 
91103 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa~yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

httpsJ/mail.goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1E!l.'F pt&search=inbolr.&th= 14a7fa276265cec9&siml= 14a7fa276265cec9 1/3 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Charles noice ii 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfNFpt&search=inbm<&th=14a7fa276265cec9&siml=14a7fa276265cec9 2/3 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Preserve Hollywood 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Charles noice ii 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Charles noice ii 
charles@mercenary-audio.com 
1629 n. fair Oaks aw. 
pasadena 
ca 
91103 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4e11=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7fa276265cec9&siml=14a7fa276265cec9 3/3 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Erik Olson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:38 AM 
Reply-To: erix31@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, erix31@hotmail.com 

From: 
Erik Olson 
erix31 @hot mail. com 
2020 N. Gramercy Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Erik Olson 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7d2a9c24cb79d&siml=14a7d2a9c24cb79d 2/3 



12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Erik Olson 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Erik Olson 
erix31 @hotmai I. com 
2020 N. Gramercy Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 

https://mail .google.com'mail/bl374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfNF'pt&search=inboll&th=14a7cl2a9c24cb79d&siml=14a7d2a9c24cb79d 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. fro·m Carolina Ore 
1 message 

----- - -
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:05 PM 
Reply-To: carolinaaore@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.eni.Ke"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, carolinaaore@yahoo.com 

From: 
Carolina Ore 
carol inaaore@yahoo.com 
6717 Leland Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90028 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums diff~rs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Carolina Ore 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

1HE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mai I .g oog Je.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik= 57bfd227a5&-• .iew=pt&search=inbolf&th= 14a7f9efd92b808c&siml= 14a7f9efd92b808c 213 



12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Carolina Ore 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Carolina Ore 
caroli naaore@yahoo.com 
6717 Leland Way 
Los Angeles 
California 
90028 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/Onui=2&i~57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7f9efd92b808c&sirnl=14a7f9efd92b808c 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Leland orser 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 1 :38 PM 
Reply-To: Lelandorser@me.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Lelandorser@me.com 

From: 
Leland orser 
Lelandorser@me.com 
8033 sunset 
La 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\€rsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\€n to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massi\€ skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Leland orser 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Speciflcally, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real flgure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iOid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does nof satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding rnassiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" beneflts they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip proflt. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of flre or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Leland orser 
Lelandorser@me.com 
8033 sunset 
La 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joanna Parol 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:17 AM 
Reply-To: jparol@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'IKeview@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jparol@gmail.com 

From: 
Joanna Parol 
jparol@gmail.com 
8287 Marmont Ln 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .goog le.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~91Fpt&search=inbox&th= 14a7b5f9302e80b1&siml=14a7b5f9302e80b1 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\oenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\oenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\oelopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\oeries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\oer their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \oehicle mo\oements per day at this already abysmally o\oercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a\,Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \oehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\oehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\oelopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\oercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\oent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\oent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joanna Parol 
jparol@gmail.com 
8287 Marmont Ln 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jan Pomerans 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:20 AM 
Reply-To: janpomerans@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe'lliew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, janpomerans@gmail.com 

From: 
Jan Pomerans 
janpomerans@gmail.com 
3028 West 11th Street 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90023 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\iU EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa'vOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Speciflcally, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1.ieries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real flgure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real flgures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'A:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" beneflts they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This building is completely inappropriate, and would contribute to the wholesale homogenisation of one of the 
most characterful areas of Los Angeles. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jan Pomerans 
janpomerans@gmail.com 
3028 West 11th Street 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90023 

https://mail .goog le.com1mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search= inbo~th= 14a7d506c361249d&si ml= 14a7d506c361249d '313 



12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from James PrO\ellZano 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from James Provenzano 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 6:32 AM 
Reply-To: jjpro@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity .erg, planning. em1review@lacity .erg, tom .labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jjpro@roadrunner.com 

From: 
James Provenzano 
jjpro@roadrunner.com 
3438 Merrimac Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90049 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tille EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

James Provenzano 
jjpro@roadrunner.com 
3438 Merrimac Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90049 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Fran Reichenbach 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 2:26 PM 
Reply-To: FranReichenbach@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, FranReichenbach@gmail.com 

From: 
Fran Reichenbach 
FranReichenbach@gmail.com 
2751 Westshire Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik;:57bfd227a5&1.iew;:pt&search=inbolr&th=14a7e69442e7d71b&siml=14a7e69442e7d71b 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D295



12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Fran Reichenbach 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new >vehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tQid more expensi\/e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ">vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency >vehicles to ha\/e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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Besides it's massi\e size, this project is far out of scale in e\ery way. The community and its infrastructure 
cannot bear this. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Fran Reichenbach 
FranReichenbach@gmail.com 
2751 Westshire Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Tim Rhomberg' 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 7:47 AM 
Reply-To: timrhomberg@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. en'A"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, timrhomberg@gmail.com 

From: 
Tim Rhomberg· 
timrhomberg@gmail.com 
1926 N Las Palmas 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81...U EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
·The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\A'.lid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Tim Rhomberg· 
timrhomberg@gmail.com 
1926 N Las Palmas 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Andrew & Irene Robinson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:19 AM 
Reply-To: arobinso@usc.edu 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, arobinso@usc.edu 

From: 
Andrew & Irene Robinson 
arobinso@usc.edu 
2671 Byron Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramme, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://rrail .g oog le.corrv'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik'=57bfd227a5&\4fNFpt&search=inbo~th= 14a7d87620849443&sim= 14a7d87620849443 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D297



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Andrew & Irene Robinson 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'1{J {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \tehicles to ha\te speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already o\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\te law suits against the city in the e\tent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
We live in the heart of Laurel Canyon and I drive to work every morning down Crescent Heights. It's difficult 
enough now getting out of the Canyon on work mornings and back in the evenings. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Andrew & Irene Robinson 
arobinso@usc.edu 
2671 Byron Place 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

-------------- - ------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Storm Rolls 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11:30 PM 
Reply-To: Storm_rolls@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Storm_rolls@yahoo.com 

From: 
Storm Rolls 
Storm_rolls@yahoo.com 
1413 Littell Aw. 
Clinton 
Oklahoma 
73601 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl"ltd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearty a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Storm Rolls 
Storm_rolls@yahoo.com 
1413 Littell Ave. 
Clinton 
Oklahoma 
73601 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jairo Roque 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 2:57 PM 
Reply-To: Jairoroque72@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe.,,;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Jairoroque72@gmail.com 

From: 
Jairo Roque 
Jairoroque 72@gmail.com 
1300 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and .,,;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran.,,;11e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'mai l/t:Y374/u/O/?ui=2&ik= 57bfd227a5&\4ev.c=pt&search=inbox&th,,; 14a7e859813b7eb5&siml= 14a7e859813b7eb5 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D299



12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Jairo Roque 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jairo Roque 
Jairoroque72@gmail.com 
1300 N Orange Grow A i.e 

Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nina G Rosenfield 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:27 AM 
Reply-To: ninarosenfield@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ninarosenfield@yahoo.com 

From: 
Nina G Rosenfield 
ni narosenfield@yahoo.com 
1545 Umeo Road 
Pacific Palisades 
CA 
90272 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is truly a project that should not be permitted. It satisfies the dewlopers who destroy an historic 
neighborhood and then mow on with no conscience of what they haw done. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Nina G Rosenfield 
ninarosenfield@yahoo.com 
1545 Umeo Road 
Pacific Palisades 
CA 
90272 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Suzanne Rosentswieg 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:22 PM 
Reply-To: s.rosentswieg@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'l.feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, s.rosentswieg@gmail.com 

From: 
Suzanne Rosentswieg 
s.rosentswieg@gmail.com 
1669 N. Crescent Heights Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skysc::raper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and· incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Suzanne Rosentswieg 
s.rosentswieg@gmail.com 
1669 N. Crescent Heights Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from bradley ross 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 1 :07 PM 
Reply-To: bemro@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1'"e\liew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboufevard.com, bemro@earthlink.net 

From: 
bradley ross 
bem ro@earthli nk. net 
9460 sierra mar pl 
los angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\U EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa. Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\,e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Planning department please do not allow this. Be responsible to the citizens that you are there to protect and do 
not caw in to dewlopers special interests to the detriment of our community. This would be a disaster that you 
allowed. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

bradley ross 
bemro@earthlink.net 
9460 sierra mar pl 
los angeles 
California 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Louise Salter 
1 message 
----------------- - -- --------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:01 AM 
Reply-To: laboratoryfilm@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity .erg, planning. enwe"1ew@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, laboratoryfilm@gmail.com 

From: 
Louise Salter 
laboratoryfilm@gmail.com 
8847 Wonderland A\enue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
To build something so out of keeping with the spirit of historical Sunset Boulevard is being done solely for 
monetary gain. There is no upside for the residents who make this wonderful part of the city their home. I truly 
hope it is scaled back. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Louise Salter 
laboratoryfi lm@gmail.com 
8847 Wonderland Avenue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Yesenia Sanchez 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 6:02 PM 
Reply-To: yesse1349@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.envre"1ew@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, yesse1349@gmail.com 

From: 
Yesenia Sanchez 
yesse1349@gmail.com 
1117 N. Baker st. 
Santa Ana 
California 
92703 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\,{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a· 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Yesenia Sanchez 
yess e1349@gmail.com 
1117 N. Baker st. 
Santa Ana 
California 
92703 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Margo L Shapiro 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:37 AM 
Reply-To: margoshapi ro@s bcglobal. net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, margoshapiro@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Margo L Shapiro 
margos ha pi ro@s bcglobal. net 
8731 Arlene Terrace 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tl EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "\Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rQid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The poplulation and traffic density in this area are already out of control. It is unthinkable that any projects could 
be appro\ed that will add to this current nightmare. 
THANK YOU. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Margo L Shapiro 
margoshapiro@sbcglobal.net 
8731 Arlene Terrace 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Paul Shepherd 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:29 PM 
Reply-To: successnow@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, successnow@roadrunner.com 

From: 
Paul Shepherd 
success now@roadrunner.com 
2460 Sunset Plaza Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifical_ly, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A:l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
CO\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
The underground parking spaces pro\Aded for the \Asitors of the shopping center right across the street at 8000 
Sunset Bl\id are an example of claustrophobic inadequacy. How will the parking spaces for this project be any 
different? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Paul Shepherd 
success now@roadrunner.com 
2460 Sunset Plaza Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Shores 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 7:48 PM 
Reply-To: mshores90069@gmail .com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mshores90069@gmail.com 

From: 
Michael Shores 
mshores90069@gmail.com 
1682 Marmont Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Michael Shores 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Michael Shores 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic is horrible. It gets worse e...ery year. The roads are in terrible condition and unsafe for bicycles. You only 
ha...e to see the Ghost Bike on the comer to realize people die at this intersection. This project will make the 
area unlivable. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Shores 
mshores90069@gmail.com 
1682 Mannont A...enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Keiko Shores 
1 mess.age 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 7:52 PM 
Reply-To: piazzotti@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\1"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, piazzotti@hotmail.com 

From: 
Keiko Shores 
piazzotti@hotmail.com 
1682 Mannont Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi..en to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessi..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massi..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Keila:> Shores 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'l.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '1.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally O\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The de'l.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'l.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'1.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.ehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape; the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'l.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'l.e law suits against the city in the e'l.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&i k= 57bfd227a5&1AS\'F pt&search=inbox&th= 14a 7f940412197fd&siml= 14a 7f940412197fd 2/3 



12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Keil«> Shores 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
My husband & I ha>ve li>ved in this neighborhood for 20 years. These de>velopers are greedy & do nothing to 
impro>ve the community. They are ruining it. Traffic sucks already and their idea is to take away 1 lane. Absurd! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Keiko Shores 
piazzotti@hotmail.com 
1682 Marmont A>venue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Randy Skinner 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:09 AM 
Reply-To: randski@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, randski@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Randy Skinner 
rands ki@s bcglobal. net 
12424 Wilshire 81\A'.I. 
LA 
CA 
90025 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\A'.I EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel'\lice will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This is terribly wrong. 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from RandySldnner 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Randy Skinner 
rands ki@s bcglobal. net 
12424 Wilshire Blw. 
LA 
CA 
90025 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dave Skwarczek 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 7:20 AM 
Reply-To: Daw99@eatyourlunch.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'view@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Daw99@eatyourlunch.com 

From: 
Daw Skwarczek 
Daw99@eatyourlunch.com 
8332 Li'vingston 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'ville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12124/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Da1.e Skwarczek 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 ·or more restricti"lie" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie"lie it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'.ienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'.ienhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de"lielopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.ieries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co"lier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "liehicle movements per day at this already abysmally O"liercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'IAJid more expensi"lie and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ""1.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency "1.ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'.ielopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 0"1.erburden of parking to this already 0"1.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e"lient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi"lie law suits against the city in the e"lient of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&.,,;fNF-pt&search=inbox&th=14a7ce28dc1d883d&siml=14a7ce28dc1d883d 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Daw Skwarczek 
Daw99@eatyourlunch.com 
8332 li\Angston 
LA 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1e!N=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7ce28dc1d883d&siml=14a7ce28dc1d883d 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Barbara Som lo 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 4:40 AM 
Reply-To: Bsomlo@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Bsomlo@gmail.com 

From: 
Barbara Somlo 
Bsomlo@gmail.com 
8597 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\-Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Barbara Somo 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea...;ly congested corridors~ as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi...;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4eo/'Fpl&search=inl:x»l&th=14a7c50da53f6fe5&siml=14a7c50da53f6fe5 2/3 



12/24/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Enough is enough. 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Barbara Somo 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barbara Somlo 
Bsomlo@gmail.com 
8597 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1eN=pt&search= inbox&th= 14a7c50da53f6fe5&siml= 14a7c50da53f6fe5 313 
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{B'LA 
~l'i'JGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jodi Teti 
1 message 
-------------

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:51 AM 
Reply-To: jodi.teti@blueprintlsat.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, jodi. teti@blueprintlsat.com 

From: 
Jodi Teti 
jodi. teti@bluepri ntlsat. com 
8916 Hollywood Hills Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://rnail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7da3cd07f34cb&siml=14a7da3cd07f34cb 1/3 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Jodi Teti 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iQid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&vie>N=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7da3cd07f34cb&siml=14a7da3cd07f34cb 2/3 



12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Jodi Teti 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jodi Teti 
jodi. teti@blueprintlsat.com 
8916 Hollywood Hills Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://rnail.google.com/mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7da3cd07f34cb&siml=14a7da3cd07f34cb 3/3 
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,. 

{B'.LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Camilla Trigano 
1 message 
·----- -- - - --

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 10:26 AM 
Reply-To: camillatrigano@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, camillatrigano@gmail.com 

From: 
Camilla Trigano 
camillatrigano@gmail.com 
101 S. Orange Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o~r them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfNt=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7d8cb5cd5f3c8&siml=14a7d8cb5cd5f3c8 1/3 
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12/24/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Camilla Trigano 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'lld {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly dete1111ining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Camlla Trigano 

How can anything like this be built in this neighborhood? 
It i_s a total eyesore, it is definitely motivated by money and not taste. 
Please do not build this complex here!!! 
Take it somewhere else where it will blend into the neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Camilla Trigano 
camillatrigano@gmail.com 
101 S. Orange Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kelsey Vensel 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 4:08 AM 
Reply-To: Kwnsel7@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Kwnsel7@gmail.com 

From: 
Kelsey Vensel 
Kwnsel7@gmail .com 
8293 grand \Aew driw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Clyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik;::57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&sea-ch=inbox&th=14a7c33676ce5910&siml=14a7c33676ce5910 1/3 
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1212412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Kelsey Vensel 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha1..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de1..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\<:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1212412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Kelsey Vensel 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Kelsey Vensel 
K-.ensel?@gmail.com 
8293 grand \oiew dri-.e 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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A 

f:'t GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Meghan vG 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 2:05 PM 
Reply-To: M\Ongremp@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, M\Ongremp@gmail.com 

From: 
Meghan \G 
M\Ongremp@gmail.com 
Griffin aw 
Los Angeles 
ya 
90031 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\rd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12126/2014 Cityof Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Meghan llG 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\lily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\lidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Meghan \.G 
Ml.A'.lngremp@gmail.com 
Griffin aw 
Los Angeles 
<;a 
90031 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jane Wald 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:29 AM 
Reply-To: Janeswald@irell.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Janeswald@irell.com 

From: 
Jane Wald 
Janeswald@irell .com 
2307 Sunset PlazaDrive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2412014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Jane Wald 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units Will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/24/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to8150 Sunset 81\d. from Jane Wald 

I speak for myself and as a Board Member for and on behalf of Sunset Doheny Homes, a 100+ constituency of 
among the most affluent \Qting households in LA. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Jane Wald 
Janeswald@irell.com 
2307 Sunset PlazaDrive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

------ -

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Susan Weber 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 2:48 PM 
Reply-To: sweber12@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, sweber12@pacbell.net 

From: 
Susan Weber 
sweber12@pacbel I. net 
514 East\Aew Dr. 
LA 
CA 
90042 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the E IR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Susan Weber 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\.U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.iev.c=pt&search=inoox&th=14a7e7caf0ffde94&siml=14a7e7caf0ffde94 213 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic congestion is already painful in this area. It would be sewrely irresponsible to build this giant eye sore in 
Los Angeles. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Susan Weber 
sweber12@pacbell.net 
514 East"1ew Dr. 
LA 
CA 
90042 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inl:xm'!.th=14a7e7caf0ffcle94&siml=14a7e7caf0ffcle94 3/3 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Barry Weiss 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 8:03 PM 
Reply-To: BarryWeissLA@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, BarryWeissLA@gmail.com 

From: 
Barry Weiss 
BarryWeissLA@gmail.com 
4270 Satsuma Aw 
Studio City 
CA 
91602 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bh.d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https:/lrre.i I .g oog le.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?lit =2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a7f9d147b4b4c1&si ml= 14a7f9d147b4b4c1 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to amid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&view=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7f9d147b4b4c1&siml=14a7f9d147b4b4c1 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barry Weiss 
BarryWeissLA@gmail.com 
4270 Satsuma Ave 
Studio City 
CA 
91602 

https://rnail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&\.iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a719d147b4b4c1&siml=14a719d147b4b4c1 313 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mark Woodland 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 9:48 PM 
Reply-To: Mawoodland@hotmail.co. uk 
To; jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe'Jiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk 

From: 
Mark Woodland 
Mawoodland@hotmail.co. uk 
7949 selma aw 
West hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'Jille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not c~nsistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.corrv'mailfb/374/u/Of?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.iev.c=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7ffdf8a0a0a8e&siml=14a7ffdf8a0a0a8e 2/3 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is not within keeping in terms of the current buildings in the area, designs should be re\Aewed . 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mark Woodland 
Mawoodland@hotmail.co.uk 
7949 selma ave 
West hollywood 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Woodward 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 2:16 PM 
Reply-To: tazfilms@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, tazfilms@yahoo.com 

From: 
John Woodward 
tazfilms@yahoo.com 
8589 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\E speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\Ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ieo1Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a7e5f781256502&siml=14a7e5f781256502 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

John Woodward 
tazfilms@yahoo.com 
8589 Appian Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.4r:m=pt&search=inbox&th=14a7e5f781256502&siml=14a7e5f781256502 313 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Patrick Zulinov 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 12:12 PM 
Reply-To: patrickzulino\@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, patrickzulino\@gmail .com 

From: 
Patrick Zulinov 
patrickzulinm@gmail.com 
4453 Main St. 
Vancouwr 
Canada 
\6v0a2 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\K.I EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'1{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I stay in the neighbourhood of the proposed complex very often and love the history and state of the 
neighbourhood as is. As a consistent business 'IAsitor and fan of the area. id hate to see this happen. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Patrick ZUlinov 
patrickzulino\@gmail.com 
4453 Main St. 
Vancouver 
Canada 
VSvOa2 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Studio City Residents Association 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 24, 2014 at 11 :04 AM 
Reply-To: DymondSCRA34@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, DymondSCRA34@gmail.com 

From: 
Studio City Residents Association 
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com 
12069 Ventura Place, Ste H 
Studio City 
California 
91604 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramnlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-...eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-...er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -...ehicle mo-...ements per day at this already abysmally o-...ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-...e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-...ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-...ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-...e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Studio City Resident Assoc members use Laurel Canyon to travel to and from Hollywood/ Los Angeles. The 
traffic analysis is seriously flawed: an independent analysis should be performed using credible metrics.. Alan 
Dymond President. SCRA 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Studio City Residents Association 
DymondSCRA34@gmail.com 
12069 Ventura Place, Ste H 
Studio City 
California 
91604 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Vesna Juliana Bamberger 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 4:14 PM 
Reply-To: \esnabamberget@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, \esnabamberget@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Vesna Juliana Bamberger 
\eS nabamberget@sbcglobal.net 
2753 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Vesna Juliana Bamberger 
\eS nabamberget@s bcglobal. net 
2753 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ric Cantor 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 8:55 AM 
Reply-To: riccantor@me.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, riccantor@me.com 

From: 
Ric Cantor 
riccantor@me.com 
8973 Wonderland Park Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\(j EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights .should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ric Cantor 
riccantor@me.com 
8973 Wonderland Park Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

htlps://rrra.il .goog le.com'maillbl374/u/O/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&1Aem=pt&search= inbox&th= 14a826093a1e449d&siml= 14a826093a1e449d 313 



12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from steven curtis 

.. ·. 

ti· LA 
~··~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from steven curtis 
1 message 

---·--
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 11 :48 AM 
Reply-To: bustercurt@s bcglobal. net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'A"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, bustercurt@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
steven curtis 
bustercurt@s bcglobal. net 
2590 greenvalley rd 
las angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
'on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
How much longer are we going to let greedy developers ruin our city? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

steven curtis 
bustercurt@sbcglobal.net 
2590 greenvalley rd 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Naomi Falk 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 9:44 AM 
Reply-To: nfalk@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, nfalk@hotmail.com 

From: 
Naomi Falk 
nfalk@hotmail.com 
960 Larrabee St., #204 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\1lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BJ\rj_ from Naomi Falk 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Naomi Falk 
nfalk@hotmail.com 
960 Larrabee St., #204 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mall - Objection to 8150 S1J1Set Bl'A:I. from Michael Gr}t:luk 

fi'LA "'l'l': GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Gryciuk 
1 message 

--- ---- ~~--~~ 
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 7:31 PM 
Reply-To: mikegdrummer@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'1feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mikegdrummer@hotmail.com 

From: 
Michael Gryciuk 
mikegdrummer@hotmail.com 
2416 Outpost Driw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\.d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Michael Gr}Ciuk 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti"lie" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie"lie it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha"lienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\ienhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\ielopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"lieries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "liehicle mo\iements per day at this already abysmally O"liercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi"lie and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de"lielopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor "1.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 'whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\A9 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency "1.ehicles to ha"lie speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de"lielopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\ierburden of parking to this already O\iercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi"lie law suits against the city in the e"lient of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Michael Gr}(:iuk 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I can't believe anybody would be ok with such a disgusting mass that would destroy the look and feel of this 
community! Please do not let this happen! Same for the building proposed to go up at Hollywood and La Brea 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Gryciuk 
mikegdrummer@hotmail.com 
2416 Outpost Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jennifer Kentner 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 12:11 AM 
Reply-To: Jennikakes@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboutevard.com, Jennikakes@gmail.com 

From: 
Jennifer Kentner 
Jennikakes@gmail.com 
1264 Kings Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bf\d. from Jennifer Kentner 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restric~ive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avuid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase. guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\knt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jennifer Kentner 
Jennikakes@gmail.com 
1264 Kings Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric mills 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 12:27 PM 
Reply-To: emillslocations@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, emillslocations@gmail.com 

From: 
Eric mills 
emillslocations@gmail.com 
526 s. Genesee aw 
la 
ca 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa'ltOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\1:1 (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea-..Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
All these douchebag dewlopers need to stop building big ugly shit in Hollywood. 
Stop. 
Now. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eric mills 
emillslocations@gmail.com 
526 s. Genesee aw 
la 
ca 
90036 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

------- ----
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Johnny Otto 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 12:55 PM 
Reply-To: johnny@johnnyotto.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'v'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, johnny@johnnyotto.com 

From: 
Johnny Otto 
johnny@johnnyotto.com 
1621 N. Martel Ave 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\.er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/l:Y374/u/O/?ui=2&ik= 57bfd227a5&1iew= pt&search= inbo>r&th= 14a833c1d35f613f&sini= 14a833c1d35f613f 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D330



12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Johnny Otto 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'welopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Johnny Otto 
johnny@johnnyotto.com 
1621 N. Martel Ave 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental .Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

-- --------------------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ava Lynn Roth 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 11 :09 PM 
Reply-To: lyro@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lyro@aol.com 

From: 
Ava Lynn Roth 
lyro@aol.com 
1112 Sunset Plaza 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev..<=pt&search=inbox&th=14a856cl9bae1bd1e&siml=14a856d9bae1bd1e 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D331



12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from A1.0 Lyin Roth 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.foe to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel"IAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ava Lynn Roth 
lyro@aol.com 
1112 Sunset Plaza 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from sylvie sabatier 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 9:18 AM 
Reply-To: syl\Aesabatier@me.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, sylviesabatier@me.com 

From: 
sylvie sabatier 
sylviesabatier@me.com 
1467 queens rd 
LA 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl~ EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\1:l. from syi\Ae sabatier 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'lte" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie'lte it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'ltenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'ltenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'ltelopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'lter their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. {City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi'lte and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
·The de'ltelopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\~hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable con9estion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'ltehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'lterburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi'lte law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1e1.'Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a82757 4f9aad55&si ml= 14a82757 4f9aad55 2/3 



1212612014 City of Los Angeles Mail ·Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from s~IAe sabatier 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

sylvie sabatier 
sylviesabatier@me.com 
1467 queens rd 
LA 
CA 
90069 
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ti· LA 
~f'l'; GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Randye Soref 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 6:41 AM 
Reply-To: Randyesoref@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. em1review@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Randyesoref@gmail.com 

From: 
Randye Soref 
Randyesoref@gmail.com 
8250 Woodshill Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic ·20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Rand}e Soref 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.cOITVmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4fN>Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a81e54bf6b0407&siml=14a81e54bf6b0407 2/3 



1212612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from R~ Soref 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Randye Soref 
Randyesoref@gmail.com 
8250 Woodshill Trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?t.i=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14a81e54bf6b0407&si ni= 14a81 e54bffib0407 313 
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ti; LA 
~!~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Christopher Zwirner 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 1: 11 PM 
Reply-To: Zwimer1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Zwimer1@gmail.com 

From: 
Christopher Zwimer 
Zwimer1@gmail.com 
3430 S. Hill St. #104 
Los Angeles 
CA. 
90007 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/26/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Christopher Zv.irner 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'A:f (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a~id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bllld. from Christopher Zwirner 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Christopher Zwimer 
Zwimer1@gmail.com 
3430 S. Hill St. #104 
Los Angeles 
CA. 
90007 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from michaela 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Dec 25, 2014 at 10:22 AM 
Reply-To: justmicaela@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, justmicaela@yahoo.com 

From: 
michaela 
justmicaela@yahoo.com 
1414 north harper apt11 
west hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the E IR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
Tue land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1212612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA'.1. from nichaela 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indhndual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12126/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from michaela 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

michaela 
j ustm icaela@yahoo.com 
1414 north harper apt11 
west hollywood 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&~e111Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a82b02359d9099&siml=14a82b02359d9099 313 



12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Neil Ansari 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Neil Ansari 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 8:04 AM 
Reply-To: neilansari@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, neilansari@yahoo.com 

From: 
Neil Ansari 
nei lansari@yahoo.com 
2753 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville; and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The ·proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tQid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Neil Ansari 
neilansari@yahoo.com 
2753 Laurel Pass 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Olivia Benavides 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 5:51 PM 
Reply-To: oli\Aalynnbenavides@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com, olivialynnbenavides@yahoo.com 

From: 
Oli\Aa Bena\Ades 
olivialynnbenavides@yahoo.com 
5628 Hazelbrook A\te 
lakewood 
ca 
90713T 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\tersized and completely out of context de\telopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ted. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ten to the historical context for a de\telopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\.d EIR is simply too excessi\te. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\ter a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\te this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\ter them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\Q. from Oli\Aa Bena\Ades 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti've" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie've it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'venhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de"velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"veries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co"ver their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo"vements per day at this already abysmally o"vercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi've and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de"velopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co"ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha've speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'verburden of parking to this already o"vercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e"vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi've law suits against the city in the e"vent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Oliv;a Benav;des 
ol iv;alynnbenav;des@yahoo.com 
5628 Hazelbrook Ave 
lakewood 
ca 
90713T 
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(!:LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

----------
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from jo 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 1 :35 AM 
Reply-To: jovanambrown@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jovanambrown@aol.com 

From: 
jo 
jovanambrown@aol .com 
1275 north hayworth 
los angeles, ca 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o~r them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa'10yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/2612014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. fromjo 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Speci1ically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip pro1it. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

jo 
jovanambrown@aol .com 
1275 north hayworth 
los angeles, ca 
ca 
90046 
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tl~ LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Diane Gallemore 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 1 :27 PM 
Reply-To: Gallemorephotos@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Gallemorephotos@gmail.com 

From: 
Diane Gallemore 
Gallemorephotos@gmail.com 
587 N. Ventu Park Road #222 
Newbury Park 
California 
91320 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a887f7ce9c11a5&siml=14a887f7ce9c11a5 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Diane Gallemore 
Gallemorephotos@gmail.com 
587 N. Ventu Park Road #222 
Newbury Park 
California 
91320 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14a887f7ce9c:11a5&siml=14a887f7ce9c11a5 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lyn healy 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa>vesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 5:24 PM 
Reply-To: Lynhealy@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa>vesunsetboulevard.com, Lynhealy@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Lyn healy 
Lynhealy@s bcglobal. net 
8112 gould a>ve 
Los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o>versized and completely out of context de>velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro>ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi>ven to the historical context for a de>velopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi>ve. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o>ver a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie>ve this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o>ver them with a massi>ve skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha>ve a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.cooVmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifNFpt&search=inbox&th=14a895877ae91462&siml=14a895877ae91462 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. · 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&11ifN>Fpt&search=inboll&th=14a895877ae91462&siml=14a895877ae91462 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lyn healy 
Lynhealy@sbcglobal.net 
8112 gould aw 
Los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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{g:LA ":C!t GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from christine kantner 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 9:49 AM 
Reply-To: christinekantner@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, christinekantner@mac.com 

From: 
christine kantner 
christinekantner@mac.com 
3924 w sunset bl\d 
los angeles 
CA 
90029 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro"ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/IY374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\11!NFpt&search=inbo~th=14a87b78dd7754d6&siml=14a87b78dd7754d6 1/3 
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12/2612014 City of 1-os Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from christine kantner 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'vily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will niean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'vidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'vice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'v1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.goog le.comlmaillbl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'viEM=pt&search=inbox&th=14a87b78dd7754d6&sim= 14a87b78dd7754d6 2/3 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The height of the proposed structure is out of order. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

christine kantner 
christinekantner@mac.com 
3924 w sunset bl\d 
los angeles 
CA 
90029 

https://rrrail .google.com'mail/b/374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev,c::pt&search=inbox&th=14a87b78dd7754d6&siml=14a87b78dd7754d6 3/3 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from michael rivkind 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 9:04 AM 
Reply-To: mochmen@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mochmen@aol.com 

From: 
michael ri~ind 
mochmen@aol.com 
1867 rising glen road 
la 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections . (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this · loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https:l/mail .goog le.comlmaillb/37 4/u/O/?ui= 2&i k= 57bfd227a5&1A£NF pt&search= i nbox&th= 14a878f1d8579ecb&si ml= 14a878f1d8579ecb 213 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I work in the actual redewlopment site I haw been li\ring and working in this neighbourhood since 1986 
the daily commute more and more impossible daily 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

michael ri'IA<ind 
mochmen@aol .com 
1867 rising glen road 
la 
ca 
90069 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1ew=pt&search= inbox&th= 14a878f1 d8579ecb&si ml= 14a878f1d8579ecb 3/3 
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ti· LA "r"T GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nathalie Saphier 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 11 :49 AM 
Reply-To: nathaliesaphier@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, nathaliesaphier@mac.com 

From: 
Nathalie Saphier 
nathaliesaphier@mac.com 
935 n. Vendome St. 
los Angeles 
ca 
90026 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may·be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.goog le.com'mail/b/374/liO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeJF-pt&search=inbox&th= 14a8825eaaebfebc&siml= 14a8825eaaebfebc 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '.€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally O\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'.€lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'.€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'.€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '.€hicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE. 
Townscape, the de\ielopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ient of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Nathalie Saphier 
nathaliesaphier@mac.com 
935 n. Vendome St. 
los Angeles 
ca 
90026 
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li:LA "!·-; GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Speziali 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 4:55 PM 
Reply-To: drums4mikey@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity .org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, drums4mikey@yahoo.com 

From: 
Michael Speziali 
drums4mikey@yahoo.com 
1351 N Crescent Heights bl\A'.I 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Ar:NF-pt&search=inbox&th=14a893d9876dcacf&siml=14a893d9876dcacf 1/3 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most hea-.;ly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi-.;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser-.;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser-.;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Stop ruining the Sunset Strip .. 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Michael Speziali 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Speziali 
drums4mikey@yahoo.com 
1351 N Crescent Heights blw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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fi:LA 
~~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Melanie Stabile 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 8:53 AM 
Reply-To: Melanie@intyss.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, Melanie@intyss.com 

From: 
Melanie Stabile 
Melanie@intyss.com 
1531 Selma Drii.e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi.er them with a massii.e skyscraper wm be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'1{)id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://ma.il.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1A!!NFpt&search=inbox&th=14a87843b2a7ae2a&siml=14a87843b2a7ae2a 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Melanie Stabile 
Melanie@intyss.com 
1531 Selma Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(B'LA 
~c.; GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jennifer Weill 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 9:07 PM 
Reply-To: JennX2014@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envrev1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, JennX2014@gmail.com 

From: 
Jennifer Weill 
JennX2014@gmail.com 
1520 N Hayworth Aw 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tj EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and Y1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granv111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sel\iice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel\iice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITTONAL CONCERNS 
The neighborhood is firmly against this project. Please approw something tasteful and size appropriate for that 
comer. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Jennifer Weill 
JennX2014@gmail.com 
1520 N Hayworth Aw 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jack & Pamela Wishard 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Dec 26, 2014 at 3:48 PM 
Reply-To: pamwishard@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.fe'.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, pamwishard@aol.com 

From: 
Jack & Pamela Wishard 
pamwishard@aol.com 
1438 N. Kings Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Jack& Pamela Wishard 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that .. . 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Speciflcally, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'-lily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Jack& Pamela Wishard 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jack & Pamela Wishard 
pamwishard@aol.com 
1438 N. Kings Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from AleJds Carlson 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Alexis Carlson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Dec 27, 2014 at 7:43 AM 
Reply-To: metalmaniagirl@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1fe'v'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, metalmaniagirl@hotmail.com 

From: 
Alexis Carlson 
metalmaniagirl@hotmail.com 
8135 Deseret aw 
Fair oaks 
CA 
95628 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v'iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v'ille, and The Sa'vOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bf\d. from Ale>ds Carlson 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12130/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl'A:I. from Alelds Carlson 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Alexis Carlson 
metalmaniagirl@hotmail.com 
8135 Deseret aw 
Fair oaks 
CA 
95628 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Mary Cellini 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mary Cellini 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Dec 27, 2014 at 6:47 PM 
Reply-To: illbetheshoe@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, illbetheshoe@yahoo.com 

From: 
Mary Cellini 
illbetheshoe@yahoo.com 
2508 Glen Green St 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\tl. from Mary Cellini 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Mary Cellini 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mary Cellini 
illbetheshoe@yahoo.com 
2508 Glen Green St 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Holly 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Holly 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevarcl.com> Sat, Dec 27, 2014 at 9:40 PM 
Reply-To: Hollymiela@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Hollymiela@gmail.com 

From: 
Holly 
Hollymiela@gmail.com 
3147 Warick Rd 
Royal Oak 
Ml 
48073 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Holly 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\/ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\/ice will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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12130/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Holly 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Holly 
Hollymiela@gmail.com 
3147 Warick Rd 
Royal Oak 
Ml 
48073 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Patrick O'Shea 

Q'LA 1'.:'i GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Patrick O'Shea 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Dec 27, 2014 at 8:27 AM 
Reply-To: etsu2@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, etsu2@aol.com 

From: 
Patrick O'Shea 
etsu2@aol.com 
4324 Perlita Aw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 

90039 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Patrick O'Shea 
ets u2@aol.com 
4324 Perlita Ave 
Los Angeles 
Ca 

90039 
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fi:LA 
~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Victoria 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Dec 27, 2014 at 9:19 AM 
Reply-To: \Ackyreps@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ~ckyreps@mac.com 

From: 
Victoria 
\Ackyreps@mac.com 
8100 Gould Aw 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
DONT RUIN OUR NEIGHBORHOOD! 
WE DONT NEED ANOTHER GREEDY DEVELOPER MAKING ALL THE PROFIT AT THE EXPENSE OF OUR 
CllY> TRAFFIC IS ALREADY A NIGHTMARE> 
STOP THIS NOW!!! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Victoria 
vickyreps@mac.com 
8100 Gould Ave 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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ti: LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from concerned resident 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Dec 27, 2014 at 1:10 PM 
Reply-To: unidentifiedcaller@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'llfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, unidentifiedcaller@yahoo.com 

From: 
concerned resident 
unidentifiedcaller@yahoo.com 
wonderland 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\€. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\€ skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '1.ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser..1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser..1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comtmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbol<&th=14a8d968f47d5fad&siml=14a8d968f47d5fad 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

concerned resident 
unidentifiedcaller@yahoo.com 
wonderland 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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{B;LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Please don't change the charm of the 
city 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetbouleVCird.com> Sat, Dec 27, 2014 at 3:00 PM 
Reply-To: carole@thelastcrum bbas kets .com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.es unsetboulevard. com, carole@thelastcrumbbaskets.com 

From: 
Please don't change the charm of the city 
carole@thelastcrumbbaskets.com 
8110 Gould Ai.e 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bh.d EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi.er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'-Uid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The 220 foot tower on the south-west comer of Laurel Canyon and Crescent 
Heights will destroy the heart of historic 
residential Hollywood. 
Please do not allow this to continue. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Please don't change the charm of the city 
carole@thelastcrumbbaskets.com 
8110 Gould Ave 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dm itriy Kolegayev 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 28, 2014 at 9:20 AM 
Reply-To: dkolegaye\@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity .org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, dkolegaye\@yahoo.com 

From: 
Dmitriy Kolegayev 
dkolegaye\@yahoo.com 
1351 N Crescent Heights Blw, #217 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures , so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'lid (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi...e law suits against the city in the e...ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dmitriy Kolegayev 
dkolegayev@yahoo.com 
1351 N Crescent Heights Bl\d, #217 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Carrie Landers 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 28, 2014 at 4:24 PM 
Reply-To: carrielanders@rocketmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\1"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, carrielanders@rocketmail.com 

From: 
Carrie Landers 
carrielanders@rocketmail .com 
1925 Grace A\e 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\,e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie...e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha...enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha...enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de...elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli...eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ...ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tQid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co...er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi...e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\tent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Carrie Landers 
carrielanders@rocketmail.com 
1925 Grace Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from mary lawson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 28, 2014 at 3:55 PM 
Reply-To: maryl88766@gmail .com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'A'e\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, maryl88766@gmail.com 

From: 
mary lawson 
maryl88766@gmail.com 
137 s turner A\e 
West co\1na 
CA 
91791 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\U EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\/idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

mary lawson 
maryl88766@gmail.com 
137 s turner Ave 
West co"1na 
CA 
91791 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ross Mandeville 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 28, 2014 at 6:50 PM 
Reply-To: ross.mandeville@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ross.mandeville@gmail.com 

From: 
Ross Mandeville 
ross.mandeville@gmail.com 
1408 1/2 Havenhurst Dr 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrrY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl"\A'.I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ross Mande\Alle 
ross.mande\Alle@gmail.com 
1408 1/2 Hawnhurst Dr 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jordan "Ace" Von Johnson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 28, 2014 at 2:51 PM 
Reply-To: ace\Onjohnson@icloud.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard .com, ace\Onjohnson@icloud.com 

From: 
Jordan "Ace" Von Johnson 
ace\Onjohnson@icloud.com 
1530 Poinsettia 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\Kl. from Jordan "Ace" Von Johnson 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

rnAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jordan "Ace" Von Johnson 
acevonjohnson@icloud.com 
1530 Poinsettia 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Marina Yaney 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Dec 28, 2014 at 11 :02 AM 
Reply-To: yaniac54@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, yaniac54@hotmail.com 

From: 
Marina Yaney 
yaniac54@hotmail.com 
8420 Kirkwood Dri\e 
LOS ANGELES 
CA - California 
90046-1928 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&vifN>Fpt&search=inboJf&th=14a9247168cb8f12&siml=14a9247168cb8f12 2/3 



12/30/2014 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Marina Yaney 

This project is such a blight ~sually and will not help to alle~ate the already VERY dangerous intersection that 
we driw through ewry day! I do not want to see this kind of architecture owrshadowing our belowd Chateau 
Marmont!!!!! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Marina Yaney 
yaniac54@hotmail.com 
8420 Kirkwood Driw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA - California 
90046-1928 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from elizabeth ashdjian 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 29, 2014 at 8:29 AM 
Reply-To: eashdjian@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'ltfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, eashdjian@yahoo.com 

From: 
elizabeth ashdjian 
eashdjian@yahoo.com 
6929 Sepul\eda Blw #21 
van nuys 
California 
91405 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea...;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vUid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

elizabeth ashdjian 
eashdjian@yahoo.com 
6929 Sepulwda 81'1.{f #21 
van nuys 
California 
91405 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Daniel Hinton 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 29, 2014 at 9:33 AM 
Reply-To: drh064@juno.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe\liew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, drh064@juno.com 

From: 
Daniel Hinton 
drh064@juno.com 
1537 N Genesee Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'llille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Daniel Hinton 
drh064@juno.com 
1537 N Genesee Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(R'.LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lisa Hsu 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 29, 2014 at 10:33 PM 
Reply-To: Lisakhsu@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe..,;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Lisakhsu@gmail.com 

From: 
Lisa Hsu 
Lisakhsu@gmail.com 
8825 wonderland avenue 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tf EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https:l/mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&"1ev.Fpt&search=inbox&th=14a99e68fd6a5002&siml=14a99e68fd6a5002 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D363



12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Lisa Hsu 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lisa Hsu 
Lisakhsu@gmail.com 
8825 wonderland a-.enue 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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(E'LA 
~l"!';GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joseph Tuchmayer 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Dec 29, 2014 at 2:33 PM 
Reply-To: joetuchmayer@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'lliew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, joetuchmayer@hotmail.com 

From: 
Joseph Tuchmayer 
joetuchmayer@hotmai I. com 
2307 laurelmont place 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'lliews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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12/30/2014 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Joseph Tuchma}4:!r 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Joseph Tuchma}er 

this project will, without question, add to traffic congestion and with that an increase in pollution. the project will 
also add to the density of an already crowded area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joseph Tuchmayer 
joetuchmayer@hotmail.com 
2307 laurelmont place 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Benz 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 30, 2014 at 9:50 AM 
Reply-To: da\Ad@vaughanbenz.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, da\Ad@vaughanbenz.com 

From: 
Da\Ad Benz 
da\Ad@vaughanbenz.com 
6446 lnnsdale Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\'idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\'ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\'ice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

David Benz 
david@vaughanbenz.com 
6446 lnnsdale Dri\ie 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Curtis wayne brown 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 30, 2014 at 2:56 PM 
Reply-To: Rascalcbrown@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Rascalcbrown@aol.com 

From: 
Curtis wayne brown 
Rascalcbrown@aol.com 
2333 San Marco Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramnlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
There is so much dewloping going on that people cannot afford nor liw in not all the buildings or ewn being filled 
up why build another high-rise to block the ~ews from people who can actually afford to liw here 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Curtis wayne brown 
Rascalcbrown@aol.com 
2333 San Marco Driw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eda G Hallinan 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 30, 2014 at 9:40 PM 
Reply-To: linseltownEda@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. enwe\Aew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, linseltownEda@gmail.com 

From: 
Eda G Hallinan 
linseltownEda@Gmail.com 
2593 1/2 Beachwood Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€1opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '.€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea.,,;1y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The de\€lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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The shopping center is an eyesore .... but I would pick that over this building which is simply a bigger eyesore. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eda G Hallinan 
TinseltownEda@Gmail.com 
2593 1/2 Beachwood Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90068 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Julie Olen 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 30, 2014 at 5:28 PM 
Reply-To: julieolen@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, julieolen@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Julie Olen 
julieolen@sbcglobal.net 
1270 Havenhurst Dr. #14 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A:l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. .1 also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Julie Olen 

Please let common sense prevail. DO NOT DESTROY OUR NEIGHBORHOOD !!! This would be an absolute 
disaster, displacing hundreds of people, ruining the Harper historic district & the continuity of the entire area. 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Julie Olen 
jul ieolen@s bcglobal. net 
1270 Hawnhurst Dr. #14 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Chau Phan 
1 message 

-- --··-·- ·---------~ - ---
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa"\iesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Dec 23, 2014 at 10:33 AM 
Reply-To: chauberry@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vT"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa"\iesunsetboulevard.com, chauberry@gmail.com 

From: 
Chau Phan 
chauberry@gmail.com 
8952 Wonderland A"\ie 
los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O"ltersized and completely out of context de"ltelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro"lted. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi"lten to the historical context for a de"ltelopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'lld EIR is simply too excessi"lte. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o"\ier a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie"lte this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower of them with a massi"lte skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha"\ie a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Klid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\/idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Chau Phan 
chauberry@gmail.com 
8952 Wonderland Ave 
los Angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Slobodanka Andric 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 3:32 PM 
Reply-To: bobamaxx@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, bobamaxx@yahoo.com 

From: 
Slobodanka Andric 
bobamaxx@yahoo.com 
1629 N.Curson Av. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ter their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \tehicle mo\tements per day at this already abysmally o\tercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rOid more expensi\te and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\tehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\te amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \tehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\telopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\terburden of parking to this already o\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\<ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\tent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\<ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\tent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I STRONGLY OBJECT TO TI-IE OVERSIZED AND COMPLETELY OUT OF CONTEXT DEVELOPMENT BEING 
PROPOSED FOR THE SOUTH-WEST JUNCTION OF SUNSET &CRESCENT HEIGHTS.The city has to stop 
with o-..erde-..eloping,it will hurt us all.I hope councilman Tom LaBonge will hear 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Slobodanka Andrle 
bobamaxx@yahoo.com 
1629 N.Curson Av. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nanci and Larry BAzzell 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 3:50 PM 
Reply-To: momlalaland@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, momlalaland@hotmail.com 

From: 
Nanci and Larry BAzzell 
momlalaland@hotmail.com 
1632 N. Laurel AVe 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran...,;11e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti"IA3" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha"IA3nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha"\A3nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de"IA31opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"IA3ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co"IA3r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "1A3hicle mo"\A3ments per day at this already abysmally o"IA3rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\ttl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de"IA31opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor "1A3hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ""1A3hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co"\A3r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency "1A3hicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Nanci and LarryBAzzell 

Enough is enough.... this is NOT NYC. 

TRAFFIC is e-.erywhere now .... what s the point? Greedy ... 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Nanci and Larry BAzzell 
momlalaland@hotmail.com 
1632 N. Laurel AVe 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org>

Sunset/Laurel Ave development plan
1 message

Nancy Jagielski Bazzell <bazzelln1@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 15, 2014 at 4:31 PM
To: planning.envreview@lacity.org

Excuse me, I lived here for more than thirty years.  We have congestion on Sunset and Crescent Heights
everyday.  Morning rush hours…. damn sightseeing tour buses all day long,  evening rush hours… the traffic
does not die down until nine p.m. every night.  I have a hard time getting to places on time because of the
wonderful congestion and air pollution in the neighborhood.  Leave us alone, find another spot… a non busy
street…

You know what we are talking about…. stop looking at dollar signs… develop buildings  in East Hollywood.  It is
good for economy growth.  I may be deaf and wear a hearing aid… but I hope you are not deafer than me.

Nancy Jagielski Bazzell   1632 N. Laurel Ave Los Angeles, CA 90046
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Meryl S. Cohen 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 1:45 PM 
Reply-To: auntiemer4x@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\liew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, auntiemer4x@yahoo.com 

From: 
Meryl S. Cohen 
auntiemer4x@yahoo.com 
1416 N. Ha-.enhurst Dri-.e 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massi-.e skyscr.aper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti've" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie've it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'venhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'veries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'ver their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo'vements per day at this already abysmally O'vercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81',,tj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi've and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'velopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'verburden of parking to this already O'vercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e'vent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
It is astonishing to me how little regard for 
West Hollywood, Los Angeles and its residents our politicians haw. We DO NOT 
want this kind of dewlopment destroying what makes us unique. If we wanted to liw in Manhattan, we'd mow 
there! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Meryl S. Cohen 
auntiemer4x@yahoo.com 
1416 N. Hawnhurst Driw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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fl:· L 
"~~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Amy Jacks 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31 , 2014 at 3:29 PM 
Reply-To: amyejacks@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, amyejacks@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Amy Jacks 
amyejacks@sbcglobal.net 
1400 N. Spaulding A\E. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\En to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Er them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\E a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel"\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Amy Jacks 
amyejacks@s bcglobal. net 
1400 N. Spaulding Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Richard Kendall 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31 , 2014 at 2:50 PM 
Reply-To: rkjamsam@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, rkjamsam@aol.com 

From: 
Richard Kendall 
rkjamsam@aol.com 
1560 N. Laurel Aw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'lrd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Richard Kendall 
rkjamsam@aol.com 
1560 N. Laurel Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sharon Lake 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 2:14 PM 
Reply-To: parallaxplace@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, parallaxplace@gmail.com 

From: 
Sharon Lake 
parallaxplace@gmail.com 
814 North Hayworth a\€. #3 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inad~quate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sharon Lake 
parallaxplace@gmail.com 
814 North Hayworth aw. #3 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brandi Montague 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 3:49 PM 
Reply-To: Brandi.montague@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, Brandi. montague@gmail.com 

From: 
Brandi Montague 
Brandi. montague@gmail.com 
8555 Walnut Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'IA:l" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I'm not opposed to new construction, but the height of this building is obscene! Much of LA's beauty lies in the 
~ews of the hills. Let's not a obstruct that ~ew of the hills as we travel north to Sunset with a building of this 
height. 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brandi Montague 
Brandi.montague@gmail.com 
8555 Walnut Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!~ LA 
~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Moran 
1 message 

------- -
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 4:54 PM 
Reply-To: lapdr6119@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A"e'Jiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lapdr6119@gmail.com 

From: 
Michael Moran 
lapdr6119@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Grow Aw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'Jille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing rrom the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Do not apprm.e this as it now stands. Take a look at the number of vacant commercial spaces in the existing 
mixed use dewlopments in the area. Ewry point in this letter is accurate. Do your job and do the right thing. Do 
we need MORE? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Moran 
lapdr6119@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Grow Aw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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(B'.LA 
~L"':GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Deborah Rankin 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 2:27 PM 
Reply-To: nosphera@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard .com, nos phera@earthlink.net 

From: 
Deborah Rankin 
nosphera@earthlink.net 
8078 Fareholm Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\Slopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Sd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'IA:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'maillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifN.f=pt&search=inbox&th=14aa275bfd282afO&sim1=14aa275bfd282afO 213 



1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Deborah Rankin 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Deborah Rankin 
nosphera@earthlink.net 
8078 Fareholm Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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te~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bruce Remick 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 2:40 PM 
Reply-To: bruce@bruceremick.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard .com, bruce@bruceremick.com 

From: 
Bruce Remick 
bruce@brucerem ick. com 
1408 North Genesee Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-3930 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sl.flset 81\'d. from Bruce Rerrick 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vUid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
CO\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Bruce Remick 
bruce@brucerem ick. com 
1408 North Genesee Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-3930 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Colin Spitler 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 5:53 PM 
Reply-To: semicon60@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, semicon60@yahoo.com 

From: 
Colin Spitler 
semicon60@yahoo.com 
1200 N. Flores St. #314 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\'ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\'ice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Colin Spitler 
semicon60@yahoo.com 
1200 N. Flores St. #314 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Judy whitman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Dec 31, 2014 at 12:02 PM 
Reply-To: judithwhitm@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, judithwhitm@aol.com 

From: 
Judy whitman 
judithwhitm@aol.com 
po box 291815 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90029 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tl EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie've it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'veries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi've law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The de-.Elopers ha\E purchased this town. 
Stop them. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Judy whitman 
judithwhitm@aol.com 
po box 291815 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90029 
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(~:LA 
~ _ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Richard Callahan 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 1 :54 PM 
Reply-To: jumpflip@gmail.co 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jumpflip@gmail.co 

From: 
Richard Callahan 
jumpflip@gmail.co 
1220 Hawnhurst Dr, #6 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\(j EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81',{J. from Richard Callahan 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'v{! (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'.()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmoNAL CONCERNS 
Don't tum WeHo into another Wilshire Corridor! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Richard Callahan 
jumpflip@gmail.co 
1220 Ha-.enhurst Dr, #6 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kristen Cummins 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 10:08 AM 
Reply-To: shiniette@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emireview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, shiniette@yahoo.com 

From: 
Kristen Cummins 
shiniette@yahoo.com 
1401 n fairfax aw #104 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl~ EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Kristen Currmins 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Enough already with these giant ugly buildings destroying the area and packing in assholes like sardines! 
ENOUGH! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kristen Cummins 
s hiniette@yahoo.com 
1401 n fairfax aw #104 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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" 
fi~LA 
~r't GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Aisha Edilby 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 9:20 PM 
Reply-To: aishae85@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, aishae85@yahoo.com 

From: 
Aisha Edilby 
aishae85@yahoo.com 
3609 1/2 Brunswick Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90039 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Aisha Edilby 
aishae85@yahoo.com 
3609 1/2 Brunswick A...e 
Los Angeles 
California 
90039 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sylvia Gold 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 7:50 AM 
Reply-To: sunny310@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, sunny310@roadrunner.com 

From: 
Syl\1a Gold 
s unny31 O@roadrunner.com 
1284 Sunset Plaza Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier hi~torical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa-.uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€1opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Syl"1a Gold 
sunny31 O@roadrunner.com 
1284 Sunset Plaza Dri-.e 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from William Kilby 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 9:23 PM 
Reply-To: rem.cure.82@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en~e~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, rem.cure.82@gmail.com 

From: 
William Kilby 
rem.cure.82@gmail.com 
3609 1/2 Brunswick Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90039 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'.Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
SAVE TI-fE HOUSE OF BLUES. WE DO NOT NEED MORE CONDOS OR HUGE SKYSCRAPERS IN TI-fE 
SUNSET STRIP!! WE NEED LIVE MUSIC VENUES 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

William Kilby 
rem.cure.82@gmail.com 
3609 1/2 Brunswick Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90039 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Lamkie 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 6:56 PM 
Reply-To: robinlamkie@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, robinlamkie@yahoo.com 

From: 
Robert Lamkie 
robinlamkie@yahoo.com 
1408 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl-.<l. from Robert L.amQe 

Please build your buildings in YOUR neighborhood, where I'm sure, they will be welcome and appreciated. Your 
developments are not welcome in Our neighborhood! 
Thank You, 
Robin Lamkie 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Lamkie 
robinlamkie@yahoo.com 
1408 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dessislava Markovsky 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetbouleVC1rd.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 10:18 PM 
Reply-To: dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetbouleVClrd.com, dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com 

From: 
DessislaVCI Markovsky 
dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com 
2105 Ridgemont Dr. 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approVCll process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Ae-JFpt&search=inbox&th=14aa94bd6747clfd8&siml=14aa94bd6747dfd8 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D389



1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Dessislava Markovsky 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\l'.i. from Dessislava Mar~ky 

The Height and the location are totally incompatible and it will destroy this comer for residents and tourists alike. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dessislava Markovsky 
dessiemarkovsky@gmail.com 
2105 Ridgemont Dr. 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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,, 

{B'LA 
~~·· GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from justine Schmidt 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 2:55 PM 
Reply-To: justine@schmidt.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, justine@schmidt.net 

From: 
justine Schmidt 
justine@schmidt.net 
2139 Nichols Cayon 
los angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. fromjustine Schmidt 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1/512015 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Don't ruin our neighborhood! 

Cityof Los Angeles Mall - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. fromjustine Schrridt 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

justine Schmidt 
justine@schmidt.net 
2139 Nichols Cayon 
los angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kristen Stabile 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 4:31 PM 
Reply-To: kmstabile@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kmstabile@gmail.com 

From: 
Kristen Stabile 
kmstabile@gmail.com 
1335 N. Genesee Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o'IA:!r them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/5'2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Kristen Stabile 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon BIV{f (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co1.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e1.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui =2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1£NF pt&search= inbox&th= 14aa80e0cc306909&siml= 14aa80e0cc306909 213 



11512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bii.ct. from Kristen Stabile 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kristen Stabile 
kmstabile@gmail.com 
1335 N. Genesee Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Masha Stout 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 10:58 AM 
Reply-To: mtivyan@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mtivyan@gmail.com 

From: 
Masha Stout 
mtivyan@gmail.com 
8883 Sunset Crest Pl 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
900461847 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Ae1F-pt&search=inbox&th=14aa6dd35030ddcc&siml=14aa6dd35030ddcc 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D392



1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Masha Stout 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea...;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\Elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. fran Masha Stout 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Masha Stout 
mtivyan@gmail.com 
8883 Sunset Crest Pl 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
900461847 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ian webber 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 1, 2015 at 5:17 PM 
Reply-To: ianpwebber@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enve\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ianpwebber@yahoo.com 

From: 
Ian webber 
ianpwebber@yahoo.com 
2101 prospect tr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\1:1. from Ian webber 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vti (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to -this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\tent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ian webber 
ianpwebber@yahoo.com 
2101 prospect tr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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(B:LA 
~!'!! GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mike 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 5:41 PM 
Reply-To: boehmichael@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, boehmichael@gmail.com 

From: 
Mike 
boehmichael@gmail .com 
8490 Cole Crest Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi'w. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Mil<e 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
•The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\tent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mike 
boehmichael@gmail .com 
8490 Cole Crest Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robinne Burrell 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 2:37 PM 
Reply-To: robinneb@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, robinneb@gmail.com 

From: 
Robinne Burrell 
robinneb@gmail.com 
8035 Hemet Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Robinne Burrell 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'.()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in uvehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'IAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'IAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I strongly oppose the construction of this site. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robinne Burrell 
robinneb@gmail.com 
8035 Hemet Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lou Cutell 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 2:52 PM 
Reply-To: Jaythaddus@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.es uns etboulevard. com, Jaythaddus@aol.com 

From: 
Lou Cutell 
Jaythaddus@aol.com 
1923 N. Crescent Heights 
L.. A. 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramme, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Lou Cutell 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delh.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\.€ments per day at this already abysmally o\.€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi'I.€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'l.€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'l.€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'I.€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.€hicles to ha\.€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'l.€1opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\.€rburden of parking to this already O\.€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'l.€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e'l.€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1/5/2015 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Lou Cutell 

The letter is so complete and so well 
thought out tht I can only add that my 
view will be diminished by this "High 
Rise" monstrosity. I haw liwd in this 
home for 35 years with horrible traffic. 
Imagine the Mure gridlocks. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lou Cutell 
Jaythaddus@aol.com 
1923 N. Crescent Heights 
L.. A. 
California 
90069 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.(1. from tina de la celle 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from tina de la celle 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 2:47 PM 
Reply-To: baileythevampire@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity .erg, planning. envreview@lacity .org, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, baileythevampire@yahoo.com 

From: 
tina de la celle 
baileythevampire@yahoo.com 
8000 honey dr #2 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\od. from tina de la celle 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\{] (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dei.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already oi.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ei.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1/~2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.(l. from tina de la celle 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

tina de la celle 
bai leythevampire@yahoo.com 
8000 honey dr #2 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Jeff Dorman 

,.. 

ti~ A 
~. ~GEECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeff Dorman 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 2:30 PM 
Reply-To: piz@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\liew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, piz@earthlink.net 

From: 
Jeff Dorman 
piz@earthlink.net 
801 O Rothdell trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\.d. from Jeff Dorman 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a~id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detemiining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Jeff Dorman 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jeff Donnan 
piz@earthlink.net 
8010 Rothdell trail 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https-J/rrrail .google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev..=pt&search=inbox&th=14aacc5c5fc138bb&siml=14aacc5c5fc138bb 313 



1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\od. from Rochelle Firestone 
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ti~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Roche lie Firestone 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 6:34 PM 
Reply-To: firestone8@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en"1"e'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, firestone8@gmail.com 

From: 
Rochelle Firestone 
firestone8@gmail.com 
7985 Santa Monica Blw. 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

https:f/mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&11iev.c:pt&search=inbox&th=14aada525025729f&siml=14aada525025729f 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D399



1/512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Rochelle Firestone 

"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl-.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'v11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to amid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'v1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1/5/2015 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 

City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 S1.11Set Bl\d. from Rochelle Firestone 

Please don't allow this. It will make traffic on Crescent and Sunset more of a nightmare than it already is. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Rochelle Firestone 
firestone8@gmail.com 
7985 Santa Monica Bh.d. 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from barbara kramer 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 3:39 PM 
Reply-To: nylagr11@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en\fe'v'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, nylagrl 1@gmail.com 

From: 
barbara kramer 
nylagrl1@gmail.com 
2527 Jalmia Dri\e 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. · 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v'iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v'ille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside res idents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/37 4/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1~pt&search= inbox&th= 14aad049b5c3ccf2&siml= 14aad049b5c3ccf2 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I ha-.e been a resident in this area for going on 16 years. I ha-.e watched as La Brea has been de-.eloped into a 
congested CONDO jungle and now with this proposed plan for this MONS1EROUS de-.elopment in mind MUST 
BE STOPPED 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

barbara kramer 
nylagrl 1@gmail.com 
2527 Jalmia Dri-.e 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Appendix A (continued) 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2013091044 

 
Project Location: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, California, 90046 
Council District: 4, David E. Ryu 
 
Project Description:  AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the “Applicant”) proposes 
development of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project (the “Project”).  The Project consists of two 
buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories, 
increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story 
portion of the building; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low 
point of the site to the top of the South Building.  The North Building would include two levels with a 
rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses.  The South Building would contain commercial uses 
on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the 
top level.  The project would include approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, representing 
approximately 222,564 gross square feet of residential space.  The project would also provide a central 
public plaza, public space at the northeast corner of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet.  Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level parking structure 
housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 residential and 554 
commercial).  The total development would include approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1.     
 

APPLICANT: 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Owner, L.P. 

PREPARED BY: 
ESA PCR 

201 Santa Monica Blvd, #500 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles  

Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jim Nelson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 1:54 PM 
Reply-To: motherco@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enlKeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, motherco@aol.com 

From: 
Jim Nelson 
motherco@aol .com 
1335 Fairfax Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\rOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2- 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfN>Fpt&search=inbox&th=14aaca44242b5be1&siml=14aaca44242b5be1 2/3 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
As the President Emeritus of Laurel Canyon Association, I've seen 35 years of reasonable building in the area. To 
imagine that the City would allow the required variances to allow this MegaMonster to be built is an outrage. No 
bigger than 8000 Sunset 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jim Nelson 
motherco@aol.com 
1335 Fairfax Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
ca 
90046 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&1AEMFpt&search=inbo>r&th=14aaca44242b5be1&siml=14aaca44242b5be1 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Milena Simonova 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 2, 2015 at 6: 16 PM 
Reply-To: milena.simonova@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, milena.simonova@gmail.com 

From: 
Milena Simonova 
milena.simonova@gmail.com 
8319 Waring Aw. #3 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti1we" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie1we it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha1wenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Ha1wenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de1welopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1weries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co1wer their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 1wehicle mo1wements per day at this already abysmally 01wercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi1we and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de1welopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 1wehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1wehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co1wer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi1we amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 1wehicles to ha1we speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1welopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01werburden of parking to this already 01wercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1went of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi1we law suits against the city in the e1went of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/37411..VO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.1evFpt&search=inboY&th=14aad948b429710a&siml=14aad948b429710a 213 
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City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\(t from Milena Sil'TlOOO\EI 

The proposed structure is way out of scale. It would disfigure the hills. It would be an infamy. Do not kill the 
hills. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Milena Simonova 
milena.simonova@gmail.com 
8319 Waring Ave. #3 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90069 
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f!:- LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~!"! GEEC:S 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from rory barish reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 3, 2015 at 7:47 PM 
Reply-To: n2swimng@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, n2swimng@aol.com 

From: 
rory barish 
n2swimng@aol.com 
1416 HAvenhurst Drive 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gramme, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing rrom the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

rory barish 
n2swimng@aol.com 
1416 HAvenhurst Drive 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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t!: A 
~;.GEECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from marilyn lawenda reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 3, 2015 at 5:49 PM 
Reply-To: lawenda@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Kev;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, lawenda@aol.com 

From: 
marilyn lawenda 
lawenda@aol.com 
1415 n ogden dr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures , so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and v;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granv;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

marilyn lawenda 
lawenda@aol .com 
1415 n ogden dr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Andrew Macpherson 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 3, 2015 at 12:00 PM 
Reply-To: macfly@macfly.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning .envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com, macfly@macfly.com 

From: 
Andrew Macpherson 
macfly@macfly.com 
8278 Hollywood Blw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o..ersized and completely out of context de..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
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"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\19" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\19 it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\19nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\19nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de"191opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"19ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\19r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "19hicle mo\19ments per day at this already abysmally o\19rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\IOid more expensi\19 and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de"191opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor "19hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ""19hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\19r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de"19lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 0\19rburden of parking to this already 0\19rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\'ice to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\19nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\'ice will open the door to potentially massi\19 law suits against the city in the e\19nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I demand a full and through traffic report based on actual figures. The figures in the EIR are absolutely false, the 
mall generates just 1500 \ehicle mo\ements today, and if this project goes ahead it will add o\er 8, 000 new 
\ehicle mo\ements a day. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Andrew Macpherson 
macfly@macfly.com 
8278 Hollywood Blw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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t!~ LA 
~t'!':GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kathy Small reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 3, 2015 at 9:29 PM 
Reply-To: kathysmall@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kathysmall@mac.com 

From: 
Kathy Small 
kathysmall@mac.com 
1416 Hawnhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&>.1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ab36b5185b330b&siml=14ab36b5185b330b 2/3 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
How can you possibly consider allowing a monstrous structure to tower owr our lowly neighborhoods, cut off 
\'iews of the hills, eliminate sunlight, & create more traffic problems. Please care about us & not your pocket! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kathy Small 
kathysmall@mac.com 
1416 Hawnhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inboJ<&th=14ab36b5185b330b&siml=14ab36b5185b330b 3/3 
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(B'LA 
~~ GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from sayeed hasnat reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 4, 2015 at 10:09 AM 
Reply-To: sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co.uk 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co.uk 

From: 
sayeed hasnat 
sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co.uk 
8595 cole crest dri\E 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'-En to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81'.(! EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\Er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\Er them with a massi'-E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&-Aem=-pt&search=inbolr&th=14ab62398ab1fbf1&siml=14ab62398ab1fbf1 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik= 57bfd227a5&~ew= pt&search= inbox&th= 14ab62398ab1fbf1&siml=14ab62398ab1fbf1 2/3 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please don't allow this to happen. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

sayeed hasnat 
sayeedhasnat@yahoo.co. uk 
8595 cole crest dri\€ 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ab62398ab1fbf1&siml=14ab62398ab1fbf1 313 
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{B'.LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jim Nelson reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 4, 2015 at 1:27 AM 
Reply-To: motherco@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A"e"\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, motherco@aol.com 

From: 
Jim Nelson 
motherco@aol .com 
1335 Fairfax Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "\Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
I'd like to know what variances are required for the project to be so much bigger than the entire neighborhood. 
AND, if it doesn't require any variances ... Please show a drawing of what the entire neighborhood down there will 
look like in 10 yrs. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Jim Nelson 
motherco@aol.com 
1335 Fairfax Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
ca 
90046 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ev..c=pt&search=inbox&th= 14ab44535e3d162d&siml= 14ab44535e3d162d 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from craig ryan reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 4, 2015 at 3:37 PM 
Reply-To: craigryan2007@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, craigryan2007@yahoo.com 

From: 
craig ryan 
craigryan2007@yahoo.com 
800 hollywood way 
burbank 
ca 
91505 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jonathon Martin reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 10:05 AM 
Reply-To: dtfasst@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1fe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, dtfasst@gmail.com 

From: 
Jonathon Martin 
dtfasst@gmail.com 
1416 Hawnhurst Driw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Councilman La Bonge, 
As a natiw Angelino, I understand the need for new dewlopment, but at the same time, I also understand the 
need to protect and preserw what makes our city special. Very simply put, this is the wrong dewlopment for 
8150! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jonathon Martin 
dtfasst@gmail.com 
1416 Hawnhurst Driw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sue Mason reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 4:43 PM 
Reply-To: suejm3@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, suejm3@gmail.com 

From: 
Sue Mason 
suejm3@gmail.com 
8016 willow glen rd 
los Angeles 
a 

90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"\'ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"\'ice will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sue Mason 
suejm3@gmail.com 
8016 willow glen rd 
los Angeles 
a 

90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sean Rogers reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 2:28 PM 
Reply-To: seanfrancis23@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, seanfrancis23@yahoo.com 

From: 
Sean Rogers 
seanfrancis23@yahoo.com 
8400 Hollywood B l\(j 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\(j EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa-..uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\lily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\lidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inboll&th=14abc36d97b38aa9&siml= 14abc36d97b38aa9 2/3 



1/5/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\Kl. from Sean Rogers reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sean Rogers 
seanfrancis23@yahoo.com 
8400 Hollywood Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Florian Schaugg reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 5, 2015 at 11 :55 AM 
Reply-To: schaugg@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en~e'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, schaugg@yahoo.com 

From: 
Florian Schaugg 
schaugg@yahoo.com 
1416 Hawnhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran..;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\Eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\E and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\Elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Florian Schaugg 
schaugg@yahoo.com 
1416 Ha~nhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lotus Donovan reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 12:10 PM 
Reply-To: Emailforlotus@gmail .com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity .org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Emailforlotus@gmail.com 

From: 
Lotus Donovan 
Emailforlotus@gmail.com 
8145 Tianna Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lotus Donove1n 
Emailforlotus@gmail.com 
8145 Tianna Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https:ffmail.google.cOITVmail/bl374fufO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfNFpt&search=inbox&th=14acOdefe7262857&siml=14acOdefe7262857 3/3 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Megan Golden reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 7:27 PM 
Reply-To: megancgolden@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, megancgolden@yahoo.com 

From: 
Megan Golden 
megancgolden@yahoo.com 
8490 Cole Crest Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines , and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Megan Golden 
megancgolden@yahoo.com 
8490 Cole Crest Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://rra.il .google.com'rra.il/b/374/u'Onui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ac26ed96af86f1&siml=14ac26ed96af86f1 313 
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(B' LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~'!:'lGEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Marc Levin reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 4:49 AM 
Reply-To: marc.levin@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, marc.levin@gmail.com 

From: 
Marc Levin 
marc. levin@gmail.com 
1641 n. Crescent Heights Blvd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing rrom the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that .. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti...e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie...e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha...enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha...enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de...elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli...eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co...er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ...ehicle mo...ements per day at this already abysmally o...ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi...e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ...ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "...ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co...er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi...e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency ...ehicles to ha...e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de...elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o...erburden of parking to this already o...ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi...e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Marc Le\lin 
marc.le\lin@gmail.com 
1641 n. Crescent Heights Blw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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/~. 

Q'LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~ GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Roddy reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 3:45 PM 
Reply-To: mdesign@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. em1re\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com, mdesign@earthlink.net 

From: 
Roddy 
rndes ign@earthlink.net 
8706 Lookout Mtn. Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context de\€lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\€lopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\€r a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ...news of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'view=pt&search=inbox&th=14ac1a3bf60d9d47&siml=14ac1a3bf60d9d47 213 



1/6/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\1:1. from Roddy reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Are we just going crazy now? Laurel Canyon cannot take on anymore traffic than we already haw!! Please stop 
this madness! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Roddy 
mdesign@earthlink.net 
8706 Lookout Mtn. Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Q'LA •. GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from charles silver reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 3:47 PM 
Reply-To: csilwr@smsla.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, csilver@smsla.com 

From: 
charles silver 
csilver@smsla.com 
1825 Weepah Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ..ehicle mo..ements per day at this already abysmally o..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensi..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
·The de..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "..ehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency ..ehicles to ha..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o..erburden of parking to this already o..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi..e law suits against the city in the e..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
My wife saw someone killed at that intersection because of the oi.erwhelming businness it receii.es Wl1HOUT the 
addition of massii.e amounts of traffic. Please do not allow this to proceed. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

charles sili.er 
csili.er@smsla.com 
1825 Weepah Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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J\ 

il:LA 
"I~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Janna Zinzi reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 6, 2015 at 2:10 PM 
Reply-To: swirlpr@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, swirlpr@gmail.com 

From: 
Janna Zinzi 
swirlpr@gmail.com 
8575 Wonderland Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
lThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Please preserve the history and chann of this great city. I just mowd from NYC because it's too dense and 
homogenous. Ewry city should not look the same with cookie cutter condos pricing people out. Thank you. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Janna Zinzi 
swirlpr@gmail.com 
8575 Wonderland Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(i'LA .• GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

------- -
Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Harry Carmean reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 7, 2015 at 5:23 PM 
Reply-To: georgesbelle@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, georgesbelle@yahoo.com 

From: 
Harry Carmean 
georges belle@yahoo.com 
8764 Lookout Mt AV 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\A'.1 EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https :/fmail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1~pt&search=inbox&th=14ac72399a69d195&siml=14ac72399a69d195 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D420



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BllA:l. from Harry Carmean reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This does not suit the neighborhood and is a risk to public health to the area, no question. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Harry Carmean 
georgesbelle@yahoo.com 
8764 Lookout Mt AV 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Julia Miller reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 7, 2015 at 6:50 PM 
Reply-To: jemiller59@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfe~ew@lacity .org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jemiller59@aol.com 

From: 
Julia Miller 
jemi ller59@aol.com 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
West Hollywood, 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Julia Miller reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl~ (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Do not approw this plan!!!! This construction will block my view of the Hollywood Hills as designed. 
Additionally the construction will add to traffiic congestion at Sunset and Crescent Heights. Parking for the 

building is inadequate and poorly conceiwd. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Julia Miller 
jemiller59@aol.com 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
West Hollywood, 
California 
90046 
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Q'LA "-. GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Christopher Sherman reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 7, 2015 at 6:15 PM 
Reply-To: Chris@roosterfilms.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en~e\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Chris@roosterfilms .com 

From: 
Christopher Sherman 
Chris@roosterfilms.com 
8601 Lookout Mountain Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic. 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Christopher Sherman reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'-Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
lll1e EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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119/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Christopher Sherman reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Christopher Sherman 
Chris@roosterfilms.com 
8601 Lookout Mountain Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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fi: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~·_.,GEECS 

~---------

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from 1 reference City Case No. ENV-2013-
2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 7, 2015 at 3:50 PM 
Reply-To: 1@uswest72.myseMrhosts.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en~e"1ew@lacity .org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, 1@uswest72. myseMrhosts. com 

From: 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from 1 reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
1 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Amy Armistead reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 10:35 AM 
Reply-To: amy@nancylangdon.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1'"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, amy@nancylangdon.net 

From: 
Amy Armistead 
amy@nancylangdon.net 
7206 Hawthorn Awnue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/9/2015 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset BM. from Amy Armistead reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I work on Crescent Heights just south of Sunset. The lack of parking and added traffic would be a hardship to all 
who now liw and work in the area. It's already wry difficult finding street parking and this project would make it 
nearly impossible. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Amy Armistead 
amy@nancylangdon.net 
7206 Hawthorn Awnue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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fi'L 'fl F-t ~EEC:S Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lloyd M. Arnold reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:38 AM 
Reply-To: lloydamold@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lloydamold@yahoo.com 

From: 
Lloyd M. Arnold 
lloydamold@yahoo.com 
1327 N. Hawnhurst Driw, #4 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\tenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl"1:l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi\te and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city "in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnail.google.com/rnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifNFpt&search=inbox&th=14acaa04a9325b13&siml=14acaa04a9325b13 213 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I am particularly concerned about the impact and flow of increased whicle traffic on Hawnhurst Driw. As it is 
now, Hawnhurst is used as a cut-through street for whicles heading to Sunset from Fountain during rush hours. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lloyd M. Arnold 
lloydamold@yahoo.com 
1327 N. Hawnhurst Driw, #4 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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ti: LA "r-: GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Bagley reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:41 PM 
Reply-To: dgbagley@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, dgbagley@gmail.com 

From: 
David Bagley 
dgbagley@gmail.com 
1650 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'A9d. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi'A9. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.ertheir rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da"1d Bagley 
dgbagley@gmail.com 
1650 N Orange Grow Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Barbara Bagley, Sunset Square resident 
reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:32 PM 
Reply-To: rosenthalb@ca.rr.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, rosenthalb@ca.rr.com 

From: 
Barbara Bagley, Sunset Square resident 
rosenthalb@ca. rr. com 
1650 N. Orange Grow Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\(}yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Dreadful traffic will impede tourism and business commuters for miles if this goes up. There are sewral other 
high rises already in dewlopment and ultimately the area will end up with a surplus of rentals, bringing down 
prices ewrywhere 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barbara Bagley, Sunset Square resident 
rosenthalb@ca. rr. com 
1650 N. Orange Grow Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Cathy Blaivas reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 1 :36 PM 
Reply-To: photoop13@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, photoop13@aol.com 

From: 
Cathy Blaivas 
photoop 13@aol.com 
1143 N. Vista Street 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa-.oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Size, MATIERS! Height, MATIERS! lRAFFIC, CONGESTION, NOISE, OVER DENSllY MATIER! where in this 
plan is their ANY CONSIDERATION for quality of life? I BEG you to reconsider this ENORMOUS , OUT Of 
SCALE complex .... and DOWNSIZE .... DOWNSIZE ... 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Cathy B laivas 
photoop 13@aol.com 
1143 N. Vista Street 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 
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,., 

(R:LA "'!'!; GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Charles Bar()n reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:48 PM 
Reply-To: crbaron@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe'IAew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, crbaron@earthlink.net 

From: 
Charles Baron 
crbaron@earthlink.net 
1841 N Fuller Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro1.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie1.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massi1.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e>vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Charles Baron 
crbaron@earthlink.net 
1841 N Fuller Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Harriet Belkin reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 7:15 PM 
Reply-To: harrietbelkin@joimaiI.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, harrietbelkin@joimail.com 

From: 
Harriet Belkin 
harrietbelkin@joimail.com 
516 N. Laurel A\e. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\A'.lid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\lice will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Harriet Belkin 
harrietbelkin@joimail.com 
516 N. Laurel Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Karen Berch reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:27 PM 
Reply-To: Karen@murthaagency.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en'A"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Karen@murthaagency.com 

From: 
Karen Berch 
Karen@murthaagency.com 
8033 Hollywood B l'.td Apt 4 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'.td EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already OIA:!rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities .. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Karen Berch 
Karen@murthaagency.com 
8033 Hollywood 81\d Apt 4 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from margaret black reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 11 :09 PM 
Reply-To: ptakfam@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ptakfam@earthlink.net 

From: 
margaret black 
ptakfam@earthlink.net 
8464 hollywood blw 
los angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\A9" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\A9nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\A9ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\A9r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '..ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\A9rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\A9lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\A9hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\A9r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\A9rburden of parking to this already o\A9rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .g oog le.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?lil=2&ik;57bfd227a5&"1fm=pt&search=inbox&th=14acd86e06463a49&siml= 14acd86e06463a49 2/3 





119/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Carmen Boothe reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Carmen Boothe reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:48 PM 
Reply-To: novacboothe@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity. erg, planning .envre"1ew@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, novacboothe@hotmail.com 

From: 
Carmen Boothe 
novacboothe@hotmail.com 
827 N Laurel Aw 
W Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\K:f {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Carmen Boothe 
novacboothe@hotmail.com 
827 N Laurel Ave 
W Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:48 PM 
Reply-To: novacboothe@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, novacboothe@hotmail.com 

From: 
Carmen Boothe 
novacboothe@hotmai I. com 
827 N Laurel Ave 
W Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. i believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effecis of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
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• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR feilsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
srmpping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the 1idiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
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The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Carmen Boothe 
novacboothe@hotmail.com 
827 N Laurel Ave 
W Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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tl~LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Larry Boring reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
3 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:07 PM 
Reply-To: larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en...,.e~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, larrydaleb1@gmail.com 

From: 
Larry Boring 
larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Grove Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046-3902 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Too close to intact residential neighborhoods which are rare in this area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Larry Boring 
larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Grow Aw 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046-3902 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:07 PM 
Reply-To: larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, larrydaleb1@gmail.com 

From: 
Larry Boring 
larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Grow Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046-3902 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopmenl: 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pemiit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?Lri=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeYFpt&search=inbox&th=14acc046f435ff97&dsqt=1&siml=14acc046f435ff97&siml=14acc049092... 317 
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0 The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
Tl'le Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventur<:i.) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
0 The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
0 Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480-t 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
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more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Too close to intact residential neighborhoods which are rare in this area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to lmow that City Hall wiil address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Larry Boring 
larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Gro\e A\€ 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046-3902 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulewrd.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:07 PM 
Reply-To: larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulewrd.com, larrydaleb1@gmail.com 

From: 
Larry Boring 
larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Gro\e A 'e 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046-3902 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR rails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granviile, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city ot Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

Tne proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi~ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
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searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Too close to intact residential neighborhoods which are rare in this area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Larry Boring 
larrydaleb1@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Grove Ave 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90046-3902 
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(g'.· LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~~ GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from ken bruce reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.Esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 10:43 AM 
Reply-To: ktb1@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Kevtew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.Esunsetboulevard.com, ktb1@me.com 

From: 
ken bruce 
ktb1@me.com 
838 n doheny dr #404 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.Ersized and completely out of context de-.Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.En to the historical context for a de-.Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bhd EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\Er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\E a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and vtews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granvtlle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 

https://mail .goog le.comlmail/b'374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'view=pt&search=inboJl&th= 14acadba664c7dce&siml= 14acadba664c7dce 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to amid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'mail/b/37 4/u/O/?ui =2&ik= 57bfd227a5&\4fNF pt&search= inbox&th= 14acadba664c ?dce&siml= 14acadba664c7dce 213 



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.(J. from la1 bruce reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

ken bruce 
ktb1@me.com 
838 n doheny dr #404 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Campbell reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 5:41 PM 
Reply-To: 2013johncampbell@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\/iew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, 2013johncampbell@gmail.com 

From: 
John Campbell 
2013johncampbell@gmail.com 
2424 Castilian Driw 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \/iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\/ille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnail .g oog le.comlrnai l/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&Yiew= pt&search= inboY&th= 14acc5a6fe5dcdOO&si ml= 14acc5a6fe5dcd00 2/3 



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bhd. from John CarJllbell reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Helping the people in your district who oppose o-,,er-de-,,elopment of Hollywood would be a way to actually lea~ 
office ha"1ng accomplished something significant. Help us pro-,,e the Council is not in the pocket of the 
de-,,elopers. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Campbell 
2013johncampbell@gmail.com 
2424 Castilian Dri-,,e 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90068 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robin Carr reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

----- - -- -------- ·-~------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 3:05 PM 
Reply-To: robincarr@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, robi ncarr@aol.com 

From: 
Robin Carr 
robincarr@aol.com 
7810 Hillside Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-2120 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\ie" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha1,,enhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1,,eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo1,,ements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\tl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de1,,elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co1,,er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 1,,ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers , are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1,,ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.corrv'mail/b/374/ulO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfNFpt&search=inbo><&th=14acbcb7651ef08b&siml=14acbcb7651ef08b 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robin Carr 
robincarr@aol.com 
7810 Hillside Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046-2120 
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f·n:LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Elaine Carstens reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:54 AM 
Reply-To: lemad@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke\'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, lemad@earthlink.net 

From: 
Elaine Carstens 
lemad@earthlink.net 
723 Westmount Driw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \'iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\'ille, and The Sa~yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricHve" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Elaine Carstens 
lemad@earthlink.net 
723 Westmount Drive 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from MARGARET CHEN reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:56 PM 
Reply-To: shopchen@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com, shopchen@aol.com 

From: 
MARGARET CHEN 
shopchen@aol .com 
941 no highland awnue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90038 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gramme, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://rrail.google.com'mail/bl374/u'Ol?ti=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeNFpt&search=in~th=14acdOd529026bf3&siml=14acclOd529026bf3 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D439



119/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from MARGARET CHEN reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\A9" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\A9 it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\A9nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\A9nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\A9lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\A9ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\A9r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \A9hicle mo\A9ments per day at this already abysmally o\A9rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\.11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi\A9 and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\A91opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \A9hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\A9hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\A9r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\A9 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \A9hicles to ha\A9 speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\A9lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\.1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\A9rburden of parking to this already o\A9rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.1ce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\A9nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\.1ce will open the door to potentially massi\A9 law suits against the city in the e\A9nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Ob~ously people working at city hall or city planning does not haw to deal w the traffic and parking in the area, in 
fact they will get more money from parking citations 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

MARGARET CHEN 
shopchen@aol.com 
941 no highland awnue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90038 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dorothy Clark reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:12 AM 
Reply-To: Dgoldclark@usa.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.envre'v1ew@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Dgoldclark@usa.net 

From: 
Dorothy Clark 
Dgoldclark@usa.net 
6200 Del Valle Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers , are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dorothy Clark 
Dgoldclark@usa.net 
6200 Del Valle Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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(B'.LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from michele dev reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:43 PM 
Reply-To: micheled"9@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, m icheled"9@aol.com 

From: 
michele dev 
micheled"9@aol.com 
1867 rising glen road 
las angeles 
califomia 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa~yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ie'v"Fpt&search=inbmr&th=14acbb7277c011c9&siml=14acbb7277c011c9 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D441



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from michele devreference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. . . 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighbornoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

michele dev 
micheled"9@aol.com 
1867 rising glen road 
los angeles 
califomia 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ernest Diaz reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:19 AM 
Reply-To: emestg.diazjr@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"ltfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, emestg.diazjr@gmail.com 

From: 
Ernest Diaz 
emestg.diazjr@gmail.com 
6100 Afton Place #20 
Los Angeles 
California 
90028 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Ernest Diaz reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\oenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\oenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\oelopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\oer their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \oehicle mo\oements per day at this already abysmally o\oercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iQid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\oelopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \oehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\oelopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\oerburden of parking to this already o\oercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\oent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ernest Diaz 
emestg.diazjr@gmail.com 
6100 Afton Place #20 
Los Angeles 
California 
90028 
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... 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from margaret easley reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:59 PM 
Reply-To: sheva213@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, sheva213@aol.com 

From: 
margaret easley 
s heva213@aol.com 
907 n crescent heights 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\ie" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\ie it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\ienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\ielopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deli\ieries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \iehicle mo\iements per day at this already abysmally O\iercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\ie and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\ielopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\iehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\ie amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \iehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

margaret eas ley 
sheva213@aol.com 
907 n crescent heights 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Richard Frost reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:02 PM 
Reply-To: rjfro22@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning .envre"\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, rjfro22@earthlink.net 

From: 
Richard Frost 
rjfro22@earthlink.net 
1204 N. Crescent Heights Blw. #1 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "\Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'10id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Lets see if our \Oices are heard 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Richard Frost 
rjfro22@earthlink.net 
1204 N. Crescent Heights Bl\<!. #1 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Thomas Gerbing reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 12:59 PM 
Reply-To: gerbnet@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, gerbnet@earthlink.net 

From: 
Thomas Gerbing 
gerbnet@earthl ink. net 
7630 Willow Glen Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Jily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
coi.er their rent. }his will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massii.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to hai.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dei.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Jidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the oi.erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sel'\iice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ei.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel'\iice will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Thomas Gerbing 
gerbnet@earthlink.net 
7630 Willow Glen Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from mary sue girardin reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 12:24 PM 
Reply-To: marysuegirardi n@gmaiI.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'.H'e\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, marysuegirardin@gmail.com 

From: 
mary sue girardin 
marysuegirardin@gmail.com 
22 ward rd 
hardwick 
NEW JERSEY 
07825 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. . 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

mary sue girardin 
marysuegirardin@gmail.com 
22 ward rd 
hardwick 
NEW JERSEY 
07825 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jose Gonzalez reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:35 AM 
Reply-To: djlatnhouse@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\1"e\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, djlatnhouse@yahoo.com 

From: 
Jose Gonzalez 
djlatnhouse@yahoo.com 
1802 S. Kingsley Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90006 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is ·actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'1{)id more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Los Angeles was built with low rise edifices with the intention that the city would become another New York 
City. Please do not let Los Angeles become New York City. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jose Gonzalez 
djlatnhouse@yahoo.com 
1802 S. Kingsley Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90006 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from angelo graham reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savasunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 5:06 PM 
Reply-To: evangelograham 143@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. enve~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savasunsetboulevard.com, evangelograham 143@yahoo.com 

From: 
angelo graham 
evangelograham 143@yahoo.com 
8230 hollywood bl. 
los angeles 
ca. 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the ovarsized and completely out of context devalopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approvad. In the EIR there is no serious respect givan to the historical context for a devalopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiva. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually ovar a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believa this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower ovar them with a massiva skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The E IR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hava a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl"\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vQid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Laurel canyon is for the most part a two lane major north south artery . There are no passing lanes- any land 
slides will shut down the pass. We ha-...e had many earthquakes.some of which ha-...e done just that.Suns bl. is 
already a nightmare. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

angelo graham 
evangelograham 143@yahoo.com 
8230 hollywood bl. 
los angeles 
ca. 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Karina Grotz reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:19 AM 
Reply-To: karinagrotz@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e'.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com, kari nagrotz@aol.com 

From: 
Karina Grotz 
karinagrotz@aol.com 
8221 De Longpre Aw. 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\ter them with a massi\te skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'l.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie'l.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'l.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'l.enhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'l.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'l.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'l.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '1.ehicle mo'l.ements per day at this already abysmally 0"1.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'l.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'l.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'l.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'l.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'l.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'l.ehicles to ha'l.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'l.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'l.erburden of parking to this already 0"1.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'l.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'l.e law suits against the city in the e'l.ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Karina Grotz 
kari nagrotz@aol.com 
8221 De Longpre Ave. 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Hollingsworth reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 11 :24 AM 
Reply-To: Lmagnif@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1"e"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saves unsetboulevard. com, Lmagnif@s bcglobal. net 

From: 
Michael Hollingsworth 
Lmagnif@s bcglobal. net 
1260 N. Harper Ave. Apt. G 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\ttl EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
It was a crime when they tore down the Gardens of Allah and now a bigger crime 
to try and build this behemoth where it 
is not wanted. There's already too much 
traffic. See how long it takes to make a left 
tum from Sunset to Crescent Heights. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Hollingsworth 
Lmagnif@s bcglobal. net 
1260 N. Harper A-..e. Apt. G 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lynn Hoopingarner reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 11:20 AM 
Reply-To: lynnh@sonic.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, lynnh@sonic.net 

From: 
Lynn Hoopingarner 
lynnh@sonic.net 
940 Westboume 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069-4114 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ">vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi..ndual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser..nce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser..nce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lynn Hoopingarner 
lynnh@sonic.net 
940 Westbourne 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069-4114 
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Q':..:L 
A 

··~ GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brian Hotchkis reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 
----·-----------------------------------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:46 PM 
Reply-To: brianxone@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, brianxone@gmail.com 

From: 
Brian Hotchkis 
brianxone@gmail.com 
950 Larrabee St #407 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069-3947 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\tOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1A01.1.C= pt&search=inbox&th= 14acbbac2ff6c412&siml= 14acbbac2ff6c412 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D452



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Brian Hotchkis reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brian Hotchkis 
brianxone@gmail.com 
950 Larrabee St #407 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069-3947 
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{B:LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bill Josephs reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 1 :26 PM 
Reply-To: ladrbill@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ladrbill@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Bill Josephs 
ladrbill@sbcglobal.net 
811 O Willow Glen Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R48 zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Herluf Kanstrup reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 5:19 PM 
Reply-To: Schastrup@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A'eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Schastrup@yahoo.com 

From: 
Hertuf Kanstrup 
Schastrup@yahoo.com 
1230 Hom Ave.# 607 
West Hollywood 
Ca. 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is a historical area. The current shopping area should newr haw been permitted, and this is adding insult 
to injury. This area used to contain homes of some of Hollywoods most famous personalities, and it should haw 
been left as such. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Herluf Kanstrup 
Schastrup@yahoo.com 
1230 Hom Aw.# 607 
West Hollywood 
Ca. 
90069 
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(j:LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from robert klausner reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 3:09 PM 
Reply-To: ctme\tl)@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ctme\tl)@aol.com 

From: 
robert klausner 
ctme\tl)@aol .com 
543 N fairfax aw 
LA 
ca 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'IK:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plari, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'IA)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jonathan Lajiness reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:51 PM 
Reply-To: Jonlajiness@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke"1ew@lacity .org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Jonlajiness@gmail.com 

From: 
Jonathan Lajiness 
Jonlajiness@gmail.com 
1032 N Sweetzer Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeN=pt&search=inbox&th= 14acbbef76a3dd9e&si ml= 14acbbef76a3dd9e 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D456



1/912015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Jonathan Lajiness reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd {between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tUid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jonathan Lajiness 
Jonlajiness@gmail.com 
1032 N Sweetzer Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Larsen reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 6:12 PM 
Reply-To: johnnyboy1@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, johnnyboy1@earthlink.net 

From: 
John Larsen 
johnnyboy 1@earthl ink. net 
1218 N. Laurel Ave. #14 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and l.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa-.uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'I.€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'l.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'l.€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de'l.€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1.€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'l.€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Larsen 
johnnyboy1@earthlink.net 
1218 N. Laurel Ave. #14 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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{B: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~~GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from j lissauer reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 5:17 PM 
Reply-To: emilyjl@att.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, emilyjl@att.net 

From: 
j lissauer 
emilyjl@att.net 
1235 n hayworth 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-..en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr·.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe E IR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

j lissauer 
emilyjl@att.net 
1235 n hayworth 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sal LoCurto reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 3:00 PM 
Reply-To: Salloc12@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Salloc12@gmail.com 

From: 
Sal LoCurto 
Salloc12@gmail.com 
346 N. Harper A\e 
Los Angels 
Ca 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sal LoCurto 
Salloc12@gmail.com 
346 N. Harper Ave 
Los Angels 
Ca 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joie Magidow reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 7:03 PM 
Reply-To: joiemagidow@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en1Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, joiemagidow@yahoo.com 

From: 
Joie Magidow 
joiemagidow@yahoo.com 
7570 Delongpre Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha~nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o~rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a~id more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ~hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co~r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de~lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e~nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
We've been lied to since Lytton sa.,,;ngs tore down The Garden of Alla & promised us there would ALWAYS be a 
miniature of that on the property. It would seem that our City Conucil is for sale to the highest tax re\enue. Why 
don't we ha\e a \Ote??? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joie Magidow 
joiemagidow@yahoo.com 
7570 Delongpre A\enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sasha Marcus reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:31 AM 
Reply-To: marcusasha@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'ltfe\liew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, marcusasha@yahoo.com 

From: 
Sasha Marcus 
marcusas ha@yahoo.com 
8371 Blackbum Aw #3 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro1.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually 01.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bh.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,()id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sasha Marcus 
marcusasha@yahoo.com 
8371 Blackbum Ave #3 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kevin McCarty reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:30 PM 
Reply-To: kmccart@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kmccart@s bcglobal. net 

From: 
Ke"1n McCarty 
kmccart@sbcglobal.net 
851 N. Ogden Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'IA3" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\\3 it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha"'3nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'IA3nhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'IA31opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"'3ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'\A3r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new "'3hicle mo'IA3ments per day at this already abysmally o'\A3rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'1Qid more expensi\\3 and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de"'3lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor "'3hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\\3 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency "'3hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'IA31opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'IA3rburden of parking to this already o'\A3rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kevin McCarty 
kmccart@s bcglobal. net 
851 N. Ogden Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sharon McKnight reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 5:39 PM 
Reply-To: sharonmcn@juno.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, sharonmcn@juno.com 

From: 
Sharon McKnight 
sharonmcn@juno.com 
1725 Camino Palmero 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Bigger is NOT better! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sharon McKnight 
sharonmcn@juno.com 
1725 Camino Palmero 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from JOAN NAGLER reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 6:59 PM 
Reply-To: jnagler@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jnagler@roadrunner.com 

From: 
JOAN NAGLER 
j nagler@roadrunner.com 
7309 Franklin Awnue, #203 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://mai I .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.iew=pt&search=inboY&th= 14acca20b6d0764f&sirn= 14acca20b6ck)764f 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D464



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from JOAN NAGLER reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. . . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'A'.)id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

JOAN NAGLER 
jnagler@roadrunner.com 
7309 Franklin Avenue, #203 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Shaun Neale reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:26 AM 
Reply-To: shaunneale@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, shaunneale@hotmail.com 

From: 
Shaun Neale 
shaunneale@hotmail.com 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
west hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This building will cause nothing but more traffic and be an eye sore to the entire neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Shaun Neale 
shaunneale@hotmail.com 
West Hollywood, CA 90046 
west hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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"· 
tl~LA 
"~ GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sarina Neer reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:31 PM 
Reply-To: tourbtch@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, tourbtch@hotmail.com 

From: 
Sarina Neer 
tourbtch@hotmail.com 
1330 N. Crescent Heights# 16 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\rj, from Sarina Neer reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\ttl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\.11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\.1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnai I .g oog le.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&i k=57bfd227a5&\ifNF pt&search= inbox&th= 14acc1a2752fb580&si ml= 14acc1a2752fb580 213 



11912015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.<l. from Sarina Neer reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Please don't allow this. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sarina Neer 
tourbtch@hotmail.com 
1330 N. Crescent Heights # 16 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from MICHAEL PERETZIAN reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 3:24 PM 
Reply-To: peretzian@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, peretzian@gmail.com 

From: 
MICHAEL PERElZIAN 
peretzian@gmail.com 
2235 NICHOLS CANYON ROAD 
LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 Cityoflos Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from MICHAEL PERETZIAN reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'IA'.:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

MICHAEL PERElZIAN 
peretzian@gmail.com 
2235 NICHOLS CANYON ROAD 
LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eddie Perez reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 3:20 PM 
Reply-To: m5perez@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'1fe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, m5perez@yahoo.com 

From: 
Eddie Perez 
mSperez@yahoo.com 
652 N edinburgh a\E 
los angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'-En to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Er them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\E a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\.d. from Eddie Perez reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Eddie Perez reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eddie Perez 
m5perez@yahoo.com 
652 N edinburgh aw 
los angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from milo perichitch reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 12:00 PM 
Reply-To: mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 

From: 
milo perichitch 
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
1715 n. fairfax aw 
Los Angeles 
califomia 
90066 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\A'.>yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\id. from milo perichitch reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of 
•The de'velopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

milo perichitch 
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
1715 n. fairfax aw 
Los Angeles 
califomia 
90066 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Karen L Rocchio reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:32 PM 
Reply-To: rocckandy@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Keview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, rocckandy@yahoo.com 

From: 
Karen L Rocchio 
rocckandy@yahoo.com 
607 N Harper Avenue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90048-2224 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvtl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Phil Rodriguez reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 7:23 AM 
Reply-To: phil@phil-rodriguez.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, phil@phil-rodriguez.com 

From: 
Phil Rodriguez 
phil@phil-Rodriguez.com 
8124 Willoughby ave 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha1,,enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha1,,enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de1,,elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1,,eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo1,,ements per day at this already abysmally 01,,ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 811.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi1,,e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de1,,elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 1,,ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1,,ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 1,,ehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01,,erburden of parking to this already 01,,ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1,,ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi1,,e law suits against the city in the e1,,ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Phil Rodriguez 
phil@phil-Rodriguez.com 
8124 Willoughby a...e 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Q L~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from June Sale reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\tesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:06 PM 
Reply-To: junessale@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa'vesunsetboulevard.com, junessale@gmail.com 

From: 
June Sale 
junessale@gmail.com 
1455 Oriole Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'ven to the historical context for a de'velopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi've. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\ter a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie've this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\ter them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha've a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that .. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inboJl&th=14acb957a3998c12&siml=14acb957a3998c12 213 



1/912015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from June Sale reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic and pollution are at the highest since mo'IAng here. It is insane to contribute more of the same, making 
tra-.elling and breathing almost impossible. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

June Sale 
junessale@gmail.com 
1455 Oriole Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Allison Samon reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 5:01 PM 
Reply-To: allisonmegabox@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1fe'v'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, allisonmegabox@gmail.com 

From: 
Allison Samon 
allisonmegabox@gmail.com 
1124 N. Sherboume Dr. 
West Hollywood 
CALIFORNIA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tl EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v'iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v'ille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\te" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\te it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\tenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Ha\tenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\telopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\teries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ter their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \tehicle mo\tements per day at this already abysmally o\tercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\{)id more expensi\te and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\telopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\tehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\te amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1ehicles to ha\te speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\telopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\terburden of parking to this already o\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\tent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\te law suits against the city in the e\tent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
The congestion and lack of parking in this city is already outrageous. We sometimes drive around our 
neighborhood for hours looking for parking and we have a permit! There is no need for new development, but rather 
impro-..;ng upon existing buildings. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Allison Samon 
allisonmegabox@gmail.com 
1124 N. Sherboume Dr. 
West Hollywood 
CALIFORNIA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kathryn Sartore reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 1:13 PM 
Reply-To: kasartore@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre'IAew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, kasartore@gmail.com 

From: 
Kathryn Sartore 
kasartore@gmail.com 
1632 N. Gardner St. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\rU EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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{R'. LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~f'r GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joan Satt reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:25 PM 
Reply-To: jsrecycle@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre'Jiew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, js recycle@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Joan Satt 
js recycle@sbcglobal.net 
1406 Belfast Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\id EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'Jille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti've" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie've it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'venhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'veries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'ver their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo'vements per day at this already abysmally o'vercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tOid more expensi've and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'velopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha've speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'verburden of parking to this already o'vercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi've law suits against the city in the e'vent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
The proposed plan is contrary to e\erything an EIR is supposed to protect. 
Density projects are supposed to be built near public transportation hubs, this is not and will be an eyesore and 
traffic nightmare. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joan Satt 
js recycle@s bcglobal. net 
1406 Belfast Dri\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

https:/lmail.google.cOITVmail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Ae1o1Fpt&search=inbol<&th=14acba6b98a2f6bd&siml=14acba6b98a2f6bd 313 



119/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\<I. from Robert Schwartz reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Schwartz reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:59 PM 
Reply-To: schastrup@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, schastrup@yahoo.com 

From: 
Robert Schwartz 
schastrup@yahoo.com 
1230 Hom Ave #1607 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparmerit buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\iQyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
A terrible idea that will further erode the quality of life for residents of the neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Schwartz 
schastrup@yahoo.com 
1230 Hom Ave #607 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from steven schwartz reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:55 AM 
Reply-To: movieset@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, movieset@aol.com 

From: 
steven schwartz 
movieset@aol.com 
226 1/2 s poinsettia pl 
los angeles 
ca 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'v'ily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

ste~n schwartz 
mo'Jieset@aol.com 
226 1/2 s poinsettia pl 
los angeles 
ca 
90036 
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t!~ LA 
~f'!>;GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Arthur Scotti reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:16 AM 
Reply-To: arthur.scotti@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en1Ke'1Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, arthur.scotti@gmail.com 

From: 
Arthur Scotti 
arthur.scotti@gmail.com 
8130 Norton A\€., Apt. 11 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\En to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi"l.E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Er them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to aVQid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'A:!rburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'A:! law suits against the city in the e'A:!nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This will cowr our open skyline AND bring ewn more traffic to am already insane intersection! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Arthur Scotti 
arthur.scotti@gmail.com 
8130 Norton Aw., Apt. 11 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeNF-pt&search=inbox&th=14aca8c78d8cae03&siml=14aca8c78d8cae03 313 



1f9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Max Shapiro reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

(D'.LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Max Shapiro reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 6:36 PM 
Reply-To: readenlaff@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, readenlaff@aol.com 

From: 
Max Shapiro 
readenlaff@aol.com 
1745 Camino Palmero #537 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ..ehicle mo..ements per day at this already abysmally o..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency ..ehicles to ha..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o..erburden of parking to this already o..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ei.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi..e law suits against the city in the ei.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
You wouldn't want this neighborhood-destroying monstrosity near you, so why dump it on us? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Max Shapiro 
readenlaff@aol.com 
1745 Camino Palmero #537 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lorelei Shark reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 3:47 PM 
Reply-To: l.shark@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'1feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, l.shark@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Lorelei Shark 
I. s hark@s bcglobal. net 
343 N. Alfred St. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\tOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Lorelei Shark reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
What little architectural integrity we have left as a city is being destroyed one developer at-a-time. This out-of
place building does not belong here. Listen to the people. Please. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lorelei Shark 
l.shark@sbcglobal.net 
343 N. Alfred St. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dan Sniderman reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 11 :21 AM 
Reply-To: dansniderman@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\liew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, dansniderman@yahoo.com 

From: 
Dan Sniderman 
dansniderman@yahoo.com 
1556 North Curson Awnue 
Los Angeles, 
CA. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\A'.l EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Dan Sniderman 
dansniderman@yahoo.com 
1556 North Curson A-.enue 
Los Angeles, 
CA. 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nina Storm reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:59 PM 
Reply-To: theninastorm@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em..re\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, theninastorm@gmail.com 

From: 
Nina Storm 
theninastorm@gmail.com 
1625 N. Laurel A-..e. #28 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-..en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'XI (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"lrOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\ielopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e....ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi..e law suits against the city in the e..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
This de-.elopment is completely out of scale for the surrounding neighborhood. The traffic impact alone would be 
disastrous. The residents of the surrounding neighborhoods OPPOSE the scale and scope of this de-.elopment. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Nina Storm 
theninastorm@gmail.com 
1625 N. Laurel A-.e. #28 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Janet Tinkle reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 10:24 AM 
Reply-To: jlinkle@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jlinkle@yahoo.com 

From: 
Janet linkle 
jlinkle@yahoo.com 
11565 Huston St 
Valley Village 
CA 
91601 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly deteITTlining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cO\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\o1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Janet Tinkle 
jlinkle@yahoo.com 
11565 Huston St 
Valley Village 
CA 
91601 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Diane Tuchmayer reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 8:22 AM 
Reply-To: dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com 

From: 
Diane Tuchmayer 
dianetuchmayer@hotmail.com 
2307 Laurelmont Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Diane Tuchma)er reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbo~th=14aca5a7051d6f59&siml=14aca5a7051d6f59 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Diane Tuchmayer 
dianetuchmayer@hotmai I. com 
2307 Laurelmont Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca. 
90046 
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t'!'.LA 
""~ GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert A. Uhl reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 4:37 PM 
Reply-To: robertauhl@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, robertauhl@aol.com 

From: 
Robert A. Uhl 
robertauhl@aol.com 
2119 Sunset Crest Driw 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the E IR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ..news of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/912015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Robert A. Uhl reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.corrv'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1£NFpt&search=inboY&th=14acc2000f2a8b10&siml=14acc2000f2a8b10 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert A. Uhl 
robertauhl@aol.com 
2119 Sunset Crest Driw 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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t!~ LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jennifer Vian Dennis reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:40 PM 
Reply-To: jenwen2@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jenwen2@mac.com 

From: 
Jennifer Vian Dennis 
jenwen2@mac.com 
806 N. Sweetzer Awnue 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\iQyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jennifer Vian Dennis reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rnail.google.comfmail/b/374/ufO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.ifN'Fpt&search=inbox&th=14acbb4a818ae150&siml=14acbb4a818ae150 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jennifer Vian Dennis 
jen'v{jen2@mac.com 
806 N. Sweetzer Avenue 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbol<&th=14acbb4a818ae150&siml=14acbb4a818ae150 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric wald reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:26 PM 
Reply-To: Waldowald@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Waldowald@aol.com 

From: 
Eric wald 
Waldowald@aol.com 
8236 kirkwood dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\A3d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\A3 this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://rmil.google.com'rmil/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&i~57bfd227a5&\i~pt&search=in~th=14acba7d2dc279b1&siml=14acba7d2dc279b1 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D487



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric wald reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive." 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.cornlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&-.;fN.J=pt&search=inbox&th=14acba7d2dc279b1&siml=14acba7d2dc279b1 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eric wald 
Waldowald@aol .com 
8236 kirkwood dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui==2&ik==57bfd227a5&1.iev..i=pt&search==in~th==14acba7d2dc279b1&siml==14acba7d2clc279b1 313 
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t-. 

fi: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~·~GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ruth Wald reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:20 PM 
Reply-To: rw1950@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre-..Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, rw1950@aol.com 

From: 
Ruth Wald 
rw1950@aol.com 
2221 Sunset Crest Driw 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and .views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail.google.COl'TVmail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik.=57bfd227a5&1AfNFpt&search=inbo~th=14acba2412c593bO&siml=14acba2412c593bO 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\<lid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.ert>urden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14acba2412c593b0&siml=14acba2412c593b0 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ruth Wald 
rw1950@aol.com 
2221 Sunset Crest Driw 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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,-1~ LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Roland WeHo reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulewrd.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 7:56 AM 
Reply-To: rolandl333@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en'vfe~ew@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, rolandl333@gmail.com 

From: 
Roland WeHo 
rolandl333@gmail.com 
1130 N. Laurel Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approvcil process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delil.€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'Jily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'IAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfN'Fpt&search=inbox&th=14aca437f22019c8&dsqt=1&siml=14aca437f22019c8&siml=14aca4431... 2/5 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
NOOOOOO! D 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Roland WeHo 
rolandl333@gmail.com 
1130 N. Laurel Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 7:57 AM 
Reply-To: rolandl333@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\tfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, rolandl333@gmail.com 

From: 
Roland WeHo 
rolandl333@gmail.com 
1130 N. Laurel Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ev.=pt&search=inbox&th=14aca437f22019c8&dsqt=1&siml=14aca437f22019c8&siml=14aca4431 ... 315 
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tl~LA 
~!"!GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from clive whitcher reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'vesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:54 AM 
Reply-To: cli'velsw@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning .envre\liew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa'vesunsetboulevard.com, cli'velsw@yahoo.com 

From: 
cli've whitcher 
cli'velsw@yahoo.com 
2107 Mt. Olympus Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'versized and completely out of context de'velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'ven to the historical context for a de'velopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi've. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O'ver a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie've this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o'ver them with a massi've skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha've a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from cli\e iMlitcher reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Trhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .g oog le.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&viEW-Fpt&search= inbox&th= 14acaaf5cd5f9a70&siml= 14acaaf5cd5f9a70 213 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I do not object to redewlopment of the site per se - but the proposed design does nothing to enhance the site, 
neither blending in with existing buildings nor making a bold architectural statement. Nor has traffic been properly 
addressed. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

cliw whitcher 
cliwlsw@yahoo.com 
2107 Mt. Olympus Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://rnail.google.com'rnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14acaaf5cd5f9a70&sim=14acaaf5cd5f9a70 313 
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t!~L 
~r'!'!~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Maryann Wilcox reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\resunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 1:56 PM 
Reply-To: maryannwx@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\resunsetboulevard.com, maryannwx@aol.com 

From: 
Maryann Wilcox 
maryannwx@aol.com 
941 North La Jolla A\renue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\rersized and completely out of context de\relopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\red. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ren to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'10id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This hideous project will destroy the character of a wonderful historic neighborhood and dramatically increase 
traffic congestion that is already strained to the breaking point. Will no one haw the integrity to stand up to 
dewlopers? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Maryann Wilcox 
maryannwx@aol.com 
941 North La Jolla Awnue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ruth Williams reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

-------------------

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:51 PM 
Reply-To: ruthwh@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ruthwh@aol.com 

From: 
Ruth Williams 
ruthwh@aol .com 
7548 Lexington Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'A:l" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'A:lnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'A:lnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'A:!lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'A:lries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'A:lr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new 'A:!hicle mo'A:lments per day at this already abysmally o'A:lrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'A:l and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de'A:!lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'A:!hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'A:lr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'A:l amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'A:!hicles to ha'A:l speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'A:!lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O'A:lrburden of parking to this already o'A:lrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'A:l law suits against the city in the e'A:lnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ruth Williams 
ruthwh@aol .com 
7548 Lexington Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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q·,\-~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envrevlew@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mark Witko reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 9:59 AM 
Reply-To: mwitko@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mwitko@hotmail.com 

From: 
Mark Witko 
mwitko@hotmail.com 
1417 Havenhurst Drive 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\(j EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliei.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hai.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hai.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dei.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delii.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to coi.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new i.ehicle moi.ements per day at this already abysmally oi.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensii.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences ot 
·The dei.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor i.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "i.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
coi.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massii.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency i.ehicles to hai.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dei.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the oi.erburden of parking to this already oi.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ei.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massii.e law suits against the city in the ei.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I li\e right around the comer from where this huge building is being proposed. Please help keep our neighborhood 
the safe and enjoyable place that it is. Stop this de\elopment. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mark Witko 
mwitko@hotmail.com 
1417 Ha\enhurst Dri\e 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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t!~LA 'ii !?'! GEE C:S 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from celia wyatt-twiss reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 12:01 PM 
Reply-To: mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 

From: 
celia wyatt-twiss 
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
1715 n. fairiax aw 
Los Angeles 
califomia 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to aV{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

celia wyatt-twiss 
mpconcertjunkie@aol.com 
1715 n. fairfax aw 
Los Angeles 
califomia 
90046 
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(B'.LA 
~·f'!"GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Arielle Zurzolo reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 8, 2015 at 2:27 PM 
Reply-To: nalijkwest@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, nalijkwest@gmail.com 

From: 
Arielle Zurzolo 
nalijkwest@gmail.com 
Stanley Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\tOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14acba8fe0c291d7&siml=14acba8fe0c291d7 2/3 



1/912015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to8150 Sunset Bh.d. fromArielleZurzolo reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Keep Sunset sexy! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Arielle Zurzolo 
nalijkwest@gmail.com 
Stanley Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 
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LI\ Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
t '' 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Leticia Alvarez reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 10:11 AM 
Reply-To: Lett_alvarez@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Lett_alvarez@yahoo.com 

From: 
Leticia Alvarez 
Lett_alvarez@yahoo.com 
633 1/2 North Orange Drivr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\€rsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro1.€d. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\€lopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bll.{J EIR is simply too excessi\€. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. · 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower 01,,er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\.d. from Leticia Alvarez reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictii • .e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.l (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Leticia Alvarez 
Lett_ a!varez@yahoo.com 
633 1/2 North Orange Drivr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 
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.. .. 

fi:LA 
~mGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mark andrew reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 6:13 AM 
Reply-To: Markcandrew@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en'Keview@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Markcandrew@gmail.com 

From: 
Mark andrew 
Markcandrew@gmail.com 
8218 DeLongpre A\e #2 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'.Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'.En to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramme, and The Sa\tOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Markandrewreference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mark andrew 
Markcandrew@gmail.com 
8218 Delongpre Ave #2 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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, .• : LA 
~c GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ninon Aprea reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 7:47 AM 
Reply-To: ninonaprea@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ninonaprea@gmail.com 

From: 
Ninon Aprea 
ninonaprea@gmail.com 
727 N Martel 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Ninon Aprea reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Put in a Park! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ninon Aprea 
ninonaprea@gmail.com 
727 N Martel 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Q
·-. 

LA 
·~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Bronstein reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 6:28 PM 
Reply-To: mialbro@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mialbro@roadrunner.com 

From: 
Michael Bronstein 
mialbro@roadrunner.com 
2225 Nichols Canyon Road 
Los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to al,()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\fdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Bronstein 
mialbro@roadrunner.com 
2225 Nichols Canyon Road 
Los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from chris brown reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 1:08 PM 
Reply-To: ctbrown.02@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, ctbrown.02@gmail.com 

From: 
chris brown 
ctbrown.02@gmail.com 
2235 Nichols Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81-.d. from chris brO'Ml reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha>venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha>venhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e>vent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I am not against de-.elopment but I cannot abide by the density that is suggested by the renderings of this project 
in relationship to the existing neighborhood. The traffic at this intersection is already near gridlock proportions. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

chris brown 
ctbrown.02@gmail.com 
2235 Nichols Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Q'-: 
LA 

I"'! GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Eselun reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.corn> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 2:54 PM 
Reply-To: Michael@michaeleselun.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\.es unsetboulevard. com, Michael@michaeleselun.com 

From: 
Michael Eselun 
Michael@michaeleselun.com 
1124 Greenacre A\.enue 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\.ersized and completely out of context de\.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\.en to the historical context for a de\.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\.€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\.er them with a massi\.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\{)id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sel".Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Eselun 
Michael@michaeleselun.com 
1124 Greenacre Awnue 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 
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Q'LA ., GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Thom Fennessey reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa>vesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 2:48 PM 
Reply-To: thom@collaborationfactory.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.en'1fe\Aew@lacity .erg, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sa>vesunsetboulevard.com, thom@collaborationfactory.com 

From: 
Thom Fennessey 
thom@collaborationfactory.com 
919 North Alfred Street 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o>versized and completely out of context de>velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro>ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi>ven to the historical context for a de>velopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi>ve. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o>ver a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie>ve this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o>ver them with a massi>ve skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha>ve a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sel"'IAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please don't allow this to happen. This is grossly owrscaled to the rest of the areas proportions. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Thom Fennessey 
thom@collaborationfactory.com 
919 North Alfred Street 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90069 
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(I LA 
~ . GE'ECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from D E FINKELSTEIN reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 4:02 PM 
Reply-To: deflaca@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en"1"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, deflaca@pacbell.net 

From: 
D E FINKELSTEIN 
deflaca@PACB ELL. NET 
POB 480948 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81-.tj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4£m=pt&search=inbox&th=14ad1266e5949ec0&siml=14ad1266e5949ec0 2/3 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
E...en without such a large structure, crossing sunset while tra...eling southbound from Laurel Canyon Blw to 
Crescent Heights is already fraught with dangers. Can you imagine what it will be like if the proposed building is 
completed. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

D E FINKELSTEIN 
deflaca@PACBELL.NET 
POB 480948 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik==57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbo~th=14ad1266e5949ecO&siml=14ad1266e5949ecO 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Sidra Franklin reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 8:49 AM 
Reply-To: sidrafranklin@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, sidrafranklin@yahoo.com 

From: 
Sidra Franklin 
sidrafrank lin@yahoo.com 
346 N. Harper Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds ; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public , and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district . 

DENSITY 

https :/Imai I .g oog le.comlmai l/b/37 4/u/O/?ui = 2&i k= 57t;ifd227 a5&vi ew= pt&search= i nbox&th= 14acf99ff d5cc842&si ml= 14acf99ffd5cc842 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D504



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Sidra Franklin reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights , and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present , the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000 . The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo1..ements per day at this already abysmally 01..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections . (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vUid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha1..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of tire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law su its against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them . 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Sidra Franklin 
sidrafranklin@yahoo.com 
346 N. Harper Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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li·LA 
~~ GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Amy Galaudet reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 5:56 PM 
Reply-To: amyg93@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, amyg93@aol.com 

From: 
Amy Galaudet 
amyg93@aol.com 
6120 w 5th st 
Los Angeles 
cal if 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\rtdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
We cannot even breathe with all the congestion, no parking too many people, 
we are overbuilt. We need a moratorium on any more building We suffer so they can get rich 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Amy Galaudet 
amyg93@aol.com 
6120 w 5th st 
Los Angeles 
calif 
90048 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 6:08 PM 
Reply-To: amyg93@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\lfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, amyg93@aol.com 

From: 
Amy Galaudet 
amyg93@aol.com 
6120 w 5th st 
Los Angeles 
calif 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
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0 Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
0 The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents . 
0 The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R48 zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The E!R falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of l.A Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vahicle conflict areas" 
0 The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha-..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means ihe units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
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around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
We cannot ewn breathe with all the congestion, no parking too many people, 
we are owrbuilt. We need a moratorium on any more building We suffer so they can get rich 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them . 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Amy Galaudet 
amyg93@aol.com 
6120 w 5th st 
Los Angeles 
calif 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Trevor Goff reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 8:34 AM 
Reply-To: clubhev@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, clubhev@gmail.com 

From: 
Tre\Or Goff 
clubhev@gmail.com 
458 N. Orlando Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti've" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie've it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'venhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'veries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'ver their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo\rements per day at this already abysmally o\rercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi've and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de'velopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\rer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha've speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'verburden of parking to this already o\rercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi've law suits against the city in the e'vent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Trewr Goff 
clubhev@gmail.com 
458 N. Orlando Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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LI\ Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brigette reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri , Jan 9, 2015 at 8:38 AM 
Reply-To: brigette.goulet@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity .org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, brigette.goulet@gmail.com 

From: 
Brigette 
brigette. goulet@gmail .com 
4900 Overland Ave #244 
Culver City 
California 
90230 

To: 
The City Planning Department , Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the E IR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public , and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories . 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's orig inal residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically , the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to alXlid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'..€rburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hills ide communities. 
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These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Brigette 
brigette .goulet@gmail.com 
4900 Overland Ave #244 
Culver City 
California 
90230 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Susan Hanks reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\resunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 12:30 PM 
Reply-To: shanks@littler.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa'vesunsetboulevard.com, shanks@littler.com 

From: 
Susan Hanks 
s hanks@littler.com 
430 S Fuller A've 
Los Angeles 
c 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O'versized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\rer a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie've this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon BlvU (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o-..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e-..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Tom, 
I li\ed 4 blocks from this proposed project for close to 40 years and currently use Crescent Heights on my way to 
North Hollywood 1-2 times per month. This project is WAY out of scale for the neighborhood. DON'T DO m! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Susan Hanks 
shanks@littler.com 
430 S Fuller A\e 
Los Angeles 
c 
90036 
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LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
! r 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from R King reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 201 5 at 11 :46 AM 
Reply-To: rayafromca@webtv.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\/T'eview@lacity .org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, rayafromca@webtv.net 

From: 
R King 
rayafromca@webtv.net 
520 S Burnside 
LA 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds ; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HE IGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public , and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories . 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\€r them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically , the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a\AJid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This will heavily impact traffic over Laurel Canyon. Please do not go forward with this over sized monstrosity ! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them . 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

R King 
rayafromca@webtv.net 
520 S Burnside 
LA 
CA 
90036 

https :f/mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.1ew=pt&search=inbol'&th=14ad03c1546ef347&siml=14ad03c1546ef347 313 



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Robert Kru"1Jholz reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

fi LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Krumpholz reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 2:05 PM 
Reply-To: rkiv.sf@prodigy.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, rkiv.sf@prodigy.net 

From: 
Robert Krumpholz 
rkiv.sf@prodigy.net 
1416 North Hayworth Avenue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\rd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\A'.lyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 'whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please scale back this project to protect all residents from massiw owr dewlopment that will forewr destroy the 
quality of life for ewryone in our city . Money should and cannot be our first and only priority. Thank you. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Krumpholz 
rkivsf@prodigy.net 
1416 North Hayworth Awnue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jessica Lam reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri , Jan 9, 2015 at 2:34 PM 
Reply-To: jlam4579@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke'\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jlam4579@yahoo.com 

From: 
Jessica Lam 
jlam4579@yahoo.com 
1641 N Curson Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\.Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing fi-om the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights , and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was stilt only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units wilt be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Jessica Lam 
jlam4579@yahoo.com 
1641 N Curson Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Harley Lond reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Bsunsetboulevard.com> Fri , Jan 9 2015 at 11 :12 AM 
Reply-To: harleyl@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Bs unsetboulevard. com, harleyl@earthlink .net 

From: 
Harley Lond 
harleyl@earthlink.net 
227 4 Alcyona Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Brsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction pf Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Br a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew:! this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Br them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram . .;lle, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that .. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'ver their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This high-rise madness has got to stop. Traffic in L.A. is atrocious and will get only worse -- and the quality of 
life in L.A. will decline - as more of these hideous buildings based solely on greed are developed. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Harley Land 
harleyl@earthlink.net 
227 4 Alcyona Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90068 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jill Lummus reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 3:00 PM 
Reply-To: DrJLummus@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Dr JLummus@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Jill Lummus 
Dr JLum mus@s bcglobal. net 
950 N Kings Rd, #256 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will onl5' increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4fNF-pt&search= inboJ<&th= 14adOed4dca5b5cO&si ml= 14ad0ed4dca5b5c0 213 



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bllod. from Jill Lurrm.is reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jill Lummus 
DrJLummus@sbcglobal.net 
950 N Kings Rd, #256 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&s~ch=inbo~th= 14ad0ed4dca5b5c0&si ml= 14ad0ed4dca5b5c0 313 



1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.{I. from Philip Luque reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

,•--. 

fi'LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Philip Luque reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\A9sunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 8:02 AM 
Reply-To: Plcityboy@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sa\A9sunsetboulevard.com, Plcityboy@aol.com 

From: 
Philip Luque 
P lcityboy@aol.com 
1348 n Sierra Bonita 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o"'9rsized and completely out of context de"'9lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro"'9d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi"'9n to the historical context for a de"'9lopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi"'9. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\A9r a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie"'9 this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\A9r them with a massi"'9 skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha"'9 a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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1/9/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl~:f. from Philip Luque reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'1{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
·The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is an eyesore and will add more traffic to the already gridlock in that area. We do not need this! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Philip Luque 
Plcityboy@aol.com 
1348 n Sierra Bonita 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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. ( Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Larry McQueen reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri , Jan 9 , 2015 at 9:08 AM 
Reply-To: thecollection@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\ifeview@lacity .org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, thecollection@earthlink.net 

From: 
Larry McQueen 
thecollection@earthlink .net 
2225 Nichols Canyon Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the E IR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia , Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district . 

DENSl1Y 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from LarryMcQueen reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vti (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Larry McQueen 
thecollection@earthlink.net 
2225 Nichols Canyon Rd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(I LA 
~11"''l GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from leslie militzok reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulev.:lrd.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 1 :51 PM 
Reply-To: 4dreamdogs@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'1feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulev.:lrd.com, 4dreamdogs@s bcglobal. net 

From: 
leslie militzok 
4dreamdogs@sbcglobal.net 
1556 North fairfax a\€ 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approv.:11 process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
0-..erbuilding for this neighborhood damages all the residents and businesses. This projects size, height and 
density is completely out of character for this area. Mayor Garcetti is clearly in the pocket of the de-..elopers. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

leslie militzok 
4dreamdogs@sbcglobal.net 
1556 North fairfax a-..e 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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fi·LA 
"~ GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from sumie mishima reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 1 :42 PM 
Reply-To: sumie@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, s umie@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
sumie mishima 
sumie@sbcglobal.net 
1556 north Fairfax aw 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mai I .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ie111Fpt&search=inbox&th= 14ad0a5c01d06e7e&si ml= 14ad0a5c01d06e7e 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D517



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from surrie rrishima reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that ~here are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\/erburden of parking to this already O\/ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\/ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\/e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This owrsize project poses a real danger to the quality of life in the surrounding neighborhoods. The concessions 
made to the dewlopers by the City of L.A. and specifically our new mayor is outrageous. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

sumie mishima 
sumie@sbcglobal.net 
1556 north Fairfax aw 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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fi:LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Dave O'Brien reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri , Jan 9, 2015 at 2:46 PM 
Reply-To: badgerdawo@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, badgerda-..eo@gmail.com 

From: 
Daw O'Brien 
badgerdawo@gmail.com 
1035 N. Gardner #8 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tQid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Da~ O'Brien 
badgerda~o@gmail.com 

1035 N. Gardner #8 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lesley O'Toole-Roque reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\oesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 1 :05 PM 
Reply-To: lesleyotoole@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\oesunsetboulevard.com, lesleyotoole@gmail.com 

From: 
Lesley OToole-Roque 
lesleyotoole@gmail.com 
1300 N. Orange Gro\oe A\oe, 
West Hollywood 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\oersized and completely out of context de\oelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\oed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessi\oe. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi.er them with a massi\oe skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally oi.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hides to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dei.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already oi.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ei.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massii.e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I have lived seconds from Sunset Bl\d./WeHo for 20+ years. I love this city - its architecture, its diversity, its 
history. Why are you planning to destroy all of this, and how do I explain this to my child? Please do not ruin our 
home forever. 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lesley OToole-Roque 
lesleyotoole@gmail.com 
1300 N. Orange Grove Ave, 
West Hollywood 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Christina Pitcher reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 11:47 PM 
Reply-To: cpitcher37@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, cpitcher37@gmail.com 

From: 
Christina Pitcher 
cpitcher37@gmail.com 
342 N Flores St 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi..en to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\.111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricthe" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections . (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,{)id more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi1.e law suits against the city in the e1.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Christina Pitcher 
cpitcher37@gmail.com 
342 N Flores St 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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r c Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from susan ray reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552 .. EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> 
Reply-To: hermahoot@earthlink.net 

Fri , Jan 9, 2015 at 9:12 AM 

To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envrevi ew@lac ity. org, tom. labonge@I ac ity. org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, hermahoot@earthlink.net 

From: 
susan ray 
hermahoot@earthlink.net 
7906 santa monica 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\U EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\AJyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. . . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces , offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 1,ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a1AJid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1,ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01,erburden of parking to this already 01,ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi1,e law suits agninst the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

susan ray 
herrnahoot@earthlink.net 
7906 santa monica 
west hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ricco Ross reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa...esunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 4:38 PM 
Reply-To: riccoross95@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en\tfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa...es unsetboulevard. com, riccoross95@gmail.com 

From: 
Ricco Ross 
riccoross95@gmail.com 
736 N. Fuller A...e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o...ersized and completely out of context de...elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro...ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi...en to the historical context for a de...elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi...e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o...er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie...e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o...er them with a massi...e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha...e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81..U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\oOid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Keep the integrity of the area. This is too much! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ricco Ross 
riccoross95@gmail.com 
736 N. Fuller Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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i ;; Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
'. I ( 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from marya shahriary reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 12:13 PM 
Reply-To: marya.shahriary@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, marya.shahriary@gmail.com 

From: 
marya shahriary 
marya.shahriary@gmail.com 
837 euclid st 
santa monica 
ca 
90403 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context de\.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds ; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\.en to the historical context for a de\.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sal,,()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'lt€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'v€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\.€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City oflos Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\fjid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'lt€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists ar:id pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nl of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

marya shahriary 
marya.shahriary@gmail.com 
837 euclid st 
santa monica 
ca 
90403 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Julie Shannon reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 4:36 PM 
Reply-To: julieshannon@mail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke\oiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, julieshannon@mail.com 

From: 
Julie Shannon 
julieshannon@mail.com 
736 N. Fuller Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \oiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\oille, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Julie Shannon 
julieshannon@mail.com 
736 N. Fuller Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t tl 
G£l ( ~ Planning Environmenta l Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Norman Timares reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard .com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 10:28 AM 
Reply-To: ntimares@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@I ac ity. org, planning. en'vT'eview@lac ity. org, tom. labonge@lac ity. org 
Cc : info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com, ntimares@gmail.com 

From: 
Norman Timares 
ntimares@gmail.com 
2223 N1 chols Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\€rsized and completely out of context de\€lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approl.€d. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de\€lopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessi\€. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\€r a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories . 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\€r them with a massi\€ skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https :/Imai I .g oog le.comlmai l/b/37 4/u/O/?ui = 2&ik= 57bfd227a5&\i ew= pt&search= i nbox&th= 14acff4 7 d1 d58b64&si ml= 14acff47d1 d58b64 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D525



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81'.d. from Norman Timares reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R48 zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.1 (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to al,,{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Norman Timares 
ntimares@gmail.com 
2223 N1chols Canyon Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from susan townes reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 2:28 PM 
Reply-To: susantownes@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, susantownes@earthlink.net 

From: 
susan townes 
susantownes@earthl ink. net 
8581 Walnut Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\1lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe E IR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Please reconsider appro~ng this 
project and gi~ng some deep thought to how traffic will be mitigated. Try trawling northbound on Laurel Canyon 
from 3-8 PM to know the extent of the congestion. Then consider 
the esthetics of a 21 story building 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

s usan townes 
s usantownes@earthlink.net 
8581 Walnut Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(B:LA 
~~GEEC::S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Abigail Wald reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 6:42 AM 
Reply-To: abigailrose@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, abigailrose@gmail.com 

From: 
Abigail Wald 
abigailrose@gmail.com 
8236 Kirkwood Dri\E 
LOS ANGELES 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\En to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\E this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Er them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\E a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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119/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Abigail Wald reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Abigail Wald 
abigailrose@gmail.com 
8236 Kirkwood Drive 
LOS ANGELES 
California 
90046 
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L~ . r. Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Cathy Waldman reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 9, 2015 at 10:09 AM 
Reply-To: catwaldla@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@sa\.€sunsetboulevard.com, catwaldla@aol.com 

From: 
Cathy Waldman 
catwaldla@aol.com 
1219 Larrabee St. #2 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069-6105 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\.€rsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\U EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new E IR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa-.oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from Cathy Waldman reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the ,customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Cathy Waid man 
catwaldla@aol .com 
1219 Larrabee St. #2 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069-6105 
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(!~LA 
~··°"iGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Helen Berman reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 10, 2015 at 9:43 AM 
Reply-To: helenberman@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, helenberman@mac.com 

From: 
Helen Berman 
helenberman@mac.com 
7135 Hollywood Boulevard 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.4ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ad4f1fd21c8b49&siml=14acl4f1fd21c8b49 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D529



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\o{J. from Helen Berman reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co1,er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle mo1,ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co1,er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already 01,ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1,ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The EIR does not take into account the cumulatiw impact of the owr-dewlopment of the Hollywood area from 
Highland to Crescent Heights. Traffic has become intolerable and no increase has been made for emergency 
surfaces or to improw infrastructure 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Helen Berman 
helenberman@mac.com 
7135 Hollywood Boulevard 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=in~th= 14ad4f1fd21c8b49&siml= 14ad4f1fd21 c8b49 313 
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Q: 
LA 

.~ GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from j bernstein reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 10, 2015 at 6:29 PM 
Reply-To: natrhikr@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, natrhikr@yahoo.com 

From: 
j bemstein 
natrhikr@yahoo.com 
327 n kilkea dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://rm.il.google.com'rm.il/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew:=pt&search;inbox&th;14ad6d36411f5cad&siml=14ad6d36411f5cad 1/3 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from j bernstein reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already 01.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

htlps://mail.google.com/mail/b/374/u'O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1ew=pt&search=inbo~th=14ad6d36411f5cad&sim1=14ad6d36411f5cad 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

j bemstein 
natrhikr@yahoo.com 
327 n kilkea dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90048 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'4ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ad6d36411f5cad&sirn=14ad6d36411f5cad 313 
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ti: LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Elyse Eisenberg reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 10, 2015 at 5:42 PM 
Reply-To: elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com 

From: 
Elyse Eisenberg 
elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com 
1230 Hom Avenue #526 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ad6a8n255a40b&siml=14ad6a8n255a40b 1/3 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Elyae Eisenberg reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new '..ehicle mo'..ements per day at this already abysmally o\tercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iOid more expensi'..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de'..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11'..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ter their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\terburden of parking to this already O\tercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massi'..e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1fm=pt&search=inbox&th=14ad6a877255a40b&siml= 14ad6a877255a40b 213 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
This would the tallest, most dense project along Sunset bet the ocean & downtown, increasing problems in an 
area already strangled for years by traffic. What elected officials are responsible for allowing this to go forward? 
For shame! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Elyse Eisenberg 
elyse.eisenberg@gmail.com 
1230 Hom Avenue #526 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ad6a877255a40b&siml=14ad6a877255a40b 313 
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Q. 
LA 
., GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stuart Fine reference City Case No. ENV • 
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 10, 2015 at 6:02 PM 
Reply-To: StuAFine@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, StuAFine@aol.com 

From: 
Stuart Fine 
StuAFine@aol.com 
1550 No. Genesee 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https:l/rrrail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ev.c=pt&search=inbo~th= 14ad6ba33b1be1fe&siml= 14ad6ba33b1 be1fe 1/3 
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1/1212015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from Stuart Fine reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'v{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\'ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\'ice will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rrail .goog le.com'rrail/b/37 4/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1fMFpt&search= inbox&th= 14acl6ba33b1 be1fe&si ml= 14ad6ba33b1 be1fe 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stuart Fine 
StuAFine@aol.com 
1550 No. Genesee 
LA 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .g oog le.cOITVmai l/bl374/uf0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbo>&h= 14ad6ba33b1be1fe&siml=14ad6ba33b1 be1fe 313 
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QLA .!"!'; GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brian Hamilton reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 10, 2015 at 10:54 AM 
Reply-To: laguy323@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en"1"e~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, laguy323@pacbell.net 

From: 
Brian Hamilton 
laguy323@pacbell.net 
1305 N Laurel Aw Apt 100 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046-4648 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ad5331c3807a5b&siml=14ad5331c3807a5b 1/3 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\tl. from Brian Hamilton reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally O\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail , restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Our neighborhood cannot support this huge structure! The traffic in the nearby residential areas and the noise will 
be intolerable. The magnitude of this de-..elopment is unprecedented in this neighborhood. Many more re\1sions 
and changes are necessary 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brian Hamilton 
laguy323@pacbel I. net 
1305 N Laurel Aw Apt 100 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046-4648 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bruce Remick reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai,,esunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 10, 2015 at 1:40 PM 
Reply-To: Bruce@bruceremick.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai,,esunsetboulevard.com, Bruce@bruceremick.com 

From: 
Bruce Remick 
B ruce@bruceremick.com 
1408 N. Genesee Aw 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi,,ersized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dei,,elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\rj EIR is simply too excessii,,e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi,,er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi,,er them with a massii,,e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will hai,,e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections . (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is just a terrible project that will cause traffic and safety nightmares as well as destroying a beautiful 
neighborhood 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Bruce Remick 
Bruce@bruceremick.com 
1408 N. Genesee Ave 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Fred Selden reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 10, 2015 at 10:14 AM 
Reply-To: seldenmusic@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, seldenmusic@mac.com 

From: 
Fred Selden 
seldenmusic@mac.com 
1855 Sunset Plaza Driw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail .goog le.c:om'mail/bl374/ulO/?ui=2&ik:=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inboY&th= 14ad50e3be15dd0c&siml= 14ad50e3be15ddOc 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D535



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Fred Selden reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Fred Selden 
seldenmusic@mac.com 
1855 Sunset Plaza Drive 
Los Angeles 
California 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from thomas challener reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulewrd.com> Sun, Jan 11, 2015 at 5:43 PM 
Reply-To: t.challener@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, t.challener@gmail.com 

From: 
thomas challener 
t.challener@gmail.com 
6120 w 5th st 
Los Angeles 
calif 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Samyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delii.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\.d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensii.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor i.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
coi.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01.ierburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seruce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
You are going to destroy the Garden of Allah, If I recall it was there to put up some ugly modernistic garrish, and 
cheap looking gargantuan building, Why? 

These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

themas challener 
t.challener@gmail.com 
6120 w 5th st 
Los Angeles 
Calif 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mark R. Edwards reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 11, 2015 at 6:47 AM 
Reply-To: emailyavin@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, emailyavin@gmail.com 

From: 
Mark R. Edwards 
emailyavin@gmail.com 
814 N. Ogden Driw 
Los Angeles 
California 
9046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iOid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
There are two profound facts that impact this project. The City of Los Angeles does not haw the capacity or the 
record to enforce any conditions and Townscape - the dewlopers - can not be trusted to do what they say - see 
8899 Bewrly project. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mark R. Edwards 
emailyavin@gmail.com 
814 N. Ogden Driw 
Los Angeles 
California 
9046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ken hudson reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 11, 2015 at 7:46 AM 
Reply-To: Kenphudson@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Kenphudson@gmail.com 

From: 
Ken hudson 
Kenphudson@gmail.com 
522 n Edinburgh a\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ken hudson 
Kenphudson@gmail.com 
522 n Edinburgh aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from BeverlyKaram reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-..esunsetbouleVC1rd.com> Sun, Jan 11, 2015 at 12:45 PM 
Reply-To: be-..erly_karam@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetbouleVC1rd.com, be-..erly _karam@yahoo.com 

From: 
Be-..erlyKaram 
be-..erly _ karam@yahoo.com 
1201 N.Crescent Heights Bl. 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-..en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approVCll process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
We ha"'3 way to many cars that use Laurel 
cyn. going N&S we don't need more monster buildings. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Be"'3rlyKaram 
be"'3rly _karam@yahoo.com 
1201 N.Crescent Heights Bl. 
West Hollywood 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from gary manning reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 11 , 2015 at 10:04 AM 
Reply-To: garydarby8@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en'vfe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, garydarby8@yahoo.com 

From: 
gary manning 
garydarby8@yahoo.com 
1648 mountcrest ai.e 
las angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the 01.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually 01.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower 01.er them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'IA:l" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\<f (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tOid more expensi'IA:l and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'IA:lhicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'IA:l law suits against the city in the e'IA:lnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

gary manning 
garydarby8@yahoo.com 
1648 mountcrest aw 
los angeles 
CA 
90069 
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{l:LA 
~·i"'!':GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Thomas Pfeffer reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulev.:.ird.com> Sun, Jan 11, 2015 at 1:53 PM 
Reply-To: Thomas.a.pfeffer@kp.org 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\feview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulev.:.ird.com, Thomas.a.pfeffer@kp.org 

From: 
Thomas Pfeffer 
Thomas.a.pfeffer@kp.org 
7095 Hollywood 81\A'.i 663 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90028 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\A'.i EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seNce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seNce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ei.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Thomas Pfeffer 
Thomas .a. pfeffer@kp.org 
7095 Hollywood Blw 663 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90028 
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fi: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~l"'!:GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from adriana reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:09 PM 
Reply-To: arosian100@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, arosian1 OO@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
adriana 
arosian1 OO@sbcglobal.net 
7510 sunset blw. 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\CI (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avuid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Hollywood does not haw the infrastructure to support the many, many major dewlopments proposed or already 
taking place. Please consider the long tenn and long range impact and saw our city from dewlopers who are 
only concerned with profits. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

adriana 
aros ian 1 OO@s bcglobal. net 
7510 sunset bl'IA,j. 
las angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from kelbe bensinger reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

---,--~-·----~ .. wr------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:47 PM 
Reply-To: kelbeb@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. enlA'eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kelbeb@aol.com 

From: 
kelbe bensinger 
kelbeb@aol.com 
1418 N Genesee Aw 
LA 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe E IR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Being a former New York City resident, My objection is to the height of the Tower along with the massiw added 
traffic to an already problematic. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

kelbe bensinger 
kelbeb@aol .com 
1418 N Genesee Aw 
LA 
California 
90046 
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(g:LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from marcia brandwynne reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:07 PM 
Reply-To: mbrandwynne@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en>Ke"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mbrandwynne@gmail.com 

From: 
marcia brandwynne 
mbrandwynne@gmail.com 
1400 N Orange Grow Aw 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvtl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

marcia brandwynne 
mbrandwynne@gmail.com 
1400 N Orange Grow Aw 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

https://mail.google.cOl1Vmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ieYFpt&search=inbo~th=14ae02fd06c6f417&sim1=14ae02fd06c6f417 'd/3 



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Tracy Broaddus reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Tracy Broaddus reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

---·------- - ---
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\resunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:09 PM 
Reply-To: tbbroaddus@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\.feview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\resunsetboulevard.com, tbbroaddus@mac.com 

From: 
Tracy Broaddus 
tbbroaddus@mac.com 
1607 N. Sierra Bonita Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\re. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\rer a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\re this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o-...ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ty congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-...elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'l.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-...ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Tracy Broaddus 
tbbroaddus@mac.com 
1607 N. Sierra Bonita Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Cinquemani reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:26 PM 
Reply-To: michaeljcinquemani@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, michaeljcinquemani@gmail.com 

From: 
Michael Cinquemani 
michaeljcinquemani@gmail.com 
1441 N. Ogden Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi-.;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser-.;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser-.;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Cinquemani 
michaeljcinquemani@gmail.com 
1441 N. Ogden Dr. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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ii LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~-~ GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lara Cody reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

-------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:16 PM 
Reply-To: frelapub@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emll"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, frelapub@yahoo.com 

From: 
Lara Cody 
frelapub@yahoo.com 
1533 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 811,rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'IA'.)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\/ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\/ice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lara Cody 
frelapub@yahoo.com 
1533 N Orange Groi.e A i.e 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Amy Cotteleer reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:01 PM 
Reply-To: amycotteleer@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, amycotteleer@yahoo.com 

From: 
Amy Cotteleer 
amycotteleer@yahoo.com 
1610 N. Orange Grow 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https:l/mail.google.com'rrail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&iki=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbolt&th=14ae02ab255568b8&sirnl=14ae02ab255568b8 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D548



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from AmyCotteleer reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers , are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Amy Cotteleer 
amycotteleer@yahoo.com 
1610 N. Orange Grow 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Alex de Cordoba reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:24 PM 
Reply-To: lakersalex@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, lakersalex@yahoo.com 

From: 
Alex de Cordoba 
lakersalex@yahoo.com 
1424 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'iAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Alex de Cordoba 
lakersalex@yahoo.com 
1424 N Orange Grove Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kathy evans fogel reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:19 PM 
Reply-To: M.fog@ca.rr.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.fe\oiew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, M.fog@ca.rr.com 

From: 
Kathy evans fogel 
M.fog@ca.rr.com 
1328 n. Orange grow aw 
Los angeles 
Calif 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the E IR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\oille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. · 

DENSITY 

https:/fmail .g oog le.com'mai l/bl374fuf0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14ae03b58e59bb9d&siml= 14ae03b58e59bb9d 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D550



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\.d. from Kathyevans fog el reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please saw Spauling Square 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kathy evans fogel 
M.fog@ca.rr.com 
1328 n. Orange grove ave 
Los angeles 
Calif 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mark Grossan reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 8:39 AM 
Reply-To: fireworkee@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, fireworkee@aol.com 

From: 
Mark Grossan 
fireworkee@aol.com 
802 N. Martel Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from MarkGrossan reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections . (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mark Grossan 
fireworkee@aol.com 
802 N. Martel Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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ti: LA 
~ ,GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeffrey Hersh reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:44 PM 
Reply-To: Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity . org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 

From: 
Jeffrey Hersh 
Jhersh01@ca. rr. com 
1344 North Spaulding A\enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81'1{! (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences.of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jeffrey Hersh 
Jhersh01@ca.rr.com 
1344 North Spaulding Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!:LA 
~~GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from malena hougen reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:17 PM 
Reply-To: malena.hougen@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity .org 
Cc: info@sa\es unsetboulevard. com, malena. hougen@gmail.com 

From: 
malena hougen 
malena.hougen@gmail.com 
1623 
Courtney A\e 
Los Angeles, CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bii.ti. from malena hougen reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bhd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\€lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

malena hougen 
malena.hougen@gmail.com 
1623 
Courtney Ave 
Los Angeles, CA 
90046 
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Q'-: 
LA 
·~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Karen Klein reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:16 PM 
Reply-To: kkphonehome@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, kkphonehome@gmail.com 

From: 
Karen Klein 
kkphonehome@gmail.com 
1414 N. Orange Groi.e Ai.e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi.er them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Karen Klein 
kkphonehome@gmail.com 
1414 N. Orange Grow Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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{R: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~~GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Toni Kotite reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:12 PM 
Reply-To: Toniduck@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\Ke"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Toniduck@yahoo.com 

From: 
Toni Kotite 
Toniduck@yahoo.com 
1637 N Orange Gro\e A \enue 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\A'.l EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'lie" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie'lie it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'lienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha'lienhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'lielopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'lieries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'lier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'liehicle mo'liements per day at this already abysmally o'liercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi'lie and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de'lielopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'liehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'liehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'lier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi'lie amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'liehicles to ha'lie speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'lielopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'lierburden of parking to this already o'liercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'lient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi'lie law suits against the city in the e'lient of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
A terrible idea to put a skyscraper in this historic location. Please do not allow it- the congestion will be horrible. 
Thank you 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Toni Kotite 
Toniduck@yahoo.com 
1637 N Orange Gro\e A\enue 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Q>L A 
,""!> GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Casey Kriley reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:33 PM 
Reply-To: casey.kriley@magicalelws.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, casey.kriley@magicalel-.es .com 

From: 
Casey Kriley 
casey.kriley@magicalel\es.com 
1640 N. Stanley Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram1ille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. l also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I bought my small bungalow house owr sewn years ago in the historic Sunset Square area because building of 
this size did not exist. And I would really appreciate it if it could stay that way. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Casey Kriley 
casey. kriley@magicalel\ies.com 
1640 N. Stanley Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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{!:LA 
~,.,GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from renee lamkiae reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 3:55 PM 
Reply-To: reneelamkie@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, reneelamkie@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
renee lamkiae 
reneelam kie@s bcglobal. net 
1408 north orange grow awnue 
west hollhywood 
ca 90046 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Good lord .... what a monstrous edifice in our pretty area ... lt is a horrid mountain. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

renee lamkiae 
reneelam kie@s bcglobal. net 
1408 north orange gro-.e a-.enue 
west hollhywood 
ca 90046 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from marilyn lawenda reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

------
Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\resunsetbouleVclrd.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:23 PM 
Reply-To: lawenda@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\resunsetbouleVclrd.com, lawenda@aol.com 

From: 
marilyn lawenda 
lawenda@aol .com 
1415 n ogden dr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\rersized and completely out of context de\relopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\red. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ren to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\re. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approVcll process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by 'the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of seNce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

marilyn lawenda 
lawenda@aol .com 
1415 n ogden dr 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeanne Manos reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:12 PM 
Reply-To: JeanManos@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en...,,..eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, JeanManos@aol.com 

From: 
Jeanne Manos 
JeanManos@aol.com 
1636 N Vista Street 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
In considering the impact of this proposed project, I ask that the EIR take into consideration all currently 
approwd & proposed dewlopment projects in the area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jeanne Manos 
JeanManos@aol .com 
1636 N Vista Street 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from wayne marmorstein reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 12:21 PM 
Reply-To: waymarr@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, waymarr@earthlink.net 

From: 
wayne marmorstein 
waymarr@earthlink.net 
1861 North Crescent Heights BM 
los angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\A'.lid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITTONALCONCERNS 
The EIR report is wry troublesome to me. This project is way to large for this neighborhood. The EIR is full of 
FALSE numbers and facts. The rack for 900 bicycles is ridiculous. No one rides bikes on Sunset. Project will 
create too much noise! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

wayne marmorstein 
waymarr@earthlink.net 
1861 North Crescent Heights Bl\U 
los angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from FRANCINE MATARAZZO reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:30 PM 
Reply-To: francinematarazzo@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, francinematarazzo@gmail.com 

From: 
FRANCINE MATARAZZO 
francinematarazzo@gmail.com 
1617 North Courtney Awnue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

FRANCINE MATARAZZO 
franci nematarazzo@gmail.com 
1617 North Courtney Awnue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from melanie mayron reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:17 PM 
Reply-To: maymay@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, maymay@aol.com 

From: 
melanie mayron 
maymay@aol.com 
1435 n. ogden dr. 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'versized and completely out of context de'velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr .. e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '"vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi-.;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Please DO NOT BUILD this monstrosity in our neighborhood. The shadow is will cast over the quiet residential 
area here will be enormous. Build it somewhere else. There is NOTHING like it anywhere near here. Thanks for 
your time. 
Melanie Mayron 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

melanie mayron 
maymay@aol.com 
1435 n. ogden dr. 
los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Erik McDowell reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:34 PM 
Reply-To: emcdowell@manatt.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1'e.,,;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, emcdowell@manatt.com 

From: 
Erik McDowell 
emcdowell@manatt.com 
1557 N. Curson Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and iAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran.,,;lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https:llmail.google.com'maillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeN=pt&search=inbol'&th=14ae049058650ab3&siml==14ae049058650ab3 113 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D563



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Erik McDowell reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to CO\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Erik McDowell 
emcdowell@manatt.com 
1557 N. Curson Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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"LA , GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Scott Messer reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:27 PM 
Reply-To: scott.m.messer@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, scott.m.messer@gmail.com 

From: 
Scott Messer 
scott.m.messer@gmail.com 
1338 N. Ogden Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Scott Messer 
scott.m.messer@gmail.com 
1338 N. Ogden Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!:LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Daniel Mitchell reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 3:25 PM 
Reply-To: wehodan@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, wehodan@hotmail.com 

From: 
Daniel Mitchell 
wehodan@hotmail.com 
1325 North Ogden Drive 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\,e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'.()id more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\K3lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
To whom it may concern, 
This is exhausting. E\A9ry week a new batch of greedy de\A9lopers sweep into neighborhood blinded by dollar 
signs. We ha\A9 to li\A9 here. We're sick of the traffic, the gridlock, the noise, and our history being destroyed!! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Daniel Mitchell 
wehodan@hotmail.com 
1325 North Ogden Dri\A9 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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(g:LA 
~·l"!j' GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Moran reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:35 PM 
Reply-To: glockjock44cal@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity .erg, planning. envreview@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity. erg 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, glockjock44cal@gmail.com 

From: 
Michael Moran 
glockjock44cal@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Gro\e A\enue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

1RAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.Uid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
lThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Mixed use developments don't work . Take a look at how many similar buildings in the area are entirely vacant at 
ground le-..el. Do not rubber stamp this through. Ask questions FIRST. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Michael Moran 
glockjock44cal@gmail.com 
1428 N Orange Grove Avenue 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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{!·LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~l"!t GEEC:S 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeffery Jon Masino reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 3:36 PM 
Reply-To: jmasino28@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e-..;ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jmasino28@gmail.com 

From: 
Jeffery Jon Masino 
jmasino28@gmail.com 
1566 Courtney Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\td EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and -..;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'l.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights. and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\1:1 (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections . (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a1,,Qid more expensi'l.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de'l.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '1.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'l.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi'l.e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Dear Mr. LaBonge and Colleagues, 
In my 15 years as a resident, traffic at this intersection has gotten much worse and the impact on emergency 
response times, as well as "quality of life" issues cannot be owrstated. Thank you. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jeffery Jon Masino 
jmasino28@gmail.com 
1566 Courtney Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Rabbi Norbert Weinberg reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:44 PM 
Reply-To: rabbiweinberg@htbel.org 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard .com, rabbiweinberg@htbel.org 

From: 
Rabbi Norbert Weinberg 
rabbiweinberg@htbel.org 
1317 N Crescent Heights 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ti: LA 
~ ., GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert ONeill reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'ltesunsetboulewrd.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:03 PM 
Reply-To: robertdoneill@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke....;ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa'ltesunsetboulewrd.com, robertdoneill@gmail.com 

From: 
Robert ONeill 
robertdoneill@gmai I. com 
1545 N Stanley A\tenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'ltersized and completely out of context de'ltelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'lted. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'lten to the historical context for a de'ltelopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessi'lte. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\ter a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie'lte this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\ter them with a massi'lte skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ....;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran....;11e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura} is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2} 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'10id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sel\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sel\lice will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert ONeill 
robertdoneill@gmail.com 
1545 N Stanley Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lily Mariye and Jim Oppenheim 
reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:32 PM 
Reply-To: wingleburt@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, wingleburt@yahoo.com 

From: 
Lily Mariye and Jim Oppenheim 
wi ngleburt@yahoo.com 
1413 N. Orange Grow Aw. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
We liw in nearby Spaulding Square, a historical preservation neighborhood. We mowd here because we indeed 
want to preserw the history of Los Angeles. This dewlopment will owrtax our already stretched-to-the-limit police 
and fire departments. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lily Mariye and Jim Oppenheim 
wingleburt@yahoo.com 
1413 N. Orange Grow Aw. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ae00ffaab324b1&siml=14ae00ffaab324b1 313 



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bild. from Kathe Osborne reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Planning Environmenta l Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kathe Osborne reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:50 PM 
Reply-To: ko_images@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en>Ke\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\€sunsetboulevard.com, ko_images@yahoo.com 

From: 
Kathe Osborne 
ko _images@yahoo.com 
Genesee A\€. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\€rsized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\€d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\€n to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\CI EIR is simply too excessi\€. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\€r a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\€r them with a massi\€ skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\iQid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kathe Osborne 
ko_images@yahoo.com 
Genesee Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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, 

(!· LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~·""-":GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Julia Rask reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 3:22 PM 
Reply-To: Jmrask@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en1Ke"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, Jmrask@mac.com 

From: 
Julia Rask 
Jmrask@mac.com 
1328 North Ogden Dri-..e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-..en to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi-..e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-..er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massi-..e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha-..e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'l.erburden of parking to this already o'l.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
We ha-.e had to deal with numerous new construction projects and e-.en though we complain it doesn't seem like 
anyone in the Planning Dept. listens or cares. Please uphold the neighborhood and DO NOT let this big 
de\ielopment be built! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Julia Rask 
Jmrask@mac.com 
1328 North Ogden Dri-.e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jason Reilly reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:49 PM 
Reply-To: jasonpreilly@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'lrfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, jasonpreilly@gmail.com 

From: 
Jason Reilly 
jas onpreilly@gmail.com 
1632 N. Orange Gro\e A\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;11e, and The Sa-..uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jason Reilly reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally m.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe E IR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cm.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ti: LA 
~ , GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Nathalie samanon reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\A9sunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:42 PM 
Reply-To: Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre~ew@lacity . org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\A9sunsetboulevard.com, Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com 

From: 
Nathalie samanon 
Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com 
1444 north orange grow awnue 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de\.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\A9n to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi\A9. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\A9r a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Nathalie samanon reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. . . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe E IR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Nathalie samanon 
Nathalie.samanon@gmail.com 
1444 north orange grove awnue 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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(B·LA 
~·"'-': GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Florian Schaugg reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa>vesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:09 PM 
Reply-To: schaugg@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .envre'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa>vesunsetboulevard.com, schaugg@yahoo.com 

From: 
Florian Schaugg 
schaugg@yahoo.com 
1416 Ha>venhurst Dr. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o>versized and completely out of context de>velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o>ver a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Florian Schaugg reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-l;::IR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan'. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\A3nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'.A3lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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Q.L A 
, GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jonah Schwartz reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:32 PM 
Reply-To: li\.efreeordiii@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en1Ke\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.com, li\.efreeordiii@gmail.com 

From: 
Jonah Schwartz 
li-.efreeordiii@gmail.com 
1521 N Sierra Bonita Aw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de\.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\.en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\{L from Jonah Schwartz reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent .to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\,,{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ht1ps ://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\i~pt&search=inbox&th=14ae0103ab681718&sim1=14ae0103ab681718 2/3 



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Biid. from Jonah Schwartz reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Our infrastructure is owrburdened as t is and also the police and LAFD response times will be slowed and 
equipment is not adequate and will be sewrly taxed by this project. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely. 

Jonah Schwartz 
liwfreeordiii@gmail.com 
1521 N Sierra Bonita Aw 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental ·Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kristen Stabile reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:40 PM 
Reply-To: kmstabile@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Ke"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, kmstabile@gmail.com 

From: 
Kristen Stabile 
kmstabile@gmail.com 
1335 N. Genesee Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-ven to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-ve. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-ve this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa'vOyand 
countless hillside residents . 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'1Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'l.{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detenmining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'1Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'1Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'1Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Kristen Stabile 
kmstabile@gmail.com 
1335 N. Genesee Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Halsted Sullivan reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai,,esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:01 PM 
Reply-To: HalstedSullivan@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai,,esunsetboulevard.com, HalstedSullivan@gmail.com 

From: 
Halsted Sullivan 
HalstedSullivan@gmail.com 
1541 N Sierra Bonita Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi,,ersized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dei,,elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessii,,e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei,,e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi,,er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai,,e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\AJ (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Halsted Sullivan 
HalstedSullivan@gmail.com 
1541 N Sierra Bonita Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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{I· LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~·~ GEEC:S 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Selene Ting reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\.esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 3:43 PM 
Reply-To: selene.ting@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, selene.ting@gmail.com 

From: 
Selene Ting 
selene.ting@gmail.com 
1400 N. Genesee Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\.en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
You cannot keep building bigger without negatiwly impacting ewrything around it. The dewlopers are trying to 
exploit ewry possible loophole in the name of greed. They couldn't care less about the quality of life for nearby 
residents. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Selene Ting 
selene.ting@gmail.com 
1400 N. Genesee Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from maria veronica reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:10 PM 
Reply-To: swedishmaria@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enlA'eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, swedishmaria@hotmail.com 

From: 
maria veronica 
swedishmaria@hotmail.com 
1730 camino palmero st #3 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

maria \Aeronica 
swedishmaria@hotmail.com 
1730 camino palmero st #3 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Brian Wadley reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 3: 11 PM 
Reply-To: fatwadks@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en\Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, fatwadks@hotmail.com 

From: 
Brian Wadley 
fatwadks@hotmail.com 
7974 1/2 melrose 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tOid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Brian Wadley 
fatwadks@hotmail.com 
7974 1/2 melrose 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 
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{B'. LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~"'! GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Paul Wang reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:50 PM 
Reply-To: Paulthomaswang@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\.1"e~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Paulthomaswang@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Paul Wang 
Paulthomaswang@sbcglobal.net 
1351 crescent hts bl 118 
Weho 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\€ a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Paul Wang reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Paul Wang 
Paulthomaswang@sbcglobal.net 
1351 crescent hts bl 118 
Weho 
Ca 
90046 

https://rnail.g oog le.com'rnai l/b/374/utonu =2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aev.Fpt&search= in~th= 14ae020b657b8865&siml= 14ae02Cll657b886 313 



1/12/2015 City of Los Angeles Mall - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl1o<l. from Rob}fl Weisman reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Q. 
LA 
., GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robyn Weisman reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:38 PM 
Reply-To: rweisman@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en'Ke~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, rweisman@gmail.com 

From: 
Robyn Weisman 
rweisman@gmail.com 
1637 N. Sierra Bonita Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\Kf EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vQid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
We don't haw the infrastructure to handle what we currently haw, let alone manage these outsized 
dewlopments. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robyn Weisman 
rweisman@gmail.com 
1637 N. Sierra Bonita Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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(ft: LA 
~'""':GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Glenn Williamson reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 2:44 PM 
Reply-To: glenn.williamson@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, glenn.williamson@gmail.com 

From: 
Glenn Williamson 
glenn. williamson@gmail.com 
1351 N. Genesee Ave. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://rrrail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ae0519e6109a6d&siml=14ae0519e6109a6d 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\"3" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea...;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi...;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser...;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser...;ce will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.corn'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ae0519e6109a6d&siml=14ae0519e6109a6d 2/3 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Are you kidding me? This proposed complex completely ignores the proportions of the historic buildings in the 
neighborhood. I'm not anti-dewlopment, but this ignores the fabric of the area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Glenn Williamson 
glenn.williamson@gmail.com 
1351 N. Genesee Aw. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

https://mai I .goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iew= pt&search=inbox&th= 14ae0519e6109a6d&si ml= 14ae0519e6109a6d '313 
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g·,!-~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envrevlew@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Victor Zolfo reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 12, 2015 at 1:16 PM 
Reply-To: \Actorjzolfo@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, \Actorjzolfo@mac.com 

From: 
Victor Zolfo 
\Actorjzolfo@mac.com 
1338 N. Orange Grove Avenue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\iOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail .goog le.COITVmail/bl374/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\i0111Fpt&search=inlx»&h= 14ae00192f41c821&siml=14ae00192f41 c821 113 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\A?id more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to ha-..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-..erburden of parking to this already o-..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-..e law suits against the city in the e-..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/Q/?ij=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inbol<&th=14ae00192f41c821&siml=14ae00192f41c821 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Victor Zolfo 
\1cto~zolfo@mac.com 

1338 N. Orange Grow Awnue 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14ae00192f41c821&siml=14ae00192f41c821 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Suzanne Good reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

-------

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\oesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 7:51 PM 
Reply-To: Goodsggood@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\oes unsetboulevard .com, Goodsggood@aol.com 

From: 
Suzanne Good 
Goodsggood@aol.com 
2652 Byron Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\oersized and completely out of context de\oelopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\oed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\oen to the historical context for a de\oelopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\oe. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\oer a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\oe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\oer them with a massi\oe skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\oe a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Traffic is already a nightmare, please reconsider the effect on the neighborhood and stop this o'IA3rsized project 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Suzanne Good 
Goodsggood@aol.com 
2652 Byron Place 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Erica Hornung reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard_com> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 6:16 PM 
Reply-To: erica. homung@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity _org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, erica_homung@gmail.com 

From: 
Erica Hornung 
erica.homung@gmail.com 
1330 N Crescent Hts Blw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story_ I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause-The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://mail .geog le.com'mail/b/374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search= inbol<&th= 14ae63a1bf3fe6fd&si ml= 14ae63a1 bf3fe6fd 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D587



1/14/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 81\d. from Erica Hornung reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\lily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\lidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\lice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door ~o potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbc»r&th=14ae63a1bf3fe6fd&sim1=14ae63a1bf3fe6fd 2/3 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Dear Sir: 

I ha-...e been doing research on the neighborhood for many years, and can attest to its historical importance. In 
fact, there are three historic zones within three blocks of the proposed building. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Erica Hornung 
erica.homung@gmail.com 
1330 N Crescent Hts Blw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from serge masche reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 8:13 PM 
Reply-To: sergemasche@msn.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, sergemasche@msn.com 

From: 
serge masche 
sergemasche@msn.com 
6861 his Circle 
Hollywood 
Ca. 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AeN=pt&search=inbox&th=14ae6a55a7e96151&dsqt=1&siml=14ae6a55a7e96151&siml=14aec820.. . 1/5 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections . (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I driw through that intersection ewryday. It's a nightmare already. Those 900 proposed Bike Racks are a 
dewlopers scam. This, out of ALL proportions, massiw dewlopment will make liw worse to all of us who liw in 
the area. STOP TI-IE GREED! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

serge masche 
sergemasche@msn.com 
6861 Iris Circle 
Hollywood 
Ca. 
90068 

Serge Masche <sergemasche@msn.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 11:32 PM 
To: "To:" <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, "planning.en'Ke"1ew@lacity.org" <planning.en'ltfe"1ew@lacity.org>, 
"tom. labonge@lacity.org" <tom. labonge@lacity.org> 

> To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org; planning.en'ltfe"1ew@lacity.org; tom. labonge@lacity.org 
>Subject: Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from serge masche reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
> From: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com 
> CC: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com; sergemasche@msn.com 
>Date: Tue, 13 Jan 2015 23:13:13 -0500 
> 
>From: 
> serge masche 
> sergemasche@msn.com 
> 6861 Iris Circle 
>Hollywood 
>Ca. 
> 90068 
> 
>To: 
> The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 
> 
> I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 
> 
> This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 
> 
>HEIGHT 
>The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tl EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 
> 
> 8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit 
because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the 
project as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an 
intentional misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states 

https://mail.google.com'rnail/b/374/u/Onli1=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=-pt&search=inbox&th=14ae6a55a7e96151&dsqt=1&siml=14ae6a55a7e96151&siml=14aec820. .. 315 
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le' LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> "'C GEEC:S 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Micki Sauer reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 9:12 PM 
Reply-To: mickisauer@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\liew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, mickisauer@aol.com 

From: 
Micki Sauer 
mickisauer@aol .com 
617 N Alta Vista Bl 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings repres~nt some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "Views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/b/374/w0/?li=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\iem=pt&search=inbox&th= 14ae6db5aaab1 cl20&si ml= 14ae6db5aaab1d20 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1eNFpt&seach=inbox&th=14ae6db5aaab1d20&siml==14ae6db5aaab1d20 213 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
The city is owrwhelmed by traffic and population. Instead of adding to it, let's improw the style of liv;ng for those 
of us already here and let money be made that way. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Micki Sauer 
mickisauer@aol.com 
617 N Alta Vista Bl 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/b/374/u/Dnlil=2&i~57bfd227a5&\4fNF pt&search=inboY&th= 14ae6db5aaab1 d20&si ml= 14ae6db5aaab1d20 313 



1/14/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d.fromsuzanne@mght}CCJnll8nions.org reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

" 

11~LA 
~L!'IGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from suzanne@mightycompanions.org 
reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com> Tue, Jan 13, 2015 at 8:27 PM 
Reply-To: suzanne@mightycompanions.org 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\iesunsetboulevard.com, suzanne@mightycompanions.org 

From: 
s uzanne@mightycom pan ions. org 
s uzanne@mightycom pan ions. org 
1500 Sunset Plaza Dri\ie 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\iersized and completely out of context de\ielopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ied. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ien to the historical context for a de\ielopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\ie. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\ier a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\ie this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\ier them with a massi\ie skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\ie a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha>venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de>velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\€1opers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Haw a heart. Will suffering newr end, with Sunset 81\d and La Cienega already a nightmare for us locals? 
Enough is enough. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

suzanne@mightycompanions.org 
suzanne@mightycompanions.org 
1500 Sunset Plaza Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jeanne Barney reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 2: 11 PM 
Reply-To: HollywoodCatLady@msn.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'v'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\.es unsetboulevard. com, HollywoodCatLady@msn.com 

From: 
Jeanne Barney 
HollywoodCatLady@msn.com 
1525 North Gardner Street 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jeanne Barney 
HollywoodCatLady@msn.com 
1525 North Gardner Street 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Barbara Eich reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at ?:HAM 
Reply-To: beich@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enveview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, beich@pacbell.net 

From: 
Barbara Eich 
beich@pacbel I. net 
1301 N. Genesee Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81-..,tj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Way too many reasons to not approve this project. One point: have you tried driv;ng on Sunset most hours at a 
nonnal pace? or Crescent Heights ... or Fountain Ave? It's getting impossible to get anyplace in a reasonable 
amount of time. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barbara Eich 
beich@pacbel I. net 
1301 N. Genesee Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from matthew harper reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 3:00 PM 
Reply-To: emskat@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre-v;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, emskat@aol.com 

From: 
matthew harper 
emskat@aol.com 
2530 Laurel Pass A\e 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\od EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and -v;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran-v;11e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\ie it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\ienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\ienhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\ielopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally o\iercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de\ielopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\oidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\ierburden of parking to this already o\iercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\oice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\oice will open the door to potentially massi\ie law suits against the city in the e\ient of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

matthew harper 
emskat@aol.com 
2530 Laurel Pass Ave 
LA 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .g oog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&i~ 57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbox&th= 14aeaad86c52e9e6&siml= 14aeaad86c52e9e6 313 



1/1412015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Douglas Hutchinson reference City Case No. ENV-2013-25.52-EIR 

... 

Q
"·: 

LA 
. GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Douglas Hutchinson reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 10:59 AM 
Reply-To: dshutchin@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevarcl.com, dshutchin@gmail.com 

From: 
Douglas Hutchinson 
dshutchin@gmail.com 
1468 N Kings Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\(j EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\U (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Douglas Hutchinson 
dshutchin@gmail.com 
1468 N Kings Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I driw through that intersection ewryday. It's a nightmare already. Those 900 proposed Bike Racks are a 
dewlopers scam. This, out of ALL proportions, massiw dewlopment will make liw worse to all of us who liw in 
the area. STOP TI-IE GREED! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

serge masche 
sergemasche@msn.com 
6861 Iris Circle 
Hollywood 
Ca. 
90068 

Serge Masche <sergemasche@msn.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 11:32 PM 
To: "To:" <jonathan.brand@lacity.org>, "planning.en'Ke"1ew@lacity.org" <planning.en'ltfe"1ew@lacity.org>, 
"tom. labonge@lacity.org" <tom. labonge@lacity.org> 

> To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org; planning.en'ltfe"1ew@lacity.org; tom. labonge@lacity.org 
>Subject: Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from serge masche reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
> From: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com 
> CC: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com; sergemasche@msn.com 
>Date: Tue, 13 Jan 2015 23:13:13 -0500 
> 
>From: 
> serge masche 
> sergemasche@msn.com 
> 6861 Iris Circle 
>Hollywood 
>Ca. 
> 90068 
> 
>To: 
> The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 
> 
> I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 
> 
> This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 
> 
>HEIGHT 
>The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\tl EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 
> 
> 8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit 
because on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the 
project as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an 
intentional misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states 
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the height without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 
> 
> HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
> The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
> • Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
> • The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the 
historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The 
SaVQyand countless hillside residents. 
> • The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the 
most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
> 
>DENSITY 
>The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
> "Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
> and states that. .. 
> ''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 
> 
> This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 
> 
>TRAFFIC 
> The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact 
by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 
> 
> I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather 
than the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 
> 
> Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 
> 
>The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 
> 
>The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to aVQid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
> •The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
> • Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested 
and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
> • Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
> • The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 
> 
>PARKING 
> TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 
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480+ residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to 
attract to cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in 
Hollywood searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 
> 
> THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
>Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will 
be considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to 
get around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into 
yet more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 
> 
> LOSS OF SERVICE 
> The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in 
a huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or 
heart attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
> 
> ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
> I drive through that intersection everyday. It's a nightmare already. Those 900 proposed Bike Racks are a 
developers scam. This, out of ALL proportions, massive development will make live worse to all of us who live in 
the area. STOP THE GREED! 
> 
>These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 
> 
> Thank you, yours sincerely, 
> 
> serge masche 
> sergemasche@msn.com 
> 6861 Iris Circle 
>Hollywood 
>Ca. 
> 90068 
> 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Katherine D. Wiise reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 12:02 PM 
Reply-To: kittywise@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, kittywise@me.com 

From: 
Katherine D. Wiise 
kittywise@me.com 
1351 N. Spaulding Ave. 
Los Angeles 

CA. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\A'.>yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://mail .goog le.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?Li=2&ik=57bfd227a5&,,jew= pt&search=inbol<&th= 14aea09fb9823d5b&dsqt= 1&siml=14aea09fb98.23d5b&siml= 14aea0b73. .. 1/5 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D596



1/14/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Katherine D. Wiise reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha1,enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha1,enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de1,elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1,eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 1,ehicle mo1,ements per day at this already abysmally 01,ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi1,e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de1,elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 1,ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\A9hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co1,er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 1,ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1,elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01,erburden of parking to this already 01,ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e1,ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e1,ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I find it deeply troubling that money continues to rule the day . It has become abundantly clear how little else 
matters. Quality of life is considered an antiquated concept. I belie\E in the capitalist system I think 
CONSIDERATION for humanity 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Katherine D. Wiise 
kittywise@me.com 
1351 N. Spaulding A\E. 
Los Angeles 

CA. 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 12:03 PM 
Reply-To: kittywise@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envrev;ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, kittywise@me.com 

From: 
Katherine D. Wiise 
kittywise@me.com 
1351 N. Spaulding Ave. 
Los Angeles 

CA. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\En to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Er them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\E a disastrous effect on the historical 
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nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
0 Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
0 ine EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmon!, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residen'iial district. 

DENSITY 
The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti>ve" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie>ve it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R48 zoned buildings on Ha>venhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha>venhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was srnl on!y around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de>velopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli>veries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co>ver their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new >vehicle mo>vements per day at this already abysmally o>vercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi>ve and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de>velopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor >vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ""13hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\A3r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.13 amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency "13hicles to ha\.13 speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\A:!lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
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considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the oi.erburden of parking to this already oi.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'v1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ei.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'v1ce will open the door to potentially massii.e law suits against the city in the ei.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I find it deeply troubling that money continues to rule the day . It has become abundantly clear how little else 
matters. Quality of life is considered an antiquated concept. i beliei.e in the capitalist system I think 
CONSIDERATION for humanity 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Katherine D. Wiise 
kittywise@me.com 
1351 N. Spaulding Ai.e. 
Los Angeles 

CA. 
90046 
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(l:LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed-Use Project 
1 message 

Stephen Yoder <stephenjyoder@gmail.com> 
To: planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org 

Wed, Jan 14, 2015 at 4:59 PM 

Srimal Hewawitharana 

Environmental Analysis Section 

Department of City Planning 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

To The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 

junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 

project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 

of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 

The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 

skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 

on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 

as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 

misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 

without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 

The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apartment buildings represent some of Los 

Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 

area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 

to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 

nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
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• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 

• The E IR fails to correctly address the aesthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the 

historic Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and 

The Sa\Oyand countless hillside residents. 

• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the 

most open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 

"Protect loVt.er density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 

and states that ... 

''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 

iMlere the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 

general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 

Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsely claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact 

by subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 

shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 

traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 

at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 

number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 

new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 

the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guesstimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 

the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 

Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 

emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 

conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 

properly determining the consequences of: 

• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 

• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most 

congested and dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 

• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in 11\ehicle conflict areas" 
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• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new 

and unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 

The EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 

residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 

cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 

searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 

impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 

Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 

considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 

around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced 'low income housing' benefits they are asking for into yet 

more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 

The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 

huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\iice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 

attack this loss of ser'\iice will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 

catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

[Your personal note would be added here under the title of'ADDITIONAL CONCERNS".] 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stephen J. Yoder 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Scott Abbott reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 2:37 PM 
Reply-To: ScottChar1esAbbott@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saves unsetboulevard. com, ScottChar1esAbbott@yahoo.com 

From: 
Scott Abbott 
ScottCharlesAbbott@yahoo.com 
906 N. Doheny Drive 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\oille, and The Sa'l.()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\re" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\re it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\renhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\renhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\relopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\reries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\rer their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \rehicle mo\rements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\rehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\rer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\re amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \rehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\relopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\rerburden of parking to this already o\rercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\re law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Scott Abbott 
ScottCharlesAbbott@yahoo.com 
906 N. Doheny Ori~ 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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ti· LA 
~·~GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Peter Amsden reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 8:03 PM 
Reply-To: pjamsden@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, pjamsden@gmail.com 

From: 
Peter Amsden 
pjamsden@gmail.com 
Horseshoe Canyon Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will : 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I ha...e li...ed in Laurel Canyon north of Sunset for o...er 30 years. I ha...e seen many serious and e...en fatal accidents 
at that intersection. Traffic and parking are already a nightmare. This project needs to accommodate for 
increased traffic and parking! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Peter Amsden 
pjamsden@gmail.com 
Horseshoe Canyon Rd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Peter Anton reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 8:50 AM 
Reply-To: panton@mednet.ucla.edu 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\IT'e'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, panton@mednet.ucla.edu 

From: 
Peter Anton 
panton@mednet.ucla.edu 
7777 Hollywood Blvd, Apt 309 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. · 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Traffic impact: I dri\ie Sunset to UCLA e\iery day (>20 years). Between 7:30-1 Oam & 3:30-7:30pm JUST the 
WeHo (Doheny to Crescent Hts) adds 30-35 min. I use the CHASE and McDonalds often: the #s used are 
woefully LOW. PLEASE re-evaluate. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Peter Anton 
panton@mednet. ucla. edu 
7777 Hollywood Bl\d, Apt 309 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jody Blake reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:36 AM 
Reply-To: jorablake@icloud.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. envre-.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, jorablake@icloud.com 

From: 
Jody Blake 
jorablake@icloud.com 
6703 w Olympic Blw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro'l.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEOA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramme, and The Sa\oOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-..e law suits against the city in the e-..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Born and raised in this city, I lament the overbuilding that's happening. We're not NYC, so let's not try to be. Until 
there's a subway a block away from the proposed site, forget about it - enough is enough already! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jody Blake 
jorablake@icloud.com 
6703 w Olympic Blw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jill Gwen Braginets reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 12:04 PM 
Reply-To: jill.gwen@fox.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A"e\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jill.gwen@fox.com 

From: 
Jill Gwen Braginets 
jill .gwen@fox.com 
1745 Wellesley Drive 
Santa Monica 
CA 
90405 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to p~operties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally m.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
lThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jill Gwen Braginets 
jill.gwen@fox.com 
1745 Wellesley Dri...e 
Santa Monica 
CA 
90405 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Barry Brennan reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 7:12 PM 
Reply-To: ermovick@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\ifeview@lacity .erg, tom.labonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ermovick@gmail.com 

From: 
Barry Brennan 
ermovick@gmail.com 
929 N . San Vicente Blw. #1 O 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069-3882 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indhAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Barry Brennan 
ermo\tick@gmail.com 
929 N . San Vicente Bl\d. #1 O 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069-3882 
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fi'LA 'f:li"" GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Darlene Chan reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:20 AM 
Reply-To: Firebox6@roadrunner.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Firebox6@roadrunner.com 

From: 
Darlene Chan 
Firebox6@roadrunner.com 
950 N. Kings Road 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro1-ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, . and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://rrail.google .comlrrail/b/374/u/O/?li.=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AevFpt&search=inbo~th=14aef09f864d61ad&siml=14aef09f864d61ad 1/3 
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1/15/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bh.d. from Darlene Chan reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. . . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o'verburden of parking to this already o'vercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi've law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1fNFpt&search=inbox&th=14aef09f864d61ad&siml=14aef09f864d61ad 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Darlene Chan 
Firebox6@roadrunner.com 
950 N. Kings Road 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90069 

https://mail.google.cornlrnail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.iew=pt&search=inboir&th=14aef09f864d61ad&siml=14aef09f864d61ad 3'3 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Michael Conway reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:44 AM 
Reply-To: conwaym@unitedtalent.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en1Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, conwaym@unitedtalent.com 

From: 
Michael Conway 
conwaym@unitedtalent.com 
9336 Ci\Ac Center Dr. 
Beverly Hills 
CA 
90210 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mai I .g oog le.com'rnail/b/374/u/Onui=2&ik= 57bfd227a5&\1ew= pt&search=inbo~ 14aeee98ff1d4012&siml= 14aeee98ff1d4012 1/3 
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1/1512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Michael Conway reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EJR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://rrra.il.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inboY&th=14aeee98ff1d4612&siml=14aeee98ff1d4612 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Michael Conway 
conwaym@unitedtalent.com 
9336 Ci\Ac Center Dr. 
Bewrly Hills 
CA 
90210 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ew=pt&search=inbol'&th=14aeee98ff1d4812&sirri=14aeee98ff1d4812 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Daniel Coplon reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11 :43 AM 
Reply-To: daniel.coplon@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\IT'e\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, daniel.coplon@gmail.com 

From: 
Daniel Coplon 
daniel.coplon@gmail.com 
1301 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighbo_rhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://mail.google.cOO'Vmailfbl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.iev.Fpt&search=inbox&th=14aef1fb9b7e18ae&siml=14aef1fb9b7e18ae 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D606



1/1512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Daniel Coplon reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\id (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui==2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AfNFpt&search:::inbox&th=14aef1fb9b7e18ae&siml=14aef1fb9b7e18ae 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Daniel Coplon 
daniel.coplon@gmail .com 
1301 N Ogden Dr 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfcl227a5&\4f!Nl=pl&search=inboY&th=14aef1fb9b7e18ae&siml=14aef1fb9b7e18ae 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joseph Culliton reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:36 AM 
Reply-To: JosephC859@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, JosephC859@aol.com 

From: 
Joseph Culliton 
JosephC859@aol.com 
1541 N. Ogden Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa'1{)yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/15/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.d. from Joseph Culliton reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new -.ehicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to al,()id more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de-.elopers goat of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines , and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

https://mail .google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1AE!'.'Fpt&search=inbox&th=14aeee23e995fa48&siml=14aeee23e995fa48 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joseph Culliton 
JosephC859@aol.com 
1541 N. Ogden Dri"lte 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://rrail.google.cOO'Vmail/b/374/i.NO/?ui-=2&ik=57bfd227a5&-.ieN=pt&search:inbo><&th:14aeee23e995fa48&siml=14aeee23e995fa48 3/3 



1/1512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blw. from Joseph Eastwood reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joseph Eastwood reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:24 AM 
Reply-To: jeastwood310@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, jeastwood31 O@gmail.com 

From: 
Joseph Eastwood 
jeastwood31 O@gmail.com 
1327 Havenhurst Dr. #5 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramme, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '..ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '..ehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mai I .g oog le.corrv'mai l/b/374/u/O/?ui= 2&ik=57bfd227a5&viev.=pt&search=inboY&th= 14aeed6b5c52fc45&si ml= 14aeed6b5c52fc45 213 
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ADDffiONAL CONCERNS 
My main concerns: 1) I consider the Chase building to be a historic architectural site, 2) size/scale of the 
dewloper's plans are way too large, and 2) the retail plans do not seem to be much of a draw for local residents. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joseph Eastwood 
jeastwood31 O@gmail.com 
1327 Hawnhurst Dr. #5 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

https://mail .google.comlmail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4ev,c;pt&search=inbox&lh=14aeed6b5c52fc45&siml=14aeed6b5c52fc45 313 
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fi LA "·l"'!t GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Bradford Elsinger reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 3:16 PM 
Reply-To: bradelsinger@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, bradelsinger@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Bradford Elsinger 
bradelsi nger@s bcglobal. net 
7135 Hollywood Bl\d., Apt. 504 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie1we it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha1wenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha1wenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de1welopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli1weries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co1wer their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 1wehicle mo1wements per day at this already abysmally 01wercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\,(j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi1we and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de1welopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 1wehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "1wehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co1wer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi1we amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 1wehicles to ha1we speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de1welopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the 01werburden of parking to this already 01wercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e1went of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi1we law suits against the city in the e1went of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlmaillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ev.cpt&search=inbox&th=14aefe2a531f1a35&siml=14aefe2a531f1a35 213 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I oppose this outrageous project as it will only increase traffic problems for this already congested area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Bradford Elsinger 
bradelsinger@s bcglobal. net 
7135 Hollywood B l\d., Apt. 504 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Q' ~~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envrevlew@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from susan ertag reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 12:39 PM 
Reply-To: susanertag@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en1Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, susanertag@yahoo.com 

From: 
susan ertag 
susanertag@yahoo.com 
857 4 wonderland a\e 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi..e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
just make it smaller! this monstrosity is someone's ego trip. be sensible. or we will only take our business to the 
valley from now on. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

susan ertag 
s usanertag@yahoo.com 
857 4 wonderland ave 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Q' ~~EE<S Planning Environmental Review <plannlng.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Wayne Feit reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:38 AM 
Reply-To: wlfeit@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'vfe.,,;ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, wlfeit@gmail.com 

From: 
Wayne Feit 
wlfeit@gmail.com 
6703 W. OLYMPIC BLVD. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS"TRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and .,,;ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramiille, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti"lre" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie"lre it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\renhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de"lrelopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli"lreries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o\rercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensi"lre and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de"lrelopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor "lrehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\rer their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de"lrelopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O"lrerburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi"lre law suits against the city in the e"lrent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.corrv'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14aef1ade8b9655e&siml=14aef1ade8b9655e 213 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Another bad idea. Exemptions & loopholes are molesting the city. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Wayne Feit 
wlfeit@gmail.com 
6703 W. OLYMPIC BLVD. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from bill fiala reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:39 AM 
Reply-To: billfiala@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'Ke\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, billfiala@gmail.com 

From: 
bill fiala 
billfiala@gmail.com 
7337 W. 85th St 
Los angeles 
ca 
90045 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi..ndual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit: I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sePAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sen.;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ifN.J=pt&search=inbox&th=14aef1bcd59ad574&siml=14aef1bcd59ad574 213 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
That area can't contain traffic now, I don't see how it can adding almost 500 homes and unknown amount of 
cars. The number of parking spaces is almost a joke. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

bill fiala 
billfiala@gmail.com 
7337 W. 85th St 
Los angeles 
ca 
90045 
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fi~LA 
~~ GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Taylor Friedman reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'IA:!sunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:34 AM 
Reply-To: TaylorSFriedman@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa'IA:!sunsetboulevard.com, TaylorSFriedman@gmail.com 

From: 
Taylor Friedman 
TaylorSFriedman@gmail.com 
826 S Spaulding A'IA:!nue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o'IA:!rsized and completely out of context de'IA:!lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\A9d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'IA:!n to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massi'IA:! skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '.ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\.iev.c=pt&search=inbox&th=14aef16f9432b402&siml=14aef16f9432b402 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Taylor Friedman 
TaylorSFriedman@gmail.com 
826 S Spaulding A~nue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

https://rrail.google.c:ooVmail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'1iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14aef16f9432b402&siml=14aef16f9432b402 313 



1/1512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bll.d. from Robert Gray reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Gray reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:25 AM 
Reply-To: improwob@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfe"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, improwob@gmail.com 

From: 
Robert Gray 
improwob@gmail.com 
1327 Hawnhurst Dr. #5 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
llhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\.erburden of parking to this already o\.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\.e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This project is much too tall for the neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Gray 
improvbob@gmail.com 
1327 HaW!nhurst Dr. #5 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Allison Harris reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 2:38 PM 
Reply-To: allison_r_harris@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. envre'v1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, allison_r_harris@yahoo.com 

From: 
Allison Harris 
allison_r_harris@yahoo.com 
906 N. Doheny Driw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times . This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines , and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/Ol?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&11iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14aefbfdfbc06e11&siml=14aefbfdfbc06e11 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Allison Harris 
allison_r_harris@yahoo.com 
906 N. Doheny Dri-.e 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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{j: A ";GEECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Thomas Joseph Hatten reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 5:30 PM 
Reply-To: tomhatten@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enweview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa"vesunsetboulevard.com, tomhatten@me.com 

From: 
Thomas Joseph Hatten 
tomhatten@me.com 
1759 Sunset Plaza Driw 
Los Angeles 
Calif. 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o"versized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro"ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi"ven to the historical context for a de"velopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi've. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O'ver a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O'ver them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;11e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81"1:1 (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heal.Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '~hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Just for the record I still miss the Garden of Allah, though I confess I was very young. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Thomas Joseph Hatten 
tomhatten@me.com 
1759 Sunset Plaza Drive 
Los Angeles 
Calif. 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Alan Henderson reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:10 AM 
Reply-To: acad23@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, acad23@pacbell.net 

From: 
Alan Henderson 
acad23@pacbell.net 
8182 Kirkwood Dr 
Los angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-.e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo-.ements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences ot 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
llhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to ha-.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Too big. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Alan Henderson 
acad23@pacbell.net 
8182 Kirkwood Dr 
Los angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Willam Keith henning reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\A9sunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 3:11 PM 
Reply-To: keithhenning@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\A9sunsetboulevard.com, keithhenning@s bcglobal. net 

From: 
Willam Keith henning 
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net 
7135 Hollywood Bl\{t, Apt 504 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\A9rsized and completely out of context de\A9lopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\A9d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\A9n to the historical context for a de\A9lopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi\A9. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs . The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\A9r a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\A9 this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\A9r them with a massi\A9 skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\A9 a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti....e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie....e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha....enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha....enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de....elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli....eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co....er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ....ehicle mo....ements per day at this already abysmally o....ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi....e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de....elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor ....ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "....ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co....er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi....e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency ....ehicles to ha....e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de....elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o....erburden of parking to this already o....ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e....ent of flre or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi....e law suits against the city in the e....ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.comlmail/b/374/ulO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&'v1~pt&search=inboY&th=14aefde218a7a394&siml=14aefde218a7a394 213 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
I oppose this outrageous project as it will only increase traffic problems for this already congested area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Willam Keith henning 
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net 
7135 Hollywood 81\d., Apt 504 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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t!:LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Willam Keith Henning reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 3:12 PM 
Reply-To: keithhenning@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity .erg, planning.emKe\Aew@lacity .erg, tomJabonge@lacity .erg 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, keithhenning@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Willam Keith Henning 
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net 
7135 Hollywood Blw., Apt 504 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl1Y 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1ew=pt&search=inbox&th=14aefdeb0cd9d9a8&siml=14aefdeb0cd9d9a8 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-..er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-..e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -..ehicles to ha-..e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o-..erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.1ce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sen.1ce will open the door to potentially massi-..e law suits against the city in the e1,ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
I oppose this outrageous project as it will only increase traffic problems for this already congested area. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Willam Keith Henning 
keithhenning@sbcglobal.net 
7135 Hollywood Bl\d., Apt 504 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Scott Jackson reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11 :37 AM 
Reply-To: Scott.Jackson@fox.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'vfeview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Scott.Jackson@fox.com 

From: 
Scott Jackson 
Scott.Jackson@fox.com 
10201 W Pico Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90035 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\AJid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sennce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
this kind of dewlopment needs to stop. we're turning LA into limes Square. the last thing this city needs is more 
$3000/month apartments ... how about some AFFORDABLE dewlopments? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Scott Jackson 
Scott. Jacks on@fox.com 
10201 W Pico Bl\.d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90035 
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Q~~EECS Planning Environmenta I Review <planning.envrevlew@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Linda Kay reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 7:22 PM 
Reply-To: lkay8@ca.rr.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lkay8@ca.rr.com 

From: 
Linda Kay 
lkay8@ca.rr.com 
5747 Waring Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90038 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\.U EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram,;11e, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\ienhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\ielopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\ier their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new '..ehicle mo\iements per day at this already abysmally O\iercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tlid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de\ielopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor '..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\ier their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '..ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'..elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\ierburden of parking to this already o\iercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ient of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\ient of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Linda Kay 
lkay8@ca.rr.com 
5747 Waring A\ienue 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90038 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from laurel kuppin reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-...esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 9:30 AM 
Reply-To: lbk90069@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning .en\ife~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lbk90069@yahoo.com 

From: 
laurel kuppin 
lbk90069@yahoo.com 
2301 sunset plaza dr 
la 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-...ersized and completely out of context de-...elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-...elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\id EIR is simply too excessi-...e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-...e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-...er them with a massi-...e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Savoyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'XI (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

laurel kuppin 
lbk90069@yahoo.com 
2301 sunset plaza dr 
la 
ca 
90069 
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fi: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~~GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Matt Labov reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 9:27 AM 
Reply-To: mlabO\@forefrontmedia.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. em1Te"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mlabo'v@forefrontmedia.com 

From: 
Matt Labov 
mlabo\@forefrontmedia.com 
1669 Virginia Rd 
Los Angeles 
California 
90019 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new ..ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\A'.:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Enough is enough, scale it to 110 feet and you'll still be the biggest kid on the block. Don't disrupt the natural 
beauty and be greedy! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Matt Labov 
mlabm@forefrontmedia.com 
1669 Virginia Rd 
Los Angeles 
California 
90019 
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Q
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Roy Lawrence reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11 :01 AM 
Reply-To: clickonlee@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, clickonlee@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Roy Lawrence 
clickonlee@sbcglobal.net 
410 N Rossmore Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The GramAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
coi.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the oi.erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ei.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns , and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Roy Lawrence 
clickonlee@sbcglobal.net 
410 N Rossmore Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 
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.-

t!: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~C': GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from susan levine reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 7:41 PM 
Reply-To: susl@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, susl@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
susanle\1ne 
susl@sbcglobal.net 
1270 1/2 N Hayworth Ave 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha'A:!nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights , and R2- 1xl zoning across Ha'A:!nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'A:!lopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'A:!ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'A:lhicle mo'A:lments per day at this already abysmally O'A:lrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'A:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de'A:!lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'A:lhicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'A:!lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\/idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'A:lnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\/ice will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e'A:lnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I liw around the comer from this site and 
am absolutely against a dewlopment of this size and scope. please please please stop this building. the impact 
upon the area will be extremely negatiw. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

susanle~ne 

susl@sbcglobal.net 
1270 1/2 N Hayworth Aw 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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fi'LA 
~!".!jGEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Claudia Lewis reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevcird.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:18 AM 
Reply-To: claudia.lewis@fox.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevcird.com, claudia. lewis@fox.com 

From: 
Claudia Lewis 
claudia.lewis@fox.com 
8484 Harold Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approvcil process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail .goog le.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui:;2&ik=57bfd227a5&\ie.1Fpt&search=inbox&th= 14aef084cb0581fe&siml:; 14aef084cb0581fe 1/3 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D626



1/15/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Claudia Lev.is reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo'vements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi've and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi've amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seNce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sennce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Claudia Lewis 
claudia.lewis@fox.com 
8484 Harold Way 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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{B' LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~~GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from john lorick reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 1:27 PM 
Reply-To: johnlorick@att.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\lfe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, johnlorick@att.net 

From: 
john lorick 
johnlorick@att.net 
124 South Harper Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro"'3d. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2- 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vQid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
The Crescent Heights/Sunset Boulevard intersection is a key route to the valley. It is already massi\ely 
congested, especially on weekend e\enings & during rush hours. Adding this le\el of density & traffic to this 
choke point reckless. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

john lorick 
johnlorick@att.net 
124 South Harper A\enue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Blaine Mallory reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 1:59 PM 
Reply-To: malloryblaine@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\Esunsetboulevard.com, malloryblaine@aol.com 

From: 
Blaine Mallory 
malloryblaine@aol .com 
9192 Crescent Dri\E 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\Ersized and completely out of context de\Elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\Ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\En to the historical context for a de\Elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\E. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\Er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\Er them with a massi\E skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\E a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
·Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa"°yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\Enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\Eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\Er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \Ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\Ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\E and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \Ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\Er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\E amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'.Ace will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Blaine Mallory 
malloryblaine@aol.com 
9192 Crescent Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Carolyn Manetti reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 1:55 PM 
Reply-To: carolynmanetti@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe'v'iew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, carolynmanetti@hotmail.com 

From: 
Carolyn Manetti 
carolynmanetti@hotmail.com 
234 N Norton A \e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to avoid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
·The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
covar their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiva amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indiv;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the ovarburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

https://mai I .g oog le.corrv'mai l/b/374/uJO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1.ieN= pt&search=inbox&th= 14aef97ce30e54d7&si ml= 14aef97ce30e54d7 ')}3 



1/1512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset 811.<t from Carolyi Manetti reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Developing that space into something more modem and user friendly is fine, but this design is entirely too 
massive for that location. We have too much traffic and congestion as it is. Scale it DOWN to a story or 2. 
Thanks for listening. CM 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Carolyn Manetti 
carolynmanetti@hotmail.com 
234 N Norton Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 
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(E'LA 
~l"?;GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from darby manning reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:22 AM 
Reply-To: garydarby8@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1"e\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa..esunsetboulevard.com, garydarby8@yahoo.com 

From: 
darby manning 
garydarby8@yahoo.com 
1648 mountcrest a..e 
los angeles 
cal if 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o..ersized and completely out of context de..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi..en to the historical context for a de..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o..er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xt zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping matt and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, detiwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and stow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goat of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "tow income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

darby manning 
garydarby8@yahoo.com 
1648 mountcrest ave 
los angeles 
cal if 
90069 
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ti· LA 
~l°'!':GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Darragh Marmorstein reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 5:20 PM 
Reply-To: Darraghm@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'Keview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Darraghm@me.com 

From: 
Darragh Marmorstein 
Darraghm@me.com 
2350 Hollyridge Dr. 
Hollywood 
CA 
90068 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl~ EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea.,,;1y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi.,,;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\.1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
I li-..ed in West Hollywood for 16 years 
I dri-..e by Sunset and Crescent Hts. many times a week on the way to work. 
I also patronize businesses at the property in question. 
I am outraged by the size of that monstrosity! It needs to be shorter! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Darragh Marmorstein 
Darraghm@me.com 
2350 Hollyridge Dr. 
Hollywood 
CA 
90068 
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(j:LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Wendel Meldrum reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 2:16 PM 
Reply-To: wendel@wendelmeldrum.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulewrd.com, wendel@wendelmeldrum.com 

From: 
Wendel Meldrum 
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com 
2019 Cyprean Dr 
los angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi.er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti'~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\tOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-..ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-..ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massi-..e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Where are the traffic and parking studies? The de\elopers ha\e e\erything to gain then lea\e the people who li\e 
in the neighbourhood with traffic, pollution, strain on the electrical grid and water supply. Join us. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Wendel Meldrum 
wendel@wendelmeldrum.com 
2019 Cyprean Dr 
los angeles 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from janice melton reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11 :40 AM 
Reply-To: jmworkroom@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com, jmworkroom@gmail.com 

From: 
janice melton 
jmworkroom@gmail.com 
2630 west \1ew street 
los angeles 
ca 
90016 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISIRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights , and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\.1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\.1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\.1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Being a 2nd generation Angeleno, I treasure our city's iconic scales and landmarks. I get growth but we need to 
preserw history. Please study Pasadena's laws and regulations re: dewlopment. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

janice melton 
jmworkroom@gmail.com 
2630 west \1ew street 
los angeles 
ca 
90016 
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(R'. LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~i": GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Susana reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\oesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:40 AM 
Reply-To: susana.mendoza@fox.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.es unsetboulevard. com, s usana. mendoza@fox.com 

From: 
Susana 
susana.mendoza@fox.com 
10201 W. Pico Blw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90035 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de'1elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi'1en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi've. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\oer a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie'1e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi'1e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The E IR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and i.news of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\A'.lyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Susana 
susana.mendoza@fox.com 
10201 W. Pico Bl'.<i. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90035 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from H.F. Menefee reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 5:10 PM 
Reply-To: petemenefee@me.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\tfeview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, petemenefee@me.com 

From: 
H.F. Menefee 
petemenefee@me.com 
1747 Sunset Plaza Driw 
Los Angeles 
Calif 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a"°id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\jdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Traffic on Sunset, particularly driv;ng East in the afternoon to ewning hours is unworkable now ... the lack of 
planned parking and the sheer density of this project is a joke! The area cannot sustain this sort of building. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

H.F. Menefee 
petemenefee@me.com 
1747 Sunset Plaza Driw 
Los Angeles 
Calif 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Adam Minton reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11 :35 AM 
Reply-To: Adam.Minton@fox.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A"eview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, Adam.Minton@fox.com 

From: 
Adam Minton 
Adam.Minton@fox.com 
10201 W. Pico Bl\id, Bldg 38/Rm 116 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90064 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants , retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\fly congested corridors , as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Adam Minton 
Adam.Minton@fox.com 
10201 W. Pico Bl\od, Bldg 38/Rm 116 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90064 
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fi:LA 
~Cl GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kevin Minucci reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 5:40 AM 
Reply-To: Kjminucci@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A'e"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Kjminucci@earthlink.net 

From: 
Ke\1n Minucci 
Kjminucci@earthlink.net 
1221 kings rd 
West hollywood 
Ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSl"TY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that .. . 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth,e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\A3nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\A3 law suits against the city in the e\A3nt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Enough is enough 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ke~n Minucci 
Kjminucci@earthlink.net 
1221 kings rd 
West hollywood 
Ca 
90069 
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{j:LA 
'-'~ GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Annette O'Keefe reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:15 AM 
Reply-To: raycib@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, raycib@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Annette O'Keefe 
raycib@sbcglobal.net 
564 N Lucerne 81\td 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\td EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \/iews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\/ille, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally O\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles , pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\oice to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\oice will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
We must stop changing and losing the unique nature of Los Angeles 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Annette O'Keefe 
raycib@sbcglobal.net 
564 N Lucerne Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Vincent Panettiere reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 7:52 AM 
Reply-To: '4)ane13@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, '4)ane13@gmail.com 

From: 
Vincent Panettiere 
'..pane 13@gmail.com 
1841 N. Fuller Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the E IR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth~" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\€ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo>vements per day at this already abysmally o>vercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\td (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi>ve and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co>ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi>ve amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de>velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o>verburden of parking to this already o\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e>vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi>ve law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Stop turning Hollywood into a sterile imitation of Manhattan canyons. The hills are blotted out along with the 
Hollywood sign. They are iconic attractions for tourists, slowly being obscured by 30-foot towers of blandness. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Vincent Panettiere 
\1'.)ane 13@gmail.com 
1841 N. Fuller Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Josephine Powell reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 1:50 PM 
Reply-To: japowell@earthlink.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, japowell@earthlink.net 

From: 
Josephine Powell 
japowell@earthlink.net 
1249 No Crescent Hgts Blw 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The E IR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail .google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aem=pt&search=inboll&th=14aef936e9d5c89e&siml=14aef936e9cl5c89e 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already O\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The Colonial Manor, built in the late 1940s, is one of the few residential apartments designed by Paul R 
Williams. The courtyard is one where nature is preserwd with owr 25 trees and palms. Help us to maintain this 
treasure. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Josephine Powell 
japowell@earthlink.net 
1249 No Crescent Hgts Bl\d 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 
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(~·LA 
~!': GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Yoshiko Rabin reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 3:54 PM 
Reply-To: yoshikor1@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en'1fe\liew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-.es unsetboulevard. com, yoshikor1 @gmail.com 

From: 
Yoshiko Rabin 
yoshikor1@gmail.com 
1861 North Crescent Heights Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi-.en to the historical context for a de-.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o-.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \liews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\lille, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall , and at its_ peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o-.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvti (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
·The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "-.ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi-.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\.erburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e-.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the e-.ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 

https://mail .google.comlmail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\ifffl=pt&search=inboY&th=14af004cb146bebO&siml=14af004cb146bebO 2/3 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I looked at the EIR and for the dewloper to say there will be "NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACr is an insult to all of us. 
A project of this magnitude will absolutely create a huge impact. The dewlopers calculations are BOGUS!!! 
Please inwstigate! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Yoshiko Rabin 
yoshikor1@gmail.com 
1861 North Crescent Heights Bl'A:I 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Sallin reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa...esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:59 AM 
Reply-To: sallin@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa...esunsetboulevard.com, sallin@gmail.com 

From: 
Robert Sallin 
sallin@gmail.com 
1345 N Wetherly Dri...e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o...ersized and completely out of context de...elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi...e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o...er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Sallin 
sallin@gmail.com 
1345 N Wetherly Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Elizabeth Sayre reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11 :34 AM 
Reply-To: sayre.liz@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning.en'A"e\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, sayre.liz@gmail.com 

From: 
Elizabeth Sayre 
sayre. liz@gmail.com 
609 16th Street 
Santa Monica 
CA 
90402 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new 'vehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'Vily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'1()id more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor 'vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'ver their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'vehicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de'velopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'Vidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines . This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o'vercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e'vent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi've law suits against the city in the e'vent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Elizabeth Sayre 
sayre.liz@gmail.com 
609 16th Street 
Santa Monica 
CA 
90402 
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Q
-, . 
. LA 
~GEEC:S 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Mary Sherwood Brock reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 6:21 PM 
Reply-To: studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Mary Sherwood Brock 
studiosherwood@sbcglobal.net 
2415 Vado Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the flistorical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\.Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
With the Manhattan-ization of Hollywood one wonders where the water is coming from to build this building? 
Thousands of gallons needed for pouring concrete daily, and then water to support these new people. Seems a 
bad fit for LA. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Mary Sherwood Brock 
studios herwood@s bcglobal. net 
2415 Vado Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'rnaillb/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1A£NFpt&search=inbox&th=14af08bd10d82fa7&sirnl=14af08bd10d82fa7 313 
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Q' ~~EECS Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Max Silva reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:32 AM 
Reply-To: sil\max@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, sil\max@gmail.com 

From: 
Max Silva 
sil\max@gmail.com 
1301 N. Ogden Dr 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this s.cale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees , deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already 01.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi1.e law suits against the city in the e1.ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Max Silva 
silvmax@gmail.com 
1301 N. Ogden Dr 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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{B: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
'-t1·~GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Larry Smith reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 2:51 PM 
Reply-To: lanyks@usa.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\1"eview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lanyks@usa.net 

From: 
Larry Smith 
lanyks@usa.net 
1427 N. Gardner St. #14 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\,{)id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Larry Smith 
larryks@usa.net 
1427 N. Gardner St. #14 
Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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fi:LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from SUSAN SOLOMON reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 3:13 PM 
Reply-To: SSOLOMON@pyent.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, SSOLOMON@pyent.com 

From: 
SUSAN SOLOMON 
SSOLOMON@PYEN~COM 

2014 LAUREL CANY90N BLVD 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

https:/fmail.google.comfmail/bf3741u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\4fNFpt&search=inbox&th=14aefdfc2a484db7&siml=14aefdfc2a484db7 113 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\A3" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2- 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.A3ries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\A3r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\A3ments per day at this already abysmally O\A3rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'v11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-..oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\A3hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\A3r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \A3hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods . 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\A3rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\A3nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\A3 law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

SUSAN SOLOMON 
SSOLOMON@PYENTCOM 
2014 LAUREL CANY90N BLVD 
LA 
CA 
90046 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&..,;ew=pt&search=inlx»r&th=14aefdfc2a484db7&siml=14aefdfc2a484db7 313 
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lB0

LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from christian stevens reference City Case 
No. ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa-.esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 6:50 PM 
Reply-To: 9021 O@misterbe-.erlyhills.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning. en"IKe'IAew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, 90210@misterbe-..erlyhills.com 

From: 
christian ste-.ens 
9021 O@m isterbe\erlyhills. com 
1234 mickey mouse way 
la 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-.ersized and completely out of context de-.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de-..elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi-.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-.er them with a massi-.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha-.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran'IAlle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/l:V374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1eN=pt&search=inbox&th=14af0a60e9fb2c2b&siml=14af0a60e9fb2c2b 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'A:!hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency 'A:lhicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\4ce will open the door to potentially massi'A:l law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mai I .g cog le.comlmai 1/b/37 4/u10/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&\1ew= pt&search= inbox&th= 14af0a60e9fb2c2b&siml= 14af0a60e9fb2c2b 2/3 
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ADDffiONAL CONCERNS 
You must be fucking joking. Haw you driwn Sunset lately-the whole fucking street is already under construction. 
You people are too stupid to be in charge of this. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

christian stewns 
9021 O@misterbewrlyhills.com 
1234 mickey mouse way 
la 
California 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Steward reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 2:33 PM 
Reply-To: annabelleaardvar@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saws unsetboulevard. com, annabelleaardvar@aol.com 

From: 
John Steward 
annabelleaardvar@aol.com 
406 N Windsor Blw, Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90004-1516 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\€ this to be an intentional 

.misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original reside~tial district. 

DENSITY 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&"1£NFpt&search=inbox&th=14aetbac5c3cc54d&siml=14aetbac5c3cc54d 1/3 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vQid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi..e law suits against the city in the e..ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/bl374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&11iew=pt&search=inbox&th=14aefbac5c3cc54d&siml=14aefbac5c3cc54d 213 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
MONSTROSITY ...... out of character for the area!! 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Steward 
annabelleaardvar@aol.com 
406 N Windsor Blw, Los Angeles 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90004-1516 
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ti: LA 
~· GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Laura Stoneman reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa1,,esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 9:06 AM 
Reply-To: Stonehen@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Stonehen@aol.com 

From: 
Laura Stoneman 
Stonehen@aol.com 
536 N June St 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the 01,,ersized and completely out of context de1,,elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi1,,en to the historical context for a de1,,elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually 01,,er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie1,,e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public. and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents , the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The proliferation of apartment and condo buildings in the Hollywood area, without the impro-..ement of streets, 
parking and public transportation, is choking our neighborhoods. Does nobody in city go-..emment feel the impact 
and get angry ? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely , 

Laura Stoneman 
Stonehen@aol.com 
536 N June St 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 
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.. _: 
LA 

··~ GEECS 
Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Isabelle Sugimoto reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 1:18 PM 
Reply-To: izzysugi@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, izzysugi@gmail.com 

From: 
Isabelle Sugimoto 
izzysugi@gmail.com 
2337 Midvale Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90064 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\€1opment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, delh.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally O\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\KJ (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
·The de\€lopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hicles to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\€1opers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\€rburden of parking to this already O\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Isabelle Sugimoto 
izzysugi@gmail.com 
2337 Midvale Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90064 
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{j: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~~GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from j oan temple reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 9:29 PM 
Reply-To: joanie.tee@gmail.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e'view@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, joanie.tee@gmail.net 

From: 
j oan temple 
joanie.tee@gmail.net 
5747 Waring #8 
los angeles 
ca 
90038 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'ville, and The Sa\A'.lyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'vOid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
I strongly object to construction proposed for the areas of sunset and Crescents Hts. 
Please don't destroy a neighborhood. And the "condo" pro\Asion is unfair. And parking is such a problem in Los 
Angeles, and Hollywood. 
Please. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

j oan temple 
joanie. tee@gmail.net 
5747 Waring #8 
los angeles 
ca 
90038 
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fi: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
~·""': GEECS 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from joel thurm reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:14 AM 
Reply-To: joelthurm@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, joelthurm@aol.com 

From: 
joel thurm 
joelthurm@aol.com 
8485 Brier Drive 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granv;lle, and The Sa\Qyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\€" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\€nhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Ha\€nhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli'.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\€r their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \€hicle mo\€ments per day at this already abysmally O\€rcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea..nly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\€ and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
·Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \€hides in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\€hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\€r their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\€ amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \€hides to ha\€ speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi..ndual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\€rburden of parking to this already O\€rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency serv;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\€nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of serv;ce will open the door to potentially massi\€ law suits against the city in the e\€nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
The scope of this de-.elopment at one of the busiest and most accident prone comers in hollywood is so 
ridiculous it is not ewn funny .. Perhaps thats the game - ask for e-.erything and then settle for less ..... a much 
more modest plan is needed. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

joel thurm 
joelthurm@aol.com 
8485 Brier Dri-.e 
los angeles 
ca 
90046 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Gary Tieche reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 12:00 PM 
Reply-To: gktieche@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, gktieche@gmail.com 

From: 
Gary Tieche 
gktieche@gmail.com 
1036 S. Burnside A\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90019 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\(J EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\er them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\oOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is already one of the most traffic dense comers in Los Angeles - the proposed construction will gridlock the 
area for years and years to come. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Gary lieche 
gktieche@gmail.com 
1036 S. Burnside Ave 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90019 
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(B'LA 
~~GEECS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Julia Trainor reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 8:16 AM 
Reply-To: heyladyent@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e'v1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\esunsetboulevard.com, heyladyent@hotmail.com 

From: 
Julia Trainor 
heyladyent@hotmail.com 
Stanley 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the O\ersized and completely out of context de\elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\A9d. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\.d EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually o\er a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I belie\A9 this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o\er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'v1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'v111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets . 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONALCONCERNS 
This is another construction project that will cause blight on our historic city AND increase traffic. In the last 2 
yrs, the amount of huge new apartment/office buildings you haw allowed to be built is staggering and we will 
regret this. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Julia Trainor 
heyladyent@hotmail.com 
Stanley 
LA 
CA 
90046 
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{j: LA Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 
"'·"': GEEC:S 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Anya Varda reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 12:58 PM 
Reply-To: varda\iOx@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, varda\iOx@yahoo.com 

From: 
Anya Varda 
varda'10x@yahoo.com 
1265 Poinsettia Place 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa'10yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vtl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Please come to your senses ... this whole dewlopment is a sick, sick joke dreamed up by people that haw NO 
IDEA what that area of Los Angeles is like ... they will utterly destroy the quality of life for thousands of people. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Anya Varda 
varda\Ox@yahoo.com 
1265 Poinsettia Place 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Joseph A Viola reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:46 AM 
Reply-To: JoeViola12@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, JoeViola12@gmail.com 

From: 
Joseph A Viola 
JoeViola12@Gmail. Com 
820 Schumacher Dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\.Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
•The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency seruce to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities . 
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ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
0'1.er de\elopment is strangling Los Angeles. Traffic generated by these o\erscale projects has already changed 
life in many areas. Please say NO to corporate greed and redesign this project. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Joseph A Viola 
JoeViola12@Gmail. Com 
820 Schumacher Dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Wadley wadley reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 10:50 PM 
Reply-To: fatwadks@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. envre\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sai.esunsetboulevard.com, fatwadks@hotmail.com 

From: 
Wadley wadley 
fatwadks@hotmail.com 
7974 1/2 melrose ai.e 
la 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oi.ersized and completely out of context dei.elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approi.ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect gii.en to the historical context for a dei.elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessii.e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually oi.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliei.e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower oi.er them with a massii.e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will hai.e a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jiews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl-.rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https://mail.google.com'mail/b/374/u/O/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1At:NFpt&search=inbox&th=14af18198150d2d8&siml=14af18198150d2d8 213 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Wadley wadley 
fatwadks@hotmail.com 
7974 1/2 melrose ave 
la 
ca 
90046 

https:/lrrail.google.comlmaillbl374/ul0/?ui=2&ik=57bfd.227a5&1Ar:m=pt&search=inboia!tth=14af18198150d2d8&siml=14af18198150d2d8 313 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ben Wilkinson reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 11:34 AM 
Reply-To: ben_tall@hotmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ben_tall@hotmail.com 

From: 
Ben Wilkinson 
ben_tall@hotmail.com 
2048 Fox Hilsl Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90025 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a de-.,elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\tOyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de'l.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co'l.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally o'l.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heav;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users , residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The de'l.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
lThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co'l.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency '1.ehicles to ha'l.e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e'l.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 

https:l/rre.il .google.comlrre.il/b/374/ulO/?ui=2&ik=57bfd227a5&1Aew=pt&search=inboJr&th=14aef176037331cb&siml=14aef176037331cb 2/3 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ben Wilkinson 
ben_tall@hotmail.com 
2048 Fox Hilsl Dri\e 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90025 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robert Wilkinson reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\iesunsetboule\/8rd.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 3:05 PM 
Reply-To: rmichaelwilkinson@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa\iesunsetboule\/8rd.com, rmichaelwilkinson@gmail.com 

From: 
Robert Wilkinson 
rmichaelwilkinson@gmail.com 
13019 Rose A\ienue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90066 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o\ieraized and completely out of context de\ielopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ied. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\ien to the historical context for a de\ielopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi\ie. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the appro\181 process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\ier a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie\ie this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower O\ier them with a massi\ie skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will ha\ie a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricfr .• e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Qid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
•Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents . When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robert Wilkinson 
rmichaelwilkinson@gmail.com 
13019 Rose A'A9nue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90066 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Wood reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Thu, Jan 15, 2015 at 1:01 PM 
Reply-To: woody90069@mac.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning. en"1'e"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, woody90069@mac.com 

From: 
Da"1d Wood 
woody90069@mac.com 
710 N Ortando Ave. #204 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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1/15/2015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Sunset Bl\d. from Da\id Wood reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\€ it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha\.enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \.ehicle mo\.ements per day at this already abysmally o\.ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\rOid more expensi\.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \.ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'Aehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\.e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \.ehicles to ha\A:! speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\A:!lopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\A:!rburden of parking to this already O\A:!rcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\'ice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\A:!nt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\'ice will open the door to potentially massi'Ae law suits against the city in the e\A:!nt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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1/1512015 City of Los Angeles Mail - Objection to 8150 Si.raet 811.d. from Da-.id WorxJ. reference City Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da~d Wood 
woody90069@mac.com 
710 N Orlando Ave. #204 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 
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Planning Environmental Review <plannlng.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from rosie bornstein reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 7:13 PM 
Reply-To: rosie.bomstein@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emre\4ew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, rosie.bornstein@gmail.com 

From: 
rosie bomstein 
rosie.bomstein@gmail.com 
1415 N. Harper Apt 3 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents , 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborfloods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\lidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"IAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\lice will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

rosie bomstein 
rosie.bomstein@gmail.com 
1415 N. Harper Apt 3 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 



LA 
GEE CS 

Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Charles boswell reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 9:09 AM 
Reply-To: Boswellchar1es@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emreview@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Boswellchar1es@gmail.com 

From: 
Charles boswell 
Boswellcharles@gmail.com 
1601 north Ogden dr 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency >vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Char1es boswell 
Boswellcharles@gmail.com 
1601 north Ogden dr 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envrevlew@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Patty Clark reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 12:51 PM 
Reply-To: PC1ark777@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, P0ark777@gmail.com 

From: 
Patty Clark 
PClark777@gmail.com 
1036 South Burnside Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90019 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals .and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Patty Clark 
PC1ark777@gmail.com 
1036 South Burnside Avenue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90019 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Gail dodge altman reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 8:56 AM 
Reply-To: Gailandchar1es@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Gailandcharles@gmail.com 

From: 
Gail dodge altman 
Gailandchar1es@gmail.com 
1601 n Ogden dr 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands In direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \4ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\411e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\<lid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
This proposed building does not belong in this historic Hollywood neighborhood. The scale and density is all 
wrong. The impact of the traffic caused by so many apartments and the change in flow caused by removal of the 
island will be horrible. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Gail dodge altman 
Gailandcharles@gmail .com 
1601 n Ogden dr 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Diane Ettinger reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 2:17 PM 
Reply-To: DAVIDDIANEORTH1999@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, DAVIDDIANEORTH1999@yahoo.com 

From: 
Diane Ettinger 
DAVIDDIANEORTH1999@YAHOO.COM 
PO Box 69126 
West Hollywood 
CALIFORNIA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D666



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\41y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"'dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\4ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Diane Ettinger 
DAVIDDIANEORTH1999@YAHOO.COM 
PO Box 69126 
West Hollywood 
CALIFORNIA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ines Gerson reference City Case No. 
ENV ·2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 7:49 PM 
Reply-To: inesgerson@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, inesgerson@yahoo.com 

From: 
Ines Gerson 
inesgerson@yahoo.com 
8152 Cornett Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context de-..elopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro-..ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands In direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I belie-..e this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 
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Text Box
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "'vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ines Gerson 
inesgerson@yahoo.com 
8152 Cornett Dr 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Peter Grean reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 7:00 PM 
Reply-To: pgrean@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, pgrean@aol.com 

From: 
Peter Grean 
pgrean@aol.com 
8390 HOLLYWOOD BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES 
CA. 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\41y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'Vidual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'Vice to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The affected intersection is not only one of the most hea"11y trafficked in L.A. it is a "1tal route for untold 
thousands of commuters to and from the valley as well along Sunset Bl\<t It would defy logic to permit such a 
major dewlopment there. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Peter Grean 
pgrean@aol .com 
8390 HOLLYWOOD BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES 
CA. 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Matthew Hutchison reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 8:55 AM 
Reply-To: Mghutch@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.emire"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Mghutch@gmail.com 

From: 
Matthew Hutchison 
Mghutch@gmail.com 
1235 N. Hawnhurst Dr. #9 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a de\elopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
In addition, my apartment is just a block away from this proposed monstrosity and I will be personally impacted 
by the \Asual blight, traffic and construction. The project is way out of proportion and will ruin the \Allage feel of our 
neighborhood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Matthew Hutchison 
Mghutch@gmail.com 
1235 N. Hawnhurst Dr. #9 
West Hollywood 
Ca 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Kevin Kane reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 6:37 PM 
Reply-To: ke'vkane@pacbell.net 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ke'vkane@pacbell.net 

From: 
Ke'\An Kane 
ke'vkane@pacbell.net 
1745 Camino Palmero #302 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums . I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1 on cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'IA:I (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a~id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the o\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sen.foe will open the door to potentially massi\e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is too large a project for this area of town. Traffic is already horrendous at this intersection and building such 
a large project there will only increase the congestion. City officials should look for a more reasonable balance. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ke\An Kane 
ke\A<ane@pacbell.net 
1745 Camino Palmero #302 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eric Lawrence reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savasunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 2:48 PM 
Reply-To: elawrence87 49@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emire\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savasunsetboulevard.com, elawrence8749@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
Eric Lawrence 
elawrence87 49@sbcglobal.net 
5748Satsuma Ava 
NHOUYWOOD 
CA 
91601 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the ovarsized and completely out of context devalopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general confonnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approvad. In the EIR there is no serious respect givan to the historical context for a devalopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiva. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually ovar a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believa this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the sun"OUnding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower ovar them with a massiva skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hava a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\411e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\41y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\4dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\4ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmoNALCONCERNS 
Laurel Canyon is a main artery between LA & the Valley, the traffic is heavy now, It will be impossible during and 
after the construction of this massiw project 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eric Lawrence 
elawrence87 49@s bcglobal. net 
5748Satsuma Aw 
N HOLLYWOOD 
CA 
91601 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Andrew Macpherson reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 8:26 PM 
Reply-To: amacfly@mac.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, amacfly@mac.com 

From: 
Andrew Macpherson 
amacfly@mac.com 
8278 Hollywood Bl'vd 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D672



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti-..e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie-..e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-..enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Ha-..enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de-..elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli-..eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-..er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -..ehicle mo-..ements per day at this already abysmally o-..ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'IAly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-..oid more expensi-..e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-..elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor -..ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o-..ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massi-..e law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Please make sure that all these issues are addressed, answered and circulated in the 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Andrew Macpherson 
amacfly@mac.com 
8278 Hollywood 81\{j 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <plannlng.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from David Orth reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 2:14 PM 
Reply-To: eugenebound@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, eugenebound@yahoo.com 

From: 
Da\1d Orth 
eugenebound@yahoo.com 
111 O Hacienda Pl #305 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069 

To: 
The Qty Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conforrnance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this perrnit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea-.Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a'v{)id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

11-IE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\4dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\4ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Da\1d Orth 
eugenebound@yahoo.com 
111 O Hacienda Pl #305 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069 
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Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from S. Rutberg reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 1:19 AM 
Reply-To: klezcomer@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. en\/Teview@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@saves unsetboulevard. com, klezcomer@aol .com 

From: 
S. Rutberg 
klezcomer@aol.com 
pob 48739 
los angeles 
Ca 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Granville, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that.. . 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\rj (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea...;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi...;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to turn the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser...;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser...;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 
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ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
i am totally against the project on Sunset & Crescent Height. TSsize of the project is ridiculous. This city has 
owrgrown it's self. LA has become UGLY & lost all it's historic character. I urge you to deny all permits for this 
project as it stands. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

S. Rutberg 
klezcomer@aol.com 
pob 48739 
los angeles 
Ca 
90048 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Robin Schorr reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 12:49 PM 
Reply-To: robinschorr@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.em.re\4ew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, robinschorr@gmail.com 

From: 
Robin Schorr 
robinschorr@gmail.com 
141 SALMONTDR 
BEVERLY HILLS 
CA - California 
902112504 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incol'1'8Ct figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This will be terrible for businesses and residents of this area, which is already very congested. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Robin Schorr 
robinschorr@gmail.com 
141 S ALMONT DR 
BEVERLY HILLS 
CA - California 
902112504 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Diane Stellman reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 8:38 AM 
Reply-To: urberteddy@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\Ke\ofew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, urberteddy@yahoo.com 

From: 
Diane Stellman 
urberteddy@yahoo.com 
950 North Kings Road #240 
West Hollywood 
CA. 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81-..d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \.fews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\oflle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most heavily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "individual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Diane Stellman 
urberteddy@yahoo.com 
950 North Kings Road #240 
West Hollywood 
CA. 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stephanie Striegel reference City Case 
No. ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 3:09 PM 
Reply-To: stephanie.streak@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe~ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, stephanie.streak@gmail.com 

From: 
Stephanie Striegel 
stephanie.streak@gmail.com 
527 North Bronson Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricth.e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha>.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de>.elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli>.eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\'ily congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de>.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\'idual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e>.ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massi>.e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONALCONCERNS 
This dewlopment is awful and will not improw the neighborhood or the quality of life for its citizens. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stephanie Striegel 
stephanie.streak@gmail.com 
527 North Bronson Awnue 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Marilyn Szatmary reference City Case 
No. ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 7:36 PM 
Reply-To: Marilynds967@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Marilynds967@gmail.com 

From: 
Marilyn Szatmary 
Marilynds967@gmail.com 
967 Hammond Street 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Mannont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Cyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
proper1y determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'Jdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONALCONCERNS 
I mowd to West Hollywood from NY 25 years ago ... it was a lo\ely city. It has become totally unlivable. Ur 
building 2 high rises buildings on LaCienaga Bl\d. I fear the day I will nt be able to leaw my house as the traffic 
will be stopped. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Marilyn Szatmary 
Marilynds967@gmail.com 
967 Hammond Street 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jessica Abrams reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 2:18 PM 
Reply-To: jessiloua@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1"e~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, jessiloua@gmail.com 

From: 
Jessica Abrams 
jessiloua@gmail.com 
616. N. Plymouth Bl'IA'.i. 
Los Angeles 
Galifomia 
90004-1421 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the m.ersized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approvad. In the EIR there is no serious respect givan to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\A'.i EIR is simply too excessi\e. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O\er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massi\e skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gram.111e, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha-.enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co-.er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new -.ehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi-.e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de-.elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jessica Abrams 
jessiloua@gmail.com 
616. N. Plymouth Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
California 
90004-1421 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Brown reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Fri, Jan 16, 2015 at 8:32 PM 
Reply-To: JBT@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, JBT@gmail.com 

From: 
John Brown 
JBT@gmail.com 
8178 Hollywood Blw 
LA 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect givan to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'Jews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Brown 
JBT@gmail.com 
8178 Hollywood 81\d 
LA 
CA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <plannlng.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Jane De Haven reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 9:38 PM 
Reply-To: Hooliganmom@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.env-e'Jiew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Hooliganmom@gmail.com 

From: 
Jane De Hawn 
Hooliganmom@gmail.com 
322 North Arden Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect glwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands In direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
·The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran'Jille, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridor5, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
ENOUGH! Please, City Council, stop bending owr backwards for out of town, out of touch dewlopers. Please 
listen -for once! - to residents, to NATIVES OF LA, who know and low this city like no other. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Jane De Hawn 
Hooliganmom@gmail.com 
322 North Arden Blvd. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90004 



cs Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Megan Farley reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 10:06 PM 
Reply-To: Mlynnf@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emire\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Mlynnf@gmail.com 

From: 
Megan Farley 
Mlynnf@gmail.com 
5836 Carlton way 
Hollywood 
Ca 
90028 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \4ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\411e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blvd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'v11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'v1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'v1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Megan Farley 
Mlynnf@gmail.com 
5836 Carlton way 
Hollywood 
Ca 
90028 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Hesse reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 6:18 PM 
Reply-To: johnahesse@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em1re\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, johnahesse@gmail.com 

From: 
John Hesse 
johnahesse@gmail.com 
1505 Queens Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\411e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

"TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Hesse 
johnahesse@gmail.com 
1505 Queens Road 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Steven Luttman reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 6:40 PM 
Reply-To: sluftman@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, sluftman@yahoo.com 

From: 
Stewn Luttman 
sluftman@yahoo.com 
124 N Flores St 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90048 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\od EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D684



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency >vehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
The Lytton sa....;ngs/Chase Bank building is a masterpiece of mid century zig zag roof architecture, it should be 
presened as part of our heritage. 

These are some of my concems, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stewn Luttman 
sluftman@yahoo.com 
124 N Flores St 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90048 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Lisa Meldrum reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 11 :41 AM 
Reply-To: lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 

From: 
Lisa Meldrum 
lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
2610 Jaimie Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a pennit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this pennit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Mannont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Mannont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Mannont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Mr LaBonge, 
Stop this project and be wry vary of loopholes, please! 
Lisa Meldrum 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Lisa Meldrum 
lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
2610 Jalmia Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Donale Meldrum reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 11:42 AM 
Reply-To: lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.em1re\1ew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com, lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 

From: 
Donale Meldrum 
lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
261 O Jalmia Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi\en to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ·~hicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

lHE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Donale Meldrum 
lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
261 O Jalmia Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA - California 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <plannlng.envrevlew@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Eve Meldrum reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 11:42 AM 
Reply-To: lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 

From: 
Eva Meldrum 
lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
261 O Jalmia Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA - Galifomia 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict' to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually mer a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading -and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marrnont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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Reception
Text Box
LETTER D687



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing d~signated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2- 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eve Meldrum 
lisadonmeldrum@gmail.com 
2610 Jalmla Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA - Galifomia 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Laura Rae-Yates reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 11 :44 AM 
Reply-To: llradiates@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em.re"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, llradiates@aol.com 

From: 
Laura Rae-Yates 
llradiates@aol.com 
7532 Kimdale Lane 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\A'.I EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the publlc, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2- 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE"CONDO"LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Along w/ what stated in this letter .. .Increasing thru traffic in Hollywood Hills w/ people a\()iding Laurel Canyon 
likely w/ current GPS use showing back ways. Concern that this project will increase this problem for this 
residential area. 

lhese are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

lhank you, yours sincerely, 

Laura Rae-Yates 
llradiates@aol.com 
7532 Kimdale Lane 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from John Rodgers reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 3:24 PM 
Reply-To: sox415@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, sox415@gmail.com 

From: 
John Rodgers 
sox415@gmail.com 
1412 1/2 Hawnhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This E IR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blvd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \4ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\411e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

"TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to 8'1.()id more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighbomoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clear1y a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
While it makes sense to dewlop the property on the south-west comer of Sunset Blw. and Crescent Heights, 
the 8150 Sunset project is is an owr-sized joke of a dewlopment. From the mayor on down . 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

John Rodgers 
sox41 S@gmail.com 
1412 1/2 Hawnhurst Dr. 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from S.shea reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 7:36 AM 
Reply-To: Sheams54@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Sheams54@gmail.com 

From: 
S.shea 
Sheams54@gmail.com 
1406 Havenhurst Dr. 
Los angeles 
ca. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia 'Nill completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\{j (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

S.shea 
Sheams54@gmail.com 
1406 Hawnhurst Dr. 
Los angeles 
Ca. 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stacy Sillins reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sat, Jan 17, 2015 at 11:01 AM 
Reply-To: lupio@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em.re'.Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, lupio@aol.com 

From: 
Stacy Sillins 
lupio@aol.com 
7542 Kimdale lane 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style apannent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traflic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traflic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, oflices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traflic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traflic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indhAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traflic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Stacy Sillins 
lupio@aol.com 
7542 Kimdale lane 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ara berberian reference City Case No. 
ENV ·2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 10:33 AM 
Reply-To: Arazamo@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.emire'.Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Arazamo@aol.com 

From: 
Ara berberian 
Arazamo@aol.com 
1347 n Stanley aw 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and '.Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'.Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D692



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2- 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Ara barbarian 
Arazamo@aol.com 
1347 n Stanley aw 
Los angeles 
Ca 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Linda boyd reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 5:35 PM 
Reply-To: Linda@boydcomm.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em.re\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Linda@boydcomm.com 

From: 
Linda boyd 
Linda@boydcomm.com 
2938 westbrook ave 
LA 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers . This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.4ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.4ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
There is way too much density and traffic in this area at present. This would grind Sunset to a halt. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Linda boyd 
Linda@boydcomm.com 
2938 westbrook aw 
LA 
CA 
90046 



LA 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from maria gritsch reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 1:51 PM 
Reply-To: mariafgritsch@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mariafgritsch@yahoo.com 

From: 
maria gritsch 
mariafgritsch@yahoo.com 
8854 Lookout Mountain Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restricti\e" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I belie\e it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Ha\enhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1 xi zoning across Ha\enhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new \ehicle mo\ements per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon 81\Jd (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to ha\e speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de\elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already o\ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

maria gritsch 
mariafgritsch@yahoo.com 
8854 Lookout Mountain Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Linda Hamanaka reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 9:02 PM 
Reply-To: Nserra@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\4ew@lacity.org, tom .labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Nserra@aol.com 

From: 
Linda Hamanaka 
Nserra@aol.com 
8278 Marmont Lane 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'.Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Linda Hamanaka 
Nserra@aol.com 
8278 Mannont Lane 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Katharine Karabian reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 7:39 PM 
Reply-To: kkarabian@gmail.com 
To: jonathan .brand@lacity.org, planning.en\fe~ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, kkarabian@gmail.com 

From: 
Katharine Karabian 
kkarabian@gmail.com 
Blue Heights 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and Incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and ~ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran~lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this de\elopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deli\eries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to co\er their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally o\ercrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-..oid more expensi\e and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The de\elopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor \ehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co\er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massi\e amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency \ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearty a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the O\erburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the e\ent of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the e\ent of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Katharine Karabian 
kkarabian@gmail.com 
Blue Heights 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Virginia Knight reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 3:20 PM 
Reply-To: ginyknight@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emwe-..Aew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ginyknight@aol.com 

From: 
Virginia Knight 
ginyknight@aol .com 
749 s Citrus Aw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Oyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
UProtect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences ot 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.foe to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of service will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDITIONAL CONCERNS 
Not only that, this building is gross looking. Too, Too big and ugly. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Virginia Knight 
ginyknight@aol.com 
749 S Citrus Ave. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90036 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Tom Moore reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 6:47 PM 
Reply-To: mooretommoore@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em.re"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, mooretommoore@yahoo.com 

From: 
Tom Moore 
mooretommoore@yahoo.com 
8283 Hollywood Blw. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
co-.er their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency -.ehicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

ll-IE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the de-.elopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already o-.ercrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massi-.e law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONALCONCERNS 
Traffic on Sunset is already horrendous with tenible backups because of the extra stoplight installed for a 
pre~ous dewloper. 
Traffic will be disastrous for us as people take shortcuts on Hollywood to escape the disastrous traffic of Sunset. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Tom Moore 
mooretommoore@yahoo.com 
8283 Hollywood Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Philippe reference City Case No. ENV· 
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa\eSunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 11 :18 PM 
Reply-To: morafilms@gmail.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, morafilms@gmail.com 

From: 
Philippe 
morafilms@gmail.com 
1400 North Havenhurst Drive 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro\ed. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 10n cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This is a ridiculous and bad faith proposal by any reasonable criteria. It is an aesthetic, cultural, en\4ronmental 
and community fiasco in the making. On the border it also promotes a "ci\41 war'' between LA and West 
Hollywood. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Philippe 
morafilms@gmail.com 
1400 North Hawnhurst Driw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@laclty.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Susan Pinkus reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 9:17 AM 
Reply-To: shpinkus@gmail.com 

·To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.em1re"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, shpinkus@gmail.com 

From: 
Susan Pinkus 
shpinkus@gmail.com 
950 N. Kings Rd 
West Hollywood 
Galifomia 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
lhe Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and lhe Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D700



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

"TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10, 000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser\1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
The quality of life is diminishing greatly because of all these non-descript owr dewloped projects. Traffic is at a 
standstill now and you want to build more outrageously huge buildings! Do you ewr driw in the areas where you 
want to build? 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Susan Pinkus 
shpinkus@gmail.com 
950 N. Kings Rd 
West Hollywood 
California 
90069 
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Appendices A (continued) through D 

8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project 
 

Case Number: ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
State Clearinghouse Number: 2013091044 

 
Project Location: 8150 W. Sunset Boulevard, Los Angeles, California, 90046 
Council District: 4, David E. Ryu 
 
Project Description:  AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard Owner, L.P., (the “Applicant”) proposes 
development of the 8150 Sunset Boulevard Mixed Use Project (the “Project”).  The Project consists of two 
buildings over a single podium structure with elements ranging in height from two stories to 16 stories, 
increasing to approximately 108 feet for the nine-story portion and approximately 191 feet for the 16-story 
portion of the building; the overall building height is approximately 216 feet as measured from the low 
point of the site to the top of the South Building.  The North Building would include two levels with a 
rooftop terrace containing exclusively commercial uses.  The South Building would contain commercial uses 
on the first two levels, residential uses on levels three through 15, and a rooftop restaurant/lounge on the 
top level.  The project would include approximately 111,339 square feet of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses and one rooftop level, 249 apartment units, including 28 affordable housing units, representing 
approximately 222,564 gross square feet of residential space.  The project would also provide a central 
public plaza, public space at the northeast corner of the site, public rooftop deck/garden areas, a private 
pool and pool deck area for residents, as well as other resident-only amenities totaling approximately 6,900 
square feet.  Parking for all proposed uses would be provided on-site via a seven-level parking structure 
housed within the podium structure that includes 849 total parking spaces (295 residential and 554 
commercial).  The total development would include approximately 333,903 square feet of commercial and 
residential space with a maximum floor-area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3:1.     
 

APPLICANT: 
AG-SCH 8150 Sunset Boulevard 

Owner, L.P. 

PREPARED BY: 
ESA PCR 

201 Santa Monica Blvd, #500 
Santa Monica, CA 90401 

ON BEHALF OF: 
The City of Los Angeles  

Department of City Planning 
Environmental Analysis Section 
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Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Phyllis Present reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
2 messages 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 11:15 PM 
Reply-To: ppresent@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.emire"1ew@lacity.org, tom. labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, ppresent@aol.com 

From: 
Phyllis Present 
ppresent@aol.com 
7839 Electra Driw 
Los Angeles 
Ca. 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually m.er a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and views of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gram.111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D701



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea'\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indhAdual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'\Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'\Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Phyllis Present 
ppresent@aol.com 
7839 Electra Drive 
Los Angeles 
Ca. 
90046 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 11 :28 PM 
Reply-To: ppresent@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.emire\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, ppresent@aol.com 

(Quoted text hidden] 

ADDffiONAL CONCERNS 
Horrified at this project and the greed and fact the City is willing to "rent" the extra comer that is imperative for 
East bound traffic on Sunset to make a right-hand tum (South). A necessity for safety AND pedestrians 
crossing the road. 
[Quoted text hidden] 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from ALEXANDRA ROSE reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 5:56 PM 
Reply-To: alex_rose@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emre\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, alex_rose@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
ALEXANDRA ROSE 
alex _rose@sbcglobal.net 
8291 PRESSON PLACE 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\tl EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \4ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gramme, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea"11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi"1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

ALEXANDRA ROSE 
alex_rose@sbcglobal.net 
8291 PRESSON PLACE 
LOS ANGELES 
CA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <plannlng.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from sherry sexton reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 10:18 PM 
Reply-To: sherrysexton?@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa>vesunsetboulevard.com, sherrysexton?@aol.com 

From: 
sherry sexton 
s herrysexton ?@aol.com 
8286 presson pl 
los angeles 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o>versized and completely out of context de>velopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be appro>ved. In the EIR there is no serious respect gi>ven to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessi>ve. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually O'\ef a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparrnent buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massi>ve skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will ha>ve a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that ... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly detennining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\4dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser"1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser"1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
This structure will impact the value of our homes. It will block \1ews we haw spent millions to haw and will make 
our traffic situation, which is already terrible, impossible. 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

sherry sexton 
s herrysexton 7@aol.com 
8286 presson pl 
los angeles 
ca 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Warren TenHouten reference City Case 
No. ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 1:53 PM 
Reply-To: wtenhout@ucla.edu 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, wtenhout@ucla.edu 

From: 
Warren TenHouten 
wtenhout@ucla.edu 
8854 Lookout Mountain Aw 
Los Angeles 
Celifomia 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Blw EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
•Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marrnont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran\1lle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\11y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Uid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "whicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tihe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi'v1dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser'v1ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser'v1ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Warren TenHouten 
wtenhout@ucla.edu 
8854 Lookout Mountain Ave 
Los Angeles 
California 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from JR reference City Case No. ENV-2013-
2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Sun, Jan 18, 2015 at 9:24 PM 
Reply-To: shamepyle@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.envre\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, shamepyle@aol.com 

From: 
JR 
shamepyle@aol .com 
8360 Hollywood Bl\d 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect glwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approwl process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DIS1RICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and -dews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gram.me, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that. .. 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 -1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 201 O population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a-,,oid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. ' 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency service to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sen.1ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
I haw liwd on this mountain my entire life. 
This area in NO WAY SHAPE or FORM needs another mall or housing dewlopment. The traffic w the current 
Laaenega build makes us all miserable here. Life quality,'views & property value will surely suffer 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

JR 
shamepyle@aol.com 
8360 Hollywood Bh.d 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Ebon Alabastur reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 12:28 PM 
Reply-To: Alabastur@aol.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.en"1'"e"1ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Alabastur@aol.com 

From: 
Ebon Alabastur 
Alabastur@aol.com 
1344 Havenhurst Dr 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect given to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bh.d EIR is simply too excessive. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believe this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower over them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will have a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and "1ews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marrnont, The Gran"111e, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
•The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea~ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. {City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\A'.lid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
TThe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi~dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency sen.;ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of sen.;ce will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



ADDmONAL CONCERNS 
Health and safety concerns for the traffic that will generated by this dewlopment onto Hawnhurst Dr, which for 
the last 10+ years has had speed bumps to mitigate traffic to and from Sunset & Fountain. Also, no mention as 
to "staging" during buildi 

These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Eben Alabastur 
Alabastur@aol.com 
1344 Hawnhurst Dr 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Angela Alvarado reference City Case No. 
ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa~unsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 11:04 PM 
Reply-To: alvarado@phvx.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, alvarado@phvx.com 

From: 
Angela Alvarado 
alvarado@phvx.com 
8273 Marmont Lane 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bh.d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 1 O feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause. The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 
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The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicie mowments per day at this aiready abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Blw (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\41y congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in ''vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\4dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency senAce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of senAce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Angela Alwrado 
alwrado@phvx.com 
8273 Mannont Lane 
Los Angeles 
Ca 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from sondra anderson reference City Case 
No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 8:13 AM 
Reply-To: shanafe3@sbcglobal.net 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe'oAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sa-..esunsetboulevard.com, shanafe3@sbcglobal.net 

From: 
sondra anderson 
s hanafe3@sbcglobal .net 
1566 North Crescent Heights Bl'vd. 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 

To: 
The Qty Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the o-..ersized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a dewlopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl'vd EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually owr a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISlRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower o-..er them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address tlie asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'oAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran'oAlle, and The Sawyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSITY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D708



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
''Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\d (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea..,,;ly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
•The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi....;dual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency se™ce to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of se™ce will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

sondra anderson 
shanafe3@sbcglobal.net 
1566 North Crescent Heights Bl\d. 
Los Angeles 
ca 
90046 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Vincent James Arcuri reference City 
Case No. ENV-2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sawsunsetboulewrd.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 1:19 PM 
Reply-To: hllywd\An@aol.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning. em.re'IAew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevarcl.com, hllywd"1n@aol.com 

From: 
Vincent James Arcuri 
hllywch.1n@aol.com 
1270 Ozeta Terrace 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confbrmance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I beliew this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower owr them with a massiw skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will haw a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
• The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and 'IAews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\111e, and The Sa\()yand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marrnont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSllY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D709



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
'Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictiw" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I beliew it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Hawnhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2-1xl zoning across Hawnhurst. 

lRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this dewlopment, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliwries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cowr their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new whicle mowments per day at this already abysmally owrcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl\od (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (aty of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to a\Oid more expensiw and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The dewlopers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor whicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in '\ehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cowr their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massiw amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency whicles to haw speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the dewlopers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the owrburden of parking to this already owrcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the ewnt of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser.Ace will open the door to potentially massiw law suits against the city in the ewnt of 
catastrophic offatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Vincent James Arcuri 
hllywd'.An@aol.com 
1270 Ozeta Terrace 
West Hollywood 
CA 
90069 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Caitlin Ary reference City Case No. ENV-
2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@savesunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 8:47 PM 
Reply-To: Caitlinapple@yahoo.com 
To: jonathan.brand@lacity.org, planning.emre\4ew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@savesunsetboulevard.com, Caitlinapple@yahoo.com 

From: 
Caitlin Ary 
Caitlinapple@yahoo.com 
1329 n Niagara st 
Burbank 
Ca 
91505 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the oversized and completely out of context development being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general confonnance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approved. In the EIR there is no serious respect givan to the historical context for a devalopment 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands in direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset Bl\d EIR is simply too excessiva. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for rentals and condominiums differs. The EIR Represents the project 
as 16 stories when it is actually over a realistic 20 stories at 10 feet per story. I believa this to be an intentional 
misrepresentation to confuse the public, and because of this I demand a new EIR that correctly states the height 
without this misleading and incorrect figure of just sixteen stories. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE DISTRICT 
The Chateau Marmont and the surrounding French Chateau style aparment buildings represent some of Los 
Angeles's premier historical treasures, so to tower ovar them with a massive skyscraper will be a blight upon the 
area and a tragedy of urban design that cannot be undone. The EIR does not accurately represent the destruction 
to the neighborhood that this project will cause.The current design will hava a disastrous effect on the historical 
nature of the immediate surroundings by: 
• Demolishing the Lytton Building. 
•The EIR fails to correctly address the asthetic and financial effects of blocking the light and \Aews of the historic 
Chateau Marmont, the Colonial House, Andalusia, Mi Casa, Chateau Marmont, The Gran\Alle, and The Sa\Uyand 
countless hillside residents. 
• The shading the Chateau Marmont, Colonial House, and The Andalusia will completely destroy one of the most 
open and spacious areas of Hollywood's original residential district. 

DENSrTY 

Reception
Text Box
LETTER D710



The Hollywood general plan states that it will: 
"Protect lower density housing from the scattered intrusion of apartments" 
and states that... 
"Transition building heights should be imposed, especially in the medium density housing designated areas 
where the designation is immediately adjacent to properties designated Low Medium 1 or more restrictive" 

This project shares a property line with a 2 story residential building and I believe it is not consistent with the 
general plan. Specifically, the project immediately borders R4B zoned buildings on Havenhurst, R4a on Crescent 
Heights, and R2 - 1xl zoning across Havenhurst. 

TRAFFIC 
The EIR falsly claims that 5,296 daily trips are made by the present shopping mall and bases its traffic impact by 
subtracting this number. At present, the real number is approximately 1500 daily trips that are made by the 
shopping mall, and at its peak occupancy it was still only around 3000. The EIR says that it will only increase 
traffic by 1077 cars by building this development, but the real and honest number for 240 apartments containing 
at least 480 new residents, the restaurants, retails spaces, offices and gym employees, deliveries and the sheer 
number of the customers those business will need to cover their rent, the real figure will be closer to 8-10,000 
new vehicle movements per day at this already abysmally overcrowded intersection. 

I demand that the city of Los Angeles independently reassess the real figures based on actual traffic rather than 
the ridiculous disingenuous 'trips per day' guestimate made in the EIR. 

Laurel Canyon Bl'vtl (between Sunset & Ventura) is one of the most hea\Aly congested corridors, as identified in 
the CGPF analysis of 2010 population and employment projections. (City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Transportation, Chapter 2) 

The proposal to take out a turning lane on the intersection of Laurel and Sunset will worsen traffic and slow 
emergency response times. This application must be denied. 

The lead agency, the City of LA Planning Department, must consider whether this project will cause unsafe 
conditions for roadway users, residents and tax payers to awid more expensive and disastrous lawsuits by 
properly determining the consequences of: 
• The developers goal of pushing 900 new bicyclists into totally unsafe streets. 
• Greater speed differentials between bicycles, pedestrians and motor vehicles in one of the most congested and 
dangerous junctions in Hollywood. 
• Increased danger to bicyclists and pedestrians in "vehicle conflict areas" 
• The resulting inadequate emergency access to all hillside residents and neighbors as a result of this new and 
unmanageable congestion. 

PARKING 
Tlhe EIR does not satisfactorily address the fact that there are nothing like enough parking spaces for the 480+ 
residents, 100+ retail, restaurant and gym employees along the thousands of clients they will need to attract to 
cover their rent. This will mean thousands of cars a day circling one of the most congested areas in Hollywood 
searching for parking, adding massive amounts of pollution, destroying our quality of life, and making it 
impossible for residents and emergency vehicles to have speedy access to the hillside neighborhoods. 

THE "CONDO" LOOPHOLE 
Townscape, the developers, are now applying to the city for condo parcel numbers. This means the units will be 
considered "indi\Adual homes" and are not subject to city rent increase guidelines. This is clearly a away to get 
around city rent guidelines, and to tum the unenforced "low income housing" benefits they are asking for into yet 
more easy to flip profit. I also ask that these loopholes are closed. 

LOSS OF SERVICE 
The addition of traffic and the overburden of parking to this already overcrowded intersection is going to result in a 
huge loss of speedy emergency ser.Ace to all hillside residents. When seconds matter in the event of fire or heart 
attack this loss of ser\Ace will open the door to potentially massive law suits against the city in the event of 
catastrophic of fatal accidents in the hillside communities. 



These are some of my concerns, and I would like to know that City Hall will address them. 

Thank you, yours sincerely, 

Caitlin Ary 
Caitlinapple@yahoo.com 
1329 n Niagara st 
Burbank 
Ca 
91505 



Planning Environmental Review <planning.envreview@lacity.org> 

Objection to 8150 Sunset Blvd. from Stephen Badger reference City Case No. 
ENV -2013-2552-EIR 
1 message 

Save Sunset Boulevard <info@sa'veSunsetboulevard.com> Mon, Jan 19, 2015 at 11 :57 AM 
Reply-To: Stephen.bAdger@effem.com 
To: jonathan. brand@lacity.org, planning.enwe\Aew@lacity.org, tom.labonge@lacity.org 
Cc: info@sawsunsetboulevard.com, Stephen.bAdger@effem.com 

From: 
Stephen Badger 
Stephen. bAdger@effem.com 
1698 MarMont Aw 
Los Angeles 
CA 
87501 

To: 
The City Planning Department, Councilman Tom LaBonge, and Jonathan Brand, 

I strongly object to the owrsized and completely out of context dewlopment being proposed for the south-west 
junction of Sunset & Crescent Heights on these grounds; 

This EIR makes reference to general conformance, yet general conformance is not the standard on which a 
project may be approwd. In the EIR there is no serious respect giwn to the historical context for a development 
of this scale, mass or design. This project stands In direct conflict to the Hollywood General Plan and CEQA. 

HEIGHT 
The land use detailed in the 8150 Sunset 81\d EIR is simply too excessiw. At 216 feet this will be the tallest 
skyscraper on the historically low rise Sunset Strip. 

8150 is applying for a permit to build condominiums. I ask that the city of Los Angeles reject this permit because 
on the way in which the approval process for ren